o B e
BIRZEITUNIVERSITY
Faculty of Graduate Stud
The Ibrahim Abukughod Institute of International Stud
[IALIIS]

Israel's 1967 First Strike against EQ'

Preemptive or Preventi

Al o) Adlaw 11967 sle A jas aca 1) AL HuY) &yl

Prepared by
Gamal M. A. Mohammed

Supervisor

Dr. Roger Heacock

2012



S e
BIRZEITUNIVERSITY
Faculty of Graduate Stud
The Ibrahim Abukughod Institute of International Stud
[IALIIS]

Israel's 1967 First Strike against EQ'

Preemptiv or Preventive

Al o) Adlaw 11967 sle (A jas aca 11 AL HuY) 3yl

Prepared by
Gamal M. A. Mohammed
University Number
1085443
Supervisor
Dr. Roger Heacock
Readers
Dr. Mahdi Abdul Hadi Dr.Basem Ezbic

This thesis wasubmitted in partial fulfillment of the requiremsrfor the Masters Degr in
International Studies from the Faculty of GraduStedies at Birzeit Univers-Palestine.



Israel’s 1967 First Strike against Egypt:

Preemptive or Preventive
ali s o 38law 11967 ale A jeae aca V) 408 ) & )

Prepared by
Gamal M. A. Mohammed
University Number
1085443
Supervisor

Dr. Roger Heacock

Readers
Dr. Mahdi Abdul Hadi Dr. Basem Ezbidi

May 16, 2012



AKNOWLEDGEMENT

| would like to thank Dr. Roger Heacock for his wawgring support while researching
my thesis. He did not spare either time or efforhélp me accomplish my research objectives.
Gratitude is also extended to Bashar Skaik for gnieg the thesis’ charts and to Maysa Gayyusi
for preparing the tables and the maps. Specialkthdao Julia Pitner for proofreading the
manuscript. | am grateful also to Muatasem Afamd ¢he staff members of the library of the
Centre for Development Studies [CDS]. Last but leaist, | would like to thank Dr. Mahdi

Abdul Hadi and Dr. Basem Ezbidi for their valualb®enarks on the research draft.



To Palestine:
History,
People, and

Land



Vi

TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE ...ttt ettt et e e oo e e e bbbttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e b bt eee s
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ....ctttiiitiiiiiieeee e a e e e e e e e e e e seesseeeees 5
FIRST STRIKE: CONCEPTS. ... tttttteeeeeettta e e e e ettt e e e et ee st aaa e e e e eeeaaa e e eeeestaa s aeaeeesnnn e eaeeennnnnsnnnns 5
FIFST STITKE .ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeennnnes 6
INAAVEITENT WA ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e bbb s e es 7
INTEICEPLIVE STITKE ....eeiiiiiiiiiie e s ettt e e e e e e e 8
Preemptive War and ItS CrIEIIA ....... ..o v e e e e eeeeeeee e eeeee e e e 9
PreVeNTIVE WA ......uviiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 12
LITERATURE REVIEW ...ttt ettt e e e ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s bbbttt e st e e e eeeseennanns 13
First Category: Historical and Narrative Literatute...........cccccevvvvvvvvvniiinneneennn. 14
Second Category: Theoretical Literature........cccoooooeviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 21
PROBLEM STATEMENT ...titit ittt e et ettt e e e e ettt s e e e eeememsas e e e e eessb e e eeeessaaaaeeaensnnnaaaaaaaeenes 24
HY PO THESIS. .ttt et e e e ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e nrreeeeeeeeeeeeeesnaannns 24
1Y 1= aTe] 5 Y0 ] e ) TP TPPPPPP 24
CHAPTER TWO: PROLOGUE TO THE 1967 WAR .......uutiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiireeeee e
THE SYRIAN FRONT ..ttttttttttttteeeeeeeeaeassassaaa bbb beeeeee e e e e e e e s aaaa s s sabab bbb bbb s s s et et e e e e e annnannnnsssennenes 29
INVALIDATING MISCONCEPTIONS ...tttttttttttttttttaeeaeeeeassssssssaassssennneeaeaaaaesesssssssssanssnssssssnssssees 40
Egyptian Escalation versus De-escalation.......ccc..oeeevvvvvvcciiiiiiieeeeeeeeeennnnnnnn. 40
The Status of the Gulf of Agaba...........oooo e 45
The Arab Military AllIANCES ..........uuuuiueimmm ettt e eeeneeeeeed 54
The Status of the Sinai: Was the Sinai Demilit@?ze............cccccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiinnnne. a9
The Withdrawal of the Egyptian Forces from Yemen .........cccoeeeeeiieiivieiininnee 62

CHAPTER THREE: HISTORY OF THE ARAB MILITARY PLANNIN G 1964-1967: DID
THE ARAB COUNTRIES EVER HAVE AN OFFENSIVE PLAN AGAI NST ISRAEL?. 68

THE UNIFIED ARAB COMMAND ....ceieiiieeeieeeittetetnassasseeeeaaaeasaesaeasssesesssssssssssnnnnnaseaeaaaaeaeeeeees 69
The Joint Defense Council MEEtINGS ........cccceeeeiiiiieiie e 72
Did Israel Know about the Real Status of the UAC2........cccooeeviiieiiiiiiiiieiiiinn, 17
EGYPTIAN MILITARY PLANNING ...utiitiiiitiieii st e et et e et s et esnae s e e e e e e e e e e et e e et e e et e e eaeeean s 79
The Original QaNIT.........uuueeiiiiie e er e e e e e e 80
The Modified QaNIK ........couuiiiiei e e 83
The Number of the Deployed Egyptian FOrces oo 86
The Fourth Armored DIVISION .........ccooiiiiieeeeeiciese e e e 91
The Shazly DIVISION .....cccceeeiiiiiicce e e e e e e e e e e eeeaaeeeees 93

REPORT OF THESPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE INVESTIGATION OF THECAUSES OF THEDEFEAT
OFJUNE 1967 :COMMITTEE OF THE TEN ...uititiiiieitiieeeeieeeeeis e e et e e e eeseesenesi e e aesneesesnnneeees 95



Vil

THE EGYPTIAN AIR FOR CE ..ottt 96
CHAPTER FOUR: EGYPT AND THE FIRST STRIKE OPTION: DI D EGYPT PLAN TO
STRIKE FIRST IN L0872 ..ottt e e e e e 104
EGYPTIAN VERSUSISRAELI NARRATIVE: WHO STARTED HOSTILITIES?. ..ot 105
NASSER SDISCOURSE VERSUZIPOLICIES. ...ttt eeeeeeeeeeee et et et ee e eeeeteeeseeesenesaesseeeesesessesseseseeesaneneens 111

Nasser’'s Discourse during the CriSiS........cuuueeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaieeee e eeeeeeeeviiieeees 113
|SRAELIHISTORIANS ALLEGATIONS: GINOR AND REMEZ VERSUSOREN......cotueieteeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeenn 117
Israeli Troop Concentrations on the Syrian Borders........cccccevvveeiiieeeeeenneee. 117
Moscow and Egypt’'s FirSt SHKe ........coeiieeeeeeuiiiiiiii e 121
Nasser-Amer Relationship and its Impact on the Army..............ceevvvvvvnnnnnes 126
= | 2= 1T/ | N d = P 129
The American and SoViet INFIUBNCE ....... e e e 134
Oren’s CoNnStruCtioN OFf EVENTS ....couivni ettt r e reaeees 139
Israel and Fajr: Superb Intelligence Material or KeCoincidence................... 142
Reconstructing the Actual EVENLS .........eiiiieiii e 145
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION ..ot e et 151
GENERAL CONCLUSIONS. . ettt ettt ettt ettt e e e et e e et e e et e e e e eaaeenns 152
THE ISRAELI STRIKE: PREEMPTIVE ORPREVENTIVE ...ttt eeeeeeeeeee e seseseeeseeeeeseseseeeseseeseseseeesenenes 155
THE Pre-CriSiS PEIOA ..o e et e e e eme e e e eeees 153
TRE CriSIS P IOU. ... oo et e e e e e e e eaaens 157
Conceptualizing the Israeli StriKe ..o 158
THE FINAL CONCLUSION. .« ettt ettt et et e et e e e e et e et e e s emaee s e en e e e e e enee e re e eneeenseanreensanrnnees 164
ANNEX |: ARABIC DOCUMENTS .ottt e et r et e e e s rearenees 166
ANNEX [I: AMERICAN DOCUMENTS ..ottt ettt e et r e e e e s eraeen 169
ANNEX [Il: EASTERN BLOC'S DOCUMENTS ..ottt ettt a e e 731
ANNEX [V: FRENCH DOCUMENT .. oottt ettt ettt r e et e e e r e 174

BIBLIOGRAPHY L. 175



viii

LIST OF CHARTS

CHART NO. 1: NUMBER OFISRAELI CASUALTIES BETWEEN1950AND 1989..............c.e.et. .35
CHART NO. 2: NUMBER OF THEISRAELI CASUALTIES IN THESIXTIES ... viviis i e eaen 36
CHART NO. 3: NUMBER OFISRAELI CASUALTIES IN1967. ... e 37

LIST OF TABLES

TABLE NO. 1: NUMBER OFEGYPTIAN TROOPS INY EMEN ASMENTIONED IN EGYPTIAN AND

FOREIGNSOURCES ON THEW AR ..ttt ittt ettt et et et et et et et e e et et et e e e e e eeeen 64

TABLE NO. 2: NUMBER OFEGYPTIAN TROOPSDEPLOYED TO THESINAI AS MENTIONED IN

EGYPTIAN AND FOREIGNSOURCES ON THBWAR ..ottt i et et iieeainen e BT

TABLE NO. 3: POSSIBLENUMBERS OFEGYPTIAN TROOPSDEPLOYED TO THESINAI BASED ON

FAwzY AND EL GAMASY ESTIMATES OFEGYPTIAN CASUALTIES IN THE1967WAR ............... 91

TABLE NO. 4: NUMBER OFEGYPTIAN AND ISRAELI AIRCRAFT ASMENTIONED IN EGYPTIAN AND

FOREIGNSOURCES ON THEWAR ...ttt ittt ettt et et e et e e et e et e e e e e nee s 98

TABLE NO. 5: FREQUENCY OFREPETITION OF THEWORD “I SRAEL” IN NASSER S SPEECHES AND
STATEMENTS DURING THECRISIS OFMAY -JUNE 1967......ccuveiieieeeeeeeieieeeeiiiiee e 115

LIST OF MAPS

MAP No. 1: FRONT DEFENSE LINES IN THEORIGINAL AND MODIFIED QAHIR- NUMBER OF
EGYPTIAN AND ISRAELI OPERATIONAL AIRCRAFT- THE DEPLOYMENT OF THEFOURTH ARMORED

DIVISION AND THE SHAZLY FORCETHE ARMORED SUPPORT OF THEGAZA STRIP ....ccvvveeeenene. 103



ABSTRACT

MMM\oM&.\J\S\Jj@}1967}M}.}5e}chmwka“ﬁ\y}(\h*aﬂ@ﬁh}\o&m
S Al ) Ay el o ) Al Jalads legie JS Caaaly Aaldl) dad pual) ) Dol A8, o) 4l
Lyl P e llds L se o Wlass 1967 ol Gija il ) aal el Gilel o LS £8au) caugl s (gl

1967 s 5 sile fajf camlia Al Ly il Jpealial) 5 4006 50 5 A8LELY) ol £y kil a1 (o

Gany ) JEY) S Al ) L sadl 2l e dali il 5l Gl dilany Al @y a8
& e sabdll sl Aualad Y1 sliaddl U ol cas sal) Ay el sabdll U 8 Ay el &) Suedl Jaladl
Leadas) el ) jally Alall cld Jualall Julail 5 = 50l dud 5ol G jad LS el & Ay jeadl) 4y Suall Jaladl)

N ol O e aca (I & pually Ll fiad &y el 520D CulS 1Y Lo 48 el i V) ol 4y paall 504D

G e S 20 e s B AN poladl e adl o pinge g S 8 AN cadie) S
S a1 A S el ) A S 5y Ay e daa el B ) 3y 35 Jie cleie ) dald il o3¢y daalal

A A daa LAl Bl s B () ALYl A8 ) ALY 5 gl 5 s S50 Ao gena (e Al GOSN Ganag

ol A VG Aalal) Sliall Sl agh sl 4 slaall Ay yal) 5 Ay addl @GS el 5 e a2

Jpanll Dglae b Glldg L) lode slae¥) & G dalgd) Ey il da jal o3¢y alall S0 e Lo b Y
A Ll alad e G pdal e Dlad ddalidl AN alead) WIS G 2 e Elaadl da) 4y
. TS e ue =93 ) UR E o XD

Rt IPRY P

s sle b Adhid) Ly Gye A Ae V) ) i 3 Caadl s Ay s Canll Jglay
Aaaa )l 5l e3¢l A jall s AALd ) A5l Aeal ge o 38 68 Cuny i all gV Y @l 5 1967

Al lS A ) Al o i DA e (Say cale)



1949

May 28, 1951
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October 24, 1956
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1959

1964

January 1964

June 1964

July 1964

THESIS TIMELINE

The 1948 war ended with armistice agreemesitwden Israel and four
Arab countries Egypt [February 24], Lebanon [Mag&3], Jordan [April
3] and Syria [July 20].

General Riley, Chief of Staff of UNTS&sserted, “Neither party to the
armistice agreement [Syria and Israel]... enjoyghtd of sovereignty
within the demilitarized zones.”

Nasser expressed his willingness to settle Atab-Israeli conflict in
accordance with the Partition Plan [The GeneraleAdsdy Resolution
181].

Israel secretly colluded with @nitand France to invade Egypt. The aim
was to occupy the Suez Canal and topple Presidasged of Egypt.

The Suez War of 1956 ended with certain amanggts in the Sinai that
included the deployment of United Nations EmergeRoyces [UNEF]

along the Egyptian-Israeli armistice lines and ina®n El Sheikh to
guarantee Israeli access to the Gulf of Agaba. i was never
demilitarized.

Israel announced beginning of work in its diadil Water Carrier project
that would divert the water of the Jordan Rivethie Negev desert.

Israel developed the idea of achieving airegopty by destroying the
Egyptian airfields.

First Arab Summit was held in Caird anUnified Arab Command
[UAC] was established. The aim was to prevent Idraen stealing Arab
waters. Arab countries concerned confirmed theakisiy to Johnston
Plan quotas developed by Eric Johnston in 1955.

Work ended in Israel’'s National Wateri€aproject to divert the water
of the Jordan River.

UNTSO officials accorded credit for Syrieestraint in face of Israeli
aggressive policies in the demilitarized zones.

December 19, 1964 King Hussein’s third meetingamdion with Ya’acov Herzog, Director of

Prime Minister's Office. The meeting discussed t&C and the King
assured Herzog that only defensive plans had baeriuded.



1964/1965

January 1965

March 1965

1965/1966

April 25, 1966

May 16, 1966

November 4, 1966

November 13, 1966

December 1966

April 7, 1967

May 13, 1967

May 15, 1967

May 16, 1967

Xi

As a proof for Israel's disregard for #@menistice agreement, Lebanon
filed 382 complaints of over-flying against Israel.

Beginning of Palestinian military gtle. Infiltrators used Jordanian and
Lebanese territories. Jordan and Lebanon werettaofésraeli reprisals.

Israel complained about Palestinianitiafors to the United Nations
Security Council.

Syria abandoned its counter-diversionangjects of the Banias and
Hasbani Rivers due to continuous Israeli militariervention.

After six months of inactivity, Paleian guerillas resumed their
operations. The last one was on November 7, 1965.

Israel accused Syria in the Uniteddwat Security Council of supporting
FATEH.

Egyptian-Syrian Joint Defense fyreas signed.

Israel launched an aggressiansighe Samu’ village in the West Bank
after an operation for FATEH two days before. Eggint was killed in
addition to more than one hundred injured. It whs targest Israel
military operation since the Suez War in 1956.

Egypt ratified a defensive plan awaleed Qahir [The Original Qabhir].
Though modified during the crisis of May-June 19¢¥Yhe Modified
Qabhir] its defensive character was never changed.

As a continuation of Israel’'s provtiga policies on the armistice lines, a
trans-border Israeli-Syrian confrontation escalaiteih an aerial battle
during which Syria lost six MiG-21 aircraft. Isragded tens of its aircratft.

The Soviet Union and other sourcesels informed Egypt about Israeli
troop concentrations on the Syrian borders.

Egypt issued orders of mobilizationtbé army to the Sinai. Egypt
deployed between sixty-six and seventy-two thousanidiers [facing by
the end of the crisis approximately seventy thodstsmaeli soldiers].
Forces were deployed to forward positions in theaSithough in a
defensive manner.

Nasser received lbrahim Makhous, th&® Minister of Foreign Affairs.
He told Makhous that the Soviet help might be leditand would not
exceed moral and political support.



May 17, 1967

May 19, 1967

May 22, 1967

May 23, 1967

May 24, 1967

May 25, 1967

Xii

Two Egyptian MiG-21 interceptors wased in a reconnaissance mission
over Israel.

UNEF forces evacuated its posts. lisigmied orders for large-scale
mobilization.

Nasser announced closure of the G\jaba in front of Israeli shipping
restoring the pre-1956 measures. The Egyptian tdiee@llowed Israeli
military vessels and Israeli escorted ships to gete through the Straits of
Tiran.

Nasser received Dimitry Bojidaev, the Soviet Andzator to Cairo. He
told Bojidaev that the Arab countries expected Smviet Union to
neutralize the United States.

The United States Embassy in Cairoveleld Johnson’s verbal note to
Nasser asking for self-control.

Nasser suggested to U Thant, Unitetbhga Secretary General, referring
the issue of the Straits of Tiran to the InternaidCourt of Justice.

Ezer Weizman, Chief of Operations in the IDF disseted orders for a
military operation, Operation Axe, against Egyptheut informing the
Israeli Prime Minister Levi Eshkol. When informegl Weizman, Eshkol
refused to authorize it.

Abba Eban, Israel’'s Minister of Foreign Affairs, svaeceived by the
French President de Gaulle. De Gaulle told Eban Idrael should not
start the war.

Shams Badran, Egypt’s Minister of Wasited Moscow to consult with
Soviet leaders. On the same day, Eban arrived ahington.

Levi Eshkol, Yigal Allon, Arieh Levavi and YitzhaRabin fabricated
information about an Egyptian-Syrian attack andtsénto Eban in
Washington.

While in Washington, Eban received a cable frons Qovernment
informing him about an imminent Egyptian-Syrianaakk. He informed
Dean Rusk, the Secretary of the State.

Fajr [Dawn] Operation is discussed in Nasser’'stmgewith his military
commanders. He convened with Amer separately ajidvaa cancelled.



May 26, 1967

May 27, 1967

May 30, 1967

May 31, 1967

June 1, 1967

Xiii

Mustapha Kamel, the Egyptian Ambassador to Washingtwas

summoned to the State Department and informedraélls claims about
an imminent joint Egyptian-Syrian attack againstdé$. He denied the
Israeli claims.

Badran’s first meeting with Alexei lg#. Badran asserted, “We will
not initiate hostilities.”

Eban was received by Rusk, Robert McNamara, SegretdDefense and
Earle Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of {Steile repeated his
government claims.

President Johnson received Eban. The American &ssconveyed to
Eban were, “There is no Egyptian intention totaek.”

Four MiG-21 interceptors were used in the second kst Egyptian
reconnaissance mission over Israel during thescrisi

Nasser threatened only once during the crisis @stfdy Israel” and he
used the term in its military context meaning d®gtrg any attacking
Israeli forces.

Bojidaev awoke Nasser at dawn congegirmessage Moscow received
from Washington about an Egyptian-Syrian attacksdé¢a denied the
Israeli claims.

Badran’s second meeting with Kosygin. Badran see@s8Ve do not want
war at all.”

The Fourth Armored Division arrived at Bir Thamadathe heart of the
Sinai. Its mission was to defend the strategic gmss the Sinai. Its
location was one-hundred kilometers from the Egypisraeli armistice
lines.

Jordan joined the Egyptian-Syrian tloDefense Treaty. Egypt,
accordingly, was in command of the armies of bothaSand Jordan. The
treaty constituted a defensive alliance.

Nasser repeated to Robert Andersodnagerican envoy, his willingness
to settle the issue of the Straits of Tiran in th&ernational Court of
Justice. Israel knew about Nasser-Anderson’s mgétie same day.

De Gaulle received Makhous and wasreaksthat Syria took only
defensive measures.



June 2, 1967

June 3, 1967

June 4, 1967

June 5, 1967

Xiv

Meir Amit, Chief of the Israeli Mossad, met withcMamara. Amit said,
“He feels extreme measures are needed quickly.t Awas referring to his
government’s decision to strike. About the StraifsTiran, Amit said,
“They are not crucial.”

Undersecretary Eugene Rostow saltkettstaeli Ambassador, “We have
been told categorically that Egypt will not attdcke added, “If we had
these assurances from the Soviets in connectidnomit own security, the
U.S. would not rush into a confrontation.”

About the Straits of Tiran, McNamara said to atiBi delegation, “The
Israeli access to Eilat is not really vital in aoeomic sense. The question
is rather political.”

Israel’s Ambassador to Washington knew about tlitnéoming visit of
Egypt's Vice President, Zakaria Mohieddin, to setthe issue of the
Straits.

American Ambassadors to Arab statesivexl a circular telegram in
which they were informed, “You should not assuned the United States
can order Israel not to fight for what it considéosbe its most vital
interests.”

About Egypt's position on the Straits, the Americetegram added,
“There may be some flexibility in what Cairo woudd willing to do...”

Irag joined the Egyptian-Syrian-Joatamefense alliance. The alliance
continued to be defensive.

Israel dispatched frogmen to the Egyptian port Exandria making June
4 the chronological first day of the war.

Rusk to President Johnson on thatiniti of hostilities, “The Israelis
kicked this [the war] off.”



PREFACE

The Arab-Israeli conflict dominated the politicatesie in the Middle East
since 1948. In this year, five Arab states mobdizbeir forces against the newly
declared state of Israel. Whereas the Israeli tisgrabout the war asserts that the
Arab goal was to annihilate the Jewish people,ftlceis of the Arab narrative is on
the catastrophe that was inflicted on the indigen@opulation of mandatory
Palestine. The 1948 war ended with Israel in paésef seventy-eight percent of
mandatory Palestine leaving hundreds of thousahBsilestinians either displaced to
the rest of the Palestinian territories, the Gatzg @nd the West Bank administered
later on by Egypt and Jordan respectively, or &sgees in the neighboring Arab
countries. Israel signed four armistice agreemuiitits Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan and
Syria in February 24, March 23, April 3 and Julyr2@pectively.

In 1956, another round of the Arab-Israeli conféctipted in the region. Israel
secretly colluded with Britain and France in ortietopple the Egyptian regime under
President Nasser and secure a foothold in the Sa@al zone. The tripartite plot
failed and the three countries finally evacuatesl tbnquered Egyptian territories in
the Suez Canal and the Sinai with specific secwaitangements in the Sinai that
included stationing United Nations Emergency FdidBEF] and free-shipping for
Israel in the Straits of Tiran.

The spark of the 1967 war could be attributed magrag other things, the post-
1956 Suez war arrangements in the Sinai. In addttothis, the sixties withessed a
strong sensation of nationalism among the PalestiBiaspora that culminated in a
series of Palestinian guerilla infiltration in tRalestinian territories conquered in the

1948 war.



The war of June 1967 is considered one of the mmogortant of the Arab-
Israeli wars in the twentieth century. The mainsceais not only the defeat of three
Arab countries, but the enduring irreversibilitysasime of its consequences.

For forty-five years, Israel has been occupying@asza Strip, the West Bank
of the Jordan River, and the Syrian Golan Heights.

The outcome of the war represented another capdtréor the Palestinians
and brought the rest of mandatory Palestine, thea&arip and the West Bank, under
Israeli occupation.

No war has ever been debated like that of June.1R&¥#Israel writings on
the war argue that it was defensive in nature amdecas a reaction to threats posed
by neighboring Arab countries to destroy the stétisrael’

Amid a crisis in May-June 1967, Israel seized thigative on June 5 and
inflicted a stunning blow to the Egyptian Air For¢AF], followed by a ground
invasion the same day. The course and outcomesofdn, both during the war and in
its aftermath, ignited many theories that trieegxplore how the crisis was instigated
and what roles, whether direct or indirect, otHayers, particularly the United States
and the Soviet Unioh,employed either to initiate the crisis to achies@rtain

agendas, and/or influence its outcome.

! Central Office of InformatioriThe Six-Day War: Israel Government Year Book 5727168(Prime
Minister's Office, March 1968), 2 [Reproduced bydsninstitute for the Study of Modern Israel,
2008]; Neil LocherywWhy Blame Israel: The Facts Behind the Headlif@mmbridge: Icon Books,
2004), 78.
2 Events during and after the “crisis” that led te #967 war created an atmosphere that promoted
conspiracy theories about the war and the rolb®Soviet Union and the United States. Many
Egyptian officials accused the Soviet Union of quirieg against Egypt and Arab countries to promote
its influence in the region. In addition, Egypt ased the United States at the beginning of batfles
directly intervening in military operations on tleaeli side. Though Nasser publicly denied itlate,
the real role of the United States during the snisimains controversial.
On accusing the Soviet Union of conspiring agaltgpipt see:
dane 8 sueall aaall de o Ml S3a ;184 (1999 «Juall Jls 3 alall) Suiall slell : puai mOla < jSia ¢ i 7Ol
S (3 ill 3algs 181-80 «(2000 cJuall sl ;EJM'ASI) 1967 4 pad 4 Suell 5005 &) jS3a ;A"LMJS.L//‘_,_[/@J.AJ/%;AI);A\
8L (s 33651395 ¢(1985 ) (g yaall ii€all 3 ,alil) 5 ) phons ¥y 4dn ) (Ll (5 0 (o 5a B el sl
isle (1999 b 5320 ¢ ol 58) 9 a edlil] oo L)y oS Jla Y/ Lluall 555 - pmnl] o 28L5 ¢ ) sumio 2eal 3



The 1967 war has been an extensively researched topthe unfolding
history of the Arab-Israeli conflict. However, tgeeat bulk of the available literature
is historical and narrative with scarce theoretipabjection. Even the available
theoretical studies on the war draw their conchisiivom biased and sometimes false
information that distort their results. The focustlus research is on the first strike
strategy and its application in 1967. It is beydhd scope of this study either to
rewrite a complete history of the war or to addrdes causes of the Egyptian and
Arab defeat in 1967. Rather, this paper addre$seguestion of hostilities' initiation
in 1967 and to which party, Israel or Egypt, ldié tesponsibility. This research falls
under the rubric of international security studi@sd to achieve the research
objectives, a combined approach linking theory \empirical data is utilized.

This paper comes in five chapters. The first chiaptcludes a theoretical
background on first strike and its different forrtialso includes an extensive review
of the available literature on the 1967 war, problgtatement and hypothesis. Most
importantly, the chapter clarifies the methodolothyough which the research
hypothesis is tested. The second chapter reviews suf the main stations on the
road to the 1967 war particularly the situationtloa Israeli-Syrian armistice lines. It

also exposes some of the common misconceptiona affepted about the prewar

http://www.aljazeera.net/NR/exeres/6 CE4804C-10A8248524-30416C4B4FA7.htrAccessed
December 27, 2011.

On accusing the United States of collaboration \gthel see:

Mohammed Fawzy, General Commander of the UAR [Hogypbed forces to General Miroslav
Smoldash in The Visit of the Czechoslovak Presidegpecial Envoy, V. Koucki, to the UAR, June
28, 1967, National Czech Archive, Pragies il al a¥) 38 ya 5 alall) JLadiy/ 7967 « IS (s dana
374-371 «(1990 « il 5

On critique for Heikal's views on American collagtion see:

William B. QuandtPeace Process: American Diplomacy and the Arabels@onflict Since 1967
(Washington: Brookings Institute, 2005), 431; Biedeh, "The Lie that Won't Die: Collusion 1967,"
Middle East QuarterlyWinter (2004): 51-62 orhttp://www.meforum.org/587/the-lie-that-wont-die-
collusion-1967Accessed July 16, 2011.

On conspiracy theories on the war see: Elias Saift® June 1967 War: Miscalculation or
Conspiracy?" inThe June 1967 Arab-Israeli War: Miscalculation ocoiispiracy?ed. Elias Sam'o
(lllinois: Medina University Press, 1971), 147-1&lichard B. Parker, "Conspiracy Theories, Time
Six Day War: A Retrospectived. Richard B. Parker (Florida: University PrekwiBla, 1996), 237-288




period. In the third chapter, the study provideseatensive review of the Arab and
Egyptian military policies in the pre-war perioddaduring the crisis. The fourth
chapter handles in depth the Egyptian policies e&sged publicly as well as secretly
during the crisis about the initiation of hostési In the fifth chapter, the study
combines the suggested criteria of different foohdirst strike with the empirical
conclusions reached in the research to strategibitorically conceptualize the

Israeli strike against Egypt in 1967.



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

First Strike: Concepts

In light of the concepts of preemption and prewvamtistudying the Israel
strike against Egypt on June 5 assumes certaiffiseymce amid the ongoing debate
about the recent re-activation of these concept®oass of international relations. As
Douglas C. Lovelace noted, "If Revolution in Miliya Affairs [RMA] was the
acronym and the concept of choice in the U.S. defaaommunity in the 1990s, so
preemption has threatened to supercede it in th828

One year after the September 11, Z0attacks, the United States issued a
National Security Strategy [NSSih which it legitimized the activation of concepts
like preemption and prevention to repel an immirteneéat. Knowing how serious the
re-activation of these concepts were, the UnitedeStformulated what it considered
the necessary conditions for re-course to preemptioluding accurate intelligence
and close co-ordination with allies to form a commmassessment of impending
threats. The concept of preemption as elaboratedhbyBush administration has
resulted in a protracted debate about differenedwden preemption and prevention
among scholars of international relations and mdgonal law. President Bush
outlined in the NSS the new adopted policy of pregon, but in fact, the practical
application of this strategy, as used in the cafsdraxm, definitely amounted to

prevention’

% Colin S. Gray;The Implications of Preemptive and Preventive Wactbines: A Reconsideration
(Pennsylvania: Strategic Studies Institute, 200i7),

“ A series of coordinated attacks that claimed thesliof more than three thousand American citizens
on September 11, 2001. Al Qaeda leader, Osama&ien, claimed responsibility for the attacks. See:
Encyclopedia Britannica, “September 11Attacksicyclopedia Britannican:
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/76232@®enber-11-attack&ccessed January 5, 2010

® White HouseNational Security Strateg§yVashington: 2002) on:
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/pay/national/nss-020920.pdfccessed July 24, 2011.

® Michael WalzerArguing about WafConnecticut: Yale University Press, 2006), 146.




Historically, the first strike strategy, and notsoof preemption and prevention
flourished and gained utmost importance in the earckra following the acquisition
of nuclear weapons by the superpowers in 1945 &%b.1This new strategic
environment implied that the commencement of nmjitaperations might be the
factor that would determine the outcome of a nuclear. Although deterrence was
officially acknowledged as a main instrument of itaily confrontatiorf, nuclear
powers developed new strategies to minimize theceféf a possible first strike
including a second strike option. In this new &git environment, strategic thinkers
elaborated the notions of preemptive and prevensirikes and clearly set the
boundaries between théh¥et, preemption and prevention are not the onlyetias
of a first strike. Both terms might be also confliséth other forms of first strikes
like Accidental or Inadvertent War [Unintentionalavy War by Miscalculation, War
by Misperception] and Interceptive War.

First Strike

The United States Department of Defense DictionafyMilitary and
Associated Terms [DoD Dictionary] defines firstilséras "the first offensive move of
a war [generally associated with nuclear operalith§he definition underscores the

link between first offensive move and nuclear wétswever, this research addresses

" Mark Fitzpatrick, Alexander Nikitin and Sergey Obighchev, edsNuclear Doctrines and
Strategies: National Policies and International 8ety (Oxford: 10S Press, 2008), 1.

8 On the link between the development of Weapons a$dvDestruction and the employment of first
strike including preemption and prevention seeftliewing:

Michael W. Doyle Striking First: Preemption and Prevention in Intational Conflict(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2008), 1; Karl P. Meie#it al. Striking First: Preemptive and Preventive
Attack in U.S. National Security Poli¢@anta Monica: Rand Corporation, 2006), xi; HeShye and
David Rodin, edsPreemption: Military Action and Moral Justificatioqq@®xford: Oxford University
Press, 2007), 9; Dale C. Copelaitie Origins of Major wafLondon: Cornell University Press,
2000), 45; Robert C. Aldridg&;irst strike: The Pentagon's Strategy for Nuclear\iBoston: South
End Press, 1983), 6.

° Department of DefensB®epartment of Defense Dictionary of Military andsAsiated Terms
(Washington: 2001).



the first strike strategy and its various formgamventional warfare not in the nuclear

onel®

Inadvertent War

Inadvertent war is a war that occurs despite thetfat, prior to the crisis, no
state preferred war to continued peace. The presesithe crisis itself, therefore,
play a significant role in causing one state tdiate war despite these pre-crisis
preferenced!

Nevertheless, not all crises lead to war and hetieze has to be a certain
event or trigger that materializes during the srigihether actually or in the initiator's
perception, that makes war inevitable. Moreovas, dlefinition, though it reflects the

effect of the crisis on states' preferences, itsdoat set a clear boundary between

crisis and pre-crisis period8 state might not wish to start a war prior toreis, but

in a crisis situation, the same state might wistal® the advantage a crisis provides
in order to achieve certain political and/or mitjtayoals even in the absence of a real
threat to its security. In this context, “war isdéed chosert? and is not a mere
miscalculation or misperception even in light oéqarisis preferences.

In inadvertent war, the initiator state is under belief that an enemy state is
about to attack either by mistaken assessment oéreamy move [accident] or
because of bad intelligence [miscalculatibhplso, the initiator might misperceive

the behavior of the enemy as offensive [misperoeptiMisperception, additionally,

%1n his study on preemption, Kurtulus highlightsttbafinitions of concepts like preemption,
prevention or accidental war are a product of rarcitrategic thinking and the fact that the woiildl d
not experience a nuclear war puts a limit to theipirical utility. However, this study discardsshi
argument and instead deals with them under thedinaork of a conventional warfare. See: Ersun N.
Kurtulus, "The Notion of a Preemptive War: The Biay War Revisited,Middle East JournalVol.

61, No. 2, Spring (2007): 220-238.

' Copeland;The Origins of Major War44.

12 |pid.

3 0n accidents as possible triggers for inadvertentsee: Stephen Van Eve€auses of War: Power
and the Roots of Confli¢tondon: Cornell University Press, 1999), 42-43.



could be either for intentions or for capabilitiésThat is why inadvertent war has
other synonyms like accidental war, unpremeditated, war by miscalculation,
unintentional war, war by misperception, and wanbgjudgment.

Accordingly, inadvertent war might be preemptivepoeventive in nature. In
case inadvertent war is preemptive, the initiatatesbuilds its decision to preempt on
false or uncertain information about enemy decisionoves or behavidr.In case of

the preventive nature of the inadvertent vimafore the crisis, the initiator state might

not have wished before the crisis to launch warweieer, the initiator decides to
exploit the crisis to launch war on its adversargét the advantage of more favorable

situation.
Interceptive Strike

Interceptive strike is a military strike that "cders an armed attack which is
imminent and practically unavoidabl&" Accordingly, while preemptive strike
anticipates a merely "foreseeable” armed attat&raaptive strike comes to intercept
and frustrate the outcome of an attackor a strike to be interceptive, enemy forces
of state [A] should cross or en route to crossitiernational frontier or violate the
territorial waters or the territorial airspace aate [B] before the latter decides to

frustrate the attack.

M van EveraCauses of warl36.

5 Some scholars argue that accidental war is ranéstory. Others argue that history does not show
any record of accidental wars. For the first argninsee: Scott D. Sagahhe Limits of Safety:
Organizations, Accidents and Nuclear Weap@®rinceton: Princeton University Press, 1995),-262
263. For the second one see: Michael Howaha&, Causes of War and Other Ess@yandon: Temple
Smith, 1983), 12.

16 Yoram DinsteinWar, Aggression and Self-deferi@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001),
172; Dimitrios DelibasisThe Right to National Self-defense in Informatioarfate (Bury St.

Edmunds: Arena Books, 2007), 211.

YUnfortunately, Egypt had more than one opportuttitintercept the Israeli attack. However, the poor
efficiency of the military leadership did not prdeian opportunity to exploit these chances. See on
interception:Dinstein,War, Aggression and Self-Defend&2.



Preemptive War and Its Criteria

The DoD Dictionary defines preemptive attack as d#ack initiated on the
basis of incontrovertible evidence that an enengchitis evident". According to this
definition, two inseparable criteria have to matkze before initiating a preemptive
strike. The first criterion is the initiator's assment that an enemy's attack is
imminent’® The second is the presence of an incontroveriiidence that this attack
is about to be implemented. The second criteriomdver, must depend on clear and

valid intelligence material.

Polebaum's Criteria

B. M. Polebaurl’ argues that the technological advances in thel fal
nuclear weapons should open the door for a staghsto recourse to a first strike in
self-defense. However, the following criteria, acting to her, should materialize
before that:

[1] Exhaustion of alternative means to avert war;
[2] Proportionality between the provocation andthiétary action; and,

[3] Immediacy of the threat.

Kurtulus' Criteria

Ersun N. Kurtulus formulates what he considersiteeessary conditionfer

preemptive waf® These are:

¥ On imminence see also: Walzérguing about war146; Terence Taylor, "The End of Imminence,”
The Washington Quarterlyol. 27, No. 4, Autumn, 2004, 57-72; Ivo H. Daalded. Beyond
Preemption: Force and Legitimacy in a Changing W¢Washington: Brookings Institution Press,
2007), 5; Douglas Lemk&egions of War and Pea¢€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004),
34; Jack S. Levy, "Preventive War and Democratiitieg," International Studies Quarter/\No. 52
(2008): 4.

19B. M. Polebaum, "National Defense in Internatiobaiv: An Emerging Standard for a Nuclear
Age,"New York University Law RevieNo. 59 (1984): 187-229.

20 Ersun N. Kurtulus, "The Notion of Pre-emptive Wahe Six-Day War RevisitedMiddle East
Journal Vol. 61, No. 2, (2007): 220-238.
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[1] High alert or mobilization levels among the &unforces of the state that is about
to attack?’

[2] Possession of vulnerable offensive weapons, and

[3] Rough strategic parity regarding offensive daliges.

Though the focus of the above criteria is only oatenial capabilities,
Kurtulus' methodology depends on a combined apprahat connects material
capabilites with decision-makirf§. The two approaches are essentially
complementary to each other. Even if material factoe abundant at the disposal of
one state, political decision is essential to Usese material factors to achieve a
certain political outcome. Wars are not random &veand are the products of
decisions®

Moreover, the above criteria suffer from obviousrstomings. Neither high
alert level$* nor mobilization of the armed forces is an indicadf an imminent
attack. High alert levels might also be associamgth defensive attitudes. The
preemptor state should determine prior to succugbonthe temptation to preempt,
whether the deployment of an adversary's forceeisnsive or offensive. Offensive

deployment of forces is a strong indicator of ape@mding attackThe preemptor state

might know this either through pre-war intelligenicdormation about the military

1 See as well: Van Ever&auses of War3.

22 Kurtulus calls the decision making approach "thHiéiciant condition” for preemptive strike while

the material factors, he believes, are" the necgssaditions." In his study on preemption and 1967
war, he used a comprehensive approach that comiuésion-making and material capabilities.
However, he did not conduct an analysis of Egyptiacision-making during the crisis and the focus of
his study was on material capabilities and thek to preemption. Yet, he asserted that Egyptian
decision-making "continues to constitute an impartasearch agenda." See: Kurtulus, “The Notion of
a Preemptive War,” 224, 228.

The availability of material factors at the displosastate [A] and their mobilization in situatiomsth

high alert levels are not enough alone for stategBaunch a preemptive strike against state [A].

the absence of a political decision of state [A$tidke militarily against state [B], the fear déte [B]

is baseless. A state, however, could still launéirsastrike against its adversary even if it latcke
material factors that will guarantee the successahilitary operations. Such irrational policiase

not rare.

% David A. WelshJustice and the Genesis of W&ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 9
241n the Cuban Missile Crisis, both the Soviet Unéond the United States were on high alert levels
but war did not break out.
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plans of this state in case of war or intelligem@ning during the crisis about an

immediate attack.

Sofaer's Criteria

While the other two set of criteria, of Polebaund afurtulus, were set in a
merely strategic and security context, Abraham &fa& addresses the question of
preemption using a mixed approach based on stcad@gi legal perspectivé%Sofaer
listed the following criteria for a standard ca$e @reemptive self-defense:

[1] Nature and magnitude of the threat involved;
[2] Likelihood that the threat will materialize @sis preemptive action is taken;
[3] Exhaustion of alternatives to using force; and,

[4] Consistency with UN charter and other applieadéfjreements.

Operational Definition for Preemption

In this research, an operational definitiftor preemption is formulated that

combines the previous sets of criteria and consid&y obvious shortcomings.

Nevertheless, it is taken into consideration that ¢ardinal and most fitting symbol

for preemption is immediacy or imminence of thee#tirThe following, in addition,

are the required criteria for states to preemptraninent threat:

[1] Political Criteria
a) Exhaustion of all alternative means to avert wighner overtlythrough the
United Nations or any other relevant internatiomajanizations or_covertly
through second-track diplomacy; and
b) Proportionality between the magnitude of protimeaand the scale of military

action.

25 Abraham D. Sofaer, “On the Necessity of Preempti&d]L, Vol. 14, No. 2 (2003): 209-226.
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[2] Strategic and/or Military Criteria
a) High alert or mobilization levels among the adnierces of the state that is

about to attack with offensive deployment of ithad forcesThe preemptor state

should have:
» Either pre-war intelligence information about thigensive military plans of
the enemy state; or

» Intelligence warning during the crisis about an ietliate enemy attack.

b) Possession of vulnerable offensive weaponsuiigheltered aircraft.
¢) Rough strategic parity between the two statgarding offensive capabilities
especially in air forces.
[3] Legal
Consistency with United Nations Charter and otlpgiiaable agreements.

Preventive War

The DoD Dictionary defines preventive war as "a watiated in the belief
that military conflict, while not imminent, is ingable, and that to delay would
involve greater risk."

Accordingly, in preventive war, the threat the iatior might encounter is not
imminent and might be distant, possibly for yedilse reason on which the initiator
builds its decision to strike first is the availdlpi of favorable conditions that will
guarantee the success of its military endeavadhignregard:

[1] The purported attack is not imminehtand,
[2] If the initiator state delays its military acti, conditions in the future might be

unfavorable.

%% |n this paper, however, preemption and preventiemat handled from a legal point of view. The
focus is on the political and strategic contexboth terms.

2 Walzer,Arguing about War146; DaalderBeyond Preemptiqrl3; Hidemi Suganamn the
Causes of WafOxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 28.
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Thus, in the initiator's perception, the curreintumstances are the best that
provide the required elements of success for itsary attack.

Whereas a preemptive strike is about immediacy iamdinent threats, preventive
strike is about distant threats that might, or migt, materialize in the futur&.
Literature Review

In reviewing some of the available literature abthe 1967 war, it was
noticed that different researchers outlined cordrsial and sometimes contradicting
results. This was easily noticed in surveying tvetaded Israeli studies on the 1967
war published in 2002 and 2005 respectiélyWhereas the first one set out to
demonstrate how Israel was about to face a maltitfArab attack that amounted to
an existential threat, the other argues that thieteial threat Israel faced was
actually unfounded. Though both authors depend giiynon the same declassified
Israeli documents, they come to entirely differemmclusions?

This part of the research surveys a variety ofiegidn the 1967 war with
more emphasis on the initiation of hostilities iler to pave the way for a clearer
understanding of the nature of the Israeli strikke surveyed literature falls under
two main categories; narrative and theoretical.

The narrative literature deals with the historicahtext of the 1967 war and
theoretical literature handles the war, and pre{pearods within a certain theoretical
framework. In fact, there is an abundance of liteaon the war in the first category.
However, literature of the second category is scavet, few studies that combine

narration and theory still hold a prominent position the war. Brecher and Geist's

%8 Gray, The Implications of Preemptive and Preventive WactBines 13.

29 By Michael B. Oren and Tom Segev.

%0 Oren and Segev based their research on Israefisified documents from Ammunition Hill
Archives, Ben-Gurion Archive, Israel Defense ForAeshives, Israel State Archive and Yad Tabenkin
Archive in addition to other U.S. declassified daomnts from Lyndon B. Johnson Library and United
States National Archive.
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study on Israeli decision-making processes duitgydrisis that led to the war is a
classic study on lIsraeli decision-makiftgAbraham Wagner's study on Israeli
decision-making using quantitative analysis is hapexamplé? Other examples of

theoretical studies include Kurtulus' study on @67 war and the concept of
preemptior?® Other theoretical studies dealt briefly with tf86T war though the war

itself was not the main issd&However, none of the available literature applies,

depth, the concept of first strike to the 1967 wad this research is attempting to fill
this gap.

First Category: Historiographical and Narrative Ldrature

One striking feature of the surveyed studies is itmerchangeable and
sometimes ambiguous use of terms, preemption aakption, when describing the
Israeli strike, particularly in non-specialists'atysis of the war. In an interview
published in 1967, Isaac Deutscher described tiaelisstrike against Egypt as pre-
emptive®® This description dominated his entire intervieweulscher's views
regarding the Israeli strike comprised many shoniogs. His analysis mixes up the
differences between preemption and prevention. dieita in his analysis that Egypt
was not willing, for a variety of reasons, to strifirst against Israel. If so, what was
the Israeli strike supposed to preempt? Additigndde argues that the overwhelming

majority of Israelis have accepted a security doetof periodic warfare. If this was

%1 Michael Brecher and Benjamin GeiBcisions in Crisis: 1967 and 1978alifornia: University of
California Press, 1980).

32 Abraham Richard WagneFhe Six-Day War: A Study in Crisis Decision-Mak{hgw York:
Department of Political Science, University of Rester, Rochester, 1973) [PhD Dissertation].

% Kurtulus, The Notion of a Preemptive War, 220-238.

%4 Michael I. Handel, "Crisis and Surprise in Thre@Bdisraeli Wars,” irStrategic Military Surprise:
Incentives and Opportunitiesds. Klaus Knorr and Patrick Morgan (New Brunswittansaction
Books, 1984), 111-122.

% |saac Deutscher, "On the Israeli -Arab War: Inemwwith Isaac Deutscher” ifihe June 1967 Arab-
Israeli War,ed. Elias Sam'o (lllinois: Medina University Pre871), 47-62.
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the essence of Israel's security doctrine, thed 86 war might not have been a war
of necessity [Preemption] and could have been aoivainoice [Prevention].

In criticizing Deutscher's views on the war, Siméhapan quoted Deutscher's
description of the Israeli strike but he used therdwv preventive instead of
preemptive'3.6 Although Flapan considers the Israeli attack pmnéve, his analysis
later on is full of contradiction. In the courseto$ analysis, Flapan believes that the
Egyptian strategy was about to be a total offenaainst Israel. If, according to him,
Egypt was about to employ an offensive strategymasgdsrael, why did Egypt decide
to receive the first blow from Israel instead aikéhg first? Subsequently, if Israel
was sure about the Egyptian offensive policy andidiel to preempt it, then the
Israeli strike against Egypt had to be considersgemptive not preventive. The
paradox in Flapan's version about Nasser's attiinard Israel was in his statement
later on in his analysis that "from the beginniNgsser's strategy was based not on
preventive action but on counter-offensive aftersmeli attack® Flapan's version
about Nasser's attitude confirms the Egyptian de¥enand/or counter-offensive
strategy toward Israel and accordingly Egypt le& initiative for Israel to strike first.
Moreover, if Egypt decided not to strike first, ththe Israeli fears of an impending
Egyptian attack was baseless.

No less different from the previous view is thewssption of David Kimche
and Dan Bawly that Israel's attack against Egypt pr@emptivé® According to their
analysis, the American stance was one of the drdaciors that determined the

Egyptian position regarding the first strike andsbler declared this publicly as well

% The interchangeable use, however, could be atéibio translation from Hebrew to English. See:
Simcha Flapan, “The Arab-Israeli War of 1967: Anstuer to Isaac Deutscher,” The June 1967
Arab-Israeli War,ed. Elias Sam'o (lllinois: Medina University Pre$871), 67-93.

" Flapan, “The Arab-Israeli War of 1967,” 83.

% David Kimche and Dan Bawlylhe Sandstorm: The Arab-Israeli war of June 196&liRte and
Aftermath(London: Secker and Warburg, 1968).
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as privately. Assuming this, why did Egypt decideattack first knowing previously
that the United States would intervene against Egypase of such an attack against
Israel? Egypt could have considered this scenanly i it had secured guarantees
from the Soviet Union, which is unfounded scenario.

On another level, according to Kimche and Bawly,s$¢a wanted and
expected the Israelis to move first. If they ackleage the fact that Egypt, due to the
American factor, could not strike first, how dideth consider the Israeli strike
preemptive? Moreover, in discussing the Egyptiaplalanent of forces, they state
that Egypt decided to activate its counter-offeagilans only in case of an Israeli
attack. This attitude is indicative of Egypt's wijness and determination not to
strike first and to wait for the Israeli attack.

In their description of Israeli and Egyptian padisj Kimche and Bawly are
either mispresenting facts to justify the Israétike or unaware of the differences
between preemption and prevention.

In another version, Chaim Herzog clarifies the pasable link between an
impending attack and preemptive striRgsn his account of the 1967 war, Herzog
makes it clear that the Arab forces were poiseattick and the new Israeli Minister
of Defense, General Moshe Dayan, made it clearetaty day of delay in launching
a preemptive strike against Egypt would mean heasasualties for Israeli forces.
Nevertheless, in his description of the deploym&hEgyptian forces in the Sinai,
there is no doubt about the defensive deploymenthe$e forces in light of the
deployment of the major Egyptian armored forceth®rear in the central Sinai. At
the end of his account, Herzog acknowledges thatobrthe cardinal errors of Nasser

was that "he did not appreciate the decisive ingmue of the first strike,” and that

%9 Chaim HerzogThe Arab-Israeli Wars: War and Peace in the MidBkst(New York: Random
House, 1982).
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"no use was made of the powerful potential of st fitrike.*® He then attributes the
Egyptian success in the 1973 war to President Sadtaderstanding of Nasser's errors
including, of course, the value of the first strikedeed, there is no doubt about the
fact that Israel struck first in 1967, but the majebate this research is addressing is
the kind of the first strike Israel's made, whide@rding to Herzog preemptive.

One of the recent arguments about the origin ofsheis the study of Isabella
Ginor and Gideon Remez in which they argue thatctrses of 1967 was deliberately
instigated by the Soviet Unidf.The aim was to manipulate Egypt into provoking
Israel to strike preemptively following which the#et Union would intervene to
support the Arab sid¥. The ultimate goal for this escalation was to dBstsrael's
nuclear facility at Dimona. They add that Nasseswahout to strike first against
Israel and sent his Minister of War, Shams BadrarMloscow to get the consent of
the Soviet leadership but the Soviets rejected reiguest. Ginor and Remez
interchangeably use the terms preemption and ptievein a misleading manner that
obscures differences between them. Throughout kieedength of the study, they
describe the Israeli strike as preemptive, desiite fact that according to their
analysis, the Soviets rejected Egypt's requestrikesfirst and hence Egypt had to
wait for the Israeli strike.

Recently, the declassification of Israeli documenttsthe 1967 war allowed

Israeli researchers to shed more light on decismade by the government of Israel

“0Herzog,The Arab-Israeli Wars190.

“!|sabella Ginor and Gideon Remé&nxbats over Dimona: The Soviet's Nuclear GamblbénSix-
day War(New York: Vail-Ballou Press, 2007); Isabella GintThe Russians were Coming: The
Soviet Military Threat in the 1967 Six-Day WaMiddle East Review of International Affairgol. 4,
No. 4 (2000): 44-59; Isabella Ginor, "The Cold Wdrbngest Cover Up: How and Why the USSR
instigated the 1967 War Middle East Review of International Affaidgol. 7, No. 3 (2003): 34-59.

“2 Ginor and Remez thesis about the role of the $tiiéon as a deliberate instigator of the crisis is
not new and their central argument has been restkia other studies on the war. Theodore Draper in
his study on the war accuses the Soviet Uniongifgating the crisis in order to create a second
Vietnam for the United States. He even called the tive “Nasser-Kosygin's war.” See: Theodore
Draper,Israel & World Politics: Roots of the Third Arabréeli War (New York: The Viking Press,
1968), 136.
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during the crisis. Two important studies are natahlthis regard, one by Michael B.
Oren and the other by Tom Segev. Oren tries todoice a comprehensive study on
the political as well as military aspects of therwde stresses in his book, and in
several presentations on the wirpn the preemptive nature of the strike launched
against Egypt and mentions, as an indicator ofEgptian offensive intentions, an
Egyptian military operation code-named Fajr or Datkat was cancelled due to
American and Soviet pressures. Oren, however, failprovide answers for a few
important questions. Why did not Israel abort tlhpmsed Egyptian attack, Fajr
operation, if it had verifiable information abot® Why did Israel risk the possibility
that it might receive the first blow in case Egwither received the American and
Soviet warnings late or just ignored them? Coulddkrisk something like this in
spite of the strategic depth Israel lacked? Ifvgby does Oren repeatedly mention
how significant the element of surprise was fomaé$rin order to succeed? In his
analysis, Oren repeatedly brands the Israeli stikpreemptivé?

While Oren's conclusion is with the defensive matof the Israeli strike,
SegeV's conclusion is entirely different. Segeeléar-cut in his analysis that Israel
did not face any existential threat in 1967 and Egypt did not have offensive plans
against Israel in 1967. Though he mentions thatifte seized Egyptian documents
after the war that contained instructions to stdfénsive operations on May 27,
unlike Oren, he does not take the action for gdiras he clearly knows these orders

were nothing more than regular operational ordestigd in case of crises. His

43 Michael B. Oren, "1967: The Unwanted War that M= Middle East, The Commonwealth Club
of California (June 24, 2002) onrttp://www.commonwealthclub.org/archive/02/02-06ore
speech.htmAccessed July 24, 2010; Michael B. Oren, "Questiamd Answers with Michael Oren,"
Jerusalem postJune 5, 2007) ornttp://info.jpost.com/C004/QandA/qa.orenm.hthaicessed July 24,
2010.

4 Oren repeats the word preemptive in his study twemo times, twenty of which were about striking
preemptively against Egypt in the Sinai and twoesnabout striking preemptively against Syria. In
addition, he uses the term preventive only oncenwteedescribes the idea of "...eliminating the
Jordanian air force even without provocation, pseaentive measure..."




19

analysis is entirely in favor of an Israeli waragigression against Egypt, though he
never mentions it explicitl§? In an interview on the fortieth anniversary of thar:*®
Segev repeats an unconvincing conclusion that "weith Egypt was
inevitable...because we were too weak not to strikEgypt.*’ The Israeli cabinet
voted in favor of war not because of the existégar and panic in the weakness and
vulnerability of its public opinioff but because of the opportunity, the situation
provided to destroy the Egyptian army.

Moshe Gat accuses Egypt of instigating the crisisoaling to a carefully
calculated pla#? The aim of the plan was to drive Israel to att&gypt® so that
Egypt could have an alibi to "close the Arab actawith the Zionist state® Gat is
clear in his analysis that "Nasser decided that tthree was ripe for the final

showdown with Israel® The central argument of Gat regarding Nasserlingfiless

5 Segev attributes the Israeli decision to strikéheopanic that was spreading among the Israelipubl
because of what appeared as hesitation of the gmesit and unpreparedness of the army. Here comes
the contradiction in his analysis. He stresseserpsychological element and the fear that spread
among the public of a second holocaust. Howevestal®s go to war because of panic of the public?
In addition, if there was panic, which might beetrwere the commanders of the army in a state of
panic as well? Segev is clear in his account tiatdaders of the army were confident of victorgrev

if they did not strike first and that their ultineagjoal was to destroy the Egyptian army in Sinai.

6 Amy Goodman "Tom Segev, Mona El-Farra and Norman Finkelsoeitthe Six-Day War, The
Democracy NowJune 8, 2007) on:

http://www.democracynow.org/2007/6/8/israeli_higar tom_segev_palestinian_physician /
Accessed April 1, 2012

“"In the same interview, Norman Finkelstein analythessituation in Israel on two levels, first the
people and how they feared a second holocaustesnmhg the leadership and how they were confident
of victory if they started the wa@n the fortieth anniversary of the war, Churclallvar correspondent
in 1967, excluded the political and military least@p of Israel from the dominant fear among the
Israeli citizens. See: Winston Churchill, "Extrafrtam an Address by Winston Churchill,"
(Johannesburg: February, 2007) btip://www.sixdaywar.co.uk/winston_churchill.htAtcessed
December 18, 2011.

8 Surprisingly, one of Heikal's articles before t@r stressed on the psychological element and its
relation to deterrence and asserts that war wadtéiide because Israel lost its power of deterrence
because of the Egyptian moves during the crisis.

49 Moshe Gat, "Nasser and the Six-Day War, 5 June :1@6Femeditated Strategy or an Inexorable
Drift to War," Israel Affairs Vol. 11, No. 4 (2005): 608-635

%0 Oren has the same argument that Nasser's stragsyiovdraw Israel into starting the war. See:
Oren,Six Days of War92.

°L Gat, “Nasser and the Six-Day War,” 631.

%2 Gat misquotes Nasser's words in one of his speetthisy the crisis. He accuses Nasser of
threatening to "wipe Israel off the face of eaiith& statement which he delivered on May 26, 1967.
On that day, Nasser gave a statement to Arab TWadmists and he never said this sentence in his
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to destroy Israel is that three conditions werdlalike, in Nasser’'s perspective, to go
to war with Israel. Nasser saw three imperativedd@ns to go to war with Israel:
securing Arab unity, expanding Arab armies to tlenpwhere they were bigger,
stronger and better than the IDF and ensuring lisrdglomatic isolation. In 1967,
absolutely none of these conditions existedny credible analyst on the Arab world
knows that these conditions were not availablendutihe crisis and therefore Nasser
could not go to war while they were absent.

Gat's analysis is clear about Israel taking thigative and striking first against
Egypt and his hypotheses about a premeditated Egyplan to go to war with Israel
is supportive of the preemptive nature of the Issdgke against Egypt. Nevertheless,
what contradicts his hypothesis is his knowledgdNa§ser's decision not to initiate
hostilities. If, according to him, Nasser was cleahis rejection of starting hostilities,
what did Israel preempt?

Other narrative studies come to relatively the saommclusion. Charles Yost
concludes that it was inadvertent wain his article, he describes his conclusion by
saying:

"It remains the thesis of this article that no goweent plotted or intended to start a
war in the Middle East in the spring of 1967." Hetlier adds in another part of his

article that, "it seems more likely that they bleretiinto it.">> Morris and Draper

statement. Gat, however, might have mistakenlyused Nasser's statements with the commentaries
of the media, which were more bellicose.

*3 However, Israel Ministry of Defense provided unided version that Nasser in 1967 believed that
these conditions existed and hence he decidedtbads. On these conditions see: Avi Shldimn of
Jordan: The Life of King Hussein in War and Pefloendon: Allen Lane, 2007), 235; Israel Ministry
of DefenseThe Six Days' Walsrael Ministry of Defense Publishing House, 19@60. On the
existence of these conditions in 1967, see: |dviieistry of DefenseThe Six Days' Warl71. On a
critique for this see: Malcolm H. Kerfhe Arab Cold War: Gamal Abd Al-Nasir and His Réval
(London: Oxford University Press, 1971).

** As shown before, inadvertent war might be preenepitivnature. Yet, preemption follows
misperception or miscalculation.

55 Charles W. Yost, "The Arab-Israeli War: How It Begain The June 1967 Arab-Israeli War:
Miscalculation or Conspiracyed. Elias Sam'o (lllinois: Medina University Pse$971), 19-32.
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come to the same conclusion as Y8stlowever, miscalculation in Draper’'s account
was not on the political level but on the militabpe. The Egyptians, he argues,
miscalculated the balance of forces. Draper, nbess, admits in his study that
Egypt decided to let the Israeli side strike firshope that they would retaliate with a
second strike. Therefore, Draper's narrative iarcébout Israel taking the initiative

and striking first in light of the Egyptian stratego abandon a first strike.

Accordingly, Israel's strike could not have beesgonptive.

In conclusion and after surveying many of the adé studies on the 1967
war, the following conclusions could be drawn. Eischolars and politicians alike,
use the terms preemptive and preventive wars imdgeably though, as outlined
previously, they are entirely different. When apglito the 1967 war, the difference
between both terms is essential to understand wpaty, Israel or Egypt, was
responsible for starting hostilities and whethee thretexts according to which
hostilities were started were enough to justify #éitiack or not. Second, most of the
surveyed studies agree on the fact that Israetlstiitst against Egypt and initiated
hostilities and that the strike was preemptive.rdhsome non-specialists, like Isaac
Deutscher, depict the Israeli attack as preempti@wever, it is inconvenient to
accept this depiction from persons with enough eméédls to understand clearly
differences between preemption and prevention. Ajribem, well-known academics
like Michael B. Oren or persons with military backgnd like Chaim Herzog or

persons with expertise in the field of intelligerike David Kimche.
Second Category: Theoretical Literature

Most of the existing theoretical studies on fitsike depict the Israeli strike of

1967 as preemptive.

% Draper,Israel and World Politics133.
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Armstrong believes that Israel's Six-Day War is lassic example of

preemptive waras Egypt was building up forces on the Israeli bgrégo it was

credible to believe that they would attack Israefyvsoon. He adds that the Israeli

attack was preemptive rather than preventive becBggpt's attack was imminett.

Doyle also believes that Israel's strike againstEgyptian army that massed

on its border is_a classic example of justifiedepnptive war.Like Armstrong, in

order to differentiate between preemption and pr8ea, he adds, "prevention is
triggered by gathering threats that are neitheimasinent nor as over-whelming as

the threat faced by Israel in 196#¥hen it feared being overrun by hostile invading

armies.®®
In the same vein, Flynn believes that the Isrdekes was preemptive arguing

that "when assessing the imminent threat cominu fitee Arab statedsrael's need to

error on the side of caution and attack made préemp necessity>®

Pursuing the same line, Mueller describes the lisstieke in 1967 as "an

archetypical examplebf preemption, though he admits that preemptivaci# are

quite rare’®
Additionally, Betts describes the Israeli strike thge "only one actual case

[that] seems clearly right" in its justification peeemptiorf*

Reiter believes that "preemptive wars almost nelwappen. Of all the

interstate wars since 1816 only three are preemptWorld War |, Chinese

5" Walter-Sinnott Armstrong, "Preventive War: Whaiti§ood for," inPreemption: Military Action
and Moral Justificationeds. Henry Shue and David Rodin (Oxford: Oxfordvdrsity Press, 2007),
215.

%8 Doyle, Striking First 9-10.

%9 Matthew J. FlynnFirst Strike: Preemptive War in Modern Histoffew York: Routledge, 2008),
201.

0 Mueller et al. Striking First 22.

®1 Richard K. Betts, "Striking First: A History of Thifully Lost Opportunities, Ethics and
International Affairs Vol. 17, No. 1 (2003): 17-24 on:
http://www.carnegiecouncil.org/resources/journal/l/foundtable/866.htnAccessed November 7,
2011.
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intervention in the Korean war and the 1967 Arabd§ war"BZAccording to him, in

approximately two centuries, the 1967 war is onghoée examples of preemptive
wars.

The Israeli narrative about the war is the mostvgent in the literature
reviewed and, in majority of cases, researches fiakgranted that the war in 1967 is
a classic exampléocus classicusof preemptiorf?

Even studies which admit that there was no cledicator that an Egyptian
attack was imminent, argue that the Israeli attdods somewhere in between
preemptive and preventivé®"

The war, according to Stefi,was a result of miscalculation. Welsh, also,

citing Stein, believes that the 1967 war brokemutnistakewhen the Israeli leaders

mistakenly concluded that an Arab attack was immiirsd launched a preemptive
strike® In this regard, Wagner believes in his dissenmathmat Israel was concerned
about the threat of "an Egyptian invasion" in 1867.

What is remarkable about the theoretical literatarénat all studies examined

provide an excellent and diversified designatiothebretical notions like preemption

%2 Dan Reiter, "Exploiting the Powder Keg Myth: Pre¢ivep Wars Almost Never Happen,"
International SecurityVol. 20, No. 2, Autumn (1995): 5-6.

83 Christian Reus-Smit and Duncan Snjdeite Oxford Handbook of International RelatiqiNew
York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 563; Rich&dBetts and Thomas G. Mahnken, eds.,
Paradoxes of Strategic Intelligence: Essays in H@fdMichael . Hande{London: Frank Kass
Publishers, 2003), 11; Anthony Clark Arend, "Intgtianal Law and the Preemptive Use of Military
Forces,"Washington Quarterlyol. 26, No., 2 (2003): 94-95; Tom Sauer, "The\Rntive and
Preemptive Use of Force: To be Legitimized or tdedegitimized,"Ethical Perspectives/ol. 11,

No. 2-3 (2004): 133; Daniel Schwartz, "Just War fioe and Nuclear Weapons: A Case Study of a
Proposed Attack on Iran's Nuclear Facilities framAanerican and Israeli Perspectiv88uthern
California Interdisciplinary Law JournalVol. 18, No. 189 (2008): 199-201; Robert J. Delatty and
John Yoo, "The Bush Doctrine: Can Preventive waidlified,"Harvard Journal of Law and Public
Policy, Vol. 32, No. 3 (2009): 849; Lawrence Freedmameti@ntion not PreemptionThe Washington
Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 2 (2003): 108.

%4 Cynthia GraboHandbook of Warning Intelligence: Assessing thee@hto National SecuritfUK:
The Scarecrow Press, 2010), 246.

% Stein, however, believes that Nasser might haveemisthe defensive posture of IDF as offensive.
See: Jancie Gross Stein, "Calculation, Miscaloofagind Conventional Deterrence: The View from
Jerusalem" ilPsychology and Deterrenceds. Robert Jervis, Richard Ned Lebow and JaBioss
Stein (Baltimore: the Johns Hopkins University Bred985), 60-88.

% \Welsh,Justice and the Genesis of Wer

7 Wagner The Six-Day War224-225.
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and prevention. However, because researchers thénl conclusions on biased
historical information, the ultimate outcome of ttieeoretical application of these
notions would certainly be in support of the Isra#iegation.

Problem Statement

The aim of this research is to test the dominapblhyesis of the preemptive
nature of the 1967 war. In doing so, the currestaech is attempting to answer a
main question of, was the 1967 war preemptive evemtive?

However, in order to address the main questiom,féllowing sub-questions
must be addressed as well:

[1] To what extent were the Arab states responginenflaming the situation in the
region before the crisis that led to the 1967 war?

[2] Did Egypt and the Arab countries have any wogige military plans against
Israel?

[3] Did Egypt consider a first strike strategy agsilsrael?

Hypothesis

The main hypothesis of the research is that treelisstrike against Egypt in
1967 was preventive not preemptive. Most of thellabk literature about the war
argues that the Israeli strike came amid a crisisviich Egypt deliberately took
several escalatory steps, including rallying thakAworld militarily against Israel, the
outcome of which was war. Accordingly, Israel watireg defensively against what it

believed was an Egyptian and Arab attack, whetberahor imminent, against Israel.
Methodology
This study argues that Egyptian and Arab policiesng the crisis that led to

the 1967 war were, essentially defensive. To pthi® the situation along the 1949

Israeli-Syrian armistice lines must be examinedddition to an analysis of President
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Nasser's discourse and policies as expressed tat seeetings during the crisis in
order to refute the assumptions about Nasser'muwikss to strike first against Israel.
Furthermore, the research tries to elaborate hoyptEwok several de-escalatory
steps during the crisis while Israel was simultarsho taking escalatory steps
including finalization of its offensive military phs against Egypt.

In refuting the hypothesis about Egyptian and Addtensive plans against
Israel and in ascertaining the Egyptian dismis$al @rst strike option, the research
shows that the Israeli strike against Egypt onrttening of June 5, 1967 was not
preemptive as many writings argue.

To prove this, the study analyzes both primary secbndary sources on the
war. Although Egyptian archives are still officialinavailable to researchéfsmany
Egyptian officials and eyewitnesses to events thaceded the war published
documents that shed the light on the Egyptian fesliduring the crisi& The most
famous of these is Mohamed Hassanein Heikal whbisistudy on the war, annexed
many original documents pertaining to the Egyptand Arab policies during the
crisis. Regarding the role of the Unified Arab Coamd [UAC], the reports of the
Joint Defense Council represent a very signifismtrce through which Arab military
policies within the UAR can be elaborated. The remd the Committee on the
Investigation of the Causes of the June 1967 Dgefrdilished by Sa'ad El Ta'eh is

also analyzed.

% According to Mohamed Fawzy, the Egyptian Chief @ffSin 1967, an objective analysis of the war
and its causes might be difficult in light of thHesence of major official documents. He revealed tha
during the crisis decision-makers issued historilegiisions in significant issues sometimes oraily a
without records. See: Jeremy Saline 5, 1967: A Retrospective ViéiWashington: The Centre for
Policy Analysis on Palestine, 1997),388 «bld/c s yua 3 58 2enn (3 ill 3ale

%9 Tom Segev used a near similar approach in his sindy967 war. In an interview, Segev stated that
Israeli politicians used to take confidential goveental documents as part of their personal paplers.
traced those documents in the private paper culesbf Israeli politicians and used them as an
important source for his study. See:

Harry Kreisler, “Israel and the 1967 War: Convesaivith Tom Segev,University of California
Television(June 4, 2007) orttp://www.uctv.tv/search-details.aspx?showlID=12688essed March
29, 2012.
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In addition to above listed documents, the proaggsliof the trials of Egyptian
officials for the defeat clarify additional aspenttated to the Egyptian policies before
the war. The most important of which is the tridlRhams Badran, the Egyptian
Minister of War during the crisis, in which he reled confidential information.

Other eyewitnesses like Amin Hewedy, former EgyptMinister of War,
Tharwat Okasha, the Egyptian Minister of Culturethie cabinet that witnessed the
war and Moussa Sabry, a close journalist to Prasi®adat published several
important documents.

All of the above-mentioned documents appear in Arine

Not only does the research depend on Egyptian esurat also on primary
sources from other countries. In this regard, tleelassified documents of the
Department of State and the Central Intelligencernfy of United States of America
represent an important primary source. They appeaAnnex Il. Furthermore,
recently declassified documents from former Wardaact countries provide an
important perspective on the Soviet policy durifge tcrisis. The Cold War
International History Project [CWIHP] established the Woodrow Wilson
International Centre for Scholars published anddlie@ed some of these documents.
They appear in Annex lll.

The research also depends on abundant secondanesdhat deal with the
issue of 1967 war including the memoirs of key tocal and military figures from
relevant countries like Egypt, Israel and the UWhiftates.

The following approaches guide the course of tsgarch:

[1] Literature Assessment

The research includes an in-depth analysis of noatiye studies published on

the war. Using documents, the study either valglated/or invalidates some of the
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facts and/or misconceptions about the war. Addailgn the research intends to
integrate its findings, using archival materialsthwthe findings of other studies
published since 1967. More emphasis is on recgniblished studies that draw on
archival materials. The aim is to introduce a caitianalysis for the Israeli and
Western versions on the 1967 war.

[2] Historical Description and Evaluation

One of the significant aims of this research igstablish a new reading for
the main events that either preceded or happengdgdthhe crisis itself in order to
establish a new narrative and challetigeIsraeli one.

[3] Theoretical Application:

After viewing the principal events before and dgrthe crisis, the criteria of
different forms of first strike are applied in ligbf the historical data concluded in the

paper, to see to which type it fits the Israelkstin 1967.



CHAPTER TWO
PROLOGUE TO THE 1967 WAR

In this chapter, the study introduces a new reatbngome of the significant
events that either preceded or accompanied this aniday-June 1967. In pursuing
this, the study tracks the Syrian-Israeli confacd its role in increasing the tension
on the Israeli-Syrian armistice lines. The aimasdritroduce a new version for this
conflict that focus on the Israeli role in breeditgm since the conclusion of the
Armistice agreements in 1949 until the war eruptetio67.

Additionally, some of the common assumptions tredders and analysts
usually take for granted when they discuss 1967 akaranalyzed. Most importantly,
the study contests in this chapter the common gssomthat the Egyptian policies
were escalating all along the crisis, which rendetfee war eventually inevitable.
Egypt, as will be proved, did take several de-edogy policies that Israel completely
ignored.

Furthermore, it addresses Issues like the deniaon of the Sinai
according to the post-1956 settlement and the wathdl of the Egyptian forces from
Yemen to the Sinai to participate in the allegedhimoming attack on Israel in 1967.
Moreover, the study also analyzes the mutual deferggeements signed between
Egypt and other Arab countries before and durirgdtisis to see whether they were

offensive or defensive in nature.
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The Syrian Front

In this part of the research, the Israeli claimwlibe role, which Syria played
in the pre-1967 war to inflame the situation ancréase the tension on the armistice
lines is challenged. It has always been arguedSimaa supported guerilla operations
against Israel and that those operations increiadedel and magnitude up to the war
in June 1967.Although, that fact was right, historians nevesiaized the rationale
behind the Syrian strategy. In this part, the stugbpnstructs the events that led to the
deterioration of the situation on the Israeli-Sgriarmistice lines by assuming that
there was a dialectic relationship between theethssues of contention between
Israel and Syria.

Historically, Israeli-Syrian conflict centered uptiree issues that emerged
before the 1967 war. These can be chronologicalignged as follows: first, the
status of the demilitarized zones [since the sigroh the armistice agreements in
1949]; second, the Jordan River water [since Iseadbarked on its National Water
Carrier in 1959]; and, third, the guerilla opera@gainst Israel starting in 1965.
Prior to the 1967 war, Israel typically blamed dordSyria and Lebanon for guerilla
infiltration of Israeli territories and argued tHat doing this, the three states did not
abide by the armistice agreements of 1949. Yeaelsitself violated repeatedly its
obligations under the armistice agreements witheighboring Arab countries. Based
on conversations with senior United Nations TrucepeBvision Organization
[UNTSQ] officials, the American Consulate in Jedesa on July 21, 1964, noted

"Most UN observers accord certain amount of créalifthe] Syrians for restraiht

! |srael Tal, transNational Security: The Israeli Experien@dSA: Praeger Publishers, 2000), 135;
Yitzhak Rabin,The Rabin MemoirgCalifornia: University of California Press, 1996p.

2 Segev,1967 192; Walter Laqueuffhe Road to War 1967: The Origins of the Arab-ls@enflict
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1968), 49.

®In a report prepared by the CIA in 1962, here iw tite report showed the Israeli provocative
policies and Syrian restraint: "On 25 March, Isisegmed to be trying to invite an inciddhsent a
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over long periods in face of Israel seizing controtlemilitarized zonégDMZs] by
force or constant threat [of] using it." The tekgr added that Israel emerged
victorious "largely because UN [has] never [beebleato oppose aggressive and
armed Israeli occupation and assertion of actuarobover such areas.During this
period, the United States was always concernedtaheuaggressive Israeli policies
that might provoke the Syrians to react with furtdeterioration of the situation on
the armistice lines. The American administratiomayed, through its Ambassador
to Israel, the American "wish to counsel greatestraint on Government of Israel
[GOI] in matter of patrolling in and around the DMand "also urge GOI to suspend
any other extraordinary military activity which rhigbe construed by the Syrian Arab
Republic Government [SARG] as provocatiVeGeneral Odd Bull, Chief of Staff of
the UNTSO, believed that "Israeli troops patrollingese roads -close to the
demarcation lines- often behaved in a provocatianmer.” Not only did Israel
deliberately breach the armistice agreements orsyan armistice lines, but on the
armistice lines with other Arab countries as wéll. 1964/65, Lebanon filed 382
complaints of over-flying against Israel with theix@d Armistice Commission

[MAC]. On one particular occasion, the Lebanesecided that Israeli planes had

ferryboat with only an armed launch as escortrtise about the area of the lake where the previous
shooting exchanges between Syrian shore battarieiseaeli patrol and fishing boats had taken place
The maneuver passed off without incident, howevgeg: Office of Current Intelligence, "Current
Intelligence Weekly SummaryCentral Intelligence AgengyDCI No. 0410/62, (30 March 1962): 7
[Annex 11].
*In a report prepared in 1966, the CIA believed tha chief possibilities for trouble lie in Arab
sabotage raids, Israeli nibbling at certain displtterder areas and Syrian belligerence." See: haitio
Intelligence Estimate, "The Eastern Arab Worl@¢ntral Intelligence Agen¢WIE No., 36-66,
(February 17, 1966): 11 [Annex I].
® Department of State Telegram from U.S Consulatkeimsalem to Secretary of State, July 21, 1964
in:

2327 5168 (1992 ¢ sanall Aliivuall dy iill ciladaldl AS 58 1 Guiill) Lol sl 4o peall (S ol lidle - jLni¥) 0y o i
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® Document 77Telegram from the Department of State to the Embiassrael(Washington: July 13,
1964) [Annex Il].
"OddBull, War and Peace in the Middle East: The Experienceb\dews of a U.N. Observer
(London: Leo Cooper, 1976), 101.
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penetrated 120 kilometers inside their coufitffhe conflict with the Arab states and

the deterioration on the armistice lines were noésult of the guerilla operations

FATEH operations in Israeli territories did not begntil January 1968.The
continuous Israeli provocation and the penetratibSyrian territorie¥’ were, as this
research is hypothesizing, the reason behind Syigision to support guerilla
operations against Israel.

Water rights were also a contention issue and BB 1%rael declared that it
was going to start working on a project to trandfier water of the Jordan River to the
Negev desert. It took the Arab states five yeametdare in a series of Arab summits
starting 1964 that they would begin counter-divamary projects in their respective
territories. Israel used its military to stop thgri&n projects until the Syrians

themselves abandoned their plans in 1965/6gailure of the Syrians encouraged

® Ibid, 84.
® Before 1965, operations against Israel were narizgd or politically oriented as they were after
1965. They were an embodiment of grudge and hatmazhg Palestinian refugees. Benny Morris
suggests that ninety percent or more of the iafilbins between 1949 and 1956 were motivated by
economic and social concerns as a direct consegu#ribe displacement of Palestinians. The reasons
for crossing the border, according to him, wereking for relatives, returning to their homes,
recovering possessions, tending to their fieldBecting their crops, and, occasionally, exacting
revenge. Some were thieves and smugglers; someinveldged in Hashish convoys; while others
were nomadic Bedouins, more accustomed to gramyhgsrthan to state borders. He adds that the
politically motivated raids did not amount to verych. In 1966, the Permanent Representative of
Syria to the United Nations "...rejected Israel'susetions that it was responsible for the activiges
Palestinian groups scattered throughout the atgareTwere more than one million two hundred and
fifty thousand Arab refugees living in wretchednassoss the Demarcation Line from Israel, within
sight of the homes, farms, vineyards usurped fwent They knew that Israel disregarded their rights,
as often reaffirmed by the United Nations resohgio/Vhy then, he added, should Syria be held
responsible for the behavior of more than one agdaater million Arab refugees?" See on Morris's
views: Avi Shlaim, "Review of Israel's Border Wat949-1956: Arab Infiltration, Israeli Retaliation
and the Countdown to the Suez War by Benny Mortisridon Review of BooKéugust 4, 1994) on:
http://users.ox.ac.uk/~ssfc0005/Israels%20Dirty% 20WWtml Accessed November 25, 2011
See the statement of the Syrian Representativeetd iN. in United Nations{earbook of the United
Nations 1966171. See on the relationship between infiltraton refugees the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO in United Nationsyearbook of the United Nations 1952.
101n November 14, 1964, the Syrian Permanent Repratbem to the United Nations informed the
Security Council that Israel violated the armistiggeement with Syria fourteen times between
October 7 and November 12 resulting in seven k#led twenty-six woundeflyrians. See:

1362 ¢(1966 ¢Aaipdacldll il jall Ao 5o 15 310) 71964 plad Luihinldl) duiaill g givell QS ¢y 5 AT 5 (5 gliie HNia
M Actually, the Arab projects came as a reactionetfienid the Arab rights against the Israeli National
Water Carrier. Furthermore, under these projebtsArabs would utilize the same amount of water
that the Johnston Plan of 1955 designated. Althdsigtel announced that it would abide by its share
in the plan, the National Water Carrier itself webdivert the water outside the river basin, whiud t
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them to oppose lIsrael using other non-conventiomshns. Hence, Syria started to
support guerilla operations against Israel. AltHotlge three previous issues were the
main issues of conflict between Israel and Syha,water issue, in particular, was not
an immediate cause of the war but rather as amieiate caus¥.

A great deal of confusion usually exists when comta®rs and analysts
explore the events prior to the 1967 war on thaeléiSyrian armistice lines. Israeli
sources attempt to cover up the relationship betwke conflict of Syria and Israel
over the DMZs and the Syrian-supported guerillarapens against Israel. The
guerilla operations were arguably one of the immdiprecipitating causes that
resulted in the escalation that preceded the wat9®7. Yet, analysis of the last
assumption is indicative of some controversies.

The Palestinian military struggle started agaissadl in 1965 when FATEH

declared its responsibility for a sabotage opemaiiplsrael in January 1968.The

Arab countries rejected during the technical distrss that preceded the formulation of the plaris Th
would make three Arab countries 77 million cubictens short of their allocations in Johnston plan.
Water allocations, according to the plan, represettte irrigation needs of lands inside the ba3ae:
Munther J. Hddadin, "Water in the Middle East Pelamecess, The Geographical Journavol. 168,
No. 4, (2002): 325-326 (324-340); C.G. Smith, "Disputed Water of the Jordar;Yansactions of
the Institute of the British Geographeno. 40, (1966): 126; Shlairbjon of Jordan 203; «¢ &l 33ba
446 «(1997 358 ) :flae) dedlis O jlialily 5 puils & jles :[973-1947 Jiil_ps) 2o Lis s, Ami Gluska, The
Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 War:.o8rnment, Armed Forces and Defense Policy
1963-1967New York: Routledge, 2007) , 57.
12 Jeffrey K. SoslandCooperating Rivals: The Riparian Politics of thedian River basi{(New York:
State University of New York Press, 2007), 92. &héhor cites different view points on the exact
location of the water issue in relation to the 196#:
[1] Thomas Naff and Ruth Matson agree that thedbup in water-related Arab-Israeli hostility was a
major factor leading to the June 1967. Shai Feldhzmthe same argument.
[2] Geographer Aaron Wolf argues that water watheeia cause nor a goal of any Arab-Israeli
warfare.
[3] Nadav Safran argues that the dispute over ttemissue resulted in a prolonged chain reaction o
border violence that linked directly to the evethiat led to the war.
See also: Shai Feldman, "Israel's national Securigyceptions and Policy," Bridging the Gap: A
Future Security Architecture for the Middle Eastls. Shai Feldman and Abdullah Toukan ( New
York: Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1997), 10.
13 Yezid Sayigh revealed that FATEH scheduled itd finditary operation on December 31, 1964
against a water pumping station. Yet, Lebaneselpatrested its operatives. On the second night,
another group of its operatives sneaked througisiiman borders to the south of Lake Tiberius where
they planted an explosive charge in a water caumathe Israelis claimed later on that it did not
explode. See:

Aiadanaldl) bl ol A e 1 s ) sl e Gl s pelisal] ~L6S ] 993- 1949 duihnilil) Luiks o] 48 jad] ¢jdoa 33
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frequency and the efficiency of its operations @ased gradually until the war in
1967. According to the Israeli official statemerR®glestinian organizations launched
113 operation$ between January 1965 and June 1967 that clainedilés of eleven
Israelis*® Oren, however, attempts to exaggerate the nunflmresilla operations up
to 270 in the first months of 1967 on the Jordamiarders onIy‘.6 Guerilla operations
usually targeted water pipes, pumping stationsiges and railroads. Though they

did not represent a real security threat to Isiaekploited the events against Syria in

order to assert its control over the DMZs in thetmoGeneral Odd Bull noticed that

most of these operations were amateufisithe scale of FATEH raids did not

4 According to Benny Morris, guerilla groups -maiATEH- carried out some 122 raids, most of
them abortive, between January 1965 and June T86@r sources in Arabic cite the following
numbers of operations: 35 in 1965, 41 in 1966 ahth3he first five months of 1967 with 113 in tbta
See: Benny MorrisRighteous Victims: A History of the Zionist Arabn@izt 1881-2001(New York:
Vintage Books, 2001), 303;
(19971 et Bas sl Ll )3 S e 15 50) [ 9881948 Leliil pusYldias poll i g adl 4y pSesel] il yins¥) ¢ S ip
220
In November 1966, the Israeli Permanent Represeeattt the U.N. stated, "There had been seventy
one [71] raids in Israel since January 1965 adfusdorders from neighboring Arab states." See:
United Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations 196B4. The increased frequency of operations in
the first few months of 1967 from Israeli perspeetinight be due to the hostile Arab policies.
However, it might also be a reaction to the corgimilsraeli aggressive policies on the armisticedi
starting from its attack against the Samu' villagthe West Bank in November 1966 and against Syria
in April 1967. Donald Nefhoticed that though there appears to be no religdord of total casualties
caused by Syrian guns between 1949 and 1967, singke Israeli civilian is reported to have been
killed by Syrian artillery in the six months befdlee 1967 war, a period of intense skirmishes betwe
the two countries.
225224 ¢uishadsl) 4ok o) 48l i 1
16 sayigh mentions that FATEH announced responsitfitity800 operations. However, he notices that
FATEH sometimes exaggerated the number and efféts operations against Israel. Oren notes that
in 1965, FATEH carried out 35 attacks accordintstaeli reckoning, 110 by Palestinian accounts.
Oren, however, exaggerates in certain occasionsutmber of operations and of Israelis killed. For
example, he mentions that a fire-exchange in M&@bI®@sulted in six Israelis killed. Yet, accordiog
both the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs and @al Odd Bull, on May 31, the incident resulted in
two civilians killed and another four woundeskee for Oren's narrative: Or@&ix Days of War24-
25, 45. For a counter-narrative see: Israeli Migisf Foreign Affairs, “Which Came First Terrorism
or Occupation: Major Arab Terrorist Attacks agaitsstelis Prior to the 1967 Six-Day WaMinistry
of Foreign Affairs(March 2002) on:
http://www.mfa.gov.illMFA/Terrorism+Obstacle+to+RedPalestinian+terror+before+2000/Wicch+C
ame+First-+Terrorism+or+Occupation+-+Major.hfkncessed October 31, 2011; BMWar and Peace
in the Middle Eas 86.
7 0n the targets of Palestinian guerilla operatiaes Segev]967 209; Kimche and Bawly,
Sandstorm27-28; LaqueurThe Road to War 19647 and 56; Bull, War and Peace in the Middle
East, 84-85.
% bid, 92.
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overawe even the Israeli government and militagff3? Due to the insignificant
effect of these operations, Israel did not bring thsue before the United Nations
until March 1965, which was two months after thégred” The Israeli army in
return resorted to retaliatory actions againstlieins of the countries from which the
army believed the operatives were coming. In AfB66, Israel attacked villages
north of Jerusalem and in the Hebron area killinghte civilians? In a single
retaliatory operation against the Samu’ villagehia West bank in November 1966,
the IDF killed eighteen Jordanian soldiers andramguone hundred and thirty four
more. The policy of large-scale retaliation was d@wting the Israeli high political
and military echelons even before the 1967 #ar.

Israel used to direct its accusations against doatal Lebanon until mid
1966. Nevertheless, Israel continued its militapgr@tions across the armistice lines
with Syria. That is because, the status of the DMAs the main issue of contention
not guerilla operation® Israel did not start accusing Syria of supportqerilla

operations until May 1966when on May 16 Israel "charged that Syria was the

source, training ground, principal supplier andmmipport of a terrorist organization

¥ aqueur,The Road to War 19637; 448 « i s/ ss L, s ¢ ,4); Special Report Weekly Review,
"Anti-Israeli Arab Terrorist Organizations,Directorate of Intelligence-Central Intelligence émry

SR No. 00790/68A (October 4, 1968): 1-3 [Annex I1].

22 United NationsYearbook of the United Nations 19645.

L The reprisal raid was an Israeli response to ekmazharges placed by guerillas in Moshav Beit
Yosef in the Beit Shean Valley on April 25, 196& ttutcome of which was two civilians wounded
The guerilla operation came after six months offiivity. The last guerilla operation that preceded it
was on November 7, 1965. See: Israeli Ministry afeign Affairs, “Which Came First Terrorism or
Occupation.”; Bull, War and Peace in the Middle t=88.

2|n a special report prepared by the Directoratmiefligence of the CIA on the Palestinian gueatrill
groups on October 4, 1968, the report estimatetthieasraeli policy of large-scale retaliation bagn
early 1968. However, analysis of the magnituderaatdre of the Israeli retaliatory actions before th
1967 war is good evidence against that assumpgbiea. Special Report Weekly Review, “Anti-Israeli
Arab Terrorist Organizations,” 2.

2 \While in 1965 Israel accused Jordan on March 1Mag 27, and Jordan and Lebanon on June 4 of
responsibility for cross-border operations, IsraaelMarch 17, accused Syria of responsibility fitie"
tense and dangerous situation" on the armisties las the "Syrian authorities had resumed theipeact
of opening fire upon peaceful Israeli civilian adies." This indicates that though Syria, in tlseakli
perception, did not have a hand in guerilla operetj tension between the two countries persisteet. S
United Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations 195567 .
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variously known as FATEH [Conquest] and El Asefa)fﬁl]."24 Even scholars who
managed to establish a direct link between thea8yisraeli dyad and the events
before and after mid-May 1967 did not succeed imeustanding why Syria
intensified its support to the Palestinian guewgitaups >

It was not until the beginning of the Palestingmcond Intifada that the Israel
Ministry of Foreign Affairs provided numbers abdgtaeli lives lost in, as Israel

claims, terrorist operatiorsnce the establishment of the State of |sra&by8.

The following chart [Chart No. 1] shows the Israddiath toll because of these
operations starting from 1950 until 1989 and Israddath toll in the sixties

[Chart No. 2] according to the National Insuranastitute:

Number of Israelis Killed

1920's 1930's 1940's 1950's 1960's 1970's 1980's 1990's

B Number Kiled

24 United NationsYearbook of the United Nations 198%7.

5 Burrowes and Muzzio believed that Syria was moterofhe source than the target of conflict with
Israel. This pattern, however, changed and betwaterNovember 1966 and April 1967, Israel was
more the source (58%) than the target (42%) oflmbnfith Syria. Yet, archival materials reveal tha
Syria was always a victim of the Israeli aggresgigicies that aimed at controlling the DMZs.
Furthermore, they limit the Israeli-Syrian conflart the DMZs to the perennial rights of cultivation
and ignore _the right of sovereigntyloreover, the conflict over the DMZs precededgherilla
activities by at least sixteen years. See: Robertd@ves and Douglas Muzzio, "The Road to the Six-
Day War: An Enumerative History of Four Arab Staaesl Israel," The Journal of Conflict Resolutipn
Vol. 16, No. 2, (1972): 216.
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Number of Israeli Civilians Killed (1960 - 1969)
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The charts show that the decade of the sixtieses#tad the smallest death toll
in the Israeli history from the establishment of thtate in 1948 until 1989. In the
sixties, one hundred and sixty nine lIsraeli livesravlost with an average of 16.9

victims per year Between January 1965 and December 1967, Israelthaty-six

casualties due to "hostile enemy actiofihe study noted before that Israeli sources
claim that Palestinian guerilla operations resultectleven Israelis killed between
January 1965 and June 1967. In 1967, the yeareoivdr, Israel lost sixteen Israel
casualties Chart No. 3]. However, two distinctive periods a@able that year: the
pre-war period and the post-war one. Different sesirthat tackled the 1967 war

claim that_Israel lost only one lIsraeli casualtpartedly killed at the beginning of

1967 in Januar$ This means that:

[1] The combined death toll of both Palestinian rjlzeactivities and Syrian attacks

were twenty-one casualties between January 1965 arel 1967.

% The casualty was an eighteen years old Israaliesohome for the weekend. Therefore, it may also
be suggested that Israel did not lose a singlelic&ilian between January and June 1967. SeenOr
Six Days of Ward5; Segev]1967, 198; Kimche and BawlyThe Sandstorm7; LaqueurThe Road to
War 1967 48.
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[2] Israel lost fifteen Israeli persons after tH61 wa.?’
[3] Syrian attacks in the first half of 1967 didtrmawuse any laeli losse®f lives.

The death toll in the two successive years of 1868 1969 represents mc
than half of the total death toll in the entire aee, which signifies the increased le

of armed resistance to the occupation after thg 182

Number of Israelis Killed [1967]

¥ Pre-war = Post-war

Oneshould ask an important question in this regardy Hoes this analysis 1
with the Israeli clainthat escalation before the war was more the redmbtysof the
Arab countries and Palestinian guerill:

The records of the Security Counin 1967 show that Israel accused Sy
with persistent violations of the armistice agreemeén January 1967, the Isra

permanent representative to the United Nations feensuccessive letters dated 8

27 According to Sayjh, Arafat announced the launch of military rence against Israel from tl
occupied Palestinian territories on August 28, 196 believes that Palestinian guerilla groups ust
exaggerate Israeli losses. However, Moshe Dethe Israeli Minister of Defense, announced
press conference on Ocwt?7, 196 Israeli losses after the war. According to himaddrost ten live:
including civilians, police and army soldiers iretarmed resistance starting after the end of t6&
war which gives credibility to the assumption of thésearch thatimost all Israeli lives lost in 19€
came after the war and not befogee:

sl sy g y) 1967 plad Lrishanadsl] paill g gical) CUSH ¢ a2 A 307252 ¢ Laibaaadsl] Luids o) ISl jilacn

2 &8 Jada ] 658 (1969 Ayidandll

8 The CIA believed that "frequent and v-publicized raids started in November 1967." Yeig
comes in contradiction with what Moshe Dasaid in a statement in October 196%vhich he
claimed the loss of ten Israeli lives after the dae to guerillcoperatons. See on the CIA \sion:
Special Report Weekly ReviewAhti-Israeli Arab Terrorist Organizations,” 2.
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11, 15 and 17 January in which "Israel complainedhe Security Council of a
serious intensification by Syria of acts of aggi@sslong and across the border with
Israel." Syria, in turn, informed the Security Collrthat Israel aimed "to expand its
illegal occupation of the demilitarized zone." landiary 1967, the Chief of Staff of
UNTSO believed that "the settlement of the problexhkand cultivation [in DMZs]
would greatly help in relaxing the tension betwésntwo countries®

More than a decade after the 1967 war, in 197@/bshe Dayan admitted to
the Israeli journalist Rami Tal that Israel provdkeore than 80 percent of the
incidents on the Israeli northern borders with 8tiThe continuous Syrian shelling
of the northern Israeli settlers' homes was actuak result of a series of carefully
planned Israeli provocation directed against théa8g.

Jan Muhren, a Dutch U.N. observer on the IsradliaByborder between 1966
and 1967, expressed the same version. He sai@yhatposed no threat to Israel and
that Israel's aim was to take possession of anpikee of the DMZ§?

According to the previous chart, Israel tolerateorenguerilla operations and
more casualties in the run-up to the 1956 war. dikiges, in comparison, witnessed a
decrease in the death toll and the number of dpesatin fact, the Israeli desire to
terminate any Syrian presence in the DMZs was than meason behind the tension

on the armistice line¥. The failure of Syria to stop the gradual Israeémachment

29 United NationsYearbook of the United Nations 19@68.

%0'yediot Ahronot published this interview on April 21997 years after Dayan's death. See also on
this: Segev1967 193.

%1 The Dutch Public Television [Nova TV] broadcastiaterview with Muhren on June 4, 2007. See:
Jan Eikelboom and Dieuwke van Ooij, “Another Viefsttee Six-Day War,'Nova TV(June 4, 2007)
on: http://www.novatv.nl/page/detail/uitzendingen/520%6#essed November 7, 2011.

%2 The Syrian official position with respect to DMZssvthat "Neither Israel nor Syria had sovereign
rights in the area." General Riley, Chief of S@ftUNTSO, supported the Syrian position in a
memorandum dated May 28, 1951 in which he asseftither party to the Armistice Agreement,
therefore, enjoys rights of sovereignty within themilitarized zone." Accordingly, Gluska's views
about that cannot be accepted. He believes tha ISrheli position [in connection to DMZs] which
was not sanctioned by the U.N., was that the eatiea west of the international border was under
Israeli sovereignty." See: Yitzhak Oron, ediddle East Record Volume One 19&@ndon:
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over the DMZs and the cessation of its projectditert the tributaries of the Jordan
River, due to Israeli military intervention, werket main drive behind the Syrian
support of the guerilla operations. The Syrian tetna of supporting guerilla
operations became the only available option intfodrSyria to stand up to Israel. The
Syrian relationship with FATEH passed in two stadgeshe first one, the relationship
was not official or institutional. In the secondg, however, Syria directly embraced
FATEH so that Israel believed that the ruling Ba'atrty was willing to absorb
FATEH within the Syrian army? Beginning in January 1967, Israel's efforts to @sse
its control over the DMZs reached such a high I¢vat continuous Israeli-Syrian low
intensity confrontations existed on the armistines for approximately two weeks. In
a reaction to the Israeli provocations, guerill@mpions started again against Israel
on January 14 and 16 until Syria and Israel hehdeating of the Israel-Syria Mixed
Armistice Commission on January 25. These actwitiecame more after the April 7
confrontation. The CIA estimated that after the iA@r confrontation, "there have
been 14 terrorist incidents since théhThat is between April 7 and the date of the
document on May 23, 1967.

Analysis of the pattern and timing of guerilla ogéwns in the first half of

1967 reveals that when Israel intensified its didis in the DMZs and Syria failed to

confront those using military means, the result Wesintensification of the guerilla

operations.

In conclusion, the conflict between Syria and Israeer the DMZs was

sixteen years ahead of the beginning of guerillerajons. Even after the beginning

Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1960), 198; National ligeince Estimate, "The Arab-Israeli Dispute:
Current Phase Central Intelligence Agen¢WIE No. 30-67 (April 13, 1967): 5-6 [Annex Il];IGska,
The Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 KV40.

Segev1967 193 ;206-201 «iuubaulill 4k of IS a) cidum >
% Document 45Briefing Notes for Director of Central Intelligen¢éelms for Use at White House
Meeting(Washington: May 23, 1967) [Annex I1].
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of guerilla operations, Chief of Staff of UNTSO ieskd that finding a solution to the
Syrian-Israeli contention over the DMZs would résnol pacifying the Israeli-Syrian

armistice lines. However, when Syria started toelvel that they were going to lose
the battle with Israel over the control of the DM4Zgierilla operations began to
assume more significance. The Syrian military weaknwvas a determining factor for
the Syrian decision to avoid a conventional mijitaonfrontation with Israel. Hence,
Syria decided to support guerilla operations adalssel. Despite the fact that
FATEH operations began independent of any offic&rian patronage, the

replacement of the Syrian regime with a new radief#wing troika in 1966 led to a

more active Syrian adoption of guerilla activities.

Israel was the party responsible for the deterimmaof the situation on the
armistice lines. The Israeli desire to control teamilitarized zones on the northern
borders provoked the Syrians and drove them to@umuerilla operations against
Israel. Since the Syrians were militarily weak heven by their decision to stop their
diversionary projects of the Jordan River tribwgaras well as their failure to confront
the Israeli aggressive policies in the DMZs, suppgrFATEH was the only practical
option to counter the Israeli policies. The Israetaliatory policies, in turn, resulted
in a series of escalatory steps that led to theemadization of a crisis in May-June

1967 that ended in war.

Invalidating Misconceptions

Egyptian Escalation versus De-escalation

Studies on the dynamics of the crisis of May-JuBé71tend to depict the
crisis as if it was a process of Egyptian unproeb&ed unilateral escalation against
which Israel had to react. Yet, examination of thmute details of the Egyptian

decisions reveals a different conclusion. The kstalatory movement taken by
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Nasser was on May 22 when he declared the cloguteedGulf of Agaba to Israeli
and foreign shipping carrying oil bound for Eilathis decision, however, was
approximately two weeks before the onset of myitaperations on June 5 after a
three-week crisis. Nevertheless, Israeli commergaand analysts accuse Egypt not
only of creating the crisis itself but also of datiag along the entire crisis period. In
this regard, Ezer Weizman, Israeli Chief of Openagi during the war, described the

crisis in these words:

"The steps leading up to the Six Day War followktha rules of escalation. Step by step, day
by day, strand by strand, the war was woven, sheadid systematically. The provocative

acts of the Egyptiarnset the wheel turning...35

Yigal Allon also believed,

"War might still have been averted had there coorv@vdrd some competent international
authority capable of persuading Egypt to agree tgradual de-escalation to the build-up of
military forces, to the re-opening of the Straiemd to an understanding that acts of
infiltration and terrorism would cease. But no suutitiative was forthcoming, and war

become inevitable."36

The aim of this approach, of course, is to blamgpEdor the deterioration
that preceded the onset of military operations taneixcuse Israel for its decision to
strike. Surprisingly, on June 2, that is three dagfore the war, the United States was

considering_the possibility of mediatidmetween Israel and the Arab countries,

which denotes, unlike the Israeli claims, the retatquiescence shortly before the
war.
Brecher and Geist’s study is one of the most isterg and detailed studies on

the dynamics of the 1967 crisis. Researchers orl®#6& war tend to take some of

% Ezer WeizmanQOn Eagles' Wings: The Personal Story of the Lea@iammander of the Israeli Air
Force (New York: Berkley Publishing Corporation, 197699.

% Yigal Allon, The Making of Israel's Arm{New York: Universe Books, 1970), 91.

3" Meeting in Washington on June 2, American and §hitlelegations thought of Letser B. Pearson,
the Canadian Prime Minister, as a possible mediSee:

Document 130Memorandum of Conversatigiashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex II].
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Brecher and Geists’s assumptions about the Egypbéaies for granted. According
to them, Egypt continued to escalate during th&sctintil the conflagration happened
on the morning of June 5, 1967 and that Israel ardyg reacting to the Egyptian
provocative policies. This can be seen in theissifecation of the crisis from the

Israeli perspectivénto three phases: first, Apprehension and Mohilon (May 17-

May 22); second, Delay and Diplomacy (May 23- Ma&);2and third, Resolution
(May 29-June 4). Close to the end of the first phaise Israeli cabinet approved the

large-scale mobilizatioon May 19 three days before Nasser declared trekéatie®®

By the end of the second phase, the cabinet detidiegep the army on full alert. By
the end of the third phase, the cabinet decidegbtto war. Israeli decisions in each
phase coincided with what its cabinet perceivedragscalation from Nasser. While
this might be true in the first phase, it canndiofe the same pattern in the last two
phase§.9 Nevertheless, Brecher and Geist assert that s of the straits was a
point of no return on the path of Waregardless of the course of events during the
last two phases. In a recent dissertation on préeengtrikes, Rachel T. Bzostek

adopted Brecher's classification of the crisisqubbefore the 1967 war according to

% One has to ask, why did Israel issue orders fgelacale mobilizatiobefore the announcement of
the blockade? See: Brecher and Géstisions in Crisis104.

%9 1n Brecher and Geist's account, the movement oFtheth Armored Division [FAD] to Sinai was a
landmark of Egyptian escalation in the second pHasgprisingly, they consider Heikal's article abou
the inevitability of war with Israel and Nassep®esch to the Arab Trade Unionists as an escalation.
However, they should have explained whether théogerent of the FAD was offensive or defensive
before considering it as an escalation. Furtherpibome is going to build military escalation
according to political leaders' speeches, thenstwald not blame Egypt for the mobilization of its
army in reaction to the harsh threats of Isra€litip@ans against Syria in the pre-crisis periothey

add more confusion, when they mention that Naggesbme doors open for "a possible ad hoc
accommodationin his press conference on May 28. In additioaytbonsidered the Egyptian-
Jordanian pact as an escalatory step ignoringfendive termsOn the three phases see: Brecher and
Geist,Decisions in Crisis104-170.

40 Brecher and Geishecisions in Crisis1109.
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which Egyptian policies were nothing more than deseof escalatioruntil Israel

struck on June 5.

However, their study suffers from significant methtogical flaws. First, their
analysis of Egyptian decisions is based only orsth&ements published in the media.
Nasser's discourse during the crisis, althoughidoski in certain occasions, did not
necessarily reflect the real essence of the Egypialicies. Second, they tend to
ignore Arabic and Egyptian literature on the waredher and Geist had a very
significant opportunity to study and analyze intthefirst hand Israeli information and
testimonies. His study is full of interviews witBraeli decision-makers during the
crisis. However, he did not pay attention to thetJ#@erature available in Arabic.
Though most of Egyptian primary sources were noi atill not, available to
researchers, he could have benefited from abursgmandary sources that dealt with
the war from an Arab perspectifeEven though Brecher published different studies
later on crisis dynamics and behavior, his conohsion 1967 war remained nearly
the same. Academically, comparison should explaiisions of the Israeli cabinet in

tandem with its Egyptian peers. Taking the disopunsthe mediaas a denominator

for Egyptian policies is not methodologically acater. When the Israeli Ambassador
to Washington, Avraham Harman, told Dean Rusk,Sberetary of State, on June 2
that Nasser's belligerent statements threateniagettinction of Israel equaled an

aggression, Rusk answered in a definitive manrlberég is some difference between

what is said and what is actually dofi&."

“l Rachel Tamara BzosteWhy not Preempt? An Analysis of the Impact of Lagdl Normative
Constraints on the Use of Anticipatory Military Adties (Louisiana: Graduate Faculty of Louisiana
State University and Agricultural and Mechanicall€ge, August 2005) [PhD Dissertation].

“2 1n the bibliography section of their study, thehaus referred only to six references on the Arabic
perspective. Not all of them dealt directly witketh967 war. Though in the preface Brecher and Geist
acknowledged that the study would focus only oadknot all the participants in the crisis, thegud
have discussed briefly the Egyptian behavior insteaaking for granted that Egypt was escalatihg a
the way ahead during the crisis.

3 Document 132Memorandum of ConversatigVashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex II].
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Brecher and Geist also find evidence in suppothefidea that stress results in
a decrease in perceived alternatives in case aéllsturing the Six-Day War. This
means that during the crisis period of 1967, Isveeed making decisions under stress,
which minimized its alternatives to the military eothat culminated into its aerial
strike on June 5, 1967. Yet, Israeli officials'rospective commentaries on the war
did not reveal any confusion or uncertainty abbetrtdecisions.

More importantly, Israel activated its June 5 plamplemented even before

Egypt decided to impose the blockade on Eiktcording to the Encyclopedia

Hebraica, Israel considered the execution of ilgary plans during the time between
Egypt's decision to mobilize its army to the Siaad the declaration of the blockade.
Segev asserts, "The army and Rabin were discusgmglans even before Egypt
declared the Gulf of Agaba closeél.Furthermore, Rabin told Prime Minister Eshkol
that "...even if the Egyptians refrained from blockeadthe straits, our situation
would be no less difficult.” He added, "Whethernat the Egyptians were bent on
leading the situation to war at present, we weegitably moving in that directiorf.”
Analysis of Egyptian policies after the declaratafrthe closure of the Gulf of

Aqgaba shows that Eqypt took several de-escalatteps that were completely and

deliberately ignored by the Israeli side for felaattthe Egyptian moves might settle
the crisis politically with more advantages on Hgyptian side.
De-escalation begins when the adversaries tené teds hostile toward each

other in a process that comprises adoption of neateglies making conciliatory

gesture or proposing negotiatio‘WsThe formation of new attitudes usually pursues

information in support of changes in an opponehtstile motivation as well as

“4Brecher and GeisBecisions in Crisis160; Segev]967 234.

45 Rabin,The Rabin Memoirs71.

“6 Ho-Won JeongUnderstanding Conflict and Conflict Analyglsondon: Sage, 2008), 179; Louis
Kreisberg,International Conflict ResolutiofNew Haven: Yale University Press, 1992), 34-57.
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reduction in adversarial activitiés. The moves towards de-escalation becomes

manifest by _concession and relaxation of punitiwioas®® However, for de-

escalation process to be effective, both sides deistscalate simultaneously. As long
as at least one side thinks it can win, de-escalasi harder to achieve. Unfortunately,
in 1967 de-escalation was only from the Egyptiate &l One cannot argue that Egypt
took its de-escalatory steps at a wrong time ornvhar was inevitable. Rubin
believes that most conflicts usually have a mudtippe movements rather than only
one and there is no such thing as a wrong timéemat to de-escalate’

Charles W. Yost believed that "Both sides [Egypd dsrael] might on many
occasions have moved to end their confrontatiorcdappromise, but neither side
showed the slightest willingness to do this."

However, from the moment Egypt pronounced the cosaf the Gulf of
Agaba, the main concern of Egypt later on was tiain the crisiS$? To achieve this,
Egypt took several de-escalatory steps even itioal#éo the Gulf of Agaba itself, the
closure of which was considered casus belli by I$raeli government. In the

following section, these de-escalatory steps aeoshted.
The Status of the Gulf of Agaba

The Arab countries, particularly Egypt and Jorddid not recognize the

Israeli occupation of what it later called Eilagypt, later on, agreed bilaterally with

" Ibid, 180

“8 bid.

4 One can argue that Abba Eban’s tour to Europeaidrand France, and the United States meant to
search for a diplomatic solution to the crisis émfind an approach to de-escalate. Yet, Eban Himse
mentions explicitly in his memoirs that the aimhig tour was to give time to the Israeli army to
deploy its forces to the south on the Egyptian bsdSee: Abba EbaRgrsonal Witness: Israel
Through My Eye¢New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1992), 369; RoBkater, The Rabin of Israel: A
Biography(London: Robson, 1993), 127.

%0 Jeffrey Z. Rubin, "The Timing of Ripeness and tligeRess of Timing," iMiming the De-

Escalation of International Conflicteds. Louis Kriesberg and Stuart J. Thor@daw York: Syracuse
University Press, 1991), 237-246.

5lyost, “The Arab-Israeli War,” 19.

®25ee Nasser-Amer conversation about the rationdlimtbéhe forthcoming Egyptian de-escalation in:

574-5T3 laii¥l (S
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Saudi Arabia on specific measures through whichkelswould be denied access to its
new port through the Straits of Tiran. The legatws of the Straits remained a matter
of contention between the Arab states concernedlsma@l. During the Tripartite
aggression against Egypt in 1956, the Israeli ®mecupied Sharm El Sheikh and
secured an access for its shipping through thetStiagypt, in return for the Israeli
withdrawal from Sinai, accepted the presence oérirdtional force in Sharm El
Sheikh to monitor free shipping through the Straltgael continued to use this
passage until Egypt again decided to close thétSta May 23, 1967 and restore the
pre-1956 measurés.

After the Suez war, in an aide de memoire from Jébster Dulles, the U.S.
Secretary of the State, to Abba Eban, the IsragtmBnent Representative to the
United Nations, the United States acknowledged tiatGulf of Agaba represented
international waters. Nevertheless, he added ligaUnited States government would

continue to exercise the right of free and innogeagsage as long there was not an

overriding decision to the contrary as by the Imégional Court of Justic¥.Until the

crisis in 1967, no international agreement regatathe status of the Straits of Tiran
existed.

Egypt never abandoned its sovereign rights of thaitS as national territorial
waters. During the crisis of May-June 1967, Isremhtacted Eisenhower, the U.S.

former President, to know exactly the nature of th8. pledges to Israel regarding

%3 The pre-1956 status entailed prohibition on boipssfiying the Israeli flag and strategic materials
bound for Israel including oil. See:

Document 206M. Roux, Ambassadeur De France Au Caire, A M. C@e/&urville, Ministre Des
Affaires Etrangere¢lLe Caire: 24 Mai 1967) [Annex IV]; Indar Jit Rikd, The Sinai Blunder:
Withdrawal of the United Nations Emergency Forcadiag to the Six-Day War of June 1967
(London: Frank Kass, 1980), 74.

** Document 78Aide Memoire form the Department of State to theels EmbassyWashington:
February 11, 1957) [Annex II].
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the Straits. Eisenhower confirmed that the Unitet€S government considered them

as international waterways, but he added that Nasser accepted that

Though Egypt declared the Straits closed to Israklpping, Egypt was
willing to settle its_legal statum pacific ways through the International Court of
Justice.

Nasser first conveyed his opinion about the Stiaits meeting with U Thant
on May 24 in Cairo. Nasser believed that if Israetl the United States wished to
dispute Egypt's sovereign right on Tiran, he wdwddready to go to the International
Court of Justicé® The State Department documents reveal that inetingebetween
Nasser and Robert Anderson on May 30, Anderson daskasser about the
possibilities of referring the matter of the Stsagither to the United Nations or to the
World Court [The International Court of Justicela$éer indicated that he would not
submit the matter to the United Nations "because Ithaelis normally treated the
resolutions of the U.N. not favorable to them acps of paper.” With regard to the
International Court of Justice, he said, "he did Imave sufficient knowledge of the
World Court to answer specifically about referritg matter to the World Court for
decision but would consult his legal advisers." é&rsbn further added in the
document that Nasser "did not rule out completabgsibility of a World Court
review if it could be done speedily”"Nasser-Anderson's meeting was secret. Yet, the
press revealed the matter and it became knowretéstaeli Embassy in Washington

the same day/

%5 Brecher and GeisBecisions in Crisis129-130.

% Rikhye, The Sinai Blunder74.

" Document 123Telegram from the Embassy in Portugal to the Deparit of Stat¢Lisbon: June 2,
1967) [Annex Il].

%8 At the beginning of his report, Anderson guessed tine Israeli intelligence would "pick it up," and
he meant that they would know about his visit. Bexcand Geist believe that Anderson's conclusions
about Nasser's visit were that, "there was littlarce to persuade Nasser to accept any compromise o
the Straits."” This is of course not trae, we have just seen in Anderson's report to Rmesitbhnson.
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Egyptian officials conveyed the same proposal éoAmerican administration
through intelligence channels. After the Egyptiagcidion to close the Straits of
Tiran, the CIA contacted Salah Nasr, the Chief gfian Intelligence, and Nasr
asserted to them that Egypt would refer the issti¢ghe Straits, to the International
Court of Justic&® Anthony Nutting, who held several meetings withsbr during
the crisis, expressed the same version. Accordimghim, Nasser informed
Washington and other European Capitals that heready to refer the matter of the
Straits to the International Court of Justice idesrto determine whether or not Egypt
did exceed its rights by closing the Straits irefa¢ enemy shippin’

Yet, before Nasser decided to introduce his ofteséttle the issue of the
Straits through legal channels, the blockade ordeesnselves were a lot more
flexible than what is depicted.

On May 22, the Supreme Command of the Egyptian AriRerces issued
instructions signed by Deputy Supreme CommandermuAbikim Amer. The most
interesting point in these instructions was pounnber seven that reads as follows:
"Ships escorted by warships are authorized to padsare not to be intercepted or
engaged either with it or with the escort everhd escorted ship is flying the Israeli
flag."®*

Oren, citing a CIA estimate, claims that Egypt lsitael no choice and that

even the idea of finding an escort to Israeli ships out of the question because, "the

Gluska believes the same as Brecher and GeistBseeher and GeisPecisions in Crisis158;
Gluska,The Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 YV246.
%9 During the crisis, there were secret contacts laésween Nasr and the Italian Intelligence about the
Gulf of Agaba. See:
LS e Y1 Ay oY) bl 5 4 ol) ol g jl) QIR 25 453 alide o S S Gl s 5550 1268 «_pemi 7 Ola I jS10 ¢ puari
5T «(1991 caasills paall a1 102,V elae) Lol s Y
462 «(1993 ¢ 5220 40 15,8l an e ¢ policails gl 60
Closia Al ) 5 ) 6] (o s i oaT Gl 7 s3an 8 Linll las Jiy Aalisal) ) gill Aalall 52U Claglad (g 5 ) gaa O
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Egyptians were almost certain to fire on any Anmaariship attempting to ply the

Straits.®> However, this is entirely untrfd. Not only did Egypt provide an

opportunity for an American military escort to Isliaships, but also the same
opportunity was allowed to Israeli military vessels

Israel, in effect, was aware of the Egyptian inginns not fire against United
States vessels, in particular, if they escortedelsrships. The State Department
records also clarify that matter. In a meeting leetw Ephraim Evron, Minister
Plenipotentiary of the Israeli Embassy in Washingtand Walt Rostow, Evron
"referred to intelligence which we [the Americaisslare that Nasser's response to a
U.S.-escorted probe would be not to fiféBadran expressed the same information to

Kosygin on May 26. He revealed,

"If an Israeli flagged ship entered the Gulf undbe protection of U.S. military ships or

otherwise, we are not going to intercept them beeaim that case it is enough for us to

expose the conspiracies of Colonialism and itsgmiidon to the Israeli ship'g5

The Israeli government deliberations during thesisridenote that Rabin
mentioned to the cabinet that Egypt was not gomdire against Israeli-escorted
ships, but at the same time stressed in the saneethiat they should deal with this
information in a top-secret w&§. Rabin, of course, was keen not to make this

information publicly known, because it gave Israel appropriate way out of the

%2 Oren,Six Days of Wal64.

%3 An indicator for Oren's falsification of archivalaterial.

%4 Document 131Memorandum fronthe President's Special Assistant [Rostow] to Riesi Johnson
(Washington: June 2, 1967) [Annex II]; Document Iidémorandum from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International Securityaiéf[Hoopes] to Secretary of Defense McNamara
(Washington: June 2, 1967) [Annex I1].

(1967 sie 26 : S sa) Dusadl s ot madd duaalls i gal] o1 ) ol st ) Cpinies 58 asSil] uaal] g Lain ] _puiana ©°

® According to Segev, Rabin said to the cabineteitayou to the fact that this is extremely
confidential material." Rabin was bluffing and dietrgg his cabinet. Instructions about the Gulf were
announced publicly. See: Segé&967, 240242.
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blockade giving Israel no proper pretext to go t&r w1 a reaction to the Egyptian
move®’
This point denotes that the closure of the Gulfstaeli ships was not absolute and

that there was an exit strategy out of that impasgeut resorting to force.

The Blockade and the First Shot

In 1967, Israel claimed in the diplomatic delibeyas that preceded the war

that it was entitled to use the right of self-desero strike first, against the Egyptian

aggression. According to Israel, the Egyptian deniso close the Gulf of Agaba to
Israeli shipping gave Israel the legal right resort to arms to defend its right of
navigation. However, as was mentioned earlier, Iinaeli right of free navigation

through the Gulf was disputed. In an endeavor tibesthe dispute, Egypt suggested
to present the case to the International Courtustide. The Egyptian decision to
close the Gulf restored th&tatus quo antef the Gulf that dominated the region
before the 1956 war. Accordingly, Israel's claimttit was acting in self-defense is
also controversial.

The Israeli version in 1967 was an embodiment eysiem ofcasus bellior
acts of war, which Israel developed in the wakehaf 1956 war. By then, Israel's
decision-makers envisioned certain situations diire<® that gave Israel the right to
resort to arms in self-defense if they were to lEabhed. One of these redlines was

the closure of the Straits of Tiran, claimed by gty be territorial water¥.

%" The United States could have provided a good oppitytto avoid war by providing an escort to
Israeli ships. One of the goals of Eban's missioiné States was to extract security guarantees fro
the U.S. to Israel. Though the administration watsaapable of doing so due to the lack of
congressional support, providing an escort to Isshéps was a feasible alternative.

% David Rodman, "Israel's National Security DoctriAe: Introductory Overview,Middle East
Review of International Affaird/ol. 5, No. 3 (September 2001) on:
http://meria.idc.ac.il/journal/2001/issue3/jvbn3aél Accessed November 14, 2011

%9 0On these casus belli see: Allafhe Making of Israel's Army0-81; OrenSix Days of War36, 86,
158; Michael BrechefThe Foreign Policy System of Israel: Settings, lesagnd ProcesgNew
Haven: Yale University Press, 1972), 51, 67; Ja@iioess Stein and Raymond Tanfational
Decision-Making: Israel's Security Choices, 19€blumbus: Ohio State University, 1980), 110.
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The Israeli claim was not convincing during Ebaex¢ernal tour, particularly
in Paris. According to Eban, de Gaulle began histing by saying "Ne faites pas la
guerre." [E.T® Do not make war] De Gaulle differentiated betwetssure of the
Gulf and starting hostilities. For him, startingshiities meant taking the initiative
and firing the first shot. Eban, in turn, triedgmmote his government's position that
Egypt had already started hostilities by closirg @ulf. Yet, de Gaulle did not accept
his argument!

The French documents reveal that de Gaulle wasecoed with preventing

the crisis from deterioration and hence his focas wn the starting of hostilitiesle

expressed his opinion not only to Eban but alsthéoEgyptian Ambassador to Paris
and to the King of Saudi Arabia. After Eban leftriBade Gaulle received the
Egyptian Ambassador to Paris on May 25. De Gaulis wlear in his statement that
"L' essential est donc que personne ne prennddtine des hostilities™ [E.T: The
essential point is thus that no-one should initfadstilities] He expressed the French
official position also to Faysal by saying, "Dor&tat qui userait le premier, des
armes, n‘aurait ni notre approbation ni notre appuiE. T: Therefore, the State first
resorting to arms would have neither our approealaur support].

Eban's final destination in his external tour wae tnited States. Though the
United States acknowledged Israel's right of naiogathrough the Gulf, Dean Rusk,

Secretary of State, was concerned with who wafirgtdo fire. According to William

0 English Translation.

"> Unfortunately, the official report of Eban-de Gautheeting in the French archives is still clasdifie
On Eban's conversation with de Gaulle see: EBarsonal Withess373-375; LaqueuiThe Road to
War 1967 133; Kimche and BawleYhe Sandstorn?296; OrenSix-Days of War100-101.

"2 Document 213Compte Rendu: Entretien entre le General de GailllAmbassade d'Egyp(Paris:
le 25 Mai 1967) [Annex IV].

3 Document 243Compte Rendu: Entretien entre le General et lefRyical d'Arabie SaouditéParis:
le 2 Juin 1967) [Annex IV].
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Quandt, Rusk expressed the view that "no overbawtar had yet occurred® This
means that as long as Egypt did not resort to aisrael had no right to act in self-
defense.

On June 2, Evron, Minister Plenipotentiary of I$r&nbassy in Washington,
asked Walt Rostow, Special Assistant to the Presidehether the United States

would "...stand by its political commitment in 195hat Israel under these
circumstances [closing the Straits] was assertihggdimate right of self-defense."
Fearing that he might be trapped by providing asweemn that might be taken by Israel
as a pretext to attack, Rostow "replied that thés wot a question to which | could
give a responsible answer." He added, "...the socerwi[Evron] outlined was not
the one raised by Foreign Minister Eban with thesRfent...*®

The official American and French versions, as esged by de Gaulle and Rusk to
Eban and by Rostow to Evron, was to set a cleandemy between imposing the

blockade as a political decision and firing thestfishot as a military move.

Consequently, their version was totally againstdhsus belli systeras envisaged by

Israel.

In the Security Council debate that followed the ,Wsraeli version was under
heavy attack by Security Council members. For thémare was no such thing as a
system ofcasus bellsubjectively envisioned in the post-Charter era.

The question of the Straits was going to be of ifance in the visit of

Egypt's Vice President, Zakaria Mohieddin, to Wagton scheduled June 7. Egypt

"4 Document 132Memorandum of Conversatigiashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex II]; William
Quandt,Decade of Decisions: American Policy Toward thebAlsraeli Conflict, 1967-1976
(California: University of California Press, 1978p.

> Document 131Memorandum of the President's Special Assistanstd®d to President Johnson
(Washington: June 2, 1967) [Annex I1].
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also agreed to receive the American Vice presitiemert Humphrey? On June 3, in

a circular telegram to American Embassies in Arapit@ls, Rusk believed,

"There may be some flexibility in what Cairo woblel willing to do before major hostilities.
The Straits of Tiran is a key issue. The free pgessd crude oil is a major part of that issue.

We shall not know details until further exploratorof the problem with Cairo or

. 7T
|ntermed|ar|es.7

Israel knew about the forthcoming visit of Egyplise President on June 2 in
a meeting between Hraman, the Israeli Ambassador Washington, and
Undersecretary Eugene Rost&However, Israel terminated this diplomatic channel
by its attack on June 5.

Rabin argued that the Americans urged Israel naobitate war "as long as
political contacts were in progress.” He added ao@aversation with Shapira, "l don't
want to go to war either, but there is no way duhe American political efforts
fail."” Yet, if Israel were willing to avoid war, it wouldave waited for Egypt Vice
President's visit to Washington.

Nasser, after the war, felt that the United Sthttsayed him and did not exert
enough pressure on lIsrael to avoid war. He expetttad Anderson’s visit was a
positive step towards minimizing the tension in tegion. That is why he spoke with
bitterness about the United States after the wanogradov, the Soviet Ambassador
to Cairo, reported to Moscow about Nasser’'s peroemf Anderson’s visit saying,
“The gist of the matter is that Nasser does natttthe Americans [and] considers

them as crooks®®

S Document 134Telegram from the Embassy in the United Arab Reéptibthe department of State
(Cairo: June 2, 1967) [Annex II]; Document 14®legram from the United Arab Republic to the
Department of Stat@Cairo: June 4, 1967) [Annex Il].

" Document 141Circular Telegram from the Department of State tabACapitals(Washington: June
3, 1967) [Annex Il].

8 Document 132Memorandum of ConversatigVashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex I].

® Rabin,The Rabin Memoirs72, 81.

8 polish Record of Meeting of Soviet Bloc Leaders Bitml(Moscow: November 9, 1967) [Annex Il1].
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A final question about the Straits of Tiran is ajrsficant value._Were the

Straits that vital to Israel’'s prosperity and sual? The study does not elaborate on

that matter but it conveys two opinions one fromlsmaeli source and another from
an American. Israel’s Chief of Mossad, Meir Amidicto McNamara, Secretary of
Defense, on June 1 when asked by the latter aheussue of the Straits, “that while

they [the Straits] are not crucidbss of free passage has become a political symbo

and that therefore we must go through the motidrsolving that problem® On the
second day, June 2, McNamara expressed the samermgponveyed earlier to him
by Amit, to a British delegation. McNamara, “obsenivthat Israeli access to Eilat is

not really vital in an economic sense. The questaather political ®
The Arab Military Alliances

Alliances are,

"written agreements signed by official representdi of at least two independent states that
include promise to aid a partner in the event dftarly conflict, to remain neutral in the event

of conflict, to refrain from military conflict wittone another or to consult/cooperate in the

event of international crises that create a pot@rfor military conflict.#3

Five basic promises are included in this definitioinalliances: defensive
cooperation, offensive cooperation, neutrality, aggression and consultatith.
Examination of the military agreements signed agndhe Arab states

certainly lies under the first rubric, defensiveoperation. Most importantly, these

81 Document 124Memorandum for the Record: Conversation betweeroMagneral Meir Amit and
Secretary McNamar@WVashington: June 1, 1967) [Annex II].

82 Document 130Memorandum of Conversation: Middle E&#fashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex II].
8 Brett Ashley Leeds, Jeffrey M. Ritter, Sara McLaligiMitchell and Andrew G. Long "Alliance
Treaty Obligations and Provisions, 1815-1944térnational InteractionsVol. 28, No. 3 (2002): 237-
260 (238); Brett Ashley Leeds, “Do Alliances Defgygression? The Influence of Military Alliances
on the Initiation of Militarized Interstate Dispgte American Journal of Political Science Association
Vol. 47, No. 3 (2003): 429.

8 |bid.
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agreements were no secret; their contents weracpukhown and nothing in their
content carried in any way offensive suggestiorsrey Israef®

During the crisis that led to the war, Egypt wapmasedly in command of the
armies of another two Arab countries, Jordan amd,Im addition to expeditionary
forces from other Arab countries. Accordingly, if\pt were not going to start any
offensive against Israel, so it would be with thieep countries.

In a meeting between Nasser and Robert Andersassdiatated,

"...that under present circumstances Jordanian tspap so far as the Israeli problem was
concerned, were under UAR [Egypt] command. Thiscofrse is applicable to other troops
such as Iragis and Algerians who were reportingduty.‘86

Anderson then added in his report about the meeting
"...I want to make clear as | understand it UAR haktary command over its troops, the
Jordanian troops as related to any Israeli probleime troops committed by Iraq, Algeria or
any country sending troops, but does not includeroand over Syrian troops. It is because of
the latter situation, which | think bothers Nasses to whether or not the Syrians might
undertake unilateral action designed to force afommtation. It was because of his concern
on this subject that he was asked if he would \atee even if the Syrians acted against UAR
desire and the reply was affirmative."

Nasser was ready, as Anderson understood, to @rteron the Syrian side
even if Syria started operations against Israelieltbeless, did Syria ever consider

that possibility? Was Syria ready to initiate ataek during the crisis?

8 Some miilitary alliances' treaties include provisioaquiring the signatory members to keep portions
of the treaty content or the existence of the atl&it-self secret. One of the classic examplehisfis

the Sevres Protocol signed by Israel, France aitdiBin 1956 to invade Egypt. Article six of the
Sevres Pact stipulated, "The arrangements of #sept protocol must remain strictly secret."”

For article six of the Sevres Protocol see: Avigshl “The Protocol of Sevres, 1956: Anatomy of a
War Plot,"International Affairs Vol. 73, No. 3 (1997): 509-530.

8 Document 123Telegram from the Embassy in Portugiaisbon: June 2, 1967) [Annex II].
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The answer to this question is difficult in ligtttbe inadequacy of Syrian and
foreign archival materials related to that matsat, Syrian attitude before and during
the crisis might shed light on this matter.

The Syrian leadership, in power since February 1866 aware of its military
weakness. In light of that weakness, Egypt decitedonclude a defensive treaty
with Syria on November 4, 1968et, confusion existed as to when Egypt should
come to the aid of Syria. On November 18, 1966k&lgyublished an article in which
he elaborated, "The Joint Defense Treaty [betwegypEand Syria] does not mean
the immediate Egyptian military intervention agaiagy [Israeli] raid on the Syrian
posts." A French document during the crisis adoptexl same version about the
Egyptian behaviof’

On April 7, 1967, an Israeli-Syrian border clasbatsted to trans-border tank,
artillery and aerial battles that resulted in dawgisix Syrian MiG-21 fighters.
Despite the presence of a Joint Defense TreatyptEdjgl not intervene on the Syrian
side which practically supported the views elabedtaby Heikal in his article few
months before the incident. Even after that incid8gria did not take any significant
military move apart from intensifying its artilletyombardment across the bord@rs
and encouraging Palestinian guerilla operation® ¥grians could have used that
incident to start a war and draw Egypt to its halp they did not have the political
will to do so. What was applicable to the Syriatitade before the crisis was
applicable to the crisis that resulted in the warl®67. In fact, one of the strong

indicators of the Syrian weakness was, as thisarekesuggested before, their support

87 Document 204Note De La Sous Direction Du Levant: Crise Isra8labe (Paris: 23 Mai, 1967)
[Annex IV];
isle (1966 s 18 cal w53 58) Y A s s (o S (e dona
http://nasser.bibalex.org/Besaraha/BesarahaBroagget?BID=422&PDF Start=null&PDFEnd=null&d
ir=next&activel ink=1&lang=arAccessed January 1, 2012.
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and embracement of Palestinian guerilla operatidiiee Egyptian political and
military leadership was aware of this. Murtagi, é&@ample, asserted that the Syrians
never wanted to fight Isra&gi.Dayan also doubted that Syria was going to padiel

in the war. He asserted, in light of the Syrian weakness, sTikia war against
Egypt.”° These views show clearly that the Syrians wereimetested in provoking
war. Rather they meant to harass Israel becausge afhronic Israeli-Syrian issues of
contention. After the incident of April 7, Sidgi Maoud, Chief of the Egyptian Air
Force, visited Syria under instructions from Amar drder to discuss the recent
Israeli-Syrian escalation. In his testimony to @@mmittee on the Recording of the
History of July 23 Revolution, Sidgi asserted thatconcluded his meetings with the
Syrians by clarifying, "...the status of the Egyptighter-bombers does not allow
them currently to launch a comprehensive strikeaifasj Israel].” He advised the
Syrians to react to the Israeli provocations ondhme scale and if the Israelis sent
tractors to plough in the DMZs, the Syrians shodl the samé& The views
expressed by Sidgi in Damascus were an indicatath® Egyptian perception of the
Joint Defense Treaty.

There was no doubt among the Israeli leadership Eggpt was the main
enemy and Syria did not have either the intentiothe capability to get involved in
war with Israel.

When Fawzy, the Chief of Staff, visited Syria earlythe crisis to confirm the

truth about the Israeli troop concentrations, heculsed with the Syrians the

56 (1976 ¢l o sV) 1967 s (o5 ¢ Liw dgun 218 - Gilin)) (5 1o o po Gl 625 30 JalS Cpuanall e 89
% Martin Van CreveldThe Sword and the Olive: A Critical History of tiseaeli Defense ForcéNew
York: Public Affairs, 2002), 182; Edgar O'Ballandéye Third Arab-Israeli WaLondon: Archon
Books, 1972), 40; Orefgix Days of warl54; EbanPersonal Witness367; Morris,Righteous
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58

activation of a joint military plan code-named VWaldrafted in January 21, 1967, that
was supposed to be implemented if Israel threatemer of the two countries.
However, the Syrians refused Fawzy's suggestiorie\et) that "this is an
unwarranted escalation of the situatidh."

The French archives provide good indicators orSyrgan attitude. On June 1,
President de Gaulle received the Syrian Minister Foireign Affairs, lbrahim

Makhous. Here is how the conversation went betvteem:

Le General: Vous attaquez ou vous n'attaquez pas?
[E.T: The General: Are you attacking or not?]

Le Ministre: Nous n'attaquons p&$ je peux vous assurez que jusqu'a present latifgpe

. s 93
Arabe Syrienne n'a pris que des measures purenedéemsives

[E.T: The Minister:We are not attacking and | can assure you thatntip now the Syrian
Arab Republic has only taken purely defensive messju

The Syrians were clear that they had taken defemamasures and they would
not initiate hostilities and attack Israel.

While Makhous was meeting de Gaulle in Paris, thea8s told an Egyptian
delegation headed by the Vice President in Damaswlis "the Soviet help was to
prevent war not to ignite it*

Unlike what Rikhye, Wagner and Salibi beliéV¢hat the Egyptian-Jordanian
alliance revived the Unified Military Command, & issential to note that these

mutual pacts were collective Arab military pactéside the framework of the UAC.

°2 Oren, however, believes that Syria refused to doatd its military plans with Egypt to assume its
own path of contemplating war with Israel. See:rQ&ix Days of Warl62;
8 5/151/22 a8 cale cdalosall il 5l 4y 35S jall s sinall 3 1967 sibe 14 a5 b s (G (5558 dene b il 545
316 &8, Giela | 581 ¢4ulill /3 63l (o _pucao (o5
% Document 238Compte Rendu, Entretien entre Le General de Gatllee Ministre des Affaires
Etrangeres de La Republique Arabe Syrie(faris: Jeudi 1er Juin, 1967) [Annex IV].
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9 Rikhye, The Sinai Blunderl49; Kamal SalibiThe modern History of Jordgh.ondon: 1.B. Tauris
and Company, 2006), 220; Wagn€he Six-Day War210.
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Amer, Commander in Chief of the UAC, in two of megports to the Joint Defense
Council in December 1966 and to the Secretary G¢oéthe Arab League in August
1968, criticized the defense agreements concludeside the framework of the UAC.
He believed, “these agreements resulted in theatien of the UAC from the scope
of its powers and responsibilitie¥"The UAC practically stopped working months
before the crisis in May-June 1967, and hence dt @ value in the Arab military

effort against Israel when military operations &drin June 1967.
The Status of the Sinai: Was the Sinai Demilitard2

After the Suez war of 1956, Sinai was subject tea regime according to
which the United Nations Emergency Force [UNEF] wtaioned along the Israeli-
Egyptian armistice lines, in Gaza Strip and in &hr&l Sheikh. These new
arrangements were contemplated in a series of Jh&gions resolutions issued after
the war. Despite the deployment of that force orydign territory, no further
constraints were imposed upon Egypt or its militerythe Sinai. Egypt enjoyed, as
usual, full sovereignty that enabled it to depltg/forces to the Sinai several times
before the 1967 war without the slightest condemnarom the United Nations. In
addition to this, the Egyptian army establisheaties of fortified defensive lines in
the northeastern part of Sinai and permanentlyosid thousands of troops théfe.

Nevertheless, researchers usually describe theylapht of Egyptian forces to the

Sinai in 1967 as remilitarizatioh.It is more accurate to describe the presenceeof th

Egyptian army in the Sinai in 1967 as either deplegt or mobilization but the term

Aladl a1 5 el 5 @l slall ) Ayl sl (5 samd Bas sl gy el 5oLl plad) 28 jale e e Jf 3 ) ol 96
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o7 Laqueure;The Road to War 1967122; OrenSix Days of War63; O'BallanceThe Third Arab-
Israeli War, 26.
% See on this: Rikhyélhe Sinai Blunder158-159, 180; QuandRecade of Decision$8; OrenSix
Days of Way61; C. Ernest Dawn, "The Egyptian Remilitarizataf Sinai, May 1967,Journal of
Contemporary Historyol. 3, No. 3, (1968): 201-224; Roland Popp, “Shlimg Decidedly into the
Six-Day War,”Middle East JournalVol. 6, No. 2 (2006): 305; Morrifighteous Victims305.
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"remilitarization” tacitly entails suggestion thtite Sinai was demilitarizedApart

from linguistic connotations, some historians bedi¢hat Sinai was demilitarized and

that Nasser's decision to send his forces thet®&7 was illegal. Among them is the

British historian Martin Gilbert and the Israelstorian Benny Morris.

In his encyclopedic book about the history of Ira&ilbert described the

mobilization of the Egyptian army during the criasfollows:

"Beginning on May 13, Egyptian troops moved in é&argumbers into the Sinai, from which

Israel had withdrawn nine years earlier and whichdhbeen demilitarize@ds security for

Israel after her withdrawal.99

There is not a single proof on Gilbert's views alibe demilitarization of the
Sinai. Not a single international resolutif®hor archival material supports his version.
Was it difficult for the distinguished British H@tian to consult the international
documents of the post-1956 settlement in ordematmlate his views about the Sinai?
Or is it just the strong psychological motive ofopting blindly the Israeli
versions¥*

Even Benny Morris, the Israeli new historian, faigo the same mistake.

According to Black and Morris,

"It's [Sinai] effective demilitarization [the Egyiph maintained only one division in the area
before 1967] and the positioning of a United Natidgteace Keeping Force [UNEF] along the
Egyptian side of the border were the preconditifordsrael's withdrawal from the peninsula

following the 1956 warP?

% Martin Gilbert,Israel: A History(New York: HarperCollins Publishers, 2008), 366.

190 ynited Nations Security Council Resolutions durihg crisis in: George J. Tomeh, ednited
Nations Resolutions on Palestine and the Arab-Is@enflict, Volume One 1947-197¥Vashington:
Institute for Palestine Studies, 1975), 31-49.

191 His book contains also trivial mistakes like delsioiy Amer as Minister of war while the Minister
of War was Badran. He also mentions that the Sdieister of Defense, Grechko, visited Egypt
during the crisis to encourage Nasser. Howevet Mid did not actually happen.

192|an Black and Benny Morrigsrael's Secret Wars: A History of Israel's Intgéihce Service@New
York: Grove Press, 1991), 210.



61

Though Egypt indeed maintained only limited foroesSinai after 1956, the
rationale behind this was not to allow the encireat of the Egyptian army in the
Sinai like what might have happened in 1956 when Hgyptian army faced the
Israeli forces from the east and the British anehEh forces cutting Egyptian lines in
the west. Egypt unilaterally maintained a smallcéorin the Sinai to avoid any
possible entrapment if Israel would collaboratehvadther countries again and repeat
the 1956 scenario.

Black and Morris fall into a contradiction when yhmention, "Once before,
in February 1960...Egypt had surprised Israel antllaege forces into Sinai with the
aim of deterring Israel from attacking Syrid-"If the Sinai were demilitarized, the
United Nations, which mediated the 1956 settlemesoiyld have warned Egypt in
1960 not to violate its obligations. Yet, Egyptlaterally withdrew its forces without
the slightest criticism for its mov&?

Indeed, there was a patrol zone of five kilometsrglay and two kilometers
by night directly adjacent to the international dens in which UNEF forces had the
right to move freely and no Egyptian troops wouks diationed in or patrol these
zones->° Yet, Egypt unilaterally decided to evacuate thatezin order to facilitate the
mission of UNEF. In his report to the Security Coillon May 26, 1967, U Thant, the

Secretary General of the United Nations, revealguhragraph six of his report,

103 Black and Morris)srael's Secret WarL10; Uri Bar-Joseph, "Rotem: The Forgotten Crigsighe
Road to the 1967 WarJburnal of Contemporary History/ol. 31, No. 3, (1996): 547-566; Orefix
Days of War14; Segev, 1967, 226; Slat®abin of Isragl121; RabinThe Rabin Memoir$58;

ebae b g5t ene Il Gl 5l ; 203 (1974 ¢33l L1 15 m) 67 cim (e ldqganall ol #3a

S3 ¢ aige s EJG“;':H/JJ‘:/

194 Bailey, citing Rikhye and Ben-Gurion, believes tBatypt withdrew its forces in 1960 when the
UNEF Commander stressed that the Egyptian deployofdorces to the Sinai "contravened the post-
Suez accords." However, this is not true. Nothinthe post-Suez settlement restricted the Egyptian
deployment of forces to Sindrikhye himself denied this version in his mema8se: Sydney Dawson
Bailey, The Making of Resolution 24Rletherlands: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1985); Rikhye,
The Sinai Blunder64-65.
105 Rikhye, The Sinai Blunder162.
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"UNEF functioned exclusively on the United Arab &# side of the line in a zone from

which the armed forces of the United Arab Repultiid voluntarily stayed away for over ten

years It was this arrangement, which allowed UNEF tadiion as a buffer and as restraint

on infiltration. When this arrangement lapsed Uditérab Republic troops moved up to the

line as they had every right to deo®

Surprisingly, Eban in his address to the Unitedidwest made it pretty clear
that "...in the absence of an agreement to the agntitais of course legal for any

state to place its armies whenever it chooses iteititory.**’

The Withdrawal of Egyptian Forces from Yemen

Israeli and pro-Israel's writings also believe tHagypt was willing to
withdraw its forces from Yemen in order to consat& the Egyptian military
presence in the Sinai to face Israel. Accordingiimche and Bawly, the Egyptian
army in the Sinai did include conscripts directnfrgarrison duty in Yemen. In his
study, Oren asserts that there was an influx of tdnthousands of men to the Sinai
theatre including reservists and newly repatriatits from Yemen. The Israeli
military intelligence pointed to "...the transferfolur brigades from Yemen to Sinai."
According to Black and Morris, the Israeli militamtelligence discovered, "...the
Egyptians had ordered three of their brigadesastatl in Yemen to return home and,
on May 20, had taken over Sharm EIl Sheikh..." Edg&aflance wrote, "On June 4,
two infantry brigades and some logistic units ahdwut 10, 000 soldiers, were in
transit back to Egypt..." The Egyptian decision t@ldg forces from Yemen to the
Sinai, in the Israeli claims, was an indicator floe Egyptian determination to settle

the crisis with military means. Prime Minister Eshkonsidered the transfer of troops

108 See the report in Theodore Draper, Israel and Wealitics, 168. According to El Hdidy and

Hamroush, this patrol zone was ten kilometers. Réthye's numbers as a chief of staff of UNEF must

be more accurate. In both cases, Egypt, accordikThant, evacuated that zone voluntarily. See:
141 s 23 5565 Gis e 164 <1967 s o 20l gaaal)

107 |srael Ministry of DefenséThe Six-Day Warl41.



63

from Yemen "...the most diagnostic indicator of thkelihood of attack." The
Egyptian decision to withdraw forces from Yemen 'had a decisive impact on his
[Eshkol's] choice to mobilize large numbers of resdorces.**®

In fact, the opposite was true. The Fourteenth Asddrigade commanded
by Abdul Mone'im Wasil, was about to leave to Yendening the crisis on May 17 to
replace the Fifteenth Armored Brigade schedule@tiarn from Yemen. According to
Wasil, the vanguards of the Fifteenth Armored Bdigalid arrive to Egypt from
Yemen and his brigade was ready to leave Egymptace it. Yet, when the Egyptian
command announced general mobilization, cancetiaifchis orders followed and he
moved with his forces to the Sinar.

The following table [Table No. 1] illustrates thember of Egyptian troops in

Yemen as mentioned in Egyptian and foreign sounoethie war:*°

%8 On the withdrawal of Egyptian forces from Yemen:déenche and BawlyThe Sandstorfri59;
Oren,Six Days of War93, 97; Black and Morridsrael's Secret War®217; O'BallanceThe Third
Arab-Israeli War 96; Stein and TanteRational Decision Makingl54; Brecher and Geiddbecisions
in Crisis, 110.
Al sall (35l A 3 A) ol maiall e G pdll il ST 5 S0 e i) ol el i Jaal 5 piall e 109
Dl 15 alElly 7967 day it o Jpin 20LS (S 1 palSh i g blud < 5l lhas (A dual 5 axiall 2o 1125 (2002
.65-57 «(1989 cxaall
10 Oren,Six Days of Warl9, 21; Andrew Cockburn in Richard B. Parker, i€giracy Theories," in
The Six-Day War: A Retrospectj\asl. Richard B. Parker (Florida: University PrEksida, 1996)
252; Brecher and GeidDecisions in Crisis110; LaqueurThe Road to War 19632; Office of
National Estimates, "Nasser's Problems and Praspedtemen,'Central Intelligence Agenc¢yspecial
Memorandum No. 9-65 (February 18, 1965): 2 [Anngx |
On JUS 162 (1989 ¢Sl Aulall &y ol Aiggll 13 pAll) pusanS/ 9S50 11973 538 i g gusanll (o) 2 ana
(1994 (35580 s 15 ) Lusleally Ol pulialls s pall (5 _pumna sae (ra Lole Cpmsns GliS 5 ) pusl : sard] sl Je
a5 Gilin i1 g ja e ganall ada AT < Gl (55 onT e Gl o35 50 124 ¢ ) pins SN a5 552178
saniall Ly gell 4y pgendl5aa pall pslsssd) 50Ld)) £ Lata) puiana ;63 (1988 el la i3 aldll) f jitw/ o i Ll
(1965 sia 19 3 aldll) Lidll s 5/ 2l
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Source Number of Troops Year

Fawzy 70, 000 1964

Kamal Hassan Ali 70, 000 1963-1965
Murtagi 55, 000

Oren 50, 000 and 70, 000

Parker 70, 000

Laquere 60, 000

Brecher and Geist 70, 000

Nasser 50, 000 then 60, 000 January 1965
CIA 35, 000 May-June 1967

The withdrawal of Egyptian forces from Yemen is moéntioned in any
Arabic study on the war particularly those publihy Egyptian militaryeaders like
Fawzy, Murtagi, EI Qadi, Wasil and El Hadidy. Hdikaas the only one who
mentioned this in a series on the war that wasighdd in Ma' ariv on November 9,

1973. According to him, "sizable units with armoer returned from Yemen only

toward the end of the crisis perittd! Yet, it must be noted that Heikal did not say

that Egypt withdrew these forces from Yemen to $eai. Additionally, he did not

specify the goal of withdrawal. The troops couldsévdeen on their way back to
Egypt. Egypt used to replace its troops regularly dending fresh troops in
replacement of the repatriated onEsThis is probably why the Arabic literature
written by Egyptian military leaders does not reffethat. The repatriated forces did
not represent an asset to the forces in the SWhat supports this version is an
Israeli intelligence officer whom Stein and Tantgerviewed. According to him, the

Egyptian command did not deploy the Egyptian forwgkdrawn from Yemen to the

11 5ee on Heikal's views: Brecher and Gedsgisions in Crisesl10; Stein and TanteRational
Decision Making146.
"2 0n receiving repatriated forces from Yemen on Qetdt®, 1963, Nasser discussed briefly how
Egypt used to send and repatriate forces. See:

s (1963 525581 22) Sradll (o iled) <l gil] Jsiivo] i o5 sag gsl) 6 poalil] e San (paii ol 4alS
http://nasser.bibalex.org/Speeches/browser.aspx219ED &lang=arAccessed December 3, 2011.
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east of the Suez Canal. Furthermore, Heikal saad tihese forces were returned

toward the end of the crisis while, according t@adédi military intelligence estimates

cited in some accounts on the wtrese forces took over Sharm El Sheikh on May

20.113

In March 1966, the CIA estimated that Egypt hadeséyw thousand soldiers in
Yemen*'* Even in the height of the 1967 crisis, the ClAmated that Egypt still had
thirty-five thousands in Yemelt®> Egypt was as militarily committed to the Yemen
theatre as the Sinai. The Egyptian deployment afef®to Yemen started in 1962 in
order to support the Yemeni Revolution against Rwyalists. Egypt increased its
forces gradually in Yemen until they reached, byne@accounts, ninety five thousand
soldiers.

Before the 1967 war, Nasser declared that his $oneere going to remain in
Yemen not only to guarantee the success of thdugwo but to put an end to the
British presence in Aden as well. The CIA estimatek®65 that Nasser's "scheme of
things was to...eliminate [the] British influence fincAden and South Arabia.” The
same CIA report concluded, "Nasser's several istetia Yemen and the extent of his
commitment there make an outright withdrawal highhlikely in the foreseeable
future.™*°The intensification of the Egyptian military opedcais in Yemen was a
direct consequence of the failure of the Jeddabeagent of 1965’ between Nasser
and Faysal and this was the trend in the Egyptialicips until Egypt decided to

withdraw its forces after the 1967 war. In a speechJune 22, 1966, Nasser linked

13BJack and Morris)srael's Secret War17; Stein and TanteRational Decision Makingl46.

114 Directorate of Intelligence, "Soviet Military Ai the United Arab Republic, 1955-66,"
Intelligence RepomNo. 67-9 (March, 1967): 17.

1% Document 76|ntelligence Memorandum Prepared in the Centragligence AgencyWashington:
may 26, 1967) [Annex II].

18 Office of National Estimates, "Nasser's Problents Rrospects in Yemen," 1, 5-7.

17 0n August 24, 1965, Nasser visited Jeddah anduitletraysal and it was agreed that the Egyptian
forces should be withdrawn from Yemen before J@§6L
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the withdrawal of his forces from Yemen to the wittwal of the British forces from
Aden scheduled to be in 1988.Salah Nasr, Chief of General Intelligence, support
also this version. He said to Emam, "Nasser decii®do accept any policies that
entail the withdrawal of his armed forces from Yemenless the last British soldier
had left.**° It is inconceivable to believe that Nasser waslyda withdraw his forces
from Yemen leaving the newly borne Republic under mercy of the Saudi-backed
Royalists. This would represent a new blow to mespge in the Arab world keeping
in mind that one of the reasons behind his intdfganin Yemen in 1962 was to
restore the pride of the Egyptian image after tiesalution of the United Arab
Republic in 1961. Even after the 1967 war, Egypt mibt withdraw its forces from

Yemen completely until November 29, 1967, more thiarmonths after the wain a

temporally close coincidence with the withdrawatloé British forces from Aden.

It is also extremely relevant to note that Israedtfconveyed its claim of the
Egyptian decision to recall forces from Yemen te 8inai in a telegram to Eban, the
Israeli Minister of Foreign Affairs, while he was iWashingtort®® It will be
established later in this paper that the contehthentelegrams Eban received during

his stay in Washington were either fabricated oydéy exaggeratednd that the aim

was to extract U.S. security guarantees for Israel.
To sum up, in this chapter the following conclusi@ould be drawn:
[1] The Syrian support to FATEH was to a large ekta reaction rather than an

action toward the Israeli aggressive policies smBMZs.

e (1966 5522 ) &)seand e a5, 80 sl ) sl Jlia¥) b sualdd e Jlan Gt s 18
http://nasser.bibalex.org/Speeches/browser.aspx23ITb&lang=arAccessed December 3, 2011.
19 Nasr-Emam dialogue in:

195 (2002 cgasil s il g dcbdall Juadl s 23 jalal) duifl cof plsialls 5 - i = Sa cala) 4} 2
120 Oren,Six Days of Warl02.




67

[2] The Sinai was never demilitarized after the @9%ar, and Egypt enjoyed full
sovereignty, which enabled it to deploy its forseveral times between 1957 and
1967.

[3] There was not an Egyptian decision to withdidne Egyptian forces fighting in
Yemen to the Sinai, and Egypt was militarily contedtto Yemen even after the
beginning of the crisis with Israel in May-June 96

[4] The mutual Arab defense pacts were all defensiad contained no offensive
articles.

[5] Though Egypt persistently claimed that the &raf Tiran were territorial waters,
Nasser suggested as a compromise to refer the festie International Court of

Justice, which denotes his willingness to setttedtisis peacefully.



CHAPTER THREE
HISTORY OF THE ARAB MILITARY PLANNING 1964-1967:
DID THE ARAB COUNTRIES EVER HAVE AN OFFENSIVE
PLAN AGAINST ISRAEL?

After reviewing in the previous chapter the contins Israeli provocative
policies and their role in increasing the tensiontbe armistice lines, the study
analyzes in this chapter both the Unified Arab Cancthand the Egyptian military
plans before and during the crisis to see whether WAC and Egypt devised

offensive military plans against Israel or not.
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The Unified Arab Command

In a reaction to the Israeli plans to divert theirse of the Jordan Rivér,
Nasser, in late 1963, called for an Arab meetingeurthe umbrella of the Arab
League to formulate policies to face the Israefingl The summit, inaugurated in
January 1964, was the first among three summitshioiheads of Arab states before
the 1967 war.

During the first summit, the Arab states agreedstablish a unified military
command that would enable the Arab countries taldririsrael from its plans to
exploit illegally the Arab waters.

Israel had alleged that in 1967 it was on the verfgiacing collective attack
by its neighboring Arab countries through mutuahmilitary plans prepared within
the Unified Arab Command [UAC]. It stressed by thbat the Arab defense pacts
concluded prior and during the crisis was a cledicator on the hostile Arab policies
aiming at destroying the Israeli state. Yet, th@d$ allegations in this regard were
entirely unfounded. Furthermore, Israel knew vesflwears prior to the war, from
secret channels with official Arab sources, that thAC was nothing but "an empty

shell.”

8 5a) BL) sla Ljad S e B 67 cm anda" (S (a2 55 ¢ ly Gilin g e ja o saaall !
(2008 w5527 Apliadll

Segev,1967 192; ShlaimLion of Jordan 203; HerzogThe Arab-Israeli Wars146.
%2 The main motive for the Arab countries to estabttee UAC was the Israeli plans to divert the Jorda
River, which they considered as an Israeli proviocadirected against Syria, Lebanon and Jordan.
Furthermore, its establishment was an embodimetiiteoArab reactive policies. The link between the
water issue and the UAC is clear in the resolutminsrab summits before the war where Arab
military preparations within the UAC would defertttArab counter-diversion projects. However, it is
unlikely that the dispute over the water issue o of the elements that precipitated the war 6719
though some scholars argue in favor of this. Orldhenarrative see: Ofira Seliktar, “Turning Water
into Fire: The Jordan River as the Hidden FactahanSix Day War,MERIA,Vol. 9, No. 2, Article 4
(2005) on:
http://meria.idc.ac.il/journal/2005/issue2/jvonodahl Accessed on June 1, 2011.
% Moshe Shemeslrab Politics, Palestinian Nationalism and the Biay War: The Crystallization of
Arab Strategy and Nasser’s Descent to War 1957-1B&%tbourne: Sussex Academic Press, 2008),
154.
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Two important questions assume certain significanceslation to the UAC.
First, did the UAC ever consider offensive militgshans against Israel between 1964
and 1967? Second, was Israel aware of the obstteesmited the efficiency of the
UAC as an Arab military entity?

Israeli sources claim that Israeli Military Intgince was in possession of
information that the Arab leaders discussed sgxagt for the annihilation of Israel in
Casablanca in 1965.

In this part of the research, the history and etatuof the UAC are traced,
depending primarily on primary archival materialtbé UAC, in order to refute the
Israeli allegation about the offensive approacthefUAC prior to the war.

The main duty of the UAC, established accordingh®resolution of the first
Arab summit in Cairo in 1964, was to confront teeakli plans to divert the water of
the Jordan River. The Arab countries discussedilpessiilitary means to confront
the Israeli policies and established the UnifiedlACommand to coordinate policies
in this regard.

In the second Arab summit in 1964, the Arab coestragreed that their
military goal would be of two phasé&he ultimate national goal was the "Liberation
of Palestine” from Zionist colonialism and the paity immediate goal was the

reinforcement of Arab defende.

* This was Yariv's, Israel's Chief of Military Intédlence, estimates to the General staff meeting on
December 13, 1965. See: Gluskaaeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 W&0, 282.

wsle (1964 5 17-13 5,8 Ss ¥/ o sell dadll _saige <)) 5
http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/detaitgsp?art id=394&level id=20&ccessed July 25,
2011.
According to this resolution, the United Arab Reliwivas in charge of choosing the Commander in
Chief of the UAC.

tste (1964 aivs 11-5 A0Sl A o el dadl] _paipe <l 51 80
http://www.arableagueonline.org/las/arabic/detaitgsp?art_id=395&level_id=20&ccessed July 25,
2011.

" Israel's propaganda always exploited the Arabsdalliberate Palestine in order to claim that the
Arab states were willing to annihilate the Isradite. However, taking into consideration the Egypt
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The last Arab summit before the 1967 war was inaBksica in 1965 hosted by King
El Hassan Il of Morocco. This summit proved thes¢ia that overshadowed the Arab
policies in the military field.

In the closed session of the last summit, the 8yPieesident, Amin El Hafez,
inquired how the UAC would "Liberate Palestine." strering the question, the
Commander in Chief, Ali Ali Amer, clarified that e&d produced some guidelines in

this regard while asserting the fact that thesedejiies were nothing but "a
theoretical attempt"Although the problem of Palestine was a prominemject on
the agenda of the Arab summits, Arab states hadrrfevmulated offensive military
plans against Israel. Nasser always envisagedyth@nSproposals about going to war
with Israel as naive and that they tended to coralylegnore the real balance of
power between the Arab countries and Israel. HiefGf Intelligence, Salah Nasr,
elaborated Nasser's perceptions in the third suwiga-vis Israel as follows:
[1] The capabilities of all the Arab states comblimeere no match for Israel.
[2] Nasser advised the Arab countries to dedicatsr tefforts to training and
necessary coordination to catch up with Israekedtof the babbling and threats that
were deceiving no one.

Some Israeli scholars, however, argue that Egympenceived the lIsraeli
capabilities in 1967 and that Egypt was willingcraish Israel once hostilities began.

Yet, in theory, underestimation of adversary caliss generates military

overconfidence and this increases the probabifityar. It is true that the estimates of

central role in the Arab world, Nasser calls tefidite Palestine meant the execution of the United
Nations resolutions with regard to Palestine antthénforefront was the Partition plan of 1947.
AN [ S ¢ 3al] 7952 silg 23 - s o A Ol Qi) s ZU e dama 1217-213 «ladi/ (IS 8
208 <206 ¢198-197 ¢(1995 ¢Sl Adlall & ) Lingl)
lis Lo yad (S8 20 (8 "1967 o andla " (IS ;218-210 «_ladiy/ (IS ;89 «_pai e O/ Sioc pal ZSa o
isle (2008 e 5 27 Ailzmdll 5y 5al) 5L8)
http://www.aljazeera.net/NR/exeres/F20E5568-45D9AAB03-6F882FF11A2BAccessed January
21, 2012.
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the Egyptian intelligence in 1967 were in favorEdypt when compared to Israel.
However, there is a higher probability to belieliattNasser did not share this view,
as previously elaborated, unlike his deputy Affer.

Furthermore, Nasser's main motive not to striket fagainst Israel, as will be
shown, was the United States probable interventi&@gypt decided to attack Israel
and Nasser could not have absolutely mistaken Eggapabilities if compared to
those of the United States. Even if the high przditiand military echelons of Egypt
believed that they were superior to Israel, whlloubtful, Egypt could not ignore
the United States. Nevertheless, Egypt could hgwered these facts if it secured

guarantees for Soviet intervention on its side clwhvas unfounded scenario.
The Joint Defense Council Meetings

The resolutions of the Arab Joint Defense Courdfil¢] clearly elaborate the
activities of the UAC and provide an important gigi on whether or not they
included mutual offensive military plans againsaé.

Between 1964 and 1967, the Arab officials conceirmeld seven sessions of
the Joint Defense Council. The examination of tasolutions issued by the JDC
reveals the following facts:

[1] The Syrian delegation was the most extremésimpproach towards Israel. In the
fourth sessiol! Syria suggested that the goal of the reinforcernéArab forces was

to create a springboard to finalize a plan to liqbe Israel completelyThe Iraqi

delegation, however, objected"®

A21-120 ¢l sies EOU i 555810
3 «(1964/9/7-6 5 al) ol jikall g linl] yulael (Aoled)) el il 550l )5t
2 ségLuJ\ QA)AS\ 12
13 Mohammed Fawzy testified to the Committee on teedRding of the History of the July 23
Revolution that there was not a unified Arab poligth regard to Israel. He classified the Arab
countries with regard to Israel into two cateqgartes first was the countries willing to destroyaksk
[Syria] and the second was the countries willingttup the expansionist Israeli policies [EgyptleSe
375-374 ¢ Ololadl ¢ s s b sl 5323 555 Gl Jmasi A bl (558 2ana (30, Balgd
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[2] Lebanon and Jordan were the most reluctant tc@snwith regard to engaging in
the activities of the UAC. In the fourth sessioephanon suggested not to activate the
diversionary projects of the Jordan River unledstted military preparations were
completed* Furthermore, in the fifth session, Lebanon decitted it was not going
to allow the deployment of Arab forces on its temy without a prior consent from
both the Executive and Legislative Authorities [B&m 4]

[3] The deployment of Iraqi and Saudi forces in doedanian territories was proposed
in the fifth session but was referred in the sae&si®n to the next meeting of the
Council of Prime Ministers of the Arab states [émh 4]° In the sixth session, both
Lebanon and Jordan expressed their reservatioheoddployment of Arab forces in
their territories [Decision 3, Article 4].

[4] In the seventh session, Lebanon and Jordanrejsoted the decision taken by the
Council for compulsory conscription of Palestiniaims Arab states in order to
strengthen the Palestine Liberation Army [PLA] [B%an 1, Article 1, 8 point] '8

[5] In the ninth session, a decision was takeneplay Iragi and Saudi forces in the
Jordanian territories within two months [Decisioh 8his decision was taken after
the famous Israeli raid on the Samu' village in ¥dest Bank. The decision was a
defensive move in light of the last Israeli aggi@ss®

[6] In the seventh sessidhthe Commander in Chief proposed a ptamd referred it

to the Council of the Kings and Presidents of thabALeague countries [Decision 5].

3 el jidkall g l8al) Luulaad desl 411 5 5 gall o ) 54
2 «(1965/1/10-9 13 w\ally o yikall g linl] sslsal (Folal)) Luvalsl) 5530 15"
Gl x5l 6
3 <(1965 /5/30-26 :3alall) < sitall g lasl ulsal (ladl_jue) Lol 5 gall <l )] 3
5 54 ¢(1965/9/11 :slandl Hlally & yiiall g lisd ulsal (Auledl e ) deslesl) 55 9al) o ) 578
3 ¢(1966/12/10-7 38y o sikall g linll ulaal (dole yuil]) deslil] 5,520 ol 51 50
6 &l iidall g lial) ulsal Leslaal] 5y gal) i ) 520
2L It is worth noting that the term "Annihilation tsfrael"was usually used by the Syrian regime even
before the rise of the left wing of the ruling Bh'garty in Syria in 1966. The resolutions of tleC]
show the Syrian determination to speak about thenitdilation of Israel." Amer, the Commander in
Chief of the UAC, in his reports to the Arab sunmsot to the JDC preferred mostly to use the term
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This was the "theoretical attempt" of Amer, whichsapresented in the closed
session of the Arab summit in Casablanca in 19GHwdvyer, Amer's report did not
contain any offensive plans against Israel. Th@nteponsisted of four sections. The
first was about defining the total size of forceste Arab country should provide to
the UAC. The second and third sections detailedmbéhods of providing funds for
these forced® The fourth section was about the expenses of lestatent and
management of the aforementioned military formatiarhere was no mention of any
military plans in his report. It was only aboutmnf@rcing the existing Arab forces.
Fawzy testified that they ratified the proposechpaly in its financial form. For this
to happen, they established a "support fund" withenUAC?®
[7] In the sixth session, a suggestion was raisedhodify the Joint Defense and
Economic Co-operation Treaty of 1950, however,aswejected [Decision 2, Article
1]_24

The UAC itself was still functioning under the uralta of the 1950 agreement
among the Arab countries, which was nothing momnth defensive agreement
without any offensive connotations.

[8] Decisions taken in the last three sessionhefUAC before the 1967 war give a
clear impression about the effect of the inter-Arahalries on the UAC and how the

latter was negatively affected. Furthermore, it @pparent in these sessions that the

"Liberation of Palestine." This was because, aEgyptian, he supported Nasser's vision in thisngga
which differentiated completely between the "Eliation of Israel" and the "Liberation of Palestine"
or because he was well aware of the real Arab dhifband the balance of power of the two sides.
For the Egyptian and Syrian visions see: Nationtdlligence Estimate "The Arab-Israeli Dispute:
Current PhaseCentral Intelligence AgeneNIE No. 30-67 (April 13, 1967): 3-4 [Annex II];
32 (1964 suivs 7-6 38\l & jidall g lisl) ulsal desl ] 5 5l )6
For Amer's vision see:
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2 Three Arab countries were to receive funds froneot.eague members. They were Jordan, Syria
and Lebanon.
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Arab countries did not fulfill their financial comtments to the UAC. The JDC in its
tenth session, called for the Arab countries téilifaheir financial obligations before
July 1, 1967 [Decision 2, Section4].

[9] The resolutions of the ninth session formulatelés of engagement in case of an
Arab-Israeli military confrontatio”® The atmosphere in the Arab region during the
time was tense after the Israeli raid on the Saiiflage. This could be a sufficient
explanation for the formulation, for the first time the meetings of the JDC, of
military instructions to deal with any possible dtg¢ confrontation with Israel.
Nevertheless, these military instructions were imgthbut directives in order to
confront any further Israeli aggression. The resohs devised three hypothetical
conditions of possible military confrontations wldrael none of which was offensive
in nature. They were all defensive to face anyhirtisraeli aggression, limited or
comprehensive, against any Arab country by lamdyraat sea [Decision 4.

In late 1966, the UAC faced a practical test thravvpd completely how futile
the Arab military preparations were. In a reactiora Palestinian guerilla activity on
the Israeli side of borders with the Jordanian WB=stk, Israel decided to launch a
reprisal attack against the Samu' village. Theelsr@prisal attack ignited a heated
debate and a criticism for the UAC by Wasfi El Tiaen Jordanian Prime Minister.

The incident came after the UAC and JDC adoptedoraing to Israel offensive

military plans against Israel. Surprisingly, thgdans, if they did exist, were never

1 «(1967/3/14-11 15 w\ally & siskall g lial] ulsal (Flal)) 5 pilall 5530 1 3%
6-5 & sidiall g il ulael Lewslidl 5 5 5 ) 528

%" The three scenarios were as follows: [1] An Isnaet! limited in force and in time whether by land
air or sea without an Israeli intention to occupalterritories; [2] An intensified Israeli bombarndnt
on vital targets, strategic capabilities or armadds of any Arab country; and, [3] A comprehensive
military attack on any Arab country
In the first scenario, the defender country shadpend on its own capabilities to counter the Israe
raid and would notify the UAC in order to react aating to the development of the situation on the
ground. In the latter two scenarios, which werbeabroad in magnitude than the first one, the
commander of the UAC was entitled to issue ordetbe other Arab countries to react against the
Israeli aggression. Segiwl g i
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activated despite the relatively wide magnitudehef Israeli operatioff In a press
conference after the incident, El Tal heavily dtextthe UAC for what he considered
a dereliction in confronting the Israeli aggressibie enumerated the Jordanian
perception of the shortcomings of the command duttie Israeli attack as follovfs:
First, the battle was a test for the UAC.
Second, the Jordanian forces operated withoutoarg which was the responsibility
of UAR [Egypt] in the theatre southern of Jerusalem
Third, the other Arab countries were hesitant tanh an attack against Israel on
their respective fronts, which might have lessetieel military pressure on the
Jordanian front.
Fourth, the UAC was responsible for issuing ordersthe Arab forces to enter
Jordanian territories in case of a wide scale conétion with Israel.

In a response to the Jordanian accusations, Abdulikl Riad, then Chief of
Staff of the UAC, sent a message to the Secretanyel of the Arab League in
which he refuted the Jordanian allegations and Heldlan responsible for the
outcome of the incident due to its negligence efghevious recommendations of the
UAC. He confronted what El Tal announced in hisspreonference and elaborated
the Jordanian behavior towards the UAC since isbdishment as follows:
[1] Jordan always refused the placement of Aralicages on its territories.
[2] With regard to the Samu' aggression, it wasdbke responsibility of Jordan to

defend itself as long as Israel did not occupy doiah territories.

%8|t was the biggest operation of the IDF sinceShez War. See: Shlairnion of Jordan 223.
29 Abdul Munim Riad summarized them in his messaghédSecretary General of the Arab League.
See:
Lealad alell Gy ¥) i guun GIAT e duusll ) clilly 52a pal) s yod] 500l aled] S ialy 5 aiad) e Gy pill Ul ) i
(1966 ymd5i 22 5w\l ) Ly pelf Joall
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[3] It was never the responsibility of the UAR [Edj/to provide air coverage for
Jordan.
[4] Jordan refused the entry of Saudi and Iragidsrto its territoried’

The Samu' aggression was a good example on thevaree of the UAC vis-
a-vis Israel, even on the defensive level. It waagen possible, considering the state of
mistrust and rivalries among the Arab countriesdévise plans not only on the
offensive level but also on the defensive dhe.

Yet, if this really was the state of the commandwhcould Israel have
knowledge of this? Building on the public statensemtf Arab countries and
resolutions of the Arab summits, Israel might havasidered the possibility that the
Arab statements might materialize into offensivengl against it.

However, historical scrutiny refutes completelystassumption and proves in
an ironclad manner, that Israel was well awarenefreal condition of the UAC and

that it did not represent a threat to Israeli siégur
Did Israel Know about the Real Status of the UAC?

Tracing the Jordanian-Israeli relatidhprovides a base to confront the alleged
Israeli fears from the command. In 1963, King Hiussef Jordan started secret
meetings with an Israeli emissary, Ya'acov HerzZbgector of the Israeli Prime
Minister's Office through the intermediary of Huisé® Jewish physician in London.

Before the war of 1967, King Hussein held three tinge with Herzog. He also met

%0n one case, Riad mentioned that the Iraqgi forceevonce mobilized on the Jordanian borders and
Jordan denied them permission to enter, in accomdaiith the decisions of the UAC, whereas they
stayed on the borders for more than one year aatlyfiwere mobilized again to their base in Iraq.
%1 The impact of the Samu’ aggression was extremeing Kussein. He believed the Israeli
aggression was expressive of the Israel’'s ambitiorm&cupy the West Bank. Though he received a
telegram from Johnson in which Johnson expressetifited States willingnese preserve the
territorial integrity of Jordan, his doubts of tlseaeli policies remained insistent. See:

Shlaim,Lion of Jordan 229 ;996-995 «654 «_ladiy/ (<
%2 The clandestine meetings between Jordan and Isegah in 1960 on the military level. Later on,
clandestine meetings on the political level betwienKing himself and Ya'acov Herzog started in
1963.
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with Golda Meir the Israeli Minister of Foreign Aifs>* The meetings discussed the
bilateral concerns of both sides including the Aaald Israeli diversionary projects of
the Jordan River. Hussein-Herzog's first meeting walLondon on September 24,
1963. They considered in the meeting a possibl@e®dion in the security fief.
Their second meeting was on May 2, 1964 just fewmtimoafter the first Arab summit
in Cairo, January 1964. The dispute over the JoRigar was the principal issue in
discussion. The third meeting was on December 984 few months after the second
Arab summit in Alexandria, September 1964. In thiseting, Herzog raised the issue
of the UAC and expressed the Israeli concern ti@atXAC opened up possibilities for
gradual subversion on the part of the Egyptiarigo dispel the Israeli fears Hussein
said, "l wish to assure you that ordefensive plantave been brought before the
UAC. No plans foroffensive actiorhave been considered.” When Herzog expressed
his opinion that Nasser wanted the destructionstddl, Hussein felt, based on his

private talks with Nasser, that Nasser would ultefyawant a settlemenit.

% Three categories of literature exist: [1] Liter@twn the meetings and their significance with more
emphasis on the issue of the Jordan River anditieesibnary projects; [2] Literature that denotes t
major topics of discussion in the meetings likeusitg and intelligence cooperation; and, [3] Litena
that includes complete details on the meetingstlaadssues of significance like the Arab summtis, t
UAC and the joint Arab military plans. By far, theost important category is the third and Avi
Shlaim's study on King Hussein assumes the foreftorong them.
For the first category see: Yehuda Lukdsgael, Jordan and the Peace Procél®w York: Syracuse
University Press, 1997), 4, Adam Garfinkissael and Jordan in the Shadow of War: Functiohids
and Futile Diplomacy in a Small Pla¢&reat Britain: Macmillan Press Ltd., 1992), 38-83-55, 70.
For the second category see: Avi Shialthe Iron Wall, Israel and the Arab Wor{dlondon: Penguin
Books, 2000), 226-227, 261, 262.
elilor the third category see: Shlaibigpn of Jordan 198, 212-214.

Ibid.
%It is worth noting that even when speaking on Aibt military plans within the UAC, Israel's main
concern was Egypt, which confirms the Israeli pptiom of the Egyptian central position in any figur
military confrontation with the Arabs. See: 1bid,2
% King Hussein signed a Joint Defense Treaty witsd¢aon May 30, 1967. Through this treaty, the
Jordanian army was put under Egyptian command.rBefe war, Egypt sent 800 commandos to
Jordan to sneak from the West Bank into Israel Ehisuael started the war. Though Hussein was
adamantly refusing to station foreign troops irdaor, he decided to change his policy after theelsra
aggression on the Samu'’ village in the West Bankdi6. In Hussein-Herzog's third meeting, Hussein
assured Herzog that he would not agree to statieign [Arab] troops in Jordan. However, he
changed his position after the Samu’ aggressioe. Bal, 213-214, 2301 «_ladiy/ (<
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Immediately after the third Arab summit in Casabenl13-17 September,
1965, King Hussein flew to Paris where he met dbcweith the Israeli Minister of
Foreign Affairs, Golda Meir. In this meeting, Me#&ised two issues, the Jordan River
and the guerilla operations of FATEH.

Samir A. Mutawi, former Jordanian Minister of Infieation, retrospectively
asserted that Shlaim's information about HusseirzdtgHussein-Meir meetings was
true3®

Arab summits, as was shown, came as a reactionhetdstaeli diversionary
projects of the Jordan River. The Arab League distadd the UAC as a military tool
to confront the Israeli projects to divert the JordRiver water outside the River
Basin. Its establishment was an indicator of thabAreactive, not proactive, policies
against Israel. Furthermore, the divisions andniesamong the Arab countries were
the major obstacle that hindered the evolutiorooftjArab military planning. Despite
the Arab harsh rhetoric against Israel, the latt@s in possession of good knowledge
about the weakness of the UAC and hence the Isadlefations about the UAC
preparedness to annihilate Israel were unfoundedddition to this, Arab countries
had never drafted offensive military plans agalissiel. Not only was Israel aware of

the reality of the UAC but it also possessed infation about its defensive plans.
Egyptian Military Planning

A lot of debate and controversies still surround trature of the Egyptian

plans in 1967. Some of the Israeli writings on war argue that the Egyptian plans

" bid, 220.
% He added that Shlaim was among three scholarb#sad their research about King Hussein on
Jordanian archival materialShe other two are Professor Nigel Ashton and Jdmas See:

isle (2009 dinl 2) (see "ednsiil lgpaat ) o 8 Baime s S g stae jans
http://www.ammonnews.net/article.aspx?articleNO=8bAccessed January 17, 2012.




80

were offensive and Israel was obliged to go to imaself-defensé’ However, in
revisiting the available writings on the Egyptiatarp and from people who
participated in formulating it, the conclusion iy different.

States usually draft military plans in accordandthvand not in separation
from its entire political strategy. Military planirthermore, should be commensurate
with the capabilities of the country politicallyg@nomically, and militarily in order to
provide for the necessary elements for success.

Each state has the ultimate right to draft militatsns, whether offensive or
defensive, for whatever reasons it envisages irerotd protect its security.
Following this, these plans might be activatediimes of crises and menace where
military means become one of the available opttorsonfront a threat.

Building on the former assumptions, both Israel &gypt had the absolute
right to prepare military plans suitable for defgrdtheir security as long as they
come in accordance with the principle of self-det
The Original Qahir

On the Egyptian level, the Casablanca Arab sumfiiiB65 was a major proof
of the un-preparedness of the Arab countries in rthiiary field. The political
atmosphere in the Arab world at the time represkm@te impediment against the

Unified Arab Command [UAC]. The Arab states faitedstand up to their obligations

%9 Oren,Six Days of War56-66; Gat, “Nasser and the Six-Day war,” 608:63Hor and Remez,
Foxbats over Dimon&8-77; TalNational Security136.
On the Arab aggression against Israel in 1967 pufao readership see:
David Meir-Levi, Big Lies: Demolishing the Myths of the Propagandar \Against IsraelLos
Angeles: Centre for Study of Popular Culture, 20@3)
0 To elaborate further on this, in article numbee ofithe Israel-Syria Armistice Agreement of 1949,
distinction was made clear between taking aggressitions by the armed forces of the parties
concerned against each other and normal staff plgras generally practiced in military organizagon
Therefore, each country has the absolute rightépare its military plans against whatever enensgy th
country may envisage.
“1 On this, Abdul Hamid El Degheidy, Chief of the ggn Air Force in the Sinai during the crisis
says, "All countries have to prepare a defensia@ pihd an offensive plan in peace time and before
war and to prepare theatre of operations to cartyoth plans." See:

58 s]967%)a.4.//‘@;~u_//5.7ﬁ‘d:/‘)54} a‘édb;ﬂ ‘.53 L';A:\cﬂl Jaadl ue ;\}SS\ Q\)S'AA




81

within the UAC, according to the resolutions of theab summits, and Israel was
already aware, as demonstrated previously, ofézkmess.

Based on the former perceptions, Egypt decidedssurae its own path of
military planning depending only on Egyptian cafities on the assumption that the
battle would be only on the Egyptian front withaufpport from what was perceived
as "the Eastern Front."

Pro-Israeli writings usually depict the 1967 warifag was a war between
Israel from one side and the entire Arab counfries the othef?

Nasser always believed that the best defense fgptEgust come within a
mutual Arab framework. In this framework, Egypt,ridyand Jordan had to bear the
main responsibility in case of any military actiagainst Israel® Whereas, Syria was
the best location through which Arab countries ddalinch air strikes against Israel,
Jordan was the best place from which ground andmunforces could launch an
offensive and penetrate through Israeli territanyards the Mediterranean.

However, after Casablanca Summit, Nasser issuedrrb the Egyptian
military command to devise a plan to defend Egyg#imast any future Israeli attack
depending only upon Egyptian self-capabilities witheven considering the slightest
possibility of a unified Arab military action againisraef** In 1966, the Egyptian

command drafted a plan code-named Qahir. It wasotlieome of an evolutionary

“2In his book,Flynn examines the 1967 war under the followinlg titBeing Everywhere at Once:
Israel Defeats the Arab League, 196al also believes that the entire Arab natiors weady for battle
with Israel. See: Flynrkirst Strike 183-202; TalNational Security137; O'BallanceThe Third Arab-
Israeli War, 30; Allon, The making of Israeli ArmiB0.

11 (2009 sibe 14 :agibadl) 5 5 5l 8U8) slea 4o S oo A" A Aadll 5 67 o andlh (S Gais 2aae 43
http://www.aljazeera.net/NR/exeres/31FE3635-9A8T24590E-4EE3EE19AE6Bcccessed January
7,2012
In an interview in 1966, Nasser said that any &ttagainst Israel from the south "from Egypt" was no
possible from a military point of view. He addeatthe Arab countries could attack Israel only from
the territory of Jordan and Syria. See: Drapeadkand World Politics, 44
4 According to Heikal, Nasser instructed the miltapmmand to devise the plan after he came back
from the third Arab summit in Casablanca in Septeni®65. Fawzy testified that the plan was
devised in December 1965. See:

389 s‘;':/.?L..J/sL’g)gm ‘;B gﬁ))ﬁ dana ‘_34)53\ Balgd ;".‘)M.é M\J 67 .~ ?“"'M" JSaa
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series of Egyptian pIaﬁ‘g,which the military command, began drafting frone th
beginning of the 1960s.

One of the fixed characteristics of these plans Mgadefensivenot offensive

approacH?®

According to the plafi! the Egyptian strategic deployment in the Sinai was
essentially defensive and the essence of the pks avtactic known as "mobile
defense* The ultimate goal of the plan was to prevent |Bdf penetrating deep in
the heart of the Sinai and, then, to destroy thacking Israeli forces before they
reach the Suez Canal as a prelude to launch artiegygunter-attack. Following the
destruction of the attacking Israeli forces, otilgrt could the command authorize an
Egyptian [counter] offensivé,

Moreover, in accordance with the Egyptian defensisientation, Egypt was

determined to receive the Israeli first strike attbland and ait°

“5In 1960 and 1961, there was a plan code-named{i8af or Rocket and on December 12, 1962,
there was another plan code-named [Zafer] or Vjettiich witnessed modifications eight times
between March 8, 1963 and November 14, 1964 inrdeoce with changes in the movement and
deployment of the Egyptian troops in Yemen. Howeiredune 6, 1966, another plan code-named
[Qahir] or Conqueror existed. Amer ratified infitsal form on December 1, 1966.
[] 14 bl Jiadll UZA\JA] 569 ‘m/é;‘//é:)ﬂ/ww ‘g_é"\ﬂ
“6 On the defensive nature of the Egyptian plans see:
AT e a8 G ) @)l Gy il s 158 539 ¢ rmsand] S ¢ usanll 1100-99 ¢ pies O iy 55 5
63 ¢ uwand) O jSha ¢ punanl) 8 (1988 5552 8) 1967 st o o lale 21 5 00 dpuliay dels
47 0n the details of the plan see:
" AEALAN 5 67 audh (IS ;109-100 ¢ Lmels Gilin suis Loz b o 533all 1102-99 ¢ D sies S iy 05550
“8 DoD Dictionary defines mobile defense as "deferfsencarea or position in which maneuver is used
with organization of fire and utilization of terraio seize the initiative from the enemy."”
9 DoD Dictionary defines Counter-offensive as "a tasgale offensive undertaken by a defending
force [Egypt] to seize the initiative from the aftang force [Israel]' A counter-attack is "attack by
part or all of a defending ford&gypt] against an enemy attacking force [Isrd&i]counter-move is
"an operation undertaken to or in anticipation ofi@ve by the enemy." The following should be noted:
[1] The Egyptian moves, according to the EgyptiEempwould always start from defense; and, [2]
Counter-offensive or counter-attack strategy mégaait Egypt would respond to an Israeli attack
against Egypt or Syria and that the initiativetrike first was in Israel's hand while offensiveas¢gy
meant an Egyptian first strike.
%0 Abdul Mohsen Murtagi, Commander of the Egyptiam@rd Forces, mentioned in his memoirs that
Egypt was planning to gain the initiative in the lay striking against the IAF but Nasser rejectes t
plan as it interfered with his defensive stratélyy.confirm this, Abdul Hamid El Degheidy,
Commander of the Egyptian Air Force in Sinai, atgskthat the Egyptian plan in the air was also
defensive, "defensive Qahir in the air" as he saak:
A pemal) 4y pSesel) 5015 ) 4830 ¢ 53l sl G (o ye JalS Guenall die U5l GaLdll O jS3e 1100 ¢ pins COLN s 65 50
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However, critics of the Egyptian strategy towarsiaél during the crisis hint
that the Egyptian command did not implement the jptats ratified form in 1966 and
that it withessed major adjustments in the deploym& forces in 1967, which

practically transformed it from a defensive to offere planindeed, Qahir witnessed

several modifications during the crisis due to i developments particularly the
complete evacuation of UNEF forces from their poéts will be shown in the next
section, while these modifications seriously digtdrthe plan and negatively affected

its coherence, they never transformed its deferesgence.

The Modified Qahir

When the Egyptian command issued its directivemtiilize the Egyptian
army to the Sinai, Egyptian forces were supposethobilize according to Qabhir.
However, when the United Nations Secretary Geneiglnot accept to redeploy
UNEF and insisted on their withdrawal, the Egypttammand faced a new situation
that made the modification of its plan inevitabldhe Original Qahir plan did not
assign sizable forces to defend Sharm El Sheiltheagéntrance of the Gulf of Agaba.
The Egyptian decision makers always believed thatase of mobilization of the
Egyptian army for any reason, UNEF would still hendtioning in their posts at
Sharm EI Sheikh. This scenario happened before 960 1when the Egyptian
command mobilized Egyptian forces in the Sinai elts the Israeli borders without
obstructing the Israeli navigation in the Gulf ofj@a. Yet, in 1967, a new situation
emerged due to the complete evacuation of UNEFspalsing the entire borders of
Egypt with mandatory Palestine extending from Ratakilat in addition to the Gaza
Strip and Sharm El Sheikh. Once the Egyptian requwes enforced, the Egyptian
military had to carry out the first modification Qfriginal Qahir by assigning troops

to replace UNEF forces evacuating Sharm El Shé&khMay 18, Mohamed Fawzy,
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the Egyptian Chief of Staff, expressed his refa$ahe new modification of the plan.

He told Amer that it was better not to close thdf ®acause of the unavailability of

forces adding that the control of the eastern and midiees of the Sinai was
enough, from a military point of view, to protedié®m El Sheikh itself. The Egyptian
command created a new task force to be station8taim El Sheikh by withdrawing
units from Egyptian forces already deployed in $iteai>*

Following this line, Amer began to issue new orderseinforce the defenses
of the Gaza Strip and Sharm El Sheikh itself. Tee modifications were the result
of two factors.

The first was Nasser's belief that that Egypt sthalgfend Gaza Strip and

Sharm EI Sheikh and the reason behind this wasigadlhot military®* Although he

was aware that the Strip was difficult to defendrira military point of view, he
decided to reinforce the defenses of RafaNasser believed that Israel would not

respond to the blockade with an all-out vead believed that Israel's reaction would

be limited against either the Gaza Strip or Shah@Heikh>* During the crisis, Rabin
indeed considered a limited operation against theaGStrip but Dayan refused’it

and finally, they decided to launch a comprehenattack.

*1In the Original Qahir, the Fourth Infantry Brigagkas responsible for the defense of Sharm El
Sheikh. But when Egypt terminated UNEF presencenhiitary command decided to dispatch
military formations from all branches of the armypt only infantry, to deter Israel against advagcin
to occupy Sharm El Sheikh in a reaction to the kdde. See:
A6 < rand] O Sia ¢ pusanll 1104 585 « Ly Gilis g dasja «s23all 1106 5 79-78 el gn sall ¢5 58
224 ¢ i o & SEa ¢ puai; 79 ¢ GilinS 55 (oaT s Gl o230 %
50ld ld] yie ) ¢ ygtaa b ol gl (5 i) Balg 7] (Gl aa pall (a3 ye 1104 ¢l pusl s Bilin 5 50 Fay 3 e ganall 33
207-206 <1967 i i
> Rikhye, The Sinai Blunder75;91 571 «Gadl ga el ¢ oxi e 5 554 < ladiy/ oIS
%5 Oren, Six Days of War81, 90; GluskaThe Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 ¥W&49-
151; Rabin,The Rabin Memoirs/8-79.
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The second was the belief of the Egyptian comméanatthe expected Israel
attack would be from the south, and hence it dectdereinforce the southern sector
of the Egyptian borders to meet that possibfiity.

Unlike the Original Qabhir, the inclusion of the Ga®trip and Sharm El
Sheikh in the defensive lines of the plan resuitetthe following®’

[1] It elongated the lines of defense on the IstRglptian borders from the Gaza
Strip in the north to Sharm EI Sheikh in the south.

[2] It shifted the main duty of the Egyptian fordesm the middle of the Sinai to its
south, which negatively affected the defense oktireas including the strategic
passes of the SinAl.

[3] It created new lines of defense that movedEggptian original lines of defense,
according to Original Qahir, tens of kilometergtie east’

The modifications the plan suffered during the isriglid not aim at
transforming the defensive nature of the plan mmooffensive on& Rather, they
came as reaction to either political necessitigalse intelligence information.

Israeli and western sources claim that Israel diskwre Egyptian documents after it

invaded the Sinai that included operational ingtoms to launch offensive operations

%% |n fact, the belief of the Egyptian command that ksraeli attack was coming from the south came as
a response to an Israeli deception plan. Israelutir this plan managed to deceive the Egyptian
command and made them believe that the expectaelilattack would come from the south.
Therefore, Israel was well aware that the Egypdi@ployment on the southern part of borders was to
meet the purported Israeli attack. See: MichaelBarar,Embassies in Crisis: Diplomats and
Demagogues behind the Six-day Weew Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1970), 202; Barton \Eal
Stratagem: Deception and Surprise in WWlorwood: Artech House, 2007), 505-507; Oren, ,|4i5i3.
See also:
sl e Jle 1105 « sl Gilin s oy ja 5230l 1107-106 « Josls piall die o sl il S35 S S0 o cJoal 5
266 ¢_pai zOla O 830 ¢ pai (85 ¢G50 p o se Gl o5 0 214 5213 ¢ e/
. 263 ¢ 1967 4 pnand) 4y sSued] 5005 < jSia g sl b pald) il 5 i) <l She S
L sSasel] 5005 ) S e o) sl 8 a5 e JalS ) e Gyl ) jS00 1108 sl s (Gilin gai g Loy s e sanall 58
173 <1967 4 uadll
173 5159 ‘@ulﬁﬂ\gg,&sﬁdﬂ&wwc&)ﬂ\gbs&%
0 Hammel believes that Nasser refused to abandon Bssuse he thought he would be the one to
strike first. He adds that the Egyptian army in 8ieai was preparing to attack Israel at a time of
Nasser's choosing. Allon described Egyptian foneeke Sinai as offensive "...tantamount to thetfirs
phase of an attack." See: Eric Hamn$gk Days in June: How Israel Won the 1967 Arab-dsirsv/ar
(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1992), 146; Alldhe Making of Israeli Army91, 93.
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against Israel. While this might be true, thesersesi never clarified the details of
these instruction®:

The Egyptian military command might have issuecemsdo launch offensive
operations against Israel, but the political lealdigr did not authorize them. In that
case, they were no different from any Israeli opjenal steps taken in the field during
the crisis without Eshkol's authorization.

The Number of the Deployed Egyptian Forces

How many forces did Egypt deploy to the Sinai inyMaine 1967? One of the
traditional arguments about the 1967 war is thatAhab countries besieged Israel by
forces that exceeded lIsrael's forces in both mehgaar. Traditionally, writers on

1967 war tend to hold comparisons between Israeties and the Arab combined

forcesignoring that it was practically inconceivable the Arab countries to combine
their forces in a battle against Isr&l.

The Arab expeditionary forc&sthat were sent during the crisis to Sinai were
few in number, symbolic in fact, and all under Eggp command and, accordingly,
would not participate in any offensive operatiors lang as Egypt itself, the
commanding state, assumed defensive approach.

The following table [Table No. 2] illustrates thember of Egyptian troops

deployed to the Sinai as mentioned in Egyptianfareign sources on the wf:

®1 Like the date of the execution, the type of thenptffensive from the beginning or counter-
offensive...etc.
%2 Oren,Six Days of Warl64; Michael Howard and Robert Hunter, "Israal ge Arab World: The
Crisis of 1967," inThe Evolution of Strategic Thought: Classic Adelpapers(New York: Routledge,
2008), 146; FlynnFirst Strike 183-202.
%3 Egypt accepted symbolic number of forces from o#rab countries like Kuwait and Algeria. See:
(1967 5da 26 : 58w 30) Lot s oy aadd duaslly i suddl o)) ol i) Cpimies s oasSall 0il] g Laia) punne
%4 George Walter Gawrycfi,he Albatross of Decisive Victory: War and PolisgtBeen Egypt and
Israel in 1967 and 1973 Arab-Israeli WaGonnecticut: Greenwood Press, 2000), 21; C&enpPays
of War, 137; 128 « flisd/ (55 p ondso (31 il ¢« o23 30; 156 « sl 23 558« Jis e Creveld, The Sword and
the Olive 179; HerzogThe Arab Israeli Warsl49; Peter Youngrhe Israeli Campaign 1967
(London: William Kimber, 1967), 99; Kimche and Bawl'he Sandstorpil12; O'BallanceThe Third
Arab-Israeli War 99; Randolph S. Churchill and Winston S. Chuichil, The Six-Day Wa(UK:
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Source Number of troops
Gawrych and Oren 130, 000
Murtagi and Hamroush 82, 000

Creveld 100, 000

Herzog 100, 000
Bregman 100, 000

Kimche and Bawley 100, 000

Young 100, 000
O'balance 90, 000
Churchill 90, 000-100, 000

In 1967, Egypt, according to Murtagi, had to mdasliapproximately one
hundred and twenty five thousand soldiers to tmaidt According to Fawzy and El
Gamasy® Egypt lost seventeen perc®nof the ground forces deployed to the Sinai
as a result of the 1967 war. They added that betvi®68 and 1971, Egypt, after

contacting Israel and the Red Cross, estimatedittiat 9, 800 soldiers in the Sinai.

Consequentlﬁ3 Egypt did not deploy to Sinai more than 57, 64ldiscs.

During the crisis, Israeli Military Intelligence e to exaggerate numbers of
Egyptian soldiers in the Sinai in order to attrsyanpathy. While the French archives
estimated that Egypt until May 23 deployed fiveisiins to the Sinai, which means

that Egypt deployed fifty-five thousandsraeli Military Intelligence estimated the

number of Egyptian forces in the Sinai as sevetigusand® According to

Heinmann Book, 1967), 71. Roland Popp notes tleastiurce of numbers mentioned in the first books
written on the war was the Israeli Ministry of De$e See: Popp, “Stumbling Decidedly,” 300.
%5 Adding to those sixty thousand soldiers in Yememilat make the total number of the Egyptian
army one hundred and eighty thousand in 1967. imsber matches what David Wood of the
Institute for Strategic Studies [ISS] announceth®press in June 6 and 7. It also matches what was
said by Egyptian military commanders that one thirthe Egyptian army was in Yemen [60, 000 out
of 180, 000]. See: Howard and Hunter, "Israel dredArab World," 192; Young, Ibid, 49.

123 ¢ sand) O/ Sia ¢ pusan) 1425 <y el Ly pSusel] 500 5 830 ¢ g3 sl B (5 553 daae sl (3y_ll ) S0 68
®7n this paper, this formula is called "Popp's Folariu
%8 The number of soldiers deployed would equal tiselteof 100*9800/17=57647.
% Document 204Note De La Sous-Direction Du Levant: Crise IsraBi@be (Paris: 23 Mai, 1967)
[Annex IV]; Brecher and GeisBecisions in Crisis110.
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O'Ballance, on May 21, Rabin told the Israeli cabithat Egypt deployed eighty
thousand to the Sin&i.

On May 26, General Wheeler, Chairman of the U.&tJohief of Staff, in a
meeting with President Johnson estimated the nuwibEgyptian forces deployed to
the Sinai as "some 50, 000 troops." The CIA regktie same estimates also on May
26 in a document titled "Military Capabilities afrael and the Arab State's."

Literature on the war traditionally mentions thagypgt deployed seven
divisions to the Sinai, which included one hundtedusand soldier€. This means

that each division was comprised of 14, 285 saldier

However, one of these divisions was thé" Zalestinian Division [PLA], a
divisional force, which was stationed in the GazapSThe PLA was established in

the Gaza Strip as a guerilla force in 1988med El Shuqairy, Chairman of the PLO,

announced on May 21, 1967 that the PLA was eigbtighnd strong. However,

O'Ballance believes that ElI Shuqairy estimate ".suspect and was considered
greatly exaggerated™ Oren estimates the number of PLA forces in Gazaems
thousand

The PLA in fact lacked 40% of its personnel and 3&f4ts geaf® leaving

approximately six thousands and six hundred sadieiGaza. Although Oren, in his

study, claims that the PLA was equipped with heaggpons including tanks, Fawzy,

0 0'Ballance The Third Arab-Israeli War26.

" Document 72Memorandum for the RecottVashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex II]; Document, 76
Intelligence Memorandum Prepared in the Centraglidence AgencyWashington: May 26, 1967)
[Annex I1].

2 Bar-Zohar Embassies in Crisj01; Israel Ministry of Defens@he Six-Days Wab2; Rabin,The
Rabin Memoirs100; Kenneth Pollack, “Airpower in the Six-Day WaFhe Journal of Strategic
Studies\Vol. 28, No. 3 (June 2005): 475.

® O'Ballance The Third Arab-Israeli War27.

" Oren,Six Days of War63.
190-189 ¢ uishaualdlf Luiks ol) 48 palf ¢ jiluan 7
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the Egyptian Chief of Staff, states that the tangp®rt of the PLA, ten Sherman
tanks was stationed in El Arish in the Sinai and nothie Gaza Strif°

Accordingly, the PLA as a guerilla force shouldeb&luded when calculating
the Egyptian forces deployed to the Sinai in 1%&ilowing this, Egypt in effect only
deployed six divisions to the Sinai.

The Egyptian division was comprised of eleven tlamgssoldiersn 19677’

Accordingly, Egypt deployed only sixty-six thousansbldiers. However, if

consideration is given to Hammel's size of divisi&@gypt deployed some seventy

thousand and eight hundred soldiershe Sinai.

On June 1, Meir Amit, Chief of Mossad, in a meetimigh McNamara, the
U.S. Secretary of Defense, estimated that Egypliogle six divisions to the Sin&l.
Egypt, accordingly, deployed sixty-six thousandigais.

The Egyptian Fact Finding Mission on the Causesthef 1967 Defeat
estimated in its report the shortage of soldierdh@ ground forces as forty-five
percent. Assuming that the total number of Egypta@nes in 1967 was one hundred
and thirty thousand soldiers, Egypt deployed toSimai approximately seventy-one

thousand and five hundred soldiéts.

In his testimony to the Committee on the Recordih¢he History of July 23
Revolution, Murtagi asserted that Egypt had to dn#lw seventeen brigades from the

Sinai during the wat® The Egyptian Brigade was comprised approximatélfoor

101« gies X i 5357

" Hammel, however, estimates the number of soldetise Egyptian Division between 11800 in
Infantry and Mechanized Infantry Divisions and 1020 Armored Divisions. To make them reach one
hundred thousand soldiers; Oren estimates the nuafitiggyptian soldiers in each division as fifteen
thousands. See: Hamme8ix Days in Junel41-142;114 <1967 <~ Ao sslicsxsll ; Oren,Six Days
of War,63.
8 Document 124Memorandum for the Record: Conversation betweeroMagneral Meir Amit and
Secretary McNamar@WVashington: June 1, 1967) [Annex II].
" See the conclusion of the mission B3 «uSill . J/ 551l (o s ¢ a3

A87 <1967 iz s 5308 ldl i) selaa b oai e JalS Gl e G i) 3ales 80
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thousand soldiers in 1967. Accordingly, Egypt miabdl sixty-eight thousand
soldiers to the Sinai.

Yet, what is still unknown is the number of troojssael assigned to its
southern front with Egyﬁ% Certainly, one cannot believe Rabinovic when he

estimates the number of Israeli forces deployethéosouth as thirty-five thousand

soldiersfacing one hundred and thirty thousand Egyptiddiss keeping in mind

that Israel, according to Rabin, demobilized thtiigusand of its troops in the south
on May 24%

Segev, Pollack and Riad estimate the number otligr@ops in the south, on
Egypt's borders, as seventy thous&hd.

The number of Egyptian forces deployed to the Sires previously
elaborated, varies according to sources. Howevieatever the true number of forces
deployed to the Sinai, it was certainly much ldssntone hundred thousand. This
study estimates the number of Egyptian forces geplato the Sinai in 1967 as

between sixty-six and seventy-two thousamdsich makes them approximately equal

in number to the Israeli troops.

The following table [Table No. 3] illustrates pdsdsi numbers of Egyptian

forcesdeployed to the Sinai based on Fawzy and El Gamastimates of Egyptian

casualties in the war, which they estimated as [1*%

81 Hammel and O'Ballance mention that Israel refusedécurity concerns to reveal the truth about its
forces in the war particularly in tanks and airtsaSee: O'Ballanc&he Third Arab-Israeli War51;
Hammel,Six Days in Junel51.
82 Rabin, The Rabin Memoir<93.
8 Segev,1967 26; Pollack, “Air Power in the Six-Day War,” 47B) «deilal (sl (3 58; Rabinovic,
Abraham Rabinovic, "The War Nobody Wanted@liie Six Day War 36 Anniversary Speaal
http://info.jpost.com/C003/Supplements/SixDayWaaRBahrl.htmAccessed January 6, 2012.

A25 Al ) i pdall g3 sl B 5358179 ¢ asanS] iS¢ unanl) 84
Oren,Six Days of War305; Churchill, The Six Day Warl98; Nadav Safratsrael: The Embattled
Ally (Massachusetts: Belknap Press, 1981), 246.
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Source Casualties Forces Deployed
Fawzy and El Gamasy 9, 800 57, 647

Dupuy 7,980 46, 941

Oren 10, 000-15, 000 58, 823-88, 235
Churchill 7, 000-10, 000 41, 176-58, 823
Safran 12, 000 70, 588

The Fourth Armored Division

Israel claimed that one of the alarming signs ofmapending Egyptian attack

during the crisis was the deployment_of the Fodtimored Division [FAD]from its

bases in Egypt proper to the Sifiai.
Oren notes that one piece of good news that waeped by the Israeli leadership on

May 14 "was that the Fourth Armored DivisjoNasser's best, had yet to leave

Cairo.”®® On May 23, Rabin asserted that the Egyptian buidvas not yet offensive

because "the pivotal Fourth Armored Divisiaras still on the western side of the

canal." However, on May 25, Brecher and Geist note,

"There was increasing pressure on Eshkol by Israglitary leaders to go to war...the

trigger seems to have been the news that the Egypiurth Armored Divisiomad crossed
: P .87
into Sinai that morning.

In light of previous estimates, not a single Eggptmilitary leader assigns any

offensive duties for the Fourth Armored Division.

According to Wasil, the Fourth Armored Division repented the General
Headquarter Reserve, Strategic Resef¥veyhich was inside the Sinai north of Bir

Thamada. Its main mission was to launch a courntaclaagainst the Israeli forces

8 It consisted of two Armored Brigades and one ItfaMechanized Brigade with 188 tanks. See
Sidqgi El Ghoul in:

404 (1988 «Zuanll g pndll Al 15 0lall) _giier 5 A el p ¥ dadocs S5 ol 4
% Oren,Six Days of War62.
87 Rabin,The Rabin Memoirs77; Brecher and GeidDecisions in Crisis130.
8 Hammel,Six Days in Junel45.
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should they pass the first and second lines of mefan the Sinabr to launch

offensive operations should the Egyptian forcessed in its counter-attacks.

The Commander of the FAD himself, Sidgi EI Ghouwalidsin an interview in
1987, that he received orders to move to the findihe arrived at Bir Thamada, in
the centre of the Sinai, on May ¥7Even after the beginning of battles on June 5,
Fawzy, the Chief of Staff, asserted that the ordleas the Egyptian command had
issued to the FAD, was to remain in its positionsttee passes of the Sirai,
approximately one hundred kilometers from the atiggdines. During the crisis, the
Second Armored Brigade of the FAD received instangt, according to its
commander Kamal Hassan Ali, to participate in amrapon to isolate southern
Negev and Eilat. However, these orders were latacelled” and it was reassigned
again with its original defensive ddfyso that the second brigade was at the passes of
the Sinai when the war started on June 5.

The American archives provide an Israeli confirmatior the mission of the
FAD. In a meeting between Meir Amit, Chief of Modsand McNamara, the U.S.
Secretary of Defense, on June 1, Amit said, “...thestmnterior line to Egypt [of
Egyptian lines of defense] being held by the Fodtmored Division.®*

Accordingly, Israel was well aware the FAD waslie heart of the Sinai and
not close to the Israeli borders when Israel batgattack on Egypt on the morning

of June 5, 1967 four days after Amit's meeting WwitbNamara.

401. celw¥ daniocs S5 5l 1112-111 «hool s ariall e (G dl] by 4S5 5 3l 5830 po s Jucal 5 89
psll (5 ) 33y ya iy Juaiall el N1 Agaa 1 sad) o) UM (s umddl o)yl 3 (1987 sy 11) A peaall 285l 53y 52 90
isle (2008 552 6)
http://www.almasry-alyoum.com/article2.aspx?ArtlEle108061Accessed December 8, 2011
149 ¢l pins S g o 558 Ot
% |t is proved, as will be seen, in this paper tti@ political leadership represented by Nasser
guestioned the political outcome of the plan antddés not to authorize it.
213-212 ¢ _sanll sl e %3
% Document 124Memorandum for the Record: Conversation betweeroM@gneral Meir Amit and
Secretary McNamar@WVashington, June 1, 1967) [Annex II].
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The Shazly Division

The second main Egyptian armored force stationedh@ Sinai was a
divisional force named after its commander, Sa'adDiB El Shazlyg.’5 It was
comprised of 200 tanks and its main task was teefpate the southern Negev and
isolate the Israeli port of Eildt. This entailed, in the Israeli perception, an ofiga
duty and proved that Egypt had aggressive intestmgainst Israél. Sources that
examined the mission of the force, though, assigheathe Negev penetration and

the capture of Eilat, did not indicate whether thission was offensive or counter-

offensive.Even if the force was close to the Israeli bordasssome authors s&this
did not mean that the force had offensive operatioBhazly himself said the
following about his missiof’

[1] The instructions he received changed sevearadiin ten days.

[2] The last mission assigned to him was to blonk &sraeli advance in the zone

between the middle and southern axes of Sinai.

% Hammel, Kimche and Bawly, O'Ballance and Herzdbic&hazly Force. Oren calls it Strike Force
I. Brecher and Geist call it the Shazly Task Force.

% Oren, however, believes that the main task wasvade northern Negev along the Fourteenth
Armored Brigade. Yet, this description is deceiviAgcording to Wasil, the Commander of the
Fourteenth Armored Brigade, his brigade receivetie for four different missions that changed
frequently before the war:

[1] Counter-attacks in the sector of the Third hifs Division at Jabal Libni between May 16/17 and
May 26; [2] Limited offensive operations against feraeli settlements opposite and south of Rafah
between May 26 and May 29. However, the commandetfa this mission on May 29; [3] Counter-
attacks in the sector of the Seventh Infantry Divisat Rafah between May 29 and May 31; and, [4]
Moving to El Hassana and working within the sectinel of defense Therefore, the Egyptian
command cancelled the mission of the brigade, aiwgto Oren, approximately one week before the
war. See:

128-126 ¢« Jool s aziall e Gy sall iy 4835 <l 4S50 (o e Jaal 5
%7 On the mission and structure of this force see:
Brecher and GeisDecisions in Crisis417; HerzogThe Arab-Israeli Wars155; O'Ballance, The
Third Arab-Israeli Way 98; Kimche and BawlyThe Sandstorml10-111
98 Herzog,The Arab-Israeli Warsl55; Brecher and Geiddecisions in Crisis417; Israel Ministry of
DefenseThe Six Days' Wab4.
8U8) 4 a0 L Spal) deas L)y LeS 53T g -yl e 28l ¢ ) saain dan) & NS Cpall e G il 3lg 99
isle (1999 ol 58 27 Agiladll 3 5 5ol
http://www.aljazeera.net/NR/exeres/64E93708-0D92748 F8C-C8AC0234ADB0.htMAccessed
December 18, 2011.
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[3] When Israel started its attack on the mornifglune 5, 1967, his forces were
stationed approximately twenty kilometers from #nmistice lines with Israel.

Writings on the Egyptian plans tend to ignore thnegportant facets; the
timing of the plan; the nature of the plan; ana, l#vel of plan authorization.

With respect to timing of the plan, Egypt might Bagnvisaged offensive
plans against Israel in a certain phase of thesdpigt before the commencement of
military operations decided to shift its attitudebie purely defensive.

With respect to the nature of the plan, these mg#tialso tend to confuse two
forms of military operations: offensive operatioper se and counter-offensive
operations. If state [A] is launching a first st&rikgainst state [B], then the plan of
state [A] is offensive. However, if state [B] sei&kback immediately against state [A],
then the plan of state [B] is counter-offensive.

The third facet is the level of authorization ot tplan. Egypt might have
envisaged offensive plans during the crisis buy @mnl the theoretical level. That is to

say, these plans were prepared on paper but labkgublitical authorization?®

190 Here is how the Egyptian plans were prepared attibsized on the military level in the Egyptian
army in 1967 according to Mohammed Fawzy, the EgypChief of Staff:
[1] The leadership of the army holds military mags that end with taking certain decisions; [2] The
next day, staff members begin ratifying the plaihthe decisions taken in the previous day; [3] The
Chief of Operations issues orders in accordande tivé ratified decisions; and, [4] These decisians
then distributed in the form of military directiveRresident Nasser attended three meetings between
May 15 and June 4 and he personally interveneldmpltan and cancelled some of Amer's orders. See:
123 ¢l pins SO i 0555
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Report of the Special Committee on the Investigatiof the Causes of

the Defeat of June 1967: Committee of the TEh

On June 20, 1977, a decade after the 1967 war,tywaembers of the
Egyptian Parliament signed a request to establispegial committee to investigate
the causes of the 1967 defeat. Established on 1@bpte24, 1977, the committee
membership included ten parliamentarians. It wasmesed, in turn, of three sub-

committees,_political, military, and liaispeach assigned to handle specific issues

related to the wal’?
One of the important issues the committee inveyan its report was the
Egyptian plan of deployment in the Sinai. In elaiorg on this matter, the report

concluded the following®®

[1] President Nasser declared publicly in more tbae speech that Egypt did not
have an offensive plan against Israel and addedBipgpt would have to receive the
first strike.

[2] Starting from May 23, 1967, the strategic dewis taken during the crisis by
Abdel Hakim Amer, Deputy Supreme Commander, moditfee plan and molded it

with a dual charactethat combined offensive and defensive action s tihe plan

became offensive and defensive at the same timfensige in the field army's

perspectiveand offensive in the general command's perspetfivEhis means that

101 As far as this research is concerned, the restittse investigation carried out by this commission
were never handled in academic or historiograptidies on the war apart from the book, which is of
a journalistic nature, which annexed a complete @éihe report that was prepared after the
commission concluded its work.
192 The proceedings of the committee continued foraxmately six months until May 13, 1978. It
depended on the collection of its findings on #&itmonies of 83 Egyptian officers who participated
in the war in addition to official documents.
193 The report threw the responsibility of the defestirely on Amer and his incompetence.
%%1n his testimony to Al Jazeera in 1999, Shazlils4The deployment plan was so confused that it
looked [counter] offensive at times and defensitrentimes.” Yet, he highlighted that the lastesed
his forces were assigned to were of defensive eage Shazli in:

5 o) 8L8) 4 o ¢ NN Cpal) s W) 50 LS 5T Gt peanll e 28l ¢ suaial 8 JSLEN Cpall deas 553 Baled
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the offensive plans were theoretical and did navéethe high command in the form
of instructions to the field army in the Sinai; and

[3] Amer changed the positions of the army in theabso that they would appear
offensive without taking the authorization of thalifical leadershig®®

However, does this mean that Amer was about tooaizthan attack on Israel against
Nasser's will?

In fact, this was unlikely. The movement of the Riign army in the Sinai
was a sign of blunder and confusion not a signaffadce. It came completely in
accordance with an Israeli deception plan that ntademilitary leadership believe
that the Israeli attack would come on the soutlatis and accordingly forces, like
those of Shazli, mobilized to the southern axignticipation of the Israeli attack. In
addition to this, according to the findings of tteport, the duties of the field army,

despite the changes Amer theoretically envisagete w0 remain defensive.
The Egyptian Air Force

One of the serious concerns of Israel in 1967 wees gossibility of an
orchestrated attack by the Egyptian Air Force agjathe Israeli population and
industrial centers. The Egyptians, as they stifjluar outnumbered Israel in the
number of aircrafts and hence Israel was indeedevable should the Egyptians
decide to strike first. Yet, this was one of thenooon misbelieves that obscured the
true balance of forces between Egypt and Israel.

Israeli airpower played a pivotal role in the 19%ar. Although a good
amount of data is available about the Egyptianelsrairpower balance, there are

wide variations in this data that make them eitheomplete or inconsistent.

195 One of the shortcomings of the report is thatdtribt specify exactly the timing of the issuedersd
to mobilize forces in the Sinai. This is very sfiggant because most of the participants, like Wasd
Shazli, asserted that their final orders closd¢oeind of the crisis were entirely defensive.
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For a functioning air power, three elements areessary:_aircraft pilots, and

maintenancé®®

Aircraft are not one category. They include combansportreconnaissance

ft107

helicopters,and trainingaircra Studies on the balance of forces between Egypt

and Israel tend, for example, to compare betweentdital number of Egyptian
aircraft and the lIsraeli combat aircraft, which mathe comparison confusing.
Furthermore, comparisons usually ignore the elermémaintenance, which directly
affect the serviceability. The number of operatiaiecraft is directly proportional to
maintenance.

Therefore, in order to assess correctly the powemoair force, the analysis

should be specific about the total number of aftcithe number of combat aircraft

and the number of operational aircraft.

Below is a table [Table No. 4] of how the availaBleurces present the balance of

forces between Egypt and Israel in the air fdf€e:

108 Maintenance includes all actions taken to retaitene in a serviceable condition or to restormit
serviceability.

197 Combat Aircraft are those whose primary purposmiabat deploying weapons such as guns,
bombs and missiles against the enemy. Major categof Combat Aircraft are Fighters, Bombers,
Fighter Bombers and, currently, Multi-Role AircafReconnaissance, Training and Transport Aircraft
are not included in Combat Aircraft even if theyrgadefensive armament or have secondary combat
role. Reserve Aircraft, retained in the inventase also not included.

1% Oren,Six Days of Warl70, 175-176; Michael B. Oren, "The Revelatioh4967: New Research

on the Six Day War and its Lessons for the ConteargdViiddle East,'Israel StudiesVol. 10, No. 2
(2004): 3; WeizmanQn Eagles' Wings213; Oren, lbid, 88; Herzo@he Arab-Israeli Warsl52;

Popp, “Stumbling Decidedly,” 299; Edwakdittwak and Dan HorowitzThe Israeli Army 1948-1973
(Massachusetts: University Press of America, 19883, 222; Robert Harkaviareemption and Two-
Front Conventional Warfare: A Comparison of 196/a&di Strategy with the Pre-World War One
German Schlieffen Plaf@erusalem: The Hebrew University, 1977), 21; Yqurig Israeli Campaign
1967 44, 48; O'Ballancelhe Third Arab-Israeli War50, 56; Black and Morridsrael's Secret Wars
222; Morris,Righteous Victims312; RabinThe Rabin Memoitsl00-101; Simon Dunstaiithe Six-

Day War 1967: SinaiOxford: Osprey Publishing, 2009), 25; Howard anthtér,Israel and the Arab
World, 191-192; Ahron Bregmalisrael's Wars: A History Since 194fondon: Routledge, 2004), 73,
76; Brecher, "The Middle East Subordinate Systel3; Rabinovic, "The War Nobody Wanted."
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Country
Source Egypt Israel

Number Category Number Category
Oren 420 Total 175-200 Operational
Oren 500 Combat N.A. N.A.
Weizman N.A. N.A. 196 Operational
Weizman N.A. N.A. 600 Total
Herzog 340 Serviceable| N.A. N.A.
Popp N.A. N.A. 256 Operational
Luttwak 385 Operational| 197 Combat
Harkavy 431 Total 290 Total
Young 450 Combat 320 Combat

450 Total

O'Ballance 450 Combat 350 Front-line
Black & Morris 419 Total N.A. N.A.

419 Total
Rabin 547 Fighters 200 Fighters

286 Total

Dunstan 431 Total 196 Front-line

710 Total 337 Total
Howard and Huntey 500 Combat 280 Combat
Bregman 419 Total 247 Total
Rabinovic 420 Total 170-200 Operational

500 Operational| 450 Total
Brecher 400 Jets 200 Jets
Morris N.A. N.A. 192 Jets
Tal N.A. N.A. 247 Combat

N.B. [1] Serviceable=Operational; and,
[2] Combat=Fighter=Jet.
There are two available primary sources on theiplestue Egyptian-Israeli

balance of air forces. The first one is the ClAireate of the Arab and Israeli air
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force, and the second is the Egyptian estimatdsded in the Report of the Supreme
Military Commission of Inquiry on the Status of tRgyptian Air Force before 1967.

[1] The CIA Estimates:

On May 23, the CIA prepared a memorandum for Peggidohnson under the
title: "Overall Arab and Israeli Military Capabiks.” The memo estimated the

number of Israeli operationally assigned fightecrift at 256 compared to 222 for

the neighboring Arab countrié®’ In making the comparison, the memo compared the
Israeli and Arab operational combat aircraft indtefithe total number of aircraft®

[2] The Egyptian Estimates:

In the wake of the 1967 war, Egypt established mmssion to investigate
the status of the Egyptian Air Force before 196d@ as relation to the defeat. The
commission issued a report in which it estimated terael had, during the 1967 warr,
250-276 combat aircraft’ The same report added that the number of Egyptian
combat aircraft was 172 Consequently, there was 1.5 to 1 ratio of supiéyian

the side of Isragi*®

199 This refutes what Oren mentions, "the Arabs outmemed Israel three to one in aircraft." See: Oren,
Six Days of War, 89Document 44Memorandum Prepared in the central Intelligence ixgye
(Washington: May 23, 1967) [Annex II].

%ccording to the Israeli Air Force, the Fouga aiftrisraeli training aircraft, mission was limitati

the beginning of war to the Jordanian front. Theeze 40-50 Fougas. See:

Israeli Air Force, “Events Log: The Jordanian Fient Israeli Air Force(June 5, 1967) on:
http://www.iaf.org.il/3567-12815-en/IAF.asgxccessed January 7, 2012; Rafiihe Rabin Memoirs
101.

1 The Egyptian estimates excluded from that numbeitdtaeli training aircraft.

12 Murtagi estimated the operational Egyptian combatafts as 170. See:

122« Gilind) 5 g g oad o Gl 25 e
13The Egyptian estimates did not take into accountiseability on both sides. According to Dunstan
and Safran, the serviceability in the Israeli Aarée was 90% while it was 30% for the Egyptian Air
Force. Assuming their estimates are correct, I$1adl248 operational combat aircratiile Egypt had
only 53 operational combat aircraftccordingly, there was 4 to 1 ratio of superiofity Israel. See:
Dunstan,The Six-Day War 19680; Safranlsrael, 241. Okasha, however, estimates_the serviceabilit
of the Egyptian Air Force at 70%nd the number of the Eqgyptian combat aircrafdl&swhich means
that Egypt had 150 operational aircrdfe estimates the number of Israeli combat airesf208nd
the serviceability at 98%which means that Israel had 203 operational aircee:

wsle 1967-1948 il s Y 4 paaall g pad] colacad 6 8] Ai\Se dana
http://www.arabic-military.com/t15424-topisccessed January 4, 2012.
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Additionally, the report estimated that the advah&gyptian aircraft in the
Sinai represented only 30% of the Egyptian combatadt or 53 aircraft. Among the

fifty-three aircraft, none were bomber aircréft.Oren, however, believes that Egypt

advanced heavy bombers eastwards in the Sinai thotee Israeli borderS? Like
Oren, the Israeli Ministry of Defense argued inatficial version for the 1967 war
that Egypt deployed bombers to Sinai. However, nofnihe Egyptian bombers was
in the Sinai when the war started as Egypt depldpedn all to the rear in Egypt
proper*®

What's more intriguing about the air force balarisethe number of pilots.
Oren states that Egypt had eight pilots availalbe évery functioning jet'’
Assuming his estimates are right, Egypt had by thé@8 pilots:*® However, this
number is another indication for Oren's outragefalsification. Egypt began an

extensive three-year training program after the71@@r to_raise the number of its

pilots to 800'*° In fact, in 1967, the number of Egyptian pilotscarding to Fawzy,
Murtagi, Hewedy and Okasha, was less than the numbaircraft'>® Meanwhile,
O'Ballanceestimates the number of Israeli pilots_as 1200tgwehile Okashaand

Murtagi estimate them as 1068

4 These were MiG-17 in El Arish, MiG-19 in Meliz, Berr and Bir Themada. Yet, before the war,
the Egyptian command moved some twenty-two of tteethe rear on June 3 after Nasser's meeting
with the high command on June 2. According to Eibeidy, Israel destroyed twenty-six aircrafts only
in the Sinai. Okasha, however, estimates the numtiggyptian aircrafts destroyed in the Sinai as
twenty. See:
Gl g 5l AilSe 83 ¢ 1967 4y paal] 4y ySusel) 5305 i 4SEe ¢ 53) sl B (22 M) dpaall e o Sl il S3e
15 0Oren,Six Days of War63, 148.
18| their study, Stein and Tanter cite the Isrilitary Intelligence estimates of May 27, which
believed that Egypt had 200 aircraft in the Sihid.doubt, this was an over estimation. See: Steih a
Tanter,Rational Decision-Makingl92; 7967-1948 sl sy 4 paaall gl olawdl S 8] pua ASe
Oren, Six Days of War, 63.
17 Oren, Ibid, 55.
8 One hundred and seventy seven Egyptian aircraftSpiied by eight pilots each.
250 52316 sior EOU g ii5 558 110
el §1967-1948 bl pus¥) iy snaall 5 o) -2 Lassl] 5 8] pos ASe 1122« Gilindl 5 5 g1 (o po G il 25 30 120
65 ¢ pins SO 65558114 (1982 ¢l gl J1a 3 plAll) ol e g pn cgu 0
21 Morris mentions that Israel had three pilots foemmsraeli aircraft. See: Morriighteous Victims,
311; O'BallanceThe Third Arab-Israeli War50;
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It is also worth noting that most of the Israelr &iorce was fighter-bombers
while Egypt's main aircraft was the MiG-21, whiclasvprimarily an interceptor

suitable for defensive duties. Egypt, by then, tlade models of bombersventy-

seven llyushin 1I-28 light-bombers, twenty-threepdlev Tu-16 medium-bombers
and thirty Sukhoi Su-7 fighter-bombers. During tnsis, thirteen of the Sukhoi Su-7
fighter-bombers were still under assembfyits crews were also still under training,

and this leaves only sixty-seven bombers for Egyptse against Isra&’

Israeli Perception of Egyptian over Flights

One example of aerial incidents that could hawggtied an Israeli response
was the penetration of Israeli airspace over Dimmunaear reactor by Egyptian MiG-
21 aircraft:?*

Ginor and Remez have an interesting theory aboesethincidents. They
believe that MiG-25 aircraft flown by Soviet pilot®t Egyptian MiG-21 aircraft
executed the sorties over Dimona. In an interviesaticast on June 11, 2007, they
criticized overdependence on Heikal's book on tlae tvat referred to this incident.

They claim that failure of the Israeli air deferteentercept the MiGs indicate
that they were sophisticated MiG-25 instead of NiG®

However, other Egyptian sources on the war refetwetthis incident as well.
In his memoirs published years before Heikal's hoblahmoud Riad, Egypt's

Minister of Foreign Affairs, referred to this ineidt. During the crisis, Riad was in a

194 1967 st g1 g 5005 Cld] yic ) ¢ jedaa ‘53‘534)4 el panall dae (3 il Balgd Eall) QAJAX\ (Asl&e

122 This makes them in the inventory and hence cab@dtcluded in operational aircraft. See:
65 ¢ pies EO o5 558 Glaall g pall AlMSe 1123 Gilind) (59 (s Gl 25 0

12 This is the sum of twenty-seven II-28, twenty-thfee16 and seventeen SU-7 aircraft.
24 Oren,Six Days of War75, 99; Mahmoud Riad;he Struggle for Peace in the Middle Edstndon:
Quartet Books, 1981), 22; Gluskehe Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 ¥W&28-130, 177-
179;
9-8 <2001 _nby Al Aand) (24 23all « i lga s jiall Aol die" (JSa (piva dana 1168 « sl w 23 5650 (g pan
125 Ginor and RemeZoxbats over Dimonal33; Chris Gondek, “Interview with Isabella Gireord
Gideon Remez,Yale Press Podcagiune 11, 2007) on:
http://yalepress.yale.edu/book.asp?isbn=9780300AP&&cessed February 27, 2012.
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meeting with Amer and Nasser during which Amer tdldsser about the over
flight.*?®

In addition to this, Sidgi Mahmoud, Chief of Egypti Air Force, testified to
the Committee on the Recording of the History dy AB Revolution that during the
crisis Egypt sent reconnaissance missions oveell&ra

It was unlikely that Egypt had offensive intentiahsing these sorties for the
following reasons:
[1] MiG-21 Egyptian aircrafts were, as previoushemioned, interceptors and not
bombers.
[2] Egypt used two MiG-21 in one over flight andufdVliG-21 in another one, which
were not enough to intercept Israeli fighters stiotiley come out for Egyptian
bombers. One example to clarify is the aerial bater Syria on April 7, which
included, according to Oren, 130 plaﬁéasGIuska notes that on April 7, the Israeli
Air Force used most of Israel's fighter aircraftwWhen Israel implemented Operation
Opera in 1981 to destroy the Iraqi nuclear rea€isirak, it used ten F-16 aircraft,
including two in reserve, to bomb the reactor a@rds15 aircraft as an air covét®
[3] If Egypt were willing in these over flights tsomb the nuclear reactor at Dimona,
Egyptian MiG-21 should have accompanied Egyptiamiiiers to bomb the reactor.
However, Egyptian bombers never appeared in tlaelisirspace.
[4] These over flights happened on May 17 and MayTae last one was eleven days

before the Israeli attack on June 5.

126 Riad, The Struggle for Peace in the Middle E&2-23.

144 <1967 si g i a 5005 Cld sic ) ¢ ykae B3 gane A dens 3y il 5algs 127
128 Oren,Six Days of War46.
129 Gluska,the Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 Wa00.
130 Amos Perimutter, Michael I. Handel and Uri Bar-Jus&@wo Minutes over Baghddtlondon:
Frank Cass, 2003), 120-130.
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Commenting on the accident on May 26, General \ng€hairman of the
U.S. Joint Chief of Staff, referred to the ovemfflis in a meeting with President
Johnson believing, "Although there have been twer dlight incidents, neither side
looks as if it is readying for attack.” Wheeler add"UAR [Egypt] dispositions are

defensive and do not look as if they are prepayatoan invasion of Israel*

Front Line of Defense - The
Original Qahir

_——— Front Line of Defense - The
Modified Qahir.

Armored Support of the
W% Gaza Strip - 10 Sherman
Tanks in El Arish

The Fourth Armored
o Division Bir Thamada - 100
km from the Armistice Lines

The Shazly Division - 20 Km
from the Armistice Lines

-« Israeli Operational Aircraft - 256

N ‘ | ‘ ‘:, @er
. - . A . -
N\ D e P »‘ 20 to 26 in the Sinai and 151 to

S g Sharm El Shikh

hMg 157 west of the Suez Canal

Egyptian Operational Aircraft -

131 Document 72Memorandum for the RecotVashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex II].



CHAPTER FOUR
EGYPT AND THE FIRST STRIKE OPTION: DID EGYPT PLAN
TO STRIKE FIRST?

This chapter begins by viewing Israel’'s and EgypuifScial narrative about
the commencement of hostilities and tests thisatiae against the available primary
sources on the matter.

Then, it reviews the Egyptian policies and its farations expressed in public
as well as closed meetings of Nasser. The aim ieftte some of the historically
wrong allegations like that of Oren, who believhattEgypt was about to launch a
first strike against Israel, or like Ginor and Refse who believe that Egypt was
conspiring with the Soviet Union to ignite a warthwisrael to destroy its nuclear
reactor. In addition to this, the study shows tRaesident Nasser declined any
proposed plans to deal a first strike to Israehl$b tests Oren’s allegation about a
split within the high Egyptian military and polidt echelons, between President
Nasser the Supreme Commander of the Armed ForcgshinDeputy Amer, by
tracing the relationship between them before amthduhe crisis and to see whether

or not this split affected the course of the critsslf.



105

Egyptian versus Israeli Narrative:

Who Started Hostilities?

Almost all the available studies on the war asetfact that Israel was the
party that shot first in 1967. However, the majoadso believe that Israel did it in
self-defense to forestall and/or intercept an Egypattack.

Israel's propaganda machine managed brilliantlyexploit the feverish
atmosphere in the Arab streets calling for its mesion to show to the entire world
the horrible fate awaiting its citizensThis image was cemented in the minds of
observers and public opinion all over the worldttsat when Israel decided to attack
Egypt on the morning of June 5, 1967 the blametwde put on Israel's neighboring
enemies. Although Egypt publicly, as well as praéhat asserted its willingness not to
strike first and Israel was aware of this factaédrmanaged to convince the entire
world that it was acting in self-defense. Despiiis lominant image, Israel created an
alibi in order to justify the commencement of naitif operations on June 5, 1967.

The IDF, Moshe Dayan, Minister of Defense, and Briktinister Eshkol in
his broadcast to the nation and in front of the $6e asserted that on the morning of
June 5, Israeli army was acting in self-defensedofront Egyptian armored and
aerial forces that moved against Israel. Even dfterwar, Eshkol repeated the same

allegations against Egypt in front of the Knessethers® Following the same line,

! General Odd Bull said, "An uncritical acceptancéhef Israeli point of view in all its aspects whs t
rule." He also noticed that "...for a variety of reas public opinion in Norway [his country of oridin
has remained consistently favorable to Israel arfdvworable to the Arabs."

On the sympathy and understanding of Israel'sesaiikong international public opinion see: Israel
Government Year BooK he Six-day War2; Bull, War and Peace in the Middle Ea3P7.

2 Yigal Allon, then Minister of Labor, suggested tithkol could announce that the Egyptians had
attacked and minutes later Israel would responé: Segev1967, 336; OrenSix Days of Warl69;
Morris, Righteous Victims313.

3Morris Fine and Milton Himmelfarb, edsAmerican Jewish Year Book 19@8ew York: The
American Jewish Committee, 1968), 120; Rikhie Sinai Blunderl01; Segevl967, 340; Israel
Ministry of DefenseThe Six Days' Wai8.
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Eshkol in his letter to President Johnéatelivered on June 5, 1967, accused Egypt
explicitly of starting aerial bombardments on Id¢réerritories in Kisufim, Nahal Oz
and Tsur Maon.

However, retrospective commentaries of Israelictdfs on the war reveal
entirely different image.

In an interview with Le Monde, Yitzhak Rabin, Chieff the General Staff of
the Israeli Army, said, "I don't believe that Nass@anted war. The Two divisions,
which he sent into Sinai on May 14, would not hde=n enough to unleash an
offensive against Israel. He knew it, and we knéw Ezer Weizman, Chief of
Operations during the war repeated the same ardussere said, "There was never a
danger of extermination. This hypothesis had nd&e&sn considered in any serious
meeting."

Other Israeli Generals, like Peled, Gavish, Bar-bed Herzog, denied any
possibility of a threat to Israel's existence i528nd considered that to speak of such
a possibility "does not only insult the intelligenof any person capable of analyzing
this kind of situation, but is primarily an insuld the Israeli army.'Moreover,
Mordechai Bentov, Minister of Housing, assertedhé®entire story of extermination
was invented in every detail, and exaggeratgasteriorito justify the annexation of

a new Arab territory.®

*What is ridiculous about this letter is that it waepared on the night of the Israeli attack asrifel
possessed complete information about a possiblptiagyattack in the morning and hence Eshkol
decided to prepare the letter in an anticipatiothefwar. The letter in fact intended to justife th
Israeli first strike to the Americans and throw tlame on Nasser. See the message in: GigrDays
of War,169; Document 158 elegram from the Embassy in Israel to the Depantroé StatgTel
Aviv: June 5, 1967) [Annex I1].

® Brecher and Geist list June 4, 1967 as the chrgimabfirst day of the war. On this day, Israeliga
sent frogmen to the Egyptian port of Alexandriae:3recher and GeidDecisions in Crisis169.

® All the previous commentaries of Israeli officiaiee in: John B. Quigleythe Case for Palestine: An
International Law Perspectivibuke University Press, 1990), 162-164; John Kol€p Green March,
Black Septembdtondon: Frank Cass, 1973), 162; Alfred M. Lilieat, The Zionist ConnectiofNew
York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1978), 558.
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On the Egyptian side, the Egyptian command issueteen military
communiqués on June 5, 1967. In all of the Egypt#itial communiqués issued
after the start of hostilities, Egypt accused Isafeaggression and that Egypt was
merely repelling the Israeli attack.

The eruption of hostilities the morning of Junel®67 was also a central
concern for United Nations staff working in theigeg In two separate meetings with
Yitzhak Rabin and Moshe Dayan, Major General Indietr Rikhye, Commander of

United Nations Emergency Force in Sinai, directhquired about the party

responsible for initiation of hostiliti€sNeither of them mentioned or even hinted at

Egypt being the party responsible for dealing tinst blow. They spoke about the
crisis in general and that the Egyptian escalatind Arab hostility was the main
cause of the war.

However, on the morning of June 5, 1967, Israehibtry of Foreign Affairs
summoned General Odd Bull, Chief of Staff of UNTS\d informed him that,
"Egyptian planes had taken off against Israel bad been intercepted by Israeli
planes.?

On the morning of June 5, the White House receasdsraeli ticker saying,
"UAR opened an offensive and Israel was containivaj offensive.” Walt Rostow
decided that it was important to have an immedidjective assessment of how the

war had begun and who had initiatedait the basis of intelligence and accordingly,

he asked Clark Clifford and Harold Saunders to farjpdgment for the President on

who had initiated the war. Unfortunately, accordinghe Department of the State,

there is no written record available for Clifford’sport. Yet, in 1968, Rostow

provided an oral session for recollections of JGne967 of some of that report's

" Rikhye, The Sinai Blunder142, 148.
8 Bull, War and Peace in the Middle Easf.3.
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findings. According to him, Clifford rendered hisitial evaluation of how the war

started and his view was that "the Israelis hadpgeenoff on minimum provocation in

a very purposeful effotb deal with air power and then go after UAR armyiich of

course had assembled in the Sinai. In 1968 anddiogoto Saunders "it became very
clear that the lIsraelis had launched a preemptikikes pure and simpleg."State
Department records reveal that Eban told the UiBbassador to Tel Aviv on the
morning of June 5 that Egyptian ground forces bebanfighting by shelling Israeli
border villages. An official Israeli report was pad to the U.S. Embassy, inter alia,
said Egypt's Fourth Armored Division plus a mohésk force had teamed Utyith

"0 of striking across southern Israel toward Jortamhe

the apparent intention
report said that Israeli armored forces had mowedngage the Egyptian armor and
that Israel had attacked Egyptian airfields. Tholgghel claimed from the beginning

that it was reacting to an Egyptian attack, in riyeort passed to the U.S. Embassy

the message was controversial and depended onsassa®ent that there was an

apparent intentiorirom the Egyptian forces to attack rather tharaciaformation

about that.
The American concerns about who had begun therwh®67, as indicated by
Rostow's instructions to prepare a report on thdtemais an indicator that the

blockade of the Straits of Tiran was a totally eliéint issue than firing the first sHét.

® Saunder's description of the Israeli strike asmppe#ve does not mean that it was like that. Theter

used to be confused with preventive war and sonestinoth used interchangeably as previously

elaborated. See: Document 148 morandum for the RecotVashington: November 17, 1968)

[Annex 11].

0 To reveal the Israeli fabrication, Shazly, the Caaner of the Task Force, was member of a

delegation of Egyptian military commanders meethkmger, the Deputy Supreme Commander on the

morning of June 5. So, how was he at the headsdion¢es to attack southern Negev? See:

'é).:.").:j\ EUE) 4 (&ﬁbﬂ/d,r.?.//w la/ p LASJJ‘}JS/LIJA)A’_//‘;L: Wli)gaia ‘;B‘_;J\.m” Cpall .\:.u&‘)s” Balgd (i
(1999 il 27 Afladl

1t was determined previously how and where Egyplaied these forces.

2De Gaulle kept urging all the parties in 1967 mainitiate hostilities, which means he did not

consider that Egypt initiated hostilities by thedkade of the Straits of Tiran. He believed that th



109

In 1982, Stephen Green could not get an accessQi® alocument concerning the
1967 war that dealt with that issue. That documeas prepared on Saunder's
instructions to the CIA on June 5, 1967. In 1983y dhe title of the document was

declassified. The document titled "The Arab-Isriééir: Who Fired the First Shot?"

Luckily, now in 2012 more portions of that documear¢ available, though nine lines

are still classifiedAccording to that document, the CIA believed ttat analysis of

presently available information suggests that Isfiaed the first shot today The

document continues to present the Israeli allegatiannounced publicly on the
morning of the war in addition to the views expezbssby Eban to the U.S.
Ambassador to Tel Aviv.

At 05: 09 a.m. in the morning, Dean Rusk teleplibReesident Johnson to
inform him about the eruption of hostilities in tMiddle East. Rusk told him about
the preliminary information available on the sitoat particularly the Israeli
allegations that they were repelling an Egyptiaack™* The telephone conversation

between Rusk and Johnson reads as folfws:

President Johnson: So, what-what does it appeayote? Does it appear to you reasonably
sure that these [Egyptian] tanks kicked it?
Rusk: Well, the fact that the fighting has beeruateg initially over Egypt is a little hard to

sort out [two seconds excised material for natioseturity purposes]. It is possible. But |

matter of the Straits was judicial. See: Documdr, Zompte Rendu: Entretien entre Le General de
Gaulle et L'Ambassadeur d'Egygtearis: 25 Mai, 1967) [Annex IV].

3 Document 169Memorandum Prepared in the Central Intelligence hayés Office of Current
Intelligence(Washington: June 5, 1967) [Annex II].

4 That is why Dinstein and Wagner describe the 1967 as interceptive. See: DinsteWNar,
Aggression and Self-Defende’3; WagnerThe Six-Day War216.

51n 2007, the National Archives of the U.S. releasexi1967 telephone conversations of Lyndon
Johnson. The text of the above-mentioned converséairetrieved from a study prepared by Robert
David Johnson sponsored by the S. Daniel AbrahamteCéor International and Regional Studies
established in 2004 by Tel Aviv University. Seebied David Johnsor,yndon Johnson and Israel:
The Secret Presidential Recording&mat Aviv, Tel Aviv: The S. Daniel Abraham Cemtéuly 2008)
on:

http://www.tau.ac.il/lhumanities/abraham/publicatffohnson_israel.pdhccessed November 21,
2011; Document 15@&ditorial Note(Washington: State Department) [Annex II].
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would put more weight on the Israeli claim thatythead a large number of Egyptian aircraft
headed for Israel, from the sea. But | think itistja little too early yet.

My instincts tell me that the Israelis probablyked this off. But | just don't know yet, and |
don't think we ought to make a preliminary judgmamthat, because it's just hard to say.
President Johnson: Do they say to us that the Egypikicked it off?

Rusk: Well, they are both publicly-we have nothing, message yet from the Israeli
government, except that they have asked for a ngeetithe [UN] Security Council. We have
had no direct message from Eshkol or [Abba] Ebamabody.

Both [countries] publicly are claiming that the ethstarted it. But the Israeli claim that a big
tank column was moving toward Israel and that thent out to meet it-again looks just a

little thin on the surface. [Two seconds excisedema for national security purposes.]

My guess is the Israelis kicked this off.

The aforementioned conversation denotes the fatigwi
[1] The United States was particularly concerneduabthe party who initiated
hostilities or "kicked it off" in Johnson's own vas;, which signifies that the U.S. did
differentiate between firing the first shot and theckade.
[2] The fact the fighting was on Egyptian soil didlicate that Israel began the fight
not Egypt though the conclusion of Rusk's remarkas yet available for national
security purposes.
[3] Rusk believed that Israel started the fightimaf Egypt but he could not be sure
about it.
[4] Rusk considered the Israeli claim that an Egyptank column was heading

towards the border as "thin on the surface."
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Nasser's Discourse versus Policies

Nasser's decisions in the crisis that led to th&/2M9ar made some Israeli and
Western scholars believe that his intention wadetstroy the Israeli state and that he
assumed hostile policies against Israel as a peelachchieve this goaf. However,
careful and thorough study of Nasser’s policiesas Israel starting from 1952 until
the crisis of 1967 refutes these allegations.

Three successive strategies are observed on Negsgceptions of the Arab-
Israeli conflict. First, Pacification and Containmté from 1952 to 1956; second,
Reaction and Crisis Management from 1957 to 196d; third, Confrontation from
1967 to 19702

In the first era, Nasser’s only concern was the eftin situation of Egypt It
was only on February 1955 that Nasser began toygag attention to Israel and its
policies in the region after its notorious raid Gaza2’The participation of Israel in
the Tri-partite aggression against Egypt, in calation with Britain and France in

1956, aggravated his doubts. Nasser was willingettle the Arab-Israeli conflict in

' Laqueur;The Road to War 19688, 83; Gat, “ Nasser and the Six Day War,” 62andolph and
Winston S. ChurchillThe Six Day Ward7; Managing Team, “The Six Day War: Forty Yeatdonest
Reporting(June 4, 2007) orinttp://honestreporting.com/the-six-day-war-fortyayg on-2/ Accessed
December 12, 2011; The Israel Project, “Six Day mﬁPAnniversary Guide, The Israel Projecon:
http://www.theisraelproject.org/atf/cf/%7B84DC58841E-4056-8D91-A389164BC94E%7D/SIX-
DAY %20WAR%2040TH%20ANNIVERSARY%20GUIDE.PDRAccessed December 12, 2011
" King Hussein of Jordan said in April 1964, duringaficial visit to Washington, "the Arab policy at
that time was the containment of Israel." See: i8hlaion of Jordan 207.
21952 30523 5555 om 3 dmaall daa &b 1Y) 5 0¥ (s ) ¥ gl gl el s jualill ae ! chadls G 18
464 «(2003 Aan) i) s dpulandl il 5oll ) a8 S 5a 13 Al L o) Lund/ 4 il o
«ladlain¥) dalias 15 ,8\ll) 7958 wlis 1952 sl 23 swolill e Jlan (i Jl Clily 5 Cilag puaaiy i de gane ™9
Boa N [N o 5ol il sl s o pall o Dy sl Cilada slial) JSa (s dana 323 gl 23 555 0 Gig e (G0 050
136-35 (2001 <Gl i
Athina Kemou, “From Cairo to Tel Aviv: Nasser's feifential Accumulation of Power and Its Impact
on the Relations between Egypt and IsraRkVista de Estudios Internacionales Mediterranie. 5,
gMayo-Agosto): 63-79
% On the raid on Gaza see:
s)‘l.\nja.a;)ﬂ&?\)hﬁﬂ S SJAN\) Wﬂfuﬁbhuﬁ')w/uﬁsdiy O 2 130 sé:b.d\ éA)AS‘ (Uhg pan
43 (1987 ¢ iill s dan il ) 4 S ja 3 ,8Wl) Cbintl sac A 0l umo ol e lan) Lils 2esa 1339 (1986
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accordance with the United Nations General AsserRiglyolution 181 of 194¥ and
this denotes his willingness to accept the presehtsael.

In the post-1956 era, Nasser’s policies began soirae new approach, the
essence of which was only to react against Isrpelisies” in the regiorf>
After the 1967 war, the magnitude of the defeatrgjly changed his behavior and
made him believe in, what would be his famous diGtiwhat was taken by force can
only be restored by forcé*

In May-June 1967, the Arab-Israeli conflict witnedsan escalation that led
eventually to the 1967 war between Israel and thmeighboring Arab countries.
Israeli and pro-Israeli writings depict Nasser'digies during the crisis as if Egypt
was willing to annihilate Israel and that the Idirg®ople were about to encounter
another holocaust. However, this depiction comesdmplete contradiction with
Nasser’'s own perception of the conflict. Althoughme scholars describe Nasser's
moves in 1967 as irrational, examination of his eskefute this hypothesis.

In the ensuing pages, this study analyzes Nasskstourse and policies
during the crisis in order to get a clear undeitag of the picture from the Egyptian
side and to see whether or not Nasser consideeeelxibrcution of a first strike against

Israel.

2L On Nasser’s acceptance of the U.N. resolutiontzesis for a settlement with Israel see:
S 38l glers, 87 o Lile 40« ) yaa cpdie 5353885337 g/ Dldlo IS 42 (Bl wn pall (5 pen
1430 ¢ _salill ve Jaa (i ) Slily 5 Sl uals cibs de pane;209 (1992 dangl Y s dpuluad) Gl all ol )
254 (1993 Ay pall sas sl sl 53 38 je 1 5m) 1952 4l 23 555 s (330
22 Arthur Gold Schmidt Jr. said about this “he [Nakseacted more than he acted”. See: Arthur Gold
Schmidt Jr. A Concise History of the Middle Eg&€airo: The American University Cairo Press, 1983),
263;245 < 1952 sl 23 5 )55 edas ; 462 «_pali il
% This era was described by some as “The Appeaseinahsee:
254 (2000 ey al) sas sl Sl )3 S e 15 ) (s malill Sl ) phai g 5L - ualil] e Jlaa ¢ S (e M) 2 i
e g g (1967 swadsi 23 5 pll) Lo/ ulsel el alinid) 0 =L 5 pualil] vie Jlon aii ) 4alS 24
146 «_palill
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Nasser's Discourse during the Crisis

Starting from the beginning of April 1967, statertgefrom both Israeli and
Arab officials inflamed the situation in the Middigast. Whereas Rabin and Eshkol
threatened to topple the Syrian regime as a readbothe Palestinian guerilla
activities backed by the Syrians, Nasser threatésraeél with war if the latter decided
to act against Syria. However, it is extremely imiaot to differentiate, at the outset,
between statements coming from responsible pdaiiiand decision-makers like
those of Nasser, Rabin and Eshkol and those corfimgp common peopl&
Additionally, one must be careful when analyzingtsients coming from people
with absolutely no influence on the process of sieci-making’

The turning point in the crisis of 1967 was the Ripn decision to close the
Gulf of Agaba to Israeli shipping and all otherpghicarrying strategic materials to
Israel.Nasser announced this decision in a visit to AbeiSair Base, the advanced
headquarter of the Egyptian Air Force, on May 2& $fatement was the first among
others given by him during the crisis that endeavay on June 5.
In all his statements and speeches during thescii&sser's message was clear and

involved the following points:

5 If, before the war of 1967, people in the stredtarab countries were calling to destroy Israleis t
did not mean that the decision-makers were goirgpitoply and act accordingly to achieve this goal.
On reviewing Segev's book, Michael B. Oren, acci&agkv of engaging in "rhetorical acrobatics"
accusing him of ignoring the Arab calls for thetdestion of Israel and the pre-war demonstrations i
Egypt calling for using poison gas against Israefact, Oren's accusations are entirely naive. \@an
believe that Nasser could build his decision tactisrael on his people's willingness to do so?
Furthermore, if people's rhetoric really mattergtly did Oren undermine the threats of Rabin and
Eshkol to topple the Syrian regime? For Oren'sene\for Segev's book see: Michael B. Oren, “Who
Started It? On the Anniversary of the Six-Day Wam,Israeli Argues that Israel did not Have to
Fight,” Washington PostJune 10, 2007) on:
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agi2007/06/07/AR2007060701872.htAtcessed
June 5, 2010

6 Ahmed El Shugairy the head of Palestine Libera@oganization [PLO], arguably, threatened a
massacre against Israeli people during the ckigisvever, it has to be noted that he was without any
influence whatsoever on the decision-making progeasy Arab country. Even the Palestine
Liberation Army [PLA], stationed in Gaza, was un@gyptian command and thus was entirely
dependent on Egypt and its policies. In additimereif the head of PLO pledged something like this,
did Oren really think that PLO could dictate anradgelike that on Egypt?
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First, Egypt’s strategy was defensive; and Sec&ggpt would recourse to offensive
strategy only in case Israel attacked Egypt, Sgriany other Arab country/. He
repeated this message during the crisis not orikatgly but in open meetings as
well.? Furthermore, Nasser declared several times thawvdwdd never take the
initiative and strike first against Isra@l.

Critics of Nasser and his policies accuse him ahping, in 1967, to destroy
Israel. They, arguably, quote him threatening tosddn one of his speeches during
the crisis. Indeed, Nasser in one of his speechaaglthe crisis threatened once to
“destroy Israel” but the context of his wordsvas completely within the boundaries
of the strategy explained above. Moreover, hisatsréo launch “general war/battle”
31against Israel came in accordance with the sanagegy, only if Israel attacked
Egypt or Syria.

The following table [Table No. 5] indicates thedtency of repetition of the
word “Israel” in Nasser's speeches and statememtsgl the crisis first alone and
then in combination with the word “destrdyit illustrates additionally the frequency

of repetition of the term “general war/battle” augtilsrael.

" Nasser in his strategy to come to the assistahaeab countries considered the 1951 defense
agreement among Arab countries under the umbrktlzecArab League and the mutual defense pact
signed between Egypt and Syria in 1966.
as Gt gl bz (1967 sika 22 1o\isms) Losadf ol sill ariial] 52Luil) S gl 4 by j 2 Ll jualill e s ussi ) LalS?8
o alill sie Jlaa il Cion (1967 sike 26 38 E) o ell Jlanl) bl AsTY (5 S pall ulaall elinef 8 palill ve
(1967 5ie 28 13,y 5 8 laly 5202)) jacaas 28 ) deld o cinaaall yaipall 6 L jally duallall 2Dl Y 5 jga) tias
29 He repeated twice in his press conference on Nay 267 that he left the initiative to Israel and
Egypt would be ready to respond. See:
synd) ey ol il deli o isall jaipal] 6 du sell 5 Dalled] 5 Y 5 jenS Liae A _palil] i Jlen i pl Crioa
123 ¢ o sill_pmo ol eJielans] (1967 sile 28 150 \all) 5 s Lilly
* He said so in his speech to the members of thér&d®ouncil of Arab Trade Unionists on May 26,
1967. The exact words of Nasser were as follows:
A8 e (i Lo ¢ALals A8 jra (il jus) 2 A8 pmall () 5Sind ¢ pome dim ol Ly su duin Sl sae dae b g 13 J) ]
el s ) LBan () sSen 5 AL AS jra () 5Sin AS jrall ¢ pae plBAin 55 ) geana ol (g plB Ain 85 seans
[ )
31 According to the text of his statements, Nassief that if war erupted between Egypt and Israel, it
would not be limited to the frontiers between tive tountries. This means that Egypt would bombard
the interior of Israel and its heavily populatedtess.
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The word/The term Frequency
Israel 252
Destroy Israel 1

General War/Battle 5

The table indicates that Nasser repeated the werdé€i” in his speeches and

statements during the crisis 252 timekile he mentioned the term “destroy Israel”

only oncé? and the term “general war/battfd”five times. Accordingly, the
destruction of Israel was not a trend in Nassegr&eshes during the crisis.
Following the same context, Mohamed Hassanein Helasser's confidant and a
famous political commentator, elaborated Egypt'ategy in one of his articles
during the crisi¥' in accordance with the same lines expressed abeve|lows:
First, Egypt was expecting an Israeli first stri=cond, Egypt’s policy was to wait
for this strike and absorb it to minimize its effeend, Third, Egypt would then react
against the Israeli move by a second strike.

As noted above, Nasser did not have the intentastrike first against Israel

and his public and private meetings indicated tagomale behind this strategy.

%2 \When asked by Mayhew, the British Parliamentarédmout what he meant with the destruction of
Israel. Nasser answered, "l used this word in itgary meaning not the political one and that lane
the destruction of the attacking Israeli forcesthetlsraeli people." See:
291 «(1977 cbaanll B Slo 5 alall) jualiccaniy jal 1
% Nasser also used the term “general conflict” dmateit was in a different context.
% The significance of this article is two-fold: first came from a very close person to Nasser was w
the exhibitor of Nasser’s views; and, second, meane day after Nasser held his first meeting with
the Egyptian military command on May 25. Thus, Byyptian leadership adopted a decision not to
strike first on May 2%nd accordingly Oren’s allegation about a supp&gpgbtian attack on Israel on
the 27" is baseless. Furthermore, Ginor and Remez’s aitegabout Egypt's intention to get an
approval from Moscow to strike first during theitisf Egypt's War Minister to Moscow is also
baseless since Egypt was determined before hisngeeith Kosygin on May 260t to strike first.
See:
(1967 53w 26 38N o/ 0 53 "I, Sine il jasl ae 2 Sadly alacall" (IS (rives. dane
Youssef Aboul-Enein, “The Heikal Papers: A Discauos Politics and the 1967 Arab-Israeli War with
Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nass@&trategic Insightsyo. IV, No. 4 (April 2005) on:
http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA521546 &essed January 12, 2012
{2001 ¢ sl s gyl all &y peaddl 48580 3 alEN) 2007-2000 Clo Y o ple Aulusll 52308 (S G Jane
565 «ladiy/ (S 1446-392
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Nasser had determinafitsaccording to which he decided not to strike faggainst
Israel.

First, Egypt in a reaction to the Israeli threagaiast Syria regained the
initiative politically and took several escalatsteps to deter Israel from attacking
Syria including closure of the Straits of Tiran.lIBaing this, Egypt was waiting for
the Israeli response against its moves, whethatigadly or militarily, in order to
avoid any accusations of aggression against Is&ssipnd, if Egypt decided to strike
first, the international community would stand agiEgypt depicting its move as an
explicit aggression against the tiny state of Isfaand, Third, and most importatit,
was the reaction of the United States. Nasser Weaaya cautious not to give the
United State¥ a pretext to act militarily against him and stigifirst against Israel,
in his mindset, was a suitable pretext to do so.

Consequently, Nasser would not have started a watrlking Israel because
he was convinced that the United States would vetex militarily against him if he
did so. Added to that is the condemnation Egypthinigave faced from international
public opinion.

It could be argued that Nasser’'s public discoursengd the crisis about

Egypt’'s strategy, not to strike first, was meantexeive Israel and the international

574 «ladi¥l e Jsa %
% In his press conference on May 28, Nasser criticthe United States, Britain, Canada and West
Germany for their support for Israel and praisedésal de Gaulle for his neutrality. See:
spant) geani ol il deli e inall jaipal] 6Ly pell 5 Liallel] e ¥ 5 jen) Lias (A palil] v Jlon i ] Crioa
(1967 s 28 :_aldll) 5 8l
(psasd ] LaSlae @il 113 (1987 « il s L Sl sl o) 38 s 55 plall) peclilf sue) ¥ a0 Cpinen a3
i o Cra Yy ol i ] el nns Sy 52550 gy gal] D sgand] 5 Golial] 5 pamall gl gy 5 ) o
il el da¥] s comidl] A/ palil] die Jloa s o Gl (1968 3l 25 388 ) o 8 ¥/ 53 45 <1967 sris cisn
eely Jiia Y] 8 palil] e Jlaa i ) s s (1967 58529 1 8all) g jdalill 5 de 5Y) oo (o oy sgeand) dusliy e
(1967 55223 :5a\all) 5 ) 4ilf e juall/
% In his press conference on May 28, Nasser ansveegerbstion about a possible intervention by the
United States by making a comparison between Egyathd U.S. forces and asserted the fact that
Egypt could not stand militarily against the U.8dats Generals but added that Egypt would defend
itself if this happened. See:
snd) genas ol il deli o isaall jaipal] 6 du sell s Dalled] 52 Y 5 jenS Liae A _palil] e Jlos s p Crioa
8523 B alall) 55l e (pealSd/ el N Y/ 5 palil] e Jan (il ilhs (1967 site 28 15 plll) 5 e Ll
(1967
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public opinion and that Egypt went ahead on it taattack Israel. The next section

will test this hypothesis.

Israeli Historians’ Allegations: Ginor and Remez vesus Oren

Israeli Troop Concentration on Syrian Bordets

There has been a lot of controversy about the ablbe Soviet Union in the
crisis that led to the 1967 war. While some acdhseSoviet Union of deliberately
instigating the crisis from the beginning to ackieertain purposes, others deny this
and see the role of the Soviet Union justified witthe context of the crisis. Some
researchers also allege that Egypt sought the nbw$ehe Soviet Union during the
crisis on a first strike against Israel and that 8oviet Union rejected the Egyptian
proposal. Testing the validity of this fact is vemyportant as it demonstrates whether
Egypt was considering the first strike strategyaot.

The first information about Israeli troop concetittas was passed to the
Egyptian General Intelligence by an intelligencesrapive working in the Soviet
Embassy in Cairo on May 13, 1987.0n the same day, a message came with the
same information from the Syrian Chief of Stafftis Egyptian counterpaft. The

Soviet Union insisted that the information was tanel asserted to Egypt's Minister of

%9 The aim of this section is not to determine thatlsraeli troop concentrations did or did not exis
The aim is to determine that Egypt seriously cosrgd the Soviet information about the
concentrations and that this information was thegifee factor behind Egypt's escalatory policies at
the beginning of the crisis. Even after the Egyptthief of Staff visited Syria and did not find pfaf
this, Nasser still believed in the validity of tBeviet information. In 1970, the CIA believed that
"Nasser apparently believed the reports given hirthb Soviet Union." According to the CIA,
"Nasser's willingness to believe the reports & tinhe may have been influenced by the Israeli air
attacks on Syria in April as well as by Eshkol'arghwarning in May." See: Directorate of Intelligen
"Intelligence Report: Soviet Policy and the 196abkvisraeli War," Central Intelligence Agency, No.
64 (March 16, 1970): 6 [Annex I1].
445 laiiylJSum 4O
160 ¢(1985 ¢(maal) ifisall s 13 8l) polil/ die g0 Ol (37 ¢t/ S Sl punanll 4
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War, later on while he was in Moscow, that theyreliave the names of the Israeli
field commanderé’

Anwar Sadaf? Speaker of the Parliament, was on a visit to NKihea at the
time and had stopped in Moscow where Soviet otciaformed him about these
troop concentrations. At the same time, the Egypfienbassador to Moscow, Morad
Ghaleb, dispatched a cable to Nasser's office woimfg the Soviet information. In
this cable, the Soviets “advisédEgypt to be ready but to stay calm and avoid being
drawn into a war with Israef’® According to this cable, the Soviets were very
cautious in their warning to Egypt and no indicatexisted to support any hypothesis
that they wanted to inflame the situation in thele East®

In a study recently published on the war, Ginor &wamez argue that the
Soviet Union and Egypt devised a plan in 1966 wuae war between Israel and
Egypt. The aim of the Soviets, according to thenplaas to intervene and use the
chance to destroy Israel's nuclear plant at Dimdree escalation, which preceded
the war in 1967, was part of this plan that thegezoamed Gretchko-Amer pléh.
The original hypothesis on this information wasistudy published by Ben Tzur in

1975* On a visit to Moscow, Ben-Tzur believes, Amer aod military officials

1121 (2001 « il 5 dan yill ol a1 S s 3,88 el abf s lad¥l < sivs lolial] 5 _pualill e o cclle 3l o 42
(1967 e 26 : 58 g) Luspadl i g Gk wad dusall g s gl o) ) ol ) Cinies oS enSil] ) £ Laiin) _juiana
3 In Moscow, Vladimir Semyonov, Deputy Minister obriéign Affairs, told Sadat about Israeli troop
concentrations. Morad Ghaleb also told him. See:
o 24 28 48 107186 (1978 « il 5 deldall Cupaall (5 juaall i€l 15,8\l s dacad - lilf e il el 5l
Lo¥ly condll N pealill e Jlan i ol 5 (1967 sa 13 2 58 58) s ol yseall N 5Ses g0 (o8 D pumaall 5 lissl]
A palill v Jloa il QLS (1967 5552 9 3alaNY (g jdilill s de Y] ira (o oy sgand] dli ) e oaiil] el
(1967 585123 3pall) 5,68l yude  wall/ sl
4 Morad Ghaleb repeated the word “advise” twiceisdable to stress on the estimation of the
Soviets.
(1967 e 13 2 58 50) s ols ypall ) 50 6y pomall 5l (o 24 o35 48 0"
“6 Brezhnev spoke with the same meaning in his repdtte plenum of the Central Committee of the
Soviet Communist Party on June 20, 1967. GinorRechez described this narrative as conventional.
See: Ginor and RemeEpxbats over Dimonal 14.
" Ibid, 69.
“8 According to Ben Tzur, Amer and Gretchko shapedptian between November 22 and 25, 1966
when Amer was on a visit to Moscow. Ben-Tzur buliis hypothesis on a circumstantial link between
the visit of Amer to Moscow and the ratificationtbe Egyptian plan [Qabhir] in December 1966. See:
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including Shams Badran, Minister of War and SalasiNChief of Egyptian General
Intelligence, convened with the Soviets for thispmse.

Testing the validity of this information is verygsificant as it demonstrates if
it is true that both Egypt and the Soviet Union laagdressive plans against Israel in
1967 and that Israel was acting, accordingly, de#ensive manner.

However, Ginor and Remez's hypothesis is easilytabfe for the following reasons:
[1] Egyptian and Soviet sources, primary and seapndlike, did not mention this
plan. Even the memoirs or testimonies of peoplé¢ sh@posedly participated in its
formulation like Badran and Nasr did not refer batt Nasr published his memoirs
and dedicated an entire volume of them to the 186d he did not refer to it.
Additionally, Badran was on trial in 1968 and spokealetails about the events that
preceded the war and did not refer to the existafiddis plan. Badran could have
announced the presence of this plan and this wioad@ been more than enough for
him to embarrass Nasser and the Egyptian regimeplarly when he was about to
be convicted and jailed. He could have declaret ttie escalation that happened in
May-June 1967 was a premeditated plan organizeHdypt and the Soviet Union
against Israel’ Moreover, Badran was not famous among the Egyppialitical
circles for a close relationship or affiliation withe Soviets and hence we cannot
attribute his silence in the trials about the i¢he Soviet Union, if it was true, to his
affiliation. Additionally, he could have blamed tt8oviets for the military defeat
either because they prevented Egypt from launcthegdfirst strike or because they

did not interfere in support for Egypt when the wagan. If this information is true

Avraham Ben-TzurSoviet Factor and the Six-Day Wan Hebrew] (Tel Aviv: Sifriyat Poalim, 1975)
157-173cited in Ibid, 234.

“9In his trial, Badran tried to abide by secrecy antlto divulge information, which he saw as
confidential. However, the presiding judge advikad not to do so and asked him to speak with
complete openness. Therefore, we cannot argu@#udran was deliberately silent on important issues
related to the Soviet Union because of the roleag playing, for example, in rebuilding the Egyptia
military capabilities after the war.
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and such a plan really existed, why did not Badfaclare it during his trial? In fact,
Badran did not refer to its existence becausadindi exist at all.

[2] Ginro and Remez's hypothesis ignore completkedy role of the Warsaw Pact
countries. One cannot imagine that the Soviet Usmught to induce a crisis between
Egypt and Israel and Soviet intervention would dell without the slightest
coordination with the rest of the members of thet&a Bloc. Recently declassified
documents from former Warsaw Pact countries migatighe light on the events that
preceded the war from Soviet perspective. Todorkthi, Secretary General of the
Bulgarian Communist Party and Prime Minister, omeJl4, 1967 in a plenary
session of the Central Committee of the Bulgariam@unist Party criticized what
he considered the absence of coordination betweemtab leaders from one side
and the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc fromdtieer side. He enumerated the
Politburo’s activities during the crisis, which inded among other things, constant
contact with the Soviet Communist Party, the Sowegh command, the high
command of the Warsaw Pact and President Nasseseliinf a plan like this really
existed, he should have referred to its existefite. Soviet Union could not have
risked a split within the Eastern Bloc by not imfang his allies previously about his
plans. The position of Romania after the war watear indicator of the difficulties
the Soviet Union might have faced if it draftedlanplike this without sharing it with
its allies. After the war, the Warsaw Pact coustraecided to sever diplomatic
relations with Israel and the only country thaussd to do so was Romania. Shmuel
Mikunis, Secretary General of the Israeli Commurisity, praised the Romanian

position later on in a meeting in Tel Aviv with @Ranian Envoy on June 20, 1987.

0T, Zhikov's Report at the CC BCP Plenary MeetinglenMiddle Eas{Sofia: 14 June 1967) [Annex
.

*1 Telegram from Valeriu Georgescu, Extraordinary Bnaad Plenipotentiary Minister of Romania in
Tel Aviv, to Petru Burlacu, Deputy Minister of Fipe Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Romania,
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In fact, Semyonov conveyed the same message to $#sabbar Ahmed Hassan El
Figy in a meeting in Moscow during the crisis. Aading to El Fiqy, Semyonov
conveyed to him the necessity to "take into consitien that our forces [Soviet
forces] are not forces of the Soviet Union aloné¢ tey are forces of the whole
Eastern Bloc.” What Semyonov conveyed was a wartindgypt to avoid any
further escalation and to take into consideratlom $oviet unwillingness to witness
any confrontation with the United Stafés.

[3] Finally, Ginor and Remez seem to be unawardladr's accusations against the
Soviet Union. In his memoirs, he accused the Sadvi@bn explicitly of conspiring
against Egypt in 1967 and that the Soviet Union wmes of the main reasons behind
the Egyptian defeaf If Nasr was that critical of the Soviet Union aitsirole, why
did not he disclose the Soviet purported plan?

Keeping all of this in mind, the existence of theet@hko-Amer plan is unlikely.
Moscow and Egypt's First Strike

As shown above, the Soviet Union was cautious adet the situation be
more inflamed or reach a point of conflagrationwesn Egypt and Israel. Ghaleb's
cable to Cairo and Brezhnev report to the Centram@ittee of the Soviet
Communist Party were clear indicators of this.

However, during the crisis, Egypt’s Minister of W&hams Badran, visited

Moscow on May 23or direct consultation with the Soviet leadersHRumors and

Regarding the Position of the Israeli CommunisttPais-a-vis the Israeli Conflict with Arab Nations
(Tel Aviv: 1967) [Annex Il1].
On the position of Romania vis-a-vis the Sovietdynsee: Laqueut,he Road to War 19640.
52 E| Figy in 1979, on President Sadat's instructiaasnitted a report on his visit to Moscow with
Badran. He was Deputy Egyptian Minister of Foreddfairs and he participated in the meetings of the
Egyptian delegation with Kosygin in Moscow. See:

(1979 Sasl 4 3 8GN ) isd pusl] UV A G pts swa ol o fnlio s i) pun danS pudal] i
°3 Nasr went so far in his memoirs as to accuse tivieSUnion of conspiring to kill the visiting
Egyptian delegation to Moscow in 1966. In thistyi8imer and Gretchko were arguably, according to
Ginor and Remez, devising a plan to induce war etnEgypt and Israel. See:
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suggestions spread about the purpose of this Viliereas some scholafsuggest
that his visit aimed at getting the consent of Slowiet Union for a first strike against
Israel, others® including Badran himself, argue that the visit whasatrical and meant
to show to the world that a direct consultationaohigh level was going on between
Egypt and the Soviet Union during the crisis. Iswething more than a matter of an
Egyptian propaganda during the crisis.

On the fortieth anniversary of the war, Poghos PaMeopov, a former
Russian Ambassador, in an interview with the Russi@ws agency, Novosti,
introduced his version of Badran's visit to Mosdovt967>°

Akopov declared that he attended the meetings leethBadran and the Soviet
leaders as an adviser from the Soviet Ministry ofelgn Affairs and that Badran in
his first meeting with Kosygin, on May 26, conveygdequest from Nasser to strike
preventively against Israel, however, Kosygin regddat.

Akopov’'s interview denotes two important things.rski he denies the
hypotheses suggesting that there was a delibeoatiet$olicy to induce war between
Egypt and Israel; and, Second and most surpridigypt did seek to strike first
against Israel but the Soviet rejection tied itsidsa The Soviet rejection of the
Egyptian request was the fact upon which he busdt donclusion that the Soviet
policy meant to prevent war. However, by revisitihg official records of Badran-

Kosygin's meetings, we come across a differentlosian.

54 Ginor and RemezZoxbats over Dimonal13-120; L. Carl Brown, "Origins of the Crisi$f'The Six
Day War: A Retrospectived. Richard B. Parker (Florida: University Florideess, 1996), 38-39.
909 ¢ ALl Lulpud] 5 5 Sia AHSe 3 (1977 s 6) o3l sall Alns o i ¢y (aad 5
8% 1967 585 s Apdie &y yeaall LA me s 5 Slislae () sacme (5 B yall CREST S gl (i) 550 0
isle (2007 s 4 1oy diaall) sLall
http://www.daralhayat.com/special/issues/06-208#it20070603-f28111be-c0a8-10ed-01b1-
699654795105/story.htmhccessed June 5, 2007. The same meaning coditilbd attributed to
Akopov under the following titleMiddle East 1967: Pogos Akopov Ambassador Extraanyi and
Plenipotentiaryon: www.mirros.ru/politics/196 Accessed April 13, 2011; Brown, "Origins of the
Crisis," 38-39.
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According to the report, the participants from tBeviet side were Alexei
Kosygin, Andrei Gromyko, Andrei Grechkoand Vladimir SemyondV and the
meeting was in Kosygin's offic&. During his presentation on the military situation,
Badran asserted that Egypt meant, with its deploynmethe Sinai, to oblige Israel to
withdraw a major fraction of its forces from itsrtieern borders with Syria. He added

“We will not initiate hostilities” and stressed thRgypt could not begin military

operationsIn the second meeting of May 27, he said, “I| wiolite to confirm what

the PresideniNasser] has told me. We do not want war at all.”

In the Egyptian records, Egypt did not ask, expiar tacitly, for the consent
of the Soviet Union for an Egyptian first strikeaaggt Israel.

There is another document in support of the firgt;(Ambassador El Fiqy reported to
President Sadat retrospectively in 1979 about Beslrdeliberations and he did not
refer to this.

Although, Ghaleb, the Egyptian Ambassador to Moscmaid in his
memoirs® that Badran described the Egyptian deployment feensive, what he
really meant was that it was counter-offensive beeahe Egyptian attack would only
begin after the Israeli one. Badran told KosyginMay 26 that Egypt would not
attack Israel unless it decided to attack Syria @l was the same line of strategy
outlined by Nasser during the crisis. ThereforeydEg reaction to an Israeli attack
would be counter-offensive not offensive. Furthemd3adran asserted that Nasser
would not start the war and hence his strategy dvoglt match an offensive policy

but would be counter-offensive.

5 The attendants in order were Chairman of the CibofMinisters, Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Minister of Defense and Deputy Minister of Foreiifairs.
%8 According to L. Carl Brown, Pavel Akopov and Alégehiborin also participated in the meeting.

See: Brown, "Origins of the Crisis," 39.
104 ¢l y _pualill yie go e 59
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One of the common facts about Badran's visit to ddwosis that Nasser did
not see the records of Badran's meeting with theeSéeadership in Moscow. The
first time he saw them was on June 13, 1967 afterceasefir& Some historians
argue that Nasser believed that the Soviet Unios gzang to support Egypt even if
the crisis resulted in war and that is why he pedsescalatory policies until the end
of the crisis™*

However, does this mean that Nasser did not &nallv about the proceedings

of these meetings? The answer is of courseThough Nasser did not indeed see the

records of Badran's meetings, he knew about them ftifferent sources. The first
source was the Egyptian Ambassador to Moscow M@hdleb. Ghaleb, a veteran
diplomat, knew that the situation was serious amat twhat the Soviet leaders
conveyed to Badran was very important as it in@idan a clear manner that the
Soviet Union was against any further escalation.videte in his handwriting the
proceedings of Badran's first meeting with Premi€osygin and sent them directly
to Nasser's office with the Governor of Cairo, Hgmdhour, who was on a visit to
Moscow® The second source was Ambassador Ahmed Hassaig\El B Fiqy, a
member of the Egyptian delegation to Moscow, wasdsad by his assistant, Salah
Bassiouny, to convey directly to Nasser the proresdof Badran's meetings in
Moscow when he felt that the Minister of War diceoestimate the Soviet pledge to
Egypt. Once they arrived in Cairo, El Figy rushedhe supreme headquarters where

he informed President Nasser about the Sovietipn$it

%0 ShemeshArab Politics, Palestinian Nationalism and the Biay War 207; « slw 23 5555 ¢ iy pon
150; 76 < 1967 i s 320 ild e« yglan b (558 2ana Jsl (il 32l
®1 Oren,Six Days of Warl18
161« palil] e mocssn 1147 «Giladl g sall (i3 san 1108-107 ¢l s _ualill e go ccalle 2
%3 Brown, “Origins of the Crisis,” 44;
222 ¢ paiz e & 8o ¢ pai 1362 (1996 ¢ sl sire 3 alEl) me 2oy SIS /3G palill te cola) &) 2
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In this regard, an important point needs to be esklrd. How did Nasser
perceive the role of the Soviet Union during thisis? Did he believe that the Soviet
Union would intervene on Egypt's side in case ofAvEhe answer to this question is
important because some historians over-emphasiaddaB's perception of the Soviet
Union role and believe that Nasser was really etipgcSoviet help even against
Israel alone.

Nasser did not at all consider that the Soviet Unimuld have to participate
on Egypt's side if military operations would comroenin a meeting with the Syrian
Minister of Foreign Affairs, lbrahim Makhous, on Wd6, Nasser elaborated his
perception of the expected Soviet Union's rolerduthe crisis as follows: First, the
ability of the Soviet Union to help Egypt [and tAeab countries] might be limited,;
and, Second, the Soviet assistance would not extteechoral and political support
and may be the warning of the United States amaI&}

During the crisis, on May 22, Nasser told the Sbwienbassador, Dimitry
Bojidaev, that if the Soviet Union was to issue aming against any party, it should
be against the United Staf@sNasser perceived the role of the Soviet Union as a
neutralizer to that of the United States. Thoughrtiessage he received from Badran
exaggerated the help Egypt might get from the Sdvigon, it was clear that Egypt
would likely expect this help in case the Unitedt8¢ participated with Israel against
Egypt®® Hence, if Israel was acting alone, Egypt had tenk itself alone. There is

no logic to believe that Nasser was expecting aiéddwelp in case Israel attacked

alone. The CIA estimated in 1970 that "The only fairlyaleommitment the Soviets

%4 Nasser-Makhous conversation in:
A17-116 «_palil w2l Y el JSoa 1137 ¢ stlw 23 5557 ¢ oy yan

% Nasser-Bojidaev conversation in:
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made [for the Arabs] was to support the Arabs & thnited States intervened on
behalf of Israel®

In fact, Nasser's perception of the gradual dindmubf the Soviet Union's
role vis-a-vis the United States was not new. Herfd this out in the mid-sixties
years before the crisis. An important Egyptian doent sheds more light on this. In a
meeting with an Iragi delegation in Cairo in 196%asser described the Soviet
policies as follows:
[1] The Russians today are proceeding in a policpeaceful coexistence [vis-a-vis
the United States] and have many internal problems.
[2] Russia vis-a-vis the United States [in casa ofisis] cannot do anythirt§.

Nasser expressed the same views in his meetingthgttSyrian Minister of
Foreign Affairs during the crisis as previously lmeated. Accordingly, there is no

way to believe that Nasser suddenly shifted hisgy@ion on the Soviet policies and

believed they would come to his help in case of. war
Nasser-Amer Relationship and its Impact on the Army

In his study on the war, Michael Oren constructs ferception of Nasser-
Amer's relationship as follows:
[1] Nasser was completely detached from the myliestablishment.
[2] Nasser was not capable of defying Amer's autyhanside the army to a degree
that would enable Amer to bypass Nasser and iaitat offensive against Israel

without Nasser's consent.

®7 Directorate of Intelligence, "Intelligence Repdbviet Policy and the 1967 Arab-Israeli War,"
Central Intelligence AgengWo. 64 (March 16, 1970): 9-10 [Annex I1].
(1967 sia 19 3,88l Ll yeais 5/ sall 5 saniall Lyl 4y ) sganll 52s pal) Lpslsssl) 520 ¢ Lain ) _juinne®®
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[3] Amer was about to initiate an offensive agaissael during the crisis in 1967 but
"the Egyptian offensive was all but dead, struckvddyy a chance intervention just
short of H-hour.*°

For Oren, the disagreement between the two perssashed a degree by
which Amer managed to establish his ultimate auhaver the Egyptian army so
that he could easily wage war against Israel witlemen informing Nasser.

Though the relationship between the two personsesged vicissitudes, it did
not reach a point of conflagration that Amer coaldhorize a military attack without
Nasser's consent. Witnesses on the relationshipebet the two persons even assert
that the tension was not between Nasser and Amerbétween the two men's
entouragé.o The dispute between the two men began after thé Buez War. The
performance of the military commanders during ther wid not come to Nasser's
expectations and he decided to terminate theiepeEsas commanders of the arthy.
However, Amer managed to convince Nasser that h#dcoot blame them for
mishandling a war with three countries two of whi8mitain and France, were great
powers’?> When Nasser blamed Amer for the dissolution of WHeR in 19617 they
agreed to establish Presidential Council as amumsnt for collective leadership.
One of the essential tasks of this council wasgamize some of the affairs related to
the armed forces including officers' promotion. tBgn, the most notable point of the
struggle between the two men inside the Council thaspromotion of high-ranking

military commanders.

%9 Oren,Six Days of Warl21.

S 3 sene Ana Enaa 1322 cGiladl g all b e 3 501319 ¢ gl g5 58 Cldle ccana (5 a8 e lansd se (353 70
e 37 (2002 «Juadl 1y alall) sele arad) v dane :pudell sl (JolS oLy 8 (1982 puhaef) (g0l 5l Alaal 4y
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Amer thought that the formation of this council vaastep toward minimizing

his role inside the army and he offered his regignabut Nasser rejected’it.In the

mid sixties, when Nasser insisted on the appointrneMohammed Fawzy as Chief
of the Staff, Amer created a new command for tloeigd forces to bypass the newly
appointed Chief of Staff. The struggle between tiie persons was essentially on
matters related to the internal organization ofatmay but Amer did not ever question
the hierarchy of the political leadership represdnby Nasser and its monopoly of
taking a crucial decision such as going to war.nGxiso seems to forget that Nasser,
as President of Egypt, was the Supreme CommandtreoArmed Forces and the
head of the National Defense Council and one ohfag authorities were to appoint
the General Commander of the Armed ForCasho was by then Amer. Furthermore,
the Council of the Nation [The Egyptian Parliamasgjued a decree during the crisis,
on May 29, which granted Nasser the right to ryledbcrees in all matters related to
the security of the state during the cri€ign fact, most of the Egyptian officials that
witnessed the crisis that led to the war assehiati fNasser was the sole decision-
makef’ during the crisis and that his deputy, Amer, dit guestion this status.
Amer's usual recourse to resignation whenever tedfa problem with Nasser was a
sign of weakness not a sign of power or defianceen® magnification of the
disagreement between Nasser and Amer is meantveocgedibility to his unfounded
claim that Amer was about to initiate an attackirgtalsrael which was cancelled at

the last minute due to American and Soviet pressoneEgypt.

" Amer expressed his concern that it might affectdiseipline inside the army. See:
28-26 «_pai z e ) Sia ¢ i 1133 ¢ pudial/ sl (JdS
oSl Al 3 el Asg 3 pal) 38T a0 L 34 o A gl dilsaall s Lubussl] i Jiliga s 3 7°
.10 «(1995
153 ¢ ailw 23 5555 Ghg a7
143 (@l QAJAX\ (U g pan 1155 SJAALL//-Y,IC&A‘L’;A:\_}Q 145 s)AJC}LA ‘_:/JS.us)m.\77



129

Fajr [Dawn] Plan

The offensive plan that Oren argues Amer was abmumplement against
Nasser's will was code-named Fajr or Dawn. The,glaen argues, was not limited
to air strikes at strategic targets and the detachrof Eilat but included the entire
Negev’®

However, distinction should be made between dmaftan plan whether
offensive or defensive and operationally activatimg plan for implementation in the
field. The military command's sole responsibilisyto prepare military plans whether
offensive or defensive. Israel's military commafwd,instance, devised military plans
for war with Egypt years before 1967 war. Yo'asldds, Chief of Planning in the
Israeli Air Force, said that Israel devised theaidd# achieving air superiority by
destroying the Egyptian airstrips in 1964lsraeli pilots trained continuously on
operation Moked [Focus] for two yeeﬁ%.‘l’he discussions of the lIsraeli military
command during the crisis determine that offen;;ihzm§l for war with Egypt were
already available at the disposal of the politiegdershig? Yet, the latter delayed
the implementation of these plans until the sitratvas ripe in 196% Egypt did the
same. The Egyptian high command devised militagnglfor a possible war with

Israel. The last of which was Qahir, which was t@afin 1966. The plan was

8 This is not true. The plan was only limited to #mithern Negev. There was another plan code-
named Ghasaq or Dusk for northern Negev. See fen'®narrative: Oreigix Days of War92. For a
counter-narrative sef9 5 107 ¢/ sin EO 1 (554

" Battlefield Detectives, “The Six-Day WarThe History Channel Season 3, Episode 9 (December
30, 2005); MorrisRighteous Victims316.

8 Battlefield Detectives, “The Six-Day War.”; OreBix Days of War80.

81 Offensive doctrines and war plans contribute todtibreak of war by increasing the incentives to
strike first A number of international relations theoristswgrghat offensive war plans and the pre-
World War | "cult of the offensive"...contributed siicantly to the processes leading to war by
accelerating the perceived incentives to move dyiakich minimized the opportunities for

diplomatic initiatives that might defuse the cocifliSee: Van Ever&auses of Warl72

82 Rabin devised a plan code-named Atzmon to occumaGérip if Nasser blockaded the straits. See:
Oren,Six Days of War80.

8 Weizman, Israeli Chief of Operations, devised aplade-named Kardom or Axe against Egypt. He
disseminated orders to Israeli troops to implentieaplan before even Eshkol knew about it. When
told about it, Eshkol refused. See: Ibid, 92; Sed€67, 244; GluskaThe Israeli Military and the
Origins of the 1967 Watl62.
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essentially defensive but Egypt considered limit#tensive operations as well.
However, in 1967 they did not get the authorizatbthe political leadership. Oren is
implying that the Egyptian offensive operations @drainchildren of the crisis.
Amer, according to Oren, during the crisis modified original Qahir transforming it

into an offensive plan. Yet, this is not truehe original Qahir had limited offensive

components. The final modifications the original hipawitnessed, however,

transformed it_from a defensive plan with offense@mponentinto a _completely

defensive plaf*

Theoretically, military organizations tend to focos the military aspects of
policy and to minimize its political component. Aedingly, there is a resulting
danger that military doctrine will follow "strictlynstrumental military logic" and
ignore important political consideratiofisTherefore, it is essential for any country to
integrate every minute detail of its political amditary strategies in order to achieve
the country's grand objectives.

The problem of low political-military integrationxacerbates if political
leaders are ignorant of the details of militarynsldbecause they may not realize the
extent to which they lack the military options topport their foreign policy
objective$® This problem was manifest in the Egyptian politiaad military high
echelons. Nasser was not entirely aware of thalslethithe plan designed to defend

the Sinai and he interfered several times durirgy dhisis in its components. The

8 Egypt abandoned all the counter-offensive operatmnMay 29/30. See:

110-109 ¢ pinw COGN <554
8 Eban in his memoirs believed "in the axiom thas ithe duty of soldiers to exaggerate their dangers
Military commanders have a professional commitnteratnxiety. But it is the duty of ministers no to
take reports of such dangers on trust". Quandtaxigoes, "One might expect that professional mylita
men would tend to favor the use of military forckltrtagi as well believed that "Military customs
puts offense in the first rank and considers itlibst means to defense." See: Van Ev@aases of
War, 178; EbanPersonal Witness382; QuandtDecade of Decisiongl7; s a0 (g dl ¢ 25 3
42 ¢ gilisdl
% Nasser interfered in the deployment of the foingie Sinai to reinforce the defenses of GazaStri
and Sharm El Sheikh. This, however, distorted tha pnd affected its coherence. See: Van Evera,
Ibid.



131

compliance of the Egyptian military command withsNer's remarks on the plan went
so smoothly in a way that refutes Oren's allegatmioout the defiance of the military
leadership and its disobedience. While this probkdfacted the coherence of the
Egyptian military plan due to frequent interventioy the political leadership, it did

not result in any disobedience to Nasser's aughorit

Nasser-Amer Hierarchy and Fajr

When he describes the Egyptian perspectives on D@nen classifies them

into two schools of interpretation

First, loyalists of Nasser like Heikal who insisiat Nasser wanted a blueprint for

attack and, while not directly involved in its dia§, implicitly approved it; and,

Second, critics of Nasser who assert that Amereattevised the operation in blatant

opposition to Nasser's will.Oren then argues himself,

"The truth, no doubt, lays somewhere between: Magas apprised of Dawbut lacked the

political strength to override Amer's order. Algbe preparation of an Egyptian invasion of
Israel had certain advantages for Nass&.”

However, by reviewing Heikal's views on Dawn, theee a different
conclusion. According to Heikal, on the morningSdturday May 26, 1967, Nasser
confided to Amer a few remarks on the meeting rektha previous day, May 25, in

the headquarter of the military commatidNasser expressed to Amer the followifig:

87 Oren builds his argument on the memoirs of Ameife.However, it is noteworthy that Amer's
wife, a former Egyptian actress, was an ardentaftNasser. She accused the regime of killing her
husband [Amer] so that the secrets of the defeatdwemain undisclosed. Hence, her testimony is
unreliable. Furthermore, she admitted years afibtighing that her book was weak with many
historical mistakes. She decided, later on, toer&wvthe United States to look into the American
archives related to this era and based on her esgarch published another refined version of her
book. See:

(2007 1) Lo/ 55" Al iz )y 5555 dage G5 iboo 5 Lgdl J585 pale afall ve Al )i cdielond £) 3
8 Oren,Six Days of War92.

574-573 eV (< &

% Heikal believes that May 27 was the date of Nasseer meeting. In his narrative, Heikal says that
Nasser had few remarks on the meeting he had &wopis day with the military command. Nasser
met for the first time with the military command btay 25. Accordingly, Nasser-Amer meeting
should have been on May 26 not 27.
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[1] He [Nasser] referred to a limited offensive oggeén code-named Fajr or Dawn
directed against the Israeli port of Eilat that Ardisscussed in yesterday's meeting;
[2] He [Nasser] did not stress on his objectiorttma plan during the meeting for fear
of misunderstanding by the military command; &hd,

[3] He [Nasser] preferred that Amer cancel immesiatthe issued orders of
operational readiness for the pfén.

Heikal then asserts that Amer, while not convinosduld execute Nasser's

instructions.Yet, Heikal further adds that Amer was reluctdwbtighout the day to
cancel the implementation of the plan but he finamplied®

Heikal never saidas Oren argues, that Nasser wanted an offendare p

against Israel. Egyptian military commanders whoklied this meeting in their
writings never said that Nasser wanted an offengliaa against Israel. They confirm
that Nasser doubted the benefit of the plan aralyimrdered its cancellation.

The second source upon which Oren builds his cemaruis the memoirs of
Amer's wife. In her memoirs, she did mention thahek issued a fighting order
number one to implement Fahd or Leopard pfaviet, Oren ignores the rest of her

commentary. She adds that Nasser called her husharat and insisted on the

%1 According to Fawzy, after the meeting Nasser mét imer in private. When their meeting was
over, Amer cancelled Fajr. See:
124 & pin SO 1 pa o5 ) 58
&b bl e 181 579 «Glindl 55y oaT se Gl o250 1159 «_nalil 1o o538 ;5T4-573 _laiil/ (IS %2
376-375 «_palill 2 cola)
% Amer's reluctance indicates that the time of im@atation of the plan was still due to come. Hence,
the time of Nasser-Amer meeting was not on Mayh27supposed day of the implementation of the
plan.
°* The plan code-named Assad or Lion not Leopardpaebwas another aerial counter-offensive plan
designed to attack Israeli airfields and strategies once Egypt or Syria suffered from Israeh@ltt
Amer issued orders to implement Fahd on June 5 laft@el began its air strike. See:
(g8 sana 112 ¢ palSh g blis O 50 (g sa sall ol 51 (S5 Gt 109 5107 ¢ pior SO a0 58
il yie )« yelaa b (5558 e Jsl Gl 333 ;38 (1993 canila rlinn s (sa lall) sl 6 osall 4y puall s o Lo
81 <1967 stig i 50l
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cancellation of Amer's ordefs.Amer objected but Nasser said, "This is a politica
decision that you should comply witf"

Oren’s two schools of interpretation of this evemé actually one school.

Nasser knew about Fajr in his meeting with the tar§i high command on May 25.
However, he decided that Egypt would not attact fand ordered Amer to cancel
any preparations to implement Fajr. Both sourcesradNasser's decisioffs.

Oren, in his efforts to assert Amer's offensivenplag, further quotes him
telling Murtagi "this time we will be the ones ttad war." Indeed, Murtagi in his
memoirs mentioned Amer's sentence. Neverthelessn @gain ignores the rest of
Murtagi's comment. When Murtagi referred to the baddition of the army, Amer

said to him,

"Everybody must understand that this is the tretihif EQypt is going to war] so that they

would be ready and take the matter seriously angpare the preventive measures with
enthusiasm and unwavering intere®}.”

Amer meant with his statement to raise the mordlgéhe troops not to
establish a policﬁ? A few days before when Nasser announced the @ostithe
Gulf of Agaba on May 22, Amer behaved in the samag when he told the pilots that
met with Nasser "Don't be sad boys. You are gainfight." The pilots were eager to

fight and were disappointed when Nasser told theat Egypt would not initiate

% Oren in this part also misquotes from the sourcaesHich he refers. He mentions a conversation
between Amer and Sidgi the Commander of EAF thdidlieves was on the phone. Yet, Sidgi himself
said that he was personally with Amer when Nasaacelled the plan. Oren even adds events that not
mentioned in that source. He says that Sidgi objetd the cancellation of the plan telling Amer
"Why? Don't we trust that Allah will aid us?" Howaay by revising the source, this sentence was never
part of Amer-Sidqi conversation. See:
142 () as sl ¢ Hedae (B2 gana Aaa 3 dll il
% She did not specify exactly on what day Nassdeddler husband to cancel the operation. See:
211 (1992 ¢l swa 4iSa 13 08l Ul _puielfexpaall 2o 3
" When asked about her husband's responsibilityhiodefeat, Amer's wife asserted on the chain of
command and that Amer as Deputy Supreme Commaratetaking orders from Nasser as the
Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces. See:
323 «alp 558 Olsle ccapa 5 s (8 deal) 2 1
197 <1967 4y el Ly pSunl) 5205 ) jS30 ¢ 53) sl b a3 50 9B
% This tour was on May 20, 1967 two days before Biadsclared the blockade of the Gulf of Agaba,
which Israel considered casus bellum.
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hostilities and would wait for an Israeli firsti&e.*°® Amer spoke with them in this

way just to raise their morale.
The American and Soviet Influence

Oren's perception of the circumstances under whigypt decided to cancel
Dawn or Faj’rOl led him to believe that American and Soviet presswn Egypt were
the main factors that led Nasser to cancel the @mphtation of the plajl‘?.2
According to him, Abba Eban, the Israeli Foreigmidier, received a cable from his
government informing him that Israel was in posegssf information about a joint
Egyptian-Syrian attack against'f By then, Eban was on a visit to Washington
where he immediately informed Dean Rusk, Secretafy State, about his
government's estimates on the afternoon of Ma}’25he American Ambassador to
Tel Aviv received the same information early thay drom Israeli sources. Despite
the sense of imminence the Israeli government tteedhclude in its message to
American officials, Rusk asked for more time toifyeits accuracy. Eban raised the
issue again in a meeting with officials from bottat8 and Defense Departments
including Robert McNamara, Secretary of Defense] &eneral Earle Wheeler,

Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff, at 10: 30 a.mashington time on May 26. The

199 According to Gordon Thomas, in the run up to the Say War in 1967, there was either a Mossad
Katsa [Field Mossad Officer] or an informer insiedery Egyptian air base and military headquarters.
Meir Amit recruited, according to him, three in Beneral High Command headquarters in Cairo. If
this is true, this means that the Israelis shoaketknown about the discussion that happened betwee
Nasser and the EAF pilots on May 22 after he anoedithe closure of the Gulf of Agaba in one of the
Egyptian airbases, during which he asserted thgpBgas not going to strike first. They should have
known, as well, about Nasser's instructions torhiltary commanders on May 25. See: Thomas
Gordon,Gideon's Spies: The Secret History of the Mogblalv York: Thomas Dunne Books, 2007),
55:73 <1967 stis s EJG‘&H/‘)J‘C/‘)Q_LA ‘53 3 gana ‘55_\;& é;)ﬂ\ salgd
191 The tentative date of Fajr implementation was aryM9, 1967. The plan scheduled on May 27,
1967 was Assad or Lion, which was the aerial plo$&jr plan that would continue for three
successive days as a prelude to implement Fajr. See

107 ¢ piar SO 45 58
102 Benny Morris adopts the same version as well. Bieeris, Righteous Victims307.
193 Epan did not specify a time for the attack. Seer(8ix Days of War107; EbanPersonal Witness
382.
104 pusk asked Eban for more time to verify the acoyidd the information. See: Oren, Ibid; Segeyv,
1967 257; Eban, Ibid, 384.
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Americans, during the meeting, asked Eban about dterces of the Israeli
information but he did not answer. Eban raised itseie for the third time in a
meeting with President Johnson that lasted from T&:p.m. till 08: 40 p.m.
Washington time who cited the conclusions of Amesdntelligence branches that
“there is no Egyptian intention to...attack>For two days, May 25 and 26, Eban had
been deliberating with American officials and tbhanf Egyptian-Syrian attack did not
materialize though Eban received confirmation of ihformation while he was
meeting with McNamara and Wheeler on May 26, 196Tsrael were quite sure
about the imminence of the Egyptian-Syrian att&dian would have taken the matter
more seriously and urged the Americans to do samgihstead of waiting for them
to verify the information. More surprising was thisrael did not preempt the
Egyptian attack,_militarily,and decided instead to let the Americans intervene
politically. Oren does not bother himself to answer few ingrargquestions. Why did
Israel take this risk? Why did not it preempt thaek if they had solid information
about it? What would happen if the Americans, whieifying the authenticity of the
information, and the Soviets failed to intervenal gmevent Egypt and Syria from
launching that attack?

Though the Americans did not believe the Israelorimation on the joint
Egyptian-Syrian attack, they decided on the sanyektmn told them about it May
25, to inform the Egyptian side.

After this point, Oren begins to manipulate eveantsre in order to prove his

viewpoint about the imminence of the joint Egyptfayrian attack.

195 Document 72Memorandum for the RecottVashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex II]; Document, 73
Special Report of the Watch Commit(@éashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex Il]: Document, 76
Intelligence Memorandum Prepared in the Centraglidence AgenciWashington: May 26, 1967)
[Annex I1].
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The American Intervention

On Johnson's instructions, Eugene Rostow, Undetseyr of State for
Political Affairs, summoned the Egyptian Ambassadustapha Kamel, to the State
Department on May 25, 196% According to Kamet®” Rostow called him at 09: 30

p m108

Washington time [04: 30 a.m. Cairo Time May 26forming him about a

very urgent and delicate matter that necessitatateating forthwith. He met with

Rostow privately at 10: 00 p.m. Washington time: [08 a.m. Cairo time] in Rostow's
office.’®® Rostow told Kamel the following:

[1] The Israeli Foreign Minister came to Washingtmd asked for a meeting with
Dean Rusk Secretary of State.

[2] The Americans specified a time for the meeting.

[3] Two hours before the specified time, the Isr&hbassy called the office of the
Secretary of State and asked for an immediate medtr Abba Ebai® The

Embassy said that the matter was extremely sigmifiand that they could not wait

for two hours.

1% Oren mentions that Kamel met with Walt Rostow. ldwer, Kamel in his cable said that he met
with Eugene Rostow. The State Department's memararah the meeting confirms this. Oren refers
to Heikal's book on Kamel's meeting. Yet, by rawisthe pages he refers to, a very different meeting
was there between Kamel and other State Departofiécitils and the issue raised in that meeting was
the evacuation of American personnel from Egypt langkl. See: Orergix Days of Warl10-111;
565-564 «_ladi¥/«JSp
Fathy lies in the same mistake. He believes thdt Rstow not Eugene Rostow met with Kamel
though, he refers to him as Undersecretary of Sse:
578 sm/‘;[/ijﬂ/wjmsgaﬁ

(1967/5/26 553l 5) 2960/174 43 5 )5 4 sy 4 107
198 1 this part, focus on the precise time and dagvefnts is essential taking into account the
difference in time zones in different countries fiwo reasons:
[1] The confusion that is encountered due to thréatians different sources have on the temporal
aspect of events
[2] Timing is very important, as will be seen, hwalidate the Israeli allegations on the purpojtéut
Egyptian-Syrian attack
199 Rostow asked his assistants to leave the placeswteand Kamel met in privatgee:

(1967 i 26 :0ki8l 5) 2960/174 A3 83 ) 5 4 ey 4

110 Epan requested to advance his talk with Rusk sd¢aedar 05: 30 p.m. by two hours. See: Eban,
Personal Witness382.
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[4] Eban showed him an urgent cable from his gavemt according to which Israel
was expecting a surprise Egyptian-Syrian attack wees about to be expected from
moment to momerit:*
[5] Rostow ruled out that possibility but Eban gted on confirming it.
[6] Rostow said that Eban was currently in a megtiith the Secretary of State.
Then added that despite the fact that they didbedieve that Egypt was about to
attack Israel, they did not want to take any chanoehis serious situation. He asked
Kamel to send an urgent message to the Egyptia@rgment from the government of
the United States conveying its strong appeal tdeaby self-control and avoid any
offensive military operations. He further addedt theese actions, which they did not
believe, would result in serious consequenceslf treppened.
[7] Rostow also added that the American governrfrem its part was exerting every
effort to prevent Israel from launching militaryeyptions against Egypt.
[8] Rostow added that this matter was directly unte supervision of President
Johnson and that what he conveyed to Kamel wasrutidect instructions from
President Johnson himsétf.

Kamel cabled his meeting with Rostow in the eadyrs of May 263
When Nasser got the message, at noon Ma§“2te called Amer and asked him to

pass by whenever he could. When Amer came, Nasser lgm Kamel's cable and

11 Again, Rostow did not specify a time for the attadk just described it as imminent without a
specific day or time.
"2 The American version of events is a little bit diént in details though it followed the same line.
Rostow conveyed to him the following message, "Yadwversaries [Israel] believe that a surprise
attack by UAR from Egypt and Syria is imminent frommment to moment. We know this is
unthinkable. We cannot believe the government 4R would be so reckless. Such a course would
obviously have the most serious possible conse@sefterefore we are continuing to advise restraint
on the part of GOI." Rostow added that he was trditisig this message as a friendly act and
described the Israeli information as "rumor”. S8ecument 65Telegram from the Department of
State to the Embassy in the United Arab RepylMashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex I1].
113 Kamel sent his cable form the Egyptian Embassylab8 a.m. Washington time [08: 03 a.m. Cairo
time] and Cairo received it at 11: 25 a.m. Cainoeti Heikal believes that Nasser got the message by
noon on Saturday May 27, 1967. See:

1022 5575 ¢« ladiyl (IS
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told him that the Israelis might have known aboajr fplan and so he asked that the
frequencies of the Egyptian army be changed evesetdays!® Nasser's concerns
were that the Israelis might have succeeded inkbrgathe Egyptian codes of

communications.

The Soviet Intervention

At 03: 30 am Cairo time, May 27, 1967, the Soviehl¥assador called in
asking to meet Nasser immediately. When Nasserivetehim, the Soviet
Ambassador told him that he had an important mesgagn Premiere Kosygin that
entailed the followind®
[1] President Johnson called him [Kosygin] an hago on the hot line between the
White House and the Kremlin;

[2] Johnson told Kosygin that Egyptian forces wpreparing an attack on Israel and
that attack was imminent;

[3] If this happened, the United States would rditexe to her previous commitments
to the Soviet Union about self-control; and,

[4] Johnson did not wish to waste time in such @mogs hours that could seriously
endanger the situation. Hence, he decided to wsédhline in a sincere attempt to

rectify repercussions that could be serious.

114 |f Kamel sent his cable in the early hours of N2y why, according to Heikal, did not Nasser see
the cable until the noon of May 277? In a crisissd& should have seen significant cables likedhat
Kamel immediately. Accordingly, it is suggestedhis paper that Nasser got the message on May 26
and that he met with Amer in the same day to fell &bout the cable. If the attack was about to be
launched on May 27, then it was useless for Nassedl Amer to cancel it hours after the attack's
timing. One source supports this version. Munirédahumber two in Nasser's secretariat in 1967,
indicated in a message to the weekly magazine Rizi&ef in 1976 that he got Kamel's cable from
Washington on Friday May 26 in the morning and thay directly informed Nasser about it. See:
12) 51 4l 2496 23l ¢ i galf gy "edadla ria | pal Leasdy Ol sl 1 pealil) e Jlas a8 (gl Zu )" dadla i
15-10 :(1976 danl
577 «ladiyl S 115
18 Nasser told the Soviet Ambassador that Rostow eleliVthe same message hours ago to the
Egyptian Ambassador to Washington [which confirtret tNasser saw Kamel's cable on May 26 not
27]. The Soviet Ambassador added that Eshkol wasl&ineously receiving the same message. See:
Eban,Personal Witness396; Rabin,The Rabin Memoir90; Bar-ZoharEmbassies in Crisi4,28;
Oren,Six Days of Warl19; QuandtDecade of Decisiong8; Stein and TanteRational Decision
Making,185;578 « ladi¥/ ¢S
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Oren's Construction of Events

Oren's narrative about the day during which theeStepartment summoned
Kamel depicts the meeting as if it was on May 2@ dhat the White House
simultaneously cabled the essence of Israel's mgutoi Moscow on the same day as
well.™*” Temporally speaking, he mentions Kamel's meetitip Rostow after he
speaks about Eban's deliberations with McNamar&hwiias on May 26.

Oren also describes how the Americans summoned Kamée same day

Nasser received Kosygin's message [after the nfidmityMay 26]._However, this is

entirely not true The Americans summoned Kamel on May 25 and heldsrcable

to Egypt in the early hours of May 26. While Nassmeived Kosygin's message in
the early hours of May 22

Additionally, Oren, referring to Heikal, mentiondiat once Nasser got
Kosygin's message, he rushed to the supreme hegelgu@r an emergency meeting
with Amer. However, is it believed that Nasser vgéeeping at his house while his
army was on the verge of launching a military oiga against Israel within few
hours, as Oren believes?

The conversation that Oren mentions in his bookvéeh Amer and Nasser,
though mentioned in Heikal's study on the war, wasa very different occasion.
Oren believes that the Nasser-Amer meeting caneettliras a reaction to Kosygin's
message. However, Heikal, with whom Oren argues,ahdifferent narrative to tell.

Analysis of Heikal's narrative reveals the follogin

7 Oren, Ibid, 111.

181 his resignation speech on June 9, Nasser mentitmat the two messages, the one through his

Ambassador to Washington and the other he recéivedthe Soviet Ambassador to Cairo, were in

two successive days and not on the same day. See:

38529 3AA) g jhlil] 5 Do BY) rise (o Dy sgend] Aaliy S (il GVle b DYy cnidll N palil] vie Soa (i I Sl
(1967
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[1] The Nasser-Amer meeting was approximately enafter-noon of May 26 and not
in the early hours of May 27 before the purportggfian-Syrian attack.
[2] There was not a sense of emergency in the ngepelasser called Amer at noon
and asked to meet with him as soon as he cduld.
[3] Nasser received Amer in his house not in thprame headquarters, as Oren
believes.
[4] Nasser asked to meet with Amer after he reath&a cable from Washington
about his meeting with Rostow.
[5] There was not a single reference to Kosyginessage in the meeting, which
indicates that Kosygin's message was on a differerasion’?°

To stress further on his theory, Oren mentions i$raiel caught five Egyptian

officers later on that morning [of May 27]. Howeyvehis is also not truelsrael

captured those officers on May 28 not May'270ren mentions their capture on May
27 to give credibility to his assumption about #teack in the morning of that same
day as if these officers were part of the forcegaesl to it. He even believes that the
arrested officers were privy to the plan. Howewurtagi has different information
to tell. According to him, the command disseminateders to implement Fajr only to
brigade commanders and did not reach the loweldefethe troops?? The mission
of those officers was a simple reconnaissance amsguring which they stumbled

and crossed into Israeli territori&s.

1191f the situation were urgent, Nasser would haveedskmer to meet him immediately instead of
giving Amer the option to choose the proper timpass by.
120 This asserts the hypothesis of this research thasét-Amer meeting was on May 26 not May 27.
That is because most of authentic sources assgfidsser received Kosygin's message on the dawn
of May 27[the same time at which Eshkol receivesihailar message from the Soviet Ambassador]. If
Nasser got both Kamel's and Kosygin's messagesebgfeing Amer, why did not he inform Amer
about them both and instead told him only about &l&®
91 «Gilindl (55 4 ai so G il a3 ya 1 115-114 ¢l piae COU i pa 5553168 « 1967 oa e 2L (gaal) 128
92 ¢l ga yall ¢ a3 50 122
167 <1967 s Ao 28l saall 123
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Three years after publishing his book, Oren wrateagticle in the Israel
Studies periodical about the 1967 war. He repeathis article his allegations about
Amer's plan to attack Israel, yet, with a notaléeiation. Here is how Oren depicts

Eshkol's cable to Eban in Washington in his artil@005*%*

"As Eban landed, he was handed an ultra-secretecailectly from Prime Minister, Levi

Eshkol, which stated that Israel had learned of figyintention_to attack Israel within the

next 48 hourso lead a war of annihilation..."”

He added that Johnson cabled the following mesgag@sygin: "We have learned
from the lIsraelis, and, though we can not corrafeothis information, they say that

the Egyptians plan to attack Israel in the nexhd@rs"

Oren's narrative in this article is different irvery significant detail from his

book. In his book, published in 2002, he did notntiws at all that Eban told the

American officials that the Egyptian attack washiit48 hoursEban told them that

his government believed that the Egyptian attack imaminentwithout identifying a

specific date or timing for the attat¥.

Why did Oren change his narrativé®There are two possible explanations for

this; either new documents were released that ledahe information or _that he

deliberately changed his narrative to give creifibito his assumption about the

Egyptian attackThe second explanation is the most probable. '©m#Ew narrative

124 Oren "The Revelations of 1967,” 1-14.

125|n his meeting with Rusk, Eban quoted the followingssage from his government: "an all-out
Egyptian-Syrian attack is immineahd could occur at any moment". This meeting waMay 25 and
the Oren narrative in his book does not specify®dours warning mentioned in his article. See:
Oren,Six Days of Warl07.

126 The way Oren handles archives is suspicious. Misagds a usual trend in his citation. For
example, when he discusses Johnson's meeting isitiides on May 26, he cites Vice President
Humphrey saying, "Israel's existence is at stalde.mentions that Humphrey said so when he referred
to two Egyptian overflights. Oren mentions Humpbseayords within quotation marks and this means
Humphrey literally said so. Yet, by revising thégaral document the following are noted:

[1] Humphrey said, “This [Tiran] is a matter ofdibr death” not “Israel's existence is at stake.”

[2] Humphrey did not refer at all to the Egyptidigtits but Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chief of
Staff, did.

See: Ibid, 112-113; Document Memorandum for the RecofWVashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex

1.
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contradicts all the available primary sources o ¢bntent of Eshkol's message to

Eban. Not a single reference to the 48 hours wgrexists in the following primary

sources?’
[1] Kamel's cable to Cairo on his meeting with Bug&ostow.
[2] The Department of State cable to its Embassyairo.
[3] Memorandum of Conversation of Rusk and Eban.
[4] Memorandum of Conversation of Eban, McNamara Afheeler.
[5] Memorandum of Conversation of Eban and Pregidehnson.
[6] Johnson's message to the British Prime Minigfédson.
Even other secondary sources, like the memoirsabirRand Eban in addition
to Brecher and Geist account, do not refer to ¢inyfeight hours interval.
Given this, the important question to be answerext iis, did Israel know
about Fajr? Although the question seems simple,at@ver is very important to

invalidate Oren's assumption.
Israel and Fajr: Superb Intelligence Material or Me Coincidence

When Eban landed in Washington, the Israeli Aml@dmséao Washington,
Harman, notified him of a cable the Embassy reckifrem the cabinet about a
possible Egyptian-Syrian attack against Israel thvas imminent® The cabinet
asked Eban to convey the contents of this cabRresident Johnson himself or to his
Secretary of State Dean Rusk. This cable was ttensleof two cables Eban received

in Washington. Nevertheless, he received the seaande first. The first cable,

(1967 sie 26 bl 5) 2960/174 285 53515 4 sy 4 127
Document 65Telegram from the Department of State to the Emybiasthe United Arab Republic
(Washington: May 26, 1967) [Annex II]; Document 84emorandum of ConversatigAbba Eban
and Dean Rusk] (Washington: May 25, 1967) [AnnéxDbcument 69Memorandum of Conversation
[Abba Eban, Robert S. McNamara and General Ear\&i@&eler] (Washington: May 26, 1967)
[Annex I1]; Document 77Memorandum of ConversatigAbba Eban and President Johnson]
(Washington: May 26, 1967) [Annex Il]; Document 8fgssage from President Johnson to Prime
Minister Wilson(Washington: May 25, 1967) [Annex II].
128 Ehan described this cable in his memoirs as thendiic cable. See: EbaRersonal Witnes382.
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according to Eban, was a brainchild of Rabin in chihe asked for security
guarantees for Israel. The aim was to expose theet®tates unwillingness to help
Israel and thereby make Israel's right of militagply self-evident as well as
necessary”’ Eban, surprised by the speed through which thetamyil situation
deteriorated to a level that made a possible Eggpdyrian attack imminent,
conveyed the message to Rusk. Based on this secabté, the American
administration decided to warn Egypt not to indidtostilities by summoning its
Ambassador, Kamel.

The American and, later on, the Soviet interventiwhich prevented Egypt
from launching its joint attack with Syria agairistael during the crisis, is the
dominant scenario many studies adopt. However, dbénario poses an important
question; did Israel know about Fajr? If the ansteethis question is yes, then, why
did not Israel preempt that attack? Additionalfythe answer was no, why did Israel
convey that message to the United States? The amdvileese questions lies in the
details of Eban's visit to Washington and in thib@eations of the Israeli government
members while Eban was abroad.

Two possible schools are dominant among researchigosit this matter.
Oren's narrative stipulates that Egypt was inddmmlitato launch an attack that was
cancelled by a last minute intervention by the ehiStates and the Soviet Union. He
believes that Amer, the Deputy Supreme Commandas,akout to initiate that attack
against the will of Nasser. Gluska's narrativesighee same as Oren's but he believes

that Nasser himself did authorize an attack agdsrsiel andfinally he decided to

retreat when the Americans and the Soviets inten/&f! He suggests a virtual

129 hid, 382-383; Sege\,967 258.
130 Gluska builds a virtual scenario, based on Orearsative, about the possible course of events
based on this information. See: Gluskhg Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 ¥W&68-171.
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scenario that Israeli intelligence encountereddattirs about a possible Egyptian
attack and that was the reason behind the cables.

In fact, both scenarios are weak and do not starsdrutinized against the
available literature, both primary and secondary.

In Rabin memaoirs, the Israeli cabinet decided todshe cables to Eban after
a briefing from General Yariv, Chief of Military felligence, during which he briefed
his cabinet about the deployment of the EgyptianrffroArmored Division to the
Sinai®*! They decided to notify Eban about the recent Hggptleployment and the
inter-Arab military coordination®? Later on, after a meeting with Eshkol during

which Rabin expressed that he was not sure who dvstrike first the cabinet

decided to send a second cable in which Israelatedean Egyptian-Syrian attack. In
Washington, Eban received the second cable fidtatified the American officials.
Nevertheless, Rabin never ascertained in his mentioat they had solid information
about an imminent Egyptian-Syrian attd¢k.Rabin memoirs, in this regard, are
significant because he participated in draftingdhkle to Eban.

Years later on, when the Israeli documents abaudtiberations during the
crisis became declassified, an entirely new nagabiecame available. In Segev's
study, Yigal Allon, then Minister of Labor, suggedtto invent a pretext to allow
Israel to claim that the Egyptians had startediae When Arye Levavi, the Director
of Ministry of Foreign Affairs, suggested that Istahould inform the United States

that Israel was about to launch an all-out ass&slbkol, in return suggested, to send

131 Rabin, The Rabin Memoirs5.

32\When asked by the cabinet about the indicatorbeofricreased level of inter-Arab coordination,
Yariv said that the level of Egyptian-Syrian coo@ion had increased since the shooting down of the
MIGs on April 7. Segev comments “not necessarilthie past 48 hoursThis means that there were
not any indicators about a joint Egyptian-Syrigiackt. See: Seget967, 258.

13 When asked by members of the Israeli governmentitahe authenticity of the information sent to
Eban in Washington, Rabin and Yariv admitted thaytdid not know exactly what the Egyptians were
planning. See: Ibid.
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a cable in which Israel believed that it was abmuface an attack’ Then Rabin
came up with the idea of a joint Egyptian-Syriamaeit*° In accordance with that, it
is noted that the Israeli cabinet invented the whdea of the joint Egyptian-Syrian
attack in order to find an alibi to strike Egypt When Israel decided to dispatch a
cable to Eban in Washington, there was not anyeend in Israel that they had
information about the Fajr plan that supposed tmmence on May 27, as Oren
believes. A study published by the Ministry of Defe in 2004, suggests that it "is
extremely questionable" that Yariv, Chief of Miliyalntelligence, could have known

about the Egyptian plari’
Reconstructing the Actual Events

In his study on the war, Draper believes that te days of May 25-27will
long provide one of the most intriguing and deblt@pisodes of the war." Reich also

believes that May 25 was "...the most dangerous moriterthe crisis.**® This
research provides for the first time the most bdaand detailed scenario about what
happened in these two days.

The reconstruction of actual events begins from M&y the day on which
Nasser held his first meeting with his military cmanders at 08: 30 p.m. Cairo time.
Thirty minutes before that meeting at 08: 00 p.mair€ time, Amer issued
instructions for readiness to implement an aeritdnsive plan against Israel code-

named Assad as a prelude to implement a groundhtipercode-named Fajr against

Eilat and the southern Negev. During that meetMasser knew for the first time

134|bid, 255-256; GluskaThe Israeli Military and the Origins of the 1967 Wa75-176

135 Yitzhak Rabin, “Six Days and Five More Years,” Ma/gJune 2, 1972) in Brecher and Geist,
Decisions in Crisis131.

136 Eshkol wrote on a copy of the cable sent to Hart@dirto create an alibi."See: Segev, 1967, 257
137 Ami Gluska,Eshkol: Give the Ordefin Hebrew] (Tel Aviv: Israel Ministry of Defens@004), 283
cited in lbid , 259.

138 Draper,Israel and World Politics100; Bernard Reich, “The Israeli Response,Tlee Six Day war:
A Retrospectiveed. Richard B. Parker (Florida: University Florideess, 1996), 142.
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about Fajr. He questioned the political significanaf the plan and preferred to
reinforce the defenses of the Gaza Strip and SHal®heikh instead. He then
asserted that Egypt would not strike first agaisstiel and would wait for the Israeli
strike. After that meeting, Nasser met in privatéhvAmer for approximately thirty

minutes during which they discussed the relevardeap. Later on, Amer came out
from his meeting with Nasser and cancelled his iptesy orders for readiness to
implement the plan. Before meeting with Nasser aay M5, Amer issued his orders
for readiness to implement the plan expecting ti@twould be able to convince

Nasser with its validity. However, Nasser did notept and issued his instructions to

cancel it.

On the same night, the State Department summormeldiptian Ambassador
to Washington, Mustapha Kamel, at 09: 30 p.m. Wagbn time [04: 30 a.m. Cairo
time on May 26]. Eugene Rostow, Undersecretary tate$ informed him of the
Israeli estimates delivered to them earlier thatloja Abba Eban, the Israeli Minister
of Foreign Affairs, about an imminent Egyptian-@yriattack against Israel. Kamel
cabled the details of his meeting with Rostow tar@aAccording to Heikal, Nasser
saw the cable on May 27. However, it is suggestedhis paper that Heikal is
mistaken about the day on which Nasser saw Kamalile and that Nasser saw it on
May 26. In both cases, Nasser's decision to cahedmplementation of Fajr was not
dependent on Kamel's cable and came when Nasserobhaet known the details of
Kamel's meeting with Rostow. Nasser's meeting withmilitary command on May
25 during which he rejected any offensive operatiagainst Israel started at 08: 30
p.m. [Cairo time]. State Department summoned KaarelMay 25 at 10: 00 p.m.

[Washington time], which was 05: 00 a.m. [Cairo éjmon May 26. Accordingly,
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Kamel's cable had no influence on Nasser's decision to initiate offensive
operations.

When Nasser saw Kamel's cable, he called Amer skedahim to pass by as
soon as he could. When Amer arrived, Nasser gaweahtopy of Kamel's cabf&
and ordered that the military should change itgdescies of communications every
three days. Nasser's concern was that the Isnagist have managed to break the
communication codes of the Egyptian military anddeknew about Fajr. However,

Nasser's estimates were wrofdhe Israelis invented the issue of the joint Egyp

Syrian attack to secure guarantees for their sydsom the American administration
and to have an alibi to strike first. At night dretsame day, May 26, Eban met with
President Johnson in the White House for an hodrtaenty five minutes between
07: 15 p.m. and 08: 40 p.m. Washington time [02a18. and 03: 40 a.m. Cairo &
Moscow times on May 27f° During or after that meeting, Johnson sent a ngesta
Kosygin through the hot line conveying to him tlseakli estimates about the joint
Egyptian-Syrian attack. Though Johnson in his meetwith Eban denied the
credibility of the Israeli estimates, he decidedtmvey them again to the Soviets in
order to warn Nasser for another time againstistahostilities. On the dawn of May
27, Nasser received the Soviet Ambassador to Qaihas residence at 03: 30 a.m.

Cairo time [03: 30 a.m. Moscow time on May 27]. TAmbassador delivered an

139 Oren cites an interesting story about this. Acamydb him, Amer dispatched a cable to Badran
[Egyptian Minister of War] in Moscow saying, "Shanitsseems there is a leak." He considers this as a
sign of behind-scenes collaboration between AmdrBadran against Nasser. However, this is also
not true.The true story can be constructed as follows. dlagave Amer a copy of Kamel's cable and
told him that the Israelis might have broken theaownication codes of the Egyptian army and that
was how they knew about Fajr. However, it is proirethis paper that Israeli officials fabricated
information about a joint Egyptian-Syrian attacknér later on wrote on a copy of Kamel's cable the
aforementioned messadgadran's hierarchy was second to Amer and it wasalofor Amer to write
instructions to him on official papers. Furthermdtes source that Oren cites never says that Aerér s
a cable to Badran but “Amer wrote on the cable.aihgOren deliberately misquotessupport his
version. See: Oreigix Days of Warl20. See on the true narrative: Brown, “Origihthe Crisis,” 45;
el s i gs ol s Ol ead aad] G (AL g Lain Y] e 14 " paldl) de Jleas pSad (g pud) F " cdadla
(1967 5dw 27 : sSus 5) (i gl AaTY)
140 Cairo and Moscow times were the same in May 196@7thay were three hours ahead of Greenwich
Time [UTC+3].
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urgent message from Premiere Kosygin that had beeweyed an hour earlier [02:
30 a.m. Cairo & Moscow times on May 27] by Johnsmmough the hot line to the
Kremlin. In this message, Johnson reiterated treelisestimates. Nasser denied them
and called Amer to make sure that he cancelledssmued orders to implement Fajr.

Egypt asserted to more than one person that itdvoat initiate hostilities.
Nasser told U Thnat, the United Nations Secretagndgal, Robert Anderson,
Johnson's envoy to Nasser, and Christopher MayBeatish parliament member, that
Egypt would not fire the first shot. The Egyptiannidter of Foreign Affairs informed
Charles Yost, the American envoy, with the samesags*! Nasser was not only
exercising his own policy of self-restraint butalseeping promises he had made.
Johnson warned Egypt three times during the ansigo initiate hostilities. He sent a
verbal note to Nasser on May #3.Nasser's Ambassador to Washington received the
same message on May 25 Washington Time [May 260CEime]. The Soviets
conveyed the same message to him on May 26 Washingime [May 27 Cairo
Time].

Israel was aware of the Egyptian position notttikes first. In a meeting with
the Israeli Ambassador to Washington, Eugene Rosawd, "We have been told
categoricallythat Egypt will not attack." Rostow added, "If Wwad these assurances
from the Soviets in connection with our own segyrihe U.S. would not rush into a
confrontation.**®

While Johnson was warning Egypt to exercise seifraént, United States

Ambassadors received an indication for contradycpaiicies.

141 Riad, The Struggle for Peace in the Middle E&-21; RikhyeThe Sinai Blunder71-72, 78-79;

461 «_policmii; 170 « sl 23 555 G g o

142 30hnson sent a message and verbal note on MayNe@sser. State Department archives, however,
do not contain a copy of the verbal note. Neveets®l Riad and Nasr mentioned it in details. See:
Document 34Telegram from the Department of State to the Emybiasthe United Arab Republic
(Washington: May 22, 1967) [Annex II]; Riad, Ibtl9; 215-213 «_uaiz ko &/ Sia ¢ jpuai

143 Document 132Memorandum of Conversatigashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex I1].
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American Ambassadors to Arab Capitals receivedreular telegram from
Rusk, the Secretary of State, on June 3 in whickald "You should not assume that

the United States can order Israel not to figihtwhat it considers to be its most vital

interests.*** The instructions of State Department to its Amhedess in Arab
Capitals came after two days of a meeting betweeNamhara, the Secretary of
Defense, and Meir Amit, Chief of Mossad on Junénlthis meeting, the American
administration knew that Israel was going to strikenit explicitly told McNamara
“he feels extreme measures are needed quickly.siBgrhat McNamara understood
what was behind the formal words, Amit added, “Himarks were entirely informal,
off the record, and should not be regarded as fitiadfrepresentation or request of
the Israeli government.” The document added, “Hemi{fph was simply taking

advantage of the opportunity to insure that thehésfi American authorities

understand the picture as the Israelis s&¥it

While the American administration was urging Egyptavoid initiation of
hostilities and pledging to protect the territoriategrity of all countries in region,
Israel was informing the United States that it Wagg to strike and the American
administration did not interfere against this.

American officials demonstrated to Eban while hesvim Washington that
Israel was going to win in case of any military frontation with its neighboring
Arab countries even if the Arab countries initiateaktilities. Wheeler, Chairman of
the Joint Chief of Staff, concluded in a meetinghwdohnson “that in the long term

Israel would prevail.” The CIA and the National 88ty Council had the same

144 Document 141Circular Telegram from the Department of State tabACapitals(Washington:
June 3, 1967) [Annex I1].

45|n a conference on the 1967 war in 1992, Amit sdithld him [McNamara] that | am personally
going to recommend that we take action, because th#o way out, and please do not react. He told
me it was all right, the President [Johnson] kntiveg you are here and | have a direct line to the
President.” See: Reich, “The Israeli Response,™1489.
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estimates?® Israel also knew that it enjoyed superiority natyoagainst Egypt but
also against the neighboring Arab countries contbirigrigadier General, Joseph
Geva, Israeli Defense Attaché in Washington, “agneéh that [General Wheeler’s]
assessment*’ In fact, the CIA estimated early in the 1960s tisaael could defeat
its neighboring Arab countries and occupy the s&netories it occupied in 1967,
which indicates that the military balance was alsvay favor of Israet*® Not only
had the Americans made that assessment but thshBditl as well. Sir Burke Trend,
Secretary of the Cabinet, in response to a queBtiom McNamara, said, “...the U.K.

military analysis of the Israeli capabilities wdsse to that of the U.S. .1%

146 Document 72Memorandum for the RecoftVashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex II]; Document, 76
Intelligence Memorandum Prepared in the Centragliidence Agency: Military Capabilities of Israel
and the Arab Stateg@Vashington: May 26, 1967) [Annex II]; Document2l¥emorandum from
Robert N. Ginsburg of the National Security Cout#ff to the President's Special Assis{&ustow]
(Washington: June 3, 1967) [annex I1].

147 Document 99Memorandum of Conversatigashington: May 30, 1967) [Annex II].

148 National Intelligence Estimate, "The Outlook forasl,” Central Intelligence Agenec\IE No. 35-

61 (October 5, 1961): 6 [Annex I1].

4% Document 130Memorandum of Conversation: Middle E€#fashington: June 2, 1967) [Annex II].



CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION

General Conclusions

This study has set out primarily to challenge tbeuhant belief that the 1967
war was preemptive through introducing a new versié the main events that
culminated into the June 1967 war between Israglismeighboring Arab countries.
It challenges many of the taken-for-granted assiamgtassociated with the 1967 war
by using available primary and secondary souraas fill the relevant parties.

Although archives are still among the most autlestiurces in the field of
historiography, scientific detachment is still eggd to reach honest findings.

One of the prominent findings of this researchhis way Israeli and Western
scholars handle Arabic sources on the war. Someghlnheglect them and consider
only the Israeli version. Others manipulate thebicarersion and falsely integrate it
with the Israeli one.

Isabella Ginor and Gideon Remez could not haveigybdnnounced their
findings about the role of the Soviet Union in tiresis that culminated into the 1967
war, should they studied the available Egyptianudoents on this matter. Among
these Egyptian documents, the most significantteeecords of meetings of Egypt's
Minister of War Shams Badran with the Soviet Premiilexei Kosygin in Moscow
during the crisis. The records of these meetingsptetely refute Ginor and Remez's
assumptions about the purported Egyptian-Soviesmiosicy against Israel.

Michael Oren, though extensively uses Arabic "sdeoyi' sources on the
war, did not also pay much attention to availablenpry sources. He deliberately
misquotes from primary and secondary sources alikkeven manipulates historical

events to support his assumptions. This fact wasyedetected by tracing many of
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the footnotes mentioned by Oren at the end of tudys Oren not only misquotes
from primary and secondary sources, but also fate& evidence against the
documentary narrative.

This illustrates the fact that archives could bedusither to clarify history or

to falsify it bringing to the forefront the issué wse and misuse of archives in the

field of historiography.

Additionally, new research on the war tends to takegranted findings of old
studies, though these studies depend almost caghpleh the lIsraeli version of
events. Among those is Rachel Bzostek who adopthdéil Brecher and Benjamin
Geist's version of the crisis of May-June 1967, cwhivas entirely dependent on
Israeli sources.

Another significant finding of this research is thecessity to integrate two
levels of sources; first, primary sources frometént countries; and, second, primary
and secondary sources. This documentary battldeafsi guarantees the achievement
of detached historical scrutiny.

As an advice for researchers in Middle EasternissydArabic and Israel
sources should be equally used and contested agsink other and against other
primary and secondary sources to scrutinize hisibriarratives.

The Israeli Strike: Preemptive or Preventive

In order to reach a correct and scientific theoedtdescription for the nature
of the Israeli strike against Egypt in 1967, theaasion should be based on unbiased
and documented historical data. The current reeedgpends, whenever possible, on
archival material to support its findings.

Almost all theoretical studies that refer to the&6Z9var describe the Israeli

strike on June 5, 1967 against Egypt as preempireause they are based on biased
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and sometimes deliberately manipulated data thastanto account only the Israeli
version of events. This research has set out tadstrate that the Israeli strike was
preventive not preemptive.

Having described in the theoretical part of thiseaach the criteria of various
forms of first strike and refuted Israeli and psoaeli version of the events that
preceded and/or coincided with the crisis of Magell967, this section is divided
into two parts.

The first part introduces the findings of the re@skaon the narrative level
through reviewing the main stations on the roathto 1967 war by classifying this
period into two main phases: the pre-crisis phasktlae crisis one.

The second part provides answers to questions jvere formulated along the
criteria of the theoretical section in chapter aséng the historical findings on the
narrative level.

In doing this, this research combines theory witlevipusly elaborated
empirical data in order to pave the way for a cleanceptualization of the Israeli

strike.
The Pre-Crisis Period

Arab countries had been accused of continuouslgdsarg the Israeli state
seeking its destruction and the annihilation of tawish people. In Israeli allegations,
the convening of a series of Arab Summits in 196d H965 and the establishment of
the Unified Arab Command embodied this.

Before the 1967 war, the situation in the MiddlestEavitnessed an
inflammatory status specifically in late 1966 ahd beginning of 1967. Yet, in order
to understand correctly the atmosphere that ledhéo war, the situation on the

armistice lines and the roots of the war must a@eetl from a few years earlier.
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In 1964, Israel announced the inauguration of igdidval Water Carrier that
would convey water from the Lake Tiberius to thegB\e desert. The Arab countries
considered the Israeli project as an aggressianrgeessitated counter measures in
return. In a series of Arab Summits, Arab countégseed to start their counter-
diversionary projects that would enable them tda@kgheir share of the Jordan River
water. To provide protection for these projects, Alnab countries decided to establish
a military branch under the title of the Unifiedalw Command. The Arab steps per se
did not represent any aggression against Israadlidaihey violate the Israeli rights in
the Jordan River. The Arab countries always as$eniat their projects would exploit
the amount of water assigned to them in the JohrBtan of 1955 which Israel had
previously accepted as a basis for that. Israeleler, decided to halt the Arab
projects in Lebanon and Syria by military means olhhresulted finally in their
cessation in 1966.

Between 1964 and 1967, the Unified Arab Command keleral meetings in
order to formulate joint schemes to confront thheds policies. However, not a single
offensive military plan was discussed in this resp€&he inter-Arab rivalries rendered
the coordination of Arab military activities incazizable. As a result, some Arab
countries decided to find other venues for militanpoperation outside the Unified
Arab Command. The Egyptian-Syrian treaty of 1966 #we Egyptian-Jordanian-lraqi
treaties in 1967 were concluded outside the framlewad the Arab League. They
were of defensive nature and did not contain, dwvest covertly, any offensive
articles against Israel. Arab policies in generad &gyptian in particular were more
of a reactive nature rather than proactive.

The situation on the Syrian-Israeli armistice limess by far the main reason

for the inflammatory situation in the Middle EaSthe main significant issue of
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contention between Syria and Israel was the swituke Demilitarized Zones. The
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization alsvagnied any sovereign rights
for both countries in these zones. Israel, howeweas continuously seeking
sovereignty over the Demilitarized Zones. In punguihis, Israel used to harass the
Syrian garrisons on the borders that would in nebshe cases result in trans-border
exchange of fire. United States archival materraluding those of the Central
Intelligence Agency and State Department monitanetie sixties the Israeli policies
with serious concern and illustrated how the Syiancertain situations abided by
restraint despite the continuous lIsraeli harassniem Syrians believed that they
would, eventually, lose the battle with Israel otlee Demilitarized Zones amid an
ongoing deadly silence from the United Nations osga

In 1965, a new element began to come on the sudieeents in the Middle
East. At the beginning of the year, Palestiniaiitrators began a series of sabotage
operations against targets inside Israel. It wé lannounced that they belonged to
Palestine National Liberation Movement commonly Wwnoby its Arabic acronym
FATEH. They usually used Jordanian and Lebanesiot@s to penetrate into Israel.
In a reaction to these operations, Israel launcteddliatory actions against the
countries from which it believed the infiltratorame and accordingly, Jordan and
Lebanon were the targets of Israeli raids. In thgitning, Israel did not know that
FATEH was harbored by Syria and it was not untib@%hat Israel began accusing
Syria in the United Nations of providing safe hawe logistic support for FATEH
operatives. This explains why Jordan and Lebanmtead of Syria, were always the
targets of the Israeli retaliatory raids.

Although Israel lacked the knowledge of the conioecbetween Syria and

FATEH, tension was always the dominant featurénef3yrian-Israeli armistice lines,
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which indicates that the inflammatory situationtbe armistice lines was not linked

to Palestinian guerilla activitighat began only in 1965.

Syria began to take into consideration the sigaifee of FATEH and, in
1966, decided to throw its entire weight behind th@vement, despite the fact that
FATEH at the beginning was acting independent @Acountries.

In 1966, Syria suffered two major blows from Isra@h one side, Israel was
adamantly consolidating its anchor in the Demiltatl Zones at the expense of Syria.
On the other, Israeli military intervention agairtbie Syrian diversionary water
projects of the Banias and Hasbani Rivers obliggth®o halt its projects. It was also
in 1966 that Israeli security agencies began t@ebelthat Syria wanted to incorporate
FATEH into the Syrian army.

In 1966, a new Syrian regime took over power ini&ylt is commonly
believed that the ascent of this new regime wasctof behind the Syrian aggressive
policies toward Israel before the war. Yet, archiweterial of the Joint Defense
Council refutes that assumption. Syria was alwagsmost bellicose against Israel in
the meetings of the Arab League in both politiaad ailitary venues. Syrian hostility
against Israel predated the ascent of the radiflaving of the Ba'ath party in 1966,
which indicates that other issues were behindhbHicosity.

It is assumed in this paper that Syria began tpeupFATEH operations
against Israel to compensate for its military wesday which did not allow for a
conventional military confrontation against Israghe pattern of the relationship
between increased tension on the Syrian-Israeliistioe lines and increased
frequency of the Palestinian guerilla activitiesswevident at the beginning of 1967
when Syrian-Israeli trans-border clashes over tlenibtarized Zones were often

followed by sabotage operations inside Israel Hg$mian operatives.
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The Crisis Period

Amid the then-on-going escalation on the Israeli8yarmistice lines, Israeli
bellicose statements against the Syrian regimetestean atmosphere that made the
entire region believe that Israel was about to ¢hun large-scale retaliatory raid
against Syria with the ultimate goal of toppling tByrian regime. Bound by a mutual
joint defense pact with Syria, Egypt decided tactea the gathered information on a
possible Israeli invasion of Syria by mobilizing @rmy to the Sinai. The mobilization
had to be quick because the Soviets as well asSyhans believed that the Israeli
plan of invasion would begin on an unspecified dagbveen May 19 and May 22,
1967. Egypt was suspicious about the Israeli pedichat began to assume a more
aggressive form starting from late 1966. The destvn of the Samu’ village in
November 1966 and the Israeli raid on Syria on IApE67 made the Egyptian
leadership believe that the Israelis were up to etbmg militarily more
comprehensive in the region. Wishing to confuselsnaelis and shift their focus to
another front, Egypt decided to assemble its amtye Sinai. The Egyptian decision
was more of a deterrent nature without any inten#at so ever to expand the scope
of the crisis or initiate hostilities. The Egyptiforces were deployed in accordance
with the Qahir plan devised in 1966. The origin@npwas essentially defensive with
offensive components as well. Yet, the plan witedsserious modifications during

the crisis, which changed it into a purely defeagian; the Modified QahiEgypt

decided to abandon completely any offensive opmmati concentrate solely on
absorbing the Israeli attack in the Sinai and dgdine attacking Israeli forces.

The entire Evacuation of UNEF from the Sinai, médeevitable to close the
Straits of Tiran to Israeli shipping. Knowing tHatael would not turn a blind eye to

the Egyptian decision to close the Straits, Egyaiided to offer to settle the issue of
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the Straits in the International Court of Justicefact, this was a total shift from the
traditional Egyptian policy of viewing the Straés comprising part of the territorial
waters of Egypt. Before the crisis, Egypt did naestion its sovereignty over the
Straits, even in the presence of UNEF. Calling Ititernational Court of Justice to
look into the issue, however, was a fundamentatession and a major de-escalatory
step, which Israel completely ignored. On the bémik itself, Nasser decided to send
his Vice President, Zakaria Mohieddin, to Washingtéor more exhaustive
discussions on the matter. It was perceived in \igstn that Egypt was ready to
lessen its measures in the Gulf.

Before the crisis, Israel did not envisage the ibdig of war with Egypt
before the 1970s. However, when its policies finddld to the crisis in May-June
1967, Israel decided to seize the opportunity ideorto destroy the Egyptian army
although the assembled forces of Egypt in the Sihnot represent a serious threat
to Israel. Nasser's striking forces were in Yemed his military formations in the
Sinai, mostly untrained reservists, were assumiefersive postures. Like any
military in the world, the Egyptian army suggestsizing the initiative and striking
first against Israel but Nasser until the end ef ¢hisis did not approve. His views till
the end of the crisis were utterly opposite.

On the morning of June 5, Israel alleged that Egyptnilitary formations
including armored forces were about to strike agfathe Negev and hence Israel

decided to act preemptively to terminate the Egypéttack.
Conceptualizing the Israeli Strike

In the next section, the Israeli allegation is édsby providing answers to

certain questions posed in accordance with critega in the first chapter for
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preemption and other forms of first strike. Thevess of course, depends on the
empirical data provided in the paper.

Was there an Egyptian decision to strike first?

There was not an Egyptian decision to strike fagainst Israel. Nasser's
rationale behind this was not to give the Uniteat&t a pretext to act against Egypt if
an Egyptian attack was launched against Israelu@ihauring the crisis the Egyptian
military leadership suggested using the Egyptian Airce to attack certain Israeli
targets as a prelude to start an offensive gropedadion against the southern Negev,
Nasser did not approve and decided to let Israiddestirst. Egypt’s decision, not to
strike first against Israel, was taken earlier nigirihe crisis on May 22 when Nasser
announced the closure of the Straits of Tiran taelk shipping. During his meeting
with Egyptian pilots at one of the Egyptian airtsmséhe pilots expressed their
eagerness to strike first against Israel. Yet, Blasgected their ideas. Accordingly,
the allegations of Israeli historians about the (g policies in this respect, whether
envisaged by Nasser during the crisis as Oren stgyger as a part of conspiracy with
the Soviet Union as Ginor and Remez suggest, anasgyptian master plan as Gat

suggests, are all baseless.

Did Israel get information about an imminent Eggnti attack and

decided to preempt it?

In the absence of an Egyptian decision to stritgt figainst Israel, Israel could
not have had information about an imminent Egypta&tack. In fact, there is
evidence to the contrary. The Israeli intelligermoenmunity bragged after the war
about their success in penetrating the Egyptiantanl high command to a degree
that Israel had in every Egyptian base an informerking for them. If this was the

case, then Israel should have been aware of Nasse€ting with the Egyptian pilots
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on May 22 during which he rejected the pilots' ®gds to strike first against Israel.
Furthermore, they should be aware of the resuli¢asiser’'s several meetings with his
military commanders during which he refused to tstamy offensive operations
against Israel. Moreover, Israel was reassured fiiffarent sources that Nasser was
not going to start military operations. Nasser deseto U Thant that he would not
initiate hostilities against Israel. The same mgssaas reiterated to two American
envoys, Charles Yost and Robert Anderson, who weng to Egypt during the crisis.
Israel was well aware of this, as it was informdubwt the results of Nasser's

meetings.

Did Eqgypt take offensive steps to launch an atbagknst Israel?

The deployment of the Egyptian army to the Sindlofeed the lines of the
defensive Egyptian plan code-named Qahir. Though plan witnessed many
modifications during the crisis, these modificaiodid not change its defensive
character. Even though the Egyptian lines of defemsre moved close to the Israeli
borders to defend the Gaza Strip, as Nasser wambedffensive missions were at all
authorized. The deployment of forces opposite toethern Negev came in
accordance with an Israeli deception plan the afnwloich was to convince the
Egyptian military that the Israeli attack would cerfrom the south. Egypt took the
bait and decided to deploy forces opposite thehssntNegev. The Shazly Division,
which was deployed opposite the southern Negev, amathe morning of June 5,
1967, approximately twenty kilometers deep in thi@aSand accordingly was in no
position to start offensive operations againstdsreurthermore, Shazly himself was
on the morning of June 5, 1967 a member of a detegaaiting for Amer's visit to
the front. Accordingly, he was not on the headisfforces to start the alleged Israeli

attack. The Fourth Armored Division, the most né#adomong the Egyptian armored
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forces, was deployed to the rear in the Sinai aboet hundred kilometers from the
armistice lines with Israel.

On the air force level, the original plan of theyptgan Air Force was also
defensive. Yet, there were two offensive aerialrapens the first code-named Assad
or Lion and the second code-named Fahd or Leopdrd.first was meant to be

activated as a prelude to an offensive ground éip@raode-named Fajr or Dawn that

was directed against the southern Negev. Howetveigs never authorizeds Nasser

guestioned its political outcome. The second wesumter-offensive aerial operation,
which would be activated in case Israel startecatiack against Egypt. Orders to
implement Fahd or Leopard were issued by Amer dfterel had already started

Operation Moked or Focus against the Egyptian Aiccé on June 5, 1967.

Were there any major accidents during the cris&t tonfused the Israeli

decision makers and made them believe Egypt wag &bbattack?

It can be argued that Israel might have misperceimee of the Egyptian
moves during the crisis that made it believe thgydE would strike against it and
hence decided to attack. One such incident wasgyptian decision to send two-
reconnaissance missions inside Israel. During tigsc Egyptian MiG-21 aircrafts
carried out two-reconnaissance missions. The nmssialld have been perceived as a
prelude for the Egyptian Air Force to start bomliagdisraeli targets. Yet, not a
single major incident happened during the crisét thade Israel believe that Egypt
would strike. Even in the case of the two-recorsaise missions, the limited number
of aircrafts could not be confused and thought ®faapotential Egyptian assault.
When Israel launched its attack against Syria onl AR67 directly before the crisis,

tens of Israeli aircraft were used during the &ttée another parallel, in 1980, Israel
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launched an attack against the Iragi nuclear redsirak using eighteen aircraft to

execute the mission.

Was Israel unaware of the Egyptian intentions quatalities?

It cannot be argued that Israel was unaware oéettie Egyptian intentions or
capabilities. Israel received information from tbaited States that there was no
indication of an Egyptian plan to start an attagaiast Israel. The United States'
estimates were further confirmed by estimates ¢ Boitain and the United Nations.
With regard to the capabilities, Israel was wellasvof its military superiority over
its neighboring Arab countries. The U.S. Joint Chik Staff told Eban that Israel
enjoyed military superiority over the combined Ar#édrces. During the crisis,
Johnson instructed his aides to do an assessmamt @fitcome of a possible Israeli-
Arab military confrontation, and he was assured kigel would prevail. The Israeli

defense attaché in Washington was supportive dttieed States' estimates.

Were all the available means to avert war exhauated therefore Israel

decided to recourse to preemptive war?

Israel could argue that it exhausted all the ablaneans before launching its
strike in 1967. In fact, a recent study that haddiee war suggests this scenario,
asserting also that Israel took into considerati@nlegal aspect of the conflict before
resorting to preemption. However, archival matedahotes something different.
Egypt's decision to legally settke question of the Straits of Tiran was a mapr d
escalatory step. Close to the end of the crisis,Uhited States was considering a
policy of mediation between Israel and Egypt. Thgydian suggestion to refer the

matter to the International Court of Justice waslewiation from the Egyptian

traditional policy,which considered the Straits part of the Egyptemitbrial waters.

If Israel was really interested in settling thesizripeacefully, it would have considered
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the Egyptian proposal. This refutes the claim tisedel exhausted all the available
means before taking the decision to preempt. Wimencrisis was about to de-
escalate, Israel launched its attack on June 5. a@ftaek terminated the visit of
Egypt's Vice President to Washington, which wassatered a new step on the path

to settle the crisis politically.

Was the Israeli military operation proportional the Egyptian actions

prior to the war?

Egyptian decision-makers knew that Israel consiti¢he closure of the Gulf
of Agaba as casus belli. Yet, what Egypt did ngiezt was that Israel would respond
to this decision with an all-out aerial and groatidck against Egypt. Nasser believed
that Israel would respond to his decision eitheattgcking the Gaza Strip and use it
as bargain chip to open the Straits or by attacl8hgrm El Sheikh and forcefully
open its way through the Gulf of Agaba. That was/gypt decided to move its
positions forward close to Gaza to reinforce itfedses and to reinforce as well its
forces in Sharm El Sheikh. Even if Israel was yepieempting an Egyptian attack on
June 5, it could have attacked only the Egyptidensive means, like its air forces
and air bases, leaving the Egyptian army withoutcaver and launching limited
ground operations without the conquering of the lvtad the Sinai. Accordingly, the

Israeli attack was disproportional to Egypt’s agtigrior to the war.

Was there a strateqic parity between Eqgypt andei§ra

Years before the crisis, the military balance wafavor of Israel against the
combined neighboring Arab countries. The CIA estedaat the beginning of the
sixties that Israel could militarily defeat the gieboring Arab countries and conquer
the same territories it conquered later on in 1@ATing the crisis, Israel as well as

United States were well aware of the Israeli cadpags.
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Were there vulnerable offensive weapons on bo#s2id

In this paper, only one aspect of offensive weapdhs air force was
addressed. The Egyptian Air Force was more vultertdan its Israeli counterpart in
light of two factors. First, the number of Egyptiaperational aircraft was less than
Israel's. In fact, Israel enjoyed superiority inecgtional aircraft over all of its
neighboring Arab countries. Second, the Egyptiahtary air bases were less than
Israel's as well. This resulted in the Egyptiarcraift being based in fewer locations
due to the small number of its air bases. WhilegEdnad about eleven air bases in
1967, Israel dispersed its aircraft in about fittywr air bases, which rendered them

more secure than Egypt's.
The Final Conclusion

After reviewing in this paper the main events befand during the crisis that
led to the 1967 war, the paper should provide @wanto the main question; was the
1967 war preemptive or preventive?

Using the answers of the questions that are fortmdlan chapter five, the
following conclusions could be noted:

[1] The 1967 war was not inadvertent. Until the mig of June 5, 1967, no serious
incident had happened and made Israel believe Eggpt was on the verge of
launching an attack. The Israeli allegations thgyE fired the first shot on June 5
were mentioned in Eshkol's message to Johnsonedraft June 4, which indicates
that Israeli allegations were nothing more thanahhi to justify the Israeli strike
scheduled the next day.

[2] The 1967 war was neither interceptive nor prpewve. There is a thin line
between interception and preemption. However, yEglecided to abandon the first

strike option, and accordingly, there was not atipgal decision to strike, what would
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Israel intercept? The 1967 war was not preemphbgeause there was not an
imminent threat that made Israel strike to newealt. It is proved in the study that
there was not any intention on the part of Egypttike against Israel until hostilities
began on the morning of June 5, 1967. The Egygteres allegedly moving against
Israel on June 5 were stationed deep in the Shthita commander was on his way to
meet Amer, the General Commander, who was on alstdeevisit to the front.

The 1967 war is_a classic example of preventive. Waere was not any

imminent threat against Israel on June 5, 1967.d&mger in fact was non-existent in
light of Egypt’s decision to abandon first striken American Senior official told the
Israeli ambassador that Egypt would not strike agldhat if the United States had
such confirmation from the Soviet Union in relatianits security, it would not rush
to war. Israel, however, decided to exploit theadion and launch its attack while it
enjoyed unwavering support from the United State4967. The situation in 1967
was significantly favorable for Israel due to tleidwing reasons:

a) The Egyptian military effort was dispersed irotivonts with thousands of miles
apart in Yemen and the Sinai;

b) Egypt’s striking forces were still fighting ine¥hen when Egypt deployed its army
to the Sinai; and,

c) Israel enjoyed military superiority not only awst Egypt but against the
neighboring Arab countries collectively. In offevsiweapons, like air force, the

superiority was not only qualitative but quantitatias well.
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International History Project ohitp://www.wilsoncenter.org/digital-archive

[1] Report on the talks of Josif Tito with U.A.Rn#bassador Abuzeid. Vanga: May
30, 1967.

[2] T. Zhivkov's Report at the CC BCP Plenary Magtion the Middle East. Sofia:
June 14, 1967.

[3] Report by Comrade L. |. Brezhnev to the Pleminthe Central Committee of the
Soviet Communist Party “On Soviet Policy Followitige Israeli Aggression in the
Middle East.” Moscow: June 20, 1967.

[4] Telegram from Valeriu Georgescu, Extraordindyvoy and Plenipotentiary
Minister of Romania in Tel Aviv, to Petru BurlacDeputy Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the Socialist Republic of Romania, Retjag the Position of the Israeli
Communist Party vis-a-vis the [Israeli] conflicttiviArab Nations. Tel Aviv: June 20,
1967.

[5] The Visit of the Czechoslovak President's SaeEnvoy, V. Koucki, to the UAR.
Cairo: June 28, 1967.

[6] Polish Record of Meeting of Soviet-Bloc Leadarsl Tito. Moscow: November 9,

1967.
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ANNEX IV
FRENCH DOCUMENTS

Source:

Ministere des Affaires Etrangeres, Commission deschikes Diplomatique,
Documents Diplomatique Francis: 1967 [ler Janvier Juillet] (Paris: Peter Lang,
2008).

[1] Document 204, Note De La Sous-Direction Du Lav&rise Israelo-Arabe. Paris:
23 Mai 1967, 543-547.

[2] Document 206, M. Roux, Ambassadeur De FranceCaire, a M. Couve De
Murville, Ministre Des Affaires Etrangeres. Le Gai4 Mai 1967, 548-549.

[3] Document 213, Compte Rendu: Entretien entre General de Gaulle et
L'Ambassadeur d'Egypte. Paris: 25 Mai 1967, 559-560

[4] Document 238, Compte Rendu: Entretien entre General de Gaulle et Le
Ministre des Affaires Etrangeres de La Republiguab& Syrienne. Paris: Jeudi ler
Juin, 1967, 599-601.

[5] Document 243, Compte Rendu: Entretien entre Le (aéred Le Roi Faycal

d'Arabie Saoudite, le 2 Juin 1967, 609-612.
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