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INTRODUCTION

THB SHADOW OF THE ISRABLI nuclear program has been hovering over
the strategic scene of the Middle East for many years. In the course of this
period it has attracted considerable Arab attention, and has been the focus
of extensive media coverage as well as public debate in academic and elite
circles. This public debate has focused on three main facets of the issue:

1. Thecapabilities that Israel is developing in the nuclear domain, and the
likely motivation that is guiding its activities in this realm;

2. lheimmediam,aswdlaslong-nerm,mmiﬁmﬁomoftbchraeﬁnudm
program, especially its implications on and for the Middle Bast, the
Arab world, the Arab-Israeli conflict, and specific Arab players, most
notably Egypt and the Palestinians;

3. HowtheArabsasawholeandindividualAmbplaymshmﬂdrapond
to this challenge.

The origins of this public debate go back some thirty-five years, to the
carly 1960s. More precisely, it was the middle of December 1960 that news
of the Israeli construction, with French assisrance, of a sizable heavy water
nuclear research reactor near Dimona first broke out in the Western me-
dia. These revelations, which were confirmed by senior U.S. government
officials who also referred to their possible implications (i.c., plutonium
production that could be used for the construction of nuclear weapons),
immediately triggered the first wave of Arab public reaction to the issue.
This debate continued, with varying degrees of intensity, until 1967 and
beyond. In fact, it has continued unabated, although it has undergone a
fundamental, if gradual, change as a result of two complimentary develop-
ments: the decisive Isracli victory in the Six Day War with the use of
conventional weaponry; and, the emergence of an assessment and belief
among Arab elites, following that war, that IsraePs nuclear program must
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havecrossedmepointofnoremmandbecomeforaﬂpmcﬁmlpurposea
a fait accompli.
’l‘hisartidefocusesontheformativeyminthepublicAmbmponse
mlsmd’snudmracﬁvity.ltbegimbypladngtheArabdebmdnﬁngﬁﬁs
1960—:967pc1iodintoabroadarhistorim1pempﬂbyrcviewing,al—
beitbridy,themajorsmgesfmmxgsomthepmﬁmeinmcmh-
ﬁmofArabpnblicdiscussionoftbeissue.Thisreviewisbasedona
comprehensive data-base of pertinent public Arab statements {(including
carzoons) on the Isracli nuclear program which has been assembled at the
lhl-AvivUnivasixyIaﬂ'ecCenmforSmtegicSmdieamth:pastﬁve

Here we must acknowledge a fairly obvious, but nevertheless mean-
ingﬁﬂ,limitaﬁonofourstudylndmwingonthischm—bmetopmmythe
Ambmcﬁontothelsraeﬁnudwprogmm,weinevitzblymninmcon-
strainmimpomdbythenammofdmdeﬁvedﬁnmthemeﬁaingeuml,
and from Arab media in particniar. If media coverage may be said to be an
impufectgmgeofpcxcepﬁom,whaherofthegenaalpubﬁcorthe:ﬁtes,
thisisespﬁaﬂytrueforthemediainnon—demoaaﬁccounuies.mm

oonsumpﬁon.(bnsequenﬂ}gmediarepordng,asweﬂaspubﬁcsmmam
onanyissueofsomeimpomncetoArabregimes,asisthemsehae,may
notaccumtdyreﬂeaoﬁda!thinking,bmmﬂaaad:ﬁbmm!ybiased,ifnot
altogether misleading, view of the issue.
'I‘hisconsn-aintisralenough.l‘ortheputposmofthisstud);huweve:,
wehavenotfoundimimpacttobenulydebiﬁmﬁngforscva'almomz

L 'I‘henatureofthepublicdebate,oritsabsence,onacerrainprominem
issuehasconsiderablepoliﬁmlsigniﬁcanoeinandforeveryty}acof
regime.lnfact,itmaybepmuasivdyarg:eddmtthisholdsespedaﬂy
true for authoritarian regimes such as those reviewed in this article.,
Theseregimesaﬂzchutmostimpomneemﬂlemediaasawolfor
legitimizing their hold on power and mobilizing public support.
Hence, analysis of the medi coverage of a prominent issue is even
more telling than would otherwise be the case.

2. Iong-termmdsinmediacovmgeraﬁxerﬂxanspedﬁcevenmassudl
were examined. This focus makes it easier to identify short-term biases,
asweﬂasfalsereprwenmﬁonsinmediacoverage&omdiﬂ’aentm.
Fm&amore,itis,aﬁeraﬂ,raﬂmdiﬁaﬂttomaintaindeﬁbmand
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totally false representations over extended periods of time, even in

situations of absolute censorship.

3. Public statements on the issue have been correlated with declassified
diplomaﬁccommnnicaﬁom,asweﬂasotbﬂdedassiﬁedmatcri&r&
lating to relevant actions and perceptions.

4~ Finally, and perhaps most importantly, we have made a conscious effort
to identify and explain consistent biases in the public Arab discussion
of the Isracli nuclear program. These, after all, constitute 2 significant
part of our research interest.

As a concluding introductory note let us add that the relevance of this
review transcends its contribution to the understanding of the specific
historic period in two different contexts. First, it adds original material to
the growing academic literature on the impact of adversary nuclear percep-
tions on interstate rivalries and arms races. Second, it provides a useful
background—some of which draws heavily on the reasoning and argu-
ments of President Nasser and his disciples in the early 19608—against
which to evaluate the contemporary nuclear controversy between Egypt
and Isracl.

GENERAL TRENDS IN ISRAEL'S NUCLEAR IMAGE

In our larger study on Israel’s nuclear image in Arab eyes, we identified four
distinct time periods in the public Arab attitude to Isracl’s nuclear posture
and activity. A brief overview of the major foci of discussion in each time
period follows:

1960—1967. The initial Arab reaction to Israel’s nuclear activity surfaced in
response to reports in the Western press in December 1960 regarding a deal
between Prance and Israel to establish a nuclear center in Dimona. Egypt
clearly took the lead in dealing with the nuclear issue in this early period,
beginning with Nasser’s speech at Port Said (December 23, 1960) and
continuing through to a series of statements in 1965-67 on the possibility of
“preventive war” against Israel in order to thwart the realization of its
perceived nuclear option. Egypt was the lead spokesman in the Arab world
on the nuclear issue, not in the least as an extension of its stand in inter-Arab
dynamics in the first half of the 1960s. We examined the possible connection
between Nasser’s statements regarding preventive was, and the develop-
ments leading to the Six Day War. The public Arab discussion of this issue
in this initial period clearly reflected the Arab assessment that Israel might
well have been developing, but had not yet attained, nuclear weapons.
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1967-1975/76. This period was marked by a sharp decline in the extent and
volumeofAmbpubﬁcdiscussionofImd’snudwpotenﬁalfoﬂowingthc
SixDayWanAtdaﬁvdyﬁm'mdamoumofmnﬁonwasdwomd,aﬂmst
inpnbﬁc,mtheptmeivedlsraelinudmrtlminthepeﬁodbmrbe
Six Day War (1967) and the Yom Kippur War (1973). Israels perceived
nndwop&mmay,huwmhavenoneﬁalessphyedamleinalmpingthe
Arab (essentially Egyptian) planning of the Yom Kippur War. Following the
eonchxsionoftheYomKipmear,dxeremren:wedpubﬁcAmbdiscus-
sicnofthemxdmrissue,pmmptedmainlybyanumbaofrepominthe
Westﬂ:atpmpomdmexpoeethemgcofdevdopmoﬂmd’snudw
weapon potential,
zm—zpw.lhisperiodmchammmwmeemergmceofahighdegee
ofoannintywithind:eAmbwoﬁdregardingthecxismofnudwmp-
onsinlmnlandau&despmdbdiefthaﬂmdmjghtresorttousingsuch
weapons in a case of last resort. The Arab media and official statements of
thhpﬁodawthatlmdwaspurposdymdingimposmeofnndwx
ambigtﬁt}gasweﬂasadopﬁngamorehawkiahappmrb,pm‘ﬁauyintbe
wnmofinaeasedmmgicwopuaﬁonwirhdxeus.moopﬁomfor
daﬁngwithﬂxeymedlmﬁnudwmmtmdebamdpubﬁdyby
Arab elites: diplomaﬁcacﬁvityajmeda:pmuﬁnglsmdmbecomca
signatory to the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT), and efforts (or
expressedsuppmforsud:eﬁ'om)mmasumgicbalanceberwemﬂze
AmbcounuiesandlsmdthmughArabeoopmﬁanandmrmamem,in—
cluding in the nuclear domain.
1986-Fyesent. This period began with the impact of the Va’anunu affair on
Arabassesmmoflsrael’snudwposmreandapabﬂjﬁa,inﬁghtof
Va’anunu’shighlydemﬂcdacwumofkraehnuclmrpotmﬁaltha:ap-
parcdintheSuadayﬁmwrcportofSepmmbcnpSﬁ.lbeAmb&smmem
mancrgefollowiugdﬁsepisodewasdmitamounwdmaﬁuﬂmammpt
ontthartoflsm:lmdisdoseinformaﬁononimnudwmpabiﬁtyinordcr
tostrengthen its overall deterrence posture. Nevertheless, this affair also led
masigxﬁﬁmquqﬁm&vemdqumﬁmﬁveupgmdeinAmbm&mm
regarding the nuclear arsenal attributed to Jarael.
Ambdeba:eonﬁxelsraeﬁnndwposmremsﬁnﬂierinﬂuenmdduﬂng
ﬂﬁsﬁmepaiodbySaddamHussein’sspmhofAyﬁl:,xm,mddemnd
GulfWar,bothofwhichmiseddzepossibﬁityofamiftinIsmﬂ’snudw
domine.Foﬂcvdngd:cwar,ﬂmdnminantrhmofAmbpubﬁcsmmm
becameﬂzenwdforeﬂ’ecﬁveandmmprdmmivcarmsconﬂolagrmmmin
ﬂ:eMiddleBastwhid:woxﬂdindudeIsmdandladtotheevennnleﬁnﬁm-
ﬁonofitsqualitaﬁveedgeingenml,andw&ponsinparﬁcular.




38 ©° ISRARL STUDIES

This theme has further continued over the past several years, with
Bgypt taking the lead in the Arab campaign in this area. In fact, the period
beginning in the wake of the Second Gulf War (1991) and leading up to the
present may well constitute a distinct time period for analysis, since the
emphamsmtlmArabdmcuss:onofthcrmdwmuempredommnﬂy
directed toward arms control efforts, especially in the context of regional

peace.

ISRAEL’S NUCLEAR IMAGE IN THE FORMATIVE YEARS

Havmgprovxdedanovemewofgmeraltrcndsmmchofdmpenods
defined, we now shift attention back to the early period (1960-1967), which
is the focus of the present article. This is an especially interesting period for
detailed analysis, since it marks the beginning of the public debate over the
nuclear issue in the Middle Bast, triggered by a belief that Israel was em-
barking on a muclear effort, but had not yet crossed the nuclear threshold. In
fact, the fear expressed by Arab sources at this time was that Israel could and
would reach this stage toward the end of the decade. It provoked an Arab
attempt to come to grips with this “ominous prospect.” especially in terms
of its implications for the future of the Arab-Isracli conflict. Arab spokes-
men and commentators emphasized the need to obstruct or neutralize the
impact of this highly adverse development by: (a) bringing to bear massive
diplomatic pressure on Israel to cease its nuclear program and on France to
abandon its nuclear cooperation with Isracl; (b) developing an offsetting
parallel Arab nuclear option; or (c) taking military action against Israel to
forcibly stop its nuclear program. As we will demonstrate below, the dy-
namics of the role played by Egypt in this overall Arab reaction makes this
period highly relevant to the understanding of the present Arab debate over
Israel’s nuclear option.
Aconvenimtpointofdcparmreismrcviewthegcnualnanmof
perceptions of Israel’s nuclear option as reflected in public statements and
commentaries up until the Six Day War, with specific focus on Egypt, which
took the Arab lead in confronting the Isracli nuclear chalienge in these carly
years. Here we shall present our analysis of the motivation underlying
Egypt’s reaction to Israel’s evolving nuclear potential. Finally, we will look
more closely at the relationship between Israel’s nuclear image in Arab eyes
and the Arab-Israeli conflict. We will first consider the possible impact that
Israel’s nuclear image may have had on the course of the Arab-Israeli conflict
in the developments leading up to the Six Day War. We will then procesd to
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adiscussion of the reverse; namely the impact that the nature of the Arab-
Ismeliconﬂictmayhavchadonlsrad’snudwimage,asprojecﬁ:din public
statements by various Arab sources.
SeckingtoﬁndthemﬂiestArabstammtsandcommmmﬁesregard-
inglsrael’sassumednudwpomﬁaLwewmablctommeomewfthe
Ambpubﬁcmcﬁontothcissueoflsmel’spossiblemqﬁm‘ﬁonofnudmr

betwaenlm'aelandFranceforthewnstmcﬁonofanudmrcmmintbe
Isra:ﬁsoxrﬂ:,nwbimona.”l‘hispubﬁdtyu'igga-edawave of reaction
ﬁumbothdnemediaandmmmmindmArabwoﬂdgmemny,andin
Egypt in particular.’ The most notable of these was the dramatic speech
givenbyEgypﬁanPresidentNasserinPortSaidonza December 1960,
whichdmltextmsivelywitblsracrsmemptmacqxﬁrenudmmpom
and its imiplications for the Arab warld (see Appendix).* Nasser’s speech, in
mm,eﬁcimdexb:nsivemcﬁoninoﬂ:erpansofthemabwarldaswd],
whichconﬁnuedthrmxgbomzpﬁxinﬂ:cmedia,aswdlasindiplomaﬁc
con:acrs,bothamongseniorAmboﬁdals,andbawemthcmanddxegmt
powers.

InEgypt,varioussuggesﬁonsappw'edinﬂaemedia&ﬂyonabout
howmdmlwid:whatwaspemeivedasancmergingthmalthaughthere
was still much uncertainty as to IsraePs nuclear capability and intentions.
Theha:shestofﬂmecommenmriespredadeassex’sPortSaidspmh,
appearing in Al-Abvam on 20 December 1960 in an article by Muhammed
HasanynHathwhoservedasthespokesmanforPresidemNassa.Haykal
wamedthatthemanufacmreofnud&rwaponsbyhraelwasamamrof
eranddathfor&eArabs;iﬂmelmeindeedmobtainanatomi:bomb,
theArabswouldacqnﬁreapamﬂdbomb,undﬁranycondiﬁonandatany
pﬁce.‘Nasserhimselfthenaddressedﬂlemmafcwdayslam

OnepartofNasser’smessage,dimcwdprimarﬂytoﬂminmalAmb
front,apparednoplaydownthegravityoftbcpmblem. One need not be
overly impressed (or frightened) by the degree of influence that nuclear
arms have—either inherently, or as a result of possible development by
Israel, he said. In evidence, Nasser cited Britain’s failure in the 19¢6 war (the
“Suez Campaign™) wexploitnudmrarmamenttocoeme]igypt.mmer
partofthemessageinNasse:’sspeechwasdiremdprimaﬁlywwardmc
foreign audience, and it contained a sharp message of warning: if the
repomdxatlsmelwasmanufactu:inganatomicbombwerembeproven
oortecc,thangyptwouldhavenorespondwithaprcvmﬁvewarand,
IMOrEover, must acquire its own nuclear bomb at any price.
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The same duality in the Egyptian public messages, reflecting varying
needs and different audiences, contirmed after the Port Said speech. A
soothing message appeared in another Al-Abram article at the end of De-
cember 1960. It stated that all of the reports concerning Israeli mnclear
development were only intended to frighten, and that Israel may have
invented the story of manufacturing an aromic bomb so as to conceal its
impotence and weakness in face of the Arab forces. Certain other commen-
taries in the media, however, responding to Nassers more alarming mes-
sage,acmsedhxmofmmﬁum:mvmwwudlmd—ofpram
cally accepting the sitnation, so long as Israel refrained from attacking
Egypt.® Haykal responded to this criticism in an article an the destiny of
Egypt’s policy of “positive neutrality.™ In the course of an attempt to prove
that this policy was well-rooted in the Egyptian nation, Haykal also cast
doubt on the future of the policy, should it be proven that Isracl was,
indeed, advancing in the direction of manufacturing an atomic bomb.

Turning to more general Arab attitudes, despite the uncertain reliabil-
ity of the initial Western reports, the stated public attitude of the Arab
officials and redia was in fact 2 determined one. It stated that, in responss
to the Israeli nuclear challenge, they needed to manufacture or to acquire an
atomic device of their own.® An interesting source of reactions from this
period was that of the Lebanese press, which not only reflected the positions
of official figures in Lebanon (e.g,, the Foreign Ministes, the Information
Minister),’ but also served as a convenient platform for other Arabs to
express themselves on the subject, especially in a pan-Arab context. During
January 1961, in anticipation of the conference of Arab Poreign Ministers to
be held in Baghdad at the beginning of February, a series of statements were
published in the Lebanese press to the effect that the nuclear issue would be
discussed in the framework of the conference.® The subject was indeed
addressed there; it was decided to raise the issue of French muclear assistance
to Israel in the UN, and request the International Atomic Energy Agency to
conduct an inspection visit to the Tsraeli reactor.”

Between 1962 and 1964, there were fewer public references to the
nuclear issue. These were the years during which Egypt was engaged in
intensive activity in an attempt to develop ballistic missiles and radiological,
chemical, and nuclear weapons with the massive help of German scientists.
While the first scientists had evidently already been active in Egyptian
defense industrial programs since 1959, Egypt’s missile and nonconven-
tional weapon program only began to gather momentum in 1961, following
the announcements in Israel and in the West concerning the launching of an
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Isracli space missile (Shavit II).> The Egyptian program was intenscly
pursued between 196167, even though, by the beginning of 1963, the
pressure that had been applied upon the German scientists to cease their
activity (by Israel and uitimately also by the Federal German government),
aswdlasintemalpmbluminEgypt,hada]mdys\mwdcdinslcwing
dnwndzcmneofdevdopmmr,andulﬁma:dynndmminedthcpmgxm
'Iiaiu;was1:11elast:ytminwhichmissﬂesWe.’.recﬁsplaym:lonpm-aﬂhainEgypr.’3

A hint to the nature of the activity of the German scientists appears in
twoinneresﬁngEgypdanarﬁdeaﬁnmtheymxgﬁz—M,whichmpub—
lished in reaction to IsracPs accusations concerning the activity of the
scientists, and which maintained that Israel had the capability to manufac-
ture atomic bombs.* Muhammed Hasanyn Haykal confirmed this in an
article from a later period, in which he specifically noted Egypr’s failure
during this period to acquire or to develop on its own 2 nuclear response to
Israels nuclear capability.®

Side-by-side with its indigenous development of ballistic missiles and
NBC weapons, Egypt also conducted secret diplomatic contacts during the
ﬁrsthalfofﬁe:gﬁosinanmempttohalﬂsrad’snudwpmgram.Duﬁng
the presidency of John F, Kennedy, the U.S. administration indeed applied
much pressure on Israel to halt its nuclear program, and attempted thereaf:
ter to persuade both Egypt and Israel to abandon the bailistic missile race.
Theseattempts, which continued, albeit with lesser intensity, in the Johnson
adminimﬁon,didnotappmrmsful,mthsdismayongyp:.

In his book on Nasser, Muhammed Hasanyn Haykal describes the
personal disappointment of the Egyptian president in the wake of a letter
sent to him by President Johnson in March 1965, in which Johnson referred
to United States policy regarding the sale of arms to the Middle East and its
attempt to prevent one side or another from gaining a military advanrage.
Together with this, the American president expressed Isracl’s concern about
statements by some Arab leaders that it was their intention to “wipe out
Ismd,”andhepoinmdmnmNasscrﬂmthescpressumwereﬁkdytol&d
Israelnoﬂucondusionthatthcynwdedmconverttheirplannednudw
pmgram&ompaceﬁ:lpurposeswthemanufacmrcofnudwwmpons.
Haykal suggests that the Johnson letter went on to say that whereas the
United States was attempting to maintain a certain balance between the two
sides in its armament sales, the Soviet Union was not; hence, the United
Sm:eswasforwd‘toredressthebalanoebysdﬁngarmsmlsmdAwording
to Haykal, Nasser read into this presidential letter that the United States
was hinting that Israel was developing nuclear weaponry, that the United
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Smmwouldsupplyhuwithadvancedwmpomsms,andtha:,ﬂgypt
objected to this, the United States would supply Israel with even more
weapons systems.™

Egypt, however, did not confine its diplomatic campaign to the U.S, It
a!soampmdmbﬁngpressuretob&ruponance,md,inCtobuxpés,
FrenchptesidentChadesDchﬂcmmdermce’spastermbyhah-
ingitstechni:alsupyonoﬂmd’sammicpmgmmandas&isﬁng&imin
the development of its own nuclear research.”

There was again extensive discussion of the issue of LiracPs nuclear
capability during 1965-66. This time Egypt was the source of most of the
statements, first and foremost on the part of President Nasser and his
disciple, journalist Muhammed Hasanyn Haykal, of 4)-4brem. Both noted
dicdangarposedbylsrad’scominuednndwdevdopmmandﬂmurgcnt
nwdmpmtlmdﬁomacquiﬁngnudww&pominanywaypossible.
The Arab public reactions from this period echoed the Arab assessment that
Imelmsbetweentwoandthreeymrsamyﬁ'omdevdopinganatomic
bomb—that it would have a bomb around 1968.% Nasser stressed the
gravity of the threat and its impact upon the future of the Arab-Tsrael
conﬂict,andemphasimdthat,intheabsmceofanyoth&rpmcﬁalaim—
ﬁve,pmvmﬁvemagainstlsmdmswphcr&omacquiﬁngnudmmpa-
bility, had become inevitable,

Atﬂﬁsdme,Egypfsmissﬂemdnudmrpmgramwasdisinwgmﬁng,
whﬂewidesprmdassesamenﬁdrmlaﬁnginl!gyptsuggesﬁedﬂm(ﬁth
commissioning of the Dimona reactor) Israel was drawing very close to
ad:ievingthempabﬂitytomanufammanmnﬁcbomb.mweinEgypt
who expressed themselves on this issue disagreed as to the extent to which
anammicbomb,oncemannﬁctmed,wmﬂdgivelsradmﬂimrympeﬁoﬁty
ovettheAmbeountries.VariousassessmmmwerealsoarﬁculamdinEgypt
regardinglsmd’smoﬁvaﬁonsforacﬁnginthenudmrammngthe
moﬁvaﬁommmﬁonedwerepsychologimlmr&reagainstthc&abs; an
amemptmfomedaeSovietUnionandtheUniwdSmmtomchanagrec-
ment regarding a uniform policy in the Middle East; and the wish to boost
mom]sinlsradandmimpwvelsrae?sstandinginﬂzeworld.”Eitherway,
ﬂmquestforaresponsemthepcrceivedﬂmtposedbylsmeﬁdcvdop
mentofanudwupabilitywashighlypmuﬁncntinaﬁﬂmexpmssions
made by Egyptian officials— especially those of President Nasser.

Incontmsttothenumberandcharactetofsta:cmemsonthcissueby
Nasser—primarily during the course of 196566 and at the beginning of
1967—reaction to Israel’s nuclear developments on the part of other Arab
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oﬁdals,boﬂxwithinandotmidethe&amewmkofthePan-Arabeonfms
ences, ‘was sparse and divided,

Whﬂetherenewedmmrestontheoﬁaallevclmﬁgyptevzdmﬂymme
abomhmponsemthcirawmmemthatdaeyhadfaﬂcdinthdrcﬂbmm
hahlsme?snudarpmgmm,itisneverthelessinmﬁngmmtcthatthis
subject was not at all discussed at the second Arab Summit Conference
(Sepmberxg%Almndﬁa).ﬂmreissomeevidmoetosugmthatitdid
come up in the third Arab Summit (September 1963, Casablanca), but
pubﬁcreferencesmthiscﬂ'ectwetefoundpredomimﬂyinlordanian
sourws.”TthsmeﬁnndwissucmevidmﬂymisedatﬂmConfcrenceof
AmbPﬁmeMinistushddinCaimbetwemMarchu—mmﬁﬁo:,aﬂmsr,
inthe&amcworkofﬂxeprepammrymeeﬁngwthisconfermce,ﬁkewise
canducwdinCairo(Marchm,m&ﬁ)withﬂaeparﬁdpaﬁonofﬂzeAmb
foreignnﬁnisters."Atdxa:ﬁme,anEgypﬁansmtemmtrdaﬁngtoﬂxefact
tha:thesubjectwonldberaiseddmingdiecomseofth:Confuenceof
PoreignMinismsu'csseddmtthcdiscnssionwouldbe“baseduponthe
ampﬁonthatdieonlyrespomemthiswasaprevmﬁvewar,mdtbmit
isinmmbmtuponaﬂArabconnuieswdestroyimmediamlyany:hingthat
_mightenablelsmeluomamfammanamnﬁcbomb?‘lnaddiﬁon,Nassa’s
pcrsonalrepresennﬁveatﬂieConfermceofArabPrimcMinisters,Hasan
SabﬂAl-Khuli,cxplainedinaninterviewmareponetfordegypﬁan
weeklyAl-m‘uwwﬂm,“aprevenﬁvewarixonethatisgenmﬂyin-
mdedtopreventtheenemy&omeujuyingtheuseofwapomdmm
dangerous to us, like an inoculation given before the illness comes
possibleprevenﬁveacﬁons,hemenﬁoned&edesﬂucﬁonoftheanomic
r&cmrusedforﬂlemamfamn-eofmmicbombsﬁﬁnm,evmwhcnthe
subject was diplomatically discussed within a Pan-Arab framework, the
Egyptian line reiterated Nasser’s public position—namely, the absohze
need for preventive war,

It would appear that the explanation for the manner in which the
nudwsubjectwasmnedond:einw-Arablevdwasdosclyrelamdmtht
namreofinm—Arabrelaﬁomduﬁngdaepeﬁodinquesﬁon.Thescm
characnctizedbythedivisionbemeen“ptogreasive”and“mcﬁomry”
camps.Thepmgressives(Egypt,Syria,Algezia)admmddﬁ'ectm%]:
againstlsmdandwaeopposedtotherencwalofsumnﬁtmeeﬁngsofthe
Arab League. On the other hand, the reactionaries (Jordan, Saudi Arabia,
'Ihnisia),whowereaccusedbytheprogrcssivesofadvandngmcirown
interesmandjoiningﬂxenimgletha:indudedme“zmnism‘anddm
“imperialists;® called for the continuation of summit conferences. > Nasser
appurstohaveutilizedthenndwissueasamoibyvdﬁchmcomcya
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eer:ainpuwatﬁﬂmessagetotbsanﬁre&abwoﬂd;namdy;tha:thsonly
viabiemmofdealhgwhhlsraelwasbymﬂimrycon&ontaﬁon—spedﬁ-
callybyprevmﬁvewanﬂemmp@d,unmmsﬁﬂlyashmmedmn,to
convince the other Arab leaders of the necessity of preventive war within the
framework of the Conference of Foreign Ministers held in March 1966.
Havingfai]ed,hehoycomdthefaur:bSumm’uCnrference,whichmm
havetah:phneon&ptembers,:g&,bmwhid:msulﬁmaﬂycmmlsd
due to the split between the two Arab camps.
Imﬁng!ymugh,bcthArabmmpsaxphin&dthdratﬁmdeto—
ward the summit mechanism in terms of the Israeli nuclear challenge. On
:heonchand,ﬂaepmgreasimrefusedtommpmmisethdrmiﬁmmd
for the sake of Arab solidarity; on the other, the reactionaries argued for
Ambsoﬁdaﬁtytosmnﬂuptothechaﬂenge.Oneshanldwnsiderinthis
ﬁghtaSyrianar&de,wriminthewakeofﬂ:eMamhxg&ﬁPﬁmeMinims’
Conference in Cairo, which focused upon the question of Arab solidarity in
the conext of these relationships within the Arab world. The author of the
article emphasized that Syria refused to allow solidarity to become an
mﬁrmmgthedﬁambampmmmdmmonmes
Ra:he;Sydamdusmodsoﬁdaﬁtyasanoppoﬁuni:yfortheAmbna&onto
mmhalfomsoasmaminimpﬁmarygoa]&Agaimtthebmkgrmmdof
thesemscmlaﬁans,ommayalsomdcrmndaninmesﬁng]ordanian
response(ﬁ'omthebeginningofzm),amrdingmwhichﬂ::Arabsum-
mit conferences are essential 50 a8 to stand united against Israel before it
attained nuclear weapons.®
'mmingbackmﬁgypt(whichwiﬂbethefocusofamﬁoninthe
foﬂowingsecﬁon)weancmdudcﬁm,inﬂ:eyearsmﬁs—é&,]lgypﬁan
statements dealt at length with two options for mesting the perceived
muclear threat. These were, in fact, both attempted during the first half of
the 19608: the development of an Egyptian muclear response, and a preven-
tive wat, The former course of action was discussed, for example, in an
arﬁdebyHasanynHaykalpubﬁshedinAugmtm&s,inwhjdaherepmtedly
warnedagainstﬂaedanguofmanufacmreofanatomicbombbylm
enumerated the reasons which, in his opinion, motivated Israel to be inter-
mdinanudwbomb(psychologimlmood,lsrad’ssecurity,thcnammof
ﬁterulinggxoupinlsmeLIsmd’ssmindmewoﬂd),and:xpressedhis
assessmentd:at,fromboﬁxasdenﬁﬁcandamamriaiviewpoim,lsm:lwas
mpableofmamxfamxringanammicbombmddmt,inpracﬁcc,itwouldbe
dosemralizingﬂﬁscapabﬂitywdﬂﬁntwomﬂ:reeymrs.mcondusionhc
reached was that, due to the “facts of life” Egypt needed to be prepared to
acqxﬁreanudmrwmponapabiﬁtyforimdf,nowdﬂamdjngitspmfm\
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ence not 1o do s0.** Nasser reiterated this rationale in an interview he
granted to the BBC in May 1966, in which he claimed that Egypt now
believed that it must act in the miclear realm, 5o long as Israel did 80,7 This
was the essence of the first course of action. In the following section, we
look more closely at the second in the framework of its possible impact on
developments leading to the Six Day War.

EVENTS LEADING TO THE SIX DAY WAR (1957)

Thedamstofdlesmnd,andmoreconspicummaspectoﬂ!gypt’syubﬁc
mpmscmd:clmcﬁnudwpmgram,mabhmtmessagepaminingto
ap:amﬁvewanltmggmwdthatthelmmchingofanmabwartodemoy
Imzl’snudmrinﬁamcnmandputanenﬂwimnudwpmgmmhad
bemmeanmsityTheid&ofapmvm&vewwasﬁmarﬁaﬂawdbythe
Egyptian elite a8 early as 1960, but when it resurfaced in the course of 1965~
66, it was cast in much more definite terms. This is especially evident in a
Hasanynlhykalarﬁdeofmid—Octobcrzgés.Inthismjmlpiece,Haykaj
stated that the main pressure affecting the “Arab situation® was Israels
mugclear potential and the need to be adequately prepared to deal with it.
Haykal reasoned that the gravity of the nuclear threat was such that one
conld not sitidly by waiting for the decisive moment to come (which, it was
esﬁmmd,wouldarriveinanothermreeymorso),bmmustprcpare
oneself to act. While Haykal believed that the entire Arab world needed to
prepare for action against Isracl, he emphasized the particular obligation of
Egyptmlmdth:wayEgyp:,byvimeofbeingtheArabcoumrprng
themsdenﬁﬁc,economic,andmﬂimryapabiﬁﬁes,cmﬂdnmreﬁain
ﬁumaprevmtivesu-ik:iﬂsraelbemmeanudmpowcr.”liaykal’smessage
wasreinforcedbyNawerhimsdfinmﬁ,foﬂcwingrcpominﬂteforeig!
press suggesting a ballistic missile deal between France and lsrael and
claiming that Israel possessed the ability to produce nuclear missile war-
heads.® Nasser reaffirmed the message that the Arabs, and primarily Egypt,
would have no choice but to launch a preventive war should Israel manufac-
ture an atomic bomb, or even demonstrate clear indicarions that it was
moving in this direction. Nasser’s warning was reinforced by several articies
in the Egyptian press all of which pointed to the same course of action.”
How is one to understand the strong emphasis on such extreme courses
ofacﬁontha:dmncmrmdthepubﬁcdiscussionoftheissueinEgyptinthz
course of 1965 and 19662 The evidence we have uncovered suggests that the
explanation may lie in three complementary developments: first, mounting
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concern in Egypt that IsracPs nuclear program was likely to mature, or at
lastmixrevcrsiblycrossacriﬁmlthmhold,withinsevemlymrs of the
commissioning of the Dimona reactor, possibly as carly as 1967 or 1968;
second, the collapse of the Egyptian effort to develop an indigenous missile/
chcmime:dwwmponmpabﬂityinrespomemIsmd;andthird,gmw—
ing recognition by the Egyptian leadership of the futility of its efforts to
thwart the Isracli program by means of quiet diplomacy aimed both at
mobilizing intra-Arab support for Eygpt’s position and penerating Western
and Soviet pressure against Isracl.»

It scems clear that by 1966 President Nasser had apparently reached the
mdusionthathemustdalwi&dmclsracﬁnudmchaﬂmgtthmugbm
parallel but complementary courses of action: threaten severe retaliation if
Israel approached the nuclear threshold, in order to dissuade Israel from
proceeding along this path and to motivate the major powers to force Israel
to abandon its presumed nuclear weapon ambitions; and, having failed to
develop nuclear weapons indigenously, simultaneously seek to acquire them
outright from either the Soviet Union or China.* One should note, in this
context, a New York Times report of February 1966 suggesting that the Soviet
Unionhaddecﬁnedat&xeﬁmewseﬂﬁgyptnndwwmpons,oﬂ'@dngit
insread “nuclear guarantees” against Isracl should these prove necessary.
Nasser, however, was evidently not content with this promise, hoping
instead to neutralize Isracls nuclear threat in a more definitive manner
before it became a fués soompli. Alongside both of these strategies, Nasser
may have also begun contemplating a preventive attack on IsraePs nuclear
installations, should his other options be exhausted. It is to this last course
of action that we now turn.

In assessing the impact of the nuclear issue on events leading to the Six
Day War (June s-10, 1967) we must first make clear that the option of 2
prevenﬁvewaragainstlsneloonﬁnuedtobediscussedpubﬁdybymab,
primarily Bgyptian, sources until early 1967, but not during the months
immediately preceding the outbreak of hostilities. We have not been able to
uncover anty public Arab reference to the desirability of a preventive strike
on Isracl’s nuclear infrastructure in May or June 1967. Furthermore, we
have also not found any statements by Arab officials explicitly connecting
their political and military moves preceding (and precipitating) the out-
brmkofﬂlewarwconﬁmﬁnglsmlinudwacﬁvity. 1t is, neverthelezs,
interesting to explore the correlation between these moves and the explicit
Arab (first and foremost Egyptian) discussion of and statements on preven-
tive war to thwart Isracl’s nuclear program, which appeared during 1965,
1966, and early 1967. And it is here that it proves useful to consider circum-
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smnﬁalevidmeeﬂlatshedssomeaddiﬁmalﬁgbxonﬂaepossiblecomec-
tion between the events of May 1967 and Nasser's earlier statements on
preventive war.
Fim,inrecentymrssomehardevidmcehasmrfacedtomnﬁnnthm
duﬁngthispcriodPresidentNasserhadindwdbempreoccupiedbythe
mzdenrissue;somuchso,inﬁa,thathewayweﬂhavcoomcdosem
lannchingaprevm&ves&ikcagainstlsrael’sDimmanudmfadﬁty Ina
recmﬂydedassiﬁedimwrirwntoh&idmﬂohnsonm;]maryxpaq,
IohnS.Badmu,Un'mdSmAmbassadorinCaim,conjmedthatthe
oniymseinwhichﬁgyp:wouldundcmhedimmdopcnmﬂimryacﬁm
agaimlmdmiftbqwmmﬁnwdtharhmdhadbegunmmam:&:-
umnudmrdevioes.lnthismse,hemmed,]igyptwuuldmemp:m
deliverapre-empmryblow.”lnaddiﬁon,awordingmaNmnrkTm
arddethatappmredatthecndof:g&ﬁ,meUnitedStamwasconsidming
apmgramthatwmﬂdhelp]smelanngyptsetupnudmpcmeddesaﬁ-
nation plants in exchange for a promise by both sides to allow inspections
ofﬂidrovmﬂnudwac&vitybymelmnaﬁomlmomjchm'gyw
Supporters of the plan in the U.S. administration cited Nasser’s February

mms.“i‘hns,itseemsthatazlastsomesmioroﬁdalsintheU.S. admin-
isn-aﬁonwmattheﬁmemkingNasscr’athmsaiouﬂ}zMomver,ﬂ:m
iseverymsontobdievethatthesubjectwascmraisedinthccourseof
mmﬂmmdnmdbetweenﬂmU.s.anngypt,bminformaﬁonon
ﬂwsemlksremainsdassiﬂedtothisday.
Anod:u-smuceofinformaﬁonsugesﬁngapossiblcwnnecﬁonbe-
tweenEgypt’sdedaraﬁomandimpoliﬁmlandmiﬁtarymovesinMayof
IgoyconcernsthepncﬁmlpreparaﬁonsundmhmbyEgypt,betwcm
MarchandMayzgw,foranairstrﬂmagainstmeDimonanudwm”
Aspartofﬂ:eseprepamﬁons,Egyptcondu@dtwounprmdenwdand
excepﬁonaﬂydaﬁngphoﬁographicrecomaimnceﬂighmovermmmaon
May 17 and May 26, 1967. The highly unusual characteristics of these
missionssuggmtﬂmtﬂmirmostlikdyobjecﬁvewasmgaﬂxcropmaﬁonal
int:ﬂigenceonamrgetforam:k.lhegovemmmtofhradevidmﬂy

math of flights considered the possibility of an Egyptian attack directed
specifically against the “most sensitive security site]” what requirements
wereneededuopronect&ﬁssite,andwhaﬂsrad’sresponseshouldbeinthe
event that such an attack should occur
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The question, to what extent IsracPs perceived development of a
nuclear weapon capability may have actually served as a motivation for
Egypt to deploy its military in the Sinai in May of 1967, has become even
more intriguing in recent years. This is so because of the gradual refutation
of most of the commonly-offered explanations for Egypt's decision to pull
its troops back from Yemen, concentrate its military in the Sinai peninsula
while preparing it for war, close the Straits of Tiran, and request the removal
of the UN peacekeeping troops stationed along its border with Israel. The
Egyptian forces that were rapidly evacuated from the Yemen civil war and
relocated in the Sinai in a rather disorganized fashion, were clearly not
prepared at the time for a war against Isracl.” They were neither ready foran
offensiveaction, nor did they seem to have explicit instructions to wage one.
Furthermore, Nasser’s strategic doctrine called for the artainment of deci-
sive military supremacy before the Arabs would embark on an additional,

Today, the logic guiding Egypr’s moves of the time seems even less
clear than ever before. For it is becoming increasingly apparent that the
Egyptian leadership had actuaily come to know with reasonable certainty by
the end of May 1967 that, contrary to some reports, Israel was not mobiliz-
ing troops and deploying them on the Syrian front.® Thus, for the present,
this historical chapter remains something of a mystery. It is in this context
that we ought to consider the possible role of the nuclear factor.

'We have been able to establish that the Egyptian leadership assumed,
on the eve of the Six Day War, that Israel was getting dangerously close to
acquiring a nuclear weapon capability, or, at least, rapidly approaching the
point in which it would produce in Dimona sufficient quantities of fissile
material to manufacture nuclear weapons should it elect to do so. They
seemed to have been operating at the time on the belief that, while Israel had
still not attained an operative nuclear capability, it could (and would?) reach
that point within a year or so. Finally, at least President Nasser may have
reached the conclusion that all other means for stopping the Israeli nuclear
program had failed, while the consequences of its development of a nuclear
arsenal would be truly dire for the Arab struggle against Isracl, and, by
implication, also of special detriment to Egypt as the champion of this
struggle and the leader of the Arab world.

It is thus plausible to speculate that part of the logic guiding Nasser’s
actions in May of 1967 may well have been his determination to use the tense
political atmosphere prevailing at the time to stop the Israeli nuclear pro-
gram byusing political-military and, if need be, even strictly military means.
Viewed in this light, his deployment of troops in the Sinai may have thus
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been designed, at least in part, as 2 prudent precautionary move in anticipa-
tion of a decisive Isracli military response to an Egyptian air strike on
Dimona.

THE INTER-RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
ISRAEL’S NUCLEAR IMAGE AND THE ARAB
APPROACH TO THE CONFLICT

This discussion naturally leads to the broader question of how IzraePs
muclear image in Arab eyes may have affected their overall approach to the
Arab-Isracli conflict, and, in turn, may have been affected by it. On this issue
there are two primary schools of thought. One school, whose most promi-
nentspokesman is Shiomo Aronson, asserts that the Israeli nuclear issue has
had a major impact on at least three major turning points in the Arab-Iaraeli
conflict, namely the Six Day War, the Yom Kippur War, and Sadat’s peace
initiative of 1977.° The second school, whose leading advocate is Yair
Evron, holds that the nuclear image of Israel has never had any substantial
impact upon the Arabs, either upon their overall approach to the conflict, or
on their behavior in any major event.+

The conclusions of cur research regarding the impact of the nuclear
question on developments leading to the Six Day War place us somewhere
berween these two approaches. We have come to the conclusion that Israel’s
nuclear image probably had a significant impact on President Nasser’s
calculations on the eve of the Six Day War. But the body of evidence
presently available to us does not conclusively support the assertion that it
was actually the decisive factor in triggering the events that ultimately led to
the war.

We now wish to address a broader question; namely, the impact that

have had on the public Arab discussion of Israel’s nuclear potential: Not
unexpectedly, we identified two basic atritudes expressed in Arab sources
regarding the perceived threat emanating from Israel’s nuclear activity: the
first is one of dismissal—employing various arguments to explain why
Israel’s nuclear option did not really pose any serious threat to the Arabs, or
otherwise significantly limit them; the second attitude is one that considers
the threat in grave seriousness, especially in light of what were viewed as
Israel’s “aggressive tendencies” Sometimes both approaches coexist among
the same Arab circle, and are even used simultaneously by the same spokes-
men. Recall that, when reviewing the initial Egyptian reactions (in 1960) to
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Israel’snudwpmgmm,wehmalradydmwnatmnﬁonmthischulitg
which we ized as stemming from an attempt to communicate
simultaneously two distinct messages to two different audiences,
Inouroriginalsmdywefoundevidmceofacorrelaﬁonbetweenthese
twoat&mdes,mdtheovuiuappmchofﬂ:eAmbregimesandladm
wwardtheArab-Israe!imnﬂictlhismoktheformofaninmnﬁoml“play-
ingup”orﬁahyingdmm”ofthedegmeofsevai:yamibtmdmtbelmeﬁ
pomﬁal.lnothawords,weidmﬁﬁedasystcmaﬁcbiasinmepubﬁcArab

op&onandimsize,andassessnmmofthcmmandscvmityanribmd

mtheseﬁus(i.e.whethuthspoﬁenﬁn]infaaeonstimmamm).
Indaeperiodbetweenxpﬁoandxgwwewereabletoidmﬁfysigmof

mchasysmaﬁcbiasinﬂaepuhﬁcdismasionofﬂ:elsmeﬁnudwissue,in

1. Igso—mehiﬁalmporminWesmmediaregardjngIsrad’sanﬁvityin
Dimonaeﬁdwdanespedaﬂysevacmcdonmtheuna‘ging:hreatin
ordermamuseinmrnaﬁonalintaestmdpmmmonlsml. It was
hopeddlatsuchmcﬁonwouldpmahalttodaeprogmminirsiniﬁal
stage.

2. 1961-1964—this period was characterized by an intentional effort to
ignorethesubjectanddismjssitsimpﬁations,aspanofﬂlelarger
attempt to mobilize broad Arab support for the continued struggle
againstlsraeLwhileaxthesametime,mdimanmﬁonﬁ'omtheir
owxie&'om(mainlyEgyptian)todmlwi:hﬂmmmbydwdopinga
responseinldnd.Oneﬁcmrd:atmayhavemadeitasierforEgyp:w
playdownmenudwissueinthispeﬁodwasthepoﬁcyofmeKmnedy
adminimﬁonwhichappﬁedinmingxyhmyandsuminedpres-
sure on Israel to accept regular inspections of the Dimona reactor
whichwmﬂdenableﬂteU.S.tokeepaneyeond:eauiviﬁesmrriedom
there.“'lhus,therewasnopemdvedurgenqrforEgypttoyublidy
amuseinmrnaﬁonalconcem,sincetheU.S.wasdudyconocmed,md
already pressuring Israel.

3. 1965-1967—this period was characterized by a renewed Arab effort to
play up the nuclear issue and emphasize the severity of the nuclear
ﬂxrmt,inordunoblﬁldupinmmaﬁomlpmmonlsraelmstopﬂm
nuclérprogrambeforeitwouldbemolaxe(acoordmgtoEgypﬁan
assesmnenm,lmelwasexpewedmcossthenudearﬂmholdaromd
1968).Asmenﬁonedabove,ﬂﬁschangemaybeat:ﬁbutcd,inpargm
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the failure of the Egyptian missile program, which secems to have been
due to internal difficulties exacerbated by Israeli efforts to undermine
the program.* An additional factor which may have motivated Egypt
in particular to step up the public rhetoric on this issue was the attitude
ofthe]ohnsonadminimﬁm,whichwaspemdvadbyNasserasbeing
more tolerant of Isracl’s miclear activity than its predecessor.

CONCLUDING REFLECTIONS

Wewish to end this review by alluding to its broader historical relevance. As
was already noted, the Arab, especially Egyptian, discussion of Isracls
nudmprogmminthemrlylyﬁosdar}ymﬂecwdaperccpﬁonﬂmtthe
compleﬁonoflsmd’snudwprogzamwoulduxhcrinancwcrainmthe
MiddleEastingmeraLandd:eAnb-Isra:liconﬂictinpar&culan'Ihis
pacepﬁonwasespedaﬂyammamongdzeﬁgypﬁaneﬁteoftheﬁme,which
aspizedmregionaldominanceand,thaefore,fdtmostimmcdia:elyand
direcdyﬂmtcnedbylsrad’smdwpmgmm.mcﬁomtoundminethe
Israelipmgxam,oratlmstcomeupwidaanappropdatcmponsc,wcre
consequenﬂymarkedbyrcmarkableintensityaswcllasasmseofurgmcy

Amthu‘sinﬁlarmlculaﬁonandraﬁonale,albeitinadiﬂ'aunsctﬁng,
appears to be guiding the Egyptian foreign policy in the first half of the
19903.Thehaqiand1raniannudmreﬁ'ons,coupledwiththeonsctofthc
Madﬁdeprom,mapparmﬂypacdvadbytheEgypﬁm:ﬁteto
presemﬂ:mwithbothanacn:echaﬂmgeandagolden,ifbricf,oppom-
nity to deal with the nuclear balance in the Middle East. Their statements
andcnnductreﬂeaachiﬂinngypﬁanassessmenttotheeEectﬂmﬁmher
nudmrizaﬁonofﬂmMiddleBast,orIsradicun-yim:o:he‘NewMiddle
Bast”asanudwsuperpowcz;poseanacu:echaﬂmgcmmeEgypﬁan
hegemony in the region, Given that, at the present time, nuclear rearma-
mentforEgyptdoesnotappmmtheEgypﬁancﬁmasanapedaﬂy
appealing option (just as it proved clusive in the early 1960s), Egyptis now,
asmm,pinningmuchhopeonconﬁ-onﬁngﬁmlsra:ﬁchaﬂengemregional
ladmhipbypressinghardforhnmedianenndwdisannamcmmme
region. Paiﬁngﬂlat,Egyptisatleasthopingtoexploitthenudwissue
diplomatically (along with several others) in order to stop, or at least slow
down, the comprehensive normalization process between the Arab world
and Israel that it perceives to be so threatening to its traditional hegemony
in the region.
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APPENDIX

Excerpts from Important Statements and Commentary
1. From President Nasser’s Port Said Speech, 23 December 1060 (SWB, ME/

s24/Af1-Afxr)

—“They say that Israel is making an atom bomb. Did we become afraid? Of
wmsewedidnot.ka?ForaaimplereamOn;othchbeupsdBnghnd
presented an ultimatum that we should surrender Port Said, Ismailia and Suez
within 12 hours or else face invasion. Naturally I did not even consider this
ultimatum or discuss what the reply should be . . . When we rejected Britain's
and Prance’s ultimatnm in 1956, we did so although we knew that Britain had
atom bombs, missiles, fleets, and aircraft carriers®

—"Our atom bomb is our unity and our faith in our country, They say that
Israc! is making an atom bomb. Our reply to this is that such talk increases
Arab determination to adhere to Arab nationalism and Arab unity. If1srael can
make an atom bomb, we can also make an atom bomb . . . We will under no
circumstances permit Israel to be our superior. We will always be superior to
Israel, no matter what the cost and the sacrifices involved.

If we are sure that Israel is making an atom bomb, it will mean the
beginning of war between us and Isracl, because we cannot permit Izrael to
manufacture an atom bomb. It is inevitable that we should attack the base of
aggression even if we have to mobilize four million to destroy it®
—“We then come to think of the other possibility. If this propaganda indicates
anything at all, it indicates that the imperialist states are preparing the atmo-
sphere to arm Israel with atomic weapons and then say that Israel itself has
produced atomic weapons . . . I do not think it unlikely that these states will
colinde with Israel and give it secret weapans. Of course it is a battle against
imperialism and another against Zionism while there is an alliance between
the two. But at such a time, we will obtain an atom bomb and atomic weapons
at any price® ;

2. From an Interview with President Nasser by Iraqi Newsmen, 20 February

1966 (FBIS, 21 February 1966)

—*. .. if Israel produces the atomic bomb then I believe that the only answer
to such action would be preventive war. The Arab states will have to take
immediate action and liquidate everything that would enable Israel to pro-
duce the atomic bomb”
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3. President Nasser as quoted in an Interview to NBC, 17 April 1966 (Nsw York
Tismes, 18 April 1966)

—“They have a reactor, 24 megawatts, and they have the phitonium, What
would be the result? The result would be to produce atomic weapons®

[Nasser said during the interview that the UAR would start a “preventive
war™ against Israel if it obmained conclusive proof that Israel was developing
nuclear weapons.]

4. Al-Abram Comments on Nasser’s Statements to NBC (FAIS, 19 April 1066)

—~This is not the first time the president has spoken in candid and unequivocal
terms about preventive war to counter IsraeP’s possible possession of atomic
weapans. . . The Arabs could not stand idly by or simply adopt a wait-and-see
attitude in the face of such a possibility or they would be risking their very
existence”

—*Since the UAR in principle and application is most concerned about its
national independence and sovercignty and its freedom of action, it most
categorically refuses to seck safety guarantees from any nuclear power for
protection from any possible Israeli atomic attack. Therefore, there is no
objecﬂve,amessible,andnmsaryalmaﬁveoﬂmrtbanprcvmﬁv:mﬁ:r
by s0 doing the UAR would be exercising a lawful act of self-defense and self-
preservation.”

s. From an Interview with President Nasser by BBC, 8 May 1966 (FBIS, May
9, 1966)

[On the question of nuclear weapons in the Middle East):
—*We are now thinking that we must begin to work in this field as Jong as
Israel is working in it

6. From an Interview with President Nasser by the British Obszyver, s February
1967 (FBIS, 9 February 1967)

~*We declared that we will sign the nuclear weapons nonproliferation agree-
ment in Vienna, Israel refused to sign. Actually, we were not disturbed. If the
Israelis proceed with the production of an atomic bomb, the final solution
would be a preventive war to avert and eliminate this danger?



§6 * ISRAEL STUDIBS

Nortzs

# ‘This article was adapted from a larger study published in Hebrew: Ariel B,
Levité and Emily B. Landan, Innely Nudear Inggs: Arab Pevespiions of Ivnsls
Nuscizay Posture (Tel-Aviv: Papyrus Publishing House, 1994). The authors wish to
express their gratitude to Prof. S, Tlan Troen, editor of Irms) Ssudiss, for his helpfal
comments and extensive assistance in bringing this article to print. They also wish
o acknowledge the helpful input provided by Dr. Zalki Shalom.

1. New o5 Tomes, 19 December 1960; I#id., 20 December 1960. In his 1992
book, Hasanyn Haylal relates that, in practice, it was already known in Egypt in
1057 that Israel was engaged in efforts to acquire an atom bomb: “In 1957, knowing
that Israel was trying to build an atom bomb, Cairo set up a muclear research
programme, but later abandoned it® — Mohamed Heikal, Musions of s Triumgph:
An Asub Visw of the Gulf War (London, 1992), 72.

2. See Aiddls Bast Record 1 (1960): 287288,

3. Cairo Home Service, 1645 GMT, 23 December 1960 {live), in SW3B, MB/s24,
Alr-Afro.

4 Report of Al-Abmm article on MENA in Arabic, 730 GMT, 20 December
1960 (in SWB, MB/s20/Af1).

s. Al-Abram, Bgypt, 29 December 1980 (Hates, 13 Jan. 1961, 1058/586.011),

6. See, for example, the Jordanian reference to it in Fowl Al-24lasm, Jordan, 19
Jamuary 1961 (Hatzsp, 24 January 1061, 1067/586.0m).

] 7. “Hasanryn Haykal on Positive Neutrality” [Arabic}, Cairo Home Service,
600 GMT, 27 Janumary 1961 (in SWB, MEB/ss1/AfL, 27 Jan. 1961).

8. See, for example, Damascus Home Service, 0615 GMT (press review), 22
December 1960; Baghdad Home Service, o6oo GMT (press review), 22 December
1960, in SWB, MB/s22/Afs, 23 Dec. 1980; the remarks of the Jordanian Foreign
Minister, Mousa Nasser, Falassin, Jordan, 23 December 1960 (Hassay, daily compi-
lation, 25 Dec. 1960, 1043/586.011); Al-Akbbar, Egypt, 25 December 1960 (Hatusr,
daily compilation, 1042/586.013, 26 Dec. 1960).

9. See, comments of the Information Minister, Al-Flayaz, Lebanon, 23 Decem-
ber 1960 (Hataay, daily compilation, 25 Dec. 1960, 1041/586.011); Al-Hoyas, Leba-
non, § January 1961 (Hatuav, 9 Jan. 1961, 1054/s86.011); comments of the Foreign
Minister: Al-Hayss, Lebanon, 10 March 1061 (Hatesv, 13 Mar. 1961, 1108/586.011).

10, Al-Heyat, Lebanon, 6 January 1961 (Hasap, 9 Jan. 1961, 1054./s86.011); Al-
Ska'y, Lebanon, 9 Jammary 1961 (SWB, ME/537/A/s); Ksil-Sbi, Lebanon, 14 January
1961 (Hatzap, 17 Jan. 1961, 1061/586.001); Al-Amway, Lebanon, 13 January 1961
(Hatzav, 25 Jan. 1961, 1068/586.001).

11. Akbbar al-Yuwm, 18 March 1961 (Hateay, 27 Mar. 1061, 1120/¢86.110).

12. Lewis A. Frank, “Nasser’s Missile Program,® Orbis, 2(3) (Fall 1067): 750.

13. Ibid., 752~755; of Joseph S. Bermudez, Jr., “Ballistic Missiles in the Third
World: Egypt and the 1973 Arab-Isracli War)® fanss Inselligence Review (December
1991 ): §31.



Arab Perceptions of Israel’s Nuclear Posture ¢ §7

14 See Ths New York Timss, 25 April 1963, the remarks of Mahmud Riyad, in
wake of Isracl’s objections to the German scientists in Egypt; the article by Hasanyn
Haykal, Al-Abram, 12 June 1964 (Hatzap, 15 June 1964, 2396/586.176).

15. “The Bomb)® Al-Abyam, 23 November 1973 (Hateay, 24 Nov. 1973, 33/1).

18. Mohamed Heikal, Naser: T2 Ceiro Docusnents (London, 1973), 207-209.

17. See Oded Brosh, “Understandings of the Nuclear Dimension in Multi-
Lateral Regional Conflicts and Stances Concerning Them.® Doctoral Dissermtion,
Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Jerusalem, 1990), 102~103 [Hebrew],

18. Hasanyn Haykal, Al-Abrem, 20 Angust 198¢ (Hoiesp, 23 Aug, 1983, 2354/
$§86.176); Al-Abrasm, 8 Janmary 1966 (Hateo, 10 Jan. 1966, 4/586.176); “Haykal on
Arab Strategy;” Cairo Home Service in Arabic, 1530 GMT, 15 October 1963 (in SWB,
MEfrp88/Af1). :

19. Hasanyn Haykal, Al-Abmm, 20 August 1083 (Hatuny, 22 Aug, 1963, 23347
$86a78); of Akbir Sa'a, 13 October 1965 (Hatzay, 25 Oct. 1963,.48/386.178); A-
Thiiz’s, Bgypt, May 1066 (Hatzay, 20 June 1988, 60/586.176).

20. See Brosh, 102. For later references of King Hussein to the same matter, see
Amman Domestic Service in Arabic, 1200 GMT, 14 February 1987 (in FRIS, 15 Feb.
1967).

21. In a report concerning the agenda of the Conference of Arab Prime Minis-
ters, the nuclear issue is not mentioned (A2Nabar, Lebanon, 12 March 1968;
Hateay, no. 109), but in an Egyptian report concerning the preliminary meeting on
the level of Foreign Ministers, it is emphasized that the issue of the nuclear threat
presented by Israel would be raised during the course of the discussions; see Al
Jumburizys, Bgypt, 12 March 1966 (Hatasy, 18 Mar. 1966, 112/586.011).

23, Al-Jumburips, idevs.

23. Al-Msszwwer, Egypt—special supplement entitied “We the Arabs® (Hatesy,
4 April 1968, 135/s86.011).

24. Misdle Bast Recovd 3 (1967) (Jerusalem, 1971), 107-113.

25. See the report of the Al-Ba%b article, Damascus Home Service in Arabic,
o615 GMT, 17 March 1966 (in SWB, ME/a1s/A/2); Jordan Radio, 1900 GMT, 3
February 1967 (in SWB, ME/2384/A/6).

26. Al-Abyam, 20 August 1968, (Hatssy, 33 Ang. 1965, 3354/585.176).

37. Cairo MENA in Arabic, 2030 GMT, 8 May 1966 (in FRIS, 9 May 1085, p.
Bi6).

28. “Haykal on Arab Strategy” [Arabic], Cairo Home Service in Arabic, 1530
GMT,; and Voice of the Arabs, 1850 GMT, 15 October 1965 (in SWB, ME/1988/A/1).

29. For the original report on the secret missile deal between Isracl and France,
see the article by John W. Finney published in The Naw York Thmzs, 7 Januvary 1986,
1. See also, “Initial Reactions of the Bgyptian Press to the Missile Deal between
Israel and France® (in Hatzap, 10 Jan. 1966, 4/586.176).

30. For Nasser’s expressions, sce, Baghdad Domestic Service in Arabic, o400
GMT, 20 February 1966 (in FBIS, 21 Feb. 1966, p. B6); Cairo Domestic Service in
Arabic, 1633 GMT, 223 February 1966 (in FRIS, 23 Feb. 1966, p. Ba); Cairo Domestic




) =~ ioxansy SIUDIBES

Service in Arabic, o600 GMT, 19 April 1966 (in FRIS, 19 Apr. 1966, p. B1); Cairo
Domestic Service in Arabic, 1230 GMT, 6 February 1967 (in FRIS, 9 Feb. 1967). For
ﬁnthcrarﬁdesondzesubject,see,dkmmsgypr,myzpﬁs, (Hatear, 20 Tune
1966, 60/586.176); Cairo Home Service in Arabic, 1730 GMT, 9 September 1966 (in
SW3B, ME/[2262/A/1, 9 Sept. 1966); Cairo Home Service in Arabic, 1830 GMT, o
December 1966 (in SWB, ME/2340/A/6, 9 Dec. 1966).

3I. Seeprimarﬂyhisar:ide,%cBomb,’Al-Abm»,zsNov:mbeum (Hazzay,
24 Nov. xm;;z/xx),andanmsivearﬁdcwhichhemmthcmbjec:inxm
which appeared inAl-RaY, Jordan, Janmary 1976 (Hates, 16 Feb. 1975, 843/oc1p).

See also in this context, Puad Amin Jabber, The Politics of Arms Transfer and
Consvols: The Case of the Middle East, Ph.D. Dissertation, Univeraity of California at
Los Angeles, 1973 (AnnArbor,MI,UnivuaityIvﬁcmﬁlms), 78-79; Yair Evron,
“The Arab Position in the Nuclear Field: AStudy of Policies up to 1967 Cooperation
and Conflics 8(1) (1973): 20-21.

32. anongabov&&nwningthepmnﬁsesofth:&vietUnionmEm:,
see The New York Times, 4 Februnary 1966, 1.

33. See Oded Brosh, “Understandings® na.

34 The New Tork Times, 28 February 1966, A

3s. An item in Hadrets, 22 June 1967, reported that, according to operational
mapsfoundbyﬂxcmFintheairﬁddsinEl-Aﬁthdm-Sir,th:EgypﬁanAkFor:e
hadplamedmanacklsmd’stwonudmﬁdﬁﬁminDimonaandNahalSomkand
thucbyexploitﬂxe&mrofsmpﬁseathebeginnjngofﬂadrphnnedmmpﬂgn
against Israel. Sec also the article by General ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Daghaydi, “25 Years
after the June 1967 War? AL-Wafd,  June 1992 [Arabic].

36. See, Yitzhak Rabin, Pinkas Sherus, I (Tel-Aviv, 1979), 136137, 163~166; Eitan
Haber, Today War Will Break Ous: Memoirs of Brigadier-General Irrnzl Lioy (Tel-
Aviv, 1987), 161~163, 186-187, 205—208 [Hebrew]; Aluf Ben, “The First Nuclear
War> HaAyess, 11 June 1993 [Hebrew].

37. See the comments ofAhamnYarivandeiPdedonthel:v:lofprepared-
ness of the Egyptian Army, quoted in Haber, Today War Will Break Oss, 309, a11.

38. Shimon Shamir, “Sources of the Six-Day War® [Hebrew), and Aharon Yariv,
“The Place of the Six-Day War in the Series of Israel-Arab Wars® [Hebrew] —
lccnnesgivmatthcamalminaroftheDayanCamﬁ:rMid—BastSmdieson
the topic “20 Years after the Six-Day War: 1987-88>

39. See, Shiomo Aronson, “The Nuclear Dimension of: the Arab-Israeli Conflict:
The Case of the Yom Kippur War? Jemusalens  Journal of International Relations 7(1~
2) (1984): 107-141; Shlomo Aronson and Oded Brosh, The Politics and Strategy of
Nuclear Weapons in the Middle Bast: Opacity, Theory and Reality, 1960—1991: An Isvaeli
Perspective (Albany, NY, 1992), 107111, 133-137, 139-14¢, 162~163.

40. Sce, Yair Evron, “The Arab PositionintheNudwField:ASmdyobeﬁdes
up t0 1967,” Coopsvation and Confiict 8(1) (1973): 19-31; “The Relevance and Irrel-
evance of Nuclear Options in Conventional Wars: The 1973 October War)” Jerusa-




Arab Perceptions of IaraePs Nuclear Posture »  $9

levs Journal of Tosternational Relasions 7(1-2) (1984 ): 14-176; Isnsls Nuclar Di-
lemma (Tel-Aviv, 1987) [Hebrew],

41 See?aldShalom’s“Proma‘lomeﬂewthe‘CmahingSmmgf—m
KmnedyAdminismﬁnnandItsAtﬁmdﬂhwardImﬂsNudmrA:ﬁvity: 1960~
1963° [Hebrew], Iyunim B Thumns Yisrasl, s, 1993, 122~160. Shalons analysis is
congruent with the description presented by Yuval Ne’eman (a leading fignre in
Xmel’snudmrembﬁshmm)inalecmedelivceda:aone-daycmfamceon
“Defense and Foreign Policy Making in the Barly 196082 The Ben-Gurion Research
Center, Sede Boker, Israel, 22 November 199¢.

Miheﬁznsmpcafkmdicﬂ’ammnndcrmineth:pmgmmwiththeconabo-
mﬁunofGermanymsmveabdinalecnrebyMeixAmizatame—dzycunfnmce
on“De&nsemchrdgnPoﬁcyMakingintheBaﬁyzm'Tthen-Gmion
Regearch Center, Sede Boker, Israel, 23 November 1993




