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What explains alignment behavior in Syrian foreign policy? Structural realists argue
that, like all states, authoritarian states pursue their national interests in an anarchic
world by balancing power or threats, informed by the distribution of material
capabilities. Hence alliance choices, according to structural realists, are driven,
necessarily, by regional threat assessments. Weak states in such an anarchic system,
lacking ability to balance, would bandwagon with the powerful state. Liberals argue
that domestic characters of states influence foreign policy behavior. Non-democratic
states lack democratic institutions, which erodes the concept of “national interest”.
Liberals therefore argue that authoritarian states’ foreign policies are irrational,
unpredictable and driven by ideology geared solely towards regime survival. This
dissertation motivates a resolution to this puzzle by arguing that Syria’s state

national interest was defined through a foreign policy that dealt with the domestic
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distributional dilemma, and simultaneously sought external security and regime
survival. The alignment choices in Syrian foreign policy are best explained through a
neoclassical realist approach that combines state and systemic level variables.
Decision-making process analysis of the political relevant elite in Syria will ground
the dynamic that links state and systemic factors in a coherent rational foreign
policy. This project worked towards testing the neo-classical realist theory of
foreign policy in the Syrian case, and performing initial plausibility checks by
examining Syrian foreign policy alignment choices between 1970 and 2010 through
a number of case studies. Liberals fail to explain Syrian foreign policy behavior
during the period in question, while neoclassical realism approach sheds more light
on Syria’s foreign policy behavior in general, and alignment choices in particular.
Methodologically, this project employs the historical analysis approach. Process
tracing, in each case study, draws on elite interviews, local and regional press
accounts, economic databases, military disputes data sets, memoirs, and U.S.

National Security archives.
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Chapter One

Introduction

The Syrian crisis started in March 2011, within the same time frame as the
Tunisian, Egyptian, and Libyan uprisings. Whereas Tunisia, Egypt, and Libya
underwent regime change within months following the conflicts, the Syrian
government was able to withstand, and eventually push back against, internal and
external political pressures. The political and economic survival of the Syrian state
in 2014 was due, in large part, to its alliance with Iran, Hezbollah, and Russia.

While most Arab states strengthened their alliance with the United States during the
post-WWII containment era, the Syrian government positioned itself as the
stronghold for Arab nationalism and anti-imperialism. In contrast to Egypt’s
withdrawal from the Arab consensus in 1979, and the subsequent Camp David
Peace agreement, Syria resisted piecemeal solutions to the Arab-Israeli conflict.
Syria refused to sign a separate peace deal with Israel, declining to subordinate its
foreign policy to US and Western interests. This regional turning point in 1979
crystalized Syria’s worldview. Iranians, in the same year, had deposed an important
US ally, Shah Mohammed Reza Pahlavi. From that point on, Syria’s foreign policy,
along with Iran’s, formed what regionally became known as the “resistance front.”
Why is an explanation of Syrian foreign policy and regional alliance behavior in the
past forty years relevant? What knowledge can we gain about regional alliance

behavior of non-democratic states from examining the Syrian case? The answer



surpasses the obvious of pointing out Syria’s ability to constantly maneuver
regionally and internationally, despite diplomatic isolation and economic sanctions
carried out by the United States, US allies, and the European Union. In part, the
answer lies in understanding foreign policy decision-making and the external and
domestic determinants of alignment choices as a valuable contribution to research
conducted on Middle Eastern foreign policy. This constitutes an important
consideration, since interstate war between Middle Eastern states is less likely, and
intrastate crisis, to varying degrees in Libya, Iraq, Syria and Lebanon are fueled by
tensions between regional alignments: Syria-Iran-Iraq-Hezbollah axis and the Gulf
States-Turkey axis.

The answer to the previous questions also lies in recognizing that recent
turbulence in Arab states, characterized as the “Arab Spring,” or less romantically as
a “political awakening,” carries undertones of anti-policy-subordination to US and
Western interests. Protesters in Egypt, Tunisia, and Yemen demanded democratic
governance, free speech, economic reform, and free elections. They also demanded
freedom from US and Western military, economic, and diplomatic dominance and
intervention. Syrian foreign policy has exercised resistance, in the form of
negotiating, subverting, and resisting American hegemony and Western influence in
the Middle Eastern region, for over forty years.

Currently, Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki in Iraq, as well as General Abd al-
Fattah al-Sissi in Egypt, manifest a trend of political independence and autonomous
policy-making that is far removed from being categorized as supportive of a US or

Western agenda in the Middle East. Both leaders express their country’s respective



foreign policies in terms of national interests and are assertive in their selective
engagement with great powers. Iraq and Egypt’s foreign policy, as an expression of
national interest, might converge with that of the United States on topics such as
fighting terrorism. Yet both leaders have exercised an independent streak in policy
making that might appear defiant to United States’ agenda on other issues such as
economic policies and military affiliations with China and Russia.

Historical precedents to this emerging autonomous foreign policy-making
trend in the Middle East are few. Other than Syria, there are few examples including
Egypt’s foreign policy under Jamal Abdul Nasser, 1956-1970, Iran’s foreign policy
under the short premiership of Mohammad Mossadegh, 1951-1953, and Houari
Boumediene’s policy in Algeria in the 1970s, and Iran post-1979. This distinctive
style of foreign policy is motivated by external threats and opportunities, nationalist
agendas for economic development, and by an anti-imperialist stance.

The Motivation Behind this Project

As theoretical approaches, neorealism and neoliberalism have both failed to
account for and explain foreign policies and the alignment behavior of states such as
Syria. The realist and liberal paradigms of international relations were established
through post-1648 Peace of Westphalia European experiences. A number of
scholars have addressed the dilemma of projecting Western analyses onto non-
Western states, and have declared it problematic from the onset because it distorts

and evades certain realities.! The assumption that political and economic

1 K. ]. Holsti. Why Nations Realign: Foreign Policy Restructuring in the Postwar World.
(London: George Allen and Unwin, 1982).
2 Ibid.

3 Steven Walt. The Origins of Alliances. (NY: Cornell Studies in Security Affairs, 1990).



integration (i.e., an institutional convergence toward Western liberal democracies
and free market systems) leads to peaceful relations between states goes against
mounting empirical evidence to the contrary.? The dynamic, Holsti explains in Why
Nations Realign, is ingrained in the fact that cases of dependence and
interdependence cause nationalistic behavior in foreign policy in order to (re)assert
independence and autonomy.

Most theoretical applications have not examined foreign policy making in the
Middle East. Steven Walt's book The Origins of Alliances was one of the few
theoretical-based works that examined regional alignments in the Middle East
between 1955 and 1979.3 Walt, by drawing on Kenneth Waltz’s work, tried to
extend the system-level approach to explaining regional alignments in the Middle
East. Walt referred primarily to the Western concept of security pacts. Here the
limitations of structural explanations are due to the lack of explanatory power given
to domestic- and state-level variables.

On the other hand, liberal theory is even more constrained when it attempts
to explain foreign policies and the alliance behavior of states in the Middle East. The
regime type of Middle Eastern states, which is by default authoritarian, with the
exception of Turkey and Israel, has preoccupied liberal theorists solely in terms of

the domestic politics of Middle Eastern states. Foreign policy decisions for Marc

Ibid.
Steven Walt. The Origins of Alliances. (NY: Cornell Studies in Security Affairs, 1990).



Lynch, for example, are motivated in Jordon by liberalization and the expansion of
public spheres.*

Liberal theory, basing he prevalence of peace and predictable interstate
relations on the existence of democratic institutions, has discounted foreign policy
making in nondemocratic states as a regime survival strategy when applying the
selectorate model in autocracies,® balancing between external and internal threats,
or Omni-balancing, in third world countries,® and dealing with chronic internal
economic turbulence.” Scholars have also explored the relation between domestic
factors such as economic needs and regime stability in third world alignment
formations.? The most cited explanatory variables in liberal theory are regime type
and ideology.

Liberal theories of International Relations (IR) and structural theories do not
capture the dynamism with which a Middle Eastern country, such as Syria, conducts
its foreign policy. In contrast to most Arab states, Syrian foreign policy did not
bandwagon® with the United States for economic and security purposes, nor was

Syria’s foreign policy irrational and adhering to a particular ideology.

4 Marc Lynch. State Interests and Public Spheres. (NY: Colombia University Press,
1999).
5 Bruce Buena de Mesquita, Alistair Smith, Randolph Siverson, and James Morrow.

The Logic of Political Survival. (Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 2003).

6 Steven David, “Explaining Third World Alignment.” World Politics 43, (1991): 233-
56.

7 Fred H. Lawson. Constructing International Relations in the Arab World. (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2006).

8 Michael Barnett and Jack Levy, “Domestic Sources of Alliances and Alignment.”
International Organization issue, 13 (1991): 369-395.

K Bandwagoning is a term popularized by Kenneth Waltz in Theory of International
Politics (1979). This realist concept predicts that weak states would rather align itself with



This work contends that Syria’s foreign policy behavior and alignment

choices represent Syria’s response to a changing regional balance of power and
threat perception, weighed by domestic political and economic considerations and
informed by a general principle of resisting US and western intervention in the
region. Due to the lack of military power (compared to Israel) and the lack of a
hegemonic backing (from the United States), Syrian foreign policy is dependent on
alignment maneuvers.
Weak states,10 as discussed extensively in Weak States in the International System by
Michael Held, are not helpless, but they can derive relative power from international
maneuvering:!! “much of the strength of the weak states is derivative rather than
intrinsic. The diplomatic art of the weak state is to obtain, commit, and manipulate
as far as possible, the power of other, more powerful states in their own interests”
(Held, 1990, p. 257).12 Syria’s ability to maneuver and exert regional influence has
been pointed out by a few scholars, like Raymond Hinnebusch and Anoushiravan
Ehteshami, who have tried to argue that Syria and Iran might be eligible for a
regional middle power status (Hinnebusch and Ehteshami, 1997).13

This project will apply the neoclassical realist approach in order to

understand the foreign policy behavior of Syria. Neoclassical realism combines

the stronger state, than incur the cost of balancing it, because the cost of opposing the
powerful state exceeds the benefit.

10 Weak states have the following characters, as they are considered in Held: an
underdeveloped weak state has a population between 20-30 million. Syria has 23 million
(2002), and a GNP of 23 billion (2002).

1 Michael Handel. Weak States in the International System. (London: Frank Cass and
Co., 1990), p.275.

12 Ibid.p.275.

13 Raymond Hinnebusch and Anush Ehteshami. Syria and Iran: Middle Powers in a
Penetrated Regional System. (London: Routledge, 1997).



systemic considerations along with state-level factors. Historical process tracing
explores the causal mechanism that connects external and domestic factors
(independent variables) and alliance formation (dependent variables) through five
case studies:

The Syrian - Egyptian Alliance Leading up to the 1973 War.

The Syrian - Iranian Alliance 1979 - 2010.

Syria Joining the First Gulf War Coalition in 1990.

The Syrian Alliance with Hezbollah 1982 - 2010.

The Syrian Regime Security Crisis of 2003.

This project will further examine the decision-making processes and
outcomes of the relevant elite in Syria between 1970 and 2010 in relation to the
alignment decisions in the aforementioned case studies.

The Middle East and State Formation

World War I and the Arab revolt against the Ottoman Empire initiated the
origins of the state system in the Middle East. During the first half of the twentieth
century, the task of conceptualizing national identities and building national
institutions proceeded in parallel with ending foreign political and economic
controls.1*

[t is precisely the rise of Arab nationalism and the nominal sovereignty in the
Middle East under and post British and French mandates, two developments with

often conflicting trajectories, that gave the Middle Eastern region distinct

14

Alan R. Taylor. The Arab Balance of Power. (NY: Syracuse University Press, 1982).



characteristics.1> The political identities of the newly formed entities in the Middle
East emerged, on the one hand, from the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, and
on the other, the collapse of the imperial British and French order.1®

The anarchic nature of the international arena that results from empire and
imperial disintegration!” produced a Hobbesian-like system in the Middle East.18
The Middle East,1° where “the character of the regional order is the product of its
original external imposition and the collective interactions and conflicts of the states
that contest or defend it over time”, is the starting point of this project. At the state
level, government systems in Middle Eastern countries provide another point of
contrast in the experience of the Middle Eastern region with that of Europe, the

United States, and Latin America. During the time span identified in this project

15 Fred H. Lawson. Constructing International Relations in the Arab World. (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 2006); Michael Barnett. “Institutions, Roles, and Disorder: The
Case of Arab State System.” International Studies Quarterly, 37 (1993): 271-296.

16 Ghassan Salamé, ed. The Foundations of the Arab State. (London: Croom Helm,

1987); Michael Barnett. Sovereignty, Nationalism and Regional Order in the Arab State
System. (Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press, 1996); M.E. Yapp. The Near East Since
the First World War. (London: Longman, 1991); Aviel Roshwald. Ethnic Nationalism and the
Fall of Empires: Central Europe, Russia and the Middle East 1914-1923. (London: Routledge,
2001); Raymond Hinnebusch. The International Politics of the Middle East. (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2003).

7 Hendrik Spruyt. The End of Empire? (New York: M. E. Sharpe, 1997). Jack Snyder.
Myths of Empire. (New York: Cornell University Press, 1991).

18 Raymond Hinnebusch. The International Politics of the Middle East. (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2003), p.9.
19 In New York Times, “Near East’ is Mideast, Washington Explains.” Date: August 14,

1958. The United States’ State Department started to use Mideast, Middle East, and Near
East interchangeably in 1958 (Retrieved 7/7/2012). The region referred to in this
dissertation is the traditional Middle East area, in addition to North Africa or MENA. This
region is also known as the “Greater Middle East” (first mentioned in the G8, 2004 summit).
Countries included are: Turkey, Syria, Jordon, Lebanon, Israel, Iraq, Iran, Pakistan,
Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, UAE, Oman, Yemen, Egypt, Sudan,
Djibouti, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, Somalia, and Mauritania.



(1970-2010), authoritarianism?® as a regime type was a universal experience
among Middle Eastern states, with the exception of Israel, Turkey, and Lebanon.
The following table illustrates this phenomena through a sample of eight ME
countries.

Table 1.1 Middle Eastern Countries and Regime Types

State Independence Political Parties | Time of Regime Type

Existence

Syria 1946 Socialists Arab 1963-2014 Authoritarian
SSPS
Communists
Muslim
Brotherhood
Baathists
Tunisia 1956 Neo-Distour 1956-2011 Authoritarian

Iraq 1932 Nasirists 1968-2003 Authoritarian
Ba’ath
Communists
Ahrar

Istiglal

National
Democratic
Itihad al Watani
Sha’b

Yemen 1967 National Liberation 1967-2011 Authoritarian
Front

Algeria 1962 Front de Liberation | 1962-present Authoritarian
National

Egypt 1936 Watani 1952-2011 Authoritarian
Wafd

Liberal
Constitutionalists
Saadists
Independent
Wafdist bloc
Ittihad

Morocco 1956 UNFP 1965-2012 Authoritarian
Istiglal

20 Authoritarianism defined as a state system in which a single power holder, either a
dictator or small group of politically relevant elite or both, monopolize political power.



PDI

Liberal
Independents
Movement
Populaire

Jordon

1946

Communists
Baathists

Muslim
Brotherhood
Arab
Constitutionalists

1957-present

Authoritarian

This project concurs that the anarchic nature of the state system in the

Middle East, particularly the security dilemma and rivalry that erupted between

Middle Eastern states during the Cold War era, would prioritize systemic level

variables and a realist approach. This project also recognizes, however, that the

unique state formation, evolution of nationalism and sovereignty, economic

10

development challenges, and the persistence of authoritarianism in the Middle East

grant explanatory power to state- and individual-level variables. This project holds

the position, unlike the liberal approach, that the lack of democratic institutions

does not contradict the existence of national interest and rational motivations in

foreign policy behaviors and alliance formations.

State Formation in Syria

State formations in the Middle East were intertwined organically with the

collapse of the French and British mandates in the region. The political

independence period, 1946 for Syria, immortalized the historical congruency of the

nation-state’s birth and the departure of Western colonialism from the Middle East.
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This part of the chapter will highlight the significance of historical memory.?! The
prevailing political culture and collective identity in Syria was not only historically
affected by French mandate legacies, the Arab revolt, or the creation of the state of
Israel, but that historical memory was reinforced and shaped by the educational
system, the media, and general political discourse after independence and more
acutely after 1970, when Ba’th party influence in society became more acute.
Generations of Syrians grew up on associating US and western interferences in the
region with colonial legacies that have deprived Arab states from true political and
economic independence. The collective identity of Syrians resented Western
interference and dominance in the Middle Eastern region.

This project does not account directly for historical memory, ideational,
cultural, and identity factors. It does, however, assume that systemic-, state-, and
individual-level factors such as the perception of regional threats, state foreign
policy, economic policies, and decision-making processes qualify for an aggregate
outlet where ideational, cultural tendencies, and past experiences shape future
political preferences.

Historic Syria, under King Faisal I of the Hashemite dynasty in 1920, was a
kingdom spanning from the Tauris mountain of Turkey in the north to the Sinai
desert of Egypt in the south. During the Hashemite kingdom 1918-1920, Syria at the
time included Lebanon, Jordan, and Palestine. The kingdom was put under French
mandate as imposed on the region after the Sykes-Picot agreement in 1916. French

and Arab forces clashed in the battle of Maysalun in 1920, after which historic Syria

21 Eric Davis. Memories of State: Politics, History and Collective Identity in Modern Iraq.
(California: University of California Press, 2005).
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was divided during the San Remo conference. Contemporary Syria and Lebanon
were placed under French mandatory control, while Palestine and Transjordan fell
under a British Mandate. Sultan Pasha al-Atrash led a revolt against the French
from Druze Mountain in the south of Syria in 1925. The revolution against the
French engulfed all of Syria, and by 1936, Syrians and the French authority were
negotiating a treaty of independence. The French legislature, however, refused to
ratify it.

Syria came under the control of the Vichy government in 1941, the same year
Syria declared its independence from imperialist France. The international
community recognized Syria as an independent state on January 1, 1944. Syrian
nationalists continued to press the remaining French troops to leave, and the last of
these forces left on April 17, 1946. A number of scholars emphasize this historic
juncture in Syria’s history to delineate the origins of nationalist, and anti-imperialist
streak in Syria’s foreign policy.2?

Syria took part in the Arab-Israeli war of 1948 along with other Arab states.
The Arab defeat ensued, and the Syrian troops retreated from Palestine to the Golan
Heights. The significance of that defeat and the subsequent disappointment, shame
and sense of loss and confusion rippled throughout Syrian society, affecting the
political legitimacy of Syria’s leaders for decades to come. The period between 1948
and 1956 was particularly turbulent. Arab defeatism reignited anti-imperialist
memories, where Israel was seen as the benefactor of British and later American

support. The first coup d’état in Syria and the Arab world after WWII was directly

22 Zaine N. Zaine. The Struggle for Arab Independence. (Beirut: Khayats, date).
A.L. Tibawi. A Modern History of Syria. (London: MacMillan, 1969).
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linked to the defeat in the 1948 war. The Arab Ba’th Socialist Party, with
constituents concentrated in the military and rural communities, was founded in
1947. The Ba’th Party increasingly delegitimized Syrian leadership on the basis of
Arab nationalism and efforts to liberate Palestine. Parliamentary institutions
became weaker, and the military establishment gained the upper hand in Syrian
politics. The trend of consecutive coups, beginning in April 1949, continued until
the 1970 coup of Air force Colonel Hafez al-Asad.

This project contends that the effect of Arab defeatism after the 1948 Arab-
[sraeli war culminated in an ever-increasing radical belligerent foreign policy
between 1948 and 1970. This foreign policy increasingly opposed to the West and
its allies in the region, and indiscriminately supportive of leftist- and communist-
leaning efforts to aid Palestinian guerrillas and the liberation of Palestine. This
radicalized position, in turn, dominated the orientation of Syrian foreign policy
between 1949 and 1970 and started to threaten the very existence and security of
the state. The aim of Syrian foreign policy in 1970, and thereafter, during Hafez al-

Asad’s reign, was directly intended to offset this trend.
Purpose of the Study

Research Questions
This project will address the following main and sub-questions:
Main Question:
What explains the alignment behavior in Syrian foreign policy between 1970 and
20107

Sub-Questions:
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How did Syria mitigate its internal and external security dilemmas?
How did Syria’s management and maintenance of domestic consolidation provide
the necessary tools for an autonomous foreign policy?
How did the alignment choices provide an external focal point to enhance national
identity?
Why does the resistance principle in foreign policy making in Middle Eastern states
result in a popular foreign policy?
The last question is treated in greater depth in the concluding chapter, in which the
project’s findings are utilized to illuminate the role of resisting western influence
evident in in Middle Eastern foreign policy-making post-2011.

Hypotheses
Null hypothesis: Syrian alignment choices are the result of Syrian decision makers’
reactions to the external security environment, after taking into account domestic
economic and security considerations.
Alternative hypothesis 1: Syrian alignment choices are ideological, adhering to Ba’ath
Party ideology and Alawi sect interests serving the sole purpose of regime survival.
Alternative hypothesis 2: Syrian alignment choices are congruent with
bandwagoning, the realist prediction for weak states.

The null hypothesis states that the Syrian decision-making elite detected a
change in the regional security environment, particularly the signing of the Camp
David peace agreement between Egypt and Israel, Saddam Hussein’s takeover in
Iraq, and the overthrow of the Shah in Iran, all of which transpired in 1979. At the

same time, the Syrian decision maker evaluated the domestic political environment
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and considered the rise of radical militant Islamists, economic development needs
and regime security. While also taking into account Syrian involvement in the
Lebanese civil war during this era, aligning with the Islamic Republic of Iran became
a rational option for the Syrian decision maker. The particular causal mechanism
linking the external and internal factors with the alignment decision with Iran is
explained in detail in chapter five. The null hypothesis will test the suitability of the
neo-classical realism model in explaining the alignment behavior of Syria. The
external environment is the predominant independent variable, while domestic
variables such as regime security, economic needs, and allusions of submission to
Israeli and American demands become crucial in sorting out possible alignments
that are politically acceptable to the Syrian decision maker. The intervening
variable, regime security, has two functions. First, it is the sufficient condition
facilitating the alignment of Syria between 1970 and 2010. Second, regime security
is key to the falsification test of the null hypothesis. An extreme case of a regime
security threat is represented by the case of the international pressure exerted on
the Syrian regime in 2003, categorized as “existential” by Syrian officials, during
which the international community initiated a worldwide campaign to isolate Syria
and force a withdrawal of Syrian military troops and its security apparatus from
Lebanon in accordance with UN resolution 1559 (2004). Internally, the Damascus
Spring that started in 2000 was mobilizing an ever-increasing civil society that
demanded political freedoms. These external and internal security threats did not

prompt any realignment maneuvers by the Syrian government. In fact, Syrian
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foreign policy moved from a defensive stance to an offensive position by supporting
Hezbollah during the Israeli war in Lebanon in the following year in 2006.

Neoclassical realism theory?? emphasizes, in addition to systemic variables,
the explanatory power of a number of independent internal variables such as
economic and internal security needs. The long tenor of the Syrian decision-making
elite, Hafez al-Assad (president from 1970-2000), Abdul Halim Khaddam (1970-
2004), Faruq al-Shara (1980-2010), Bashar al-Assad (2000-2010), Walid al Mualem
(1990-2010), Butheina Shaban (1990-2010), Ali Mamluk (1990, 2010), and many
others who form the inner circle of the main decision-makers in Syria, is a
reasonable foundation for studying the decision-making process and the outcomes
of the decision-making elite.

This research will integrate Poliheuristic theory, which asserts that the
decision makers undergo a two-stage decision making process. The theory assumes
complexity of the decision-making environment and that the decision maker uses
dimension-based decision strategies with the non-compensatory rule evolving
around the political dimension.?* Poliheuristic theory retains the inclusive capacity
of handling and accounting for both cognitive and rational factors of decision-
making. During the first stage, alternatives are rejected based on unacceptable

dimensions to the decision maker, usually a political dimension (i.e., resistance
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principle, regime security). In this first stage, the decision maker uses cognitive
heuristics to sort out acceptable alternatives. In the second stage, the decision
maker employs rational thinking to maximize benefits and minimize risks by
choosing the best alternative from the remaining acceptable alignment choices. It is
important to highlight two aspects, one is the political constrains under which the
decision-maker is operating at the first stage. Second, the limited resources
available to the decision-maker once he arrived at political acceptable alignment
choices at the second stage.
Methodology

Methodologically, the study is predominantly qualitative. Historical process
tracing, in each of the five case studies, will explore the causal mechanism, through
which the decision-maker arrives at an alignment decision, drawing on elite
interviews, local and regional press accounts, economic databases, military dispute
datasets, memoirs, and US National Security archives. The proposed case studies
will span the period of 1970 to 2010 and will include two decision-making styles:
that of President Hafez al-Asad (1970-2000), and his son President Bashar al-Asad
(2000-2010). Time in this sense is conceptually ingrained in the framework of the
null hypothesis. This is in contrast to both the alternative hypothesis that emphasize
bandwagoning and ideology, which are conceptually less contingent on time,

regional context, and the sequence of events.
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The case study approach will emphasize the structured focused comparative
approach ,2> in which standard questions about the role of independent variables
are asked in each case.

Case studies, or small N studies, have the advantage over large N studies in
that they focus on analytic depth and emphasize interpretive and descriptive
pathways between cause and effect. The causal mechanism, in other words,
connects the independent variables and the intervening variable with the
dependent variable, thereby exploring the alignment choice in depth. The construct
validity of case studies, in this sense, is derived from the possibility of including a
diverse set of causal factors to represent the theoretical concept and validate a
causal inference.?®

This project handled case selection in a manner that appreciated the pitfalls
of selection bias and the limited number of cases within the target population: cases
of Syrian interstate relations, that resulted in an alliance formation between 1970
and 2010. The case selection process arrived at a representative sample and a useful
variation, while remaining sensitive to the theoretical interests of the null and
alternative hypothesis.

The Five Case Studies:
The Syrian-Egyptian alliance leading up to the 1973 war

The Syrian-Iranian alliance 1979-2010
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Syria joining the First Gulf War coalition in 1990
The Syrian alliance with Hezbollah 1990-2010
The Syrian Regime’s security crisis of 2003

At the end of each case study, this project will highlight the strategic
interaction in a competitive international environment that resulted in a certain
alignment choice. Borrowing game theory logic, this project will identify the
maximized utility of each alignment choice by evaluating the strategy exercised by
the Syrian decision-maker who is holding a consistent belief of resisting American
hegemony. This approach is valuable because it considers counterfactual cases that
actors use when reaching decisions, judging the other side’s likely responses, the
opponent’s resolve, and possible expected benefit from backing down.

Four Standard Questions for Each Case Study

External Environment: How did Syria’s security needs and external threat
perception of Israel and Arab states affect the alliance choice in each case?
Internal Consolidation: How did consolidation between the business community, the
military, and maintaining support of the bureaucracy require a shift in alignment in
each case? How did the preference of the merchants and economic development
needs dictate the choice of alignment in each case?
How did a possible analogy to submission to Israel and America’s preferences
narrow the choice of alignment in each case?
How did the decision maker sort through available alliance choices at the time?

Key Concepts



20

Alliance: According to Walt “an alliance is a formal or informal arrangement for
security cooperation between two or more sovereign states”. 27 This project uses
the term “alliance” to convey the informal aspect of alliance formation implied by
Walt, and furthermore highlights the coalition-making aspect within which decision
makers of two sovereign states coordinate strategies to realize an outcome.
Between the balance of power and collective security equilibrium debates, this
project takes the position that balance of power is a more appropriate
characterization of contemporary affairs in the Middle East.
Alignment: According to Snyder alignment is “an expectation of states about
whether they will be supported or opposed by other states in future interactions.” .28
An alliance adds precision and formality to collaborative arrangements between
sovereign states. Snyder further adds that “What we really want to understand is the
broader phenomena of alignments of which explicit alliance is merely a subset”.2 It
is common in academic literature to use the terms: alliance, alignment, and coalition
interchangeably.30 This project will make the distinction between alliance and
alignment according to Snyder’s categorization.
Security: States use different criteria to assess what constitutes threats or danger,
and states have different security expectations.3! Security in this sense is not just the

study of threats but also the study of which threats can be tolerated and which
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threats require swift action.32 National security is the survival of a state, and, more
specifically, national security means freedom from foreign dictates.

Political Economy: The study of the relation between a state’s production, wealth,
government, and distribution of national income.

Resistance: Resistance is counter-hegemonic. This project will explore the attempt
of negotiating, subverting, and resisting American hegemony in Syrian foreign policy
making. Furthermore, this project will shed some light on the principled alliance or
resistance front between Iran, Hezbollah, and Syria.

Strategy: Strategy refers to the national interest serving plans mobilized by the
state through its foreign policy to safeguard and achieve desired goals.

The second chapter will explore the various explanatory models available
that are suited to provide alternative explanations for Syria’s alignment choices.
This chapter will provide an overview of the existing literature in the field and
situate the proposed alternative explanation as a useful contribution, filling the gap
created by the two major IR paradigms. The third chapter will delineate and explain
the suitability of the particular theoretical framework chosen and the methodology
pursued in this research. Chapter four, five, six, seven, and eight present the five
case studies. The ninth chapter will analyze the results and suggest further research
avenues.

Alexander George best describes the motivator behind this research:
“Practitioners believe they need to work with actor-specific models that grasp the

different internal structures and behavior patterns of each state and leader with
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which they must deal” (George 1993, 9).33 This common-sense position describing
the need for practitioners is the underlying commitment of this project. This
research will try to offer an operational actor-specific analysis of Syrian foreign
policy. By dissecting the systemic environment, state formation, state domestic
environment, and leadership decision making, this study will provide a
comprehensive and in-depth look at the factors that motivated the Syrian decision
maker to shift or forge alighments in a given manner and at a specific time.

This project is less concerned with going against the grain of the conventional
wisdom regarding authoritarian states’ foreign policy behavior that has been and
remains a source of doubt and suspicion in Western academic literature. This study
is very committed to pealing away the layers of what determined alliance choices at
specific times for Syria, a Middle Eastern state that, historically and in the present-

day, defies Western explanation and predictions.
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Chapter Two

Foreign Policy and Regional Alignment

Introduction

This chapter examines how the neoclassical realist approach not only relates to the
existing literature in the field, but is also better suited to fill the gap created by the
two international relations paradigms, neorealism and liberalism, in their attempts
to explain alignment behavior of weak nondemocratic states. Furthermore, by
placing decision-making literature in the larger context of alignment behavior of
non-democratic states, this chapter will argue that Poliheuristic theory is a critical
component in understanding foreign policy behavior in authoritarian states.
Literature sources include selected representative scholarly articles and books.
This chapter is conceptually organized and divided into three sections. In the first
section, I discuss neorealist theories that have influenced my understanding of the
regional environment that prevails in the Middle East. Under the structural realist
umbrella, while appreciating the variation that exists within realism, I will start by
including three theories—balance of power, balance of threat, and balance of
interest theories—with a critical review of the various attempts to utilize them

when explaining the foreign policy behavior of Middle Eastern states. Further
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revisions of the balance of threat theory, with particular focus on revisionist states,
are also examined.

In the second section, I include the liberal approach’s explanation of foreign
policy behavior in non-democratic states through regime type, ideology, and state
characteristics formation. To start, this section will focus on foreign policy behavior
explanations prioritizing domestic factors such as ideology, regime survival, and
economic needs. This section further lays out the various explanations refuting the
rationality of non-democratic states based on domestic weaknesses and
subordination of foreign policy making. The third section places decision-making
theories within the larger context of understanding foreign policy behavior in
general and the critical role that individual-level analysis and decision-making
theories play in understanding alignment decisions in authoritarian states in
particular. The general format of the review moves between the dyadic and the
monadic realm of foreign policy making in Middle Eastern states and in Syria. In the
end [ argue that none of these theories and approaches provides a satisfactory
explanation for the Syrian alignment choices in the case studies examined.

Structural Theories and Foreign Policies of Arab States:

In this section I review existing literature that focuses on systemic factors,
outlining their assumptions and their presumptive expectations regarding the
alignment behavior of Middle Eastern states.

Balance of Power Theory
This theory holds particular prominence, not only as part of an international

relations paradigm, but also in the understanding of Middle East regional politics.
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L. Carl Brown (1984)34 describes the regional impact of the global system as a
particular version of power balancing and deems it the “Near Eastern Game.”
Drawing on the insights of Thucydides, who famously notes, “The strong do what
they can, and the weak suffer what they must” (431 BC, Melian Dialogue, Book 5
chapter 17), realists have worked toward a predictive falsifiable theory of
international relations, where weak states stand at the receiving end of the interplay
of power politics.

There are three basic assumptions binding neorealist theories.3> The first
assumption is that states are rational unitary actors existing in an anarchic self-help
system. Second, all states have similar, yet conflicting preferences; they are either
seeking security or seek to increase their power.3¢ The third assumption is that the
distribution of material capability among states in the international system is the
main factor that differentiates powerful states from weak states. Hence, the key is
to quantify how much power a state possesses and how many poles are in the
system. Kenneth Waltz (1979), the founder of structural realism, created the
balance of power theory based on the assumptions stated above. Waltz contends

that weaker states will bandwagon with a stronger power because the cost of
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opposing a stronger state exceeds the benefit. This theory articulates a clear linear
prediction as to the predicted behavior of weaker states in the anarchic
international system. Waltz (1979), however, tries to discount the relevance of the
balance of power theory as a predictor of state behavior by stating that it is an
international relations theory and not a theory of foreign policy (71-73, 121-123).37
As indicated by the number of scholars, there is no logical reason to prevent a
systemic theory from explaining foreign policy behavior of individual states.38 John
Mearsheimer (2001) further indicates that his theory of offensive realism would
explain both international outcomes and foreign policies of individual states.3°
Waltz’s expectation for the alignment behavior of Middle Eastern states would lead
to the conclusion that Syria would bandwagon with the United States after the
Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982. The United States backed Israel’s action, and
Israel’s first Lebanon war, Operation Peace for Galilee, that directly challenged the
Syrian presence in Lebanon and the presence of the Palestinian Liberation
Organization (PLO). What unfolded was a tactical shift by Syrian authorities who
switched their alliance from the Maronites, who supported Israel’s invasion of
Lebanon in 1982, to Amal and later to the newly conceived Hezbollah organization,
all in order to maintain the initial strategy of opposing the most powerful regional
state, namely Israel, that was backed by the United States. Post-1979, when the

Soviet Union, a traditional patron of Syria, was on a downward spiral and
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economically and militarily exhausted, the United States and its regional allies,
Israel and the Gulf states, were backing and supporting Iraq’s Saddam Hussein
against Iran and funding the Mujahedeen against the Soviet Union. The United
States and its regional allies were clearly the most powerful, but Syria aligned with
the weak Islamic Republic of Iran in 1979. This political, economic, and security
alliance endured the test of time and became crucial to Syria’s current crisis. The
prediction of bandwagoning does not endure in the Syrian case.
Balance of Threat Theory

Another prominent theory that expanded the notion of balance among states
is Stephen Walt’s (1987) theory that states balance against the greatest threat even
if that state might not be the most powerful (263).40 Walt accounted for states’
perceptions and intentions in addition to material capability, existing power
structures, and geographic proximity. Walt's (1987) interpretation of why Arab
states did not bandwagon with Israel during the Cold War is that it posed the
greatest threat to their existence, which in turn propelled Arab solidarity against
Israel (265). Walt’s theory has been criticized by a number of International
Relations (IR) scholars who recognized that his theory is un-falsifiable. Walt argues
that both bandwagoning and balancing are consistent with his theory, a point
criticized by Miriam Elman (1995, 177) when she points out that, if a small state
decides to bandwagon, balance of threat theory scores a point because it can point
out a threat in its geographic proximity. If a small state chooses to balance, Walt

argues that balancing is a strategic first choice even if the state is a candidate for
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bandwagoning (Elman 1995, 177). In this sense, Walt’s theory can justify any
alliance post hoc, but it cannot produce an a priori expectation of alliance behavior
in specific cases. Furthermore, Gregory Gause (2004) points out that the perception
of intent, the explanatory variable in Walt’s theory (along with “threat”), or how
states perceive threats, is undetermined because that threat perception is highly
controversial (i.e., subjective and contingent among decision-makers) (273), and
therefore not at all obvious.

Walt’s (1987) theory of states balancing against the greatest threat cannot
clearly explain a number of Syrian foreign policy decisions cases, one of which is the
existential threat of 2003 during the Bush administration, which intensified after
the 2005 assassination of the Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri. Syria
conducted a dual strategy; one was to absorb the impact of UN Security Council
resolution 1559 by completing its troop withdrawal from Lebanon. Syria supported
Hezbollah during the war with Israel in the summer of 2006, after which Hezbollah
was officially inducted into the Lebanese parliament and Lebanese politics in
general. Second, Syria engaged in indirect peace talks with Israel in 2007, an
initiative consistently advocated by the United States. It is not clear that perception
of threat by the Syrian decision makers led to balancing against the United States.
Still, the prediction of bandwagoning did not materialize in this case.

Birthe Hansen (2001) proposed a structural realist model for the unipolar
world to explain the political dynamic of alliance formation in the Middle East that
emerged in the post-1989 era. Since Unipolarity proved to be more durable than

predicted, Hansen predicts that Middle Eastern states will balance against threats
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from other states in the region by aligning with the sole great power. According to
Hansen (2001), flocking to the United States, the sole superpower after the Cold
War, is the primary alignment dynamic of the Middle East (65-67).41 Hansen'’s
predictions are particularly problematic in the Syrian case. Syria went into hyper-
defiance mode against U.S. policy in the Middle East, both in rhetoric and in foreign
policy behavior, after the Iraq invasion in 2003. Hansen’s prediction might have
concluded that Syria would not defy the United States during the Israel war with
Hezbollah in 2006, or that Syria would sever its ties with Iran and Hamas. The
events that unfolded after the famous ultimatum speech of Gen. Colin Paul, the US
Secretary of State at the time, in Damascus in 2003, however, proved that the Syrian
decision-maker alliance maneuvers contradicted Hansen'’s prediction on every level.
Syria did not sever its ties with Hamas, Iran and Hezbollah, and furthermore
supported its regional ally, Hezbollah, during the 2006 Hezbollah war with Israel.
Syria had a leading role later on in the Doha conference in 2008, that increased
Hezbollah's stake in Lebanese parliament, which in turn solidified Hezbollah
influence in Lebanese politics.
Balance of Interests Theory

Randall Schweller (1994) contends that states do indeed have different
preferences. He divides states between status quo states and revisionist states.
Status quo states work toward preserving the existing order and seek security and
balance accordingly. Revisionist states seek power and balance to change and

overthrow the status quo. Schweller (1994) further divides status quo states
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between lions and lambs: lions, those states that are powerful pro-status quo and
lambs, the weak pro-status quo states that bandwagon with the lions. Revisionist
states are divided between wolfs and jackals: the strong dissatisfied and the weak
dissatisfied who appear at sight of victory to share the spoils (Schweller 1994, 101-
104).#2 Schweller leaves the door wide open as to what determines state
preferences in the first place, before states adopt a particular policy. According to
Schweller’s characterization of states, Syria would be in the jackal category. Since
Syria is a jackal state, weak and dissatisfied, it would join at the dawn of victory to
share the spoils. Syria’s foreign policy maneuvers since 1970 have mostly been
counterintuitive to Schweller’s logic of balance of interest theory. While Syria’s ally
Iran could be considered a revisionist state along with Hezbollah as a non-state
actor, conversely, Syria joined the U.S. coalition of the first Gulf War early on and
contributed 40,000 troops to the war efforts. Syria initiated the 1973 Yom Kippur
War along with Egypt. Syria aligned with Jordan between 1975 and 1979, even
though Jordan is a lamb, a pro-status quo country. Furthermore, the strategic
implications and the direction of foreign policy that are associated with certain
structuring and alignment choices cannot be fully discerned from Schweller’s
assessment. Questions arise: “Is the state attempting to isolate, self-rely, depend, or
diversify its regional position?”; “How can we assess the motivations, determinants,

and end game of a certain alignment move?”; “What is the regional objective of a
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certain alignment choice?” These inquiries call for taking a closer look at state-level

variables.

Liberal Theories and Foreign Policy of Middle East States
In this section of the chapter, | will evaluate the various liberal approaches to
explaining foreign policy behavior of non-democratic states, highlighting mainly
domestic and ideological factors governing the alignment behavior of Middle

Eastern states.

Authoritarianism and Foreign Policy Making

Authoritarianism in the Middle East has been a constant regional feature
since the 1950s, with the exception of Israel, Turkey and Lebanon. Centralized
decision making among a small circle of officials is a norm rather than an anomaly in
the Middle East. Rather than exploring venues of incorporating this feature of
Middle Eastern foreign policy making into the systemic analysis, liberal scholars
have addressed authoritarianism and the resulting foreign policies from the
standpoint of authoritarianism’s being a case-by-case domestic variable distorting
how foreign policy should be made. Freedom House ratings from 1975 to 2005 for
Middle East and North African (MENA) countries show a consistency of “not Free”
among these countries. In fact, Freedom House reports show that, in 2005, Middle

East countries were similar to what they were in 1975, with the exception of Israel.



32

Yet the constant effort among liberal scholars has been to cast Middle Eastern states
as a set of null cases and outliers. I argue that authoritarianism in the Middle East is
an aggregate variable with clear systemic implications in the region, a feature that
needs to be addressed as a regional norm. Only from this standpoint, I argue, can
the real drivers of foreign policy-making in individual Middle East countries be
accounted for adequately.

In liberal literature, third world foreign policy is essentially irrational,
primarily because of domestic weaknesses, which subordinates foreign policy
making to resolve internal power struggles. Accordingly, effective autonomous
foreign policy decision-making is an oxymoron in third world states that lack
legitimacy, democratic institutions, and popular support. According to Goode
(1962), foreign policy in third world countries is recruited to the task of state
building. In this sense, foreign policy is utilized against the heterogeneity of society
to generate loyalty to the regime.*3 In the dramatic actor model, states that lack real
capabilities deploy an anti-imperialist foreign policy as a substitute for the delivery
of real economic benefits and political rights. Furthermore, regimes exaggerate or
create external threats to blind their citizens to internal troubles (Calvert 1986;
Dawisha 1988).4* Lacking capability does not square well with the military
capability of the Syrian army. With 408,000 soldiers, the Syrian army is the fourth

largest military in the Middle East, after Egypt, Iran, and Turkey. Syria has the
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second largest combat aircraft capability, with 591 aircraft, after only Israel, and the
second largest number of Main Battle tanks, with 4,500 tanks, only after Turkey.*>
The role of ideology in foreign policy has been used in two ways First,
ideology is an extension of sovereign societies and their basic values formulated in
their foreign policies. In this sense, democratic states have one type of foreign
policy, and authoritarian states have another type of foreign policy.#¢ Ole R. Holsti
(1977) compares this line of thought to scholars who are hard-liners, attributing
Soviet and Chinese foreign policy to Marxism-Leninism and communist
totalitarianism. Holsti (1977) further criticizes scholars who regard ideology,
described as institutional requirements for capitalism, as a sufficient explanation of
foreign policy (22).47 Second, and most important, ideology has been used as a
causal explanatory variable. In this sense, scholars have used ideology to explain
and describe the substance, sources, process, and outcome of foreign policy
(Carlsnaes 1986).481f foreign policy is seen as an ideological phenomenon, its goals,
objectives, and purposes are also linked to ideology. The term becomes hollow
because it is implied even when such theoretical determinism is not specified
(Holsti 1977). Many authors have ascribed ideological foreign policy to some states

but not to others. Stanley Hoffman (1968) states that deploy an ideological foreign
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policy are usually revisionists’ states that are unsatisfied with the status quo and
want to “push the hands of the clock forward or backward”. Therefore, he notes that
the “United States is not an ideological nation, and its policies are not ideological.”®
Within an output model, ideology becomes an independent variable that explains
states’ patterns of behavior. Hadley Bull (1977) explains that ideologies are the
cause of conflict and major wars.>® The question then becomes, “Is ideology capable
of being an input variable, explaining the process of foreign policy and the outcome
of foreign policy?” If so, ideology suffers not only from semantic and conceptual
problems as an explanatory variable, but also from methodological and
philosophical ramifications (Carlsnaes 1986, 15). Walid Phares (1992) argues that
Syria is driven by a revisionist ideology, which results in an irrational foreign policy
that seeks the annexation of Lebanon, the destabilization of modern pro-western
regimes, and the destruction of Israel (79).51 Phares also attempts to apply ideology
as a sufficient explanatory variable to explain the motives, process, and outcome of
Syrian foreign policy.

There have been a number of attempts made to explain away the foreign
policies of Middle Eastern states in a” lump-sum” fashion. Mark Haas’s (2012)

recent work singles out ideology as the primary factor motivating the foreign
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policies of Middle Eastern states as diverse as Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey.>2
Singling out ideology as the sufficient variable to explain foreign policy behavior is
analogous to pointing to a black box within which anything and everything can be
explained. This leads the observer back to the starting point: Does ideology explain
anything at all? Considering this line of thought, Ba’'thists ideology of Unity, Liberty,
Socialism and pan-Arabism would be sufficient to explain the diverse objectives
such as alignment with Iran, joining the international coalition to liberate Kuwait in
1991, and aligning with Hezbollah. From this standpoint, ideology does not have
explanatory capacity and cannot be the only explanatory variable.

Daniel Pipes (1990), using the domestic politics model, attributes foreign
policy making in Syria to the need of sectarian rule for irredentist ideology to deflect
attention from internal oppression.>3 The foreign policies of non-conformist states
such as the Soviet Union, Iran, Syria, and Venezuela were, at different times in
history, discounted as irrational by Western scholars, who made the assertion that
domestically generated ideological commitments that oppose U.S. interests are
irrational foreign policy motivators.>* Pipes (1990) further describes expansionist
aspirations in Syrian foreign policy under Hafez al-Assad, saying that Assad was
“playing a double game” in which Alawi’s aspirations and a strong ideological

tendency to achieve a Greater Syria were replacing pan-Arabism with pan-
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Syrianism. A number of scholars have declared Pipes’s argument far-fetched.>>
Furthermore, a number of scholars have contended that Syrian foreign policy under
Hafez al-Asad did not indicate strong ideological dimension and that it flows
primarily from structural considerations (Telhami and Barnett 2002; Seal 1965;
Perthes 1995).56

Steven David (1991) claims that third world countries face more internal
threats than external ones for the mere fact that they are usually overthrown from
within. Hence, foreign policy is geared to Omni balance the myriad internal and
exaggerated external threats. David (1991) contends, however, that for countries
that face external threats and deal with manageable internal threats, foreign policy
could appear to be attending to security threats and to accommodating a series of
trade-offs as requisites for state formation. A number of scholars have pointed to
primarily domestic economic considerations driving Syrian foreign policy. Fred
Lawson (1996) tries to answer the question of why Syria goes to war, determining
that Syria faces periodic crises of accumulation that can only be relieved by
initiating wars.

Lawson (1996) relies on the Marxist interpretation of capitalism and the
crisis of accumulation, drawing on three dynamics: 1) the tendency of the rate of

profit to fall, 2) the over-accumulation of capital, and 3) the increasingly
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disproportionate capital accumulation across different departments of the economy
(19). Lawson (1996) explores a linear inference linking domestic political economic
transformations and foreign policy.5” Applying a Marxist theoretical underpinning
geared toward capitalist societies to explain the link between economic
transformation and foreign policy in socialist states is problematic. In more recent
work on Syria, Radwan Ziadeh renders the source of policy in Syria to the strong,
highly influential security apparatuses, which, according to Ziadeh (2011), define
the political discourse and have a monopoly on the “truth,” as he puts it.>8 Ziadeh
fails to provide the causal linkage between the security apparatuses and the making
of foreign policy in Syria, as he focuses predominantly on the strength of those
security institutions. Again, the “how” seems to be missing from Ziadeh’s analysis.
Other than the obvious lack of theoretical foundation of his work, very little has
been added to the debate as to what has driven Syrian foreign policy and alignment
maneuvers since 1970.

Criticism directed to the domestic politics model in general, and the sectarian
rule argument in particular, is twofold. On one hand, some quantitative cross-
national studies have found stronger links between foreign policy and national
interests than between foreign policy and regime type and internal conflict.>®

Sectarian rule can be an easy accusation to level if the head of the authority pyramid
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belongs to a minority sect, in this case the Alawi sect®®. Scholars who have studied
Syria’s authoritarian establishment and are experts on Syria in their own right
discount the accusation of “minority sect rule” as irrelevant to Syria’s social and
political reality.6! Additionally, the ethnically and religiously diverse composition of
the inner circle— the Syrian government, the Syrian people’s council, the military,
and the top military generals—has consistently defied this juxtaposition. Ethnic and
religious diversity in regime composition does not lend itself to more democratic
practices by the decision makers. It does, however, discount the role of “preserving
minority rule” as the main driver of policy making. Generating institutional loyalty
by all branches of government, especially with the large bureaucracy in Syria, where
one in five Syrians is employed by the government (Hinnebusch 2001),6?2 must
logically reside in a mutual interest-generating mechanism between Syrians and
their government, other than that of preserving the supposed rule of a minority.
The Monadic Behavior of Authoritarian States

Democratic peace literature has dominated the liberal literature on
international relations and foreign policy. The influential findings, which rest on
analyzing domestic or unit level factors, are of a dyadic nature in which empirical

evidence has shown that democratic states do not wage war with each other.63
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Further research has attempted to explore the monadic nature of democratic states
and whether they are more peaceful toward any state, either a democracy or a non-
democracy.®* Research has also focused on the propensity to engage in war in
democracies that are undergoing regime transition.®> Liberal literature has
extended the unit level line of inquiry to less democratic states in which the heads of
state operate under fewer societal constraints (O’Neal, Russell, and Berbaum 2003,
377). Such categorization, mostly relevant in the Polity IV data set,°® takes a line of
inquiry that goes from point A, accounting for the extent of societal constrains
placed on the executive (ranging from unlimited authority to executive parity), to
point B, regime type (ranging from full democracy, a 10 on a scale of 10 to -10, to
autocracy a -6 to -10). I argue in this study that executives in one-party

authoritarian states do not work under societal constrains and hence have the
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ability for autonomous, national interest seeking, rational foreign policy making
under certain domestic qualifications, such as power consolidation.

What determines foreign policy making and alignment maneuvers in
authoritarian states? A number of International Relations scholars tried to tackle
this question by asking if authoritarian states are more prone to war than others.
Jack Levy (1989) addresses the scapegoat hypothesis, also known as the divisionary
war hypothesis, based on group cohesion theory, in which internal conflict might
prompt belligerent foreign policies by authoritarian states to mask domestic
troubles. Levy (1989) contends that empirical evidence has shown that there are no
consistent or meaningful relationships between internal conflicts and external
behaviors of states (282).67 Chiozza and Goemans (2003) further bolster this
assertion, contradicting the divisionary war hypothesis by contending that leaders
who are at risk of losing office are less inclined to initiate wars.% Lai and Slater
(2006) make a distinction between military authoritarian states and single-party
authoritarian states, contending that the latter have institutions effective at
managing internal dissent.®® Since the questions of war and the initiation of war
have been the predominant dependent variables in the literature addressing foreign
policies of authoritarian states, I argue that expanding the dependent variable

beyond the single-minded question of war, what motivates an alliance in this case,
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would serve as a comprehensive dependent variable capturing the effect of various
internal and external independent factors.

There have been very few attempts to address the issue of regime survival
using quantitative approach. Bruce Buena de Mesquita (2003) proposes in his
selectorate theory that leaders maintain power by satisfying their winning
coalitions. In autocracies, leaders tend to satisfy their small winning coalitions using
private goods that cannot be shared. Political survival occurs mostly when the
selectorate is large and the winning coalition is small, as is the case in autocracies.
The selectorate are the people who meet institutional requirements to choose the
leadership. Despite the popularity of this theory, it has little to offer with regard to
understanding the dynamic behind foreign policy decisions in authoritarian states,
other than that authoritarian regimes are more likely to survive. De Mesquita
contends that measuring winning coalitions and selectorate in non-democratic
states are still in infancy (Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003, 133).70

Works that try to capture the motivation behind alignment choices in the
Middle East are very limited. One notable work by Jack Levy and Michael Barnett
(1991) analyzed Egypt’s alignment choices between 1963 and 1973. [ agree with
Levy and Barnett (1991) that external and internal variables need to be included in
an integrated theoretical framework to account for alignment maneuverers of
individual states (378). I differ, however, on the stated motives of authoritarian
states in their alignment choices. Levy and Barnett (1991) contend that alliance

formation in third world countries is a substitute for internal resource mobilization.
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In this context, alignment choices of third world countries are not guided
necessarily by external threats and opportunities. Rather they are often a substitute
for a lack of resources to support a military establishment, a substitute for increased
military spending so not to jeopardize the consumption-based strategy of pacifying
dissidents, and a substitute for the economic and political infrastructure
inadequacies. Basically, forming an alliance for such a state serves the purpose of
funding domestic stability, costly economic objectives, and regime survival. This
approach is very similar to the domestic model approach in which domestic
variables dominate the discussion on what motivated an alliance decision by a third
world country. While domestic variables cannot be discounted, they cannot give us
areasonable understanding of why an authoritarian, one-party state with
considerable military capabilities and a consolidated power base chooses its
alliances. Levy and Barnett’s (1991) approach does not leave an opening to account
for whether such a state expresses its national interests and aspirations to influence
its regional environment to create a foreign policy role through its alignment
choices. Syria’s alignment with Iran, which began in 1979, did not substitute a lack
of resources to support military spending or placate consumption pressures from its
winning coalition. One year before the Islamic revolution in 1978, Iran experienced
an unprecedented capital flight averaging $35 billion (1980 US).7t A year after the
success of the Islamic revolution, Iran was hit by the eight-year-long Iraq-Iran War,
which devastated its public sector-dominated economy. Oil production declined

from $20 billion in 1982 to $5 billion in 1988; the financial loss for Iran was
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estimated to be in the realm of $500 billion.”2 Iran was neither economically nor
politically capable of providing Syria with economic, political, or security capital.
Thus, what motivated Syria’s alignment with Iran? A number of external regional
developments, as well as internal security turbulences, must have compelled the
Syrian decision makers to find the alignment with Iran as the best strategic move at
the time.

Weak states,”? as discussed extensively in Weak States in the International
System, by Michael Held (1990), are not helpless, but can derive relative power from
international maneuvering: “Much of the strength of the weak states is derivative
rather than intrinsic. The diplomatic art of the weak state is to obtain, commit, and
manipulate as far as possible, the power of other, more powerful states in their own
interests” (257).74 A number of scholars have pointed to Syria’s ability to maneuver
and exert regional influence. They also argue that Syria and Iran might be eligible
for regional middle power status (Hinnebusch and Ehteshami 1997).75> Bahgat
Korany (1988) contends that foreign policies of states such as Syria have tried to

strike a balance between la raison de la nation and la raison d’état. Syria, Korany
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says, tries to define a role-conception, giving it a distinctive place or mission within
the larger Arab community.”6
In contrast to the variations of the domestic, ideological, and minority rule
model, neoclassical realism theory takes into account the external environment, in
addition to domestic politics, internal extraction capacity, state power and intention,
and leaders’ perception, to explain foreign policy. Neoclassical realism has been
described as bridging the gap between liberalism and neorealism and foreign policy
analysis (Rathbun 2008; Folker 1997; Schweller 2003; Taliaferro 2006).77
Gideon Rose (1998) describes this established school of international relations
thus7s:
[t explicitly incorporates both external and internal variables... The scope and
ambition of a country’s foreign policy is driven first and foremost by its place in the
international system and specifically by its relative material power capabilities. This
is why it is realist. The impact of such power capabilities on foreign policy is indirect
and complex, because systemic pressure must be translated through intervening
variables at the unit level. This is why it is neoclassical. (146)

The neoclassical realism approach would include a first, second, and third

level variables. The initial first-level starting point of neoclassical realism is the
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independent structural variable of the anarchic international system. The structural
environment of self-help determines states’ interests and subsequent behavior. In
offensive neoclassical realism, states not only seek security, they also seek to control,
shape, and influence their external environment (Rose 1998, 147). The second-level
intervening variable is domestic state power.”® Neoclassical realism contends that
internal state characteristics determine how a state can extract internal resources to
react to the anarchic nature of the external environment. Such internal variables
have been defined as the level of institutional formation, regime legitimizing
ideology, level of elite consensus, and level of social unity. The third-level
intervening variable is the decision makers who dictate foreign policy. Rose (1998)
contends that it is up to individual leaders to determine and interpret the systemic
environment. Hence, when leaders misunderstand the international system or make
foreign policy decisions based on non-structural factors, “the system will discipline
the state in the form of foreign policy failure” (Rathbun 2008, 311).80
Neoclassical Realism and Middle East Alignment Choices
This study offers a revised version of the neoclassical realism model to

explain the causes of Syria’s alignments between 1970 and 2010. This revised

application has the potential to expand to include other states in the MENA region.

The dependent variable is the foreign policy decision of alignment. The first

independent variable is the external environment, the Middle East regional system.
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For an alignment decision to be made, the regional system exhibits an environment
where the leader may perceive an opportunity to increase his security or increase
his regional influence by forming an alliance. Hence, the international system
conditions the alignment but does not control it. The second-level intervening
variable accounts for state power defined by state characteristics, such as economic
and security needs. Security needs are interpreted as regime security in the form of
consolidation; economic needs are a reflection of annual GDP and economic
development indicators. The third-level intervening variable is the leaders’
perception, evaluation, and interpretation of first- and second-level variables. This
research evaluates the third-level variable by utilizing an actor-specific approach,
Poliheuristic theory of decision-making, to evaluate the decision-making process of
the main decision maker in each alignment incident. This, in all, will be the
theoretical underpinning by which to test the three contending hypothesis proposed
by this project:

Null hypothesis: Syrian alignment choices are the result of Syrian decision makers’
reactions to the external security environment after taking into account domestic
economic and security considerations.

Alternative hypothesis 1: Syrian alignment choices are ideological, adhering to
Ba’ath party ideology and Alawi sect interests for the purpose of regime survival.
Alternative hypothesis 2: Syrian alignment choices are congruent with

bandwagoning, a realist prediction for weak states.
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Decision-making theories in international relations have ranged from
rational analytic theories®! to cognitive theories, considering that cybernetic
theory®? operates under a more restricted yet similar set of assumptions as does
cognitive theory (Cutler 1981, 58).83 For example, in the analytic paradigm of
decision-making, the decision maker’s motivation is to achieve the optimum
outcome, or at least an acceptable one, while the main motivation for the decision
maker from the cognitive and the cybernetic paradigm is survival. The modus
operandi for the decision maker in the analytic paradigm is the assumption of
alternative outcomes sensitive to pertinent information, in contrast to the cognitive,
which focuses on few of the incoming variables. While rational expected utility
theories focus on outcome validity, cognitive psychology focuses on process validity
(Mintz 2003).84 The main focus of rationalists is the internal logical coherence of the
theory and its high predictive power, while cognitive psychologists tend to focus on

the importance of descriptive accuracy (Danilovic 2003, 127).85 Scholars have
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contended that the strength of one approach is the weakness of the other (Walker
1998; Vertzberger 1990; Mintz 2003).86
Another dimension to be considered when assessing decision-making literature in
foreign policy is that most research has focused on decision-making within the
context of international crises and the onset of wars (Holsti and George 1975;
Brecher 1980; Smith 1984; Maoz and Astorino 1992; Haney 1994).87 Very few
approaches in decision-making literature focus on decisions in the absence of a war-
like context (Mintz 2002, 29). I propose that understanding foreign policy decision
making and the motivations behind alignment choices is a valuable contribution to
research done on Middle East foreign policy because interstate war is less likely and
intra-state crisis, fueled by tensions between regional alighments, is the
contemporary norm.

Poliheuristic theory (Mintz 2003) combines the strength of both the

cognitive and rational approaches in one by bridging the analytical and cognitive
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decision-making gap. Poliheuristic theory answers why decision makers reached a
certain decision and how by highlighting the process. There is a two-stage decision-
making process in this theory. At the first stage, alternatives are rejected based on
unacceptable dimensions to the decision maker, usually a political dimension (e.g.,
analogy to submission to western will). In this first stage, the decision maker uses
heuristics, or cognitive shortcuts, to sort out acceptable alternatives in an
environment of incomplete information, risks, time constrains, and task
complexities (Mintz and Geva 1997; Mintz et al. 1997).88 The theory uses the non-
compensatory principle that states that politicians will rarely choose alternatives
that will undermine them politically. Therefore, if a certain alternative is not
acceptable on the political dimension, scoring high on another criterion such as
economic consideration will not compensate, and the alternative is eliminated. The
idea behind the non-compensatory model is to eliminate alternatives quickly and
simplify the information search and evaluation phase. In the second stage, the
decision maker employs rational thinking to maximize benefits and minimize risks
by choosing the best alternative from the remaining politically acceptable alignment
choices.

Brandon Kinne (2005) adapts Poliheuristic theory to explain decision
making in authoritarian states. Kinne utilizes Geddes’s (1999)8? three-part typology

of military, single party, and personalistic regimes to reach the conclusions: 1)
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military leaders will refuse options that would not satisfy the interests of the
military establishment; 2) single-party states will not choose policies that would
jeopardize their party’s grip on power; and 3) the main decision maker in
personalistic regimes will discount options that will endanger his political status
(Kinne 2005, 121).°9 [ regard Kinne’s work as an avant-garde attempt to understand
decision-making in authoritarian states. I further explore the flexibility of the
Poliheuristic theory and apply it to understanding alignment decisions in
authoritarian single-party states. I contend that decision-making theories give us a
structured approach to understanding the motivations, hesitations, preferences, and
perspectives of the decision maker.

In authoritarian single-party states such as Syria, the main decision maker
and his inner circle enjoy a long tenure. This is a distinct feature that will be utilized
in this project to highlight the extent to which the personal preferences and
motivations of the decision maker become institutionalized in the foreign ministry,
al-mukhabarat (security apparatus), military establishment, and also became part of
the daily political vocabulary Syria’s intelligentsia. The advantage of utilizing
decision-making theories is the opportunity to discover consistency and change in
foreign policy-making in authoritarian states, especially when decision-making
changes hands from within the established order. This is particularly relevant since

Syria saw an attempt at a bureaucratic and institutional overhaul in 2000, when
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President Bashar al-Assad took office after the thirty-year rule of Hafez al-Assad
(George 2003).71
Conclusion

[ have demonstrated that the literature on foreign policy making and
alignment choices of authoritarian states is limited and divided between the
neorealist and liberalist approaches. Neorealists have expanded power politics and
the structural approach to explain behavior of Middle Eastern states. Most
neorealist would foresee bandwagoning for weak states, a prediction that does not
hold in the Syrian cases that are the focus of this project. Liberalists have explained
foreign policy of non-democratic states as irrational, catering to domestic stability
and regime survival. A number of scholars have declared ideology of revisionist
states to be the main explanatory variable, a proposition that suffers not only from
semantic and conceptual problems as an explanatory variable, but also from
methodological and philosophical ramifications. Liberalists’ explanations clearly
lack the capability to consider or explain the foreign policy and alignment choices of
an authoritarian state with a consolidated power base, the ability of autonomous
and hence rational foreign policy making. Rational foreign policy is described in a
sense that the decision maker is capable of pursuing a geopolitically shaped national
interest expressed in limited (not ideological or revolutionary) goals (Allison 1971;

Morgenthau 1978).92
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[ argue that authoritarianism in the Middle East is an aggregate variable with
clear systemic implications in that region, a feature that needs to be addressed as a
regional norm. Only from this standpoint, I argue, can the real drivers of foreign
policy making in individual Middle East countries be accounted for adequately. I
have also argued that executives in one-party authoritarian states do not work
under societal constrains, and therefore have the ability for autonomous, national
interest-seeking, rational foreign policy making under certain domestic
qualifications, such as power consolidation. National interest in this sense lies at the
crossroad between domestic and external consideration. [ proposed that
understanding foreign policy decision-making and the motivations behind
alignment choices is a valuable contribution to research conducted on Middle East
foreign policy, since interstate war is less likely and intrastate crises such as
domestic unrest, civil wars and instability that are fueled by tensions between
regional alignments, is the contemporary norm.

This research primarily seeks to explain how alignment behavior in Syrian
foreign policy, between 1970 and 2010, by testing three hypotheses and examining
the relevance of the theoretical framework established by the proposed revised
neoclassical realist theory and Poliheuristic theory. This study offers a revised
version of the neoclassical realism model to explain the causes of alignment shifts by
Syria between 1970 and 2010. This revised application has the potential to be
expanded to include other states in the MENA region. The dependent variable is the
foreign policy decision of alignment. The primary independent variable is the

external environment, the Middle East regional system.
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For an alignment decision to be made, the regional system needs to exhibit
an environment in which the leader perceives an opportunity to increase his
security or regional influence by forming an alliance. Hence, the international
system conditions the alignment but does not control it. The second-level
intervening variable accounts for state power and internal consolidation defined by
state characteristics, such as economic and security needs, which in turn are the
political constrains facing the decision-maker. Security needs are interpreted as
regime security, and economic needs are a reflection of annual GDP and economic
development indicators. The third-level intervening variable is the leader’s
perception, evaluation, and interpretation of first’ and second-level variables. This
research will evaluate the third-level variable by utilizing an actor-specific
approach, Poliheuristic theory, a decision-making theory, to evaluate the decision-

making process of the main decision makers in each alignment decision.
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Chapter Three

Research Design and Method of Analysis

Introduction
To answer the question posed by this research regarding the factors that
determined alignment choices in Syrian foreign policy between 1970 and 2010, I
will test the usefulness of the null and alternative hypotheses:

* Null hypothesis: Syrian alignment choices are the result of Syrian decision-makers’
reactions to the external security environment, after taking into account domestic,
economic and security considerations. See Figure 1.

* Alternative hypothesis 1: Syrian alignment choices are ideological, adhering to Ba’th
party ideology and Alawi sect interests for the sole purpose of regime survival. See
Figure 2.

* Alternative hypothesis 2: Syrian alignment choices are congruent with the realist
prediction of bandwagoning for weak states. See Figure 3.

[ employ the historical case study method to test the null and alternative
hypotheses. Across the selected cases, I conduct a structured, focused, comparative
approach in which I ask standard questions about the role of independent variables

for each case.”3

93 Alexander George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development and
Social Studies (Belfer Center Studies in International Security, MIT Press 2005).
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The five case studies are:
* The Syrian-Egyptian Alliance leading up to the 1973 war
¢ The Syrian-Iranian Alliance 1979-2010
¢ Syria joining the First Gulf War Coalition in 1990
¢ The Syrian Alliance with Hezbollah 1990-2010

* The Syrian Regime security crisis of 2003

Within each case study, I undertake historical analyses in which process tracing, in
particular theory-testing process tracing®# illuminates the causal mechanism that
connects the independent variables and the dependent variable. In addition,
qualitative analysis of close to 5,000 primary documents from the National Security
Archives of Syria, Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Jordan, Lebanon, Hezbollah,
Hamas, and twenty standardized interviews, will triangulate the tracing of the
causal mechanism within each case. Triangulation is a useful tool to increase the
validation of data through cross verification from two or more sources.
Triangulation also serves to overcome the biases inherited in the problem of using

one method and one theory.

o4 Derek Beach and Rasmus Brun Pederson, “What is Process Tracing Actually
Tracing? The Three Variants of Process Tracing Methods and Their Uses and Limitations.”
Presentation at the American Political Science Association Annual Meeting, Seattle, WA,
September 1-4, 2011.
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Figure 1. Null Hypothesis for Alignment Determinants in Syria

Systemic Threats and
Opportunities
President

Maximizing Utility

i nternal Regime
Allgn_m — Security and Economic
Decison Factors
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The Null Hypothesis states that the decision-maker, the president, considers
systemic threats and opportunities, internal regime security and economic factors,
and filters the possible alignment options through the resistance to Western
intervention principle. At the second level of decision-making, the president then
chooses the best alignment option, the one that would serve Syrian national

interests, from the remaining politically acceptable ones.
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Figure 2. Alternative Hypothesis 1 for Alignment Determinants in Syria

deology

The first alternative hypothesis states that authoritarian states do not have a
rational foreign policy, one that is capable of maximizing utility and minimizing
costs, due subordinating foreign policy for regime survival. To compensate for lack
of legitimacy domestically, authoritarian rulers utilize foreign policy as a focal point
to divert the public’s attention from internal economic, social and political crisis.
Hence foreign policy does not serve national interests, and is then by definition
irrational. This hypothesis focuses on ideology as the motivator for foreign policy in

authorization states.
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Figure 3. Alternative Hypothesis 2 for Alignment Determinants in Syria

This alternative hypothesis states that weak states in the international
system, due to the system’s anarchic nature, strive to increase their security to
survive. Weak states are not capable of balancing the greatest threat or greatest
power in the system. Weak states resort instead to bandwagoning with the

strongest power to maximize their security.

1 Methodology
1.1 Case Study Method
“A product of a good case study is insight”.

- John Gerring, Case Study Research, Principles and Practices. %>

95 John Gerring, Case Study Research, Principles and Practices (London: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), p. 7.



59

The case study method is the most suitable method for this project because it allows
for a documentation of the sequence of events, which establishes the direction of
causal influence.’® Small-N case studies establish causal mechanism by looking
closely at the intervening steps linking the independent variables to the dependent
variable. Small-N studies also have the advantage of accounting for spuriousness
because they thoroughly investigate the nonlinear linkages between the dependent
and independent variables. However, small-N studies lack external validity and are
disadvantaged by the perceived selection bias. Methodologists rooted in the large-N
studies advocate drawing causal inference from covariation of variables across
cases, and they also advocate the same approach for small-N studies; this is,
however, misleading advice.?” Selecting positive cases based on the dependent
variable in small-N studies does not bias the selection process.?®

1.2 Structured Focused Comparative Approach and Process Tracing

This project employs a structured, focused, comparative approach across the five
cases. A structured, focused comparison, as coined by Alexander George,®®

standardizes the approach by asking standard questions that reflect the research

96 Michael Coppedge, “Theory Building and Hypothesis Testing, Large N vs. Small N
Research on Democratization.” Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the Midwest Political
Science Association, Chicago, IL, April 25-27, 2002.

97 Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative Research (Place of publication: Princeton University Press, 1994),
p.130.

98 David Collier, James Mahoney, and Jason Seawright, “Claiming too Much, Warning
About Selection Bias” in Rethinking Social Inquiry, Diverse Tools, Shared Standards, eds. H.E.
Brady and D. Collier (Place of publication: Rowman and Littlefield, 2004),; Andrew Bennett
and Colin Elman, “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path
Dependence,” Political Analysis 14, no. 3 (2006): 250-267.

99 Alexander L. George, “Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of
Structured, Focused Comparison” in Diplomacy, New Approaches in History, Theory and
Policy, ed. Paul Gordon Lauren (New York: Free Press, 1979).
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objective, thereby making accumulations of the findings in each case and allowing
for a systemic comparison across the cases.
The standardized questions are as follows:

* External Systemic Environment: How did Syria’s security needs and external threat
perception of Israel, the United States, and Arab states affect the alliance choice in
each case?

* Internal Consolidation: How did consolidation between the business community,
military, and maintaining support of the bureaucracy require a shift in alignment in
each case? How did the preference of the merchants and economic development
needs dictate the choice of alignment in each case?

* How did a possible analogy to submission to America’s interests in the region
narrow the options of alignment for the Syrian decision maker in each case?

* How did the decision maker assess available alliance choices at that precise
historical moment?

Within each case, I utilize theory-testing process tracing to unravel the cause
and effect link predicted among the alignment decision and the external, internal,
and actor-specific factors into smaller pieces, linking observable evidence to each
piece.100 Linking those pieces together produces the causal mechanism, “a complex
system, which produces an outcome by the interaction of a number of parts”.191 The

causal mechanism, [ assume, is tied to a time/space contingency. A further

100 Stephen van Evera, Guides to Methods for Students of Political Science (Place of
publication: Cornell University Press, 1997).

101 Stuart Glennan, “Mechanisms and the Nature of Causation,” Erkenntnis 44, no.
1(1996): 49-71.
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assumption is that process tracing is an analytical approach based on
“configurational thinking”,192 where a plurality of factors work together to produce
a certain outcome. The first step is to conceptualize the variables at the theoretical
level. Then [ will operationalize the linkages or entities connecting Y (dependent)
with X1, X2, and X3 (independent variables) by matching each entity with observable
manifestations. In this way, the theoretical level is linked to the empirical case-
specific observations,193 with the understanding that the process tracing approach is
a Y-centered research. Whether the causal chain is based on necessary or sufficient
causal conditions (Goertz and Levy 2007)1%4 is further illuminated by pointing to the
necessary and contextual conditions that lead to the alignment decisions in each
case.

It is important to clarify that the process-tracing method does not strive for
statistical generalization. Rather the goal is to specify the set of causal
configurations based on a combination of necessary conditions that make an
alignment choice possible. Hence the goal is “possibilistic generalization” (Blatter

and Haverland 2012).105

102 Charles C. Ragin, Redesigning Social Inquiry (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2008).

103 Derek Beach and Rasmus Brun Pederson, “What is Process Tracing Actually
Tracing? The Three Variants of Process Tracing Methods and Their Uses and Limitations.”
Presentation at the American Political Science Association Annual Meeting, Seattle, WA,
September 1-4, 2011, p.10.

104 Gary Goertz and Jack Levy, Explaining War and Peace, Case Studies and Necessary
Conditions Counterfactuals (New York, NY: Routledge, 2007).

105 Joachim Blatter and Markus Haverland, Designing Case Studies, Explanatory
Approaches in Small-N Research (Place of publication: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012), page
H##.
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1.3 Selection of Case Studies

For qualitative research in small-N studies, case selection often must be done
intentionally.1%¢ Crucial cases, the cases that are likely to represent the outcome of
interest (i.e., alignment) are highly representative, and they are therefore chosen for
hypothesis testing. The crucialness of the case is assessed qualitatively based on the
independent variables. I single out one independent variable that is theoretically
relevant to both the null and the alternative hypotheses: regime security. I select
the cases in which regime security was highly challenged between 1970 and 2010. I
then evaluate this variable by developing a scale ranging from 1 (not challenged) to
10 (regime collapse). Events that received a score of 7 and above on the identified
variable are selected as part of the case studies for this project. The data pool is the
approximately 5,000 National Security archives for Syria, Iran, Turkey, Jordan,
Israel, Egypt, Iraq, Hezbollah and Hamas, supplemented by news headlines from the
Washington Post, the New York Times, al Sharq al Awsat, and al Hayat Arabic
newspapers. The qualitative selection method resulted in four crucial,
representative cases. [ added a fifth case: a well-known regime security crisis of
2003 after the invasion of Iraq, taking General Colin Powel’s ultimatum discussion
with President Bashar al-Asad in Damascus on May 3rd, 2003,197 to represent a 9 on

the aforementioned regime security scale.

106 Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific
Inference in Qualitative Research (Place of publication: Princeton University Press, 1994),
page ###.

107 This speech was widely referred to in the Arab media at the time, but was most
extensively explained by the following article in Foreign Affairs: Steven Simon and
Jonathan Stevenson, The Road to Damascus. Foreign Affairs, May/June 2004 Issue.
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2 Five Selected Cases
The Syrian-Egyptian Alliance leading up to the 1973 war
The Syrian-Iranian Alliance 1979-2010
Syria joining the First Gulf War Coalition in 1990
The Syrian Alliance with Hezbollah 1990-2010
The Syrian Regime security crisis of 2003
3 Data Collection
The data is derived primarily from written historical accounts of the events

involved in the selected cases. Books, articles, and newspapers in English and Arabic
provide the bases f the data set. In addition, close to 5,000 files from the National
Security Archive on Syria, Iran, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Hezbollah, Hamas, Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait, Iraq are included in the data set as well.

In addition, I conducted extensive field research in Syria between January
2010 and January 2011. As a result, [ have compiled twenty semi-standardized
interviews with Syrian officials and scholars in addition to an interview with an
Israeli official in New York, a general discussion at the Israeli embassy in
Washington DC (June 2009), interviews with two European academics in Syria, and
interviews with two ex-Syrian diplomats in 2013. The time spent doing field
research in Syria gave me access to the Syrian Foreign Ministry, the Syrian Regional
Command Center in Damascus, the Ministry of Economics, the Ministry of Foreign
Trade, the Office of National Statistics, Ba’th Party affiliates in Dar’a, the Strategic
Studies Center at Damascus University, and the Political Science Department at

Damascus University. In addition to the standardized interviews conducted, I had
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the opportunity to informally discuss the politics of Syria, especially its foreign
policy, with a wide range of Syrians, ranging from casual discussions with college
professors to discussions with students, intellectuals, authors, and regular
professionals. This informal part of my stay in Syria provided a valuable backdrop to

the formal research and hypothesis testing that is offered in the following chapters.
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Chapter Four

Syria-Egypt Alignment 1971

Henry Kissinger to Hafez al-Asad, "Look, you have no choice. You have to do the
same thing.* The only choice is whether you do it gracefully or gracelessly." To which
al-Asad replied, "You're wrong. You've betrayed Vietnam. Someday you 're going to sell
out Taiwan. And we're going to be around when you get tired of Israel.” Kissinger
laughs, “That is not going to happen.” (1975)

*Kissinger referencing Egypt and Israel’s disengagement agreement in 1975.108

This chapter will investigate the factors that led Syria to forge an alliance with Egypt
in 1971. The introduction will illuminate the relevant regional and domestic
political landscape up until the launch of the Corrective Movement in Syria by Hafez
al-Asad in 1970. The chapter then examines the suitability of neoclassical realism
theory and Poliheuristic theory in explaining Syrian foreign policy and alignment
with Egypt. Tracing the process through the external environment, domestic
factors, and the politically acceptable alignment alternatives available to the Syrian
decision makers will provide a structured and comprehensive causal sequence
leading to the decision to align with Egypt at a specific point in time. To further
bolster the findings, this chapter discusses counterfactuals in which a hypothetical
set of external and domestic factors are investigated. The first explanation is then

contrasted with alternative hypotheses, which, if considered as a motivator for

108 Newsweek interview with Henry Kissinger, June 18, 2000.
http://www.newsweek.com /table-assad-160769
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alignment, would have produced different outcomes (i.e., different alighment
choices). The first alternative hypothesis points out that authoritarian states are
irrational and therefore do not maximize utility and minimize cost in their policy
decisions because policy is beholden to regime survival or domestic stability. The
second alternative explanation examines the plausibility of bandwagoning as the

predicted behavior of a weak state in the anarchic international system.

4.1 Introduction
Hafez al-Asad’s Corrective Movement of 1970 was in essence a bloodless coup
against the original founders of the Ba’th party and the Ba’thist revolutionaries of
1963. Salah Jadeed, Michel Aflaq, Ibrahim Makhus, and other members of the
civilian branch of the Ba’ath shouldered the blame for the loss of the Golan Heights
and part of Mount Hermon in 1967’s Six-Day War, and Syria’s disastrous
intervention in the Jordanian civil war of September 1970. In the Black September
crisis, Salah Jadeed sent Syrian troops equivalent to a battalion to fight on the
Palestinian guerrillas’ side. The Syrian forces were able to break through the 40th
Armored Jordanian Brigade and reach the al-Ramtha crossroads. Al-Asad,
commander of the Syrian air force at the time, refused to provide air cover for the

Syrian troops,19? which led the Syrian battalion to retreat after heavy airstrikes from

109 The NSA declassified memorandum of a phone conversation between Henry
Kissinger and Frank Shakespeare of the 6th Fleet United States Navy Force indicates that
on September 17,1970, the United States and Israel were ready to intervene if Syria or Iraq
intervened in Jordan.

(http://gateway.proquest.com.ezproxy.princeton.edu/openurl?url ver=7239.88-
2004&res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKA03761).
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the Jordanian air force on September 23-24.110 Jadeed’s government was also at the
center of an international crisis with the hijacking of TWA Flight 840 that resulted in
its landing in Syria in August 1969. Jadeed’s regime was accused of tolerating and
aiding the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine’s (PFLP) terrorist activities
and, according to United States National Security Agency (NSA) documents, was less
than cooperative with the international community in freeing the hijacked Israeli
passengers.111 Syria was under threat of sanctions due to its lack of cooperation,
according to an unclassified White House memorandum dated October 31, 1970.112
The Roger Initiative, launched in December 1969, was heavily opposed by Jadeed,
who called it “the peace of the grave,”. Even the word peace meant treason in
Jadeed’s understanding. However, Jadeed’s position was heavily opposed by the
Ba’th Party’s military wing headed by al-Asad.

With the chasm widening between the civilian branch of the Ba’th Party

headed by Jadeed, and the military branch headed by al-Asad, an Emergency

Among the NSA'’s Kissinger transcripts is an unclassified memorandum of a conversation
between Henry Kissinger, Yitzhak Rabin, Shlomo Argov, and Alexander Haig on September
22,1970, in which Israel contends that it was ready to intervene in Jordan by air and to
commit ground troops if necessary. It was later clarified in the memorandum that King
Hussein was only asking for Israeli air support. Kissinger strongly suggested that Jordan
and Israel coordinate through the United States.
(http://gateway.proquest.com.ezproxy.princeton.edu/openurl?url ver=7239.88-

2004 &res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft dat=xri:dnsa:article:CKT00186).

110 Kenneth Pollack, Arabs at War: Military Effectiveness, 1948-1991 (NY City: Bison
Books, 2002).

111 NSA, Department of State Memorandum for Henry Kissinger and the White
House, September 10, 1969.
http://gateway.proquest.com.ezproxy.princeton.edu/openurl?url ver=7239.88-

2004 &res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft dat=xri:dnsa:article:CTE00044

112 NSA, White House Memorandum, October 31, 1970.
http://gateway.proquest.com.ezproxy.princeton.edu/openurl?url ver=7239.88-
2004 &res_dat=xri:dnsa&rft dat=xri:dnsa:article:CTE00130
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National Congress convened in Damascus on October 30,1970, in which the military
loyal to al-Asad surrounded the building while the civilian branch of the Ba’th was
criticizing al-Asad inside. The National Congress disbanded on November 12, 1970,
and the so called Corrective Movement was launched on November 13, 1970.113

As aresult of the defeats in 1948 and 1967 Arab-Israeli wars, the Black
September intervention of the Syrian military, and the hijacking crisis, the Syrian
population detested Jadeed’s Ba'th leadership. At this critical juncture in Syria’s
political history, al-Asad was able to legitimize his coup as a necessary corrective
measure to the Syrian public.

The general attitude of the Arab street at that time was of a leftist and
revolutionary nature. Between the 1950s and the early 1970s, revolutionaries in
Egypt, Yemen, Sudan, Oman, Iraq, Algeria, Syria, and Saudi Arabia worked to strip
political power from the old ruling class, nationalize their economic assets and
offered an egalitarian path to development domestically, while resisting the forces
of imperialism externally.11# By the late 1960s, Arab forces had suffered consecutive
defeats in the 1948, 1956, and 1967 Arab-Israeli wars, and Arab publics longed for
decisive yet realistic leadership that could achieve tangible results in any future

conflicts with Israel.

113 Patrick Seale, Asad (California: University of California Press, 1989), p. 162.

114 The revolutions that swept the Arab world in the 1950s and 1960s were against
the established social, political, and economic feudal order. Once in power, these military
officers also quelled the rising influence of communist sympathizers. The revolts in Egypt
in 1952, Yemen in 1962, and Syria in 1954, 1958, and again in 1963 succeeded. In Saudi
Arabia, Nasser al Said’s 1950s movement did not succeed. Oman’s Dhofar revolution in
1962 also did not succeed.
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Hafiz al-Asad was keen to situated the Corrective Movement within the
context of a progressive, socialist, pan-Arabist political movement that was popular
at the time. He needed Ba’th Party loyalists, and the loyalty of the military, while
establishing better relations with the disgruntled Damascene and Aleppo
bourgeoisie, that had been targeted with expropriation since the creation of the
United Arab Republic with Egypt in 1958.115 By tending to the business interests of
this class, al-Asad mended his relations with the conservative Arab states. Al-Asad
reached out especially to King Faisal of Saudi Arabia, by repairing a pipeline
carrying Saudi crude oil through Syria to the Mediterranean; in exchange, King
Faisal gave Syria 200 million dollars.116

Al-Asad consolidated his base by concluding the policies of land reform
(1958-1970), expanding the public sector, and enacting the economic liberalization
policy of al-Infitah, which opened Syria to foreign investment. Externally, al-Asad
paved the way for a realistic regional policy that began to interact with Israel and
the complexities of Arab regional relations with a focus on Syria. He thought to
develop this new policy without disbanding the Pan-Arab movement, and the calls
for liberation of Palestine. He emerged as a young military revolutionary who was

going to correct the wrongs of the 1967 Arab defeat, while presenting himself

115 Jamal Abdul Nasser dissolved all political parties in Syria in 1958, essentially
ending democratic practices in place since 1946, and the traditional Syrian elite influence
in Syrian politics. Furthermore, he embarked on a sweeping nationalization and land
reform that stripped economic power from the traditional ruling class in Syria. See Said
Aburish, Nasser: The Last Arab (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 2004).

116 Stephen Walt, The Origins of Alliances (NY: Cornell Studies in Security Affairs,
1990).
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regionally as the successor to Egyptian leader Gamal Abdul Nasser’s leadership of
the Pan-Arab movement.

Michel Aflaqg, the founder of the Ba’th Party in 1947, maintained that the
Syrian National Command Center, along with Syrian military personnel, had
rebelled against the party founders, first in 1963 and again in 1970.117 Aflaq, along
with Jadeed, contended that Arab leadership needed to commit itself to fighting
Israel and imperialism even if it took decades. Anything less was to be considered
treason in his view.118 However, the emerging Syrian leadership disagreed and Aflaq
sought refuge in Iraq while Jadeed was imprisoned in the Damascus, al Mazzeh
prison in Damascus in 1970, until his death in 1993. While the Ba’th Party is
founded on principles that prioritize Arab unity, and positive nonalignment
internationally, al-Asad adopted these principles to fortify Syrian national interests
politically and economically, and to forge a “Syrian role” in 