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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this stutfy was to explore systematically the imeraction among nation 

states by focusing on a single case of American policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

specifically the symbolic rhetoric in presidential speeches. This study seeks to increase our 

knowledge about international crises, and any possible patterns and fluctuations in 

presidential symbohc riietoric toward the Arab-Israeli conflict during the 1948-1992 period. 

The central objective is to explore whether changes in symbolic rhetoric may be related to 

the escalation of the conflict, as well as investigating numerous parameters of the rhetoric 

itself. The measure of presidential symbolic rhetoric was tested in seven Middle East 

countries : Egypt, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and Syria. 

Theoretically the study adopts Edelman's classification method in distinguishing 

between referential and condensational symbols. Attention in this study is paid to 

condensational symbols or symbolic conmiitment (i.e pride, anxieties, patriotism), and 

whether the use of those symbols in the Middle East might have been related to three other 

primary variables ; actual conflict in the Middle East, United States military and economic 

aid to the region, and U.S. political initiatives in the region. In addition, we focused on five 

distinct conflict periods to see whether changes in symbolic rhetoric patterned itself 

differently before, during, and afler the five crises. 

The principle conclusion of this research is that the Arab-Israeli conflict was an 

important issue symbolically to U.S. policy makers, and the presidents of United States lean 

toward positive symbols. These symbolic commitments tend to increase during the 
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escalation process, and the amount of attention and symbols decreased when war de-

escalated. From these results it is possible to assert that presidential perceptions reacted to 

events as they developed in the region. Convergence between rhetoric and conflict in this 

specific stu(fy suggests that symbols are important political and social indicators in the way 

pjolicy makers perceive certain issue-areas, and this rhetoric relates to important political 

events in the Middle East. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduetion 

Summary Statamant of the Topics 

The modern political history of the Middle East, like 

that of other developing countries, is undergoing profound 

social, political and economic transformation. Events in the 

Middle East, for instance the Arab-Israeli conflict through 

its history, have created international tensions. Revolutions 

erupting in the region have brought about tremendous political 

and economic changes for many countries. The decline of overt 

colonialism has led to the existence of new nations with new 

alignments and realignment with external powers such as United 

States and the former Soviet Union. These factors and others 

largely account for the repeated violence and the expenditures 

of vast resources to deal with uncertainties and hopes among 

the Middle East countries. 

And yet, personal idiosyncracies, perceptions, motives, 

decision styles, and substantive verbal output or rhetoric 

also contribute significantly to shaping and understanding any 

nation's foreign policy behavior. A voluminous literature 

exists on the role of political leaders' impacts on foreign 

policy. Much of this literature is focused on the individual 
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level of analysis—the idiosyncratic attributes of individual 

leaders. The aim of this study is to systematically examine 

the interaction among nation states by focusing on a single 

facet of American policy toward the Middle East: the symbolic 

rhetoric of presidential speech, their substantive verbal 

output. 

Although the Arab-Israeli conflict within the context of 

United States foreign policy is a topic of much attention, the 

intentions and perceptions of the American presidents toward 

this problem have never been addressed in a systematic manner. 

To this end, this study is structured to analyze the 

"symbolism" in presidential statements in order to analyze the 

decision making process and to evaluate how closely these 

progressions of words and actions either foreshadowed or 

followed the substantive polices of presidents from Truman to 

Bush during the period 1948-1992. The ultimate goal of this 

thesis is to explore whether the United States' foreign policy 

behavior is to some degree dependent on a specific type of 

commitment (Sullivan 1972:185). This goal leads us to 

investigate the relationship between a decision maker's level 

of symbolic commitment to the' Arab-Israeli conflict and the 

conflict itself, the escalatory or de-escalatory process 

within the Middle East. 
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Data on symbolic commitment can be derived from content 

analysis of published speeches of the presidents from Truman 

to Bush, during the period 1948-1992. The escalatory—de-

escalatory process can be measured by United States military 

and economic aid, by the number of conflict events and crises 

that have occurred in the region and, finally, by considering 

times of diplomatic initiatives vs. other times of inactivity. 

Thaoratieal Context 

The iirportant role of symbols in politics has been recognized 

in the early works of Lasswell et al. (1965), Arnold (1962), 

Sapir (1934), Merrian (1964), Boulding (1961), and Lasswell and 

Kaplan (1950). Even recently many scholars have come to realize 

the significant insights of early works on symbols. For instance, 

Murrey Edelman (1964, 1975) has succeeded in demonstrating the 

pervasive and profound importance of symbols in politics (Cobb 

& Elder, 1983, p.l). His works served to shed light on a number 

of major concerns among the practitioners in the fields of contenporary 

politics, such as public opinion, political behavior and public 

(Cobb & Elder, 1983, p. 1-2) . 

Symbols serve as a strong force in mobilizing individuals 

and linking them to a larger political order, and coordinating 

different motivations for the sake of making collective action 
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possible. A political leader or decision maker can adapt his 

world to his behavior and his behavior to his world through his 

symbolizing ability (Edelman, 1971, p.2) . Generally speaking 

we traditionally explained politics in a conventional way, by 

analyzing the situation as either a rational behavior based on 

logical analysis, consistent preference and available information; 

or irrational, which assumed political action and reaction based 

on emotional impulses and prejudices. No doubt both elements 

can be found in realistic perspectives on both rationality and 

irrationality, because political action and reaction are not 

free from unitary preferences, pure impulses, stable environments, 

and available information. Instead they arise from a loosely 

structured process and conflictual circumstances of political 

leaders' perceptions, rhetoric and the values they bring with 

them. 

This study places at the center of attention the symbolizing 

ability of the decision maker and how it affects his decisions. 

The purpose of this thesis is to focus on presidential rhetoric 

in terms of symbolic commitment of the United States toward the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. States are always committed to issues, 

to other countries and to conflict, and their foreign policy 

behavior is to some degree dependent on their type of commitment 

(Sullivan, 1972, p.187). The United States has been committed 
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in the Middle East region and particularly to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict since 1948. Perhaps the most significant question in 

that issue-area concerns the escalation and de-escalation of 

violence. When crises in the Middle East erupt into serious violence, 

the appropriate questions include: does violence lead to further 

United States commitment expressed through military and economic 

aid or both? Does the president's "symbolic" rhetoric -his use 

of the symbols specified here-increase or decrease? Is there 

a change in the president's commitment toward the conflict along 

the symbolic dimension? Can United States foreign policy toward 

the Arab-Israeli conflict be described as uniform and persistent 

or changeable? 

However, since the aim of the study is to examine the effects 

of presidents' rhetoric and patterns of American foreign policy 

behavior toward the Middle East, it can also usefully explore 

whether United States foreign policy behavior in Middle East 

is characterized by persistence and uniformity and whether such 

policy is immune from change over a succession of presidents 

Or does change in United States foreign policy result frcm discontinuity 

of U.S. leadership? 

Two types of theoretical' arguments can be analyzed with 

regard to political leaders and their pattern of foreign policy. 

One argument states that regardless of whether we focus on a 
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president's idiosyncratic values, perceptions or pattern of decision 

making, evidence suggests that discontinuity in leadership can 

have a direct effect on foreign behavior (Dixon & Guarder, 1992). 

Manus Midlarsky (1981) asserts in his investigation of fourteen 

developing countries experiencing political revolutions between 

1945 and 1975 that systematic policy changes resulted from United 

Nations patterns iirpacting on leadership. Hagan's (1989, pp.505-41) 

comparative study of domestic regimes among many Third World 

countries showed that less than dramatic changes in leadership 

can bring significant diplomatic results. All of these works 

are consistent with Rosenau's (1966) "pre-theory approach" on 

individual leadership characteristics which suggests a great 

impact of individual personality on foreign policies of less 

developed countries. 

On the other hand, there is reason to believe that United 

States foreign policy is characterized by uniformity and persistence-

Kegley and Wittkopf (1988) argue that United States foreign policy 

is characterized not by flux and change but rather by stability 

and thematic continuity. This discussion is consistent with early 

conjectures that large organizations tend to be repetitive and 

routine in character; the United States, for instance, is highly 

bureaucratized and such organizations follow very rigid, standardized 

procedures and resist changes (Kissinger 1966, Allison and Halperin 
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1972, pp.503-29). 

Finally, we assume that decision makers use different types 

of symbols at different times. For example, consider the timing 

of diplomatic initiative vs. times of inactivity. During times 

of diplomatic initiative, decision makers communicate their own 

perceptions, values, and beliefs. Their ccmmunications are expressed 

in various forms and symbolic ways. These symbols occurred more 

often during times of an on-going conflict (Snyder 1961).It can 

also happen at the international level, that a decision maker 

might consciously utilize his symbolic rhetoric in a rational 

manner for the sake of pursuing peaceful settlement, through 

a compromise process among adversaries. 

Our intent is to measure the presidential documents in an 

attempt to answer questions introduced earlier with respect to 

United States' Middle East policy as directed to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. The major assumption is that the substantive verbal 

output of these documents is an important political indicator, 

since it constitutes rhetoric and rhetoric is an important tool 

used to persuade, influence and serve as a meaningful social 

indicator (Sullivan, 1985). Bdelman has explored how "syrrtxDls"—rhetoric 

or gestures—can be used for political purposes, finding in them 

a source of both anxiety and reassurance and distinguishing between 

"condensation" and "referential" symbols. He defines condensation 
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symbols as those that wake the emotions and condense them into 

one symbolic event, sign or act, like patriotic pride, anxieties, 

or remembrance of past glory or humiliation. However, every 

political act that is controversial or important is bound to 

serve in part as a condensation symbol. It evokes either a quiescent 

or an aroused mass response because it symbolizes either reassurance 

or a danger. On the other hand referential symbols are "economical 

ways" of referring to some objective elements in the world (Eldelman, 

1964, p.6). 

These symbols often have an independent effect simply because 

in fact they are not dependent on a certain context. In this 

study, designated condensation symbols will be used including 

high order symbols like aggression, communism, globalism, freedom, 

justice and security. Higher-order symbols have greater generality, 

and empirical evidence suggests that they are the objects of 

widespread and intense affective sentiment (Cobb & Elder, 1976). 

In order to understand the theoretical perspective of the 

first question, one must first understand the concepts of "symbol" 

and "commitment" in social science theory and how they are related 

to the behavior of individuals or nation states. The next section 

spells this out. 
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The Cgngqptg Qf "Symbols" "Commitment" 

Theories of international politics and social science relate 

to the behavior of individuals and nation states. Symbols, for 

example, are one aspect of the political process. Our focus 

is to see how both concepts, "symbols" and "commitment," are 

related to nations' behaviors. Symbols play significant roles 

in politics and communication. As Firth (1973:20) has observed, 

Man does not live by symbols alone but man 
orders and interprets his reality by his 
symbols, and even reconstructs it. 

A decision maker tries to control his environment and rationalize 

his behavior through symbols. In doing so political leaders 

try to condense, distort and even create the meanings for certain 

objects, and so commit themselves to ideas, issues and conflicts. 

To approach this study—United States foreign policy in 

the Middle East from a symbolic commitment perspective—one has 

to ask, what is a symbol and does their use relate to the political 

process? What are the links between symbols and commitment and 

could nations' foreign behaviors be to some degree dependent 

on their type of commitment? All these questions seem to be 

simple, but they in fact remain problematic. Part of the problem 

lies in the theoretical and conceptual framework surrounding 

the notion of "symbol" (Cobb & Elder, 1983, p.28). 

"A symbol is an object used by human beings to index meanings 
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that are inherent in, not discernible from, the object itself" 

(Elder and Cobb 1983:28). Symbols are human inventions and come 

to realization as a result of attributing meaning(s) to objects. 

The primary concern of this study is to focus on numerous objects 

that presidents of the United States used in their rhetoric, 

with regard to the Arab-Israel conflict, e.g. communism, freedom, 

containment, democracy, aggression, terrorists, fanatics, and 

so on. These symbols are used to index meaning or value by those 

who use them and may serve as referents. The symbol "communism," 

for example, is of interest not because it designated a country 

called the Soviet Union, but rather a system that evokes emotions 

associated with political iitplications such as aggression, dictatorship, 

and atheists. Using the object "communism." this way may have 

no direct referent; it is what Edelman has called a "condensational 

symbol." Invocation of such a condensational symbol serves the 

political goal by releasing a reservoir of feelings, emotions 

and beliefs-

As Firth (1973:58) observes, "the status of the relation 

between a symbol and that which it represents" is still a major 

problem in the study of symbolism that must be addressed. Edelman 

attempts to overcome the problem through a distinction between 

"condensational" and "referential" syntols. He refers to condensational 

symbols as those that have ambiguous referents and will be heavily 
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laden with emotive content, evoking all the emotions associated 

with the situation, e.g. a dramatic political act such as anxieties, 

remembrances of past glories or humiliations, while referential 

symbols (i.e. industrial accident statistics and cost figures) 

will be emotively neutral and strictly denotative (1964, pp. 

6-9). Such a distinction does not rest on the quality inherent 

in the symbol itself because certain symbols evoke more emotion 

than others. The difference must result from the nature of the 

process through which they have been attributed meaning (Elder 

and Cobb 1983, p.33). As Mitchell (1963, p.123) writes. 

Symbols may be regarded as the attribution of meaning 
by a person or group to an object...Symbolic objects 
derive their meaning fron actions and beliefs of persons, 
not from the objects themselves. Consequently, an 
object that possesses great or profound meaning for 
one person may be nothing more than a conventional 
item or practical instrument for another. Moreover, 
because symbols are attributed meaning, they act not 
only as resources but as controls over the behavior 
of men, that is, those who attributed meaning to them. 

The following discussion is focused on the relevancy of symbols 

to the exercise of political commitment, on the links between 

symbols and nations' foreign policy behavior. 

One way to look at different types of commitment is through 

a symbolic—non-symbolic continuum. This perspective motivates 

us to investigate the general hypothesis of the relationship 

between decision maker rhetoric and levels of violence (Sullivan, 
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1972, p. 186). Nations have cornmittecl themselves to conflicts 

in the name of protecting their national interests, either material 

such as economy, or subjective such as pride, respect, prestige, 

etc. The symbol "national interests" in this way becomes a very 

powerful issue in the notion of the nation's commitment. From 

this perspective, certain issues become solidified and difficult 

to compromise; neither policy makers nor public can sacrifice 

their "principles" (Holsti 1966, p.277) . 

Daniel Katz argued that symbolic commitment would be the 

type of commitment most likely to lead to conflict and war. 

He proposed three types of commitment: functional, normative 

and symbolic. The last he finds to have an absoluteness in terms 

of values and a life of its own, whereas the functional involvement 

leaves the decision makers with the most latitude in terms of 

alternatives (Katz 1967:7-18). Comparing these three types of 

commitment relative to the actions of nation states, Katz (1967:18) 

specifies that: 

with great normative and functional involvement, there 
is more freedom of action than with symbolic commitment. 
Functional and normative nationalism can lead to other 
than the military path to objectives. It can lead 
to international negotiation and cooperation in situations 
in which symbolic patriotism would demand war, 

and Mitchell and Mitchell (1969:147) point out that: 

the extraordinary power of.. .symbolic issues is demonstrated 
by the greater incidence of violence in their resolution 
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than is the case with purely material distributive 
problems. 

As noted earlier, political leaders of nations becone ccxrmitted 

to symbolic issues and such commitment can change their behavior, 

over time, fron cotrprcitiising to non-ccmpranising. Three theoretical 

explanations which can be drawn from the linkage between leaders* 

behaviors and their symbolic rhetoric are elaborated by M. Sullivan 

(1985) . First, decision makers may become committed to an issue 

even when the commitment is not necessarily rational. It is 

thus similar to interpersonal situations affecting an individual's 

behavior (Kiesler 1971). Second, the decision maker may intentionally 

utilize such commitment in a rational manner. Finally, a decision 

maker may use symbolic issues to gain public support for some 

course of action he wishes to undertake (1985, p.30). 

Nonetheless, the hypothesis is that with tangible issues, 

cooperative bargaining is the outcome, while intangible issues 

lead to non-compranising political behavior (Rosenau 1966). Empirical 

evidence supports the above hypothesis. Pool found "ideological" 

symbols in newspaper editing during wartime. Hoisti (1966) notes 

that "'ideological verbiage' permits action that would not be 

permissible were this language and commitment not in force." 

The nature of an issue will determine which path the nation follows, 

whether cooperative or competitive resolution results. "The 



27  

greater the size and rigidity [of the conflict], the more difficult 

it will be to resolve... cooperatively" (Deutsch, 1965, p.30). 

Violence is more likely to occur where symbolic issues are 

at stake (Mitchell and Mitchell 1969). Escalation is more likely 

to occur where a county's "national interest" is involved (Wright 

1965a). Sullivan (1979) found that during the Vietnam war 

...increased attention was given to symbolic issues 
prior to and during the escalatory period, while decreases 
in that attention preceded the de-escalation of the 
war. 

Specifically in terms of the Arab-Israeli conflict, questions 

to be asked include: Was the United States commitment to the 

conflict real in some objective and consistent way and related 

to United States regional commitment in the Middle East? Did 

involvement precede rationale or vice versa? Were presidential 

rhetoric and symbols consistent or were there changes over the 

last forty years? If change occurred, was it influenced by crises 

in the region or by the individual president and/or his party 

affiliation? Is change in the symbolic rhetoric reflected by 

the appearance of diplomatic initiatives or do the diplomatic 

initiatives reflect change already seen in the rhetoric? And 

how does the rhetoric of the times of diplomatic initiatives 

corpare with the rhetorical output during times of relative inactivity 

on the diplomatic front? 
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The previous theoretical arguments concerning the Arab-Israeli 

conflict and presidential rhetoric can help us focus on two important 

points. First, we want to see whether there is a pattern or 

trend in escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict that is related 

to presidential rhetoric. Second, answers to these questions 

potentially can lead to high expectations in our way of understanding 

of United States policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. For 

instance, if United States perceptions toward Middle East conflict 

show a great deal of commitment, then any perceptible change 

in that commitment works as a political indicator of United States 

foreign policy direction in the region. 

As stated earlier, nations are committed to countries, to 

conflicts, and to various issues. In the case of United States 

policy toward Arab-Israeli conflict, if United States interests 

are threatened, then there are calls for reaction. However, 

national interest, democracy, freedom, human rights, etc. are 

issues, and nations, like individuals, become committed to issues; 

when issues change, then commitment is likely to also change, 

with the result that the behavior of the nation relevant to the 

issues may also change (Sullivan, 1985, p.27) 

There are various specific issues the United States deals 

with regarding Arab-Israeli conflict. For example, directly 

after World War II, a major issue was containment of the Soviet 
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Union's influence in the region. Later on and particularly during 

the 1960's issues were Israeli security, free trade, and the 

strategic role of the region's oil. In this context we have 

to ask, what were the specific major "issues" of American policy 

toward the Arab-Israeli conflict? Specialists on American involvonent 

in the conflict argue that the United States became committed 

to a wide variety of issues, one of the most consequential for 

which administrations tried to gain public support being the 

concept of defense of freedom against communist aggression. 

Other significant issues revolve around the idea that Israel 

is the only democratic state in the region. A prevalent view 

developed that therefore the United States commitment to such 

a particular issue as "democracy" with regard to Israel is solid. 

Symbols, Bheborxc and United States Presidents 

The substantive verbal output of presidents is important 

to the policy making process and to the function of political 

leadership. The president of the United States is the salient 

feature of the foreign policy-making institution. Foreign policy 

generally is a product of high level officials, such as the president, 

who speak in various ways {e.g. symbolically) on behalf of the 

nation state they lead. From this perspective the president 

of the United States is himself a popular symbol who draws together 
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the people's hopes and fears for the political future (Barber, 

1977, p.2) . The president's perceptions, beliefs, past experience 

and myths shape followers' expectations. In the Middle East 

one way to interpret U.S. foreign policy depends on the way the 

president symbolizes his ideas and world views. Yet most studies 

on American foreign policy and particularly those related to 

Arab-Israeli conflict have been limited to traditional diplomatic 

histories. This study investigates American presidential speeches 

toward Arab-Israeli conflict by systematic ally placing the presidential 

symbols regarding the Middle East in a theoretical and conceptual 

framework. To accomplish this task, the creation of a list of 

recurring symbols used in presidential rhetoric specifying the 

American foreign policy toward Arab-Israeli violence will help 

to clarify the conceptual range of symbolic commitment of United 

States with respect to the conflict. To prepare to test the 

relationship between the condensational group of symbols and 

political behavior, a series of general exploratory hypotheses 

will suggest the types of questions to be addressed. 

Hvpotheaea 

Several major speculative questions spring from the literature 

and the preceding outline. The most central is, does presidential 

rhetoric illustrate United States foreign policy with regard 
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to the Arab-Israeli conflict? This question does not represent 

a hypothesis, as much as it simply contains, focuses, and limits 

the subject. We will look into previous questions by examining 

the following general exploratory hypotheses: 

(1) Decision makers become committed or involved, for example 

to Arab-Israeli conflict, and as the level of escalation in that 

conflict rises, their perceptions of commitment to the conflict 

will become more symbolic (Sullivan 1972). 

This hypothesis has been applied and tested in the case 

of the Vietnam war. High and significant correlations were found 

between "commitment" symbols and escalations. It is therefore 

plausible to argue that the use of high-value symbols can indeed 

be expected to rise during conflict periods (Sullivan, 1972). 

More specifically flexible behaviors should be linked to tangible 

issues and de-escalatory outcomes, and leaders should exhibit 

little or no flexible behavior when it comes to non-compromising 

issues such as status, principles and credibility; and their 

symbolic commitment should tend toward a high probability of 

violent results. 

Again, these hypotheses have theoretical and empirical support 

related to international behavior. M. Sullivan (1979) in his 

study of the Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon years found increased 

attention given to symbolic issues prior to and during escalation 
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in the Vietnam war; such symbols decreased immediately preceding 

de-escalation of the conflict. Pool (1970:216) notes that in 

World War II the increased attention to democracy came before 

the outbreak of the fighting. 

(2) Both groups of presidents. Republicans and Democrats, 

show similar rhetorical patterns toward this foreign policy issue. 

This hypothesis addresses the question of the role of party 

affiliation as related to this significant foreign policy area. 

The significant question to be asked is, does United States foreign 

policy behavior in the Middle East demonstrate a persistent 

or a disrupted character along the lines of presidential successions? 

Evidence from several research projects investigated this 

hypothesis at the international level, including the works of 

Hermann (1980), Herrmann (1986), Walker (1977), and Dixon and 

Guarder (1992), all of which share a common conviction—that 

individual leaders' idiosyncratic attributes might affect foreign 

policy behaviors. 

(3) Presidents' symbolic rhetoric increases during times 

of diplomatic initiatives as compared to times of diplomatic 

inactivity. 

As stated earlier, nations become committed to issues and 

to conflict. Such commitment manifests itself in various symbolic 

forms either explicit or implicit. Therefore we could argue 
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that differences in the pattern of use of symbols are more likely 

to occur when nations face social, political, and other types 

of dramatic events. Edelman argued that symbols vary according 

to the individual or the situation (1964:6). Thus it is not 

unexpected that decision makers employ different symbols at different 

times. However we assume that during times of escalation, whether 

the escalation is political, as with the "political initiatives," 

or takes the form of more conventional military escalation, the 

direction of the difference is to increase the volume of symbolic 

rhetoric in comparison to times of inactivity. Snyder (1961) 

also found that these symbols occur more often during times of 

an on-going conflict. Therefore we shall examine symbols the 

presidents use during crises vs. other times, first to determine 

the frequency of those symbols and second, to estimate the volume 

of commitment United States designates to Arab-Israeli conflict 

as compared to other issue areas. 

In this study six Arab countries (Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, 

Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria,) and Israel will be the focus 

of the content analysis. Each has its cwn country-specific relationship 

with United States. Inclusion of the Arab States collectively 

is inherent in the object of the research (Arab-Israeli conflict); 
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consideration of each of these separately increases the potential 

for much greater precision in the elucidation of itieaningful patterns 

in American policy on Arab-Israeli conflict. Other Middle Eastern 

countries are not included because they are more peripheral 

to (although not always left out of) the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

An additional reason is that not all necessary documentation 

is available. In addition to that, other organizations such the 

PLO are not including in this study not because it is less important 

to the Arab-Israeli conflict, but first this study is focusing 

on U.S. policy toward entity states and PLO was not recognized 

by U.S. government yet. Second, the PLO was established during 

1960's while this study focuses on data since 1948. 

In order to explore the several questions and themes that 

surfaced in previous sections, the specific research requirements 

must be defined and tools found for implementing them. These 

encotpass data sources and their validity, variable operationalization 

and, finally, which methods will be brought to bear to test the 

hypotheses. 

The quantitative procedure to be adapted to this study is 

symbolic content analysis, an approach already established by 

a number of regional and issue-specific applications in the international 

relations literature. It is a useful method where data accessibility 

is difficult and researchers' data are limited to documentary 
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evidence (Holsti 1969). For that reason content analysis may 

serve as a last resort to a researcher when other direct techniques 

of analysis are ruled out. Examples of successful usages include 

studies on inferences drawn from enemy propaganda {Yule, 1944 

and Paisley, 1964), examination of decision makers' attitudes 

during international crises (George, 1959a, Lasswell 1949, Whiting, 

1960), and, more recently, Sullivan's illustration of the value 

of content analysis as a useful method in his study of the Vietnam 

war (M. Sullivan, 1985). 

Data for handling the preceding questions can be found in 

public documents, in this case The Public Papers of the Presidents. 

Identifying the unit(s) of analysis and choosing the particular 

cases are essential. The time span under scrutiny will be 1948 

the existence the state of Israel to 1992 the completion of the 

Bush administration, and for other obvious reasons; the research 

deals with Arab-Israeli conflict and Israel as an entity was 

established in 1948. The 1948-1992 period includes numerous 

crucially very important occurrences: the establishment of Israel 

(1948), the Suez war (1956), Arab-Israeli wars (especially 1948, 

1956, 1967, 1973), the Camp David agreements (1978), the incursion 

into Lebanon (1982) the Reagan initiative (1982) and the Gulf 

War of 1990-1991. 

To define our population for the research, this study examines 
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all speeches delivered by presidents of the United States between 

1948 and 1992 and published under the title The Public Papers 

of the Presidents. These volumes of public papers of the presidents 

have been used in similar studies (King and Ragsdale 1988, and 

Sullivan 1985) and have proved their usefulness as a trusted 

source of information. To serve our interests here a form of 

content analysis has been chosen which focuses on words or ccnibinations 

of words or themes as found in a phrase or sentences or even 

in paragraphs. The study will take into consideration both the 

substantive content and the counting of words and themes using 

these observations as the primary units of analysis. Already 

numerous scholars have isolated and tested various symbols such 

as aggression, religion, justice, anti-cotmunism, cold war, interest, 

liberty, security, communism, etc., and proven their validity 

in studies on conduct of foreign policy and conflict behavior 

(Sullivan, 1972, p.191). 

The list of symbols -see chapter two- to be employed, then, 

will be similar to that designated by Sullivan in his "symbolic 

commitment index" (Sullivan 1985:35) with the addition of others 

that noticeably recur in references to United States policy in 

the Arab-Israeli conflict. With regard to presidential documents, 

we are going to extract from presidents' statements on the Middle 

East symbols that have condensational character, that is, symbols 
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that evoke emotions and are associated with the situation (Edelman 

1964). Having determined the list of symbols from all of the 

presidential documents on Arab-Israeli conflict, the next step 

is to produce a measure of those symbols. 

There are two ways to do that. The first is to count the 

frequency of each of the listed symbols, which will measure the 

degree or extent of symbolic commitinent. A second measure, following 

Sullivan (1985), is to make a ratio of this first measure to 

the total output on all issues. This measure can help us to 

find how apparently important symbolically the Arab-Israeli conflict 

is in comparison with other concerns of the president. 

The second measure, called "scope," will be a count of how 

many of those countries or areas had received at least one reference 

during the year. The first measure, country reference, referred 

to the total number of all country or area references. The second, 

or scope measure, helps to measure simply the breadth of the 

conflict, regardless of the number of times a country or area 

was mentioned. Both concepts, country reference and scope, as 

Sullivan (1985:40) suggests, provide measures of the perceived 

geographic scope or importance of the conflict. 

Data on escalation are broken into two sets. First is a 

group of variables already existing in quantitative form: economic 

and military aid, and for these figures we rely on U.S. Overseas 
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Loans and Grants of the U.S. House of Representatives Foreign 

Affairs Committee. 

The second set of data are events will be collected for 

the period between 1948 and 1992 for Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, 

Syria and Israel. Sources for the Middle East events data depend 

on the Conflict and Peace Bank (COPDAB) event file for the years 

1948 to 1978, the Middle East Journal chronology, the New York 

Times Index, and Azar (1980). Since the COPDAB set end in 1978, 

events data were up-dated by the author from 1979-1992 using 

the same basic coding rules set out in Azar (1993), including 

a comparison validity-check carried out for the year 1978. 

CgffcJ-ygjpp 

This study is basically aimed at systematically examining 

American foreign policy toward the Middle East by focusing on 

the "substantive verbal output" of the United States presidents 

along a symbolic commitment dimension. Several hypotheses have 

been generated which relate this verbal output to United States 

policy toward the Middle East, and these will be tested. The 

central focus of this work is to see if there is a pattern in 

American involvement in the Middle East related to changes at 

the level of presidential canmitment with regard to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. Second, this study tries to explore symbolic commitment 
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as a dynamic social and political indicator and what this rhetoric 

means in the context of the United States' foreign policy toward 

the Middle East. In other words, the symbolic commitment the 

presidents utilize can be looked at as a political phenomenon 

through which we can study the mood of American public opinion 

and also those who have direct involvement in the conflict. 

In addition, the data allows us to answer questions concerning 

inter-presidential differences, the patterns of use of different 

types of symbols by American presidents across a forty-four year 

time span, and how perception of the geographical scope of the 

Middle East situation might have changed during that half-century, 

as viewed by American presidents. 

To conclude, in order to explore the theoretical insights 

of the forgoing dialectic on presidential rhetoric and commitment 

in foreign policy areas that might have influence on violence 

in the Middle East, a research design has been set up for practical 

testing of the hypotheses through methods and measures quite 

well-validated in the disciplines of social science and not previously 

applied, to any significant degree, in the difficult foreign 

policy area of United States relations with the Middle East. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE PRF.STDENTTIAL RHETORIC AND THE MIDDLE EAST CONFLICT 

This chapter presents evidence on the trends and patterns 

of the presidential rhetoric toward the Middle East by 

applying the technique of content analysis. It is an attempt 

to see how the language of political leaders in their verbal 

output of symbols has changed over time and what is its 

political significance. 

This chapter presents a descriptive account of the 

content of the United States presidents' dociaments on Arab-

Israeli conflict. Politicians have always used words to 

report, to exhort, to bargain and to persuade, to threaten and 

to conciliate, which constitutes, normal political practice, 

but scholars now focus on political symbols in a systemic way. 

As noted earlier, political symbols work as a social indicator 

of changes in decision makers' thoughts, perceptions, and 

values which help us not just to visualize political phenomena 

but to understand certain power practices. Symbols evoke 

presidents' major interests and concerns. The symbolizing 

processes of communication becomes significant, in conveying 

to the public an important foreign policy issue. More 

specific Ally decision makers use symbols as stimuli to garner 
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public support, to suggest how to define the situation 

(Sullivan, 1985) -

At this point many descriptive questions posed themselves 

within this study. First, what are these relevant symbols in 

the presidential speeches? Second, do the United States 

presidents' rhetoric increase or decrease dependent on time or 

place? Third, is there change in the presidential commitment 

toward the conflict along the symbolic dimension? Finally, 

were presidential rhetoric and symbols consistent with 

political practice over the last forty-five years. Using 

forty-three symbols we have constructed a symbolic commitment 

index which includes both positive and negative symbols, such 

as democracy, freedom and justice, or violence, terrorism and 

aggression. We have decided to use thirty-two common countable 

symbols related to international relations from a study on the 

Vietnam war ( Sullivan ,1985, and an additional eleven symbols 

developed by the author of this thesis which have political 

Implications in various studies. (See Table 2.1) 

The bulk of these symbols were constructed v/ith respect 

to general international political issues in the later half of 

the twentieth-century, reflecting certainly the focus on many 

cold war issues. The additional symbols were an attempt to 

bring into the "symbolic rhetoric" measure a contextualized 
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Table 2.1- SYMBOLS USED TO CONSTRUCT SYMBOLIC-

COMflTMEMT INDEX TOWARD THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT 

AGGRESSION PEACEFUL 

ALLIES, ALLIED PRESTIGE 

CAUSE PRIDE, PROUD 

RELIGION, FANATIC PRINCIPLES 

CHALLENGE RESPONSIBILITY 

COMMITMENTS RIGHTS 

COMMUNISM-IST SECURITY, SECURE 

COURAGE-OUS SELF-DETERMINATION 

DEMOCRACY-ITIC THREAT-ENED 

DETERMINATION VALUES 

ENEMY-FORCES WILL, WILLINGNESS 

EQUALITY HUMAN RIGHTS 

FREEDOM IDEOLOGY 

HONOR, HONORABLY STATUS 

HUMANITY, HUMANE CONTAINMENT 

INDEPENDENT MEETING 

JUSTICE, JUST ANTI-SEMATIC 

LIBERTY HARMONIOUS 

LOYALTY PARTNERS 

NATIONAL INTEREST DIGNITY 

OBLIGATION PATRIOTISM 

RECOGNITION 
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sense of the issues more particular to the Middle East. All 

of these represent the most important symbols employed by the 

United States presidents in this context, whether and how much 

they were symbolically committed to the on-going crisis, and 

how broadly in terms of geographical scope they perceived the 

conflict. 

I "* ^ Rhetoric; Evidence and Analysis 

The investigation reported in this chapter has confined 

itself to one set of descriptive analyses, the distribution of 

symbols and the perception of geographic scope. The primary 

concern is the presidential rhetorical trends across the nine 

changes in administrations from Harry Truman to President 

Bush. The following presentation therefore focuses on the 

trends in the use of different symbols across the forty-four 

years of the analysis broken down according to the seven 

countries under investigation and presenting the most impor

tant of the symbols for the presidents with regard to each of 

those respective countries. 

Egypt 

Figure 2.1 shows the 'distribution of all symbolic 

rhetoric from 1948 to 1992 toward Egypt. The measure indicates 

some interesting trends, for the first six years of the period 
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virtually no symbolic attention was related to Egypt. Begin

ning in 1954, the data show a moderate level of such rhetoric 

during the next twelve years, dropping down to zero such 

attention in 1968. From 1968 until early in 1973 the flow of 

symbols disappeared and the curve flattened. At that time the 

United States and Egypt were at odds with one another as a 

result of Arab-Israeli wars in 1967 and 1973 when Israel was 

receiving full support from the United States (Quandt, 1990, 

p.2) . The turning point for the onset of the current phase in 

relations between the United States and Egypt is after the 

1973 war and in the early 1980's. The increase in symbolic 

rhetoric toward Egypt reflect the growth in the political 

relationship between the two countries. President Carter 

developed an easy, cordial relationship with President Sadat 

of Egypt, continuing the relatively high level of symbolic 

output that had occurred in the truncated second term of 

President Nixon and perhaps setting the stage for the further 

increase in the rhetoric level during the first two years of 

Reagan's first term. The peak of symbolic rhetoric for Egypt 

was 1982. The year 1983 shows a sharp reversal in Reagan's 
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Figure 2.1 Trends In U.S Presidents Rhetoric Toward 
EGYPT (1948-1992) 
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rhetorical commitment to Egypt. These rapid developments in 

events in the Middle East increased the pressure on Reagan's 

administration to introduce a new peace initiative subsequent 

to September, 1982. 

Under the second term of the Reagan administration the 

situation was reversed. The flow of symbols reached the 

lowest points in 1984, 1986 and 1987. When the Egyptian 

government asked the Reagan administration in August 1986 for 

a reduction of interest payments on its $4.5 billion military 

debt and additional aid of $500 million cash, the United 

States refused to cooperate. Subsequent to 1987, a slight 

increase in symbolic rhetoric occurred into 1990, but then a 

very interesting decline occurred which brought the measure 

down to zero point, a position it had last been at for any 

period of time in the late 1960's and early 1970's. It is also 

of note that at least for Egypt, the Israeli invasion of 

Lebanon in 1982 appeared to be the most important event as 

measured by these data and that in the scheme of things, the 

1990-1991 Persian Gulf war did not appear to be of great 

symbolic importance with respect to Egypt compared to the rest 

of the 1974-1992 period. 

For Egypt Table 2.2 demonstrates that "peace" stands at 

the peak of other symbols, followed by commitment, justice. 



Table 2.2 Top Ten Presidential Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Egypt (1948-1992) 

Frequency Percentage 
Peace 446 33.76 
Commitment 82 6.21 
Justice 66 5.00 
Security 64 4.84 
Recognition 59 4.47 
Rights 43 3.26 
Determination 42 3.18 
Courage 41 3.10 
Freedom 40 3.03 
Cause 4Q 3r03 
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security, recognition, rights, determination, courage, freedom 

and cause. As will see, a large degree of similarity will 

occur across the seven countries in this most-often-used list, 

although a few countries will differ, and these will be 

pointed out. Thus the "peace" symbol is the dominant symbol 

chosen by the presidents of the United States with regard to 

Egypt-Israeli conflict. Moreover, presidential rhetoric 

clearly leans toward positive symbols in dealing with Egypt. 

11̂  ixm 

Figure 2.2 demonstrates that for the United States Iraq 

was of little symbolic concern until 1990 when Iraq entered 

Kuwait. The curve peaks in 1990-1991, and after the end of 

the Gulf War there was no significant departure from the 

previous forty years. What is most interesting in the case of 

Iraq and the United States presidents is that decision makers 

expressed almost no involvement in any type of rhetorical 

dialogue with Iraq until the Gulf war of 1990. It is as if 

Iraq was basically "out of the loop" for U.S. decision-makers, 

in terms of overall attention but especially with reference to 

symbolic rhetoric, for the entire time period, including the 

Iran-Iraq war, until the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, a finding 

we will return to in other context. Yet the frequency of 

aggression was only 14.64 percent of the total of Iraq-related 
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Figure 2.2 Trends In U.S Presidents Rhetoric Toward 
IRAQ (1948-1992) 
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symbols. Peace was second with 14.47 percent. (See Table 2.3) 

Table 2.3 shows the aggression symbol received a substan

tial reference compared to other symbols. There is no doubt 

that President Bush used the term aggression in a way meant 

to gather support for United States' decision to curtail Iraq 

and to protect the United States national interest. 

III. Israel 

Figure 2.3 presents the average distribution of symbolic 

On the occasions symbolic fluctuations occurred at the early 

stage of the conflict in 1948 and 1952-1954, both during the 

Truman administration. A sharp decline in levels of symbolic 

rhetoric during the Eisenhower administration, rhetoric of the 

United States presidents from 1948 to 1992 devoted to Israel. 

Then set in until 1964. The global competition or communist 

threat was then the central focus of American foreign policy 

(Quandt, 1990, pp.92-93). The coolness of Eisenhower toward 

Israel is demonstrated in the decline in symbols when Israel 

attacked Egypt in 1956. The administration even ignored 

Israeli complaints of fedaveen attacks, the continuing 

Egyptian blockade of the Straits of Tiran, and the Cairo-

Soviet arms deal (Quandt, 1990, p.71). The lesser attention 

given to Israel is explained by the greater fear of both the 



Table 2.3 Ten Presidential Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Iraq (1948-1992) 

Frequency Percentaoe 
Aggression 442 14.64 
Peace 437 14.47 
Freedom 189 6.26 
Allies 179 5.93 
Security 166 5.50 
Determination 159 5.26 
Threat 132 4.37 
Partner 112 3.71 
Willingness 111 3.68 
Commitment 93 3.08 
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president and his Secretary of State Dulles that if they did 

not pressure Israel to withdraw from Arab territories captured 

in 1956 the Russian competition would gain political advan

tage . 

Kennedy's Administration followed suit even though re

affirming its commitment to Israeli security, still the Arab-

Israeli conflict was the least urgent on his agenda (Len-

czowski, 1990, p.88). Minor changes in symbolic rhetoric 

occurred with regard to Israel then from Presidents Kennedy 

to Johnson. Attention to Israel then slowly increased, and 

Figure 2.3 shows that for the next sixteen years the symbolic 

rhetoric across four different presidents slowly reached 

consecutively higher peaks, until its all-time peak in the 

last year of the Carter administration, 1980. Near the end of 

1980 President Carter dispatched Robert Strauss as a special 

envoy to the region and raised the level of symbolic rhetoric. 

For President Carter the Middle East had dominated his foreign 

policy and attention. According to Brzezinski, Carter's 

personal involvement in the foreign policy process was 

assertive and extensive: never had a president engaged himself 

as deeply in the Middle East problem (Lenczowski, 1990, p.88). 

In the Reagan administration large fluctuations appear. 

Figure 2.3 shows that Reagan's symbolic usage remains low for 



Figure: 2.3 Trends In U.S Presidents Rhetoric 
Toward Israel (1948-1992) 
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two years, followed by increases in 1983-1984, a drop in 1985, 

and then increasing again in 1986-1988. Symbols dropped in 

1981-1982 due to the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, an Israeli 

air raid destroyed the Osiraq nuclear reactor of Iraq, and the 

Reagan administration suspended the new strategic cooperation 

agreement with Israel after the Likud government applied 

Israeli occupation law on the Golan Heights of Syria. Then 

Reagan introduced his political initiative for peace in the 

Middle East, and beginning in 1983 the usage of symbols rose 

again to peak in 1984. From that point to the end of symbolic 

fluctuated but, while below the 1980 peak, nonetheless 

remained relatively high in relation to both the pre-1976 

period for Israel, as well as overall toward the other six 

countries. With respect symbolic rhetoric, the GULF war 

doesn't even seem to register in terms of presidential 

attention vis-a-vis Israel. Table 2.4 shows the symbols most 

commonly used by the presidents of the United States with 

regard to Israel. The peace symbol is the highest in usage. 

Freedom is second while security and commitment are third and 

fourth. 

I3L Jordan 

Figure 2.4 demonstrates that during the first thirteen 
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Table 2.4 TOP Ten Presidential Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Israel (1948-1992) 

Firgqy^pcy Percentage 
Peace 980 23.13 
Freedom 339 8.00 
Security 290 6.84 
Commitment 259 6.11 
Rights 162 3.82 
Recognition 138 3.26 
Willingness 135 3.19 
Religion 125 2.95 
Justice 123 2.90 
Humanity 122 2.88 
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years after the Zionist declaration the measure of presiden

tial symbolic rhetoric with Jordan was flat with the exception 

of 1958, sparked of the Eisenhower Doctrine, which was 

designed to lure two countries closer to the United States: 

Jordan and Syria. His rhetorical statements were linked to 

Eisenhower's willingness to transform his rhetoric into action 

by ordering the Sixth Fleet to move to the eastern Mediterra

nean, and Jordan became the recipient of $10 million of 

economic aid grants. 

The measure is flat during the Kennedy years, increased 

with Johnson as a result of the Johnson government's wish to 

make stand in Amman against the influence of both Cairo and 

Moscow. At the end of the Johnson years attention dropped 

again and then figure 2.4 shows successive peaks of symbolic 

interest in 1974, 1980 and 1985, with a decline subsequent to 

1985 and a level during the Gulf War similar to that devoted 

toward Israel. Overall, only Syria and Iraq received less 

symbolic attention than Jordan. Table 2.5 demonstrates the 

highest top symbols used by the presidents toward Jordan. 

Again peace is the highest-use symbol; about 32.781 of the 

total symbols used in that context. Courage is second at 

6.861 and security follows as third in usage. 

V. Lebanon 



5 7  

Figure: 2,4 Trends In U.S Presidents Rhetoric Toward 
JORDAN (1948-1992) 
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For Lebanon figure 2.5 indicates only two deviations from 

a basically low level of presidential symbolic rhetoric, 1958 

and 1983-1984. In 1958, Eisenhower and Dulles conceded that 

"behind everything was our deep-seated conviction that 

communists were principally responsible for the trouble," 

(Yizar, 1965, pp.172-73). Therefore, behind the reason to 

activate United States military intervention in the Lebanese 

civil war. Thus, Dulles had reinterpreted doctrine designed 

to protect states against international communism into a 

doctrine to intervene in an internal civil war if the regime 

in power requested it. 

Almost twenty years later in President Ford's administra

tion, only minimally. Carter's administration shows little 

commitment to Lebanon, and it is only the 1980's that a marked 

increase in the proportion of symbolic involvement by the 

Reagan administration occurred, perhaps because of the Israeli 

invasion of Lebanon in 1982, the Reagan Plan, the expulsion of 

the Palestine Liberation Organization from Lebanon, or all of 

the above. In April 1983 a bomb was planted in the U.S. 

embassy in Beirut which was destroyed, on October 23 a truck 

bomb destroyed the U.S. Marine barracks, and in November 

Israeli headquarters in Tyre was attacked by a car bomb. The 

United States was launching artillery and air raids against 



Table 2.5 TOD Ten Presidentia] Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Jordan (1948-1992) 

Frequency Percentage 
Peace 196 32, .78 
Courage 41 6. .86 
Security 35 5. .85 
Commitment 34 5. ,69 
Justice 30 5. .02 
Honor 29 4. .85 
Rights 26 4. ,35 
Recognition 25 4. ,18 
Willingness 19 3. ,18 
Pride 16 2. r69 
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Figure:2.5 Trends In U.S Presidents Rhetoric Toward 
LEBANON (1948-1992) 
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Table 2.6 Top Ten Presidential Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Lebanon (1948-1992) 

Frequency Percentage 
Peace 265 23. 31 
Freedom 87 7. 65 
Security 69 6. 07 
Willingness 62 5. 45 
Response 55 4. 84 
Independent 52 4. 57 
Commitment 46 4. 05 
Rights 44 3. 87 
Recognition 39 3. 43 
Allies 36 3. 17 
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Syrian positions in Lebanon from September 1983 to February 

1984 just prior to the U.S. withdrawal. Symbolic rhetoric 

dropped off by 1986, and remained low relatively for the rest 

of the period, including the 1990-1991 Gulf war period. 

Table 2.6 shows the most top ten symbols used by the 

presidents of the United States toward Lebanon. Again "peace" 

symbol is the highest in usage. Freedom is second, security 

and willingness are third and fourth. However Lebanon inde

pendent and commitment symbols were in the concern and 

interest of U.S. presidents rhetoric. 

VI. Saudi Arabia 

For Saudi Arabia, despite its "special relationship" with 

the United States, Figure 2.6 reveals that symbolic rhetoric 

remains low until the Persian Gulf war of 1990, with basic 

flatness and seemingly random fluctuations from 1948 until the 

1980's when two minor peaks occur in 1981 and 1986. 

Reagan's first year showed an increase in 1981 with the 

AWACs sale to the Saudis, after which the symbols dropped 

sharply for three years. When Reagan took office for his 

second term, the Saudi Arabia index shows an increase in 

symbolic commitment which continued until it peaked in 1986. 

It was at this time that Iran increased threats to blockade 

the Strait of Hormouz, which in turn put the heat on the 
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Reagan administration to respond with words of commitment 

toward the Arab Gulf States. In 1987-1989 symbolic rhetoric 

decline again, followed by the highest point in United States 

symbolic rhetoric toward the Saudis, attained by the Bush 

administration, in 1990 with the inception of the Gulf crisis. 

Table 2.7 demonstrates the top ten symbols expressed 

toward Saudi Arabia by the presidents of the United States, 

Peace, at 18.97, and security, at 13.68, were the heaviest 

investments by Washington in Saudi Arabia. Other symbols such 

as aggression, freedom, and national interest have also more 

leverage in president rhetoric. {See Table 2.7) 

VII r Svria 

Syria received the lowest amount of symbolic rhetoric, 

and deviates also in that the three major peaks are 1957, 1974 

and 1977. In 1957 Eisenhower and Dulles feared that Syria 

might succumb to international communism, which gave impetus 

to the declaration proposed toward Syria and Jordan under what 

was known as the Eisenhower Doctrine (see Figure 2.7). 

According to Eisenhower, "...with Syria firmly in communist 

hands the other Arab nations could scarcely avoid a similar 

fate," and perhaps it would be necessary for countries near 

Syria, like Turkey, Lebanon, and Jordan, to intimidate 

Damascus [in order for the United States?] "to react to anti-
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Figure: 2.6 Trends In U.S Presidents Rhetorics Toward 
SAUDIA ARABIA (1948-1992) 
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Table 2.7 Top Ten Presidential Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Saudi Arabia (194 8-1992) 

Fpgqygngy Percentage 
Peace 147 18.97 
Security 106 13.68 
Aggression 64 8.26 
Freedom 54 6.97 
National Interest 51 6.58 
Commitment 35 4.52 
Threat 35 4.52 
Willingness 22 2.84 
Allies 20 2.58 
Principles 19 2.45 



6 6  

cipated aggression..." (Malein, 1964, p.31). After 1957, 

Syria moved under the Soviet umbrella, cutting ties with U.S. 

as a defensive response to United States violence and disre

spect for Arab national sovereignty. The highest peaks of 

symbolic rhetoric occurred in 1974 and again in 1977. United 

States political rhetoric increased under the Nixon-Ford 

Administration as part of the conclusion of the Arab-Israeli 

war of 1973 and the Syrian foreign minister's visit to 

Washington. On May 31 of 1974 United States achieved success 

in its management of a second disengagement agreement between 

Syria and Israel. Carter used a different set of symbols than 

the previous administrations, and praised Syrian President 

Assad's "unique role in the march for peace," the trust of the 

Palestinians in him, and his "sacrificial effort to bring 

peace to Lebanon."(Carter, 1978, p.1470). Relatively speaking 

Reagan and Bush demonstrated low symbolic rhetoric towards 

Syria. Even during the Gulf crisis in 1990 and 1991 when he 

called up a coalition of forces against Iraq: "The Bush 

administrations's effort to upgrade relations with Damascus 

[existed] even before the war started, as Washington opened 

dialogue over Syrian involvement in Lebanon, the Middle East 

peace process, and the emigration of Syrian Jews." (Gordon & 

Trainer, 1995, p.252). Nonetheless, relative to the other 
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countries in the sample and relative to several of the other 

crisis, and despite the U.S. assertion that Damascus was also 

the origin of much international terrorism, symbolic rhetoric 

was low. Clearly the volume of presidential symbolic rhetoric 

toward Syria was low compared to that directed toward other 

Middle East countries. 

Table 2.8 shows the most distinctive features in the 

string of presidential symbols toward Syria. It is true that 

the highest-use symbol was peace which represents 29.80 

percent of the symbols used, while justice in second place 

rated 8.61 of the total. It is obvious Syria consistently 

received less attention symbolically despite it's major role 

in the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

2. The Scope of the Arab-Israeli Conflict 

Condensational symbols help us to evaluate and measure 

the perception of political and ideological commitment of the 

presidents of the United States toward Arab-Israeli conflict. 

Another level of analysis, is whether decision makers utilize 

symbols in the broad sense or the narrow one with regard to 

the way they see international events and countries involved, 

namely the "scope" of the conflict specifically the Arab-

Israeli conflict. Symbolic rhetoric is one form of "scope"; a 

second is the geographic level of analysis, namely the number 
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Figure: 2.7 Trends Li U.S Presidents Rhetoric Toward 
SYRIA(1948-1992) 
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Table 2.8 TOP Ten Presidential Political Symbols Expressed 
Toward Svria (1948-1992) 

Percentage 
Peace 45 29.80 
Justice 13 8.61 
Determination 12 7.95 
Willingness 10 6.62 
Security 8 5.30 
Communism 6 3.97 
Rights 5 3.31 
Recognition 4 2.65 
Human Rights 3 1.99 
Enemy 2 1.32 
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of countries in the world seen as related to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. To measure the presidents' geographic scope of the 

conflict, frequency counts of "country references" were made. 

We have counted thirty-one countries and regions in the world 

to see how many references they received from the presidents 

of the United States. In describing these data we will also 

make comparative comments concerning how they are similar or 

dissimilar to the data on symbolic rhetoric for each country. 

Figures 2.8 to 2.14 present the evidence on the scope of 

the conflict. For Egypt; the pattern resembles Figure 2.1 but 

with some differences. The scope measure peaks in 1974 instead 

of 1982, and it increases much less up into the 1980's 

compared to the rhetoric data. But the overall comparison 

shows a similarity, with a relatively low "scope" in the 

1950's and 1960's, and a higher level in the 1970's and 

1980's. The" scope" measures remains somewhat higher in the 

1980's than the rhetoric measure, however. For Iraq, a clear 

similarity between the two measures is present. Zero rhetoric 

and zero scope for almost the entire time period until the 

1990-1991 Gulf war. The pattern confirms the observation made 

earlier. Despite popular perceptions of Iraq as an active 

player in the Middle East, these data find no evidence 

supporting that whatsoever. This clearly means that the United 
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States decision makers used the crisis in the Gulf to announce 

a broadened geographic scope of reference, to signal United 

States' inclusion of Iraq as thereafter significant in the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. 

Israel is a different story. There the presidents 

broadened the scope of the conflict as their symbolic rhetoric 

increased, expanding the relevancy of Israeli conflict in the 

Middle East to more and more countries up to 1980, then 

dropping, although the points of declines in the number of 

countries referred to are still at levels higher than before 

1973. However, compared to the other countries, The geo

graphic scope extended toward Israel significantly exceeded 

those other Arab countries simply in terms of sheer frequen

cies. Moreover, the pattern in presidential rhetoric toward 

Israel and the "scope" of the conflict with respect to Israel 

correspond more closely to other than any of the other six 

countries, suggesting a consistency in presidential verbal 

output toward Israel lacking in such perceptions toward any 

other Middle Eastern country—a not-surprising conclusion 

given that Israel was the United States' closet ally in the 

region. 

The case of Jordan shows some similarities with those of 

both Egypt and Israel in terms of scope of the conflict, with 
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the peak of Presidents' country references in 1974 with 

the"Arab-Israeli" war. But overall, relative to the other 

countries, Jordan ranked low, along with Syria. 

For Lebanon two major peaks occurred: 1958 and 1983. The 

flat zero line for 1959-1975 resembles Syria and Iraq. 

The scope of the presidential perception for Saudi Arabia 

shows a clear increasing trend culminating in 1990. 1962 was 

the year of the Yemen crisis, 1974 when oil prices were 

increased, 1977 produced the Camp David summit, and 1990 the 

Gulf war: all confirm the trend that the perception of the 

presidents toward Saudi Arabia in terms of the Arab-Israeli 

conflict is becoming broader in scope. 

Finally for Syria the presidents show their concerns 

about the scope of Syrian conflict during the many crises that 

have occurred in the region, focusing on clashes with Israel, 

concentrated in conflict over Lebanon, and the recent trends 

related to containing Arab response to the Gulf conflict and 

Palestinian explorations of the proposed peace process. 

In siammary the perception of the scope of the conflict 

with respect to these countries certainly differs from country 

to country, although several similarities have been observed. 

Further similarities concerning the scope of the measure as 

well as symbolic rhetoric will be suggested in the concluding 
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section. The seven cases show that as the conflict intensifies 

and the presidents' rhetoric increases, decision makers have 

a tendency to view Arab-Israeli conflict in a broader perspec

tive thereby broadening the geographic scope of the conflict 

itself. 

3. Conclusions 

This chapter has presented descriptive results of the 

United States presidents* symbolic rhetoric and perception 

scope of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Four different descrip

tive questions related to presidents* speeches were analyzed: 

what are the symbols most used in presidents' speeches, the 

United States presidents' perceptions of rhetoric and scope 

increase or decrease in any patterns over time, or was the 

rhetoric consistent over the last forty-five years, how broad 

was the perceived geographic scope of the conflict? 

Forty-three symbols have been investigated, thirty-two 

applied elsewhere and eleven symbols added that have been used 

repeatedly in the Middle East context concerning issues such 

as religion, recognition, anti-Semitism, dignity, and so on. 

Tables 2.1 to 2.8 illustrate the "top ten" symbols expressed 

by the presidents of the United States toward the conflict. 

These ten symbols are dominant in every case study of the 
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seven Middle East countries, with some interesting exceptions. 

"Peace" is the most-used symbol during the whole period of 

time, suggesting it carries the most symbolic overtone. The 

fact that "freedom" was present in all but two of the country 

case studies; and any other relevant comparisons or dissimi

larities that can be noted concerning the "top ten" list. 

The second question deals with the amount of the 

presidents' symbolic movement in the Middle East, and here not 

surprisingly a large increase in presidential symbolic 

rhetoric occurs during and directly following conflict, for 

example 1973 (Arab-Israeli war), 1982 {Israeli incursion into 

Lebanon), and especially 1990 (Iraqi assertions in Kuwait). 

Even in earlier years active conflict increased the quantity 

of presidential symbolic involvement, as in the cases of 1956 

(Israeli assault on Egypt) and 1967 (Israeli war against Arab 

positions). And when the United States entered into the Arab-

Israeli conflict through various peace initiatives the 

presidents' rhetorical flow similarly increased, in 1978 (Camp 

David summit) and in 1982 (Reagan Plan). 

In sum, Arab-Israeli conflict periods have a tendency to 

increase the presidents' rhetoric beyond the expected normal 

verbal output. Even domestic unrest has been seen to trip 

increased symbolic output from the United States presidents. 
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such as the Iraqi revolution of 1958, and unrest in Jordan and 

Lebanon at various points in time. At the same time that we 

note fluctuations of attention, however, some degree of 

constancy of selected symbols also occurs; the "top ten" 

symbols are good examples. But perhaps the most interesting 

observation to be made bringing together all charts on both 

symbolic rhetoric and scope is to note that of all the 

possible conflict periods which might have elicited changes in 

these two measures, from the 1956 crisis through the Persian 

Gulf war, the figures show that it was 1982 invasion of 

Lebanon and the Persian Gulf war that produced the most 

broadly-based change in the rhetoric measures across more of 

these seven countries, and the 1973 war and the Persian Gulf 

war that produced the most marked deviations on the "scope" 

measures. Relative to these three most recent events, the two 

earlier major crisis in the Middle East—in 1956 and 1967— 

had relatively little impact on these two measures of presi

dential perceptions. 

A second general observation to be made repeats one made 

earlier concerning the roles that different countries in the 

Middle East play in presidential perceptions. At several 

points Iraq and Saudi Arabia have been noted as "outliers" in 

one fashion or another, high correlations across the seven 
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countries on the use of symbolic rhetoric by the presidents 

toward those countries for the -jntire 44 year time period. 

Not surprisingly, all of the correlations are very high, with 

most above .80 or .90. But note that in all instances where 

the correlations are below that extreme level they involve 

either Iraq or Saudi Arabia. 

An elaboration on these inter- and intra-country compari

sons might be noteworthy here limited to the most recent 

Middle East crisis, the Persian Gulf war 1990-1991. In terms 

of inter-country comparisons, Iraq and Saudi Arabia had the 

highest scores on both the rhetoric and scope measures for the 

Persian Gulf war. This is not surprising since those two 

countries were the most directly-involved, but the large gaps 

between those two and other countries on presidential percep

tions for that event is rather remarkable. Moreover, compar

ing across countries and across all the other peaks for those 

countries for the entire time period, it also becomes clear 

that at least as reflected through these two measures, the 

Persian Gulf war of 1990-1991—in which one country in the 

area was actually invaded by another country and which 

resulted in a major war involving a large international 

coalition—was, relative to previous crisis in the Middle East 

for the previous 42 years, unimportant to the other countries 
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in the region. After Iraq and Saudi Arabia, the Persian Gulf 

war "peak" in symbols and scope ranked usually fourth or fifth 

after the other crisis in the region for most of the other 

countries. 

From this analysis, we can argue that the Arab-Israeli 

conflict is an important issue symbolically to United States 

decision makers and from these data we can make an inference 

that symbolic commitment can act as a political indicator to 

Arab-Israeli conflict. The next chapter will elaborate on 

this proposition in further detail. 
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CHAPTER THPy-Tg 

THE DYNAMIC OF THE ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT AND U.S. 

POLITICAL RHETORIC. 

This chapter analyzes the findings motivated by the hypo

theses of the dynamics of the Arab-Israeli conflict behavior 

and the political rhetoric of United States Presidents across 

seven Middle Eastern states for the time span of 1948-1992. 

Accordingly, the research tries to determine the patterns and 

trends of the Arab-Israeli conflict, and how changes in 

symbolic commitment may be related to the escalation of the 

conflict. Chapter III will focus primarily on the four 

principal variables across the Middle Eastern countries under 

study: Arab-Israeli conflict, presidential symbolic rhetoric, 

military and economic aid, and US political initiatives. 

First, does a change in a president's symbolic rhetoric relate 

to the escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict? Or, in more 

simple terms, what is the relationship between decision 

makers' rhetoric and the level of the Middle Eastern violence. 

Obviously the empirical objective of this question is to 

ferret out the regularities of trends and patterns of events 

interaction of the Arab-Israeli conflict along the symbolic 

dimension. 

Conflict is operationalized in terms of events collected 
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from COPDAB, (Azar, 1993) from 1948-1978. The Azar scales is 

used by the COPDAB to measure conflict and co-operation levels 

domestically and internationally. All COPDAB events are 

identified from various sources (in this case newspapers, 

chronologies, historical documents, etc.). The author of this 

thesis collected events data on the Middle East for the period 

1979-1992, and every effort was made to keep the procedures 

used in this study consistent with strategies used by the 

Conflict And Peace Data Bank (COPDAB). To check our coding, we 

recorded first the number of times there was an agreement, in 

terms of more or less conflict within dyads in both data sets 

for 1978. We computed the correlation between dyads in terms 

of which the conflicts had more or less conflict. The results 

of this analysis showed first that there was an agreement 

using simple inter-coder reliability test of .87. Second, the 

Spearman's correlation between the two data sets for 1978 was 

= .94 with n=15 (including any outlying dyad) and r=.53 with 

the outlier removed; that rank correlation was .87 (n=15) . In 

sum, for the 1978 data the agreement was very high across the 

two data sets, which means we are confident that the data we 

have collected for the 1979-1992 period accurately reflects 

the conflict in the Middle East. 

The second question deals with violence in the Middle 
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East and further U.S. commitment. If violence increased, does 

it lead to further United States commitment through military 

and economic aid? The purpose of this question is to 

invalidate the extent to which violence was influenced by 

further United States commitment through economic and military 

aid toward the Middle Eastern countries. Data on total 

military and economic aid is already in quantitative form and 

for these figures we rely on U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants of 

the U.S. House of Representatives Foreign Affairs Committee. 

Finally, we turn to the third question of this inquiry 

and analyze the relationship between symbolic rhetoric and 

political initiative vs. times of inactivity. Considerable 

empirical evidence exists to support the commonly held 

argument that differences in the trend of symbols used are 

more likely to occur when nations are confronted with social, 

political and other types of external threat situations 

(Snyder, 1961; Edelman, 1964). Data for handling political 

initiative can be found in public documents, in this case The 

Public Papers of the Presidents. The author focused on the 

political activity initiated by the Presidents of the United 

States, either by peace initiatives established by the presi

dent (s) himself, or by sending an envoy to settle the dispute 

in the Middle East. 
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We have combined the total symbolic data of all seven Middle 

Eastern countries and events data for the same period of time, 

1948-1992, plus data on symbolic rhetoric for the Middle 

Eastern region. Finally, we apply regression analysis to 

identify the importance of the predictor variable(s). 

1. Changes in Symbolic Rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli 

CgnfliQt 

Hypotheses 1 states that decision makers become committed 

or involved in conflict, and as the level of escalation in 

that conflict rises, their perceptions of commitment to the 

conflict will become more symbolic (Sullivan, 1972). 

This analysis' main focus is on testing the relationship 

between the escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict and the 

symbolic dimension. Figure 15 shows the total average of 

symbolic rhetoric and the level of conflict behavior - Events 

Data - in the Middle East for the 1948-1992 period. The Arab-

Israeli conflict is distinguished by five major periods of 

high conflict separated by four calm periods. Figure 15 

reveals five peaks in conflict behavior: 1955, 1957, 1967, 

1973, 1977, and 1982. 
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Figure: 15 The Arab-lsraeU Conflict and U.S Presidents Symbolic 
Rhetoric (1948-1992). 
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Figure 15 indicates seven major peaks in symbolic 

involvement: 1957, 1967, 1974, 1978-1980, 1983, and 1990-1991. 

Through the whole period, from 1948-1992, figure 15 for both 

diagrams of conflict and symbolic rhetoric exhibit a great 

deal of fluctuations. It is clear that from Figure 15 we 

observe numerous changes in the degree of using symbols by the 

Presidents of the United States, and from looking at the same 

figure, symbolic commitment seems to correspond to the pattern 

of the Arab-Israeli conflict, either with the same years of 

conflict peaks, or directly after the conflict escalated. 

Thus, a general conclusion, from Figure 15 is that 

several peaks in presidential symbolic rhetoric and in 

patterns of the Arab-Israeli conflict seem to correspond. As 

the conflict became more intense the President's symbolic 

involvement rose, but when the conflict de-escalated the 

symbolic involvement did not. This interpretation is not 

confirmed by Table 2.1. The findings show insignificant 

correlations between rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli conflict 

over the entire 44-year period. Consequently it seems only 

four percent of the Arab-Israeli conflict interaction can be 

explained by the presidential symbolic rhetoric. When 

lagging, the strongest correlations occur when the trend of 

rhetoric measure leads the conflict variable, despite the 
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correlations not being impressively high. Thus, we can argue 

that the symbolic rhetoric of United States Presidents does 

not relate to the variations of the interaction of the Arab-

Israeli conflict. However it is important to find out that a 

stronger relation exists as the index of the presidential 

rhetoric leads the variation of the conflict, accounting for 

15 percent of variance at a 4-year lag. 

2. Rhetoric Commitment and Military/Economic Assistance. 

Turning now to a discussion of U.S. military/economic aid 

to the Middle Eastern countries with regards to symbolic 

usage. Figure 16 reveals a clear and continuous trend of 

military and economic aid to the Middle Eastern countries 

under study. Beginning with the period of 1948-1957, the 

measure is flat and the proportions of military and economic 

aid were quite modest. From the late 1950's to 1967 the level 

of U.S. symbolic rhetoric and military and economic aid were 

low. During this period of time, the United States decided to 

stay away from supplying military assistance to both the Arabs 

and the Israelis to adjust the balance of power, and leave the 

task to Britain and France. From 1969 until 1978, military and 

economic aid corresponded to increase in symbols. The overall 

tendency for symbols from 1980-198 6 was to decline, compared 



Table 3.1 Lagged Correlations Between Measures of 
Presidential Rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli 
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Figure: 16 The Arab-Israeli Conflict And U.S Military/Economic aid 
and Symbolic Rhetoric (1948-1992). 
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to a rise of U.S. military and economic involvement in the 

Middle East; after 1980 and with the exception of 1990-1991 

because of the Gulf War, symbols were consistently below 

military and economic aid. It is noticeable from 1973-1992, 

massive military and economic aid went to the region, 

particularly to Israel and Egypt, which constituted the bulk 

of overall U.S. foreign aid and it was justified in terms of 

underwriting the Camp David process and even continues until 

now (Harkavy, 1988). 

Table 3.2 reveals high and significant correlations 

between symbols' use and military and economic aid. The 

findings show 44 percent of the variability of military and 

economic aid are in common with the United States President * s 

symbolic rhetoric toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. This 

suggests that 44% of the president's total rhetoric can be 

explained by the United States military and economic 

commitment to the Middle Eastern conflict. We also find 

evidence for a trend toward increasing correlations with time 

lags, a consistent relationship wherein the correlation are 

higher when symbols lead. Again higher and stronger 

correlations occur as longer time lags were examined. At the 

same time, lagging rhetoric behind military and economic aid 

uniformly decreases the correlations between symbols and 
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Table 3.2 Lagged Correlations Between Two Measures of the 
Presidential Rhetoric and Military/Economic Cominitment. 

r CIME LAG 

YEARS 0 1 2 3 4 

SYMBOLS LEADING .44 .52 .51 .52 .57 

MILITARY/ECONOMIC AID LEADING .44 .48 .32 .33 .30 
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military/economic aid. The result does, to some extent, 

substantiate the common notion that presidential rhetoric has 

an impact on military and economic aid and that the pattern of 

symbols changes as a result of U.S. increase in their military 

and economic commitment to the Middle Eastern conflict. 

3. Rhetoric Commitment and United States Presidents 

Political Initiative. 

Hypothesis 2 states that the presidential symbolic 

rhetoric increases during times of diplomatic initiative as 

compared to times of diplomatic inactivity. In the most 

general sense, we are asking whether the United States 

Presidents exhibit a pattern in tems of symbolic rhetoric 

during times of dramatic political events in the Middle 

Eastern region. 

At this point we must be clear about how a "political 

initiative" is to be defined. The term refers to an index of 

a number of proposals or a measurement of actions the 

Presidents of the United States take either to settle dis

putes, or to propose a peace initiative (i.e. Reagan's peace 

initiative to solve the Arab-Israeli conflict). Data on 

political initiatives obtained from The Public Papers of the 

Presidents was used. Every effort was made to keep the 
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procedures used in collecting data consistent with the same 

strategy used in obtaining rhetoric data of the Arab-Israeli 

conflict. Figure 17 presents symbolic rhetoric of the United 

States Presidents toward the Arab-Israeli conflict and data 

on political initiatives. The first general conclusion from 

these data is that a pattern exists in the political 

initiative data, with more initiatives since the 1973 Arab-

Israeli war compared to the low profile of U. S. political 

initiatives before 1973. From 1948 to 1973 several of the 

peaks in both variables coincide. 

Looking at the results in Table 3.3, it is clear that 47 

percent of the variability in political initiative can be ex

plained by the level of presidential symbolic rhetoric. While 

political initiative does correlate with the trend of symbolic 

rhetoric for zero-year lag table 3.3 also demonstrates the 

extent to which the rhetoric and political initiative of the 

United States Presidents toward the Arab-Israeli conflict 

differ when alternative time lags are introduced. The lagged 

relationships in Table 3.3 indicate the strongest correlations 

occurred when the political initiative measures lead for one 

and become insignificant correlations when the lags of two, 

three, and four years are examined. The correlations in Table 

3.3 show the relationship between rhetoric and political ini-



Figure: 17 U.S Presidents Symbolic Rhetoric and Political Initiative 
(1948-1992). 
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Table 3.3 Lagged Correlations Between measures of Symbolic 
Rhetoric and Political Initiative 

TIME LAG 

YEARS 0 1 2 3 4 

SYMBOLS LEADING .47 
CM o
 • .03 .10 .02 

POLITICAL INITIATIVE LEADING .47 .47 .04 .15 .05 1 
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tiative drops from .47 to .05 when the political initiative 

measure leads, and 02 when rhetoric precedes. Thus, the year 

variables of political initiative and symbols are correlated 

significantly, which means any change in one measurement leads 

to changes in the other. Hence, the empirical evidence 

suggests a strong correlation between rhetoric and political 

initiative for zero-year lag, and the relation seems stronger, 

but not impressively so, when political initiative leads using 

time lags. 

4. Symbolic Rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli Conflict: Dvadic 

Analysis. 

An important aspect of research on symbolic rhetoric and 

the Arab-Israeli conflict is to move to another basic 

construct of this analysis, that of the dyad. Rummel considers 

a "dyad as a coupling of two nations together in terms of 

actions of one to the other. It is an actor-object pair of 

nations" (1972, 78). In this analysis, each dyad (i.e. Egypt-

Israel) is dealt with as one unit of analysis, coupled by the 

U.S.'s actions toward it. 

Like the aggregated data, these dyadic analyses show very 

small relations; however, two dyads are a bit different from 

zero, namely EGY-ISR and LEB-ISR (both at r=.10). As far as 



Table 3.4 Lagged Correlations Between Trends in 
Measures of Presidential Symbolic Rhetoric and the 
Arab-Israeli Conflict. 

COONTRY DXADS SYMBOLS LEADING CONFLICT LEADING 

U.S. TOWARD R- R-

YEARS 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 

EGYPT-ISRAEL .10 .07 .08 .08 .13 .10 .03 .07 .05 .01 

IRAQ-ISRAEL .004 .004 .05 .04 .07 .004 .0001 .06 .04 .04 

JORDAN-ISRAEL .04 .06 .11 .10 .11 .04 .05 .10 .06 .10 

LEBANON-ISRAEL .10 .09 .09 .02 .05 .10 .19 .31 .17 .25 

SAUDI-ISRAEL .001 .11 .0009 .0008 .001 .001 .0004 .01 .06 .001 

SYRIAN-ISRAEL .03 .07 .07 .05 .06 .03 .0004 .0006 .0009 .007 

GROUP MEANS 5 7 7 5 7 5 5 9 6 7 
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the lags go, EGY-ISR and JOR-ISR show increased correlations 

when symbols lead (.13 and .11 respectively), and LEB-ISR when 

conflict leads (the highest correlations are .31 and .25 at 2-

and 4-year lags). On the whole, however, this table confirms 

the earlier table with these exceptions. 

Table 3.4 shows that for all lags the group means of 

symbolic commitment and the Arab-Israeli conflict dyads 

demonstrate no consistent pattern, except for a very slight 

increase when conflict leans at a 2-year lag, all accounted 

for, however, by the Lebanon-Israel dyad. 

5. Symbolic Rhetoric and Military/Economic Assistance: 

Dyadic Analvsis. 

This analysis seeks to determine the relationship between 

the United States military and economic aid with regard to the 

Arab-Israeli conflict and change in the perceptions in 

rhetoric of United States Presidents. 

Escalation of international conflict can take different 

forms, such as sending troops (i.e. the Lebanon and Jordan 

crisis in 1958), or an increase in the size of military and 

economic aid (i.e. Lebanon, Jordan, 1958, 1967; Israel in 

1973-92; Egypt, 1974-92). The United States aid can also 

become a kind of commitment, and the importance of this 
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commitment rests on the desire to achieve it's policy 

objectives by supplying military and economic aid. In the case 

of the Middle East, the United States sought to keep Israel as 

a viable progressive democracy, to protect the U.S.'s 

investment in the Middle East, particularly in oil, and to 

keep the naval presence for U.S. and NATO to curtail Soviet 

penetration. The aid process and policy objectives of the 

United States created stimuli in the Middle East, accompanied 

with high rhetoric response from the United States Presidents. 

In focusing on sharp increases in military and economic 

assistance to countries involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

the most critical research question is: What patterns of U.S. 

military and economic aid relate to the president's rhetoric 

behavior? 

Table 3.5 shows us that the presidential symbolic 

rhetoric toward the Arab-Israeli conflict correlated strongly 

with the military and economic aid process, especially when it 

lagged behind symbols. In general, the results reveal the 

variable correlated strongly when symbols lead compared to 

when military and economic aid process leads. The lagged 

relationships of group means in Table 3.5 are very consistent. 

Lagging military and economic aid behind symbols uniformly 

raises the correlations from .385 to .488 at three lags. On 
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the other hand, the relationship between symbols and U.S. 

military and economic aid drops when rhetoric is lagged 

behind: from .385 at no lags to .313 at four lags. 

Nonetheless, analyzing each individual dyad alone, a more 

complex picture may be noted. For instance, the Egypt-Israeli 

dyad shows that 40 percent of Egypt-Israeli military and 

economic aid from United States is explained by presidential 

symbolic rhetoric for zero-year lag. Significantly, in the 

Egypt-Israeli category, in which the U.S. military and 

economic aid process seemed to increase after presidential 

symbolic rhetoric with each lag from .48 to .61, the trend 

became stronger as longer time lags were examined. Military 

and economic assistance leading rhetoric shows the 

correlations systematically dropping from .48 to .21. 

Therefore, one can conclude that the U.S. presidents gave more 

attention to Egypt-Israeli conflict dyad rhetorically before 

U.S. military and economic activity. 

The Iraq-Israeli dyad 3.5, shows only slightly stronger 

correlations when symbols lead. However, it is clear that 34 

percent of presidential symbolic rhetoric can be explained by 

U.S. military and economic aid to Iraq-Israeli conflict dyad. 

Turning to the Jordan-Israeli dyad, again a stronger 

relationship exists between rhetoric and military and economic 

aid when the trend of symbolic measure leads, correlations 



Table 3.5 Lagged Correlations Between Trends in 
Measures of Presidential Symbolic Rhetoric and 
Military/ Economic Assistance of the Arab-Israeli 
Conflict Dvad. 

DYADS SYMBOLS LEADING MILITARY/ECONOMIC AID LEADING 

U . S .  
TOWARD 

(R;) (R;) 

YEARS 0 1 2 3  4 0  1  2  3  4  

EGY-ISR .40 .48 .57 .61 .61 .40 .48 .29 .27 . 2 1  

IRAQ-rSR .34 .34 .32 .43 .39 .34 .37 .30 .32 . 3 4  

JOR-ISR .36 .34 .42 .48 .40 .36 .53 .29 .25 . 2 5  

LEB-ISR .38 . 4 1  .42 .45 .37 .38 .46 .28 .29 . 4 1  

Saudi-ISR .46 .50 .57 .52 .46 .46 .62 .44 .37 . 3 9  

SYR-ISR .37 .36 .42 .44 .39 .37 .51 .29 .26 . 2 8  

GRP MEANS 38.5 40.5 45.3 48.8 43.7 38.5 49.3 31.5 29.3 3 1 . 3  
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increasing from .36 to .48 at three lags when symbolic measure 

leads, and dropping to .25 when U.S. military and economic 

assistance leads. Unlike the Egypt-, Iraq-, and Jordan-

Israeli conflict dyads, we note that for the Lebanon-Israeli 

conflict dyad there is no consistent pattern in the lagged 

correlations. 

For the Saudi-Israeli conflict dyad, the correlations get 

stronger when rhetoric leads. While both variables show a 

consistent drop, from .50 to .46 for rhetoric, and .62 to .39 

for military and economic aid from the first to the fourth 

lag, nonetheless it is considered the strongest correlation 

compared to the rest of the dyads. This may be due in part to 

the fact that the United States has a very special military 

and economic relationship with both countries. Finally, the 

Syrian-Israeli conflict dyad results in the same pattern as 

with the Egypt-, Iraq-, and Jordan-Israeli dyads, the 

strongest relation appearing when rhetoric measures lead (.36 

to .39) and drops from .51 to .28 when the military and 

economic aid measure leads. In the Syrian-Israeli conflict 

dyad 31 percent of presidential symbolic rhetoric is accounted 

for by U.S. military and economic aid. 

The clearest findings here, in conjunction with the 

results presented in Table 3.5, demonstrates that increases in 

military and economic assistance tends to follow the decision 

makers' symbolic involvement in the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
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Consequently, it seems clear that the U.S. military and 

economic assistance with regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict 

dyads appears to flow from the intensity level of the 

presidential symbolic rhetoric, increasing U.S. military and 

economic aid rather than the opposite effect. 

In summary, in the analysis of this part, contrary to 

what was found in Table 3.4 - the relationship between 

rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli conflict - Events Data shows 

us that the United States decision makers' symbolic commitment 

go together with actual decisions to commit to sell military 

equipment and give economic assistance to the Middle Eastern 

countries, (i.e. selling AWACS to Saudi Arabia is a good 

example). 

6. The Presidential Symbolic Rhetoric and American Political 

Initiative: Dyadic Analysis . 

A correlation analysis of symbolic rhetoric and American 

political initiative of the Arab-Israeli dyad Table 3.6 sug

gests that the strongest correlations occurred when the 

measure of political initiative leads, that there tended to be 

a pattern of a major cumulative effect of political initiative 

on presidential symbolic rhetoric for time lags of one-year or 

two-years, and was modified when a lag of three-years was 

introduced and political initiative variable leads. There was 

a general downward trend in both variables, rhetoric and 



102 

political initiative, and their effects on one another tended 

to decay when four year time lags are examined. Nonetheless, 

the correlation suggest that political initiative leads. As 

hypothesized, the results exhibit a strong relationship 

between political initiative and rhetoric. In sum, the 

hypothesis has some empirical support. This means that the 

U.S. political initiative has significant impact on the 

intensity of the presidential symbolic rhetoric. 

However, analyzing each individual dyad. Table 3.6 shows 

that the United States political initiative toward the Egypt-

Israeli dyad had the strongest correlations compared to the 

other Arab-Israeli dyads, particularly when symbols lagged. 

The American political initiative accounted for 38 percent of 

the presidential symbolic rhetoric towards the Egypt-Israeli 

conflict dyad at zero-year lag. Time lags demonstrated a 

uniform drop (.19 to .006 for rhetoric, but an increase from 

.37 to .53 (three lags) and then drop to .20 (four lags) for 

political initiative. 

Again, the Iraq-Israeli dyad reveals 50 percent of the 

variance in the United States political symbols explained by 

U.S. political initiative, and the correlations are stronger 

when the trend of political initiative leads but only for one 

time lag. The Jordan-Israeli conflict dyad showed 22 percent 

of the variation in the United States political rhetoric 

associated with political initiative. The correlation is 
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stronger when the political initiative precedes symbolic 

rhetoric, but only for two and three years. The Jordan-

Israeli dyad stands second, after the Egypt-Israeli dyad, in 

terms of the impact of President's political initiative on 

symbolic rhetoric. This can be interpreted as a result of U.S. 

decision makers to emphasize the important role of Jordan in 

all political initiative, introduced by the Presidents of the 

United States toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

For the Lebanon-Israeli conflict dyad also the strongest 

correlations occurred when the trend of political initiative 

variable leads. The correlation shows 42 percent of the 

variance on presidential political symbols toward the Lebanon-

Israeli conflict dyad, in common with political initiative at 

zero-year lag. 

Lagging symbols behind political initiative and forcing 

rhetoric to precede uniformly decreases the correlations (.06 

to .008 for rhetoric, and .39 to .10 for political 

initiative). For Saudi Arabia and Israel correlation are 

negligible in both categories, except that table 3.6 shows the 

extent to which the United States presidential symbolic 

rhetoric is affected when political initiative leads and as 

longer time lags were examined. Finally referring to the 

Syrian-Israeli conflict dyad, Table 3.6 reveals similar trends 

to the other Arab-Israeli dyads, a weak correlation between 

symbols and political initiative, but increasingly when the 
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Table 3.6 Laooed Correlations Between Trends in Measures of 
Presidential Symbolic Rhetoric and American Political Initia
tive Dvad. 

DYADS SYMBOLS LEADING POLITICAL INITIATIVE LEADING 

O.S. 

TOWARD 

R- R-

YEARS 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 

EGY-ISR .38 .19 .20 .20 .006 .38 .37 -51 .53 .20 

XRQ-ISR .50 .008 .01 .04 .001 .50 .50 .03 .008 .006 

JOR-ISR .22 .12 .08 .02 .0009 .22 .17 .35 .46 .17 

LEB-ISR .42 .06 .03 .14 .008 .42 .39 .12 .10 .10 

S.A.ISR .16 .06 .03 .02 .007 .16 .12 .23 .38 .10 

SYR-ISR .19 .07 .05 .03 .004 .19 .14 .26 .39 .06 

GRP MES 31.2 8.5 6.7 7.5 4.3 31.2 28.2 25.0 31.1 11.0 
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trend measure of U.S. political initiative leads, 19 percent 

of the variance at zero lag to 39 percent at three lags. 

This analysis presented some results which investigated 

two forms of U.S. policy behavior: the U.S. political 

initiatives and presidential symbolic rhetoric toward the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. The results demonstrate somewhat mixed 

outcomes: in almost each type of dyad political initiative was 

in fact significantly related to presidential symbolic 

rhetoric for the alternating time lags that were examined. On 

the other hand, the correlations of political initiative and 

symbolic rhetoric were insignificant when the trend measure of 

rhetoric leads. Nevertheless at this point the results 

exhibit some empirical support to the hypothesis that symbolic 

rhetoric increases during times of diplomatic initiative, 

although the casual direction was not as necessarily expected. 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has presented some results concerning the 

hypothesized relationship between presidential symbolic 

rhetoric and behavior toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. The 

substantive findings derive from three questions: if there 

was a change in presidential symbolic rhetoric which related 

to the escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict; second, if 
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violence increased, did it lead to further United States 

commitment expressed through military and economic aid or was 

it the reverse? Lastly, does symbolic rhetoric differ from 

times of diplomatic initiative vs. times of inactivity? 

It is possible to conclude that there was a trend between 

symbolic rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli conflict - Event Data 

The United States Presidents varied their commitment to the 

Arab-Israeli conflict, and these commitments translate 

symbolically during and after the escalation periods. Figure 

16 showed us that symbols and events data corresponded to 

changing trends of the Arab-Israeli conflict. It was also 

noted in Figure 16 that presidential symbolic rhetoric shows 

clear changes throughout the 45 year period; and these changes 

were more correlated to crisis periods in the Middle East. 

This leads us to conclude that symbolic rhetoric increased 

during and after the conflicts, but did not precede them. 

Therefore, the symbolic usage response to stimuli exists in 

the Middle East. However, during the Carter, Reagan, and Bush 

administrations, their rhetoric surpasses the actual 

escalation behavior of the Arab-Israeli conflict data. 

Calculating the absolute values of both measures, symbols 

and conflict. Table 2.1 reveals weak correlations exist 

between rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli conflict, but increase 
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slightly when conflict lagged behind. Again, referring to 

results in Table 3.4, for time lags between rhetoric and con

flict data by Dyad, in most of the categories the impact of 

presidential symbolic rhetoric on the Arab-Israeli conflict 

was insignificant and the trend became weaker as longer time 

lags were examined regardless of whether one or the other 

variable leads. 

The above description of the relationships between 

symbols and the Arab-Israeli conflict depends on time periods 

where the U.S. presidential symbolic rhetoric intensified 

during critical periods of time. Figure (15) points out that 

for the first twenty-five years of the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

the U.S. decision makers communicated less frequent s^Ttibols, 

despite the fact that the violence and crises tended to 

increase in intensity. One possible explanation is that the 

United States was not fully committed to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict during that period for two reasons. First, the 

sphere of influence was still one of the British and the 

French governments. A second major reason is that if there was 

an American involvement in the region, it was in fact part of 

the Cold War between the "Super-powers": the United States and 

the Soviet Union. 

Beyond this, note that from 1973 to 1992 the symbolic 
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usage increased sharply, and peaked over the trend of conflict 

behavior. Three general reasons might have contributed to the 

upward trends in rhetoric from 1973 to 1992. First, the two 

peaks in symbolic involvement for the years of 1978 and 1980 

may be the result of the aggressive approach in foreign policy 

carried on by President Carter, which ended in the Camp David 

Peace Accord. Second, approximately two years later, in 1983, 

Reagan's symbolic usage, was related to the increase in the 

Israeli conflict behavior toward Lebanon in 1982. Finally, the 

substantive increase in Bush's rhetoric seemed to follow the 

Gulf crisis in 1990. This leads us to examine the second 

question: if violence increased in the Middle East, does it 

relate to further United States commitment rhetorically, as 

well as being translated into military and economic 

assistance? 

To begin, it is quite clear that the combination of 

military and economic aid was related to the presidential 

symbolic rhetoric. Table 2.2 showed the pattern of 

correlations between symbols and military and economic aid, 

with the trend of symbols leading. This means first that the 

Presidents of the United States justify their assistance to 

the Middle Eastern countries in a symbolic way, and in general 

then, the military and economic aid tempted to follow U.S. 
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symbolic rhetoric when lags were introduced. This pattern 

holds in the expected direction with all countries' dyads, and 

the correlations get stronger as the symbolic commitment leads 

the military and economic variable. As the analysis 

indicates, the findings clearly support the notions raised in 

the second question, that there is a very significant 

relationship between symbols and further United States 

military and economic processes. 

Finally, the last question concerned symbolic rhetoric 

and political initiative: Did symbolic rhetoric differ in 

times of diplomatic initiative vs. times of inactivity? Both 

variables are related to each other, and the political 

initiative measure is more strongly correlated to rhetoric 

when symbols precedes political initiative. The group means 

when political initiative is lagged are higher than group 

means when rhetoric is lagged for all dyadic countries and for 

all time lags. But, the relationship is not so strong, and the 

trend has a tendency to decay over time. In general, the 

hypothesis appears to be supported in the six dyads, that 

symbols increased during and preceded times of political 

initiative. 

In sum, the analyses of this chapter suggest, in general, 

that the level of rhetoric was not strongly related to the 
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pattern of the Arab-Israeli conflict (Figures 15,16, and 17), 

Looking at each individual hypothesis, the findings are 

statistically different. For instance, the basic results 

concerning the hypothesis pertaining to the presidential 

symbolic rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli conflict, are not 

related. In this case the Arab-Israeli conflict can't be 

explained by the U.S. symbolic involvement. Thus, Table 3.4 

demonstrates that symbolic rhetoric is far from being a major 

factor behind the escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict, nor 

does it work as a predictor variable. Arab-Israeli violence is 

no doubt sparked from the interaction process existing within 

the conflict itself, motivated by special forces such as the 

Palestinian question and the existence of the state of Israel. 

The second clearest conclusion concerns the military and 

economic variable. Sharp increases in United States military 

and economic assistance are related to change in symbolic 

rhetoric. This means that the level of rhetoric is related 

strongly to the pattern of military and economic aid to the 

Middle Eastern countries, particularly when symbols lead. 

Finally, the United States political initiative showed a 

relationship with the presidential symbolic rhetoric toward 

the Arab-Israeli conflict. Both variables show a decreasing 

trend across time, regardless of whether one or another works 
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as a leading variable. Therefore, further investigation of 

the Presidents of the United States, focusing merely on gross 

levels along several dimensions, such as the number of 

documents, is needed to assess the influence of individual an 

president's behavior on the Arab-Israeli conflict. This will 

be our next focus. 
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CBAPTER FOUR 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter investigates four related and fundamental questions. 

The first concentrates on whether the differences between individual 

president(s) contributes to shaping U. S. foreign policy in the 

Middle East. The second question involves whether the presidents' 

rhetoric demonstrates patterns across individual president's 

party affiliation. Third, we investigate the differences in attention 

and rhetoric level toward the respective seven countries individually: 

did one or more countries receive more attention or more rhetoric 

than other countries? Finally, we look at critical periods of 

time in order to see what happens to symbols before, during and 

after the several wars and crises in the Middle East. While many 

scholars have presented differing views regarding the individual 

presidents and their contribution in shaping foreign policy behavior, 

little research has been done on the idiosyncratic attributes 

of U.S. decision makers and the influence of these other specific 

variables on the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

The idiosyncratic attributes of individual leaders have 

been the subject of extensive research. A considerable amount 

of empirical data exists in research literature in support of 

the COTmonly held belief that political leaders and their perceptions 

have great impact on shaping foreign policy behavior. The decision-
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making project adopted by the Stanford Studies created and analyzed 

an extensive data set investigating the perceptual dimension 

of political leaders, with the conclusion that perceptions can 

serve a vital role in defining the situation {Synder, Bruck & 

Sapin, 1962; Pruitt, 1965, 391-432; March & Simon, 1958) . These 

data have irtproved our understanding, but the link between perceptions 

and behavior is still difficult to assess. An obvious puzzle 

thus presents itself, namely while there is variation in individual 

characteristics as a result of new decision makers, do changes 

in leaders' behavior in decision making result from changes in 

the individual or change in the perception (Sullivan, 1982:126)? 

The Arab-Israeli conflict throughout its history was the 

focus of U.S. presidents since Israel established an independent 

state, May 14, 1948. This issue provoked different reactions 

from president to president. For example, Truman was the first 

president forced to deal with the Arab-Israeli issue and domestic 

pressure intensified on him. While Eisenhower's policy in the 

Middle East was viewed through the perspective of the global 

competition between the superpowers, in 1956 he stood forcefully 

against the Israeli invasion of Egyptian territory. On the other 

hand, Johnson unveiled his own approach in which he merely refused 

to pressure Israel to retreat from her territorial gains without 

Arab diplomatic concessions. Nixon came strongly to the aid 
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of Israel in 1973, while Carter's religious approach supported 

Israel and put forward the peace agreement between Egypt and 

Israel through the Camp David accord. These sometimes minor 

variations in foreign policy toward the Arab-Israeli Conflict 

nonetheless suggest that presidents do matter in the making of 

United States foreign policy, contrary to some recent findings 

(Dixon & Guarder, 1992: 157) . 

A considerable amount of research literature in international 

relations focuses on the impact of individual leaders and their 

character on foreign policy. Most studies conclude that idiosyncratic 

attributes of individual leaders is a powerful force behind American 

policy. However, differing views still exist on the links between 

individual presidents and their foreign policy behavior. One 

argument states that political leaders' idiosyncratic character 

plays an important role in defining the situation and shaping 

foreign policy behavior (Hermann, 1986, 1980; Hermann and Hermann, 

1969; Hopple, 1979; and Walker 1977) . On the other hand, extensive 

research suggests that foreign policy is not influenced by the 

changing of successive presidents. Gamson and Modigliani's data 

on East-West conflict and cooperation from 1946 to 1963 suggests 

that personal attributes of President Eisenhower had no significant 

effect in shaping U. S. foreign policy when he assumed power 

(Gamson and Modigliani, 1971). Data available for the 1914 crisis 
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verified that differences in perception of hostility had little 

to do with differences of idiosyncratic attributes of individual 

leaders (Holsti, 1970). Siverson's data on the role of individual 

leaders' differences shows limited support for an idiosyncratic 

contribution during the Middle East war in 1956 (Siverson, 1973). 

Finally, Kessel found few discontinuities in Presidents Truman, 

Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson in State of the Union Addresses, 

from 1946-1969, suggesting no changes in foreign policy behavior 

(Kessel, 1974:18). 

In sum, the primary aim of this chapter is to systematically 

examine the effects of presidential "individuality" on symbolic 

rhetoric toward the Arab-Israeli conflict. In addition, it investigates 

three other more particular possible effects on symbolic rhetoric: 

presidential party affiliation, differential rhetorical attention 

to the respective countries in the Middle East, and differences 

in rhetoric before, during, and after five distinct "war periods" 

in the Middle East. 

I. Individual Variable 

Our primary purpose here is analyze the differences and 

patterns in rhetoric among individual presidents regarding the 

Arab-Israeli conflict, and we begin by answering the first question, 

which focuses on whether successive U. S. presidents demonstrated 

significantly different levels of symbolic commitment. 
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Table 4.1. Average Score of Symbolic: Rhetoric for 
U. S. President :s from 1948-1992. 

Presidents NtsBber of 
svn^ols 

Mean Score 1 

Truman 353 70.6 

Eisenhower 1182 147.8 

Kennedy 126 42 

Johnson 679 135.8 

Nixon 867 173.4 

Ford 1228 409.3 

Carter 4355 1088.8 

Reagan 4747 593.4 

Ri]sh Sim 1277.5 
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Table 4.1 presents summary results of each president's mean 

symbolic rhetoric score. It displays the extent to which the 

presidents have differing rhetoric between themselves regarding 

the Arab-Israeli conflict. The entries of Table 4.1 serve as 

a baseline to compare the differences in rhetoric across nine 

successive presidents. Bush's mean rhetoric was on the average 

more symbolic and significantly higher than other presidents. 

This level of symbolic rhetoric was possibly due to the Gulf 

War period. 

More importantly, Table 4.1 reveals that Carter emerges 

with the second highest mean score due no doubt to his activities 

for peace, including his convening a Geneva Conference, Sadat's 

visit to Jerusalem and the September 1978 Camp David Summit. 

Reagan came in third in terms of average rhetoric score (593.4), 

while President Kennedy's rhetoric score was the smallest (42.0) . 

Table (4.2) presents the average rhetoric data in slightly 

different ways: this table shows the mean differences between 

each of the presidents. For instance, in this table Reagan's 

average annual rhetoric usage minus Eisenhower's is 446, which 

means that Reagan used on the average 446 more symbols per year 

than Eisenhower. On the other hand, Reagan's score minus Carter's 

is -495, which means Carter was higher than Reagan by that much, 

on the average. Not surprisingly, the table shows that presidents 
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in office later in the period under investigation show markedly 

higher average rhetoric scores than those earlier. 

In sum, results from this analysis suggests that for the 

nine presidents, symbolic rhetoric on foreign policy behavior 

toward the Arab-Israeli Conflict differed across their presidencies. 

Two results should be noted in table 4.1. First, extremely high 

scores are posted by both Carter and Bush, far beyond the other 

presidents, and both are, relative to the other presidents during 

the entire 45 years, relatively similar to each other. Second, 

President Reagan—despite the popular perception of his volatile 

and rhetorical foreign policy style—rendered a score not much 

different than President Ford, even though all of the last four 

presidents—Ford through Bush— are high compared to the previous 

five. Further analysis confirms the difference between presidential 

rhetoric scores by applying an ^^ANOVA" test. Table 4.3 indicates 

that there is a significant difference between the presidents 

on average rhetoric score, i.e more variation between them than 

within each of their administrations. These results are in agreement 

with conclusions in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2. 

The sheer number of documents by the President of the 

United States, however, may reflect his intention and concern 

toward the Arab-Israeli Conflict. More documents mean more interest 

in the conflict. Sullivan found that "length of document devoted 
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Table 4.2 Comparison Differences of Symbolic Rhetoric 
Between Presidents. 

SiMn j.r.K Jetaason •isoiii Vtaad Castar Bnah 

Crmn 

rniscnhemr 77 

Kaoaaî  -29 -106 

johnaon 65 -12 94 

Bison 103 26 131 38 

rord 339 262 367 274 -236 

C«zt«r 1018 941 1047 953 915 679 

Ungmn 523 446 551 458 420 184 -495 

Bnah 1207 1130 1236 1142 1104 868 189 684 
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to Vietnam affected the level of symbolic rhetoric in the document. 

"(Sullivan 1982:141). To address this issue, we now take the 

total number of presidential documents on the Arab-Israeli Conflict, 

divided by the number of years for each individual president 

so as to obtain president's mean document score. Second, with 

specification of mean scores of each individual president identified 

in Table 4.1, the next procedure is to calculate the average 

symbols of each president(s) per document by dividing the average 

symbol score, for example, of Truman's rhetoric by the number 

of documents addressed by President Truman on the Arab-Israeli 

Conflict. 

As discussed earlier the important of length and number 

of documents, which reflect the interest of the presidents in 

the Arab-Israeli conflict, nay make some difference in the over-all 

level of symbolic rhetoric. Table 4.4 presents these data and 

again Bush's mean document score is considerably higher than 

the rest of the presidents. Reagan's and Carter's scores are 

46 and 39.8 respectively. For all documents, there is a curvilinear 

trend upward in the number of documents from President Truman 

to Bush. The trend of the two—mean score of rhetoric and average 

of symbols per document—does not move in the same direction. 
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Table 4.3 Analysis of variance Average Presidential 
Rhetoric Scores 1948-1992. 

Source DF Mean Square F Value Probability 

1 Between Presidents 8 913680 9.21 .0001* 

Within Presidents 36 99169 
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Table 4.4. Average level of rhetoric for nine presidents 
in documents of varving nurifcers and focus on the Arab-Israeli 
Conflict. 

U.s . PzasidBBta 

SrOBBIl SiMB JIK Johaaoa >ixon Ibrd Carter liMg«n Boah 

No. of 
Doetnant 

34 72 12 39 41 60 159 368 441 

Mun 
Seor« e£ 6.8 9 4 7.8 8.2 20 39.8 46 110.3 

&*•. of 
SyiAola 
P« 
Oocoaaii't 

2.08 2.05 3.5 3.5 4.2 6.8 6.9 1.6 2.9 
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2. Party Affiliation Variable 

In addition to the effect of individual succession on foreign 

policy behavior, it is also plausible to evaluate their rhetoric 

along the lines of party affiliation. 

Table 4.5 sunimarizes the average rhetoric, which was found 

to be greater among Republican presidents than Donocratic presidents, 

with regard to Arab-Israeli Conflict. Several items might be 

noted here, however. First, the numerical mean scores, given 

the ranges shown in the second column of the table, do not appear 

to be radically different. Second, analyzing the ranges as well 

as the variance data in the last column of the table—both of 

which show great variation-suggest that the two mean scores of 

Republicans and Democrats, while different, are not significantly 

so. If that is the case, then different levels of rhetoric cannot 

be accounted for by party affiliation. 

In sum this means that both parties, democrats and republicans, 

devoted themselves symbolically toward the Arab-Israeli Conflict 

without significant differences. An analysis of variance test 

confirmed that party affiliations are not different in terms 

of rhetoric (Table 4.6),implying that the two group means have 

insignificant differences, i.e more variation within each individual 

party than between them. 



124 

Table 4.5 Average Score of Syinbolic Rhetoric for Party 
Affiliation of U. S. Presidents from 1948-1992. 

Par*^ 
Affiliation 

No. of 
Sysibols Range 

Mean 
Score Variance 

Democrat 5513 0-1566 324.29 216398.6 

Republican 13134 26-2181 469.07 266498.3 1 



125 

Table 4.6 Analysis of variance of average party affiliation 
score. 1948-1992. 

Source DF Mean 
Square 

F Value Prob 

Between 
Presidents 

221715.2 0.89 0.35* 

Within 
Presidents 

43 247856.5 

* Insignificant 
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3. Pattern of Symbolic Rhetoric toward Middle East Countries 

The attention of U. S. presidents toward seven Middle East 

countries through symbols may differ toward each individual country. 

It is important not just to judge the direction of symbols but 

also the frequency, the amount of attention symbolically given 

by the president of the United States toward these countries. 

Figures 2.1 to 2.7 in chapter two graphed references of presidential 

rhetoric to the Middle East countries from 1948 through 1992. 

The results in Table 4.7 summarize the symbolic attention 

and percent of document devoted to various countries under study 

with regard to the Arab-Israeli Conflict. Certain patterns stand 

out showing that presidential rhetoric was different from one 

country to another. There is a pronounced difference in terms 

of presidential mean symbolic score toward Israel (94.2) compared 

to the other six principal Arab countries. Even the number and 

percentage of documents found on Israel was higher in overall 

length compared to the other countries. 

Iraq ranks second in terms of percent devoted to the Middle 

East (26.35) and president's mean symbolic rhetoric score (67.1). 

A large segment of this occurred during the Gulf War. Egypt ranked 

third in the president's mean symbolic rhetoric score (29.4). 

For Jordan and Syria, the presidential symbolic rhetoric was 

considerably smaller compared to the other actors in the Arab-Israeli 
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Conflict. One strange anomaly shows up in the data in table 

4.7. For all the apparent rhetoric over the years, especially 

in the 1980's and early 1990*s, concerning Syria as accused by 

U.S adminstration(s) as a fomenter of terrorism in the Middle 

East and elsewhere, this systematic data indicates that it ranked 

last—seventh out of seven—in terms of percent devoted to it 

by the presidents, the total number of documents, as well as 

the average rhetoric score. Clearly this systematic analysis 

would suggest that popular perceptions are not accurate: Syria 

appears to have been a very small part of the picture from the 

perspective of presidential attention and rhetoric level. 

Presidential Rhetoric and War Periods 

We turn now to the fourth question and analyze the relationship 

between symbols and individual presidents during certain critical 

periods of time. This analysis helps us to see whether decision 

makers used symbols more frequently toward the Arab-Israeli Conflict 

during times of escalations, or before, or after. 

The Middle Eastern conflict reveals several discrete years 

of critical violence: 1956, 1967, 1973, 1982, and 1990. It was 

decided to focus on the frequency of Presidential rhetoric usage 

in a time span two years before the war periods, the year of 

the conflict, and two years after. The percentages of symbolic 

usage before, during and after critical conflict periods were 
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Table 4.7 Average level of symbolic rhetoric toward 
seven countries. 

Country 

Percent Devoted to Middle East 
Countries 

and Number of Documents 
Rhetoric 
Mean Score 

Egypt 12.56 154 29.4 

Iraq 26.35 323 67 .1 

Israel 28.96 355 94.2 

Jordan 5.14 63 13.3 

Lebanon 17.21 211 25.3 

S. Arabia 6.85 84 17 .2 

Syria 2.94 36 3.4 
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Table 4.8 Levels of svinbolic rhetoric for individual 
countries in the Middle East before, during, and after 
critical periods of conflict. 

Target 
Nations 

Before" During' Af ter^ 

Egypt 37.981 34.031 27.991 

Iraq 1.611 41.861 56.531 

Israel 44.001 8.621 47.381 

Jordan 39.391 15.571 45.051 

Lebanon 5.311 13.911 80.761 

Syria 2.041 10.201 87.761 

S. Arabia 33.711 51.691 14.611 

1 Group 
1 Mean 

23.431 25.131 51.441 

^ Before: (1954-1955; 1965-1966; 1971-1972; 1S80-1981; 1988-1989) . 

^ During: (1956; 1967; 1973; 1982; 1990) . 

^ After : (1957-1958; 1968-1969; 1974-1975; 1983-1984; 1991-1992) . 
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calculated, as well as the differences of the total means. 

Table 4.8 shows us that the means (51.44) of the Presidential 

symbolic rhetoric toward the target nations under study after 

the conflict is higher than before, or even during the conflict 

periods (23.43) and (25.13). In sum, one clear conclusion from 

table 4.8 and figures 18 to 24 is that sharp increases in symbolic 

usage tend to follow war periods in the Middle Eastern conflicts. 

Figure 4.18 presents the level of symbolic usage over five 

conflict periods for Egypt-Israel. Table 4.8 shows the level 

of rhetoric was higher before and during conflict periods in 

the Egypt-Israeli dyad. During the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, 

in 1982 the United States administration communicated heavily 

with the Egyptian government. The U.S.-Egyptian relations were 

also distinguished by two periods of high symbolic rhetoric in 

the 1973 Arab-Israeli war and the Gulf crisis in 1990. The low 

points in symbolic use, oddly, were the years of 1956 and 1967, 

when Egypt and the United States were at odds with one another. 

The Iraq-Israeli situation is completely different from 

the other Arab-Israeli conflict domains. Figure 4.19 indicates 

that the effect of conflict on United States decision makers' 

rhetoric toward Iraq occurred only in 1990. The high point (56.53) 

corresponded with the increase in Iraq's conflict in the Gulf 

crisis. The first three critical war periods in the Middle East 
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(i.e. 1956, 1967, 1973) were characterized by a prolonged lull 

in rhetoric from the presidents toward Iraq. 

The United States-Israel dyad demonstrates little change 

before (44.0) and after (42.38) war periods (table 4.10), but 

Figure 4.20 shows a pattern in which rhetoric tended to be lower 

in the year of conflict. Like Israel, Jordan has a special relationship 

with the United States. Table 4.8 shows us the amount of the 

presidential symbolic rhetoric was high before (39.39) and after 

(45.05) the Arab-Israeli wars, and Figure 4.21 demonstrates a 

similar pattern as with Israel: in all years of conflict periods, 

Jordan seems not to be a salient figure in the United States 

symbolic usage. 

In the Lebanese case, only in 1982 and 1990 does symbolic 

involvement increase after the escalation process Figure 4.22. 

Table (4.8) shows that symbols followed the upward intensity 

in conflict. The Gulf crisis of 1990 has great impact on the 

level of the Presidential symbolic rhetoric, compared to the 

two lull periods of no symbols used during the years of 1967 

and 1973. 

Like Egypt, the Saudi Arabian case becomes the center of 

the President's attention primarily before and after the crisis 

periods, and only in the 1990 Gulf crisis did the U.S. president 

increase high symbol usage during the crisis year. At the same 
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time, but less intense, the Presidential symbolic rhetoric intensified 

after the 1956 Arab-Israeli conflict and the 1973 oil embargo 

(Figure 4.23). 

Finally, U.S. rhetoric involvement toward Syria developed 

after three conflict periods (87.76), and only once during: 

the symbolic usage went upward with regard to Syria in 1957, 

1974, and 1983- all after the crisis, and once during, in 1990. 

In the case of Syria the evidence in Table (4.8) and Figure 4.24 

suggests that the U. S. administration interacted symbolically 

with Syria during or after four of the serious crises in the 

region, but note the level of rhetoric is low in all five instances. 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has investigated the patterns and trends of 

symbolic rhetoric vis-a-vis the Arab-Israeli conflict along several 

dimensions such as: assumed idiosyncratic presidential differences, 

party affiliation, size of document, and war periods. We have 

found there are differences in terms of rhetoric between the 

successive presidents and across different countries, but perhaps 

not so with party affiliation. The results also show that war 

periods do not necessarily intensify the level of rhetoric. 

Levels of syrrbolic rhetoric seem to be influenced by a president's 

party affiliation: there are higher mean scores among presidents 
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who were Republican compared to Democrats, but the "ANOVA" test 

{Table 4.6) suggested that inter-pairty differences are not significant. 

At the same time, the amount of documents devoted to the Arab-Israeli 

conflict might affect the level of symbolic rhetoric used by 

each individual president (see Table 4.4). A larger number of 

documents means a higher importance of the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

which makes some differences in the level of symbolic commitment 

for each individual president. However, the results in Table 

4.3 show a somewhat reverse pattern, where more documents used 

by United States Presidents sometimes produced a level of symbolic 

rhetoric per docxament that was lower. For instance. Bush had 

more documents (441) with an average rhetoric per document of 

2.9, while Johnson had 39 documents with an average rhetoric 

per document of 3.5. 

Even though there are similarities among the presidents 

in terms of symbolic usage, this should not obscure the fact 

that some variations in the average level of rhetoric do emerge 

among individual presidents, especially vis-a-vis the single 

countries under study. For instance. Table 4.7 presents evidence 

on the presidents perception toward Israel, which was on the 

average more syrnbolic and higher than the rest of the Arab countries. 

Even Table 4.8 demonstrates different patterns of symbolic rhetoric 

toward Israel, compared to other Middle Eastern countries. Differences 
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also showed up when analyzing the five discrete "war periods" 

in the Middle East conflict. For example, the United States 

Presidents communicate symbolically in an even manner with Israel 

before (44.1) and after (47.4) the war periods, while the level 

of symbols communicated to the other Arab countries fluctuated 

across those periods. 

On the whole, however, there seems to be a tendency for 

the level of presidential rhetoric to increase either before 

or—more often—after the year of the crisis itself. One can 

only speculate, but it is possible that the increase in the years 

before the crisis suggests a "forecasting" utility for looking 

at presidential symbols; events may be undeirway even before the 

crisis breaks out which produces a rhetorical response by the 

president. The fact that rhetoric tended to decline during and 

then increase after the crisis might suggest that the year of 

the crisis was simply too intense and decision-oriented, while 

the let-down in the year after the crisis provided an opportunity 

to return to more ideologically-laden symbolic overtures. If 

true, of course, this would tend to contradict the thesis that 

symbolic rhetoric corresponds to crises and conflict. 

The findings have significant implications for the way 

we consider rhetoric as an important variable in U. S. foreign 

policy, either in the Arab-Israeli war, or other issue areas. 
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Therefore, while we are not excluding the impact of individual 

presidents on U. S. foreign policy in the Arab-Israeli conflict, 

we can argue that the symbols are inportant indicators to understand 

the way the decision-makers signaled their perceptions toward 

issue areas. In sum, symbolic rhetoric can be related to patterns 

of war, (i.e., the Arab-Israeli conflict) as an important variable 

to understand the pattern of U. S. policy, even though much of 

this chapter suggests also a focus on idiosyncratic or situational 

differences. 
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Figure: 18 Trends in President{s) Rhetoric Toward Egypt During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 

1968 1909 tseo 1991 1992 



Figure: 19 Trends in Presidents) RhetoricToward Iraq During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 
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Figure: 20 Trends in President(s) Rhetoric Toward Israel During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 
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Figure: 21 Trends in President(s) Rhetoric Toward Jordan During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 
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Figure: 22 Trends in President{s) Rhetoric Toward Lebanon During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 
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Figure: 23 Trends in President(s) Rhetoric Toward Saudia-Arabia During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 
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Figure: 24 Trends in President(s) Rhetoric Toward Syria During Conflict Periods: 
1956 1967 1973 1982 1990 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

COWCLUSIOW 

This thesis has had several goals. The primary purpose 

was to explore the interaction among nation states by focusing 

on a single case of American policy toward the Arab-Israeli 

conflict specifically the symbolic rhetoric in presidential 

speeches. Our primary concern has been to investigate any 

possible patterns and fluctuations in presidential symbolic 

rhetoric during the 1948-1992 period and whether and in what 

ways those patterns might have been related to three other 

primary variables: actual conflict in the Middle East, United 

States military and economic aid to the region, and U.S. 

political initiatives in the region. Secondary interests 

involved exploring certain parameters of the rhetoric itself, 

such as inter-presidential and inter-party—Republican versus 

Democratic—differences, and whether changes in symbolic 

rhetoric patterned itself differently during five distinct 

conflict periods in the region. 

Chapter two described the data to be used, and presented 

a descriptive account of the U.S. presidents' rhetoric. 

Chapter three analyzed in detail how changes in symbolic 

rhetoric may be related to the escalation of the characteris-
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tics of presidential rhetoric such as the effect of presiden

tial succession. 

The following several pages briefly summarize the major 

findings from the previous chapters. It is clear that the 

Arab-Israeli conflict was an important issue symbolically to 

the primary United States decision-makers, the presidents. 

Basic descriptive results included a listing of the top ten 

symbols and words, and not surprisingly "peace" and "free

dom" formed the largest proportion of the total symbols. The 

statistical evidence suggested that presidential rhetoric 

clearly leans toward positive symbols on dealing with Middle 

Eastern countries, with some interesting exceptions:" aggres

sion" and "communist" symbols do appear especially in the 

cases of Iraq and Syria, respectively. 

Symbolic commitment increased during the escalation 

process, and the amount of attention and symbols decreased 

when war de-escalated (figures 2.1-2.7). The increases and 

decreases in U.S. presidential rhetoric during times of peace 

and crises in the Middle East demonstrates that presidential 

perceptions reacted to events as they developed in the region. 

The convergence between rhetoric and conflict in both the 

literature and this specific study suggests that symbols are 

important and often serve as a social indicator in the way the 
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political leaders respond and perceive certain issue-areas. In 

general, therefore, the results showed that levels of symbolic 

rhetoric seemed to correspond to the pattern of conflict in 

the region. 

On the other hand, looking at these variables individu

ally, there were less significant relationships between 

rhetoric and the Arab-Israeli conflict specifically in terms 

of events Data, especially for zero lags, while lags of up to 

four years did exhibit stronger correlations when rhetoric 

served as the lead variable. The relationships, however, were 

also stronger when we introduced the military/economic 

variable and lagged it behind rhetoric. The clearest findings 

came from Table 3.2; sharp increases in military/economic aid 

tend to be associated with increases presidential rhetoric, 

while lags exhibit stronger correlations between symbols and 

military and economic assistance. Finally, the results con

cerning the political initiative variable in Table 3.3 showed 

some correlations with the trend of symbolic rhetoric at zero-

lag level, while the relationships remain insignificant when 

lags for two to four years were introduced. 

Thus, while on the one hand the relationship between 

symbolic rhetoric and trends in actual conflict in the Middle 

East between 1948 and 1992 did not exhibit the strong correla
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tions that some theory would have suggested, nonetheless the 

relationships did emerge when investigating the relationship 

between use of symbols and military and economic aid. High 

correlations between trends of symbolic rhetoric and the 

military/economic assistance variable occurred particularly 

when symbols lead. Increasing military/economic assistance to 

the Arab-Israeli dyads is likely to produce higher levels of 

presidential symbolic rhetoric. This particular variable was 

more strongly related to the level of rhetoric than others. 

Finally, concerning the last variable, political initia

tive, the empirical findings lend some support to our hypothe

sis regarding times of diplomatic initiative vs. times of 

diplomatic inactivity. The variable of political initiative 

was in fact significantly related to presidential symbolic 

rhetoric at zero-lag for the Egypt-, Iraq-, and Lebanon-

Israeli dyads and continued to get stronger for the same 

country dyads at two year lags, with political initiative 

acting as a leading variable. In addition to the central 

relationships just summarized, this study also investigated 

certain other parameters of the rhetoric variable. Four were 

of major concern different presidents, party affiliation, 

size of documents, and war periods. The analysis suggested 

there were differences in terms of rhetoric between some of 
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the the successive presidents. These differences in symbolic 

rhetoric among U. S. Presidents tell us that some presidents 

devoted themselves symbolically to the Arab-Israeli conflict 

more than other presidents. This variability in symbolic 

rhetoric ranges from a mean score of 42 for Kennedy to 1277.5 

for Bush. 

When looking at the inter- presidential comparisons, 

however, trying to factor out the time period from the 

presidency proved virtually impossible. We had to conclude 

that while there were inter-presidential differences, these 

uniformly showed later presidents with higher symbolic 

rhetoric scores, but it is also the case the later periods 

showed higher levels of conflict, military-economic assistant, 

as well as political initiatives. Factoring out the individual 

presidential influence was therefore not successful. 

In addition, it is also reasonable to expect differences 

in the use of symbols on the basis of party affiliation. 

Republicans did have higher rhetoric scores than Democrats, 

but, the inter-party differences were not significant. At the 

same time, we found the amount of documents affected the level 

of symbolic rhetoric in the documents. Table 3.3 showed the 

differences in presidents' symbols per document results partly 

from differences in the number of documents across time. 
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Although our findings show that symbolic attention was 

given to each individual country under study, they also 

demonstrate fluctuations according to the target country. The 

results in Table 3.4 displayed a bias in terms of foreign 

policy orientation toward Israel vis-a-vis Arab countries' in 

the sub-samples. Finally Table 4.8 showed a tendency for the 

level of symbolic rhetoric to increase after the crisis 

situations. This suggests that symbolic rhetoric as a phenome

non responds to stimuli in the Middle East, rather than 

serving as a causal factor intensifying the conflict in the 

Middle East. To a certain extent, symbolic rhetoric corre

sponds to and follows patterns of war and crisis rather than 

causing them. 

IMPLICATIONS 

Several hypotheses have been tested and major theoretical 

questions have been addressed. One implication of the 

findings with regard to presidential symbolic commitment 

reinforces those who assert that symbolic rhetoric is an 

important political indicator in foreign policy behavior. 

Looking at the results as a whole, we find that certain trends 

stand out: there have been profound changes in symbolic 

commitment as expressed by presidents of the United States. 

Figures 2.1 to 2.7 showed that symbolic commitment, increased 
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during escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict and decreased 

when conflict subsided. Therefore, this type of involvement 

seemed to relate to patterns of conflict. However, we found 

that symbolic rhetoric has marginal causal impact on war in 

the Middle East; the relationships between conflict and 

presidential rhetoric were not causal ones. One central 

implication is that U.S. presidential rhetoric did not 

escalate the Arab-Israeli conflict. The evidence suggests in 

Table (3.1) that the Arab-Israeli conflict was not strongly 

related statistically to the president's rhetoric. However, it 

is of note that U.S. foreign policy symbolic rhetoric toward 

the Arab-Israeli conflict is not consistent over time. These 

results seen to be consistent with Rosenau's (1966) early 

hunch that individual leadership has a relatively small impact 

on foreign policy behavior of the less developed countries. 

Even states with highly developed foreign policy institutions 

can be influenced by changes in leadership as in the Soviet 

Union (Roeder, 1984). 

One other implication that emerges from the knowledge of 

the Middle East area and of the patterns in presidential 

symbolic rhetoric is that the later appears quite clearly not 

to be associated solely with foreign events in the Middle 

East. That is, in the present case domestic unrest in the 
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Middle Eastern countries such as the Iraq revolution of 1958, 

and events in Jordan and Lebanon at different times, were 

marked with more presidential rhetoric. 

Third, turning to another finding which links the U.S. 

military and economic aid with symbolic rhetoric vis-a-vis the 

Arab-Israeli conflict, most of the evidence in Figure 16, and 

Table 3.2 confirmed that U.S. military and economic aid and 

the patterns of symbols change together. Hence, the Arab-

Israeli dispute became an important rationale for military and 

economic aid. In the present case, the finding could have 

fundamental political significance. It suggests that an 

increase in military and economic aid in the Middle East might 

be a major threat to the peace. A continuing effort is being 

made to study the influence of military and economic aid from 

the United States for foreign countries and particularly the 

Arab-Israeli conflict. While Milstein (1972) found that the 

Arab-Israeli violence was mostly independent of the weapons 

balance between Israelis and Arabs, here we have found 

correlations between symbols use and military and economic 

aid. Different patterns emerge when time lags were introduced. 

The most consistent and strongest relations appear between 

rhetoric and military and economic aid when rhetoric precedes 

military/ economic commitment. This suggests that the presi
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dents of the United States justify their military sales in a 

rhetorical fashion, which in fact explains why rhetoric leads. 

It is possible to argue that decision makers became committed 

symbolically to the Arab-Israeli conflict and that such 

commitment led to further U.S. military and economic involve

ment . 

THE U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

This study focused on the place of successive presidents 

"symbolic rhetoric" in United States policies toward the Arab-

Israeli conflict. The history of America's Middle Eastern 

foreign policy is older than the Arab-Israeli struggle. Two 

early conflicting ideas surfaced with regard to American 

Middle Eastern policy. On one side, those who support Israel 

took on their concerns memories of the Holocaust, which gave 

priority to survival of a Jewish state in Palestine. Others 

support the Palestinian rights for self-determinations. 

On the other hand, some saw the Middle East from broader 

perspectives in terms of global conflict between the East and 

West. The American policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict 

involves many approaches, levels of analysis and multiple 

perspectives, all or some of which bear in one way or another 

on the influence of American decision makers. However, in 
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reality, the Middle East appeared to all administrations more 

significant because of several factors: its crucial location 

astride three continents, the Soviet threat, oil, and the 

protection of the state of Israel. Therefore, American 

reaction to those conflicting perceptions and interests are 

influenced by an array of factors and various levels of 

analysis, such as the international system, domestic variables 

(i.e. bureaucracy, the Defence Department, the State Depart

ment, Congress, lobbyists and the regional elements of the 

conflict). Those determinants, factors, and others, of 

American foreign policy in the Middle East and other areas in 

the world can be placed into five categories summarized by 

Rosenau's (1966, 1973, 1980 and 1984) seminal pre-theory: the 

external environmental setting, the roles played by decision 

makers and the individual characteristics. 

In order to understand the American policy toward the 

Arab-Israeli conflict, it is useful to look at those conven

tional policy factor such as; oil, geopolitics, and protection 

of the State of Israel as the only democracy in the region, 

from the perspective of decision makers and to see how 

American presidents perceived those realities of the constant 

elements, symbolically. As demonstrated in this study, the 

American leaders have consistently used different rhetoric 
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with regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict (i.e. peace, contain

ment, democracy, freedom, interest, aggression...etc.). Those 

symbols play a role in the president's decisions regardless of 

whether the perceptions are correct. This verbal output of 

leaders reflects the different perceptions of reality of the 

Arab-Israeli conflict and may lead to important readjustments 

on policy observed by the volume, frequency and intensity in 

symbolic rhetoric of the U. S. Presidents. 

The discourse of this study of America's Middle Eastern 

foreign policy brings us to ask the following general ques

tion: Is it appropriate to argue that the United States 

foreign policy, with regard to the Arab-Israeli conflict, is 

characterized by persistency? Or is it fair to draw attention 

to certain U. S. attributes, such as; military and economic 

aid, political initiative, or events existing in the Middle 

East that may stimulate new discernible patterns in presiden

tial symbolic rhetoric? 

Thus, to argue that American/Middle Eastern policy 

has been characterized by consistency since 1948 does not 

ignore the fact that the United States has responded to 

changing circumstances existing in the Middle East. The 

evidence analyzed here suggests there is no doubt that the 

direction of the United States commitment in the Middle East 
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is influenced by the intensity of conflict in the region. 

On the other side of the argument, certain constant 

policies have been reflected in the continuity of the politics 

of U. S. foreign policy in the area. The United States, since 

194 8 has been committed to the security and peace in the 

region. A large degree of similarity of symbols used by 

presidents of the United States with regard to the Arab-

Israeli conflict such as peace, commitment, security, freedom, 

justice, recognition, determination, civil rights...etc 

suggests a certain level of consistency. Peace is the most 

used symbol during the whole period of time. These commonali

ties in the perception of American leaders' rhetoric suggests 

a sharing of a certain type of common values among the nine 

presidents and their policy intentions. 

Substantively, it is possible to assert that the presi

dent's rhetoric perceptions of the Arab-Israeli conflict have 

changed overtime. Further, it should be clear that the Arab-

Israeli conflict since 1948 and particularly during critical 

war periods worked as a stimuli to increasing and decreasing 

presidents' symbolic rhetoric, and in turn these symbols 

became an important political indicator for long term perspec

tive and trends. Our findings do not suggest that rhetoric 

might have caused the escalation of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

The study of American involvement in the Arab-Israeli 

conflict from "the symbolic rhetoric" perspective represents 

only one picture of American policy (Sullivan, 1985). There

fore, there are other possible alternatives models which might 

explain the patterns of U. S./Arab-Israeli conflict. 

One contribution of social science studies is to test 

hypotheses; a second is to look at other alternatives sug

gested by those findings that might explain the patterns and 

relationships uncovered. Therefore, the following suggestions 

are possible future directions that might shed more light and 

put our study in broad theoretical context. 

1. We should study the U. S. policy with regard to the 

Arab-Israeli conflict through other approaches and levels of 

analysis, such as, systems analysis, the bureaucratic approach 

and finally the pluralistic approach. 

2. Evaluate whether other variables such as the interna

tional system variable and domestic lobbyist groups, are 

important to explain U. S. foreign policy in the Middle East. 

3. Perhaps the most relevant expansion of this study 

would be a further exploration of the symbolic rhetoric of the 

U.S. State Department and the U. S. Congress with regard to 
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the Arab-Israeli conflict. That independent evidence on 

rhetoric could shed further light on the questions only-

brief ly touched on above concerning the consistency in U.S. 

policy. Should rhetoric in U.S. State Department documents be 

similar to that found here, we could add further confirmation 

to our tentative conclusions concerning foreign policy 

consistency. 

4. Explore the utility of other alternatives to content 

analysis by using other methodological tools. 
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