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Has the state of Israel exhibited signs of over-expansionist behavior during its 
formative years?  From its inception in 1947 following the United Nations plan to partition 
Palestine, Israel’s borders have steadily increased. Following multiple conflicts with several 
of its neighbors, Israel managed to conquer the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Golan 
Heights, the Sinai Peninsula, as well as large portions of Lebanon.  The key issue will be to 
determine whether Israel’s territorial expansion was largely a response to external stimuli or if 
it had been orchestrated by elements within its society and government.  Israel’s invasion and 
subsequent occupation of Lebanon in 1982 will be used as the test case in this study.  A 
framework is needed in order to determine whether Israel resorted to war purely because of a 
threat to its national security, or if its actions were due to over-expansion. The relevant 
conceptual structure will be provided by Jack Snyder,1 who details his theory on over-
expansion and its causes in his book Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International 
Ambition (1991).    
 
 Per Jack Snyder, the ‘myth of empire’ is the belief that a nation’s security can only be 
safeguarded through expansion. Moreover, he believes that this myth has been responsible 
for every case of over-expansion by complex post-industrial powers.2 Over-expansion occurs 
when additional territory gained actually decreases a state’s security rather than enhancing it.  
Snyder argues this myth was created by domestic groups in order to justify their expansionist 
polices.3  The one key element which differentiates Snyder’s theory from others, is that it is 
based on domestic coalitions that arise and work together to ‘hijack’ a state’s national policy, 
rather than individual domestic groups seeking to influence a state’s behavior. “The crucial 
element in this explanation, however, lies not with the power and persuasiveness of these 
groups taken separately, but with the process by which they form coalitions of several such 
groups and with how these coalitions justify their policies.”4 Snyder describes these groups, 
which have joined together, as log-rolled coalitions.  Individually, each group would be 
unable to gain control over national policy, so they seek out other groups in which they can 
band with in order to create a coalition strong enough to take power.  Each group in the 
coalition is willing to concede certain aspects of its policy to ensure their most valuable goal 
is met. Snyder further explains that by trading favors, “each group gets what it wants most 
and costs are diffused to society through taxes imposed by the state.”5  The second critical 

                                                
1 This paper utilizes Jack Snyder’s work Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International 
Ambition, in order to determine if Israel has been systematically engaged in overexpansion. Snyder’s 
work seeks to explain why certain states engage in this type of behavior. This paper applies his theory 
to Israel’s 1982 invasion of Lebanon to determine if this was a case of overexpansion or a legitimate 
response to external stimuli.    
2 Jack L Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca, N.Y.: 
Cornell University Press, 1991), 1. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Ibid, 17. 
5 Ibid. 
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aspect of this arrangement lies in the newly empowered log-rolled coalition being able to 
utilize the state’s inherent propaganda resources.  “Selling myths is easier for coalition leaders 
than for individual interest groups, because the instruments and credibility of the state can 
be exploited for the task and because self-serving strategic arguments become less traceable 
to the parochial interests that benefit from them.”6    
 
 With this understanding of how log-rolled coalitions can take control of a state’s 
national policy and propaganda resources, one may better understand how it can lead to 
other factors which result in over-expansion. States have a tendency to believe that expansion 
will guarantee their safety for multiple reasons. One justification for expansion can be best 
described by the cumulative gains and losses theory, which states that expansion increases 
power because it adds resources, both human and material, which can be used in further 
competition against other states.  On the other side of this theory is the belief that losses in 
the periphery can easily bring a collapse of power at the core.7  The second rationale lies with 
the old adage: the best defense is a good offense.  Striking first will force the opponent to 
fight at the time and place of the attacker’s choosing, giving the aggressor the advantage. 
Additionally, if a rival’s power is increasing relatively, it may be beneficial to initiate hostilities 
while still possessing an advantage.8  Finally, the third justification refers to bandwagoning 
and the concept of paper tigers.  Bandwagoning refers to the idea that neighboring states 
will choose to bandwagon with the most aggressive state, rather than trying to balance 
against its aggression. The paper tiger can be best described as an unrealistic image of the 
one’s adversary: “the main opponent is seen as an implacable foe posing an immense security 
threat, yet at the same time as too weak, inert, or irresolute to combat aggressive 
countermeasures.” 9   Thus the combination of a political log-rolled coalition with 
expansionist ideals, and the belief that expansion—or sometimes merely the necessary 
potential for expansion—will allow them to achieve their most sought-after goals can lead a 
state to engage in over-expansionist behavior. 
 
 In order to determine if Israel was acting as an over-expansionist state during its 
1982 invasion and subsequent occupation of Lebanon, it must be determined whether or not 
a log-rolled coalition was directing national policy.  The definitive event was Israel’s 1977 
legislative elections. The Likud party, led by Menachem Begin, came to power, marking the 
first time in Israel’s history that a right-wing party gained the most votes.  As Likud did not 
have enough seats in Israel’s proportionate representation parliamentary system, however, it 
needed to form a coalition with a few other parties to gain the necessary votes. Likud chose 
to align itself with the National Religious Party, Agudat Israel, and Shlomtzion.  This 
coalition represented a mix of right-wing and ultra-religious parties that came together to 
form Israel’s new government. “Numerically it was a weak government with a wafer-thin 
majority. But what it lacked in numerical strength, it more than made up for in political 
cohesion and ideological fervor.”10  Menachem Begin was a former leader of the armed 
group, Irgun, which was a militant Zionist organization based on the teaching of Ze’ev 
Jabotinsky, who said, “every Jew had the right to enter Palestine; only active retaliation 
would deter the Arabs; only Jewish armed force would ensure the Jewish state."11  In 

                                                
6 Ibid. 
7 Ibid, 3. 
8 Ibid, 4-5. 
9 Ibid, 5. 
10 Avi Shlaim, The Iron Wall  : Israel and the Arab World, (New York: W.W. Norton, 2000), 389. 
11 Howard Morley Sachar, A History of Israel  : from the Rise of Zionism to Our Time, (New York: 
Knopf, 2007), 265-66. 
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addition to this militant right-wing ideology, the Likud party was a major supporter of the 
settler movement, wishing to see Israelis settle in the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and 
Gaza.12  The National Religious Party was a religious Zionist movement which aspired to 
maintain the Jewish and democratic nature of the state. This meant the fewer non-Jewish 
persons within the Israeli state, the more likely the state would remain both democratic and 
Jewish.  Agudat Israel represented the Haredi population within Israel. Haredi Jews 
represent one of the most conservative forms of Orthodox Judaism, and are commonly called 
ultra-Orthodox. Their main political goals include funding for yeshivas and community 
institutions, as well as legislation regarding the observation of Shabbat and Kosher dietary 
laws.  To the other parties in the coalition, these were minor issues to acquiesce to in order 
to obtain the necessary amount of seats for a majority government. Finally, Shlomtzion was a 
small right-wing group, led by Ariel Sharon. They eventually merged with Likud, but 
Sharon was able to use this bargaining chip to get himself placed as the defense minister in 
Menachem Begin’s second cabinet.  Sharon was described as, “A cynical, headstrong 
executor who regarded the IDF (Israeli Defense Force) as his personal tool for obtaining 
sweeping achievements--and not necessarily defensive ones--and a minster prepared to stake 
the national interest on his struggle for power.”13   
 

In addition to these political parties, the Mossad, the IDF, and the Israeli press all 
had parts to play in the log-rolled coalition.  The Mossad, which is Israel’s intelligence 
collection and covert operations unit, was largely responsible for establishing and 
championing Israel’s ties with Bashir Gemayal in Lebanon, which will be discussed in much 
further detail when considering Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982.  Senior members of the 
IDF, while not completely engaged with the coalition, tacitly went along with it by not 
revealing the discrepancies in the myths created by the log-rolled coalition.  Through their 
military training and experience, high-ranking military commanders knew the battle plans 
they were being asked to put together indicated a much larger operation than what was 
being discussed publicly.14  Defense minister Sharon might have been able to mislead those 
in the government and the public sphere that his coalition’s aims in Lebanon were modest 
and would not require confronting the Syrian forces or entering Beirut, but he could not 
continue to operate without the cooperation of the IDF’s senior commanders.15  Finally, the 
Israeli press, similar to the IDF, played its part by going along with the accepted rationale 
provided by the log-rolled coalition in turn for increased exposure and profit.  “In light of the 
early victories in the field, many of the papers abandoned themselves to jingoistic raptures 
and a festival of gloating at the enemy’s undoing.”16  All these groups—whether actively 
working towards an expansionist national policy, or merely standing aside and de facto 
condoning the actions—set the course for Israeli expansion in the name of national security. 
 
 Before transitioning into the log-rolled coalition’s instigation of the Lebanon war, a 
quick caveat needs to be made regarding the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty signed by Begin 
and Egyptian President Anwar El Sadat in 1979.  This peace treaty resulted in mutual 
recognition, a cessation of the state of war that had existed since the 1948 Arab-Israeli war, 
complete withdrawal by Israel of its armed forces and settlers from the Sinai Peninsula, 
which Israel had captured in the 1967 Six-Day war, as well as free passage for Israeli ships 

                                                
12 Nur Masalha, Imperial Israel and the Palestinians the Politics of Expansion (London: Pluto Press, 
2000), 120. 
13 Zeev Schiff, Israel’s Lebanon War (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1984), 39. 
14 Ibid, 114. 
15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid, 304. 
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through the Suez Canal.  Some will be quick to point out that signing peace treaties and 
ceding territory to a potential bordering rival is not indicative of an expansionist regime.  It is 
however, imperative to understand that log-rolled coalitions leading to expansionist regimes 
do not merely expand for expansion’s sake.  They have clearly defined goals, albeit potentially 
obscure ones, and seek to achieve these goals in the most rational and logical way possible.  
The crux of the matter is that the Sinai Peninsula was not seen as an essential part of the 
future land of Israel as envisioned by the log-rolled coalition.  Their focus and energy was to 
be spent on Greater Israel, which included the West Bank, East Jerusalem and Gaza.  
Solving the problem of the PLO and installing a Maronite regime in Lebanon was the 
answer they were looking for, and if ceding the Sinai Peninsula and making peace with 
Egypt would allow them to achieve this goal, then that is what they were prepared to do 
that.  The Likud government and the coalition it had formed became more aggressive in its 
attitude towards the Arab world following the conclusion of this peace treaty.  Since they 
had secured one of their borders, they could now consolidate their control of the West Bank 
and act with impunity towards the rest of the Arab world.17   
 
 The 1982 invasion and occupation of Lebanon was the culmination of an 
expansionist policy adopted by the newly empowered log-rolled coalition. There were 
multiple prior incidents indicating this shift in ideology, through which Israel would earn, 
“the reputation of a country that indulged in overkill to achieve objectives far beyond its 
legitimate security needs.”18  Prior to Begin’s log-rolled coalition, the Israelis had prided 
themselves on the belief that they had the most moral army in the world, and their military 
prowess was only to be used in wars of no choice.  This was a “radical deviation from a 
security doctrine on which there had been national consensus since the founding of the state-
-that the Israel Defense Forces were mandated only to defend Israel and were not to be used 
for the sake of installing or toppling governments.”19  One of the first harbingers of change 
was Israel’s attack on Iraq’s nuclear reactor on June 7, 1981. Using weaponry obtained from 
the United States, with the explicit condition that they were for self-defense only, Israel’s 
strike was described as “an act of war, in clear violation of international law.”20  Barely a 
month later Israel struck again; this time their targets were PLO buildings in Lebanon.  On 
July 17 and 18, “the Israelis again used planes we [The US] had supplied to bomb apartment 
areas of Beirut on the asserted excuse of knocking out a PLO headquarters. Those raids 
killed over 100 and wounded some 600, most of whom were civilians.” 21   Finally, in 
December 1981, Israel formally annexed the Golan Heights, which they had captured during 
the 1967 war with Syria, forcing even its staunchest ally, the United States, to condemn this 
action through a United Nations Security Council resolution. One of the reasons Begin 
decided to annex the Golan Heights was to pacify the Israeli right and the members of his 
log-rolled coalition.22  The next phase of Israeli expansion, however, would dwarf these 
initial actions.  
 

                                                
17 Avi Shlaim, Lion of Jordan: the Life of King Hussein in War and Peace, 1st U.S. ed. (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 2008), 418. 
18 Schiff, Israel’s Lebanon War, 218. 
19 Ibid, 43. 
20 George W Ball, Error and Betrayal in Lebanon: an Analysis of Israel’s Invasion of Lebanon and the 
Implications for U.S.-Israeli Relations (Washington, D.C.: Foundation for Middle East Peace, 
1984), 33. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Shlaim, The Iron Wall, 394. 
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 Almost as soon as he became defense minister, Sharon began to put together his 
grand strategy regarding Lebanon, which bordered Israel from the north.23  This strategy 
included elements which were attractive to each member of the coalition, ensuring they 
would throw their full weight behind its realization.  The plan was as follows: 
 

The first aim of Sharon’s plan was to destroy the PLO’s military infrastructure in 
Lebanon and to undermine it as a political organization.  The second aim was to establish a 
new political order in Lebanon by helping Israel’s Maronite friends, headed by Bashir 
Gemayel, to form a government that would proceed to sign a peace treaty with Israel. For 
this to be possible, it was necessary, third, to expel the Syrian forces from Lebanon or at least 
to weaken seriously the Syrian presence there. In Sharon’s big plan, the war in Lebanon was 
intended to transform the situation not only in Lebanon but in the whole Middle East.  The 
destruction of the PLO would break the backbone of Palestinian nationalism and facilitate 
the absorption of the West Bank into Greater Israel.  The resulting influx of Palestinians 
from Lebanon and the West Bank into Jordan would eventually sweep away the Hashemite 
monarchy and transform the East Bank into a Palestinian state.  Sharon reasoned that 
Jordan’s conversion into a Palestinian state would end international pressure on Israel to 
withdraw from the West Bank.24 
 

It would have been impossible for Begin, Sharon and the other parts of the coalition 
to get approval for this type of grandiose, expansionist, national plan.  They needed to create 
a myth revolving around protecting Israel’s national security.  The result was Operation 
Peace for Galilee. This was, “an operation designed to clear the PLO away from Israel’s 
northern border.  It was simple, modest, and logical - something all Israelis, labor and Likud 
alike, would support.  They would discover the full agenda later.”25   Nothing united the 
Israelis like the threat, whether real or imagined, of Palestinian aggression. 
 
 Each group within the log-rolled coalition had something to gain by partaking in 
this grand strategy.  Likud and the other political parties within the coalition would be able 
to eliminate the PLO, allowing for the absorption of the West Bank, Gaza and East 
Jerusalem into their polity with minimal resistance.  “Once the PLO had been crushed in its 
stronghold in Lebanon, so the argument ran, all effective Palestinian resistance to the 
imposition of permanent Israeli rule in the West Bank and Gaza would come to an end.”26  
Additionally, through their alliance with the Maronites and the Phalangist leader Bashir 
Gemayel, they would be able to secure their northern border.  The Mossad had invested a 
lot of time and effort into cultivating a relationship with Bashir Gemayal, the young and 
charismatic leader of the Phalangist party, which was the strongest Maronite faction in 
Lebanon.  They were convinced that propping up Gemayel’s regime was the most effective 
way to solve Israel’s security problems in the north.27  Senior leadership within the IDF, 
while not completely ingrained into the log-rolled coalition, gave its tacit support by not 
revealing the true nature of the invasion (which they easily could have done due to their 
knowledge of the plans presented to them).  Finally, the Israeli press, which had an 
obligation to seek and report the truth, fell victim to the sensationalist stories they could 
produce by going along with this scheme.   

                                                
 
24 Ibid, 396. 
25 Thomas L Friedman, From Beirut to Jerusalem, 1st ed. (New York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1989), 
145. 
26 Shlaim, The Iron Wall, 422. 
27 Schiff, Israel’s Lebanon War, 236. 
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In order to determine the amount of mythmaking going on, the extent of the threat 

posed to Israel’s national security by the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) needs 
to be ascertained.  The PLO is a political and, at the time, paramilitary organization which 
was anointed the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian people.  Following their 
ouster from Jordan during the events of Black September, the PLO leadership and their 
followers made their new home in Lebanon.  The leadership, which included Yasser Arafat, 
set up their headquarters in West Beirut, among the city’s Muslim population, while the 
armed paramilitary wings were located throughout the country with a heavy presence in the 
south.  The PLO had no air force or navy to speak of, and was only gradually shifting from a 
guerrilla fighting force to a professional standing army. They had a limited collection of 
heavy artillery and rocket launchers at their disposal, with enough range to hit the northern 
settlements inside Israel.28  While their military power was not an existential threat to the 
state of Israel, they were able to strike fear into the population through artillery and rocket 
bombardments as well as through cross-border incursions which led to attacks within Israel.  
Senior civilian and military leadership, however, knew of the limited military threat the PLO 
actually possessed.   
 

The strategists were not seriously concerned at the PLO’s military power--Israel 
possesses thirty times the military force that the PLO could possibly improvise. Nor did all 
of them really want the PLO to stop its terrorist activities. Extremists in the government 
found those activities politically useful, since they served to dehumanize the PLO and, by 
association, all Palestinians--to make them appear to the world as, to use Prime Minister 
Begin’s words, ‘beasts walking on two legs.’29 
 

The painting of the PLO as a major threat, and one that was hell-bent on the 
destruction of the Israeli state, was all part of the mythmaking needed to justify the log-rolled 
coalition’s expansionist national policy.  What they needed now was a trigger event to put 
their plans into action.  In order to facilitate the process, Begin approved a request from his 
cabinet to renew bombings of PLO positions in southern Lebanon.  The purpose of the 
attacks was political, and the long-range goal was to initiate a controlled escalation of 
tension which would ultimately trigger a war.30  Arafat, knowing that an escalation with 
Israel would lead to a war he would ultimately lose, showed restraint, and prevented Begin’s 
coalition from obtaining the inciting incident they so craved.  Ultimately, however, it was out 
of Arafat’s hands.  The sought-after incident was provided by Abu Nidal’s terrorist 
organization which carried out an attack on Israeli Ambassador, Shlomo Argov.  Although 
the attempt on his life failed, it was just the type of incident needed to show the Israeli public 
that the PLO in Lebanon had to be dealt with.  The issue that Abu Nidal’s organization was 
not part of the PLO, in fact they were mortal enemies, did not matter to the coalition.  When 
this point was raised, Begin responded with, “They’re all PLO” while his chief of staff said, 
“Abu Nidal, Abu Shmidal, we have to strike at the PLO!”31 
 

The coalition finally had the excuse to launch their expansionist foray into Lebanon.  
Sharon’s grand design, which had come to be known as Operation Big Pines, was 
summarily rejected the one time it had been presented to the cabinet on December 20, 1981.32  

                                                
28 Ball, Error and Betrayal in Lebanon, 30. 
29 Ibid, 26. 
30 Schiff, Israel’s Lebanon War, 35. 
31 Ibid, 97-98. 
32 Ibid, 47-48. 
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Sharon knew that they would not be able to get approval for a war which included making 
Bashir Gemayel president of Lebanon, or one that would include taking on the Syrian 
forces.  Instead, he knew the only way to get approval would be to present the goal as the 
elimination of terrorists within the southern parts of Lebanon.33  They told people what they 
wanted to hear in order to get the green light to put their plan into action.  The stated goal of 
the Invasion would be to push the PLO artillery and rocket launchers forty kilometers 
(twenty-five miles) north of the Israeli border, placing Israel’s northernmost settlements out 
of striking range.   
 

Nothing was said or even intimated about the IDF advancing beyond this forty-
kilometer limit. No one suggested that the ground forces would strive to link up with the 
Phalange troops in the Christian enclave around Beirut. Nothing resembling the more 
ambitious version of Operation Pines was approved.34   
 

The coalition was able to manipulate public sentiment and play off their fears, using 
the myths they had created, in order to begin the process that would enable them to 
complete their grand design in Lebanon.   
 

Unfortunately for Begin and his coalition, the grand design turned out to be a grand 
failure.  The IDF was able to utilize the element of surprise, their superior training, and 
technological advantages to garner some initial success, but things soon began to fall apart.  
There were multiple delays in the IDF’s push to Beirut. Some were due to fuel shortages 
while others were because of enemy resistance, which was stronger than expected.  Unable 
to quickly land a knockout blow to either the PLO or the Syrian forces, Israel was forced by 
the international community to accept a ceasefire before they could accomplish their goals.  
Another aspect, which severely limited their gains, was the unwillingness of Bashir 
Gemayel’s Phalangist militia to engage the PLO and push them out of West Beirut.  
Ultimately, the final straw came when pro-Syrian elements managed to assassinate Bashir 
Gemayel, who had just recently been elected President of Lebanon.  This forced the IDF to 
enter West Beirut and attempt to finish the job themselves.  The IDF’s presence in Beirut 
marked the final piece proof necessary to show that this invasion was not a limited military 
action, but rather a runaway war to conquer an Arab capital.35  The Phalangist militia, 
looking to avenge their fallen leader, decided to enter the fray by cleaning out Palestinian 
‘terrorists’ from the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps.  The Phalangists were given entry by 
the IDF, which encircled the camps to keep the population inside.  What occurred 
subsequently can only be described as a massacre, as a revenge-minded militia vented their 
fury on anyone that stood in their path—man, women or child.  These events created a huge 
uproar by the Israeli people, who finally caught on to the true nature of this escapade.  
Labor, which was Likud’s primary rival and led the opposition within the Knesset, finally 
began to protest.   
 

Only when the war started to go sour, drag on, and become unpopular did the 
Labor leaders vociferously protest that they favored only a 25-mile-deep invasion--not a 
blitzkrieg all the way to Beirut--and that no one had told them about the war’s “grand 
designs.” Had those grand designs worked, however, Rabin and others would have cheered 

                                                
33 Ibid, 58. 
34 Ibid, 103. 
35 Ibid, 181. 
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them along as well, because those designs, too, were based on myths and longings which ran 
as deep into the Labor Party as into the Likud.36 
 

Nonetheless, these protests and newfound objections did not bring an end to the 
war.  Israel continued to occupy the area for nearly two more years, only to finally pull out in 
April 1985.  They managed to retain a narrow security belt along the southern border until 
2000.  All in all, the log-rolled coalition’s policy was a massive failure, insomuch that it 
achieved that which it did not seek to: it made Israeli citizens less secure. 
  

One example of this was evident in the fact that Syrian forces in Lebanon were more 
entrenched than ever, and even managed to turn some of their military defeats into positives 
by convincing the Soviet Union to send them more advanced weaponry and radar systems.  
Along with these shipments came military trainers and advisors, bringing a Soviet presence 
to Israel’s border.  Bashir Gemayel’s assassination, and his brother Amin Gemayel’s failure to 
unite the Maronites and establish control over the state of Lebanon also had dire 
consequences for Israel.  Most notably, it allowed for the ascension of Shiite influence, and 
the creation of the militant organization Hezbollah—which created another threat to Israel 
along its northern border.  Finally, although the PLO was forced out of Lebanon after 
suffering a resounding military defeat, they managed to score a significant political victory.  
They were able to reinsert the Palestinian cause into the international sphere, providing 
much needed exposure to their plight as a people without a land. 
 
 With the benefit of hindsight, it is clear that Israel’s 1982 invasion and ensuing 
occupation of Lebanon was a case of over-expansion, due to the efforts of a log-rolled 
coalition.  The process was put into motion beginning with the 1977 legislative election, 
which brought to power a coalition of right-wing and ultra-religious groups.  These groups 
banded together, and with the help of the Mossad, the press, and certain members of the 
IDF, they managed to push forward an aggressive expansionist national policy in the name 
of national security.  The result was “a war for whose meager gains Israel has paid an 
enormous price that has yet to be altogether reckoned; a war whose defensive rationale 
belied far-reaching political aims and an unconsciously myopic policy.”37  Politically, this 
ended Begin’s career as he tendered his resignation on August 20, 1983.  The 1984 Israeli 
Legislative election saw each party which played a part in the log-rolled coalition, lose seats.  
Likud dropped two seats for a total of 41, behind their rival, the Alignment party, with 
Shimon Peres taking over as Prime Minister.  The National Religious party dropped from 
twelve seats to four; Agudat Yisrael dropped from four seats to two, and Shlomotzion had 
ceased to exist after its merger with Likud.  Fortunately for the State of Israel, the log-rolled 
coalition was able to recognize that their grand design was a failure and they needed to end 
their expansionist national policy for the benefit of their state, avoiding the fate suffered by 
others who failed to recognize the error.   
 
 Although it has been demonstrated that a log-rolled coalition was brought together 
in Israel, one which was able to hijack national policy into self-serving expansionist actions, 
other potential explanations must be explored.  In order to do so, Realist international 
theory will be used in an attempt to explain Israel’s actions leading up to, and culminating in, 
its invasion and occupation of Lebanon.  Realist international theory is based on the premise 
that the world system is in a constant state of anarchy.  Essentially, there is no higher body to 
turn to for justice and equality; each state in the international sphere must look out for its 
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own interests.  “Realism contends that the costs and risks of aggression may be unavoidable 
in an anarchic international environment that forces states to use warlike means to guarantee 
their safety.”38  Although, history has shown that the success rate of expansion leading to 
security is fairly low, it may be rational due to competitive interactions between states in an 
anarchic world.  In the case of Israel, one could argue that invading Lebanon to neutralize 
the PLO, push back the Syrians, and prop up a friendly government, may have been rational.  
A realist would argue that Israel found itself in a security dilemma, and due to its superior 
military strength and its ability to utilize its offensive advantage, pushing into Lebanon and 
the elimination of the PLO seemed to be plausible and realistic choices.  There are several 
fallacies with this type of logic, however.   Initially, in order for the realist argument to make 
sense, one would have to accept the decision makers’ reasoning for expansion, in that it is 
only carried out in the promotion of national security.  This has already been proven to be 
false, as neither the PLO, nor the Syrian garrison in Lebanon posed any existential threat to 
the state of Israel.  Additionally, Israeli decision makers fell victim to the problem of viewing 
their adversary as a paper tiger.  The coalitions’ thinking was along the lines of the Syrian 
forces being a threat needing to be pushed out of Lebanon, while at the same time, believing 
as soon as the IDF invaded the Syrians, there would beat a hasty retreat.  Finally, this type of 
reasoning violates one of the key tenants of realist theory.  Namely, realist theory shows how 
states tend to balance against aggressive and expansionist states, not bandwagon as Israel 
expected them to do in Lebanon.  This was most notably illustrated by the reaction Bashir 
Gemayel and his successor Amin Gemayel were afforded by the various other religious and 
political factions within Lebanon.  Instead of bandwagoning with the Israeli-supported 
Maronite faction, pro-Syrian elements, the Druze, and multiple Sunni and Shiite factions all 
opposed them, preventing them from establishing Maronite control over Lebanon.   
 
 In chronicling Israel’s progression—from the creation of its log-rolled coalition in the 
1977 legislative elections, to its subsequent change to a more aggressive and expansionist 
national policy—it has been illustrated how this process can take shape.  Israeli over-
expansion was caused by a log-rolling process by various political and civilian groups 
banding together, with each willing to sacrifice certain aspects of their own goals and 
ideology in order to achieve what was most dear to them.  In this case, it was the newly 
elected Likud party which brought together a coalition of right-wing and ultra-religious 
groups, while managing to include the Mossad, IDF and the Israeli press.  Each group 
within the coalition had their own separate agendas; however, knowing that by themselves 
they would likely be unable to attain these goals, they turned to each other to  increase their 
chances of achieving their most prized goal.  The reason for the coalition’s initial success was 
that their goals were not mutually exclusive, and they could agree on the path moving 
forward.  The coalition was able to utilize its place in the leadership of the state, as well as 
the state’s propaganda resources, to disseminate the myth needed to gain acceptance for 
their new strategy.  The myth, as is usually the case, was that the new policy was necessary to 
secure the state’s safety, effectively playing on the fears of the Israeli population.  Ultimately, 
what transpired was a log-rolled coalition that could have embarked on a risky and far-
reaching aggressive national policy, which, if successful, would have resulted in great gains, 
while passing on most of the costs to the civilian population.  While it may have been a low-
risk, high-reward strategy for those within the coalition, it was a high-risk, low reward 
strategy for the citizenry.  It is for this very reason that log-rolled coalitions and their 
expansionist policies need to be studied further: in order to recognize in the process of their 
occurrence, in order to prevent their negative consequences.  
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