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Abstract: Moshe Dayan's Statesmanship and Generalship through the Mirror of Strategic Theory   
The proposed study uses the strategic theory to analyze one of the most influential figures in Israeli history during the first decades following the establishment of the state, a man who was considered one of the greatest military leaders of the twentieth century: Moshe Dayan. Strategy theory presents two distinct models for strategic action. The first “classic” model is referred to in the literature as ‘deliberate strategy,’ referring to strategic action of a highly hierarchical nature that is detailed and well-defined. This contrasts with a second model that is referred to in the literature as ‘emergent strategy’; this has a more open and flexible character and, in general terms, seeks to secure a more distant objective, adapting itself constantly to the obstacles encountered along the way. As the literature concerning Moshe Dayan shows, his style of military leadership is consistent with the second model, emergent strategy. The proposed research seeks to use Moshe Dayan as a test case for expanding and deepening our understanding of emergent strategy. The research does not propose to write another comprehensive biography of Moshe Dayan’s life, like the many that have already been written. Instead, it will seek to identify the ideological component that guided Dayan’s actions and the internal logic behind his actions. The study will focus on several case studies from Dayan’s rich career in which he acted on the seam between political and military leadership. It will draw on the extensive primary and secondary materials that have been published or released in recent year and which are now available to researchers; it will also draw on familiar material such as biographies and historical studies relating to Dayan and his period. The research will seek to expose the “Dayanesque operating methods” and to ask questions about our subject’s behavior patterns, learning, and worldview. This will allow us to offer a portrait of Dayan’s military leadership as a basis for expanding the theoretical basis of emergent strategy. To this end, several historical case studies will be used in which Dayan served as a key player, by reference to a set of criteria that will facilitate the systematic exposure of his behavioral and decision-making patterns in the strategic context.	Comment by Liron: It appears that it is more common in the literature to use lower-case for these terms.
Feel free to change as you see fit.


Research Program 			
A. Scientific and Historical Background
Emergent Strategy Theory
The subject of the proposed research is the use of the emergent strategy theory to analyze one of the most influential figures in the history of the State of Israel during the first few decades after its establishment; Moshe Dayan.
Although the term “strategy” is now used in diverse senses, it developed in the context of war-making and the connection between war-making and politics. The word itself comes from Ancient Greek and initially referred to the knowledge and skills of the general (the strategos). Following the political, technological, and social changes in the West in the mid-nineteenth century, including an increase in the scope of bellicose actions, the concept was expanded to refer to political logic, in a manner reminiscent to Clausewitz’s comments on the essence of war in general as a tool for securing political goals. The British military thinker Basil Liddell Hart (1895-1970) defined strategy as “the art of distributing and applying military means to fulfil the ends of policy.”[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Heuser p. 8] 

The field of military strategy is conventionally divided into “levels,” from the highest level – grand strategy – through the political level, military strategy, the operational level, and down to the lowest level – tactics. Military strategy essentially focuses solely on aspects relating to the exercising of violence, and forms the connecting link between the use of force (the means) and the political achievement (the goals). For this reason, the scholar Colin Gray likened strategy to a “bridge” between policy and politics and the act of war.[footnoteRef:2] The challenge is to create the connection between the political goals and the military action that constitutes the strategic act per se. [2:  Colin Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice, (NY: Oxford UP, 2010) p.?] 

Generic strategic theory (not exclusively in the military context) offers two distinct models for strategic action. The first, deliberate strategy, refers to strategic action in a hierarchical and highly centralized format: decisions are taken by the head of the organization, detailed plans are made, and instructions are issued to the echelons responsible for implementation.[footnoteRef:3] This is a model for centralized and detailed planning and control.[footnoteRef:4] In recent years, the research literature has challenged this model, presenting alternative models for management and command. Researchers have noted that both in the military sphere and in the business sphere, organizations operate in an uncertain and unstable environment for which the old models fail to provide an adequate response.[footnoteRef:5] In place of the classic models, contemporary literature focuses on the theory of organizational strategy, describing strategy through a constant process of change and emergence – a model referred to in the literature as emergent strategy.[footnoteRef:6]  [3:  Henry Mintzberg, “The fall and rise of strategic planning,” Harvard Business Review 72.1 (1994): 107-114.]  [4:  Other terms are sometimes used to describe these two approaches. I have chosen to use the terms used by the organizational strategy researcher Henry Mintzberg, who makes an essential distinction between these two approaches to strategy.]  [5:  Organizations refer to these characteristics with an acronym that was borrowed from the American military: VUCA - Volatile, Uncertain, Complex, and Ambiguous. See, for example: Bill Pasmore PhD, S.V.P., and Tom O’Shea CMC, “Leadership agility: A business imperative for a VUCA world,” People and Strategy 33.4 (2010): 32.]  [6:  Ionut C. Popescu, “Grand Strategy vs. Emergent Strategy in the conduct of foreign policy,” Journal of Strategic Studies 41.3 (2018): 438-460.] 

The clearest exponent of the perception of strategy as emergent was the Prussian chief of staff Helmuth von Moltke the Elder,[footnoteRef:7] who served in this position, and later as chief of staff of the army of unified Germany, for 31 years (1857-1888). Following his tutor Clausewitz, Moltke adopted an approach that centered on the understanding of war as a phenomenon controlled by chance and luck, and the perception of strategy as a flowing and elusive concept. He wrote: [7:  Not Helmuth von Moltke “the Younger,” who also served as chief of staff in the German army from 1906-1914.] 

Strategy is a system of expedients. It is…the continuous development of the original leading thought in accordance with the constantly changing circumstance…Therefore no plan of operation extends with any certainty the first contact with the main hostile force.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  Daniel J. Hughes, ed. and trans.), Moltke on the Art of War: Selected Writings (California: Presidio, 1993), 47. , 92] 

Since Moltke assumed that plans would go wrong, he argued that the military leader must rely on the commanders’ initiative in locating and exploiting opportunities that arise amid the chaos on the battlefield and must trust the commander’s evaluation of the situation on the ground.[footnoteRef:9] His approach was indeed adopted by the Prussian and German (?) armies, particularly on the level of the theories of militarism in the western armies. However, like Moltke himself, these theories emphasized solely the military aspect. In formal terms, the western armies only adopted the approach of Clausewitz and Moltke in the early 1980s. In recent years, Emergent Strategy has also been discussed in the context of grand strategy. Colin Gray, one of the leading scholars in the field of strategic theory commented: [9:  Ibid., 133] 

“All too often Moltke is criticized unfairly by scholars and others who seize upon his apparently dismissive formula ‘strategy is a system of expedients’ while neglecting to appreciate its context. …What Moltke was claiming, unexceptionally one would think, is that one needs to be flexible in adapting to the dynamic reality of tactical circumstances all the while holding ‘the original leading thought’ the dominant strategic concept, plainly in view as a guiding light that may have to be trimmed …under the pressure of events.”[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Colin Gray, The Strategy Bridge: Theory for Practice (NY: Oxford UP, 2010), p. 124] 

[bookmark: _Hlk527498221]Another well-known researcher of strategy, Lewis Gaddis, recently published a book on grand strategy in which he employed Isaiah Berlin’s distinction between “hedgehogs” and “foxes.” Arguing that a successful strategist must combine both of these approaches, Gaddis quotes the famous author F. Scott Fitzgerald who defined first-rate intelligence as “the ability to hold two opposed ideas in the mind at the same time, and still retain the ability to function.” Gaddis suggests that a successful strategist is able to combine the two. “We need to combine,” writes Gaddis, “within a single mind the hedgehog’s sense of direction and the fox’s sensitivity to surrounding while retaining the ability to function.”[footnoteRef:11] [11:  John Lewis Gaddis, On Grand Strategy (US: Allen Lane , 2018), p. 19-20. ] 

In modern research into organizational and business strategy, several scholars have reached similar conclusions. Henri Minzberg presents alternative approaches to the strategic process and to the role of the leader in this process. He describes the leader as someone who creates vision and perspective that helps focus the strategic effort, but who does not propose a detailed plan, and accordingly leaves room for a high degree of flexibility. Leaders of this type are described in the literature as individuals who are willing to take certain risks, albeit not excessive ones. “He is not a gambler or a speculator, but is ‘calculated.’ Unlike the bureaucratic manager, whose first question on being given a task is ‘What resources do I control?’ the leader who adopts Emergent Strategy will ask ‘Where is the opportunity?’”[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Henri Minzberg, Bruce Ahlsrand, Joseph Lampel, Strategy Safari (US: Prentice Hall, 1998), 13.] 

A similar approach to Emergent Strategy has also been identified in the field of public policy, although Minzberg’s term is not used in this context. In an article entitled “The Science of Muddling Through,” Charles Lindblom presents a process of policy setting that is not orderly and controlled, according to the usual image, but rather disorderly and even somewhat chaotic. The approach describes a complex and unpredictable environment that cannot be anticipated in advance and does not permit control and predetermined strategy on a detailed level. Instead, this approach proposes an alternative process in which strategy is a learning process where the formation and implementation of strategy are two completely integrated processes.[footnoteRef:13] The leader is the main focus of this learning, but he also enables and encourages learning by the entire system. This systemic learning facilitates the emergence of new ideas in different places in the organization as well as their translation into strategic initiatives in different corners. [13:  Lindblom, Charles, “The science of ‘muddling through,’” Classic Readings in Urban Planning (Routledge, YEAR), page numbers?. See also Yehezkel Dror’s critique of this model, “The way to somehow solve science or routine (?)” in David Dery, Introduction to Public Administration, Unit 1 1996, p. 202-208. ] 

The question that arises is how the organization is directed toward the realization of its goals. In this context, the management scholars Coimbatore K. Prahalad and Gary Hamel presented the concept of Strategic Intent: “Strategic Intent sets general direction, defines emerging opportunities and provides a rallying cry for employees…it relies on intuitively formed pattern or gestalt – some would call it vision….”[footnoteRef:14] [14:  See Minzberg et al. p. 219. “Summary of Strategic Intent,” Value Based Management, http://www.valuebasedmanagement.net/methods_hamel_prahalad_strategic_intent.html ] 

The two disciplines of management and public policy influence each other and ultimately reach similar conclusions. However, it should be emphasized at this juncture that planning and decision making are not synonymous with strategy, despite the overlap between the two fields. The need for strategy arises when there is an adversary who is attempting to thwart your plans, as Moltke emphasized. Accordingly, in the political and military realm, where there are adversaries who have contradictory interests, strategy is more vital than in the administrative and bureaucratic realm. The level of certainty is higher; but while in the field of business management there are studies about directors and entrepreneurs who act in this manner,[footnoteRef:15] in the political sciences in general, and in the field of strategy in particular, there has been relatively little systematic research about military and political leaders who have adopted the emergent strategy approach. Most of the relevant references are anecdotal. The approach is described in the literature in general terms, but there is little discussion of the manner in which it is applied and there is a lack of definition and conceptualization. This study seeks to fill this lacuna.  [15:  For example: William J. Baumol, “Entrepreneurship in economic theory,” The American Economic Review (1968): 64-71; Manfred F.R. Kets de Vries, The Dark Side of Entrepreneurship (1985); Lowell W. Busenitz and Jay B. Barney, “Differences between entrepreneurs and managers in large organizations: Biases and heuristics in strategic decision-making,” Journal of Business Venturing 12.1 (1997), 9-30; Amar Bhide, “How entrepreneurs craft strategies that work,” Harvard Business Review 72.2 (1994): 150-161.] 

Dayan as an Archetype of Emerging Emergent Strategy
A common criticism of Moshe Dayan is that he was not loyal to any ideology or principle, changed his mind frequently, and showed a lack of resolution on various issues. Dayan himself liked to comment that “only a donkey never changes its mind.” Shimon Peres declared that he admired Dayan because “he didn’t care at all what people would think of him… He completed ignored political considerations – he was who he wanted to be.”[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Eulogy by the prime minister at the funeral of Shimon Peres https://www.davar1.co.il/35682/.] 

It is doubtful whether Dayan was familiar with the writing of Moltke, and he was certainly unfamiliar with modern management thinkers, but his actions powerfully illustrate the principles of action that these theories describe. According to his biographers Tevet and Bar-On, the main focus for Dayan was to identify solutions to the immediate and concrete issues facing himself and the nation, rather than a desire to develop an overall position on the theory of war. Dayan was a practician, and not a philosopher, of strategy. Accordingly, his thought process was devoted to meeting the challenges facing the IDF and facing him personally. However, Dayan was gifted with unusual intellectual capabilities. He was curious about people and places, showed an openness to changing his mind, applied critical thinking, was imaginative, and did not take anything for granted. Dayan had little desire to learn in the rigid and sterile environment of the classroom. Instead, he regarded learning as an experiential process. The scholars Andrew Mumford and Bruno Reis suggest that there are two categories of Warrior Scholars: those who are more scholars than warriors and those who are more warriors than scholars.[footnoteRef:17] Dayan would seem to fit more naturally in the latter category. His approach to key strategic issues developed constantly. These attributes led him, for example, to take an interest in the Vietnam War; he observed and learned as he took part in U.S. army patrols. This learning experience shaped his thought during the period following the Six Day War.[footnoteRef:18] [17:  See Ch. 1 in the book: Andrew Mumford and Bruno Reis, Constructing and Deconstructing Warrior-Scholar (Routledge, 2013).]  [18:  Eitan Shamir, “From Retaliation to Open Bridges: Moshe Dayan’s Evolving Approach toward the Population in Counter Insurgency,” Civil Wars 14.1 (2012): 7.] 

Dayan’s mode of learning seems to somewhat fit with the definition of a “reflective practitioner,” a term coined and developed by the organizational psychologist Donald Schon. Schon explains that reflective practice is “the capacity to reflect on action so as to engage in a process of continuous learning.” According to Schon:
[The practitioner] reflects on the phenomenon before him, and on the prior understandings which have been implicit in his behavior. He carries out an experiment which serves to generate both a new understanding of the phenomenon and a change in the situation. To do this we do not closely follow established ideas and techniques – textbook schemes. We have to think things through, for every case is unique. However, we can draw on what has gone before.[footnoteRef:19] 	Comment by Liron: We have made this a block quote because of its length [19:  	Donald. A. Schon, The Reflective Practitioner: How Professionals Think in Action, (US: Basic Books, 1983), 68. ] 

It is possible that Dayan’s mode of learning adheres to this type of learning, which might explain his frequent and sudden changes of opinion on various issues. 
Dayan was one of the most controversial figures in Israeli history, although even his strongest critics would be unlikely to question the dramatic influence he had on the nation’s course. In complete contrast to the controversy he provokes among the Israeli public, experts in Israel and abroad continue to consider him one of the greatest military leaders of the twentieth century. Richard Simpkin, who is regarded as the leading British military thinker in the post-war era, commented: “He was a truly great commander who stands head and shoulders above his contemporaries of all nationalities.”[footnoteRef:20] Brigadier Julian Thompson, the commander of the British land force that invaded the Falkland Islands, also describes Dayan as one of the greatest military commanders of the second half of the twentieth century.[footnoteRef:21] Military history books that offer lists of “the greatest commanders of history” include Dayan as the sole Israeli representative.[footnoteRef:22]  [20:  Richard Simpkin, Race to the Swift: Thoughts on Twenty-First Century Warfare (London: Brassey’s, 1985), p. 305]  [21:  See: Julian Thompson, ‘Foreword,’ in Martin van Creveld, Moshe Dayan (London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson, 2004), p. 11, 1]  [22:  Nigel Cawthorne, 100 Great Military Leaders: History’s Greatest Masters of Warfare (Arcturus Publishing Limited, 2003).   ] 

Accordingly, the question that arises is what arouses such admiration for Dayan as a military leader among these Western experts? What is the basis for his reputation, and is this reputation justified? Dayan was never a prominent commander in the field in the mold of Ariel Sharon, Rommel, or Patton, and he did not lead military campaigns on the scale of Dwight Eisenhower or other generals. What, then, is the source of this admiration, and how should we evaluate him in a broad historical context alongside other great military leaders? By comparison to other generals of his generation, whose blend of ideological and political considerations can easily be identified, Dayan is considered an enigmatic figure, less easily understood and harder to decipher. This may also explain the numerous arguments regarding his decisions and actions. The historian Michael Oren expressed this enigma particularly well: 
“When I study distinguished historical leaders, I get to know them quite intimately. I read their letters. But Dayan is an exception to this rule. The more I studied him, the less I seemed to feel that I knew about him. He was a man of polarized contradictions – impassioned and cold, creative and narrow-minded, fearless and cowardly – and his brain could contain far more than two contradictory opinions simultaneously…”[footnoteRef:23] [emphasis added]. 	Comment by Liron: Consider using a block quote here as well [23:  HEBREW SOURCES] 

While Oren was probably unaware of Scott Fitzgerald’s remark, the frustration his own comments reveal may actually delineate Dayan’s greatness.
B. Research Objectives and Expected Significance 
The goal of the proposed research is to attempt to understand Dayan’s thought process – the “Dayanesque pattern of action” – through the mirror of emergent strategy. The assumption is that an investigation and examination of Dayan’s decisions and actions through Strategy Theory may cast additional light on this theory, expanding and deepening it, while at the same time facilitating a better understanding of Dayan and his method of operation. 
It is important to emphasize that the research does not intend to write another comprehensive biography of Moshe Dayan’s life. Many such works have already been written and could fill several shelves.[footnoteRef:24] Dayan himself was a prolific writer, leaving us with a detailed autobiography and other works.[footnoteRef:25] His relatives and associates who worked alongside him for many years have added further insight into our understanding of the man and his work.[footnoteRef:26] A study has even been published offering a psychoanalytical exploration of Dayan, in an attempt to understand the secret behind his charm, his weaknesses, and the motivations for his actions.[footnoteRef:27]  [24:  Biographies written about Dayan: HEBREW SOURCES]  [25:  Autobiographical writings by Dayan: HEBREW SOURCES]  [26:  Books and pieces written by family and friends: HEBREW SOURCES]  [27:  HEBREW SOURCES] 

Among the more important publications, two are particularly prominent: Shabtai Teveth’s biography Moshe Dayan and Dayan’s autobiography Story of My Life, which ends after the Yom Kippur War and the completion of Dayan’s period in office as defense minister.[footnoteRef:28] Several less comprehensive biographies have been written in English and Hebrew relating to the same period, but these add little to the two above-mentioned works. Among the more recent biographies, it is worth noting the works by Martin Van Creveld (2005) and by the historian Mordechai Bar-On, who served as the Dayan’s bureau chief during his time as chief of staff.[footnoteRef:29] Bar-On was intimately acquainted with Dayan, and as a historian has published numerous works relating to events and periods in which Dayan served as a key player. In 2014 Bar-On published a short biography of Moshe Dayan in Yale University’s Jewish Lives series.[footnoteRef:30] While this is an important book, its limited scope and the fact that it does not relate to numerous sources published over the decade preceding its publication somewhat limit its contribution. [28:  HEBREW SOURCES]  [29:  Mordechai Bar-On served as head of the office of Chief of Staff Dayan from 1956-1957.]  [30:  Mordechai Bar-On, Moshe Dayan: Israel’s Controversial Hero (Yale University Press, 2012); Martin Van Creveld, Moshe Dayan (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 2004).] 

As noted, the present research does not seek to offer a biography of Dayan, but rather to use him as a case study and as an archetypical example of a leader who adheres to the emergent strategy approach. The principal focus of the research is an attempt to locate and characterize permanent and transient aspects of Dayan’s thought and actions – or, in other words, to identify and delineate his “hedgehog” component, assuming one exists, and to determine where his “fox” component begins and what was the relation between these two components. This examination will be based on the assumption that Dayan was gifted with unusual qualities of military leadership, even if he also made serious errors. Can an understanding of the internal logic behind his actions expand and deepen our understanding of the theory of emergent strategy?
Accordingly, the following are the key research questions in this study:
1. Is it possible to identify a firm and unchanging ideological core? What are its borders? How does this core differ from those of ideological leaders who are also considered pragmatists? 
2. What are the characteristics of leadership according to the emergent strategy approach? What are is advantages and weaknesses? What is the inner logic that guides it?
3. What are the characteristics of Dayan’s unique leadership style? How was Dayan’s worldview shaped and what is this worldview? Did it change over the years, and if so – how? What remained constant and what changed?
4. What was Dayan’s learning style and how did this influence his worldview?
The contribution of the research may be manifested in several important areas:
A. A contribution to Strategy Theory in general and to the concept of emergent strategy in particular, by developing profound insights into the method of action of a leader who adhered to this model. 
B. Since this is a profound and comprehensive historical study, it can be expected to expand our insight into the work and contribution of Moshe Dayan against the background of key events in Israeli history. Accordingly, it will also make a contribution to the study of Israeli history in general.
C. Many of the political and security issues and challenges addressed by Dayan, such as the relations between the political and military echelons or the future of the Territories, are still relevant today. A better understanding of Dayan’s strategic approach could contribute to the discussion of these issues.
C. Detailed Description of the Proposed Research
The research will comprise three stages:
Stage 1: Collection of primary and secondary materials, review of the literature, and development of criteria for the examination.
Stage 2: Processing and examination of the materials in accordance with the criteria. 
Stage 3: Processing the findings and presenting them in working papers and academic publications.
Stage One
Primary sources will be collected from the main archives: A. The Israel State Archives, which include the minutes of government meetings, discussions, and decisions involving Dayan. B. The Foreign Ministry Archives, particularly documents relating to Dayan’s period as foreign minister, including his involvement in the peace process with Egypt. C. The IDF Archives: documents relating to key decisions made by Dayan during the years when he served as chief of staff and defense minister. It is always a challenge to access classified materials in the IDF and State Archives, but I hope that given the time that has expired it will also be possible to reach materials that have not yet been released. Large quantities of material have been published and released by both of these archives over the past two or three years.
The research will also make use of the archives of newspapers such as Haaretz, Maariv, Yediot Acharonot, Bamachaneh, and Davar, which include numerous interviews with Dayan in which he presented his worldview. Audio recordings, documentaries, and filmed interviews from the period may also be valuable (some of these materials are now available on YouTube). The research will also draw on numerous studies and secondary sources published in recent years, such as the books by Shimon Golan of the IDF’s History Department about the senior command echelon in the IDF in the Six Day War, the War of Attrition, and the Yom Kippur War, which offer new and detailed research based on documents from the IDF Archives, including many not accessible to outside researchers.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  HEBREW SOURCES] 

The research sources will also include: additional books about the Israeli-Arab wars in which Dayan participated and the processes that occurred between the wars; research literature relating to the peace process between Israel and Egypt; and new biographies of the leaders under and alongside whom Dayan worked, including Begin, Ben-Gurion, Levi Eshkol, Moshe Sharett, and Golda Meir.
The private archives of individuals who worked with Dayan constitute an additional and unique source. A provisional list of these archives includes: Zalman Shoval, Justice Eliakim Rubinstein, Neora Barnoach (Dayan’s personal secretary for many years), Yosef Chakhanover, Shlomo Gazit, as well as members of the Dayan family. Access to this material will be with the kind assistance of the Dayan Center, which is assisting in this project (for further details see the following sub-section). Individuals who worked closely with Dayan at critical junctions have agreed to grant interviews for the project. These interviews will illuminate personal and human aspects that cannot be found in official minutes and documents, including doubts, informal opinions that were not expressed in formal terms, atmosphere and style, and decision making during different periods. As noted, these individuals will also make their personal archives available to the project.
The collection of sources detailed above will be complemented by a review of the literature on strategic theory and thought, including both classical and contemporary works. This review will adopt Minzberg’s distinction between deliberate strategy and emergent strategy as two end points on a continuum, and an effort will be made to summarize the main body of existing research knowledge in this field.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Henry Mintzberg and James A. Waters, “Of strategies, deliberate and emergent,” Strategic Management Journal 6.3 (1985): 257-272.] 

The next stage will include the development of a list of several criteria to be used in comparing emergent and deliberate strategy. These criteria may include:
· Decentralization of decision making and delegation of responsibility versus centralized decision making
· Detailed planning versus generalized planning
· Planning range – short or long
· Focus on a single central issue or on diverse issues
· Monitoring and control mechanisms
· Tactical flexibility versus wiliness to compromise on principled core issues (strategic purpose)
· Attitude to universal principles of action versus the immediate and specific context
Stage Two of the research will include the processing of materials relating to several historical cases in which Dayan played a central role as a politician and as a military leader. These cases, which manifest his unique style, will include:
· The negotiations with the Jordanians in 1948
· Dayan as chief of staff in three contexts: building the force of the IDF; the policy of revenge; and Operation Kadesh (1956)
· Dayan as the “Minister for the Territories,” the open bridges policy, and the future of the Territories
· Dayan as defense minister during the War of Attrition and the attempt to reach an agreement with the Egyptians 
· Dayan during the Yom Kippur War (1973)
· Dayan and the peace process with Egypt
Each of these cases will be examined by reference to an identical set of questions and in accordance with the criteria, some of which were outlined above.
In Stage Three, the research will focus on extracting broader theoretical meaning and on formulating the findings in the form of conference papers, articles, and possibly a book on the subject. The research may provide a foundation for further studies examining additional military leaders and strategists in a similar manner along the axis between emergent and deliberate strategy.
Expertise, Preliminary Results & Potential Pitfalls
The idea of a research project focusing on Dayan emerged and was raised in several channels. The first of these is my study of the German command approach known as Auftragstaktik, or Mission Command in English.[footnoteRef:33] In my comparative study of command in different militaries, I discussed Moshe Dayan’s role in inculcating a culture of Mission Command in the IDF.[footnoteRef:34] In 2010 I was invited to a seminar in Lisbon discussing military leaders who contributed to knowledge and practice in counterinsurgency.[footnoteRef:35] I presented the case of Moshe Dayan, whose approach I found unique and fascinating, describing the process he underwent in this respect, from the revenge operations to the open bridges policy. I also published articles based on the working paper for the conference addressing this aspect of Dayan’s character, one in edited book form and the other in a journal.[footnoteRef:36] As I continued to research issues relating to the development of the Israeli security approach, I encountered different aspects of Dayan’s influence. On the 50th anniversary of the Six Day War, I discussed Dayan’s actions during the war at various conferences. Against the backdrop of the crisis sparked after Israel installed magnetometers at the Temple Mount, I wrote a short paper discussing Dayan’s policy regarding this site.[footnoteRef:37]  [33:  Eitan Shamir, Transforming Command: The Pursuit of Mission Command in the US, British, and Israeli Armies (Stanford University Press, 2011).]  [34:  Uzi Ben-Shalom and Eitan Shamir, “Mission command between theory and practice: The case of the IDF,” Defense & Security Analysis 27.2 (2011): 101-117; Eitan Shamir, “The rise and decline of ‘optional control’ in the IDF,” Israel Affairs 23.2 (2017): 205-230.]  [35:  “A Very Sharp Eye: Moshe Dayan’s Patterns of Learning on Counterinsurgency,” Warrior-Scholars: Connecting Theory and Practice of Counter-Insurgency, IPRI/Oriente Foundation, University of Lisbon, Portugal, 19, July, 2010. ]  [36:  Eitan Shamir “A Very Sharp Eye: Moshe Dayan’s Counterinsurgency Legacy in Israel,” in Andrew Mumford and Bruno C. Reis (eds.), The Theory and Practice of Counter-Insurgency: Warrior-Scholarship in Irregular Warfare (Abingdon: Routledge 2013), pp. 84-104; Eitan Shamir, “From Retaliation to Open Bridges: Moshe Dayan’s Evolving Approach towards the Population in Counter Insurgency,” Civil Wars 14, No. 1 (March 2012), pp. 63-79.]  [37:  Eitan Shamir, “The Root Causes of the Magnometer Crises in the Temple Mount: Review of Moshe Dayan’s Original Policy From 1967,” Middle East Crossroads, and October 2017; Eitan Shamir, “Moshe Dayan: The Architect of Victory or a Hitchhiker,” Conference Commemorating 50 Years for the Six Days War, Israel’s Studies Department, Bar Ilan University, 15 May 2017; Eitan Shamir, “Moshe Dayan through the Mirror of Strategic Theory,” A Conference Commemorating Moshe Dayan, Moshe Dayan center, Tel Aviv University, 8 November 2017.] 

At a certain point in the course of my work, I contacted the Dayan Center at the Tel Aviv University. Despite its name, the center, headed by Prof. Uzi Rabi, in no sense devotes itself to research into Moshe Dayan, but it does maintain a certain commitment to his heritage. The Center has contacts with individuals who worked with Dayan (such as Zalman Shoval, Eliakim Rubinstein, and Yosef Chakhanover – see the methodology section), as well as with the Dayan family. The Center has agreed to sponsor the research project and is assisting in making contacts and providing access to various materials, including private archives and documents that are not available in libraries and public archives. The Center has also agreed to provide logistical support, including secretarial assistance. I have already accumulated and classified a relatively large quantity of material, mainly from secondary sources and to a lesser extent primary sources concerning various episodes in Dayan’s life.
In light of the above, I believe that I am well placed to complete the proposed research project successfully. I am convinced that the project has a good chance of yielding significant research outcomes. 
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