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Ofer Israeli, Complex Effects of International Relations: Intended and Unintended Consequences of Human Actions in Middle East Conflict 	Comment by John Peate: Is this title missing “the” before “Middle East Conflict”? Also, on Dr Israeli’s ICH webpage, he states that the title will be Complex Effects of International Relations: Intended and Unintended Consequences of Intentional Human Actions. Did this change before publication?
(New York: SUNY Press, 2021), 310 310ppages. 

Ofer Israeli lectures atof the Israel’s Interdisciplinary Center at Herzliya in Israel on International Relations. He is a prolific scholar that who has published two other books in recent years published two other books on International Relations (International IR) Relations (IR) and the Ttheory of Wwar. His This new book on ‘“complex effects’ effects” of within international politics develops IR theory in this area through uses six case studies from the Middle East during the Cold War in order to develop IR theory on complex effects. His work undermines challenges the dominant narrative in this field literature on decision making that is which is based on a linear cause and effect paradigm of cause and effect. 	Comment by John Peate: This is its proper name in English, according to its website.
	Therefore, thisThe book urges calls mainly to IR scholars who are also interested in past Middle East political historical crises to demonstrate how such new complex effects theory can add to our understanding of the past events. For the hHistorians who are well readvery familiar with the case studies it iswill mainly find it helpful in for sharpening their analytical power of explanation and challenges challenging common explanations to of Middle Eastern events in the Middle East. Traditional historians who working with specific particular archives would probably be dubbed by the author asoften appear trapped in a Newtonian Newton-like linearity mode of thinking.  and Israeli He would call them to look to hisoffers them an alternative theory theoretical approach in order to provide alternative explainationsing to past events. However, this there is also a point of weakness in the main argument of the book in this regard, which as will be addressedI will show later below.	Comment by John Peate: It is probably best not to present an argument here by attributing a likely view to an author without concrete evidence being given of him saying it. I have suggested a rewording for these two sentences to make them (I hope) a little more circumspect in this regard without undermining what is said.
The heart and best parts of the study are is to be found in chapters Chapters 2 and 3, the book’s best sections. In these them, parts Israeli shows his strength as an IR scholar andconsiderable ability to develop further the theory of ‘“complex effects’ effects” or (‘Complexity theory’Theory). He identifies two families categories of nonlinear dynamic at work in IR: . The first family are unintended consequences, “rebound results,” – rebound results and derivative  “derivative products” (can that sprung spring up due tofrom the anarchical state of the international system). ; and The second family are circuitous but intended consequences. This is also about that involve inevitable but and foreseeable effects. 	Comment by John Peate: “Family” is an unusual, even odd metaphor to use in this context but if it the actual term Dr. Israeli uses then it could be reinstated in double quotation marks.	Comment by John Peate: I take it that this is the term Israeli uses, so I have placed it in single quotation marks. If it is not, it is an unusual phrase and I would suggest “counterreaction” or the like might be more easily understood, if I have understood what is meant by “rebound results”.
Israeli rightly argues that ‘“the traditional focus of political science has been on the intended consequences of state actions’ actions” (p.18). ), providing This chapter is full with dozens of examples to prove this theoretical argumepoint. It He, however, encourages the reader to be more open- the minded in future analysis when analyzing consequences. “Rebound results” are explained defined as ‘“human actions that turn to be detrimental or costly in a manner unanticipated by the policy actor’ actor” (p.18), for example the case of Herz’s theory on the security dilemma of states. The second consequences are Derivative “derivative products” that are positive, neutral, or negative outcomes which can be defined also asare ‘“simply of the track’ track” of the original plan.  or, in other words, can be characterized as As such they can be positive, neutral or negative. This can also be explained as indirect consequences. The balance of Power power as produced by anarchy in international relations anarchy is cited as an example (pp. 24-25). 	Comment by John Peate: Being more open minded (I have suggested a rewording, but the same metaphorical association is retained) still sounds a little nebulous in this context. It would probably be better if the reviewer could more concretely point to specific examples Israeli gives that show how his approach leads to such a broader understanding.	Comment by John Peate: Is the word “out” or similar missing here, as this is unidiomatic English?	Comment by John Peate: However, this is not an example of a rebound result; rather it is a theory on a particular topic. The reviewer needs to reconsider his wording and perhaps explain why he mentions Herz’s theory in this context and (though renowned in IR) also briefly what it is.	Comment by John Peate: Should this be “off”?	Comment by John Peate: There is a lot left to the reader to do here in terms of relating indirect consequences to the state of a balance of power. The reviewer might want to briefly help the reader by explaining the relation between these as it may well be true that there is one, but I do not think it is self-evident.
The author’s point about the circuitous Complexity complexity of intended results which are circuitous is an important notice byone that demonstrates the author. It shows that that looking for one particular resultunderstanding particular outcomes as a the result of linear processes narrows our thinking. In practice, Israeli argues, ‘“foreign policy manipulation is the effort of a group…to structure a situation in a manner that maximizes the chances of a favorable outcome.’ ” (p. 31).	Comment by John Peate: It is not clear to me how this quotation about the conscious aims of foreign policy logically follows/illustrates the previous sentence which talks about how processes are not always linear. The reviewer should consider either explaining explicitly the relation between the two and/or reworking the argument.
Chapter 3 develops the theory on complex causality in IR even further, writing on complex-causality of International Relations and may be of value to future writers on topics of foreign policy, international politics and security in their analysis. These characteristics includes that the worldexamining how international affairs, the power of ideas, emotions, the mechanisms that nourish the system such asthe ripeness for systemic change as athat results of anfrom certain events, the systemic feedback consequencesto the system,  and finally the different plurality of outcomes (in plural) that can emerge from a single action interact and combine. Taken together, chapter 2 and 3 produces a conceptual framework for complex effects analysis rather than linear effects. 	Comment by John Peate: I have suggested that these two sentences be merged, and rather self-evident aspects removed in order to concentrate the focus on elements of critical perspective. “Ripeness for change” is also not a mechanism but a characterization of a state of being, so I have also reworded that part. Reviewer: please check this still reflects your ideas.	Comment by John Peate: Sentence deleted as this point has already been made.
The book has six case studies (in chapters Chapters 4 4 to 9)9 all from the Middle East during the Cold War.consist of two Two cases are provided for each theoretical argumentdiscrete concept. Ch. apters 4 and 5 are on unintended consequences and ‘“rebound results;’.” Chapters six 6 and seven 7 are on unintended consequences and ‘“derivative products’,;” and Cchapters eight 8 and nine 9 are on intended consequences. Methodologically, thisThe case studies work isare based mainly on secondary published sources on the selected case studies. Therefore,This means that the careful observant reader will find that it they lacks are deficient in both the analysis of what actually the decision makers/agencies expected to happen and how they posteriori afterwards assessed the consequences of their actions. 		Comment by John Peate: However, the reviewer has not explained to the reader what these (presumably) three theoretical arguments are, so it may leave the reader confused. What follows are not really descriptions of theoretical arguments but discrete concepts/terms. I have therefore suggested amending it accordingly.	Comment by John Peate: The reviewer should perhaps explain why secondary sources cannot do this. After all, secondary sources may cite decision-makers’ accounts. I do not mean to suggest the reviewer is wrong here necessarily, but that he should explain his point slightly more fully to the reader.
The first two Cases cases include examine the rebound results of both the 1967 Six-Dday war War of 1967 explained as the 1973 war and also Israel’s Nuclear nuclear Amimut amimut (ambiguity) policy that encouraged the preventionhas helped prevent of an arms race. The second group pair of cases are examines unintended derivative products such as the linkageof the relation between the 1973 Wwar and the Israeli-Egyptian Ppeace agreement Agreement on the one hand, and the relation between the Abadan/AJAX-Suez hidden linkageevents on the other. The last two pair of cases on examining intended consequences are onin relation to two aspects of ‘“the Circuitous circuitous Relationships relationships between Military military Results results and the Political political outcome of the 1973 Yom Kippur War’.” In this the first of these case studies, the author focuses on the correlation of the initiation ofbetween the war and the outcome of renewal of Israeli-Egyptian negotiations,  between the Egyptians and the Israelis with the involvement of the two Superpowerssuperpowers. In the second case, on ‘“the Circuitous circuitous Nature nature of Operation AJAX,”’, the author show shows how the British, in order to maintain their interests in Iran, manipulated the Americans into doing their ‘dirty ’ work of by overthrowing Mossaddegh in order to maintain their interests in Iran.  	Comment by John Peate: The reviewer should reflect whether it adds anything to say this and whether he will leave the reader wondering why Israel’s ambiguity does so. It can certainly be argued but it is not self-evident.	Comment by John Peate: .	Comment by John Peate: The naming of the two events is not clear here and it may be that the review reader has no idea what the reviewer is talking about, so a brief explanation might help.	Comment by John Peate: This name is normally rendered in English with one S and two Ds.
A close examination of cChapter 4 on the ‘“rebound result’ results” of the Six- Days War in 1967 is one case that shows how difficult that the author’s theory is hard to implementapply, however. He Israeli rightly admit states that the rebound result of the 1973 war was such from an ‘“Israeli perspective’ perspective” (p.76). This is not developed elaborated in his theory of how interactions between actors should be evaluated in term of rebound. Does Is rebound is a subjective term that depended depends on the agency? Moreover, the analysis of the road to 1973 explains how Egypt’s humiliation during the war ofin 1967 was not counter balancacted by successful peace initiatives. The author does justiceis right in pointing out that the refusal of Israel’s rejection to of  the UN’s 1968-71 Jarring mission Mission (1968-71) and the US’s 1969-1971 Rogers’s plan Plan (1969-1971) may have given Egyptian President Sadat the positive feedbackencouragement to increase escalate his war plans, but is this sufficient to explain the decision and objectives to of going to war and its objectives? The author ignores the massive Soviet massive armameningt of the Egyptians and Syria,ns as well as the planning stages by these two Arab countries undertook during preliminaryin the years prior to the war. The successful “War of Attrition” from 1967 to 1970 that helped to rebuild Arab national pride as well as strategic cooperation and planning does not receive enough attention from Israeli. 	Comment by John Peate: It is not very clear to me what the reviewer means. Does he mean the rebound results were on Israel? If so, it is better said more clearly.	Comment by John Peate: The Six-Day War was 1967 not 1973, of course, so which war is the reviewer talking about here? Please amend as required.	Comment by John Peate: Is this what the reviewer means? The sentence was ungrammatical/unclear as it stood.
In the his conclusion, Israeli claim states that students of IR can ‘“potentially discover the hidden side of policy choices, decision making, and policy implications’ implications” (p.163). ), with his Adopting the book mode ofproviding analysis will providethat affirms that ‘“actions will result in several outcomes’ outcomes” (p.167). This is an important contribution of the book makes to IR scholarship. , something which It will force futureoblige writers to be more careful in future and to adopt more rigorous theories theoretical approaches while working on examining causalities  in the fieldto international politics decisions and events.
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