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Conflict: the Potential for Couperation
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This paper is an inguiry into the conduct and resolution of
riparian disputes 1n protracted conflict settings in arid and
semli-arid regions. We aim to answer two broad guestions: what
guldes the behaviour of states in international river basins and
what determlnes the potential for cooperation among adversaries
in the utilization of scarce water resources?t

The empirical material 1s drawn from the dispute over the
Jordan River waters awong Israel, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon
since 1949. For comparative evidence we analyze three other cases
of riparian dispute in protracted contlict settings: the
conflicts in the Buphrates, Indus, and Nile basins.

We begin with brief historical narratives of'each of the
four conrlicts. Second, we use the case studies to answer three
research questions that focus on the potential for conflict
resolution, and are responses to functionalism, neo-functiona-
lism, and regime theory. Finally, we consider the role played 1n
the disputes by the following variables: 1) resource need, 2)
relative power, 3) character of riparian relations and, 4)
erforts at contlict resolution. We want to determine the
1mportance of these variables in promoting or ilmpeding coopera-
tion.

~ Our central argument 1s that outcomes 1n river basins
rerlect relative power resources. Cooperation 1s not achleved
unless the dominant power in the basin accepts 1t, and 1t will
do so only 1f 1t serves to gailn as a result. Furthermore,
riparian disputes function as wlcrocosis of the protracted
rivalries with which they co-ex1st. Resolving the former tends
to require the prior resolution of the latter, and not vice
versa, as political functionalists and uumerous foreign policy

specialists would have us believe.



Jordan Waters Contlict
The Jordan river basin 1s an elongated valley in the

central #iddle East. Covering an area of 2730 square kilmetres,
1t lies within the pre-June 1967 territories of Israel, Jordan,
Lebanon, and Syria. About 80% of the basin 1s located in present-
day Isvael and Jordan, and thev are the wost dependent on 1ts
waters. The river system supplies Israel with one-third of 1ts
total water consumption aund Jordan with three-guarters.

The Upper Jordan Raiver's northern sources rtlow in three
triburaries that rise in vre-1967 Lebanon (Hashani), Syria
(Banias), and Israel (Dan). A wajor triburary that joins the
lower Jordan River from the east -- rthe Yarmouk -- rises 1l
Syria, and rlows throudh Jordanian and Isrvaell territory. as
well. The Lower Jordan River has toriwed the boundary line betweemn
Israel and Jordan tor at least part of 1ts distance, eventually
discharging 1nto the Dead Sea. In the 19508, and prior to wajor
development schemes using the river's resources, the Jordan
delivered about 1800 mcem (million cubic wetres) of water 1into the
Dead Sea, on an annual basis. Today, it discharges an average of
about 210 wcia.

In the early 50s, after the first Arab-Israel war and
" the mlgration of vast numbers of Palestine refugees into Jordan,
the kingdom was having to cope with severe population pressures
and resource constraints. It began to study the possibilaities of
develobing the Jordan Valley region using the river water. It
solicited tunds for that purpose. Israel, which was also havinag
to cope with an influx of people -- Jews from the diaspora --
lovked to the river system, as well, to meet 1ts development
needs. It obiected to Jordan's erforts to utilize the Jordan
Kiver unilaterallv.

The govermnment ot the United States became involved,
and 1n 1953, sent a certain Eric Johnston to the region to
advocate and prowote the idea of basin-wide developwent of the

river system, for the benerit or all riparian states, under some



system of supranational authority or manadement. dDesplte the
fact that the Unified Plan was eventually accepted by both
parties on a technical basis, 1t tell throuagh on political
arounds. ‘The Arab-Israeli conflict determined all that was
possible between the adversaries.

In the absence of a basiu-wide scheme, Israel and
Jordan eﬁbarked upon 1independent projects. On several occasions
and especlally when tensions wers high in the region, efforts
were made to deprive the enemy of essential water resources, and
hydraulic installations were treated as military targets. ‘The
June 1967 war was a malor TUurning point 1nsoratr as the Jordan
system was concerned. Israel seized control of the two northern
headwaters 1n Syrian and Lebanese hands, and gained far greater
direct access to both the Yarmouk River and the lower Jordan
River. As the upstream riparian on the main trunk ot the Jordan,
Israel could now control the tflow downstreaii.

As ot the m1d-1Y60s, Israel has been diverting a large
portion of the Upper Jordan waters into its own national water
system. Jordan has been making use of the Yarmouk waters to
irrigate 1ts portion of the Jordan valley. However, due to the
absence or storage racilities on the Yarmouk, Jordan has not been
able to exploit as wuch of the waters as it needs.

Toward the end of the 1970s, the kKinodom was facing
severeg SOClo-eCconoimle constralnts; 1t avaln sought international
assistance to develop the river system and build a dam on the
Yarmwouk. Once avain, the United Srtates became 1nvolved, rried to
promote a basin-wide accord, and railed.

Because or the comblnation ol populatlon pressure,
variable and unpredictable climatic conditions (ipcludino
consecutlve vears of droudiat). and the absence of additional
tresh water resources to develowp, both Israel and Jordan have had
Lo focus on Swaii=scrale. plecemsal water projects i1n an efrort to
meet their arowing needs. Such projects. albelt necessarv, are
limited wiu scope and erfectiveness. Despite a Looming warsr

crisis 1in the geuneral region, the adversarial relarions make 3t



very dirricult ror the parties Lo puf thelr resources touether

and help each other, even in a way that woiulld help themselves.

Other Riparilan Disputes
As in the Jordan basin, in the Euphrates, Indus, and
Nile River basins, contlict has emerged among the riparian states

over the allocation and utilization of the rivers' resources.®
All tour riparian disputes are located 1n arid or semi-arid
regions, where resource scarcity 1s a tact of Life. In all four
cases and ror some or all ot the riparians, dependence on the
river systeit 18 great. For at ieast some or the states 1n each
basin, unimpeded access to the water resources is linked to
national security concerns. And while basin-wide, 1ntedrated
developmwent has been advocated as the optimal means Lor sharino
the waters of an ilnternational river, 1n none oL the cases have
the basin states elected this solution. This has been due to a
variety of geopolltical and security-related concerns.

While the three cases share with the Jordan dispute
certain basic similarities, there ave significant differences 1
conditions and variables that account ror the variation 1n
outcomes. First, in the Nile basin, there 1s no protracted
conflict over multiple issues among the riparian states as there
is in the Jordan, Indus, and to a somewhat lesser extent,
Euphrates basins. Second, 1n all but the Nile case, the upstreanm
riparian is also the dowinant power in the basin. In the Nile
basin, the inverse is the case. Third, agreement over access to
the basin's water resources has been achleved 1n two of the ronr
cases -- the Indus and Nile. However, in neilther has the solution

reachad been optimal, (1n the sense used above).

Euphrates Basin: _
The Euphrates River rises 1n southeastern Turkey and

tollows a course of 2,333 kilometres throuah Turkey, Syria. and
Irag before emptylnd into the Shatt al=-Aran waterway. It draius «
pasin ot 444,000 square kKilometres, 28% of which lies in Turkey.

the uppermost riparian, 17% in Syria, the middle rivarian, and
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40% 1n Irad, the downstream rivarian. The averade annual
discharge of the river 18 31.3 bcm, 83% of wihlch 18 generated in
Turkey, and virtually all or the remaining 1Z% 1in Syria. Or the
three riparians, Turkey 18 the best oif 1n terms of warer supply:
average annual raintall 1s adeguate ror rainted auriculiure. In
contrast, more than half the area of 3Syrla 18 desert and sewi-
desert, and the Eupbrates alone accounts ror as wuch as 86% of
the watetr avallable to the country. Rimost 2/3 or the roral laud
area of Iraq 18 desert; adgricultural vroduction 1s hiohly
dependent on rhe Tidris aud Buphcates [or wrvigatlon watet.

Until the mid-1960s, i1t was only Irac that wade laruve-
gcale use ot the river. In the mid- ro Late-60s, however, Syria
and Turkey bevan to devise considerahble unilateral proiects to
hatrness the viver tor lrridgation and hvdro-electric powsr
production. Host signiticant were the construction of a dam at
Tabga 1n Syria (1968-73) and a serles of dams in sontheastern
Anatolia -- Keban (1965-73), Karakaya (1976=87), and Atarurk
(1983-92) . Because these proijects promised to deplete the
quantity and guality ot downstream water supplies, a tripartite:
agreement on water distribution was 1mperative. But 1nter-state
relations proved to be a formidable obstacle to cooperatioin.
Without deiay, the 1ssue of sharing water brought to the fore
other sources of tension simmering between tTurkey and Syria on
the one hand, and Syria and Irag on the other.

In the initial staues ot talks (mid-60s), Turkey made
agreemnt on the Buphrates wateis condltional upon an lucingive
agreement on the distribution of the water ot all rivers common
to 1t and Syria: wwplicit was the need for 3vrla o tecoduze
Turkish soverelgnty over Alexandretta, throuah which rhe Oronres
River flows,

Betwaen 1966 and 1Y75, Syria and Trag held variodic
bilateral talks and argued over technical watters. Irag insj)sted
on 1ts claim to acqulred rights. but Syria waintalned that
potential needs were at least as 1wportant. On a number ot

occasions during thils period, the water flow downsrream was
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reduced by one or both upstream staies. By the wid-708 however,
technical considerations semmed to tall by the wayside and the
political rivalry between the two B'athl leaderships of opposiug
tendencies overshadowed all other c¢oncerns. Not only did the
conflict over water resources aggravate political tensions
between the two downstrealm states, but 1t guickly proved to be a
chessboard tor the larger 1ssues governing regional and inter-
Arab politics.

Until today, no prodgress has been wmade at reachinu a
tripartite agreement on water-sharing. The upstream riparian
hopes to complete 1t$ masslve water resource wanagement schemes
in southeastern Anatolia. These projects would only be curtailed
by a basin-wide accord. The middle and downstream riparians,
which would gaiun considerably trom a basin-wide accord. continue
to have difficulty sitting at the samwe table, to say nothing ot
thelr inablility to ally against the upstream and hegemonic
riparian. Furthermore, there has been little, 1f any, outside

encouragement ror regional cooperation.

Indus Basin:
One of the largest river systems 1n the world, the

Indus i1s shared by tour states, but principally India and
Pakistan, and 1s composed of the Indus river itéelf. Live major
tributaries and two minor ones. India contains part of the
headwaters of all five principal tributaries. None of the
tributaries rise in Pakistan, but all except ror one enter the
country. The Indus River system i1nciuding the seven tributaries
covers a lenarh or 8480 Kilometres, and has a combined annual
dischardge of Y7 bcm.

The riparian contlict in the basin focuses upon the
Punijab, that was divided by the 1947 partition boundary into West
Punjab (Pakistan) and Bast Punjab (India). This rich. densely
populated agricultural region 1s traversed by the Indus and 1its
five maln tributaries. At the Ttime of partition, the Punjab was

criss-crossed by an extensive system of canals which had, tor



decades, provided irrigation water tor about 12 million acres of
land. Nonetheless, the international boundary between the newiv-
constituted states oI India and Pakistan was determined on the
pasls of confessionallsi, since the lmmedlate concern at the tlme
was the separation ol the Hindu and kuslim communities. The
poundary cut across the Indus rivers and canal system which liad
been deﬁeloped under the conception oL a single administratlion.
ALl headwarers of the Indus systen now rose 1in India -- even
those which were oI IO irrigation use to 1L, but upon which
Pakistan. the downstream riparian, was heavily dependent .

indra, as the ubstre&m.ribariap, was 1n no hagry 1o
jlake agreement. Pakistal, however, wes under pressure becauss ot
both its acute dependence on the waters and 1ts 1nleriovr F1pAaEdAn
position. Horeover, pecause srrateglc advantade lay with Tudia,
pakistan could not resort to Iorce to re-establish usadge when
India would cut off or decrease the flow to 1ts downstreaw
riparian, as 1t was wont to do periodically.

In 1951, David Lilienthal of the Tennessee Valley
Authority became involved in the dispute. He understood
Pakistan's acute dependence on the river systeu. He advocated
integrated development OI the rivers' waters and sugoested that
tensions could be reduced 1f the water issue were treated 4s a
technical problem, rather than a political 1ssue. At his
instigation, the World Bank announced that 1t would he prepared
to negotiate the Indus gquestion.

India and Pakistan agreed Lo geparate the warer dispute
trom the other partition-related issues, and accepted the Bank's
mediation. They both wade it clear, however, that they would not
accept an inteorated svstem: India had lirtle to benetit Lrom
that, and Pakistan did not wanft To be dependent on India's dood
will. )

Between 1952 and 1460, there were more=ot-less
continuous negotiations among the three parties. The Indus Waters
Treaty was signed in September 1960 and was pased upon the Bauk's

proposal: Pakistan had priority over the western rivers, India
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over the eastern rivers: 8l% of rhe warer was alljocated to
Pakistan, and the remalning 19% to Tndia. CThe vian was tocmulated
on the basis or no interdependence -- ths anrirhesis of 1ntedgra-
ted developwent; nelther party trusted the other enough ro
construct and operate a single lntegrated system. In essence, the
plan extended the process of partition; 1t tesulted 1n the

territorial division ot the raivers.

Nile Basin:
The vast catchment area of the Nile basin -- 3.1

million square kKilometres -- 1s shared by nine states: Burundi,
Rwanda, Tanzanlia, Kenva, Zalre, Uganda, Bthilopia, the Sudan and
Egypt. The river system 1.8 composed of two major tributaries, the
White and Blue WNiles, that rise 1n Lake Victoria and Lake Tana
(Ethiopia) respectivelv, meet at Khartoum, and continue norrhward
through the Sudan and Egypt to the iHediterranean Sea. Todether,
they tollow a course ot 8,000 kilometres. and the annual averadse
discharge at Aswan (Buypt) 1s 84 bhcm. ALl riparian states, axcept
ror Egypt, make some contribution to the caver tlow.

Although there are nilne riparians in the basin, 1t 1s
only Egypt and the Sudan which, until today, have considerable
need for 1its warters, and only they have been involved 1n the
question ot water rights. The Sudan's dependence on the river
system 1s (reaf; Egypt's 1s absolute. (Tie 1nhabltants of the
Nile Valley rely exclusively on the river tor their survival.)
The states furthest upstream have little or no interest in the
river waters, despite their Superior riparlian position. In
contrast, 8thiopla, which occuples a strateglc position at the
headwaters of the Blue Nile, has put off haruessing the warers
and uses the river as a deopolitical bargaining chip with 1ts
water-scarce downstream neighbours.

Soon after the first World War, both downstream states
had development plans tor the river. It soon became ilaperative
tor them to reach a forwal agreement on vater allocation. The

tirst Nile Waters Adgreement was signed 1n 1924. The terms were



renegotiated in the 1450s, once Buypt stepped un 1ts plans to
build the Aswan High Daw. Baypt soudght a substanfial i1ncrease 1n
1ts share, basing 1ts argument on 1ts absolute dependence on
irrigated adgricuiture, the fact that the Nlie was 1ts unlgue
source of water and, 1ts larger population and higher growth
rate. The Sudan however, sought tn assure 1ts own future needs.

"Egypt and the Sudan signed the Agreement for the Full
Utilization of the Nile Waters on November 8,195Y. By 1ts terws,
Egypt's share was a total ot 55.5 bem and the Sudan's 18.5 bow.
This represented a ratio of 3:1 in.Egypt's favour, as opposed to
the 1929 ratio of 12:1. For the most part, the agreement has been
taithtully apvlied until now, and both riparians have without
exception received their designated shares. Construction or rhe
Aswai High Dawm began in 1960 and was completed in 1970. It would
provide over-year storage and adeguate summer water tor Bavptr's’
commercial agriculture, and Sudan with enough additional water to
increase 1ts 1rrigated area threerold.

Uniike 1in the other three basins, the situation in the

Nile basin 1s considered, tor the time being, a low-level
conflict. This 18 1n part becuase of the nature of dependence oh
and usage of the waters ot the river system. It 1s also because
of the fact that the two needlest, downstreaim states have along
history or interaction, punctuated by the domination ot the
weaker (upstream) by the strounger (downstream), and the resultant
teelings orf vulnerability on the one hand, and 'hegemony' on the
other.

The Potentiral for Conflict Resolution
Now that we have outlined in broad strokes the four

rivarian disputes, 1t remalns to answer our research questions
about the potential ror contlict resolution in international
river basius characterlzed by protracted conflict.

When a riparian disvute coalesces with a lardger 1uﬁer-
gtate contlicr. 1s 1t reasonable to alim To resoive the tormsr as

the tirst step to resolution ot the latrer? Tn other words, 1§



the argument of Political Functionalisrs reasihis: can ws =yneei
to achleve overall bolitical covberation among hostlis starssg vVia
an on=golny Process ol runctlonal arrvangements tor the sarisfLac-
tion of particnlar tasks of shared 1preresr?

The answer 1s "not necessariiv”. In the history ot the
dispute over the Jordan waters, rhere were attempts on two
occaslons to promote tunctional arrancements and establish a
regime for sharing water resources 1n the basin. In the cases of
both the Johnston wission in the 1950s and the Magarain Dam scheme
at the end of the 1970s, the (Inited States' Goverument Lent
tremendous support to the vrojects, in the hope that they would
be catalysts to peace Lln the raglon. Tt expected this would
happen in the rasbion sugygested by the Functionalists: on=-goindg
practical cooperarion in 1ssues of wutual concern would bint
animosities by virtuve of a new perception ot shared needs,
eventually leadwng to overall political cooperation. However,
U:S.-sponsored eftorts were not successtul. In nelther episode
was the contexrt one 1n which all parties perceived an edanltable
distribution ot benerits, nor were there sutricient inducements
to brinu all parties to the baruaining table.

It we borrow the languade of game theory and consider
the Functionalilist formula as one of 1rerative games, we note that
each player =-- but especially the one who has the least to lose -
- 18 1n a position to vrefuse to play amny particular vawe. Thar 1s
a trulsi or the game. In the Jordan basin, 1t was thls velo power
Of the strongest and least needvy that resuited in the breakdown
0L eftorts to achieve runctional cooperation. Hore correctly, the
player =-- Svria 1in the mld=-50%, for example -- exercised 1ts veto
power because the payorf structure of the particular game was not
compatible with cooneration. Rssentirally, rhe (strondesrt and
least needy) player vevceived thaf, as rar 4s 1t was concerned.
the costs of cooperating would outweildh rthe benefits.

Bric Johnston's lenathy mediation etrort was tronghr
with diffienlties. Throughout the negoilating process. Fhece was

constant disagreement over quantities of water and transiers ot



water, as well as contlicting views or rights, needs, and
international legai brecedents. Of tie tour tiparlians, Israel and
Jordan had the greatest need tor the Jordan waters. Lebanon and
Syria, on the other hand, could have nsed a portion of the
river's waters for domestic burposes, but given their ravourable
pasitioq 48 upstream riparians and the fact that they each had
other rairly abundant national rivers, they considered the river
system primarily ag a qeopolitically strategic resource vVis=a-vis
Israel, downstream. Eventually, both sides admitted that the plan
was acceptable on technical grounds. However, the Arab League was
against it ror political reasons. And Jordan, the most needy ot
the Arab riparians, had no ¢lout in inter-Arab politics. The
mediation errort came to a halt.
Fspecially during the vears prior to the war of June.

1967, the "Question or Palestine" lay at the heart ot all
interactions and governed all that was possible between Arab and
Israeli. As some or the "cognitive" avproaches to the studv or
cooperation rightly point out, "historically-situated” states
respond to their enviromment in liaght ot their very particular
normative and ideoiogical constralnts.,s In the Jordan basin,
neither party could treat the possibility ror sharing water as a
stralght-torvward, unambiguous issue. Inplicit in water-use
arrangements would be tormal acceptance ot the other and 1ts
rights as a political entity. However, witholding recognition
because or questioned legitimacy was part and parcel ot the
inter-state conflict. The combination of the nature of the larger
politicai rivalry and the tact that the Arabs perceived that, as
a collectivity. thev had little to galn materially and moch ro
lose politically trom a reqional water-sharing scheme with Tsrael
prevented the wore vowerful Arab states from accepting a rediume
in the basin.

' Again, n the eariy 19808, etfovts to achieve fanctio-
nal cooperation =-- this tiie, on the Yarimouk Riveyr =- came to
nouaht, becanse o the veto ot rhe STLronder Avab vibarian, which

was also the least needv or the three concerned states, and 1ts



perception of the pavolt structure. Syria would nor Approve fhe
Magarin Dam vroject, since 1t wonld entall cooperation witl
Isr4el and would be located within reach of Israell arrillery.
orsover, being the upstreanm Flparlan, Syria was 1n the most
advantageous position. There could be no cooperation in & river
basin without 1rs aguiescence, nupless 1t was cosrced by a
militarily stronger downstream state or third party. This 1s rtrue
of 1nternaticonal river basinsg, il veneral.

As 1n the case or the Johnston wission, the Hadgarih Deam
1ssue indicates that regional pniitlcai contliiet exacerbares the
water problems of states in arid redgions, by virtue of the Lacr
that 1t 1wvedes the 1deal soiution ro riparian disputes. Tn the
Jordan basin, regim=s ror the regional development of waier
resoucces could not be realized, in part. becauge of rhe
‘counitive' variables at play in the larger 1nter-state conilier.
Redlies do not marerialize when political rivalry endages
visceral concerns that would necessarilv be ignored bv runcilonal
cooperation. In the Jordan basin, to any but the most needy
state, there was not surricient inducement to renege on hasic
organizing principles to achileve what a functional arrangement
had to ofter. Anricivated long-term political losses outweirohed
lwmediate waterial gains. The optimal resolution OL riparian
dispute reaquires, at the outset, the resolution ot the lavaer
political rivalry, and not vice versa.

The way 1n which the dispute over the Indus warers was
resoived substantiates thls arguinent, as well. Soon after the
World Bank became involved in trving to negotliare a water-sharing
adresment between Iwdia and Pakisran, ii realized thar becanse ol
the historically-conditioned tramework, it was-not going fto reach
4 cooperatlive solution to the ripavian dispute. Hence, f sowdihf
resolution via nop=-cooperation. Jn practice, this meant ihat tha
Liver system was divided into WO parts == one for Twdia,. ops oy
Pakistan. There was to he no interdevendence and wo interaciion.
Exsentlally. this solntion was The antitinesis ot that oropossd by

the Functionalists.



Given the experlences 1h resolvinhd rivarian disoute 1n
both the Jordan and the Indus basins. the Reallst critics ot
Functionalism are correct: states that are adversaries in the
"high politics" of war and diplomacy do not ailow extensive
collaboration in the sphere ot "low politics", centered around
economics and welfare. In fact, the spill-over erfect runs 1in the
opposite direction or that suggested by Political Functionalists:
economics and weltare collaboration are retarded by "hidh
politics" contlicts between states.t

Related to the guestion above and to the Functionallst
argument, is it vbossible to de—liﬁk or 1solate 1ssues under the
circumstances ot co-existence of a viparian dispute and a
protracted political rivalry, so that the rorwer could be
resolved without verereunce to the latter?

The regnonse to the preceding question would suugest
that here too, our answer must rend toward the negative. In the
Jordan basin, the riparian contlict has been intimately hovud up
with the lavger poiitical rivairy throughout the history ot the
water dispute. Both were treated as one and the same by the
riparian states. More correctly, the riparian dispute was
regarded as a manitestation, or dimension, ot the inter-state
conflict. The failure to resolve the riparian dispute in the
Jordan basin indicates that de-linking is orten exceedindgly
difficulc.

In the 1Y50s, the Eisenhower Administration did what
the Functionalists suggest: it treated the hioghly-charaged
psychologiral environment in the central Hilddle East as an
abstraction in its attempts to resolve sowe ot the tensions 1n
the redion. Since these sentilments were viewed as obstacles to
cooperation. rather than contront them, it sought to brush them
aside. The Arabs and Tsraelis could not do Likewise, for
cognitive elements and conrlicting organizing principles -- both
ot which bad oridinated in a partlbul«r historical experience ==
intluenced the way in which they would. interact. No doubi,

narional 1uterests and torelgn pollcy behavlonr are respouses Lo
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environmental constralnis that ara normarive and ideatronal 1
natucre, as well ag belnu structural and material.® Thev atre nort
based simvly on & rational caleulus or utilitv maxXlmization, as
the Neo-Fnnctionalists would have us believe.

The solution reached to the Indus waters dispute
hlahl}ahrs rhis voint, as well. There. the wediatlion effort was
tairly successtul because the third partv took into considerailon
the coutext of relations in rthe basiu, and understood that
historically-tormed values and belietfs were hound to arrect
outcomes. Th= matter at hand was not a strargut-forward,
unambiouons issue or sharing water resources. Nonetheless, 1t was
onty with a nou-covoverative and hence, sub=optimal solurion rthar
1ssues conld be de=)inked. Wo doubt, this was due to the nature
and 1ntensity of the lavoer volitical rivairy.

How, then, can we exnlain rhat srates envausd 1n 4
protracted poiltical contlicr have heen ahle, on occasion. o
comwe to technical arvangements =- not unlike "innlicit" reqimes -
= With tedard To water resonrces? Do these arrangemenrs have
more dgeneral wwulications tor inter-state relations and the
potential rtor peace? _

When technical coovevation has been achieved in
lnternational river basins and thus, riparian states have proveu
able to de-link 1s8sues, the arrangements conciuded are of a4 verv
particular sort. To the contracting parties, thev are perceived
as both vital and indispensable. for they are bound up, in one
way or another, with the states' security concerns. In the case
OL riparian dispute, the factor that will Almost vatrlablv lead
states to seek technical arranvements is that of acute need ror
Water resoncces and/or dependsuce wpon a gvecific, sharad hody
oI water. The railure to establish a water-sharing redime won 1d
be considered theeataning to rhe state's coutinued Sinevival.
Furtherworz. in situations wheve need is coupled with relatively
Literior vower resources, the iuterest in 4 regilme 1§ especlally
keen. The exawnle ot Israel and Jordan is instructive 1n this

regard.



Atter the breakdown or the Johnston mission in 1959,
both Israe! and Jordan foillowed, more-or-less, the gquidelines of
the Unitied Plan with regard to water allocations trow the Jordan
systein, 1n the absence of an adreewent. Until June 1967, Jordan
was releasing the guantity of water suggested by the plan trom
the Yavmouk River for Israell use, and Israel was releasiuu Ubper
Jordan water into the Lower Jordan atter having diverted the
quantity ailocated to 1t 1n the plan. Both countries wece highly
dependent on the river systei; neither could do without it. For
Israel, the Jordan system renreéented one-third of rthe countrv's
total annual conswmption of water: tor Jordan, 1t accounted tor
more than two-thirds. Both countries, but esveclally the latter,
had been anxious to see a hasin-wide agreement to the Unified
Plan wmaterialize.

For the same reason, Jordan was anxious to reach
agreement with Israel and Syria to construct the Hagarin Dawm.
The Yarmouk River 1s Jordan's only abundant source of surtace
rlow. However, one-third ot 1its total discharge cannor be
explolted by the Kingdom, =ince there are no storage tacilities
on the river to capture and jwnound the tloodwaters.

In contrast, 1f a riparlan state 1s not in need ot
access to the water supply, and/or relative to the other basin
states, 1t has superior power resources, either in terms of
military capability or in terms of riparian bosition as the
upstream state, or both, 1t will have littie, 1f any, 1ncentive
to conclude technical arrangements and establish a recime. In the
1950s, neither Lebanon nor Syria had wuch use for the waters ot
the Jordan system. For this r=ason, they were not favourable
toward the Unitled Plan. Horeover, ¢iven that Syria was the most
powertul Arab riparian and one ot the more intluential Arab
states. 1t8 1nterests prevalled. Had Lebanon and Syria been
dependent on the Jordan waters, they may have been wore 1nelined
toward the Unitied Plan and striking a bardain, even with the
eneimy. No doubt, as the upstream states in the basin, thev way

have tried == 48 1n tact they did in the wid=19A08 -- ro utilize



their superior rivarian positions and explouit the Jordan waiers
unllateraily. 1rresvective of downstream nesdsg. The outcome of
thelr ettorts to divert the waters or the Jovdan system demon-
strates that by the wid-1960s and despite their advantaveous
riparian position, they were not able to behave as hievemons 1in
the basin. Relative power resources were 1n the favour ot
Israel, the wid-stream state.

The centraiity of need and of power resources 1n the
quest ror cooperation and the possibility of establishing a
rediling 1 river basins is hrouaht to rthe fore by the Buphrates
case, as well. Or the three rivarian states, Turkey has absolute
advantage. In addition to being the npstream riparian, 1t also 1s
milJitarilv the strongest. Given its hegemonic status in the
basin, there 18 no qood reason Wiy 1t should support the creatinu
Of a water redgime with Syria and Irag. Without a redgime, It 1s
able to extrant rhe waximwm advantage: with a ragime, itg
manoevrabiiity would be constrained. o doubt. Svria and Trau
could gain considerabiy from a basin-wide accord.

dence, insorar as international river basins Ate
concerned, we do not find cooverative arranvenents whers threats
to security =-- in the torm of resource need -- do not inhere, and
Where thev are not advocated or imposed by a hegewon. This
insight 1s brought out repeatedly in examinations of transboun-
dary resource disputes.

Finally, when technical ariangements are established
among adversarial states in river basins in arid regions, these
have no i1mplications for the end to political rivalry. In fact,
they are considered by the riparians as sinugle-play yames:
specific to the tunctiron and Limd ted in scope. Contrary to the
predictions ot Functionalists and the underlying assumptions of
gawe-theoret Lo aporoaches to wnternational politics, el e
plaver makes an ettort ro enmesh his opbonent in an on=doindg
Process of interaction.® Tn the Laternstions| river hasing wea
have studied, the tew instances or technical cooperation and

reglime formation were responses to over=riding oractical
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1mperatives; they were verceived as i1ndispensable and
unavoldable. These arrangenents seem to have no conflict
resolution potential.

Betore concluding, we wust reconsider the four
principal variables, and elucidate what we have learnt about the
roles they blay in the evolution of riparian contlict. and their
lwportance in promoting or impeding cooperation in international
river basins.,

Tn the Jordan. Indus. and Buphrates basins, the fact of
a larger political rivalry between at least two or the riwparian
states has served as a digiucentive ro cooneration, esneciallv
since, in all cases, the rivalry implicates the core values of
gtafes. Reiuctanre to cooperate with an adversary in €eeminglv
technical watters 18, as the Realists polnt ont, a refrlection ol
their "Hiagh Polities" contiict. Mo doubt, the fact oi a political
rivalrv may intluence the course and evolution of riparian
dispute, and even == as in the case or the Indus bhasin -- the
type ot solution reached. However, in none ot the riparian
disputes we have studied has the outcome been determined by the
political contlict.

In the Jordan basin and to the states most dependent on
the river system, the political rivalry recedes 1n i1mportance
when the wmaterial gains to be reaped from a regiwme loowm large. To
ensure thelr survival, water-scarce Israel and Jordan have been
prepared to ‘'set aside' the Arab-Israell conflict on several
occaslions. However, in the 1950s, for example, access to the
Jordan waters was not an 1issue for Lebanon and Svria. Hence, the
fact ot the larger political rivalry was brouoht to the tore and
was used as the vationate for non=coooeration.

While the ract of resource need and devendence will
rompt STAtes To Seek cooperatlve warer-utillzation arrangements.
relative power resources in the basin wi1l)l iurluence both rhe
desire Lot A redqime as well as 1ts creation. To take the
Euphrates case as an exXample, 1t 18 lwvortant to understand that,

1rrespective of the political rivalry between Syria and Irag, a
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water-sharindg regime 1n the basin will not take shape. no matter
ow badiv The Two downdtream sStates wav nesd one, as Long asg
Turkev, With 1ts hegemonic status both geooraphicallv and
militarilv, does not want one (and 18 not forced to acoept onel.
Being the nwstream rivarian, 1t has no need and no desire o
share the Rupurates waters.

T fhe case of the Nile basiv orovides an 1nstructivs
eXaiuple ot the 1uportance of this comblnation ot tactors. as
well., Thece. the most water-devendent state 12 Also the wost
powertul. Wirh superio) nower yesonrces, 1t has been able to wake
its vitai needs feif. A regiwe has been estabiished. with FRayofr
as the wmain beneticiary,

Tie the Tiddus bagin, the hedgemonic and less nsedv state
was eventually induced to seek a solution =-- albeit a non-
COOperative one ==to rhe riparian dispute. The positive and
tireless erforts otr an impartial third party at an opportune
historical wmoment, and 1ts appreciation ot the context of
relations, brought pressure to bear on India.

In swi, in the international river basins we have
studied, a variant of the theory ot hevemonic stabilityv holds
true. In all cases, outcomes reflect relative power. Coouperation
1s not achieved unless the dominant power in the basin accepts
1t, or has been induced to do so by an external power. ioreover,
the hegemon will take the lead in establishing a reviwe or accept
regime chanve onlv 1f 1t serves to galh, as a result. Tn the
absence ot coercion trom outside, this occurs 1in rlver‘haSJus
only 1f: 1) the domiunant power's relatlousihlp to the water
resources 11 guestion 1s one of critical ues=sd == linked to 11w
pational secnrity concerns =-— and, 2) 1t 18 not the upstrean
riparian. Cooperation 1n internatiopal river hasins 1s brouwuhrt
abont by hedemonie powers.

Tn conciusion, and hased on the experiences in four
1nternational viver basins, the central aroument of onr stadv cap
be re-stated thus: when a riparlan disbute in ain arid r&dion

untolds within the context ot a wore comprehensive inter-state
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