
Preceding a massive 
arms build-up and a 
state of civil unrest, 
an invasion of Israeli-
controlled land by 
neighboring forces 
sparks a massive conflict 
that draws international 

attention and widespread deja vu.  !is familiar 
scenario not only describes the recent events 
of the Hezbollah-Israeli conflict, but also the 
Arab-Israeli War of 1973.  Many comparisons 
have been made to these conflicts and what 
the future may hold for a seemingly defeated 
and fractious Israel in the face of international 
consternation and regional upheaval. It is crucial 
to understand what happened during and 
after the 1973 Yom Kippur war to understand 
what may or may not happen after the 2006 
Lebanon invasion.  Noted here are some of the 
striking similarities these two conflicts share. 
In both cases, Israeli control of captured lands was 
the primary casus belli.  Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula 
had been held by Israel for more than 5 years in 
1973 after being captured in the 1967 Six Day War; 
during those five years, a war of attrition had left the 
boundaries unchanged. Israel also captured Syria’s 
Golan Heights in 1967, which drew widespread 
anger from the Arab world. Syria and Egypt’s 
main goal in 1973 was to recapture those occupied 
lands. In 2006, even though the United Nations 

At the end of World 
War II and as the 
horrors of the Holocaust 
came to light, the world 
declared that “never 
again” would they 
allow such atrocities to 
occur. !e international 

community, bound by common conviction, strove 
to create a permanent international court to try 
individuals who commit gross violations of human 
rights. However, the process was quickly bogged 
down by legal disputes over the code of crimes, 
and the court was virtually abandoned.

Over 30 years later, the cause was resurrected.  
When speaking at the UN, Trinidad and Tobago 
called for the creation of an international court to 
fight drug trafficking. When the General Assembly 
moved to have its legal experts produce a draft, they 
quickly hijacked the appointed task to resurrect 
the idea of a court for war crimes. !is began the 
process which, in under a decade, would end in 
the creation of an international criminal court. 

Today the United States dogmatically fights 
against the court by “unsigning” the statute and 
making some categories of foreign aid conditional 
on a nations’ position on the ICC. Many Americans 
support these policies, echoing the cry of our 
leaders that no U.S. citizen should be subject to 
a supranational court. Others are infuriated by 
the lack of U.S. leadership in what has been a 
landmark development for human rights. 

I feel that the highly technical nature of the 
court has kept most U.S. citizens from coming 
to truly informed conclusions. In this article I 
attempt to clarify what I see as some of the greatest 
misunderstandings concerning the ICC, hoping 
that better knowledge of the facts will lead to more 

    byupoliticalreview.com     byupoliticalreview@gmail.com     9 October 2006 - Vol. 2, Issue 3

BYU Political Review 

Max Stoneman

A  C       F          P          D         

A PUBLICATION OF THE CURRENT EVENTS STUDENT ASSOCIATION

Q & A with Gary Bryner             . 

Terrorism Exported from China    . 

                

Invasion and Attrition in the Middle East 

Continued pg. 4

Continued pg. 4

Anna Sanders

proclaimed that Israel had completely withdrawn 
from Lebanon more than 5 years earlier, Hezbollah 
still held that the Sheba’a Farms (technically part 
of Syria’s Golan Heights) belonged to Lebanon and 
needed to be “liberated,” thus predicating their attacks 
and the abduction of Israeli military personnel.

!e first attack in 1973 was by Egyptian forces 
crossing the Suez Canal into occupied Sinai.  !e 
Israelis had assumed that their superior forces were 
a sufficient deterrent to invasion; however, both 
Egypt and Syria crossed the ceasefire lines on the 
day of Yom Kippur in 1973, an attack that no one 
in Israel had foreseen.  !e attack was deemed an 
immediate success throughout the Arab world 
and vindicated their previously tarnished military 
reputation (many Arabs felt a deep humiliation 
from the lopsided Israeli victory of 1967’s Six-Day 
War). In July of 2006, border patrol from the Israeli 
Defense Forces was not informed or aware of the fact 
that militants from Gaza had been tunneling toward 
military posts for several months.  And even after the 
kidnapping of a Southern Forces soldier named Gilad 
Shalit in June, IDF were slow to realize the imminent 
threat of abduction to its forces and, when two more 
were kidnapped on the Lebanese border by Hezbollah 
militants, the ensuing bombing and invasion of 
Lebanon were ordered.

Intense misinformation preceded both of these 
conflicts; the intelligence coming out of Egypt 
in 1973 was of a poorly trained army with little 
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Gary Bryner is a professor of 
Public Policy and Political 
Science. !e Political 
Review sat down with 
him to talk about Robert 
Putnam’s recent visit to 
BYU and some of his ideas 
about social capital.

Political Review: What is social capital and why 
is it important for American society? 

Gary Bryner: Putnam defines social capital as the 
interconnectedness of people in a community, 
and I think that’s a useful way of thinking aboutit. 
It takes place at different levels and it has different 
benefits. He argues that for some people, social 
capital really helps them accomplish the things 
they want to do. Social capital means they are 
connected to people who can help them get jobs, 
have friends, engage in social activities and all 
kinds of personal things. At a different level, social 
capital is the ability and resources of a community 
to come together and solve a problem. 
 
PR: Why has there been a decline in social capital 
in America in the last 30 years?

Bryner: Again, Putnam is the expert on this. 
He argues that certain forms of technology like 
television and other forms of entertainment, I 
guess you could say ipods more recently. Certain 
technologies allow us to pursue our interests 
separate from other people. He uses the example 
of in the past he and a friend would go to the 
symphony together with their spouses, but they 
found they actually they could listen to the music 
they really liked if they stayed home and put on 
their headphones. So technology is certainly part 
of it.
     I think part of what may be going on is 
the sense in our society that we become more 
oriented towards individual rights, in sort of the 
traditional liberal sense, of thinking that what’s 
really important is that I have the right to do 

something and society has the obligation to let 
me do that, rather than thinking about the way 
in which society suggests shared obligation and 
reciprocity. !is is, in part, I think, because our 
political ideology that emphasizes individualism 
and individual rights really bumps up against that 
notion of responsibility for others. !ere are all 
kinds of institutions and ideas that encourage us 
to think of ourselves as autonomous beings who 
are possessors of powerful rights that we can use 
to insulate ourselves from people or forces that we 
want to protect ourselves from. 

PR: What implications does a decline in social 
capital have for a democracy?

Bryner: Well, it depends on what kind of 
democracy that you mean. If we are really 
committed to a thin notion of representative 
democracy where people are just supposed to vote 
and let their leaders decide what’s going to happen 
and turn things over to government agencies and 
experts then social capital is not particularly 
important, it’s not a big loss. Because all you need 
to do is make sure people get out there and choose 
the right leaders and turn things over to them.
     But if you believe in a thicker notion of 
democracy, a strong participatory democracy, 
where people are engaged in making decisions 
about the kind of community they want to live 
in, then social capital is closely intertwined with 
that because people don’t measure democracy by 
whether or not they vote every couple of years, 
they measure it by whether they really are engaged 
with people around them in trying to identify 
problems and solve them. It depends on what you 
mean by democracy. 
 
PR: At the end of Putnam’s speech, he called upon 
all students to develop ways to reconnect people 
with each other and their communities. Do you 
have any ideas or suggestions for us? 

Bryner: I was hoping he had more to say there. 
In part what he wants to encourage us to do is 

to think for ourselves what kinds of things we 
could do. It’s important for people not to believe 
there’s some kind of recipe or cookbook about it. 
But one kind of activity that most of us in this 
community are oriented to already is service. We 
can think of service as a form of building social 
capital because not only to we address a problem 
that needs to be addressed in a community, but I 
think most people feel that when they are working 
alongside somebody else, that it’s a really nice way 
to connect with people. It’s much better than 
just sitting around and asking questions, but to 
actually go out and do something with somebody 
and have the opportunity to talk about common 
interest s backgrounds, shared experiences, and so 
on. It seems to me that the many opportunities 
that exist in our community for people to get 
together on a volunteer basis are great ways to 
build social capital. 

PR: Is Facebook the answer ? 

Bryner: It seems to me that social capital 
requires a sense of personal connection. I don’t 
think going online can really provide that same 
kind of connection that personal interaction 
can provide. So, I don’t think so. But certainly 
those technologies can be a means to an end. If 
Facebook or Myspace can increase the connections 
they have and that can be combined with real live 
personal experiences, then it seems that those 
technologies could contribute to social capital. 
But it could also distract us by making us think 
that if we’re connected through those mechanisms 
that that really replaces that personal interaction. 
So, it depends on how we think about it. If we see 
technology as a challenge, as something we need to 
think carefully about so that our democratic values 
of connectedness and participation are enhanced 
by the way we shape technology. But if we don’t 
think about that, if we think of technology as sort 
of inevitable progress, then I think that it will 
ultimately challenge our commitment to social 
capital and make it more difficult to build it.

Q & A with Professor Gary Bryner
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CHECK IT OUT
Upcoming Political Events on Campus

WEDNESDAY
Council on Foreign Relations Academic Conference Call Series

“U.S. Trade Policy: Challenges and Choices,” Daniel W. Drezner, associate professor of international politics, 
Tufts University’s Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 10:00 A.M., 257 HRCB

Global Awareness Lecture
“!e Adventure of the Dead Sea Scrolls—Exploring the Greatest Discovery of the Twentieth Century,” Peter 

Flint, professor of Biblical Studies at Trinity Western University, in British Columbia, Canada
NOON, 238 HRCB

Career Seminar
“Inside the CIA: !e Analyst in Washington Post-9/11,” five CIA analysts will discuss career option, with an 

emphasis on the Middle East and Arabic, 2:30–4:00 P.M., 238 HRCB

THURSDAY
International Relations Lecture

“Indonesia–U.S. Relations,” Sudjadnan Parnohadiningrat, Indonesian ambassador to the U.S., 
11:00 A.M., 238 HRCB

   
Middle East Studies/Arabic Lecture

“Peaceful Middle East: An Alternative Vision,” Akram F. Khater, director of International Programs and 
associate professor of history, North Carolina State University, 3:00 P.M., 238 HRCB

FRIDAY
International Field Studies Lecture

   “Hope through Relativism: Learning to See Each Other as We Really Are”, Dave Kay, Program facilitator, 
South Africa Field Studies, NOON, 238 HRCB

Kenneth Buu
On a sunny day in 

April 2006, Chinese 
dictator Hu Jintao was 
the guest of honor of 
President Bush at the 
White House. When 
Jintao was about to paint 
a rosy façade of  US 

relations with China, Wang Wenyi, a journalist 
and doctor, interrupted him, shouting towards the 
leaders to “stop him from killing” and to “stop him 
from persecuting the Falun Gong.” Wang Wenyi 
later said that she became “very overstressed” and 
felt the obligation to speak out when she saw 
President Bush shake Jintao’s hand.

!e history of China as a terrorist state has 
ranged from mass killings of Buddhists monks 
and nuns in the once sovereign land of Tibet in 
the 1950s, to the Tiananmen Square massacre 
of students in 1989. !e Chinese government 
continues their abuse of power without any 
apparent opposition. President Bush calls 
Communist China a “partner” in the war on 
terror. When Wenyi Wang’s outburst upset the 
Chinese, President Bush’s statement soothed their 
anger when he reiterated his support for the “one 
China” policy, supporting tyrannical communist 
domination over Taiwan. When asked about the 
members of the government who fled to Taiwan to 
escape communist takeover, President Bush stated: 
“We don’t support an independent Taiwan.”

In 2004, while outwardly opposing any 
country obtaining nuclear weapons, Vice-
President Cheney visited China to arrange the 

sale of two nuclear reactors to a country that has 
intimidated America with the idea of an attack 
in the past; yet the Administration is currently 
balking at the idea of a nuclear Iran. One wonders 
why the Bush administration supports China, the 
world’s most oppressive regime, yet maintains 
an agenda to bring “freedom and democracy” to 
other terrorist states?

China’s communist regime has begun to export 
its terrorist state to the United States. During 
a subcommittee hearing, Rep. Rohrabacher 
introduced a victim of Chinese brutality on US soil, 
Dr. Peter Yuan Li, a US citizen. He began working 
for !e Epoch Times, a newspaper associated with 
the Chinese exercise and meditation sect known as 
Falun Gong. !e Epoch Times has been targeted 
for persecution by the Chinese government. 
According to Forbes, on February 8, 2006, four 
Chinese agents forced their way into his Atlanta 
home and began beating his face as he was lying 
on the floor.

In another case, the Falun Gong website 
Clearwisdom reported that Mitch Gerber, a 
US citizen and a Falun Gong practitioner, has 
been harassed and terrorized by Chinese agents. 
Allen Leung, a businessman favoring closer ties 
with Taiwan, was promoted to the Chinatown 
Economic Development team in San Francisco. 
After the Falun Gong sued the communist-
tied Chinese Chamber of Commerce, the San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors passed a resolution 
condemning China’s persecution of Falun Gong. 
!e San Francisco Chronicle reported that ithin 
weeks, as Mr. Leung was organizing opposition to 

Communist Chinese influence in San Francisco, 
he was brutally murdered.

!e National Review reports that Dr. Charles 
Lee, another US citizen and a Falun Gong 
practitioner, was recently released from Chinese 
prison. While in China, he was tortured regularly 
on what would amount to vandalism charges in 
the United States.

In a story by the Australian Broadcasting 
Corporation, on June 4, 2005, Chen Yonglin, the 
First Secretary of the Chinese Consulate-General 
in Australia, defected and revealed his network of 
1,000 enforcers whose job it was to intimidate 
people of Chinese descent in Australia.

Over the past several years, China’s agents have 
carried out terrorism against American citizens 
of Chinese descent in New York, Chicago, San 
Francisco and other cities. It is suspected that 
hundreds of thousands of Falun Gong practitioners 
have been illegally detained, beaten, tortured, 
raped, injected with mind-altering drugs and had 
their organs harvested while they were alive. !is 
terrorism has crossed the seas and now affects 
American citizens. Yet the current administration 
fails to respond to this terrorization. As the former 
Secretary of Agriculture Benson once said: “In the 
face of all this, we gullibly sign treaties and accept 
promises from these Godless murderers. When 
will we as a people awake to the awful threat 
which faces us?”

Kenneth is from La Crescenta, California 
majoring in Computer Science.

Terrorism Exported from ChinaQ & A with Professor Gary Bryner



Arab-Israeli Conflict
continued from front page

to no resources coming from their patron, the 
Soviet Union. Egyptian preparations to cross 
the Suez were kept secret from even top military 
officers in order to maintain secrecy.  !e day 
before the surprise crossing of the Egyptian forces 
into the Sinai, the IDF summarized a report to 
the government that the threat of invasion from 
Egypt was “low.”  !is is still widely considered the 
greatest intelligence failure of the IDF’s intelligence 
history.  After withdrawing from Lebanon in 2000, 
Israeli intelligence led the public to believe that 
Hezbollah was a rag-tag group of “thugs and petty 
criminals” who could not launch a major o"ensive.  
!e ambushes and trench warfare of the Hezbollah 
militamen proved that the Israeli intelligence had 
been utterly wrong in assuming (in the first place) 
that air power could destroy Hezbollah strongholds 
and (in the second place) that capturing and holding 
key resistance sites would be easy due to a “weakened” 
Hezbollah presence.  !ere is also much criticism for 
the lack of defense against the barrage of Hezbollah 
rockets against northern Israeli towns like Haifa. 
     Despite these and other compelling similarities 
(disarray of the Israeli administration, emphatic 
build-up and use of anti-tank munitions against 
Israeli military personnel, etc.), we must step back 
into 2006 and view the striking contrasts between 
now and 1973.  For instance, while Israel had 

controlled the Sinai for only a few years, Lebanon 
had previously been invaded and occupied by 
Israel for nearly two decades.  !is most recent 
attack against Lebanon brought many of the 
tragic memories of that former occupation to 
bear.  Also, at the end of the 1973 conflict, the US 
placed a great deal of pressure on Israel to ensure 
the safety of the Egyptian 3rd Army which had 
been trapped by IDF forces.  Humanitarian and 
non-military aid was allowed to pass through the 
Israeli blockade in the Sinai.  

In 2006, US pressure was again used, but in 
this case applied to members of the European 
Union and United Nations in order to prolong 
the conflict until “Israel’s goals” of decimating 
Hezbollah were met. Meanwhile, foreign aid 
and humanitarian groups were unable to pass 
by the Israeli blockade to deliver food and 
medical supplies for many weeks into the 
conflict. !is blockade ended nearly a month 
after the cease-fire began.  
     Of course, the key difference in the 2006 
crisis is the bombardment from both sides of 
military and civilian positions and neighborhoods 
in Lebanon and northern Israel.  In 1973, only 
military positions and personnel were targeted 
and the objective was simply to regain occupied 
land.  In 2006, both Hezbollah and Israel 
were condemned by groups such as Human 
Rights Watch and Amnesty International for 

war crimes, claiming Israel did not consistently 
distinguish between civilians and combatants and 
that Hezbollah, by packing rockets with anti-
personnel shrapnel such as ball-bearings and then 
deliberately launching them into towns and urban 
centers, sought to maximize civilian casualties. 
In response to the 1973 conflict, Egypt was 
able to regain   a sense of national pride in 
relation to the Israeli conflict. Following 
the cease-fire and subsequent land swap of 
the Sinai, Egypt’s president Hosni Mubarak 
paved the way for normalized relations 
with Israel. Soon thereafter, Egypt became the 
first Arab nation to recognize Israel.  Following 
the 2006 conflict, similar moderations in policy 
seem to be brewing in Lebanon and in the 
Palestinian Authority. Recently, Hamas agreed 
to a breakthrough compromise in order to create 
a coalition Palestinian government that could 
receive foreign aid which is currently denied due 
to Hamas’ extreme ideology of Israel’s destruction.  
Only time will tell how deeply this moderation 
runs and, in Lebanon, it seems that only Hezbollah 
has the funds and manpower to rebuild Lebanese 
infrastructure. !ough Israel may have scored a 
strategic victory against extremist militants, they 
may also have pushed thousands of Lebanese into 
Hezbollah’s open arms.

Max is from Provo, Utah, majoring in Middle 
East Studies and Arabic.

ICC
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productive discussion of the court’s weaknesses 
and merits.

Myth: !e United States NEVER supported the 
creation of an International Criminal Court.

FACT: !e United States was an active player 
in the creation of the ICC and supportive of 
the concept of a court, as long as that idea fit 
some very specific guidelines. !e US worked 
throughout the negotiations to create a court 
that would have sufficient power to prosecute 
war criminals but also allow states to protect 
their citizens. Obviously, these two goals did 
not always complement one another. In the end, 
when the United States did not have all of their 
demands met, and certain aspects of the court 
were considered too supranational, they refused 
to sign the statute. Ambassador David Scheffer, 
former head US ambassador for war crimes, 
related during a recent visit to BYU that President 
Clinton signed the treaty as he exited office with 
every hope that the United States would find a 
way to support the organization and protect its 
citizens. !e US had not abandoned the ICC at 
the end of the core negotiations. Unfortunately 
his successor has not shared these objectives, not 
only abandoning the cause but actively working 
against it. 

Myth: If we supported this organization, 
American soldiers would be subjected to criminal 
proceedings beyond our control. !e US government 
could not protect its citizens.

FACT: !e court was designed as a court of last 

resort. Built into the statute governing the court 
is the core principle of complementarity. Nations 
insisted that the court only be activated when 
nations were unwilling or unable to try their own 
citizens for such crimes.  If indeed a US soldier 
was accused of gross violations, the court would 
wait for the US to subject the individual to a trial. 
Additionally it is important to understand that the 
court was not designed to try all individuals, rather 
it was created to prosecute those committing the 
grossest violations. Again David Scheffer relates 
that the court was designed to try criminals 
like the leaders in Rwandan, Yugoslavian, or 
Sierra Leonean genocides. !e court’s docket is 
currently booked with just such cases, including 
a case regarding the situation in the Sudan. !e 
court does not have the time to be concerned with 
individual incidents involving a single American 
soldier.  Americans really have no cause to fear that 
one of our men in uniform will end up convicted 
by the ICC. 

Myth: !e US must actively fight against the 
court, even if we are not party to the treaty, in order 
to protect Americans.

FACT: As stated above, the United States need 
not take any active measures to protect accused 
citizens other than bringing accused Americans to 
trial in America, something we as freedom loving 
people should seek anyway. If innocent, our 
system trusts that they will be acquitted. And if 
guilty, they will punished according to American 
standards of acceptable punishment. 

Additionally, our position of opposition to 
the court hurts our international reputation.!e 
current US strategy includes withholding foreign 

aid from those countries that support the ICC. 
In fact, in 2004, 18 States Parties have lost all 
International Military Education and Training 
and Foreign Military Financing funds. South 
Africa alone lost $7.6 million, as did Ecuador. 
!e European Union has condemned the US 
position, and many individual states have spoken 
out in similar frustration at the current US policy. 
Unfortunately, as former ambassador Scheffer 
commented, “the United States has lost most of 
its credibility in the area of human rights.” While 
America was previously seen as a leader, wielding 
great power to accomplish its objectives, many 
states are now cynical regarding US conviction to 
these principles.

In conclusion, the ICC is moving forward 
even without US support; I believe it is time for 
the Americans to come on board in what has been 
a landmark development for the international 
community. If the US really is proclaiming 
the cause of freedom--sacrificing thousands of 
American lives to free the people of Iraq--we 
should explore that commitment through a variety 
of avenues, including the prosecution of those 
who commit heinous crimes. We’ve supported 
the court before and it’s time to support it again. 
!e court does not endanger US citizens and our 
position of opposition is actually reducing our 
international clout in this regard. It’s time for the 
US to be consistent in its commitment to human 
rights and make the ICC an even more powerful 
tool for defending the cause of freedom. 

Anna is from West Jordan, Utah and graduated 
from BYU with a degree in Political Science.


