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Introduction

Throughout the Middle East, water shortages, asymmetries in political-military power and control over water supply, consumption and allocations interplay form a complex hydro-politico-strategic web. The current allocation arrangements of the region's three major river basins - the Nile, the Euphrates-Tigris and the Jordan - are nascent sources of tension, and potential triggers for conflict and violence. Of all the Middle East's river basins, however, it is the Jordan River that hosts the most violent fraught and inflammable dispute rooted deeply in the Zionist-expansionist project in the region.
The Middle East is one of the most water poor and water stressed regions of the globe. While the region is home to 5% of the people of the world, it has less than 1% of its renewable fresh water. Today's annual per capita availability of fresh water in the region is only one third of its 1960 level (World Bank, 1996), falling from 3,300 cubic metres per person in 1960 to less than 1,250 cubic metres in 1995 and to even a low of 545 cubic metres in 2005. This is the lowest per capita water availability in the world. However, some of the Arab Gulf countries and the Palestinians have per capita availability averages that are well below the regional average of 545 cubic metres. Of the 22 countries picked by the World Bank as water poor, 15 countries are in the region. 
The growth of population and industry are increasing the demand for water everywhere. Global warming threatens to exacerbate this scarcity and heighten the tensions and insecurities of supply. This is, however, only one aspect of the problem. Actual physical scarcity, even in the Middle East region, is not the only issue. Conditions of economic scarcity seem to be equally pressing: there are few incentives for wise and efficient use of this critical resource. On the contrary, water prices are far below their true scarcity values, ideological designs and sheer military force are used widely and unabashedly to trump reasonable, just and rational allocations. Israel is a clear example of a regional bully that resorts to brutal force to extract water that belongs to others and stands as a clear example of irrational and inefficient user of this scarce resource. 
This current unsustainable reality of mismanagement, inequities, and denials of inalienable rights of people to their resources has historical roots and clear objective reasons that will be explored below. 
Water Crisis in the Jordan Basin: The Genesis of the Conflict
The struggle over the waters of the Jordan River cannot be understood in isolation of the Arab struggle against imperial domination of the region and the rooting of the Zionist expansionist entity in the heart of the Arab World. The Zionist project has been rightly perceived from its outset as a continuation of the colonial era and an attempt to distort, derail Arab independence and thwart their control over their rich oil and water resources. Israel’s founding and incessant expansionism within Eretz Israel from the Nile to the Euphrates were seen as a threat to Arab nationalist aspiration for unity and liberation. To the Arabs of the 1950s the struggle against Zionism was not about borders but about destiny and existence. Israel was seen as a cancer inside the Arab body that needs to be eliminated before it destroys Arab life.

Israeli water designs date back to before the establishment of Israel. There is a body of evidence that highlights Zionists’ efforts in 19th century with the Ottoman’s and then in the 1919 and 1920 with the colonial powers in the Mashriq to define Israel’s borders within perimeters that would secure for Israel the waters of the Litani and most of the tributaries of the Jordan River (Herzl 1960). The Zionist failure to extend their borders to the coveted area in the early 20th century did not die with the end of the 1948 war. No sooner than the guns lay silent in 1948, the Zionists continued to push for greater control of the Jordan Basin. The Johnston Plan in 1953 was hatched by the US administration partially to tame Israeli provocations for more of the Jordan waters (Haddadin Shamir 2003). 
From 1948 until the Six Day War in 1967 but particularly in September 1959 when Israel’s plans to construct the “National Water Carrier (NWC)” to divert the Jordan River from its natural course to the Naqab (Negev) desert, were known, the Jordan River became the main issue of Arab political discourse in inter-Arab forums, the Arab media and Arab streets. The Plan was an overt challenge to the Arab peoples and regimes and a clear proof of Israel’s intensions to expand and to exploit Arab resources.  

Thwarting Israeli plans became the focus of Arab debates and a rallying cause for Arab joint action and solidarity. These debates culminated in crystallizing for the first time a long-term Arab strategy to confront Israel and to draw credible military plans to put an end to its expansionism. The water struggle was transformed into a much larger struggle for reversing the defeat and humiliation of the Nakbah.

The Arabs believed, particularly President Nasir of Egypt, that 1963 would be the Year of Decision in the Arab Israeli conflict. This belief was based on the premise that once Israel completes its NWC it would be in a stronger position economically and militarily and would have a greater advantage vis-a-vis the Arab World, which facts would entice Israel into further expansions and aggressions. The Syrians actually listed very clearly six strategic threats that the NWC would pose for the Arabs in a declaration on December 15, 1963. 

First, Israel would be able to absorb 4 million new Jewish immigrants into Palestine, an influx that would allow a heavier concentration of manpower that would be used to bolster its expansionist campaign.

Second, the NWC project would forever separate the Arab East (Al Mashriq Al Arabi) from the Arab West (Al Maghreb Al Arabi) by means of a tightly crowded human wall in the Naqab, and would destroy Arab plans for unity and the encirclement of Israel.

Third, the project would increase Israel’s manpower and economic strength and would confer on it material advantages vis-à-vis Arab forces.

Fourth, the project would augment Israel’s military potential and would encourage it to launch new hostilities against Arab lands.
Fifth, the Jordan River diversion was only one link in a series of Zionist-imperialist acts of expansionism against the Arab homeland. Its success would increase Israel appetite for further expansions and its chances of success.
Sixth, the diversion project was another step in the aggressive Israeli policy of irredentism that its dream to establish its borders between the Euphrates and the Nile. The realization of this goal translates into the expulsion of the Arabs from the entire region and Israel’s ability to settle in their place 20 million Jews.

As the implementation of the NWC proceeded and came closer to initiation, the Arab leaders responded with convening urgent Summits. Actually three major Arab Summits were held in January 1964, in March 1964 and a third in September 1965. All three were devoted to organize the Arab response to the successful Israeli diversion. These Summits were preceded by many inter-Arab forums and planning sessions. There is no question that the period from 1953 to the 1964 Summits was characterized by serious planning and successful drafting of elaborate strategic plans formulated by the Arab Defense Council (ADC) and the Arab Joint Command (AJC). But these carefully set plans fell victims to Arab squabbling and inter-regimes rivalry. The fortuitous conditions of unquestionable Arab solidarity and material and financial support for coordinated and joint, even military, actions, the formulation of carefully set up Arab military plans, an internationally accommodating circumstances (the US administration then was not as biased in favor of Israel as is today, if anything the US tried initially to tame Israeli aggressive behavior) and a narrower gap between Israel’s and Arabs’ military capacities were not fully and appropriately exploited to redress the damage Israel inflicted on the Arab riprians. At that time the Israeli air force had an obvious advantage over Arab air forces and proved decisive in upsetting Arab diversion plans. Unfortunately that decisive superiority in the air only grew wider over time and continues to bestow on Israel unparalleled advantages. 
There are many serious lessons to be learnt from the unfolding of historical developments leading to the First Summit in January 1964. As early as February 29, 1960 the Arab League Council (ALC) made four major decisive pronouncements and decisions concerning the Israeli diversion plan. These included:

First, Israel’s attempt at diverting the Jordan River was considered an obvious aggressive move against the Arab world and it justified self-defense by Arab states.

Second, the River;’s drainage basin should be exploited to the advantage of Arab countries and the Palestinians.
Third, the ALC set up a Technical Committee for coordinating and supervising activities of all member states to thwart Israel’s infringement.

Fourth, organized a Permanent Military Committee (PMC), under the ALC supervision, for preparing a comprehensive plan for all possible contingencies.

Acting on these decisions and positions, the PMC presented its report to the ALC that clarified a number of issues:

A) Any Arab effort to block Israel’s diversion of the Jordan River would in all likelihood escalate from limited border clashes into an all-out military confrontation.

B) The contingency planning requires that all Arab armies should prepare to meet this challenge. A detailed, comprehensive and unified strategy must be formulated for joint military action. That this unified plan will require at least a period of two years for preparation and planning.

C) The PMC recommended the convening of chiefs of staff committee “Military Advisory Committee (MAC)” to help set up a specially qualified joint apparatus of about 100 officers for carrying out this assignment.

Simultaneously the ALC proposed that the special Technical Committee should immediately embark on preparing a “technical response” in the form of an Arab initiated diversion plan of their own of the Jordan River. This alternative was seriously considered in view of the fact that Israel declared that any Arab diversion is a threat to peace.

The Arab chiefs of staff met in Cairo in April, 1961 to formulate the Arab military plan in view of the information known then to the Arabs that Israel would complete the NWC by the end of 1963. A number of “secret” decisions were reached that included the following:

A) At the completion of Israel’s NWC by the end of 1963, the Arab states would be forced to launch a joint military operation.  This operation should involve the full participation of the Palestinians being the most likely victims of the NWC and to give the operation the human rights dimension.

B) Israel should be expected to employ all of its military resources including its nuclear arsenal and help from abroad. 

C) Arab armies should be prepared to engage in a total war to destroy Israel’s military machine.

D) Arab preparation should start in earnest and would depend on top secret and long-term preparations that would enable them to take the initiative and attack before 1963.

E) There is a critical need for a joint military command.

The Arab Defense Council that included Arab foreign and defense ministers as well as Arab chiefs of staff met in Cairo on June 10, 1961 and ratified a number of the recommendations of the chiefs of staff that included:
A) Setting in motion the Technical Plan for the Arab diversion scheme to be financed by the Arab League.

B) Agreed in principle, by all of the Arab member states, to set up the Joint Arab Command (JAC).  There were a few divergent views on the extent of authority of this command and its leadership but all agreed that an Egyptian high ranking officer would head it in accordance with the 1950 Arab Defense Pact rules. 

The ADC ratified the statutes of the JAC and established a “command nucleus” to oversee military preparations. Member states were obligated to declare their financial and troop contributions within four months of June 1961 and called on the Arab countries in the Jordan Basin to prepare all the technical and financial requirements needed for executing the Arab Diversion Plan within six months. The JDC reserved the right as to when the execution of plans would be carried out.

Israel diverted the Jordan River and the Arabs responded with a Summit Meeting in January 1964 in which the Arab leaders faced two difficult options. The first option involved the use of military force to prevent Israel from expropriating the Jordan River’s waters by means of an Arab initiated military strike. The second option involved carrying out the Arab Plan for diverting the Jordan River and its tributaries in Arab land (Lebanon would construct a tunnel that links the Hasbani to the Litani and diverts the spillovers of the upper Hasbani to the Banias River; Syria would divert the Banias River to the Yarmuk and Jordan would divert the Yarmuk to Jordanian uses). At the same time military preparations would start in earnest to develop the capacity to safeguard the Arab diversions from Israeli attacks.

If the Arab diversion plans were implemented they would have reduced Israel’s share of the the Hasbani and Banias by over ¾ (including the entire waters of the Wazani), and reduced water by 1/3 for the NWC. A loss of this magnitude would have also raised the salinity of Lake Tiberius to levels that would render a good part of it useless. This, the Arabs figured would be sufficient to dissuade Israel from operating the NWC.

One of the main achievements of the First Summit in January 1964 was the launching of the PLO. In addition the Summit succeeded in the establishment of the United Arab Command and the establishment of the Authority for utilizing the River Jordan and its tributaries for Arab needs. The Summit also earmarked about $3 billion for military procurement for the Syrian, Jordanian and Lebanese armies. 

The First Summit was followed by a Second Summit in March 1964 which endorsed an Egyptian “two stage approach”. The first stage involves a comprehensive battle plan to face Israeli aggression and outright theft of Arab resources and dignity involves. It called for beefing up the military capacities of the confrontation states and the Palestinian Liberation Organization as well as the deployment of troops from Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Syria on Lebanese and Jordanian borders to enable these countries to implement the diversion plans agreed upon during the first summit. The UAC was authorized to transfer military units across countries and was cautioned against skirmishes that could escalate into an all out war before the Arab armies were fully prepared to assure victory. The second stage was one that involved the ultimate liberation of Palestine. During the Second Summit an additional $600 million was raised to further bolster the military capacities of the confrontation states to make the transition from a defensive mode into an offensive one.

The military preparations following the Second Summit were augmented with legal arguments and positions that were advanced at the Mixed Armistice Commissions buy Jordan and Syria. Both countries argued that Israel’s diversion plans were violations of Article II of the Armistice agreements with Jordan and Syria. Article II of the Armistice Agreement stipulates that neither side is permitted to commit an act that gains for it a military or political advantage. Jordan argued that the NWC will confer on Israeli both military and economic advantages by expanding its population and economy.    

The Third Summit in September 1965 came on the heels of Arab failure to thwart Israeli diversion of the Jordan River or to implement their own diversion plans. Israel’s superiority in the air played a decisive role in destroying Syrian diversion equipment and resources and drove home the lack of Arab capacity and preparation at the time to deal with Israeli aggression and designs. During the Summit the commander of the UAC recommended that each Arab state unable to withstand Israeli attacks should have the right to determine whether to continue diversion operations. The Third Summit put an end to joint action on the water front.

 In retrospect the Arabs did not suffer from any shortage of good and realistic planning, collective political will to coordinate and to advance generous financial resources or technical know-how to effect an Arab joint response to Israel’s diversion plan and aggression against the Arab people and their land. In the annals of Arab history this period would go as a bright example of Arab joint and collective cooperation. But planning and good intentions is one thing and acting on these is another.
But what explains the Arabs’ failure to act on their plans and Israeli success. There are a number of complex factors that might shed some light on these two questions.
First, the dissolution of the UAR unraveled a unique opportunity and critical juncture for Arab cooperation and collective will to challenge Israeli expropriation of the Jordan River and expansionary designs. Syria and Egypt squabbled about the appropriate response to Israeli provocations and blamed each other for failure and inaction. Two Baathist revolutions one in Syria in February 1963 and another in Iraq in March of the same year heightened Egyptian fears that the Syrians and Iraqis would undo Nasir’s pan-Arab plans and subvert his leadership. Egypt accused the Syrians and the Iraqis in attempting to embroil Egypt in a war with Israel it would not win and the Syrians accused Egypt of lack of will to stop Israel from completing its plans. This squabble, at the midst of the existential threat that Israel presented with its diversion plan, derailed and undermined collective action and a much needed focus on Israeli challenges. 

Second, while it is correct to situate the struggle for water in the Jordan basin within the Arab-Israeli conflict, it may be argued that the Arab strategy to confront Israel suffered from mixing too many objectives at the same time. This untenable mixture and the inability to fractionate the issues undermined their capacity to act on any of them. The confounding of the objective to thwart Israeli diversion of the Jordan River with the liberation of Palestine and the political unification of the Arabs proved to be too ambitious and unrealistic for the window that Israel’s diversion plan opened for the Arabs to act.

Third, Israeli air superiority proved decisive on the battle field and rigged the outcome in their favor.

Fourth, while Syria and Egypt and a few Arab states were serious about their commitments, a few countries wavered and hesitated to deliver on their obligations and commitments. It is not fruitful at this time to go beyond this claim.

Fifth, the state of fragmentation that characterizes the Arabs from Sykes-Picot onward has been and continues to be a major obstacle in coalescing a credible Arab strategy to deal with Israel.

Sixth, there are many technical, legal, environmental and strategic factors and aspects that the Arabs can exploit to bolster their positions vis-à-vis Israeli asymmetrical exploitation of their shared resources that have not been used to advantage by the Arabs neither then or now.

Seventh, there exists innumerable links between water and oil. These two resources are connected in a strong strategic web that had not been exploited by the Arabs.

Eighth, a number of military assumptions had been made that proved disastrous. The expectation that Israel would attack the diversion sites on their completion instead of their initiation was wrong and costly. Arab military intelligence was quite deficient.

Ninth, Israel baited the Syrians and other riparians into skirmishes and actions that were part of an elaborate Israeli strategy to justify their “reprisal” attacks, the lack of compliance of the Syrians with agreed upon courses of actions proved very costly.     

The fact that there are many technical, economic and environmental considerations that bolster Arab arguments and positions are grounded in the parameters of the existing situation of unbalanced, unjust and irrational Israeli water practices. The NWC has been recognized as an “environmental crime” perpetrated by Israel against nature and natural endowments and conditions in the Basin. In the next section an attempt will be made to elaborate on these factors.  

Technical and Economic Issues of Israeli Water Policies 

The water crisis in the Jordan basin has a lot to do with some general characteristics of water and their peculiarities in the region but still more with the underlying asymmetries in the power structure of the state system within the region. 
Among the many special complicating characteristics of water that contribute to the crisis and its explosion into open conflict, the following are perhaps the major ones:

· Water is a scarce resource whose availability is far below the competing demands for it. This scarcity is particularly pronounced in the Jordan Basin with increasing rates of urbanization, population growth, industrialization and impending climate change. The population growth in the Basin alone is estimated to exceed 56 million in 2025; this is over 43% increase in 20 years. Adding urbanization and industrialization would add more stress on an already over stressed situation (Table 1 and Figure 1).
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Total population of the Jordan Basin Countries

For the Period 1995-2005, Projected to 2025

Total population (thousands)

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

Jordan

4,322

4,816

5,566

6,480

6,962

7,521

8,096

Lebanon

3,523

3,805

4,050

4,275

4,489

4,684

4,858

Palestine

2,636

3,166

3,781

4,431

5,115

5,833

6,586

Syria

14,655

16,570

18,973

21,532

23,640

25,735

27,718

Subtotal

25,136

28,357

32,370

36,718

40,206

43,773

47,258

Israel

5,374

6,084

6,692

7,285

7,823

8,307

8,769

Ratio

21.4%

21.5%

20.7%

19.8%

19.5%

19.0%

18.6%

Source: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division, 

            World Population Prospects: The 2006 Revision, available at:  

            http://www.un.org/esa/population/publications/wpp2006/wpp2006.htm.
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·  Water scarcity is also about physical scarcity that is complicated by economic scarcity where actual prices for water are fractions of the true scarcity price (shadow). When prices are below scarcity prices, waste and over use are quickly observed. Israel extends subsidies to farmers and settlers that have engendered a culture of excessive use, irrational production structures and ultimately waste. When Israeli agriculture products are ranked from top to bottom in terms of their water intensity they bear little relationship (actually if one exists it is negative one) to their contribution to value added. It is common knowledge and a fact that the Israeli Water Commissioner has stated repeatedly that Israel perpetuates a culture of waste where water prices are far below the marginal physical product of water. Israel's romantic notions of making the desert bloom have encouraged heavy
government subsidies for farming. Israeli farmers pay roughly 40 percent as
much for their water as those who use it for nonagricultural purposes, says
Hillel Shuval, a water expert at Jerusalem's Hadassah Academic College. The
subsidies help Israeli farmers export much of their produce, which makes
little environmental sense in an arid country. Exporting one kilogram of
wheat is equivalent to exporting 1,000 liters of water, which means Israel
in effect exports 100 million cubic meters of water each year, about as much
as its desalination plants produce. Two years ago Israel inaugurated a
massive desalination plant in the coastal city of Ashkelon, but desalination
is costly and energy intensive; each cubic meter of clean water costs
at a minimum 60 cents to produce, according to Adar. "Subsidizing water for
agriculture results in irrational use, in growing crops which otherwise
wouldn't be economically feasible," says Hillel (Isaac & Kubursi 1998; Saslavsky 2000). Tables 2 and 2A present data on Israeli land use and renewable water resources. They highlight the extent to which agriculture is favored and promoted.
 [image: image3.emf]Table 2

Total Renewable Water Resources in Jordan Basin Countries

(millions of cubic metres per year)

Surface Mean Total

Water Groundwater (Current Percentage Renewable

(Previous Recharge Value) (Current Percentage Water

Value) (Previous Value) Resources

Value)

Jordan 350          277                746        60                507        40                1,253         

Lebanon 2,500       600                2,200     94                150        6                  2,350         

Palestine 30            185                -         -               679        100              679            

Syria 16,375     5,100             9,880     67                4,898     33                14,779       

Israel

*

N/A N/A 555        N/A 1,225     N/A 1,780         

Source: ESCWA, Updating the Assessment of Water Resources in ESCWA 

            Member Countries (United Nations, New York, 2003); data for 1995-1999 

            compiled from various sources; b/ Latest data for 2005-2007.

*: Israel values obtained from FAO AQUASTAT

   http://www.fao.org/nr/water/aquastat/water_res/index.stm

Surface Water Mean Groundwater

Recharge
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Land Use in Jordan Basin Countries

Total Land Cultivable Cultivated Irrigated Irrigated Land

(10

3

 hectares)

(agricultural) land Land as a percentage

land of cultivable land

(10

3

 hectares) (10

3

 hectares) (10

3

 hectares)

(percentage)

Jordan 8934.2 1324 270 75 5.7

Lebanon 1040 399 313 104 26.1

Palestine 602 373 222 15 4

Syria 18518 6436 5742 1333 20.7

Israel

*

2164.2 334 84 194 58.0

Source: ESCWA Water Development Report 2 - State of Water Resources in the ESCWA Region.

             E/ESCWA/SDPD/2007/6, 4 December 2007

*: Israel values from CIA Fact Book https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/is.htm


· Water is fugitive, reusable, stochastically supplied resource and whose production can be subject to economies of scale. In this respect water has many of the characteristics of a common property resource and a quasi public good. The secure supply of water in the Jordan Basin, where security is defined as the probability of its availability 9 out of 10 years, is less than 5%. It is rarely recycled in the Basin with minor recycling activities primarily in Jordan and Israel, and variability in rain fall is multiples of what it is in other regions. Figure 2 highlights the paucity of rainfall in this arid region.
Figure 2
Average Annual Rainfall in the Middle East

[image: image10.wmf]
· Water values generally differ markedly from the price that would obtain in a free and competitive market. It is often the case that water has social value that is above what private users are willing to pay for it. The allocation of water often reflects ideologically motivated policies and priorities towards agriculture and perceived national security that go beyond promoting the interests of profitable private farmers. Social and policy considerations apart, the diversion of actual prices from their scarcity values imposes social costs on the domestic economy as well as on neighbouring riparians. The Zionist ideological objective of reconnecting the Jew to the land explains to some extent the high ratio of water allocated to agriculture when it contributes so little to Israeli GDP. Israel is denying the Palestinians, Syrians and Jordanians of waters that have more value to them than the Israelis. Israeli water in agriculture contributes only 2.6% to its GDP this contrasts markedly with Syria’s 29.4% or Palestinian 9.8%. Israeli agricultural efficiency is relatively high but at less than one half of that of the Lebanese (Table 3)
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Agricultural Water Use and Productivity

Per capital Agricultural Water Use Total Agricultural Agricultural GDP Agricultural

Agricultural as a Percentage Water Use as a Percentage of

Economic Efficiency

*

Water Use of Total Water Use

(millions of m

3

/year)

Total GDP (percentage)

Jordan 101.6 63.2 548                            2 0.2

Lebanon 227.7 58.1 900                            5.3 2.7

Palestine 43.2 51.9 147                            9.8 N/A

Syria 845.3 88.3 15,608                       29.4 0.9

Israel

**

189.1 62.0 1,265                         2.6 1.3

Source: ESCWA Water Development Report 2 - State of Water Resources in the ESCWA Region.

             E/ESCWA/SDPD/2007/6, 4 December 2007

*: Arab Monetary Fund (AMF), Arab Fund for Economic and Social Development (AFESD), League of Arab States,

Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC), Joint Arab Economic Report (September 2006) 

(in Arabic) p. 271.

**: Calculated by author using the percentage of GDP in agriculture (2.6%) divided by the percentage of

labour force in agriculture (2%)


· Water is not only a desirable commodity, its availability is also critical for life. There are little or no substitutes for it. Furthermore, it is a well entrenched principle that no matter how scarce water is, every person is entitled to a minimum quantity that is considered consistent with human dignity. Israel has starved the Palestinians allocating very limited water shares, denied their property rights and exploited its military superiority to extract water allocations of others unreasonably and without proper regard to other interests but its own. The Human Rights Watch is on record condemning recently the unjust water allocations in Israel and the denying the Palestinians in the Occupied Territories of their basic human right to a decent and survivable water allocations. It is quite unreasonable and unsustainable to have settlers in the Occupied Territories with allocations per capita that are 8-10 times the average Palestinian per capita allocations. The data in Table 4 reflect the wide variability of water allocations per capita. The Israeli figure is an official Israeli number that many believe is below the actual values. Even at this level, it is almost three times higher than the Palestinian average domestic per capita consumption, five times the average agricultural per capita use and seven times the average per capita industrial use.  
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Table 5

Indicators on Use of Water in Jordan Basin Countries

Domestic Water Use for 2005 with Projection to 2025

(Cubic metres per person per year)

(millions of m3)

Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita Total

Domestic  Agricultural Industrial Per Capita

Water Use Water Use Water Use Water Use

Value Percentage Value Percentage Value Percentage

Jordan 52.1 32.4% 101.6 63.2% 7.0 4.4% 160.8

Lebanon 124.9 32.0% 227.7 58.3% 37.9 9.7% 390.6

Palestine 36.7 44.2% 43.2 52.0% 3.2 3.9% 83.1

Syria 78.7 8.2% 845.3 88.3% 32.9 3.4% 956.9

Israel

*

94.6 31.0% 189.1 62.0% 21.4 7.0% 305.0

Source: ESCWA Water Development Report 2 - State of Water Resources in the ESCWA Region.

             E/ESCWA/SDPD/2007/6, 4 December 2007

*: Israel values obtained from FAO AQUASTAT    http://www.fao.org/nr/water/aquastat/water_res/index.stm


· Very few countries have water supplies that they have to themselves alone that they do not share with others. It is often the case that surface water (rivers) passes through several countries and aquifers are shared. More than 85% of the water available to the respective countries of the Middle East originate outside their borders or is shared in a common aquifer with others. It comes as no surprise that there are no well defined sharing agreements among riparian parties and that history is rife with water conflicts. Water is part of the tragedy of the commons. Even using Israeli official statistics which are by no means accurate, it is clear that Israel depends to the tune of almost 58% on external (outside its 1948 borders) water sources (Table 5).
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Dependency Ratio on External Renewable Water Resources

External

resources

(million

m

3

/year)

Total renewable

Surface Groundwater Overlap Total internal Total external water resources Dependency

Water renewable renewable (million ratio

water resources (actual)

m

3

/year)

(percentage)

Jordan 400 500 220 680 200 880 22.7

Lebanon 4100 3200 2500 4800 -390 44100 0.8

Palestine N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Syria 4800 4200 2000 7000 19300 26300 80.3

Israel 250 500 N/A 750 1030 1780 57.9

Source: FAO, Aquastat Database Query, available at: http://www.fao.org/nr/water/aquastat/data/query/index.html.

Internal resources

(million m

3

/year)


· While the total water supply may be limited and, few if any, substitutes exit for it, there exist substantial possibilities for inter-sectoral and interregional substitutions. As well, there are a number of technologies and conservation packages that rationalize demand and raise the efficiency of its use. Part of the water scarcity crisis in the Basin is the fact that agriculture uses over 70-80% of the total available domestic supply. It is typically the case that other needs are suppressed, but this leaves a wide room for inter-sectoral reallocations. Besides, water is transported from one part of the country to another (Israel transports water from the northern part of its borders to the desert-like south). This regional reallocation to make the “desert bloom” is at the heart of the water problems of the region, but it is suggestive of the possibility and capacity to effect interregional allocations, should such change becomes necessary and compelling.
· While the quantity of water is in short supply in the region, concern for preserving its quality is perhaps more pressing. Pollution and saline intrusion of the aquifers are being increasingly recognized as critical factors in planning for the future. Israeli design and coveting of Lebanese waters has a lot to do with the high salinity of Israeli water and the low salinity of Lebanese water.
· The current allocation of the shared water resources in the Jordan Basin are not the outcome of agreements, negotiations or equitable principles. Rather they reflect the asymmetries of power in existence and the abilities of the strong (the regional bully) to impose its preferences and needs on the weak. Israel, even though  a downstream riparian and has managed to monopolize and utilize water shares far beyond those of an equitable, efficient or rational allocation system consistent with basic international law governing trans-boundary resources would entitle it to.
The areas of conflict are wide and real. The observations below will outline some of salient features of the lessons learnt from the past and their implications for the future..
The Challenges Ahead

It is useful to re-iterate some of findings and the historical lessons learnt so far by way of pointing out areas of Arab weaknesses, some possible remedies and a few strategic options.

First, the current asymmetrical allocations of water are not sustainable except by brutal force. The current arrangement would not obtain under just peace or if the Arabs were able to redress the balance of power deficit in the region.

Second, the Arab balance of power deficit is the outcome of the state of Arab fragmentation, separate state actions and options, lack of credible cooperation and coordination of Arab interests and plans, poor strategic behavior, inability of neutralizing Israeli air supremacy, poor linkage of water shortages with oil abundance, poor exploitation of Arab comparative advantages and Arab apparent unwillingness to resort to effective popular resistance.
Third, water wars have already occurred in the Basin. The 1967 Arab Israeli war and all the violence that preceded it are flagrantly hydrological in their roots and motivations.

Fourth, the humanitarian, environmental, technical and economic arguments and contentions are squarely in favor of the Arab position.

Fifth, the rapid increase in population, urbanization and industrialization would all point out to higher levels of demand for water in the future. If only the domestic water requirement under the prevailing climate conditions were projected to the year 2025, the expected demands would absorb most of the expected future supplies (Table 6 and Figure 3).
[image: image8.emf]Table 6

Domestic Water Use for 2005 with Projection to 2025

(millions of m3)

Total domestic Projected domestic use

use in 2005 in 2025

Jordan 281.0                                 421.9                                

Lebanon 500.0                                 606.9                                

Palestine 125.0                                 241.9                                

Syria 1,453.0                              2,181.2                             

Source: ESCWA Water Development Report 2 - State of Water 

             Resources in the ESCWA Region. E/ESCWA/SDPD/2007/6

             4 December 2007.
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It is clear that no country in the Jordan Basin is blessed with any excess water supply. Demand management and control would be needed to balance expected water demand with expected supply. If global warming or climate change is factored in, the projected domestic use demands would probably exceed all of the expected water supply. Inter-sectoral shifts are mandatory to effect this balancing.
Sixth, future economic development of the region would surely face a water constraint. Actions must be taken now to ensure security of water supply.
Seventh, water conflicts in the Basin are very likely and are to be expected as water scarcity escalates. No Arab country on its own is in a position to protect its current supplies let alone recovering what was lost to riparian bullies.

Eighth, the Basin is still very much mired into supply expansions rather than demand management practices. Rationalization of demand is a strategic necessity. Prices should reflect scarcity. Paring agricultural production to water intensities and embedded value added are vital. The culture of waste, Israeli or Arab must be constrained and eliminated.
Ninth, Arab property rights must be proclaimed and ascertained and the implementation of international law on water uses and riparian rights should be relentlessly pursued. Unfortunately there is still no mechanism for this recourse to law to be institutionalized. Yet if the issue of water allocation continues to be addressed with an eye for might rather than justice, Arabs will remain the thirsty partner to an unjust peace. And, as is so often pointed out, an unjust peace is no peace at all
There are a number of steps that the Arabs can take individually and collectively. Some of these steps involve immediate actions, others can be left to the medium term but nothing should be left for the long term. The following is a short list of what is critical and necessary:

First, the Arab World through perhaps the ALC and preferably the ADC should revive the Water Authority to coordinate and oversee Arab water needs, policies, rights and constraints on individual state basis but more importantly on basin by basin basis. This authority should include an observatory to take stock of available supplies, quality, best practices, variations in availability, climate forecasts, early warning signals and registry of Arab water property rights.

Second, a credible plan should be formulated to defend and protect Arab water rights and anticipate areas of conflict and likelihood of encroachment on these rights. A reconstitution of the Joint Arab Command or any similar arrangement should be a priority to secure Arab water future and prepare plans and mechanisms for joint Arab action. Contingency planning is a necessity in the hostile and highly variable and unstable regional situation. Action plans should be an important component of these endeavors.
Third, the state system should be complemented by other alternatives (e.g., popular resistance) arrangements to secure and protect national rights until such time that the inter-state balance of power deficit in the region is eradicated.

Fourth, the development of integrated water demand management systems at the state and basin level are perhaps more valuable water initiatives than even supply augmentation.
Fifth, fostering strategic linkage between oil and water. The advantages of abundant supply of oil should translate into a powerful bargaining position to ensure security of water rights. This should not be restricted to oil but also extend to petro-dollars and Sovereign Wealth Funds (SWF) investments abroad. It is inconceivable that a linkage is not established between Arab wealth and Arab influence. The current system of pricing oil in US dollars entails costly losses to the Arab oil producers of about $500 million annually. The large Arab holdings and reserves in US dollars is an interest free loan to the US for which the Arabs have received very little in return. Actually the close and tight relationship between the US and Israel has engendered a culture of impunity in Israel that Arabs pay for with blood and pain daily. The Arab economic might could redress this anomaly in the Arab-American relationship
Sixth, the pursuit of Arab technological empowerment and capacity building in all aspects of economic and social life. The knowledge-based economy is a strategic option for the Arabs that requires special initiative to undo the current Arab unsustainable rentier economy. The institutionalization of water research and technical know-how in this area should be an important plank in this strategy.
Seventh, a serious review and reconsideration of all separate peace arrangements with Israel and their implications for water should be undertaken. It is quite different to negotiate from strength than from a position of weakness that any small and fragmented approach would surely imply. The basins in the region are not physically interconnected but they are strategically intertwined. Pressure by Turkey on Iraq and Syria would influence water supplies to Jordan and Palestine. The water system in the Arab Mashriq is a unitary system and a comprehensive and collective action is a necessity and not a choice.

The current situation in the Jordan Basin is unsustainable in the long run; only the Palestinian population has been bearing the brunt of water scarcity, with the consumption of West Bank Settlers "nine times higher than by Palestinians sharing many of the same water sources" (UNDP 2006, 2). However, there are no signs of changing perceptions or actions; quite the contrary; in spite of stark economic realities the current water stress in Israel appears to be mostly  "the result of allocating water to agriculture, and the absence of jobs in water efficient sectors" (Allan 1998, 127). Israeli managers continue to allocate more than 70% of the water supply to agriculture, thanks to farming interests that "continue to lobby, quite effectively, for lower costs" (Newman 2004, 16). This focus on a "hydraulic imperative" in the Levant is such that water is likely to remain the “source of localized conflict and much distrust in the region” (Newman 1996, 365) as politicians increasingly find it "more politically expedient to continue emphasizing the need to secure hydro strategic territory rather than advocate for reforms or peace (Nasr 2009, 114).
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