
UNIDIR/98/23

UNIDIR
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research

Geneva

Non-Offensive Defence
in the Middle East?

Bjørn Møller
Gustav Däniker
Shmuel Limone

Ioannis A. Stivachtis

UNITED NATIONS
New York and Geneva, 1998



NOTE

The designations employed and the presentation of the material in this
publication do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of
the Secretariat of the United Nations concerning the legal status of any country,
territory, city or area, or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its
frontiers or boundaries.

*
*   *

The views expressed in this paper are those of the authors and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the United Nations Secretariat.

UNIDIR/98/23

UNITED NATIONS PUBLICATION

Sales No. GV.E.98.0.27

ISBN 92-9045-129-7



v

Table of Contents

Page

Preface—Ioannis A. Stivachtis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . vii

List of Acronyms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . xv

Part I

Chapter 1
Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East

Bjørn Møller . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

  I. The Basic Idea of NOD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
 II. The Middle East and Europe Compared . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34
III. Common Security and NOD for the Middle East? . . . . . . . . . . . 49
IV. The Role of External Powers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 80
 V. Perspectives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87

Part II

Chapter 1
Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East:

Necessity versus Feasibility
Ioannis A. Stivachtis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93

  I. NOD and Related Concepts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93
 II. NOD in the Middle East: Is it Feasible? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106
III. Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?vi

Chapter 2
Cooperative Security and Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East

Gustav Däniker . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115

  I. NOD and the Middle East Challenge . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 115
 II. Swiss National Defence and NOD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117
III. New Challenges and Dangers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121
IV. New Technologies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 122
 V. Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124

Chapter 3
Non-Offensive Defence and its Applicability to the Middle East:

An Israeli Perspective
Shmuel Limone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127

Recent UNIDIR Publications . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135



1  Geoffrey Kemp, The Control of the Middle East Arms Race, New York: Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 1991, p. 15.

2  See Janne E. Nolan (ed.), Global Engagement: Cooperation and Security in the 21st

Century, Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1994.
3  Sverre Lodgaard, “Confidence Building and Arms Control in the Middle East”,

unpublished paper, 1994, p. 1.

vii

Preface
Ioannis A. Stivachtis

In his study concerning the control of the arms race in the Middle East,
Geoffrey Kemp argues that the region is

a dangerous neighbourhood. There are dozens of unresolved conflicts, some dating back
thousands of years. Most of the countries face multiple threats to their security; many
international boundaries remain in dispute; and improvements in power projection
capabilities have made it more difficult to isolate the various conflicts into restricted
geographical areas … Each of the key countries has reason to be nervous about its
security, and in the last resort none feels it can rely on the international community or
a new world order for protection.1

This situation has led Middle Eastern states to formulate competitive
security strategies which although aimed at increasing their individual security,
have instead increased their insecurity resulting from the workings of the
security dilemma. As a response to this situation, new alternative security
strategies have been proposed based on cooperation rather on competition.2

According to Sverre Lodgaard, the strategic principle of cooperative
security is to enhance peace and security through institutionalized consent
rather than confrontational relationships among national military
establishments. The emphasis is less on preparations to counter threats than on
the prevention of threats in the first place.3 Politically, such a strategy can be
implemented through the establishment and observance of confidence-building
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4  For the distinction between CBMs and CSBMs and more information about these
instruments see Michael E. Krepon (ed.), A Handbook of Confidence-Building Measures for
Regional Security, Washington, DC: Henry L. Stimson Center, 1993, pp. 20-21.

measures (CBMs) and confidence and security-building measures (CSBMs).4
Militarily, the essential ingredient of cooperative security is the idea of non-
offensive defence (NOD). According to this idea, the basis for cooperation is
the mutual acceptance and support for defence of home territory as the
exclusive national military objective, and the subordination of power projection
to the constraints of international consensus. Finally, a fully developed
cooperative security framework would include collective security provisions as
a guarantee in the event of aggression. The present volume focuses exclusively
on the issue of NOD and of its applicability to the Middle East. 

I.  Aim and Structure of the Book

This volume examines whether and how NOD can apply to the Middle
East. The volume is divided into two parts. The first part examines the way in
which NOD principles can apply to the Middle East. The second part explores
possible factors that may impede the application of NOD in the region. The two
parts comprise one and three chapters respectively.

Chapter 1, “Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East”, authored by Bjørn
Møller, examines the different possible ways in which the principles of NOD
could apply to the Middle East. The chapter first introduces the concept of
NOD,  the various forms that NOD may take when applied in practice, and the
various ways in which NOD strategies might be implemented. Next, taking
account of geographical and political conditions peculiar to the Middle East, the
chapter examines which of the various NOD models identified best fits the
needs of particular Middle Eastern states (namely Egypt, Israel, Jordan,
Lebanon, the Palestinian Authority and Syria), and identifies the way in which
each specific model might be applied by the respective states. Finally, the
chapter relates nuclear weapons and NOD strategies in the Middle East,  and
discusses the potential role of extraregional powers in Middle Eastern security
arrangements.

Chapter 2, “Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East: Necessity versus
Feasibility”, authored by Ioannis Stivachtis, examines relevant strategic,
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systemic, sub-systemic, and intra-state factors that currently mitigate against the
adoption of NOD policies in the Middle East. The chapter establishes linkages
between the international system as a whole, the Middle Eastern  regional
security system and individual Middle Eastern states, and shows how and why
various dynamics located within as well as across these, make the introduction
of NOD policies in the Middle East difficult. In addition, the chapter discusses
several issues related to the viability of NOD policies in general such as
different aspects of the security dilemma and the arms dynamic.

Chapter 3, “Cooperative Security and Non-Offensive Defence in the
Middle East: A Swiss Perspective”, by Gustav Däniker, critiques the value and
viability of NOD policies  by drawing on the Swiss experience with evaluating
NOD strategies in the 1980s. The chapter argues that militarily, NOD policies
are unworkable (and increasingly so), while politically, NOD policies fail to
address the most pertinent contemporary security challenges. With respect to
the Middle East, the application of NOD would be dangerous, or worse, a grave
failing.

Chapter 4, “Non-Offensive Defence and its Applicability to the Middle
East: An Israeli Perspective”, by Shmuel Limone, focuses on the potential for
NOD policies in the Middle East from an Israeli perspective. The chapter
argues that, given prevailing political conditions in the Middle East, the only
viable option for increasing security in the Middle East is the adoption of a less
offensive defence (LOD) policy. Unlike NOD, LOD calls for a less radical
restructuring of national defence postures in the region and places greater
emphasis on political measures which might accompany national defence
restructurings.  LOD would include a reduction in the size and readiness of
national defence forces in the Middle East, as well as political measures
designed to increase the transparency of national defence establishments.

An adequate understanding of the security problem (in the Middle East)
which NOD seeks to address requires an understanding of the concept of
security itself. The remainder of this preface briefly introduces the concept of
security and several related notions which are essential to grasping the scope
of NOD, and on which the authors of this volume draw in presenting their
arguments.
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5  Barry Buzan, “Is International Security Possible?,” in Kenneth Booth (ed.), New
Thinking About Strategy and International Security, London: Harper Collins, 1991, p. 31.

6  In this context, anarchy means the absence of political authority higher than states
themselves. Thus, in the international system, anarchy describes a form of decentralized political
system. For a more detailed discussion of the structure of the international system as anarchic,
see Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics, Reading, Mass.: Addison Wesley, 1979.

II.  The Security Problem 

According to Barry Buzan, security is a complex concept. In order to come

to grips with it one needs to be aware of at least three things: the political context of the
term; the several dimensions within which it operates; and the logical contradictions and
ambiguities that are inherent in any attempt to apply the concept to international
relations.5

The international political system is in the main a system of states. The
principal feature of states is their sovereignty. Claiming ultimate governing
authority within their territorial limits, states refuse to acknowledge any higher
political authority. This essential character of states (sovereignty) thus defines
the nature of the international system as anarchic.6 The anarchic nature of the
international system is highly durable. In taking action to maintain their
sovereignty, states automatically maintain the anarchic nature of the
international system, which in turn pushes states towards actions designed to
maintain their sovereignty. In this sense then, the anarchic nature of the
international system can be regarded as self-reproducing.

Under anarchy, states are responsible for assuring their sovereignty through
their own efforts. Part of assuring sovereignty means guarding against actual
or potential encroachments on one’s sovereignty. To guard against military
encroachments on their sovereignty, states arm themselves (i.e. create national
armed forces), and because military encroachments on sovereignty usually take
the form of military aggression by another state, states tend to keep careful
watch on each others’ armaments and military policies. The deployment of
military instruments by states gives rise to two types of problem: (1) problems
associated with the holding of military instruments themselves; and (2)
problems associated with the fact that military instruments are however held by
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7  Barry Buzan, People, States and Fear, 2nd edition, London: Harvester Wheatsheaf,
1991, p. 271.

all other states in the system.7 The first type of  problem is usually known as the
“defence dilemma”, while the second type is usually known as the “security
dilemma”. Both these two dilemmas and their relation to NOD are discussed
below.

1.  The Defence Dilemma

States acquire military means because such means are believed to be useful
in the pursuit of desirable objectives (i.e. protection of sovereignty). The
defence dilemma arises from the development and deployment of military
instruments by states. Essentially, the defence dilemma revolves around the
possible security implications associated with the holding of military means by
states. Technological developments have made (and are increasingly making)
modern military means more and more lethal and destructive. The
contemporary use of modern military means on a large scale threatens to inflict
unprecedented levels of destruction. This is especially true of military means
of mass destruction, whose actual use threatens to devastate the environment in
which they are employed far beyond any measure of recognizability or purpose.
In this context in which the use of military means even for defensive purposes
alone threatens to inflict intolerable levels of destruction, the defence dilemma
arises in terms of a “trade-off” between the acquisition and deployment of
military means adequate for ensuring defence, and the inherent risk associated
with the possession and potential use of these means. In other words, in a
context in which the possession and use of military means irrespective of
purpose constitute a threat in themselves, the defence dilemma faces states with
the choice between the risks associated with deploying the military means
necessary for defence, and the risks associated with failing to do so (i.e.
possibly inviting encroachment by others).

Another aspect of the defence dilemma has to do with the trade-off
between the financial costs entailed by the acquisition of modern military
means and the possible implications of this for the welfare of a state. Modern
military means are becoming increasingly expensive and their development and
acquisition demand substantial financial resources from states, resources which
might otherwise have been used for other purposes. This resource allocation
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8  Nicholas J. Wheeler and Ken Booth, “The Security Dilemma,” in John Baylis and N.
J. Rengger (eds.), Dilemmas of World Politics, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992, p. 31.

9  Ibid.

trade-off implied in the acquisition of military means faces states with a
dilemma in that states are obliged to choose between the allocation of resources
for the acquisition of military means necessary for defence and the possible
consequences of failing to do so, and the allocation of these same resources for
other purposes and the consequences of failing to do so.

2.  The Security Dilemma

The security dilemma arises from the ambiguity of military means/postures
and foreign policy intentions. In the international system, states keep careful
watch of the military and foreign policies of others. According to Nicholas
Wheeler and Ken Booth, a security dilemma exists when “the military
preparations of one state create an unresolved uncertainty in the mind of
another as to whether those preparations are for defensive purposes only (to
enhance its security in an uncertain world) or whether they are for offensive
purposes (to change the status quo to its advantage).”8

Underlying the concept of the security dilemma is the distinction between
state  military policies as either defensively motivated (i.e. status quo), and
offensively motivated (i.e. revisionist). Defensively motivated military policies
refer to the military preparations states undertake to preserve the status quo.
Offensively motivated military policies refer to the military preparations states
undertake to forcefully amend the status quo. Both defensively and offensively
motivated military policies thus entail some sort of military preparations by
states. The ability to determine the end of military preparations of others
though, is crucial for states.

Wheeler and Booth observe that the security dilemma comprises two
separate problems for states: (1) a problem of identifying the end of others’
military preparations, and (2) a problem of how to respond to the military
preparations of others.9 Correctly identifying the end of  military preparations
of others matters because it has serious implications for the security of states.
There is a substantive qualitative difference in the security relations between
states when all pursue military preparations for defensive purposes and when
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10   Some analysts distinguish between a “security struggle” and a “power
struggle,” with the first describing a condition whereby all states pursue defensively
motivated military preparations, and the second describing a condition whereby at least
some states pursue offensively motivated military preparations. See Buzan, People,
States and Fear, p. 295.

some pursue military preparations for offensive purposes. When all are
acknowledged to pursue military preparations for defensive purposes, in other
words when no state is believed to contemplate military aggression, states can
relax their national defence efforts, for the possibility of military encroachment
is seen as low. When some states are believed to pursue military preparations
for offensive purposes however, the national defence efforts of others (or at
least some of the others) will be more substantial, for the possibility of military
encroachment is deemed to be greater. More substantial national defence efforts
and greater possibility of military encroachment,  make for arms racing, tension
and generally poorer security relations between states.10 Distinguishing between
the end of military preparations of others though, is no easy matter because
military preparations by others as such tend to be viewed with alarm, and
because there is no reliable means of distinguishing defensive military
preparations from offensive military preparations. Military preparations deemed
as defensive by one state may very well be deemed as offensive by others, and
vice-versa.

Having observed the military preparations of others, states have to decide
how to respond to these preparations. Deciding on a response is important
because the nature of the response will influence the perceptions of others about
the end of military preparations of the responding state, which in turn will affect
the future military preparations of others, which in turn will affect future
responses to those preparations, and so on. By overresponding to the military
preparations of others, a state can trigger suspicions about the end of its own
military preparations, while by underresponding to the military preparations of
others, a state can leave itself open to aggression. Just like determining the end
of military preparations of others, responding to the military preparations of
others is thus a delicate matter fraught with the dangers of triggering escalating
arms races and antagonism, or of inviting aggression.
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III.  Cooperative Security and NOD

The anarchic nature of the international system obliges states to protect
their interests through their own efforts. In order to protect military security
interests, states develop and acquire military means. In so doing, however,
states create the security and defence dilemmas, which taken together, form the
mainstay of the security problem facing states in the international system.

The security dilemma implies a great deal of interdependence between the
security of states in the international system. The military policies of one state
affect the military policies of other states and vice-versa. National security
therefore, cannot be conceived in terms of national actions alone. This in turn
implies that achieving national security requires at the very least the implicit
“cooperation” of others, or what has been dubbed cooperative security. A major
stumbling block to securing cooperative security, is the misgivings states have
over each others’ military preparations and the purpose of these preparations
(i.e. the very essence of the security dilemma). NOD presents itself as an
answer to these misgivings. By reorganizing national defence postures along
certain lines (see chapter 1), NOD claims to make the ends of national military
preparations transparent. NOD thus purports to allow states the military
preparations necessary for defence while at the same time taking the danger (i.e.
misperception of ends) out of these military preparations. Put slightly
differently, NOD purports to solve the security and defence dilemmas (the
defence dilemma is solved or at least mitigated because of the presumably
lower incentive for armament entailed by solving the security dilemma), and
open the way to cooperative security. Whether in fact NOD is an appropriate
solution for the security problems facing states in the Middle East, is taken up
by the remainder of this volume.
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710; Adnan Abu Odeh (Chief of the Royal Court in Jordan), “Two Capitals in an Undivided
Jerusalem,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 71, No. 2 (1992), pp. 183-188.

66  For a theoretical and historical analysis, see David A. Welch, Justice and the Genesis
of War, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.

67  For an elaborate analysis of the situation of the refugees, see Don Peretz, Palestinians,
Refugees, and the Middle East Peace Process, Washington, D.C.: United States Institute for
Peace, 1993.

68  Art. 49 of the Geneva Convention IV on the Protection of Civilians in Times of War
(1949) clearly states that “The Occupying Power shall not deport or transfer parts of its own
population into the territory it occupies.” See Richard Falk, “World Order Conceptions and the
Peace Process in the Middle East,” in Elise Boulding (ed.), Building Peace in the Middle East.
Challenges for States and Civil Society, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1994, pp. 189-196 (quote from
p. 196). See also H. McCoubrey & N.D. White, International Law and Armed Conflict,
Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1992, pp. 279-294; L.C. Green, The Contemporary Law of Armed
Conflict, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1993, pp. 246-257. On the Israeli settlement
policy, see Mark Tessler & Ann Mosley Lesch, “Israel’s Drive into the West Bank and Gaza,”
in Ann Mosley Lesch & Mark Tessler (eds.), Israel, Egypt and the Palestinians. From Camp
David to Intifada, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1989, pp. 194-222. For some
interesting historical parallels, including the Assyrian occupation of territories in the Middle East,
see Eric Carlton, Occupation. The Policies and Practices of Military Conquerors, London:
Routledge, 1992, pp. 123-133.

hamper conflict resolution, since the usual compromise formulas such as
“splitting the difference” are inapplicable. It may even make war more
likely and/or more intense.66

• Furthermore, “rights” are a function of time. Historical entitlements aside,
the right of inhabitants change gradually, reflecting generational change.
It was clearly (in the present author’s eyes, at least) the right of the
Palestinian refugees to return to their home,67 say in 1970 or 1980, even if
this might have entailed an eviction of settlers. However, it is less obvious
that their children (who may never have set foot on the lost territory) have
the same right to expel Jewish settlers who may have lived there all their
lives. As far as the grandchildren (etc.) are concerned, the question of
rights becomes increasingly “metaphysical.” Still, it should be kept in mind
that the settlement policy of successive Israeli governments relating to the
occupied territories constitutes a clear violation of international law.68

• It is thus less obvious than in Europe that a policy of common security
makes sense, since the conflict is, at least prima facie, more of a zero-sum
game than the East-West conflict ever was.
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69  In an editorial in The Jerusalem Post, 8 April 1994, the present Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu thus mentions the possibility of “association with Jordan” as an alternative to the
Rabin government’s alleged plans for ‘the establishment of a PLO state in Judea, Samaria and
Gaza’ that would quickly “topple the Hashemite regime in Jordan,” thereby creating a
Palestinian-Islamic state that would, in its turn, “inexorably lead to the formation of an
emboldened Arab Eastern Front, stretching from Teheran to Israel’s coastal plain.”

70  On the concept, see Buzan, op. cit. n. 3, pp. 186-229; Barry Buzan,  Morten Kelstrup,
Pierre Lemaitre, Ole Wæver et al., The European Security Order Recast. Scenarios for the Post-
Cold War Era, London: Pinter, 1990, pp. 31-44.

71  See however, the debate spurred by an article by John J. Mearsheimer, “Back to the
Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War,” International Security, Vol. 15, No. 1
(Summer 1990), pp. 5-52; Stanley Hoffman, Robert O. Keohane & John J. Mearsheimer, “Corre-
spondence: Back to the Future, Part II: International Relations Theory and Post-Cold War
Europe,” International Security, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Fall 1990), pp. 216-222; Bruce M. Russett,
Thomas Risse-Kappen & John J. Mearsheimer, “Correspondence: Back to the Future, Part III:
Realism and the Realities of European Security,” International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter
1990-91), pp. 216-222; Stephen Van Evera, “Primed for Peace: Europe After the Cold War,”
International Security, Vol. 15, No. 3 (Winter 1990-91), pp. 7-57.

• It may nevertheless be the case that a mutually acceptable solution could
be found by “upgrading common interest,” say in the form of
confederation between Israel, Jordan and a Palestinean state (or an even
larger one, comprising Syria and Lebanon as well) or via other forms of
internationalization.69

Europe and the Middle East appeared to resemble each other structurally,
both of them being bipolar (Arab states versus Israel, East versus West).
However, on closer analysis, bipolarity (in Europe and even more so in the
Middle East) was merely an “overlay” concealing a latent multipolar security
complex, consisting of “ties of amity and enmity,” often with a very long
history.70

In fact, the Middle Eastern security complex was concealed beneath a “dual
overlay,” which was not even internally consistent. Some, but not all, Arab
states were (informally) aligned with the Eastern superpower, whereas Israel
was (at least since around 1960) an ally of the US, whose regional clients,
however, also included states very hostile to Israel. Whereas the lifting of the
“single overlay” in Europe produced fairly predictable results,71 International
Relations theory really has no answer to what happens after the successive
lifting (or perhaps only transformation) of two overlays. What happened, for
instance, to Iraqi-Syrian relations when the East-West conflict was resolved?
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72  On the “democracies do not fight each other”  theory, see note 11 above; and James Lee
Ray, “The Future of International War: Global Trends and Middle Eastern Implications,” in
David Garnham & Mark Tessler (eds.), Democracy, War and Peace in the Middle East,
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1995, pp. 3-33. On Israel see Avner Yaniv (ed.),
National Security and Democracy in Israel, Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1993. On public
opinion in Israel see Asher Arian, Security Threatened. Surveying Israeli Opinion on Peace and
War, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press and Tel Aviv: Jaffee Centre for Strategic Studies,
1995. On the inhibitions against peace (sic!), see Yaacov Bar-Siman-Tov, Israel and the Peace
Process, 1977-1982: In Search of Legitimacy for Peace, Albany, NY: State University of New
York Press, 1994. On the Arab states see Charles Amjad-Ali, “Democratization in the Middle
East from an Islamic Perspective,” pp. 69-77,  Sanàa Osseiran, “The Democratization Process
in the Arab-Islamic States of the Middle East,” pp. 79-90, Emile A. Nakhleh, “The Arab World
After the Gulf War: Challenges and Prospects,” pp. 111-120 in Boulding (ed.), op. cit. n. 68;
Shukri B Abed, “Islam and Democracy,”  pp. 116-132, Mark Tessler & Marilyn Grobschmidt,
“Democracy in the Arab World and the Arab-Israeli Conflict,” pp. 135-169 and Gabriel Scheffer,
“Israel and the Liberalization of Arab Regimes,” pp. 268-286 in Tessler & Garnham, op. cit.

Did this merely strengthen the effect of the second overlay of Arabs versus
Israel? Or did it reinvigorate the contest between the two Arab rivals? And what
will happen if the Arab-Israeli conflict is finally resolved?

Politically, Europe was also divided between democracies and totalitarian
regimes, a division that coincided almost perfectly with the fault line between
East and West. According to the aforementioned liberal “democracies do not
fight other democracies” theory, democratic forms of government in the West
served as an inhibition against aggressive war—and totally precluded West-
West wars—with the exception of the two least democratic countries, namely
Greece and Turkey. The further implication, according to liberal theory, was
that the spread of democracy to the whole of Europe in the wake of the
1989/1991 revolutions should render wars between European states nearly
inconceivable.

The situation in the Middle East is very different, with Israel standing out
as the only strong democracy in a region of more or less authoritarian regimes
and weak democracies. Some progress has nevertheless been made, as a result
of which the Middle East contains several dyads of democratic states, among
which war should be very unlikely.72 Still, domestic structure-type inhibitions
against aggressive war are much weaker in the Middle East than in Europe,
hence the higher saliency of other means of war prevention, for instance in the
form of NOD-type military reforms (vide infra).
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73  Michael R. Lucas (ed.), The CSCE in the 1990s: Constructing European Security and
Cooperation, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1993.

74  See Muhammad Faour, The Arab World After Desert Storm, Washington, DC: United
States Institute for Peace, 1993, pp. 55-97. On the Arab League, see Volker Perthes, “Innerara-
bische Ordnungsansätze,” in Albrecht Zunker (ed.), Weltordnung oder Chaos? Beiträge zur
internationalen Politik, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1993, pp. 347-360. On the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC), see William T. Tow, Subregional Security Cooperation in the Third
World, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1990, pp. 45-56 et passim.

Institutionally, Europe was far ahead of the Middle East, even during the
Cold War. Although institutional links tended to follow the East-West fault line
and the density of institutions (personifying functional cooperation in numerous
fields) was highest in the West, several pan-European institutions also existed
along with a plethora of negotiation forums. Among the latter, the CSCE stood
out as the most prominent and elaborate, starting out as a mere process, but
subsequently institutionalized to become the present Organization for Security
Co-operation in Europe (OSCE).73 Furthermore, after the Cold War, many of
the previously Western institutions have been opened up for newcomers, and
new ones have been established on the fringes of the old ones, with NACC and
PFP as merely two examples. More will undoubtedly follow in due course.
There was thus never any shortage of institutional frameworks for whatever
collaborative ventures states might comtemplate. The CSCE was, for instance,
available for the NOD-like arms reductions such as those of the CFE (vide
supra), the moment the parties were ready for this.

Not so in the Middle East, where collaboration between the Arab and/or
Islamic states is very weak institutionally,74 and where no pan-regional
institutions are in existence that might provide the auspices under which an
NOD (or any other arms control) regime can be established—hence the
numerous suggestions for establishing, for instance, a Middle Eastern
counterpart of the CSCE (vide infra). Such an endeavour is, however, hampered
by the weakness of actual interdependence, economically and otherwise.

Geographically, the Middle East is more spacious than the crowded
Europe. However, since most of the territory consists of deserts, the inhabited
and/or cultivated space represents only a small part of the total space, implying
that the effective population density is actually comparable. Indeed the
population density of Israel is higher than that of most European countries (216
inhabitants per square kilometer, as compared with Germany’s 223). Also, even
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though distances may, at first glance, seem longer, the central areas “cluster,”
and the distances between the capitals of Israel, Syria and Jordan are thus short,
and all three capitals lie within 60 km from the border75—a position not so
different from that of Hamburg or Frankfurt during the Cold War in Europe.
The abundance of space notwithstanding, most countries in the Middle East
may thus be in no better position to “trade space for time” in a future war than
was West Germany.

On the other hand, the existence of wide spaces of uninhabited territory
may well make a difference for military operations, say by rendering
manoeuvre-type warfare less destructive than it would have been in Europe. Let
us recall the description of T. E. Lawrence (“of Arabia”) of the “battleground”
and its suitability for guerilla warfare, i.e. “small-scale manoeuvre warfare,”
almost similar to a terrestrial guerre de course: 

Ours should be a war of detachment. We were to contain the enemy by the silent threat
of a vast unknown desert, not disclosing ourselves till we attacked. The attack might be
nominal, directed not against him, but against his stuff; so it would not seek either his
strength or his weakness, but his most accessible material. In railway-cutting it would
be usually an empty stretch of rail; and the more empty, the greater the tactical success.
We might turn our average into a rule (...) and develop a habit of never engaging the
enemy.76

However, even uninhabited territory may possess intrinsic value in today’s
Middle East for other reasons, above all because it may contain (or otherwise
provide control over) the region’s two most precious resources: oil and water.
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to acquire comparable means of mass destruction, such as chemical or
biological weapons, which are almost as destructive, and at least equally
accident-prone. Moreover, nuclear proliferation “in the making” carries serious
risks of preventive war (illustrated by the Israeli attack against Iraq’s Osiraq
reactor in 1981), as well as of setting in motion chain reactions. Since
“controlled proliferation” is thus unlikely, the world is probably better off with
a less than with a more nuclearized military environment,123 especially if
alternative “stabilizers” should be available. Also, even a post-proliferation
Middle East might be very unstable, because predictability is notoriously low
in this region where miscalculations have been frequent, on the part of both
regional states and external powers, and where “rationality” is a very
ambiguous notion.124 Finally, let us not forget that most countries feel entirely
comfortable without nuclear weapons,125 and that a number of former nuclear
powers have recently chosen to “go conventional,” namely South Africa,
Kazakstan, Belarus and (somewhat reluctantly) Ukraine.

Even if a state were to value the benign deterrent effect of nuclear
capability over the malign side-effects, it does not automatically follow that it
should seek to acquire its own independent nuclear force, since adequate
protection might perhaps be had under the “umbrella” of another state’s
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extended nuclear deterrence.126 The credibility of the US’ extended deterrence
was probably reduced by the nuclear stalemate, hence extended deterrence
tended to be more effective in deterring than in compelling action. This was, for
instance, the case with the only known instance of US brandishment of its
nuclear threat in defence of Israel: during the 1973 War, when the Soviet Union
was about to come to the aid of Egypt.127 

With the disappearance of the Soviet Union, one may hope (or fear) that
the US will be less constrained in these respects, hence that the credibility of its
extended deterrence will be greater, at least vis-à-vis non-nuclear opponents. If
so, Israel will surely be among the beneficiaries thereof, since it strains the
imagination to envisage the US sitting idly by while the Jewish state is wiped
off the face of the earth. On the other hand, since the Arab states have now been
deprived of their nuclear “patron,” one might fear a more determined effort on
their part to gain possession of nuclear weapons with which to neutralize the
Israeli and/or US nuclear deterrence.
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Fortunately, the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was extended indefinitely
at the 1995 review conference, and the Egyptian threats of not signing in case
of Israeli recalcitrance did not materialize.128 Nevertheless, the present situation
is not stable, and it is at least conceivable that proliferation will occur (with Iran
being the most likely candidate in the short term, perhaps later to be followed
by a resurgent Iraq).

A situation where one or several of its adversaries acquired nuclear
weapons would clearly be worse for Israel’s security than one in which nobody
possessed nuclear weapons. The present author sees no justification whatsoever
for the Israeli nuclear deterrent. Israel has won every war it has ever faught,
using only conventional means. It will be even more sure to do so in the
present, much improved, security environment. Also, the much debated
“opacity” (i.e. the “neither confirm nor deny” policy with regard to Israeli
nuclear weapons)129 goes against the universal trend of enhanced transparency
of military matters. Since Israel is (albeit perhaps mostly as a matter of
propaganda) supportive of the idea of a regional Nuclear Weapons-Free Zone
(NWFZ), such an arrangement seems to hold the greatest promise.130 However,
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in the present author’s opinion, the most solid guarantee against proliferation
is to remove the incentives for acquiring nuclear weapons by making
conventional armed force postures stable, i.e. non-offensive.

4.  NOD and Middle Eastern Arms Control

As mentioned above, NOD was not originally envisioned for
implementation via arms control. Furthermore, some of the inherent flaws in the
arms control approach that stood in the way of progress in Europe, apply a
fortiori to the Middle East.

“Balance,” for instance, makes even less sense when applied here than it
ever did in Europe, because the environment is more multipolar. Geoffrey
Kemp is probably right in his rather sombre view of the conflict environment
of the Middle East:

Most of the key countries in the region believe they are surrounded by enemies, facing
a military threat from virtually every direction, and thus, must arm accordingly. Second,
the resultant arms races that have evolved from this perspective interact with one
another, in part because of the extended range and lethality of modern weapon
systems.131

 
This leaves us with several unanswered questions of central importance.

Who should negotiate with whom? What should be the agenda? And what
might be the formula for a mutually acceptable outcome: “balance”? If so, then
in the sense of equitable reductions or of equal ceilings? In both cases: between
whom? Or an imbalance or asymmetry of sorts? If so, in which force categories,
between whom and how large?



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?70

132  On the CFE as a model see Jérôme Paolini, “CFE as a Model for Arms Control in the
Middle East,” in Feldman & Levite (eds.), op. cit. n. 90, pp. 145-153. Threat perceptions have
been a central topic of the UNIDIR Expert Group on Confidence-Building in the Middle East (to
which the present author belongs). See, for instance, James Leonard et al., National Threat
Perceptions in the Middle East, UNIDIR Research Paper No. 37, New York and Geneva: United
Nations, 1995. On Arab threat perceptions see Ephraim Kam, “The Threat Perception of the Arab
States,” in Feldman & Levite (eds.), op. cit. n. 90, pp. 81-94.

133  See, for instance, Gilles Kepel, “Islamists versus the State in Egypt and Algeria,”
Daedalus, Vol. 124, No. 3 (Summer 1995), pp. 109-127; Lawrence Tal, “Dealing with Radical
Islam: The Case of Jordan,” Survival, Vol. 37, No. 3 (Autumn 1995), pp. 139-156.

There is unquestionably a need for asymmetrical solutions (the magic
formula of the CFE negotiations). A “package deal” is also called for because
the threat perceptions of the parties involved differ widely:132

• Israel is primarily concerned about the prospects of a joint Arab attack, as
well as about the Intifada, i.e. internal security, both of which pose truly
existential treats to the survival of the state.

• The Palestinian nation is, above all, concerned about the prospects of never
achieving statehood.

• Syria and Iraq may be concerned about an Israeli pre-emptive strike, just
as they may be concerned about Israel’s crossing the nuclear threshold in
some future war. Furthermore, Syria feels (and is) under constant Israeli
surveillance. Whereas this may be motivated by the Israeli need of
detecting Syrian attack reparations, it can probably also be used for target
acquisition purposes, i.e. in preparation of an air or missile strike against
Damascus.

• All Arab states, furthermore, fear domestic instability, for instance in the
shape of fundamentalist revolt.133

In the narrow military sphere, the best available solution to these intricacies
may be to couch the final solution in terms of a “balance of incapabilities,” such
as suggested by various NOD advocates. Rather than comparing capabilities
which are really incommensurable, it might be possible to define a condition of
“mutual defensive superiority.” This would be a formula according to which
neither Israel nor the Arab states would stand to lose a war unless they were to
start it themselves. A shorthand formulation of this highly stable condition is
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the following, suggested by the late Anders Boserup, inspired by André
Glucksmann and C. F. von Weizsäcker134 (where O stands for offensive and D
for defensive power, I for Israel and A for the Arab states):

DA > OI & DI > OA

This simply describes a situation where either side’s ability to defend itself
surpasses the other’s ability to attack. To define such a condition in abstract
terms is, however, much easier than to operationalize its variables. Also, to
apply the same formula to a multipolar setting raises numerous problems, -
indeed may be tantamount to squaring the circle. Syria should, for instance, be
strong enough (defensively) to defend itself against Israel, Iraq or some
unspecified coalition, yet not so strong (offensively) as to be able to defeat
Jordan or Lebanon. Hence the need for an underpinning of the indigenous
defence efforts with collective security guarantees.

The problem is, however, even more complicated than this, because the
military sphere is so tightly interwoven with the political one. The present
format of the Madrid Talks pays tribute to these intricacies by the conduct of
several parallel and separate yet linked sets of negotiations.135 One of the
problems is that of timing. The Arab preference seems to be to take the nuclear
and withdrawal issues first, followed by the signing of a peace treaty and some
conventional disarmament, whereas the Israeli preferences are almost the exact
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opposite: peace first, followed by withdrawal (the “land for peace” formula);
CBMs, Confidence and Security Building Measures (CSBMs) and conventional
disarmament first, nukes later; and everything subject to very rigid and intrusive
verification (with which the Arab states are far from happy). The only way out
of the impasse may be to “wrap” the entire “package” from the beginning, fine-
tune the successive steps later, and make sure that there is “something in it” for
everybody at each stage, albeit not necessarily equally much and almost
inevitably different types of benefits.136 Table 1.11 shows some of the main
ingredients of such a “package” in which there would indeed be something for
everybody, and in which most elements are continua that might be implemented
in a piecemeal fashion, thus allowing for some degree of synchrony between
the asymmetrical concessions of the two sides.

Table 1.11: An Arab-Israeli Peace and Arms Control “Package”

Israeli Concessions Joint Measures Arab Concessions

Withdrawal from the
Golan, Gaza and the
West Bank

International control of the Golan
Internationalization of Jerusalem

Peace treaties
Demilitarization of the

Golan
Finlandization of Palestine

Nuclear disarmament Ratification of the NPT and Chemical
Weapons Convention (CWC)

Regional NWFZ

Conventional force
reductions: tank limits,

reserve system

(More) defensive
strategy:
No pre-emption

Open Skies regime
Doctrine seminars

CSBMs: Transparency,
manoeuvre constraints

Limitations on
aircraft

SSM Constraints

Shared Benefits

Economic Cooperation -> Greater Prosperity
Water Management Regime -> Averting Disaster
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I shall, briefly and superficially, go through the rationale for the various
elements.

The Israeli withdrawal from territory conquered in the 1967 war is a matter
of principle: general respect for international law suffers from the blatant and
long-lasting violation thereof represented by the continued occupation. On the
other hand, Israel holds on to the territories for a reason, namely in order to
ensure itself against an Arab attack, hence the need for combining the
withdrawal with reciprocal steps on the Arab side. One such step, especially on
the part of Syria, would be the signing of formal peace treaties, wherein Israel’s
right to exist (within its pre-1967 borders) should be unequivocally
acknowledged. Pending that, a set of non-aggression treaties (in conformity
with the UN definition of “aggression”)137 might constitute a significant first
step. There is, incidentally, a very ancient regional precedent for such treaties,
namely the peace and non-aggression treaty between Ramses II of Egypt and
the Hittite ruler Hattusilis III, dated 1280 B.C.138

As far as the Golan is concerned, Israel obviously needs some insurance
against a Syrian surprise attack, which might take the form of a complete
demilitarization of the area, except for the interpositioning of UN forces. Syria
should thus be prohibited from deploying more than light forces in the entire
Golan, which should, on the other hand, be returned in its entirety to Syria. This
is a matter of principle since to allow a conqueror to hold on to even a small
piece of occupied territory would establish a dangerous precedent. Of course,
the (limited number of) Jewish settlers would resent such an arrangement, but
they should have known all along that their presence constituted a violation of
international law. Even though Israel is thus legally obliged to return the Golan
to Syria, to actually do so would, admittedly, be a rather one-sided concession,
which Israel is unlikely to make unless somehow “compensated” for it. The
most obvious concession Syria could make would be in the coinage of
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CSBMs,139 i.e. by allowing Israeli (and UN) to challenge on-site inspections of
military deployments in the Golan, combined with a local Open Skies Regime
and a regional crisis prevention centre. The purpose of the latter should be to
prevent “innocent” violations of the deployment constraints from triggering
political crises. Such measures would go a long way towards ruling out the kind
of surprise attack that may be Israel’s only “Achilles’ heel” (because of her
reliance on reserves, requiring a certain call-up period).140 However, for such
CSBMs to really serve their purpose, their area of application might have to be
expanded to include the entire territory of both countries, which would
represent a disproportionate Syrian concession, both because of the larger size
of this country and because of its lesser “political transparency.”

The question of the future military status of the West Bank and Gaza is, of
course, central, yet more complicated. It is inconceivable that Israel would
acquiesce in the emergence of a hostile military presence here. However, it is
probably also in the best interest of the Palestinians themselves not to be
perceived as a military threat by the (inevitably superior) Israel. As argued
above, an “Austrian-style” neutralization, or even the aforementioned
“Finlandization” of Palestine would contribute to this end (vide supra). This
would, however, rule out complete demilitarization141 and rather point in the
direction of NOD-type armed forces, that should emphasize counter-mobility
operations and air defence. Hence, the Palestinian armed forces should be
strictly defensive, armed, deployed and trained for defensive (counter-mobility)
operations that would both protect Palestine against an Israeli reoccupation and
against an attack from, e.g. Syria. Also, it would shield Israel against attack by
an Arab coalition via the West Bank. This would further entail a complete
(albeit perhaps phased) withdrawal of the Israeli Defence Force (IDF) from the
entire West Bank territory, as well as a disarming of all non-state forces: Jewish
settlers as well as Palestinian civilians. As all other “modern” states, the
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Palestinian state should enjoy a monopoly on the legitimate use of armed force.
Should the settlers prefer to leave, then so be it. Their presence is anyhow a
violation of international law and the product of unscrupulous policies on the
part of the previous Likud government (that the Labour government,
unfortunately, did not entirely renounce while in office).142 

The deal could be “sweetened” for Israel with a range of CSBMs such as
reciprocal observance of military exercises, manoeuvre constraints in border
areas, etc. However, these should be equitable by assigning the same rights and
obligations to both sides. This might, on the other hand, be made to appear
more “fair” to Israel by extending the area of application to Jordan as well.143

An even stronger guarantee for Israel’s security would be democratic rule in
Palestine (even though Israeli democracy has not really helped the
Palestinians). Hence, the future “Republic of Palestine” should be “born” with
a democratic constitution, not merely but also with a view to enhancing Israeli
security.144 Since this would be quite compatible with an extensive reliance on
reserve forces, it might also be the most cost-saving solution. However, because
of the serious risk of internecine violence, an all-the-way militia structure (with
weapons distributed among the general population) would seem an unwise
choice, also because it would legitimate the reciprocal arming of the Jewish
settlers.

As argued above, Israel would need to follow the example of South Africa,
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakstan by getting rid of its undeclared, but effectively
undisputed, nuclear “bombs in the basement.” In reciprocation, the Arab states
might abandon their, so far unsatisfied, nuclear ambitions along with their
chemical weapons potential. These reciprocal concessions might be tied up in
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a simultaneous accession by all states in the region to the NPT and CWC
regimes.145 

A parallel road to the same goal might be the establishment of an NWFZ,
as first proposed by the Shah of Iran in 1974. It was subsequently endorsed by
Egypt and other regional powers. Egypt took a new initiative to the same effect
in the wake of the Gulf War (4 July 1991), and resolutions have been passed by
the UN General Assembly in 1991 and 1993 endorsing the concept. Indeed, it
was even mentioned in Security Council Resolution SC-687 on Iraq. It thus
appears that there are no real opponents of the idea per se, not even the
traditional “spoil-sport,” the US who has also lent its support to the notion,
albeit with certain qualifications. Israel is also, in principle, in favour of the
idea, albeit with the rather curious reservation that it should encompass all
weapons of mass destruction, including conventional weapons in large
quantities (sic).146 

Even though to simultaneously establish an NPT regime and an NWFZ
might be regarded as “overkill,” the latter would add some limitations on
external powers operating in the region or its vicinity, which might be
appreciated, especially by the Arab states. The unfortunate link between vertical
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and horizontal proliferation might thus be severed, i.e. between, on the one side,
the introduction of nuclear weapons into the region or its immediate
surroundings by the nuclear powers, and the drive for horizontal proliferation
among the regional states themselves.147 An additional reason for establishing
an NWFZ would be to provide for more reliable safeguards than presently
offered by the (understaffed and underfunded) IAEA. By explicitly linking up
with the NPT, the NWFZ might even contribute to strengthening the latter.

The proposed bargain would still be somewhat uneven, since Israel is
presently the region’s only nuclear power, hence the need for some additional
reciprocal Arab measures. The most obvious one would be to accept limitations
on conventional forces, especially tank and artillery holdings, as well as a build-
down of the standing armies in favour of a greater reliance on reserve forces.
The implications thereof would be a reduced capability for surprise attack.148

As a step in this direction, serving the same goal, the Arab states might accept
some constraints on their deployment, in the form of a disengagement regime.
Informal agreements to the same effect already exist, in the form of the “red
lines” regulating the deployment of forces on the border between Israel and
Syria (also in Lebanon) as well as Jordan.149 This, in combination with the
availability of an increased strategic depth in Jordan and the future Palestine,150

should provide Israel with the “margin of security” it might need for it to feel
secure without its nuclear potential. It might also allow Israel to abandon its
unfortunate doctrine of “taking the war to the enemy” as well as of pre-
emption151 (in blatant violation of international law). Forward defence could
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still remain the guideline, in which context Israel might place greater emphasis
on defensive measures, such as air defence (vide infra), barriers and
“landscaping,” for instance similar to the Bar Lev line.152

However, one of the main reasons for the offensive doctrine of Israel is, of
course, uncertainty about the intentions of its neighbours, whose closed and
authoritarian regimes provide for very little transparency with regard to military
measures. One of the most important reciprocations that the Arab states might
offer would therefore be democratization. Pending that, however, they might
accept a set of CSBMs to bridge the transparency gap. There is, for instance, no
reason why they should be unable to accept the same type of obligations that
the USSR and other communist regimes accepted in the context of the CSCE,
including rules about prior notification of, and invitation of observers to,
military manoeuvres. This might be complemented by an Open Skies regime
for the entire region, that would also partly compensate Israel for relinquishing
the Golan. One might also think of establishing a Crisis Prevention Centre
where “unusual military activities” might be investigated and discussed, with
the modest (yet perhaps significant) purpose of avoiding inadvertent war.153 

A side-effect of such a centre would be that it would provide a venue for
day-to-day contacts between the military staffs of both sides, thereby probably
promoting mutual trust, at least in the sense of removing misperceptions. The
same purpose would be solved by the establishment, preferably on a regular
(say, biannual) basis, of a doctrine seminar along the lines of the Vienna
Seminars between NATO and the Warsaw Pact.154

Most of the above would concern the land forces, which may seem
paradoxical considering that the last major wars in the region have been decided



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East 79

155  See e.g. Indyk, loc. cit. n. 135, pp. 80-82; Christophe Carle, “Mayhem or Deterrence?
Regional and Global Security from Non-Proliferation to Post-Proliferation,” in Stahl & Kemp
(eds.), op. cit. n. 121, pp. 45-57. For an analysis that takes the real threat posed by the Scuds
more seriously: Jeffrey McCausland, “The Gulf Conflict: A Military Analysis,” Adelphi Papers,
No. 282 (1993), pp. 33-36; Harald Hellwig, “Rolle und Bedeutung balllistischer
Flugkörpersysteme,” in Hartmut Zehrer (ed.), Der Golfkonflikt. Dokumentation, Analyse und
Auswertung aus militärischer Sicht, Herford: Mittler, 1992, pp. 363-389; Kemp, op. cit. n. 75,
pp. 26, 106-107.

156  Reuven Pedatzur, “The Israeli ATBM: The Errant Arrow,” Breakthroughs, Vol. 3,
No. 1, Cambridge, MA: Defense and Arms Control Studies Program of the MIT (Spring 1994),
pp. 17-22. On Patriot see Theodore A. Postol, “Lessons of the Gulf War Experience with
Patriot,” International Security, Vol.16, No. 3 (Winter 1991/92), pp. 119-171; Klare, op. cit. n.
87, pp. 73-75; Shai Feldman, “Security and Arms Control in the Middle East: An Israeli
Perspective,” in Stahl & Kemp (eds.), op. cit. n. 121, pp. 75-91, especially pp. 82-83; Jürgen
Altmann, “Abwehrsysteme gegen Kurz-und Mittelstreckenraketen,” in Müller & Neuneck (eds.),
op. cit. n. 46, pp. 249-263; John Pike, Eric Stambler & Chris Bolkcom, “The Role of Land-Based

by air forces. Also, the threat that looms the largest in the press as well as in the
academic literature is that of ballistic missiles. This is, indeed, a problem,
especially in view of the short ranges between borders and capitals in the entire
region. Everybody is within reach of everybody else’s ballistic missiles.
However, presupposing that the above constraints on the development of
weapons of mass destruction are enforced, it is the present author’s sincere
opinion that the missile threat is vastly exaggerated. Aircraft are what really
need to be limited for the sake of military stability, since they are the most
suitable means of conventional surprise attack with military significance.

Nevertheless, warranted or not, the missile scare is a fact that has to be
reckoned with, and it was amplified by the (largely unsuccessful) Iraqi Scud
attacks during the Gulf War.155 Israel might thus appreciate (for psychological
reasons) what would “really” be a poor bargain, namely between Arab
constraints on “long-range” ballistic missiles on the one hand, and Israeli
limitation on aircraft (especially fighter-bombers) on the other. The former
might imply much more stringent limitations of range than under the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR), say as low as 100 kms, combined with
deployment constraints that should bring them beyond striking range of the
national capitals of the respective adversaries. This would also remove the
rationale (if there is any) for Israel’s development of the “Arrow” (an
indigenous Anti-Tactical Ballistic Missile, ATBM) and/or the purchase of US
Patriot missiles with an aggressively advertised, yet very dubious ATBM
capability.156
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The outlined arms control package would benefit everybody, albeit not
necessarily to the same extent. Even though it would not create peace, it should
at least remove some of the obstacles in the way of a genuine peace. By so
doing, it would, hopefully, also open some doors for regional cooperation in the
non-military spheres which alone can make a peace arrangement durable and
dependable. 

An obstacle may, however, be that peace would impact on the “social
contract” in the affected countries, who have been geared towards war ever
since the 1940s.157 Likewise, it would create problems in the quite sizeable arms
industries of some of the countries involved in the process.158 These problems
should, of course, not be accepted as valid grounds for stopping the process
before take-off. They do, however, point to the need for a determined
conversion effort to accompany the arms control and peace process.

IV.  The Role of External Powers

Even though peace in the Middle East will inevitably be the primary
responsibility of the regional states, external powers have always been deeply
involved in the region, and their continued participation in the peace process
will remain essential for some time yet.
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It remains to be seen whether the elimination of the East-West conflict will
facilitate or hamper conflict resolution, but the available evidence seems to
point to the former. Even though there have been some instances of US-Soviet
cooperation in the Middle East,159 competition between the two superpowers
has been much more frequent, and usually not at all helpful. Furthermore, the
remaining superpower has all along had a clear propensity to “go it alone.”160

Also, it has had quite some success in this endeavour, with the Camp David
agreement standing out as the most impressive accomplishment.161 The present
US sponsorship of the peace talks is thus in direct continuity with the past.

One important contribution which extraregional powers can make is to
establish effective arms trade regulations.162 One might even argue that they



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?82

Affairs/IIPS Institute for International Policy Studies, 1994; William D. Hartung, “Curbing the
Arms Trade: From Rhetoric to Restraint,” World Policy Journal, Vol. 9, No. 2 (Spring 1992),
pp. 219-247; Michael Brzoska, “Prospects for a Common Arms Transfer Policy from the
European Union to the Middle East,” in Inbar & Sandler (eds.), op. cit. n. 130, pp. 14-33;
Saferworld, Proliferation and Export Controls. An Analysis of Sensitive Technologies and
Countries of Concern, Chertsey Surrey: Deltac Limited, 1996.

163  Michael Klare, “Fueling the Fire: How We Armed the Middle East,” Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists, Vol. 47, No. 1 (January-February. 1991), pp. 19-26; Kemp, op. cit. n. 75, pp.
54-62.

have a special responsibility for doing so, since they are partly to blame for the
high intensity and destructiveness of past wars in the region (not least the
horrendously bloody Iran-Iraq war) which was a result of unconstrained and
massive arms transfers to the region.163 In belated recognition thereof there has
recently come a new awareness of the need to curtail, or at least regulate, the
arms trade. The attempt at doing so is, however, up against some important
“structural” obstacles.

First of all, an arms transfer control regime involving merely the exporting
countries will be faced with the familiar problems characteristic of such
collaboration regimes. If an arms supplier imposes a ban on its arms exports to
the region while other supplier(s) do not, then that ban will have no significant
effect on regional stability. The other(s) will be able to simply take over its
market share leaving the supplier observing the ban at an economic
disadvantage. If the other supplier(s) impose a ban on arms exports as well, they
too will lose market shares unless the ban is 100 per cent effective, since any
one supplier “cheating” by not actually observing the ban is able to step in and
appropriate the entire market. If everybody continues to sell, neither will
stability improve, nor will anybody be able to increase its market share.

Even if everybody were to agree on, and actually comply with, a ban on
exports, the outcome would still be uncertain. The vulnerability to arms
embargoes differs considerably between the states in the region. Countries with
easy access to hard currency and/or indigenous skills (Iran, Iraq, Israel, Egypt,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates) are generally less vulnerable
than countries lacking these assets (such as Syria, Jordan, Yemen).
Furthermore, in the entire region there is quite a large indigenous production
which would undoubtedly be strengthened by a supplier-imposed embargo.
This would not necessarily improve stability significantly, indeed it might even
damage it through a proliferation of “dirty bombs” and various unsafe
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technologies. Moreover, the former suppliers would clearly lose lucrative
foreign sales, without much prospect of making up for this in terms of civilian
exports, since militarization would continue. Since everybody would stand to
lose, and nobody to gain, such a supplier-imposed arms export ban is probably
a non-starter.

The picture would, however, be significantly different if a long-term
supplier-plus-recipient arms trade control regime (i.e. a regime regulating not
merely exports, the supply side, but also imports, the demand side), were to be
put in place. Everybody (but more than anybody else the regional states) would
stand to gain from the improved stability. The former suppliers would, of
course, lose their arms exports, but they would not have to worry about losing
shares in a no longer existent market. Moreover, a replacement of the revenues
from arms sales with those from civilian exports for development purposes
would be a distinct possibility.

Arms trade regulations, even in the context of a combined supplier and
recipient regime, must be based on a consensus about what to limit and to what
extent. Here, the desirability of limiting arms transfers has to be weighed
against respect for the legitimate need of states to defend themselves. Logically,
there are two main approaches to arms transfer regulations: the discriminatory
and the non-discriminatory.

Discriminatory arms trade regulations might, for instance, consist of a ban
on the trade in weapons of mass destruction, such as already implied by the
NPT and the Australia Group’s regulations.164 A similar regime already exists
for long-range and high payload SSMs in the form of the MTCR, pertaining to
missile systems with a payload exceeding 500 kg and a range over 300 km.165
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The latter might, for instance, be extended to an integrated “transfer regime”
covering both ballistic missiles and advanced strike aircraft.166 It has also been
suggested to use the CFE’s categorization of tanks, artillery, armoured
personnel carriers (APCs), combat aircraft and helicopters as the matrix for
arms trade regulations.167 The curtailment of the trade in such especially
destabilizing weapons might go hand-in-hand with unconstrained supplies of
more defensive types of armaments, such as anti-tank and sea mines, ATGMs,
air defence weapons and the like.

Pessimists have questioned the practicality of such regulations, and
recommended more “blunt instruments,” such as an across-the-board
moratorium on arms transfers to the entire region.168 There are, however, certain
precedents for discriminatory regulations, such as the Tripartite Declaration of
1950 between the US, France and the UK to the effect that they would only
supply arms for self-defence purposes.169 Also, there seems to be a growing
recognition among the major suppliers of, first of all, the need for curtailing the
arms trade and, secondly, for giving first priority to such weapons as contribute
to offensive capabilities.170 Not much has actually been accomplished, however,
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and the main constraint on the arms trade still seems to be the limited
purchasing power of the would-be recipients. One modest achievement is,
however, the conventional arms register which will promote enhanced
transparence.171

The role of the great powers, above all the US, has been very ambiguous,
to say the least. If taken at face value, the “counter-proliferation initiative” and
the declared policy of regulating the arms flow to the Middle East,172 are very
much to be applauded. However, this policy should almost certainly not be
taken at face value. Indeed, one might see it as mainly a way of removing
competition for the lucrative arms market in the Middle East, to which the US
continues to be the main exporter. This export drive is, of course, spurred by the
need to make up for a receding domestic demand for arms by exports, so as to
keep (most of) the US arms industry intact and in business.

The sales campaign has been underpinned by the dissemination of two
myths: the myth of a “military-technological revolution” (it even has an
acronym: the MTR), and the myth of an “Islamic threat” (the “Green peril”).
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• The myth of the MTR is based on the alleged lessons of the Gulf War:173

that air power and high technology are decisive, hence that old-style (and
especially Soviet-produced) weapons had better be replaced with new ones
(labelled “Made in the USA”). However, the Gulf War probably taught
only one lesson, namely that a crushing superiority will always suffice for
victory, especially if the inferior party does not fight back.174

• The myth of the Green peril has been promulgated by, among others,
prominent academics such as Samuel Huntington.175 Even though this was
probably not Huntington’s intention, the myth serves the function of
providing the West with a new, much needed, main enemy to replace the
Soviet Union. It thus helps prevent (or at least slow down) reductions in
military expenditures that would also negatively affect US arms sales.
Unfortunately (for everybody except the arms producers), a rallying cry
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such as Huntington’s “the West against the rest!” may become a self-
fulfilling prophecy. 

The two myths are sometimes combined, providing the convenient (for the
arms producers) myth of particular dangers stemming from a proliferation of
ballistic missiles to Muslim countries. This may support a sales campaign for
Patriot missiles with alleged ATBM capabilities.176

V.  Perspectives

One might argue that the midwife of peace in the Middle East may turn out
to have been Saddam Hussein, because the Gulf War acted as a catalyst in
several respects. By effectively rendering the largest and strongest anti-Israeli
force unusable, the Gulf War significantly improved the regional balance of
power, seen from an Israeli point of view, and hence afforded the requisite
“margin of security” for new initiatives. It also resulted in deep cracks in Arab
unity, with Egypt and Syria siding with the “Western” coalition against Iraq
(which also included Israel and Saudi Arabia), while the PLO and most of the
Maghreb took the opposite position, whereas the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan
was caught in the middle. On the other hand, it resulted in a certain
rapprochement between the two (or three) leading Arab states, Egypt, Syria and
Saudi Arabia.177

Internally as well, circumstances may be favourable. Above all, war-
weariness seems to be spreading, also because of the economic exhaustion
caused by the several decades of “virtual war.” This holds true for both Israel
(where defence budgets are shrinking because of the perennial “guns or butter”
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struggle), and the Arab states.178 Whereas these are “negative” inducements,
there are also more “positive” ones at work, however, such as the promises of
peace, inter alia in the form of the perspectives of economic gains from a
comprehensive peace-cum-economic reform. Also, the need for joint
management of the scarce water resources may act as a spur for the peace
process.

We may therefore now be facing an unprecedented “window of
opportunity,” which may be exploited by the peace process that has been under
way since October 1991 (the Madrid Conference), and the Israel-PLO
agreement on self-government in the Gaza and Jericho of September 1993. In
view of this, the time may have come to analyse the more long-term
perspectives, i.e. the question: what would peace in the Middle East be like, if
it were possible, say ten or twenty years from now?

One of the most attractive prospects would be that of a “security
community” (i.e. a regional subsystem, between the members of which war has
become, for all practical intents and purposes, inconceivable) such as suggested
by authors such as Efraim Karsh and others. This may well be worth pursuing,
hopelessly utopian though it may seem today. However, the associated notion
of neutrality has, in the present author’s opinion, better be discarded, if only
because of its very fuzzy implications as applied to a community of states, as
opposed to individual states.179 Rather, some thought had perhaps better be
given to the opportunities of collective security arrangements for the region (the
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diametrical opposite of neutrality),180 which alone could provide security for
states such as Jordan, Lebanon and the future Palestine. A very modest, but not
insignificant, step in this direction was the formation of Egyptian and Syrian
peace-keeping units in the wake of the Gulf War.

One subregional manifestation of such a security community might be an
Israeli-Jordanian-Palestinian confederation, representing an intermediary stage
in the process from pluralism to “amalgamation.” Such an arrangement might
solve several sets of problems for all three founding parties: the Palestinians
would enjoy a statehood of sorts; Israel would be relieved of the fear of Arab
irredentism and of the “internal,” yet existential, threat represented by the
Intifada (which is surely going to continue otherwise); the Hashemite Kingdom,
finally, would be relieved of its present fears of an odd Israeli-Palestinian
rapprochement that would put the very survival of Jordan at serious risk. In the
confederation, domestic policy, including control of the police force, would
remain the prerogative of the three constituent parts, while foreign and defence
policy should be that of the confederate authorities. In addition, the control of
the water resources would perhaps be best managed by the confederation. Such
a confederation might come to be seen as the nucleus of something larger,
especially if it were to become (as seems likely) the economically most
developed subregion in the entire Middle East. We might therefore (as a rather
long-term perspective) envisage a “concentric circles” institutional
“architecture” in the Middle East, similar to that apparently in the making in
Europe.

An intermediary stage towards this end might be that of a regional
“security regime,” resting not so much on formal agreements as on the powerful
“reciprocity principle,” which makes it rational for states to observe self-
imposed restraints in the expectation of (and presupposing) reciprocal
behaviour on the part of their adversaries (likely to become less and less so with
the passage of time).181 Whereas such an arrangement need not necessarily be
institutionalized at all, it would certainly be facilitated by the availability of
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appropriate institutions, which might be a precondition for proceeding beyond
the (inherently fragile) security regime stage.182 There is a long way to go yet,
because the region of today is clearly underdeveloped institutionally, both on
the regional and subregional level (with the Arab League, and the Gulf
Cooperation Council (GCC) constituting the few, and not really impressive,
exceptions). A first step in the direction of a security community might be the
institutional one of establishing a Middle Eastern counterpart of the CSCE,183

in the framework of which the various collaborative arrangements might
conveniently be both negotiated and implemented, preferably under the UN
auspices.184




