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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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Møller& Wiberg (eds.), Non-Offensive Defence for the Twenty-First Century, Boulder: Westview
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Chapter 1

Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East
Bjørn Møller*

The first part of the following paper is a general introduction to the concept
of non-offensive defence (NOD), which readers familiar with the concept can
safely skip. The second part deals more specifically with the possible
application of the NOD principles to the Middle East, narrowly defined as
Israel and the neighbouring states.

A caveat seems in order, especially when dealing with a conflict as
complex as that of the Middle East: there is no military solution to the problems
in the Middle East conflict, which are profoundly political. However, there may
be military obstacles to a political solution, and there may be military ways of
removing such obstacles. This is where the idea of NOD becomes relevant: as
a precursor to or companion of, a political peace process. This, in its turn,
presupposes that the parties to the conflict have tired of it and have come to
want peace, in which case a change of military strategy and/or posture may
facilitate “stepping down.”

I.  The Basic Idea of NOD

As a defence strategy NOD was originally designed for the Cold War
environment. More specifically, it was designed with NATO in general, and
Germany in particular, in mind.1
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Press, 1994, pp. 153-165.
2  Palme Commission (Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues),

Common Security. A Blueprint for Survival. With a Prologue by Cyrus Vance, New York: Simon
& Schuster, 1982. See also Raimo Väyrynen (ed.), Policies for Common Security, London:
Taylor & Francis/SIPRI, 1985; or Egon Bahr & Dieter S. Lutz (eds.), Gemeinsame Sicherheit.
Idee und Konzept. Bd. 1: Zu den Ausgangsüberlegungen, Grundlagen und Strukturmerkmalen
Gemeinsamer Sicherheit, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1986; Egon Bahr & Dieter S. Lutz
(eds.), Gemeinsame Sicherheit. Dimensionen und Disziplinen. Bd.2: Zu rechtlichen,
ökonomischen, psychologischen und militärischen Aspekten Gemeinsamer Sicherheit, Baden-
Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1987.

3  On the security dilemma, see John M. Hertz, Political Realism and Political Idealism.
A Study in Theories and Realities, Chicago, Chicago University Press, 1951, passim; John M.
Hertz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, Vol. 2, No. 2
(1950), pp. 157-180; Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics,
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1976, pp. 58-93; Robert Jervis, “Cooperation Under
the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 2 (1978), pp. 167-214; Barry Buzan,
People, States and Fear. An Agenda for International Security Studies in the Post-Cold War Era,
Second Edition, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1991, pp. 294-327; Alan Collins, “The Security
Dilemma,” in Jane M. Davis (ed.), Security Issues in the Post-Cold War World, Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar, 1996, pp. 181-195.

1.  NOD and Common Security

With the exception of a few authors who have come to endorse NOD for
reasons of sheer military efficiency, the reasoning behind the advocacy of NOD
has all along been political. It is based on the assumption that individual states
are better off pursuing policies of “common security,” and that the international
system as a whole will become more stable and peaceful if all states do so.2
“Common security” simply denotes the attempt to overcome the well-known
security dilemma by taking one’s respective adversary’s legitimate security
concerns into account.

To seek security at an adversary’s expense is counterproductive, because
it tends to activate malign security dilemma-type interactions,3 thereby
triggering an arms race and damaging crisis stability. If one state, for instance,
increases its armaments to meet a perceived threat, this is likely to be perceived
(correctly, regardless of intentions) by its adversary as a growing threat. The
latter state will feel compelled to reciprocate with a rearmament that will only
make the former state feel even more insecure, etc. The result may well be a
spiralling arms race with no inherent saturation point, i.e. a very low degree of
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4  On arms race stability, a classical statement of the theory of the “action-reaction
phenomenon,” is George Rathjens, “The Dynamics of the Arms Race,” in Herbert York (ed.),
Arms Control. Readings from the Scientific American, San Fransisco: Freeman, 1973, pp.
177-187. For a historical as well as theoretical analysis, see Grant T. Hammond, Plowshares into
Swords. Arms Races in International Politics, 1840-1991, Columbia, SC: University of South
Carolina Press, 1993. For competing explanations of the armament dynamics, see Nils Petter
Gleditsch & Olav Njølstad (eds.), Arms Races. Technological and Political Dynamics, London:
Sage, 1990; and especially Håkan Wiberg, “Arms Races, Formal Models and Quantitative Tests,”
pp. 31-57.

5  On crisis stability, see Ole R. Holsti, Richard A. Brody & Robert C. North, “The
Management of International Crisis: Affect and Action in American-Soviet Relations,” in Dean
G. Pruitt & Richard C. Snyder eds., Theory and Research on the Causes of War, Englewood
Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969, pp. 62-79; Richard Ned Lebow, Between Peace and War. The
Nature of International Crisis, Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1981, pp. 7-13; Glenn
H. Snyder & Paul Diesing, Conflict Among Nations. Bargaining, Decision Making, and System
Structure in International Crises, Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1977; Daniel Frei
(with Christian Catrina), Risks of Unintentional Nuclear War, Totowa, N.J.: Allanheld,
Osmun/UNIDIR, 1983, pp. 31-36.

6  Janne E. Nolan et. al., “The Concept of Cooperative Security,” in Janne E. Nolan (ed.),
Global Engagement. Cooperation and Security in the 21st Century, Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution, 1994, pp. 3-18.

arms race stability.4 Crisis stability will likewise suffer if, in a political crisis,
states respond to each other’s moves without consideration for the security
concerns motivating them. Mobilization and other defensive measures may thus
be mistaken for attack preparations, which provide the respective adversary
strong incentives for preventive war and/or pre-emptive attack.5

In the more austere and parsimonious interpretations, the principle of
common security thus implies little more than taking the security dilemma into
account, i.e. acknowledging that the security of an adversarial dyad needs to be
viewed as a whole. No lasting security can be had at the expense of one’s
adversary. The post-Cold War version of this philosophy is better known as
“cooperative security,” which is largely synonymous with common security,
only with a greater emphasis on intentional and institutionalized cooperation.6

The above maxims are directly applicable to defence policies, where it
translates into NOD, conceived as a form of defence that provides security for
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7  On the link between NOD and common security see Bjørn Møller, Common Security and
Nonoffensive Defense. A Neorealist Perspective, Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1992; Egon Bahr &
Dieter S. Lutz (eds.), Gemeinsame Sicherheit. Konventionelle Stabilität. Bd. 3: Zu den
militärischen Aspekten Struktureller Nichtangriffsfähigkeit im Rahmen Gemeinsamer Sicherheit,
Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1988.

8  Frank Barnaby & Egbert Boeker, “Non-Nuclear, Non-Provocative Defence for Europe,”
in P. Terrence Hopmann & Frank Barnaby (eds.), Rethinking the Nuclear Weapons Dilemma in
Europe, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1988, pp. 135-145, quotation from p. 137.

9  One could, for instance, see the security policies of the four Nordic countries in this light.
See Bjørn Møller, “The Nordic Regional Security Complex. A Preliminary Analysis,” in Leif
Ohlson (ed.), Case Studies on Regional Conflicts and Regional Conflict Resolution, Gothenburg
1989: Padrigu Peace Studies, 1989; Bjørn Møller, “European Security Structures for the Nineties
and Beyond: A Nordic Perspective,” AFES-PRESS Reports, No. 40, Mosbach: AFES-PRESS
(1991); Håkan Wiberg, “Security and Arms Control Policies of the Nordic Countries,” Working
Papers, No. 6, Copenhagen: Centre for Peace and Conflict Research (1991). See also Ciro Elliott
Zoppo (ed.), Nordic Security at the Turn of the Twenty-First Century, Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 1992.

its possessor without posing threats to adversaries.7 The best known definition
of NOD is that of Frank Barnaby and Egbert Boeker:

The size, weapons, training, logistics, doctrine, operational manuals, war-games,
manoeuvres, text books used in military academies, etc. of the armed forces are such
that they are seen in their totality to be capable of a credible defense without any
reliance on the use of nuclear weapons, yet incapable of offense.8

However, the following definition is both simpler and more precise, in addition
to taking into account that NOD is not an either/or, but a matter of degrees, i.e.
that states can be or become more or less “NODish”:

NOD is a military strategy, expressed in a military posture, that maximizes defensive
but minimizes offensive military options.

While there has never been any perfect real-life expression of the concept, some
states come closer than others to the NOD ideal—perhaps (but not necessarily)
because they have internalized the basic idea.9 

While states may dispute the advisability of being strictly defensive
themselves, every state prefers its adversaries to be as non-offensive as
possible; and most tend to prefer a situation where nobody is offensive to one
in which everybody is. They may thus be willing to “sacrifice” some offensive
strength in exchange for their adversaries giving up more. The mandate for the
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10  See Jane M.O. Sharp, “Conventional Arms Control in Europe,” in SIPRI Yearbook 1991,
pp. 407-460, with appendices, including the treaty itself, on pp. 460-474. See also Sergey Koulik
& Richard Kokoski, Conventional Arms Control. Perspectives on Verification, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1994; Rüdiger Hartmann, Wolfgang Heydrich & Nikolaus Meyer-Landrut, Der
Vertrag über konventionelle Streitkräfte in Europa. Vertragswerk, Verhandlungsgeschichte,
Kommentar, Dokumentation, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlags, 1994; Wolfgang Zellner, Die
Verhandlungen über Konventionelle Streitkräfte in Europa. Konventionelle Rüstungskontrolle,
die neue politische Lage in Europa und die Rolle der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Baden-
Baden: Nomos Verlags, 1994; Stuart Croft (ed.), The Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
Treaty. The Cold War Endgame, Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1994.

Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) negotiations reflected such an
embryonic consensus about the need “to limit, as a matter of priority,
capabilities for surprise attack and large-scale offensive action,” which is as
good a definition of NOD-type defensive restructuring as most.10 NATO had
to give up some weapons systems, but it gained more by the Warsaw Pact’s
(and especially the USSR’s) obligation to build down even further.

If a state conforms, more or less precisely, to the above criterion, the two
aforementioned problems, of arms racing and low crisis stability, may be
avoided. First of all, a state’s acquisition of strictly defensive armaments will
not necessarily lead to reciprocation on the part of its adversaries, unless they
happen to have aggressive intentions that are frustrated by the defensive
improvement. If so, a switch to NOD will help unmask such would-be
aggressors. If not, it will permit dyads of states with defensive intentions to
reduce their level of armaments. In either case, something is gained for a
defensive state, but nothing lost—unless, of course, a state were to give up
defensive along with offensive strength (vide infra). Secondly, unmistakably
defensive steps in a crisis situation will not invite pre-emption, simply because
they cannot be mistaken for attack preparations. This not “only” mitigates or
eliminates the risk of pre-emptive attacks and preventive war, but also allows
states to defend themselves more effectively against a premeditated attack.
Since they need no longer fear that their defensive precautions might provoke
an otherwise avoidable war, states will have no reason to postpone
mobilization, and hence will tend to be better prepared for any ensuing war.

These principled, but very abstract, observations immediately raise several
questions: are there not other, perhaps even better, ways of signalling defensive
intentions than to restructure one’s armed forces? Is it really possible to
distinguish reliably between offensive and defensive strategies and/or postures?
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11  Nils Petter Gleditsch, “Democracy and Peace,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 29, No.
4 (November 1992), pp. 369-376; Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic Peace. Principles for
a Post-Cold War World, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993. For a more pessimistic
assessment see Edward D. Mansfield & Jack Snyder, “Democratization and the Danger of War,”
International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 5-38; Reinhard Wolf, Erich Weede,
Andrew J. Enterline, Edward D. Mansfield & Jack Snyder, “Correspondence: Democratization
and the Danger of War,” International Security, Vol. 20 , No. 4 (Spring 1996), pp. 176-207.

12  Wakio Watanabe, “Japan’s Postwar Constitution and Its Implications for Defense Policy:
A Fresh Interpretation,” in Ron Matthews & Keisuke Matsuyama (eds.), Japan’s Military
Renaissance?, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1993, pp. 35-49; Dieter S. Lutz, “Zu den
verfassungsrechtlichen Rahmenbedingungen Gemeinsamer Sicherheit nach dem Grundgesetz der
Bundesrepublik Deutschland,” in Egon Bahr & Dieter S. Lutz (eds.), op. cit. (1987) n. 2, pp.
85-104.

Will not the removal of offensive capabilities critically weaken the defence?
Are there any universally applicable guidelines for the design of such a
defence? Can such a defence stand alone, or does it require an underpinning,
say in the form of nuclear deterrence, alliance security guarantees, and/or
collective security? In what follows I shall venture tentative answers to these
pertinent questions.

2.  Alternatives to NOD?

What matters, according to the common security/NOD philosophy is that
states are not perceived as threatening. A defensive restructuring of the armed
forces is, of course, not the only possible means to this end.

• Democracy is another powerful inhibition against war, at least in the sense
that democratic states rarely, if ever, attack other democracies. Hence, a
democracy may have no reason to fear another democracy, regardless of
the configuration and size of its armed forces. However, democratization
is not irreversible, and democracies may develop into dictatorships,11 in
which case their neighbours will surely appreciate defensively structured
armed forces. Also, dictatorships will tend to prefer democracies to be
defensively armed, since (according to the theory) democracies may well
attack non-democracies.

• Like Germany or Japan, states may be legally or even constitutionally
debarred from aggression,12 or they may be committed to neutrality, like
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13  On neutrality see Bengt Sundelius (ed.), The Neutral Democracies and the New Cold
War, Boulder: Westview, 1987; Joseph  Kruzel & Michael H. Haltzel (eds.), Between the Blocs.
Problems and Prospects for Europe’s Neutrals and Non-Aligned States, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989; Ephraim Karsh, Neutrality and Small States, London: Routledge, 1988;
Harto Hakovirta, East-West Conflict and European Neutrality, Oxford: Clarendon, 1988; Nils
Andrén, “On the Meaning and Uses of Neutrality,” Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. 26, No. 2
(June 1991), pp. 67-84; Heinz Vetschera, “Neutrality and Defence: Legal Therory and Military
Practice in the European Neutrals’ Defence Policies,” Defense Analysis, Vol. 1, No. 1 (March
1985), pp. 51-64; Allan Carton, Les neutres, la neutralité et l’Europe, Paris: Fondation pour les
études de défense nationale, 1991; Josef Binter, “Neutrality in a Changing World: End or
Renaissance of a Concept?,” Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Vol. 23, No. 2 (June 1992), pp. 213-
218. On Switzerland and Austria see Wolfgang Danspeckgruber, “Armed Neutrality: Its
Application and Future,” in Stephen J. Flanagan & Fen Osler Hampson (eds.), Securing Europe’s
Future, London: Croom Helm, 1986, pp. 242-279; H. R. Fuhrer, “Austia and Switzerland: the
Defense Systems of Two Minor Powers,” in L.H. Gann (ed.), The Defense of Western Europe,
London: Croom Helm, 1987, pp. 95-125; Marko Miliovejic & Pierre Maurer (eds.), Swiss
Neutrality and Security. Armed Forces, National Defence and Foreign Policy, New York: Berg,
1990; Heinz Vetschera, “Der Weg zu Staatsvertrag und Neutralität,” Österreichische Militärische
Zeitschrift, Vol. 23, No. 3 (1985), pp. 223-228.

14  Bjørn Møller, “Small States, Non-Offensive Defence and Collective Security,” in Efraim
Inbar & Gabriel Sheffer (eds.), The National Security of Small States in a Changing World,
London: Frank Cass, 1997, pp. 127-154.

Switzerland and Austria.13 If neighbouring countries feel certain that the
implied constraints will hold, defensive restructuring will indeed be
superfluous. If they are not completely sure, NOD will still be relevant,
especially since it would be in perfect conformity with the constitutional
provisions.

• Very small states with much larger neighbours will obviously not be seen
as threats, regardless of the structure of their armed forces. Where the
“potential threat threshold” is located, however, is uncertain. The size of
Liechtenstein is, for instance, obviously below the threshold, while that of
Israel is above it. Furthermore, that defensive restructuring may not be
necessary is not the same as implying that it will do any harm. Being
cheaper and more effective (vide infra) NOD may still be the best option
for small states.14

3.  The Offence/Defence Distinction

Many suggestions have been made for how to distinguish between offence
and defence, yet most suffer from serious flaws and inconsistencies, above all
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15  An example is Johan Galtung, There Are Alternatives. Four Roads to Peace and
Security, Nottingham: Spokesman, 1984, pp. 172-176. Galtung does, however, recognize the
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unfortunately without abandoning his suggested definition of “defensive weapons” as combining
short range with small-radius impact area, as opposed to “offensive weapons,” possessing the
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of “offensive weapons” as such that reward striking first. See George Quester, “Security and
Arms Control,” in George Quester, The Future of Nuclear Deterrence, Lexington MA: John
Wiley & Sons, 1986, pp. 1-25, definition p. 23. In the article “Avoiding Offensive Weapons and
Strengthening the Defensive” (ibid., pp. 229-250), the author does, however, modify this
definition somewhat by adding terrain specialization and other factors to the defensive
characteristics. See also Sean M. Lynn-Jones, “Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics,” Security
Studies, Vol. 4, No. 4 (Summer 1995), pp. 660-691.

16  See, Philip J. Noel-Baker, The First World Disarmament Conference, 1932-33, Oxford:
Pergamon, 1979; Robert Neild, An Essay on Strategy as it Affects the Achievement of Peace in
a Nuclear Setting, London: Macmillan, 1990, pp. 137-144; Marliester Borg, “Reducing Offensive
Capabilities—The Attempt of 1932,” Journal of Peace Research,” Vol. 29, No. 2 (May 1992),
pp. 145-160; Vladislav Zubok & Andrei Kokoshin, “Opportunities Missed in 1932?,”
International Affairs (Moscow), No. 2 (1989), pp. 112-121. On the futile attempts at qualitative
naval arms control in the inter-war period, see Robert Gordon Kaufman, Arms Control During
the Pre-Nuclear Era. The United States and Naval Limitation Between the Two World Wars,
New York: Columbia University Press, 1990.

because distinctions of universal validity have been sought through
generalization rather than abstraction. Also, analysts have looked for the answer
at the wrong level of analysis. In the following, I shall try to shed some light on
the subject by analysing the pros and cons of distinctions along a continuum of
levels of analysis. They range from individual weapons to political intentions,
via intermediate levels of military formations and total postures, and from
tactical and operational to strategic and “grand strategic” conceptions.

The most common misunderstanding about NOD (to which a few NOD
proponents have, admittedly, contributed) is that it envisages a ban on
“offensive weapons” in favour of “defensive weapons.”15 Not only is such a
distinction utterly meaningless, but to attempt it in practice may also be
harmful. This was, for instance, the case with the League of Nations 1932
World Disarmament Conference, where states sought to conceal their quest for
supremacy with proposals for banning “offensive weapons,” which tended to
be precisely those categories in which their opponents were superior.16 Both
offensive and defensive operations require a whole panoply of weapons
categories, many of which are identical: tanks may, for instance, be very
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Frauenfeld: Huber, 1987.

18  A very comprehensive work on landmines is: The Arms Project & Physicians for Human
Rights: Landmines. A Deadly Legacy, New York: Human Rights Watch, 1993. See also Paul
Cornish, Antipersonnel Mines. Controlling the Plague of ‘Butterflies’, London: Royal Institute
of International Affairs, International Security Programme, 1994. On the attempts to ban anti-
personnel landmines see Jim Wurst, “Land Mines: Inching Toward a Ban,” Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, Vol. 52, No. 2 (March-April 1996), pp. 10-11.

19  In 1974 the US Army thus assigned the following values to various weapons categories
for offence and defence respectively: Tanks 64/55; Armoured personnel carriers 13/6; Anti-tank
weapons 27/46; Artillery 72/85; Mortars 37/47; Armed helicopters 33/44. See William Mako,
quoted in Jack Snyder, “Limiting Offensive Conventional Forces: Soviet Proposals and Western
Options,” in Steven Miller & Sean Lynn-Jones (eds.), Conventional Forces and American
Defence Policy. An International Security Reader, Revised Edition, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
1989, p. 312.

valuable for a defender,17 just as anti-tank weapons are indispensable for an
attacker. Mines may not only be of use to a defender, but also to an attacker (to
say nothing of their other appalling features18). Indeed, even fortifications (such
as the Great Wall of China or the Maginot Line) may facilitate attack, simply
because they free forces for offensive use that would otherwise be required for
defensive duties.

Weapons nevertheless matter. Under concrete historical and geographical
circumstances, weapons are useful or indispensable to different degrees for
attackers and defenders.19 In a European context anno somewhere between
1945 and today, for instance, tanks were indispensable for prospective
aggressors, whereas defenders could not do without anti-tank weapons. Military
formations (i.e. divisions) may thus differ with respect to their offensive
capabilities depending on their weapons mix. Soviet tank armies were thus
more capable of offensive operations than their motorized rifle divisions, even
though the latter were still too tank- and artillery-heavy for the West’s taste.
However, an attack not merely requires heavy, mechanized and armoured
formations, suitable for breakthrough operations, but also infantry-heavy units
by means of which to “mop up” bypassed pockets of defending forces, defend
conquered ground, etc. Likewise, a defender needs some heavily armoured
forces to forcefully evict an invader, only fewer of them (and perhaps slightly
lighter) than an attacker. Also, a defender with international obligations (say,
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20  On NATO’s “layer-cake” deployment during the Cold War see Jochen Löser, Weder rot
noch tot. Überleben ohne Atomkrieg: Eine Sicherheitspolitische Alternative, München: Olzog
Verlag, 1981, pp. 259-266. On present multinationalism see David Miller, “Multinationality:
Implications of NATO’s Evolving Strategy,” International Defense Review, Vol. 24, No. 3
(March 1991), pp. 211-213; Karl Lowe & Thomas-Durell Young, “Multinational Corps in
NATO,” Survival, Vol. 33, No. 1 (January-February 1991), pp. 66-77; John Mackinlay,
“Improving Multifunctional Forces,” Survival, Vol. 36, No. 3 (Autumn 1994), pp. 149-173;
Charles Barry, “NATO’s Combined Joint Task Forces in Theory and Practice,” Survival, Vol.
38, No. 1 (Spring 1996), pp. 81-97.

for collective security obligations, vide infra) cannot dispense completely with
offensive-capable forces or force components.

A meaningful offence/defence distinction can therefore only be made at the
level of postures, i.e. by assessing the relative weight of predominantly
offensive and largely defensive units. A relevant parameter is also the strategic
reach provided by the totality of the armed forces (including logistics, etc.). An
offensive posture is one with the longer reach, for the obvious reason that an
attack is about conquering ground whereas defence takes place on the
defender’s home territory. However, what should count as “long” or “short”
depends on context since distances are relative. Whereas only truly long-range
mobility matters between, say, Russia and Ukraine, some countries in the
“crowded” Middle East may well be concerned about their respective
adversaries’ ability to traverse much shorter distances. The strategic depth
(measured in the distance between the frontier and the capital or major
population centres) of Israel is, for instance, less than 50 km, whereas that of
Russia is in the range of 1,000 km. But states differ even more than this
geostrategically. Island states, for obvious reasons, only need to worry about
enemies in possession of navies (and/or long range air forces), etc., whereas
landlocked states such as Switzerland need not worry too much about naval
powers. 

Indeed, for members of alliances, the appropriate level of analysis may be
that of the alliance. Here (as well as on lower levels of analysis) various factors
other than the weapons mix determine the overall offensive capabilities.
NATO’s organizational structure, as well as the intermingling of different
national force contingents along the Central Front, thus undoubtedly detracted
from the Alliance’s offensive capability—as does the post-Cold War emphasis
on multinationality.20 The structure of the Warsaw Pact was more suitable for
offensive operations: with the Non-Soviet Pact Forces (NSPFs) tightly
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21  See David Holloway & Jane M.O. Sharp (eds.), The Warsaw Pact. Alliance in
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22  For a very detailed analysis of the implications of Soviet unilateral reductions in these
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Conventional Force Reductions: A Dynamic Assessment, Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution, 1990.

23  On the concept of “security community,” the seminal work was Karl W. Deutsch et al.,
Political Community and the North Atlantic Area. International Organization in the Light of
Historical Experience, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1957. See also Volker
Rittberger, Manfred Efinger & Martin Mendler, “Toward an East-West Security Regime: The
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integrated with, and clearly subordinated to, the Soviet armed forces, deployed
well forward, etc.21

These analytical complexities notwithstanding, complete agnosticism is not
warranted, and “everything is not in the eyes of the beholder.” For a particular
region at a particular point in time, informed expert opinion will generally have
no trouble reaching agreement on at least the basic criteria. Hence, for instance,
the consensus among the states participating in the CFE negotiations on a focus
on reductions of main battle tanks (MBTs), armoured combat vehicles (ACVs),
artillery, subsequently also combat aircraft and helicopters,22 a focus that may,
but need not, be appropriate for other regions, such as the Middle East (vide
infra).

What ultimately matters is, of course, what states do with their military
might, i.e. whether they have offensive or defensive intentions and political
ambitions. So long as states feel confident that their neighbours are peaceful
and defensively minded, they will not care about their armaments at all—just
as, for instance, Denmark does not care about Sweden’s military superiority, or
Canada about that of the US. Except for such “security communities,”23

however, states tend to worry about their neighbours’ intentions and to be much
more comfortable when their neighbours are saturated and status quo-oriented
(i.e. defensive) than if they are “revisionist,” irredentist, or expansionist.
Intentions, however, are not immediately observable, but have to be inferred
from circumstantial, but tangible, evidence. One manifestation of whether states
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are politically defensive or offensive is their definition of “vital national
interests,” in defence of which their military power is envisaged to be used.

One might rank such definitions spatially, i.e. according to the required
military reach. The longer the reach, the more offensive the intentions. The
most defensive level of ambition is to defend only territorial integrity and
national sovereignty. Slightly more offensive is the inclusion of overseas
possessions (such as colonies), the defence of which may require global reach.
The same is the case for a defence of nationals abroad, even though their
defence (or rescue) will usually call for, at most, long-range expeditionary
forces. It is even more offensive to envisage a defence also of overseas
“economic interests” (such as oil), to which states may have no legal
entitlement, but the defence of which may require global reach of substantial
proportions. Equally offensive is it to envisage what might (euphemistically)
be called an “extended perimeter defence,” which encompasses a “buffer zone”
comprising other states (like the Russian “near abroad”). Very offensive are, of
course, ambitions of territorial aggrandizement, such as those of the Third
Reich or of Iraq vis-à-vis Kuwait.

Table 1.1: Defensive and Offensive Ambitions

Levels of ambition Spatial continuum Temporal continuum

Strictly defensive Defence of
  – National territory 

Reactive defence

Rather defensive   – Overseas possessions
  – Nationals abroad

Direct defence

Moderately
offensive

  – Overseas economic interests Pre-emption

Rather offensive Extended defence perimeter Preventive war

Strictly offensive Expansion Aggression

Security political intentions might also be rank-ordered temporally, i.e.
according to the envisaged timing of military operations. It is thus clearly more
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24  For excellent analyses of Soviet strategy based on this methodology, see Michael
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Institution, 1987; MccGwire, Perestroika and Soviet National Security, Washington, D.C.: The
Brookings Institution, 1991.
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William C. Frank, Jr. (eds.), The Sources of Soviet Naval Conduct, Lexington, Mass.: Lexington
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offensive to launch a premeditated attack than to defend oneself, but the
intermediate stages also matter. Preventive war should thus be reckoned as
offensive, no matter how defensively motivated. Likewise, it is more offensive
to defend oneself in an anticipatory mode (i.e. by pre-empting an attack, as has
been Israeli policy until recently) than to merely respond to an attack ex post
facto. An active, direct defence commencing at the border, however, is entirely
defensive, but one might even go one step further in the defensive direction: to
a reactive defence that only responds to the attacker’s actions at each successive
step of the war.

Important though they certainly are, neither political ambitions nor grand
strategies are ever completely transparent. States therefore prefer more tangible
evidence of the goals of other states, say in the form of strategies and
operational concepts. Such evidence is available in different forms. Military
postures may, for instance, be seen as “frozen strategies:” they reflect how
states intend to fight a future war, or rather (because of the considerable
differential time-lag24) how they intended to do so, at some point(s) in the past
when the choice(s) resulting in the present posture was (were) made. When the
USSR, for instance, created the Group of Soviet Forces, and Germany (GSFG)
as a very offensive-capable formation, this must have reflected an intention to
fight a future war offensively, i.e. by “carrying the war to the enemy” as swiftly
as possible.25 And when their shipyards began constructing aircraft carriers, this
must have reflected “blue water” ambitions.26 Fortunately, because of the
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511; Zdzislaw Lachowski, “The Second Vienna Seminar on Military Doctrine,” SIPRI Yearbook
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revolutionary progress in information technologies, postures are already today
clearly observable by various “national technical means.” They will become
even more transparent as a result of the recent arms control accomplishments,
above all the Open Skies Treaty.27

Another reflection of strategies is the pattern of exercises. A state that, for
instance, never trains its forces for breakthrough operations probably does not
plan to be on the offensive in a future war, and it will almost surely not succeed
with improvising such operations in the “fog of war.” Hence the rationale for
making military manoeuvres transparent, as intended by various confidence-
building measures (CBMs) that have been negotiated under the auspices of the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE).28

 Finally, states may willingly reveal their military doctrines and war plans,
as was the very purpose of the Vienna Seminars held under the auspices of the
CSCE.29 Such revelations do, of course, lend themselves to deception. If a state
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has plans to attack others, it will try hard to conceal this, i.e. by claiming to
have a strictly defensive military doctrine. However, it will surely be unmasked
if the “pieces” do not fit together, i.e. if its posture and/or its manoeuvre
practices appear to contradict the proclaimed intentions. It was thus precisely
because the pieces did fit together, i.e. formed a coherent pattern, that the West
eventually came to believe that the USSR had in fact adopted a defensive
doctrine.30

It is thus possible to discern (the outline of) the war plans of other states,
with the implication that a distinction between offensive and defensive
strategies, operational concepts and tactics is possible. This leaves us with the
question of where to “draw the line,” i.e. at which level to demand strict
defensiveness.

“Pure defence,” i.e. a renunciation of even tactically offensive operations,
is close to a contradiction in terms, and in any case unlikely to be effective.
However, this is not at all what is being suggested by NOD advocates. On the
contrary, in the tactical sense of initiating a greater number of individual
engagements, an NOD strategy and posture may allow the defenders to fight
more rather than less offensively. By taking advantage of shielded positions,
well-prepared defenders will be able to gain the upper hand in the concealment-
versus-detection contest, also because the attacker cannot possibly renounce
movement but has to expose himself by traversing open ground.31



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?18
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University Press, 1989, pp. 35-44. For a terminological clarification see Brian Holden Reid, “The
Counter-Offensive: a Theoretical and Historical Perspective,” in Brian Holden Reid & Michael
Dewar (eds.), Military Strategy in a Changing Europe, London: Brassey’s, 1991, pp. 143-160;
J.J.G. Mackenzie, “The Counter-Offensive,” Brian Holden Reid & Michael Dewar (eds.),
Military Strategy in a Changing Europe, London: Brassey’s, 1991, pp. 161-180.

33  On the distinction between deterrence by punishment and denial see Glenn Snyder,
Deterrence and Defense, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1961.

34  Albrecht A.C. von Müller, “Structural Stability at the Central Front,” in Anders Boserup,
Ludvig Christensen & Ove Nathan (eds.), The Challenge of Nuclear Armaments, Essays
Dedicated to Niels Bohr and His Appeal for an Open World, Copenhagen: Rhodos International
Publishers, 1986, pp. 239-256, especially pp. 253-254. This notion is very reminiscent of,
probably inspired by, the proposals in Samuel Huntington, “Conventional Deterrence and
Conventional Retaliation in Europe,” in Steven E. Miller (ed.), Conventional Forces and
American Defense Policy. An International Security Reader, Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1986, pp. 251-275. The latter was criticized as beyond NATO’s means in Keith A. Dunn
& William O. Staudenmaier, “The Retaliatory Offensive and Operational Realities in NATO,”
Survival, Vol. 27, No. 3 (May-June 1985), pp. 108-118.

Defensiveness is largely a matter of the timing and scale of counter-
offensive operations.32 Here, a very clear line of demarcation recommends itself
to distinguish between offensive and defensive levels of ambition, namely the
international border. Strictly defensive, NOD-type defence needs the ability to
forcefully evict an invader (presupposing that the forward defence has been
penetrated) and restore the status quo ante bellum. Also, it may require
capabilities for occasional “hot pursuits” across the border. However, it does
surely not need the ability to pursue the invader onto his own territory in order
to enforce an unconditional surrender. Large-scale (“strategic”) counter-
offensives should thus be ruled out, both for this purpose and for punitive
reasons. “Punishment” as a strategic objective is neither defensive, nor likely
to achieve other objectives than revenge, which one may, of course, regard as
a form of “justice.” The present author, however, does not. Whatever
“punishment” may be required should be administered by international
authorities in accordance with international law, and would usually consist of
reparations.33 Even though a few NOD proponents have flirted with the notion
of “counter-invasions” (couched in terms of "conditional offensive
superiority"34) this is both unwarranted and entirely incompatible with NOD,
above all because the “counter” would tend to be invisible, and the required
capabilities hence indistinguishable from genuine offensive ones.
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English translation: On War, edited and translated by Michael Howard and Peter Paret,
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prepared defences. See John J. Mearsheimer, “Numbers, Strategy, and the European Balance,”
International Security, Vol. 12, No. 4 (Spring 1988), pp. 174-185; John J. Mearsheimer,
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13, No. 4 (Spring 1989), pp. 54-89; Joshua M. Epstein, “The 3:1 Rule, the Adaptive Dynamic
Model, and the Future of Security Studies,” International Security, Vol. 13, No. 4 (Spring 1989),
pp. 90-127; Barry R. Posen, Eliot A. Cohen & John J. Mearsheimer, “Correspondence:
Reassessing Net Assessment,” International Security, Vol. 13, No. 4 (Spring 1989), pp. 128-179.

4.  Defensive Strength

Even though meaningful distinctions can thus be made between offensive
and defensive strategies and postures, it does not follow that the two can
actually be disentangled without detrimental effects on defence efficiency.
Moreover, if the relinquishment of offensive capabilities inevitably comes at the
expense of defensive strength many states will be well-advised not to adopt
NOD as their guideline.

Fortunately, as a general rule (with allowance for possible exceptions), it
is in fact possible to strengthen one’s defences while building down offensive
capabilities, simply because the defensive form of combat is inherently the
strongest, as already pointed out by Clausewitz.35 To make it actually stronger
requires skills and specialization, which is what NOD is all about:

• There are capabilities which a “pure” defender no longer needs, or at least
needs much less. To relinquish them will (in the medium-to-long term, at
least) allow for savings that may be utilized for enhancing defensive
strength. Examples of such largely superfluous capabilities are long-range
mobility (including logistics), the ability to move about under enemy fire
(requiring armour, mobile air defence, etc.), and long-range striking power
(including Command, Control, Communication and Intelligence, C3I,
systems, etc.). Since such capabilities happen to be among the most costly,
quite a lot of defensive strength (anti-tank and air defence weapons, for
instance) may be purchased from the savings.



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?20

36  On the effect of barriers, see Epstein: op. cit. n. 22, pp. 67-72; William W. Kaufmann,
“Non-nuclear Deterrence,” in John D. Steinbruner & Leon V. Sigal (eds.), Alliance Security:
NATO and the No-First-Use Question, Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1983, pp. 43-90,
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Zum Reservistenkonzept der Bundeswehr, Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1987; Detlef Bald &
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Baden: Nomos Verlag, 1988.

38  John Grin, Military-Technological Choices and Political Implications. Command and
Control in Established NATO Posture and a Non-Provocative Defence, Amsterdam: Free
University Press, 1990.

• A number of material “force multipliers” will be available to a defender,
representing “home ground advantages:” interior lines of communications
and supply; the options of relying on distributed depots for munitions, etc.,
of building various types of fortifications and of constructing barriers, and
even of a certain landscaping.36

• The “moral” advantages are also considerable. The defenders will enjoy
the support (morally, materially and otherwise) of the population. In many
countries, this support may be personified in militia-type home guard
forces, which will add considerably to the available manpower pool.37

However, the implied “arming of the population” may not be advisable
under all circumstances, especially not in countries torn by internal strife.

• Defenders are able to exercise under more realistic conditions, since they
know exactly where they will have to fight.

• Command structures may be decentralized, thereby made more robust than
the very hierarchical ones that an aggressor tends to rely on.38 

• Certain trends in the development of modern weapons technologies tend
to benefit the defender disproportionately: the revolutionary development
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see Richard E. Simpkin, “Tank Warfare. The Last Decades of the Dinosaurs,” in Ken Perkins
(ed.), Weapons and Warfare. Conventional Weapons and Their Role in Battle, London:
Brassey’s, 1987, pp. 165-192.

40  For a comparison of various NOD-type force components with traditional military units,
see Hans W. Hofmann, Reiner K. Huber & Karl Steiger, “On Reactive Defense Options. A
Comparative Systems Analysis of Alternatives for the Initial Defense against the First Strategic
Echelon of the Warsaw Pact in Central Europe,” in Reiner K. Huber (ed.), Modelling and
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in micro-electronics, for instance, allows for miniaturization which, in its
turn, may render the large weapons platforms superfluous for defensive
purposes, while they remain indispensable for offensive operations. Even
though it is certainly premature to write off the tank or the major surface
combatants as obsolete, they may nevertheless be facing obsolescence (in
the sense of declining cost-effectiveness) in the coming decades.39

5.  The Span of Models

How effective NOD will be depends, of course, on which particular model
(or mixture of models) is selected for implementation. Just as they are not
equally defensive, NOD models are also not equally effective,40 and their
suitability is context-dependent (vide infra). The variety of NOD models is
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large, even though most deal with one particular country, namely Germany.41

There are three archetypal models as well as a plethora of combinations:

1.  Area-covering territorial defence as in the seminal proposal of Horst
Afheldt,42 or the more effective “spider and web” concept of the SAS
(Study Group Alternative Security Policy, to which the present author
belongs). The latter envisages a combination of an area-covering defence
web with mobile forces (“spiders”), including tanks and other armoured
vehicles. Even though the latter are per se suitable for offensive operations,
they are made dependent on the web, hence very mobile within, but
virtually not beyond it, i.e. on enemy ground.43

2.  Stronghold defence (also known as “selective area defence” or “bastion-
type defence”), as suggested by members of the SAS group for the Middle
East and other regions with low force-to-space ratios and/or long borders.44

This implies concentrating the defence on certain areas that are politically
important (typically the approaches to the national capital or other major
populations centres) and/or which allow for a cohesive defence. The fire
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coverage afforded by the units in the strongholds will, at least, channel the
attack, thereby making it more manageable for the mobile forces.

3.  Forward defence, for instance by means of a “fire barrier,” as suggested
by Norbert Hannig45 and/or by means of fortifications and fixed obstacles
along the border. Without mobile ground forces that are capable of taking
and holding ground, such a defence may be entirely non-offensive even if
long-range striking power (aircraft, missiles) is included.

Besides these, we have what might be called an approach rather than a model,
because it says nothing—not even in abstract terms—about the configuration
or deployment of forces, but only about their inherent synergies:

4.  The “inverted synergy” (or “missing link”) approach, according to
which an otherwise offensive force posture may become strictly defensive
by the absence of one or several components, for instance long-range
and/or mobile air defence capability, mobile anti-tank defence, or river-
crossing equipment.46

All three-and-a-half models have their strengths and weaknesses, hence the
attraction of combining elements of them into, hopefully, more effective
conglomerates. The mode of combination that has attracted the greatest
attention in Europe has been the following, which may also prove most
immediately relevant for the Middle East.

5.  Disengagement, implying the withdrawal of certain forces (usually the
most offensive-capable ones) from the border area to rearward locations,
combined with a forward defence by strictly defensive means: typically
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tantamount to a tank-free zone in the border region, to be defended by
infantry armed with anti-tank weaponry, or otherwise.47

The attractions of disengagement derive from the fact that it eliminates
options of surprise attack and contributes to confidence-building. The depletion
zone simply provides early warning, since one side’s deployment of proscribed
weapons and forces into the zone will alert the other, allowing him to mobilize
and prepare for combat. The same logic might suggest the following, that might
be called: 

6. “Stepping down,” implying that the general level of readiness should be
reduced: forces should be cadred (i.e. through a shift to a reserve army
system) or otherwise prevented from launching surprise attacks, say by a
separation of munitions from weapons.

However, the advantages resulting from disengagement as well as from
“stepping down” have to be weighed against the risk of malign interactions in
a crisis period. If the forces withdrawn from the forward line are those with the
greatest offensive capability (as in most proposals), to redeploy them into the
zone for defensive purposes in an intense political crisis could easily be
misinterpreted as preparations for an attack. Counter-intuitive though it may
seem, stability may thus require offensive-capable forces to be stationed close
to their planned combat positions in a high state of readiness, while the
defensive forces may safely be cadred and stationed in the rear.
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The present author’s experience with debates on NOD suggests that a
caveat is in order at this point: most of the models above have either been
designed for a particular context, or remain very abstract. Were one to simply
transpose them to quite a different setting (as has occasionally been done by
NOD critics) one is bound to arrive at absurd results. As all abstract defence
models, NOD models are not to be confused with actual defence planning, for
which they are merely conceived as politico-military guidelines. Also, whereas
modelling is a legitimate task for “armchair strategists,” actual defence planning
should remain the prerogative of professionals, i.e. General Staffs, albeit under
political control.

Table 1.2: Concepts, Terms and Models
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6.  Nuclear Weapons and/or Collective Security

While some NOD advocates have portrayed their proposals as “alternatives
to deterrence,” others (including the present author) see NOD as a means of
making the best of a situation of general or “existential” deterrence, which will
never disappear. The nuclear genie is out of its bottle for good and can never
be reliably put back again, since the knowledge of how to produce nuclear
weapons is readily available. Recent experience with International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) controls (Iraq and North Korea, for instance) also does
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not exactly warrant complacency about the detection of clandestine nuclear
weapons programmes in the future.

States therefore have to reckon with the possibility that their respective
adversaries (or the friends and allies of the latter) just might have some nuclear
weapons, by means of which they might “snatch mutual annihilation from the
claws of defeat.” Hence, wars can no longer be won in quite the same sense as
in the “Clausewitzian era” of “absolute war.” Henceforth, limited wars fought
in the “shadow” of nuclear weapons, i.e. in a “subnuclear setting,” are the name
of the game.48

Deterrence is thus a “a fact,” from which observation some have drawn the
conclusion that nuclear disarmament is impractical. This is, however, a non
sequitur: If the fact of deterrence remains, no matter what, then states will have
a considerable margin of choice with regard to the doctrine and expression of
deterrence (an observation with implications for Israel, vide infra). Some argue
that “minimum deterrence,” accompanied by policies of no-first-use, suffice for
“existential deterrence.” Others (including the present author) are prepared to
go even further, namely to a weaponless “blueprint deterrence,” i.e. a deterrence
based entirely on the potential of nuclear weapons, yet without their actual
deployment or existence.49 Whether to opt for one or the other is probably a
matter of conjecture, since there is no empirical evidence of either one or the
other. As succinctly pointed out by Bruce Russett: “When deterrence fails, you
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know it; when deterrence succeeds, you may not know why it succeeded, and
you may not even know that it succeeded.”50

Be that as it may, neither under minimum nor “blueprint” deterrence is
there any need for nuclear weapons for military, i.e. war-fighting purposes,
implying that conventional forces should be seen as “stand-alone” forces.
Whatever underpinning the conventional power of a small state might need vis-
à-vis larger states would have to be provided by other means, say in the form
of alliances and/or collective security arrangements.

Alliances, however, are either directed against somebody else (often for
good reasons), i.e. adversarial; or they are superfluous; or they may, finally, be
something completely different in embryo, namely collective security
arrangements.51 There is nothing wrong with adversarial alliances as such, but
they tend to simply transpose the problems providing their raison d’être to a
higher level, because alignment breeds counter-alignment. Instead of malign
security dilemma-type interactions between states, we tend to end up with the
same type of interactions, accompanied by the same type of risks and costs,
only between alliances. This may well be a short-term solution for individual
states, but it is hardly a long-term solution for either the international system as
such or for any of its regional subsystems.

Non-adversarial alliances directed against no serious external threat are
utterly superfluous, which does not mean that they will automatically wither
away, because of institutional inertia. Such alliances face the choice between
finding another credible threat against whom (or which) to direct the common
effort of their members, or of undergoing a profound metamorphosis: from
alliances to collective security arrangements. The latter should preferably
incorporate former adversaries and ideally be all-encompassing, if only within
a region. This would seem to be a rather accurate description of the choices the
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is presently facing after the
dissolution of the USSR. With the establishment of first the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC) and subsequently the Partnership for Peace
(PFP), NATO seems (according to a benevolent interpretation at least) to be
slowly transforming itself into a future pan-European collective security
arrangement.52

This has also been the solution recommended by most NOD advocates,
including the present author. It allows all states parties to the system to feel
secure with much less military power than if they were to field a “stand alone”
defence, something that is prohibitively demanding for most states under
conditions of multipolarity.53 A collective security arrangement consists of two
elements: an obligation to refrain from the use of military force against other
member states; and a binding commitment to assist members who are
nevertheless victims of aggression, whether from the outside (i.e. non-members)
or the inside, i.e. from member states, in violation of the former obligation.

Since this is a very attractive arrangement, measured by almost any
standards, disputes have tended to focus on whether or not it is politically
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feasible,54 a profoundly political question that I shall bypass at this stage.
However, whether global or regional, and regardless of its political nature, such
a collective security system needs armed forces at its disposal. Such “collective
security forces” might consist, first of all, of a standing contingent of truly
multinational rapid deployment forces, above all for “flag-waving missions.”
However, it does not appear realistic, for the near future, to envisage such
multinational forces numbering more than tens of thousands. Such forces might
still prove valuable, especially if deployed preventively in areas threatened by
impending attack.

As far as militarily more demanding operations are concerned, such as the
restoration of the territorial integrity of a state under attack, the system would
probably have to rely on larger forces that are under national command in
peacetime, but earmarked and trained for multinational operations.55 Preferably



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?30

on the Work of the Organization,” 3 January 1995, UN Documents, A/50/60-S/1995/1; Roger
Hill, “Preventive Diplomacy, Peace-Making and Peace-Keeping,” SIPRI Yearbook 1993, pp. 45-
65; Daniel Warner (ed.), New Dimensions of Peacekeeping, Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Martinus
Nijhoff Publishers, 1995; Steven R. Ratner, The New UN Peacekeeping. Building Peace in Lands
of Conflict After the Cold War, New York: St. Martin’s Press and Council of Foreign Relations,
1995.

56  Eric Grove, “UN Armed Forces and the Military Staff Committee. A Look Back,”
International Security, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Spring 1993), pp. 172-182; Jane Boulden, “Prometheus
Unborn: The History of the Military Staff Committee,” Aurora Papers, No. 19, Ottawa, Ontario:
Canadian Centre for Global Security, (1993).

57  See the entries on “Offensive-Turned-Defensive,” “Defence Dominance” and “Three-to-
One-Rule” in Møller, op. cit. (1995) n. 41; or John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983, pp. 134-164.

these forces should be placed under direct UN command and their deployment
should be planned in advance, e.g. by a reinvigorated UN Military Staff
Committee.56 As far as the near future is concerned, however, it may be more
realistic to envisage regional organizations such as NATO operating on behalf
of the UN (as in the ex-Yugoslavia).

One problem with pragmatic solutions such as this is that countries cannot
possibly come to each other’s rescue by means of only defensive forces,
specialized in fighting from prepared positions on their home territory. On the
contrary, they need long-range mobility, the ability to repulse an aggressor and
reconquer lost territory so as to restore the status quo ante bellum. These
offensive capabilities have to be substantial, also because an aggressor will
enjoy some of the aforementioned advantages: after the invasion, the attacker
may assume defensive positions on the conquered piece of land, lay minefields,
etc., thereby forcing the “real defender” to operate offensively, i.e. at a
disadvantage.57

The paradox that stability and peace thus requires, at the same time, a
thorough defensive restructuring and significant offensive capabilities
represents a real dilemma. Moreover, no obvious solution is to be found in
either qualitative or quantitative terms: it is not enough to have “just a little
offensive capability,” when the liberation of conquered territory may require
a lot, and when even a little may frighten one’s small neighbours. Nor is it
adequate to limit oneself to “only slightly offensive” forces, which might well
be so offensive as to constitute a threat to one’s immediate neighbours, yet
insufficiently so to liberate more distant collective security partners.
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The answer to this dilemma lies in the political framework: collective security
does not presuppose that states possess offensive capabilities individually, only
that they do so collectively. Furthermore, offensive capabilities are a reflection of
synergies: tanks, for instance (often erroneously regarded as “offensive weapons”
par excellence), are not offensive if operating on their own, since they need air
cover, shielding infantry, a functioning C3I system, a logistic “tail” to provide them
with fuel and ammunition, bridge-building equipment to cross water obstacles, etc.
Combat aircraft, even fighter bombers, are unable to “consummate” a victory,
hence (according to many analysts, at least) constitute no offensive capability
unless combined with land forces able to take and hold ground. Navies are even
less in a position to invade and conquer ground, unless they contain amphibious
forces and are followed by real land forces that are able to exploit a bridgehead for
a full-scale invasion, etc.

If all states were to abandon one or several elements of what would
otherwise be tantamount to an offensive capability, they would be defensive for
all practical purposes (cf. above on the “inverted synergy approach”). They
might, on the other hand, contribute to a multinational offensive capability by
providing indispensable elements thereof, as illustrated in Table 1.3. The
teaming up of, individually defensive, forces from several nations for offensive-
capable joint task forces will, of course, require planning and drill.

Table 1.3: NOD and Common Security

STATE A REGIONAL COLLECTIVE
SECURITY

State B

National
defence

CS
contribution

CS
contribution

National
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Defensive
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Offensive
component I
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Defensive
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Offensive
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National
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Task Force CS
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However, the required exercises might come to replace those of the former
alliances, thus not involving “new” expenses. Indeed, they might constitute
“confidence-building measures” in their own right, since they would force
former adversaries to collaborate. Finally, the force contingent from each state
will tend to be rather small, and hence not prohibitively costly.

7.  The Mode of Implementation

If a state reaches the conclusion that NOD (cum collective security) is
worth implementing, it faces a choice between several possible modes of
implementing it. In principle, there are three different modes of voluntary
implementation, besides that of enforced defensive restructuring, as
occasionally seen in the aftermath of major wars.58 These three modes are:
negotiated arms control, strict unilateralism, and what might be called “informal
arms control.”

NOD proponents have traditionally been sceptical (to say the least) about
negotiated arms control, because of the many pitfalls inherent in this approach,
above all the unwarranted emphasis on “balance.”59 Even in a bipolar
environment, a balance is hard to define, inter alia because of the
incommensurability between different types of forces and weapons, the often
asymmetrical structure of the two sides compared, and the importance of
unquantifiable factors such as the quality of weapons, the morale of troops and
the reliability of allies. Balance will be even harder to recognize than to define,
because of the propensity for worst-case analysis and “double standards.”
states, for instance, tend to compare their own standing forces with an
opponent’s mobilizable potential, etc. Finally, even if it were to be definable
and recognizable, balance would constitute both too little and too much for all
concerned. Too little, because a surprise attack might still overwhelm any
defence, also in the case of evenly matched forces; too much, because a well-
prepared defender could do with less than parity, by virtue of the intrinsic
advantages of the defence.
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Until around 1987, this theoretically founded scepticism about the
prospects of arms control seemed to receive empirical support from the meagre
accomplishments of East-West arms control negotiations,60 hence the attraction
of strict unilateralsm. NOD proponents have thus urged states to simply adopt
an NOD strategy without further ado, simply because it is the most effective.
Regardless of the respective adversary’s response, the situation would be
stabilized because incentives for pre-emptive attack would be removed. The
main problem with such suggestions was, however, that they were addressed
to the wrong side, namely NATO, i.e. the clearly more defensively oriented of
the two opposing alliances. What would have really improved the situation in
Europe however, would have been a Soviet abandonment of its very offensive
strategy.61

Nevertheless, in light of the Soviet intransigence until Gorbachev’s
takeover, it seemed futile to directly urge the Soviet Union to change strategy,
hence the attraction of option three. Modest but unconditional conciliatory
overtures (say in the form of a limited arms “build-down”) should be
accompanied by an invitation to the respective adversary to reciprocate, and a
promise to reward such reciprocation. In the East-West conflict, NOD might
presumably have been one element in such a gradualist strategy of confidence-
building, tension reduction and disarmament. By abandoning certain offensive
elements in its own strategy and posture, NATO might have presumably
induced the USSR to reciprocate in the form of a gradual abandonment of its
offensive strategy.62
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II.  The Middle East and Europe Compared

Having by now provided a fairly elaborate account of the general concept
of NOD, the question remains whether it is applicable (mutatis mutandis) to the
Middle East, and more precisely to the Arab-Israeli conflict, even though it was
originally conceived for quite a different setting, namely Europe during the
Cold War. I shall approach this question via a comparison of the two regions
along several dimensions: the political, the geographical, the economical, the
cultural and the military dimension. Even though Europe and the Middle East
have something in common, the differences between the two are equally
obvious.

Politically, during the Cold War the European countries were saturated and
had acquiesced in the territorial status quo, codified inter alia in the German
Ostverträge and in the Helsinki document of 1975, and manifested in the
policies of détente pursued by all significant states through the 1970s and
1980s. In the Middle East, however “status quo” has remained “an essentially
contested concept:”

• When should one start “counting?” In 1947, 1948, 1967, or at some other
juncture. The choice has profound territorial implications, above all for
Israel and the Palestinians, but also for Syria, Egypt and Jordan.

• It is far from obvious to its neighbours that Israel is territorially saturated,
even within the post-1967 borders, because of the Likud’s and orthodox
and/or extremist groupings’ continuous talk about a “Eretz Israel.”63
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• The stateless Palestinians are also committed to overturning the status quo,
by establishing either a Palestinian state or, at a minimum, some state-like
political structure. In either case, it will almost inevitably be at the expense
of Israel64 (see Table 1.4 for a comparison of different “Israels” and
“Palestines”).

Table 1.4: Israeli and Palestinian States

Compatibility between
“Israels” and “Palestines”

The
Palestine

A
Palestine

Palestinian autonomy in:

Israel Confe-
deration

“Interna
-tional”

“Greater Israel” No No ? n.a. No

Post-1967 Israel No No ? ? ?

Pre-1967 Israel No ? No Yes Yes

Jewish
auto-
nomy

Palestine No Yes No n.a. n.a.

Confederation ? n.a. ? Yes n.a.

“International” n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. Yes

• This is not merely a question of realpolitik, but also of rights and
entitlements. Palestinians and Jews have conflicting historical and/or
religious “rights” to the same territory (not the least of which is
Jerusalem).65 The predominance of “rights” over mere interests tends to



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?36

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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• 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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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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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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One reason for Israel’s clinging on to the Golan Heights may thus be the need
for an ensured supply of water. Since her neighbours have precisely the same
requirement, however, there is no long-term alternative to a joint water
management regime, covering the entire region (including Turkey).77

Economically, the East-West demarcation line in Europe nearly coincided
with that between the poor and the rich, and the side least likely to start a war
(the West) was also the richest. This had positive as well as negative
implications. Positively, it meant that the West had considerable “staying
power,” both in the sense that it would be sure to ultimately prevail in a
protracted war of attrition where mobilization potential would be decisive;78 and
that arms racing for the sake of exhausting its means was no viable substitute
for “hot war” for the East. Negatively, it might provide the East with a spur to
launch an aggressive war for the sake of conquest, according to (not very
realistic) worst-case analyses.

The situation in the Middle East is the exact opposite. Even though wealth
is very unevenly distributed among the Arab states, as a whole they are clearly
more prosperous than Israel, not because of a superior economic system, but
due to nature (oil). Hence, Israel would almost surely be economically
exhausted by a protracted “real” war of attrition, as opposed to the War of
Attrition, which was more a substitute for “real war,” even though the costs
were considerable.79 The only comfort for the economically inferior party in
this respect would be that it would surely enjoy the support of most of the rich
world, and above all the US.
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Economically, the links between East and West in Europe (underdeveloped
though they were) had a certain dampening effect on the conflict throughout the
Cold War.80 Furthermore, an end to the Cold War in Europe promised great
returns in the form of a “peace dividend,” if only in the medium-to-long run.81

In the Middle East, by comparison, the economic links between Israel and the
Arab states have always been very weak, thus doing very little to dampen the
conflict. An end to the conflict might, on the other hand, hold considerable
promise, both in the negative sense of escaping from an economically damaging
arms race, and in the positive sense of opening possibilities for economic
collaboration, pointing forward to a gradual integration.82 Also, it may represent
the only escape from otherwise unavoidable conflicts over water supplies.
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Culturally, Europe was relatively homogeneous, in the sense of almost
entirely belonging to the Christian culture, the only exceptions being the
Muslim enclave in Bosnia, certain ex-Soviet states and Turkey (the status of
which as an European state is even disputed). Moreover, this was a rather
secular culture, with only very sporadic instances of fundamentalism, even
though the ideological fervour with which the Cold War was occasionally
“fought” made up for this “deficiency” to some extent. As a general rule,
however, culture and religion/ideology rarely stood in the way of pragmatic
solutions serving national interests.

The Middle East is far more heterogeneous, with Islam, Judaism and
Christianity cohabiting the region, and with more widespread fundamentalism,
among Muslims as well as Jews. This author does not believe in the inherent
supremacy of one religion over the others, nor accepts that some are, by their
very nature, bellicose.83 Nevertheless, the higher saliency of the religious factor
may well serve to cement conflicts and to make wars more ferocious by
imbuing war aims with other-worldly significance. This was the case of the
medieval Christian crusades,84 and one might envision modern versions thereof
in the shape of Islamic Jihads or Zionist wars for the survival or
aggrandizement of “the promised land.”

Militarily, both regions were highly militarized. Tables 1.5-1.7 give a
rough idea of the degree to which the Middle East is militarized, in terms of the
military share of available resources, Military Expenditure/Gross National
Product (Milex/GNP), and of the share of armed forces (active plus reserves)
of the total population—in both cases compared with West Germany prior to
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unification (the “setting” of most NOD proposals).85 Another measure of the
degree of militarization is the “force-to-space ratio,” i.e. the number of army
troops (active and total) per square kilometer, where the average is lower than
pre-unification West Germany (a very high standard), but some states surpass
it. Finally, one might compare the “hardware density,” measured by the number
of MBTs and other ground force “TLIs” (treaty-limited items, a neologism
stemming from the CFE, signifying MBTs, ACVs and artillery) per square
kilometre.

Table 1.5: Degree of “Militarization”

AF/Pop
%

Milex/GDP
%

Israel
Jordan
Syria
Egypt
Iraq
Lebanon

12
 3
 6
 1
 6
 1

11
11
 8
 7
21
 5

  Average  3 12

  FRG (pre-unification)  2  3

Table 1.6: Force-to-Space Ratios

Force-to-space Act. Army/sq km Army/Sq km

Israel
Jordan
Syria
Egypt
Iraq
Lebanon

6.45
0.98
1.62
0.31
0.80
3.85

24.03
 1.31
 3.24
 0.51
 2.30
 3.85

  Average 0.7  1.59

  FRG (pre-unification) 1.24  4.12
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These yardsticks, moreover, underestimate the actual density, because of
the aforementioned large tracts of desert. They also show the wide spread, with
Israel standing out as by far the most “militarized” of the states in the region in
most respects.

Table 1.7: Hardware Density

MBT/sq
km

TLI/sq
km

MBT/Active
army

Israel
Jordan
Syria
Egypt
Iraq
Lebanon

0.191
0.012
0.024
0.003
0.005
0.034

0.709
0.030
0.055
0.009
0.015
0.104

0.030
0.013
0.015
0.010
0.006
0.009

  Average 0.009 0.025 0.013

  FRG (pre-unification) 0.02 0.042 0.016

In both regions, the same categories of weapons systems have been
regarded as especially important: MBTs, ACVs, artillery, combat aircraft and
helicopters, i.e. those singled out for limitation in the mandate for the CFE
negotiations. In fact, the entire Middle East, but especially Israel, is very “tank-
heavy,” both in terms of MBTs per square kilometre and of the ratio between
tanks and anti-tank guided weapons (ATGWs). However, force disparities are
greater between Israel and the Arab states than they were between NATO and
the Warsaw Pact in Europe, with Israel being outnumbered in most respects,
albeit only quantitatively. 

Table 1.8: Scenario-Dependent Force Comparison

Scenarios Milex Active AF Total AF MBT

Israel: Syria 6.091 0.431 0.750 0.880

Israel: Syria + Egypt 1.871 0.210 0.393 0.516

Israel: Syria + Egypt +
Jordan + Iraq

0.563 0.133 0.224 0.360
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Table 1.8 also shows that mobilization schedules will be of the utmost
importance, since the Israeli inferiority would become much more manageable
upon a call-up of the reserves. Also, the importance of alignments is striking,
as Israeli inferiority would only materialize in the (very unlikely) case of a joint
attack against it by all neighbouring states. Neither in the (perhaps most likely)
case of a war against Syria alone, nor if the latter were to be joined by Egypt,
would Israel be seriously outnumbered. Only in a war against all neighbours
would this be the case, implying that Israel may be reasonably secure until the
UN Security Council Resolution 687 (“the mother of all Resolutions”) is
abrogated and Iraq allowed to rebuild its military strength.86

In fact, since the Gulf War, the region has seen quite profound changes in
its balance of power, even though the impact is not entirely clear: 

• The military power of Iraq has been (temporarily) neutralized, and its
nuclear ambitions curtailed by the UN sanctions imposed on the country.87
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• Iran may be trying to re-establish itself as a regional great power, perhaps
even with nuclear weapons.88

• For a number of years, Turkey has been undertaking a relentless arms
build-up as a result of NATO’s “cascading” of large quantities of CFE-
limited equipment. The build-up has also included an extension of national
service. Most of the build-up may be directed against domestic threats (the
Kurds, above all) as well as against Greece and Russia, the rival in the
struggle for hegemony in Central Asia. However, the acquired military
power is also usable against the Middle East, as demonstrated by the small-
scale invasion of Iraq on 20 March 1995.89

• Several countries, including Saudi Arabia and the smaller Gulf states, have
embarked on a dramatic arms build-up with a wide range of purchases of
advanced weaponry, especially from the US.90 One may, however, doubt



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?48

Trends in Arms Sales in the Middle East,” in Shai Feldman & Ariel Levite (eds.), Arms Control
and the New Middle East Security Environment, Boulder: Westview Press, 1994, pp. 19-60.
Jane’s Defence Weekly, Vol. 24, No. 3 (22 July 1995), pp. 19-20.

91  Yair Evron, “Israel,” in Regina Cowen Karp (ed.), Security With Nuclear Weapons?
Different Perspectives on National Security, London: Oxford University Press/SIPRI, 1991,
pp. 277-297; Yair Evron, Israel’s Nuclear Dilemma, London: Routledge, 1994; Walter Schilling,
“Israel’s Nuclear Strategy in Transition,” Aussenpolitik. English Edition, Vol. 46, No. 4 (1995),
pp. 319-326.

92  Jane’ Defence Weekly, Vol. 24, No. 3 (22 July 1995), p. 18; Jane’ Defence Weekly,
Vol. 24, No. 6 (12 August 1995), p. 11.

93  Kemp, op. cit. n. 75, pp. 71-88, 186-189. See also Seth W. Carus, “Ballistic Missiles in
the Third World. Threat and Response,” The Washington Papers, No. 146, New York: Praeger
& The Center for Strategic and International Studies (1990); Aaron Karp, “Ballistic Missile
Proliferation in the Third World,” in SIPRI Yearbook 1989, pp. 287-318; Janne E. Nolan,

whether this provides effective military strength commensurate with the
investments (which takes more than hardware). It might, however. 

On the one hand, the situation may thus have become intrinsically more
militarily unstable, implying that major political upheavals (such as
fundamentalist victories in Egypt or Saudi Arabia) could produce quite
unpredictable consequences. On the other hand, the changing balance of power
has benefited at least one country in the region, namely Israel, which no longer
has to reckon with the worst case scenario of a joint Arab onslaught.

Considerations of “balance” are complicated by the presence of non-
conventional weapons. Just like in Europe, conventional forces in the Middle
East would operate in an environment featuring weapons of mass destruction,
albeit in a significantly different distribution. Whereas there was a nuclear
“balance” of sorts in Europe, Israel is the only country in the Middle East in
possession of nuclear weapons.91 Chemical weapons are more widely
distributed, intelligence sources having it that Israel, Iran, Iraq (until 1991),
Syria and Libya hold stocks. Furthermore, some sources have conjectured that
Syria may have biological weapons in its inventory, as Iraq seems to have had
them “in the pipeline” prior to its defeat in 1991.92

Furthermore, in addition to aircraft, several countries possess other suitable
means of delivery for such weapons of mass destruction in the shape of long-
range surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs): Israel, Egypt, Iran, Iraq (until 1991),
Libya, Syria, Saudi Arabia and Yemen.93 It remains disputed how serious a
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threat such missiles pose. Some analysts (including the present author) hold that
they should be regarded more as psychological terror weapons than as actual
military weapons. In the former capacity they have the ability to appear “out of
nowhere” and without warning, thus causing panic, similar to the World War
II “V2 scare.” Without nuclear (or perhaps biological) warheads, however, the
actual destruction they can wreak (even with chemical weapons) is clearly
inferior to that of aircraft, because of the latter’s greater payload and capability
of multiple sorties.

While there are thus several question marks in any Middle Eastern force
comparison, there can be little doubt that Israel’s military security has improved
significantly. This provides the Jewish state with a “margin of error” that it did
not previously enjoy (or feel it did). A “window of opportunity” has thus
opened, which will remain open for some time, but not indefinitely. Defensive
restructuring and NOD-type arms control may be appropriate means of
exploiting these opportunities. Before proceeding to this topic, however, some
ideas will be advanced concerning the political aspects of a common or
cooperative security regime for the region.

III.  Common Security and NOD for the Middle East?

1.  Common Security in the Middle East: Political Aspects

Whereas in other parts of the world, the time may be approaching for
transcending sovereignty in favour of a supranational governance of sorts,94 in
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the Middle East the need may be for strengthening sovereignty, i.e. for creating
a system of states similar to that established in Europe through the 1648 Peace
of Westphalia. Under this system, states acknowledged each other as equals and
renounced their right to interfere in each other’s internal affairs,95 principles that
are, incidentally, also unequivocally codified in the UN Charter.

Such mutual recognition may be a logical precondition for applying a
Common Security approach to security thinking and policy. It only makes sense
to acknowledge the respective other’s equal right to security once one
acknowledges him/her/it as an entity of equal standing.96 Elsewhere (for
instance in Central America) mutual recognition has, likewise, proved to be
both a precondition for peace among states and a factor facilitating pacification
within states.97 

Such mutual recognition would imply that all states in the Middle East
should sign peace treaties and establish normal diplomatic relations with Israel,
and that Israel should have to reciprocate by recognizing “The Republic of
Palestine” as a sovereign state. This would go a long way towards making the
Middle East a “normal” international (sub)system, comprising states with both
conflicting and converging interests, i.e. a system where “cooperation under
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anarchy” would be a distinct possibility, albeit not one where it would emerge
automatically.98 The recent peace treaty between Israel and Jordan is a
significant contribution to such normalization,99 and so are the openings
towards Israel by some of the “peripheral” Arab states, in the form of a
termination of their secondary blockade.

Of course, it has been a long time since Israel and Jordan were really at
war. In fact Israel seems to have counted on Jordan as a “silent partner” in
several respects: in 1970 as an ally in the onslaught against the Palestinian
Liberation Organization, PLO, (“Black September”), and subsequently as a
buffer zone “by default,” providing Israel with (much needed) additional
strategic depth. Nevertheless, the signing of the formal peace treaty was highly
significant. It was followed by a symbolic dismantling of fences along the
border. Understandable though this may be, in the present author’s opinion it
may have been unwise. Much preferable to regarding and treating one’s
neighbour as an extended glacis (as Israel apparently does) is it to prepare for
defending oneself against any threat from that direction (i.e. from or via the
neighbour in question) while allowing one’s neighbour a similar defence
against attacks from both directions. Hence, boundaries should be well-defined,
clearly demarcated and (for some time yet, albeit not forever) adequately
defended.100

Even more significant was, of course, the reciprocal recognition by Israel
and the PLO entailed by the Oslo Declaration of Principles, followed by the
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Cairo Agreement on the Gaza Strip and Jericho Area.101 This apparent
reconciliation of the two most irreconcilable contestants in the Middle East
effectively allows all Arab states to proceed with normalization without risk of
ostracism. Unfortunately, the reconciliation was, from the very beginning,
skewed in favour of Israel, which had been negotiating from a position of
strength with a PLO that had been weakened as a result of having sided with the
losing party in the Gulf War.102 However, whilst being clearly the stronger side,
Israel also had to find a modus vivendi with the increasingly unruly Palestinian
population of the occupied territories. To defeat the Intifada with military
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means was impossible, and to attempt it undermined the morale of Israeli
soldiers.103

Unfortunately, subsequent to the Oslo agreement, neither Israel nor the
PLO have been able to prevent violence from within their own ranks. Terrorist
attacks have occurred against both Israeli soldiers, settlers and civilians, as well
as against Palestinians (with the Hebron massacre standing out as the most
serious incident).104 This has, among other things, postponed the promised
Israeli withdrawal from all urban areas in the “Jericho area,” except Hebron.
The withdrawal has, however, proceeded gradually.

It seems that the PLO has been placed in a “Catch 22 situation.” According
to (some) Israelis, the PLO should first “get its act together” and demonstrate
its ability to maintain peace. Only then would the Palestinian “entity” be
eligible for statehood, i.e. sovereignty. However, sovereignty may be a
precondition for legitimacy, and hence for establishing order.105 Also, it may be
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very unwise of Israel not to give Arafat all the help he needs for gaining
control, since whatever may come after Arafat’s rule (i.e. Hamas) is bound to
be worse, seen from an Israeli point of view.

In the present author’s opinion, the wisest policy on the part of Israel
would be to promote a “Finlandization” of Palestine, i.e. to recognize a
Palestine comprising the whole West Bank and Gaza as a sovereign state. Also
it would have to be recognized that this state would have security needs that
deserve to be taken just as seriously as those of Israel.106 However, a
precondition for such recognition would have to be a Palestinian commitment
not to threaten Israel. By implication, the new state should commit itself to
permanent neutrality and accept certain limitations on its military deployments,
the purpose of which would be to ensure Israel against a threat from the east:
both from Palestine itself and from other states via Palestine. I shall return to
the military implications thereof in due course.

Lasting peace between Israelis and Arabs, including Palestinians, also
presupposes a mutually acceptable solution to the problem of Jerusalem. The
Israeli expropriations of land in the city for Jewish settlements do nothing at all
to solve the problems, indeed should the authorities proceed with this policy,
it will undoubtedly play into the hands of the Hamas. In the present author’s
opinion, the notion of a “corpus separatum” has merit, say in the shape of a
“Vaticanization” of Jerusalem.107 It would imply that Jerusalem would not be
the capital of any of the states in the region, but that Tel Aviv and Amman
would remain capitals, and Jericho be made the capital of Palestine. Jerusalem
would be a religious site that should be accessible to all three Mosaic religions,
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and administered by an ecumenical council of sorts, for instance operating
under the auspices of the United Nations.

Most observers seem to believe that peace with Syria is likely to be
achieved within a few years,108 in conformity with the “land for peace” formula.
The implication is, of course, that Israel will have to relinquish the occupied
Golan Heights, something Israel is unlikely to do at its peril.109 I shall return to
this question in due course.

There remains the even more complicated matter of Lebanon. There seem
to be four possible alternatives to the untenable present situation.

• Both Israel and Syria could withdraw completely and pledge to respect the
sovereignty and territorial inviolability of Lebanon, as they are obliged to,
according to international law. However, it strains the imagination to
envision Israel enduring the continuing harassment by (or more serious
attacks by) the Hezbollah indefinitely. 

• Israel and Syria might divide Lebanon up between themselves de jure, as
they have already done de facto.

• Lebanon might be granted actual sovereignty, only embedded in a larger
confederation encompassing Israel, Syria, Palestine and Jordan.
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• Lebanon might be treated as a “failed state,” and placed under some form
of UN administration.110

While neither of these “solutions” is satisfactory, some of them may be
preferable to the present situation, where Lebanon simply provides a
battleground for a continuing Israeli-Syrian (proxy and actual) war, as
illustrated by the “Grapes of Wrath” campaign.111

2.  NOD Models Applied to the Middle East

As already mentioned, the bulk of NOD literature has dealt with Europe,
and only very few authors have tried to apply the same principles to the Arab-
Israeli conflict.112 Let us therefore begin the analysis of the potential application
of NOD to the Middle East by simply transposing the archetypal models
mentioned above to the Middle East of today. This prelimiary and tentative
(“armchair”) assessment should be made, at least, according to the following
criteria:
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A. The envisaged defence restructuring should leave a state’s adversaries
with at least undiminished security, preferably make them more secure:
what might be called “the common security criterion.”
B. It should not necessitate additional military expenditures and ideally
allow for a transfer of resources from military to civilian consumption: “the
affordability criterion.”
C. It should combine a high likelihood of war prevention with the ability
to wage a non-suicidal war of defence in case of a war: “the deterrence and
defence criterion.”

Since there is no a priori reason why all states in the Middle East (if any)
should adopt the same NOD model, I shall tentatively apply each of the models
to the central states in the Arab-Israeli conflict: Israel, Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Jordan
and the “Palestine” yet to be:
 

1. Area-covering territorial defence, in the SAS’s “spider and web”
version.
2. Stronghold defences, i.e. a “selective area defence.”
3. Strictly defensive forward defence, i.e. by means of fire barriers or of
fortifications and fixed obstacles. 
4. Defence postures with one or several “missing links,” without which
they are incapable of offensive use by virtue of “inverted synergies.”
5. Disengagement.
6. Stepping down, either by shifting to a greater reliance on reserves or by
otherwise reducing the capability for surprise attack.

I shall contrast these with the following:

0. Offensive defence, much like the present postures extrapolated into the
future according to “conservative,” i.e. pessimistic assumptions.

In order to escape the “fallacy of unwarranted precision,” I have merely
assigned the values Y, N and ?, implying compatibility, incompatibility and
uncertainty, respectively, with asterisks signifying various qualifications,
elaborated upon in the text. The table should be read as indicating what the
results would be if, for instance, Israel were to adopt either of the 6+1 models.
Would it improve her neighbours’ security (A)? Would it be affordable for
Israel itself (B)? And would it provide adequate war prevention as well as
defensive capability for Israel (C)?
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Table 1.9: NOD Models and the Middle Eastern States

NOD Models Israel Egypt Syria Jordan “Pal.” Iraq
A B C A B C A B C A B C A B C A B C

Terr. Defence Y Y ? Y* N* Y Y* Y* Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y* Y

Stronghold
Defence

N Y N* Y Y Y Y* Y Y* N Y N N Y N Y* Y Y*

Forward
Defence

N* Y* Y* Y* Y Y* Y* Y Y* Y* N* N N N N N* N* N*

Inv. Synergy Y Y Y Y* Y Y Y* Y Y Y* Y Y Y* Y Y Y* Y Y

Disengagement Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Stepping Down Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y

Off. D. N ? N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

“Offensive defence” is pretty much what is being practised at the moment,
with certain qualifications (vide infra). The fact that the region has already seen,
at least, one war launched with a pre-emptive strike (the Six Day War in 1967)
seems to imply that neither criterion A nor C is met. Israel struck against the
Arab states because she feared an attack was impending, and would probably
do so again under similar circumstances. This clearly indicates that the security
of everybody does indeed suffer from the predominance of offensive strategies.
The N under criterion A for Palestine is perhaps even more emphatic than the
others, since it would seem to be a precondition for the actual establishment of
this state (on the West Bank as well as in Gaza) that it would constitute no
military threat to Israel (vide supra).

The rather dire economic straits of all regional countries seem to indicate
that the present level of military expenditures is unsustainable in the long run
(depending, of course, on the future oil prices, especially as far as Iraq is
concerned). Hence, criterion B is not met by the offensive strategy either, also
because it tends to perpetuate the conflict, thereby causing cumulative deficit
spending and growing public debt. The only question mark indicates that
nuclear weapons, at least according to Israeli assumptions, provide a “bigger
bang for the buck,” thus perhaps allowing Israel to “make ends meet” with less.
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Still, even Israel’s defence expenditures are shrinking, as are those of its
adversaries.113

Coming to the alternatives, an NOD-type territorial defence would, by
virtue of its incapability of border-crossing operations, clearly meet criterion A,
regardless of which states were to adopt it. The only qualification would be that
it should not envisage “trading space for time” (as in some German models),
since neither Israel, nor Jordan, Syria or the future Palestine will have space to
trade away because of the short distances from the border to their capitals.
Egypt, on the other hand, has such space (the Sinai) as does Iraq at the border
facing Jordan—yet not at that facing Iran. In order to make it clear to a would-
be aggressor that there would be no “easy grab,” all states (with the possible
exception of Egypt) would therefore have to combine territorial defence with,
at least elements of, forward defence (vide infra) in order to meet criterion C.

As will be apparent from Table 1.10, the manpower requirements of
territorial defence schemes such as that of the SAS would not be prohibitive for
any state (except perhaps Egypt), but the same force densities could be
achieved without expansion of the total number of armed forces. This is, of
course, not a very realistic comparison, since differences of terrain and of the
distribution of the population would have to be taken into account. However,
because population density is much more uneven in the Middle East than in
pre-unification West Germany, to factor in these features will, if anything, tend
to lower force requirements. There simply is no need to defend large tracts of
uninhabited and uncultivable desert, unless it contains either oil or water.

Criterion B may thus be satisfied, especially if a reserve force system
similar to that of Israel is adopted by the other states. This may, however, go
against the requirements of “internal security,” as the rulers in Damascus and
Bagdhad see them. Furthermore, the need for large quantities of weapons to
arm the reserves when called up may require states to go for rather primitive,
or at most “bronze-plate,” technologies.
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Table 1.10: Manpower Requirements

State Area
(km2)

Act. AF Res. Total
AF

SAS Act. SAS Total Diff. A
(%)

Diff. B
(%)

FRG 248,580 308 717 900 265 800 -14 -11.1
Israel 20,770 176 430 606 22 67 -87.4 -89
Jordan 91,880 101 35 136 98 296 -3 +117.4
Egypt 1,001,449 430 304 734 1,068 3,223 +148.3 +339.1
Syria 185,180 408 400 808 197 596 -51.6 -26.2
Iraq 434,924 382 650 1,032 464 1,400 +21.4 +35.6
Legend: FRG: Federal Republic of Germany pre-unification (army only)

Act. AF: Active armed forces (thousands)
Res.: Reserves (thousands)
Total AF: Total armed forces (thousands)
SAS: SAS army forces per km2 for FRG x area of country in question
Diff. A: SAS Act. - Active AF
Diff. B: Total SAS - Total AF

A stronghold defence, such as suggested by members of the SAS group
for Saudi Arabia,114 is strictly defensive, thus posing no threat to other states in
the region. Also, it would tend to be rather inexpensive (the less territory one
defends, the cheaper), thereby meeting criterion B in all instances. However, the
implied “selective area defence” would not be satisfactory seen from an Israeli
point of view because of geography. The strategic depth of pre-1967 Israel was
much too shallow to allow this type of defence to meet criterion C, also because
of the shortage of natural defence lines.115 Israel’s security would suffer, and the
war prevention effects might well be insufficient. It may be another matter with
post-1967 Israel, however, which enjoys a “shield” in the form of the
disengagement arrangements in Sinai and the Golan (as well as in Lebanon),116
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and which can count (as it, almost officially, does) on Jordan to provide
additional strategic depth. However, even if criterion C might be met in this
manner, it clearly violates criterion A to treat other states (Jordan and the
Palestine yet to be) as constituting an extended glacis.117 Neither of these
countries would, furthermore, seem to be in a position to rely on a stronghold
defence, because their strategic depth is comparable with that of Israel, that of
Palestine being probably even shallower.

As far as Egypt is concerned, however, there seems to be no reason why
this type of defence should not meet criteria A as well as C, and the same may
be true for Iraq in relation to the Arab-Israeli conflict. Syria, however, may be
a slightly different matter because of the exposed location of Damascus,
implying that a stronghold defence around the capital would be nearly
tantamount to a forward defence along the border facing Israel.

Strictly defensive forward defence is an imperative for Israel because of
its shallow strategic depth. Within the present boundaries, this problem is
largely solved by the command of the mountain ridges in the Golan and of the
West Bank. Here quite effective (and very cheap, cf. criterion B) fences have
thus been erected along the “border” with the Hashemite Kingdom, making up
for the fact that the Jordan really is not much of a river, obstaclewise.118 That
these fences have been removed as a result of the Israel-Jordan peace is
understandable for the symbolic value, yet unfortunate from a narrow defence
point of view. Such arrangements are largely defensive in themselves, and
might actually allow Israel to considerably reduce, ideally abandon, her
offensive-capable ground forces without further ado, whereby criterion C would
be met. Criterion A, however, would clearly require Israel to withdraw behind
the pre-1967 lines, which would be an entirely different matter: no strong
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natural defence lines, and no obvious possibilities of erecting an (ideally
impenetrable) wall along the eastern border, as has actually been suggested.119

Also, completely turning over the Golan Heights to a hostile Syria would
severely weaken the north-eastern front, a problem that might, however, be
solved by an elaborate disengagement arrangement (vide infra). Along its
southern front, on the other hand, Israel seems to face no major problems,
presupposing that the Sinai is not used as a stationing area for Egyptian forces,
which seems highly unlikely and which would violate the Camp David
agreements.120 

To the extent that Israel were to withdraw, the frontiers might be
strengthened in a non-offensive manner (consistent with criteria A and C) by
proceeding with fencing, combined with the laying of anti-tank minefields and
the emplacement of demolition charges along the (very few and easily blocked)
roads to the central parts of Israel that would be passable to tanks. Also, the
idea of a wall might be taken seriously and materialize in the emplacement of
various concrete tank obstacles and the digging of tank ditches. However,
behind the defence line thus created, there would be a need for mobile forces
able to meet whatever enemy concentrations might break through. No linear
defence is impenetrable. This might, in turn, call for the construction of roads
along the border suitable for lateral reinforcement. This may, however, prove
to be very costly, thereby perhaps violating criterion B.

As far as the Arab states are concerned, Egypt is reasonably secure behind
the present borders, i.e. as long as the Sinai is not remilitarized by Israel. Syria
is not in quite as fortunate a position, however, but might still be secure with
forward defences shielding Damascus against an Israeli attack, yet only on the
precondition of a demilitarization of the Golan Heights. Jordan enjoys some
protection by the Jordan river, its narrow width notwithstanding. Moreover,
there seems to be no reason why it should not follow the Israeli example and
establish fences and other barriers as a further insurance, in casu as a protection
against the future Palestine itself as well as against an Israeli attack via this
country. Palestine would in any case be in a very awkward position, squeezed
between two, not entirely friendly, states who just might end up at war with
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each other. Forward defence against Israel would appear nearly impossible,
whereas it might be feasible vis-à-vis Jordan. In either case, it would probably
be economically far beyond the meagre means of a newly created state. Iraq,
finally, may well need a forward defence, but the length of her borders would
make a complete coverage prohibitively costly, in which case she might have
to decide against whom to defend the country. Neither Syria nor Jordan would
probably be Saddam Hussein’s first choice, since the Iraqi regime would
probably worry more about Iran or Turkey, as well as about domestic threats,
above all the Kurdish resistance.

The creation of an inverted synergy clearly implies doing less than before,
hence is automatically cheaper, thus meeting criterion B for all states
concerned. Also, as far as Israel is concerned it would clearly improve the
security of her neighbours if she were to make herself deliberately incapable of
offensive operations onto their territories. This should, by definition, be done
without damaging her own defence capability, thus satisfying criteria A as well
as C. The same would hold true for the Arab states, only with the qualification
that theirs would need to be a “joint missing link.” They would have to take
into account that Israel’s worst fears are, of course, an attack by an Arab
coalition, rather than by individual states (vide supra). Moreover, history shows
these fears to be far from groundless, albeit perhaps overblown.

The question remains what “links” might be omitted without thereby
seriously eroding defensive capabilities. It strains the imagination to envisage
Israel abandoning her air power, in which she has achieved such excellence.
And to wave goodbye to the Israeli navy really would not make enough of a
difference. Hence we have to look at ground forces, where such capabilities as
anti-tank defence beyond Israeli borders might be a relevant limitation. The
Arab states might, for instance, reciprocate by scaling down their offensive-
capable air forces and SSMs in favour of surface-to-air missiles (SAMs), -
thereby making it clear that they would not enjoy command of the air beyond
Arab airspace. In neither case would defensive capabilities necessarily suffer,
and war prevention might even be improved, thus meeting criterion C.

The last two NOD “models,” disengagement and stepping down, are both
fairly unproblematic when applied to the Arab-Israeli conflict, as is apparent
from the many Ys in Table 1.9. In fact, the former has already been applied in
practice in the disengagement agreements reached between Israel and Egypt as
well as Syria, and in the Camp David agreement of 1978 (vide supra). 
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An Israeli withdrawal from occupied territory in the Golan would
undoubtedly have to be accompanied by a more elaborate disengagement
arrangement, say in the form of a complete demilitarization, to be supervised
and monitored by UN forces. The interposition of impartial forces would ensure
both sides against surprise attacks launched by the respective other much more
reliably than would the creation of a military vacuum in an area of such
centrality to both sides (not only militarily, but also because of its water
resources). Because of the importance of the mountain ridges for surveillance
purposes, Israel might have to be further “compensated” for her withdrawal by
some kind of “open skies” arrangement.

Disengagement would also have to accompany the Israeli withdrawal from
the Western Bank and the establishment of a Palestinian state. This arrangement
would have to be agreed upon during the present “self-government phase”.
Indeed, the aforementioned “Finlandization” of Palestine would be a form of
political disengagement, committing Palestine to permanent neutrality,
prohibiting her from launching an attack against Israel, and obliging her to
prevent (to the best of her abilities, of course) an attack against Israel via her
territory or airspace.

Just like disengagement, stepping down would hamper surprise attack,
thereby making especially Israel more secure (see Table 1.8). One manifestation
thereof might be a shift from large standing armed forces to a reserve army, as
far as the Arab states are concerned. An Israeli reciprocal concession might be
a shortening of the term of conscription, which should certainly be possible in
view of the much improved balance of power created by the defeat of Iraq in
the Gulf War.

3.  The Nuclear Factor

Having by now, hopefully, established that NOD-like arrangements, albeit
of different sorts, might be suitable for the Middle East, we are left with the
same vexing question as in the introductory account of NOD as such: what
about nuclear weapons? Or more bluntly put: would arrangements such as those
sketched above allow, or perhaps even require, Israel to relinquish her nuclear
capability? And what are the implications in this respect of the disappearance
of the bipolar nuclear stalemate between the two superpowers? The answer to
these questions, however, will inevitably be based more on speculation than on
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hard facts and empirical evidence, since nuclear deterrence thinking is a
nebulous realm of uncertainty, speculation and conjecture (vide supra).

On the one hand, it must be acknowledged that nuclear weapons are not
excluded per se from any NOD-type arrangement. They “only” represent
offensive capability in the sense of being able to inflict harm on an opponent,
whereas they cannot defeat him militarily. What they can do, however, is to
negate any conventional victory over a nuclear-armed (or otherwise nuclear-
protected) victim of attack. This is probably precisely why Israel has “gone
nuclear:” because this seemed to offer a way out of its “existential
predicament.”

On the other hand, there are several drawbacks to nuclear weapons.
Generally, the present author remains unconvinced of their stabilizing effects,
the allegations of which are largely based on conjecture and unwarranted
extrapolations from Cold War Europe to other regions in the post-Cold War
era.121 Also, the assumed Israeli possession of nuclear weapons did not deter the
Arab states from launching an attack in 1973, and they may even have
motivated (sic!) the Iraqi Scud attacks during the Gulf War.122 Furthermore, a
war between two contestants armed with nuclear weapons will either be a tie
(because of mutual deterrence) or lead to reciprocal annihilation. Finally, one
state’s possession of nuclear weapons is likely to constitute a spur to its
opponents to likewise gain possession of them. If unavailable, they may seek
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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?
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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



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East 75

142  On the settlements, see Elisha Efrat, “Jewish Settlements in the West Bank: Past,
Present and Future,” in Karsh (ed.), op. cit. (1994) n. 100, pp. 135-148.

143  Joseph Alpher, “CBMs in the Israeli-Palestinian-Jordanian Security Context,” in
Feldman (ed.), op. cit. n. 139, pp. 222-236.

144  Khalil Shikaki, “The Peace Process, National Reconstruction, and the Transition to
Democracy in Palestine,” Journal of Palestine Studies, Vol. 25, No. 2 (Winter 1996), pp. 5-20.
See also William B. Quandt, “The Urge for Democracy,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 73, No. 4 (1994),
pp. 2-7. For a more pessimistic view see Amos Perlmutter, “Arafat’s Police State,” Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 73, No. 4 (1994), pp. 8-11.

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
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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
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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”).



Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East?86

173  See e.g. Les Aspin & William Dickinson, Defense for a New Era. Lessons of the
Persian Gulf War, Washington, D.C.: Brassey’s US, 1992; Lawrence Freedman & Efraim Karsh,
“How Kuwait Was Won: Strategy in the Gulf War,” International Security, Vol. 16, No. 2
(Autumn 1991), pp. 5-41; McCausland, loc. cit. n. 155. On US force planning in the light of the
“lessons,” see Davis, Paul (ed.), New Challenges for Defense Planning. Rethinking How Much
is Enough, Santa Monica: RAND, 1994; Benjamin Ederington & Michael J. Mazarr (eds.),
Turning Point. The Gulf War and U.S. Military Strategy, Boulder: Westview Press, 1994;
Thomas A. Keaney & Eliot A. Cohen, Revolution in Warfare? Air Power in the Persian Gulf,
Annapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute Press, 1995. On the Soviet reading, see Charles C.
Petersen, “Lessons of the Persian Gulf War: The View from Moscow,” The Journal of Strategic
Studies, Vol. 17, No. 3 (June 1994), pp. 238-254. For a more sober analysis, see Carl Conetta &
Charles Knight, “After Desert Storm: Rethinking US Defense Requirements,” Project on Defense
Alternatives Briefing Report, No. 2, Cambridge, MA: Commonwealth Institute (1991); Alan
Bloomgarden & Carl Conetta, “Air Power Promises and US Modernization Trends After
Operation Desert Storm,” Cambridge, MA: Commonwealth Institute, 1994; Jeffrey Record,
Hollow Victory. A Contrary View of the Gulf War, Washington, D.C.: Brassey’s, US, 1993; Barry
R. Posen, “Military Lessons of the Gulf War-Implications for Middle East Arms Control,” in
Feldman & Levite (eds.), op. cit. n. 90, pp. 61-77.

174  John Mueller, “The Perfect Enemy: Assessing the Gulf War,” Security Studies, Vol. 5,
No. 1 (Autumn 1995), pp. 77-117.

175  Samuel Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizations,” (Foreign Affairs, Summer 1993), here
quoted from the slightly more “academic” version in Armand Clesse, Richard Cooper &
Yoshikazu Sakamoto (eds.), The International Systems After the Collapse of the East-West
Order, Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1994, pp. 7-27. See also the ensuing debate on
whether or not there is an “islamic threat,” Leon T. Hadar, “What Green Peril?,” Foreign Affairs,
Vol. 72, No. 2 (1993), pp. 27-42; and Judith Miller, “The Challenge of Radical Islam,” Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 2 (1993), pp. 43-56.

• 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
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Chapter 1

Non-Offensive Defence in the Middle East:
Necessity versus Feasibility
Ioannis A. Stivachtis*

This chapter examines the strengths, weaknesses and dynamics of non-
offensive defence (NOD) in light of its possible application to the Middle East.
The chapter seeks to answer questions like: what is NOD? What forms can
NOD take? What purposes does NOD serve in general, and what purposes
could it serve in the Middle East in particular? Is the adoption of NOD in the
Middle East feasible?

The chapter is divided into three parts. The first part defines NOD and
discusses the forms NOD can take as well as the various strategies related to its
implementation. Focusing on the Middle East, the second part analyses the aims
of NOD. Here, emphasis is placed on the way in which NOD deals with the
arms dynamic and the security dilemma. The third part identifies and discusses
strategic, systemic/international, regional, and intra-state factors that make the
adoption of NOD in the Middle East currently problematic.

I.  NOD and Related Concepts

Defence strategy can take various forms, all of which however aim at
providing adequate security for the state. According to Johan Galtung, the word
defence has two meanings: (1) any reaction to an attack, and (2) a limited
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reaction (defensive defence).1 This resembles the double meaning given to the
word deterrence: deterring an attack through the threat of effective retaliation
(deterrence by retaliation), or deterring an attack through the promise of
effective resistance (deterrence by denial).2 The former involves the infliction
of punishment on an opponent in response to attack, though the particulars of
the punishment need not necessarily correspond to the particulars of the attack
that provoked it. Deterrence by retaliation aims to inflict reciprocal cost on an
aggressor. The threat of a conventional or nuclear attack on the aggressor’s
home territory is a clear example of retaliatory policy. In contrast, deterrence
by denial involves the interdiction of aggression through armed resistance. The
essence of denial is the blocking of an attack through armed opposition.

NOD is premised on the logic of deterrence by denial. According to NOD,
a state ought to possess enough defensive capabilities so as to make itself
difficult to attack, expensive to invade, and hard to occupy. These defensive
capabilities however, must be so configured that they do not reach beyond the
span of national territory. In other words, these capabilities must be such that
they are unable to operate on the territory of the opponent.

Because NOD requires that a state’s denial forces must not themselves be
suitable for long-range offensive operations and that military capability should
be confined as much as possible to one’s own territory, NOD makes the
distinction between offensive and defensive military capabilities crucial.
Although clear in theory however, this distinction has proved difficult to pin
down in practice. With few exceptions, like long-range strategic bombers and
missiles, almost any weapon can be applied for defensive as well as offensive
purposes. Mobile weapon platforms, like tanks, are just as suitable for offence
as they are for defence, and even apparently defensive capabilities like fixed
fortifications such as mines and air artillery can be used to support offensive
operations. This corresponds to Sverre Lodgaard’s observation that weapons are
neither offensive nor defensive, and that they can be turned to both ends,
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although they may not be equally well-suited for offensive and defensive
operations.3

If separating offensive from defensive military weapons is so difficult, if
not virtually impossible, then, how can offensive and defensive military
capabilities be distinguished? According to Lodgaard, the distinction between
offensive and defensive is not a matter of weapons, but of mode of combat. By
looking at the totality of a military posture (deployment pattern, armaments and
equipment, infrastructure and logistics, training and doctrine, etc.) the degree
of offence and defence implied in the posture can be determined.4 The notion
of scope of military postures and the degree of offence and defence implied in
different postures, are at the basis of NOD.

1.  NOD

As a military policy NOD can assume different configurations (see
chapter 1), all of which however are premised on the notion of defensive
defence. According to NOD, the most important cut in the range of possible
reactions to an attack is not between weapons of mass destruction and
conventional defence, nor between military and non-military defence, but
between offensive and defensive means of defence.5 This distinction
emphasizes the objective capabilities of defence systems and not the subjective
motivations that may be attached to them. In other words, the question is not
whether a defence system is to be used for attack, but whether such a system is
capable of being used for  attack. Hence, according to Galtung, the best judge
as to whether a weapon system is defensive or offensive is a possible target of
the system, not the subjective intentions behind it. As he puts it,

Thoughts and words come and go, actions depend on what is objectively possible. The
adversary is the best judge, just as we, in our self-defence, are the best judges of the
adversary.6

According to Galtung, the offensive/defensive distinction is located in
geographical space. In other words, can a weapon system be effectively used
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beyond national borders, or can it only be used within one’s own territory? If
a system can be used beyond national borders, then it is offensive. If it can only
be used within national territory, then the system is defensive. Using a spatial
scale makes it possible for Galtung to measure how offensive weapon systems
may be in terms of two variables: range and  impact area.7 Range divides into
immobile, short and long, and impact area divides into local, limited and
extensive. Defensive weapon systems have a limited range and destruction area,
and  can only be used on one’s own territory. All other weapon systems are
offensive.8

There are however, two important problems with Galtung’s argument.9

First, how to establish the borderline between short and long range, and
between limited and extensive impact areas. This problem is particularly
complicated by the fact that the range of many weapon systems is generally
becoming increasingly larger, and that the range as well as power of many
weapon systems can be radically adjusted with minor technical modifications.
Secondly, how to deal with potentially peculiar geographical factors. A country
may be so small that almost any weapon system would reach beyond national
borders. Such geographic factors are obvious in the Middle East and especially
in the case of Israel which lacks territorial depth. The ability of NOD to
effectively address these two problems is crucial for the would-be operational
viability of NOD strategies (especially in the Middle East).

2.  Strategies of NOD

Implementation of NOD can be achieved through various strategies.10

Some of these strategies could be non-military, along the lines of civilian
resistance to occupation as advocated by Adam Roberts and Gene Sharp.11
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Others could be more conventionally military comprising regular military units,
paramilitary units in the form of broadly-based militia organizations, and
special task units in the form of formations charged with specific tasks such as
coastal, border and air defence, military engineering and training.12 Finally,
some professional military units might be required to take advantage of high-
technology systems, such as the many varieties of short-range precision-guided
munitions that can be used against attacking aircraft, ships, armoured vehicles
and even missiles.13

According to Buzan, NOD envisages a high level of mass participation in
defensive defence that extends not only throughout the whole territory of a
state, but also throughout its society.14 As Stan Windass points out,
conventional military resistance to attack would begin at the border with static
defences like mines, tank traps, fixed fortifications, and professional armed
forces, and would continue through militia resistance and civilian resistance
even in the face of successful military occupation.15 This image of NOD
combines conventional military defence, paramilitary defence, and non-military
defence.

 Implementation of different NOD strategies requires different defence
structures and degrees of resources. Most NOD strategies operate on the
assumption of small, local, autonomous, dispersed military/paramilitary units.
Two reasons underlie this: (1) not to offer an opponent a concentration of
defence potential worthy of extensive conventional or nuclear attack, and (2)
to be able to resist simultaneous attacks from several directions. In terms of
non-military defence, NOD envisions a “social defence” which denies any kind
of cooperation to aggressors.

The main argument in favour of NOD is that a defence of this kind both
ensures national defence, and is not provocative to others. Through deterrence
by denial, NOD provides national security by reducing the chance of successful
aggression and thereby by reducing the incentives for aggression altogether.
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Because the components of NOD cannot be used in committing aggression
however, NOD poses no threat to others, and is therefore not provocative. NOD
thus makes it possible for states to ensure national security without threatening
each other. In addition NOD could also encourage increased cooperation
between national defence establishments, thus opening the way towards
cooperative security.

3.  NOD Aims

NOD has four main aims: (1) to dampen the operation of the security
dilemma; (2) to positively affect the workings of the action-reaction part of the
arms dynamic; (3) to restructure the domestic component of the arms dynamic;
and (4) to provide a way out from the politics-first or arms-first dilemma.16

3.1  NOD and the Security Dilemma

The first objective of NOD is to dampen the operation of the security
dilemma as much as possible, while still retaining the security benefits of a
strong national defence.17 The security dilemma refers to the uncertainty of
purpose created by the military preparations of individual states (see
Introduction and chapter 1). NOD aims at reducing states’ fear of attack by
lowering the offensive potential of military capabilities that are designed for
defence. States adopting NOD should renounce the military means for
aggression, and also should structure their military forces  so as to make a clear
political statement that no aggressive intentions are entertained.

When all states pursue NOD, the security dilemma should cease operating
(or at least diminish greatly). Because, given NOD, the military preparations of
states are non-threatening, when all states pursue NOD fear of aggression
should subside, and military relations among states should improve. In
particular, given NOD, fear of military confrontation between states should
disappear or at least be reduced to a marginal issue.

In the Middle East, war remains a perennial danger. To the traditional
threat of war between Israel and its Arab neighbours, new threats of, or actual,
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violent conflict have been added: between Arab states themselves, as in the case
of war between Iraq and Kuwait, or between Middle Eastern states and states
that are geographically situated on the periphery of the Middle East region, as
in the case of Syria and Turkey. The mutual hatreds, prejudices and historical
grievances that exist in the region intensify the security dilemma that Middle
Eastern States face and make war a steady threat. In such an environment,
progress towards a peace settlement is vital. In this context, the adoption of
NOD strategies could be of great help. But is the adoption of NOD in the
Middle East feasible? This question will be addressed below.

Even if currently the potential for war in the Middle East in the short term
appears to have receded somewhat, the consequences of such a future war have
been multiplied by the Middle East’s regional arms race which since the late
1980s has escalated and shows no signs of slowing down.18 There are no
controls on the sale of conventional weapons to states in the region, and Middle
Eastern countries have come to acquire increasingly sophisticated weapon
systems. By far the most dangerous  development in the regional arms race
however, is the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by several states.
states such as Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Libya and Syria, are all reported to have
weapons of mass destruction capabilities and/or research programmes. The
result of all this has been an unrestrained arms race and an enhanced security
dilemma that not only perpetuates the possibility of war in the Middle East, but
also drastically increases the potential destructiveness of such a war. Because
the second objective of NOD is to dampen the operation of the arms dynamic,
NOD could be useful in dealing with the arms race in the Middle East.

3.2  NOD and the Action-Reaction Process in the Arms Dynamic

The action-reaction process in the arms dynamic is part of the security
dilemma which dictates that states watch and respond to each other’s armament
efforts. To understand the impact of NOD on the action-reaction process, one
needs to examine this process in more detail.

The main claim of the action-reaction model of the arms dynamic is that
states strengthen their armaments because of the threats they perceive from
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other states. Actions by a state to increase its military strength, even for
defensive purposes, will raise the level of threat perceived by other states and
cause them to react by increasing their own level of armament.19 For example,
in the Middle East, an effort by either Israel or Syria to increase its military
strength for defensive purposes, will probably be perceived by the other as
threatening, and will therefore lead it to react by buttressing its own military
strength.

States arm themselves either to seek security against the threats posed by
others, or to increase their ability to achieve political objectives against the will
of others. The latter case may be called a power struggle. Power struggles
usually reflect an attempt by one or more states to increase their influence and
control in the international system at the expense of others. Power struggles
thus are likely to produce arms races in which the revisionist states hope to
change their status either by winning without fighting, or by defeating others
in war.20 Examples of power struggles are observable in the Middle East where
several political boundaries are in dispute.

According to Buzan, even when there is no power struggle, or only a weak
one, the action-reaction process of an arms race can still obtain.21 This is
because states usually have some sense of who the potential aggressor(s) might
be even when the probability of aggression is considered as low. This
perception of potential aggressor(s) will tend to mitigate towards the action-
reaction process in arms racing.

The action-reaction model applies to the arms dynamic as a whole. It can
be seen working in specific cases, such as that of the Middle East, where
political rivalry generates a power struggle and an arms race.22 But it can also
be seen working more generally in the international system, where states
usually maintain armed forces at a level largely influenced by the armament
level of other states. This means that even if a power struggle did not exist in
the Middle East, the action-reaction part of the arms dynamic would still be
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operating. The arms race can only be resolved if states are aware of each other’s
status quo motives.

In practice, there is a considerable mixture of power and security motives
in the behaviour of states. Most weapons can be used for defensive as well as
offensive purposes. It is therefore difficult for any state to distinguish between
measures other states take to defend themselves and measures they may take to
increase their capability for aggression. Because no state can afford to be wrong
in its assessment of the motives of others, it is considered prudent to adjust
national military strength in response to the military measures taken by others.
Since each adjustment in national military strength is seen by other states as a
possible threats however, even an environment in which all states seek only
their own defence will tend to produce competitive accumulations of arms.

This is the problem that NOD seeks to address. Since NOD has no
offensive potential, it is neither threatening nor provocative to others. The
adoption of NOD in the Middle East thus, could solve the problem of arms
racing. But are the conflicts in the Middle East a reflection of a power or a
security struggle? And how well can NOD respond to a revisionist
environment? This question will also be addressed later.

3.3  NOD and the Domestic Component of the Arms Dynamic

NOD also aims at restructuring the domestic component of the arms
dynamic. According to the domestic sources model of the arms dynamic,
national armament efforts are advanced by forces within the state.23 Such forces
are related to military production, bureaucratic politics, economic management,
domestic politics and most importantly to the institutionalization of military
research and development. The latter is closely linked to the logic of
technological imperative.24 Since military technology is important and takes
long to develop, states need to create or encourage a research and development
establishment. Because technological improvement is a continuous process, the
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establishments that support it necessarily become institutionalized. Thus while
research and development establishments are created because the complex and
expensive nature of technology requires them, they become mechanisms that
“set ever higher standards of expense and complexity, increase the pace of
technological advance, and work to make their own products obsolete.”25 Thus
what begins as a response to a problem, becomes part of the process by which
the problem is continuously re-created. Once the process of research and
development is institutionalized, a mechanism is created within the state that
not only responds to technological advancement, but also pulls it along. In so
doing, it drives the qualitative element of the arms dynamic by a logic that is
distinct from the logic of conflict between states.

The rationale driving military production is quite similar to that of research
and development. Since states need military capabilities to defend themselves,
this requires governments to support military production capabilities.26 The
most elementary feature of this support is the promotion of military industries
by governments. In this context, rivalry between states is generated by the
qualitative and quantitative levels of their military production. This process
cannot be easily controlled unless the research and development establishments
related to military production are also controlled. Such control, however, is
difficult due to the presence of political, economic, social and other interests
and considerations.

If the domestic structure component of the arms dynamic is difficult to
manage, this means that weapons will always be an important element in the
security calculations of states. The only possible way to manage security
relations between states then, is to design weapons so that, on the one hand they
provide  adequate security for states, and, on the other hand, do not pose threats
to other states. One of the elementary functions of NOD is related to this
possibility.

NOD aims at restructuring, but not eliminating, the domestic component
of the arms dynamic. States pursuing NOD still need weapons and armed
forces. Since self-reliance is a central theme of NOD, some increase in the
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military production/acquisition of some states, might even be required. High-
technology weapons would still be important in order to support defence tasks.
NOD does not follow disarmament in seeking to resist or ignore technological
change. Instead, NOD tries to steer and exploit technological change in pursuit
of defensive strength. Under NOD, arms industries would be oriented away
from the production of offensive arms, and towards the production of defensive
arms.

3.4  NOD and the Resolution of the Problem of Military Means

There are four basic approaches to solving the problem of the holding of
military means by states in the international system: (1) the tensions-first
approach; (2) the political settlement approach; (3) the arms-first approach; and
(4) the cooperative security approach. According to the tensions-first approach,
the resolution of military tensions between states requires contact between rival
states so that these have an opportunity to understand and learn about each
other.27 Contact between rival states is expected to lead to increased tolerance,
understanding and respect, and consequently, to a reduction in tensions. The
reduction in tensions, in turn, is expected to remove the need for the
maintenance of extensive armaments, which is then expected to open the way
for disarmament negotiations. Successful disarmament negotiations (due to
decreased tensions) are expected to contribute to a further reduction in tensions,
which are then expected to lead to further disarmament efforts and so on,
setting in motion a spiral of tension reduction and disarmament.

The tensions-first approach relies heavily on the benign influence of
popular attitudes on national decision-making.28 Such a reliance, however, may
be unjustified, first because popular attitudes may not always have significant
effect on national foreign policy, and second, because popular attitudes may not
be easily mobilized on behalf of tension-reduction measures. Both these
impediments to the tensions-first approach are present in the Middle East,
where popular opinion is often excluded from national decision-making, and
where in certain cases, popular opinion tends to be more belligerent than
official national policy.
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According to the political settlement approach, resolving military disputes
is impossible as long as political issues regarded as vital by states remain
unresolved.29 In resolving military disputes amongst states, the political
settlement approach suggests three steps: (1) identification of areas of political
dispute; (2) identification of  vital interests; and (3) negotiation of a
compromise around vital interests. The political settlement approach expects
states to defend their concerns, through military means if necessary, and does
not expect that a military dispute between states can be resolved unless the
political disagreements underlying the military dispute are removed first.

The political settlement approach however, faces two problems. First, the
approach cannot get around the fact that military means are often useful tools
in reaching political settlements,  and second, the approach assumes a sharp and
identifiable distinction between political settlements and the resolution of
military disputes. Both these problems are very much evident in the Middle
East, where military means are used as leverage in political negotiations, and
where political and military disputes cannot be easily disentangled. The present
fate of negotiations between the Palestinian Authority and Israel on the
implementation of the Oslo Agreements, as well as the recent failure of the
Middle East Arms Control and Regional Security Talks (ACRS), can be seen
as indicative examples.

The armaments-first approach emphasizes the tension which high levels of
armament introduce even in relations between states already in dispute. Existing
high levels of armaments make political disputes more intractable and thereby
more difficult to resolve. Reducing armament levels, as an initial step, can
therefore help in the resolution of political conflict. The basic criticism of this
approach comes from those who argue that military factors are not a principal
determinant of political relations.30

The cooperative security approach seeks to resolve military disputes
amongst states by clarifying the ends of national military preparations.
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Cooperative security arrangements are thus based on the enhanced transparency
and monitoring of national defence establishments and military postures.
Significant improvements in space-based surveillance technologies allow states
using national technical means to observe each other’s military dispositions and
behaviour much more accurately than ever before. Where there is the political
will, these national technical means can be bolstered by agreed confidence-
building measures (CBMs) and confidence and security-building measures
(CSBMs). CBMs and CSBMs increase transparency by a system of agreed
reporting and inspection measures that give each state the ability to reassure
itself about the other’s military deployments. The technologies and
arrangements that support greater transparency do not eliminate the security
dilemma. But by reducing uncertainties and increasing warning times, they
reduce the intensity and fear of military threats that states pose to each other.
In so doing, they lower the salience of the security dilemma in security relations
between states.

In a way, NOD strategies can also be considered a kind of CSBM, in that
NOD removes the threat to others usually implied in national defence postures.
NOD can open the way towards the cooperative security route of reducing
tensions without either making states feel vulnerable, as in the case of
disarmament, or requiring agreement with other states, as in the case of arms
control. By dampening the security dilemma, NOD creates the necessary
military conditions for the resolution of political tensions and disputes.
Moreover, NOD does not require the political consensus of others, and it avoids
the dependence of arms control on the prior resolution of political disputes.
Because NOD can be pursued unilaterally, it is politically flexible. It allows any
state to take the lead, and thus bypass the problem of agreement that
characterizes disarmament and arms control measures that are heavily based on
multilateral implementation.31

Cooperative security arrangements and especially the adoption of NOD can
be regarded as potentially useful in addressing security problems and standing
military disputes in the Middle East. The question however, is whether
cooperative security and NOD can be made to function in the Middle East.
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II.  NOD in the Middle East: Is it Feasible?

The notions of cooperative security and NOD were initially developed in
response to the changing character of European security.32 The question,
however, is whether these notions are applicable to the Middle East where the
political conditions are very different from those prevailing in Europe in the
1980s/1990s. Lodgaard for instance, argues that policies of NOD may be
difficult to adopt in the Middle East because the European experience shows
that three basic conditions should be initially met. First, the states must have
“no ambition of changing the political status quo with military means; second,
they must have approximately the same amount of resources available for
military purposes, for in the relationship between a small and a big power, even
a minor big power deviation from the predominantly defence posture may be
of great concern to the small power; and third, the geography should be
advantageous to the defender.”33 In the Middle East however,  political
revisionism has not disappeared from the strategic considerations of states, and
the relative distribution of resources between disputing states is not at all
similar to the one that existed in Europe. At the same time, the Middle Eastern
geography is militarily less advantageous for a number of states.

These however, are only a few of the reasons that make the application of
NOD in the Middle East currently doubtful. This section identifies and
discusses the various factors that cast doubts on the applicability of NOD in the
Middle East. Specifically, there are four sets of considerations that make the
adoption of NOD policies in the region problematic: (1) strategic
considerations; (2) international/systemic considerations; (3) regional
considerations; and (4) intra-state considerations.
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1.  Strategic Considerations

In military terms, significant problems with NOD arise in situations where
some states have adopted NOD while others have not. Although one advantage
of NOD is that it can be implemented unilaterally, this means that states
adopting NOD must coexist with offensively armed neighbours. This condition
engenders four problems: (1) NOD states are vulnerable to strategic attack; (2)
NOD states cannot easily form alliances; (3) NOD states will have little or no
capability to defend security interests that may be remote from national
territory; and (4) NOD states cannot use offensive means either to deter attack,
or as part of expelling an invader.

Even a state well prepared for defence is vulnerable to strategic (long-
range) attack. It is thus reasonable to suppose that NOD might have to be
supplemented by some sort of strategic interdiction capabilities to guard against
the possibility of strategic attack. The acquisition of strategic interdiction
capabilities, however, violates the basic principles of NOD and re-opens the
security dilemma. To the extent that an NOD state forgoes strategic interdiction
capabilities, the security of this state is dependent on the goodwill of its
neighbours (assuming these have strategic attack capabilities). Given that in
military disputes goodwill between disputants usually tends to be in short
supply, a state vulnerable to strategic attack would either have to renounce
NOD, or renounce any pretensions of being able to defend itself. In the Middle
East for instance, the adoption of NOD and therefore renunciation of strategic
interdiction capabilities by Israel, would mean a renunciation by Israel of the
ability to defend itself against possible strategic military action, which is
tantamount to basing Israel’s military security on the goodwill of its
neighbours. Given past and present relations between Israel and its neighbours,
such a situation is difficult to conceive.

Under NOD, the possibility for military alliances which usually require
some strategic reach capabilities by members, is highly limited. NOD makes
alliances difficult for two reasons: (1) the principle of self-reliance is inherently
contradictory to alliances,34 and (2) a military capability confined to  national
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territory greatly reduces the scope for mutual military support.35 As already
discussed, NOD strategies require and presume high levels of self-reliance
ranging from the production/acquisition of military means, to the disposition
of these means, to the operational planning for the employment of these means.
This self-reliance principle implied in NOD, however, runs counter to the
military policy coordination often required in alliances where different national
contingencies and concerns usually have to be mutually accommodated by the
members of the alliance.

Military alliances usually imply the exchange of pledges of mutual military
support by members. Pledges of mutual military support require allies to have
the ability to militarily intervene on behalf of one another, which in turn
demands that allies possess at least some capacities for military operations
beyond national frontiers. The possession of capacities for military operations
beyond national frontiers, however, violates the principles of NOD which
explicitly prohibit the holding of such capacities. This means that NOD states
which lack the ability of military intervention beyond national frontiers, do not
make for terribly attractive allies (they cannot offer military support in time of
need), which in turn means that the range of alliance possibilities for NOD
states is highly limited.

In the Middle East, military alliances between neighbours have
traditionally played an important role, especially in the foreign and military
policies of Arab states. If Arab states in the Middle East, however, were to
adopt NOD, their capacity to form military alliances would be greatly reduced
because of their inability to offer military support to one another. Given Israel’s
military superiority in the Middle East, it is unlikely that Arab states would be
willing to forgo the possibility of military alliance and adopt NOD. 

The problem of defending geographically remote security interests arises
most obviously in the case of states dependent for their economic
welfare/military security on distant areas. Defending geographically remote
areas obviously requires capabilities for military operations beyond national
borders. NOD states which by virtue of their military policy lack capabilities
for military operations beyond national borders, cannot defend geographically
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remote areas. States with geographically remote interests are thus unable to
adopt NOD, or if they do so, they are obliged to abandon their distant interests.

Abandoning offensive military capabilities from one’s defence posture as
prescribed by NOD, is both difficult and potentially costly.36 It is difficult
because the boundary between offensive and defensive capabilities is hard to
define. It is potentially costly because the loss of offensive options for defence
imposes some serious limitations and vulnerabilities on national defence policy.
The renunciation of offensive military options reduces the threats available to
support deterrence and narrows the military choices available to the defender
in a military confrontation. It is therefore possible that an NOD strategy might
attract instead of deter a motivated aggressor.

In addition to the four problems discussed above, three further strategic
considerations hinder the adoption of NOD by states: (1) the high costs of self-
reliance; (2) operational difficulties;37 and (3) geographical/material
asymmetries. As  already mentioned, NOD policies presuppose a high level of
self-reliance. High levels of self-reliance, however, imply a significant burden
on national economic and societal resources. Therefore it may be that not all
states can afford to adopt NOD. With respect to the Middle East, the resource
scarcity and domestic political problems of some states, make the adoption of
NOD difficult if not impossible.

Implementation of NOD must ensure that the different possible
components of NOD do not work at cross-purposes. In practice, several
possibilities for combining different NOD components exist. NOD components
can be combined spatially: conventional defence along the borders and in
certain valuable areas, and paramilitary and non-military defence elsewhere.
They can be combined in time: conventional defence followed by other types
of defence. Or they can be combined functionally: conventional defence for
geographic and specific assets, and the other types of defence for more diffused
and dispersed assets. Irrespective of how they are combined, however, NOD
components must work in tandem with one another, which requires intricate
planning and high reliability of each component. In the Middle East, not all
states have the planning capacity required by the implementation of NOD, and
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more importantly, not all states can regard the different components of their
would-be NOD strategies as equally reliable.

Geographic and material resource bases matter in the adoption of NOD
policies because certain bases are better suited to the demands entailed by the
adoption of NOD than others. In terms of geography, territorial depth and
specific physical terrain features can greatly affect the effectiveness of NOD.
In material resource terms, factors such as demographic features and access to
high levels of technology also affect the prospects for NOD. In the Middle East,
a country such as Israel which lacks territorial depth, has a very flat terrain and
a small population base, would be hard pressed to adopt NOD.

2.  Systemic/International Considerations

Efforts to introduce NOD policies in any one region should take account
of two basic systemic considerations: (1) the role played by extraregional
powers, and (2) the pattern of relations between the states in the region
concerned. Relations between states within a region are often affected by the
role played by extraregional powers. Alliances between regional states and
extraregional powers can radically shift patterns of military relations in a region
and affect the military calculations of all other states in the region. A regional
state contemplating the adoption of NOD strategies must consider the
possibility of military intervention in time of need by an extraregional power
on or against its behalf. Military intervention by an extraregional power on
one’s behalf may facilitate the adoption of NOD to the extent that such support
could be expected to compensate for some of the shortcomings of NOD (see
above). On the other hand, military intervention by an extraregional power
against one’s behalf may make the adoption of NOD more difficult by
magnifying the shortcomings of NOD (i.e. greater burden on national resources,
greater exposure to strategic attack, etc.). In the Middle East, the possibility of
military support by extraregional powers in case of military confrontation could
make the expected recipients of such support more favourable towards the
adoption of NOD, but have a contrary effect on everyone else.

Regional military relations are heavily influenced by the ends which guide
the different military policies of the various states comprising the region. The
type of military relations prevailing between states in a region when all pursue
military policies motivated by the preservation of the status quo, are highly
different from the type of military relations prevailing when at least one state
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in the region is pursuing military policies motivated by the overthrow of the
status quo. One fundamental political indicator that military policies are
motivated by the maintenance of the status quo, is the mutual recognition by the
states in a region of each other’s sovereignty and associated rights. In the
Middle East such a mutual recognition of sovereignty between states in the
region does not necessarily exist (Israel’s right to existence is yet to be
recognized by all its Arab neighbours). The potential presence of revisionist
military policies in the Middle East, militate against the adoption of NOD by
both the defenders of the status quo and revisionists in the region.

3.  Regional Considerations

National military policies affect security relations within a region, and
security relations within a region affect national military policies. The
introduction of NOD policies at the national level  holds the potential for
transforming security relations within a region (see chapter 1), while prevailing
security relations within a region in part determine the prospects for the
introduction of NOD policies at the national level (see above).

If security relations within a region affect the prospects for the national
adoption of NOD policies, then determining what constitutes a particular region
is important because the type of regional security relations may change
depending on who is counted as part of the region and who is not. Determining
the boundaries of any one region, however, is no easy matter. Regions,
especially when thought of in terms of security relations, are amorphous
constructs whose composition changes according to national perspectives,
issues in dispute, strategic reach, etc. Carving out a Middle Eastern region in
terms of security relations is particularly problematic because opinion of what
might comprise such a region is so diverse, and because different possible
configurations of such a region can affect national military calculations so
radically. For example, whether or not Turkey is included as part of a Middle
Eastern region of security relations can have significant influence on the
military policies of states such as Israel and Syria. Also, the taking into
consideration of the increasing strategic reach of states such as Iran, and
possibly Libya, can have a dramatic impact on the military policies of states
such as  Israel and the Gulf countries. Advocates of the adoption of NOD
policies by selected states in the Middle East (usually Israel and surrounding
neighbours; see chapter 1) fail to take  account of the effect which different
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conceptions of what constitutes Middle Eastern regional security relations can
have on the decision of these states as to the suitability of NOD.  

4.  Intra-state Considerations

As mentioned several times above, NOD policies place a considerable
burden on the material and societal resources of a country. Materially, the
reorganization of national military postures and strategies along NOD lines
requires the refurbishing of weapons inventories (switch to defensive weapons
only), the possible construction of fixed defence structures and supporting
networks, the training and retraining of significant portions of the population,
the stockpiling of war supplies, the establishment of elaborate civil defence
structures and supporting networks, the creation and/or support of at least some
minimum national military production facilities, etc., plus of course the
administrative, technical and financial means to sustain all of the above.
Societally, NOD requires extensive participation of the masses in national
defence efforts in different guises (i.e. regular military units, paramilitary units,
militia, etc.), the political will to support the material costs associated with
NOD, the determination to continue defence efforts even in the face of initial
success by an aggressor, and of course the societal cohesion necessary to
sustain all of the above.

A cursory review of the material and societal resources of Middle Eastern
states suggests that many of these lack the necessary wherewithal to undertake
and maintain NOD policies. Financial, administrative, and to some extent
technical constraints, make it very difficult if not impossible for countries such
as Egypt, Jordan and Syria to even contemplate the adoption of NOD. More
significantly however, many states in the Middle East suffer from severe
societal problems which make the societal mobilization implied in NOD
unimaginable. In Egypt for instance, political conflict between secular,
Christian, and Islamic fundamentalists makes for little societal cohesion. In
Jordan, the divided loyalties of Palestinian Jordanians (who tend to consider
themselves more as Palestinians than as Jordanians) make societal mobilization
difficult. In Iran, Iraq and Syria, ethnic and political divisions, as well as the
nature of present political regimes which maintain themselves through coercion
more than anything else, preclude any kind of societal mobilization along the
lines prescribed by NOD. In the Gulf states, the prevailing societal structure
(weak monarchies and subjects) makes no allowance for societal mobilization.
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III.  Conclusion

Occasionally NOD policies are put forth as solutions to the military
security problems facing states in their relations with one another. Military
security problems are assumed by advocates of NOD to derive mainly from the
security dilemma created by the widespread holding of military means by
states, and by the ambiguous ends of these means. In pushing NOD as a generic
answer to military security woes, NOD advocates overlook important strategic,
systemic/international, regional and intra-state factors which challenge and
impede the adoption of NOD policies by states. Such factors, as shown above,
are particularly relevant in assessing the applicability of NOD in the Middle
East.

Even the sketchiest review of prevailing conditions in the Middle East
reveal the region to be highly inhospitable to conceptions of NOD. Before one
can even begin to consider the prospects for NOD in the region at least four
conditions ought to be satisfied: (1) all Middle Eastern states must be militarily
status quo oriented; (2) all Middle Eastern states must recognize each other’s
sovereignty and associated privileges; (3) Middle Eastern states must have
sufficient societal and material resources; (4) all extraregional powers must
support the military status quo in the region. Until these four conditions are met
any attempt to introduce NOD in the Middle East cannot be taken seriously.





*  Major-General Swiss Army (ret.).

115

Chapter 2

Cooperative Security and Non-Offensive
Defence in the Middle East
Gustav Däniker*

We are living in a time of rapid and momentous change. In the post-Cold
War era, security has become a multidimensional concern involving economic,
social, humanitarian and environmental issues in addition to the previously
preponderant military dimension. The change from a confrontational approach
to security, relying on military means and on nuclear deterrence as a last resort,
to a co-operative approach has of course implications for military strategies, the
role of the armed forces, force structures and equipment. We are in a period of
transition in which the speed and the dynamics of change call above all for
flexibility and the capability to react quickly, both politically and militarily. In
such a context, an essentially stationary concept like non-offensive defence
(NOD) looks singularly out of place. Is it really suitable for strengthening the
peace process in the Middle East?

I.  NOD and the Middle East Challenge

Despite the extraordinary progress in the Middle East peace process since
the Oslo agreement between Israel and the Palestinians in 1993, the current
situation is a delicate balance which is challenged both from the inside and the
outside.

However, fragile as it may be, this process has become a reality, and the
question is whether it can be consolidated by implementing NOD in the
framework of a cooperative approach to security. Before pursuing this question,
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I would like to recall the definition of NOD. Dr Møller defined NOD as
follows:

NOD is a strategy, expressed in a posture that emphasizes defensive at the expense of
offensive military operations.

At the same time, Dr Møller has cautioned that NOD is a matter of degrees, i.e.
a continuum. He also gave a number of examples of NOD models, i.e.:

An area-covering territorial defence along the lines of the “spider web” model proposed
by Horst Afheldt. The essential idea is that offensive operations are dependent on and
confined to a stationary system.
Bastion-type defences with a concentration of forces in certain politically important
areas. A strictly defensive forward defence of artillery fire barriers as suggested by
Norbert Hannig in a number of publications in the early 1980s.

What these models have in common is that they are based on stationary
concepts, they have never worked in the past, they do not take into account
modern technologies and in my opinion they are not suited to current security
needs, neither in Europe nor in the Middle East.

Put in a nutshell, my objections are the following: NOD presupposes a
strategic territorial depth which is not always available (and direfully lacking
in the case of Israel); NOD implies that the attacked party accepts the full
damage of aggression while confining itself to defending within its own
territory; and that by implementing NOD, a country would renounce all its
possible deterrent capabilities.

Such a step would be premature in the present stage of the Middle East
peace process given the disparity of forces and the population imbalance
between Israel and its neighbours. Israel continues to be exposed to an
“existential” threat by states like Iraq (which threatened to incinerate half of
Israel in 1991), Iran and Libya. Abandoning its deterrent may be suicidal for
any nation, but especially for small countries lacking the depth necessary for
repelling an aggressor. Finally, any revival of outdated defence models is
counter-productive, especially in the Middle East context. The NOD approach
emphasizes military measures whereas progress has to be achieved on the
political level first before it can be translated into force reductions and
defensive deployment patterns.
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Another concept mentioned in the discussion is “collective security” like
the new North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) which is being
transformed from a former adversarial alliance into a collective security system
in which the former adversary is loosely included in the form of programmes
like the Partnership for Peace (PFP) or the North Atlantic Cooperation Council
(NACC). It is obvious that the parameters in the Middle East are not yet
compatible with such a concept. So far there has never been an adversarial
alliance that has been transformed into a collective security system including
the former adversary, although a cautious rapprochement seems to be under
way between Israel and Jordan.

A far more flexible approach is needed in my opinion, such as the one
provided by the concept of “cooperative security” as has been institutionalized
in the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). This
comprehensive concept is built on a broad basis of Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures (CSBMs) which are the indispensable first step. Once all the
states involved have mutually recognized their right to national existence,
further steps can be taken that could be modelled upon the Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty. Agreements on arms control and verification
will have to be complemented by accords on the transparency of military
activities as laid down in the 1990 and 1992 Vienna Documents. As military
requirements change, the role of the military will have to be redefined with a
new emphasis on ensuring peace rather than on war fighting. Even the soldier’s
identity will no longer be confined to that of a combatant, but would be
redefined in a more comprehensive way. Finally, the establishment of economic
relations will prove an indispensable corollary to the peace process. And why
should it not be possible to create, step by step, such a cooperative security
system in the Middle East as well?

 II.  Swiss National Defence and NOD

Before I deal with the risks and challenges ahead, let me explain why we,
in the Swiss Army, considered NOD as unsuitable.

In order to make the Swiss reaction to the idea of structural non-
offensiveness comprehensible to you, I first have to provide you with some
historical background. The main goal of the Swiss strategy during the Cold War
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was again (as during the First and Second World Wars) not to become involved
in an open conflict, that is to say a potential Third World War. It was so-to-say
a “niche” strategy between the two major blocs. Switzerland’s traditional armed
neutrality, a strong army and the unwavering determination by the
overwhelming majority of the population to resist aggression were to ensure
this goal.

In military terms, we relied on the effectiveness of our philosophy of
“dissuasion”, i.e. conventional deterrence predicated on a visible and credible
capability and readiness to defend our country. However, this implied that the
possibility of aggression against Switzerland could not be ignored either. On
the contrary, in order to achieve a credible dissuasion, it had to be anticipated
in great detail and different scenarios had to be taken into account.

The most probable and at the same time the worst-case scenario was an
attack by the Warsaw Pact thrusting westward with strong forces, and possibly
supported by nuclear means, through central Switzerland. This assumption has
been confirmed by the archives in the former East Germany which became
accessible after the fall of the wall. Operational plans for crossing Swiss
territory did in fact exist.

While an attack by NATO was not apprehended, violations of Swiss
territory, also from that side, could not be ruled out. And depending on the
development of operations in Central Europe, Switzerland could also have been
exposed to incursions by NATO forces. Although neutrality would have been
meaningless in the case of an attack and Switzerland would have been free to
join an alliance, our conviction was that our country should be able to ensure
its defence on its own to the largest possible extent in order to preserve our
strategic freedom of action and to gain the necessary time for negotiating the
best conditions in the case of a coalition.

For this reason, our efforts were focused on the best military preparations
which would form an optimum basis for achieving this broad range of goals in
the event of war. All defence models proposed as an alternative to the official
NATO doctrine were therefore also carefully studied. We were familiar with
the names of authors like Spannochi and Brossolet. I personally had discussions
with other proponents of defensive concepts like Afheldt, Löser, von Müller,
Schmähling and others, with some of them even several times. Last year, I
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studied and commented on Lutz Unterseher’s model of a defensive defence for
Switzerland.

But initial reservations seemed always justified. The expectations of most
of these authors in terms of new weapons technologies were premature by years
if not by decades. It was not so easy to achieve the required kill numbers of
thousands of battle tanks and of heavy infantry fighting vehicles by “alternative
means”.

Doubts remained regardless of the progress in the development of smart
weapons which resulted in a boost of defensive capabilities by firepower. The
goal of defending the integrity of one’s own national territory cannot be
achieved by simply adopting a defensive doctrine which implies that the
defender accepts to be pushed back by sheer superiority or to be outmanoeuvred
operationally. In order to sense opportunities on the battlefield and to exploit
them or even to counter deep breakthroughs, strong offensive units were, in our
view, needed at that time. Quite apart from the fact that the battle tank is the
best anti-tank weapon in certain situations, it was the only weapon suitable for
counter-attacks or for regaining ground in desperate situations.

Moreover the defence of the areas across the borders posed a problem for
the Swiss Army. NATO was not able to provide an area coverage encompassing
the southern part of the Federal Republic of Germany and the northern part of
Italy. Thrusts along the Swiss borders and incursions on Swiss territory had to
be reckoned with, and to be addressed. Although the Swiss defence strategy of
that time, which was incidentally not questioned by anybody, coincides to some
extent with Björn Möller’s definition of NOD, we neither could nor wanted to
adopt an operationally and tactically passive posture. An army has to be not
primarily defensive, but operational, hard-hitting, dangerous, incalculable and
capable of being used efficiently wherever necessary.

Let me stress this again: the doctrine of conventional dissuasion required
the capability of signalling to a potential adversary that the price of aggression
against Switzerland in terms of human lives, material, time and loss of prestige
would be excessively high and that the adversary would be denied any certainty
of ever achieving its operational goals by crossing Swiss soil. For that purpose,
we needed “hard currency”, i.e. combat aircraft and battle tanks and other high-
performance weapons in sufficient numbers per area unit.
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In other words, during the Cold War, the goal of the Swiss Army
leadership was not merely attrition, which would have been insufficient in
terms of dissuasion, nor only the defeat of enemy spearheads. The objective
was to safeguard the integrity of the national territory which implies
reconquering lost territory. For this purpose, cross-border operations up to a
certain depth were also necessary.

Our evaluation of the experiences of other countries confirmed our
concept. The admirable Finnish defence against the Red Army during the
winter war, a kind of NOD, could not prevent considerable territorial losses.
What was clearly missing was the force potential to launch a counter-attack.
Israel, a small country in terms of territory, would have long disappeared from
the map, had it not been capable of mounting an outright forward defence.
Without the offensive successes of their armed forces, Egypt and Syria would
never have been “uprated” politically as was the case after the Yom Kippur
war.

In conclusion, the world’s oldest democracy did not need to be “civilized
by defensiveness” which sometimes has been and still is being praised as a by-
product of NOD. There are other factors which more than credibly demonstrate
Switzerland’s peacefulness. However, we wanted to be able, whenever possible,
not only to react, but also to act. The army as the sole instrument of power of
the state had to be capable, together with political means, to safeguard
Switzerland’s national interests even during the most difficult times.

We did not think that such a goal would have been achievable with a
“défense pure”. And we remained suspicious when Mikhail Gorbachov
announced in December 1988 that the Red Army would henceforth switch to
a defensive defence. We did not exclude the possibility that his step was not
only motivated by economic factors but that it was also used for deceptive
purposes by the Soviet Marshals. We had already seen too much maskirovka
and we were experts enough to know that such a defence would be inadequate
in the vast eastern spaces of the former Soviet Union. In Second World War,
the German armies would have besieged Moscow and Stalingrad for a long
time if the Soviet forces had not been capable of an “offensive defence.” The
current Russian military doctrine is more honest and more realistic in this
respect.
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III.  New Challenges and Dangers

After this retrospect of the Swiss defence concepts during the Cold War,
I would now like to turn to the present and to the future. As we have seen, the
concept of NOD was considered as inadequate for the Swiss Army’s defence
needs in the past. Is it possible however that NOD might answer the defence
needs of the post-Cold War world?

Although some disillusionment has followed the euphoria which
accompanied the end of the Cold War, a return to the status quo ante is not to
be expected. On the contrary, for the foreseeable future, large-scale offensive
military operations can reasonably be excluded from the European theatre. The
East-West division has been overcome, and former enemies have become
partners within the institutional framework of a new security architecture. The
OSCE provides a vast framework of cooperative and consensual security, from
Vancouver to Vladivostok. The implementation of the arms reduction measures
agreed under the CFE has resulted in some stability. Extensive verification has
enhanced transparency and mutual confidence.

However, after 40 years of Cold-War freeze, war, although this time at the
intra-state level, has again become a reality in Europe. States break apart,
peacefully as in the case of Czechoslovakia or in appalling violence like the
former Yugoslavia. Centrifugal tendencies of ethnic groups or minorities
constitute a tremendous conflict potential.

This conflict potential has to be addressed by a broad range of preventive
measures as provided for in the framework of the OSCE. The implementation
of early-warning techniques is advocated to avoid any repetition of the Bosnian
disaster when the international community failed to pay attention to the
foreboding of a storm. If preventive measures fail and belligerents do not
respond to the political efforts of the international community, “compellance”
in the form of military interventions will become inevitable if conflicts are to
be contained and ultimately quenched. In response to this need, all major
European armies are restructuring and building up contingents of crisis-reaction
forces which will be able to perform Implementation Force (IFOR)-like
missions. NOD obviously is not suited for addressing this new type of
challenge. Ironically, under a concept like NOD, other European nations would
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have to wait for the crossfire to reach their doorsteps before they could
legitimately react.

But apart from ethnic and irredentist conflicts, the security of highly
industrialized societies is in jeopardy due to other kinds of military and non-
military threats. Certain states may resort to terrorism or strategic blackmail in
order to achieve regional hegemony. With increasing evidence that a country
like Libya is building a new chemical weapons facility, Mediterranean rim
states are vulnerable to attacks by missiles armed with chemical warheads. Iran
is rumoured to be building up a nuclear capacity in order to achieve the status
of regional power. Yet here again, and much to my regret, I cannot see any
possibility of coping with these emerging threats by adopting NOD.

In addition, paradoxically, imported labour which contributed to the
prosperity and wealth of European nations, may turn into an internal security
risk, as in the case of the Partyia Karkere Kurdistan (PKK) in Germany. Apart
from immigrants and refugees, there is another worldwide non-military security
threat, namely, organized crime which has been termed the world’s fastest
growing business by some analysts. Worldwide alliances are being formed in
every criminal field, from money laundering and currency counterfeiting to
trafficking in drugs and nuclear materials. The international community is as
yet at a loss to cope with this mushrooming problem which certainly cannot be
addressed by traditional military concepts, let alone by NOD. Finally, water as
a major source of future conflicts in areas like the Middle East should be
mentioned in this context.

IV.  New Technologies

The Gulf War marked a turning-point in military history. For the first time,
new technologies were used to achieve victory without annihilating the enemy.
But, as I pointed out in my book The Guardian Soldier: On the Nature and Use
of Future Armed Forces, the technological potential already available has not
yet been adequately translated into operational terms. For example, the
tremendous amount of information was not used efficiently or rapidly enough
in the Gulf War.

 Information has always played a crucial role in organized warfare.
However, some experts argue that information may become the preponderant
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element of future warfare as it will allow an unprecedented precision in the use
of firepower and manoeuvre. A military revolution is forecast in terms of the
employment of microprocessors throughout military force structures, remote
sensing technologies, advanced data-fusion software, interlinked but physically
remote databases and high-speed, large-capacity communications networks.

This information technology is not inherently offensive. In itself,
information technology does not destroy targets or transport troops or material.
But it enables the precise application of force against vital targets. It is able to
maximize the impact of the employment of forces while minimizing their own
vulnerability.

This technological revolution is characterized by several features,
including: (1) its basis, to a large extent, in dual-use technologies freely
available on the global market-place; and (2) its availability to minor powers
which will be able to acquire capabilities that will enable them to reach Western
standards in the twenty-first century. And the new technology will have
profound implications for the type of warfare we have to expect in the next
century. Without wanting to go into too much detail, the capabilities that will
be available on the global market-place comprise among others the following
elements: precision guidance provided by the US Global Positioning System
(GSP) or the Russian Global Navigation System (GLONASS) satellites, new
missile technologies, upgrade packages for ageing weapons systems, high-
resolution satellite imagery and sophisticated processing, and enabling
techniques, all dual-use, for weapons of mass destruction (nuclear, biological
and chemical).

While the full scope of these new technologies remains to be assessed, the
following consequences are predicted by experts at this stage: firepower will be
able to be effectively employed throughout the theatre of operations; the enemy
will no longer have the time to recover from sequential attacks; and operations
will be manoeuvre-dominated. As a result, the linear battlefield with its front,
rear and flanks will dissolve into a non-linear battle space. In this environment,
the distinction between offensive and defensive will become blurred, as it will
be possible to carry out long-range precision strikes against vital targets which
can inflict strategic damage on an attacker. Given such conditions, contrary to
previous expectations, the military technology revolution will not provide a
new lease on life for NOD.
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V.  Conclusion

I have recently learned that Mr. Lutz Unterseher, the already mentioned
proponent of NOD, has worked out an NOD concept for Bosnia which is said
to be similar to a model he had elaborated for Switzerland in 1995. I do not
pretend to be able to judge whether Bosnia could be defended in this way
should internal and external aggression become a reality again. However, I do
know that Unterseher slogans like “space-controlling basic structures”, “mobile
intervention elements”, “spider webs” and “highly reactive and cost-effective
sources of fire” alone will not suffice for building an effective self-defence in
real life. It is a fact that the infantry units of the Bosnian Muslims were not able
to achieve any success against the Bosnian-Serb forces which had superiority
in mobility and heavy weapons. It is further a fact that only the “punitive
action” carried out by NATO aircraft, that is to say by high-performance
systems, made possible the turn of events which led to the Dayton Agreement.
Finally, in the Gulf War, Kuwait was also liberated by a highly modern and
flexible mechanized army.

Whatever the arguments that speak in its favour, in my opinion, NOD is a
concept which was justifiable during the era of the Cold War in so far as all
possibilities, including alternative military approaches, had to be examined in
order to avoid a large-scale and perhaps even nuclear confrontation. But even
then it soon became clear that NOD was not suitable as an unilateral doctrine.
In other words, NOD has been basically a political and psychological approach,
but not an effective operational concept. If there is political confidence, NOD
is feasible. If however there is no political confidence, NOD will actually cause
distrust, insecurity and fear. For the Middle East, this implies that it is more
important to press the peace process ahead and to create mutual trust than to try
to convince entire nations that confidence-building has to start via the
dismantling of a trusted and functioning defence system.

As a result of the OSCE and the implementation of the CFE, the military
environment in Europe is quite different today. But what seems even more
important to me is the far-reaching change in the European political
environment. NOD relates primarily to inter-state conflicts or to conflicts
between groups of states. What we need today are, on the one hand, specially
equipped and trained territorial units to protect the population of the nation
states and, on the other hand, intervention forces for the implementation of a
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strategy of stabilization and “stability projection” (as in the case of
peacemaking and humanitarian interventions) and in the worst case for the
punishment of war crimes. Units which are suitable for such interventions are
also capable of securing strategic partnerships and partnerships of peace. I
doubt that the situation looks different in the Middle East. NOD is not suitable
for any of these tasks. This is not a reproach, for NOD was not conceived for
this type of mission. However, it seems to be hardly worthwhile to try
obstinately to keep it alive.

It seems to me that one should admit that NOD, irrespective of how it is
assessed, is an anachronism, a relic of the intellectual struggle of the Cold War
which, for better or worse, should be relinquished today.





*  Col. (ret.), Analyst, Ministry of Defence, Ramat-Gan, Israel.
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Chapter 3

Non-Offensive Defence and its Applicability
to  the Middle East: An Israeli Perspective
Shmuel Limone*

An attempt, any attempt, to seek a solution to the very complicated Arab-
Israeli problems in the military field alone, necessarily addresses the symptoms,
not the root causes of the conflict. A genuine, comprehensive treatment ought
to deviate from the limiting contours of the non-offensive defence (NOD)
approach, and deal with the broader dimensions of the issues. These include the
need to improve economic conditions, the need to encourage the evolution of
democracy and civil society, the need to change perceptions, myths and biases
through teaching and education, and the need to create political and economic
institutions and a new framework for regional cooperation. From an Israeli
perspective we speak of a different political reality in which Israel is regarded
not only as a tolerable, but, as Jim Leonard once put it, an indispensable
member of the Middle East.

Dealing with the military manifestations of an acute political dispute can
be beneficial to all parties concerned. From an Israeli point of view therefore,
the vision of the NOD approach is sound and lofty. Indeed, on a conceptual
level, few can object to it. The basic concept, as developed by Dr Möller,
namely that the pursuit of national security by one party must be done in a way
that does not create insecurity for other parties, is logical. The principles and
components of NOD according to Dr Möller, i.e. the elimination of a zero-sum
mentality in the foreign and security policies of countries belonging to the same
region, the attainment of sufficient security at an affordable cost, the intention
to create a regional security regime that preserves effective deterrence and
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defence against any potential aggression, must all be regarded as civilized goals
worthy of universal support.

 The problem, as with any other proposition aimed at the radical change of
an entrenched strategic doctrine, especially one that is still considered to have
weathered that test of time, is embedded in the political and strategic context
and constraint in which NOD is meant to be applied. Allow me, for a moment,
to explore this context.

Israel has always maintained that the solution of the core problems of the
Arab-Israeli conflict—and NOD, which calls for fundamental revisions in
military doctrines and force structures, is precisely such a core problem—must
wait for the evolution of a different, more benign and accommodating Middle
Eastern climate. The nature of the risks and the fragility of important aspects
of the existing peace agreements, the depth of enmity and distrust, the
differences between rich and poor, Jews and Muslims, large and small states,
problems of demography, territory and water (especially these last two!), oil,
foreign interests, etc., do not lend themselves to one unified theory of security
and peaceful change. As I will now attempt to show, some of the possible
solutions offered by the NOD concept stand, in Israel’s view, at variance, not
only with the circumstances presently obtaining between Israel and its
neighbours, but also with an ultimate scenario in which Israel will dwell in
peace even within a wider circle of Arab countries. I submit that between the
ideal, in which it will be possible to institute measures fully commensurate with
an NOD posture and today’s realpolitik constraints, we need to seek a feasible
middle ground. Not an NOD, but a Less Offensive Defence (LOD).

Put in the proper context, such an approach translates into a cautious,
proof-oriented mind-set. For Israelis that means that even when they recognize
that the positive changes that have been taking place in the Middle East warrant
a search for a substitute security package, they are guided by ongoing concerns,
defined as follows:

a. The high price of peace, that is, the widespread feeling among many in
Israel that peace, to this date, has not produced even the minimal security
dividends expected in light of Israel’s concessions.

b. The hostile position of important actors in the Middle East to the peace
process and to the state of Israel itself.
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c. The lack of democracy and openness, even among countries that have
signed peace agreements with Israel, a state of affairs that bears directly on
such political variables as continuity, predictability and commitment to
agreements of successor regimes.

Let me put it in even more blatant terms. For a long transition period, an
exchange of territories for peace does not accord with important elements of the
NOD concept. From Israel’s point of view, loss of territorial assets would, most
probably, tend to strengthen those elements of its force structure designed to
compensate for such a loss. The development of a strong, versatile airforce, the
emphasis on mobility and accurate fire-power, the possession of long range
reconnaissance and early warning measures, and the development of the
capability to strike targets from longer distances, will thus still be needed for
many years to come. While holding on to territories could permit Israel to be
flexible on its traditional security principles (such as the need to pre-empt in the
face of a perceived imminent attack), the hand-over of territories would tend,
in effect, to rigidify Israel’s security considerations.

In view of the above, can Israel move at all in the direction of a less
offensive defence? Well here comes the good news. My answer is that it can,
and that it can do so even to a relatively great extent. Three levels of activities
may be subsumed under the rubric of NOD. All are preconditioned on
reciprocity, but their nature may allow for less than full participation by all of
Israel’s perceived adversaries. A few measures could even be undertaken on an
unilateral Israeli basis.

Specifically, I speak of the following set of measures:

a. Measures designed to signal intent of non-violence and good neighbourly
relations.

b. Measures designed to minimize prospects for misunderstanding, increase
predictability, and reduce inadvertent escalation.

c. Measures aimed at reducing the capabilities, and hence, the incentive, to
launch a surprise attack.

Israel’s overall posture in recent years falls in the first category. Israel has
pursued a foreign and security policy designed to seek political solutions based
on a commitment to the principle of peaceful settlement of disputes and the
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furtherance of regional cooperation. Its engagement in the peace process, its
willingness to sign and negotiate important arms control and non-proliferation
agreements such as the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) or the Certain Conventional Weapons
Convention (CCW) and its adherence to various suppliers’ regimes, all attest
to Israel’s determination and intent to seek accommodation and peace with its
neighbours.

The second set of measures, the need to increase understanding and
decrease miscalculations, calls, first, for the introduction of various military
confidence and security building measures. Members of this forum are familiar
with the myriad suggestions submitted by Israel to the ACRS talks, so I will
allow myself to dispense with the need to recount them now. I only wish to note
that they represent a conscientious Israeli attempt to learn from international
experience and to adapt to measures that stand to increase predictability,
openness and stability and to reduce tension among states.

Israel can accommodate itself also to the third, the most demanding, set of
parameters, those connected with the need to reduce capabilities to initiate
sudden attack. In circumstances of regional peace and reciprocal commitments,
and that, again, is sine qua non to any movement towards a less offensive
defence regime, Israel may be ready, without overhauling the mobility and
technological capabilities of its armed forces, to restructure them by reducing
their size, to alter their dispositions by deploying them away from border areas,
and to downgrade their level of readiness by moving them to reserve and
storage status. Israel could also permit others to verify its compliance with such
measures.

These measures and conclusions do not reflect my own personal opinion
alone. They were incorporated in a formal document issued by the Planning
Division of Israel’s Defence Forces and disclosed in June 1995. The document
defined and analysed the principles, goals and the desired arrangements for
security in the negotiations with Syria, from a professional, apolitical
viewpoint. It, therefore, represented what may be considered as a detailed,
authoritative account of Israel’s security needs as well as its margins of
compromise. For the sake of accuracy, I chose to quote the following parts,
which bear the most relevance to our discussion:
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a. Israel’s objective is to arrive at a reality in which both parties will enjoy
equal levels of security at lower levels of military investments.

b. First priority must be given to devising arrangements that will reduce, if
not altogether eliminate, the risk of a surprise attack. These arrangements
must ensure that neither side will gain any advantage by launching an
attack on the other side.

c. We wish to create a situation in which preparations for war by any side
will require open and clear steps that, in turn, will provide sufficient time
to mobilize reserves. This objective can be achieved by distancing the large
concentrations of ground forces away from each other, and by further
reducing their level of readiness. The security arrangements should,
therefore, include buffer zones, a commitment not to restation military
forces in the vacated areas, the establishment of a foreign military
presence, the institution of demilitarized and diluted zones, etc. The depth
of these security zones will facilitate the construction of defensive
dispositions needed to protect the vital interests of both sides.

d. Israel is aware of the importance that our Syrian colleagues place on the
defence of Damascus. (Please take note: this is a direct translation of an
internal Israeli army document, not meant for public consumption. It
expressly recognizes the legitimacy of Syrian concerns and chooses to
characterize the Syrians as “colleagues”, not as enemies). On our part we
need to ensure the defence of our population centers in the north.

e. In order to curtail each side’s ability to strike the others side’s territory at
short notice with long-distance weapons requiring no prior ground
movements, measures must be taken to make sure that weapons positioned
in the zones of restricted armaments will have a range incapable of
reaching the neighbouring country’s territory.

f. As an indispensable component of the security arrangement, each side
must possess independent means that will assure it that the other side fully
complies with its security obligations, and will provide it with early
warning capabilities to detect possible violations. We are therefore of the
opinion that all arrangements must be supplemented by complementary
and overlapping early-warning, verification and inspection measures.
These should include independent and joint means, as well as third-party
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means. It would be advisable to make use of all available technologies and
all possible sensors, but there can be no substitute for an on-site presence
and for the reliance on one’s own eyes. The verification means should
therefore include continuous coverage and a capability to perform spot
inspections based on specific evidence of violation. This can be achieved
by a combination of routine and special inspections of observers, aerial
reconnaissance and electronic sensors.

g. One way to make sure that any decision to go to war becomes an extremely
difficult choice would be to reduce the size of the sides’ armed forces and
to create a reasonable, quantitative ratio between them. We should aim for
a situation in which large standing forces will not face each other. Such
forces increase perceptions of threat and hence tension between the states.

h. Another component that must be addressed concerns the military relations
between countries that are partners to the peace agreement and other
regional countries. A peace agreement should prohibit hostile military
cooperation against the other party to the agreement. It also means that a
party’s territory may not serve as a platform for hostile action taken by a
third party.

i. The army document concludes with the following remark: steps instituted
with a view to forestall actions are insufficient. It will be necessary to
create a new system of relations between both sides’ armies that is based
on trust. Trust must be built over time, but already at the beginning of the
realization of the agreement (with the Syrians) mechanisms must be
constructed to cultivate trust. We shall need to enhance transparency of our
military activities in the border area in order to minimize misinterpretation
by the other side. We therefore propose, already in the negotiation stage,
to conclude steps to promote “socialization” (sic) between the armies, by
inviting Syrian officers to accompany UN officers on their inspection visits
on our side of the border.

To conclude, I wish to offer the following summary and observations:

a. The overall regional political context, and Israel’s proven willingness to
make concessions for peace, have, up to a point, been conducive to Israel’s
adoption of a less offensive defence posture.



An Israeli Perspective 133

b. In order to improve predictability and understanding, both of which should
be regarded as important precursors to NOD, Israel has offered a package
of transparency measures in the form of pre-notification of exercises;
forward presence of early-warning (EW) facilities and cooperative use of
space for the purpose of verification. Israel has also offered to establish
crisis management centres, hot-line communications between field
commanders and General Headquarters (GHQs), and openness measures
such as: seminars on threat perceptions and military doctrines, reciprocal
visits to military facilities and industries and dialogues between military
schools and staff colleges.

c. Israel has signalled its willingness to institute, on a reciprocal basis,
structural limitations on military capabilities, budgets and manpower, and
on the number and deployment of combat formations.

d. In Israel’s view, its willingness has been tempered by a lack of a
corresponding will on the part of Arab regimes to transform their own
military posture in this direction. Without reciprocity, Israel may not be
able to proceed much further on its own and may conceivably find itself
even having to reverse course.

e. Even under a more cooperative security regime, Israel will need to
maintain military capabilities to respond to sudden military challenges. To
withstand a surprise attack Israel will therefore have to retain sufficient,
offensive and advanced war fighting capabilities, needed to prepare an
effective defence.

f. Therefore, even in a more favourable strategic environment, Israel will
need to maintain a rapid response, a high-tech long-range military force
with which to counter especially more remote threats to its security, now
evolving. To come back to Dr Möller’s paper, these capabilities do not
fully accord with his espousal of the NOD concept.






