o

hall

el

CONFIDENCE-BUILDING IN THE MIDDLE EAST
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)

Mediterranean Academy of Diplomatic Studies
Malta, 15-18/1V/1994

Agenda

List of participants

"Project proposal”/ United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
(UNIDIR)

"Middle East peace process"/ Suha Umar

"Evaluation of the continuing process aimed at achievement of peace, arms
control and creation of the climate of confidence"/ Oleg Sokolov
"Non-offensive defence and the Arab-Israeli conflict"/ Bjorn Moller
"Non-offensive defence as a strategy for small states?"/ Bjorn Moller
"Palestinian security needs and concerns"/ Khalil Shikaki

"The Arab threat: the Israeli perspective”/ Shmuel Limone

"A Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone (NWFZ) in the Middle East and its
ambience"/ Shalheveth Freier

"The concept of NWFZ and the Middle East"/ Jan Prawitz

. ISTITUTO AFFARI
121 |NTERNAZIONALI -ROMA

n°® lav. ALOS) ...
M e Ay

= sLIOTECA




Agenda

Expert Group Meeting
Confidence-Building in the Middle East
Malta*

15 - 18 April 1994

* Expert Group Meeting organized by UNIDIR with the co-operation of the
Mediterranean Academy of Diplomatic Studies, University of Malta



3RS \Welcome. Drink

FRIDAY, 15 APRIL 1994 Arrival of participants
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SATURDAY, 16 APRIL 1994
9h30-10h30 Objectives and methods of work, Presentation of initial
ideas for discussion by the group.

10h30-13h00 I.  Security in the Middle East: Approaches and
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a) Principles of security and cooperation in the Middle
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b) Participating states: other actors.

Cc) Regional institutions.)

13h00-14h30 Lunch at the Hotel

15h00-18h00 I1. Policies and measures to alleviate security concerns.
a) Weapons of mass destruction.

b) Policies of Non-Offensive Defense (NOD).

16h30-16h45 Coffee break
16h45-18h00 b} NOD cont.
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d} How to address the concerns of non-governmental
movements and actors.

18h30 Departure for Valletta - Reception in honour of the
expert group hosted by His Excellency Professor Guido
de Marco, Minister of Foreign Affairs at the Ministry for
Foreign Affairs, Valletta.

20h30 | Dinner in Saint Julians.



SUNDAY, 16 APRIL 1994
9h30-11h00

11h00-11015

11h15-13h00

13h00-14h30

14h30-17h30
16h15-16h30

16h30-17h30

18h30

MONDAY, 18 APRIL 1994

I1. Policies and measures, cont.
Coffee break
III. The role of CSBMs and arms control as integral

parts of broader peace processes: A medium-term
perspective.

Lunch at Hotel

II1. The role of CSBMs and arms control, cont.
Coffee break

The next steps: project planning for the months ahead.

__Identification of focal points and modalities of work.

Commissioning of papers; planning of the next expert
group meeting; preparation of publications etc.

Departure for Mdina - Dinner in Mdina

Participants depart

It should be noted that the project centres on politico-military affairs. While being
mindful of the confidence-building effects that economic and environmental cooperation may
have, in the opening stages of the project we deem it desirable to treat these dimensions as
parameters for the analysis of politico-military CSBMs/arms control. Later, we may wish to
examine them per se, for their confidence-building effect and their impact on the arms control
agenda. This is essentially a matter of how much we can realistically accomplish. In the end,
we may find it more prudent to leave economic relations and environmental issues as important

contextual elements.
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Confidence-Building in the Middle East

Background

In April 1993, UNIDIR convened a Conference of Research Institutes in the Middle
East.! Scholars and diplomats from a dozen countries in the region attended the Conference
together with experts from other parts of the world. An important agenda item centred on
confidence-and security-building measures (CSBMs). UNIDIR would like to pursue this
subject, drawing on European experiences with CSBMs while taking Middle Eastern realities
as points of departure.

The research will be undertaken in parallel with the work of the multilateral arms
control group of the peace process, which has CSBMs uppermost on its agenda. However,
while the arms control group is an exercise in diplomacy and politics, UNIDIRs work will
follow the ground rules of independent scholarship.

European CSBMs have inspired confidence-building efforts in many other parts of the
world. Similar measures have been adopted in regions such as South Asia and the Middle
East {p.9). However, each region must be considered on the basis of its own characteristics.
After the Cold War, regional variations are greater than ever. Therefore, we are not
hypothesizing that European CSBMSs can be transplanted to the Middle East in wholesale
fashion. But we are seeing great merit in using the European experience as a heuristic tool
in phrasing constructive questions, identifying new opportunities, and elaborating specific
measures tailored to regional security needs.

The peace process launched in Madrid held great promise. It soon appeared, however,
that the bilateral and multilateral talks could not easily progress in the absence of a
constructive approach to the question of a Palestinian homeland. This autumn, the Oslo
Accord took a significant step in that direction. While there are a number of difficult hurdles
to pass in the implementation of it, this is a landmark agreement that opens the door to
constructive discussions of measures to alleviate mutual suspicions and fears. '

! Conferetice on Security, Arms Control and Disarmament in the Middle East, convened in Cairo, 18-19
April 1993 in co-operation with the Egyptian Institute for Diplomatic Studies.
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Preconditions

In Europe, the first modest CBMs were introduced in the context of the Helsinki Final
Act. The Final Act recognized the borders and the territorial integrity of all participating
states, and committed the parties to non-use of force and non-intervention in internal affairs.
The Final Act - which was politically binding - reiterated and elaborated upon important
provisions of the UN Charter, and became the basis for progress over a wide range of East-
West affairs. In the Middle East, these preconditions still do not exist. Confidence-building
in this region is therefore an issue that must be approached in a careful, fundamental manner.
The first steps are essential. They set the trends.

In the Middle East, military CSBMs must be combined with cooperative measures in
the political, economic and environmental fields. This is particularly pertinent for
geographically contiguous sets of actors. If military CSBMs are implemented in isolation,
continued animosity and mistrust may short-cut the confidence-building process and neutralize
the positive influence of CSBMs on perceptions of hostile intent. While a major part of this
study will be devoted to military CSBMs, it therefore sets out to examine the possibilities and
modalities of confidence building in a variety of inter-related fields.

With some notable exceptions from recent years, European states are relatively well
entrenched. Shifting governments are pursuing state interests that do not change so frequently.
The slow but persistent evolution of CSBMs helped the transformation of East-West relations
along: the Stockholm Document of 1986 brought glasnost to the military sphere, especially
by allowing observation from the air and on-site inspection. In the Arab world, states matter
less and regimes more. Threats are often something regimes pose to each other, or something
ruling elites are facing from within. Authoritarian regimes often try to legitimize themselves
in reference to cross-border visions (arabism, islamism, persianism etc.) rather than through
processes of democratic legitimation. External threats are credited with a degree of seriousness
which is proportional to their internal effects rather than their actual seriousness. Transformed
to the state level, a coup d’etat may mean that a friend suddenly becomes a foe. In the Middle
East, therefore, the interaction between states tends to revolve around the present and the near
future while in Europe, well-established states are pursuing long-term strategic interests. State
interaction is guided by the raison de régime as much as by the raison d’état? This is
another factor complicating the promotion of CSBMs in the Middle East.

Therefore, while CSBMs traditionally apply to inter-state relations, in the Middle East
internal instabilities also enter security equations in a major way. So CSBMs must address
these instabilities as well. The long-term ambition must be to encourage the evolution of
democratic practices. In the shorter term, the goal must be to make the parties accountable
so that the predictability that is at the heart of CSBMs is not undermined by radical shifts in
ruling elites. Stronger common interests in the application of CSBMs must be forged, inter

2 Ghassan Salamé, "The Middle East: Elusive Security, Indefinable Region", Security Dialogue, No. 1,
1994 (forthcoming).
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alia by involving third parties. Only this way can CSBMs become effective in removing
military activities from the area of contention between states.

It is commonly assumed that a condition for the adoption of CSBMs - as well as for
arms control and disarmament measures - is that none of the parties want to change the
territorial and political status quo by military means, and that this condition applies
irrespective of region. However, relations between Pakistan and India suggest that this may
not always be the case. There may be situations in which the parties have not discarded the
possibility of using military force for political ends, but where CSBMs may help prevent
inadvertent escalation into war. The situation in the Middle East, where some CSBMs have
been practised for a long time, underlines this point. Drawing on diverse experiences from
many parts of the world, it is worth while examining how CSBMs can go beyond the limited
function of preventing conflicts nobody wants to building tangible reassurances of non-
aggressive intent, eliminating whatever residual ideas the parties may harbour about using
military force for political ends.

The Declaration of Principles between Israel and the PLO invites - per implication -
a broad range of measures to consolidate gains and guard against losses. The viability of this
accord rests very much on Israeli-PLO cooperation in quelling terrorism; on the development
of strong economic links between Palestinians and Israelis; on the evolution of democratic
practices on the Palestinian side, in particular on the effectiveness of the electoral processes;
on the ability of Palestinian authorities to manage the administrative responsibilities assigned
to them; and on the adoption of military CSBMs between Israel and surrounding states.
Today, Israel has obvious interests in pursuing CSBMs because of the uncertainties associated
with territorial withdrawal. In the Arab view, CSBMs are entirely negotiable once Israel has
agreed to tackle the core issues and swap land for peace. The preconditions for application
of more advanced CSBMs are now more propitious than before.

While military in content, European CSBMs were developed in the broad context of
the CSCE. The creation of separate baskets facilitated trade-offs between political, economic
and human rights problems. Over time, both sides realized the value of more significant
CSBMs. In the Middle East, the peace process initiated in Madrid provides a similarly broad
setting for discussion of CSBMs and arms control. In this respect, the preconditions for a
comprehensive, practical approach to confidence-building already exists. It remains to bring
all parties into the arms control deliberations. So far, Syria, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon and Libya are
missing. Being an autonomous research institute within the framework of the United Nations,
UNIDIR hopes to invoive experts also from these countries in a scholarly examination of
regional CSBMs.

Political change
In Europe, confidence-building measures were introduced in a stafus quo context -

modified by the right and duty of states to hold each other accountable as far as compliance
with human rights and freedoms were concerned. In the Middle East, CSBMs must be

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD
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conducive to political change. In particular, their contribution would be to enhance the
likelihood that desired changes are pursued by non-military means.

The elaboration of European CSBMs was in large measure a technical exercise. The
speed depended on the progress of CSCE work in general - there had to be a certain balance
between its component parts - but like so much of arms control at the time it aimed at making
the political status quo between East and West less dangerous. In the Middle East, the order
is taller. Here, CSBMs must at least be compatible with, and preferably conducive to the
political changes that the peace process tries to engineer. This makes the pursuit of CSBMs
for the Middle East qualitatively different from the European endeavour, and a more
demanding task both intellectually and politically.

The Helsinki Final Act gave the CSCE states the right and duty to examine each
other’s compliance with civil, political, economic, social and cultural rights and freedoms. At
the same time, they were obliged not to interfere with each other’s political, social, economic
and cultural systems. For the Eastern participants, the latter provided a degree of reassurance
that facilitated their acceptance of the former. However, when exercised, the right to speak,
publish and organize has obvious implications for the development of political systems - in
a democratic direction. This trade-off therefore helped to pave the way for the great
transitions in the end of the 1980s.

It is worth while exploring whether mutual accountability based on this distinction
between rights/freedoms and systems would make sense in the Middle East. In order to work,
it presupposes a certain commonality of norms and traditions to build upon (although between
the two ideological camps in Europe, the differences were more strongly emphasized than the
commonalities). In Europe, however, there was military parity based on mutually recognized
borders - which may be taken to suggest that such a trade-off has to await a stabilization of
relations and more mature stages of cooperation. If so, what it could then do would be to
reduce subversive activities, i.e. externally inspired threats to the regimes of participating
countries, while promoting democratic practices. By addressing regime insecurities, this is the
kind of political change that can enhance self-confidence, and self-confidence is an important
pre-requisite for the building of international confidence. Over the long haul, promotion of
democratic procedures is, moreover, basic to the evolution of predictability and trust.

This project will examine the roles and modalities of confidence-building at the level
of regimes as well as at the inter-state level.

Functions

Having reviewed the prevailing conditions for CSBMs in the Middle East, it would
seem logical to proceed by examining the fiunctions that such measures may serve. On the one
hand, this is a matter of identifying security needs in the region; there is a glaring lack of
public literature on threat perceptions. On the other hand, the identification and analysis of

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD
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needs should be limited and focused by some conception - however wide - of what CSBMs
can do. In this respect, the functions of European CSBMs are worth recalling.

European CSBMs have five main functions. First, they provide reassurances of non-
aggressive intent. By casting military activities in a predictable and more transparent pattern,
they make them less worrisome. Second, they act to reduce the scope of political intimidation
by military means. The provisions for prior notification introduce a certain rigour into the
timetables which removes the option of staging exercises, on short notice, to exert political
influence. Third, CSBMs reduce the scope for biased perception of regular activities, and for
their deliberate misrepresentation for political ends. The flow of reasonably accurate and
verifiable information diminishes the range of such possibilities. Fourth, CSBMs reduce the
likelihood of inadvertent escalation. If a large exercise were to coincide with a serious
international crisis, the fact that it had been notified a long time in advance would indicate
the arbitrary nature of the coincidence. In such a situation, CSBMs serve to extend peacetime
conditions and to raise the crisis threshold. Fifth, the idea in Helsinki was not merely to limit
the use of military force: also, it was to prepare the ground, politically and psychologically,
for real arms control and disarmament measures. This would apply to the Middle East as well.
Confidence-building measures should also be instrumental in relation to political endeavours
towards peace-making, peace-keeping and peace-building.

Furthermore, it may be recalled that from the mid-1980s on, the functions of European
CSBMs tied in with the notion of non-offensive defence, which inter alia influenced the CFE
agreements. In practice, CSBM proposals for constraints on force deployments - such as
withdrawal of heavy combat vehicles from border areas and geographical constraints on the
location of ammunition and POL (petroleum, oil, lubricants) depots - either complement
proposals for non-offensive defence or overlap with them. Also in the Middle East, the
objective is not merely to use CSBMs to pave the way for disarmament: to enhance stability,
the disarmament process ought to have a non-offensive defence profile.

Scope

Military CSBMs
In the Middle East, examination of military CSBMs should not be confined to

conventional forces, but should comprise weapons of mass destruction as well. The Arab
states and Israel have different capabilities to protect and different interests to promote. By
including military assets across the board, possible trade-offs across sector lines can be
explored. Trade-offs may also be sought between the various options and capabilities
regarding weapons of mass destruction, i.e. involving chemical and biological as well as

nuclear weapons.

In the nuclear field, a UN study published three years ago chopped the nuclear
weapon-free zone proposal for the Middle East up into its component parts, and then chained

o
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the elements together in a confidence-building process for the region.” A key point in this
connection is the idea of a cut-off in the production of fissionable materials applying, in
practice, first of all to the activities in Dimona. As matters stand today, Israel finds it hard
to accept this proposition. While a proper unilateral confidence-building measure involves a
calculated risk, this one is likely to be a slippery slope: if a cut-off were agreed, the Israeli’s
would immediately be asked "and what have you been doing between 1963 and 19937",

To come around this difficulty, political changes for the better would always help, and
so would an international cut-off regime into which an Israeli cut-off could fit. Other
possibilities would be to trade the move against other elements of a larger package, or to put
it into a process perspective meaning that if and when the question of past production
becomes focused, it would no longer be so difficult to handle.

Israel may consider its long-term options in the perspectives of pre-emption, mutual
deterrence and nuclear arms control.* At first glance, US and UN priorities may seem to
enhance its nuclear monopoly.® If there is no further proliferation, there will be no need for
pre-emption either. However, progress in the peace process is likely to create stronger
pressures for nuclear arms control including Israel as well. In this perspective, it will be for
Israel to signal a genuine interest in arms control by accepting some kind of militarily
significant CSBM in the nuclear field. Arab states would be well advised to take a greater
interest in defensive restructuring of their conventional forces. For in the Middle East like in
Europe, this is one of the best ways to defuse the rationale for weapons of mass destruction.

The European experience suggests three basic conditions for the adoption of postures
of non-offensive defence: (1) the parties may harbour no ambition of changing the political
status quo by military means; (2) they must have approximately the same amount of resources
available for military purposes, for in the relationship between a small state and a big power,
even a minor big power deviation from a predominantly defensive posture may be of great
concern to the small state; and (3) the geography should be advantageous to the defender:
mountains, rivers, forests and urban areas usually are. In the Middle East, political
aggrandizement by military means has not disappeared from the strategic considerations of
states; their resource bases are more varied than those of the Cold War blocs; and the Middle
Eastern geography is less advantageous for defence. Still, there seems to be no better
alternative than moving in this direction.

The project will therefore examine CSBMs in a process perspective aiming at a
defensive restructuring of military forces in the region. Furthermore, it will address the

' "Effective and Verifiable Measures which would Facilitate the Establishment of a Nuclear-weapon-free
Zone in the Middle East", by Jim Leonard, Jan Prawitz, and Ben Sanders, ODA Study Series 22, United
Nations, New York, 1991.

*  Geoffrey Aronson, "Hidden Agenda:US-Israeli Relations and the Nuclear Question": Middle East
Journal, Vol. 46, No.4, autumn 1992,

% Re. the US-led actions against Iraq; the work of UNSCOM; and the statement of the Heads of State and
Government of the Security Council of January, 1992, declaring the proliferation of nuclear weapons
‘and other weapons of mass destruction a threat to international peace and security.
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question of how to dovetail step-by-step adoption of CSBMs in the field of weapons of mass
destruction and in the conventional sector, to make the Israeli, the Egyptian and other Arab
agendas compatible with each other. Finally, it will examine developments in a number of
non-military areas, in particular with a view to maximizing the confidence-building effects
of cooperative arrangements in the fields of environment and development.

Non-military CSBMs

International cooperation does not always enhance peace: this will depend on the
content of the cooperation and the way in which it is organized. As for the content, it is
important that all parties gain from the cooperation. As for the organization, it is important
that the gains are distributed in line with prevailing perceptions of justice.

Economic assistance and cooperation is key to implementation of the Oslo Accord.
Economic assistance will flow to Gaza and the West Bank, and to the Palestinian refugees
and refugee camps, helping those in greatest need.® Economic cooperation will be urged and
encouraged between Palestinians and Israelis in order to forge cooperative ventures where in
the past, hostile relations prevailed all over the place. This is vital in order to reassure the
Israelis that the West Bank will not be used as a platform for attacks against Israel. Economic
cooperation between Palestinians, Israelis and neighbouring countries will also be encouraged.
The confidence-building potential inherent in such cooperation is quite significant. The project
will examine how best to maximize it in practice.

In the environmental field - where availability of water is a critical issue - CSBMs can
to some extent be applied in a fashion analogous to military CSBMs.” Environmental CSBMs
would mean that states should notify each other of planned interference with ecological
systems; they should invite other governments concerned to undertake on-site inspections -
i.e. acquaint themselves with new developments on the spot; and exchange information about
ecological developments that may have major cross-boundary effects. All of this to enhance
transparency and predictability so that more effective countermeasures may be taken and
undue concemn avoided.

The "S" in CSBMs - Security - was adopted in reference to constraints on military
activities. It seemed logical to proceed from notifying the activities of major formations
capable of aggression, to actually doing something about them. Similarly in the environmental
field: transparency may be helpful, but it is not enough to warn others of planned, unilateral
diversion of water, of environmental degradation that may create major refugee flows, or of
the siting of new polluting industries in border areas. Something must be done to constrain
shared hazards and to optimize the utilization of shared resources. In order to do this in a
rational, effective manner, steps need to be taken jointly in the spirit of common security.

8  The Palestinian diaspora also includes rich Palestinians living in other parts of the world and rendering
support to fellow Palestinians in the Middle East.

7 Sverre Lodgaard, "Environment, confidence-building and security” in Anders Hjort af Ornis & Sverre
Lodgaard, eds., The Environment and International Security, International Peace Research Institute, Oslo,

1992.
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Confidence-building in this enlarged sense of the term is, therefore, a matter of
peaceful cooperation in the management of shared hazards and shared resources. Positive
experiences from cooperation in one field may encourage cooperative solutions to common
problems in other fields, including in the military area.

Area of application

Initially, it seems that the area of application for CSBMs should be a wide one,
including Iran in the East and the Maghreb countries in the West. In the military field,
modern, long-range means of delivery strongly suggest that. Politically, so-called subversive
activities carried out in other countries - more or less well documented; sometimes
deliberately exaggerated for internal political purposes - suggest the same. Simultaneously,
measures of particular interest for smaller sub-sets of countries should be examined. CSBMs
must be tailored to different circles of participation: it remains to define their political and
geographical perimeters. The convergence of interests in the region is not quite clear, and it
would be one of the tasks of this project to determine which countries could be involved in
early efforts towards CSBMs. In practice, pursuits in the wider domain may facilitate and
legitimize the exploration of measures to meet the concerns of smaller groups of countries.

Regional experiences

Twenty years ago, thin-out zones were negotiated along Israel’s borders with Egypt and
Syria, and multinational peacekeepers were deployed to monitor the arrangements. The United
States routinely carries out aerial monitoring of the disengagement agreement between Israel
and Syria. Code-named Olive Harvest, these flights are welcomed by the states overflown.
In 1974, Israel and Egypt agreed to allow mutual, national reconnaissance flights with 6 hours
advance notification along the median line separating Israeli and Egyptian forces in the Sinai
Peninsula. In 1975, Israel and Jordan established a hotline between their intelligence services,
the Mossad and the Mukhbarat, as part of a general understanding to cooperate in combating
terrorist incidents across the Jordan river. These measures were tacit and informal.

The forms adopted for CSBMs can be as important as their substance. The measures
may be codified and publicised or informal and tacit: in principle as well as in practice,
CSBMs are quite flexible in these respects. Initially, we shall therefore make it an open
question to what extent CSBMs for the Middle East would have to be negotiated and to what
extent they might be reciprocal, unilateral undertakings, and how progressive patterns of
increasingly more significant CSBMs might look like.

So far, CSBMs in the Middle East have been instituted for the purpose of conflict
avoidance, i.e. to avoid inadvertent resort to arms. Now, the region appears ripe for more
ambitious measures aiming at conflict resolution. As core issues are being tackled, CSBMs
are well suited to consolidate the gains; to provide buffers against set-backs; and, also, to

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD
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facilitate further steps towards peace-making, arms control and disarmament. An integrated
approach comprising non-military as well as military measures would seem advantageous. So
far, however, a broadening of the confidence-building effort and trade-offs between the
baskets are impeded by the lack of diplomatic recognition between Israel and many Arab
states.

Concepts

European experiences over the latest 30 years speak to the significance of conceptual
innovations and new security philosophies. Thirty years ago, arms control was introduced to
reduce the risks of East-West confrontation, Europe being in the center of it. Twenty years
ago the first, feeble CBMs were elaborated. Ten years ago, the Palme Commission had just
introduced the concept of common security, urging that the policies of nuclear deterrence be
transcended. A little later, the concept of non-offensive defence was developed. These
conceptual and philosophical developments had a great impact on the formulation and conduct
of specific security policies.

This project will not be limited to empirical analyses of specific CSBMs applicable in
the Middle East. We will seek to develop region-specific conceptual tools and theoretical
underpinnings as well, realizing that good concepts and theories are important preconditions
for good applied research. Such efforts must therefore go hand in hand with empirical
analyses.

Prospects

The Oslo Accord has raised the interest in CSBMs for the purpose of conflict
resolution as well as conflict avoidance. The new approach to the core issue of a Palestinian
homeland presents new horizons for peace-making in a wider Middle Eastern domain. All
parties realize, however, that the Declaration of Principles defines the procedural framework
for a precarious process that may or may not succeed. There is a sense of urgency, therefore,
in the pursuit of CSBMs to add momentum to the process and to consolidate the gains. To
enhance the policy relevance of its work, UNIDIR would like to start the project as soon as
possible and finish it in 18 months.

Implementation

UNIDIR would like to recruit two consultants from among the best in the academic
community, knowledgable about CSBMs and the Middle East. They will work at UNIDIR in
Geneva. One of them will be chief responsible for the daily conduct of the project. We are
in the process of sorting out candidates for these positions.

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD
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The consultants will issue working papers and prepare the draft final report on the
basis of a division of labour to be agreed between them. They will cooperate closely with the
Director and Deputy Director of UNIDIR, who will themselves take an active part in the

project.

The Directors of UNIDIR and the consultants will meet with a reference group of some
20 experts from the Middle East - tentatively in Malta - twice during the 18 months the
project is scheduled to last. Among the experts, two or three will be from among the
participants in the arms control group of the peace process, to secure the necessary
communication between the two endeavours. In addition to the working papers produced by
UNIDIR out of Geneva, the experts may be asked to prepare inputs of their own. They will
be paid a small honorarium for their contributions and, generally, for their involvement in the
working process. Enclosed please find a tentative list of experts to be invited to the meetings.

The project will start ultimo 1993, or as soon as the necessary financial support has
been secured and the consultants are ready to start working.

One of the consultants will take up his work at UNIDIR in the beginning of 1993. He
will stay at the Institute till the project is finished, and will be paid by UNIDIR. Furthermore,
we may wish to recruit two visiting fellows from the Middle East - for 3-5 months each - to
work on the project: they will both be paid by UNIDIR.

The Institute claims no compensation for the time that the Directors of the Institute
devote to the project. UNIDIR also accounts for the printing costs and the free distribution
of a significant number of copies of the final report. The same goes for interim reports, which
may be published in the Institute’s Research Paper series.

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD



11

Provisional Budget

Breakdown of calculations for 1994 (including 1 meeting in Malta)

A. Main Consultant, 9 months in Geneva
B. Expert Group Meetings
. Travel of 21 participants from the Middle East and
6 from GVA to Malta - 1 meeting,
including terminal expenses
. Per diem in Malta
$ 111 per person, one meeting of 4 nights
C. Honoraria
D.  Secretarial costs and rental of Conference facilities

Sub-Total

Overhead, including Programme Support Costs
due to the United Nations (13%)

Grand total

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD

USS$

51,430

110,330

14,343

124,673
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Provisional Budget

Breakdown of calculations for 1995 (including 1 meeting in Malta)

A. Main Consultant, 5 months in Geneva
B.  Expert Group Meetings
. Travel of 21 participants from the Middle East and
6 from GVA to Malta - 1 meeting,
including terminal expenses
. Per diem in Malta
$ 111 per person, one meeting of 4 nights
C.  Honoraria
D.  Secretarial costs and rental of Conference facilities
E. Language editing
Sub-Total

Overhead, including Progrmnme Support Costs
due to the United Nations (13%)

Grand total

CBMME-4 - 13 December 1993 - SD

US$

28,570
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MIDDLE EAST PEACE PROCESS
ARMS CONTROL AND REGIONAL SECURITY GROUP
"CONFIDENCE BUILDING IN THE MIDDLE EAST" x*

Suha Umar
Minister, Deputy Director General for Internationail
Security and Disarmament
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkey

The multilateral leg of the Middle East Peace Process
(MEPP} has been designed to compliement and help the complex
bitlateral negotiations between various parties 1in the Tlong
standing conflict in the Region.

" Keeping in mind some of the basic issues which are of
relevance to the success of the process, when the multilateral
talks have opened in Moscow in January 1992 five Working Groups
were delegated with the task of tackling with; Economic
Cooperation, Refugees, Water, Environment and the Arms Control
and Regional Security issues. It was then thought that if the
directly involived parties to the conflict could be brought
together to discuss these issues and if progress could be
achieved 1in the multilaterals, it would have a positive and
complementary effect on the bilaterais.

Extra regional parties, together with the Co-sponsors of
the MEPP were expected and encouraged to contribute to the work
of the Group with a view to making their experience in the
matter available to the participants thus alleviating doubts
and reticence.

The reason for this rather very prudent and indirect
approach was the fact that there was a deep-rooted Tlack of
confidence 1in the region and that unless this could be
eliminated the participants would not be able to engage in
serious negotiations.

The very first meetings of the Working Group were
organized as seminar-type talks with extra regional! parties a
rather substantial role to play by relaying their experience on
what happened in the past, especially in Europe. They also
tried to explore ideas which in their mind could lead to more
concrete discussions on confidence building measures (CBM’s).
Turkey was one of them.

In fact Turkey had a 1ot in common with the regional
countries due to her geographical location and her position
vis-a-vis the then Soviet Union, Canada, the Netherlands even
India have also contributed.
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After this first stage, the Arms Control and Regional
Security (ACRS) Working Group have decided in May 1993 that the
time was ripe to proceed to a more structured working method.
Thus were formed four workshops with mentors to organize and
lead the discussions.

Turkey was trusted with the wOrkshopé on Exchange of
Military Information and Prenotification of Certain Military
Activities (a very thorny issue indeed); Canada was designated
as mentor for Search and Rescue, Incidents at Sea while the
Netherlands was asked to tackle with the issue of Communication
Centre.

The basic principles of any CBM regime, "Declaratory
CBM’s” as they are called, was a subject for the Co-Sponsors to
mentor.

A1l of the workshops have immediately set to work and
each mentor organized a meeting to discuss the subject matter.
When the ACRS Plenary met in Moscow in 3-4 November 1993 there
was already some concrete progress in all of the workshops to
be presented to the Plienary.

In Moscow it was decided that the Declaratory CBM’s
together with verification and inspection issues and definition
of the area of application should be dealt with in "Conceptual
Basket” while the other three workshops be brought together
under the title "QOperational Basket”. This in fact is a fine
resemblance of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE) if we remember that CSCE had alsoc Baskets,

The Operational Basket includes workshops and other
follow on activities on communications, information exchange
and maritime measures. Upon the request of the ACRS Working
Group, the Netherlands, Turkey and Canada have resumed the
mentorships of the above-mentioned topics, Turkey being the
general coordinator.

The Conceptual Basket includes workshops and other follow
on activities on long term objectives and declaratory measures
on verification, establishment of a conflict preventien or
regional security center, definition of the region for arms
control and regional security purposes and development of a
Middle East Data Bank.

The ACRS Conceptual Basket Meeting was held in Cairo on
January 30 - Februaty SJQQIH this meeting

A draft text of a declaration of principles and statement
of intent on arms control and regional security was discussed
extensively,
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Broad support was expressed to continue discussion of a
regional conflict prevention/regional security center with a
focus on its potential near-term functions and 1its possible
connection with the proposals of setting a date bank and a
regional communications network.

In order to facilitate further intercessional work, it
was considered appropriate to prepare a paper on the (subject
of considerations) and (criteria believed to be needed for)
delineation of the region for the purpose of arms control and
regional security.

Another area to facilitate further intercessional work,
is the paper which will be prepared by Egypt. It will contain
the 1ist of elements that might be helpful to start up
negotiations on arms control measures in different areas such
as conventional arms, nuclear, chemical and biological weapons
and ballistic missiles.

ACRS Operational Basket Meeting on the other hand was
held 1in Antalya on 20-24 March 1994 under the chairmanship of
Turkey,

Maritime confidence building measures (Canada as mentor)
was the first topic discussed within the framework of this
basket. It consisted of two parts, namely Search and Rescue
(SAR) and Incidents at Sea (INCSEA). SAR aims at enhancing the
effectiveness of search and rescue in the region in order to
promote humanitarian goals. SAR coordination and cooperation
can be facilitated by exchanges of information on requirements,
points of contact and communications arrangement. INCSEA is
another important element of enhancing confidence building in
the region, which requires and enhances contacts between naval
authorities.

Exchange of Military Information and Prenotification of
Certain Military Activities (Mentor Turkey) are of considerable
importance in the way of the confidence building.

te—‘\ Al ML n‘m"b'['h 5 Q—Q&'l G\'T)

Less sensitive and complicated areas in the area of
exchange of military information were considered as a realistic
starting point such as information on aggregate numbers of
military personnel, information on unclassified military
publications and educational or training manuals, information
on the administrative and organizational charts of military
establishments, information on the organizational structure of
defense forces and Ministries of Defence forces and Ministries
of Defence, information on CV’'s of senior military personnel,
sharing information submitted to the UN Register. Draft texts
on these specific CBM's were prepared by Turkey and put to the
consideration of the participants.

In addition, the following areas were considered to be of
a more sensitive and complex nature



4.

Information on the new acquisition of military equipment
through transfer, procurement and indigenous production, on
military stockpiles and storage, on Jlocatijon of certain
military forces, on military budgets, on overall military
holdings.

Voluntary hosting of visits to military installations,
including air base visits, and military contacts and djialogue
for purposes of mutual familiarization and confidence building
were also found worthwhile to discuss. (It is expected that in
addition to Turkey who offered to host an air base visit
activity 1in Turkey, some regional countries (i.e. Israel) may
extend similar invitations.)

The second area under this section is Prenotification of
Certain Military Activities, of which, the following criteria
constitutes the basis for discussion

- Thresholds, timeframes

- Specification of types of activities to be covered such
as exercises, movements, concentrations, etc.

- Area of application

- Mechanisms for clarification

- Voluntary invitations for observation.

The establishment of a Communications Network (The
Netherlands acts as mentor of this activity} 1is aimed at
enabling direct communications among the participants. In this
context, efforts are directed to establish an ACRS
Communications Network as such. For the time being, there is a
standing CSCE offer which will enable the participants to use
the infrastructure of its network temporarily. As soon as
regional parties agree, a permanent network in the region is
aimed to be set up. The work undertaken in this area is also
concentrated on selecting the system that would suit all
participants,

The c¢onclusions 1in the form of reports by mentors of
Cairo and Antalya meetings and texts that were worked out will
be submitted to the ACRS Plenary meeting to be held in Doha 1in
May . We hope that the decisions to be taken at the Doha
Plenary will pave the way for a more concrete and structured
work .

There is a good possibility that the ACRS produce a draft
text on regional CBM's for further discussion and consideration
by the participants towards the end of 1994.

* This summary as well as the views expressed in this paper
are only of the author’s.
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For the Malta conference

EYALUATION OF THE CONTINUING PROCESS AIMED AT
ACHIEVEMENT OF PEACE, ARMS CONTROL AND
CREATION OF THE CLIMATE OF CONFIDENCE.,
ROLE OF CONFIDENCE - BUILDING AND SECURITY
MEASURES AND OF CONTROL OYER ARMAMENTS
AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF BROAD PEACE PROCESS
(Points for discussion)

1\ 0\3 = e LoV

I would like to share my impressions about the activities of the Group
for Arms control and regional security in the Middle East and to ponder over
some issues and prospects. |

- In order to evaluate this process and the degree of the progress
achieved thus far it is necessary first of all to take stock of the peculiarities of
the situation in the region and its specific characteristics:

a) no other Arab country, except Egypt, maintains diplomatic relations
with Israel; the negotiations are conducted under conditions of formal
continuation of the state of war between the parties concerned; apart from the
Arab-Israeli conflict there are other conflicts and problems in the region;

b) huge stockpiles of armaments are accumulated in the region; in
terms of their concentration the Middle East seems to hold the first place in
the world; moreover, the states continue to build up their military potential;

¢) international non-proliferation regimes for mass destruction
weapons have restricted validity in the region: some countries do not
participate in their enforcement while others are accused of implementing
programmes of development of mass destruction weapons and their delivery
vehicles in violation of the commitments undertaken;

d) mutual mistrust continues to be legacy of decades of confrontation;

e) the negotiation process is characterized by ups and downs; it is
influenced by various factors including those beyond control of the
participants; for example, the Hebron incident has nearly derailed the peace

process, putting off resumption of talks for a month.



- The Group’s work continues to be influenced by these and other
special circumstances. Its progress reflects the efforts of both regional and
extra-regional participants, frequently taking form of rather sharp and
lengthy discussions. For example, it would appear that elaboration of
fundamental principles governing security relations among regional
participants should not give rise to major problems taking into account that
corresponding language is already established in the UN Charter and the
Helsinki principles. In practice, however, attempts to harmonize the languzige
resulted in difficult discussion on the "conceptual basket" during the Cairo
meeting that lasted for days. Still, some wordings have never been agreed
upon.

Take another example: confidence-building measures are well defined
within the CSCE and implemented in practice. But within the Group the
parties do not go beyond exchange of non-sensitive information such as data
on carriculae vitae of top-ranking commanders, total strength of armed
forces, data on arms supplies, records in the UN Resister, etc.

- Despite all these problems, substantial success has been achieved
within the Group (a fundamental agreement on the text of the Declaration of
Principles and Statement of Intentions Concerning Arms Control and
Regional Security; prospects for achieving agreements on confidence-building
measures at sea in the near future; progress in the area of information
exchange). These facts can be seen as a good sign of serious intentions of the
parties.

- All members of the Group share the view that its work and political
negotiations are interdependent and complementary. This is true in practice
as well. For example, the Israeli-Palestinian agreements concerning Jericho
paved the way to a more detailed elaboration of particular confidence-
buitding measures (the last meeting of the operative basket held in Antalya

was marked by significant progress). At the meeting of the conceptual basket



held in Cairo the parties began talks concerning the process evolution: the
question of establishing a centre for conflict prevention is now under
discussion; the parties have stated their positions and are seeking to work out
a common denominator for long-term objectives of arms control and regional
security, etc.

- As 1 have already noted, the work proceeds with difficulty. At the
same time we see the desire of the parties to find mutually acceptabie
compromises. The work of the Group is characterized by the normal and
business - like atmosphere. The very fact that all members of the Group know
each other well contributes significantly to the progress of our work. Disputes
which flare up from time to time are resolved in a proper manner without
prejudice to inter-State relations or jeopardizing the will of the Parties to
achieve positive results.

- Inclusion of a Palestinian group as a separate delegation was a major
result, indeed, of the progress reached "bilaterally”. Participation of
Palestinians is, of course, absolutely indispensable and useful as it ensures
that due regard is taken of their position.

In turn, progress within the Group undoubtedly tends to "spur” political
negotiations by creating a more favorable background. Thus, the agreed and
signed Declaration of Principles and Statement of Intentions Concerning
Arms Control and Regional Security, which is to lay the basis for future
political relations between the Middle East countries, will provide an impetus
to the whole negotiating process.

The same is true as far as confidence-building and regional security
measures are concerned. For understandable reasons the parties are not yet
in a position to resort to measures currently applied, for'example, within the
CSCE. What is needed now, it seems, are the simpliest steps or measures that
have humanitarian value. They should be aimed at encouraging cooperation

in the Middle East as a matter of habit or norm. However, these are only the



first steps to provide the basis for the arms control and regional security
process.

- Step-by-step approach, one of the main principles governing the -
Group’s work, is, perhaps, the most comprehensive reflection of current
developments. It also determines the nature of future activities of the Group.
It is obvious that in the beginning a foundation for future agreements should
be laid on which to build principal elements of the structure later.

- Now about the role of the co-sponsors. In all modesty it should be said
that, as practice has repeatedly proved when the Middle East process reached
a deadlock, only active participation of the co-sponsors who proposed
compromise options, helped find necessary solutions.

Repercussions in the Middle East reach other regions affecting the
situation in different parts of the globe. Therefore the states beyond the
region are also interested in early establishment of peace in the Middle East.
In this connection the interest in the work of the Group shown by many
States from different continents is quite understandable.

Besides the co-sponsors, new states become actively involved in the
process playing a role of "patrons” or organizing various activities in their
territories to share the experience acquired by the world community with the
Middle East counterparts. This is a welcome process. A more active part
played by the extra-regional participants will also be evident from the fact
that member countries of the European Union and EFTA will participate in
the meetings of the Group not as members of joint delegations but as
independent entities.

- In conclusion, let me express confidence, reinforced by the experience
acquired during negotiations, that the peace process will gradually gain
momentum and that hopefully soon enough we will witness specific results of
our on-going work.

0414s0kA
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Bjgrn Mgller NOD and the Arab-Israeli Conflict

The author of the following has specialized in non-offensive defence (NOD) for a
number of years, yet almost exclusively dealt with it (n a European context-—just as
practically everybody else. Nevertheless, besides a presentlation of the general outline
of the concept of NOD (which readers famillar with the concept can salely skip), the
following paper also contains several suggestions for an application of the same
principles to the Arab-Israell conflict—on which the author is very far from being an
expert. This is a very daring venture, especlally when addressing a speclalist audience
such as the pre‘sent-onc. The qualifications on the [ront pagé thus do not reflect the
author's modesty, but are meant to be taken lierally: the thoughts are indeed
preliminary, and the paper much loo hastily written. In fact, by sheer coincidence
most of it 15 writlen in a hotel room in Jerusalem in the light of, yet undigested,
Impresstons from a visit lo the Israell fronlposts on the Golan Heights.

A [urther caveal seems in order, especially when dealing with a conflict aé
complex as that of the Middle East: There Is no military solution to the Middle East
conflict, which is profoundly political. However, there may be military obstacles in the
way of a political solutlon, and there may be military ways of removing such obstacles.
‘This is where the idea of non-offensive defence (NOD) may become relevant: as a
precursor or companion of a political peace process, This, in Iis lurn, 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 [actlitate *stepping down’.

1. THE BASIC IDEA OF NOD

As a delence slralegy NOD was originally designed for the Cold War environment,
More speciflcally, it was designed with NATO in general, and Germany In particular,
in mind?, ’

With the exception of a few authors who came to endorse NOD for reasons of
sheer military efficiency, the reasoning behind the advocacy of NOD has been political.
It has been based on the assumption that individual states would be beiter off
pursulng policies of ‘common security’, and that the international system as a whole
would become more stable and peaceful if all states were to do so?. '‘Common
securily’ simply denotes the attempt at overcoming the well-known securily dilemma

"by taking one's respective adversary's legitimate securily concerns into account.

To seek securily al an adversary's expence would simply be counterproductive,
because it would activate malign security dilemma-lype interactions, iherehy
damaging both arms race and crisis stability. Were one slate, for instance, to increase
its armaments (o meet a percelved threat, this would be percelved (correctly,
regardless of intentions) by its adversary as a growing threat. The lalter stale would
feel forced to reciprocate with a rearmament that would only make the former slate
feel even more Insecure, etc. The result might well be a spiralling arms race with no
Inherent point of saturalion. l.e. a very low degree of arms race stability. Crisis
stability would likewise suller if. in a political crisis, states were to respond without
consideration for their adversary's securily concerns. Without such concern,
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mobllization and other defensive measures might be mistaken for attack preparatlons,
which would provide the respective adversary with strong incentives for preventive war
and/or pre—emptive attack®.

In the more parsimonious interpretations. the principle of common securlty
thus implies little more that the need for taking the security dilemma Into account by
acknowledging that the security of an adversarial dyad needs to be viewed as a whole:
The is no security at the expence of one's adversary. This simple maxim should also
be applied to defence policles, where it immediately translates into the concept of
NoD4.

NOD might either be defined structurally {l.e. in lerm of military capabilities) or
functionally, i.e. in terms of military operations. The best known structural definition
is that of Frank Barnaby and Egbert Boeker:

"The slze, weapons, {raining, logistics, docirine, operallonal manuals, war-games,
manoecuvres, lext-books uscd in military academiles, ele. of Lhe armed forces are such
Lhal they are scen Ln thelr lotality (o be capable of a credible delense without any rellance
on the use of nuclcar weapons, yel incapable of offense’™,

The present author would, however, suggest a simpler, but functional definition,
which also highlights Lhe fact that NOD is not an elther/or, but a matter of degrees,
{.e. that ‘noddiness’ is a continuum:

‘NOD is a strategy, materialized in a posture, that emphasizes delensive
at the expence of oflensive military operations’.

Because NOD is an i{dea. {t should come as no surprise that there are no perlect real-
life materializations of it—even though some slates come closer than others to the
NOD ideal (vtde tnfra). A near-universal consensus is, however, emerging about the
desirabilily of progress In this direction—If only in the sense that all states would
prefer thelr respective adversaries to be as non-offensive as pessible. The mandate for
the CFE (Conventional Armed Forces in Europe) negotiations reftected this consensus
about the need 'to limit, as a matler of priorily, capabililies for surprise altack and
large-scale offensive action'®.

Were a slale to conform, more or less precisely, 1o the above criterion, the two
aforementioned problems, of low arms race and crisis stability. might be avoided. First
of all, a state's acquisition of strictly defensive armaments would not necesaarlly lead
lo reciprocation on the part of iis adversaries, unless these were to have aggressive
intentions. By implication, NOD would unmask prospective aggressors, while allowing
states without aggressive intentions to reduce their level of armaments.

Secondly, unmistakably defensive steps in a crisls situation would not invite
pre-emption, simply because they could not possibly be mistaken for attack
preparations. This would not ‘merely’' reduce or eliminate the risk of pre—emptive
attacks and preventive war, it would also allow states to defend themselves meore
effectively against premeditaled attack. Since they would nol need to fear that their
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defensive precautions might provoke an otherwise perhaps avoldable war, (hey would
have no reason to posipone mobilizatlon,

These principled, but very absiract, observallons immedialely ralse several
questions: '

¢ Is it possible to distingutsh rellably between offensive and defensive slrategies
and/or postures?

e Il so, is it possible to abstain from offensive capabllities without critically
diminishing the ability to defend oneself?

¢ Il s0, are there any universally applicable guidelines for the design of such a
defence? . '

® Could it stand alone, or would it require an underpinning, say In the form of
nuclear deterrence, alliance securily guarantees, and/or collective security?

2. THE OFFENCE/DEFENCE DISTINCTION

Many suggestions have been made [or how to distinguish between offence and
defence, yet most have suffered [rom serlous flaws and Inconsistencies. The reason
may be that a distinction of universal validity has been sought through generalization
rather than abstraction. Alse, analysts may have sought for the answer at the wrong
level of analysis.

In the following, I shall seek to bring some clarity to the subject, if enly In the
sense of making readers ‘confused, but at a higher level’. I shall do so by analyzing
the pros and cons of distinctions along a continuum of levels of analysis, ranging from
individual weapons to political intentlons, via Intermediate levels of military
formations and total postures, and strategic, operational and tactical conceptions.

The most common misunderstanding about NOD—to which a few NOD
proponents have, admittedly, coniributed—is undoubtedly that it envisages a ban on
‘offensive weapons' in favour of ‘defensive weapons’7. Not only is such a
distinction meaningless, it may also prove harmful, as was the case during the League
of Nations' notorious 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 thelr opponents were
superlorB. On closer analysis, it has to be acknowledged that both offensive and
defensive operations require a whele panoply of weapons categories, many of which
are [dentical: Tanks may. for Instance, be very valuable for a defender, just as anti-
tank weapons are indispensable for an attacker. Mines may not only be of use to a
defender. but also to an atlacker. Indeed, even fortifications (such as the Chinese
Wall, or the Maginot Line) may facilitate attack, simply because they [ree forces for
offensive use that would otherwise be required for defensive dutles.

This should not be taken to mean that weapons do not matter at all. Under
concrete historical and geographical clrcumslances, weapons are not useful or
indispensable to quite the same extent to an attacker and a defender. Even though,
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in a European contexl anno somewhere belween 1945 and today, lanks would be of
use 1o both an atlacker and a defender, they would only be Indispensabie for the
former, whereas the lalter would be absolulely dependent on anti-tank weapons,
etc.?, By implication. military formations {e.g. divisions) tend to differ with respect lo
thelr offensive capabilities according to thelr weapons mix. There was, for insiance,
little doubt thal the Soviel tank armles were more capable of offensives than Lhelr
motorized riflle divisiens, even though the latter were still too tank- and artillery-
heavy for the West's tasie,

However, an attack would not merely call for heavy, mechan{zed and armoured
formalfons, suitable for a breakthrough operation, but also for infaniry-heavy units
by means of which to 'mop up' bypassed pockets of defending forces, to defend
conquered ground, ete. Likewlse, a defender would need some heavy armoured lorces
for evicting an invador forcefully. only fewer of them than an attacker. Also, a defender
with international obligations {say. for UN peace enforcement cperations, vide infra)
could not dispense completely with offensive-capable forces.

A reliable offence/defence distinction can therefore only be made at the level of
the total postures of slates, say by an assessment of the distribution of total strength
betiween predominantly cffensive and largely defensive units. As a very crude ‘rule of
thumb', the sfralegic reach of an oflensive posture would be longer than that of a
defensive one, for the obvious reason that an attacker would seek to conquer ground
whereas (he defender would seek to defend his home territory. However, what should
count as long or short would depend on the context, inter alla because distances are
relative: Whereas onty truly long-range mobility would matter between, say, Russia
and Ukraine, countries in the ‘crowded’ Middle East might well be concerned about
thelr respective adversaries' abllity to traverse much shorter distances. The strategle
depth (measured in the distance belween the frontier and the capital or major
population centres) of Israel is, for instance, less than 50 kms., whereas that of Russia
is In the range of 1,000 kms. 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 alr forces). ete., whereas land-locked states such as
Switzerland need not worry teo much about naval powers??, ‘

Indeed, in the case of alllances, the analysis may have to proceed beyond the
s'tale level, to the allltance level itself. Here {as well as on lower levels of analysis) other
factors than the weapons mix determine the overall offensive capabilities: NATO's
organlzational structure and the intermingling of different national force contingents
along the Central Front (the 'layer-cake structure’} thus undoubtedly detracted from
the Alliance's offensive capability, whereas the structure of the Warsaw Pact was more
suitable for oflensives: with the NSPFs iightly Inlegraied with, and clearly
subordinaied to, the Soviet armed forces, deployed well forward, etc.}l,

These analytical complexities clearly imply that ne distinctions between
weapons can be made with universal validity, but they do not warrant any complete
agnostictsm. It is not the case that ‘everything is in the eye of the beholder’. Just like
elephants, offensive postures may be hard to deline yet are easy to recognize on sight.
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For a particular reglon at a particular point in time, informed expert opinion would
have no trouble reaching agreement on at least the basic criteria. Hence, for instance,
the consensus arnong the states participating in the CFE negotlations on a focus on
reductions of MBTs, ACVs, artillery, subsequently also combat alrcraft and
heltcoptersmu-a focus that may. but need not, be appropriate for other regions, such
as the Middle East {uvide (nfra).

Whereas the configuration of the armed forces is thus of considerable
significance. what ultimately matters is, of course. what states do with their military
might, l.e. whether they have offensive or defensive Intentions and political ambitions.
So long as states feel confident that thelr 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 milltary superiority. or Canada about that of
the USA. Except for such ‘security communities''?, however, states will worry abou.t
thelr neighbours' intenlions. States tend to be much more cemfortable when their
neighbours are saturaled and stalus quo-oriented, {.e. defensive, than If they are
‘revisionist’, Irredenlist, or expansionist, i.e. politically offensive.

The problem is, of course, that intentions are not immediately observable, but
have to be inferred on the basis of circumstantlal, but iangible, evidence. One
manifestation of whether states are politically defensive or offensive is their definition
of 'vital national interests’, in defence of which their military power might be used.
One might rank such definitions along a {primarily spatial) continuum, denocting the
required military reach.

The most defensive level of ambition is (A) to defend only territorial integrily and
national soverelgnty, Slightly more offensive Is the inclusion of (B} overseas
possessions, the defence of which may require global reach. The same Is the case for
a defence of (C) nationals abroad, even though their defence {or rescue) will usually
call for, at most, long-range expeditionary forces. It ls even more offensive to envisage
a defence also of (D} 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 [E) to envisage what might
{euphemistically} be called an.‘expanded perimeter defence’, which encompasses a
‘buffer zone' comprising other states. Most offensive of all are, of course, (F)
ambitions of territorlal aggrandizement, such as those of the Third Relch or of Irag
vis—a-vis Kuwalit.

The lormer Soviet Unlon seems io have defined its nalional Interests somewhere
in the range from C to E—at least as encompassing the enlire Warsaw Pact reglon—
something that was regarded by the West as offensive, and rightly so. Also, the West
has not been entirely happy with the recently promulgated military doctrine of the
Russian Federatlon, inter alia because it envisages a defence of Russian natlonals
abroad-—a level of ambition that may be very conflict-prone because of the presence
of large Russian minorities all over the former Soviet Union. Also, he notion of the
‘near abroad' seems to envisage a kind of droft de regard concerning the securily
policles of the former Soviet allies, and at least over ex-Soviet republlcs.:ll‘ so. 1t might
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also require military forces capable of exerting pressure on these countries?®?.

Another relevant rank—-ordering of political intentions might be along a temporal
coniinuum, i.e. according to the envisaged timing of military operations (which brings
us 1o the level of sirategy or 'grand strategy')15: It is, of course, more offensive to
launch a premeditated attack than to defend oneself, but the intermediate stages also
matter: Preventive war (i.e. a war motivated by the threat of deterlorating power ratios)
ts thus clearly offensive, even though the underlylng motivation may be defensive. It
is also more oflensive lo defend oneself in an anticipatory mode (i.e. before being
actually attacked, as has been Israell policy, vide tnfra) through a pre-emptive attack
than to merely respond to an actual atiack. An active, immedlate defence is entirely
defensive, but one might go one step further: by chosing a reactive defence, which only
responds lo the atlackers actlons at each successive step of the war.

Important though they cerlainly are, neither political ambitions nor grand
slrategles are ever completely transparent, and states therefore prefer more tangible
evidence of the goals pursued of other states, say In the form of their strategies and
operational concepis. Such evidence Is available In different forms. Postures might,
for instance, be seen as ‘[rozen straiegics'. l.e. as reflecting how states intend to fight
a future war—or rather how they intended so, at some point(s) in the past when the
cholce{s) -resulting In the present posture was [were} made, because of the
considerable (and unfortunately for the analyst. differential) tlme—lagw. When the
USSR, for instance, created the GSFG (Group of Soviet Forces, Germany) as a very
offensive-capable formatlon, this must have reflected an intention to fight a future
war offensively, l.e. by ‘carrying the war to the enemy’ as swillly as posslble”: and
when their ship-yards began constructing alrcralt carriers. this must have reflected
'blue water’ ambitions!'®. Fortunately, because of the revolutionary progress n
information technologies, postures are already loday clearly observable by varlous
‘national techinical means’, but they will become even more transparent as a result
of the recent arms control accomplishments, above all the Open Skies Treatylg.

Another refllection of strategies is the pattern of exerclses. A state that, for
instance, never trains its forces for break—-through operations probably does not plan
to be on the offensive in a future war, and it will almost surely fail if it were to attempt
such operations in the ‘fog of war’. Hence the rationale for making military
manoeuvres transparent, as has been the purpose of the various confidence-building
measures, CBMs, negotlated under the auspices of the CscE?C.

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?!, Such revelations do, of course, lend themselves to deception. Should a
state, for instance, have plans to attack others, it would undoubtedly do its utmost
to conceal these intensions, say by claiming to have a strictly defensive military
doctrine. However, it would surely be unmasked if the ‘pleces’ did not fit together,
l.e. {[ its posture and/or its manoeuvre practices seemed to contradict the proclaimed
intensions. If was thus precisely because the pleces did fit together, l.e. formed a
coherent paliern, that the West eventually came to believe that the USSR had In [act
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adopted a defensive doctrine®?,

It is thus possible to discern (the outline of) the war plans of other states. with
the impllcation that a distinclion between offensive and defensive stralegies,
operational concepts and tactics {s possible. This leaves us with the question where
to 'draw the line’, Le. at which level to demand strict defensiveness.

'Pure defence’, i.e. a renunciation of even taclically offenslve 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, an NOD
strategy and posture would tend to allow the defenders to fight more rather than less
offensively In the tactical sense. of initlating a greater number of individual
engagements. The reason Is that by taking advantage of shielded positions, well-
prepared defenders will be able to gain the upper hand in the concealment/detection
contest, also because the attacker could not possibly renounce movement but would
have to expose himself by traversing open groundza.

Defenslveness must therefore be located at a higher level of analysis than

tactics, where It Is largely a matter of the timing and scale of counter-offensive
operations??. Here, a very clear line of demarcation might be defined as separating
offensive from defensive levels of ambition, namely the border: An NOD-type defence
would need the ability to forcefully evict an invader (presupposing that the forward
defence has been penetrated) and restore the status quo anite bellum. However, even
though it would serve no purpose to entirely exclude ‘ho{ pursuits’ across the
border, strictly defensive forces would certainly not need the ability to pursue the
Invader onto his own territory in order to enforce an unconditional surrender. Large-
-scale (‘strategic’} counter-offensives would thus have to be ruled out, also because
‘punishment’ as a strategic objective Is neither defensive, nor likely to achleve other
objectives than revenge. Whatever ‘punishment’ might be required would have to be
administred through International authorities acording te international law, and
would largely consist in reparations?>, Even though a few NOD proponents have
flirted with the notion of ‘counter-invasions’ (couched in terms of ‘condlilonal
offensive superlorlty'm). this i1s thus both unwarranied and entirely ;lncompatible
with NOD, above all because the ‘counter-* would tend to be invisible, and the
required capabilities hence indistinguishable from genuine offensive ones.

3. DEFENSIVE STRENGTH
Having by now, hopefully, established that meaningful distinctions can be made, both
in principle and in practice, between offensive and defensive strategles and postures,
we are left with the question whether the two can actually be disentangled without
detrimental effects on defence efliclency: Does the relinquishment of offensive
capabilitles for the sake of crisis and arms race siability tnevitably come at the
expense of defensive strength? If so. many states might be well-advised not to adopt
NOD as their guldeline.

Fortunately, as a general rule (with allowance for possible exceptions), it is In
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fact possible to strengihen one's defences while bullding down offensive capabllities,
simply because the defensive form of combat Is inherently the strongest. as already
pointed out by Clausewtiz2?. However, 1t is only Inherenily so, and to make it actually
stronger requires skills and spectalization, which is what NOD is all about:

First of all, 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 stirength:
Examples of such largely superflucus 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 C3I systems, etc.). Since these
capabilities happen to be among the most costly, quite a lot of defensive strength (say,
in the forin of anli-tank weapons, mines, or whatever) may be purchased from the
savings.

Secondly, a number of material ‘force multipliers’ will automatically be
avallable to a defender, bul not to an allacker, amounting (o Inalienable ‘home
ground advantages’: Interfor lines of communications and supply; the option of
crealing widely distributed depots; of buliding various types of fortifications and of
constructing barriers (llie Bar Lev line, for example, vide infra); and even of a certain
Iandscapingzs.

Thirdly, the immaterlal (‘moral’} advantages are considerable: The delenders
will enjoy the support (morally, materlaily and otherwise) of the population. In many
countrles, this support may be personified in militta-type home guard forces, which
will add constderable to the avallable manpower pool?®. However. the Implied
'arming of the population' may not be advisable under all circumstances. especially

not in countries torn by internal strife, as lllustrated by the Yugoslay example (as well *

as by the equally terrifying massacre in Hebron).

Fourthly, the defenders will be able to exercise under more realistic conditions
than a prospective atlacker, since they know exactly where they will have to fight.

Fifthly, cornrr-land struclures may be decentralized to a certaln extent, hence
made more robust than the very hierarchical ones that an aggressor would tend to
rely on®0, :

Finally. cerlain trends in the development of modern weapons technologies tend
{o benefit the defender disproportionately: The revolutionary development in micro—
electronics. for instance, allow for miniaturization which, in lts turn, may render the
large weapons platforms superfluous for defensive purposes, whereas they remain
indispensable for offensive operations. Even though it is certainly premature to write
off Lhe 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®!,

4, THE SPAN OF MODELS

- Whether or not NOD will in fact be elfective enough depends, ¢f course, on which
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particular models (or mixture of models) would be selected [or implementation. Just
as they are not equally defensive, NOD models are also noi equally effective®?,

The variety of NOD models is immense, even though by far the majoritly of those
available deal with one particular country®. It is nevertheless possible to bring some
order into the panoply, since NOD models can be roughly divided into three archetypal
models. Most other models are. in fact. eclectic {n the sense of combining elements
from these three types.

1. Area-covering territorial defence, along the lines of the seminal proposal of
Horst Afheldt®?, or the more effective 'spider and web’ model of the SAS. The
latter envisages a combination of a stationary, area-covering defence web with
mobile forces (*spiders’), Including tanks and other armoured vehicles. Eve{:
though the latter are per se sultable for offensive operalions, they should be
made dependent on the stationary web to such as exient as to be very moblle
within, but virtually not beyond, the confines of the web™.

2. ‘Basilon’'-type defences {also known as ‘seleclive area defence’ or
'stronghold defence’), as suggesied by members of the SAS group, especially
for the Middle East and other regions with low force-to-space ralios and/or
long borders®®. This would tmuply conceniraiing a siale's defence on certain
areas that are politically important (typically the approaches to the natlonal
capital or other major populations centres) and/or which will allow for a
cohesive defence. The [ire coverage aflorded by the units in the strongholds will,
at least, channel the attack, thereby making it more manageable for the moblle
forces.

3. Striclly defensive forward defence, for instance by means of a ‘fire barrier’,
as suggested by Norbert Harmlg‘37 and/or by means of fortificalions and fixed
obstacles. This would tend to be a very caplial-intensive type of defence. relying
to a very large extent on automaled fire by high-technology means.
Notwithstanding the missile sirlkes Into enemy terrilory that would be
permissible acording to this model, Il would siill be non-offensive because of
the {virtual) absence of mobile ground forces.

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

4. The ‘missing Hnk approach’, according o which an olherwise oflensive force
posture may be rendered sirictly defensive simply by deliberalely omilling one
or several compoenents. for tnstance long-range and/or mobile air defence
capablllty, mobile anti-tank defence, or river-crossing equipmentae.

All three-and-a-hall models have their sirengths and weaknesses, hence the
atfraction of combining elements of them into, hopefully, more elfective conglomerales.
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The mode of combination that has attracled the greatest attention in Europe has been
the following, which may also prove most Immedlately relevant for the Middle East.

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

The attractions of disengagement derive from the fact that it would eliminate options
of surprise altack and contribule to confldence-bulilding. The depletion zone would
simply serve as an early warning device, since the deployment of proscribed weapons
and forces Into the zone would alert the other side {o the impending attack and allow
him to mobilize and prepare for combat. The same logic might suggest the following.
that might be called

G. ‘Slepping down’. implying that the general level of readiness should be
reduced: forces should be cadred (e.g. 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 resulling from disengagement as well as from ‘stepping
down' have {0 be weighed against the risk of malign interactions which might ensue
In a crisis perfod. If the forces withdrawn from the [orward line would be those
possessing the greatest olfensive capability (as In most proposals), to redeploy them
into the zone for defenslve purposes in an intense political crisis could easily he
misinterpreied as preparations [or an attack. Counter-intuitive though it may seem.
stability might thus require that offensive-~-capable forces be statloned close to their
envisaged combat positions and maintatned in a high state of readiness, whereas the
unmistakably defensive forces could salely be cadred and stationed In the rear.

The present author's experience with debates on NOD suggests that a caveat is
in order at this poini: Most of the models above have elther been designed for a
parlicular context, or remaln very abstract. Were one to simply transpose them to
quite a different setting (as has occasionally been done by NOD critics) one is bound
lo arrive at absurd resulls. As all absiract defence models, NOD models are not to be
confused with actual defence planning, for which they are merely concelved as
politico-mililary guidelines. Also, whereas modelling is a legilimale task lor "armchair
strategists’, actual defence planning should remain a prerogative for prolessionals,
f.e. general staffs, albeit under political control.

5. NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND/OR COLLECTIVE SECURITY

All of the above has only applied to conventional forces, raising the question how
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nuclear weapons come inio the picture. Even though some NOD advocaies have
portrayed their proposals as alternatives to deterrence, others (Including the present
author) would argue that NOD is a way of making the best of a situation of general or
‘existential’ deterrence, which will never go away. The nuclear genie is out of its
bottle and can never be rellably put back again, since the knowledge of how to
produce nuclear weapons is readily available to everyone. The experience with IAEA
controls so far (Iraq. North Korea, for instance) also does not warrant complacency
about the detection of clandestine nuclear weapons programs in the future. Practically
every state hence has to reckon with the possibility that its respective adversary just
might have some nuclear weapons, by means of which he might ‘*snatch mutual
annthilation from the claws of defeat’. The implication {s thal war can no longer be
won n quite the same sense as before. In the 'Clausewitzian era’ of ‘absolute war’,
but that limited wars fought In the ‘shadow’ of nuclear weapons, le. in a
‘subnuclear setting' are the name of the game®°. Delerrence is thus a *a fact', frem
which observation some have drawn 1he conclusion that nuclear disarmament Is
impractical. This Is, however, a non sequitur: that the jfact of deterrence Is
unchangeable leaves states with a constderable margin of choice with regard to the
doctrine and materialization of deterrence {an observation with implications for Israel,
vide (nfra). Seme would suggest that ‘minimum deterrence’, accompanied by policies
of no-first-use would be all that would be required for ‘existential deterrence’,
Others (including the present author) would go even further and suggest that weapon-
less, ‘blueprint deterrence’ would suflice, i.e. a deterrence based on the potential of
nuclear weapons, yet without thelr actual deloyment or existence®!,

Whether to opt for one or the other s probably a matter of conjecture, since
there 1s no empirical evidence of either one or the other, As succinetly pointed out by
Bruce Russett:

‘When deterrence fails, you know it; when deterrence succeeds, you may nol know why
il succeeded. and you may not even know that it succeeded. 4%

Be that as {t may, there would in nelther case be any need for nuclear weapons for
military, 1.e. war-fighting purposes, in which sense the conventional forces should be
seen as ‘stand-alone’ forces.

Whatever underpinning the conventional power of a small state might need vis—
a-vis larger states would have to be provided by other means, say in the form of
alllances 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 (n embryo. namely
collective securlly arrangements‘a.

There s nothing wrong with adversarial alliances as such, but they tend to
- simply transpose the problems providing thelr raison d'étre to a higher level, because
alignment breeds counter-alignment. Instead of securlty dilemma-type malign
Interactions beiween states, we tend to end up with the same type of Interactions,
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accompanied by lhe same type of risks and cosis, only between alliances. This may
well be a short-lerm solution for Individual states, but {t is hardly a leng-term
solution for neither the International system as such, nor any of its regional
subsysiems,

Non-adversarial alllances directed against no serlous external threat are utterly
superfluous (which does not mean that they will autematically cease lo be, because
of institutional inertia). They face the choice between finding another credible threat
agalnst whom or which lo direct the common effort of thelr members, or of undergoing
a profound metamorphosis: [rom alllances to collective security arrangements. The
latter should preferably incorporate former adversaries, ldeally be all-encompassing,
if only within a region. This would seem to be a rather accurate description of the
cholces NATO is prescnily facing afler the dissolullon of the USSR. With the
eslablishment of first NACC and subsequently PFP, NATO seems (according to a
benevolent interpretation at least) 1o be slowly transforming itself into a future all~
European collective securlly arrangcment“
NOD advocates, including the present author. It would allow all states partles to the
system (o feel secure with much less military power than if they were to fleld a ‘stand

—a soluilon also recommended by most

alone’ defence, which would be prohibitively demanding for most states under
conditions of multlpolarlty"s. A collective securlty arrangement would consist of two
elements: :

¢ An obligalion to refraln from the use of military force between member states.
® A binding commitment to assist other members who are nevertheless victims
of aggression, whether from the outside {l.e. non-members) or the Inside, i.e.
by member stales, In violalion of the former obligation.

Since this would be a very atlractive arrangement, measured by almost any
standards, disputes have tended to focus on whether it might be politically
feasible™®—a profoundly political question that I shall bypass at this stage. Whether
global or regional, and regardless of lis political nature, such a collectlve security
system would need to have armed forces at its disposal, the more so the more it would
move beyond mere peacekeeping'’ to 'peace-making’, as secems 1o become
increasingly realistic.

Such ‘collective security forces' might consist. first of all, of a standing
contingent of truly multinational interventionary forces, above all for ‘llag-waving
missions’ along the lines of NATO's AMF. However, it does not appear realistic, for the
near future, lo envisage such multinational forces numbering more than tens of
thousands. Such forces might prove valuable, especially if deployed preventively in
areas threaiened by impending attack.

As far as militarlly more demanding ‘peace enforcement’ operations are
concerned, such as a restoration of the territorial integratity of the 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*®
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—say, along the lines of the ‘Inlernatlonal Brigade' being esiablished by the present
author's home countlry, Denmark. Preferably they should be under direct UN
command and their deployment should be planned in advance, e.g. by a refurbished
UN International Stall Commitiee?®, 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.

One problem with pragmaiic soluiions such as this is that countries could not
possibly come fo each other's rescue with only defensive forces, specialized in fighting
from prepared posiilons on their home territory. On the contrary, they would need
long-range mobility, the ability to repulse an aggressor and reconquer lost territory
with a wiew lo arestoration of the status quo ante bellum. These olfensive capabilities
would have te be considerable, also because an aggressor would benefit from the
inherent defensive supremacy: Alter an invasion. he might assume defensive positlon§
on the congquered piece of land, constiruct minefields ete., thereby forcing the ‘real
defender’ to operate offensively, f.e. ata dlsadvantageso.

The paradox that stabliity and peace thus requires, at the same lime, a
thorough defensive restructuring and significant oflensive capabililies represents a
real dilemma. Moreover, no obvious solutfon is to be found in elther qualitative or
quantiative lerms: it Is not enough to have Just a litlle offensive capabllity’, when
the liberation of conquered terriiory may require a lot, and when even a little may
frighten one's small nelghbours. Nor is it adequate to limit oneselfl to ‘only slightly
offensive’ forces, which might well be so offensive as to constilute a threat to one's
immedlale neighbours, yet insufficlently so to llberaie more dislant colleclive security

partners.
Defensive Restructuring-cum-Collective Security
BTATE A REGIONAL COLLECTIVE SECURITY State B
Natlonal o] c5 National
defence contribution contribution defence
Defensive Offenstve —b Qffenstue-capable Qffenstve Defenstve
Sforces component [ Task Force - companent Il Jforces
~ . ,
™~ e
-

Defenslve Qfensive ~ . - Qffenstve ) Defensive
Jorces component Il —~ _ 1 A [ P - component IV Jorces
Qffenstve-capable
National Cs Task Force Cs Natonal
defence contribution conlribullon defence
StaTE C GLOBAL COLLECTIVE SECURITY STATE D

An answer to this dilemma might be sought in the political ramework: Colleciive
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securily does not presuppose that stales possess offensive capabilities, only that the
collectivily as such does so. Furthermeore, offensive capabilities are a reflection of
synergies: tanks. for instance (often erroneously regarded as ‘olfensive weapons’ par
excellence), are not offensive If operating on their own, since they need air cover,
shielding infantry, afunctioning C* (command. control, communications. intelligence)
system. a logistic 'tail’ to provide them with fuel and ammunition, bridge-bullding
equipment to cross waler obstacles, elc. Combat aircraft, even fighter bombers, are
unable to ‘consumimate’ a victory, hence (according to many analysts. at least)
constilute no offensive cability unless combined with land forces able to take and hold
ground. Navies are even less [n a posilion 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 fuil-scale invasion, etc.

If all siates were to abandon one or several elements of what would otherwise
be tanfamunt to an offensive capability. they would be defensive to all practical
Intenis and purposes (cf. above on the ‘missing link approach’). They might, on the
other hand. coniribute to a mullinaiional oflensive capability by providing
indispensable elements thereof, as illusirated tn the chart above. The teaming up of,
Individually defensive. forces from several nations for offensive-capable joint task
forces would, of course, require planning and drill. However, the required exercizes
might come lo 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. Furthermore, the force
conlingeni [rom each siale would tend to be rather small, hence not prohibitively
costly.

6. THE MODE OF IMPLEMENTATION

Were a slate to come to the conclusion that NOD {cum collective security) was worth
implementing, It would be facing a cholce between several possible modes of
implementing the desired shift of strategy and posture. In principle, there would be
three different modes of implemenlation—apart from that of enforced defensive
resiructuring. as occasionally seen afler major wars®1; Negotiated arms conirol, strict
unilateralism. and whal might be called ‘Informal arms control’.

NOD propenents have traditionally been sceptical (to say the least) about
negoliaied arms control, because of the many pitfalls inherent in this approach, above
all the unwarranted emphasis on ‘balance’?, Even in the bipolar environment. a
balance was hard to deline. (nter alla because of the {ncommensurabllity between
different lypes of forces and weapons, the asymmetrical structure of Eastern and
Weslern forces, and the undeniable importance of unquantifiable faclors such as the
quality of weapons. the morale of troops and the reliabllity of allies. Balance would be
evenn harder to recognize lhan to defline, because of the propensily for worst-case
analysis and ‘double standards’. Stales would, for inslance. tend to compare their
slanding forces wilh an opponent's mobilizable potenital. etc. Finally, even [ it were
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to be definable and recognizable, balance would constifute both to litle and too much
for all concerned: too litlle, because belween a surprise atiack might overwhelm any
defence, alse In the case of evenly matched forces. Too much, because a well-prepared
defender could do with less than parity, because of {hi¢ infrinsic advantages of the
defence—sometimes simplistically referred to as the ‘three-to-one rule’ (vide supra).
Untll around 1987, this theorelically founded scepticism about the prospects of arms
control seemed to receive empirical support from the meagre accomplishments of
Easl-West arms control negotiatlons®®, hence the atiraction of option two.

Strict unilateralsm has been recommended by several NOD proponenls, who
have recommended slates to simply adopt an NOD stralegy without further ado,
simply because it is the most effective. Furthermore, regardless of the respective
adversary's response, the siluation would be stabilized because Incentives for pre-
emptive attack would be removed. The main problem with such suggestions was,
however, that they were addressed {o the wrong side, namely NATO. t.e. the clearly
" most defensively orlented of the two opposing alllances. Whal would really improve the
slluation {n Europe would, however, be a Soviet abandonment of its very offensive
strategy®*. Nevertheless, in the light of the Soviet intransigence until Gorbachev's
take-over, it seemed futile to directly urge the Soviet Union 1o change strategy, hence
the attraction of option three.

The latier would imply making limited unconditional concillatory ouvertures,
say in the form of a limited arms bulld~down. accompanled by an invitation to the
respective adversary to reciprocale, wilth a promise to proceed along ihe same path il
reciprocation would be achieved. In the East-West conflict, NOD might presumably
be one element {n such a gradualist strategy of confidence-building, tension reduction
and disarmament: By abandoning certain offensive elements in its own strategy and
posture, NATO might presumably induce the USSR lo reciprocate in the form of a
gradual abandonment of her alfensive strategy®.

L3 B N

Having by now provided a fairly elaborate account of the general concept of NOD, the
question remains whether it might be applicable {mutatts mutandis) to the context of
the Middle East, more precisely to the Arab-Israeli conflict. regardless of its having
been conceived for Europe under conditions of bipolarity. 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.

7. THE MIDDLE EAST AND EUROPE COMPARED

Even though the European and the Middle Eastern conlexts have [eatures in common,
the differences between the two are equally obvious:

Politically. the European countries were saturaied and had acquiesced in the
territorial status quo, codified inter aliain the German QOstvertrdge and in the Helsinki
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document of 1975, and manifested In the policies of délente pursued by all significant
slales through the 1970s and 1980s. In the Middle East, however ‘status quo’ has
remained 'an essentlally contested concept': '

s When should one start ‘counting'? In 1947, 1948, 1967, or at some other
Juncture. the choice between which has profound territorial implicalions, above
all for Israel and the Paleslinlans, but also for Syria, Egypt and Jordan.

e i Is [ar from obvious 1o Iis neighbours, that Israel {s territortally salurated,
even within the post-1967 borders, because of the Likud's and orthodox and/or
exiremist groupings' conlinuous murmuring about ‘greater Israel"®,

¢ The slaleless Palestinians are also committed to overturn the status que, by
establishing elther a Palestinian slate or. as a minimum, some stalellke polllical
structure. In either case, It will almost inevitably be at the expence of Israel®?,
o This ts not merely a question of realpolitik, but also of rights and entitiements:
Palestinlans and jews have conflicting historical and/or religious ‘rights’ to the

same territory (not least Jerusalem®®).

Compatibllity between The A Pal. Autonomy in:

Isracll and Palestinian Pal. Pal. r ’} - n}

claims Lo statchood State  State 'Sracl  Conlede- Inlerna-
rallon tional'

‘Grealer 1. No No 7 n.a. No

Posl-1967 I. No No 7 ? ?

Prc-1967 1. No ? No Yes Yes

Jewish Pal. state No Yes Ne n.a. n.a.

Aulo-

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

In ‘International’ n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. Yes

¢ Furthermore, ‘rights’ are a function of time:; Hislorical enlitlements aslide,
the righl of inhabltants change gradually, reflecting generational change: It was
clearly (in the present author's eyes, at least) the right of the Palestinlan
' refugees to return to their home®®, say in 1970 or 1980, even [ this might have
entafled an eviction of settlers. However, it is less obvious that their children-
(who may never have set (0ot on the lost territory) have the same right to expel
Jewlsh setllers who may have llved there all their lives. As [ar as the
grandchildren (ete.) are concerned, the quesiion of i-ighls becomes Increasingly
‘melaphysical’. Still, it should be kept in mind that the settlement policy of
successive Israell governements relating to the occupied territories constitules
a clear violatlon of international law®®.
# It is thus less obvious than in Europe that a policy of commeon securily makes
sense, since the conflict is, at least prima facte, more of a zero-sum game than
the East-West conflict ever was.
e It might nevertheless be the case that a mutually acceptable solution could
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be found by ‘updrading common Interest’, say in the ferm of confederation
between Israel, Jordan and the Palestine yet to be—or via other forms of
internationalization®?,

Europe and the Middle East (urther appeared to resemble each other with regard to
their bipolar siructure {Arab states-versus-Israel, East-versus-West). However, on
closer analysis, bipolarity was merely an overlay concealing a latent multipolar
security complexsz.. In fact, the Middle Eastern security complex was concealed
beneath a ‘dual overlay’, which was not even [nternally consistent: Most, but not all,
Arab states were (informally) aligned with the Eastern superpower, whereas Israel was
(at least since around 1960) an ally of the USA, whose regional clients, however, also
included states very hostile to Israel. Whereas the lifting of the 'single overlay' in
Europe produced fairly predictable results, IR theory really has no answer lo wha’t
happens after the successive lifting (or perhaps only transformation) of two overlays:
What happens, {or instance, to the Iraqi-Syrian relations when the East-West conflict
Is resolved? Would this merely strengthen the effect of the second overlay of Arabs
versus Israel? Or would it relnvigorate the contest between the two Arab rivals? And
what would happen if the Arab-Israell conflict is 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. The implications were that democratic forms of government served as an
Inhibition against aggressive war in the West—and totally precluded West-West
wars®® (with the exceptlon of the two least democratic countries, namely Greece and
Turkey). The further (mplication was that with the spread of democracy to the whole
of Europe in the wake of the 198971991 revolutions, wars belween European states
have become nearly inconceivable.

The situation in the Middle East ts very different: with Israel standing out as the
only democracy (perhaps not even a perfect ene®) in a world of more or less
authoritarian regimes—and with rather bleak prospects for fundamental change in
this sltuation®. The tmplication is that domestic structure—lype inhibitions against
aggressive war cannot realistically bé counted upon in the Middle East, whereas they
can In Europe. Hence the higher saliency of other inhibilions apgainst war in the
former reglon, for inslance in the form of NOD-type military reforms, vide tnfra.

Institutionally, Europe was far ahead of the Middle East, even during the Cold
War. Although institulional ties tended to follow the Easl-West fault line, the density
of institullons (personifying functional cooperation In numerous fields) was very high,
especially In the West, Besides these. all-European institutions did exist, as well as
a plethora of negotiation fora—with the C3CE standing out as the most prominent and
elaborate, which started out as a mere process, but has been institutionalized since
1990%6. After the Cold War, many of the previously Western institullons have been
openened up for newcomers, and new ones have been established on the [ringes ol the
old, with NACC and PFP as merely two examples. More will undoubtedly follow in due
course. There was thus never any shortage of institutlonal rameworks for whatever
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collaborative ventures states might comtemplate, and the CSCE was, for instance,
available for the NOD-like arms reductions of the CFE (vide supra).

Not so in the Middle East, where collaboration between the Arab and/or islamie
states 1s very weak lnslltlutonallys?. and where no all-regional institutions are in
existence that might provide the auspices under which to establish an NOD (or any
other arms control) reglme. Hence the numerous suggestions for establishing, for
instance, a Middle Eastern counterpart of the CSCE (vide infra), which is. however,
hampered by the weakness of actual interdependence. economically and otherwise.

Geographically, the Middle East Is more spaticus than the crowded Europe.
However, since most of the territory consists of deserts, the Inhabited and/or
cullivated space Is much smaller, implying that the effective population desity is
actually comparable; indeed that of Israel is larger than that of many European
countries (216 Inhabltants/km?, as compared with Germany’s 223]). Also, even though
distances might, at first glance. seemn longer, closer analysis reveals that the central
areas lend to ‘cluster’: The distances between the capltals of Israel, Syria and Jordan
are thus short, and all three capitals lie within 80 kms. from the border®®: a position
not so different from that of Hamburg or Frankfurt during the Cold War in Europe.

The abundance of space noiwithstanding, most countries in the Middle East
may thus be in no better position to ‘trade space for tlme’ tn a future war than was
the FRG. 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 T.E.
Lawrence's description of the ‘battle ground”:

*The decislon of what was crilleal would always be ours. Most wars were wars of contact,
both forces striving inlo touch to aveld tactieal surprise. Ours should be a war of
detachmenl, We were Lo conlain the enemy by the slient threat of a vast unknown desert,
not disclosing oursclves Uil we allacked. The attack might be nominal, direcled nol
against him, but against his siuff; so it would not seek either his strength or his
weakness, but his most accessible malerial. In rallway-culting it would be usually an
emply stretch of rail; and the mere emply, the greater the tactical success, We might lurn
our average Into a rule (..) and develep a habit of never engaging the enemy.’

Furthermore, uninhabited territory may possess intrinsic value for other reasons,
primarily by coenlalning (or otherwise ylelding control over] the reglon's two most
precious resources: ofl and waler’%, '

Economically, the East-West demarcation line in Europe nearly coincided with
that between the poor and the rich. Furthermore, that of the two sides least likely to
start a war (the West) was also the richest. This had both positive and negative
implications: Positively, it meant that the West had considerable 'staying power’,
both in the sense that it would be sure lo ultimately prevail In a protracted war of
aftrition where mobllization potential would be decisive’!; and that arms racing for
the sake of exhausting Its means was no viable substitute for 'hot war’ for the other
side. Negatively, it might {according to, not very realistic, worst-case analyses) provide
the East with a spur to lJaunch an aggressive war for the sake of conquest.
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The situation in the Middle East is almost the exact opposite: Even though
wealth Is distributed very unevenly among the Arab states, they are with few
exceptions more prosperous than Israel—not because of thelr superlor economic
system, but thanks to nature (oil). Hence, Israel would alinost surely be economically
exhausted by a pretracted 'real’ war of attrilion—as opposed to the War of Atfrition,
which was more a substituie for ‘real war', even though the costs were
conslderable”, The only comfort for the economlcally Inferior party in this respect
would be that it would surely enjoy the suppert of most of the rich world, above all the
USA.

Economically, the links between East and West (underdeveloped though they
were) all through the Cold War had a certain dampening effect on the conflict.
Furthermore, an end (o the Cold War in Europe promised great returns, if enly in the
medium~-to-long run. In the Middle East, by comparison, the economic links between
Israel and the Arab states have always been very weak, thus doing very litlle lo
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
lntegration73.

Culturally, Europe was relatively homogeneous, In the sense of almost entirely
belonging to the Christian culture—with the Muslin enclave in ex-Yugoslavia and
certaln ex-Soviet states as well as the ambivalent Turkey as the enly exceptions.
Moreover, this was a rather secular culture, with only very sporadic instances of
fundamentalism—even though the ideclogical fervour with which the Cold War was
occasionally ‘fought’ to some extent made up for this ‘defieiency’. Generally,
however, culture and religion/ideology rarely stood in the way of pragmatic solutions
that served national interests.

The Middle East is far more heterogeﬁeous. with Islam. Judaism and
Christianity cohabiting the region, and with more widespread fundamentalism, among
muslims as well as Jews. The present author does not believe in the inherent
supremacy of one religion over the others, nor accepts that some are, by their very
nature, bellicose’®, Nevertheless, the higher sallency of the religlous factor may well
serve to cement conflicts and to make wars more ferocious by imbuing war aims with
other-worldly significance, be that in the shape of islamic jihad or of zionist wars for
the survival or aggrandizement of 'the promised land’.

Militarily, both reglons were highly militarized. The table below gives a rough
Idea of the degree to which the Middle East is militarized, in terms of the military
share of avallable resources (milex/GNP}, of force and tank densitles, measured in
acttve armed forces and MBTs per km?, respectively. These yardsticks, moreover,
underestimate the actual density, because of the large tracts of desert. It further
shows the the share of population under arms (AF/population) and the tank-
heaviness of the armed forces, l.e. MBTs per 1000 active troops’®. It also shows the
wide spread, with Israel standing out as by far the most 'militarized’ of the states In
the reglen, in most respects, )
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Milex/ Acllve  AF/ MBT/ MDT/

GNP  AF/km®  Pop., 1000AF  km?

Tsrael 11% 847 12% 2250 0.9

Jordan 11% .10 3% 11.30 001

Syria 8% 2.20 6% 11.03 0.02

Egypt 7% 0.43 1% 737  0.00

Iraq 43% 0.88 6% 5.76 0.01

Lebanon 5% 3.94 1% B8.54 0.03

Average 14% 0.88 3% 9.96 0.01

In both reglons, the same calegories of weapons systems have been regarded as
especially Important: lanks, APC and IFVs, artlllery, combat aircraft and hellcopters,
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
METs pr. km? and of the ratio between tanks and ATGWs. However, force disparities
were grealer in the Middle East beiween Israel and the Arab states than between
NATQ and the Warsaw Pact In Europe, with Israel being outnumbered in most
respects, albeit only quantitatively.

Military Balance Actlve Reserve Total MBT ATGW
Israel/Arab Stales Forces Forces AF
Israel 176 430 606 3,960 . 980
Jordan 101 35 136 1,141 640
Syria 408 400 808 4.500 4,900
Egypt 430 304 734 3,167 2,580
Iraq ’ 382 650 1.032 2,200 -
Lebanon 11 o 41 350 20 B
Arab States {-Leb.) 1.321 1,389 2710 ; 11,008  B.120

. Arab Slates/lsrael 7.51 3.23 4.47 2.78 8.29

The table above also shows that mobilization schedules will be of the utmost
Importance, since the Israell {nferiority would become much more manageable upon
a call-up of the reserves. Also, the importance of alignments Is striking, dince Israell
infertority would only materialize in the (very unlikely) case of a joint atack against her
by all nelghbouring states. ' o

Just like in Europe, conventional forces would operate In an environment
featuring weapons of mass destruetion, albeit in a significantly different distribution.
Whereas there was a nuclear ‘balance’ of sorts In Europe, Israel 1s the only country
in the Middle Easi in possession of nuclear weapons’¢. Chemical weapens are more
widely distrubuted, intelligence sources having it that both Israel, Iran, Iraq [until
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1991), Syria and Libya hold stocks. Furthermore, some sources have conjectured that
Syria may have biological weapons in her inventory, as Iraq may have had ‘in the
pipeline’ prior to her defeat In 1991.

Furthermore, in addition to alrcraft several countries possess other suitable
means of delivery for such weapons of mass destruction In the shape of long-range
SSMs: Israel, Egypt, Iran, Iraq (until 1991), Libya, Syria, Saud! Arabla and Yemen®”.
It remains disputed how greata threat these missiles pose. Some analysts (including
the present athour) hold that they should be regarded more as psychologleal terror
weapons that as actual millitary weapons. In the former capacity they have the abilily
to appear ‘out of nowhere’ and without warning, thus causing panic, similar te the
World War 2 '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 cability of multiple'
sortles.

8. NOD MODELS APPLIED TO THE MIDDLE EASTERN CONTEXT

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-Israell conflict’®. Let
us therefore begin the analysls of the potential application of NOD io ihe Middle East
by simply transposing the archetypal models mentioned above from the Cold War
Germany for which they were concelved to the Middle East of today. This prelimiary
and tentative (‘armchalr’) 'assessment should be made, at Jeast, according to the
Tollowing criteria:

A. The envisaged defence restruciuring should make, at least, one side more
secure without making any of the cther sides less so: what might be called ‘the
common security criterion’.

B. It should not necessitate additional military expenditures, ideally allow for
a transfer of resources from military to civillan consumption: 'the affordability
criterion’,

C. It should combine ahigh likelihood of war prevention with the ability to wage
a non-sulcldal war of defence In case of a war: ‘the deterrence and defence
criterion’,

Since there is no a priori reason why all states invelved (il any) should adopt the same
NOD model, 1 shall tentatively apply each of them to the central states in the conflict:
Israel, Egypt, Syria, Iraq. Jordan and the ‘Palestine’ yet to be.

1. Area-covering territorial defence, in the shape of the SAS's 'spider and web’
type.

2. 'Bastion’-type defences, l.e, a 'selective area defence’ .

3. Strictly defensive forward defence. e.g. by means of [ire barriers or of
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fortifications and {ixed obstacles.

4. Defence postures with one or several ‘missing links’, without which they are
incapable of offensive use.

5. Disengagement.

6. Stepping Down, elther by shifting to a reserve army or by otherwise reducing
the capabllity for surprise attack.

I shall contast these with the following:

0. Oflensive defence, much lke the present postures extrapolated into the
future according to 'conservative’, i.e. pessimistic assumptions.

In order to escape the flallacy of unwarranted precision, I have merely assigned the
values Y, N and ?, Implying compatibilily., incompatibility and wuncertainty,
respeclively, with brackets signifying qualifications. The table should be read as
indicating what would be the results iI, say, Israel were to adopt either of the 6+1
models: Would it adversely alfect either Israel's own or her nelghbours' security (A)?
Would it be affordable for Israel herself (B}J? And would it provide adequate war
prevention as well as defensive capability for Israel {C)?

Offensive Defence Is pretty much what is being practiced 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 would not be met. Israel struck against the Arab states
because she feared an atlack was impending, and would probably do so again under
similar circumstances. This clearly indicates that the security of everybody does
indeed sufler from the predominance of oflensive 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 weil
as in Gaza) that it would constitute no military threat to Israel.

The rather dire economic straits of all regional countries seems to indicate that
the present level of mililary expenditures is unsustainable in the long run (depending,
of course, on the ol prices, as far as Irag {s concerned). Hence, criterion B is not met
by the offensive strategy cither, also because it tends to perpetuate the conflict,
thereby causing cumulative deflcit spending and growing public debt. The only
question-mark indicales that nuclear weapons, at least according to Israell
assumptions. provide a 'bigger bang for the buck’. thus perhaps allowing Israel to
‘make ends meet’. Still, even Israel's defence expenditures are shrinking.

V' NOD-iype territorial defence would, beause of its incapability of border-
crossing operations. clearly meat criterion A, regardless of what state were to adopt
it. The only qualification would be that it should not envisage ‘trading space for time’
{as in some German models), since nelther Israel. nor Jorden. Syria or the future
Palestine will have space to trade away because of the short distances from the border
to the caplital. Egypt. on the other hand, has (the Sinal) as does Iraq at the border
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facing Jordan—yet not at that facing Iran. In order lo make it clear to a would-be
aggressor that there would be no ‘easy grab’, all stales (with the possible exceplion
of Egypt) would therefore have to combine territorial defence with, at least elements
of, forward defence (vide Infra) In order to meet criterion C.

WNOD Models Isracl Egypt Syria Jordan 'Pal.’ Irag
Applied to the
Arab-lIsraell A D CEA ) c‘:a 3 cC EA B C:IA D C iA B C
Contlict i ! ! ] H
Terr. Defence Y ¥ ?im (N Yim ) YiY Y Yily Y Y'iv (¥} YH
Basllon Defence [N Y {N) IY Y Yl m Y m i N Y N1 N Y Nl(\’) Y M
Forward Defence [(N) (Y) h’lﬁﬂ Y lY)‘(Yl Y ﬂ']i(Y] (N) NIN N N I(N] {N) (N)
Missing Link Y Y ¥ Im Y ¥ |m Y Y I[‘n Y Y‘ m Y Ylh’] Y Y
Disengagement |Y Y Y |Y Y Y |Y Y YIY Y Y | Y Y Y IY Y Y
Slepping Pown Y Y NY Y Y Y Y J Y Yy ¥ Y. Y Y Y
OIT. defence N 7 NIN N NIN N NIN N NIN N NIN N N

As will be apparent from the table below, 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 lerraln and of the distribution of the population would have to be
taken into account. However, because populalion density is much more even in the
FRG than in the Middle East. factoring in these features would, {f anything, tend to
lower force requirements. There simply is no need to defend large tracts of
uninhabited and uncultivable desert.

State Ares Act. Res, Total}; SAS Total Difl. Diir.,
km? AF AF] Act. SAS A B

FRG 248 580 308 717 900i 265 BO0 -14.0% =11.1%
1srael 20,770 176 430 606 22 67 -B7.4% -89.0%
Jordan 91,880 101 35 136 98 296 =3.0%  +117.4%
Egypt 1,001,449 430 304 734} 1.068 3,223 +148.3% +339.1%
Syria 185,180 £08 400 808 197 596 -51.6% -26.2%
Irag 434924 382 650 1.032 464 1400 +21.4% +35.6%
Legend: FRG: Federal Repuplic of Germany pre-unificalion [army only)

Acl. AF: Active armed forces (thousands)

Res.: Reserves (thousands)

Tolal AF: Total armed forces (thousands)

SAS: SAS army forces per km2 for FRG * arca of counlry In question

DIIT. A: SAS Acl. - Aclive AF

Difl. B: Total SAS - Tolal AF

By imlication, criterion B might be salisfled if a reserve force system similar to that -
of Israel were lo be adopted by the other states. This might, however, be incompatible
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wilh internal securily' as the rulers in Damascus and Bagdhad sec it, Furthermore,
the need for large quantities of weapons to armn the called-up reserves would seem to
imply that stales would have to go for rather primitive, or at most ‘bronze-plate’
technologies.

A bastion-type defence, as suggesled by members of the SAS group for Saudi
Arabia’®, would be strictly defensive, thus posing no threat to other states In the
region. Also, it would tend 1o be rather Inexpenstve (the less one defends the cheaper),
thereby meeting criterion B in all Inslances.

However, the implied ‘selective area defence’ would not be satisfactory seen
from In Israeli point of view because of geography. The strategic depth of pre-1967
Israel was mich too shallow to allow this type of defence to meet neither criterion A
nor C—also because of the shortage of natlural defence lines®C, Israel's security would
suffer, and the war preventlon effects might well be insuflcient. It may be another
matter with post-1967 Israel, however. where the former state of Israel enjoys a
‘shield’ in the form of the disengagement arrangements in Sinai and the Golans®!,
and where Jordan Is {almost olficlally) counted on as addltional strategic depth.
However, even If criterion C might be met in this manner, it would clearly violate
criterion A lo lreat others stales (Jordan and the Palestine to be) as an extended
glactsaz. Neither would these countries seem to be in a position to rely on a
bastlons, because their strategic depth is comparable to that of Israel, that of
Palestine probably even shallower.

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

Striclly delensive forward defence {s an Imperative for Israel because of her
shallow stralegic depth, Within the present boundaries, this problem is largely solved
by the command of the mountaln ridges in the Golan and by the command of the
West Bank where quite elfective (and very cheap. cf. criterion B) fences have been
werected along the ‘border’ with the Hashemite Kingdom, making up for the fact that
the Jordan really is not much of a river®®, These arrangements are already largely
delensive in themselves, and might actually allow Israel to conslderably reduce. Ideally
abandon, her oflensive-capable ground forces without further ado. whereby criterion
C would be met. Criterion A, however, would ¢learly require Israel {o withdraw behind
the pre-1967 lines. which would be an entirely different matter: No strong natural
delence lines, and no obvious possibllties of erecting an (ideally {mpenetrable) wall
along the easlern border—as has actually been suggested®. Also, a complete
relinquishing of the Golan Heights to a hosille Syria would severely weaken the north- .
easiern [ront—a problem that might, however, be sclved by an elaborate
disengagement arrangement, vide lnfra. Along her sourthern front, on the other hand,
Israel would not seem to be facing major problems, presupposing that the Sinat is not
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used as a slalioning area for Egyplian forces—which seems highly unlikely and would
violate the Camp David aggreements.

To the extent that Israel were lo withdraw, the frontiers might be strengthened
in a non-offensive manner {consistent with criterla A and C) by proceeding with
fencing, combined with the laying of minefields and the mining of the few access roads
to the ceniral parts of Israel that would be passable to tanks. Also, the idea of a wall
might be taken serlously and materialize In the creatlon of concrele {ank obstacles.
However, behind the thus created defence line, 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 its turn, call for the consirucilion of roads along the
border suijtable for lateral reinforcement. It {s beyond the abilily of the present author
to estmate the costs, but he would not be surprised if they were lo be high, thus
perhaps violating criterion B.

As far as the Arab states are concerned, Egypt is clearly secure behind the
present borders. l.e. as long as the Sinat is not remilitarized by Israel. Syria is noli In
quite as fortunate position, however, bul might still be secure with forward defences
shielding Damascus against an Israeli atlack, yel only on the precondilion of a
demilitarization of the Golan Heighis, Jordan enjoys some proieclion by the Jordan
river, its narrow width notwithstanding, Moreover, there seems to be no reason why
she should not follow the Israell example and establish fences and minefields as a
further insurance. in this case as a protection against the future Palestine as well as
against an Israell atlack via this country. Palestine would in any case be in a very
awkward pesition, squeezed belween {wo, not entirely friendly states who just might
end up at war with each other. Forward defence against Israel would appear nearly
impossible, whereas it might be feasible vis-a-vis Jordan. In either case, it would
probably be economically far beyond the meagre means of a newly created slate. Iraq,
finally, may well need a forward defence, but the length of her borders would make
acomlete coverage prohibitively costly, in which case she might have lo decide against
whom to defend the country, Nelther Syrla nor Jordan would probably be the first
choice.

The creation of a missing link clearly implies doing less than before, and would
thus automalticaly be alfordable (at least more so than before). thus meeting criterion
B for all stales concerned. Also, as far as Israel Is concerned it would clearly improve
the securily of her neighbours if she were to make herself deliberately incapahble of
offensive operalions into thelr territories. This could, by definition, be done without
damaging her own defence capabilily, thus salisfying criterion A. The same would hold
true for the Arab states, only with the qualification that it would need to be a ‘joint
missing link’, taking into account that Israel's worst fears are, of course, an atlack
by an Arahb coalition, not by individual states. Moreover, history shows these fears to
be far from groundless.

The question remains what 'links’ might be omitted without thereby seriously
eroding defensive capabhilities. It stralns the imagination lo envisage Israel abandoning
her air power, in which she has achieved such excellence. And to wave goodbye to the
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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 Israell borders
might be a relevant limitation. The Arab states might, for Instance, reciprocate by
scaling down their offensive-capable air forces in favour of SAMs—thereby making it
clear that they would not enjoy command of the air beyond Araly alrspace. In neither
case would defenslve capabilities necessarily suffer, and war prevention might even
be improved, thus meeting criterion C.

The last two NOD ‘models’, discngagement and stepping down are both fairly
unprolemalic when applied to the Arab-Israell conflict, as is apparent from the many
Y's in the lable above, In fact, the {ormer has already been applied in practice in the
disengagement agreements reached between Israel and Egypt as well as Syria, and in
the Camp David agreementl of 1878 (vide supra).

An Israelf withdrawal from occupied territory in the Golan would undoubtedly
also have to be accompanied by a more elaborate disengagement arangement, say in
the form of a complete demilitarization, 1o be supervised and monitored by UN forces,
The interposiiion of impartial forces would ensure both sides against surprise attacks
launched by the respective other much more reliably than would the creation of a
milltary 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 mountalin ridges
for survelllance purposes. Israel might have to be further ‘compensated’ for her
withdrawal by some kind of ‘open skies' arrangement,

Disengagement would also have {o accompany the Israeli withdrawal from the
Weslern Bank and (he eslablishment of a Paleslinian state. This arrangement would
have lo be agreed upon during the autonomy phase about to begin. Indeed. one might
even ink of a '(inlandization’ of Palestine, In the sense of a ireaty similar to the
FCMA Trealy belween Finland and the former Soviet Union. It would commit Palestine
{o permanent neutralily, prohibiling her from launching an attack against Israel, and
oblige her {o prevent {lo the best of her abllitles of course) an attack against Israel via
Palestinian territory or airspace. This would certainly not be an ideal solution, seen
from a Pallstinian point of view, but Finland was able 1o live with something similar
for several decades®®. Even though it amounied to a somewhat eircumscribed
sovereignly, Finland was neverlheless a soverelgn state, at liberly to orient herself
westwards In all but the military respect. But above all, such [inlandization may be
lhe best that the unfortunate Palestinlans can realistically hope for, at least in the
near to medium term.

Just like disengagement, stepping down would serve the purpose of hampering
surprise atlack. One manifestation thereof might be a shift from large standing forces
{o a reserve army. as far as the Arab states are concerned. An Israell 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 deleat of
Iraq in the Gulf War.
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9. THE NUCLEAR FACTOR

Having by now, hopefully, established that NOD-like arrangements, albeit of difTerent
sorts, might be sultable 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 capahility? And what are the
implications In this respect of the disappearance of the bipolar nuclear stalemate
between the two superpowers? The answer to these quesiion will inevitably be based
more on speculation than on hard facts and empirical evidence, since nuclear
deterrence {s a realm of uncertalnty 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 oflensive
capabllity in the sense of being able to inflict harm on an opponent, they cannot

defeat him militarily. What the can do, however, Is to negate any conventional victory

over a nuclear-armed [or otherwise nuclear-protected) victlm of attack. This s
probably precisely why Israel has ‘gone nuclear”: because this seemed to offer a way
out of her ‘existential predicament’.

On the other hand, there are several drawbacks to nuclear weapons. Generally,
the present author remains unconvinced of thelr stabilizing effects, the allegations of
which are largely based on conjecture and unwarranted extrapolations from Cold War
Europe to others regions in the post-Cold War era®. Also, the assumed Israelf
possession of nuclear weapons did not deter the Arab states from launching an attack
in 1973, and they may even have motivated (sic/) the Iraql Scud attacks during the
Gulf War®”. Furthermore, nuclear weapons are prone to accldents which, if they
happen, can be extremely destructive; a war belween 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 {s likely to
constitute a spur to its opponents to likewise gain possession of them. If unavalilable,
they might seek comparable means of mass destruction, such as chemical or
biological weapons, which are almost as destructive, and at least equally accident-
prene. Moreover, nuclear proliferation ‘in the making' carries serious risks of
preventive war {{llusirated by the Israeli atiack against the Iraq's Osikak reactor in
1981), as well as of setting In motion chain reactions®® (as the North Korean case
{llustrates all too well). Since ‘controlled proliferation’ is thus unlikely, the world is
probably better off with a less than with a more nuclearized military environment®?,
especially if alternative ‘stabilizers’ should be available. Also, even a post-
preliferation Middle East might be very unstable, because predictability s notorlously
low in thls region where miscalculations have been frequent, on the part of hoth
regional states and external powers, and where ‘rationality’ is a very amblguos
notion®?, Finally, let us not forget that most countries feel entirely comfortable
without nuclear weaponsgi.

Even if a state were to value the benign deterrent effect of nuclear capability
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over lthe malign side-effects, it does not aulomatically 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 extended nuclear deterrence’?, The
credibility of the USA's extended delerrence was probably reduced by the nuclear
stalemate—hence tended to be more eflective 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®.

With the disappearance of the Soviet Union, one might hope (or fear} that the
USA might be less consirained in these respects, hence that the credibility of iis
extended deterrence would be greater, at least vis-a-vis non-nuclear opponents. If
so, Israel would surely be among the beneliclaries therecf, since it sirains the
imagination 1o envisage the USA sitting idly by while the jewlsh state was whiped off
the face of the earth. On the other hand, since the Arab stales have now been
deprived of their nuclear ‘benefactor’, one might fear a more determined effort on
their part to gain possession of nuclear weapons with which to neuiralize the Israell
and/or US nuclear deterrence. Even [n this (not at all unlikely) case, however, it may
not make all that much of a difference whether Israel is an independent nuclear power
or not. And she would surely be better off with the drive towards nuclear proliferation
is halted. than If everybody goes nuclear. Hence the rationale for a nuclear-weapons~
free zone (NWFZ) and for sirenghening the NPT regime, more about which below.

10. NOD aND MIDDLE EASTERN ARMS CONTROL

As mentloned above, NOD was not originally envisioned for implementation via arms
control. Furthermore, some of the inherent flaws in the arms contrel approach to
European securily apply a fortiorl to the Middle East:'Balance’, for instance, makes
even less sense when appllied 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 conlflici environment of the Middle East:

‘Most of the key counlrles tn the region believe they are surrounded by enemies, facing
a military threat from virtually every direction, and (hus, must arm accordingly. Second,
the resuliant arms races that have evolved from Lhis perspeclive interact with one
anolher, in part because of the exiended range and lethality of modern weapon
systems™ .

This leaves us with three unanswered question of ceniral importance: Who should
negotiate with (or rather against) whom? About what? And what might be a mutually
acceptable outcome: ‘Balance’? If s0, between whom? Or an imbalance or asymmetry
of sorts? If so. in which force categories. between whom and how large? There is
unguestionably a need for asymmetrical solutions, i.e, some kind of package deals,
also because the threat perceptions of the parties involved differ widely:

¢ Israel is primarily concerned about the prospects of a jeint Arab attack, as
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well as about the intlfada. i.e. internal securlly—both of which pose truly
existental treats to the survival of the state®,
# The Palestinian nation Is, above all, concerned about the prospects of never
achieving statchood.

¢ Syrla and Iraq may he concerned about an Israell pre-emptive strike, Just as
they may be concerned about Israel's crossing the nuclear threshold {n some
future war. Furthermore, Syria fecls (and is In fact) under constant Israell
survellance. Whereas this may be motivated by the Israell need for detecting
Syrian atlack reparatlons, it could probably also be used for target acquisition

‘ purposes, [.e. In preparation of an air or missile strike against Damascus.
¢ All Arab states, furthermore, [ear internal instability, e.g. In the form of

fundamentalist revolt. ‘

»
In the narrow military sbhere. the best avaflable solulion to these Iniricacles may be
to couch the final solution in terms of a ‘balance of incapabilites’, such as suggested
by varlous NOD advocales. Rather than comparing capabililics which are really
incommensurable, it might be possible to define a condition of 'mutual defensive
superiority’, l.e. a formula according to which neither Israel nor the Arab stales
would stand to lose a war unless they were to start it themselves. A short-hand
formulation of this highly stable condition s the following, suggested by the late
Anders Boserup, inspired by Glucksmann and C.F. von Welzsicker®® (where O
stands for oflensive and D for defensive power, I for Israel and A for the Arab states):

p*>0'& D> 0

This simply describes a situation where elther side's abillly to defend itself surpasses
the other's abilily to attack. To define such a condllion in abstract terms 15, however,
infinitely easier than to operationalize the variables. Also, Lo apply the same formula
to a multipolar setting ralses numercus problems—indeed may be tantamount to
squarlng the circle®?. Syria should, for Instance, be strong enough 1o defend itselfl
against Israel or Iraq, yet not so strong as (o be able to defeat Jordan. This is where
the need for an underpinning of collective security will become essential, a point on
which [ shall elaborate slightly below.

The problem is, however, even more complicated than this, because the milltary
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 paralle] and separate
yet linked sets of negotlations®8. One of the problems s that of timing: A might be
willing to contemplale X once B has done Y, but not before this; B just might be
willing to do Y once X has already been accomlished, yet only under condiilons Z, for
which C and D are responsible, etc.

The Arab preference seems to be to take the nuclear and withdrawal issues first.
followed by the signing of a peace irealy and some conventional disarmament,
whereas the Israell preferences are almost the exact opposlie: peace first, followed by
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withdrawal (the ‘land for peace’ formula); CBMs and conventional disarmament first,
nukes later: and everything subject to very rigld and Intrusive verification {with which
the Arab states are far from happy}. The only way out of the impasse would seem to
be ‘wrapping' the enlire ‘package’ from the beginning. finetuning the successive
steps later, and making sure that there is ‘scmething in ' for everybody at each
stage, albeit not necessarily equally much and almost inevitably different types of
benefits®®. The table below shows some of the main ingredients of a ‘package’ in
which there would indeed be something for everybody.

ARAB-ISRAXLI PEACE AND ARMS CONTROL "PACKAGE"

Israell Concessions Jolnt Measures Arab Concessions }

Wilhdrawal from the Golan, Peace treatles
Gaza and the Wesl Dank Demilltarizalion of the Gelan
'Finlandizaton’ of Palestine

Ralification of the  Conventlonal force reductions
NPT, NWFZ and CWC

Nuclear abollifon

[More) defensive strategy Open Skies regime CSBMs

Doclrine seminars

Limilations on fighter-bombers SSM Constralnts

Shared Benefits

Economle Cooperalion > Grealer Prosperily

Water Management Regime -» Averling Disasler

The Israeli withdrawal [rom territory conquered in the 1967 war (s a matter of
principle: Global respect for international law suffers from the blatant, and largely
uncontested violation thereol, which the continued occupation represents. On the
other hand, Israel holds on to the territories for a reason, namely In order to ensure
heresell 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 her
pre-1967 borders should be unequivocally acknowledged. Pending that, a set of non-
aggression treaties (In conformity with the UN definition of 'aggression’mo) might
consitute a significant first step. There 1s. incidentally, a very ancient regional
precedent for such (reatles, namely the peace and nonaggression irealy between
Ramesses II of Egypt and the Hittite ruler Hattusilis 11, dated 1280 B.C.1%L,

The question of the fulure military status of the Wesi Bank and Gaza are, of
course, central. It seems highly unlikely that Israel would ever accept the emergence
of a hoslile military presence here. However, it {s probably also in the best interest of
the Palestinians (hemselves not to be percelved as a military threat by the (Inevitably
superior} Israel. An ‘Austirian slyle’ neutralization'%%, or even the alorementicned
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‘finlandization’ of Palestine would be a conirlbution to this end (vide supra). This
would, however, rule out complete demilitarization'® and rather point In the
direction of NOD-iype armed forces, that should emphasize counier-mobilily
operations and air defence. Since this would be guite 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 viclence, an all-the-way militia structure
{with weapons distributed among the general population) would seem an unwise
cholce—also because it would legltimate the reciprocal arming of the Jewish settlers.
As far as the Golan is concerned, Israel would obviously need some insurance
agalnst a Syrlan surprise attack, which {as already mentioned) might come in the form
of a complete demilitarization of the area. except for the interposition of UN forces.
As argued above, Israel would need to follow the example of South Africa,
Ukraine, Belarus and Kazakhstan by getting rid of her undeclared, but effectively
undlsputedm“. nuclear ‘bombs in the basement’. In reciprocation, the Arab states

might abandon their, so far unsatisfled, nuclear ambitions as well as their chemical

weapons potentlal. These reciprocal concessions might be convenlently tied up in a
simultaneous accession to the NPT and CWC regimesws.

A parallel road to the same goal might be the establishment of a NWFZ, as first
proposed by the Shah of Iran in 1974, it was subsequently endorsed by Egypt and
other regional powers, including Israel (with certain reservations). Egypt took a new
initiative to the same efflect 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 Resolution 387 on Iraq. It thus appears
that there are no real opponents of the idea per se, not even the traditional 'spoil-
sport’, the USA who has also lent its support to the notion, albeit with certain
qua.liﬂcations’os. Even though to slmulataneously establish an NPT regime and a
NWFZ might be regarded as ‘overkill’, the latter would add some lmitations on
external powers operating In the region or its vicinity, which might be appreciated,
especlally by the Arab states, The unfortunate link between vertical 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 prolileration among the reglonal staites themsetves'%?. An
additional reason for establishing a NWFZ would be to provide for more reliable
safeguards than presently offered by the {understaffed and underfunded) IAEA. By
explieitly linking up with the NPT, the NWFZ might even contribute to strengthening
the latter98,

The preposed bargain would still be somewhat uneven, since Israel Is presenlly
the reglon's only nuclear power, hence the need for some further Arab reciprocal
measures. The most obvious one would be to accept limitations on conventional
forces, especlally tank and artillery holdings, as well as a build-down of the standing
armies in favour of a greater rellance on reserve forces, the implications of which
would be a reduced capability for surprise attack'®. As a step in this direction,
serving the same goal, the Arab states might accept some constraints on their
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deployment. l.e. a form of disengagement regime. Informal agreements to the same
effect already exist, in the form of the 'red lines’ regulating the deployent of forces
on the border belween Israel and Syrla (also in Lebonon) as well as Jordan!'®. This,
in combinalion with the availability of an Increased strategic depth in Jordan and the
fulure Palestine!!! should provide Israel with the ‘margin of securlty’ she might
need for her Lo feel secure without her nuclear potential, It might also allow Israel to
abanden her unfortunate doctrine of ‘taking the war to the enemy’ as well as of pre-
emption!'? (in blatant violalton of International law). Forward defence could still
remain the guideline, In which context Israel might place greater emphasis on
defensive measures, such as alr defence (vide {nfra), barriers and ‘landscaping’'—for
instance similar 1o the Bar Lev line!'3,

However, one of the main reasons for the offensive doctrine of Israel is, of
course, uncerlainty about the intentions of her neighbours. whose clesed and
autorilarian regimes provide for very little transparency with regard lo 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 CBMs 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 reglimes accepted in the context of the CSCE, including rules about prior
notification of, and invitation of observers to, military manoeuvres' 4. This might be
complemented by an Open Skies regime for the entire reglon, that would also partly
compensale Israel for relinquishing the Golan. One might also think of establishing
a Crisis Prevention Centre where ‘unusual military activities’ might be [nvestigaied
and discussed. with the modest (yet perhaps significant} purpose of avolding
inadvertant war !>,

A side-effect of such a centre would be that it would initiate day-to-day

contacts between the military stafls 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, blannual) basis, of a
doctrine seminar along ihe lines of the Vienna Seminars between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact!18,
. Most of Lhe above would concern the land forces, which may seem paradoxical
considering that the last major wars In the region have been decided by air forces.
Also, the threat that features highest in the press as well as in the academic literature
is that of ballislic missiles''?. This is. Indeed, a problem, especially in view of the
short ranges belween borders and capitals in the entire region. However, presupposing
that the above constraints on the development of weapens of mass destruction are
enforced, it is the present author's sincere opinion that the missile threat is vastly
exaggreraled. Alrcraft are what really need to be limited for the sake of military
stability, since they are the most suitable means of surprise atiack 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 unsucceslulj Iraq! Scud attacks
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during the Gulf war'18, Israel might thus appreciate what would really be a poor
bargain, namely between Arab constraints on long-range ballistic missiles on the one
hand, and Israeli limitation on aircralt (especially fighter-bombers) on the other. This
wotild also remove the rationale (if there is any) for Israel's development of indigenous
ATBM and/or the purchase of American Patriot missiles with an aggressively
advertised, yel very dubious ATBM capability!!°. .

The outlined arms control package would benefit everybedy, albeil not
necesarily 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, 1l
would, hopelully, also open some doors for reglonal 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 contracl
in the affected countries, who have been geared towards war ever since the
1940520, Likewise, it would create problems in the quite sizable arms indusliries
of some of the countries involved in the process. These problems should, of course.
not be accepted as valid grounds for not proceeding. They do, however, point lo the
need for a determined conversion effort to accempany Lhe arms conirol and peace
process,

11. THE ROLE OF EXTERNAL POWERS

Even though peace in the Middle East has to be the primary responsibility of the
reglonal stales, external powers have always been deeply involved In the reglon, and
their conlinued participation in the peace process will remain essential.

It still remains to be seen whether the elimination of the Easl-West conflict will
facilltate conflict resolution. Even though there have been some instances of US-
Soviet cooperation in the Middle East!?!, compelition between the iwo superpowers
was much more [requent, and usually not particularly helpful. Furiliermore, the

122_and.

remaining superpower has all along had a propensily lo 'go it alone
Indeed. some success with doing so, with the Camp David agreement standing out as
the most impressive accomplishmentl%. Its present sponsorship of the Madrid talks
{s thus in direct continuity with the past.

One imperlant coniribution which extra-regional powers can make is to
eslablish effective arms trade regulationsu‘. One might even argue that {hey have a
special responsibility for doing so, since they are partly to blame for the high iniensity
and destrucliveness of wars In the region (not least the horrendously bloody Iran-Iraq
war) which was a result unconstrained massive arms transfers lo the region'?3, 1
belated recognlition thereof has recently come a new awarenes 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. a arms transfer control regime involving merely the exporling
countries is faced with a special version of Lhe well-known prisoner’s dilemma:

n
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The Arms Trade

Prisonners' Dilemma

lmport constralats | EXPOrt o esport

censirainls constrainis

Export +1.+1 =142
consiraint

A .
No expori +2,-1 ~1.-1
constrainis

Il A bans his arms exporls, while other supplieris] do not, A's ban will have no
significant eflect on stabilily. The otherls), however, will be able to take over his
market share (value +2), leaving A at an economic disadvantage (value -1). If the
other(s) impose a ban on arms exporis, they will lose market shares (value -1), unless
the ban is 100 percent eflective, since A is able to step In (value +2). If everybody
continues lo sell, neither will stabilily improve, nor will they be able to increase their
markel shares. If everybody were lo agree on, and actually comply with, a ban on
exporis, the oulcome {s uncertain. Il the former reciplent were simply to shift to
indigenous preduction, stability might not improve significantly (it might even
deteriorale, in the form of a proliferation of 'dirty bombs' and unsafe technologies).
Moreover, ihe former suppliers would clearly lose lucrative foreign sales, without
much prospect of making up for this in terms of civilan exports, since militarization
would continue. Since everybody would stand to lose, and mobedy to gain from it,
such a supplier-imposed arms export ban {s probably a non-starter.

A further problem stems from the differential vulnerability to arms embargoes:
Couniries with easy access to hard currency and/or Indigenous skills (Iran, Iraq,
Israel, Egypt) are generally less vulnerable than countries lacking these assets (such
as Syria, Jordan, Yemen). In the entiire region there is quite a large indigenous

productlon]26 which would undoubtedly be strengthened by supplier-imposed
embargo.
The Arms Trade
Prisonners’ Dilemma B
II: Long Term, with
Export No exporl
lmport constraints constrainis consirainis
Exporl +2,42 0.0
constraint
A No cxport 0.0 0.0
constraints

The payell structure would, however, be significantly different in a long-term
supplier-plus-recipient arms trade control regime, l.e. a regime regulating not merely
exports (the supply side), but also the demand side, i.e. imports. Everybody (but more
than anybody else the regional states} would stand to gain from the improved stabilily.
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The former suppliers would, of course, lose their arms exports (value -1), 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 purpoeses would be a distinct possibility (value +2).

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 have to be weighed against
respect for the legitimate need of states to defend themselves, Loglcally, there are two
main approaches to arms transfer regulations: the discriminatory and the non-
discriminatory.

Discriminatory arms irade 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
Australla Group's regulations’?7. A similar regime already exists for long-range and
high payload surface-to-surface missiles In the form of the MTCR, pertalning to
missile systems with a payload exceeding 500 kg and a range over 300 km!%8,

The latter might, for instance, be extended to an integrated ‘transfer regime’

covering both ballistic missiles and advanced strike aircraft'?®. It has also been
suggested lo use the CFE's categorization of tanks, artillery, APCs, coinbat alrcraft
and helicopters as the matrix for arms trade regulations'%, The curtatiment of the
trade tn such especially destabilizing weapons would be combined with unconstrained
supplles of more defensive types of ammaments, such as anti-tank and sea
mines!3), ATGMSs. air defence weapons and the like.

Pesstmists have questioned the practicality of such regulations, and
recornmended more 'blunt instruments’. such as an across-the-board moratorium
on arms {ransfers to the entire reglon'”. There are, however, certain precedents for
disriminatory regulations, such as the Tripartite Declaration of 1950 between the
USA, France and the UK to the effect that thej( would only supply arms for self-
defence purposes!32. Also, there seems to be a growing recognition among the major
suppliers of, first of all, the need for curtalling the arms trade and, secondly. for giving
{irst priorily to such weapons as contribute to offensive capabllittes. This was
reflected, inter alla, In the ‘Big Five Initlative’ of 1991, wherein it was stated that

‘... the transfer of conventional weapons, conducted in a responsible manner, should
contribute to the ability of slales {o meet thelr legitimate defence, securlly and nallonal
soverelgnty requirements ... They recognized that indiscriminate transfers of mililary
weapens and technology contribute to regional Instability ... They also recognize that a
long term solulion to this problem should be found in clese consultation with the

reciplent countries.'

In the subsequent communique from the meeting In London, 18 Octcber, the Big Five
singled out the foliowing categories of weapons as requiring mulual information:
tanks, armoured combat vehicles, artillery, military alrcraft and helicopters, naval
vessels and certain missile systems. More generally, they pledged to 'avoid transfers
which would be likely to ...be used other than for the legitimate defence and securlly

needs of the recipient state'!134,
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Not much has been actually accomplished, however, and the main consiraint
on the arms trade st{ll seems 1o be the limited purchasing power of the would-be
reciplents. One modest achievernent Is, however, the conventional arms reglster which

will promole enhanced transparence'3>,

12. PERSPECTIVES

Even besides the aforementioned new atlitude of the arms suppliers, the exter'nal
environment may be rather conducive to initiating the gradual shift to ‘noddy’ (or at
least ‘noddier’) strategies and postures In the Middle East.

One might, paradoxically, argue that the midwife of peace in the Middle East
may turn oul lo have been Saddam Husseln, because the Gulf War acted as a calalyst
In several respects :

e By eflfectively rendering the largest and strongest anti-Israell force
138 44 significanily improved the reglonal balance-of-power, seen
from an Israell point of view, hence afforded the requisite ‘margin of security’
for new initiatives.

e It resuited in deep cracks in Arab unity, with Egypt and Syria siding with the
‘Western’ coalition against Iraq (which also included Israel and Saud! 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 Saudl Arabla}¥, '

unsable

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 lsrael (where defence budgets are
shrinking because of the perennial 'guns or butter' struggle), and the Arab
states38, Whereas these are ‘megalive’ inducements, there are also more
‘posilive’ ones at work, however, such as the promises of peace. tnter alta in the form
gf the perspectives of economic gains from a comprehensive peace-cum-economic
reform. Also, the need for jont management of the scarce water resources may act as
a spur for the peace process?3?,

We may therefor now be facing an unprecedented ‘window of opportunity’,
which may be exploited by the peace process that has been underway since October
1991 (the Madrid Conference), and the Isracl-PLO agreement on autonomy in the

Gaza and Jericho of September 19930, In view of thls, the time may have come to

analyze the more long-term perspectives, l.e, the question: What would peace in the

Middle East be like, if it were possible, say fen or twenty years from now.

One of the most attractive prospects would be that of a ‘security community’
{i.e. a regional subsysiem. between the members of which was has become, to all
practical intents and purposes, inconcelvable) such as suggested by authors such as

-
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Efralm Karsh and others. This may well be worth pursuing, hopelessly utopian though
it may seern ioday. However, the associated notlon of neutralily has. in the present
author's opinlion, better be abandoned, Il only because it of its very fuzzy implications
as applied to a community of states, as opposed to Individual states'?’. Rather, some
thought had perhaps better be given to the opportunities of collective security
arrangements for the region {the diametrical opposite of neutrality)'*2, which alone
could provide security for states such as Jordan, Lebanon and the [uture, Palestine.
A very modest, but not insignificant. step In this direction was the formation of
Egyptian and Syrlan peace-keeping units in the wake of the Gulf War,

One subreglional manifestation of such a security communily ,might be an
Israell, Jordanfan and Palestinlan confederation, representing an intermediary stage
In the process from plurallsm to ‘amalgamation’. Such an arrangement might solve
several sets of problems for all three founding parties: The Palestinians would enjof{
a statehood of sorts. Israel would be relieved of the fear of Arab frredentism and of the
‘Internal’, yet existential, threat represented by the Intifada (which is surely going
to continue otherwise). The Hashemite Kingdom, finally, would be relleved of its
present fears of an odd Israeli~Palestinian rapprecement that would put the very
survival of Jordan at serlous risk. In the confederation. domestic policy, including
condrol of the police force, should remain the prerogative of the three constlluent
parts, while foreign and defence policy should be that of the confederate aulhorities.
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
highest developed subregion in the entire Middle East. We might therefore {as a rather
long-term perspeclive] envisage a ‘concentric circles’ instilutional ‘architectiure’
in the Middle East, similar to that apparently in the making in Europe.

An intermedliary stage might be that of a regional ‘security regime’, resling less
on formal agreements. but based on the powerful ‘reciprocity princlple’, making it
rational for slates to observe sell-imposed resiraints in the expectation (and
presupposing) reciprocal behaviour on the part of their adversaries (likely to become
less and less so with the passage of time %, Whereas such an arrangement need not
necessarily be instituifonalized at all, it would certainly be facilitated hy the
availability of appropriate instiiutions, which might be a precondition for proceeding
beyond the (inherently fragile) securily regime stage““. There is a long way to go yet,
because the region of foday is clearly underdeveloped institutionally, both on the
reglonal and subregional level (with the Arab League, and the GCC constituting the
few, and not really Impressive, exceptions). A first step in the direction of a securlly
community might be the institutional one of establishing a Middle Eastern
counterpart of the cScE!M®

arrangements might convenlently be both negoilated and Implemented, preferably
146

, in the [ramework of which the various collaborative

under the UN auspices
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A 3
Bjern Moller : NOD AND SMALL STATES

In the present paper I shall venture some general observations about ‘small states’ in
general, and about their defence strategies and postures in particular. In this
connection. I shall argue in favour of defensive strategies on the level of individual
states, underpinned by (elements of) a collective security system on the regional
and/or global level.

I. PROLIFERATION OF ‘SMALL STATES'

“The Caterpillar was the first to speak.

“What size do you want to be?", it asked.

*Oh, I'm not particular as to size,” Alice hastily replied;
“only one doesn't like changing so often, you know™!

‘Small states’ is a very roomy and heterogeneous category. raising the question
whether generalizations are at all justifiable.

o Smallness itself is relative: Whereas Austria or Switzerland are small
compared with great powers such as Germany or France, and even more so vis-
a-vis superpowers such as the USA or ex-superpowers (or ‘very great powers’)
such as Russia—they are large in comparison with Liechtenstein.

e The degree of ‘'smallness’, to a certain extent, reflects the orientation of states:
If they are located., and position themselves in relation to., a regional or
subregional, as opposed to a global framework. they may be ‘big’ in the sense
of constituting regtonal great powers.

¢ Size may differ according to the dimension one is concerned with: States that
are small in terms of population {e.g. Denmark with 5 mill. inhabitants) may be
large in terms of territory: If one lnclude.;s Greenland {under the Danish crown),
Denmark is. for instance, geographically huge: 2,218,670 km??,

® Even speaking in traditional political terms {cf. Waltz and other neorealists),
‘power’ is multi-dimensional®, and a correspondence between the various
dimensions is more of a coincidence than arule. Israel is e.g. militarily stronger,
but (in some respects at least) politically weaker, and economically clearly
weaker than, say, Saudi Arabia.

¢ Even military power {s multidimensional. and its components may be
incommensurable: How does one, for instance, compare a major naval power
with practically no land forces with a power possessing a large army but only
a green-water navy? And how do nuclear weapons enter into the comparison?

For the purposes of this paper, I shall proceed from an entirely arbitrary definition of
‘small states’ as states with between 1 and 10 million inhabitants. According to this
criterion, both Denmark and Israel are clearly 'small’, whereas neither the Netherlands
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nor Iceland belong to this category, the former being ‘not quite small enough’ with her
15 million inhabitants., and the latter being ‘too small' with a mere 260.000
inhabitants.

Small states have been proliferating through the post-war period, primarily as
a result of the anti-colonial movement. After a certain stabilization when virtually all
colonies had gained independence, it seems that we are presently witnessing the birth
of a new generation of small states, being formed through the dissolution of empires
and multinational states: The Soviet Union has broken up, with the former union
republics opting for statehood. but fragmentation has continued beyond that. The
Russian Federation is thus, for instance, almost bound to dissolve further, or at the
very least to transform itself into a looser, confederate rather than federal, structure®.
Yugoslavia has likewise dissolved, as has Czechoslovakia.

There is no telling when this will end, and the principle of ‘national self-
determination’ provides only a very rough guideline to where it should®: Nationalities
tend to be intermingled to such an extent that homogeneous ‘nation states’ are hard
to envision, and even more difficult to create, in most parts of the world®. What is
certain, however. is that we are going to see a greater number of small states in the
future, as will be visible, for instance, in the number of seats in the United Nations
General Assembly and the CSCE.

Whether this is a good or a bad thing {s an open question. since there is no
such thing as ‘the right size' of a state. Even though the international system as a
whole would tend to benefit from a predominance of ‘streng states' (Buzan), strength
n this connection is not so much a function of size as of cohesion’. It is, for instance,
far from obvious that an Israel comprising the West Bank. the Gaza Strip and the
Golan Heights is stronger than one without it. A stable international system composed
of a multitude of small states is thus no contradiction in terms. However, regardless
of how stable such a system might be once created, the path from here to there may
be fraught with dangers. hence the likelihood of a growing number of bloody wars of
cessation in the years ahead.

It does not really speak against the postulated trend towards fragmentation that
there is also an opposite trend towards integration, as manifested in the European
Communities, now EU. Even though integration will. hopefully and most likely,
continue, thereby creating a very large political entity, this entity will almost surely
not be a state. Rather, it might be a confederation, perhaps a federation—or, most
probably, a new type of political structure, where sovereignty is diffused across levels.
Similar developments are imaginable. though much less likely, elsewhere in the world,
but nowhere are there strong tendencies in the direction of larger states.
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1I. MULTIPOLARITYAND ORDER

The resultant picture, say ten or twenty years from now, might be an international
system quite different from the bipolar one to which we have grown accustomed: It
may be a system featuring overlapping sovereignties, and comprising, at most, one
superpower (the USA), a few great powers (large states’, including Russia, China and
Japan), and a multitude of medium-sized, small and micro-states. In addition, the
system is likely to feature a plenitude of non-state actors, some of which may well be
larger and more powerful than some states. They may range from international and
supranational institutions of a global or regional scope (EU, ASEAN, etc.), through
transnationalcorporations and INGOs (internationalnon-governmental organizations)
to regional and local authorities; cross-boundary regional bonds may become as
Important as national citizenship. In short, what some analysts have described as
‘neomedieval system’ may (partly or completely) have supplanted the ‘Westphalian
system’ of sovereign territorial states®

What is clear by now is that this would definitely not be a bipolar system, at
least not in the traditional sense, with its much-lauded predictability, hence
stability®. What is less clear is what other structural shape it may assume: Unipolar,
with the USA at the pinnacle of global power'®; tripolar, with the USA, the EU and
Japan/East Asia constituting the three poles; or multipolar, f.e. characterized by
shifting alliances; or something completely different, say ‘diffused’ or ‘disjointed’, i.e.
divided into regional constituting self-contained systems with little contact between
the rcglonsi'. '

It is equally disputed whether the possible multipolarity will be tantamount to
disorder and instability with a high propensity for war. However, before succumbing
to pessimistic horror visions d la John Mearsheimer'?, one should remember the
numerous inhibitions against war presently in force, either globally, or in special
regions:

® War-weariness is very widespread in large parts of the world, including
Europe, as a result of the two world wars fought in this century'.

e ‘Existential’ nuclear deterrence influences all conceivable war~versus-no war
calculations to the extent of making most wars appear unprofitable'®.

e Several groups of countries already constitute ‘security communities’,
between the members of which war have become inconceivable: Examples
include the Nordic region, USA/Canada, and the entire EU'®.

e The global spread of democracy. especially among the leading nations of the
world (with China remaining an unfortunate exception) makes the residual
number of possible wars progressively smaller, since democracies do not wage
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wars against each other'®. The ‘zone of peace’ thus tends to grow, while the
remaining ‘zones of turmoll’ are likely to continue shrinking'’. This will not
merely reduce the number of possible wars, as well as their likelihood; it will
also reduce the risk of wars spreading beyond the region in question.

One might hence almost be tempted by this to deny the need for any defence at all'®,
or to opt for strictly non-military means of national defence'®. Even though this may
well be a prospect for the future (and perhaps a genuine options even today for some
countries?®) it would, In the present author's opinion, be premature to pin one's
hopes on this already. There remains a need for—as well as, of course, an inalienable
right to—national defence, even of the military kind.

II. CoMMON SECURITY aND NOD

NOD was a defence strategy designed for the Cold War environment, characterized by
bipolarity and predictability. More specifically. it was designed with NATO in general,
and Germany in particular, in mind*'.

The principal guiding idea was political, namely that states would be better off
pursuing policies of ‘common security® (henceforth CS). A security policy that did
not take the respective adversary's legitimate security concerns into account was
simply bound to be counterproductive, because it would activate malign security
dilemma-type interactions: Were one state, for instance, to increase its armaments,
even if only with defence in mind, this would be perceived by its adversary as a
growing threat, hence lead to reciprocal rearmament, whence would ensue a spiralling
arms build-up with no inherent point of saturation. Furthermore, in a political crisis,
the defensive precautions undertaken by states might easily be misinterpreted as
preparations for an attack, hence would give {ts adversaries strong incentives for
preventive war and/or pre-emptive attack with®.

There is nothing revolutionary in a policy of CS. in fact all states (including the
two rival superpowers) have pursued such policies, albeit more or less consistently®*.
The Nordic countries, as a matter of fact. pursued such policies through the entire
Cold War period. as manifested in their alliance, stationing and national defence
policies®, thereby probably contributing to limiting tension in their surroundings.
and making a modest, yet significant, contribution to East-West détente in general.

One element in security policies, to which this guideline should also apply is
defence policy. where the logical manifestation of CS is NOD?®. NOD might either be
defined structurally or functionally. The best known stl_'uctural definition is that of

Frank Barnaby and Egbert Boeker:
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‘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’?’,

The present author would, however, suggest a simpler, but functional definition’,
which also highlights the fact that NOD is not an either/or, but a matter of degrees.

‘NOD is a strategy, materialized in a posture, intended to maximize
defensive while minimizing offensive capabilities’,

Just as there have never been any perfect real-life materializations of NOD (even
though some states came closer than others to the ideal, vide infra). there probably
never will be. Nevertheless, that a move in this direction is desirable has been nearly
universally acknowledged, inter alia by the participants in the CFE (Conventional
Armed Forces in Europe} negotiations, who were in agreement about the objective of
these negotiations: to limit, as a matter of priority, capabllities for surprise attack and
large-scale offensive action®, i.e. precisely what NOD proponents had been
suggesting for a number of years.

Were a state to conform, more or less precisely, to the above criterion, the two
aforementioned problems, of low arms race and crisis stability, might be avoided. A
build-up of strictly defensive armaments need not lead to reciprocation on the part
of its adversaries; and unmistakably defensive safeguards in a crisis situation would
not invite pre-emption, simply because they could not possibly be mistaken for attack
preparations. These principled but abstract observations immediately raise several

questions:

e Can distinctions in fact be made between offensive and defensive strategies
and postures?

e If so, would the abstention from offensive capabilities not inevitably also
diminish a state's ability to defend itself?

e If not, are there any universally applicable guidelines for the design of such
a defence?

e For whom, if any, would such a defence be suitable?

e Could it stand alone, or would it require an underpinning, say in the form of
nuclear deterrence, alliance security guarantees, and/or collective security?
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IV. THE OFFENCE/DEFENCE DISTINCTION

Attempts at distinguishing between offensive and defensive capabilities have often
been made, however most often unsuccessfully, with the 1932 World Disarmament
Conference as the most obvious failure?®. The explanation may be that distinctions
have been sought at the wrong level of analysis:

1. Offensive/Defensive Weapons?

At one extreme, it is, of course, meaningless to categorize the weapons themselves as
either offensive or defensive, since both offensive and defensive operations require a
whole panoply of weapons categories, many of which are identical: Tanks may, for
instance, be very valuable for a defender, just as anti-tank weapons are indispensable
for an attacker.

However, weapons are not useful or indispensable to quite the same extent to
an attacker and a defender. The US Army thus, for instance, assigned offensive and
defensive values to various categories of weapons, as set out in the table below

— e
U.S. ARMY ESTIMATES OF WEAPCN STRENGTH Value in:

30
(anno 1974} Offence Defence

Tanks 64 55
Armoured personnel carriers - 13 6
Anti-tank weapons 27 46
Artillery 72 85
Mortars 37 47
Armed helicopters 33 44

The implication is that one could distinguish between offensive and defensive
postures: An offensive posture would, for example, tend to be tank-heavy (such as
was that of the former Soviet Union), whereas a defensive one would usually be heavy
on anti-tank weapons. It might also make sense to distinguish between largely
offensive and predominantly defensive military units {e.g. divisions). There was. for
instance, little doubt that the Soviet tank armies were more capable of offensives than
their motorized rifle divisions, even though the latter were still too tank- and artillery-
heavy for the West's taste. However, different types of military formations are useful
for different types of missions, and a prospective attacker would not only need heavy,
mechanized and armoured formations for his breakthrough, but also infantry-heavy
units for the consummation of his victory, for defence of conquered land, etc.

We therefore have to look at total postures, say the distribution of total strength
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between predominantly offensive and largely defensive units. Furthermore, what
should count as one or the other would depend on the context: whereas only truly
long-range mobility would matter between, say. Russia and Ukraine, countries in the
‘crowded’ Middle East might well be concerned about theilr respective adversaries'
abllity to traverse much shorter distances. The strategic depth (measured in the
distance between the frontier and the capital) of Israel is, for instance. only around
50 kms., whereas that of Russia is in the range of 1,000 kms. 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
land-locked states such as Switzerland need not worry too much about naval
powers®’. The focus of the CFE negotiations on MBTs, ACVs, artillery, combat
aircraft and helicopters® might also not be appropriate for military environments
quite different from that of Europe, such as the Middle East {with large desert tracts)
or Central America (with, for as long as they last, rain forests).

That no distinctions between weapons can thus be made with universal validity
should not be taken to imply that ‘everything is in the eye of the beholder'. For each
particular region, expert opinion would probably be in agreement on at least the basic
criteria. This may well become very relevant, for instance In connection with
prospective arms trade regulations that would probably materialize in lists of
prohibited weapons. Whereas the guideline ‘Thanks, but no tanks’ may be relevant for
some regions, elsewhere a focus on ballistic missiles, ground-attack aircraft or naval

aviation may be more appropriate®.
2. Policies and Grand Strategies

Whereas weapons mixes are thus of considerable significance, it is also true that what
really matters is whether states have offensive or defensive intentions, i.e. political
ambitions. If states are confident that their neighbours are peaceful. they will not care
about their armaments. States thus tend to be much more comfortable when their
neighbours are saturated, status quo-oriented states than if they are ‘revisionist’,
irredentist, or expansionist, i.e. ‘lean and hungry’ In the Shakespearean sense:

‘Let me have [states] about me that are fat. (...)

Yond [NN] has a lean and hungry look [...) such [states] are dangerous.’
(Shakespeare, William: Jultus Caesar, 1, iil.

One manifestation of whether states are one or the other is their definition of ‘vital
national interests’ in defence of which their military power might be used. One might
rank such definitions along a (primarily spatial) continuum, as illustrated in the table

below.
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The former Soviet Union seems to have defined its national interests somewhere
in the ‘E’ category (at least as encompassing the entire Warsaw Pact region),
something that was regarded by the West as offensive, and rightly so. Also, the West
was not entirely happy with the recently promulgated military doctrine of the Russian
Federation, inter alia because it envisaged a defence of Russian nationals abroad—a
level of ambition that may be conflict-prone because of the presence of large Russian
minorities all over the former Soviet Union®.

Another relevant rank-ordering of defence plans might be along a temporal
continuum, according to the envisaged timing of military operations: It is, of course,
more offensive to actually attack than to defend oneself, but it is also more offensive
to defend oneself—as has been Israeli policy®—in an anticipatory mode (i.e. before

being actually attacked) than to do so reactively.

‘Vital National Interests’ to Defend Timing of the Defence
Defensive Pole
A, Territorial integrity and nattonal
sovereignty (Surrender)
B A plus overseas possessions Reactive defence
C. B plus nationals abroad Anticipatory defence
(Pre-emptive attack)
D C plus overseas economic interests
Preventive war
E B plus a "buffer zone’ comprising
other states Surprise attack
F. Aggrandizement

Offensive Pole

Important though they certainly are, intentions are never completely transparent, and
states therefore tend to look for tangible proof of the objectives of other states, say in
the form of actual weapons deployments, or in manoeuvre practices. Hence the
advisability of finding an intermediate level between those of weapons and of
intentions at which to establish the decisive offence/defence distinction.

3. Strategy, Operational Art and Tactics

As a combination between the material (structural) distinction (focusing on weapons
and postures) and the completely immaterial distinction between intensions, it might
make sense to distinguish between different ways of waging wars, something which
may lend itself to rather rigorous objective analysis.

Postures could be seen as ‘frozen battle plans’, i.e. as reflecting how states
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intend to fight a future war—or rather how they intended so. at some point in the past
when the decision for the present posture was made, because of the considerable (and
unfortunately for the analyst, differential) time-lag®®. When the USSR, for instance,
created the GSFG (Group of Soviet Forces, Germany) 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®”. And when their ship-
yards began constructing aircraft carriers, this must have reflected ‘blue water’
ambitions®®. Fortunately, because of the revolutionary progress in information
technologies, postures are already today clearly observable by various ‘national
technical means’, but they will become even more transparent as aresult of the recent
arms control accomplishments, above all the Open Skies Treaty™.

Another reflection of battle plans is the pattern of exercises. A state that, for
instance, never trains its forces for break-through operations probably does not plan
to be on the offensive in a future war, and it will almost surely fail if it were to attempt
such operations in the ‘fog of war'. Hence the rationale for making military
manoeuvres transparent, as has been agreed upon under the auspices of the CSCE
under the general heading of confidence-building measures, CBMs*.

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*'.
Such revelations do, of course, lend themselves to deception. Should a state, for
instance, have plans to attack others, it would undoubtedly do its utmost to conceal
these intensions., say by claiming to have a strictly defensive military doctrine.
However, it would surely be unmasked if the ‘pleces’ did not fit together, i.e. if its
posture and/or its manoeuvre practices seemed to contradict the proclaimed
intensions. If 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*.

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 where
to 'draw the line', i.e. at which level to demand strict defensiveness.

‘Pure defence’, i.e. a renunciation of even tacfically 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, an NOD
strategy and posture would rather allow the defenders to fight even more offensively
in the tactical sense of initlating a greater number of individual engagements. The
reason is that by taking advantage of shielded positions, well-prepared defenders will
be able to gain the upper hand in the concealment/detection contest, also because the
attacker could not possibly renounce movement but would have to expose himself by
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traversing opén ground*®.

Defensiveness must therefore be located at a higher level of analysis than
tactics, where it is a matter of timing and of the scale of counter-offensive
operations**. Here, a very clear line of demarcation might be defined as separating
offensive from defensive levels of ambition, namely the border: An NOD-type defence
would need the ability to forcefully evict an invader (presupposing that the forward
defenice has broken down) and restore the status quo ante bellum. However, it would
not need the ability to pursue him onto his own territory in order to enforce an
unconditional surrender. Even though a few NOD proponents have flirted with the
notion of ‘counter-invasions’ (couched in terms of ‘conditional offensive
superiority’*®), this is entirely incompatible with NOD, above all because the
‘counter-' would tend to be invisible, and the required capabilities hence

indistinguishable from genuine offensive ones.

V. DEFENSIVE STRENGTH

A decisive question is, of course, whether the relinquishment of offensive capabilities

~ for the sake of crisis and arms race stability inevitably comes at the expense of

defensive strength, in which case many states might 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*. However, it is only inherently so. and 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-longrun, atleast)
allow for savings that may be utilized for enhancing defensive strength:
Examples of such 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 C°I systems, etc.).
Since these capabilities happen to be among the most costly, quite a lot of
defensive strength (say. in the form of anti-tank weapons, mines, or whatever)
may be purchased from the savings.

® A number of material ‘force multipliers' will automatically be available to a
defender, but not to an attacker, amounting to inalienable ‘home ground
advantages': Interior lines of communications and supply: the option of creating
widely distributed depots; of building various types of fortifications and of
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constructing barriers (the Bar Lev line, for example); and even of a certain
landscaping*’.

® The immaterial ('moral’} advantages are 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 considerable to the available manpower pool*®. However, the
implied ‘arming of the population’ may not be advisable under all circum-
stances, especially not in countries torn by internal strife, as illustrated by the
Yugoslav example (as well as by the equally terrifying massacre in Hebron).

¢ The defenders will be able to exercise under more realistic conditions than a
prospective attacker, since they know exactly where they will have to fight.

¢ Command structures may be decentralized to a certain extent, hence made
more robust than the very hierarchical ones that an aggressor would tend to
rely on*.

e Certain trends in the development of modern weapons technologies tend to
benefit the defender disproportionately: The revolutionary development in
micro-electronics. for instance, allows for miniaturization which. in its turn,
may render the large weapons platforms superfluous for defensive purposes,
whereas 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®.

Whether or not NOD will in fact be effective enough depends, of course, on which
particular models would be selected for implementation. Just as they are not equally

defensive, NOD models are also not equally effective®’.
VI. A PANOPLY OF MODELS

The variety of NOD models is immense, even though by far the majority of those
available deal with one particular country®?. It is nevertheless possible to bring some
order into the panoply, since NOD models can be roughly divided into three archetypal
models. Most other models are, in fact, eclectic in the sense of combining elements

from these three types.

1. Area-covering territorial defence, along the lines of the seminal proposal of
Horst Afheldt®, or the more effective ‘spider and web’ model of the SAS®*

2. Strictly defensive forward defence by means of a fire barrier, as suggested by
Norbert Hannig®. '
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3. '‘Bastion’-type defences, as suggested by members of the SAS group.
especially for the Middle East®.

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 actual configuration

or deployment of forces, only something about their inherent synergies:

4. The notion that by del{berately omitting one or several components, an
otherwise offensive force posture may be rendered strictly defensive®.

All three-and-a-half models have their strengths and weaknesses, hence the
attraction of combining elements of them into, hopefully, more effective conglomerates.
One of the modes of combination that has attracted the greatest attention in Europe

has been that of disengagement.

5. Disengagement would imply the withdrawal of some forces from the border
area to rearward locations, usually combined with a forward defence by strictly
defensive means: typically tantamount to a tank-free zone at the border,
defended by means of infantry armed with anti~tank weaponry>®.

The attractions of disengagement derive from the fact that it would eliminate options
of surprise attack and contribute to confidence-building. The depletion zone would
simply serve as an early warning device, since the dcploymcnt of proscribed weapons
and forces into the zone would alert the other side to the impending attack and allow
him to mobilize and prepare for combat. The same logic might suggest that forces
should be cadred or otherwise prevented from launching surprise attacks, say by a
separation of munitions from weapons.

However, the drawback is that malign interactions might ensue in a crisis
period. If the forces withdrawn from the forward line were those possessing the
greatest offensive capability (as in most proposals), to redeploy them into the zone for
defensive purposes could easily be misinterpreted as preparations for an attack.
Counter-intuitive though it may seen, stability would thus require that offensive-
capable forces be stationed close to their envisaged combat positions and maintained
in a high state of readiness, whereas the unmistakably defensive forces could be
cadred and stationed further back.

The present author's experience with debates on NOD suggests that a caveat s
in order: Most of 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 {s bound to arrive at rather absurd
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results. NOD models, as all abstract defence models, are not to be confused with
actual defence planning, for which they are merely conceived as guidelines. Also,
whereas modelling is a legitimate task for ‘armchair strategists’. actual defence
planning should remain a prerogative for professionals. i.e. general staffs, albeit under

political control®.
VII. NOD FOR WHOM?

Having by now. hopefully, established ‘beyond any reasonable doubt' that NOD may
under certain circumstances be an adequate defence, the question remains whether
all or only some states should adopt it as a guideline.

It is an empirical fact that the countries in Europe whose defence posture have
come closest to the NOD ideal have been the neutral states (Austria, Finland.
Switzerland, Sweden, in that order®). It would, however, be unjustified to conclude
from this that NOD is only sulitable for neutrals. As a matter of fact, most NOD
proposals have focused on (West) Germany, i.e. the least neutral of all countries.

The fact that the Euroneutrals also belong to the.category of ‘small states’ as
defined above might also lead to the erroneous conclusion that NOD is a prerogative
for small states. Not so, however. In fact, Japan's defence posture—and even more so
the strategy and security political guidelines behind it—is a rather close
approximation to NOD. only ‘writ large®'. India (the world's second-largest state)
also comes rather close to an NOD-type posture®, whereas Israel (no offence to our
hosts intended) is very far from the NOD ideal, its smallness notwithstanding.

To the extent that there is any connection between smallness and ‘NOD
ripeness’ it is probably merely a negative and indirect one: Great powers ('large states’)
tend to have more offensive political objectives (say, in the range from ‘B’ to ‘F’) than
small states, who are usually content with levels of ambition ranging from ‘A’ to 'B’ on
the scales above. Hence great powers might be expected, more often than small states,
to politically foreclose the option of NOD-type restructuring.

Should they chose to do so, however, no states would probably have lesser
trouble devising a strictly defensive strategy than the USA or Russia. because of their
immense strategic depth and/or the absence of close-by enemies®. Paradoxically,
what would really matter for stability and world peace would be such a defensive
restructuring on the part of great or super-powers such as the USA, Russia or China,
whereas the defensive stance of Austria (laudable though it certainly is) does not make
all that much of a difference. A

This may seem like a rather lukewarm recommendation of NOD for small states.
When it is actually sincere. the reason is that small states have a particular problem.
to which NOD may provide a partial solution: their very smallness, which tends to be
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reflected in small (or at least smallish) defence budgets. For countries the size of, say
Denmark, to continue emulating the great powers by fielding state-of-the-art
weapons platforms in all categories is a recipe for ‘unilateral structural disarmament'.
Much more cost-effective defences would become attainable by abandoning the quest
for general-purpose armed forces and opt instead for a 'strlctly defensive, i.e. NOD-
type. posture. As a matter of fact, the aforementioned closest approximations to NOD
in Europe, Austria and Finland, ranked very low in terms of defence expenditures,
with the implication that NOD may come rather cheaply®.

VIII. NOD, NUCLEAR DETERRENCE, ALLIANCES AND/OR COLLECTIVE SECURITY

Small states have yet another problem, namely that not all states are their size, but
some are orders of magnitude bigger and stronger. Hence, it has to be acknowledged
that there are, of course, situations where defence is close to a futile endeavour,
because the superiority of the aggressor is simply too overwhelming. The situation of
the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) facing Russia may be a case in point.
Suggestions have been made for relying entirely on non-military forms of defence, i.e.
a sort of ‘social defence’ or civilian-based defence—such as actually been practised by
these states before. )

Others (including the present author) would, however, not regard this as an
entirely adequate substitute for military defence (but still a highly recommendable
supplement). In the words of two Estonian scholars, ‘a combination of the regular
army,.civilian involvement and well-trained partisan forces could make the Baltic
states an unattractive target for a potential aggressor from the East. They could not
stop the Russian Army, but they could give it two black eyes, a broken nose, and a
headache'®. Valuable (or at least gratifying) though this might be, it nevertheless
highlight a problem that is insoluble at the state level: some states simply cannot
defend themselves in any meaningful sense against their most likely aggressors, either
because of size or for other reasons (such as geography). Hence the choice between

several options:

® A policy of appeasement.

e A reliance on nuclear deterrence.

e Alignment with a great power. capable and -willing to provide security
guarantees, either on a bilateral basis or in the framework of an alliance.

e Collective security.

I shall only deal very superficially with the first three options. ‘Appeasement’ is a
pejorative term, as a synonym for which has sometimes been used the tern
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‘Finlandization'—quite unjustly, since Finland was actually the only ‘Western’ country
(apart from Germany, of course) that ever actually fought the Soviet Union, and rather
successfully in fact®. To the extent that small states are so unfortunate to be close
neighbours of not entirely peaceful great powers, a certain accommodation of the great
power's security concerns may be the vest available choice, which may, incidentally,
be an additional argument in favour of an NOD strategy.

Nuclear deterrence is an option foresworn by all small states, with the exception
of Israel?”. In the present author's opinton. the case for the war preventing effects of
the possession of nuclear weapons is weak, and the drawbacks of such possession
considerable, inter alia in the form of spurring a quest for nuclear status on the part
of one's adversaries. Whatever the intrinsic merits of a nuclear status may or may not
be, however, it is an empirical fact that most countries feel quite secure without it.

Alliance membership is the obvious answer to the aforementioned problems of
small states with large hostile neighbours, which is precisely why Denmark and
Norway opted for NATO membership in 1949, and why most of the former Warsaw
Pact member states are eager to join as well. However, there are drawbacks to this
option as well as advantages. First of all in the form of the ‘abandonment-versus-
entrapment dilemma’, according to which states face a choice between tight alliance
bonds, entailing a risk of entrapment and embroilment in conflicts of which these
states might otherwise stay aloof; or loose alliance tles, implying a risk of
abandonment®. Secondly, regardless of the underlying intentions, alliances tend to
be perceived as hostile by the state against which they are directed, hence may lead
to counter-measures. This is precisely what an enlargerné_nt of NATO at the present
juncture might lead to, hence the reluctance to admit new members. Finally, precisely
for these reasons, NATO membership will simply not be available to the new
applicants for several years®. '

Most would probably agree that the last option, collective security, would be
preferable, if realistic. Disputes therefore tend to focus on whether it might be the
latter, which is, of course, above all a political question (which I shall bypass on this
occasion)”. If the political will is there, however, collective security would go along
way towards solving the problems stemming from size differentials. A collective

security arrangement would consist of two elements:

e An obligation to refrain from the use of military force between member states.
¢ A binding commitment to assist other member states that are nevertheless
victims of aggression, whether from the outside (i.e. non-members) or the
inside, {.e. by member states, in violation of the former obligation.

* The latter component raises a military problem, in addition to the political one: For
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states to actually come to each other's assistance, states would need armed forces
with almost exactly those characteristics that are undesirable according to the NOD
criteria: long-range mobility, the ability to take and hold ground, etc. Without it, an
aggressor state could rest secure with his conquest.

Furthermore, after an aggression, the attacker would enjoy many (but not all)
of the defender's inherent advantages, whereas the true defender, seeking to restore
the status quo ante would be forced to operate in the attacker's role, with most of the
ensuing disadvantages. Hence, the defenders, and by implications, the collective
security system as a whole, would require quite substantial offensive capabilities. |

The solution to this dilemma might be found in multinationality, t.e. force
integration and role specialization. Individual states might e.g. contribute elements of
an offensive posture, without thereby becoming capable of offensives on a national
scale. This would in fact be a special application of the aforementioned ‘missing link’
approach to defensive restructuring. It would not necessarily imply that states would
end up with ‘emasculated’ defences, since they would merely have to omit one
component, without which their armed forces would be rendered non-offensive.
ideally without any detrimental effects on the capabilities for national defence.

Defensive Restructuring-cum-Collective Security

(= —
STATE A REGIONAL COLLECTIVE SECURITY State B
National CS CS National
defence contribution contribution defence
Defenstve Offensive ¢ Offensive-capable < Offenstve Defensive
 forces component 1 Task Force ~component Il Jforces
Defensive Offensive Offensive Defensive
| forces component I component IV Jorces
Offensive~capable /
National CS Task Force CS National
defence contribution contribution defence
StaTE C GLOBAL COLLECTIVE SECURITY STATE D
ot R ulninhle

The implied role specialization would also allow small states to make sense of their
defences, without seeking {inevitably in vain) to emulate great powers. It would,
however, require that small states become more assertive and abandon some of their
iraditional reservations against operating beyond their own borders. Several small

states do, however, already have ample experience from UN peacekeeping operation.
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and might be just as well adapted for peace-making and peace enforcement
operations’! in the future as the great powers—perhaps even more suitable, because
they would rarely be suspected of having ulterior power motives.
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Centre for Peace and Conflict Research was established as an independent institute by the
Danish Parliament and started operating in 1985. The activities of the Centre are mainly
financed by Danish public funds. In the period 1985-1990 the main projects have been Non-
offensive Defence in Europe and Non-Military Aspects of European Security, in the period
1991-1995 the project profile will change into the following: European Security; Conversion;
and Nordic Security: Future Threats and Options.

The Centre output appears in journals and at regular publishers. And it also issues three series
of publications:

NOD & Conversion - International Research Newsletter appears quarterly and contains
overviews of what happens in this research field: publications, conferences, political decisions,
etc.

Copenhagen Papers are issued occasionally in Danish or English.

Working Papers are as a rule first versions of work in progress, which is later to appear as
book chapters, journal articles, etc. They appear in Danish, English, German or Swedish.

In addition, the Centre sponsors a quarterly journal in Danish. The first joumnal of this kind,
Krig & Fred, appeared in 1985-1987. The present journal, Vandkunsten, appears since late
1989, and is edited by Seren Mgller Christensen.

L

Center for freds- og konfliktforskning blev oprettet som selvstendig institution ved en
folketingsbeslutning og startede sin virksomhed i 1985. Sterstedelen af Centrets aktiviteter
finansieres af offentlige midler. I perioden 1985-1990 har hovedprojekterne veret "ikke-
offensivt forsvar i Europa" (NOD) og "ikke militere apspekter af europaisk sikkerhed”
(NMAES). I perioden 19911995 vil forskningsprofilen blive zndret til falgende projekter:
‘europzisk sikkerhed', 'konversion' og 'nordisk sikkerhed: fremtidens trusler og muligheder'.

Forskningsresultaterne fra Centret bringes i tidsskrifter og ved anerkendte bogforlag, og
Centret udgiver tre skriftserier:

Non-offensive Defence — International Research Newsletfer udkommer kvartalsvis og
indeholder oversigter over, hvad der sker p& dette forskningsomride: publikationer,
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Copenhagen Papers udsendes lejlighedsvis, pd engelsk eller dansk. I denne serie publiceres
monografier og andre ferdige arbejder, der hidrerer fra Centrets forskning, og som fraset
nogle kommercielle eller tekmiske kriterier kunne udgives ekstemnt.

Arbejdspapirer/Working Papers er i hovedreglen ferste udgaver af arbejder under udvikling,
som senere vil udkomme som bogkapitler, tidsskriftsartikler osv. De skrives pd dansk, engelsk,

tysk eller svensk.

Desuden giver Centret stette til et dansk tidsskrift, der udkommer kvartarligt. Det forste tidsskrift af denne type
Krig & Fred udkom i perioden 1985~1987. Det nuvarende tidsskxift, Vandkunsten, er udkommet siden slutningen
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PALESTINIAN SECURITY NEEDS AND CONCERNS

1. Introduction

The Palestinian-Israeli Declaration of Principles, signed on September 13, 1993, has
ushered a new era in Palestinian-Israeli relations marking the beginning of an interim
period that might last for five years. The agreement and the subsequent PLO-Israeli
mutual recognition greatly improved Palestinian-Israeli relations and introduced mutual
expectations of a future characterized by cooperation and understanding, rather than
conflict and violence. However, given the current configuration of stake, interest and
power structures in the Middle East, the Palestinian side remains, no doubt, the most
sensitive, and the most vulnerable,. to the terms of this and any plausible future
agreements, particularly in the security issue-area. Needless to say, they are today
sensitive and vulnerable to the security policies and decisions taken by Israel and

neighboring countries.

Security arrangements in the Middle East are part of an exchange, a package in which
political, economic and military dimensions interact and in which territorial and political
concessions are offered within an accepted security framework. A security regime that
seeks to find answers to political problems in a certain military arrangement is not likely

to be viable - - this is true at both the regional and the bilateral Israeli-Palestinian levels.

=~ A focus on security arrangements alone is likely to be dangerous and counterproductive,

Security arrangements should facilitate and enhance the prospects for resolving political

conflicts, They are the mechanics, and not the essence of the solution.

For the Palestinians the essence of the solution is their independence aund_self

determination. This is also the essence of their security. Our concern for our existential

security, the threat to our national existence as a nation, has haunted us since the First

World War. The establishment of Israel, the many wars since then, and the continued



Israeli occupation and military control of two million Palestinians since 1967, have all

deepened this existential security concern.

I1. Palestinian-Israeli Security discourse:

Security discourse has suffered from the following:

* Security concerns have usually bee seen through Israeli perspectives only.

Palestinian long range strategic concerns have rarely informed security discourse.

* Palestinian-Israeli security discussions have, for the most part, been casted in terms of
a Palestinian-Israeli security interdependence, while in reality security concepts and

arrangements are being created in the shadows of an Israeli security hegemony.

* Palestinian security is seen as independent of security policies of Arab neighbors; in
reality Palestinian security is also interdependent on Jordanian, Syrian, and Egyptian

security policies and decisions.

* Internal Palestinian dynamics have not been fully addressed. In the carly stages, they

might constitute a significant factor affecting Palestinian security.

* Security discourse should also view bi-lateral Israeti-Palestinian concerns and
arrangements in relattonship to multi-lateral regional concerns and arrangements, and

articularly to I[sraeli-Jordanian-Palestinian tri-lateral security relationship.
P y y

HI.The political-security context (three phases/scenarios):

* The Gaza-Jericho phase (a transition phase within the context of Gaza and Jericho first):

The Palestinian-Israeli Declaration of Principles provides for an interim period that starts
in the Spring of 1994, after the Israelis have completed a military withdrawal from the
Gaza Strip and Jericho area. During this phase, external security remains under Israeli
control; internal security in Palestinian controlied areas in the Gaza Strip and Jericho area

comes under Palestinian (PLLO) control; internal security in the rest of the West Bank



(excluding Jerusalem) is gradually transferred to Palestinian hands; the security of
settlements and Israelis in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip remains an Israeli

responsibility.

*A short term scenario may involve the emergence of an independent Palestinian entity,
with restricted sovereignty, in the Gaza Strip and Jericho area, and continued control of
the self-governing (autonomous) are of the West Bank. This scenario envisages the

emergence of de facto Palestinian "state”, in Gaza and Jericho, within five years, with

Israeli settiements in Gaza being dismantled. Internal security remains under Palestinian

control, while the Israelis continue to control external security.

*An independent Palestinian state in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank: internal security
in the statehood phase in a sovereign Palestinian matter; Palestine is de-militarized and
part of regional and sub-regional security regimes. A Jordanian-Palestinian confederation
with initial Palestinian control over internal Palestinian security and joint Palestinian-
Jordanian control over external security might be a next step. The confederation is one
between two sovereign states. All security related matters are gradually consolidated under

central control.

IV.Current and future Palestinian Security Concerns:

Durmg the _interim period and early statehood Palestinian strategic concern is likely to

_— T ——

focus on the threat of an Israell military reoccupation of "liberated” areas (areas_from

which Is lsrael had already withdrawn). Major internal concern is likely to be internal strife

and civil war, which may be identified as the single most dangerous internal security
threat. such threats may include threats by Palestinians against other Palestinians with
different political views, threats to PISGA's officials, bureaucracy, and security forces,
threats to areas, and institutions controlled by PISGA, etc. A related internal threat might
be identified as that posed by the existence of settlers who mights seek to destabilize the
existing Palestinian authority in order to deepen the involvement of the Israeli army in

their defense.



Specifically, Palestinian concerns can be divided into current, transitional, and final status

concerns and requirements:

(1

a)

b)

)

e)

Current Palestinian Security Concern

existential threats to the Palestinians as people (nations) and as individuals and

community,

current threats emanating from:

1) continued Israeli military deployment in Palestinian territory and
involvement in internal and external Palestinian security,

2) continued terrorism and provocative presence of armed settlers in the midst
of Palestinian populated areas and their free movement on Palestinian roads
and towns,

3) polarization of Palestinian society and the presence of a determined

opposition willing to resort to violence and terror in order to achieve its goals,
Transitional and post-transitional concerns and requirements:

transitional strategic concern: an Israeli reoccupation of "liberated” territories;
Israeli failure to take any further redeployment measures and refusal to transfer
further internal security responsibilities to Palestinians;

settlers provocations and violence leading to a vicious cycle of violence and
counter violence and the deepening of the involvement of the Israeli army in
Palestinian internal security;

further polarization of Palestinian society, with all sides resorting to violence,
leading to internal strife and civil war; and,

neighbors’ interference in Palestinian security..

(3) Major sources of threat to the future Palestinian entity including;

a)

major  structural threats, _such as _limitations on sovereignty (e.g.

e — . e ——

\ demilitariiaﬁoﬁ)ﬁ, unfavorable balance of power, geographical constraints (e.g. need
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b)

for a land corridor to link the two parts of the entity), etc.

short and medium-term threats, which can be divided into three categories:

)

2)

3)

internal Palestinian-against-Palestinian threats leading to internal strife,
dissatisfaction of refugee, alienation of Gaza, etc;
Palestinians-against-Israelis threats involving use of terrorism and leading to
the deepening of Israeli involvement in Palestinian security arrangements and
possibly Israeli retaliation,

Settlers-against-Palestinians leading to use of terrorism by settlers,
destabilization of the Palestinian entity, and greater Israeli interference in

internal Palestinian security.

long range strategic threats, which can be divided into three categories:

1)

2)

3)

a shift to the right in Israeli politics bringing to power idealogues who may
question the legitimacy of the Palestinian entity and may seek to challenge its
right to exist; the Palestinian entity will be living dangerously under the
shadows of a superior military power which may find in Palestinian weakness
an invitation for interference, exploitation and even attack;

a neighboring Arab country, turned radical or fundamentalist, may seek to
restore Arab or Islamic control over Palestine,'tﬁus turning the country into
a battle ground; '

a neighboring state may see internal Palestinian changes as representing a
threat to its security and stability and may seek to dominate the Palestinian

entity.

Palestinian objectives in area of perceived threat:

During the interim period, a Palestinian objective in the security area, at the strategic

level, would be the consolidation of security control over the Gaza Strip and Jericho

area and the gradual extension of that control over the rest of the West Bank. A second

objective would be to restrict Israeli military deployment to one or two locations in the
West Bank.



VI.

VIIL.

At the internal security level, the objective would be to create conditions conducive
to internal Palestinian peace and security, i.e. to create stability in security relations

within the community.

In the related example given above, the goal would be to create conditions that
neutralize threats from Israeli settlers in Palestinian territory acting separately or in
collusion with Israelis inside Israel, i.e., create conditions encouraging the creation of

stable security relations with Israel.

Strategies designed to meet objectives:
*Palestinian success in enforcing security and maintaining peace and order in areas
under the contro! of Palestinian security forces could neutralize threats of an Israeli

military reoccupation of "liberated” areas.

*One strategy designed to meet and neutralize the internal Palestinian threat might be
a combined strategy of multi-dimensional measures: political {e.g., elections and a
democratic system of government), economic {e.g., an immediate and huge economic
investment program), and security (the establishment of a large security, intelligence and
police forces with expanded functions and responsibilities and adequate training and

equipment incorporating PLO forces from the inside and the outside).

* The dismantling of isolated Israeli settlements and the imposition of restrictions on the
movement of settlers in Palestinian controlled areas could minimize threats from, and

to, settlers.

Plans of actions: (policies to be formulated; structures and institutions to be
built; forces to be trained and mobilized; and postures and doctrines to be
adopted):

In regard to threats mentioned above, the early and gradual transfer of security
functions to Palestinians (in the rest of West Bank) is a policy matter of utmost

importance; a Palestinian intelligence unit is an institution that might be established; a



sizable (10,000 local men, and 10,000 PLA soldiers) security force could be created and
trained (in Jordan, Egypt, and elsewhere); security functions could be specified and
Jiaison procedures (with Israelis, Jordanians, and Egyptians} might be worked out as
part of agreed upon CBMs; issues of command and control, deployment, and |

jurisdiction might be discussed; etc.

Problems and Obstacles:
Palestinians and Israelis have different approaches to security. From the Declaration of
Principles and from what had emerged so far in the negotiations, the differences reflect a

conflict of priorities.

The Tsraeli approach to security is restrictive, demands immediate results, may be short-
sighted, and military in nature. It is also based on conditionality, asymmetry, and military
domination. The Palestinian approach to security is more comprehensive, long-term,less
militarily inclined. It is also based on transitionality, mutuality and interdependence.
Perhaps, above all, the Palestinians see security, in the interim period, as part of their

concern for existential security.

'The comprehensiveness of the Palestinian approach could be seen for example in the issue of
the settlers security in Gaza and the issue of the use of military force against the opposition.
We tend to emphasize socio-economic and political means; we see these as playing the
fundamental role, hopefully the only role in this regard, with coercive force being the weapon
of last resort. These socio-economic means will include: 1) Reconstructing an independent
economy; 2) Social development and rehabilitation including the absorption of refugees and
displaced persons; 3) Anopen and democratic political system of government. In this sense,
security for settlers is seen as an outcome and not a precondition. The implication is, if
Israeli military deployment preempts these Palestinian socio-economic and political means,
then neither side gains security in the long or even short term. Furthermore, we think
emphasis on military means and military arrangements may create regime instabilities for the

Palestinians in the long term. -



The Israeli approach to security is based on the notion of conditionality: that measures agreed
upon will only be experimental and reversible. For the Palestinians, the approach is based
on the notion of transitionality (i.e. transition from occupation to end of occupation to
independence). Therefore,lIsraelis talk of redeployment, we of withdrawal. Withdrawal, we
hope, is irreversible; redeployment, we fear, is tentative and reversible. While we see Gaza,
and the Palestinian security performance there, as an opportunity for both sides to develop
stable security relationship of mutual understanding and cooperation, Israelis talk of Gaza as
a testing ground. If there is to be failure in the test, it is built-in that only the Palestinians

can be seen as failing, never the Israelis.

Such as Israeli conditionality poses to us a strategic threat. It is the threat to our semi-
independence in the interim stage, and that is the threat of re-occupation of areas the IDF has
already withdrawn from. The concept of withdrawal is important to us because it implies
an end to the occupation of a certain part of territory; it entails, by definition the drawing of

borders, no matter how temporary these might be.

The Israeli approach is based on asymmetry of power and power relationship with the
Palestinians. Despite the clear mention, in the DOP, of mutual rights and mutual dignity,
such a new dimension to Palestinian-Israeli relations is yet to be translated in the security
area. 'The language is one of common interest, but the structure of power is heavily skewed
in favor of the dominant Israeli military. Will the security arrangements, for example, create
a process leading to mutual security, or will that process serve only to maintain and legitimize
Israeli military domination. While "control” and military domination may have been the
normal expectation in the context of conflict, occupation and confrontation, Israeli failure to

adjust to the supposedly new context is highly surprising and disheartening.

The Palestinians are concerned about this because when Israel reduces the Palestintan-Israeli
relationship to just security relationship (talk of economic and peaceful cooperation
notwithstanding), security requirements take precedence over other factets of the relationship.

In such a case military capabilities and presence determine the nature of the relationship. In

-



such a case, the powerful makes the rules: the strong do what they can, and the weak suffer

what they must. This is a relationship characterized by conflict.

But these are new times; change has taken place, or at least this is how Palestinians perceive
the DOP and the exchanged letters of mutual recognition. If a gap between Palestinian
expectations of change and Israeli inability to change is created, such a gap will only foster

misperception and the infusion of bad faith.
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THE ARAB THREAT: THE ISRAELI PERSPECTIVE

by

Shmuel Limon;\\)

1. The environment of conflict in which Israel find itself has unique
characteristics. Throughout its 46 years of independence Israel has
confronted and dealt with a heavily armed Arab world, professing various
degrees of hostility toward it. The peace with Egypt, and the peace tall: now
finally taking place notwithstanding, some Arab and Moslem countries still
openly adhere to their refusal to recognize the right of a Jewish state to

exist in their midst.

2. This unique international phenomenon - the existence of a small nation
within a very large collective hostile states - has long determined the nature
of the confrontation and the psychological state of mind in which Israelis
live. Indeed, to many Israelis, what still affects their sense of security and
insecurity is an awareness that at stake is not only Israel's territorial

integrity or political welfare, but its very legitimacy as a Jewish state.

3. The following presentation will deal with the parameters of threat that
make up Israel's security concerns. Still, it should be emphasized that the
present political process, reflecting, as it were, a widespread recognition
among important Arab states of the fﬁtility of the use of force as a means to
advance political goals, has blunted the immediacy and weight of these
concerns. Although the current political process so far produced tangible

w2
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progress, mainly in the Palestinian track, it nevertheless signaled a
breakthrough in other Arab countries' attitudes toward 1Israel. It also
stabilized the conflict, and served as a vital learning experience for all.
Therefore, in a broader historic context, Israel recognizes the positive
changes that have now been taking place in some key aspects of its

"traditional" threats.

4. A discussion of the strategic setting, or if you will, the general
environment of threat in which Israel exists and operates, ought to begin with
a reminder of the basic asymmetries and advantages which the Arabs enjoy over
Israel. Most, if not all, of these factors must be presumed to remain

permanent features of the overall Arab-Israeli balance of power:

a. First, Arab states completely surround Israel except for the sea
(which they share). Their vast territories provide militarily

important strategic hinterland.

b. BSecond, some Arab states will continue to grow in wealth due to oil.
Despite widespread economic difficulties, ample financial resources
are still available to key Arab countries for the purchaze of

weaponry and military equipment.

c¢. Third, being the center of the loslem world, and professing to
belong to a community of nonaligned nations, the Arabs have often
been able to sclicit an almbst unchallenged support of Third World
countries to their cause. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the

changing weight of third world countries in world politics have
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greatly reduced the impact of this factor. Still many Arab, and in
a wider sense, Moslem countries, have been able to enlist religious
considerations and arguments in their effort to isolate Israel. The
rise and spread of Islamic fundamentalism, with its virulent anti
Israeli ideology, exacerbated the religious dimension of the Arab

Israeli conflict. It also created a hew; indirect threat to Israel,

in the form of radical Islamic subversion against regimes and
l"—_\_¥__

political elements seeking accommodation with it. While Islamic

fundamentalism in itself does not pose an existential threat against
Israel, the fact that its proxies openly declare their intention and
attempt to undermine the stability and legitimacy of key BArab
regimes, most notably that of Egypt, must be figured in the overall

calculus of potential risks that confront Israel.

d. Fourth, the Arah vast, absolute superiority in numbers entails a

clear advantage in potential capabilities. While modernization of
Arad societies proceeds at a slow pace, a concertgd effort, focused
on selected areas can add - indeed, has added - even in the short
run, a definite qualitative dimension to some of their military
capabilities. A conspicuous case in point, one that needs no

elaboration, is, of course Iraq.

5. These factors are of course supplemented by some deep-rooted, also

permanent, Israeli disadvantages. Their importance lies in the fact they are

also perceived by the Arabs, and hence become a part of the strategic

equilibrium in the NMiddle East:
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a. One, Israel is not capable of sustaining a long, drawn-out war
because of such constraints as levels of inventory, time and space,

and political constraints.

L. Two, Israel is clearly outnumbered, and maintaining a military

balance strains its economy and its available manpower pool.

c¢. Three, the density of its population and industrial centers makes
Israel vulnerable to attacks. Alsc, its major urban areas are close
to two fronts. Israel is extremely sensitive to casualties among its
general population and its citizen-soldiers, a peint well-understood

and taken into account by its enemies.

A

. Four, Israel is small in size and is lacking in natural resources,

including water.

¢. Five, Israel is dependent on outside sources of energy, and on sea

and air LOC's.

6. The following outlines the nature of the military confrontation between

T e i ———— o —— b 1m.

Israel and the Arab states. Israel and the Arab states are in a situvation of

s arina b "

ongoing conflict. The radical Arab states and movements, have seen and
declared themselves as being in a state of war with Israel. To these radicals,
and in particular to those Arabs and Iran which oppose any conciliation with
Israel, a decision to move inte actual warfare needs not be predicated on any
_peculiar grievance or dispute with Israel. In their view, the very

establishment of Israel was, in itself, an act of aggression and hence the use

f5
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of force against her - a legitimate course of action to ensure Arab rights.
In the more extremist version of the rejectionist camp, that option has

remained the only course of action.

7. Thus, the threat of war is still a permanent given in the Arab-Israeli

conflict. In a matter of principle, important segments of the Arab elites and

leaders, have long viewed the decision to actually start fighting - although
obviously conditioned by the overall political and military situation - to
be nevertheless primarily dependent on the Arabs' capability to coordinate and
gear themselves to a single, concerted war effort, on a scale of their choice,
and to create the most favourable opening conditions for themselves. Before
the commencement. of the peace negotiations, threats of war and military action

were not incompatible with political proceedings; the milita[yhgption was well

a part of the politice-military sﬁféﬁggy_gngdpgt_necessarily_ghg~§l3ernative

e e e T e — o —r———— .

to peace negotiations.
T —— T ———

. 8.  That sort of thinking underwent significant changes but was not-entirely
——— e —— ——_____“"'_4.,.-—-—""—""“"'ﬁ - i

renounced by all in the Arab world. True, the Arab parties to the political
/’———W-’“—'—"—‘——-____—

process demonstrate today that they have decided to resolve their differences
with Israel through a political dialogue, rather than an armed conflict.
Still, not all of them succeeded in convincing Israelis of the irreversibility
of their decision. In other words, that they may not resort to the use of
force, should they not be able to fully realize their objectives through a

political dialogue with Israel.

9. There is another aspect of this state of affairs. Arabs have large

standing armies, that face, on Israel's borders, an Israeli militia army. That

/B
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army relies mainly on reserve force, whose mobilization and deployment consume
critical time. In the past this built~in asymmetry increased the odds and
temptation to rely on surprise attack in order to maximize the Arab advantage,
and exploit Israel's weak points. This risk has now been moderated. Yet,
without verifiable commitments that will assure Israel that this fundamental
discrepancy between its and the Arabs' regular armies ceased to be relevant
to its security - Israel's sense of potential vulnerability will continue to

be an inevitable result of its threat perceptions,

10. A third aspect concerns the Arab ability to devote part of their
collective wealth to the purchase of advanced arms both in the East and in the
West. It is precisely because advanced technologies can offset and, indeed
overcome, human deficiencies, that the radical qualitative leap forward in
weaponry, either currently under way or expected, in most Arab armies, poses
a real threat to the main basis on which Israel can maintain credible
deterrence vis-a-vis its enemies. Since Arab superiority in sheer numbers will
always remain a given constant which Israel could hope to{check only with
superior qualitative capabilities, the Arab's attainment of even a state of
parity in these qualitative parameters, is viewed by Israel as increasing its

sense of vulnerability.

11. A fourth permanent feature of the Arab threat against Israel is
terrorism. Unable to overcome Israel militarily, some Arabs and even non-
Arabs, hope to disrupt life in Israel, demoralize its population, undermine
its resolve and hurt its economy, through the use of terror. In the past,
certain Palestinian groups considered terror as the only mechanism with which
ko trigger a chain-reaction of blows and counter blows that would precipitate

7
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an all-out military confrontation with Israel. Though today not an existential
threat against Israel, the use of terrorism as a means to advance political
ends is considered a legitimate course by radical Arab countries. It wiil
therefore continue to impose a heavy and daily drain on Israel's human and

financial resources.

12. To sum up these parameters, and in view of the analysis so far, one may
postulate certain assumptions about the future threat environment which
defines the spectrum of risks - and opportunities, that Israel will continue

to face. The more critical assumptions are:

a. The concept of Arab nationalism will play an important part in Arab

“ideology. The dynamics of the inter-Arab and intra-Arab systems

suggest further instability in relationships. Radical elements will

continue to play an important role in the inter-Arab competition.
Thus, the general Arab political scene promises to remain unstable
and therefore unpredictable. The struggle between moderate and
radical currents is liable to take different forms and to manifest
itself in varying degrees of intensity and violence. Though
contradictory Arab approaches to the conflict with Israel are likely
impede the formation of a war fighting coalition against it, they
also still severely inhibit the formation of an all-Arab coalition
for peace - essential if a comprehensive settlement is to be
attained. Thus, Israel expects to be a target of hostile rhetoric,
aspirations and planning, by radical mid-eastern states and

organizations. In the long range, however, one should hope that the
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moderate forces, those interested in accommodation and concilialion,

will be the ones who prescribe the strategic agenda in the region.

Arab countries - all of them - will be governed by autocratic

rulerz, many of them dictators, enjoying the full independent, .

sometimes erratic, decisionmaking power of that status, and

supperted by the military. They are expected to continue to devote

. sas—— L e —

————

hardware.

Many Arab cil producing states will continue to enjoy large incomes,
with its attendant prestige and political leverage, in the

internaticnal arena.

Technology, as well as military buildup and infrastructure will
continue to mature, both in confrontation states and, from Israni's
point of view, in peripheral countries. Conhsequently, the
distinction between these itwo categories of thfeats will have a
diminishing significance over time. The lessons of the Gulf War and
changing strategic perspectives have already induced all the radinal
states in the Middle East to enhance their efforts to acquire non-
conventional capabilities and long range means to deliver them. Long
range risks to Israel's security will therefore increase in

magnitude even while the peace negotiations produce new gains.

e. The use of terrorism, be it group, individual or state terror, as a

means to advance political ends and to harass or demoralize Israel,

o —

will continue. w3
e————
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9
The forces of extreme Islam will continue to threaten the stalus
quo, undermine stability of regimes in the Middle-East, and serve as
the dominant unifying ideology against Israel. Their strength and
influence will be determined by social and economic conditions
obtaining in Arab societies, and on the strength and wisdom of the
Arab regimes that contain them. Yet, one could assume, with a

reasonable degree of confidence that Fundamentalist Islam will

—
———

continue to play a crucial - and from Israel‘srpqintmof_;Egﬁ‘f?

magtly negative, role in the political environment that will affect

. —- - - . - . -
Israel's security in years to come. -
-

- =

———

Lastly, the current efforts to achieve peaceful settlements between
Israel and its surrounding Arab states carry a potential for
movement and progress. Should they succeed, they stand to produ:n a
far reaching, positive transformation in the political-military
climate and relations in the Middle-East, and'consequently in the
external threat perceptions within Israel. Stability, predictability
and shared interests may not be such far-fetched ideas in this
possibly new evolving reality. still, even such conditicons will need
a relatively protracted period of testing and adjustment, and will
not necessarily eliminate other, even existential threats to Israel.
In a paradoxical way, positive developments may even induce radirals
double their efforts in the attempt to subvert the trend for

conciliation between Arabs and Israelis. -

To conclude: in the long run, even in a positive negotiating climate,

threats to Israel's security, including risks of war, will not disappear. Fven

D
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in a state of peace - as long as Arab countries maintain military streng!hs,

—_— T e
in the absence of mutual arms control agreements, and as long as there remain

Moslem regimes still loath of Israel's very existence - such risks will

continue to persist.

—
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14 July 1993

A Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone {(NWFZ) in the Middle East
and its Ambience

Shalheveth Freier

Introduction

This paper is being written in July 1993, It sets out what I believe
to be Israel's policy on a NWFZ in the Middle East, with which I
identify. It is a personal statement and is not written on anyone
else's authority. It 1s the statement of an Israell and reflects an
Israeli point of view. Any statement reflects a point of view,

Even as the peace talks are toiling ahead laboriously - it cannot be
otherwise - they have yielded so far more progress than tens of years
of resolutions in international organizations, intended to discomfit
Israel, :

[
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For Israel, as I see it, it is a matter of singular importance to
ascertain, what its partners to the talks have at the back of their
minds. If it is peace and a genuine acceptance of Israel in the
Middle East, matters of detail should be tractable; if, however,
claims on Israel are designed to detract from its ability to
withstand a future confrontation, the augury for the talks is less
proplticus. We do not know, I think, what is at the back of the minds
of Israel's partners to the talks; we do know the answer, for the
time being, with respect to the countries which refuse even to be
party to these talks,

For the purpose of this dicussion, I single out two elements of which
the Israelis hold views which differ from those of the Arab and some
other states participating in the peace talks, the one of a general
nature, the other of pertinence to the nuclear issue,

On a general level, Israel places all its expectations on the peace
talks, for the simple reason that they try to address all problems in
context, that all parties talk to each other and that agreement is
sought between them. Israel is especially wary of initiatives and
interferences by international organizations. These 1lift preferred
issues out of context and pass resoclutions by majority votes, a
situation which does no justice to the issues raised, and puts Israel
at an almost automatic disadvantage. In fact, using majority votes on
specific issues in the U.N, or its specialized agencies, in disregard
of the agenda of the peace talks, seems to the Israelis injurious to
these talks, and casts doubt on the good faith of the participating
states.



On the nuclear issue, the Arab states wish this issue to be pushed to
the top of the agenda of the multilateral talks on Regional Security
and Arms Control; i.e. for Israel to place its nuclear installetions
under full-scope safeguards. Israel for its part believes that
confidence-building measures of a general nature ought to be at the
top of the agenda, and that the nuclear issue should eventually be
taken up within the negotiations for a NWFZ., Time will be ripe for
such negotiations towards the successful consummation of the peace
talks, and a NWFZ will be concluded once peace in the Middle East is
assured., The Arab states try to enlist the UN and the Internatiocnal
Atomic Energy Agency (1.A.E.A.} to pass resclutions designed to put
international pressure on Israel. As I said before, Israel views with
misgivings the engagement of international organizations on select
matters pertaining to its security, which cannot but increase its
wariness with respect to the intentions of the states participating
in the peace talks, Arab states and others,

The first part of this paper is dedicated to the issue of a NWFZ
proper and its general political and security ambience, In the second
part, I shall dwell at some length on perceptions, self-image and
hopes. They are more important in assessing & country's character and
conduct, than the endorsemént of, say, the Charter of the UN or the
formal adherence to the NPT, It is their drawback, as compared with
the endorsement of formal instruments, that they are more elusive of
comprehension and discernment. Nonetheless, I claim, they are ever so
much more important,

Israel and Nuclear Non-Proliferation.

In the late sixties it became known that Israel was engaged in
nuclear activities which it refused to submit to international
ingpection., The most Israeli governments would say was the delphic
statement that Israel would not be the first country to introduce
nuclear weapons into the Middle East, Israeli governments did not
elaborate on this statement and have not done so to this day. As I
understand it, the purpose of such statement 1s to give a sense of
reassurance to Israelis in times of gloom, to serve as possible
caution to statées which contemplate harming Israel by dint of their
preponderance in men and materiel, and to relieve states which do not
wish to take up definite positions in this matter, from doing so, I
am aware, of course, of all speculations on the state of Israeli
nuclear developments, but abide by the authoritative

statements of Israeli governments, I claim, in fact, that any more
detailed knowledge is intrinsically irrelevant to what follows.

It was clear to the Israelis, that nuclear proliferation was in
‘itself a bad thing and that they need pursue a positive policy in
order to remove the danger of a nuclear arms race from the Middle
East, They refused to go along with repeated international



injunctions to sign the NPT or submit to full-scope IAEA inspection.
The Arab states urged resolutions in this sense in every conceilvable
international forum, and these fora went willingly along with these
urgings, singling out Israel and disregarding any other country,
similarly presumed to have nuclear capabilities, It was the Israeli
understanding that the Arab states wished Israel to be well-
controlled in the nuclear realm, and maintain the option of waging
wars against it, at a time of their chosing, with nothing to worry
about. Israelis saw further justification for their apprehensions, as
time went along, when their concerns with the Iragil nuclear
enterprize were brushed aside by the supplier states on the grounds
that Iraq was a signatory to NPT, and when Israel was roundly
condemned and punished after it had put the Iraqi reactor out of
action in 1981, Hed it not been for the invasion of Kuwait and the
subsequent acknowledgement of Iraqg's military potential, Israel might
still be left to contemplate its situation, alone.

However, in their quest for a positive policy, the Israelis were
inspired by certain facets of the Tlatelolco Treaty, by which a NWFZ
was established in Latin America, Especially, they realized that the
Treaty of Tlatelolco had its beginnings in the initiative of the
states of the region, had been’ negotiated by them directly and
freely, and included the posibility of mutual inspection. They read
particular virtue not only into the Treaty's goals but, no less, into
the modalities, as well. Their reasoning was simple. The Arab states
had made much of Israel's "nuclear threat and capabilities"” and had
easily ensured massive majorities at the UN and the IAEA, on
resolutions censuring Israel, requesting it to put its installations
under international safeguards, end enjoining all states to cedse co-
operating with Israel, The Israelis had not threatened & single
state, and ell references to Israel's nuclear activities were made by
others, and not by Israelis,

The Israelis, therefore proposed as their positive policy, the
establishment of a NWFZ, freely negotiated between the parties and
including, for firm reassurance, the mutual verification of the
agreed safeguards by the parties themselves. The Israelis surmised
that if the Arab states really consider Israel's nuclear stance a
threat, they would wish to tegt the earnest of Israel's invitation.
Instead, the Arab states said, Israel's proposal was a "gimmick",
because Israel could not expect all Arab states to sit down with it
and negotiate. Thereupon, the Israelis said, they were ready to start
discussing the establishment of a NWFZ with any Arab country, willing
to come forward. Not a single Arab state has responded to this
invitation, since it was formally proposed some 12 years ago, and
repeated each year. Instead, the Arabs insisted, & NWFZ in the Middle
East should come about by the accession of all states of the region
to the NPT or the acceptance of full-scope safeguards, and
corresponding resolutions are passed by the UN, year by year. Even
negotiation between the parties is expressly ommitted from these
resolutions. Israel joins the consensus, because it identifies with



the goal, but it registers its reservations on the modalities, which
the Israelis understand to be the acid test of what the Arab states
really want. As I said earlier on, the Arab refusal to negotiate a
NWFZ with Israel and the continued insistence that Israel be
internationally controlled in the nuclear realm, convey to Israel two
messages. Despite protests teo the contrary, Israel is not really
perceived as a threat, and the Arab states wish to retain the option
of waging wars against Israel, with no cause for restraint.

Under these circumstances, it seems clear to me that the Israelis
cannot entertain any measure of confidence that the Arab support for
a NWFZ amounts to more than the removal of a presumed Israeli riuclear
capability. In the light of these experiences, the Israelis were
convinced, that the establishment of a NWFZ could not be seperated
from concurrent attempts to deal with military postures and
capabilities of all kinds, and of the underlying political and
emotional causes which fueled them., In fact, so little confidence do
the Israelis entertain, for the time being, that the conclusion of a
NWFZ, based on free negotiation and mutual reassurance, can only be
credible, once war against Israel has been renounced as a way of
settling differences with it. Rather than promoting my own views, let
me quote from the "Study on effective and verifiable measures which
would facilitate the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in
the Middle East" submitted by the Secretary General of the UN to the
General Assembly in 1990, It is a remarkably unbiased document.

This is what it says on the precariocusness of Israel's situation,
(Para 97)

Nevertheless, there are indications that Israel's relative
conventional strength may be diminishing. In this connection, one
factor that should be pointed out is the acquisition by potential
opponents of ballistic missiles with a relatively long range and high
accuracy. This gives those States a means of striking at a longer
distance and enables them to participate in a conflict, even if their
territory does not directly abut on the opponent's., As its population
is small and becoming smaller in proportion to those of the other
nations in the area, Israel has also become more vulnerable to a
situation of prolonged warfare leading to a high number of casualties
among its civilians or its militery.

(Para 28)

Against this background, it is appropriate to point out that Israel's
security position is characterized by three features which cannot but
play a part in determining its attitude towards the creation of &
nuclear-weapon-free zone; the relatively small size of its territory;
the sustained hostility between itself and the great majority of
States of the region; and the fact that it has no military allies in



the region and that the one State that might support it in a conflict
is geographically remote.

On the need to deal with all security issues, comprehensively, and
not with the nuclear aspect alone, the study says:

(Para 105)

....However, it is most unlikely that Israel will give up the
security it believes it now derives from its nuclear anbiguity, its
presumed deterrent and its eventual weapon of last resort, without a
much higher degree of assurance that such a conflict will not occur,
as well as compensation in terms of arrangements tc enhance regional
security in all of its multiple and complex dimensions, conventional
as well as chemical and nuclear, political as well as military.

{Para 151)

The close relationship - the "linkage" - among all the elements that
affect security is well known,; Nuclear capabilities are linked to
chemical weapons, chemical weapons to conventional arms, conventional
arms to political conflict. And all these threads are woven into a
seamless fabric of fear and insecurity. If the area is to become and
remain truly nuclear-free, then this fabric must be cut into pieces
and dealt with piece by piece. The problem in much too complex and
unyielding for any comprehensive gettlement to solve all at once, Yet
all the separate elements must be worked on concurrently, for it will
not be possible to settle any one piece of the problem unless it is
clear that progress is being made on the other pieces as well., A
radical transformation, step-by-step, must be effected in the
military and political relationships of the entire area. The peoples
of the Middle East must develop confidence that the political
conflicts which surely will long remain are going to be settled - and
settled equitably - without resort to force or the threat of force.

In the light of the foregoing, it seems to me that the establishment
of a NWFZ in the Middle East cannot but follow a peace settlement,
proven over time. The next section spells out what 1 believe to be
the natural sequence of events,

The Peace - Talks

It is an outstanding achievement of the US to have convened the
parties to the Middle-East conflict and to have engaged them in face
to face bilateral and multilateral negotiations, and to seek progress
wherever it can be made in the hope that progress in one msrea may
lead to progress in others.



There is a natural sequence of events which I visualize as desirable
from an Israeli point of view,

First, I should like Israel to be accepted as normal by the Arab
states, after prolonged and futile attempts to dispose of it,

a public recognition and acceptance of any state of
the region as an integral part of the region.
Israel has throughout affirmed its recognition of
the Arab states,

Normalcy means

- a public declaration on the part of all states of
the region that they will not resort to force in
the settlement of their differences, Israel, for
its part, is ready to reaffirm its repeated pledges
to this effect.

- a public renunciation on the part of all states of
the region of attempts to enforce a boycott of any
of them or to delegitimize the international
standing of any of them. Israel, for its part, has
never employed such measures and undertakes never
to resort to them in the future,

-~ Accredited representations by all states in Israel
and vice-versa,

No price should be exacted from Israel for its acceptance as a normal
state.

Second, in parallel with negotiations for a political setlement,
confidence and security building measures should be put in place and
tested over time, Confidence is built on time, and there are no short
cuts,

Let me quote the Secretary General of the UN, once again, on the
primacy of creating confidence:

(Para 110)

... Confidence must be built on all sides: confidence that
declaration of desire for a just and lasting peace are not merely a
smoke screen, confidence that military solutions to political
problems are excluded, confidence that military postures that are
perceived as threatening can be avoided or adjusted. Renunciation of
hostile acts and of threatening, inflammatory declarations would do
much to increase confidence as well, Most important of all, there
must be progress in solving the fundamental conflicts in the region,
Without such progress, technical measures in the nuclear area or on
other security problems will hardly be given serious thought, much
less will they be developed to provide a wmeaningful barrier to



tension and even war,

Third, regional co-operation should be engeged on hazards
(environment, diseases) and critical shorteges (water) which threaten
all the states of the region. Such co-operation need not be based on
good will, but becomes more urgent for all parties, as time
progresses,

Fourth, attempts need be made to induce also rejectionist states
(such as Iraq and Libya) to join the peace process. I cannot conceive
of practical arms:control measures, unless ell confrontation states
are committed to a peace process, involving not only Israel and the
Arab states, but also the Arab states among themselves.

As long as Iran is staunchly vowed to Israel's destruction, Iran
cannot eventually be ignored in arms control and security measures in
the Middle East. The Gulf states might feel the same way, slthough
for different reasons,

Fifth, once everyone joins the peace process, practical discussions
on arms control can yield results,

As an Israeli, I would insist that arms control bear in the first
instance on conventicnal erms and that Israel attach its signature to
a NWFZ only once peace 1s assured.

Even as the peace process is underway and all issues are on the
agenda of the bilateral and multilateral talks, I am perturbed, as I
said in the beginning, by the Arab insistence to have the nuclear
issue lifted out of context and arrogated by the UN and IAEA, where
they dispose of majorities, and where majority resolutions take the
place of negotiations, envisaged in the multilateral talks. It
reinforces my opinion, that Israel should not allow this item to be
either arrogated by international organisations or be pushed to .the
top of confidence building measures. There is no confidence for '
Israel in such strategems.

Sixth, hopefully peace agreements will be concluded.

Especially, it will become apparent during the transitory period, if
the Palestinians wish to make the autonomy a succesgs. If they do, it
1s my conviction that all options are eventually open for an enduring
settlement., If they chose otherwise, peace may elude both them and
the Israelis.

Peace would be followed by

Seventh, a NWFZ comprising the States of the Middle East, North

Africa and Iran, much in line with the suggestions for the extent of
the region contained in the study of the Secretary General of the UN.



There should be no problem with Israel's accession to the NPT after
that, -

As I contemplate what I believe to be the natural sequence of topics
to be taken up in the peace talks, I know it is and will be
otherwige, There may be a variety of reasons, The most unpalatable
reason would be that the Arab states still do not wish to accept
Israel ag an integral part of the region, and that it is not peace
they really seek. As an Israeli, I feel I need be wary before I can
entertain confidence,

Also, I can conceive of auspicious developments, such as occurred in
Europe. All the negotiatiohs conducted by the US and the late USSR
over decades did not remove the spectre of a global war. They turned
out to have been useful, however, when Mr, Gorbachev came to power
and radically changed the priorities of his country. It seemed then
that all the weapons that had accumulated had lost their purpose, and
all the preparatory work of the past stood the negotiators in good
stead. But Mr. Gorbachev could not have been planned or foreseen. He
could only be acknowledged in retrospect. It is of course possible,
that a similar discontinuity in ingrained paradigms occur also in our
area. But those cannot be foreseen and planned. They can be hoped
for. If such radical changeés occur, they will put an entirely
different aspect on the hithertc weary progress of the peace-talks.

There is one more issue I wish to address, in this context,

As we approach the 1995 NPT Review Conference, it is assumed that
pressure will mount, once again, for Israel to join the NPT,
especially since the Arab states will make their support for an
indefinite extention of the NPT dependent on Israel's accession,

Under present circumstances, I cannot conceive that Israel can yield
to pressure, It continues to be sole guarantor of its security, If
the Arab states will hold the extension of the treaty or Israel to
ransom, they should not in my view, be permitted to do so. All they
need to do 1is to make peace with Israel, It is by way of peace, that
a NWFZ will come about, followed, as I believe by Isrmel's accession
to the NPT.

States are not uniform in their intentions or performance, nor can
situations be dealt with uniformly. I feel this should be recognized
and acknowledged also with respect to Israel. As long as intentions
and performances follow different criteria, different criteria ought
to apply to the states which hold, and act upon, them.




At the beginning of this paper, I invited the reader's indulgence,
if 1 were to dwell on perceptions, self-image and hopes, as essential
components in assessing a country's attitudes., I judge these to be
vital and wish to take up this theme, in what follows.

Perceptiong, Self-image and Hopes, in general

All three ingredients - perceptions, self-image and hopes - have an
enduring and & transitory aspect. The transitory aspects are the ones
conveyed by a perusal of the daily newspaper which tend to obscure
the more enduring aspects which are, in the final count, the ones
which matter.

Let me illustrate some of these points by three examples,

In the beginning of World War 1I, Britain was inundated by adverse
news. The British were perceived to be vacillating and did not know
their own mind clearly, until Churchill made them realize they really
wanted to stand up to Hitler rather than negotiate with him,

s

During Cold War times, the Americans were often perceived to be
compromising the values they ostensibly held dear, in their effort to
curb the expansion of the Soviet empire. In this effort, they also
supported corrupt and dictatorial regimes in order to deny the
Soviets a foothold in them and paid a heavy price in lives &nd in the
distortion of their national priorities., It was often difficult to
discern that their sense of identity and pride really resided in what
they called "the American way of life", the boons of which they
wanted the rest of the world to applaud and adopt. An outsider may
not feel totally enamoured of the American way of life, but would
certainly embrace its essential elements, of & government accountable
to its people, of realizing one's innate potential, and of the
pursuit of one's international interests tempered by a sense of
propriety and fairness. All these are the enduring aspects of the
image the Americans have of themselves and as the embodiment of which
they wish to be perceived.

With the end of the Cold War, it became immediately epparent that
these were the values by which the Americans set the most store, It
seems to me that such affinity as exists between Israel and the U.S.
does not rest on convenience, but on what is called "shared values",
those innermost convictions which seem at times the victim of adverse
circumstances, but reassert themselves whenever they are given the
chance, ‘

Nearer home, Mr. Begin who was commonly perceived to be an assertive
Prime Minister, withdrew from Sinai, and evacuated the city of Amit
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which had been built there, in return for a peace agreement with
Egypt. This act of faith was contrary to all appearances and had
massive popular approval. To my mind, this was testimony to an over-
riding and enduring desire for peace, when the opportunity presented
itself. .

The Israeli Self-image, Hopes, and Perception of their Situation.

In the spirit of the foregoing, let me set out the image most
Israelis have of themselves and how they perceive their
circumstances,

Let me say straight away that my presentation may be decried as
sanctimonious, and that I should know better. Palestinians, to whom
the Israeli occupation is odious, surely will feel this way and I
shall not take issue with them, Yet, all I say in the seguel I hold
to be basically true, and I am charitable with the Israelis because
they truly find themselves in an unenviable situation, politically
and militarily. o

The Israelis share the goals, common to all democracies, of promoting
their well-being by virtue of their internal exertions. They have no
national ambitions, detrimental to other countries, or designs on
them. They wish to live in peace and seek their sense of distinction
in succesgsfully integrating a heterogenous population, in doing good
and pioneering work in education, science, industry and agriculture,
and in being internationally recognized for the gpirit and the
quality of such assistance as they can render to countries engaged on
their own indigenous development. And they wish to be able to travel
freely in the area and visit those landscapes and places with which
the history of their people is bound up. This is simply a modern
version of the Zionist message, and the only one which makes sense,
If 1 am right - and I believe I am - and the Israelis were allowed to
live in peace with their neighbours, all I have said sbove would turn
out to be the sum total of their goals. Indeed, even under adverse
circumstances, these goals exercise and sustain them.

Circumstances, however, were not benign., From its inception in 1948,
the State of Israel was denied its very existence, unconditionally,
by all the Arab states in the Middle East and the North-African
littoral until its Atlantic coast. All wars fought - in 1948, 1956,
1967 and 1973 - were about the existence of Israel and not about any
gspecific issue of contention,

(With respect to 1956, this statement may be strongly contested.
Israel joined the Suez campaign only, in order to stop the
Egyptians from constantly dispatching Palestinian irregulars from
Gaza into Israel with the object throwing life in the country into
disarray. Indeed, buses to the south had to be protected by armed
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guards and the situation was bad. Israel had no other purpose).

The Lebanese campaign - beyond the establishment of a security zone
against rocket attacks - was the only questionable campaign initiated
by Israel. It was meant to make Israel's Northern border secure and
enable a Lebanese government to assume control of Lebanese affairs,
and in particular of the militias committed to war against Israel. It
did not achieve its objective and the Israeli army withdrew under
popular pressure. In no war did the Israelis ever engage with
territorial ambitions in mind. In particular, when in 1967 President
Nasser closed the Tiran straits, asked the UN troops to leave the
Sinai peninsula and put in his own divisions and promised "streams of
blood in Tel-Aviv", and when the U.S., Britain and France would not
live up to the guarantees they had given for the status-quo in the
Middle East, the Israelis were very uncertain about their fate in
what became known as the "Six-Day War" of 1967, They grimly
determined to withstand the expected onslaught, They had no other
ambition in mind, As it turned out, they found themselves in control
of the "occupied territories". They were immediately ready to return
most of them in exchange for peace, but were rebuffed by the three
"nos" of the Khartoum summit of Arab leaders: No recognition, No
negotiation, No peace, )

Thus they have been in occupation of these territories and their
restive population, since 1967, and cannot let go as long as these
territories could serve as deployment areas for hostile forces, as
they have in the past,

There was one signal and significant exception. ;.

When President Sa'adat came to Jerusalem in 1977 and said clearly:
"No more war" and offered peace in return for the Sinai peninsuls,
his offer was taken up - as I have mentioned before - with alacrity.
Indeed, I wonder, and so do many, what price for peace would be
exacted from the Israelis nowadays, had it not been for the
inadvertent occupation of Judea, Samaria, and Gaza in the Six-Day
War.

Let me remind the reader, that it is not history I am writing but the
perception the Israelis have of it,

In the mid-sixties, the Palestinian identity began to assgert itself,
vigorously., Until 1967, the Palestinians had been ruled by Jordan and
Egypt and the establishment of a Palestinian state was not on the
agenda. The establishment of a Palestinian state - in the whole of
Palestine, as stipulated in the Charter of the P.L.0. - became the
_pivotal issue in the Middle East, after the Israelis found themselves
in control of the "occupied territories'. The Isrzelis were in a deep
dilemma, It was utterly anathema to them to rule an alien population,
yet they could not just withdraw and contemplate one more hostile
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Arab state next to them, They appreciated how much the Palestinians
wished to be rid of Isreseli control, but could not lay themselves
bare, faced, as they were, with the unrelenting enmity of all the
Arab states and no prospect in sight of genuine peace, on any
condition. The Israelis made efforts to placate their uneasiness, by
promoting the development of a civilian infrastructure in the
territories, the foundation of six universities and the introduction
of intensive mgriculture, in the hope that these developments would
make for eventual co-operation, once peace in the area would enable
the Israelis to relinquish control. Yet, it was fallacious to assume
that these initiatives could make for tolerance and patience on the
part of the Palestinians, juxtaposed as they were with Israeli
suppression of attempts by the Palestinians to rid themselves of
Israeli governance,

Until the late sixties, the Israelis saw themselves - as they were,
and are - a minute island in a hostile sea of Arab states, They had a
problem with the world, but not with their self-image. Yet, once they
ruled an alien population and saw no way of relinquishing their
control, under prevailing circumstances, they were and are beset with
a dilemma which they alone are unable to resolve.

Until the late sixties, also, the Arab states had pursued their
designs on Israel unconditionally, just for its being there, and
brought to bear the clout of their numbers, their market potential,
and the cil-wealth of some, in order to enforce an economic boycott
of Israel, the severance of diplomatic ties with Israel by many
states with no conceivable interest in Middle Eastern affairs,
massive and automatic resolutiong against Israel at the UN and the
specialized agencies, and altogether not sparing any atteﬁpp to
ostracize Israel from the international community. However, until the
late sixties, all these attempts lacked any moral underpinnings.

After the Six-Day War, and with Israel in control of the occupied
territories, the moral underpinnings presented themselves, and a
large part of the international community was relieved to think that
there was now justification for the pursuit of Israel by the Arabs
which until then they had condoned with some misgivings. The picture
of Israel sitting pretty in its area, suppressing & Palestinian
minority, because they wanted to rule another few ten-thousands of
square kilometers, was attractive to much of the international
community. The willing support given to countless UN General Assembly
resolutions against Israel serves as stark evidence for this
statement, The fate of the Palestinians and the rights denied to
them, became the central issue of the Middle East and of peace in the
world, judging by the perpetual attention given to it by the Security
Council, Arab designs on the existence of Israel were completely
ignored, and Israel was left to contemplate its situation, alone.

The frustrations engendered in Israel for being denied any peace, or
acknowledgement of its precarious situation, produced also
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distortions in the thinking of many Israelis. It is the nature of
frustrations to seek ideological outlets. Movements sprang up wich
advocated the retention of the occupied territories, based on the
emotional ties of the Jews to the localities in which their history
took shape, and Jewish settlements were set up for similar emotional
reasons, These developments may seem offensive to some, and are
certainly resented by the Palestiniang. I, however, understand, ms I
have said, that it is frustrations which engender these movements.

And the frustrations are not of Israeli making. As I mentioned
before, the moment President Sa'adat convinced Mr. Begin, he wanted
peace and no more war, Sinail was returned to Egypt. This was a
sterling affirmation of what the Israelis really want. It is my
opinion that they would react in a similar spirit - but not
necessarily similar extent -~ if they were offered genuine peace and
all ideological extravagances would fade in consequence, especially
those which contrast sharply with the image the Israelis have of
themselves and the sense of achievement they seek.

I have recapitulated at gsome length the way the Israelis perceive the
history of their state since its inception, of their Arab environment
and of the at best tenuous reliance they can place on the
equitability of the international community,

More importantly, I have tried to convey what, I am certain, is the
enduring image the Israelis have of themselves and of the character
of their state. If they are given the chance, transitory appearances
would yield to the affirmation of their true sense of identity.

Conclusion -

Even though the assessments in this paper are personal, they reflect,
I believe, & large body of opinion in Israel. This is the only
justification for inviting their perusal. If these assessments are
challenged, & burden of persuasion rest on the challenger,
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Abstract. Against the background of the "theory” of nuclear-weapon-free zones as developed

in two United Nations expert studies and of another UN expert study on the issue of a nuclear-

weapon-free zone in the Middle East, the technical factors involved that have to be acted upon
beside the political and diplomatic problems, have been referred to and discussed. It 1s sugges-
ted that 2 nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East should be built upon a core group of
countries and that the core zone might later be extended to a wider area. A surprising degree of
common view was noted when the author in the summer of 1990 had an opportunity to visit
some of the countries in the area as member of a UN study group.
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Introduction

The concept of nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ), as it has emerged from the political
deliberation since the mid-1950s, has come to cover a spectrum of arrangements,
geographically ranging from whole continents like Latin America to a corridor in Centraleurope,
and functionally serving purposes of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons as well as
avoiding nuclear war. The NWFZ issue must, therefore, be studied both in historical and
conceptual terms.

The first proposal on regional limitation of nuclear weapons, introduced in the United
Nations, was tabled in 1956'. It referred to Central Europe. One year later Polen proposed the
so called Rapachi-plan on permanent absence of nuclear weapons from the entire territory of
several states in Central Europe’.

At that time two different approaches to military denuclearization were pursued in paralleil.
One was the open ended and global non-proliferation approach which started with the "Irish"
resolution’ and finally lead to the adoption, in 1968, of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT)". The purpose of that treaty was to prevent the number of nuclear
weapon states to grow beyond the five existing at the time, The fact that since then no state has
established itself as a nuclear weapon state is an important basis for the discussion of the
prospects for creation of nuclear weapon free zones.’

The other approach was the regional or zonal. The first result in this category was the
Antarctic Treaty of 1959 declaring the Antarctic continent a demilitarized zone and by
implication also a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

Two other multilateral agreements raising barriers to the deployment of nuclear weapons in
new areas and environments were the 1967 Outer Space Treaty and the 1971 Sea-Bed Treaty.

The first major achievement in the regional or zonal approach was the agreement in 1967 by
states in the Latin American region to create a nuclear-weapon-free zone in their continent, the

Treaty of Tlatelolco.

I UN Document DC/SC.1/41.

2 UN Document A/PV. 697.

3 A/RES/1665 (XVI).

4 AJRES/2373 (XXII) and S/RES/255.

3 The five nuclear weapon states are China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet Unton {on 24 December 1591
succeded by the Russian Federation) and the United States. India who is not a party to the NPT, did manufacture and
explode a nuclear device "for peaceful purposes® in 1974 but is usually not considered a nuclear weapon power. [t
was revealed in March 1993 that South Africa had maintained a nuclear weapon program for some time and
fabricated six nuclear explosive devices, but that these charges have now been fully dismantied. On 10 July 1991,
South Africa became a party to the NPT as a non-nuclear weapon state. Several other states which are not parties to
the NPT, are sometimes referred o as "threshold states™ as they are considered to have undertaken preparations for
becoming nuclear weapon powers. However, none of them have declared an intention to acquire nuclear weapons. As
of March 20th, 1994, the NPT had 164 parties including al! five established nuclear-weapon states.



A similar contribution was made in 1985, when the countries members of the South Pacific
Forum agreed to establish a nuclear-free zone ranging from Latin Amenca to the West coast of
Australia and from the Antarctic area to the equator, the Treaty of Rarotonga.6

Similar proposals have been made for the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones in vartous
parts of Europe, in the Middle East, South Asia, Africa and the ASEAN area.

The possibility of including international sea areas in proposed nuclear-weapon-free zones
has also been envisaged, such as the Baltic, the Mediterranean, the Indian Ocean, the South
Atlantic and the oceans surrounding Latin America; such arrangements would require a special
legal basis taking into account relevant provisions of international law’.

In the literature, there is a rich supply of proposals for establishing nuclear-weapon-free
zones ranging from local communities and cities to continent size areas and the entire globe. A
new idea was introduced in 1982 with the proposal for the creation of a corridor in Central
Europe from which tactical or battlefield nuclear weapons would be withdrawn. Unlike earlier
proposals, the area of application would be unrelated to national borders of the states involved
and no security assurances would apply. The rationale of the proposed measure is that it would
reduce the risk of such weapons becoming immediately involved in any conflict or incident by
geographically separating adversary tactical or battlefield nuclear weapons in the area.® The
specific proposal for such a corridor in Central Europe has become irrelevant due to the recent
development in the European political structure.

A number of areas have been declared demilitarized zones according to treaties concluded
long ago, most of them before the atomic bomb was invented. Among such areas are a number
of small islands in the Mediterranian. By implication such areas should today be considered
denuclearized as well.

In recent years local authorities in various countries have declared cities, towns, counties or
other subnational areas nuclear-weapon-free zones. Generally, such authorities have no legal
competence for decisions of this kind and would have no possibility to get their "zones"
internationally recognized. Such "zones" should therefore be considered expressions of opinion

rather than arms control measures.

Texts of treaties and other important international documnets referred to in this paper could in many cases be
found in Status of Multilateral Arms Regulation and Disarmament Agreements, Fourth Edition 1992, Volumes 1
and 2, (UN Sales No. E.93.IX.11) which is up-dated to 31 December 1992; or in J. Goldblat, Arms Control, A
Guide to Negotiations and Agreements, PRIO. Sage Publications. London. 1994, up-dated to October 1993.

" The political history of the existing nuclear-weapon-free zones and many of the proposed zones are described in
the reports of two United Nations expert studies. The {trst report was prepared in 1975, Comprehensive Study on the
Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in all its Aspects. United Nations Document A/10027/Add. 1, (UN Sales
Ne. E.76.1.7). The second report was almost but not entirelv finalized in 1985. It "exists” as an annex to a letter of
9 Fcbruary 1985 from the Chairman of the expert group, Dr Claus Témudd of Finland, to the Secretary General.
The formal status of this annex is subject to dispute. [t is, however, very informalive.

Common Security. Report by the Independent Commission on Disarmament ind Security [ssues. Simon and
Schuster. New York 1982, p.147. UN Document A/CN.1{0/38.



Reference should finally be made to the possibility envisaged in the humanitarian laws of
war to establish by agreement temporary demilitarized zones’.

A discussion of the role of nuclear-weapon-free zones in the post cold war era has recently
been published by Wolfsthal™.

Existing zones
Two nuclear-weapon-free zones have so far been established in densely populated areas''.
The Tlatelolco Trearym' of 1967 and The Rarotonga Treat},r13 of 1985 created such zones in Latin

America and the South Pacific respectively.

Latin America

The Latin American zone came into being as a result of a five year process between the first
endorsement of the proposal by UN General Assembly in 1962 and the first signing of the
treaty in 1967. The entry into force process is still going on. The treaty is now in force for 24
states. It is not yet in force for some 10 states, but an effort was made in 1992 to speed up the
accession process for the remaining states in order to attain the full entry into force of the treaty.
All dependencies are now subject to the zonal regim in accordance with Protocol 1%, Protocol
I1, the guarantee-protocol, has been in force for all nuclear weapon states since 1979.

The central provisions of the treaty are undertakings by the zonal states to use nuclear
material exclusively for peaceful purposes, not to possess nuclear weapons and not to permit
any presence of such weapons in their territories. The parties also undertake not to engage
themselves in or encouraging any nuclear weapon activity (Art. ).

The geographical scope of the zone would comprise all Latin American and Canibbean states
(Art. 25), all dependencies of extra-continental states (Protocol I), and also, when the treaty has
fully entered into force, considerable adjoining Attantic and Pacific sea areas (Art. 4:2).

Protocol I1 prescribes that nuclear weapon powers would respect the status of the zone and
that they would refrain from using or threatening the use of nuclear weapons against zonal

states.

¢ Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 and Relating to the Protection of Victims of

International Amed Conflict (Protocol 1), Art. 60.

10 Wolfsthal, J.B., Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: Coming of Age? Arms Control Today Vol. 23 (No 2) March

1993 pp3 - 5.

11 The term “densely populated™ area is frequently used to distinguish the Latin American and the South Pacific
zones from the Antarctica which some states for political reasons prefer to designate as a "populated” area rather than

the "unpopulated” place it is otherwise considered to be.

12 The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (UN Treaty Series, Vol.

634, No. 9068) had 33 parties as of 1 July 1963.
13 The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (UN Treaty Series No. 243592) had 13 parties as of 1 August 1993,
14 UN Documents A/C.1/L312/Rev.2 and A/RES/1911 (XVIID).

15 States with dependencies in Latin America are France, the Netherlands, UK, and USA.



The treaty also establishes a verification system including both the application of IAEA
safeguards to all nuclear activities of zonal states and the possibility of "special inspections” in
cases of suspected non-compliance (Art. 12-16).

[t should also be noted that the treaty explicitely permits the parties to carry out nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes, but such explosions would be subject to special control
procedures (Art. 18).

The South Pacific

The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone is the second to be established in a densely populated
area. The proposal to establish such a zone was endorsed by the General Assembly in 1975'°
but it lasted to 1985 until the states members of the South Pacific Forum concluded the

Rarotonga Treaty.

The entry into force process has been under way since. The treaty is presently in force for 11
out of the 15 Forum-members.

Annexed to the treaty are three protocols. Two are similar to those of the Tlatelolco Treaty.
The third requests the nuclear weapon states to refrain from nuclear testing in the zone area.
However, among the nuclear weapon powers, only China and the USSR have adhered to the
protocols.

Geographically, the South Pacific zone encompasses a very large area, extending from the
Latin American zone in the east to include Australia and Papua New Guinea in the west, from
Antarctica (lat. S 60°) in the south to the equator in the north. Most of that area is ocean, while
most treaty provisions apply to national territories only.

The central undertakings of the parties are not to possess nuclear weapons (Art. 3) and to
prevent stationing of such weapons in their territories (Art. 5). The treaty explicitely prohibits
nuclear testing (Art. 6, Protocol 3) and dumping of radioactive waste (Art. 7) within the entire
zonal area.

A control system similar to that of the Tlateloico Treaty is also envisaged. Unlike the
Tlatelolco Treaty, the Rarotonga treaty is in explicit harmony with the Non-Proliferation Treaty,

except that nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes are not permitted at all.

Antarctica

According to the Antarctic Treaty'’ agreed in 1959, the "white continent” was declared a
demilitarized zone (Art. I) implying that Antarctica is also a denuclearized area. At the same
time, the territorial claims in Antarctica were frozen (Art. IV)'®. The Antarctic Treaty prohibits
"any measure of a military nature” but does not explicitely forbid the introduction of nuclear

weapons into the continent, although the carrying out of nuclear explosions in the area is

16 A/RES/3477 (XXX)
17 The Antarctic Treaty (UN Treaty Series, Vol. 402, No. 5778) had 42 parties us of 1 August 1993

18 Seven states, Argentina, Australia, Chile, France, New Zealand, Norway, and the United Kingdom, have filed
territorial claims in Antarctica. The Argentine claim overlaps those of Chile and the United Kingdom.



explicitely prohibited (Art. V:1). The Antarctic Treaty applies to all geographical area south of
the latitude S 60° but does not limit the rights of any state under international law with regard to
the high seas (Art. VI).

Two proposed zones
Among the nuclear-weapon-free zones proposed but not established, two have been subject

to investigations published in official reports. These are the proposed zones in the Middle East"
and Northern Europe™.

Objectives and principles

Geographical, political and other circumstances related to nuclear-weapon-free zones would
make different zones different. No such zone would be an exact copy of another. The term
nuclear-weapon-free zone would, however, usually imply the fulfillment of certain objectives
and the implementation of certain elements of arms control. United Nations expert studies™
have contributed to establishing the scope and the frame of this concept.

The general objective for establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone would be to relieve a zonal
area from the threat of being involved in nuclear war. The fulfillment of this objective would
usually require cooperation both among prospective zonal states and between them and nuclear
weapon states and some other extra-zonal states.

But there may be a variety of further objectives for the establishment of such zones in
specific cases. Regarding proposed zones in Europe, the objective of geographical separation of
the nuclear weapons of the blocks has been referred to as an important objective.

The fulfillment of such objectives shall also be considered as a process in time. History has
shown that the establishment of the two densely populated zones is a process over decades. In
addition, the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone would always be considered a temporary

step and contribution to a process finally leading to general nuclear disarmament.

Definitions ‘

States participating in a nuclear-weapon-free zone are free 10 decide what measures they
consider appropriate to the requirements in their specific region. Indeed, each zone established
or proposed so far has been intended to serve purposes specific to each case and that will
probably be so in the future as well. None the less, a need for general definitions of the zone
concept has been met by the General Assembly and may be of assistance in formulating the

arrangements for specific future zone projects.

19 Towards a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East. UN Document A/45/345 (Sales No. E.91.1X.3.).
20 Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Nordic Area. Report from the Nordic Senior Offictals Group. March 1991,

21 Compare note 7.



The General Assembly in 1975 defined the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone as

2

follows:”
L. Definition of the concept of a nuclear-weapon -free zone

1. A nuclear-weapon-free zone shall, as a general rule, be deemed to be any zone,
recognized as such by the General Assembly of the United Nations, which any group of
States, in the free exercise of their sovereignty, has established by virtue of a treaty or
convention whereby:

(a) The statute of total absence of nuclear weapons to which the zone shall be subject,
including the procedure for the delimitation of the zone, is defined;

(b) An international system of verification and control is established to guarantee
compliance with the obligations deriving from that statute.

1. Definition of the principal obligations of the nuclear weapon States towards nuclear-
weapon-free zones and towards the States included therein

2. In every case of a nuclear-weapon-free zone that has been recognized as such by the
General Assembly, all nuclear weapon States shall undertake or reaffirm, in a solemn
international instrument having full legally binding force, such as a treaty, a convention or a
protocol, the following obligations:

(a) To respect in all its parts the statute of total absence of nuclear weapons defined in the
treaty or convention which serves as the constitutive instrument of the zone;

(b) To refrain from contributing in any way to the performance in the territories forming
part of the zone of acts which involve a violation of the aforesaid treaty or convention;

(¢) To refrain from using or threatening to use nuclear weapons against the States
included in the zone." :

Three years later, in 1978, the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General
Assembly referred to the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone as

"60. The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones on the basis of arrangements freely
arrived at among the States of the region concerned constitutes an important disarmament
measure.

61. The process of establishing such zones in different parts of the world should be
encouraged with the ultimate objective of achieving a world entirely free of nuclear weapons.
In the process of establishing such zones, the characteristics of each region should be taken
into account. The States participating in such zones should undertake to comply fully with all
the objectives, purposes and principles of the agreements or arrangements establishing the
zones, thus ensuring that they are genuinely free from nuclear weapons.

62. With respect to such zones, the nuclear weapon States in turn are called upon to give
undertakings, the modalities of which are to be negotiated with the competent authority of the
zone, in particular:

(a) To respect strictly the status of the nuclear weapon free zone;

(b) To refrain from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against the States of the
zone."

"Nuclear weapon" is among the specific terms that may require an explicit definition in a treaty
establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone. None of the multilateral treaties of world-wide scope
concluded so far contains a definition of nuclear weapon. The regional Treaty of Tlatelolco,
containing such a definition in its article 5, is the only treaty to do so. While there may be a general
understanding of what a nuclear weapon is, the countries seeking to establish a nuclear weapon
free zone may wish to define the scope of the nuclear weapon concept, in particular, whether the
agreed measures would relate to nuclear warheads, to all nuclear explosive devices as is the case in

the non-proliferation treaty, or wether to include the delivery vehicles carrying nuclear warheads.

22 A/RES/3472 B (XXX).



If delivery systems are to be prohibited, "nuclear-weapon system" may be another term to
define when seeking to establish a nuclear weapon free zone. Here the question of so-called dual
capability systems, which can be used for both nuclear and other weapons, poses particular
problems of definition and verification.

The term "a nuclear-weapon State” may also require an explicit definition in a treaty seeking to
establish a nuclear weapon free zone, as such States may be requested to assume obligations
specific to them. The term was defined in article IX:3 of the Non-proliferation Treaty as a State
having manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device priorto 1
January 1967. This definition does not, however, cover a new country acquring nuclear weapons
after the stated date beyond the five established at the time. The possibility of "the rise of a new
power possessing nuclear weapons" is referred to in article 28 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Another problem in this connection wouid be to refer to and accomodate potential zonal states
who de facto are nuclear weapon states but who have not officially established themselves as such.
They may have access to nuclear weapons through an alliance with a nuclear weapon state or have
made advanced preparations necessary for independent acquisition of nuclear weapons. The latter

category of states are sometimes referred to as "threshold states".

Important objectives

Within the context of "the uitimate objective af achieving a world entirely free of nuclear
weapons", as set forth by the General Assembly in the Final Document of the Tenth Special
Session, several other objectives having regional or, in some cases, also wider significance can be
identified and, depending on the circumstances in each case, may be pursued or specified in a
zonal agreement. The relevance and relative emphasis of such objectives may vary from one region
to another. The subsequent evolution, i.e. development and improvement over time of a zone
‘agreement, would also be possible and, in some cases, feasible. Without prejudice to other

objectives, which may be added according to the needs in a specific case, the following general

objectives would be important.

(a) To spare the zonal States from the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons;

(b) To contribute to averting potential nuclear threats and, thereby, to reducing the danger
of war, in particular nuclear war;

(c) To contribute to the process of disarmament, in particular nuclear disarmament;

(d) To contribute to regional and world stability and security;

{e) To contribute to preventing prolifération of nuclear weapons, horizontal, vertical as
well as geographical;

(f) To strengthen confidence and improve relations between zonal States;

(g) To facilitate and promote co-operation in the development and use of nuclear energy

for peaceful purposes in the region and between zonal and extra-zonal States.



Geographical Considerations
No precise requirements can be set as regards the suitable size of nuclear-weapon-free zones,

which could range from whole continents to small areas. Sometimes a nuclear-weapon-free zone
may be initially established in a more limited area and later extended as other countries agree to join
in. If large parts of the world are to be kept free from nuclear weapons, the extension of
nuclear-weapon-free zones to whole continents would provide the best way to achieve that aim.

The extent of a zone has to depend on the specific characteristics of the region and the precise
arms control objectives to be realized.

A single state could establish itself, or even part of itself, as a nuclear-weapon-free zone.”
Normally, however, a nuclear-weapon-free zone would comprise the national territories of two or
more neighbouring states including their territorial waters and airspace. It would also be possible
for states separated from each other by high sea areas or otherwise to form a nuclear-weapon-free
Zone.

Furthermore, a nuclear-weapon-free zone might be extended into geographical areas not under
the jurisdiction of any state, for instance sea areas beyond territorial waters.

One element of a zone arrangement could be "thinning-out", i. e. withdrawal or other measures
regarding nuclear weapons, military forces or military activities in an area adjacent to the zone, the
purpose being to enhance the security of zonal states and the credibility of the assurances extended
to the zone by extra-zonal states.

Such security areas adjacent to the zone could be both land and sea areas. They would have to
conform to specific conditions in each case and could be based upon agreements reached among
the countries directly concerned. Measures of this kind could also be defined in functional terms,
that is, in terms of the relations that relevant weapons, forces and military activities could have to
the zone. In the latter case the extension of the "adjacency” would implicitly be related to the ranges

of these weapons, forces and activities,

Basic measures and obligations

There would be three measures of central importance for the achievement of the objectives of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the general case. These are

* the non-possession of nuclear weapons by zonal States,

* the non-stationing of nuclear weapons by any State within the geographical area of

application of the zone, and

23 There are a number of cases in which only part of a state may be included in a zone. Obvious ones are:

i. A state has dependencies in another region than the mainland and such dependencies are included in a nuclear-
weapon-free zone. The first protocolls of both the Tlatelolco and Rarotonga treaties apply to this case.

2. A state belongs o a nuclear-weapon-free zone but a far away dependency does not.

3. A special part of a country is a denuclearized or demilitarized zone and the mainland is not. An example is
the demilitarized Spitsbergen-archipelago, a dependency of Norway.

4. A nuclear weapon state has a mililary base in a country within a nuclear-weapon-free zone, but the host
country has no responsibility for the base. An example is the US base of Guantinamo in Cuba.
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* the non-use or non-threat of use of nuclear weapons throughout the zone or

against targets within the zone.

The meaning of these measures might seem clear enough. However, their legal representation
could be complicated, as shown e.g. by the definition of "nuclear weapon” in the Tlatelolco Treaty
(Art 5).

The non-possession measure would apply to zonal states. It could be codified in a simple
manner if relying on the concepts of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, mainly its Article II**, If the
zone encompasses only territories of non-nuclear weapon states parties to the NPT,
non-possession would be established as long as NPT is in force™. If the zone is to encompass
states which are not parties to the NPT or states which are nuclear weapon states, a special regime
must be drafted. The same would be true in the special case that only a part of a state will be
included in the zone. If the whole of a nuclear weapon state is to be included, a procedure for
abandonment of its nuclear weapons must be prescribed.

Also prescribed should be the right or non-right of zonal states to acquire and operate nuclear
explosive devices for peaceful purposes. Because of the technological similarity of nuclear
weapons and nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes, the possession of such devices by
some zonal states would significantly weaken a zonal regime. As the peaceful nuclear explosion
technology now seems generally unfeasible, sacrificing th;a right to possess them would harm the
parties very little while enhancing the effectivity of the zone very much.

The non-deployment measure would primarily apply to the zonal states as far as land areas are
concerned. Zonal states could not, however, by agreement among themselves, prohibit innocent
passage (or transit passage) by vessels of nuclear-weapon states in their territorial waters.

The founding legal instrument of the zone must also define whether it would be only the nuclear
warheads that should not be present in the zone or if the prohibition should also include
installations being integral parts of nuclear weapon systems.

Related to the non-deployment measure is "transit” of nuclear weapons through zonal territory.
The transit concept would include transit over a limited period of time of nuclear weapons by a
nuclear weapon state, on fand, by air or in internal waters including cails at ports by ships carrying
nuclear weapons.

The transit issue was extensively discussed when the Latin American zone was negotiated. The
problem was solved by not being solved. Transit was left to the individual zonal states to permit or
not permit in each case. The South Pacific zone has a similar transit regime.

A zonal treaty should prescribe if transit would be generally prohibited or arranged in a way

similar to the Tlatelolco formula. Transit through zonal high sea areas or through territories

24 Article I of the NPT provides that " each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive
the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of cantrol over
such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not 1o mamufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assisiance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices™.

25 In 1995, the future of the NPT will be discussed at a special conference of the parties in accordance with the
treaty’s Art X:2. Probably, the treaty will remain in force.
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belonging to nuclear weapon powers could not be permitted without making the zonal regime of
such areas an illusion.

The non-use measure would be a commitment by states controlling nuclear weapons. Legally
this provision has been given the form of a separate protocol to existing Zone agreements.
Reservations to the guarantee-protocol could not be avoided in the Latin American case.

Consideration of the non-use measure should be made against the background of ongoing
negotiations on general negative security assurances at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.
All five nuclear-weapon states have made unilateral declarations that they would not attack or
threaten to attack with nuclear weapons states that possess no such weapons of their own or host
those of others on their territories. These declarations are not coordinated and include some
conditions and reservations. The Soviet Union has also generally pledged not to be the first power
to use nuclear weapons in a conflict.”®

The reservations are linked to the question whether a state can be a member of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone and also of a military alliance with a nuclear-weapon state
simultaneously. This is certainly possible provided, however, that the two sets of commitments are
not contradictory.

Linked to the non-use measure has been the idea mentioned above that this measure should be
compiemented by a "thinning-out” arrangement in areas adjacent to the proposed zone. The
“thinning-out” idea implies that those nuclear weapons should be withdrawn that are targeted
against the zone or that have short ranges and are deployed very close to the zone, thus making
them usable primarily against the zone. If such weapons are not withdrawn, the non-use

commitments would be less credible.

Special provisions for denuclearized sea areas

There is a significant difference between applying arms control in sea areas as compared to land
areas, because of different legal regimes. Almost all land is subject to the jurisdiction of one state,
a well-known exception being Antarctica. As a consequence, adversary military forces on land are
geographically separated from each other in peacetime. Naval forces of different states, on the

other hand, may mix all over the sea, on the surface, in the water, under the ice, and on the

sea-bed. Indeed, they frequently do so.

Coastal states have full jurisdiction over their internal waters only. Their jurisdiction also
extends to their territorial seas and archipelagic waters, except that flag states enjoy the right of
innocent passage for ships in such waters (there is a more liberal regime of transit passage through

¢

26 The content of these unilateral guaranties are summarized in Compilation of Basic Documents relating 10 the
Question of Effective International Arrangemenis to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States against the Use of Nuclear
Weapons (UN Document CD/SA/WP. 15, 16 March 1953) Camparc also The United Nations DISARMAMENT
YEARBOOK VOL. 14:1989 pp 179 - 180. Very recently (3 November 1993), the Russian Federation has adopled a
defence doctrine which does not include the USSR no-first-use declaration of 12 June 1982.
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international straits)” . In exclusive economic zones or on the high seas the coastal states have no
jurisdiction related to nuclear weapons.

Zonal states have no right according to international law to limit by agreement among
themselves the rights of flag states to navigate ships or fly aircraft in such waters. Their
denuclearization would require agreement in principle among all states having the right to use them

or at [east among the nuclear weapon states to make the regime effective.

Complaints and Control Procedures

Itis traditionally recognized that effective implementation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone
agreement would require a system of verification to ensure that all states involved, zonal as well as
extra-zonal, comply with their obligations. The precis scope and nature of such a system would
vary from zone to zone and depend upon the nature of the obligations prescribed. Generally a
zonal treaty would have to include provisions both for verifying compliance and a complaints
procedure for settling issues of suspected non-compliance, should such cases arise.

In general, subject to verification should be:

(a) All nuclear activities of zonal states to ensure that peaceful nuclear activities are not
diverted to the manufacture of nuclear weapons; ‘

(b) the comittment that no nuclear weapons are present within the zone; special régimes
would be required for ses areas and for nuclear-weapon-state controlled areas that may be
inciuded in the zone;

(c) the removal of nuclear weapons that may be present within the zonal area at the time
of entry into force of the zone agreement, possibly also requiring an account of the nuclear
history of participating zonal states;

(d) the implementation of other measures associated with the zone agreement.

Most verification related to peaceful nuclear activities of zonal states could be entrusted to the
safeguards system of the Intemational Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The IAEA is now operating
safeguards in very many states, including ail non-nuclear weapon states parties to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. This traditional safeguards system could require extension and reinforcment
for the purpose of verifying a specific zone agreement by additional procedures especially defined
and described in that agreement. While the provisions of the current NPT-related safe guards
system was a compromize at the time of conclusion of the negotiations of the NPT and while the
system has been considered adequate and has been working well for long time, recent experiences
has provoked a discussion about a possible revision of the system to make it more effective.

In some regions, the zonal parties may prefer to establish standing organs or special bodies for
carrying out verification. In regions where sharp conflicts exist, entrusting the task of verification
to an international orgamzation, perhaps supplemented by bilateral arrangements, might be

preferred.

27 The legal concepts of "innocent passage” and “transit passage™ are delined in the United Nations Convention of
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Articles 17 - 33, 45, and 52, and Articles 38 - 44 respectively.



13

IAEA could assume responsibility for safeguards subject to special agreements. However, to
entrust all verification activities referred to above to IAEA may go beyond the Agency s current
practicies, although its statute gives the Agency considerable possibilities in that respect.

There is also the possibility that an agreement on a nuclear-weapon-free zone would provide to
any party a right to undertake verification activities in other states parties to the zonal agreement,
including on-site inspection. One mode! for such a system could be the verification system laid
down in several arms control agreements adopted within the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), i. e. the Stockholm and Vienna Documents on confidence-
building measures and the CFE Treatyzs. These treaties give each party the right to undertake
inspections in the territory of any other party and obliges every party to recieve and accomodate on
short notice such inspections in its own territory. Another example of far-reaching on-site
verification is included in the 1988 Treaty between the USA and the USSR on the Elimination of
Their Intermidiat-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty)”. Mutual verification of this
obligatory nature could be particularly attractive to states, such as Israel, that might often find
themselves outvoted within intemational arrangements where decisions are taken by majority
votes.

Verification of denuclearization applying to sea areas would involve measures different from
those applying on land. Every ship or aircraft has the right to navigate almost anywhere at sea and
that would certainly facilitate national verification activities. On the other hand, under international
law, warships are "immune” and agreements on onboard inspection seem unrealistic. Furthermore,
several nuclear-weapon powers neither confirm nor deny the presence or absence of nuclear
weapons on specific ships at specific times’ . But such a policy would be difficult to reconcile with
a denuclearization or "thinning-out” regime at sea if warships or aircraft of nuclear-weapon states
waould be permitted at all within the agreed zonal area. It is true that recent measures undertaken by
the nuclear-weapon powers imply that most nuclear weapons are removed from ships in peacetime
leaving only a few submarines cruizing the seas with strategic nuclear missiles onboard. However,
the nuclear-weapon powers would continue to practice the neither confirming nor denying policy.

The problem will thus remain although scaled down.

28 The Document of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament
in Europe (1986), the Vienna Document 1990 of the Negotiations on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures,
the Trealy on conventional Armed Forces in Europe, and the Vienna Document 1992 of the Negotiations on
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures.

29 The text of the INF Treaty is reproduced in The United Nations DISARMAMENT YEARBOOK. Vol. 12:1987
pp 44 - 474

30 For an account of the consequences of thesc policies, see i. e, Prawitz, J., The "Neither Confirming nor
Denying” Policy at Sea in Goldblat, J.(Ed.), Maritime Security: The Building of Confidence. Document
UNIDIR/92/89 (Sales No. GV.E.92.0.31).
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The Middle East as a NWFZ application

The combination of open conflicts and nuclear programs of size in the Middle East does provide
both the political incentives and a technological basis for nuclear weapon proliferation in the
region. This has been understood for long time. This has also been considered unfortunate for
long time. The current conflict pattern in the Middle East, while attracting the involvement of major
powers, is regional. The possible ambitions of the countries in the area to acquire nuclear weapons
have their roots in this regional context.

The issue of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East has been researched
and studied by the Egyptian scholar and diplomat Mahmoud Karem®'.

The UN report on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East

Political efforts to change this situation have focussed on the possibility to establish a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the area. Back in 1974, Iran supported by Egypt raised the issue in
the UN General Assembly. Since that time, the General Assembly has every year adopted a
resolution recommending the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East
(NWEFZME). Since 1980, this annual resolution has been adopted by consensus, i.e. with the
support of all Arab states, Iran and Israel.

In the fall of 1988, the annual resolution’- now initiated by Egypt. also requested the Secretary
General to "undertake a study on effective and verifiable measures which would facilitate the
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East". The report™ was prepared before
Irag's invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, but submitted to the Genral Assembly after that
invasion. It was, however, welcomed and adopted by consensus that same year.>* The UN report

includes a full account of the history of the issue in the United Nations.

What is the Middle East?
A precise geographical definition of the Middle East does not exist. However, for the purpose
of discussing issues of nuclear non-proliferation, international safeguards and development of

nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has

3t M. Karem, A Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East: Problems and Prospects. Greenwood Press. New
York. 1988. The same author has later published A Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East: A Historical
Overview of the Patterns of Involvment of the United Nations in T. Rauf (Ed.), Regional Approaches to Curbing
Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East and South Asia, Aurora Papers 16. Canadian Centre for Global Security.
December 1992.

32 GA Res 43/65.
33 UN Document A/45/435; UN Sales No.E.91.1X.3.

34 GA Res 45/52 op.8.
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outlined the definition that the Middle East would include "the area extending from the Libya in the
West, to Iran 1n the East, and from Syria in the North to Yemen in the South">,

This could be considered the core area of the Middle East that for various purposes might be
extended. ‘

This IAEA-defined core area would encompass the major conflict areas in the region, i.e. the
Arab-Israeli conflict, the Iran-Iraq conflict and the Iraqi south-bound expansion ambitions.

To delimit a zonal area is always a delicate problem. The geographic limits of a nuclear-
weapon-free zone should normally be established by agreement among the states concerned. A
discussion of the limits of 2 Middle East zone can, therefore, only be preliminary. Such a
discussion is nevertheless essential in order to develop a generally accepted list of countries the
participation of which would be necessary to make the zone meaningful in military and political
terms.

A zone could be developed in stages, beginning with the core countries as defined by the IAEA
formula and later extended to encompass all states directly connected to current conflicts in the
region, i. e. all contries members of the League of Arab States (LAS), Iran and Israel.

As to the specifics, the JAEA definition clearly excludes Turkey, Cyprus and Maita. But Turkey
is a NATO member and a candidate for a proposed nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Balkans. US
nuclear weapons formerly deployed onTurkey s territory are reported to have been withdrawn.
Cyprus and Malta are generally considered not to host any nuclear weapons, although there are
two British military bases on Cyprus. Given these facts, those countries may best be thought of as
neighbours to a future Middle East zone, from which it would be reasonable to expect
commitments to respect and support a zonal regime.

Afghanistan and Pakistan border Iran to the East and their inclusion in a Middle East zone has
sometimes been suggested as desirable. However, their interests focus in other directions and their
participation in a Middle East zone may not be essential.

The same can be said about the newly independent states of Armenia, Azerbaijan, and
Turkmenistan also bordering the prospective zonal area. The latter three states are outside the IAEA
formula for the obvious reason that they were part of the Soviet Union at the time the formula was
drafted.

Djibouti, Somalia and the Sudan are members of LAS not included in the IAEA definition.
While there may be substancial reasons for including the Sudan , geographical reasons clearly
make Djibouti and Somalia less important. The present problems in Somalia also excludes that
country for the time being. '

The group of states situated west of Libya could be considered in a similar way. While it may
seem reasonable to include Algeria in the core group, the participation of Tunisia, Morocco, and
the westernmost LAS state Mauritania could be politically desirable while in a military sense not

immediately essential.

35 Technical Study on Different Modalities of Application of Safeguards in the Middle East. Document IAEA-GC
(XXXII1)/887, 29 August 1989. A similar definition is suggested in the 1975 UN study Comprehensive Study on
the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in all its Aspects. United Nations Document A/10027/Add. 1, (UN

Sales No. E.76.1.7). para 72.
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On the western part of the North African coast, there are a few tiny enclaves of Spain. If a zone
would extend to that part of North Africa, those enclaves may be treated in the same way as
dependencies are covered by Protocol | of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.

Several sea areas may be considered for inclusion in or for “thinning-out” measures in relation
to a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. Both the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf may be
enclosed or semi-enclosed within the zonal area. Prospective zonal areas have coasts in the
Mediterranean, the Atlantic, and the north western Indian Ocean. Because of the legal status of sea
areas, maritime arrangements should be prescribed in separate protocols to a Zone agreement.

The Law of the Sea does not apply to the Caspian Sea which used to be divided between Iran
and the Soviet Union. As the Iranian part would probably be the only part to be included in a
Middle East zone, the division of the Soviet part of the sea between the four new states of Russia,
Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, and Kasakhstan would not matter.

The prospective zonal area would include a few international straits subject to the regime of
transit passage, i. e, the straits of Gibraltar, Bab al Mandab, and Hormuz. Also important in this
respect is the Suez Canal, an international waterway crossing through Egyptian territory open "in
time of war as in time of peace, to every vessel of commerce or of war, without distinction of flag”
according to the Constantinople Convention of 29 October 1888°°. This convention is also referred
to in the Egypt - Israel Peace Treaty of 1978, which provides, i. a. that the Strait of Tiran and the
Gulf of Agaba are "international waterways open to all pations”.

Inclusion of international waters in a nuclear-weapon-free zone would essentially effect the
nuclear weapon powers having the legal right to frequent such waters with nuclear weapons.
While recent withdrawals of all nuclear wepons from ships except strategic ballistic missiles
onboard submarines have made the issue less sensitive than before, such inclusion would still be
problematic and should be judged together with all the commitments that nuclear weapon powers
would be expected to assume in relation to the zone.

A Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone would be different from the Latin American zone and
the South Pacific zone in one important respect. It would have neighbours around almost its entire
periphery. It might be desirable to invite neighbouring states, e. g. Turkey, Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Turkmenistan, Cyprus, Malta, Greece, Italy, Spain, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Chad, Ethiopia, and
perhaps others, to assume a commitment to respect and support the zonal arrangments.

It should be noted that the suggested core zone would border both NATO territory (Turkey) and
countries members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). As nuclear weapons are
reported to have been withdrawn from the territories of these states, there may still be an interest in
codifying this situation by means of a "thinning-out” protocol. Securing such measures would

seem useful for the success of the zonal agreement although not fundamental.

Nuclear programmes
Many countries in the Middle East have intentions to develop nuclear power production for

peaceful purposes and to estasblish nuclear fuel cycle facilities, which in some cases also would

36 Only a ship Mying the flag of a state at war with Egypt can be prevented from passing the Canal.
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have the potential to serve a possible nuclear weapon fabrication programme. In most cases, such
peaceful programmes have been initiated but they are modest today37. Only Israel has a current
capability to pursue a nuclear weapon programme. In addition, as was revealed in 1991, Iraq had
undertaken very significant clandestine preparations to fabricate their own nuclear weapons.

It should be understood, however, that acquiring even a modest nuclear force without outside
assistance is a major operation and that the time and effort required for various proliferation-prone
states to join the atomic club is often grossly underestimated. The recently disclosed nuclear
weapon progamme of South Africa is very illustrative in this respect33.

1t should also be noted that many countries in the Middie East are parties to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty and thus obliged to submit all their nuclear material to IAEA inspection.

Significant countries which are not, include Algeria and Israel.

Morocco is a member of the IAEA and a party to the NPT (1970). Morocco has one 2 Megawatt
research reactor under construction.

Algeria is a member of the JAEA but not a party to the NPT. Algeria has announced an interest
in estasblishing a nuclear programme but the activity was limited. One 1 Megawatt research reactor
was commissioned in 1989 and is subject to IAEA safeguards. A second 15 Megawatt test reactor
went critical in 1992 and will be subject to [AEA safeguards.

Libya is both a member of the IAEA and a party to the NPT (1975). Libya has one 10 megawatt
research reactor subject to JAEA safeguards.

Egypt is both a member of the IAEA and a party to the NPT (1981). Egypt has one 2 megawatt
research reactor subject to IAEA safeguards. A 20 Megawatt reactor is planned.

Israelis a member of the IAEA but not a party to the NPT. Israel has one 5 Megawatt research
reactor and one 26 Megawatt reactor (Dimona). The former is subject to IAEA safeguards, the
latter is not. The Dimona reactor is widely assumed to be the basis for production of plutonium for
possible manufacture of nuclear weapons.

Syria is a member of the JAEA and a party to the NPT (1969). One 30 Megawatt research
reactor is under construction.

Iran is both a member of the JAEA and a party to the NPT (1970). Iran has one 5 megawatt
research reactor and three other small facilities, all subject to JAEA safeguards. A 27 Megawatt
research reactor is under construction. Two power reactors of 1200 Megawatt(e) each was under
construction, but have not been worked on for some time.

Saudi Arabia has planned to build one 1G Megawatt research reactor.

Facts about the nuclear programmes of individual countries used in this paper were found in the {AEA
publications Nuclear Power Reactors in the World (April 1993 Edition) and Nuclear Research Reactors in the World
(December 1993 Edition).

3 In 1993, it was officially revealed that South Africa had fabricated six nuclear explosion devices of a simple

guntype based on domestically produced highly cnriched uranium. These devices have been dismantled and South
Africa became, in July 1991, a party 1o the NPT as a non-nuclear weapon state. For a description of the South
African case, sce W. Stumph, South Africa s Nuclear Weapons Programme (1o be published); and 1. W. de Villiers,
R. Jardine, M. Reiss, Why South Africa Gave Up the Bonb, Foreign Affairs Vol. 72 (No. 5 November/December
1993) pp 98- 1065.



is

Irag is a special case. Iraq is both a member of the JAEA and a party to the NPT (1969). Before
the Gulf warin 1991, it was believed that the nuclear programme of Iraq was limited to one 5.5
and one 5 Megawatt research reactor. Both were subject to IAEA safeguards. They were shutdown
during the Gulf war..

However, after the Guif war, it was revealed that Iraq had for many years pursued a clandestine
multibillion dollar nuclear weapons programme. This programme, involving also various uranium
enrichment efforts, has been in direct violation of Irag's obligations under the NPT. By Security
Council decisions, Iraq is now ordered to destroy all facilities in its weapon program. This process

is supervised and verified by a special commission appointed by the Security Council.

The current nuclear programmes of the Middle East countries suggests that only Israel has a
nuclear weapon capability, or as many experts believe, is already a nuclear weapon power. The
Israeli government has many times declared that Israel will not be the first country to introduce
nuclear weapons in the Middle East. This policy of deliberate ambiguity has been said to serve
Israel’s security interests in three ways: Firstly, in times of gloom, it gives hope to the Israelis;
secondly, it may provide caution to the enemies of Israel; and thirdly, it relieves other states from
the delicate burden of taking an explicit position on the matter”.

The military programme of Iraq will now be eliminated. The programme of the other Arab states
and of Iran cannot support a nuclear weapon programme, but may be able to do so in a not-so near

future.

Preliminary steps
The UN report suggests a catalogue of measures to serve as confidence-building measures and

as steps to prepare for a régime that would finally become a nuclear-weapon-free zone.

Obviously, the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone would require cooperation among
not only the prospective zonal states but also between them and nuclear weapon states and other
outside states.

Among recommended confidence-building measures were a regional nuclear test ban, the
applying of IAEA safeguards on nuclear facilities in the area not covered at present, the acceding to
the NPT by states currently non-parties, and providing for transparency regarding all major nuclear
projects in the area. International safeguard issues involved was explored at an IAEA workshop in
Vienna 4-7 may 1993 on Modalities for the Application of Safeguards in a Future Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East™. |

Nuclear weapon powers could extend negative nuclear security assurances to prospective zonal
states and commit themselves not to station nuclear weapons in the area. Any outside state could

declare past, current, and future supply of nuclear material and equipment to recipients in the

3?  Aterling Wedar, C., Hellman, S., Soder, K., (Eds.), Towards a Nuclear-Weapon-Free World. Swedish Initia-
tives. (ISBN 91-972128-0-6) Stockholm 1993. p181.

40 The Proceedings of the Workshop on "Modalities for the Application of Safeguards in @ Future Nuclear-
Weapon-IFree Zone in the Middle East™ including the presentations made 1s available from the International Atomic
Energy Agency, Division of External Relations, in Vienna.
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prospective zonal area in order to put light on projects now creating suspicion that they may have a
military role.

The report also states that outside support for peaceful nuclear activities in the area would be
especially appropriate especially when those activities have a multilateral or regional character.
Joint projects on nuclear power might be of great interest to countries which are not rich in oil. The
provision of international facilities for nuclear waste disposal would help to ensure against

diversion of fissionable material to military purposes.

Shared views

Although negotiations to overcome the conflicts in the Middle East have been very difficult,
indeed, to get started, the consultations undertaken when preparing the UN report in the summer
of 1990 showed a surprising degree of common view on fundamental matters among many of the

states in the area; Arab states as well as Iran and [srael. Among the shared views were

* The process to establish a NWFZME would take several years;
* The geographical concept suggested in the report was generally accepted;
* Positive security assurances beyond those outlined in Secunty Council resolution

$/255 (1968)"! would be necessary. If a zonal state would be subject of aggression, guarantors
should assist the victim, punish the aggressor and provide recovery assistance as necessary. It is
intriguing to notice that such farreaching guarantees did apply just a few months later in order to
liberate Kuwait after it had been occupied by Iraq.

* Verification procedures much more far-reaching than those prescribed under the NPT
would be necessary. Again the IAEA operations later undertaken in Iraq under a Security Council
mandate” show what will be necessary. (Israel wanted additional verification rights similar to
those prescribed in the CSCE Stockholm Document in order not to be discriminated against in

decision processes based on majority votes.)

* Initial confidence-building measures would be an effective method to support the
process of establishing a NWFZME.
* Although Israel was generally considered a nuclear weapon state, a view neither

encouraged nor denied by Israel itself, nuclear weapons were considered political rather than

war-fighting instruments.

Because of the above-mentioned common views, a NWFZME could be considered a realistic
project, although the establishment of such a zone would most probably take some time. The

immediate obstacle is rather to get taiks started.

41 The resolution was adopted in June 1968 to support the NPT. [t calls upon the Security Council to take
immediate action, should a purty to the NPT be subject to nuclear aggression or the threat of such aggression.

4> SC Res 687 (1991) 3 April 1991.
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