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Assia Bensillah Alaoui 

THREAT PERCEPTIONS FROM mE MAGHREB POINT OF VIEW* 

Defining threat perceptions from the Maqhreb point of view is not 

an easy task. There is no regional structure that surveys the 

evolving security situation, while the emerging coordination in 

security matters remains extremely limited. 

In the absence of official documents related to security and 

defense .policies, and of national security debates, national 

perceptions, cannot themselves be systematically explored. The 
....-"\._ 

picture is further blurred by prevailing western analysis which 
----~-----------"'--.~·__... .. --.-~-....___,__.--'--~------·~·------.~--·-

tend to focus on radical Islam, demographic imbalance between 

north and south, risks of nuclear and ballistic missile 

poliferation in Libya and Algeria ... The appraisal of the region 

as a new •arc of crisis• in the south is presented itself as a 

•threat• to European security and to western values. 

Despite some broad similarities, the nature of threats, risks, 

challenges to security varies considerably from Nouakchott to 

Tripoli. However, per_ceptions across the region are congruent 
~ -----··---- -·--~---·-· 

with regard to the primacy of the domestic security conceQs -----.__, ______________ .~-----·--··-:-------·---------~~--~----------
including their role as determinants of regional behaviours. 
--~------~--~--------------------~----··--------~--~-·· 

Could be perceived as well , some common concerns related to the 

future of North-South relations in the post-cold war era- This 

paper will outline briefly the regional trends before summarizing 

National perceptions. 

•Draft.Not for quotation 
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1. Regional trends and common concerns. 

With the end of the cold war, there is a growing tendancy to see 

threats every·where. Apart from a few exceptions, risks would be 

a more appropriate term to qualify the challenges to the Maqhreb 

security. 

· After more than a quarter of a century of inter·states tension, 

security seems above all a matter of domestic stability. 

· Tl;l.e new factors of instability seem political, economic and c-------------- ------·-·-----------------------~-~------~--------- -- 11 

social rather than_mili.tary. ------- ---
• The qrowinq strenqth of islamic opposition movements with an 

-----=:_____....:____ ·---------.. ~---------··---·-
open crisis in Alqeria and 

democratization have brouqht 

forefront. 

the qr~~r~ssure for 

internal ~~llenge~ to t~e 
. ----- - ""' "-' ~ . 

• All the countries face demographic and economic problems of a 
•, --'--- ---------------· 

lonq·term nature which have led to occasional violent consumers 

riots. One of the difficulties when defining threat perceptions 

is to determine what •threats• could reach the military level ? 

Tension between public and elite opinion_ with im~ort~t 

j.mpllg.!:.i_s!§......£9,t._ crt~is behaviour ;s another feature of 

region, which defeats the coherence of perceptions on 

national level. 

the 

the 

'1\. M~y of the "external" threats to the secu~--of ___ st~tes in the 

req1on are actually based -~~~,e perceived vuln~!abil~of a 

reqimes to externally inspried rebellion or turmoil. Art 15 of _::_ ______ ....;:......._::.-;;c.;..______ -

the Marrakech Treaty (February 1989) which founded the Maghreb 

Arab union relates to this aspect • 

. Terrorists attacks on internal security backed by another state 

have stopped to be unlikely since the summer 1994 ; 
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• Potential Moroccan or Tunisian clash with Algeria over attempts 

to export Islamic revolutions ; 

\

- Leading flash points 

exclusively South-South 

and risks of conflict; 

in ;.he req~ are largely, but not 
--------------.:___) 

1 COmpetition and territorial tensions 

Between Algeria and Morocco mainly Cincludinq the Sahara issue) 

but also between Algeria and its other neighbours Tunisia and 

Libya ; 

Libyan aqressions against Tunisia 1 

Mauritania - seneqal disputes 1 

Spanish-Moroccan qrowinq tension over the spanish enclaves of 

Ceuta and Melilla ... 

· Less-likely, a post-cold war confrontation· along North-South 

l( linea is however a source of concern in North African cap~:­
and among elitea. 

• The Mediterranean is perceived by North-Africans more as a 

barrier than a bridge • 

. The development of ~uropean.defense identity and capability is 

viewed with some alarm .Its presumed orientation toward • out of 

area • risks seem specially directed to those emanatinq from the 

south • 

• The rise of xenophobic , anti-immigrant right in Europe and the 

debate over the • threat from the south • in moderate and 

security circles in the west, are matters of concerns and 

interroqations. Is a new post cold-war ideological confrontation 

davelopinq between North and South and particularly between the 

west and Islam ? Is the crisis evolving inter-alia alonq muslim· 

christian lines ? 
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. There is a growinq fear of deterioration of relations between 

the European Union and North Africa. The Maghreb • s 

overwhelming dependency on Europe is perceived as a source of 

vulnerability. Competing aid and investment priorities in Eastern 

Europe and the former Soviet Onion coupled with the prospect fo 

the B·O•s enlargement to the visqard qroup marginalize the 

Maghreb. The outlook for development and stability is worsened by 

fears for future tradinq·status of the Kaqhreb. countries (Morocco 

and 'l'U.Ilisia) • 

. 
'"'/ 

. The closing of the migration safety-valve, at a time when 

Maqhrebi economies are facing uncertainties is anottier source of 

concern at the Gouvernment and popular level. Equally salient is 

the deteriorating situation of the Maqhrebi Community in Europe 
~~--....----,..----- -...__...--'--~_."_.~-'--~'"'-~w..............__ 

• f 

2. "National " perceptions 

Libya and Mauritania are actors on the periphery of the Maqhrebi 

security environment, whereas Morocco, Alqeria and Tunisia are at 

the core 

Libya : The closed and hig'hly unpredictable character of Libyan 

regime makes analysis of the Libyan domestic scene the deserved 

field of specialists • 

- The main __ t_hreat,IJ__ identified by Colonel Qaddafi are external 

with clearly defined enemies • 

• The USA is viewed as : the principal responsible of Libyan 

People mishaps , past aqressions notably the air-bombing of 

Tripoli and Benqhazi -•Bl Dorado Canyon• operation, 14-15 April 

1986 1 UN sanctions against Libya ; Potential preemptive attacks 

to prevent chemical and ballistic weapons capability. 

UNJDIR ·NOV.94 
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• Israel : a lonq standinq threat to the whole Arab nation and to 

Moslems Libya has condemmed the peace-treaties. 

Europe and the West as a whole threaten Moslem values • 

· 'l'he threat posed by Chad seems to be disappearinq after the 

settlement of the dispute • 

· Domestic concerns are not absent. 

A potential military coup aqainst President Qaddafi (an attempt 

conducted by younq officers failed in October 1993 ) • 

• Despite the massive killinq, in 1989, of Islamic apponents, the 

Islamic opposition is still perceived as a credible threat to 

Qaddafi•s reqime. The recent move towards more •islamic law• is 

meant to defeat the influence of such movements 

· There is a qrowinq concern amonq the population about economic 

problems which are perceived as the result of the UN sanctions 

The hiqh rate of inflation has eroded the purchase · power. 

· The •threat• of an oil embarqo (which would serverly hurt 

libyans• daily life) is taken seriously. Libya is a sinqle 

export-dependent (Oil accounts for 98\ of its total exports l . 

Mauritania's concerns about its own security stem from its very 

weaknes and vulnerability : A larqe desertic territory for 2, 5 

million inhabitants with scarce natural resources ( fishery and 

iron ·ore ) and severe financial crisis . 

The country's fears seem to have shifted recently from external • 

traditional • threats posed by Morocco , Alqeria and Seneqal to 

domestic risks • 

· For the rulinq President the prospect of a military coup ( a 

tradition in Mauritanian Politics ) is rather weak, since he 

has tiqhtened his control over the army . 

I 
! 

I 
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- Much more threatening for the Mauritanian regime is the rise of 

Islamic opposition, (60 Islamists have been sentenced to prison 

on September 1994) the persistance of ethnic divisions on a 

backqround of economic deterioration , imposed austerity and 

pressures for • more • democracy . Popular discontent has often 

been expressed in • food riots • and street unrest • 

· Linked to the European union by the Lome·COnvention, and by a 

fishery-aqreement, Mauritania's relations with Europe seem more • 

secure •. However the state•s incapacity to control the adequate 

implementation of the latter is a source of concern for the 

future of the fishery resources . 

'rhreat perceptions in Morocco have lonq been and still are 

largely shaped up by the central issue of territorial integrity : 

Frontier problems, western Sahara question and to a lesser degree 

the Spanish enclaves of ceuu. and Mellila. Domestic security is 

perceived to be further challenged by new ri~-

Por both-Moro_ccan officials and public opinion, Algeria 
~ ~ ---...._,.j. _________ .,_ ..... -~- "------=---..:.---=--

remains, the source of the main threats to Moroccan security. 
~~-~-------------~-----' 

Open conflicts , since the direct clash in 1963 with Algeria have 

been avoided thanks to the prevailinq Moroccan strategy of 

•controlled Nationalism•. 

Despite the resuming of diplomatic relations in 1988 and the 

formation up of the Arab Maqhreb union (1989), Algeria is still 

perceived as the main obstacle to the settlement of the Sahara 

question. Its diplomatic hostility and its active and lasting 

support to a declining Polisario (as a political and military 

force) give credit to that perception. 
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. Since the assassination of President Boudiaf, Moroccans view 

the overt intervention of the military in Algerian Politics as a u 

dismal development. After a terrorist attack , which kill~t 

(

August 2 Spanish tourists 

\' \military security , has 

' · officials as the support 

in a hotel in Marrakech , the Algerian 

bean expressly mentioned by Moroccan 

of direct terrorist attacks planned to 

distabilize the country . Morocco fears, as well, the ripple 

effect of an Islamic rec;rime in Algeria with internationalist 

objectives. This scenario is a leadinq concern in Tunisia~ 

. If Algeria's option of developinq nuclear weapon capability is 

not explicitly critised in Rabat ·perhaps because it is part of 

broader a:rab aspirations· ballistic missile proliferation has 

attracted more attention in Moroccan military circles . 

. There is a growinq concern in Moroccan political and economic -
circles over Spanish attitudes towards Morroco. 

. The presence of Spain in Ceuta and Melilla is perceived as a 

threat to Moroccan sovereignty and to the economic and social a 

development of that whole reqion where balck·market and druq· 

traffic thrive. 

. Spanish fishermen, known to be hard-liners, destroy Moroccan 

fishery. stocks throuqh excessive exploitation which is hard to 

control by the Moroccan Navy. 

• Spain appears, as well, as the more 

balanced comprehansi ve aqr emant between Morocco and the 

Buropean-union. 

-~~-~helminq dependency on the B.O. - 60'11 of its 

foreiqn trade-Morocco fears for its future tradinq status in 

particular and for its ~lobal relations with th.e B.o. MUch is 
1'<\.u.c:...-.\-) e...K 'Pe.c..te.d 't(c:nt +~ c.copesa.. -h 00 -
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Related to qur. subject, is the prospect 
. ...,., V<v <~if"" "\..- l 0 ' 1 ' ) 

partnership,~through an/ambitious project for 

of effective 

the North (2 

bilions Ecu), to defeat drug-traffic and its far reaching 

implications including security ones . The deployment of heavy 

troops in that region indicates that this threat is taken 

seriously • 

The economic and social front is the cause of growin9' 

concerns. 

The considerable improvement of Moroccan economy thro~h the last 

decade is marred by the deteriorating social landscape and livin9' 

standards. Economic and social frustrations have largely 

determined violent consumer riots in the past. They might as well 

in the future offer a touchstone for militant islam. 

· Radical Islam does not represent a potent challenge in Morocco. 

It remains for many reasons a latent political force. The Xing•s 

strong reliqious leqitimacy, together with the careful attention 

paid in the. Kingdom to that field rank first among these. The 

effectiveness of the Moroccan security apparatus in controllinq 

islamist groups activities is fostered by the inability of 

disparate factions to form a united front . 

From International activism, AJgeria has turned inward to restore 

internal security and domestic stability highly endangered by the 

islamic •threat• and the deepening economic and social crisis 

combined Closely related to these concerns I the external 

challenges rank from defeating foreign backinq for Islamics 

movements to raising adequate international support to curb the 

economic crisis. 

UNIDIR -NOV.94 
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- 'l'he interruption of the election process, after the stunninq a 

victory of the l"is at the first round in December 1991, has 

driven the FIS underqround and strenqthened the hand of its more 

radical factions. 'l'he viscious circle terrorism/repression has 

led to an escalation of violence which killed 20.000 people and 

which puts the country on the verqe of civil war . 

· concerns are high for the army• s own cohesion , since it has 

stepped in to lead the severe repression aqainst the Islamists 

(september 1992) and mainly since it has moved to the political 

front-line (january 1994). 

~n:h:h~;~:~:::-:~:::::o:e·~::~-~:)!~::8h~~in~:~:::~ct:~ f:;: I J - ~-----------....~~-..::....-~-------·-----------------~--.-·-------· -------- ( 
population trapped between two kinds of •terrors•. 

---"---....-c---.. .-----~~-----··----··---------.. ------~------
- Nor is individual and (family security) the only concern of 

Alqerians. Rapid population qrowth coupled with economic 

··deterrioration and financial crisis mean a daily struqqle for a 

decent life. 

- With the decline of the exported-oil sinqle income , the qloomy 

outlook for foreign investment and slow results even for the most 

well manaqed strateqy of economic· .reforms , · Alqerians fear the 

worst for the future. The food riots in october 1988 had actually 

launched the turmoil in Alqeria . 

- Loominq on the future of Algeria as well, is the forseable 

exodus of westernized middle class, professional and skilled 

workers in the event of Islamic rule. Restrictions of leqal 

miqration in Burope·albeit a cause of concern at both qovernment 

and popular level·miqht however check this potential move. 

- Neiqhther seems the unity of the Alqerian Nation free from 

threats. 

__ ,. ___ .... _ ..... -. 

a 
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• The Barber Xabyl •separatist• movement pose a serious cultural 

challenge. A qeneral three days strike is planned for mid 

November • 

• on a secondary level, increasing pattern of unrest among Tuareg , 
--___::, 

tribesmen minority in the far south is perceived to be encouraged 

by Libya's activism. The vast territory where The Tuareq nomades 

move seems hard to control by the limited ability of the 

military. To face this additional issue of concern, the military 

forces are interested in acquiring modern photographic and 

electronic intelligence equipment to maintain the order in the 

south and more important to monitor Moroccan activity along the 

border in the west. 

• Perceived as the traditional rival for regional leadership, -----
Morocco is under close watch in Alqeriers. -=c=------..:.. ______ . ______________ _ 

. The Algerian are likely to seek more advanced aircraft (eg Miq ""----.__ _______________ .. __ --~~-

29 s) as a counter to the Moroccan purchase of F. 16s. 'l'his is \_ ------~--·-------~---------~----~-~~~--~~---"<=-~·=-~·-·----......,._-~ 
only one example of the competition between the two neiqhbours 

•adversaries• • 

• Algeria which suspects Morocco to be a potential conduit for 

arms for islamists closed its frontiers after the establishament, 

last summer, by Morocco of visa entrance for Algerians. 

Algeria fears as well external support for the Islamist 

movements presumably backed financially by Saudi Arabia and by 

Iran and Sudan for the logistics. 

· In the absence of a superpower patron, a minimum nuclear and 

~~~ ballistic missile capability together with a more potent 
o< o c.v-:: "" - \I. 
~ submarine force are perceived as a useful deterrent. Beyond the 
V~ <\QC substantial boost to Alqeria•s strategic weight and regional 

influence, analysts point to Israel's arsenals as a justification 

UNIDIR ·NOV.94 
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for this stance. 

Tunisia faces an active internal security problem which absorbs 

most of the country's limited security resources. Domestic 

stability is further challenged by external risks. No wonder in 

that context to see Tunisia maintain close relations with its 
. . / , r lJS 7_ 
;>): leadinq secur1ty guarantors in the West, and try to foster 

tiqhter economic links with the E.U. 

· Tunisia went throuqh a period of turmoil, where militant Islam 

posed the main threat to the reqime of President Ben Ali. 

contrary to the initial Alqerian strateqy, Tunisia has chosen not 

to qrant the Islamist movement ·Ennahda led by Rachid Ghannouchi· 

the status of a political party.· The viscious circle 

terrorism/repression was ultimately closed ·by the trial, in 
~-...._-~---...___~~---

Auqust 1992, of nearly 300 Islamists where 250 were sentenced to 

prison and SO for life. 

lev~isia remains hiqhly concerned by the .activities of the 
---------------~.....__..--..,._--

Bnnahda abroad and by the role of Iran and Sudan in providinq 

financial and material support for Islamic militants. 

· Tunisia is convinced that the most effective answer to the 

0 

Islamists• influence ·which is fueled by economic and social G 

problems· is the acceleration of economic development. 

. If economic qrowth has scored over 8411 of the GDP for three 

successive years, the tunisian export-driven economy remains 

vulnerable. Unemployment is hiqh (16411 of active population) and 

specially amonq the younq and politically aware Tunisians. 

· JUst as Morocco, Tunisia fears for its future tradinq status 

with the E.U and is concerned by the loss of a safety valve due 

to restrictions on leqal migration. 

x--(/ · There is as well some concern in Tunisia as elsewhere in the 
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Maqhreb, about the tension between the elite's moderate , western 

orientation and public perce~t~~ns . The challenqe to accomodate 

volatile public Opinion and pursue closer economic and strategic 

ties with the West was dramatically expressed durinq the Gulf· 

war. 

· Tunisia is concerned by a potential heiqhtened tension between 

North and South in the Mediterranean • 

- Alqeria and Libya are the leadinq sources of external risks as 

seen by the·Tunisian foreiqn and security policy elite. And so 

was Israel to until recently. 

These sources of risk have both an internal and an external 

~ 
- The Treaty of friendship and Cooperation siqned between Alqeria 

and Tunisia's in 1983 settled the frontiers disputes and made of 

Alqeria a possible guarantor of Tunisia security in the event of 

a Libyan attack. However, to the previous uneasiness about the 

intentions of po•erful and Heqemonic Algeria has succeeded in 

Tunis a serious concern about the new instability and open crisis 

in the neiqhbourinq country • 

~-------~---=-------'--------

0 

\

- Beyond the present ~~~-~f Islamic aetiv~~ts in 

Tunisia, the advent of an Islamic rec;ime in Alqeria would pose 

the threat of an •Islamic axis• from Sudan to Alqeria • O ------------------ ~--
. Libya whose ·unpredictable behaviour and violent rhetoric has 

often been sources of embarassment for Maqhrebi leaders, has been 

by far the leadinq source of external risks for Tunisia. A 

number of incidents has served to keep the Libyan threat at the 

forefront of Libyan concerns • The attack on Gafsa in 1980 by 

dissident Tunisians armed and trained by Libya ; 

• Tunisian workorg aM[.nn1szinnR f'rnm r.inv:~ ;"' 1QA~ s:anrl 1QQ., .,,.. ... ,... 
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with concentration of troops across the border ; 

The dispute over the continental-shelf •.. 

The chemical , nuclear and ballistic missile programs under way 
·----------------------~---------··,~--------

in Alqeria and Libya have emerqed as a concern in political and 

military circles . In that respect, Tunisians seem to have a 

mixture of worries. They fear that the west would be dettered 
.._...-._-.---..... ··--=-o-~>"-,.........~-..,._•·.~~~-"""""'"·•_........-...-._....._..,~------· 

from interveninq aqainst a potential attack on Tunisia. They fear 
·--~-__....-~ ______ .......... -.. ,~------..._~~-~..---~~------· 

also u.s preemtive attacks to defeat the deployment of mass 

destruction Weapons . They share the arab concern over the 

•double standard• approach of the West in these matters 1 which 

condemn technoloqical progress in the Arab world while iqnorinq 

lonq·standinq Israeli programs • 

- The Israeli air attack on the PLO's headquarters at Hammam·lif 

(october 1 , 19 85) which killed 2 0 Tunisians 1 and the 

assassination of PLO's number 2 in 1986 had provoked an intense 

emotion .The middle East settlement and the departure of PLO 

Headquarters and Charmain from Tunis has certainly eased the 

perception of security in Tunis • 

'l'he Maqhrab countries have welcomed the peace process in the 

Middle-East in which some of them have played and still play a 

very active role as has shown the first Economic Summit on the 

Middle East and North·Africa -Casablanca 30 October/November~. 

The Maqhrebi . public opinion remains however hiqhly concerned by 

the condition of thfL_p_al.f:IJ!..t!:~ans and by the achievement of a o 
-~....::".:::::-:~~-=:-::.:::.-::::::.::-.::::::::-----~--:::: .. ---~··""-·---~--::...~~--~ 

fair and comprehensive peace in the Middle-East. 
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THE ARAB THREAT: THE ISRAELI PERSPECTIVE 
by: Shmuel Limone 

1. The environment of conflict in which Israel finds itself has unique 
characteristics. Throughout most of its history as an independent nation, 
Israel has confronted and dealt with a heavily armed Arab world, 
professing various degrees of hostility toward it. The agreements with 
Egypt, the Palestinians and Jordan and the current peace agenda with 
other Arab parties - have not convinced all Arab and moslem countries 

2. 

3. 

i to recognize the right of a Jewish state to exist in their midst. 

This unique international phenomenon - the existence of a small nation 
within a very large collective of hostile states - has long determined 

M . 

1 
the nature of the confrontation and the psychological state of mind in 

' I which Israelis live. The Jewish people's long and bitter history of 
i persecution, coupled with the memory and residue of the collective 
j Arab opposition to the creation of the State of Israel, has· imoued 

many Israelis with apprehension and a na0ging sense of mistrust toward 
their Arab surrounding. Indeed, to many Israelis, what still affects 
their sense of security is an awareness that at stal<e is not only 
Israel.'s territorial integrity or political welfare, but its very 
legitimacy as a Jewish state. 

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 widesrread 
recognition among important Arab states of the futility of the use of 
force as a means to advance political goals, has blunted the immediacy 
and weight of these concerns. Although the current po l iti ea l process 
so far produced tangible progress, mainly in the Palestinian and 
Jordanian tracks, it nevertheless signaled a breakthrough in other 
Arab countries' attitudes toward Israel. It also stabilized the conflict, 
and served as a vital learning experience for ali. Therefore, in a 

/ 
./. 
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broader historic context, Israel acknowledges the positive changes 
that have·no~l been takina place in some key aspects of its "traditional" 
threats. Consequently, it is now willing to assume greater risks in 
orcer to achieve peace with its neighbours. 

4. The strategic setting, or, more adequately, the general environment 
of threat in which Israel exists and operates, reflects some basic 
asymmetries that exist between Arabs and Israel. Most 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. 
Their vast territories provide militarily important strategic 
hinterland. Israel is small, of not tiny, in size and is lacking 

in ~atural resources, including water. It possesses absolutely no 

strategic hinterland. 

b. Second, Is rae 1 is dependent on outside sources of energy, and on 
sea and air lines of communication. 

c. Third, The Arab world as a whole possesses great potential of oil 
and hence, of assured financial resources. Israel has yet to 

discover a viable oil field. 

d. Fourth, the density of its population and industrial centers makes 
Israel vulnerable to attacks. Israel is extremely sensitive to 
casualties among its general population and its citizen-soldiers, 
a point well-understood and taken into account by those who wish 

to harm it. 

e. Fifth, 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. The Israeli army relies mainly on reserve 
force whose mobilization and deployment consume critical time. In 
the past, this built-in asymmetry increased the temptation and odds 
to rely on surprise or to resort to a war of attrition in order 

to maximize the Arab advantage. 

./. 
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1 
f. Sixth, Israel is clearly outnumbered, and maintaining a military 

balance strains its economy and its available manpower pool. 
The Arab vast, absolute superiority in numbers entails a clear 
advantage in potential capabilities. True, modernization of Arab 
societies proceeds at a slow pace. Yet, a concerted effort, 
focused on selected areas can add - indeed, has added - an ominous 
dimension to some of their military capabilities. 

g. Seventh, 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 fundamen­
talism, with its virulent anti Israeli ideology, exacerbated the 
religious dimension of the Arab-Israeli conflict. It also created 
a new, indirect threat to Israel, in the form of radical Islamic 
sub¥ersion against regimes and other political factors seeking 
accommodation with it. In the long run, this phenomenon may pose the 

most severe threat to Israel and to the general cause of peace in the 
Middle-East. 

h. Eighth, while many Arab and Moslem countries are subject to autocratic 
regimes (monarchic, dictatorial or fundamentalist), Israel is an 
open democracy, easily observed aod watched from the outside. This 
asymmetry too enhances its sense of vulnerability. 

5. Coming to grip with Israel's approach to its mideastern environment must, 
first and foremost, take note of the essence of its experience with the 
Arab countries that encircle it. For years Israel and the Arab states 
have been locked in a situation of ongoing conflict. The radical Arab 
states and movements, have seen and declared themselves as being in a 
state of war with Israel. To them, and in particular to those Arab 
movements and Iran which actively oppose any conciliation with Israel, 
a decision to move into actual warfare needs not be predicated on any 
specific grievance or dispute with Israel. In their view, the very 
establishment of Israel was in itself an act of aggression and hence the 
use of force against her - a legitimate course of action to ensure Moslem 

./. 
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rights. In the more extremist version of this ideology, that option has 
remained the only course of action. The upshot of all this was that the 
threats of war and violence have for years remained a permanent given 
in Israel and Israelis' mode of life. 

6. That line of thinking underwent significant changes but was not entirely 
renounced by a 11 in ~_he Arab and in the Mos 1 em world. It did produce an 
important bonus. from Israel's perspective. The majority of Israelis 
do not anymore view war as an almost inevitable result of their existence 
in the Middle-East. Still, it is instructive to note that the prevailing 
consensus in Israel attributes Arab acceptance of Israel's existence 
as an independent, non-Arab state in the area, as an expression of 
realpolitik; that is to say - as an admission of Israel's strength, 
vitality and determination, not as an acknowledgement of a moralistic 
imperative. 

7. Even so~ that change in perceptions has not swept all segments of the 
Israeli society. Even those who attribute greater faith to Arabs' 
intentions, reserve their judgement on the i rrevers i bil ity of _the Arab 
change toward Israel. They, too, predicate their belief i~h~eality of 
the Arab change on a psychological and political need for reassurance. 
They too seek more concrete evidence to convince them that Arab intentions 
reflect more than just transient or utilitarian considerations. 

Following is a summation of threats which, even if not imminent, are 
perceived in Israel as real. As such, they are reflected in Israel's 
defense policy and its force struc~ure: 

a. Exi s tenti a 1 threats: ~Jeapons of mass destruction threaten the very 
existence of the state and its people, especially in view of the 
territorial and demographic asymmetries mentioned before. To 
Israelis that has meant that Israel cannot afford to lose a single 
major war. It also prescribed the emoloyment of offensive tactics to 
preempt perceived imminent attacks. 

b. Attritional threats: The same asymmetries do not allow engagement in a 
drawn-out conflict or a lengthy war of attrition. Israel must possess 
the capacity for an early decision. 

./. 
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c. Strategic surprise: The need for mobilization makes Israel vulnerable 
to a surprise attack, Thus early warning and strategic intelligence are 

vitally important. 

d. Threats against population centers: A few major cities comprise a 
significant share of the population, making missiles and other anti­
population weapons an intolerable threat. Here too, the prime 

emphasis must be put on deterrence. 

1e. War on several fronts: Threatened by more than one state, Israel 
I must consequently maintain a balance of power with a coalition of 

adversaries and not just with any one of its members. 

f. Terrorism: 
with almost 

Beside high-intensity warfare, Israel has had to contend 
uninterrupted attempts to disrupt the life <if its 

population, undermines its resolve and hurts its economy - all 
thro~gh the use of terror. Terrorism has assumed many forms: aggressive 
infiltration, sroradic shelling across the border; hostage taking, 

indiscriminate sabotage, hijacking, and other kinds of small-scale 
warfare. In the past, certain groups considered terror as the only 
mechanism with which to trigger .a desirable chain reaction of blows 
and counter blows that would precipitate an all out military 
confrontation with Israel. That sort of rationale no longer holds 
true today. Still, in view of the prevailing division in the Israeli 
society, and the public mood in the country, the use of terror 
tactics does carry with it strategic implications. It adversely 
affects not only the government.'s political flexibility,but its 
very ability to conduct negotiations in a pressing atmosphere of 
violence and personal insecurity. At. any rate, while Israel sees 
itself responsible for combatting internally generated terrorism, it 
has consistently held other countries responsible for activities 
based or planned in their territory. 

9. Missing from this list of threats are two additional parameters: the 
economic and the political threats. Both have not entirely disappeared: 
officially, Arab economic boycott against Israel still remains on the 
books. Also, traditional anti Israeli suggestions are still routinely 

./. 
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circulated in international organs. Still, both kinds of threat have 
lost much of their vigor and efficacy, The secondary economic boycott 
has been renounced by important Arab countries and there is a lessening 

in the almost automatic resort to anti-Israeli rhetoric even in 
international fora. 

10 To sum up: the current efforts to achieve peaceful settlements between 
Israel and its surrounding Arab states carry a potential for movement 

11. 

and change. Should they succeed, they stand to produce 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. Strategic peace dividends such as stability, predictability 
and shared interests may not be such far-fetched ideas in this possibly 
new evolving reality. Still, ·even such conditions will need a relatively 
protracted period of testing and adjustment, and will not necessarily 
elimin~te other, even existential threats to Israel. In a paradoxical 
way, positive developments may even induce fundamentalists to multiply 
their attempts to subvert the trend for conciliation between Arabs and 
Israelis. Extreme Islam will therefore continue to play a crucial and 
from Israel's point of view, extremely dangerous, role in the political 

environment that will affect Israel's security in years to come. We 
speak not only of direct threats of terrorism against lsra,elis and Jews, 
but also of indirect threats, in the form of threats against Arab regimes 
~1h i eh opted to resolve their differences with Israel through a 
diplomatic dialogue. 

To conclude: in the long run, even in a positive negotiating climate, 
grave risks to Israel's security will not disappear. Even in a state 
of peace - as long as Arab countries maintain military strengths, 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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FROM GEO-POLITICS TO GEO-ECONOMICS 

EGYPTIAN NATIONAL SECURITY 

BY 

PERCEPTIONS 

AB DEL MO NEM SAID AL Y 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The major thesis of this paper is that Egyptian national security 

perceptions are witnessing a major transformation since mid-1970s from 

geo- political concerns to gee-economic ones .Geo-politics here is 

understood as the traditional national security threats that emanate from 

geography as well as history of the nation state .The survival of the nation 

and protecting its territorial integrity are the main objectives of national 
security policy .Power politics and the balance of power are the means to 
achieve these objectives .Gee-economics, on the other hand,is much more 

complex concept . The survival of the state and safeguarding its territorial 

integrity are not the subject of external threats - but rather its economic 

well being, its social cohesion and ability to . withstand .economic 

competition .Raising productivity , economic reform ,integration into 

regional and international markets , and protecting sources of income are 
the means to protect national security in geo- economic terms. 

This paper is going to present the argument that Egyptian national 

security perceptions are undergoing a fundamental change from the 

traditional geo- political national security perspective to the more 

complicated gee-economic perspective . However , this argument does not 

include that geo-political concerns have disappeared from the Egyptian 

national security calculations. More likely than not some of them will 
continue to influence Egyptian policy for some time to come. 

II.GEO-POLITICS : THE PAST 

Geography as well as history has defined -to a large extent- the 

j national security problems of Egypt .Situated at the south-east corner of 

I 
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the Mediterranean Sea, at the crossroads of the three continents of the 

old world, and at the end point of the River Nile's long journey from the 

heart of Africa, Egyptian security has become sensitive to the moves and 
capabilities of external powers. 

On the other hand, one of the main features of the Egyptian history is 

the unbroken unity of the country. Egypt has known the phenomenon of 
statehood for about six mellenia. The independence of the Egyptian 
polity,however, has been a different story. Ever since the Persian conquest 
in 52 5 BC, foreign domination has been a marked feature of Egyptian 

history. In modern times, Egypt's evolution as a nation has occurred under 
the shadow of conflict with external powers. Both geography and 
history,then, have defined the " constants " of the Egyptian perception of 

national security. 

First, contrary to most Third World countries, Egyptian autonomy and 

and statehood- more or less within its present boundries-have created a 

perception of minimum security needs in the face of external threats the 

country has to deal with. These perceptions were further enhanced by the 
nation-state building process which commenced in1805, and the creation 

of the first Egyptian " national army ". 
Second, a long history of foreign domination has defined the " fronts ' 

which the Egyptians have had to defend : from the north, over the 
Mediterranean, came the Macedonians, Romans, Crusaders, and later the 
French and British colonizing forces; from the north-east, over the 

African-Asian land bridge, the Assyrians, Babylonians, Persians, 

Byzantines, Arabs, Turks and finally Israelis, marched towards the Nile­

Valley. This legacy moulded the fears of the Egyptian polity. 
In contemporary terms, the threats to Egyptian national security 

have been defined in terms of the fear of Western domination. The Egyptian 

struggle against British colonialism and US hegemony, operating under the 
disguise of the Baghdad Pact or the Eisenhower Doctrine, were long the 
main features of Egyptian security policy. Even more important, the 

creation , with Western support, of the state of Israel in 1948 constituted 
a major security threat to Egypt. Egypt fought Israel in 1948, 1956, 1967, 
and 1973. The facts that Israel had been created on the basis of a biblical 
notion of history, had a significant influence over Western policies, and 
until very recently had no defined borders had increased the Egyptian 

sense of insecurity. 
Third, since Egypt's very existance depends on the water of the Nile, 
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the first consideration for any Egyptian government is guaranteeing that 
these waters are not threatened. As J. Waterbury stated" No other 

major river valley is shared by so many autonomous actors and 

no other downstream state utterly dependent for its livelihood 
as Egypt is upon its river" .This means that ensuring that no hostile 

power is allowed to control the headwaters of the Nile or tamper with its 
flow into Egypt. However, owing to a combination of the political 

conditions and technological limitations in central and east Africa, for 
long time, fortunately, this threat did not materialize. 

II.GEO-POLITICS : THE PRESENT 

The Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty in1979, and the current peace 

process in the Middle East that produced the Palestinian-Israeli and the 
Jordanian-Israeli agreements in 1993 and 1994 has reduced considerably 

the Israeli security threat to Egypt. The peace treaty did not only defined 
the Egyptian-Israeli borders, reduced the possibility of an Israeli surprise 

attack, but also made Egypt close to the US which has become the 

guarantor of a peaceful and secure Egyptian-Israeli relations. However, the 

peace treaty did not end the Egyptian fears regarding Israel. These fears 
are based on political as well as military reasons. 

Politically, Israel continues to have a fanatic and fundamentalist 

right wing that has the support of about one third of Israeli public. This 
right wing looks at the Israeli position in the Middle East not only in 
biblical terms, but also emphasis fears and suspicions concerning Egyptian 

and Arab positions towards Israel. Military superiority and the use of the 

armed forces are its first tools to achieve Israel's political objectives. 
Since the peace treaty has imposed various military constrains on the 

Sinai Peninsula,· the security of Sinai has become hostage to any Israeli 
change of mind . 

. More important, militarilly, Israel has secured to itself a position of 
superiority in conventional and non-conventional weapons. Israel, with 
American support, has emphasised the need for its qualitative superiority 
not only against Egypt but also against the entire Arab World.lsrael has 
been capable of producing a wide range of advanced weapon systems in 
addition to importing highly sophisticated ones. In fact, several tactics 
and technologies that have evolved from the US-Israeli defence relations 
are now used by the US and other Western armies. For example, today's US 
use of electronic warfare during . preemptive assaults has several roots in 
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Israeli tactics of the 1967 Arab-Israeli war. Certainly this type of two­
way street lsraeli-US technological defence cooperation is completely 
different from that of the US-Egyptian relations, While the US has been 
able to obtain combat proven data and innovative technologies from Israel 
for development of US military items, Israel has received enough 
equipments, money, know-how to develop its own advanced fighter LAVI( 
the project was cancelled in an advanced stage ), its own modern MBT tank 
the MERKAVA, and a host of advanced missiles, to include the Jericho 
strategic missile, the BARAK anti-missile missile, and the upcoming 
ARROW ABM system. 

Beside technological cooperation, Israel has succeeded to get all the 
key assets in the US conventional arsenal. Currently Israel's air assets 
include the F-16, the F-1 5 EAGLE, the F-4 PHANTOM 11, the E-2c HAWKEYE, 
the C-1 3 0 HERCULES, the Boeing 707, the AH-1 and the COBRA 
HELICOPTERS and AH-64 APACHEs and 20 BLACKHAWKs. lt is likely that 
Israel chose to consider adding the F I A-1 8 to its multi-role inventory 
because of an expansion in tactical requirements. According to Israeli air 
force planners Israel might be called in the future to deploy multi role 
aircraft against targets demanding deeper penetration and higher 
altitudes, which the F/ A-18 is uniquely suited. Also a clear preference 
was expressed by the· Israeli fighter pilots to replace their McDonnei­
Douglas F-15 EAGLEs with the new Lockheed F-22 Advanced Tactical 
Fighter (ATF). However, it seems that the Israeli government will not be 
able to afford the cost of the $100 million F-22, unless the United States 
drastically boosts its military aid to Israel. 

At Present, Israel is planning to deploy around five PATRIOT 
batteries before the middle of the 1990s. The ARROW missile system 
would, by the year 2000, provide Israel with roughly three times the ABM 
range, and a higher altitude, than that provided by the PATRIOT. The ARROW 
experiments conducted by US and Israeli technicians will contribute in the 
future to establish the larger ABM technology base necessary for future 
building of regional and theatre ABM networks. 

The US air-to-ground AGM-144 HAVE NAP missile is essentially the 
Israeli POPEYE missile for which the US offered around $33.6 millions for 
32 systems. Israel has gained reputation in developing and producing the 
UAV (unmanned Aerial Vehicles), and has already contracts with the USN, 
USMC, US army to provide them with several systems. 

Israel is now developing and producing the POPEYE (stand-off 
precision guided air-to-ground) missiles, the PYTHON Ill (short range air­
to-air) missiles. BARAK (anti-sea skimmers) and ADAMS point defence 
missile interceptors, also a wide range of advanced electronic warfare 
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systems, reactive armour suits for armour (BLAZER). Israel is listed 
among a few number of countries producing a first line quality tank. 
MERKAVA which was developed to ensure that Israel would have a tank 
available regardless of world politics. 

The current growth of the Israeli naval power is Jending to deploy 
more capable upper class missile FACs, high performance submarines, and 
sea based long range ballistic and cruise missiles supported by a satellite 
surveillance network. Israel has increased its .ship point defence 
capabilities against aircraft and missile attacks including sea skimmers 
by using the BARAK missile system. The unmanned helicopter HELLSTAR 
developed by IAI will soon be delivered to the Israeli navy, thus making 
Israel the first country to be operating such type of vehicles. 

An Israeli naval expansion program calls recently for two attack 
submarines DOLPHIN-class and three SAAR 5 missile corvettes. The 
DOLPHIN submarines will clearly be far superior to what the Arab navies 
have today. These new built submarines are expected to carry long range 
missiles which means operationally the extension of the Israeli theatre of 
action and targeting capabilities. 

In addition to the Israeli qualitative edge iri conventional weapons 
over its adversaries, Israel has developed two areas of absolute 
superiority. First, during the 1 980s, Israel has introduced the space arms 
race into the Middle East. The launching of the Israeli satellite 'Ofeq-1" on 
September 19, 1988 and "Ofeq-2" on April 2, 1990, started a new era in 
the technological race in the Middle East. At least in the Egyptian 
perception, Israel is developing its space assets to enhance the use of its 
conventional and unconventional machine through spying, jamming, 
reconnaissance, command, control, and battle management .. There is no 
Egyptian nor Arab program comparable to the Israeli one in space. 

Second, if the conventional race covers most of the Middle East, the 
nuclear race is almost entirely one-sided. Most experts on the subject 
agree that Israel possesses not only a nuclear capability but nuclear 
warheads , and their delivery systems. With Iraq's nuclear program 
destroyed during and after the Gulf War, the Arab world has virtually no 
nuclear capability. In spite of all the predictions made in the 1970s that 
Libya and Iran would have a nuclear bomb by 1985 and Egypt, Iraq, Kuwait, 
and Syria by 1 990, and in spite of the prediction that Egypt, Iraq, and Libya 
would be small nuclear powers before the end of the twentieth century, 
the reality has proved to be quite different. With the exception of small 
research reactors in Libya, Egypt and Iraq, the Arab world has no nuclear 
capability. 

If the Israeli arm racing continues to discomfort the stability caused 
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by the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty in the Egyptian north-eastern front, 
the multilateral negotiations on regional security and arms control in the 
Middle East is expected, even over an extended period of time, to reduce 
the Egyptian fears of the military imbalance with Israel. In the southern 
front, however, there are more than one reason for an increasing sense of 
insecurity. During the past two decades, the internal instability of the Nile 
basin states-particularly Ethiopia and Sudan-. and the regional rivalaries 
among them have made the the threat to Egyptian security feasible. The 
rise of Islamic fundamentalism in the Sudan has touched not only the 
territorial integrity of Egypt but also touched its internal stability. The 
Islamic government of Sudan has persistently questioned Egyptian 
sovereignty over the Hallaib strip in the south-east corner of Egypt, and 
offered assistance and sometimes declared support to Islamic radicals in 
Egypt. This reality, compounded by the sharp decline in the water level of 
the Nile, throughout the 1 980s as a result of climatic and economic 
developments has also heightened the Egyptian perception of insecurity. 

III.GEO-ECONOMICS : THE GULF 

In addition to these traditional geo- political " constants " of Egypt's 
" national security concerns, the 1970s and 1980s witnessed the rise ·of a 

new security dimension for Egypt. The growing Egyptian-Gulf 
interdependence has made the stability of the Gulf region an Egyptian 
national security interest. The well known phenomenon of labour migration 
to the Arab oil-producing countries has provided extensive employment 
opportunities as well as capital to Egyptian government and individuals. 
According to conservative estimates for 1974 to 1984, 3.3 millions 
Egyptians migrated to work in the Arab oil-producing countries. They 
transferred to Egypt $33 billion in cash transfers, deposits in banking, 
goods and commodities almost three times the American economic aid to 
Egypt over the same period. The following years show that remittances 
seem to continue the same average. In 1985/86, they were $3063, $3012 
for 1986/87, $3387 for 1987/88, $ 3522 for 1988/1989, $37:43 for 
1989/1990, $ 3775 for 1990/1991. The total for 1974-1993 reached $72 
billion. 

Remittances are not the only source of income transferred to Egypt 
from its Arab-Gulf connection. In 1982, 613000 Arab tourists visited 
Egypt or about 43.41% of the total number of tourists. By 1992, Arab 
tourists were almost doubled to 1.1 million or about 34% of the total. The 
Arab share of Egyptian tourism is significant not only because of the 
number of tourists but also because they tend to stay longer and spend 
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more than European and American tourists. Suez-Canal rising revenues 
during the past two decades was largely due to the growth in the Arab­
Gulf economics. Arab journalism, broadcasting, and television were 
dependent on Egyptians working in Egypt. Egyptian private sector hospitals 
were preferred by the middle income groups in the Arab oil producing 
countries. Arab in'vestments in Egypt continued to be the largest in any 
Arab country. In mid-1994 , Arab share , mostly from the Gulf, of total 
private investment in Egypt(EL 25145 million) was 20% and 49% of total 
foreign investment(EL 1 0373 million ). 

This economic dimension of national security has become more 
evident as Egypt has faced a growing economic crisis. The security and 
stability of the Gulf region has become vital to the Egyptian national 
interest. The Islamic revolution in Iran in 1979 and the Iran-Iraq war two 
years later threatened this interest. Throughout the 1 980s Iran was 
considered the sole destabilizing state of the Gulf area, and hence, as a 
threat to Egyptian national security. Consequently, even under President 
Sadat, Egypt did not hesitate to s.tand behind Iraq in the conflict, both 
militarilly and economically. 

As a result of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1 990 the 
scope of Egyptian security interests in the Gulf became much larger than 
simply attempting to curb Iran. During and after the Gulf crisis and war, 
Egypt played a leading important role in the process that led to the defeat 
of Iraq and the liberation of Kuwait. Egyptian denunciation of the Iraqi 
invasion of Kuwait was strong and immediate. Egypt orchestrated through 
an Arab Summit in Cairo on August 1 0, 1990, an Arab coalition to 
participate in the international force to liberate Kuwait. Egypt contributed 
to Operation Desert Storm the· 4th Armoured Division, 3rd Mechanized 
Division, and 20th Special Forces Regiment (Totalled 35000), all of which 
played a key role in the attack into Kuwait. Further, Egypt contributed 
considerable intelligence and logistical support to the allied war efforts. 
Also, Cairo became a center for Kuwaiti exiles; with Egyptian government 
support, Kuwait television, radio, and print media continued to report from 
Cairo on the crisis to its citizens throughout the Middle East and Europe. 
The first and the second Gulf wars proved the influence of gee-economic 
considerations over the Egyptian security policy. 

IV.GEO-ECONOMICS : ISLAMIC FUNdAMENTALISM 

The coming to power of Ayatollah Ruhallah Khomini in Iran in 
February of 1979 , the seizure of the Grand Mosque-AL-KABBA-in Mecca 
in November of 1979 , the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan of the same year 
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and the subsequent 11 Islamic resistance 11 to it , as well as the 
assassination of the Egyptian president Anwar ai-Sadat in October 1 981 
have brought to world politics the phenomenon of Islamic 
fundamentalism.By 1990s the phenomenon has become wide spread in most 
Islamic countries and even some of its impacts reached Europe and the 
United States. 

Scholars of the Islamic phenomenon in Egypt and the rest of the 
Islamic world have identified several causes for the rise of 
fundamentalism particularly in its most radical manifestations . 

First , the Islamic radicalism appears to be an Islamic response to 
the shock of Westernization and modernization . As Islamic countries were 
exposed to~ modern day material life , religious response came to offer a 
salvation and psychological balance . This appears to be the case where the 
modernization process accelerated in the past few decades . Iran is 
usually the case in the point . Similar features of this appear in Egypt , 
Tunisia , and Algeria . Contrary to these cases , where the state identified 
itself with Islam or the religious institutions , as the case in Saudi Arabia 
and Morocco , Islamic radicalism and violence were reduced to the 
minimum. 

Second , socio-economic factors like unemployment , inflation and 
corruption are seen to be influential in intensifying religious feelings and 
tendencies toward extremism . As the masses find themselves confronted 
with increasing social disparities and economic hardship , they resort to 
Islam in different ways which include the possibility of the use of 
violence to correct social and economic imbalance . Evidence of this 

· argument could be seen in Egypt , Pakistan , Algeria , Tunisia , and Sudan . 
Contrary to these cases , where economic development is taking leaps 
forward , such as in Indonesia and Malaysia , Islamic fundamentalism is 
considerably contained . 

Third , Islamic fundamentalism is a response to a crisis of identity 
in Islamic countries . As state nationalism appears to be failing to meet 
the internal problems of development and the external threats ,Islamic 
nationalism comes to the fore to rescue Muslims from both the failing 
national elites and foreign intruders . it has been argued repeatedly that 
the failure of Arab nationalism in combating Zionism in Palestine has been 
a major factor behind the rise of Islamic radicalism in the Arab world . 
The rise of the Islamic fundamentalist organization , HAMAS , in the 
occupied Palestinian territories was considered to be a response to the 
failure of the nationalist and the secularist PLO in achieving the 
Palestinian national goals . Apparently , the Israeli recognition of the PLO 
is an attempt to reverse this trend . In some cases Islam appears to be the 
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only identity that can meet the aspirations of peoples who have been 
deprived for to long from developing their national identities as the case 
with the ex- Soviet central Asian republics . 

In Egypt, Islamic fundamentalism dates back to 1927 when the 
movement of Muslim Brotherhood was created. From the garb of Muslim 
Brotherhood came most of the Islamic movements of the present time . 
Although the Brotherhood went into significant changes towards 
moderation , more radical and violent groups sprang out to manifest a 
significant force in the politics of the Islamic world . In Egypt , the last 
two decades has witnessed the frequent and systematic use of terrorism 
by political groups in the name of Islam . The Islamic Liberation Party , 
The Society of Muslims , AI-Takfir wa a/-Higra (Repentance and 
Migration) , AI-Jihad (The Holly War) , and A/-Najon Min AI-Nar ( 
Those Saved From Hell) , in addition to more than thirty other small groups 
, have carried out violent acts not only against politicians but also against 
the Egyptian society as a whole . They made a mark in Egyptian history 
through events such as the Military Technical College incident in 1 97 4 , 
the assassination of Sheikh Mohamad al- Dhahabi , the former minister of 
Religious Endowment in 1977 , and the assassination of President Sadat in 
1981 . In 1987 they attempted the assassination of former interior 
ministers Hassan Abu Basha and Nabawi lsmail and the Editor in Chief of 
AI- Musswar magazine , Makram Mohamed Ahmad . By 1988 , they attacked 
every thing that they considered immoral in music and arts , parties in the 
universities , and even wedding parties in Egyptian villages particularly in 
the provinces of Upper Egypt . 

Since the summer of 1992 , the level of terrorism reached new 
heights . Early in the summer , the liberal political writer Farag Foda was 
assassinated . By the end of summer , these groups started to attack 
violently the Egyptian Christians in some villages of Upper Egypt . In the 
fall they went further to target tourists in order to cause serious damage 
to the Egyptian economy . By the winter of 1993 , they exploded bombs 
indiscriminately in heavily populated areas which was followed by two 
failed assassination attempts against Safwat al- Shrief , minister of 
information ,and Hassan al- Alfi , minister of interior . Early in 1 994 they 
attempted to assassinate Atif Sidqi, the Prime Minister. 

Although in the remaining months of 1994, Islamic radicalism has 
been reduced sharply, it has remained a threat to the socio-economic 
fabric of Egypt. In fact, and increasingly so, its considered as a national 
security threat to Egypt. As early as 1 979, Defence Minister Kamal Hassan 
Ali stated that " the political and military goal of Egypt is to preserve the 
independence of Egypt, its territorial integrity, and protect constitutional 
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legitimacy". In October 1994, Defence Minister Mohammed Tantawy said 
that " the phenomenon of extremism is a challenge to Egypt's security and 
stability ". " We in the armed forces are following up this phenomenon, and 
as the last line of defence against internal threats and as a part of the 
part of the Egyptian texture, we cannot stay away from any threat to that 
texture. We hope that matters will not reach that end ". Protecting 
constitutional legitimacy as a goal for national defense policy and the 
armed forces as a line of defence against Islamic radicalism reflect the 
upgrading of internal domestic troubles to the level of national security 
threat. 

V. GEO-ECONOMICS : THE FEAR OF THE FUTURE 

In the last two decades, Egyptian foreign and defence policy has 
gained to Egypt significant political and economic returns. By using its 
geo-political position, Egypt has been influential international and 
regional actor because of four factors : a) the Cold War; b) the Arab-Israeli 
conflict and peace process; c) Gulf security ; and d) the crisis in the Horn 
of Africa. These factors allowed Egypt to gain status and influence in the 
Arab World, the Middle East, Third World forums, and the UN, in addition to 
a listening ear in the major world capitals. 

Of no less importance , Egypt gained considerable economic aid. The 
returns from the Arab-Gulf states has been outlined above . Between 1975 
and 1 992 the U.S. contributed over $ 18 billion in economic assistance in 
addition to much more in military aid. Europe , Japan, and major 
industrialized countries have been no less generous to Egypt. The second 
Gulf War reduced the pressures on the Egyptian economy. The U.S. cancelled 
Egypt's military debts ( $6.7 billion), the Gulf states cancelled all Egyptian 
debts ( $7.1 billion ), and Egypt foreign debts were reduced by 50 persent. 

The above mentioned factors have faced considerable change in the 
past four years. The Cold War not only came to an end but also world 
politics has transformed towards the primacy of economics and 
interdependence. The Arab-Israeli conflict, although did not come to an 
end, the threat of war has been reduced considerably after the Palestinian 
and Jordanian agreements with Israel. The prospects for an Israeli peace 
with Syria and Lebanon are more than real. More important the current 
peace process does not only resolve the political, security, and territorial 
aspects of the conflict, but also pave the road for normalization, economic 
interdependence, and even a Middle East common market. All emphasize the 
primacy of geo-economics over geo-politics. Gulf security is finally 
settled in U.S. hands. As the last Gulf crisis of the Iraqi troop deployment 
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near the Kuwaiti borders attest, it was the U.S. military action that 
deterred Iraq and ended the crisis without the help of the other coalition 
partners, including Egypt. The " Damascus Declaration " that Egypt hoped 
will continue its role in protecting Gulf security did not materialized. 
Finally, the crisis in the Horn of Africa has become irrelevant when the 
Cold War came to an end. 

These international and regional fundamental transformations refers 
to a possible decline in the Egyptian regional and international status. As 
gee-economics is getting the primacy over regional and world politics , 
Egypt's power capabilities is less able to deal with the new situation. All 
economic indicators indicate that Egypt is less able to compete in the 
regional and international markets. This reality has been translated in the 
Egyptian national security circles into a growing fear of the future in 
which Egyptian market will be dominated by foreign powers particularly 
Israel. lt has even been claimed that what Israel failed to achieve by 
military means will realized by economic ones. 

VI. CONCLUSIONS : FROM GEO-POLITICS TO GEO-ECONOMICS 

The above review of the Egyptian threat perceptions shows that 
although geo-political factors continue to have a bearing on the Egyptian 
national security, gee-economic factors are increasingly coming to the for 
front of Egyptian perceptions. Egypt is finally coming to face its weak 
internal power elements that have been for too long over shadowed by its 
geo-political position and concerns. Therefore, economic as well as 
political reforms have been not only essential to its welfare and progress 
but also fundamental to its national security. Discussing Egyptian efforts 
in this direction is not the subject of this paper. However, the rising fears 
in Egypt from the future reflect that these efforts are not enough nor 
sufficient in reducing these fears. 

•·' _..., 



·-
•. l •• 

" 

I • • ISTITUTO Aff ARI 
I a I INTERNAZIONALI- ROMA 

l----~----------1 

;,~-r-1 o-1 n_v 2_5_,-{N-'-"~ G-'-'-1/_,·i~=·Wt_,_', 
E3o8UOTECA 



Papt:r presented to the lJNIDIR workshop on 
"Confidcncc-Huikling in the Middle East", 

held in Antalya Turkey, 14-18 November 1994_ 

PALESTINIAN THREAT_fJlB.C.ill'TIQNS 

Yezid Sayigh 

I_ Introductory Remarks 

The Arah-bnefi conflict has Undergone a sea-change since the signing of the PLO-Israel 

Decla!'alimt of Principles in .September 1993. Definitions of security threats and requirements 

hctve shifted pcrcet)tibly as Israel and a growing number of Arab states have established direct 

contm:Ls. Nul that the govemments concerned have already reduced their provisions fur 

militw-y d~fem.:e, hut that their needs will now be calculated on the basis nf guarding the 

peace with lln:ir neighbours rather than ufactlvely preparing for war. Besides, the emei-ging 

security construct contains major political and economic components, as well as the more 

traditional security tmes. 

The situation Is different in the Palestlnian-Jsraeli context, however. First and foremost is the 

fact that the two sides have entered only into ali interim arrangement, in which the terms of 

the end-result have not yet been defined, let alone agreed. There is an immense asymmetry 

of power and ollter capabilities, moreover, unlike any other bilateral Arab-Israeli strategic 

relationship. More specitically, the Palestinians enjoy neither political suvcrt~ignty nor 

territorial integrity, and so their vulnerability to pressure is eJttremely high and their ability 

tu determine their own security requirements correspondingly low_ The overlap of historic 

and territorial claims and the lntermeshing of economics and infrastructure nut only makes 

separation or resolution highly problematic, but also complicates security calculations 

immeasurably_ More tu the point, the definition of security and threats becomes multi-faceted 

and i.nteractivc to a degn:t: uupn:ced~nted in any other bilateral Arab-Israeli rclalinnship. 

It remains to make three further Introductory remarks with respect to the Palestinians, before 

addressing the subject of threat percc{Jtions in detail. The tirst is that transitions are hy their 

very nature unstable, involving as they do shifls in structures and processes. Instability is 

\ 
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in.:.vit:tl'.k th:\1 ,...\1".11 f•.VI_y w11l fight uvc1 the tiuic~t lcclmical or material detail, In order w 

nmximi·t.~ il.~ ~~~v~niHEI'-~ wh11n n~&otiations eventually ~l.:.1.1t un the perm:mcnt l:t:ltu!:. Thll 

~iiuili.ilm l~:mb ii~df tu mnriir.r, mniri-inyl'rl"ci 'ganws', ami coercion, even vtolencc. 

'l'r:m~tt11m m and uf itl;elf helr;ht(lll9 iJl:mcu1iLy mtc..l LJn·ctLL JR!I'ccptions, tlu:.mt(,r(,, and the 

,-.,whant im;tahility mny impcllc further :ncp~ towards a final P,::ll(!(: R.:ttlemMt. 

At the ~1me. time, sc:wmll¥, t:a~:h step that is actually taken torw:trd hrcaks an old tahoo or 

flt lrt~t fll'llt} ilmor~ ponihl~ to contGmJllalo oompromimm that l).'tlfl! Jlftlvi!Jwily ng&t'ct~<l Ml 

only :1~ \maceeptahk but as unthinkahlc. Rccogni<.iHg ls,acl auc..l lalking lo the PLO arc the 

mo~l nhvit111~ L:X~IIIJ!k~. hnt mnrr-. rr.ii';VIIIII ht-11:" i) th.,- ~io~~ihility that attitude~ tow!l.rd!: nlally 

contentii\u~ i~~~.c~ -- Pnh"lini<~" ~taldtooc..l, hon.l!!r "adjustment~·, the status of Jerusalem, the 

"ri~:ht ur return'' for refugees, the futun: of the settlements, wutcr, and ~;cc::ui'ity -- m~y also 

hr.mmr. mnr~ ~rmmmnrlntlnp Thi~ i~ not ham! nn itiF-aliit ir' hnJ't" nr ths lilt r•=~'-1-ltio"' ,r 
changing psychological attitude!:. Rather it assumes that suct·cssful application of each 

(ll'~dit,:·JI m<·.:Hllrt• or pha~e will c..lciii<Jil~lllllc l11:1.t wayo: t.:an indtlt!d bl! found 10 fCl)ullcilc 

mnllit::ting political claims and security needs. J:.videncc ot proclicality cnc.ourngi'.S an 

"tnllim:erinr anrmar·.h" 01nrl 1i ri'III¥Hti<Jri of ideological imperlltive~. 

Thirdly, the Palestinians fa~.:e two distinct courses: to seck their further aims and se.:urity 

thrtlul-ih nllrmw~t·, "n.Jtiu,ldl" um\1 vi. vt lhwu~ h wiut:r, nmhllarr.rHI nr melnnal n11 Htrl:'-·'"""h 

They are lhr. wc:Hla.'r party, whether in relation tn Israel or to their Amh neighbours, nnd will 

r.?.lllain so espedally il' a Pal~:~tiuian-Jonlanian confederation is not formed_ In conccptualizmg 

their security llilemma and defini11g their future requirements thr. flRie~tinians will have to 

jude" wloi.-lo fnlfnt_'WQrk for relatium -- hllat0ral (JI' I)OJ1.,dj, . ., uffcm b...-cutcr dcfcnsi,-c (or 

even deterrent) capability. This incnns far more than military security, of .:ou.~~:, aml 1cfers 

lo !he uhility lo r.lctcrininc the contractual and stralc)!.it.. wulcAl withiu whid1 Ut~ Palestinian 

<:Hn l.n:'III:'T balance or trade off the different component~ of 1;ecurity nnd national goals in 

favour uf the best overnll package. 

2, Ocncrnl Definition of Threats 
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Palestinian lih;rature that systematically dclines security issues and discusses l11e nature of 

threats and responses b sorely undcrd~veloped. Ther~ is nonetheless a small body of writing 

on the suhjc,t, in which there is a clear consensus that the overall Palestinian security 

dilemma stems limn an (~/steiltialthrcat. 1 The debate remains confined within a narrow circle 

of academics and practitioners, but lllere have been numerous, unstructured references by 

policy- and decision-makers and by various Palestinian parties to the core issues. This makes 

it possible to identify and analyze lllc key areas and sources or perceived lllreats. 

The existentiHI threat is one that has been most discussed and developed hy Palestinians, and 

so rcquirt:s least int.rucluction here. Bridly, the perception emanates from the history of 

subjection to H British mandate contractually committed to the establishment of a Jewish 

national home in Palestine, of traumHtic uprooting in 1948, and of suhsequcnt dispersal, 

denial, and Jbn:ible sulljugatlon by Israel and Arah host govemments. Preservation of national 

identity and the phy~ical continuity of the national community have been directly threatened, 

producing a powerful convic.:tion that future existence can only he assured through the 

modalities of ~elf-dctennination in a sovereign state. 

It follows from the overa11 aim of statehood that specific issues, such as the extent of territory 

and siting ur borders. gain special importance. The return (or compensation) of Palestinians 

uprooted and eltilcd in 1948 or displaced in I 967 is also fundamental to existential security 

hy llle sHme token. Asserting control over east Jerusalem, as a national centcr and eventual 

capital. is etjUHIIy central to the SUCCess of the national self-image and State-building 

"pn~jcct". Measures undertaken by Israel (e~llecially) that create contrary fact~ on the ground 

are therefore perceived as direct threats not only to the eventual terms of peace sdtlement, 

but also, mure fundamenta11y, to Palestinian core values and to llle historic enterprise of 

national revival. 

Prominent ~xamples are Khalil Shikaki, "Palestinian 
Security Needs and Concerns", draft paper presented to UNIDIR 
workshop, M a 1 ta, April 1994: Ahmad Khalidi, "Middle East 
Security: Arab Threat Perceptions, Peace and stability", in Ahmad 
Khalidi and Yair Evron, .Mict~le East Security: Two Views, 
Cambridge MA: American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Occasional 
Paper series, 19901 and Ye2id Sayigh, "Redefining the Basics: The 
Security of the Palestinian state", in David wurmser ( ed. ) , 
Regional se.curity in t;he Middle .East: Arab and Israeli concepts 
of Deterrence and Defence, Washington, DC: united states 
Institute for Peace, forthcoming (1994/5). 

3 

111111 

!!!!!! 

111111 

111111 

\'.'·'·'·'·'· 
111111 

'ill/Ill 



The settling of (Jewish) Israeli citi1.cns acwss the 1949-1967 armistice lines or around cast 

Jerusalem pos~a threat 111 several levels, not lea~t because th~\ point,slowards the ultimate 

reduction of the Palestinia.r1s to disparate population pockets. National communities cannot 

exist without dear ami free conti.nuity between the material and psychological dimensions; 

imposing separation~ will iurn the Palestinians into "townships" along South·African aprutheid 

lines, aud ultimately produce alienation and violence directed both inwards and outwards. 

Severe imbalances in Cl.:onomic and security control only reinforce the perception that 

structural disadvanlltges in peace agreements will he actively used to increase Israeli gains and 

reduce l'alestlnlan daint~. 

3. Specific Threat Perceptions 

The discussiun so far has hlurred the time frame. That is, the precise nature of perceived 

threats on the .Palestinian side will vary as the peace process moves fi'Om one stage to the 

next. The way (and urgcm.:y) in which the historically-perceived existential threat may it~eu· 

be regarded dillt:rently now that the I>LO and Israel have recognh:ed each other and entered 

into the Interim autonomy agreement. At the very least additional, detailed threat~ will appear 

relating to ~pecific aspect~ of each current phase of the process. The fact of transitionality 

will tend to produce new, unexpected threats, although it may also reveal previous fears to 

be-untowtded m exaggerated. 

The Palestinian writings mentioned in footnote 1 have already ~11ggested a typology of threats 

and referred to the distinctions between phases. Kather than repeating or summarizing that 

wor~, it is more useful here to C!llcgoril.t: the threats according to the main actors or 

interested parties (ie, the percelvers) currently on the Palestinian side. 

Th~ Palntinicm Natio11al Aurhoriry (PNA): The PNA is evidently the party that is the most 

concerned to attain Its long-stated goal of Palestinian statehood. This is not hecause other 

Palc~tinian groups are less CO!Umittcd to this national objective, hut simply that it is the 

"pragmatic" wing of lhe PLO under Arafat that has associated attainment of sllttchood with 

a particular policy, namely the Declaration of Principle.~ and subsequent agreements. The 

PNA stands to lose the most. if the process falls, and Is equally the most directly threatened 

by h1acli measures that either undermine Its credibility or iinpedc the final objective.· 



Unilaterallsntcli moves of any description, such as sctllemcnt expansion or separation of east 

Jerusalem, tltn:aten the PN/\ and the entire Palestinian community. 

Dy muclt lite same token the J>NA is constantly vulnerable to the threat that the next stage of 

the autonomy process might not come at all This is a threat held over it by Israel, that uses 

its control over the timetable not only to present the PNA with performance tests hut also to 

threaten it with the rn~ersih/1/ty or previous steps. The PNA is in a double bind, moreover, 

since the Palestinian opposition can also threaten the timetable. With acts of violence the 

opposition can trigger Israeli counter-measures or slowdowns that in turn deprive the PNA 

of credibility and popular support. Ironically, activity by armed Jewish settlers is another 

double-elfged threat, since it both tlu-catens the Palestinians individually and collectively and 

also reveah the inability of the PNA to Impose an end to this particular problem. 

The potelllial for a spiral of violence and for a triangular punitive relationship involving 

Israel, the PNA, and the Palestinian opposition places the PNA right in the mic.ldlc. 

Ultimately, the PNA has little polirical control over the terms of the peace or security 

relations with Israel, and at the same time lack.~ most of the material resources with which 

to ol"fcr real "peace dividends" to Its public in the way of housing, jobs, and public services. 

Indeed, economic control.in all its aspects, or Jack of it, In itself presents a distinct threat to 

the PNA. Israeli resort to closing otf the Occupied Territories (banning daily labourers) or 

tu separating east Jerusalem from the rest of the West Dank (strangling businesses and 

services) is ouly the most blatant example of the economic threat. There is a structural 

economic tluutt as well, namely the ability of Israel to use devices such as standards to 

prevent the marketing of Palestinian goods. These threat, may not always be used purely 

"dcli:nsively"; that is to prevent terrorist attacks, but also for plainly coercive purposes. The 

final n:sult is to weaken PNA ability to maintain political stability and confront security 

threats in areas under its control. 

The ahove is not meant to suggest th11t the PN A is a passive actor, solely a victim of the 

policies of utl1t!rs. To the contrary, the PN 1\ actively contributes to it~ own security dilemma 

through the manner in which it governs and ad~inistcr~ its affairs. Certain threats are the 

prOduct unly of the PNA's particular world outlook, and might not apply for a dit1erent 

lcatll-Tship. !'or example, any challenge to the highly personalized management style and 
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concenll'alt:tl power of Arafat is perceivt:d as a threat not only to himself but also, ipso facto, 

to the hroader aim~ he embodies. External pressures to induce a different approach to public 

adminlstraliou, including manipulation of International assistance, are therefore taken as 

interftrreoce intended lo impede further Palestinian political aims. Similarly, any con~traints 

on the freedom of t•afestinian action, in~·h1ding the freedom to fashion an autonomou.~ security 

policy, arc seen as deliberately designed to prevent successful Palestinian performance and 

thereby IJillVide Jmel With the pretext M! IO imJ'JI:\mMt th~ next slage of !he aulonomy 

pnn:c~s. 

71w Pale.uinlan oppo.vftfon: The criticism above of the PNA suggests that it is worth looking 

at. the lhrcHl fK-;ceptioils of the Palestinian opposition. In particular, the opposition groups 

with a tan~ihk presence inside the Occupied Territories (as distinct from those operating 

primarily in Da1ua~cus) fear exclusion from central Palestinian politics by the PNi\. They are 

of course most couct-'ITied by the threats posed by Israel or other parties to long-term national 

objectives and core values, such as statehood, refugee rights. and the stake in Jerusalem. In 

the lnlcrim, however,. the opposition face the immediate pmblem or securing their right to 

operate politically within the autonomous areas. Its fear Is that the PNA will lll'oscribe this 

~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~- '!~~~ ~~~~!!~\ '!!'. ~~!! ~- t!~!~.p, ~.<2 it'. «QU'!~QP:!.ttQ!l ~itll.l~li!~ll!!\4 Qlltitd~ powers 
such as the US. A corollary fear is being prevented from having any role or staking a share 

in the construction of the emergent economic system, puhlic administration. and social 

mana}\emcnt. lt should he noted at the same time that other sections of the Palestinian 

population may in turn feel threatened by the opposition, disquiet at the social policies 

promoted by the Islamists heing an obvious example. 

nre diCL!pOm: A maJor category of Palestinians who have been all but written out of the 

peace script so far are those living in exile, outside the boundaries of what was Palestine until 

1948. The threats faced by the Palestinian community In Lchanon arc the most obvious: it 

has faced sustained violence and brutalit.ation in the past, and now faces a ~'Ystcmatic 

government policy (c~ntalnlng hoth lormal or explicit and inf<>rmal, implicit elements) 

designed to pmmote emigration. The general approach of the global powers (not to mention 

Israel) is implicitly to seek ways of resettling a m~jority or refugees .in Arab ~1ates (with 

northeastern Syria and Iraq occasionally mooted). This is likely to be anything but a peaceful 

process, given the critical ~oclal and economic conditions of most prospective hosts. 





already been described 11hove. Non-military issues have been highlighted. Most important to 

reitefate ln:rc is the structural dominance Israel possesses, through which it c11n contain, 

impede, or dire~:t Palestinian policy and behaviour in any functional sphere, be it security, 

ccom>mic, legal, infrast.ructunll, ur overtly political. Such control may be seen a~ a necessary 

del'enNlvc: pt·ccaution on the Israeli side, and does not have to he threatening lo the 

1-'alcstinians, hut the "grey area" is considerable and allows considerable room flw cynical 

exploitation or mismanagement. Even with the hest will in the world, the requirements of 

security as interpreted by the lsraeli government may be fundamentally de~tabilizing for the 

PN A. llonler closures and labour bans In response to terrorist attacks are the most obvious 

instance. It bt:wmes apparent in this context that whatever impact the PN A might have on 

lhe process through better or poorer management of its own affairs, resources, and 

opportunities, it is lsmel that continues to have the decisive inlluem.:c in all cases. 

Palestinian threat perceptions go further, however. At lhe most general level, there is the fear 

already stated allove that lsmel will seek deliberately to prevent further transfer of territory 

and n:spmt,ihility tu the PNA. Total dependence on Israeli gootlwill and judgment causes 

Palestinian insecurity. What Is to prevent a different Israeli government from reversing 

policy, or even from ovcr-n:m.:ting or exploiting any pretext to reassert physical control over 

Palestinian atnonomous ar~s't How, too, can the I'Ni\ react if the lsr.teli authorities decide 

tlmtunly 11 pm-active, covert security policy by undercover agent~ in Palestinian autonomous 

areas will wmk to prevent terrorism, although such activity might by the same measure 

undem1ine the PNA and irrevocably alicnatl~ its public'! The Palestinians have little say in the 

mattr.r, and their choke Is little more than to accept. or reject Israeli decisions nn security 

matters. 

At tltc wilier level, the Palestinians also t·emaitl potential victim tu llevelupments In the Arah­

hTaell arena or Middle F.ast as a whole. Specifically. Israel might regard cct1ain 

developments as sufficient cause to suspend lhe transfer of authority or even to reverse it 

llecause then: is suddenly li heightened risk of war with one or more stales in the region. lt 

is also in such a context that stnmg opponents in I~Tael of the 11ccords wilh lhe PLO might 

even be able to instigate "war" situations, if they wield sufficient government authority. The 

ability of then Defence Minister Ariel Sharon and Chief-of-Staff Raful Eitan to drag the 

Israeli cahinet into a wider lnva~ion of Lebanon than it had ordained in 1982 remains a 
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soherinl\ cxpcritmce. 

Maverick Israeli oftieer~ might also mount covert operations with the aim of disrupting the 

peace process, as might the armed Jewish settlers in the Occupied Territories, who could 

number thousands. After all. it might !like no more than a handful of Baruch Goldsteins (as 

well as Tel Avlv bus homhers) to destroy the process. The threat in all these cases is not 

merely to individual victims, but to the Palestinian national entet-ptise as a whole. 

Incidentally, the Hebron and Tel Aviv outrages and the ot11clai responses they led to reveal 

most graphically the radical discrepancy in deterrent and punitive capabilities between the 

PNA and Israeli government. They also indicate the asymmetry not so much of threats, as 

of possession of leveJ·s ami ability tu t.letermine the response. 

Jordan: The asymmetry or capabilities also helps to explain why the PNA and many (though 

by no means all) Palestinians regard Jordan as an actual or potential threat. There is a clear 

perception that Jordan possesses many material advantages, conferred on it by being a 

sovereign state with the executive apparatus and physical ~ontrol that go with it, and there 

is the parallel belitf that. the kingdom's leadership will utili1.e its advantages at Palestinian 

expense. The Jordanian-Israeli accords signed between July and Octoher 1994 fuelled this 

perception, and fed the deep-seated suspicion that there is a strategic coincidence or interest 

between Jordan and Israel to prevent the establishment of an independent Palestinian state. 

The threat in the Jordanian. case is not one of direct physical assault, but existential 

nonetheless. The PN A is also aware that the Jordanian authorities are in a position to exert 

direct economic, demographic, and covert poiiti~ai pressure on it, and can deploy further 

indirect pressure by undermining the Palestinian negotiating position .in future, especially with . 

regard to Jerusalem, water, and external security. There may be son•ething both or a mirror 

Image of threat perceptions and of self-fultiliing prophecies here, since many in Jordan feel 

equally threatened by the Palestinians. This reciprocity, or mutuality, of threat perceptions 

is particularly problematic h>r future peace and stability. 

Other J'ources: Although other threat~ are not nearly as serious for the Palestinians, it is worth 

mentioning certain special sources of inscrurity. Syria, which in the past waged a bitter feud 

with the PLO, has reduced greatly In signiticance and impact since September 1993. The 
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l'a.lc~tinianopp11~ition gruups housetl in Damascus hav,e lost virtually all their intluen~'e, and 

have not regained any despite the discrediting of the mainstream Fat eh. Only those groups 

with an actual following in the Occupied Ten·itories have any significance, and their strength 

is drawn from their local support rather than from Syrin. llesides, the further that Syria 

moves towards peace with Israel, the more nt' a .ttatus quo power it becomes. Much l.he same 

might be said or lra4 or Libya, which in previous years hacked Arafat's opponents but now 

suffer under inlernalional isolation. 

The Palestinian opposition, largely the ls.lamists hut also the secular Pl;LP and DFLP, may 

pose a threat to the PNA and, arguably, to Palestinian social cohesion. In this case the threat 

iN primarily puliti~:al, in the sense that the 1x1tency or the opposition lies in its ahil.ity to 

disrupt the autonomy process and antagonize PNA-Israeli relations. Failure to resolve internal 

differences may lead to civil strile on some scale or another, whkh would' be a far more 

direcL and uama.11ing threat. Other sources of potential contlict relate to the presence of large 

numhers or former security prisoners (held hy Israel tiJr resisting its occupation) or PLO 

personnel who have either been left in exile or have been brought into the autonomous areas 

but lack housing, income, and status. 1t is easy to conceive resentment leading to violence 

or to covert operations on behalf of the opposition or outside parties. Latent regional or clan 

disputes may be arousetl in such situations, increasing the risk of civil conflict. 

S. Preliminary Outline of Contldence-Ruilding 

1t is evident that. while the danger of physical assault is always present, the main threats to 

the Pnlcstlnlans arc not mllltary In the hnmcdintc sense. This does not make them any less 

menacing, as in combination they pose an existential threat. The obvious implication Is that 

the sort of conf'idence-hullding nieasures (CRMsJ that the Palestinians require tend to have 

a hlp,h political sip,nitlcance. Two further, contllcting practical implications follow. On the 

om: hand, it should he easier li>r hrad, Jordan, or other parties to offer meaningful politkal 

CRMs withoul. affecting their military security. Ou the othe1· hand, the same parties rnighL 

find it more difficult to offer politiCal Cl!Ms without affecting thdr own core interests and 

intema( CIIIISCIISUS. 

That said, there is considerable scope tor the sort of CBMs that are most likely to help defuse 

tO 
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tension within the Palestinian arena. Most obvious is to assist in the conduct of general 

elections in the Palestinian Occupied Territories, and furthermore tu ensure that such elections 

arc designed to produce a hody with credihlc political representation and legislative capacity. 

This would rn~an enabling all parties to compete, in order to endow the process with real 

legitimacy, and enabling both the parties and the PNA to conduct aiJ related activities without 

Impediment (campaigning, ti1r example). Israel should provide free access to population 

registers In order to prepare electoral rolls. Indeed, Israel needs to provide access to 

population and land registers, as well as other records (such as ti1r water resources), as part 

of a more fundamental contidence-hulldlng exercise that would empower the PNA to assume 

a real Influence In the mana&ement of public goods and socio-economic policy. Movement 

regarding family reunification or the return of persons displuced by the 1967 war is another 

m:1jor CHM. 

The preceding is merely an indication. The PNA it~clf could usetully employ CBMs, not only 

towards Israel or Jordan hut, and here it would have a greater demoilstrahle d'fect, towartl~ 

Its lmcrnal opposition. Clear policy statements regarding human and civil rights ami the rule 

ollaw shoilltl be codified and, more imJHJrlanlly still, cmhodicd in spccillc lllt!Chanisn•s and 

institutions (such as omhud~mcn) ucsigncd to pmviuc the public with indepenuent dmnnels 

for complaints anti redress. Transparency in ruhllc nppointtnenL~ and contracts would also 

have a hcnetlclal effect, ns would a concerted effort to reyitalize the education system in 

order to ahsorb resentment and restore hope among the youthful and unemployed population. 

At the end of the day, however, the PNA has limited resources. Even with good management 

anti sound policies, the l'alcslinians remain thc weakest parl.y in the stralcgil: e4uation, anti 

can do little to pressure or coerce their neighbours into altering negative policies. Besides, 

Investment in the imprnvement of st:curity can bav~ unwanted costs, such as reduction in 

other forms of public expenditure and infrastructural investment which arc urgently needed. 

Yet lnsutlklent allocation of resources to security may encourage hostile attention. A graphic 

example of the dlftlculty of striking the right balance is that building a strong pulicl: force 

rnay make good sense at one level, but is very costly linancially and unsuslllinablc. 

The lm(llicatlon is that cxternaf parties will probably hold the key to the balance between the 

threats to Palestinian security ami Palestinian ahlllty tn deflect them. This is not a comfortable 

\ I 



position in which to he, but it may be unavoidable at least for the duration of the interim 

period. lt is ·unlikely to change much even alter a permanent settlement has been reached, 

however. lsn1el is unlikdy to permit the PNA or any successor entity to maintain a credible 

military force even liJr purely defensive purposes, and the Palestinians simply do not enjoy 

the human and financial resource base sufficient to maintain a credible self-defence force 

1111yway. 

What this sugge.~ts is that the Palestinians should seek to provide a significant patt of their 

defence and or their nhility to deter aggression or subversion by promoting and joining 

.regionally-bascd structure.~ for security and ctxJpcration. It may be the wisdom of weakness, 

hullhe best assumucc that the Palestinians have in the long-run of protection against lhre<~ts 

liJ their existence and well-being lies In the establishment of multilater,.lf organi7.ations that 

ci.mstntin the strong states a~ much as the weak ones. 
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"Je ne conteste aucunement que le fiicheux blocus du golf 
d'Akaba etait unilateralement dommageable a votre pays et je ne 
miconnais pas que celui-ci efit lieu de se sentir menace, etant 
donne la tension oil etait plongee la region palestinienne pas 
suite du jlot d'invectives prodiguees a l'encontre d'lsral!l en 
meme temps que le sort lamentable des Arabes r<ifugies en 
Jordanie ou religui.s a Gaza. Maisje demeure convaincu qu'en 
passant outre aux avertissements donnes, en temps voula, a votre 
gouvernement par celui de la Republique Franfaise, en entamant 
les hostilitis, en prenant, par la force des armes, possession de 
Jerusalem, et de maints territoires jordaniens, egyptiens, et 
syriens, en y pratiquant la repression et les expulsions, qui sont 
inevitablement les consequences d'une occupation dont tout 
indique qu 'Elle tend a I' annexion, en af]irmant devant le monde 
que le reglement du conflit ne peut &re realise que sur la base 
des conquites acquises et non pas a condition que celles-ci soient 
Cvacuies, Israel depasse les bornes de la moderation nicessaire" 
Private letter from President De Gaulle to Ben Gourion after the 
1967 war (source: Heuri Laurens, Le grnndjeu, Paris, 1991, p.214. 
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Introduction 

The Arab-Israeli conflict has marked Syrian politics, since 1948, and 
largely influenced Syria's behavior in the regional and international contexts. 
To this effect, The present paper shall describe an Arab and particularly a 
Syrian perception of the sources of threat as the conflict developed over the 
years. 

In this climate of conflict, security concerns and preoccupations and a 
threat perception from a Syrian perspective are yet to be understood and 
appreciated. A state, as part of a nation, that has long been pictured, by 
efficient propaganda, as inherently barbaric, aggressive, uncivilized and 
bruta11 societies is yet to overcome such misperceptions in order to be accepted 
as a "civilized" partner in "humane" peace endeavors. 

All efforts aimed at explaining Syrian security concerns have been faced 
with deliberate inattention. The resulting debate has always led to an impasse. 

Two indispensable prerequisites have to be met, in order for the present 
exercise of cross examining threat perceptions of the different parties to the 
Arab Israeli conflict, to be useful. First, A disciplined effort from the party 
exposing its security concerns not to overstate the factual threats and the 
psychological perceptions of the self and the others in the Arab Israeli 
environment of conflict. Second, A corresponding effort from the "others" not 
to lend confrontational deaf ears to the adversaries' security preoccupation, but 
rather conciliatory open ones. Only such combination of realistic and 
conciliatory attitudes of the ones and the others can make the present exercise 
of analysing "threat perceptions" a fruitful one, in identifying possible gray 
zones of security for all. It is the intention of this paper to keep in mind "as 
much as possible" the above considerations. But to what extent is it possible? 

It must be observed, in this context, that available literature on security 
and arms control in the Arab-Israeli region, influenced to a large extent by 
efficient propaganda, is considerably inundated by Israeli efforts of 
deconstructing whatever Arab and especially Syrian security concern, by 
characterizing it as technically or factually unfounded2, and their concomitant 
effort of overstating3 factual threats and psychological perceptions4. Many 
Israeli arguments that are often tainted with gusts of "realistic approaches" 5 to 
security are, for most of the time, very remote from and badly reflective of .__· .. 
reality. 

Indeed, reality from a Syrian standpoint has often been deformed6 and 
distorted to a degree that shows the oppressed an aggressor, the victim a 
"murderer", the defender of his rights, a harsh violent offender. Arabs and 
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especially Palestinians, in this environment of conflict, have constantly been 
presented to the world as the most violent of all peoples. 

It was the Arabs and only the Arabs who initiated hostilities? in this 
region by refusing without any justification the "very existence"& of the 
peaceful and humane democratic "Israeli" State amongst them. It is specifically 
this rejectionist and certainly "cruel "9 attitude, aimed at the elimination of the 
"Jewish democracy from the heart of the Arab nations"10 that initiated the 
conflict and continued to aliment it. F orlsraeli "experts" and ruling elites, Pan 
Arabism 11, Islamic fundamentalism 12, in their militarism, xenophobia, 
irredentism and irreducible hatred of the existing order are indeed the sources 
of this massive hostility aimed at Israel and consequently the true core of 
conflict in the Arab-Israeli region. Arab hostility is indeed unequivocally 
evidenced by the huge Arab arms build up13, not only in conventional but also 
in non-conventional Mass destruction weaponry14, and missile capabilities. 
Indeed, It is extremely alarming to observe in the Arab countries that ample 
fmancial resources are still devoted to armament despite apparent economic 
difficulty. Similarly alerting would be any prospective emergence of a hostile 
Arab power with nuclear weapons and appropriate means of delivery15. This is 
something definitely not tolerable for people like Israel who suffers from 
"existential" threats. 

Many Israeli "experts" argue that, security arrangements in the Middle 
East should only address the situation oflsrael as "a minute island in a hostile 
Arab States" 16. For them, not only is the violent unjustified hostility of the 
Arabs that is a source of their security preoccupation, but the vulnerability of 
Israeli society should also be taken into consideration in this respect. Figures, 
Charts, arguments, from whatever angle or criteria, compete and pile up to 
show how, disadvantageous in strategic depth17, inferior in population18, feeble 
to sustain long wars19, unsupported from any one20 in the world yet dependent 
on all the world in every source of energy or income, is "the peaceful" Israel. 
All of these considerations have considerable direct repercussion on security. 
The debate or perhaps the overwhelming effort of persuasion often derails from 
the track of rational analysis, to exceedingly use the psychological element of 
the "threat perception", in invoking the memory of an extremely painful recent 
past, for the occurrence of which Arabs were certainly not responsible. Israeli 
"experts", often take off their "expertise" gowns to describe the spasmodic 
sense of insecurity that Israelis still suffer from. These "experts", conclude tl!at, 
it is Israel and only Israel that is feeling insecure21, and that to a large extent 
tl!e Arab violent hostile neighbors have always been the source of tl!is ._; .. 
insecurity. This egocentric perception of tl!eir security has consistently led to 
tl!e conclusion tl!at Israel is tl!e only party in the region that needs confidence, 
and tl!at the Arabs are the ones who should exert whatever effort possible to 
provide that confidence. Israeli "experts" often taint tl!eir proposition on future 
regional security arrangements with many affmnations of good faith pertaining 
to tl!e equatability of any solution proposed, implying whereby recognition of 

2 



all parties' threat perceptions. Yet careful scrutiny, of those propositions, 
reveals very anxious egocentric views on regional security, not cognizant of 
any "others" perceptions of insecurity in the arena. Most of the solutions 
proposed required from the "hostile Arabs" more in terms of Confidence­
Building Measures and Arms Control and less from Israel because she is the 
one that needs to be assured and perfectly understood22. God, our common 
god, knows how far such elastic argument can be taken to lead to a permanent 
situation of insecurity to the Arabs. 

"Objective" literature on security and arms control in the region of the 
Arab-Israeli conflict, supposedly produced by "unbiased experts", "cognizant 
of the interests of all parties concerned", has also proven to be the most 
inattentive to Arab security concerns and the most considerate even ruminating 
and repetitive of Israeli concerns of security23. Western official positions24, 
and independent "experts" or institutions25 are becoming more and more close­
minded with regard to Arab concerns for security vis-a-vis Israel, and more and 
more cognizant and understanding of Israel's perceptions of security. In any 
event, it has been rightly observed that, the existing literature is not only too 
repetitive but also, "often boring to read, rarely imaginative and difficult to 
translate into political options "26. 

The present paper is an analysis of the threat perception form a Syrian 
perspective. If this paper would agree with the above submissions, on any thing 
it would be on the idea that one party's sense of insecurity in this conflict is far 
greater than other parties. For different reasons that will be exposed thereafter, 
this paper will hold that it was and has always been the Arabs and not the 
Israelis who felt constantly insecure, and that any arrangement for peace in the 
region should primarily address their concern. The logic behind this 
submission lays in the argument that, unlike Europe where the environment of 
conflict has been shaped, essentially with a confrontation of equal values and 
alliances of societies, and thus a relative balance of force from both sides, the 
Ar;tb-Israeli conflict, is on the contrary about aggression, and asymmetry in 
force, in which the Arabs are in "absolute" disadvantage. Unlike Europe, where 
confidence-building initiation, was mutual and concomitant, confidence­
building initiation, in the Arabs-Israeli environment of conflict, should 
certainly be on the expenses of the initiator of aggression thus of conflict, and 
the superior Israel, in favor of the inferior, and the "encroached upon"27 Arabs. 

Two sources of threat can be identified from the Syrian perspective. 
They are Political and Military sources of threat. Political threats arise from the -.::._ 
Israeli failure to respect the sovereignty and the rights of the Arabs to live in 
peace. The Military threats concern the very alarming Israeli military 
superiority in a way that destablizes any Balance in the region. 

Particular emphasis shall be devoted in the subsequent development to 
the Palestinian Tragedy, for it constituted the source that long alimented the 
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lack of confidence among the parties to the Arab-Israeli conflict. It must be 
understood, at the outset that, due to the historical, cultural, and identity ties, all 
Israeli aggressions against the Palestinians were perceived by the Syrians as 
directed against them. Indeed any aggression against any Arab country has 
always been regarded by the Syrians as directed against them. 

I- Political Threats 

' Israel's initiation of the conflict and the continuous aggression on Arab 
basic rights, and her expansionist aspiration, are the main sources of threat to 
the regional security. 

1. Israel's Initiation of the Conflict: The Palestinian Tragedy 

For a long time, Jews have been the victims of anti-semitism at the 
hands of the Europeans. The heated debate over the Dreyfus case in France, 
revealed how deep is anti-semitism rooted in European culture. Emile Zola's 
anger in the "J'accuse" article did not certainly temper it. Even Dreyfus' 
acquittal did not manage to attenuate it. Hertz! soon concluded, that only 
through asserting Jewish national peoplehood, lays the salvation of the 
persecuted Jews. A Jewish State somewhere, a "Jedenstaat", in which all Jews 
of the world would 'fmd refuge from persecution, is thus indispensable. 
Political Zionism came thus into existence. Several proposals surfaced, as to 
where it might be possible to establish such self-governing community. The 
British advocated first, for Uganda28. Some Jewish businessmen, proposed, 
Argentina. Others favored Kenya, or Sinai29. But Orthodox religionist, seemed ·· 
resolved to call for the return to the land of the ancient Hebrews, as envisaged 
in the Old Testament30. Anti-semitism climaxed under Nazi Germany resulting 
in the Holocaust that destroyed hundreds of thousands of humane beings just 
because they happen to have a Jewish faith, in the most barbaric, cruel, ways . 
that "humanity" can ever create or imagine. People were often dispossessed of 
their homes, just because they were Jews, conducted to concentration camps, 
where "they deserve to leave", if they had the right to live at all. In most cases, 
Jews were massively murdered, in the most cruel undescriptive ways. "never 

• 11 agam ... 

Indifferent to the Jewish sufferance in Europe, in most cases ill­
informed of any anti-semitism or persecution, because of stagnant pace of life 
due to long periods of occupation by the Ottomans, Arab society, in ., __ 
Mesopotamia, presented on the contrary perfect cohabitation, and spontaneous 
distribution of the economic activity, among its religious components, 
Muslims, Christians, and Jews. The latter were, specifically influential as 
money-lenders and bankers to the government or provincial governors, and as 
managers of Tax-farms; at another level, as craftsmen and dealers in precious 

4 



metals31. Jews detained a substantial part of the economic activities of the Arab 
cities. 

Aspiring for whatever breadth offreedom from occupation, Arab hopes 
soon disappeared in the face of huge colonialist projects of greater envergure, 
that not only involved superpowers, such as France and Great Britain, but also 
a serious project of providing a national home for all Jews of the world, in 
Palestine. 

Although many of the emerging Arab elite at the beginning of the 
century saw -rightly as it appeared thereafter- in the Zionist enterprise, a 
colonialist project aiming specifically at the dispossession of the land of 
Palestine from its inhabitants32, other Arabs were open for Jewish concerns and 
were ready for solutions recognizing both interests33. Zionists, nevertheless, 
betrayed the Arabs in supporting the British colonization of Palestine34. In the 
eyes of the Arabs, Zionists rather pursued a confrontational project of 
colonization, inspired by the helping European one35. 

Needless to mention how much transfer of Palestinians, dispossession of 
their homes and lands such project would require, in order to settle the new 
corners, the victims of European persecution. Did not the pragmatist founder of 
Israel, Ben Gurion believe that, "for every transferred Arab, one could settle 
four Jews on the land"; and that "with the removal of the Arabs from the plains, 
we (Jews) are getting for the first time in history a truly Jewish State"36? Did 
not he even tolerated compulsory transfer of the Arabs, in the area of the 
proposed Jewish state, granted by the Peel commission, for "it could give us 
(Jews) something which we never had, even when we stood on our own during 
the days of the First and Second Temples, a Galilee without Arabs ... We are 
given an opportunity which we never dared to dream of in our wildest 
imaginings. This is more than a State, government and sovereignty - this is 
national consolidation in a free homeland"37_ Was not it indispensable for 
Weitz, the director of the Jewish national fund, and a major settlement 
executive, to have a land of Israel without Arabs? Did not he· declare back in 
December 1940 that "it must be clear that there is no room in the country for 
both peoples ... If the Arabs leave, the country will become wide and spacious 
for us ... There is no room here for compromises ... There is no way but to 
transfer the Arabs from here (Palestine) to the neighboring countries, to 
transfer all ofthem ... Not one village must be left, not one Bedouin tribe ... "38. 

A huge project of unexplained settlement of hundred of thousands of ·c·. 

aliens in a land alien to them, was seen with great astonishment from the 
simple people inhabiting this land. All effort of asserting the right to self 
determination was violently oppressed by the British39, and then by a very 
organized and militarily superior Jewish militias40. Not a single town, not a 
single village, or home was saved from Jewish brutality to settle down. Simple 
people were dispossessed of there homes either because offear of the impact of 
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brutality they witnessed41 or because they were directly tlie subject of 
brutality42. Indeed Villages were mortared, shelled, and even bombed from tlie 
air. Houses were often demolished witli explosives, and bulldozers43. Families 
in some villages, were slaughtered, and unarmed civilians of botli sexes were 
murdered44. Deliberately45, Jewish commandment sought to expel tlie Arabs or 
make tliem flee, for it is indeed an indispensable measure, to any plan to settle 
tlie Jewish people of tlie world. The land is after all limited, and the rapid 
demographic growtli of tlie Arabs living in this territory has a negative effect 
on tlie future existence of any Jewish State. Arabs, tlius, must be evicted, by 
force if necessary. 

An enormous sentiment of injustice reigned among Arabs for tlie 
atrocities committed against tlieir fellow Arabs in Palestine. To defend what 
was left of Arab rights from tlie Israeli offense, Arabs exhausted from 
continuous colonization for centuries, could not, in 1948, repulse tlie injustice. 
They soon realized how backed from all superpowers was "tlie State oflsrael", 
and how disadvantageous in all respects, were tlie Arabs, in 1948. Such project 
appeared to be simply insurmountable, for it is witliin it tliat many interests 
complement each otliers. The new objective should tlius be tlie containment of 
tlie aggressive attitudes of Israel, as experience has recently shown, in order for 
tlie Arabs to have tlieir fair share in development, to attain better welfare. As 
presidentNasser of Egypt has put it, in 1955: 

"The objection has often been made tliat if tlie Arabs were to 
receive military assistance tliey would immediately attack 
Israel. Egyptians feel tliat a great injustice was committed 
against tlie Arabs generally, and especially against tlie million 
or more Palestinian Arabs who are now refugees. Israel's 
policy is aggressive and expansionist, and Israel will continue 
her attempts to prevent any strengthening of the area. 
However, we do not want to start conflict. War has no place in 
tlie constructive policy which we have designed to improve tlie 
lot of our people. We have much to do in Egypt, and the rest of 
the Arab world. A war would cause us to loose much of what 
we seek to achieve46. 

To that effect, many Arab States neighboring Israel sought conciliation. 
Syria47, Jordan48, and even Egypt ofNasser49, proposed conciliation that 
would recognize Arab rights. Israel responded with strong intransigenceso for 
she was not prepared to make any concession, whatsoever, with regard to any .,; __ 
territory conquered beyond the United Nations' General Assembly Partition 
plan5I, or to resettle any group of refugees to their homes. Israel continued on 
the contrary its aggressivity against all Arab States, and against the Palestinian 
population. Many Arabs who had fled 52 tlieir territories for fear of persecution, 
sought to return back to their homes and lands, but were faced with 
determined Israeli army denying them tlie right to returning back53, even if this 
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requires murdering them after torture and rape54. Those who tried to react 
against the injustice they felt have been persistently perceived as terrorists and 
criminals. Their repeated reactions against the Israeli aggression, however 
politicized 55, and however negligible, have been efficiently used as pretexts to 
justify more aggressive Israeli actions. Not only are they denied from the 
simplest of their human rights, the right to their properties, but they also are 
denied from their right to self- determination. 

2 Israel Continuous aggression 

Not only did Israel aggressed the many rights of the Arabs of Palestine, 
but she also continued to exert aggression against the territorial integrity. and 
the sovereignties of all Arab countries neighboring or not. 

2.1. Israel Continuous Aggression Against Syria 

Since the establishment of Israel on Arab ruins, Syria's sovereignty has 
been particularly violated by continuous Israeli aggressions. Immediately 
following the armistice agreement signed between Israel and Syria in 1949, 
Israel started violating the Armistice agreement, and the sovereignty of Syria, 
by inciting Israeli farmers to extend their bordered cultivation to areas assigned 
to Syria by the armistice agreement56. At the same period Israel denied also 
Syrian fishermen their rights of fishing and use of the Lake Teberias, whose 
northeastern shore defmes the border between Israel and Syria57. Israel's 
provocation went too far to embark on a huge water project of diversion of the 
waters of the Jordan river and then of Lake Tebrias, in a way that specifically 
impinged Syrian territory58. Expulsion of Arabs from the Demilitarized Zones 
of the front between Israel and Syria continued59, and many Israeli air strikes 
against Arab villages inside Syria have also been conducted60. Palestinian and 
Syrian resistance and retaliation against the continuous aggression directed 
against them was faced with larger attacks and aggression from the part of the 
lsraelis6I. 

2.2. Israel continuous Aggression against Arab 
neigh boring countries, and Palestinian populations 

Together with Syria, other Arab neighboring countries have 
tremendously suffered from Israeli aggression against their sovereignties62. 
Israel never saved any effort to provoke Egypt in 1956, to attack her, in order ... : .. 
for Israel to justify a massive action of retaliation that would permit her to 
destroy Egyptian new acquired military capabilities63. Israel did not succeed in 
provoking Egypt, but efficiently succeeded in aggressing it64. Raids against 
entire villages continued against Syria Lebanon and also Jordan. Relying on 
largely questionable justifications65, Israel launched in 1967 a huge attack 
against all its neigh boring States and occupied territories the surface of which 
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exceeded Israel's surface66. The outcome was also the dispossession of the 
remaining population of their homes. 

In a desire for the ones (Egypt) to reactivate negotiation, and for the 
others (Syria) to end the occupation67, Arabs, reacted, in 1973, against the 
Israeli aggression of 1967, but were faced with more and more Israeli 
intransigence to keep the occupation. 

The situation in the occupied territories worsened. More and more 
houses were demolished68, more and more civilians were deported. Even in 
their concentration (refugee) camps, Palestinians were systematically attacked 
by Israeli Defense -or should we better say Offense- forces. Unarmed civilians 
were systematically persecuted, because some of their fellow people are 
reacting to injustices persistently occurring. This even required Israel to launch 
large scale military attacks against the sovereignty of Lebanon killing not only 
Palestinians but also Lebanese, and Syrians69. 

The deteriorating living conditions in the west bank and Gaza, Israel's 
refusal to recognize or to even lend any attention to Arab concerns and 
especially those of the Palestinian people led to the spontaneous uprising 
(Intifada) in 1987. "Breaking bons", demolishing homes, confiscating 
properties, murdering, illegal detentions of Arabs in prisons, torture, do not 
appear to have affected Israeli intransigence and egocentrism, neither did it 
temper its sense of superiority vis-a-vis Arabs7o. Settler fundamentalism has 
also multiplied the effect of Israeli crimes against Arab populations in the 
occupied territories?! The recent Hebron massacre committed by an extremist 
settler against Arabs was the cowardest of all crimes. Israel never refrained, 
even in the middle of "peace" negotiations -where a climate of peace is . 
supposed to reign- its aggression, against Arabs· Villages in Lebanese territory, 
are systematically attacked, and population are killed, because, they are simply 
not permitted to assert their rights. The recent air strike against the Lebanese 
village ofNabatiyeh al-Fwaqa, where Israelis used anti personal shells caused 
the deaths of many civilians including women and children72, 

2.3. Israeli continuous aggression against non neigh boring 
Arabs Countries 

Attacks and acts of aggression against the sovereignties of many non 
bordering Arab States, have also been an important future of Israeli 
aggressivity. On June 7, 1981, Israel attacked Iraq and destroyed its Tamuz 
peaceful nuclear installation. She relied on very absurd understanding of 
Article 51 of the charter of the United Nations, claiming thereby to be 
exercising an inherent right of self defense73. The Israeli air raid on PLO 
headquarters in Tunisia not only caused heavy casualties in human life, (60 
persons killed and many more wounded)74 , but also constituted a flagrant 
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violation of the territorial integrity of Tunisia which in Israeli terms did not 
entertain any form of direct hostility7S 

3. Israel's Expansionist Aims 

Nearly all Israeli sources continuously advance the argument that in no 
war launched by Israel against any Arab State or combination of many 
neighboring Arab States, "did Israelis ever engage with territorial ambitions in 
mind"76. All wars or any other act was purely defensive and had strictly 
reactionary nature against various acts of aggression directed against the 
existence of Israel and the life of its citizens. Nevertheless it has always been 
very difficult for Arabs, and especially Syrians, to conciliate such arguments 
with reality. Indeed experience confmns that The "self defense" argument, the 
"prevention" doctrine, the "security" pretext, or the "peace on the Galilee" 
pretention are all hypocritical justifications tainting "deep rooted" aggressive, 
but also expansionist intentions aiming specifically at territorial maximization. 

"Deep rooted" intentions, for expansionism is indispensable to the 
Zionist enterprise as was perceived by its forefathers. After all, Jews around the 
world are part of one nation and constitute the same people wherever they are. 
Israel for them is a refuge and must be able to provide space and opportunity 
for all the ten million and so of world Jewry. As was clearly put, an objective 
of "greater Israel" reveal to be thus indispensable for otherwise Israel "will not 
be able to receive 10 million Jews in a territory of only 25.000 Knu"77. Indeed, 
the expansionist aim inherent to the existence of Israel at the expenses of 
others, finds its roots in the Old Testament, the teaching of the religious 
fundamentalists, the convictions of the founders of Zionism and the State of 
Israel, and in the practice of the present Israeli State. 

It is in the Genesis (XV, 18) that god promised the descendant of 
Abraham "this land from the river of Egypt, to the great Euphrates river". 
Yehuda Elitzur, one of the most respected scholars among Jewish 
fundamentalists considers the "promised" Jewish State according to the biblical 
source as extending to the Euphrates river, southern Turkey, Transjordan, and 
the Nile delta78. for religious fundamentalists, Jews "have been commanded by 
the God of Israel and the creator of the world to take possession of this entire 
land, in its holy borders and to do this by wars of defense and even by wars of 
liberation"79. for Rabbi Kook, the first Ashkenazi chief Rabbi in mandatory 
Palestine, Jews are "commanded both to possess and to settle. The meaning of 
possession is conquest"SO. fundamentalist Rabbi Yisrael Ariel, from the Tzlia ·. 
Association went further into expressing the conviction that the first and 
eternal order given to the people of Israel was to reach the borders of the 
covenant, and it remains an eternal commandment. We should not wait until 
we are attacked, we have to choose the right moment and start our own attack. 
It is crystal clear that we have the ability and the power to do so and it is 
therefore an obligation. the commandment is to attack to keep the territory and 

9 



to settle every possible corner of it"SI Rabbi Ariel expressed his joy when 
Israel invaded Lebanon. For him "Lebanon is part of the land oflsrael", and he 
recommended Israel to "declare that she does have no intention of leaving". 
He specifically added that "our leaders should have entered (long time before) 
Lebanon and Beirut without hesitation, and killed every single one of them. 
Not a memory or a trace should have remained ... We should have entered 
Beirut at any price, without regards to our own casualties, because we ·are 
speaking of the conquest of the land oflsraeL We should immediately divert 
the waters of the Litani to the Jordan"82 

However may one argue about the little influence of such Statements in 
Israeli decision making, the striking compatibility of not only Zionist ambitions 
but also the subsequent Israeli action with the above prophecies, is indeed a 
source of deep concern •. for Syrians. Indeed The forefathers of secular Zionism 
did not really differ from all Jewish religious fundamentalists assertions 
through out the century. Did not Hertz himself intimated to his diary that the 
slogan of the Jews should be "the Palestine ofDavid and Solomon"83, "the area 
from the river of Egypt to the Euphrates"84? Did not the Zionist organization 
claimed at the Versailles peace conference, back in 1919, territories that affects 
in actual terms, South Lebanon, Parts of Syria wholly including the Golan, a 
large part of Jordan, Northern Saudi Hijaz, and substantial parts of Sinai 
Egypt85. Is it not striking to note how concordant was the Israeli actions of 
aggression, from 1948 till 1982, with the original Zionist ambition. 

Did not Ben Gurion, the pragmatic conciliatory founder of the State of 
Israel once said, that "It must not be our intention to maintain the statu quo. We 
have created a dynamic State, oriented towards expansion" 86, or did not he 
affirmed to Students of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem in 1950 that "the 
Israeli empire should include all territories situated between the Nile and the 
Euphrates", and that this should be realized either by invasion or even by 
diplomacy"87. Did not General Allon regretted, 1948, that Ben Gurion ordered 
to stop the war, after strong pressures from Truman, for otherwise they could 
have liberated "all their territory, from the Litani river to the Sinai"88?, or 
Moshe Dayan who also declared that if "we (Jews) possess the Bible, and if we 
consider ourselves the people of the Bible, we should also possess the land of 
the Bible, this of the judges and patriarchs"89, or that the first battle in the 
process of the establishment oflsrael as an independent State has not yet been 
completed because we have not determined whether the spatial character of 
today's State is Final90? Did not Manahem Begin declare before the Kneseet 
back in October 12, 1955, that he profoundly thinks that "Israel should launch a ·.-·. 
preventive war against all Arab States, without any hesitation. It is by such war 
that we can attain our two objectives: (1) the destruction of the Arab power, 
and (2) the expansion of our territory"9I. 

from an Arab and especially Syrian perspective, Israeli practice since 
the institution of the State oflsrael seem to be the most compatible with Jewish 
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religious fundamentalists' aspirations and most Zionist leaders ambitions. From 
the small agricultural colonies to the Jewish National Home; from the Jewish 
State conceived by the UN to the unlarged State of 1948; from the aggressive 
Israel of 1956 to the "Greater Israel" of 1967, every stage has been marked 
with the realization of age-old prophecies and ambitions to expand. As has 
been advanced, "Israel is blithely following a plan which purely and simply 
imperils the very existence of several Arab countries as independent States"92, 
and Syria is particularly concerned and alarmed93. 

For Syrians, all large scale wars initiated since the creation oflsrael, all 
actions of aggression of smaller scale, but certainly not of lesser impact, were 
acts of aggression for the expansion of Israel. At each war Israel conquered 
territories, and was always reluctant to relinquish it by negotiation, for 
negotiation in Israel's eyes is about imposing recognition of the new 
expansion94. At each conquest Israel sought to expel the indigenous and settle 
new corners from all over the world. Israel's reluctance to recognize any 
Palestinian State in the occupied territories, Israel's annexation of the occupied 
Syrian Golan95, and finally Israel's actual refusal to return The Golan back are 
all conclusive indices for Israel aspiration for expansion. It follows that, all 
defensive pretexts or "security" justifications are and has always been, from 
Syrian perspective hypocritical argmnents hiding below them deep anchored 
conviction in Israeli conscience of expansion on the expenses of other, and 
Syria is particularly concerned in this regard. 

Syrian conscience is thus totally uncomfortable and indeed critical of 
the way the actual peace negotiations are conducted. By fragmenting the 
problem, Israel succeeded in consolidating its new expanded situation, and 
aims now at further strengthened expansion by assuring its domination through 
its centrality not only in security terms but also in all other sectors of life. 
Syrians regard with suspicions whatever call for more Israeli role in the 
development of the region. for Syrians what is instead true and alarming is the 
deep rooted long term strategy -as identified by the World Zionist 
Organization- aiming at expansionism through Arab disintegration96. For 
Syrians, no element or gleam of confidence has ever occurred from previous 
experience that proves that Israel is intending to leave in peace in this region 
without any aspiration for expansion. Israel has not showed any reassuring 
gestures to Syria and the people of Syria as to any renunciation of its 
expansionist doctrines. Israel still maintain its annexation of the Golan defying 
not only International Law, but natural elementary justice. 

4. Concluding Remarks 

Three important realities must be understood in order to appreciate the 
Syrian perception of the political threats to its security: 
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1. By purposely disregarding the concerns of the Arabs, and their 
rights to self-determination, by colonizing through whatever 
confrontational means, the peace and security of simple societies, 
exhausted from centuries of occupation, by having literally applied the 
same Nazi treatments endured by the Jews on the Arabs and that 
through dispossessing hundreds of thousands of peoples of their 
homes, to murder them or throw them in refugee (concentration) 
camps, Zionists and Israel have been, from the Syrian perspective, the 
initial aggressors. They are indeed the initiators of conflict. 

2. Furthermore, in all wars, in each and every incident, of large or 
small scale, Israel was the aggressor, and Arabs were the victims who 
suffered the larger casualties. In each war or small confrontation, 
Arabs suffered humane lives more than 4 times what Israel did suffer. 
Only the aggressor who is the more prepared to suffer less casualties, 
and only the relatively less armed victim who suffers more. 

3. Arabs have always been pictured as a violent nation and 
inherently hostile to the "civilized" values that Israel is presenting. For 
Israel, this is the main source of conflict and the main factor of 
instability in the region. Arabs, and especially Syrians perceive 
themselves as victims of enormous injustice directed towards them, 
incomprehension of their concerns, total ignorance of their rights. They 
have been persistently subjugated, since the establishment of the State 
of Israel to persecution and deliberate ignorance of their aspiration. No 
people, can be inherently violent or hostile. Humane nature, seek to 
maximize peace, in time and in space. Some does it with conquest, ~ 
imposition, hegemony, domination like Israel, and others do it through 
defense. Arabs whose peace and welfare have always been sabotaged 
by others, can not simply be considered as conquerors, or dominators, 
but rather defenders of their rights . 

Israel continuous aggression based on its deep anchored expansionist 
ideology, have long constituted serious sources of threats to Arab and Syrian 
security, and were enormous factors of instability that marked the region since 
the creation of the State oflsrael. Unfortunately, Israeli behavior.frow~_SY!}an 
standpoint, even in the midst of peace negotiations with discourses and logic of 
peace~-doesnoi:-·Tend but further .. confinnafioi:i .. _orlieraggressive. ana 
expansionist inteii1i0iis:-·--- ··-·-·--·--··· -·---·--····"'·~·-·-----~--,.. 
~---------- -----

11- The Military Threat 

After recalling Israeli Security arguments, It shall be advanced that 
since its establishment Israel enjoyed, with the help of the west, absolute 
conventional superiority at all times against all her Arab neighbors. It shall 
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thus be wondered whether, all of Israel security arguments about its 
vulnerability, in quantitative terms, are not after all highly questionable. An 
extensive discussion shall lastly be devoted to the Israeli nuclear threat. It shall 
be specifically asserted that unless Israel would not commit herself to the total 
disarmament of all her Nuclear as well as chemical arsenal, within a wider 
framework of mutual arrangements concerning weapons of mass destruction, 
in accordance with the spirit of the related international instruments, no 
genuine peace can be possible for the Arabs and especially Syria. An enormous 
sense of insecurity will continue to reign among the Arabs, and no peace is 
compatible with insecurity. 

1. Israeli Security Arguments Revisited 

In very abstract reasoning detached from any historical context, the 
argument has repeatedly been made that since its establishment, Israel has 
always been surrounded by hostile population, not hesitant to employ whatever 
means possible for its elimination. 

The effect of this "existential threat" has been multiplied through the 
years by increasing unjustified hatred from the part of the "inherently violent" 
Arabs, and concomitant increasing vulnerability, of the Israeli society. After 
all, inherent asymmetries in the attributes of force do naturally exist among the 
Arabs and the Israelis. The natural lack of strategic depth with all the problems 
related to the proximity of large Israeli population centers to the fronts, the 
natural quantitative asymmetry in numbers, and the psychological Israeli self­
perception related to the painful recent past, are all concerns that have to be 
taken into consideration in times of war and peace and in absolute terms. Arab 
hatred entertain additional concerns when it is translated into the continuous 
and increasing Arab procurement of Arms of all sorts, be it conventional, non 
conventional, or delivery systems. 

According to Israeli analysts, Israel must stress absolute qualitative 
superiority97to offset the existing asymmetry in number. Relying on a Don 
Quichottian "worst case" reasoning, that presupposes a joint Arab surprise 
attack aiming at eliminating it, Israeli "experts", dared even to justify the 
introduction of nuclear weapons as the "ultimate deterrent"98against the 
"hostile", inherently "violent" Arabs. For many Israeli commentators, nuclear 
weapons reveal to be indispensable for this is the only force that can remedy 
the inherent asymmetry in number existing between the Arabs and the Israelis. 
Shimon Peres reportedly believed that Nuclear weapons would "deliver unto 'c' .• 

Israel a guaranty ofNationhood" 99. Opinion polls recently conducted in Israel 
shows that 88% of the Israelis believe that "their conscience would be clear" if 
their country used atomic bombs, in the sense that it is morally acceptable for 
them to incinerate millions of civilians to defend IsraeliOO. To this effect, 
Nuclear weapons represent for Israel an advantage against its opponents ·that 
should be kept and defended by any means even through "preventive" actions. 
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A "nuclear Israel" Status should, in any event, be preserved in times of peace 
for it is the only force that can offset the inherent Arab quantitative advantage 
thus assuring sustained balance and stability to the region 101. 

2 Israel Conventional Superiority 

While such line of reasoning appear to be logically sustained for Israeli 
"experts", it flagrantly defies any rationality from a Syrian perspective. The 
image for the Arabs, and especially the Syrians is that of an Israel, back, since 
its establishment, by all superpowers, armed to its teeth of state-of-the-art 
equipements, continuously harassing and aggressing the peace and security of 
the Arabs. For Syrians, Israel has never been vulnerable. 

Indeed, since its establishment over the ruins of Arab homes, villages 
and towns, Israel enjoyed absolute military supremacy in all fields and against 
all Arabs. In 1948, Israel was quantitatively and qualitatively superior to all 
Arab armies that rushed to defend their fellow Arabs in Palestinei02. Over the 
following, years, at a time when "quality" was becoming as important if not 
more important than "quantity" 103, Israeli actions of aggression that resnlted iri 
the military confrontations that marked the Arab-Israeli conflict assured total 
Israeli supremacy not only against individual Arab States forces but against 
any combination of Arab States. Israel who started all wars, iriflicted casualties 
to the Arabs 4 times than what she suffered. Its contiriuous aggresivity has 
iricited the arms race in the region and driven it to dangerous proportions. 
Many have argued that the combination of superior training, maneuver 
capability, and tactical and technical innovation have decisively contributed to 
this supremacy104. Yet, they refuse to consider that Arab forces seriously 
lacked access to many of the advanced Western Weapons and technology, as 
Israel had. The West simply denied weapons to the Arabs. The East and 
especially the former Soviet Union restricted the availability of many key 
systems to the Arab world, thus negatively affecting its defense capabilities 
vis-a-vis Israel. 

Israeli officials always knew that they are at each moment in a position 
of total superiority against all Arabs. Indeed, a large part of the Israeli absurd 
"preventive" actions that had been taken against the Arabs were specifically 
about preserving superiority. In 1956, Israel could not permit Egypt to absorb 
the newly acquired weapon systems for it may have a slight chance of 
somewhat undermining Israeli superiority. In no way the new purchased arms 'c•· 

would have destabilized the superiority had they been absorbed by the 
Egyptian Army, and the Israelis most probably knew it. But the slightest action 
was not permitted. Israel's provocations did not succeed in dragging Nasser 
into an all out war. She fmally opted for participating more bluntly with France 
and Great Britain for destroying Nasser's newly acquired potential. 
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At no time has there been the slightest .doubt among Israeli ruling elite 
or even in Israeli society that Israel's superiority was undermined from any or 
even from all of its Arab neighbors. Particularly reassuring, has there always 
been the commitment of many western countries, since the establishment of 
the State of Israel to its military superiority, and "qualitative edge". In his 
recent address to the Israeli Knesset, President Clinton recalled in this regard 
that: 

"In times of war and times of peace, every president of the US since 
Harry Truman, and every congress has understood the importance 
of Israel... Our role in war has been to help you defend yourself by 
yourself. That is what you have asked. Now that you are taking risks 
for peace, our role is to help you minimize the risks of peace. I am 
committed to working with our congress to maintain the current 
levels of military and economic assistance. We have taken concrete 
steps to strengthen Israel's qualitative edge. The US-Israel Science 
and technology commission unprecedented Israeli access to the US 
high-technology market, and acquisition of advanced computers -­
all these keep Israel in the forefront in global advances and 
competitive and global markets. I have also taken steps to enhance 
Israel's military and your capacity to address possible threats not 
only to yourselves, but to the region. F-15 aircraft are being 
provided, and F-16s transferred out of US stocks. We work closely 
with you to develop the Arrow missile, to protect against the threat 
of Ballistic Missiles .. nJOS 

Indeed, The West never saved any effort to provide Israel with state-of-the-art 
offensive weapon systems. 

For Israel, the past four decades and so of its establishment were not 
really about acquiring the means of offsetting the Arab sheer mass but were 
really about gradually detaching Israel from its dependence on western powers 
to assure total superiority with independence. The Israeli anxiety to depend on 
indigenous production of different systems revealed, by the time, to be fruitful. 
Israel achieved some independence in, producing transport aircraft, multi role 
combat aircraft, fighter aircraft, armored vehicles including main battle tanks 
and warshipsl06 • It has been also reported that Israel's armament industry 
become large enough for the country to sell significant amounts of weapons 
abroadl07. 

Yet, still Israeli "experts" and "officials" feign crying their so called 
"vulnerability", and persistently underscore unfounded Arab sustained 
hostility. They still complain from Western discrimination against Israel with 
regard to the exports of ArmslOS. For some, "embargoes on arms sales have 
been directed against Israel and not the Arab States; there are a number of 
countries in the western world, like Great Britain, that will freely sell arms to 

15 

': ;;_··. 



the Arab countries but not to Israel" After all, these are the only arguments 
that can cherish Western sympathy. 

3. The Israeli Nuclear Armament 

Particularly alarming for the Arabs in general and the Syrian in 
particular has been the gradually confirmed information that Israel does not 
only have the technical capability to manufacture nuclear weapons, but is 
indeed stockpiling large quantities of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons of 
different yields, and does indeed possess a significant number of indigenously 
manufactured delivery systems. 

3.1. The Israeli Nuclear Arsenal 

Indeed, since the institution oflsrael in 1949, at a time when its military 
superiority was confirmed vis-a-vis all Arabs, and long before any Arab 
country began acquiring any types of weapons, Israel initiated its nuclear 
program with the aim of manufacturing nuclear weaponsl09 .. Israel was indeed 
the first to introduce weapons of mass destruction to the Arab-Israeli region of 
conflict Many reports, have gradually confirmed thereafter the existence of a 
serious Israeli nuclear program and the piling up of nuclear warheads110. 

Israel did not confirm or deny111. It deliberately adopted a posture of 
"calculated ambiguity"112 or a "secrecy without absolute secrecy"113 of a so 
called "threshold" State, for the many advantages that such status would 
offerll4. For many analysts such posture has a deterrent effect. After all nuclear 
weapons are weapons of "last resort". Over the years, its unsafguarded Dimona 
reactor produced a full range of nuclear weapons in several sizes and 
configurations. While speculation is characteristic of most analysts account on 
Israeli nuclear capabilities because of her ambiguous attitudes, they all seem to 
agree, however, that since 1964, Israel produced, hundreds of Nuclear weapons 
of the "Nagasaki" yield of 20 kilotons or an explosive power of 20.000 tones 
of TNT115. Reports also indicate that Israel is also endeavoring to build 
thermonuclear H Bomb of yields exceeding 200 kilotons116. The Israeli nuclear 
test conducted on September 22, 1979 in the south Atlantic Indian ocean, that 
has been detected by the American Vela satellite was a test involving the 
triggering mechanism for a thermonuclear weapon.ll7 It also became largely 
known that Israel manufactured tactical weapons of low yields not exceeding 2 
kilotons 118. Many reports indicate that Israeli artillery battalions are being .,, . 
equipped with nuclear shells for 155-mm howitzers and possibly 203-mm 
guns 119. Particularly alarming was information to the extent that nuclear mines 
are even planted in the Golan heights120. The inventory of Israeli Mass 
destruction weaponry does not stop on the devastating nuclear weapons but 
also includes an important offensive Chemical and biological weapons 
capability121 
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Analysts also agree that Israel possesses a sophisticated combination of 
missiles and advanced aircraft that could carry and deliver nuclear warheads. 
The Western made A-4 skyhawk attack bombers, the F-4 E Phantom fighter­
bombers, the Mirage Ill B fighter-bombers, are aircraft possessed by the Israeli 
army and suitable for potential delivery of nuclear bombs122. The US made F-
16 AS fighter striker and F -15 Eagle fighter/interceptor aircraft, that are part of 
the Israel Air Force, the indigenously made Kfir type aircraft which "can 
compete with the most sophisticated American technology" 123 can also be 
suitable for delivery124. 

There are also convincing indication that Israel has deployed nuclear 
armed missiles on mobile launchers, somewhere in the 1970s. Most sources 
call the first of these indigenously made missiles the Jericho I, but Israel has 
never publicly named its long range missiles system 125. Most likely Israel has 
now deployed about hundreds of these missiles. According to some sources, 
these missiles are even deployed on mobile erector launchers in the Golan126. It 
has also been reported that Israel had successfully test-fired in May 1987 -in 
the same year of the establishment of the Missiles Technology Control Regime 
(MTCR) which was set up by seven industrialized countries to restrain the 
exports of materials which could assist the production of missiles- an 
intermediate-range ballistic missile capable of carrying nuclear warheads127. 
The missile named, Jericho II, had been developed thereafter to reach ranges 
way over 900 miles. According to observers, as many as 100 Missiles of this 
type have been deployed in the Negev, but also in the Golan128. Following the 
launching on September 19, 1988, of the first Israeli Satellite Offeq 1, on a 
Shavit booster, the latter particularly interested "experts", for it could also 
reach very distant targets. Analysts advance that , for a reduced size of a 
nuclear warhead of 650 pounds, Shavit's maximum range could be 5.500 
miles129. Such Israeli capabilities put all Europe, Africa, and Asia except for 
parts of the Russian far East and Indonesia, within its striking range130. The 
basic Target , however oflsrael's nuclear arsenal has been and will continue to 
be, even in "peace" time, its Arab neighbors. Should war break out in the 
Middle East for whatever provocation orchestrated by Israel as she always did, 
a nuclear escalation, which was presented as "unthinkable except as a last 
resort", would now be a strong probability, in which Tactical but also strategic 
weapons can be used. Indeed, since 1967, three Israeli nuclear alertsl31 have 
taken place during the four military confrontation that marked the region. 
Israel was, in fact, prepared, in 1967, 1973, and 1991 to use nuclear bombs 
against Arab population centersl32. .,_. 

3.2. World Support of Israel Quest for Nuclear Weapons 

Many have supported Israel in her quest for nuclear armament. France 
was particularly actively involved in the early years, in providing whatever 
assistance, be it fmancial, supply of materials, or sharing know hows with 
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Israeli scientists about tests and other experiencesl33_ Argentinal34, Norwayl35, 
South Africa 136 have also participated in different stages, in the Israeli nuclear 
program. 

The Untied States policy of passive assistance m has vitally contributed 
to the development of such program. Indeed most of the of Israel's nuclear 
war-fighting capability -technology and equipment have "made in USA" 
stamped on itl38. Huge funding not only from American very influential Jewry 
but also from the US government have largely contributed to the building up of 
this enormous nuclear superpowerl39. Israeli scientists have had the 
opportunity in countless occasions to visit Los Alamos or Livermore labs, or 
other research centers of the like, and had access to classified informationl40. 
Reports also indicate that Lobbying, is intensely underway to supply Israel 
with very high speed sophisticated American supercomputers that would 
permit Israel to reduce its testing requirements for nuclear weapons and missile 
designsl41. 

3.3. The Concern of the United Nations 

Over the years, the United Nations, repeatedly expressed its "increasing 
concern regarding the danger of the introduction of nuclear weapons" in the 
Arab Israeli region of conflict, arising from the Israeli nuclear ambitions. It 
specifically expressed its conviction that the development of nuclear capability 
by Israel would "threaten the international peace and security" and constitute a 
serious "danger to the cause of non-proliferation in General"l42. 

The United Nations also expressed its apprehension regarding the issue 
of "military and nuclear collaboration" between some States and Israel. The 
General Assembly specifically called "upon all States to end transfer of nuclear 
equipment or fissionable material or technology to lsrael"l43. Israel continues 
to defy the concerns of the International conscience, and the "cause of non­
proliferation", by continuing to ignore repeated calls by the United Nations that 
she "should renounce, without delay, the possession of or any intention to 
possess nuclear weapons". 

Israel never signed and still refuses to join the NPT, or to put the 
entirety of its nuclear installations and especially its very dangerous, old, but 
capacity increased, Dimona reactor under !AEA safeguard. For Israeli 
strategists, International organizations, including the IAEA, systematically 
discriminated against Israel in favor of the Arabsl44 . Such frameworks proved '-·· 
in practice to be inherently deficient for they could not control Iraq in its quest 
for Nuclear Power. They further assert that these frameworks always 
discriminated against Israel in favor of the Arabs and put Israel in 
disadvantage, and did no justice to the Israeli cause. An Arab observer would 
rather wonder whether there is not after all an enormous discrimination against 
the Arabs in favor of Israel, when the IAEA rigorously applies the "non-
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proliferation spirit" on the embryonic Iraqi nuclear program, and modestly 
content to verbally condemning the Israeli aggression against Iraq, without 
taking any effective action concerning the real issue in the region which is the 
Israeli nuclear armament. 

3.4. The Syrian Perception 

Despite the hypocritical Israeli attitude of deliberate ambiguity, and its 
assertion that "it will not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons", the very 
alarming fact remains that Israel has effectively developed large quantities of 
nuclear weapons with the appropriate means of delivery. Inherently, the 
introduction by Israel of the nuclear weapons to the Arab Israeli region of 
conflict is a serious destablizing factor in the already asymmetrical balance of 
force that exists among the neighboring Arabs and Israel. 

A Syrian perception can not identify any deterrence element of 
defensive character from the Israeli huge effort of nuclear arms build up. 
Israeli nuclear armament, can not seriously be aimed at canceling out the 
Arabs' possession of it, because the latter simply do not possess it nor are they 
aiming at acquiring it at all, for it is contrary to the "non-proliferation spirit". 
In any event, they are not allowed to even think of acquiring nuclear weapons 
to offset Israeli superiority. Israel will be willing to aggress neighboring 
sovereignties as violently as possible in order to preserve its superiority in this 
domain. In such environment of conflict, where Israel enjoys absolute 
superiority in all times, and against all Arabs through conventional means, the 
Israeli nuclear armament does not taint but offensive goals aiming at furthering 
expansionism through aggression. 

It also becomes more and more difficult from a Syrian perspective to 
accept the deterrent value of the Israeli nuclear weapons, when the Israeli 
actual capability way exceeds the deterrent satisfactory capability sufficient of 
destroying most of the Arab forces. For many "experts", a "last ditch" nuclear 
deterrent would be adequately provided by ordinary fission nuclear weapons 
targeted on the major Arab cities in Syria, Iraq, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan 
and Libya. A dozen or soi45, may be 30-40146 nuclear weapons with yields of 
20 kilotons would do the job. Thermonuclear weapons would not be needed for 
such strategy. Such nuclear weapons can be used, according to experts, against 
all these targets with a minimal of damage to Israel147. Nevertheless Israel has 
built, and continues to manufacture, even within the peace process, nuclear 
weapons capable of twice totally incinerating the Arab world. Some have ~ 
argued that this huge Israeli nuclear power is after all "political"148 and not 
war-fighting. From a Syrian perspective, the only "political" element in such 
offensive nuclear arms build up that defies the regional norms, is certainly not 
"deterrence" but rather an Israeli determination not to renounce its nuclear 
superiority at all times, and to impose by force a long term Israeli hegemony in 
the region. 
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( The Syrian concerns increase with the information that Israel has 
) produced ~~cti~al battle~ weapons, thus lowering, for the Israeli 
( army, the le~l Of?oriflict triggering nuclear escalation. The Israeli nuclear 

devices are no longer weapons of "last resort", but rather war-fighting 
instruments that should confront Arab conventional forcesi49. In such 
environment of conflict where Israel has always been the aggressor, who 
declared during 4 military confrontations, 3 nuclear alerts in two of them the 
contiguous Syria was involved, the probability that Israel would not hesitate to 
use tactical nuclear weapons for whatever worthless reasons, is large enough to 
further increasing Syria's sense of insecurity. 

Israel has become a de facto nuclear superpoweriso. Its defense 
capabilities with respect to chemical weapons or Ballistic missiles has largely 
increased. After all, the effect of Chemical weapons compared with nuclear 
warheads is highly unreliable and can be entirely neutralized with relatively 
inexpensive techniquesiSI. The Israeli defensive capabilities are, in this regard, 
among the best in the worldl52. Similarly, the US committed itself to the 
continued assistance and funding for the (Arrow) , antitactical ballistic missiles 
system 153. In general, Israel has a strong infrastructure in the cities to manage 
an all out war, and even to survive a nuclear war that may be triggered by a 
chimeric nuclear Arab threat. While Israel has become a veritable bunker, all 
Arab States, each and every important city, is within the target range of Israeli 
nuclear weaponsi54. They are absolutely vulnerable compared to Israel. Arab 
neighboring States, simply do not have the access to any similar defensive 
systems that Israel is acquiring. Israel is thus capable at any time, and 
according to whatever insignificant justification, of incinerating with a limited 
use of its nuclear capability two thirds of the Arab neighboring populations, 
because of the dense urban demographic concentrations characteristic of Arab 
societies. From a Syrian perspective, experience has shown that, this is not an 
unlikely situation, but rather a very possible one due to the combination in the 
Israeli phenomenon of expansionist ideology and aggressive intentions, thus 
irrationality with nuclear weapons. Indeed the worse can be expected. 

Syria as did most neighboring Arab countries, persistently called upon 
Israel to more appreciate the sense of insecurity suffered by the Arabs from the 
Israeli nuclear threats. Syria as well as most Arab countries continuously 
demanded that Israel should renounce the possession of nuclear weaponsls s. 
They constantly affmned the impossibility to achieve any durable peace in the 
region with the destabilizing effect of the Israeli nuclear arsenali56. Arab 
neighboring countries, persistently called upon Israel to provide some elements 
of confidence to assure that Israel want sincerely to live in peace within its 
Arab neighbors. Accession to the NPT regime by Israel appeared to be an 
important step to provide confidence for the insecure Arab neighbors. After all, 
a stable balance of force in the region, that would constitute the right 
framework for effective and balanced arms control measures would at least 
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require that Israel renounce prima facie all its nuclear capability, within 
perhaps a framework of weapons of mass destruction arrangements. 

Israel, however does not seem to be willing to renounce its nuclear 
capability in any framework of Weapons of Mass Destruction mutual 
arrangements. With a nuclear arsenal capable of targeting nuclear powers, 
Israeli planners are most likely perceiving themselves as already a nuclear 
superpower that should be recognized in any future framework of global non­
proliferation. For Israeli "experts" in any case, "efforts to force Israel to give 
up its nuclear option without major reductions in Arab conventional forces are 
interpreted by Israeli leaders as evidence that the Arab States wish to retain the 
option of waging wars against lsrael"l57. Israeli analysts would simply want 
the Arabs totally unarmed, before even discussing any Israeli nuclear weapons. 
However, Israeli "security" arguments are too stretchy. They can be taken too 
far. After all, it has been increasingly argued that hostility or hatred against 
Israel, is not only sensed from the part of Arab States, but it also is too present 
in the world of Islaml58. If its flow within ~e Arab States seems to be 
rescinding, its effusion within the world of Islam is increasing to some 
alarming degrees etc ...... Israel, it is repeatedly argued, must thus be superior 
enough to face all these and other potential threats, in the sense that as long as 
threats of the like continue, "nuclear weapon will continue to be seen as the 
Ultimate guarantor against existential threats"l59. This is taken too far, and may 
also be taken further from any party whose only aim is to consolidate his 
hegemonic intentions. Unless there are some defined standards to halt such 
way of reasoning, Israel will continue to claim for a legitimate superiority in a 
manner that has been and will always be detrimental to all it neighbors, as well 
as to International peace and security. 

Conclusion 

Israel egocentric and "selfish"l60 perceptions of the regional security 
have made her persistently fail to perceive or deliberately avoid to sense that 
the real reasons behind the uneasiness of the Arab world with the Israeli 
phenomenon was precisely the confrontational, aggressive, expansionist, and 
hegemonic attitudes of Israel. Israelis always refused to see that Arabs and 
especially Syrians have constantly sensed en enormous injustice when it came 
to addressing their concerns. 

In this paper, It is submitted that the Zionist and then the Israeli 
disregard of the aspirations of the Arabs was the torch that triggered the .- . 
conflict. The subsequent Israeli aggressions against the Arabs continued until 
now to aliment it. It is further advanced that, it was Israel that triggered the 
Arms race in the region, by introducing since its establishment state-of-the-art 
conventional weapons, and also non conventional nuclear weapons. All Arab 
reactions, thereafter, had purely defensive character and were natural efforts to 
catch up Israeli superiority. Arabs never succeeded in even approaching Israeli 
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capabilities. In fact, they are simply not permitted to do so. Ironically, these 
efforts have been exploited by efficient propaganda, to cherish more sympathy, 
justify more Israeli arms build up, warrant more expansionism through 
aggression, and even legitimize the acquisition of more nuclear weapons. 

If the real issue in the actual peace process is the acceptance of the 
Arabs in the region oflsraelliving amongst them in peace, all efforts should be 
exerted to convince the Arab populations of the genuine Israeli intentions to 
live in peace. If Israel is sincerely intending to live in peace in this region, it 
should not be reluctant or hesitant to provide whatever reassurance of good 
faith. 

Unfortunately, Israel does not seem to be willing to provide any 
reassuring signs that she does want to live in peace within its neighbors. She 
continues to harass neighboring Arabs, refusing to end the occupation of their 
territories conquered in 1967, and she is certainly not willing to adhere to the 
NPT in the foreseeable future. The actual fragmented peace process appears to 
be about consolidating past gains, rather than a quest for genuine peace. Such 
attitude is short cited, and self destructive on the long run. No "territories of 
other States"l61 can guarantee security. Nuclear weapons can impose short 
term virtual peace, but promises long term disintegration due to increasing 
sense of dissatisfaction. As long as Israel would not be prepared to 
reconciliate itself with its egocentrism and selfishness and demonstrate more 
open-mindness, the actual "virtual peace" endeavor is bound to the gradual 
disintegration, in a way that can be detrimental to all. 
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271); although the massacre was roundly condemened by the main stream Jewish 
authorities, including the Haganah, and Ben-Gurion, such condemnation appeared 
to be meaningless, with the deliberate policy to expel or let the Arabs flee. In 
another village, Zamuqa, a graphic description of what hapened was given to the 
AI hamishmare newspaper: "The soldier told me how one of the soldiers opened a 
door and fired a sten at an old man, an old woman and a child in one brust, how 
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from Palestine and to induce those who had fled to return. Morris specifically 
submits that the atocity factor, has demoralized the Arab inhabitants and induced 
them to flee for fear of persecution (see Morris, B., The Birth of the Palestinian 
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conference in 1949, Laurens, H., Le Grand feu ... , P. 84 and Morris Benny, A 
second Look at the Missed Peace, or smoothing out History: A Review Essay, 
Jouranl of Palestine Studies, Fall 1994, pp. 78-87. 

51 Israel conquered after the war 77% of the land of Palestine, 21% more than 
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recognized it would be an offense against the principles of elemental justice if these 
innocent victims of the conflict were denied the right to return to their homes while 
Jewish immigrants flow into Palestine and indeed at least offer the threat of 
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murdered them". Morris specifically cites specific cases of this sort. For more 
details see Morris, B., Israel's Border Wars ... , p. 167. 
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Humma district in the southern Demilitarized Zone, about 1.200 Arabs were forced 
out. The United States strongly protested the Israeli air raid. The security council 
also demanded return of the Arabs evicted, (see Neef, D., Israel-Syria ...• p. 31-32). 
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villages disappeared". (see Bull, Odd, War and Peace in the Middle East: The 
Experiences and views of a UN Observer, London, 1976, p. 50. 
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intentions. In the attack conducted by Sharon, against a Syrian village in 1955 
(supra note 61 ), Israel justified its action by arguing that the raid was in retaliation 
of a previous day's incident where Syrian troops had fired (with no casualties) at an 
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63 In response to Israel increasing efforts for armament, but especially to the 
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villages revealed to be thus indispensable (see Morris, B., Israel's Border Wars ... , 
p. '2:79; Tessler, M., A History ... , p. 346; Laurens, H., Le Grand feu ... , p._l39). 
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The Lessons of Modern War, London, 1990, p. 18). 
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added)(see von Horn, C., Soldering for Peace ... , p. 117). For Neef, "the efficacy of 
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countries"(see Neef, D., Israel-Syria ... , p. 38). As for the Egyptian front, it has been ·.-·. 
rightly observed that Nasser in all his moves preceding the Israeli aggression had 
defensive intentions. According to Tessler, "convinced that Israel was indeed 
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Nasser's intentions and assert that Egypt was acting so as to reduce the possibility 
of war"; (see Tessler, M., A History ... , p. 390. 
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inhabitants of the West bank before 1%7. fled across the Jordan River, because of 
the Israeli aggression, many becoming refugees for the second time (see Tessier, 
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Heights, about a quarter of the 139.000 Syrians living in the areas captured by Israel 
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69 According o the encyclopedia of Palestine Problem, "thousands of Iebanese 
and Palestinian refugees were killed in wantom Israeli air stirkes and aartillery 
bombardments (see Nakhleh I., Encyclopedia ... , p. 898) On June 1982, the head of 
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70 According to estimates, since the beginning of the Intifada until 1990, 950 
Palestinian men, women and children were killed by Israeli Army and Jewish 
settlers; 130.000 Palestinian men women, and juveniles were arrested and put in 
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71 Estimates show that in a relative normal occupation conditions before the 
Intifada, the reported incident of settler violence against Palestinian property and 
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SECURITY AND THREAT 
PERCEPTION IN SAUDI ARABIA 

BY: SALEH AL-MANI, Ph.D 

Saudi Arabia is a large country ,extending 2,300,000 km ( 839,000 
miles ) in territory , and encompassing almost eighty per cent of 
the Arabian Peninsula. It almost equals in size that of Western 
Europe , or one -forth the area of the United States. The Country 
is the birth place of Islam and contains within its boundaries, two 
of the Holiest shrines of the Moslem world, Makkah and Madinah. It 
has a special and reciprocal bond and affiliation with the world 
Moslem Community of one thousand million persons across the globe. 

Beside Makkah and Madinah, the Jerusalem Mosque is the third 
Holiest shrine in Islam, from which all Noslems believe that 
Nohammed (Peace be - upon Him) ascended to heaven , and Jesus would 
descend upon it at the end of the would to bring back justice and 
equality to mankind. 

In addition to those religious bonds that attach ··the people of 
Saudi Arabia to the holy sites in Nakkah, Madinah,and Jerusalem, 
the country is the largest oil producing country in the world, and 
holds within its territory approximately forty percent of world 
proven oil reserves. It also produces five percent of the world 
petrochemical products. 

Its economy is almost totally dependent on the extraction of this 
mineral resource , and it has always adopted policies that gives it 
continuous and secure access to oil markets. 

Within the three parameters of geography, Islam and oil ,one can 
begin to understand the security policies of Saudi Arabia, and 
within these three basic factors of territory, society and economy, 
we can delineate issues that effects its foreign and defense 
policies . In addition, Saudi Arabia finds those factors to be a 
source of strength and confidence as it deals with the outside 
world . However, its security, like in many other states, exhibits 
certain limitations that requires the adoption of particular 
strategies to address peculiar problems of the Saudi security 
paradigm. 
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The large territory of the country required its leaders, since its 
unification by the late King Abdul Aziz in 1926, to seek to delimit 
and delineate the borders of a young state with neighboring 
countries . The existence of extensive oil deposits along some of 
these borders did not facilitate the delineation of those borders, 
and at times conflicted with the ambitions of neighboring states,as 
well. In few instances those such conflicts erupted into small open 
border clashes . This was the case with the British, during their 
occupation of the Southern Arabian Gulf, and the dispute for 
control of the Bruaimi Oasis ( 1949- 1955), during the small border 
clashes with Southern Yemen , over the area of "Wadiah" in 1975, 
and in the most recent clashes between the tribes of Qatar and 
Saudi Arabia in 1992, over the shores of the Gulf Khor Al- Adeed. 
It is remarkable that in all of those clashes, Saudi Arabia 
succeeded in limiting the size of the conflict and accepted third 
party mediation; seeking always to find a just and a diplomatic 
solution to a sometimes difficult and competing national claims of 
border regions.(1) Thus the demarcation of borders by negotiations 
has been a whole mark of Saudi security policy, since the gu{ding 
principle of this policy is to arrive to a consensus with its 
neighbors, that enhances the security and stability of the region 
as a whole. In this regard,over the last seven decades the Saudi 
state succeeded in the demarcation of its boundaries with Bahrain, 
Kuwait(1922,1965), Jordan, (1925,1965), with Iraq(l922,1939,1975) 
with Iran, during the reign of the Shah. (the 1968 median line 
agreement of maritime boundaries and ownership of disputed islands, 
gas and oil fields in the northern parts of the Arabian Gulf). The 
boundary dispute with the United arab Emirates was also settled in 
1974, with Oman in 1986,and with Iraq in 1981. There remains 
however other boundaries that need to be demarcate and provisional 
arrangements are in place for parts of those boundaries, as the 
case with Yemen(1934), and Qatar (1965 and 1992). Parts of the 
eastern boundaries with Yemen still require further negotiations 
and. demarcation. (2) 

Another aspect of having a large landmass 
protect it against incursions by external 
who are endowed by this attribute, have 
advantageous to build a large land army, 
force. 

is the primary need to 
forces. Most countries 
historically found it 
and an extensive air 

The dilemma in Saudi Arabia is the fact that in the past, the 
country did not have the financial resources to build a major army, 
and since the Seventies, it has sought to build a small alL 
volunteer force, that would be able to defend its boundaries and 
its territories. Obviously, this policy has failed to achieve its 
goal. There are many factors that have militated against the 
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achievement of this objective , chiefly, the limited size of the 
population ( 12.35 million ) the resistance of many middle class 
families to send their children to military schools, and their 
resistance for the adoption of a reservist or a draft system of 
recruitment, and the existence in the last two decades of a 
thriving business , and government employment in major cities for 
the new generation. Until recently, army recruitment was almost 
exclusively limited to those who had very little or no education. 
Only the Saudi Air Force , the Air Defense forces and the Engineers 
Corps have been able, through financial inducements and social 
status, to attract the best and most capable university graduates. 

This limitation in the size of the population has forced the 
government in times of crises, to dig deep into the very young pool 
of the population. However, with the economic slow down experienced 
during the past two years, more and more capable graduates find it 
advantageous to join the forces, and to enroll in military 
academies. This allowed the government to increase the size of its 
forces from approximately sixty six thousands in 1990 to 
approximately 102,000 in 1994 ( IISS estimates ) 

ISLAM AND SECURITY 

Saudi Arabia as the birth place of Islam, finds support and natural 
alliances in the family of Moslem States. Military cooperation in 
the past took place with Egypt,Pakistan, Jordan, and Bangladesh. 
A number of Islamic countries took part in the 1990-91 war with 
Iraq and some of them like Pakistan are reported, to continue until 
now its military cooperation with Saudi Arabia, with one division 
reportedly stationed in the country (3). 

Despite changing governments and cabinets in those countries, there 
is popular support for continued military cooperation with Saudi 
Arabia, for religious and fraternal reasons. The existence of 
thousands of expatriates has also helped to cement this 
relationship. 

It is by no mean that those relations with Moslem states have been 
always amicable. Relations with Iran have been marred by the 1980-
88 Gulf war, by Iranian propaganda campaigns and marches during the 
Pilgrimage season, and by the incessant attempts by Iran to play 
the leadership role in the Moslem world . Thus relations with Iran 
since the revolution has alwa;·s been competitive. Saudi Arabia 
views itself as the most imminent Islamic state,and this put a huge 
burden on Saudi strategic planners. They found themselves obligated 
sometimes to intervene in disputes and civil wars among other 
Moslem states. 
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This was the case in the past with civil conflicts in Lebanon,in 
Afghanistan ,and most recently in Yemen. Mediators are expected to 
provide aid and comfort to the civilian population, and financial 
incentives to the leaders of different factions to arrive at a 
negotiated settlement However, at times this might also be 
perceived as partial. Saudi diplomatic intervention succeeded along 
with the exhaustion of all sides to the conflict in bringing an 
end to the Lebanese civil war (The Taif Agreement of 1989 ). (4) In 
the case of Afghanistan, the civil war continues ablaze despite 
Saudi and other Islamic states mediation effort. 

Religion is also important in the historic attachment to the 
suffering of the Palestinian people, and continued occupation of 
their lands. Saudi Arabia works assiduously to bring about a just 
and durable resolution of the Arab Israeli conflict, and would do 
all what it can diplomatically to bring about the return of 
Jerusalem to Arab and Palestinian authority. 

While support of Moslems throughout the world, and providing 
comfort and aid to those in need, the government seem to be worry 
of the continued civil disturbances and unrest visited by young 
Islamist radicals, whose poverty and disenchantment have impelled 
them to rebel against the existing political order, and threatens 
the state quo in the region . As a status quo state, Saudi Arabia 
sought to strengthen the existing regional and international order, 
and maintains regional security and stability. Only through a 
harmonious interaction between the positive precepts of Islam. 
("Zakah" or voluntary annual gifts to the poor, respect for the 
family and elderly,and " Trahum" or compassion ) can a moslem 
society progress economically, and enrich its moral values and 
virtues. The propagation of religious values in a peaceful way 
that is harmonious with economic development has been the hall mark 
of Saudi security policy. It has also sought to seek the abatement J 
of radicalism and excessive political acts by the fringe religious )) 
right throughout the Arab world. 

OIL AND ALLIANCE FORMATION 

Since the discovery of oil in the country in 1938, Saudi Arabia 
sought the alliance of Western powers to enhance its military 
pasture, without losing its sovereignty in the process. Alliances 
with Britain and the United states since 1945 entailed at times, 
the presence of some military advisers in the country , and in 
times of crises such as the Iraq- Kuwait war of 1990-91, the 
temporary stationing of foreign forces. This brought about some 
backlash and resentment of some of the religious groups in the 
country. The country has never been invaded or occupied by an 
European power, and the stationing of foreign non-Moslem troops is 
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inadmissable in Islam. Saudi defense planners have therefore 
at tempted to walk a very tight rope, of maintaining external 
alliances, chiefly with the US and minimizing the continuous 
presence of large allied troops over its territory. Several 
policies were pursued like over-the horizon force projection, the 
stationing of those forces in friendly neighboring states (e.g. 
Bahrain and Kuwait) or in bases away from population centers and 
keeping large alliance armament and weapons in storage for future 
access to those arms by airlifted troops , during periods of crises 
and I or turmoil. 

While alliance formation with western powers have enhanced the ·) 
security posture of the country through deterrence a.gainst X 
regional aggressors, it has also helped to give the Saudi army, 
navy, and air force access to the latest modern equipments 
available on the .international market. And while Saudi Arabia has 
today a small ground forces, it has a very good air force, and an 
emerging small navy that proved its capabilities during Desert 
Storm.(5) And while its air force might be on par with competing 
neighbors like Iraq or Iran, it is no match with the superior 
Israeli air force. 

The alliance with the US has spared Saudi Arabian from any 
military confrontation with Israel, but the country looks with 
anxiety to the hegemonic role played by Israel and its air force 
over the adjoining countries of Lebanon and Syria. It has sought 
throughout the last two decades to avert, and /or to limit any 
aggression by Israel on Lebanon, and worked with the American 
adminstration and the UN to contain those military adventures 
(like in 1978,1982 and. in July 1993 ) from escalation into large 
regional wars. Saudi Arabia has also signed all treaties and 
conventions limiting the use and proliferation of nuclear , 
chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction. It has also 
supported Egypt call for the establishment of a nuclear free zone 
in the middle east, and to contain and roll back the nuclear 
arsenals in Israel. 

As a member of the Gulf Cooperation Council The GCC Saudi 
Arabia has created a security community with those states, with 
periodic consultation, and the creation of a small rapid deployment 
force, the Gulf Shield, for possible use in any part of the Gulf 
region. 

The military leaders of the GCC have agreed in 1993 Summit to· 
earmark certain naval and air force units for joint operations 
under a single military command. While all the GCC forces are very 
small in comparison to the big armies of their neighbors those 
states have always coordinated their diplomatic policies vis-a -vis 
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any acts of expansion by forces from neighboring countries. This 
was the case in 1990-91, and again in 1994 in Kuwait vis-a-vis 
Iraq, and through solidarity with the United Arab Emirates, over 
its demands against Iranian occupation of the Tunubs, Islands, and 
Abu-Musa. 

The continued media campaigns emanating periodically from Tehran 
does not set well with neighboring Arab Gulf states Other 
ideological issues have also marred Saudi Iranian relations. But it 
is the continued fear of military build-up through purchasing and 
home manufacturing of lethal weapons, ballistic missiles, and an 
ambitious nuclear program is what worry military planners in Riyadh 
and Other Gulf capitals. 

Diplomatically, Tehran relations with Saudi Arabia have witnessed 
tensions and detente , but Tehran has always sought to increase its 
influence and intervene in regional squabbles. And while Iran may 
not invade other Gulf states outrightly soon, it has pursued 
salami-tactics regarding strategic Gulf states islands. 

Another facet that oil seems to effect the security policy of Saudi 
Arabia, is the fact that it may have been able to buy friends and 
eschews possible enemies,in the past, through foreign aid Thus 
Between 1970 and 1991, Saudi Arabia offered her Arab and Muslim 
brotherly countries approximately $ 96 billion in loans and 
grants. Approximately 64% of it went to neighboring Arab 
states.(6) Some have argued that such aid has failed to produce 
good returns as the case with Iraq; Jo~dan , and Yemen testified 
during the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. One may argue, on the other 
hand, that those contributions have kept the peace in the region 
for about two decades. Saudi Arabia, despite its continued support 
for regional funds and Islamic banking institutions, cannot afford 
to continue its large handouts as it had done in the past. And 
despite suspicious of foreign aid as a mechanism for influence, 
Saudi Arabia as a member of the Arab and Islamic community of 
nations finds it obligatory until now to extend approximately $ 
1. 8 billion a year in direct aid , and to offer educational 
scholarships and to encourage physicians and medical specialists 
visits to needy Islamic societies in Asia and East Africa. 

The existence of large expatriate workers in the kingdom from 
Egypt, Pakistan, Syria, Turkey, and India, gives further impetus 
for those countries to seek the continued security and stability of. 
the country. It was natural, therefore, that most of those 
countries were ready to participate with allied forces to evacuate 
Saddam Hussein's forces from Kuwait in 1991. As a country with 1125 
miles in coastline overlooking the Red Sea, Saudi Arabia has sought 
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to keep its water and islands away from the presence of adversary 
powers. In this regard, it had worked in the past very closely with 
the countries overlooking this closed body, Egypt, the Sudan and 
Yemen, to keep the Red Sea region away from external military 
projection, and I or occupation. The Saudi planners find it 
difficult to have a continued Israeli military presence in the 
Eriterean islands of Halib and Fatimah,close to the southern 
entrance of the Sea. Recently, Saudi Arabia signed a memorandum of 
~nderstanding with Egypt regarding the security of Red sea shipping 
lanes, and to avert re-occurrence of the 1984 laying of mines in 
the northern lanes of that Sea.(7) The interest of the two states 
in the peace and stability of this water way stems f~om the fact 
that Saudi Arabia has the longest shores on this Sea (1125 miles), 
and Egypt hold the second longest shores (898 miles) . Thus the two 
countries have a 64.8% of all the territorial waters of this body 
of water with corresponding importance for their security , and the 
welfa~e their fishermen.(8) 

At one point Saudi - Sudanese joint economic Commission had worked 
in the seventies to study the exploitation of mineral resources in 
the maritime area and coasts adjoining the two countries. Due to 
lack of adequate funding the work of this commission had been 
suspended since 1981. 

As the Saudi economy picks-up and high industrial production gets 
into gear, exports to neighboring African states , particularly in 
East Africa will ultimately be increased. Jeddah the Saudi major 
port on the Red Sea, is already becoming a major interport for 
supplie~ to African countries all the way from the Sudan and Kenya 
in the east to Algeria, in the west. And Saudi Arabia would 
continue in the future to view the Red Sea, as its second arm to 
the outside world. 

THE BALANCE OF REGIONAL POWER 
AND ITS IMPACT ON SAUDI SECURITY 

Saudi Arabia as a middle size regional power has always found 
refuge in fostering a stable balance of power in the middle east. 
In the past Saudi Security reaped the benefits of a quasi balance 
between Egypt and Syria on one side and Israel, on the other . The 
decision of president Sadat in to 1979 to desert his Arab brothers 
and sign a sperKte peace treaty with Israel opened-up the region 
for Israeli hegemony. Israeli hand was freed si~ce 1978 to being 
havoc and instabilit~- to its neighbors in Lebanon, Tunisia, and 
Iraq. 



-8-

Likewise, during the Iran Iraq war, Saudi Arabia and other Gulf 
states provided logistics and humanitarian support to Iraq, in 
order to maintain a sort of balance of forces between the two 
warring states, and to stop any clear-cut victory for Iran. lvith 
the diminished power of Iraq after 1991, the Saudis sought a 
semblance of stability in the Gulf region. They may have urged 
Turkey to play a balancing role, but due to economic and internal 
political tens ions, the Turkish government have shied away from 
filling the gap. Today and in the near future the continued 
existence of Iraq as a unitary state independent of Iranian 
influence will continue to draw the concern and attention of Saudi 
planners. 

At this time American forces and marine presence in the Gulf seems 
to be playing a counter weight to the Iranian challenge. Other 
bilateral and multilateral security arrangements with Egypt and 
Syria, play largely a symbolic and secondary role. Cnderstanding 
between Saudi Arabia, and the United States, Britain, and France, 
seems to be a permanent cornerstone in Saudi security policy. Self 
reliance in security matters is a cherished, but far away goal in 
the present time. And the Saudis would do well to manage their 
alliance framework with' regional powers (The Damascus Declaration), 
and with western powers, in a way that would maximize gains, and 
minimize costs. Some of the larger allies would continue to use 
such alliances to maximize their economic gains and secure 
contracts fo.r their respective companies. Such policy may not 
always be beneficial to the Saudi economy, as it would render this 
economy dependent and uncompetitive, in a world governed by 
economic competition for survival. Other economic and political 
policies advocated by those allies,like the privatization of 
certain sectors of the Saudi economy or limiting the trade and 
technical exchange with the small, but efficient, South Asian firms 
may run counter to the benefits of small consumers in the country, 
and to the efficiency of the economy, at large. 

Ironically, while the stationing of foreign forces in the Gulf 
region would serve the short-term security interest of the regime. 
Over the medium to long term, it may weaken the legitimacy of those 
same governments. particularly if they fail to pursue independent 
policies regarding oil prices and I or economic policies that may 
adversely effect the welfare of individual citizens. It is 
precisely those policies that the Shah developed in the 1960's and 
1970's and brought the degeneration of his legitimacy in the eyes 
of his people.(9) 



·• 

-9-

INTERNAL THREATS 

Saudi Arabia is a self-assured polity, that has existed in some 
form of political and social organization since time immemorial. As 
the country developed, it has faced many internal and external 
challenges. Internally the country has developed social structures 
that tend to extend help easily to those who need it . Extensive 
family, tribal, religious and political edifices exist to lessen 
the weight of differentiated income between different classes. It 
goes without saying that the country's leaders must adopt new 
policies that would enhance mass participation and extend even 
further the benefits of economic development to new strata of the 
population particularly the young generation that compromises more 
than one-half of the populous. from time to time, small fringe 
political groups from the right seem to of~er new ideologies that 
run counter to government 1 ine. However, through a system of 
control and inducements, the government has always been able to 
coopt and/or coerce potential leaders of these groups. 

In addition, Saudi Arabia and its people have always prided 
themselves as the guardians of the two Holy Mosques in Islam. The 
security and sanctity of those two Holy mosques remain one of the 
basic objectives of Saudi national security . Any attempts by a 
foreign power, under whatever guise to gain access to control and 
/or administer the affairs of the two holiest mosques would be 
contrary to the country's basic sovereignty . While continuing to 
guarantee free access to all moslems, the Saudi government must 
fend-off any attempts by Iran or any particular group or any other 
state, to diminish its sovereignty and administration of the two 
holy cities of Makkah and Medinah, which are the spiritual heart of 
the nation. 
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EXTERNAL THREATS 

Externally Saudi Arabia lives in a region that is going through a 
flux, in terms of power, and challenges in the strategic 
environment. Collective ideological lines, such as Arab ism and 
Islamic unity, that used to bind the Arabs and Moslem states in the 
past seem to be receding. In its stead, a new set of policies based 
on pure self interest and gains seems pervasive at the present. 

In a sense the nation state, as in entity has succeeded in 
advancing its logic ahead of other ideological and ascriptive 
beliefs of the Arab publics. This secularization of traditional 
Arab politics has brought instability to inter- Arab state 
relations. Some traditional friends since 1990 have become 
adversaries. Saudi planners must therefore be always on guard 
against any potential regional threats, and must always be aware 
of emerging political movements in neighboring countries, such in 
as Iran, that their creed or political programs would paint a 
potential direct or indirect threat to the country's security, 
sovereignty , and territorial integrity. 

Potential threats may not always be limited to military means, but 
may also include ideological stances inimical to the ideology and 
belief system of the people of Saudi Arabia The battle for a 
sympathetic public opinion, in the Arab and Islamic arena, is 
therefore of primary importance to the security of the state and 
its people. 

Other immediate objectives of Saudi national security include the 
deterrence of any threats to its territory, ports, oil and 
petroleum infrastructure, major industrial complexes, and major 
city centers. Potential threats should not be assessed merely in 
terms of counter-force, but also in terms of counter-value. As more 
and more people tend to find education and employment opportunities 
in major cities, any attack or a threat to the livelihood of those 
people would be a blow to the ability of national forces to defend 
those cities. 

Security forces in Saudi Arabia must always quickly mobilize and 
destroy the ability of adversary states and powers to impose an 
economic and naval embargoes against its ports, and I or its skies. 
The country is tied to international trade. Export of oil and other 
petrochemical products, and imports of agricultural produce, 
machines, and medicine are vital aspects of the country's well-

• 
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being. Any attempts to disrupt such vital exchange should be 
anticipated. While such embargoes may not be successful given the 
breadth and depth of the country's shorelines, it must be dealt 
with utmost urgency. While recent embargoes have not succeeded in 
their intended aims, the historical experience of the oil embargoes 
against Iran's Mossadeq' s government testifies to the need of 
anticipating and defeating such policies even if it leads to an 
outright war. 

The country must also be worry of any major transformation of the 
military posture that may effect the balance of forces in the 
region. The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in the 
region would also present a danger to the security of the country. 
Nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, even if used as" a bomb 
in the basement" strategy would adversely effect the strategic 
interests of Saudi Arabia, since it would lead to similar 
nuclearization o£ other states, with the intended result of 
undermining the stability of all states in the region. A policy of 
universal adherence to the Nonproliferation treaty (NPT) by all 
states in the region, coupled with the establishment of a Nuclear 
free zone encompassing all states in the Middle East , as 
prescribed in the UN General assembly Resolution number 46/30 
(October 6,1991 ), and as also declared in the Security Council 
Resolution 687 (1991), which considers in its preamble. 

"Recalling the objective of establishment· of a nuclea·r· 
weapons-free zone in the region and the Middle East. 
Conscious of the threat which all weapons of mass 
destruction pose to peace and security in the area and 
the need to work towards the establishment in the Middle 
East of a zone free of such weapons".(10) 

Thus it is in the best of interests of Saudi Arabia , in 
reaffirming the primary of rules of international law and conduct 
and work assiduously for establishing a regional nuclear free-zone 
in the Middle East, encompassing all states in the region, with no 
exception. And strive to limit the manufacture and transfers of 
weapons of mass destruction and the production of interballistic 
missiles in adversary states. Any attempts to by -pass the edict 
of international law in this regard, through the establishment of 
Nuclear guarantees on a bilateral basis would be inimical to the 
future security of the country, since it would free an essentially 
unstable strategic imbalance. 
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TARE 1 • • 

A a:J'IPARISCJV OF REGiavAL. AR"ED Fl.RCES 
r:EFEJ\EE OF TERRlltRI£5 AJ\D I=CI=UATia\J. 

COUIITRY TCJTAL ARfiED -SOLDIER(ACTIVE) ·SOLDIERS SOLDIERS 
FCJRCES( ACTIJIE) /AREA (SQ.I'IILES) ACTIVE & (ACTIVE) 

RESERIIE/ /Cl.llZEN 
AREA 

SAUDI 102,000 0.120 0.120 0.0063 
ARABIA 

IRAN 528,000 0.830 1.380 0.0096 

IRAQ 382,500 1.688 5.970 0.0210 
(APPROXI/fiATELY) 

I5RA£L 175,000 22.430 77.564 0.0350 

EGYPT 410,000 1.062 2.620 0.0070 

Y£111£N 63,500 0.300 .0.480 0.0050 
. 

SYRIA 408,000 5.700 11.300 0.0310 

UA£ 54,500 1.680 . 1:68U 0.0310 

KUIIIAIT 11,700 1. 760 4.550 0.0300 

DflfAN 37,500 . . - 0.420., ... 
o~·42rr· 0.0200 

50URC£5 : IISS, The /ftflftary Balance 1992-93, London; IISS and. 
Brassey's, 1992 and The II/Orii:f-Almanac· 'and Book or Facts, 1993,NeuJ 
York; 11/orld Almanac, 1993. 
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THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE TO THOSE THREATS 

Saudi Arabia, like other Arab Gulf states continues to suffer from 
an inadequate supply of personnel to its armed forces. It had 
strove to increase the forces from approximately 66,000 soldier in 
1990 to 102,000 in 1994, but its army is still small compared to 
the large armies of its neighbors. The Saudi army is approximately 
one fifth of those of Iran, one -forth of Iraq's , and one- half of 
the Israeli army. 

Although it has increased by 40% since 1990, its soldier to area 
ratio is still smaller than all the states in the· region, even 
smaller than the ratio of the Gulf States(Table 1). Its soldier to 
citizen ratio is comparatively small also. As shown in table 1, 
every Saudi citizen is defended by 6 per thousand of a soldier. In 
Israel the ratio is 35 percent of a soldier for the defence of 
every civilian. 
As Saudi Arabia has no reserve system of .·military service the 
difference in total soldier ratio per defence of a single mile is 
almost glaring. Even Kuwait with its reserve and active duty man 
force is almost four times better than Saudi Arabia in this 
category(Table) .The need is therefore clear that the size and 
population of Saudi Arabia require the adoption of a reserve system 
of military service. If such service can only provide the ancillary 
medical, logistic, educational and administrative services required 
by a modern army, it is incumbent upon Saudi planners to consider 
such policy without delay. 

The human resource problem of the services can also be enhanced I V 
through the efficient utilization of all manpower available in the r' 
country namely women, who make-up half of the population, and 
foreign work force who make up around 38%. 

Other gulf States, such as the UAE have already opened-up military 
academies for women to work in various para-military functions and 
are almost too dependent on foreign manpower in their armies. 
Saudi Arabia could do well to motivate foreign workers to join the 
services if those workers are highly -trained and hail from Arab 
and Islamic countries. Perhaps they could be rewarded with 
citizenship privileges, if they serve in the army for 12 years of 
continuous service. In addition Saudi Arabia must increase the 
in'tensive training and mobility of its forces and coordination 
among the services, in order to enhance the lack of adequate· 
personnel in active service. The quality of the soldier and his 
total grasp of the function and maintenance of his machine can only 
enhance the capabilities of those soldiers. 
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Another aspect of responding to external threat is the ability of 
decision makers to manage foreign alliances in a way that continues 
the flow of needed hardware, without injuring the ability of the 
civilian economy to maintain a good and reasonable growth ratios (2 
to 3% annual growth rates. There are political and economic cost 
for every alliance framework but such costs must be at all times 
reasonable and manageable. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

This paper has studied the underpinnings of Saudi Security System, 
area, Islam and oil. It has also noted the collapse of the old 
balance of power in the region, with all manifest fluidity in the 
political and military milieu, which had created unstable 
environment. The paper has also noted internal and external threats 
facing· the Kingdom including ideological agitation that seeks to 
undermine the unity of parts of the country and, or the sovereignty 
over the holy cities of Makkah and Madinah. 

The paper has concluded that the country has no alternatives except 
to increase the size of the army directly, and through a reserve 
system of service. The paper looked into ways of bringing women and 
foreign workers in service for providing adequate security to the 
country. And mentioned the need to manage external alliance 
frameworks in a way that minimizes costs and maximizes benefits. 
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CSBMS IN THE MIDDLE EAST - SIGNIFICANT TREATIES AND 
AGREEMENTS 

The aim and scope of this paper is to give an overview on the treaties and agreements relevant 
to Arms Control (AC) and Confidence- and Security Building Measures (CSBMs) in the 
Middle East. 
It encompasses not only the law in force in the region, but certain expired -by legal or political 
standards - regulations as well, focussing on a panoply of regimes present and past 

Taking into account that the term "Middle East" as well as a definition of the region has to be 
a compromise, based on the various political concepts dealing with the region, for the purpose 
of this paper the following countries will be regarded as forming the "Middle East": 
The member states of the Arab Ligue (i.e without Palestine) as well as Iran and IsraeL 
The above definition of the Middle East was introduced by the IAEA and has enjoyed growing 
acceptance therafter_ 

The term "Middle East"exists, despite its eurocentric origin, in the regional relevant languages 
as weii[TJJ.A certain overall acceptance can therefore be assumed. 

All mentioned states are party to the UN. 

L) Arms Control Treaties and agreements 

1925 Geneva protocol on asphyxiating,poisonous weapons 

The Geneva Protocol bans the use of chemical and biological weapons in war;neither does it 
prohibit the development, production and stockpiling of these weapons nor their use in 
conflicts others than war (i.e. internal conflicts). 
The Geneva Protocol has, according to standard interpretation of international law, become 
customary international law, binding both parties and non-parties; it has been ratified by 125 
countries- some 7o % of all states. 
Reservations towards th'e recognition of or the establishing of treaty relations with Israel were 
made by the following states having ratified the 1925 Geneva Protocol : Jordan, Kuwait, Libya, 
Syria .. 
Non-parties to the Geneva Protocol are Mauretania, Oman, sOMALIA AND the UAE. 

Chemical Weapons Convention 

On September 3 1992, the Conference on Disarmament adopted the text of the Convention of 
the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons 
and on theit Destruction (CWC). 
The CWC was opened for signature on Jan 13, 1993 at a signing ceremony in Paris, beeing the 
first disarmament agreement negotiated within a multilateral framework that provides for the 
elimination of an entire category of weapons of mass destruction under universally applied 
international control. -



The CWC consists of the Preamble, 24 Articles and 3 annexes - Annx on Chemicals, Annex on 
Implementation and Verification, Annex on the Protection of Confidential Information. It will 
enter into force 18o days after the deposit of the 65th ratification but not earlier than two years 
after its opening for signature 

The CWC will be implemented by the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons 
(OPCW), The Hague. 

The CWC has been signed by Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Iran, Israel, Kuwait, Mauritania, 
Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and Yemen [TIJ 

Signature implies some commitment to fulfil the obligations of a treaty but is not legally 
binding. 
None of the Middle East states has yet ratified the CWC. 

Biological Weapons Convention 

Entered into force in 1975, the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC) prohibits the 
development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological weapons. 
The BWC prohibits the aquisition of above cited substances by any means of the retention of 
microbial or other biological agents or toxins, whatever their origin or method of production, 
of types and in quantities that are not justified in prophylactic, protective or other peaceful 
purpose, as well as weapon equipment or means of delivery designed for the use of such agents 
and toxins for hostile purpose or in armed conflict. 

Research on biological agents is not forbidden, as well as the acquisition of quantities justified 
for medical, protective or other peaceful purpose; the term "protective" applies to the 
development of protective masks and clothing, air and water filters, detection and warning 
devices and decontamination equipment. 

The freedom to BW research opens a gate towards genetic engeneering, discovering desease­
carrying genes, enhance their lethality and allow these genes to be spliced in normally harmless 
bacteria. 

The BWC has been ratified by 112 countries. 
In the Middle East, parties to the treaty are Bahrain, Iran, Irak, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, 
Libya, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia and Yemen. 
Egypt, Morocco, Somalia, Syria and the UAE have signed but not ratified. 
Algeria, Djibouti,lsrael, Mauretania and Sudan have neither signed nor ratified the BWC. 

Non-Proliferation Treaty 

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), coming into force in 1970, aimed at freezing the number 
of nuclear weapon states at the USA, USSR, UK, France and China -these states beeing also 
the permanent members of the Security Council. 

The NPTs Art. I commits the nuclear weapon parties not to transfer nuclear weapons and not 
to assist in their manufacture by non-nuclear weapon states. Art. II NPT pledges the non­
nuclear weapon states not to adhere to nuclear weapons. Art. III NPT ensures compliance by 
having member states sign agreements with the IAEA, submitting their nuclear activites to 
!AEA safeguards; to encourage ratification, Art .IV NPT envisages cooperation and assistance 
to non-weapon oriented nuclear programmes. 
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The NPT has to be seen as the main international instrument to prevent the spreaf of nuclear 
weapons. Therefore, its shortcomings are of primary importance, seriously weakening the effect 
and overall acceptance of the NPT: 
Not only did the NPT divide the community of nations into two groups- those, who have 
access to nuclear weapons and those, who have not : The treaty is also weakend by the 
behaviour of the nuclear-weapon states having ratified the treaty - these states beeing legally 
obliged to take significant steps towards halting and reversing the nuclear arms race as well as 
towards nuclear disarmamant (Art. VI, NPT) 

The treaty has been ratified by more than 140 countries; a strong treaty by first impression, his 
efficiancy is seriously questioned by a number of countries that did not join and are 
devellopping nuclear capacities as well as by countries using civilian nuclear programmes 
under IAEA safeguard to put forward nuclear weapon programmes. 

As for the middle eastern non-ratifiing powers to the NPT, Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar and Saudi­
Arabia did sign the NPT. 
Algeria announced his intention to adhere to the NPT in December 1993; as until now, no 
action has been taken; Israel declares it "will not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons to 
the Middle East" and has undertaken no initiative [T3J, [T4J 
Oman as well as the UAE cite Israeli nuclear weapons capability for not joining the NPT[TSJ. 
Non-parties to the NPT are Djibouti and Mauretania. 

ll.) Treaties and agreements related to CSBMs and regional security 

Arab Ligue 

A union of the Arab people(s) was envisaged during World War I, but under the Sykes-Picot 
agreement were later split into seperate states and- with the exception of the Hedjaz (to 
become part of Saudi Arabia in 1925) and Yemen - placed under British or French mandate. 
Between 1932 and 1946 these territories succeeded in gaining de facto independence. 

In 1943 and 1944 a series of bilateral meetings on the formation of an Arab union were 
held.Agreement was reacheds in thes.e bilateral talks to convene a conference of Arab nations, 
then held in Alexandria, autumn 1944. 
A protocol providing for the establishment of a Ligue of Arab States was signed by Egyptian, 

Iraqi, Lebanes, Syrian and Transjordan delegates. 

The Pact of the Union of Arab States was finally signed on March 22, 1945 by representatives 
of Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Transjordan and Yemen. 

State members of the Arab Ligue are Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, 
Lebanaon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, 
Tunisia, the UAE and Yemen. 

Collective 'Security Pact 

On June 17,1950, a Collective Security Pact within the framework of the Arab Ligue was 
signed by Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and Yemen; subsequent signatories were Iraq 
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(1951), Jordan (1952), Morocco (1961) and Libya, Sudan, Algeria and Kuwait (1964). The 
pact came into force in 1952. 

The main provisions of the pact were: 
-An armed aggression on one of the signatories will be regarded as an aggression against all 
pact members. 
-A permanent Joint Defense Council, consisting of the Foreign and Defense Ministers will be 
established to coordinate defense measures.Its decisions, reached by majority vote, would be 
binding on all members. 
-A permanent committee ofthe Chiefs of Staff would draft joint defense plans and give 
technical advise on matters of collective defense. 

Arab Maghreb Union 

The Arab Maghreb Union (AMU), established February 17, 1989 in Marrakesh, encompasses 
Algeria, Libya,Mauritania, Morocco and Tunisia. 

Basically an economy-oriented project, the Marrakesh Treaty encompasses the security­
relevant Article 14 (mutual assistance and regional defense) and Article 15 (enshuring domestic 
security). 

Art 14 Marrakesh Treaty states, that "any aggression to which a member state is subjected will 
be considerd as an aggression against the other member states". The solidarity clause misses a 
clear definition of aggression. 

The Algiers Summit, July 22-23 1991, has substantialy extended the term "aggression" to 
include" economic encircling and political threats". On the same summit, a "council on 
Common Defense" was established, including the unions Foreign Affairs and Defense 
,ministers, given the goal to work out common postures concerning foreign and defence policy 
ISSUeS [T6j. 

Gulf Cooperation Council 

The GCC was founded on Feb. 14., 1981 in Riad by Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, Saudi­
Arabia and the UAE.Primarily dealing with econonmioc coordination, he also encompasses the 
coordination of the member states foreign and security policy, albeit without establishing 
authorized organs to do so . 

.Items of prior concern are stability in the Gulf region,establishment of a common defense 
strategy, coordinated response to terror and upraising. 

The common Arab deployment force within the GCC-framework is known as Shield of AI 
Gezeira. 

In the wake of the !I Gulf war, the GCC emerged as the core arab security body in the 
region, primarily by coordinating decision making processes and providing economic backup. 
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Security arrangements after Gulf 11: 

Damascus Declaration: 

A week 'after the defeat oflraq, the foreign ministers of the GCC countries, Egypt and Syria 
met in Damascus to discuss the establishment of a new security system in the region: 
Egypt and Syria- having already military forces numbering over 70.000 in the Gulf- were 

meant to provide the military personnel required while the GCC agreed on financial 
responsibility for the maintenence of the troops. 

Soon thereafter, ethusiasm got lost and reluctance was signalled by the GCC to Egypt and 
Syria. · 
.Among the reasons were mistrust, Iranian opposition against this kind of security system 
( envolvement of the non-Gulf states Egypt and Syria), financial shortcomings ·and a doubt 
about the efficacity of the system envisaged.Egypt and Syria ordered the withdrawal of a large 
part of their force in May I June 1991. 

In August, a meeting of foreign ministers of the Damascus Declaration member states decided 
to amend the Deciaration, the amended version granting the GCC countries to ask for Egyptian 
and Syrian help in case they believed such help necessary as well as to ask other countries for 
help ,as well. 

Gulf States proposal, Iran proposal 

Besides the ill-fated.Damascus Declaration evolved two more concepts- neither beeing 
realised: A system based on the Gulf littoral States and led by Iran and a system based on the 
GCC 

The first, advocated by Iran, primarily opposed the creation of a system with out-of-the -region 
ties, namely Egypt, Syria and the USA. An Iran participation was advocated by the UAE, 
Oman and Bahrain; in November 1991 the Iranian foreign minister met in New York mith the 
GCC foreign ministers to discuss his proposal. 

The GCC-based system was put forward in a study, recommending the formation of a 
100.000-strong independent GCC defense force; the plan was set aside by GCC in December 
1991. 

A similar plan called for Saudi leadership in the defence of the Gulf, its major obstacles beeing 
incompatibility between the number of officers necessary and the loyality-based recruiting 
process as well as the long-standing territorial disputes between the GCC members [T7J 

(albeit most had been solved in the 1970s). 

Foreign-dominated security system 

The actual system in beeing is a foreign- primarily american- dominated: 
Though the presence of american forces - envisaged were six bases in Saudi Arabia, four in 

Kuwait and two in each of the other emirates - soon died away, the idea of an "over the 
horizon" american presence became reality by the signing of seperate defense agreements with 
the emirates, giving the US the possibility to stockpile prepositioned equipment, train military 
forces and hold joint military exercises: 
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On September 19 1991, Kuwait signed a defence agreement with the US, Bahrain followed 
1992, Oman already having signed an agreement before 1990, the UAE and Saudi-Arabia 

· following; similar agreements were concluded seperately with Great Britain and France. 

The system was put to a test in early October 1994, moving more than 25.000 soldiers over 
6.000 miles, the Pentagon estimating the costs between 5oo million and I billion USD. 

Other Agreements : 

Ofless direct relevance to regional security from an in-region perspective are initiatives to 
strengthen european naval capabilities in the Mediterranean: 

A coordination - centering on joint exercises, procurement and exchange of satellite 
intelligence- between the navies ofitaly, France and Spain. 

The establishment by April 1992 of a standing NATO naval force, albeit without french and 
spanish contribution. iTRI 

Further to be mentioned are security-related treaties overcome by political realities: 

1976 Egypt-Sudan joint defense agreement 

Egypt and Sudan signed a 25-year joint defence agreement in Alexandria on July 15, 1976, 
providing for mutual defence in case of an outside attack and setting up of a common defence 
council as well as a joint comittee of chiefs of staff. The agreement came into force on Jan 
5.1977 by the two countries defence ministers. 

l98o Libya- Syria Merger 

On Oct I 0.198o the governments of Libya and Syria announced the merger of the two 
countries , the new state providing for a full political, economic and military union; in 
December 1980 it was disclosed that the union would be a joint leadership until plans for 
unification and its institutions have been elaborated. 

Demilitarized I neutralized zones, areas and islands: 

The status of a demilitarized zone, its creation based on a formal treaty or an informal 
agreement between states, prohibits the maintenence of military forces or installations in the 
given zone. The status can be permanent or temporary. 
Often, but not necessarily, demilitarized zones are at the same time neutralized. 

The demilitarization of a given zone in peacetime does not imply the prohibition of military 
operations within, once a conflict between the contracting parties is in progress. 
In a neutralized zone however, no military operations may be conducted. 

When situated between the territories of rival parties, it also is called a buffer zone.[T9J 
Buffer zones and DMZs beeing part of either peace treaties and ceasefire agreements (ch.III), 
third party services ( ch.IV) or regional CSBMs (eh. V) are not mentioned. 
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N.eutral zone between Iraq and Saudi Arabia 

On July 2 1975, an agreement an the equal division of a neutral zone encompassing about 
2.500 square miles to the west of the western end ofKuwaits frontier between Iraq and Saudi 
Arabia has been concluded. 
The frontier between Iraq and Saudi Arabia has been defined in May 1922 by the Treaty of 
Mohammar; the neutral zone has been established later, and in May 1938 Iraq and Saudi 
Arabia had signed an agreement on its administration.[TlOJ 

The Constantinople Convention on Free Navigation of the Suez Canal 

On October 29, 1888 Austria-Hungary, Britain, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, 
Russia, Spain and Turkey signed the Convention respecting the Free Navigation og the Suez 
Maritime Canal, declaring the Channel beeing a permanent demilitarized zone, without 
restriction related to flag or character of the ships passing (i.e. also warships). 

Egypt nationalized the Suez Canal Company in July 1956. Reopening the Canal in April1957, 
Egypt declared to respect "the terms and spirit of the Constantinople Convention and the rights 
and obligations arising therefrom. 

Under the Constantinople Convention, the·Suez Canal became a permanently neutralized zone 
to ensure peaceful transit of vessels of all nations; the Canal is not demilitarized. The status, 
still in force, has been interrupted several times. 

The status of certain Aegean Islands 

The eastern Aegean islands Lemnos and Samothrace are ,a sstated in Art. 12 of the 1923 
Lausanne Peace Treaty, part of Greek territory. 

The Turkish Government holds that according to the 1923 Lausanne Agreement on the 
Regime of the Straits, Greece is under obligation not to militarize the islands. 
In contrary, greek authorities state, that any restriction according the islands- i.e. 
demilitarization -was abolished by the Montreux Convention regarding the Regime of the 
Straits of July 20, 1936. 

The 1923 Lausanne Convention on the Regime of the Straits, beeing part of the overall Peace 
Treaty, provides in Art. 4 inter alia the demilitarization of the islands Samothrace, Lemnos, 
Imbros, Tenedos and Rabbit. 

This regime was superseded by the 1936 Montreux Convention, as expressly stated in the 
preamble, the new regime not referring to the military status of the islandS. [Till 

The Dodecasnese are a group of islands - the biggest beeing Rhodes c in the soul-eastern 
Aegean; the name Dodecanese referring to twelve, the group actually encompasses 35 islands. 
As a result of the 1913 Italian-Turkish War, the islands were, without any restrictions, placed 
under Italian sovereignity (Art 15, Lausanne Peace Treaty). 

After WW I!, in the Peace Treaty between the Allied Powers and Italy (signed Feb 10, 1947 in 
Paris), the island group passed under Greek sovereignity. 
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According to Para 2, Art 14, the islands will be demilitarized and are to remain under this 
status. 
Greece does not abide by this stipulation, invoking a justification similar to that used in the 
eastern Aegean islands case. 

The status of certain Mediterranean and Adriatic islands 

Under the 1947 Peace Treaty between the Allied Powers and Italy, Paniellaria, the Pelagian 
Islands (Lampedusa, Lampione and Linosa) and the Adriatic Island Pianosa are required to 
remain demilitarized (Art.49). 

Historical instances: 

Tangier Zone 

The "Tangier Zone", part of Moroccan territory, was placed under a regime of permanent 
neutrality by a multinational convention ofFeb 18, 1923.It was administered under a statute 
subsequently amended in 1928, 1945 and 1952, by an international body delegated by the 
Sultan of Morocco. 
On Jan I, 1957, the international Zo~e of Tangier was fully reintegrated in the sovereign 
Kingdom ofMorocco.[TI2J · 

Cap Spartel Lighthouse 

Under the 1864 Spanish-Moroccan treaty, Marocco established a lighthouse on Cap 
Spartel,near Tangier. 
By a treaty of May 31, 1865, the lighthouse was entrusted to the Commission Internationale du 
phare du Cap Spartel (without prejudice to the rights, property and sovereignity ofMarocco), 
the neutrality of the lighthouse having to be always maintained . 
A Protocol of March 31,1958 finally conferred the administration of the lighthouse to 
Morocco. 

Ill.) Peace treaties and ceasefire agreements including Arms Control measures and 
CSBMs 

Egyptian -Israeli Peace Treaty 

A peace treaty between Egypt and Israel was signed in Washington, March 26 1979. 
The signing of the treaty was the result of protracted negotiations, conducted with US 
participation, and had led to the conclusion of two framework agreements, establishing certain 
negotiation principles which would lead to a peace treaty (Sept 17, 1978, Camp David 
accord). 
The five operative articles of the Peace.Jreaty encompass: .. 
- The withdrawal of Israeli armed forces and civilians from the Sinai behind the international 
boundary between Egypt and mandated Palestine , Egypt gaining full sovereignity over the 
Sinai (Art.!). 
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- Both parties agree security arrangements including limited-force zones on Egypt and Israeli 
territory and UN forces and observers (Art.IV). 

Security Council Resolution 598 (1987) 

Securtiy Council Resolution 598 established a ceasefire between Iran and Iraq after an eight­
jear war, supervised by UNIIMOG (UN Iran-Iraq Military Observer Group). UNIIMOG was 
monitoring the Iran-Iraq border from August 1988 to February 1991. 

Referring to Security Council Resolution 582 (1986), Resolution 598 deplores the use of 
chemical weapons contrary to the obligations under the 1925 Geneva Protocol (preambel), 
demands an immediate ceasefire and the withdrawal of all forces to the internationally 
recognized boundaries (Art.!) and requests the Secretary General to dispatch UN observers to 
verify, confirm and supervise the cease-fire (Art. 2). 

Security Council Resolution 687 (1991) 

Resolution 687 consists of a 26-paragraph preambel and 34 operative paragraphs in nine 
sections (A to I). 
Relevant for the purpose of this paper are the following sections and paragraphs: 
The first section (A,para 2- 4) deals with the question of boundary between betwen Iraq and 
Kuwait; the second (B, para 5 - 6) establishes a demilitarized zone on either side of the 
boundary and sets up a peace-keeping operation (UNIKOM); the third section, beeng the core 
of the operative parts (C, para 7- 11), deals with disarmament measures imposed on Iraq and 
with the international implementation machinery; the last section (I, para 33 - 34) is pending 
the coming into force of the ceasefire between Iraq and the Alliance upon official notification 
by Iraq of the its acceptance of the above stated provision. 

Mutual PLO-Israel Recognition and Declaration of Principles 

The Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangement came out of the so­
called "Oslo track".It has been agreed between the Government oflsrael and the PLO team (in 
the Jordanian-Palestinian Delegation to the Middle East Peace Conference). 
Irt encompasses 17 articles, the ones of primary relevance for this study are: 
Art Vlll dealing with public order and security, Art.IX on laws and military orders, Art XIII. 
on the redeployment of Israeli forces, Art XIV and Annex !I, dealing with Israeli withdrawal 
from the Gaza Atrip and Jericho area. 

The mutual recognition between the PLO and Israel has to be seen as a major breacktrough in 
Israeli - Palestinian relations and in Middle East politics in general. 

The declaration itself only concerns interim self-government: a first phase, came into force 
after a phase of delay in May 1994 (accxording to Art XVII, the Declaration would have 
entered into force in October 1993); a second phase has to be negotiated; the declaration sets 
aside the most crucial questions with Jewish settlement, refugees, the final status of the 
Occupied Territories and Jerusalem to be negoti?ted in the 1996- 1999 period. 

Peace Treaty between Jordan and Israel 

Signed in October 1994, the Treaty ends formally the status of war between Jordan and Israel. 
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The core part, set aside agreements on economic and ressource (water) matters, concerns the 
reestablishing of Jordan sovereignity over all its territory according to the Palestine Mandate, 
albeit this land will be lend to Israel for a period of 25 jears, contract extendable. 

IV.) Third Party sen>ices ri!lated to Arms Control and CSBMs 

Third party services in the context of AC and CSBMs are offered or established primarily by 
the United Nations as peacekeeping [Tl3[ missions to supervise and monitor agreed armistices 
[Tl4] 

In the Middle East, the following UN missions have taken or are taking place rris]: 

United Nations Truce Supervision Organization I UNTSO 

Security Council Resolution So (1948) called for the cessation of hostilities in Palestine. The 
resolution formed the basis for the first UN peace-keeping mission, UNTSO. 
While UNTSO was initially supervising the truce of 1948, it assisted, after 1949 with the 
conclusion of 4 Armistice Agreements between Israel and Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Syria, 
the application and observance of above agreements. 
After the 1967 war, UNTSO established two ceasefire observation operations, in the Israel­
Syria sector and in the Suez Canal zone. A similar operation was set up in 1972 in southern 
Lebanon. 

UNTSO observers were attached to to the UN operations in Sinai 1973, Golan Heights in 
1974, and southern Lebanaon in 1978. 

UNTSO observers are attached to UNDOF and UNIFIL. 

UNTSO maintains its presence in the Egypt-Israel sector as Observer Group Egypt (OGE) 
with headquarters in Ismailia, outposts in the Sinai and is patrolling masts parts of the 
peninsula. 
OGE maintains liaison with Egypt for UNTSO and maintains offices in Amman, Beirut and 
Gaza. 

UNTSO haedquarters are in Jerusalem, current strength is 220 military observers. 
The mandate has been extended from 1948 onward. 

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force I UNDOF 

In the wake of the 1973 war, US diplomacy undertook an initiative, resulting in the conclusion 
of an Agreement on Disengagement between Israeli and Syrian forces [TI6J. 

The Agrement provided for an area of separation and two equal limited force and armament 
zones as well as a UN observerforde to supervise implementation;the Agreement was signed 
on May 31 1974. 
Equally on May 31 1974, the Security Council adopted resolution 350 (1974) to set up 
UNDO F. 
The UNDOF mandate was to maintain the ceasefire between Israeli and Syrian forces and to 
supervise the areas of separation and limitation. 
The Scecurity Council has periodically extended UNDOFs six-month mandate. 
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UNDOF conducts fortnightly inspections of armament and force structure in the area of 
mandate, carried out with the assistance of liaison officers from both parties, the findings 
beeing communicated to both parties. 

UNDOF is located at the Syrian Golan Heights, headquarters are in Damascus.Duration is 
from June 1974 to present. Current strength is roughly 1.000 troops aswisted by military 
observers ofUNTSOs Observer Group Golan. 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon I UNIFIL 

Security Council Resolutions 425 (1978) and 426 (1978), calling for immediate cease oflsraeli 
military action and withdrawal of its forces from Lebanese territory and the establishment of a 
UN interim force, were adopted on March 19 1978. 

UNIFIL was set up in southern Lebanaon for an initial period of six month, subject to 
extension. 
The UNIFIL mandate was to confirm the withdrawal oflsraeli forces from southern Lebanon, 
to restore international peace and security and to asssist the Government ofLebanon in 
ensuring or establishing effective authority in the region. 

Up to now, it has not been possible for UNIFIL to carry out its full original mandate. 
After the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon, UNIFIL remained for three years behind Israeli 

. lines, its role limited to provide protection and humanitarian assistance to the local population. 
In 1985, Israel carried out a partial withdrawal, retaining control of an area in southern 
Lebanon manned by IDF forces and the "South Lebanon Army". 

UNIFILs operations are based on a permanently manned position network. The Force 
maintains 45 checkpoints, controlling the principal roads in the UNIFIL area, 95 observation 
posts to observe movement on and off the roads and 29 checkpoints I observation posts with 
double functions. Patrolling is by foot or vehicle. 
In addition, UNTSO unarmed military observers under operational UNIFIL control maintain 5 
observation posts and operate 5 mobile teams in the area under Israeli control. 

UNIFIL is located in southern Lebanon with headquarters in Naqoura. Strength is some 5.300 
troops, assisted by 59 military observers ofUNTSOs Observer Grouip Lebanon and app.54o 
international and local civilian staff. 
The mandate has been extended from March 1978 to present. 

United Nations Iran- Iraq Military Observer Group I UNIIMOG 

On the basis of Security Council Resolution 598 ( 1987), calling for a ceasefire between Iraq 
and Iran, UNIIMOG was set up to control the armistice. UNIIIMOG was kept in force from 
April 1988 to March 199o. 

United Nations Iraq- Kuwait Observation mission I UNIKOM 

Security Council Resolution 687 ( 1991) established a demilitarized zone (DMZ) along the 
· Iraq-Kuwait border, to be monitored by UNIKOM. 
The mandate of the mission is to monitor the DMZ and to deter violations of the boundary. 
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UNIKOM military observers are unarmed. Responsability for the maintenance of law and order 
in the DMZ rests with the governments oflraq and Kuwait in their respective part of the zone. 
Police are allowed sidearms only. 

Initially, to provide security during the set-up phase, UNIKOM included five infantry 
companies, drawn from UNFICYP and UNIFIL; these were withdrawn by end ofJune 1991. 
UNIKOM operates on a combination of patrol and observation bases, observation points, 
ground and air patrol, investigation teams and liaison with the parties to the ceasefire. 

UNIKOM is located at the DMZ along the Iraq-Kuwait border with headquarters in Umm 
Qasr. The current strength is roughly 25o military observers, 900 troops and support personnel 
and 200 international and local civilian staff. The current deployment is well below the 
authorized strength of3.645 military personnel. 

The international border between Kuwait and Iraq has been officially recognized by Iraq in 
fullfillment of Resolution 687 (1991) on Nov. II 1994. 

United Nations Special Commission I UNSCOM 

UNSCOM is based on Section C, Security Council resolution 687 (1991), banning Iraqi 
possession of nuclear, chemi~l and biological weapon capabilities and long-range missiles. 
The ban extends to research and developpment, production, use, testing., support, repair and 
maintenance of above cited waepons, their delivery means, all sub-components and associated 
equipment. 

While !AEA is tasked with nuclear monitoring JTI7J, UNSCOM is in charge of the non-nuclear 
part.JTIR] 

Plans by UNSCOM and !AEA for ongoing monitoring and verification were submitted to the 
Security Council and approved on October 11, 1991, in Security Council Resolution 715 
(1991). 
The mandate of resolution 715 (1991) entitles UNSCOM to the conduct of any number of 
unannounced inspections of any site, facility, activity, material or other item anywhere in Iraq 
and to conduct overflights of any area, location, site or facility in Iraq for the purpose of 
inspection, surveillance, transportation or logistics under such conditions as UNSCOM may 
decide. 

The details of these provisions are enumerated in Annex I, resolution 715. Section C and 
Annex 11, Section D and Annex Ill and Section E and Annex IV deal with details on 
monmitoring chemical, biological and missile capabilities and outline Iraqs obligation to 
provide to UNSCOM information on sites, facilities, materials, equipment, documentation, 
imports, activities and intentions. · 

United Nations Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara I MINURSO 
I 

On August 11 1988, the Secretary General and the Special Envoy of the Chairman presented 
to the parties of the Conflict in Western Sahara, namely Marocco and the Frente POLISARIO, 
a document referred to as "the settlement proposals", containing proposals for a solution of the 
conflict in conformity with 1960 General Assembly Resolution 1514 (XV), encompassing a 
ceasefire and holding of a referendum without military or administrative constraints. 
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Security Council Resolution 690 ( 1991 ), dated April 29 1991, decides to establish MINURSO. 
The Secretary General proposed in May 1991 the enter into effect of a ceasefire by September 
6, a date both parties agreed to. 

Due to delays and numerous hostilities, the implementation for the transition period had to be 
delayed fT19f. 

The primary function ofMINURSO was restricted to verifying the ceasefire and cessation-of 
hostilities, carried out by direct observation of military forces and activities ofboth parties. UN 
military observers were deployed to I 0 team sites I observation posts in the northern and 
southern sectors of the territory , backed by mobile patrols and heli-bome patrols. 

A liaison office has been established in Tindouf to maintain contact with Algerian authorities 
and the Frente POLISARIO. 

MTNURSO is located in Western Sahara with headquarters in Laayoure. Current strength is 
some 22o military observers, I 00 military support personnel, 30 police officers and 180 civilian 
personnel. 
Authorized strength is a pp I. 700 troops and military observers, 300 police officers and 900 
civilian personnel. 

V.) Regional CSBMs 

Although most of the agreements quoted involve third party services (see ch.IV), the basic 
agreement on moving forces behing lines to be agreed can only be based on mutual acceptance 
of the security perceptions both sides endavour. 
Given the expiriences with middle eastern peacekeeping operations, it can be stated, that the 
presence of UN forces per se does deter, but their setup as verification body to a 
disengagement agreement both parties estimate as valuable. 
Thjerefor, the basic disengagement agreement is not seen as third party service, but as regional 
CSBM between opposing parties. 

197 4 Israeli-Syrian Agreement 

The above agreement in the disengagement of forces is the basis for UNDO F. 
The agreement mandates that within I 0 km of the border each side is allowed only to deploy 
6.000 troops, 75 MBT and 36 arty pieces. 
In a zone I 0 to 20 km from the border, each side is allowed an additional 450 MBT and 162 
arty pieces with a maximum range ofless than 20 km. 
Air defense missiles are prohibited within 25 km of the border. 

1974 Sinai I Agreement 

Force separation in the Sinai was reached via a demilitarized buffer zone controlled by UN 
(the zone is a prerequisite to UN peacekeeping, not a demilitarized zone in its own right; 
therefore the zone is not mentioned in ch.II). 
Limits on armamnet have been agreeed, verification was carried out by NTMs of the parties as 
well as by UN forces fT20f. 
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1975 Sinai IT Agreement 

The second Egytian-lsraeli interim agreement was an extended version of Sinai I, beeing in 
force until the signing of the Peace Treaty on March 29,1979. It provided for the redeployment 
of forces and the establishment of a buffer zone between the forces. In addition, Israel left the 
Mitla and Gidi Passes, quilted the Abu Rudais oilfield and created a "limited force zone" on the 
eastern side of the buffer zone, appr. 30 km wide, Egypt undertaking the same manouvre down 
the eastern side of the Suez Canal.ln the limited force zone, both sides were allowed to keep 8 
standard infantry batallions, 75 MBTs, 72 arty pieces (up to cal.120 mm, range less than 12 
km) and up to 8.000 personnel [T21J 

Informal Agreements . 

Informal agreements are non-binding gentlemens agreements, nevertheless of basic relevance, 
sometimes beeing the firsts steps to more formalized and longstanding agreements. 

Lebanon red line 

In April 1976, Syria and Israel reached a secret agreement trough US mediation to minimize 
unintentionary confrontation potential. Syria agreed to Israeli red line conditions allowing 
Syrian military intervention in Lebanon under the condition the syrian forces beeing restricted 
to ground forces, not moving south of a line between Zaharani I Mediterranean and Mashki in 
the Bekaa. As part of the agreeement, Syria agreed to respect Israels security concerns in 
southern Lebanon and to avoid air attacks against Christian targets [T22J 

Jordan-Israel red lines 

Jordans eastern and northeastern border beeing of constant concern for israeli strategists led to 
a Syrian-Israeli understanding, that forces entering Jordan fromn this border in significant 
numbers would lead to an automatic Israeli response. 
A similar understanding was reached concerning the shared border along the Jordan valley, 
applied to infiltration 

It can be argued that above red line understandigs might well enhance security, but confidence 
in a lesser way. 

Saudi Air Force deployment . 
L.-(1-~(.....AtiU. : L .... ~. (.),S «e,.,;J.~ a.nJ 

C.On8"(e..u. ~Kd. 0(\...- Gla..l vod~~~ ~ US. 
Israeli opposition to US F-15s sold to Saudi Arabia led to a US.-Saudi understanding on the f'<""'"""'-"'-
deployment of these fighters. 62 aircraft were sold, not to be stationed in northwest Saudi .J.. t::.~d:) 
Arabia (Tabuk air field). 6-' 

Enhancing regional stability, the agreement can also be perceived as supplier side policy: Also, 
the strike variant of a total of 72 F- J Ss agreed on in 1992, based on the F-15 E, will have its 
electronic and radar suites modified to ensure they cannot be used against US-type aircraft and 
have fewer waepons pylons [T2J[ 

Unilateral politics not beeing subject of this paper, other examples are not quoted. 
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VI.) Non-regional c<WMs 

United Nations Conventional Arms Register 

Government Reports for 1992 on the transfer of major conventional waepons (seven 
categories) have been submitted to the Secretary General in compliance with General assembly 
Resolution 46/36 L (1991) 

Of the 186 states invited ( 184 UN member states and the two observer states Holy See and 
Switzerland), 78 responded to the request: 24 countries reported arms exports, 37 reported 
imports, 41 nil reports on exports and 31 nil reports in imports were submitted. 

Most arms exporters, but only two-thirds of all importers reported. 

The exporters having submitted reports account for 98 % of the total value of major 
conventional weapon systems, the import data for 65 % of imports (SIP RI data) 1T24J. 

The vast majority of countries not submitting export reports do not produce waepon systems 
compatible with the seven categories of the Register. 

Key groups of arms importers did not report, particularly governments in the Middle East 
(T25] 

1982 UN Law of the Sea Convention (UNCLOS) 

Not beeing an AC agreement, several ofUNCLOS provisions deal with security matters and 
are related to CSBMs. 
The Convention has been signed on December I 0 1982 and will enter into force requiring 60 
ratifications, the date provisioned beeing Nov.l6 1994. 

All ships, warships included, may exercise the right of passage trough the territorial sea of 
other states, the passage beeing continous, expedetious and innocent. 

A passage is not considered innocent if, among other activities, a foreign ship engages in threat 
of use of force, in an exercise or practice with weapons of any kind, in collecting information 
hampering the security of the coastal state, landing or taking on board of an aircraft or any 
military device. 

Submarines must navigate on the surface and show their flag. 

Nuclear-powered ships and ships carrying nuclear or other inherently dangerous or noxious 
substances are required to special precautionary measures. 

Aircraft have no right of overflight and may enter only under the consent of the coastal state. 

UNCLOS empowers the coastal state to ask foreign ships exercising the right of innocent 
passage to use lanes, to prevent non-innocent passage and to suspend innocent passage 
temporarily in specified areas of the territorial sea for security reasons. fT26J 
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Not beeing in force at the time of writing and taking into account the primarily non-AC-related 
character ofUNCLOS, it is not part ofch.I, but figures under ch.VI. 
Most parts ofUNCLOS reflecting the general understanding of the law of the sea beeing in 
force, certain rules have aquired the status of customary law and have been incorporated into 
military manuals. 

VII) Supplier side agreements 

Australia Group 

The Australia Group, aiming at the; control of key precursors to chemical weapons, 
encompasses Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, the 
UK and the USA. 

The Australia Group has established the chemical weapons precursor export warning list, 
currently encompassing 50 substances. The list is handed by member states to their chemical 
industry, advising for caution because of potential military use of these substances. 
A core list is formed out of nine central substances, for which the Australia Group countries 
have introduced or are introducing export controls. 

It must be added, that export controls do not equal export bans, they bind export on certain 
conditions. Export control of precursers is made difficult by the the given legitimate 
commercial use of most substances (p.ex .. phosphorus oxychloride, phosphorus tricloride, 
thionyl chloride- all three beeing part of the core list). 

Missile Technology Control Regime 

The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) is an informal agreement that emerged 
originally between eight Western industrialized countries - Canada, France, Germany, Italy, 
Japajn, Spain, the UK and USA- to ban or restrict the export ofballistic missiles and 
associated technologies. it evolved in en evolutionary process, set up in the late 1960s,was 
negotiated in the mid- 1980s and made public in 1987. 
L «.u ~.,. .-~ .,).,o.ul- ..,_.,....; "() J 
At the December 1989 MTCR meeting memebership was expanded to Denmark, Norway and 

New Zealand, Sweden, without joining the MTCR, has established similar export restrictions. 

The MTCRs fundamental ptrinciples are: 
- Emerging powers do not have the right to acquire ballistic missile or space technology from 
foreign suppliers. 
-Potential suppliers must distinguish between economic and security interests in their export 
policies 
-There are practical limits to the obligation to control the spread of ballistic missile technology 
- once a country has acquired the above technology, there is no way under international law to 
deprive it of that [T271 

Beeing the only multinational instrument to control the spread of missile technology certainly 
. underlines the MTCRs relevance; nevertheless, serious shortcomings are the lacking of an 
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agency to detect non-compliance as well as the absence of any means of enforcement. 
Furthermore, MTCR is not comprehensible, with Russia and China among important countries 
not participating. 

Suppliers of ballistic-missile technology to Middle East countries are I have been the USSR (to 
Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Syria, Yemen), France (to Egypt, Iraq,and Israel), China 
(to Iran and Saudi Arabia), Brazil (to Iraq and Saudi Arabia) and North Korea (to Egypt and 
Iran); Libya and Syria (to Iran), Egypt and Yugoslavia (to Iraq), USA (to Israel), and West 
Germany (to Libya )IT28J 

London Club 

"London Club" emerged in 1975 at a London meeting of the seven major suppliers of nuclear 
material and facilities- USA, USSR, the UK, France, West Germany,Japan and Canada- as a 
loose understanding to implement thighter control on the nuclear market; the group of seven 
was joined by another eight suppliers - Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Switzerland, the 
Nederlands, Sweden, East Germany and Poland 

The London Club set up a list of nuclear-weapon related materials,equipments and technology, 
herby formulating a "trigger list", aimed at triggering IAEA-safeguards in case of export. It also 
adopted guidelines for nuclear transfer, aimede at the importer states. 

The London Club criteria and guidelines do not constitute a treaty, they are understood as a 
gentlemans agreement between member states to act according the above criteria when 
exporting nuclear material, equipment and technology. 

A weakness of the London Club is not requiring importers of nuclear materials and facilities to 
adopt full-scope safeguards:lAEA safeguards are only implemented on on those items 
imported, not on all the importers nuclear facilities, as according to NPT rules 

Conclusions 

In the field of Arms control treaties and agreements, the CWC seems, due to the number of 
state signatories, a promising initiative. 
The correlation between adherence to NPT and BWC - the same argument might be turn up 
considering the ratification of ewe - is not legally ' but politically based. 
Therefore, any overall agreement to be concluded can hardly be based on the existence of the 
above traeties alone. 

The Treaties and agreements related to CSBMs and regional security show a bias: 
In the Maghreb, a consolidation with security implication can be observed (albeit depending 
heavily on the conduct of internal politics). 
On the other hand, the Maschrek and Khalig seem to be tending towards external security 
links. 

As for demilitarized I neutralized zones I islands, these tools have become widely applicated, 
namely in connection with peace treaties, ceasefire agreements and third party services; never 
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the less, they hardly are suited to longstanding solutions, their capacity for short- to medium­
term regional stabilisation unquestioned. 

The regional Peace traeties and ceasefire agreements including AC and CSBM measures 
are, apart from the Egyptian-Israeli experience, too joung to be analized in terms of 
longstanding contribution to peace and stability in the region. 

Third party services related to AC and CSBMs have to be seen as an enterprise in 
stabilisation, hardly as instruments oflongstanding conflict resolution; this perspective is 
congruent with the view of the Secretary General as laid out in Agenda for Peace, defining 
peacekeeping as necessary, but in itself hardly satisfying contribution to an overall conflict 
resolution. 
This perception is hard end by the sober fact, that similarly conceptualized operations had a 
non-similar outcome in terms of securing peace and stability. 

Regional CSBMs are not new to the region, quite the contrary: when the CSCE started to be 
taken serious in the context of bilateral security matters between the block powers - in the mid-
80s- , the Sinai was quoted as example for CSBMs (the CSCE having relied up to this 
evolution on CBMs) In the Sinai agreements, the whole panoply of verification systems was 
applied. 

As for Non-regio1ial CSBMs, UNCLOS holds a promise for littoral states only, hopefully 
turning from partly applied customary law to treaty status. 
The UN arms register failed to fullfill the hopes assiciated with its implemention, its future in 
the CD agenda beeing shaky at the moment. 

The efficacy of Supplier side agreements largely depends on the committment of the state 
members and the internal regulations derived from this committment. Establishing common 
goals, they might largely influence regional stability - for the better or the worse. 
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DJ I BOUT I 1977 1977 1993 s 

EGYPT 1945 1928 s 1981 1983 s 

IRAN 1945 1929 1993 s 1973 1970 

IRAQ 1945 1931 1991 1969 1985 s 

ISRAEL 1949 1969 1993 s 

JORDAN 1955 1977 1975 1970 

KUWAIT 1963 1971 1993 s 1972 1989 s 1986 s 

LEBANON 1945 1969 1975 1970 

LIBYA 1955 1971 1982 1975 

~.AURITAN 1961 1993 s 

MOROCCO 1956 1970 1993 s s 1970 

OMAN 1971 1993 s 1992 1989 

QATAR 1971 1976 1993 s 1975 1989 s 

SAUDI-A 1945 1971 1993 s 1972 1988 s 

SOMALIA 1960 s 1970 

SUDAN 1956 1980 1973 1985 

SYRIA 1945 1968 s 1969 

TUNISIA 1956 1967 1993 s 1973 1970 1985 

UAE 1971 1993 s s 

YEMEN 1947 1971 1993 s 1979 1979 1987 
• 

~.AIN SOURCE, GOLDBLAT, ARMS CONTROL, OSLO 1994, COMPILATION OF AUTHOR 
DATES INDICATE THE ENTRY INTO FORCE s, SIGNED ONLY 
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ARAB COLL. UMA GCC DAMASC BILAT 
LIGUE SEPACT· DECLAR SEC.A 

ALGERIA X X X 

BAHRAIN X X X X 

DJ I BOUT I X 

EGYPT X X X 

IRAN 

IRAQ X X 

ISRAEL 

JORDAN X X 

KuwAIT X X X X X 

LEBANON X X 

LIBYA X X X 

MAURITAN X x 
MOROCCO X X X 

OMAN X X X X 

QATAR X X X 

SAUDI-A X X X X X 

S0!>1.ALIA X 

SUDAN X X 

SYRIA X X X 

TUNISIA X X 

UAE X X X X 

YEMEN X X 

. 

SOURCE: VARIOUS, COMPILATION OF AUTHOR 
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estim. BallMis BallMis BallMis cruise Missil 
Aweapon 4o-150 15o-6oo over6oo Missile techn. 
program km km km progr. ass.by 

ALGERIA X X su 

BAHRAIN 

DJ I BOUT I 

EGYPT X X su,fr,ch 
nk 

IRAN X X X X ch,nk,li 
nk 

IRAQ X X X X X su, fr, br 
ju,eg 

ISRAEL X X X X X us,fr 

JORDAN 

KlMAIT X su 

LEBANON 

I LIBYA I X X X X su,nk,ge 

MAURITAN 

MOROCCO 

OMAN 

QATAR 

SAUDI-A X ch,br 

SOMALIA 

SUDAN 

SYRIA X X X su,nk 

TUNISIA 

UAE 

YEMEN X X su 

. 

PRIMARY SOURCES: n.n.,FACTFILE, ARMS CONTROL TODAY, APRIL 1994 
(draws on ACA, ACDA, CEIP, CIA, CRS, CSIS, DOD, IDDS, IDR, 
JDW, JSIR, MIIP, OTA, ROK, RUSI, SIPRI, UCS sources) . 

LENNOX DUNCAN, MISSILE RACE CONTINUES, JANES DEFENCE 
WEEKLY,23 JAN 1993 
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AUSTRALIA GR. LONDON CLUB MTCR 

AUSTRALIA X 

BELGIUM X X 

CANADA X X X 

CZECKOSLOWAKIA X 

DENMARK X X 

FRANCE X X X 

GERMANY X X X 

GREECE X 

IRELAND X 

ITALY X X X 

JAPAN X X X 

LUXEMBOURG X 

NETHERLANDS X X 

NEW ZEALJI.ND X X 

NORWAY X X 

POLAND X 

PORTUGAL X 

RUSSIA X 
. 

SPAIN X X 

SWEDEN X (X) 

SWITZERLAND X X 

UNITED KINGDOM X X X 

UNITED STATES X X X 

SOURCE' COMPILATION OF AUTHOR 
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Peac::e ~otiatiom, a NWFZ In tbe Middle Ea.«- and NPI . 

The PeaCe Negotiations 
! 

Shalheveth Freier (Israel) 

I 

This paJer is writtcn in early October 1994. The report on the peace negotiations is 
nec:essaJiily dated. Israel's stance wifh respect to a NWFZ and NPr is likely tO be of a less 
transcendent nature. 

As far~ Israel is conc:cmcd, it is the e.~sence of the peace negotiations to assess whether a 
genuine ;desire for peace exists on the part of the regional states, and to take manageable 
security 'risks in assessing such desire. It is of course hoped that peace is not only on · . 
everyon~'s lips - which it is not yet- but also at the back of minds, and that unavoidable 
pitfalls qn the road to peace can be successfully circumnavigated. 

At this tbe of crowded activity, it wOrth dressing the balance of the progress in these 
ncgotialtons. 

There ari: two "tracks". a.~ they are called, to these negotiations, the bi-lall:ral track and 
the mulq-latcral track. 

On the bi-lateral traclcs, Israel negociates with the Palestinians, Jordanians, Syrians and 
Lebanese. · 

! . 
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On the Palestinian track, there is progress in the gradual transfer of authority to the 
Palestinian autonomy. Difficulties pertain essentially to the functioning of the autonomy, 
the means at its disposal and their judicious allocation, in order to register a visible · 
upsurge in the economy. This is in everybody's interest Another difficulty rests on the 
PLO chaner which still insists on Israel's dismembennent as the ultimate goal. an inj.uction 
which has not yet been rescinded. and an increa.~e of violence against Israelis. in Ismel 
proper, and the decampment of the assailants into the autonomy. in the expectation of 
leniency on the part of the Palestinian security authorities. Yet. the autonomy continues to 
evolve and expand, supported by multiple, daily contacts on all levels. 

On the J~nl.anian ttaclc. manifest good will is being invested on both sides, in order to 
anive at:a peace settlemmt, and extant problems on the delineation of boundaries and 
allocatiop of water resources - or joint plans for water management and production - will 
hopefully be solved. . . 

On the SYrian and Lebanese tracks, it need first be recalled that Lebanon is ruled by Syria. 
and cannot move without Syrian acquiescence. These talks are ostensibly stalled, but much 
effon is being invested by the U.S. to reinvigomte them. 

! . ', 

The Syrihos demand complete Israeli withdrawal from the Golan heights in return for a 
peace agieement, the character of wh,ch is not clear, object to the sepat:lte initiatives of 
the Palestinians and Jordanians to seek accommodation with lsmel, give succour to the 
rejectionlst movemen!S, and especially allow the Jnurian-sponsored Hisbolla ·movement to 
rnamtain!wmare against Israel across the Lebanese border. Iran and the Hisbolla 
movement are vowed to the destruction of Israel. ·· 

The Israelis, for their part, advocate a staggered and gradual withdrawal from part of the 
Golan heights, which dominate all of Northern Israel, in order to judge whether it is indeed 
peace th~ Syrians seek or improved positions for an eventual further onslaught on Jm~eL 

The I..eb:kese demand that Israel relinquish control of the "Security zone" in Lebanon. 
This zone was established by Israel in order to keep the Hisbolla forces at a distance from 

· Northern Israel, which would otherwise be under constant roc.l::et attaCk.· ~· · 

The Isr:uitis. for their pan, do not wish an inch of Lebane;e territory but ~ist that the 
Lebanese government a.~sume full responsibility for keeping the frontier calm. The 

·Lebanese might well be willlng, but not so the Syrians. ·· '";. · 
.... ·.::··· 

On the mtllti-Iateral tracks, all states of the Middle East, North Africa and the Gulf 
participa!e, except fnr Iran, Iraq. Libya, Sudan, Syria and Lebanon. These talks are also 
attended by practically all states which exhibit an interest, including Europe, India, China, 
the UN and others. 
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These multilateral talks center on five issues: 
Economic Co-operation 

Enviroriment 

Refugees 

Water 1 . 

Arms ~ontrol ilnd Regional Security (ACRS) 

Most aJ in the process of discussing diverse plan.~ which are being submitted, all of 

course contingent on progress in the bi-lateral r.alks. 

Of inte~st for this paper is the state of negotiations at the ACRS worlcing group. It is 

agreed that confidence-building-measures are the first priority, bm it is not agreed what 

these ~ supposed to be. There is definite progress on a number of useful confidence­

building measures, like Sea and Air rescue operations, the establishment of a 
Communication Centre, and a Clearing House for Information Exchange. 

"Mentor~" from a number of countries guide these negotiations with mueh commianent 
! l 

(Rescue L Cilnada; Communication - Netherlands; Infonnation - Turlcey), and of course 

the entire peace process is guided by the eo-sponsors, the U.S. and Russia, and were it not 

for the uidefatigable U.S. efforts. the negotiations wo1,1ld have been stalled long ago. 

Howev~ serious differences have arisen in the order of confidence-building measures, by 

which the Israelis and some of the regional states whieh to proceed. I shall return to these 

in the following section. But before then, I should like to make some summary comments 
on the pelace negotiations. 

The peJe negotiations recognize the comprehensive character of any settlement. 

"Comprehensive" refers to issues and to states. They try to deal with issues c~ncurrcntly, 
in the hOPe that progress in any area or with any partner will generate progress also 

e!sew~. They assume that such progress, and the evolving habits of talking matten over 

directly ·:face to face, will create a propitious climate for further advance also on matters 
which at the moment seem intractable, like Jerusalem. 
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Especially •. these negotiations may induce states which do not negotiate in good faith - or 

not at all - to realize the benefit.~ of peace instead of the maintenance of implacable 
hatredsl 

Apart ftom the negotiating traclcs set out above, we have recently learned that Morocco 

and Turtisia are establishing "interest sections" in Israel and vice versa, and that the Gulf 

states h~ve decided to do away with the secondary boycott of Israel, i.e. they will not 

blacklist foreign firms trading with Tsraet, while yet maintaining the primary boycott- that 

of direct trading with Israel. But even the latter may be on the way of being relented. 

l 
Howev~r.let me now come back to the problems facing the ACRS and its relation to the 

nuclear lssue. 

Aans CpnuoJ and Remonal Sr&nrity and the Nuclear Issue 

! . 

For thislpurpose, a number of salient f~ need be recalled. 
. V 
1 . \ 

bpt for Egypt, no regional state has yet agreed to make peace with Israel. 

Iran. rnq, Sudan, Ubya still deny braellegitirrlliC)' and will not countenance peace 
; 

~th it, let alone agree to negotl:lte. 

~e Syrians who are ostensibly pariners to the bi-lateral negotiations sal! connive 

~n irrendentist attacks on Israel and support peace-rejectionist movements. 

~ven Egypt feels pressure ought to be kept up on Israel to submit its nuclear 

installations to IABA inspection, before the peace talks are allowed to register 

further progress, and Egypt is dissati~fied with the easing of the economic boycott 

Qflsrael by the Gulf States. At this time, there is no Anlb agreement yet on even 

•fdeciaratory" confidence-building-measures. 
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Under these circumstances. it is the Israeli view that there is a natural sequence of 

confide~ce~building-measures (CBM) which need be negotiated, implemented, and tested 

over tinle for their vitality. And this is the sequence. 

CaMs which do not impair the security of the contracting panics. 

~uch measures can be concluded bi-laterally or multi-laterally with all states 

Willing. They are not dependent on overall regional consensus. It need be stressed, 

ljiat all such measures must stand the test of time. Confidence does not reside only 

ih agreement on such measures, but on their vitality and dur.1bility. CBMs which I 

have mentioned before (Rescue, Communication, Infonnation Exchange) fall in 

this category. 
! . 

CBMs of a more intrusive kind, such as do impinge on a state's security, and anns 
cbntrol. 

~eh CBMs really depend on a numJr of preliminaty conditions. They assume 

~tall states of the region have officially abjured war as a nieans of settling 

c~nflicts. that they all participate in the peace negotiations and that indeed 
. ' 

c~nfidence exists that outstanding issues will be settled peacefully. 

I~ is not, by the way, a matter which touches only l.mlel and the Ar.lb states - as a 

bloc. Indeed, the Gulf states have no fear of Israel at all, but am apprehensive of 

rtaq and Iran, and the states of the Maghreb have inter-state problems, and Israel 

d\'les not figure in any adverse way in their security perceptions. Indeed UNIDIR 

has recognized that these problems need be addressed, if confidence-building and 

~control in the Middle East and North Africa are to be realistically conceived. 
i . . 

cl>ncunently with the above, formal peace and normal relations need be instituted 

B.IpOng all states. 
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!It i~ only after such peace, proven over time. that Israel believes it can negotiate a 

.NWFZ and relinquish the nuclear image it ha~. Such NWFZ would not only be 

.directly negotiated among the states of the region, but include mutual inspection. 

. . 

NPT, with occasional offenders (Iraq. N-Korea) and an international inspectorate-

~e JAEA • is just not good enough. Things look different if you are part of an 

pnlooking, international conununity, or a next-door neighbour. 

I have the impression, that many Arab states are ready to go along with this sequence. 

Egypt, however, has decided to put Israel's submission of its installations under full-scope 

inspection by the IAEA. or Israel's accession to the NPI', at the top of the list of 

confidertce-building measures and to impede progress on other confidence building 

meas~s - even declaratory - as long as this demand is not satisfied. 

If the re~der looks again at the "salient facts" at the beginning of this paragraph, one 

cannot but interpret Egypt's attitude oth~ than saying: First divest yourself of your 
nuclear lmage, peace with you can waic. \ . . 

~ 

As the~ extension conference is shaping up, the Arab states - some or all- have stared 

that the>i will not be pany to an indef.mite e:ttension or, for that matter, ratify any anns 

control igreement (such as the CWC), unless Israel submits to IAEA inspection. I cannot 

conceiv~ of Israel changing its nuclear posture, under prevailing circumstances, even in the 

face of shch pressure. 

In conc!Jsion, let me make a few comments of a general nat= on NPT. 

NPI' is algood treaty, in as much as it has caused state.~ to assess their security situation 

and make up their minds on whether to accept the obligations which go with ic. 

lrrespec~ve of its manifest flaws - such as the division between the recognized nuclear 

powers aPd all !he rest- it is a good treaty. No international momlity attaches to it. Such 

morality does not exist, but solely the considered national interest o£ its members. The 

imbalance in the character o£ its nuclear and non-nuclear members simply n:flecu the fact 

that the world is not uniform. Such proebimed unifonn.ity in defence matters is also a 
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spurioJs notion in a world in which strife still abounds. It is evident that the "hold-outs" 

on NPT have problems which need be addressed in their overall context and that bland 

in~onal dispositions limited to the nuclear .realm and disregarding everything else, are 
just no~ !telpful or useful. And I think of Israel's problems, and those of India (China} and 
Pakistah (India). • 

It is, I Believe, necessary to acknowledge - and I think it is being increasingly realized -

that comprehensive and tailored solutions rlced be sought in nuclear problem areas. 

Distinction need also be made between potential nuclear aggressets, such as Iraq or North 

Korea ~d possibly Iran, in the future, which subvert their undertakings under NPT, and 

the "hold-cuts" who assume the burden of their stance, because they cannot help it.. 
j . 

In Israel's view, I believe. this means: first peace and then a credible NWFZ, more 
stringe~t than NPT. . 

( 
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The Geographical Middle East Concept 
Draft chapter 4 of the UNIDIR project on 

Confidence-Building in the Middle East (8 November 1994) 

The Middle East is a wellknown and traditional geographical concept used in everyday political 

discussion. Defining the geographical extension of the Middle East for arms control application is 

not trivial, however. 

Different definitions have for a long time been used for different purposes. One was introduced in 

1989 by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) when discussing the application of 

safeguards in relation to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) or a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the 

area, i.e. "the area extending from the Libyan Arab Jamahiria in the West, to the Islamic Republic 

of Iran in the East, and from Syria in the North to the People's Democratic Republic of Yemen in 

the South" 1
• A UN study on the proposed nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East found the 

IAEA concept somewhat limited for its purpose and suggested an area that eventually could 

encompass "all states members of the League of Arab States (LAS), the Islamic Republic oflran 

and Israel"2
• 

A definition adequate for legal application of a CSBM regime, including a zone arrangement free 

of all weapons of mass destruction, may or may not coincide with those used earlier for different 

purposes. Such a definition should encompass all states with a primary security relevance to each 

other. On the other hand, an ambition to include all states with any security relevance to each other 

would easily result in a Middle East concept that would include most of the Old World. 

The area should thus at least include the actors central to the specific conflicts of the Middle East. 

The most publicized is the Arab- Israeli conflict. But there are also other conflicts involving many 

of the same states as demonstrated by the recent examples of the Iran- Iraq war, the Gulf War, 

and the Polisario conflict. 

As a project definition must be based on the current political geography, it seems relevant, for the 

1 Technical Study on Different Modalities of Application of Safeguards in the Middle East. Document !AEA-GC 
(XXXIII)/887, 29 August 1989. (On 22 May 1990, Democratic Yemen and Yemen merged to form a single slate 
with the name "Yemen"). A similar definition was suggested in the 1975 UN study Comprehensive Study on the 
Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free 7_ones in all its Aspect,. United Nations Document Ail00271Add. I, (UN Sales 
No. E.76.1.7). para 72. 

2 UN Document A/45/435 (1990); UN Sales No.E.91.IX.3. 

1 
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purpose of this study, to define the basic Middle East area according to the UN formula mentioned 

above, i.e. the area represented by all the states members of the Legue of Arab states, the Islamic 

Republic of Iran, and Israel. But it should also be understood that the application of a CSBM 

regime may begin in a smaller area of a few core states and later expand to finally encompass the 

entire basic area. It could also be desirable to expand the application area further to include also 

some adjacent sea areas. 

As such a Middle East area would have neighbours around almost its entire periphery, it might be 

desirable to invite neighbouring states, e. g. Afghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Chad, Cyprus, 

Ethiopia, Greece, Italy, Malta, Pakistan, Spain, Turkey, Turkmenistan, and perhaps others, to -assume special commitments to respect and support the regime. 

With those understandings, the definition would be self-contained, include all essential states, and 

give the area politically established limits. 

The limitation of the basic area 

The recommended definition excludes Turkey, Cyprus and Malta. But Turkey is a NATO member 

and all three states are participating in the CSBM regime of the Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). US nuclear weapons formerly deployed on Turkey's territory 

have been withdrawn. Cyprus and Malta do not to host any such 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 arms control 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 regime has 

sometimes been suggested as desirable. However, their interests focus in other directions and their 

contribution to a Middle East regime may be best defined as neighbouring state committments. 

The same can be said about the newly independent states, former Soviet republics, of Armenia, 

Azerbaijan, and Turkmenistan also bordering the prospective basic area. 

Djibouti, Somalia and the Sudan are members states of the League of Arab States. While there may 

be substancial reasons for including the Sudan at an early stage, geography clearly makes Djibouti 

and Somalia peripherical. The current problems in Somalia also excludes that country from 

consideration for the time being. 

On the western part of the North African coast, there are a few tiny enclaves of Spain which may 

be included in the basic area- Spain itself being outside for the same reason as Turkey- and be 

treated as dependencies are under Protocol I of the Treaty ofTlatelolco. 
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Several sea areas may be considered for inclusion in a basic Middle East area. Both the Red Sea 

and the Persian Gulf would be enclosed within the area. Prospective parts of the basic area have 

coasts in the Mediterranean. the Atlantic, and the north western Indian Ocean. 

Special provisions for applying arms control in sea areas 

It should also be recognized that application of a Middle East CS BM-regime in adjacent sea areas 

would require a separate discussion not only of the local political and military implications but also 

of the legal consequences, as sea areas have a special status implying accessibility for all states of 

the world. Because of the legal status of sea areas, maritime arrangements should be prescribed in 

separate protocols. 

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 

international straits3
• The prospective area is adjacent to a few international straits subject to the 

regime of transit passage, i.e. the straits of Gibraltar, Bab al Mandab, and Horrnuz. In exclusive 

economic zones or on the high seas the coastal states have no jurisdiction related to the military 

presence of other states. 

States in a specific region 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 regulation 

would require agreement in principle among all states having the right to use them or at least 

among important maritime states to make the regime effective. 

The Law of the Sea does currently 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 regime, a division of the Soviet part of the sea between the four new states of 

Azerbaijan, Kasakhstan, Russia, and Turkmenistan, would not matter. It has been suggested by 

some of the coastal states to the Caspian Sea, however, that the Convention of the Law of the Sea 

should apply also to this lake then introducing new legal concepts such as territorial waters. 

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 18884
• This 

convention is also referred to in the Egypt -Israel Peace Treaty of 1978, which provides, i. a. that 

the Strait ofTiran and the Gulf of Aqaba are "international waterways open to all nations". 

3 The legal concepts of "innocent passage" and "lrdllsit passage" are defined in the United Nations Convention of 
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Articles 17- 33, 45, and 52, and Articles 38 · 44 respectively. 

4 Only a ship flying the flag of a state at war with Egypt can be prevented from passing the Canal. 
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A Middle East Zone Free of Weapons of 

Mass Destruction 
Draft chapter 5 of the UNIDIR project on 

Confidence-Building in the Middle East (8 November 1994) 
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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 19561• 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 Europe2
. 

At that time two different approaches to military denuclearization were pursued in parallel!. One 

was the open ended and global non-proliferation approach which started with the "Irish" 

resolution3 and finally lead to the adoption, in 1968, of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons (NPT)4 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. 5 

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 

zone free of weapons of mass destruction. 

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. 

I UN Document DC/SC.l/4 I. 

UN Document A/PV. 697. 

l A/RES/1665 (XVI). 

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

5 The five nuclear weapon states are China, France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union (on 24 December 1991 
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. It 
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 dismantled. On I 0 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 to 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 all five established nuclear-weapon states. 
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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. 

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 America 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 various 

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 7 

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. 8 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. 

6 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 /992, Volumes I 
and 2, (UN Sales No. E.93.IX.ll) which is up-dated to 31 December 1992; or in J. Goldblat, Arms Control. A 
Guide to Negotiations and Agreernellls. PRIO. Sage Publications. London. 1994, up-dated to October 1993. 

7 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 first report was prepared in 1975, Comprehensive Study on the 
Question of Nuclear- Weapon-Free Zones in all its Aspects. United Nations Document NI 0027/Add. I, (UN Sales 
No. E.76.1.7). The second report was almost but not entirely finalized in 1985. It "exists" as an annex to a letter of 
9 February 1985 from the Chairman of the expert group, Dr Claus Tornudd of Finland, to the Secretary General. 
The formal status of this annex is subject to dispute. It is, however. very informative. 

8 Common Security. Report by the Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues. Simon and 
Schuster. New York 1982. o.147. UN Document A/CN.I0/38. 
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Reference should finally be made to the possibility envisaged in the humanitarian laws of war to 

establish by agreement temporary demilitarized zones9
. 

A discussion of the role of nuclear-weapon-free zones in the post cold war era has been 

published by Wolfsthal 10
. 

In 1990, President Mubarak of Egypt proposed the establishment of a zone free of weapons of 

mass destruction in the Middle East. The proposal was not intended to replace the earlier idea of 

a nuclear-wepon-free zone in the area but rather to be pursued in paralell to the earlier proposal. 

Existing zones 

Two nuclear-weapon-free zones have so far been established in densely populated areas 11 . The 

Tlatelolco Treaty 12 of 1967 and The Rarotonga Treaty 13 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 196214 and the first signing of the 

treaiy in 1967. The entry into force process is still going on. As of 30 August 1994, the treaty is 

in force for 28 states. It is not yet in force for 5 states. All dependencies are now subject to the 

zonal regim in accordance with Protocol 115 Protocol II, the guarantee-protocol, has been in 

force for all nuclear weapon states since 1979. 16 During the years 1990 to 1992, the treaty was 

amended in several respects. 

9 Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 and Relating to the Protection of Victims of 
International Anned Conflict (Protocol 1). Art. 60. 

10 Wolfsthal. J.B., Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: Coming of Age' Anns Control Today Vol. 23 (No 2) March 
1993 pp 3 - 9. 

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). 

1 J The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (UN Treaty Series No. 24592). 

14 UN Documents NC.!!L.312/Rev.2 and NRES/1911 (XVIII). 

t5 States with dependencies in Latin America are France, the Netherlands, UK, and USA. 

16 Document NPT/CONF. 1995/PC. III/1 0. 
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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. I). 

The geographical scope of the zone would comprise all Latin American and Caribbean states 

(Art. 25), all dependencies of extra-continental states (Protocol 1), and also, when the treaty has 

fully entered into force, considerable adjoining Atlantic and Pacific sea areas (Art. 4:2). 

Protocol II 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. 

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). 

It 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 !97517 

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. As of 12 July 1994, the treaty was 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. 

11 NRES/3477 (XXX) 



6 

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 Tlatelolco 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 18 agreed in 1959, the "white continent" was declared a 

demilitarized zone (Art. I) implying that Antarctica is also that the area would be free of 

weapons of mass destruction. At the same time, the territorial claims in Antarctica were frozen 

(Art. IV) 19. The Antarctic Treaty prohibits "any measure of a military nature" but does not 

explicitely forbid the introduction of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction into 

the continent, although the carrying out of nuclear explosions in the area is explicitely prohibited 

(Art. V: I). 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). 

Three proposed nuclear-weapon-free 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 East20
, 

Africa21
, and Northern Europe22

. 

18 The Antarctic Treaty (UN Treaty Series, Vol. 402, No. 5778) had 42 parties as of I August 1993. 

19 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. 

20 Towards a Nuclear· Weapon· Free Zone in the Middle East. UN Document A/45/345 (Sales No. E.9l.IX.3.). 

21 The denuclearization of Africa has been an issue on the political agenda since 1964. For a long time the 
uncertainty about South Africa's nuclear activities and her refusal to adhere to the NPT were the main obstacles to 
progress. Since South Africa has now dismantled its nuclear explosion devices and become a party to the NPT, 
preparations for establishing a nuclear weapon free Africa could be finalized in the near future. An almost complete 
draft treaty, the so ca11ed Addis Ababa Draft Text of an African Nuclear· Weapon· Free Zone Treaty ( 14 May 1994), is 
attached to the Report of the Fourth and Fifth Meetings of the UNIOAU Group of Experts to Prepare a Draft Treaty 
on an African Nuclear- Weapon-Free Zone. 

22 Nuclear- Weapon-Free Zone in the Nordic Area. Report from rhe Nordic Senior Officials Group. March 1991. 
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Objectives and principles 

The concept of "nuclear-weapon-free" zone has been relatively well researched. 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 studies23 have 

contributed to establishing the scope and the frame of this concept. 

The expansion of the concept to cover also other weapons of mass destruction is new but may 

easily fit into the legal frames already developed for nuclear weapons24 This paper, therefore, 

is primarily based on what has been worked out in terms of nuclear weapons. Consequences 

derived from adding other weapons of mass destruction are complemented as appropriate. 

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 to 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. 

23 Compare note 7. 

24 Weapons of mass destruction was defined by the UN Comission for Conventional Armaments already 13 
August 1948 (UN Document RES/SiC. 3/30) as nuclear, biological, chemical, and radiological weapons. 
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The General Assembly in 1975 defined the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone as follows: 25 

"I. Definition of the concept of a nuclear-weapon -free zone 

I. 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. 

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

Three years later, in 1978, this concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone was again referred to by the 

the Tenth Special Session of the UN General Assembli6 

The various categories of weapons of mass destruction are 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 whether 

to include the delivery vehicles carrying nuclear warheads. 

" A/RES/3472 B (XXX). 

26 Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly staes i. a. 
"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. 
6l. The process of establishing such zones in different parts of the world should be encouraged with the ullimate 

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 arc called upon to give undertakings, the 
moda\ities 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." 
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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 prior to I 

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 would 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". 

The concept of chemical weapons is defined in the Chemical Weapons Convention of 1993, while 

the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention does not include an explicit definition of such weapons. 

There exists no convention prohibiting radiological weapons. 

Important objectives 

Within the context of "the ultimate 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 proliferation 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. 

The Mubarak plan outlined three general components: 

(a) All wepons of mass destruction in the Middle East should be prohibited; 
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(b) All states of the region should make equal and reciprocal committments in this regard; 

(c) Verification measures and modalities should be established to ascertain complete 

complience by the states in the region; 

In the proposal, Egypt pointed to certain terms to be taken into account: 

(d) A qualitative as well as quantitative symmetry of the military capabilities of individual 

states of the Middle East. Assymetries cannot prevail in a region striving for a juste and 

comprehensive peace; 

(e) Increased security at lower levels of armament. Security must be attained through political 

deliberations and disarmament rather than the force of arms; 

(f) Arms limitation and disarmament agreements should consider equal rights and 

responsibilities, and states should equally issue legally binding committments in the fiels of 

disarmament. 27 

Geographical Considerations 

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

other arms control zones, which could range from whole continents to small areas. Sometimes a 

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 and other weapons of mass 

destruction, the extension of such 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 or other 

zone28 Normally, however, a 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 zone. 

Furthermore, a zone might be extended into geographical areas not under the jurisdiction of any 

state, for instance sea areas beyond territorial waters. 

27 Compare Mohamed Shaker, Prospects for Establishing a Zone Free of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Middle East, Director's Series on Proliferation, No. 6 Oct. 1994, Lawrence Livermore NJ.tional Laboratory (UCRL­
LR-114070-6), p 23. 

28 There are a number of cases in which only part of a state may be included in a zone. Obvious ones are: 
l. 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 to 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 military 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 Guant3.namo in Cuba. 
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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 for nuclear-weapon-free zones 

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 

* 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 II29 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 force30
. 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 

29 Article 11 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 welipons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over 
such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices". 

'o 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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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 the 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 lirrtited period of time of nuclear weapons by a 

nuclear weapon state, on land, by air or in internal waters including calls 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 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 
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those of others on their territories. These declarations are not coordinated and include some 

conditions and reservations states31
. 

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 

complemented 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. 

Basic measures and obligations: Mubarak complemets 

The non-possesion, the non-deployment, and the non-use measures could easily be complemented 

to match the requirements of the Mubarak plan. The easiest solution would of cause be that the 

staes members of the zone subscribe to both the Biological Weapons Convention and the Chemical 

Weapons convention. The guarantees extended by outside states must also be complemeted 

accordingly both by a committment in terms of all types of weapons of mass destruction and by 

adding many more states other than nuclear weapon powers to the list of guarantor states. 

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 

31 The content of these unilaterally declared guarantees are summarized in Compilation of Basic Documents 
relating to the Question of Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non-Nuclear- Weapon States against the 
Use of Nuclear Weapons (UN document CD/SA/WP.l5, 16 March 1993) and in Developments with regard to 
effective arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon states against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons 
(Document NPT/CONF.l995/PC.III/6, 12 July 1994). Compare also The United Nations DISARMAMENT 
YEARBOOK VOL. 14:1989 pp 179- 180. Recently (2 November 1993), new "Basic Provisions of the Military 
Doctrine of the Russian Federation" were adopted (Decree No. 1833). The new doctrine does not include the USSR 
no-first-use declaration of 12 June 1982, however. 
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international straits)32 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 least 

among the nuclear weapon states to make the regime effective. 

Complaints and Control Procedures 

It is 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 same would certainly be true for a zone free of all 

weapons of mass destruction. 

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 (biological, chemical) activities of zonal states to ensure that peaceful 

activities are not diverted to the manufacture of weapons; 

(b) the comittment that no nuclear (biological, chemical) weapons are present within the 

·., zone; special regimes would be required for ses areas; 

(c) the removal of nuclear (biological, chemical) 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 weapons 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 International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The IAEA is now operating 

safeguards in very many states, including all 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 safeguards 

system was a compromize at the time of conclusion of the negotiations of the NPT and while the 

n The legal concepts of "innocent passage" and ''transit passage" are defined in the United Nations Convention of 
the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Articles 17 - 33, 45, and 52, and Articles 38 - 44 respectively. 
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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 organization, perhaps supplemented by bilateral arrangements, might be 

preferred. 

!AEA 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 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 model for such a system could be the verification system laid down in several 

arrns 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 Treatl3. 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 Interrnidiat-Range and Shorter­

Range Missiles (INF Treaty)34 Mutual verification of this obligatory nature could be particularly 

attractive to states, such as Israel, that might often find themselves outvoted within international 

arrangements where decisions are taken by majority votes. 

Verification of arrns control measures 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 times35 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 would be permitted at all within the agreed zonal area. It is true that recent measures 

.l:l 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 Treaty on conventional Armed Forces in Europe, and the Vienna Document 1992 of the Negotiations on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures. 

34 The text of the INF Treaty is reproduced in The United Nations DISARMAMENT YEARBOOK. Vol. 12:1987 
pp 444- 474. 

35 For an account of the consequences of these 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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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. 

The Middle East as a NWFZ or WMDFZ 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 Karem36 

In 1990, President Mubarak of Egypt proposed the establishment of a zone free of weapons of 

mass destruction in the Middle East37
. The proposal was not intended to replace the earlier idea of 

a nuclear-wepon-free zone in the area but rather to be pursued in paralell to the earlier proposa1 38 

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 

(NWFZME). Since 1980, this annual resolution has been adopted by consensus, i.e. with the 

support of all Arab states, Iran and Israel. 

36 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 Easr: A Historical 
Overview of the Patterns of lnvolvment 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. 

37 Document CD/989, 20 April 1990. 

J 8 The Mobarak plan has recently been described by Mohamed Shaker in Prospects for Establishing a Zone Free of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Middle East, Director's Series on Proliferation, No. 6 Oct. 1994, Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory (UCRL-LR-114070-6). 
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In the fall of 1988, the annual resolution39 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-weaponjree zone in the Middle East". The report40 was prepared 

before Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, but submitted to the General Assembly after that 

invasion. It was, however, welcomed and adopted by consensus that same year41 The UN report 

includes a full account of the history of the issue in the United Nations. 

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 

have the potential to serve a possible nuclear weapon fabrication programme. In most cases, such 

peaceful programmes have been initiated but they are modest today42 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 respect43 

It should also be noted that many countries in the Middle 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 IAEA but not a party to the NPT. Algeria has announced an interest in 

estasblishing a nuclear programme but the activity was limited. One I Megawatt research reactor 

39 GA Res 43/65. 

40 UN Document A/45/435; UN Sales No.E.91.JX.3. 

41 GA Res 45/52 op.8. 

42 Facts about the nuclear programmes of individual countries used in this paper were found in the IAEA 
publications Nuclear Power Reactors in the World (April1994 Edition) and Nuclear Research Reactors in the World 
(December 1993 Edition). 

43 In 1993, it was officially revealed that South Africa had fabricated six nuclear explosion devices of a simple 
guntype based on domestically produced highly enriched uranium. These devices have been dismantled and South 
Africa became, in July 1991, a party to the NPT as a non-nuclear weapon stale. For a description of the South 
African case, see W. Stumph, South Africa ·s Nuclear Weapons Programme, in K. C. Bailey (Ed.), Weapons of 
Mass Destruction: Cost Versus Benefits. Manohar Publishers, New Delhi, 1994; and J.W. de Villiers, R. Jardine, 
M. Reiss, Why South Africa Gave Up the Bomb, Foreign Affairs Vol. 72 (No. 5 November/December 1993) pp 
98-109. 
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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 IAEA 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 IAEA 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. 

Israel is 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 IAEA and a party to the NPT ( 1969). One 30 Megawatt research reactor 

is under construction. 

Iran is both a member of the IAEA and a party to the NPT (1970). Iran has one 5 megawatt 

research reactor and three other small facilities, all subject to IAEA safeguards. A 30 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 I 0 Megawatt research reactor. 

Iraq is a special case. Iraq is both a member of the IAEA and a party to the NPT ( 1969). Before the 

Gulf war in 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 Gulf 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 oflraq'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 Councii44 

44 UN document Res S 687 ( 1991) 3 April 1991. The resolution establishes a Special Commission (UNSCOM, 
Op. 9 (b)) to execute i. a. the disposal of Iraq's capabilities regarding weapons of mass destruction including nuclear 
weapons and the setting up of a monitoring system to ensure that such weapons are not reintroduced in Iraq. The 
UNSCOM operations have substantially developed verification practices and accumulated experience of great 
importance for future arms control regimes. The UNSCOM activities during its first year have been described by its 
Executive Chairman, Ambassador Rolf EkCus, in an article (including the text of the resolution) in The United 
Nations Special Commission on Iraq in 51PRI Yearbook 1992: World Armaments and Disarmamint, Oxford 
University Press 1992, pp 509-530. Mr Ekcus continues his description in The United Nations Special 
Commission on Iraq: activities in 1992 in 5/PRI Yearbook 1993: World Armamellts and Disarmament, Oxford 
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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 matter45 . 

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. 

Many states in the Middle East are parties to the Biological Weapons Convention and have signed 

the Chemical Weapons Convention which has not yet entered into force. Among those which are 

not full parties to the Biological weapons Convention are Algeria, Egypt (signatory), Mauritania, 

Morocco (signatory), Somalia (signatory), Sudan, Syria (signatory), and United Arab Emirates 

(signatory). Among those which have not signed (as of I September 1994) the Chemical Weapons 

Convention are Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, and Syria. 

Preliminacy steps 

The UN report suggests a catalogue of measures for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free 

zone in the Middle East in order to serve as confidence-building measures and as steps to prepare 

for a regime 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 

University Press 1993, pp 691-703. See also T. Trevan, UNSCOM: activities in I993 in SIPRI Yearbook I994, 
Oxford University Press, 1994, pp 739-758. The work of UNSCOM is also described including extensive quotations 
from official texts in The United Nations DISARMAMENT YEARBOOK, Vol. 16:199! (UN Sales No. 
E.92.IX.I), 1991, pp 32-54; and in The United Nations DISARMAMENT YEARBOOK, Vol. 17:1992 (UN Sales 
No. E.93.IX.I ), pp 248-258. 

45 Atterling Wedar, C., Hell man, S., Soder, K., (Eds.), Towards a Nuclear- Weapon-Free World. Swedish Initia­
tives. (ISBN 91-972128-0-6) Stockholm !993. P 181. 
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4-7 may 1993 on Moda1ities for the Application of Safeguards in a Future Nuclear-Weapon-Free 

Zone in the Middle East46
. 

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 

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 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 Israel. 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 Security Council resolution 

S/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 support 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 annexed by Iraq. 

* Verification procedures much more far-reaching than those prescribed under the NPT 

would be necessary. Again the !AEA operations later undertaken in Iraq under a Security Council 

mandate47 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. 

46 The Proceedings of the Workshop on "Modalities for the Application of Safeguards in a Future Nuclear­
Weapon·Free Zone in the Middle East" including the presentations made is available from the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, Division of External Relations, in Vienna. 

47 SC Res 687 (1991) 3 April 1991. 

,. 
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* 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, aithough the establishment of such a zone would most probably take some time. The 

immediate obstacle is rather to get talks started. 

"·'.'. 
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Report of the Fourth and Fifth Meetings of the UN/OAU Group 
of Experts to Preoare a Draft Treaty 

on an African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
[hereinafter referred to as African NWFZ Treaty] 

INTRODUCTION 

1. In its resolution 48/86 of 16 December 1993, the General 
Assembly of the United Nations, bearing in mind resolutions 
CM/Res. 1342 (LIV) and CM/Res.1395 (LVI) Rev.1 of the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU), inter alia, requested the 
Secretary-Gene:!:"al, in consultation with the Organization of 
African Unity, 

"to take appropriate action to enable the Group of Experts 
designated by the United Nations in cooperation with the 
Organization of African Unity to meet during 1994 at 
Windhoek and Addis Ababa, in order to finalize the drafting 
of a Treaty on a Nuclear-Tveapon Free Zone in Africa and to 
submit the text of the Treaty to the ·General Assembly at 
its forty-ninth session under an agenda item entitled 
"Final Text of an African Nuclear- Weapon Free Zone. " 

2. Two meetings of experts, which were organized by the United 
Nations in cooperation with the OAU, took place in Windhoek from 
16 -25 March, 1994, and in Addis Ababa from 11-14 May 1994 
respectively. At Windhoek, the Honourable Theo-Ben Gurirab, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Namibia delivered 
the keynote address. At Addis Ababa meeting, Dr. M.T. Mapuranga, 

·Assistant Secretary General of the OAU (Political) , delievered 
the key note address on behalf of the OAU Secretary General, Dr. 
Salim A. Salim. This was followed by statements by H.E. 
Ambassador Oluyemi Adenij i, Chairman of the Group of Experts, and 
by Dr. Sola Ogunbanwo, Senior Coordinator of the United Nations 
Disarmament Fellowship, Training and Advisory Services Programme. 

3. At the fourth meeting in Windhoek, the following experts 
designated by the United Nations, in cooperation with the OAU, 
took part in the meeting: Ambassador Oluyemi Adenij i, former 
Director-General of the Nigerian Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 
Ambassador Fathi Marei, Adviser cri. Disarmament Issues to the 
Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs; Mrs. Liberata Mulamula, 
Counsellor, International Cooperation and Legal Affairs 
Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the United Republic 
of Tanzania; Mr. Gift Punungwe, Minister Counsellor, High 
Commission of the Republic of Zimbabwe, Lagos, Nigeria; 
Ambassador Cheickh Sylla, Director, International Organizations 
Department, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Senegal; Mr. Joyker 
Nayeck, Africa Desk, Ministry of External Affairs, Port Louis, 
Mauritius; Ambassador Ibrahima Sy, Executive Secreta·ry of the OAU 
Office in Ne1~ York; and Colonel Gustave Zoula, Chief of Section, 
External Policy Coordination, Peace and Strategic Questions, OAU, 
Addis A~aba. At Addis P~aba, the same experts with exception of 
Mr. Gift Punungwe, took part in the meeting. In addition, Hon. 
Darga, Minister of Housing, Lands Town and Country Planning, Po:!:"t 

GE.94-02155 
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Louis, r1auritius, Hr. P. Goosen, Deputy Director, Disar:na!r.e!:t 
Affairs, Department of Foreign Affairs, Pretoria, South Africa, 
and Maj. Andre Hashiyana, Deputy Principal Staff Officer, 
Ministry of Defence, Namibia also took part. 

4. Dr. Sola Ogunbamoo and Ambassador Ibrahima Sy "participated 
as Chief Expert Advisers in both meetings. 

5. Dr. Mohamed Elbaradei, Assistant Director-General for 
External Relations, International Atomic Energy Agency ( IAEA) , 
Vienna, participated as an expert; and Ms. Bronte Moules, 
alternate Representative on the Australian delegation to the 
Conference on Disarmament, Geneva, participated as an expert 
observer from a Party to the South Pacific Nuclear-Free-Zone 
Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga) in both meetings. 

6. Ambassador Jeremy B. Shearar, Deputy Director-General, 
Multilateral Branch, Department of Foreign Affairs, Pretoria, 
South Africa; Mr. Peter Goosen, Deputy Director, Disarmament 
Affairs, Multilateral Branch, Department of Foreign Affairs, 
Pretoria, South Africa; Mr. Patrick V. f.Janana, Assistant Chief 
Representative, African National Congress (ANC), Windhoek, 
Namibia; and Dr. Solly Skosana, Secretary for Environmental 
Affairs, Pan Africanist Congress of Azania (PAC), Johannesburg, 
attended the Windhoek meeting as expert observers. 

7. At the request of the Group of Experts, the representatives 
of the following five nuclear-weapon States participated in a 
special meeting of the Group on 22nd March 1994: Mr. Jiang 
Benning, Second Secretary, Embassy of the People's Republic of 
China, Windhoek, Namibia; Mr. Christian Bader, Counsellor, 
French Embassy, Windhoek, Namibia; Mr. Andrei Stytsenko, First 
Secretary, Russian Embassy, Windhoek, Namibia; High Commissioner 
Henry Hogger, British High Commission, Windhoek, Namibia; 
Mr. David Fite, United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, Washington; Dr. Herbert Calhoun, United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, Washington; and Mr. Ray Meyer, 
Legal Advisor's Office, U.S. Department of State, Washington . 

. 8. At Windhoek, the following ~epresentatives of the Host 
Government attended the meeting as. observers: Mr. Jens Peter 
Prothmann, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of 
Namibia; Mr. Evaristus Shikongo, Ministry of Defence of the 
Republic of Namibia; Mr. Andre Hashiyana, Ministry of Defence of 
the Republic of Namibia. The representative of Nigeria, Mr. 0.0. 

· Aluko, from the High Commission in Windhoek, also attended as an 
observer. At Addis Ababa, the representatives of the following 
OAU member states attended the meeting as observers: Algeria, 
Angola, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Libya, Namibia, 
Nigeria, Senegal, Sudan, Zaire and Zimbabwe. 

Election of officers 

9. · At the fou:::-t:h Meeting of Ex];:erts in vlindhoek, the meeting 
re-e!ected the following officers: 



Chairman: 
Vice-Chairman: 
Rapporteur: 
Chief Expert 
Advisers: 

Ambassador Oluyemi Adeniji 
Ambassador Dr. Fathi Marei 
Mr. Gift Punungwe 

Ambassador Ibrahima Sy 
Dr. Sola Ogunbanwo 

At the fifth Meeting of Experts in Addis Ababa, the same 
officers were elected, except that Mrs. Liberata Mulamula was 
elected rapporteur in the absence of Mr. Gift Punungwe. 

10. At Windhoek, after the re-election of officers, the experts 
adopted the following agenda: "Review of Harare Draft Text of an 
African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty". 

11. The meeting had before it an informal working paper entitled 
"Proposals for the Review of the Harare Draft Text of an African 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty". 

12. After deliberating on the various proposals submitted to it, 
the Group of Experts took the following decisions including: 

(a) The fifth meeting of the Group will take place in 
Addis Ababa from 11-14 May 1994, to be held in 
conjunction with the OAU Intergovernmental Group of 
African Experts established by the OAU Council of 
Ministers (ref. OAU CM/Res.1342 (LIV)). 

(b) The Windhoek Draft Text of an African NWFZ Treaty will 
be submitted as a working document for the above­
mentioned joint meeting in Addis Ababa. The Group 
expressed the hope that the United Nations will 
translate and provide the document in English, French 
and Arabic languages. Sufficient copies of the 
document in those languages will be sent to Addis 
Ababa for the above-mentioned meeting. 

(c) The five Nuclear Weapon States were requested to 
submit their responses to the Windhoek Draft Text of 
an African NWFZ Treaty before the Addis Ababa meeting. 
Such responses will be·· .. co-ordinated by Mr. Sola 
ogunbanwo who will convey~hem to the experts at the 
Addis Ababa meeting. 

(d) The need to approach an experienced cartographer to 
provide a map of the African NWFZ based on agreed 
guidelines. 

(e) The need to consult countries internationally 
responsible for territories which may lie in the 
African NWFZ. The Windhoek meeting identified those 
countries as France, Spain and Portugal. 

13. In concluding their work at the Windhoek Meeting, the Group 
of Experts expressed their appreciation to the Unlted Nations 
Secretary-General for the diligence with which the United Nations 
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rendered effective technical support and financial assistance for 
the work of the Group. The Group further expressed the hope that 
the United Nations will continue to provide support services 
until the final conclusion of the African NWFZ Treaty. 

14. A Draft Text of an African m•Fz Treaty, which was considered 
ar:d adopted by the experts during the Windhoek meeting w.as 
accordingly submitted to the fifth meeting of the Group of 

. Experts in Addis Ababa as a working document. 

II. REPORT OF EXPERTS 

15. At the beginning of its work, the Group of Experts meeti:c.g 
in Addis Ababa, expressed their determination and readiness to 
finalise the drafting of a Treaty on a Nuclear Weapon Free Zone 
in Africa pursuant to the UN General Assembly resolution 48/86 
of 16 December 1993. 

16. The Group had before it the following documents: 
{i) Windhoek text of an African Nuclear Weapon Free 
Zone Treaty which was translated and provided by the 
United Nations in three languages, English, French and 
Arabic. 

{ii) Written responses on the text from three nuclear 
Weapon States, namely, USA, UK and France. 

17. After the introduction of the Windhoek text by the Chairman, 
the experts in conjunction with the representatives of the OAU 
member states in Addis Ababa invited to the meeting, made general 
comments and then reviewed the text sequentially, paragraph by 
paragraph, making amendments as necessary and giving 
consideration to the written proposals submitted by the nuclear 
weapon states. 

18. Agreement was reached on all the provisions of the draft 
Treaty including the three Protocols addressed to the extra-
territorial states. The only area which was left for further 
reflection was the zone of application of the Treaty as provided 
in Annex 1 of the draft Treaty. Specifically, the consideration 
of the listing of islands to be inciuded in the zone, other than 
those that are members of the 'OAU, and drawing up the 
geographical map of the zone, was not conclusive at this meeting. 
It is recommended that care should be taken that the zone should 
encompass all islands between continental Africa and the farthest 
island Hember State of the OAU, including any territory claimed 
by that island. 

19. Bearing the above in mind, the Group of Experts reached the 
following conclusions: 

{i) The Group of Experts requested its Chairman to submit 
its report and the draft text of the Treaty on an African 1:-.'h'FZ 
to the 0/l.U Secretary General for submission to the Council of 
Ministers at its sixtieth ordinary session in Tunis, for 
consideration. 
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(ii) The Group also agreed that its report and the draft 
Treaty text be submitted to the UN General Assembly at its forty­
ninth session in accordance with its resolution 48/86 of 16 
December 1993. 

20. Finally, in concluding its work, the Group of Experts 
expressed once again their appreciation to the United Nations 
Secretary General for the diligence with which the UN rendered 
effective technical support and financial assistance for the work 
of the Group The Group further paid tribute to the OAU 
Secretary-General and his staff for the. support extended to the 
Group at their meeting in Addis Ababa .. 

21. A Draft Text of an African NWFZ Treaty, as adopted by the 
experts at the Addis Ababa Meeting is hereby attached. 
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ADDIS ABABA DRAFT TEXT OF AN AFRICAN 
NUCLEAR-WEAPON-FREE ZONE TREATY 

The Parties to this Treatv, 

Guided by the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa 
AHG/Res 11 (1) adopted by the Assembly of Heads of State and 
Government of the Organization of African Unity [hereinafter 
referred to as the OAU] at its first ordinary session, held at 
Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964, in which they solemnly declared 
their readiness "to undertake, through an international treaty 
to be concluded under United Nations auspices, not to manufacture 
or acquire control of nuclear weapons"; 

Guided further, by the resolutions of the Fifty-fourth and Fifty­
sixth ordinary sessions of the OAU Council of Ministers CM/Res. 
1342 (LIV) and C~l/Res. 1395 (LVI), held at Abuja from 27 May to 
1 June 1991 and at Dakar from 22-29 June 1992, which affirmed 
that the evolution of the international situation was conducive 
to the implementation of the Cairo Declaration as well as the 
relevant provisions of the 1996 OAU Declaration on Security, 
Disarmament and Development; 

Recalling United Nations General Assembly Resolution 3472 B 
(XXX) of 11 December 1975, in which it considered nuclear-weapon­
free Zones as "one of the most effective means for preventing the 
proliferation, both horizontal and vertical, of nuclear. weapons"; 

Convinced of the need to take all steps in achieving the ultimate 
goal of a world entirely free of nuclear weapons, as well as 

+~~obligations of all States to contribute to this end; 

Convinced also that the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone will 
constitute an important step towards strengthening the non­
proliferation regime, promoting general and complete disarmament 
and enhancing regional and international peace and security; 

Aware that regional disarmament measures contribute to global 
disarmament efforts. ·. 

Believing that the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone will protect 
African States against possible nuclear attacks on their 
territories; 

Reaffirming the importance of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons [hereinafter referred to as the NPT] and the 
need for the implementation of all its provisions; 

Desirous of taking advantage of Article IV of the NPT which 
recognizes the inalien~ble right of all states parties to develop 
research on, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes without discrimination and to facilitate the fullest 
possible excha:1ge of equipment, materials and scientific .and 

·, 



.;-'. 1" 

7 

technological information for such purposes; 

Determined to promote regional co-operation for the development 
and practical application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes 
in the interest of sustainable social and economic development 
of the African continent; 

Determined. to keep Africa free of environmental pollution by 
radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter; 

· Welcoming the 
governmental 
objectives; 

co-operation of all states, governmental and non­
organizations for the attainment of these 

HAVE AGREED as follows: 

Article 1. Usage of terms 

For the purpose of this Treaty and its Protocols: 

( i) "African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone" means the "continent of 
Africa, island States Members of the OAU and other adjoining 
islands listed in annex 1, and illustrated on the map attached. 

(ii) "Territory" means internal waters, territorial sea and 
archipelagic waters and the seabed and sub-soil beneath, the land 
territory and the airspace above them; 

(iii) "Nuclear explosive device" means any nuclear weapon or 
other explosive device capable of releasing nuclear energy, 
irrespective of the purpose for which it could be used. The term 
includes such a weapon or device in unassembled and partly 
assembled forms, but does not include the means of transport or 
delivery.of such a weapon or device if separable from and not an 
indivisible part of it; 

(iv) "Stationing" means implantation, emplacement, transport on 
land or inland waters, stockpiling, storage, installation and 
deployment; 

(v) "Nuclear installation" means a nuclear power reactor, a 
nuclear research reactor, a critical facility, a conversion 
plant, a fabrication plant, a reprocessing plant 1 an isotope 
separation plant, a separate storage installation and any other 
installation or location in or at which fresh or irradiated 
nuclear material or significant quantities of radioactive 
materials are present. 

Article 2. Application of the Treaty 

(i) Except where otherwise specified, this Treaty 
Protocols shall apply to the territory within the 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. 

and its 
African 

(ii) Nothing in this Treaty shall prejudice or in any way affect 
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the rights, or the exercise of the rights, of any State under 
international law with regard to freedom of the se9s. 

Article 3. Renunciation of nuclear explosive devices 

Each Party undertakes: 

(i) Not to conduct research on, develop, manufacture, stockpile 
or otherwise acquire, possess or have control over any nuclear 
explosive device by any means anywhere; 

(ii) Not to seek or receive any assistance in the research on, 
development, manufacture, stockpiling or acquisition, or 
possession of any nuclear explosive device; 

(iii) Not to take any action to assist or encourage the research 
on, development, manufacture, stockpiling or acquisition, or 
possession of any nuclear explosive device by any State. 

Article 4. Prevention of stationing of nuclear explosive devices 

(i) Each Party undertakes to prohibit, in its territory, the 
stationing of any nuclear explosive device. 

(ii) Each Party in the exercise of its sovereign rights remains 
free to decide for itself whether to allow visits by foreign 
ships and aircraft to its ports and airfields, transit of its 
airspace by foreign aircraft, and navigation by foreign ships in 
its territorial sea or archipelagic waters in a manner not 
covered by the rights of innocent passage, archipelagic sea lane 
passage or transit passage of straits. 

Article 5. Prohibition of testing of nuclear explosive devices 

Each Party undertakes: 

(i) Not.to test any nuclear explosive device; 

(ii) To prohibit in its territory'·the testing of any nuclear 
explosive device; · ' 

(iii) Not to assist or encourage the testing of any nuclear 
explosive device by any state anywhere. 

Article 6. Declaration. dismantling, destruction or conversion 
of nuclear explosive devices and the facilities for 
their manufacture 

Each Party undertakes: 

(i) To declare any capability for the manufacture of 
nuclear explosive devices; 
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(ii) To dismantle and destroy any nuclear explosive device that 
it has manufactured prior to the coming into force of this 
Treaty; 

(iii) To destroy facilities for the manufacture of nuclear 
explosive devices, or, where possible, to convert to peaceful 
uses; 

(iv) To permit the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(hereinafter referred to as the !AEA) and the Commission 
established in Article 12 to verify the processes of dismantling 
and destruction of the nuclear explosive devices, as well as the 
destruction or conversion of the facilities for thei::­
production. 

Article 7. Prohibition of dumping of radioactive wastes 

Each Party undertakes: 

(i) To effectively implement or to use as guidelines the 
measures contained in the Bamako Convention on the Ban of the 
Import into Africa and Control of Transboundary Movement and 
Management of Hazardous Wastes within Africa in so far as it is 
relevant to radioactive waste; 

(ii) Not to take any action to assist or encourag~ the dumping 
of radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter anywhere 
within the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. 

Article 8. Peaceful nuclear activities 

(i) Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as to prevent· 
the use of nuclear science and technology for peaceful purposes. 

(ii) As part of their efforts to strengthen their security, 
stability and development, the Parties undertake to promote 
individually and collectively the use of nuclear science and 
technology for economic and social development. To this end they 
undertake to establish and strengthen mechanisms for cooperation 
at the bilateral, subregional and regional levels. 

(iii) Parties are encouraged to make use of the programme of 
assistance available in the !AEA and, in this connection, to 
strengthen cooperation under the African Regional Cooperation 
Agreement for Research, Training and Development Related to 
Nuclear Science and Technology (hereinafter referred to as AFRA) . 

Article 9. Verification of peaceful uses 

Each Party undertakes: 

(i) That all activities for the peaceful use of nuclear energy 
shall be conducted under strict non-proliferation measures to 
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provide assurance of exclusively peareful uses; 

(ii) To conclude a comprehensive safeguards agreement with the 
IAEA for the purpose of verifying compliance with the 
undertakings in paragraph (i) of this article; 

(iii) Not to provide source or special fissionable material, or 
equipment br material especially designed or preppred for the 
processing, use or production of special fissionable material for 
peaceful purposes to any non-nuclear-weapon State unless subject 
to a comprehensive safeguards agreement concluded with the IAEA. 

Article 10. Physical protection of nuclear materials and 
facilities 

Each Party undertakes: 

To maintain the highest standards of security and effective 
physical protection of nuclear . materials, facilities and 
equipment to prevent theft or unauthorized use and handling. To 
that end each party, inter-alia, undertakes to apply measures of 
physical protection equivalent to those provided for in the 
Convention on Physical Protection of Material and in 
recommendations and guidelines developed by the IAEA for that 
purpose. 

Article 11. Prohibition of armed attack on nuclear installations 

Each party undertakes not to take, or assist, or encourage any 
action aimed at an armed attack by conventional or other means 
against nuclear installations in the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
Zone. 

Article 12. Mechanism for compliance 

(i) For the purposes of ensuring compliance with their 
undertakings with respect to both ~he activities prohibited in 
the interest of non-proliferation and those permissible for the 
promotion of peaceful uses of nuclear·science and technology, the 
Parties agree to establish the African Commission on Nuclear 
Energy (hereafter referred to as the Commission as set out in 
Annex 3). 

(ii) The Commission shall be responsible for the review of the 
operation of the Treaty, and in particular: 

(a) Collating the reports and the exchange of information 
as provided for in Article 13; 

(b) A::::-ranging cc:;sultations as provided for :i,n annex 4 as 
~1ell as co!'lvening conferences of Parties on the 
concurrence cf simple majority of state parties on any 
matter arising from the implementation of the Treaty; 
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(c) Reviewing the application to peaceful nuclear 
activities of safeguards by th~ IAEA as elaborated in 
annex 2; 

(d) Bringing into effect 
elaborated in annex 4; 

the complaints procedure 

(e) Encouraging regional programmes for cooperation in the 
peaceful uses of nuclear science and technology; and 

(f) Promoting international cooperation with extra-zonal 
States for the peaceful uses of nuclear science and 
technology. 

(iii) The Commission shall meet in ordinary session once a year, 
and may meet in extraordinary session as may be required by the 
complaints procedure in annex 4. 

Article 13. Report and exchanges of information 

(i) Each Party shall submit an annual report to the Commission 
on its nuclear activities as well as other matters relating to 
the Treaty. 

(ii) Each Party shall promptly report to the Commission any 
significant event affecting the implementation of the Treaty. 

(iii) The Commission shall receive an annual report on the 
activities of AFRA. 

Article 14. Meeting of Parties 

(i) A meeting of all Parties to the Treaty shall be convened by 
the depository as soon as possible after the entry into force of 
the Treaty to inter-alia, elect members of the Commission and 

.determine its headquarters. Further meetings of State Parties 
shall be held as necessary and at least every three years, and 
convened in accordance with article,12 ii (b). 

' (ii) The meeting of State Parties shall adopt the .Commission's 
budget and a scale of assesment to be paid by the State Parties. 

Article 15.Settlement of Disputes 

Any dispute arising out of the interpretation of the Treaty shall 
be settled by negotiation or another procedure agreed to by the 
Parties which may include. recourse to an Arbitral Panel or to the 
International Court of Justice. 
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Article 16. Reservations 

This Treaty shall not be subject to reservations. 

Article 17. Duration 

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration and shall remain in 
force indefinitely. 

Article 18. Withdrawal 

(i) Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, 
have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that 
extraordinary events; related to the subject-matter of this 
Treaty, have jeopardized its supreme interests. 

(ii) Withdrawal shall be effected by a Party giving notice, 
which includes a statement of the extraordinary events it regards 
as having jeopardized its supreme interest, twelve months in 
advance to the Depositary. The Depositary shall c~rculate such 
notice to all other parties. 

Article 19. Signature, ratification and entry into force 

(i) This Treaty shall be open for signature by any State in the 
African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. It shall be subject to 
ratification. 

(ii) It shall enter into force on the date of deposit of the 
[twenty-eighth] [thirty-fifth] instrument of ratification. 

(iii) For a signatory which ratifies this Treaty after the date 
of the deposit of the [twenty-eir,th] [thirty-fifth] instrument 
of ratification, It shall enter i .to force for that signatory on 
the date of deposit of its instr.ment of ratification. 

·Article 20. Amendments 

(i) Any amendment to the Treaty proposed by a Party shall be 
submitted to the· Commission, which shall circulate it to all 
Parties. 

(ii) Decision on the adoption of such an amendment shall be 
taken by a two-thirds majority of the Farties either through 
written communication to the Commission or through a conference 
of Parties convened upon the concurrence of a simple majority. 

(iii) An amendment so adopted shall enter into force for all 
parties after receipt by the Depositary of the [twenty-eighth] 
[thirty-fifth] instrument of ratification. 
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Article 21. DepositarY functions 

(i) This Treaty of which the Arabic, English,· French and 
Portuguese texts are equally authentic shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the OAU, who is hereby designated as 
Depositary of the Treaty. 

(ii) The Depositary shall: 

(a) Receive instruments of ratification; 

(b) Register this Treaty and its protocols pursuant 
to Article 102 of the Charter of the United 
Nations; 

(c) Transmit certified copies of the Treaty and its 
protocols to all States in the African Nuclear­
Weapon-Free Zone and to all States eligible to 
become party to the protocols to the Treaty, and 
shall notify them of signatures and ratification 
of the Treaty and its protocols. 

Article 22. Status of the annexes 

The annexes form an integral part of this Treaty. Any reference 
to this Treaty includes the annexes. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned being duly authorized by their 
Governments have signed this Treaty. 

DONE AT 
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Annex 1. African Nuclear-Neapon-Free Zone 

This will encompass the continent of Africa, island States 
Members of the OAU, and all islands considered by the OAU in its 
resolutions to be part of Africa as well as other islands between 
those islands and continental Africa. This is illustrated in the 
attached map. 

. . 

·. -· 
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Annex 2 !AEA safeguards 

(a) The safeguards referred to, in Article 9 (b) shall in respect 
of each Party be applied by the !AEA as set forth in·an agreement 
negotiated and concluded with the !AEA on all source or special 
fissionable material in all nuclear activities within the 
territory of the Party, under its jurisdiction or carried out 
under its control anywhere. 

(b) The Agreement referred to in paragraph (a) shall be, or 
shall be equivalent in its scope and effect to, the agreement 
required in connection with the NPT (INFCIRC/153 corrected). Each 
Party shall take all appropriate steps to ensure that the 
Agreement referred to in paragraph (a) is in force for it not 
later than eighteen months after the date of entry into force for 
that Party of this Treaty. 

(c) For the purpose of this Treaty, the safeguards referred to 
in paragraph (a) shall have as their purpose the verification of 
the non-diversion of nuclear material from peaceful nuclear 
activities to nuclear explosive devices or for purposes unknown. 

(d) Each Party shall transmit to the Commission, for its 
information and review, a copy of the overall conclusions of the 
most recent report by the !AEA on its inspection activities in 
the territory of the Party concerned; and advise the Commission 
promptly of any subsequent findings of the !AEA in relation to 
those conclusions. The information furnished by a party shall 
not be; totally or partially, disclosed or transmitted to third 
parties, by the addressees of the reports, except when that party 
give its express consent. 
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Annex 3. African Commission on Nuclear Energy 

(i) The Commission established in Article 12 shall be 
composed of twelve Members elected by Parties to the Treaty for 
a three year period, bearing in mind the need for rotation as 
well as to include Members with advanced nuclear programmes. Each 
Member shall have one representative nominated with particular 
regard for his/her expertise in the subject of the Treaty. 

(ii) The Commission shall have a bureau consisting of the 
chairman, the vice-chairman and the executive secretary. It 
shall elect its chairman and vice-chairman. The OAU Secretary­
General, at the request of Parties to the Treaty and in 
consultation with the chairman shall· designate the executive 
secretary of the Commission. For the first meeting a quorum 
shall be constituted by representatives of two-thirds of the 
members of the Commission. For that meeting decisions of the 
Commission shall be taken as far as possible by consensus or 
otherwise by a two-thirds majority of the members of the 
Commission. The Commission shall adopt its rules of procedure 
at that meeting. 

(iii) The Commission shall develop a format for reporting by 
States as required under Articles 12 and 13. 

(iv) (a) The costs of the Commission, including the costs of 
special inspections pursuant to annex 4 to this 
Treaty, shall be borne by the Parties to the Treaty in 
accordance with a Scale of Assessment to be determined 
by the Parties. 

(b) The Commission may also accept additional funds from 
other sources provided such donations are consistent 
with the purposes and objectives of the Treaty. 

(c) The budget of the Commission shall be adopted in 
accordance with Article 14 ii. 
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Annex 4. Complaints procedure 

(i) A Party which considers that there are grounds for a 
complaint that another Party or a Party to Protocol III is in 
breach of its obligations under this Treaty shall bring the 
subject-matter of the complaint to the attention of the Party 
complained of and shall allow the latter reasonable opportunity 
to provide it with an explanation and to resolve the matter. 
This may include technical visits agreed upon between the 
Parties. 

(ii) If the matter is not so resolved, the complainant Party may 
bring this complaint to the Commission. 

(iii) The Commission, taking account of efforts made under 
paragraph (a) , shall afford the Party complained of a reasonable 
opportunity to provide it with an explanation of the matter. 

(iv) If, after considering any explanation given to it by the 
representatives of the Party complained of, the Commission 
considers that there is sufficient substance in the complaint to 
warrant a special inspection in the territory of that Party or 
territory of a party to Protocol III, the Commission may request 
the IAEA to conduct such inspection as soon as possible. The 
Commission may also designate its representatives to accompany 
the !AEA inspection team. , 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

( e l 

The request shall indicate 
objectives of such inspection, 
confidentiality requirements. 

the tasks 
as 'well as 

and 
any 

If the Party complained of so requests, the 
inspection team shall be accQmpanied by 
representatives of that Party provided that the 
inspectors shall not be thereby delayed or 
otherwise impeded in the exercise of their 
functions. 

Each Party shall giye the inspection team full 
and free access to all information and places 
within each territory which may be deemed 
relevant by the inspectors to the implementation 
of the special inspection. 

The Party complained of shall take all 
appropriate steps to facilitate the work of the 
inspection team, and shall accord them the same 
privileges and immunities as those set forth in 
the relevant provisions of the Agreement on the 
Privileges and Immunities of the IAEA. 

The !AEA shall report its findings in writing as 
quickly as possible to the Commission, outlining 
its activities, setting out relevant facts and 
information as ascertained by it, with supporting 



(f) 

(g) 

(h) 

evidence and documentation as appropriate, and 
stdting its conclusions. The Commission shall 
report fully to all States Parties to the Treaty 
giving its decision as to whether the Party 
complained of is in breach of its obligations 
under this Treaty. 

If the Commission considers that the Party 
complained of is in breach of its obligations 
under this Treaty, or that the above provisions 
have not been complied with, States Parties to 
the Treaty shall meet in extraordinary session to 
discuss the matter. 

The States Parties convened in extraordinary 
session under paragraph (vi) may, as necessary, 
make recommendations to the Party held to be in 
breach of its obligations and to the OAU. The OAU 
may, if necessary, refer the matter to the United 
Nations Security Council. 

The costs involved in the procedure outlined 
above shall be borne by the Commission. In the 
case of abuse, the Commission shall decide 
whether the requesting State Party should bear 
any of the financial implications. 

(v) The Commission may also establish its own inspection 
mechanisms. 

(vi) Special inspections will not prejudice the rights and the 
power of the IAEA to carry out special inspections in accordance 
with the agreements referred to in paragraph (a) of annex 2 to 
this Treaty. 
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Protocol I 

The Parties to this Protocol 

Convinced of the need to take all steps in achieving the ultimate 
goal of a world entirely free of nuclear weapons as well as the 
obligations of all States to contribute to' this end; 

Convinced also that the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty 
negotiated and signed in accordance with the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa (AHG/Res.ll(l)) of 1964, OAU Council 
of Ministers Resolutions CM/Res.l342(LIV) of· 1991 and 
CM/Res .1395 (LVl) Rev. 1 of 1992 and United Nations General 
Assembly Resolution 48/86 of 16 December 1993 constitutes· an 
important measure towards ensuring· the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, promoting general and complete disarmament and 
enhancing regional and international peace and security; 

Desirous of contributing in all appropriate manner to the 
effectiveness of the Treaty; 

·HAVE AGREED as follows: 

Article l 

Each Protocol Party undertakes not to use or threaten to use a 
nuclear explosive device against: 

(a) Parties to the Treaty; or 

(b) Any territory within the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
for which a State that has become a Party to Protocol III is 
internationally responsible as defined in annex 1. 

Article 2 

Each Protocol Party undertakes not to contribute to any act which 
constitutes a violation of the Treaty, or this Protocol. 

' 

Arl:icle 3 

Each Protocol Party undertakes by written notification 
depositary, to indicate its acceptance or otherwise, 
alteration to ·its .. obligation under this Protocol that 
brought about by the entry into force of an amendment 
Treaty pursuant to Article 20 of the Treaty. 

Article 4 

to the 
of any 
may be 
to the 

This Protocol shall be open for signature by the People's 
Republic of China, France, the Russian Federation, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United 
States of America. 
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Article 5 

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification. 

Article 6 

This Protocol is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force 
indefinitely, provided that each Party shall, in exercising its 
national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this 
Protocol if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the 
subject-matter of this Protocol, have jeopardized its supreme 
interests. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to the 
depositary twelve months in advance. Such notice shall include 
a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as a having 
jeopardized its supreme interests. 

Article 7 

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date 
of its deposit with the depositary of its instrument of 
ratification or the date of entry into force of the Treaty 
whichever is later. 

IN WITNESS t'IHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized by 
their Governments, have signed this Protocol. 

DONE at 
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· Protocol II 

The Parties to this Protocol 

Convinced of the need to take all steps in achieving the ultimate 
goal of a world entirely free of nuclear weapons as well as the 
obligations of all States to contribute to this end; 

Convinced also that the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty 
negotiated and signed in accordance with the Declaration on the 
Denuclearization of Africa (AHG Res.II(1) of 1964, OAU Council 
of Ministers Resolutions CM/Res 1342(LIV) of 1991 and 
CM/Res .1395 (LVI) of 1992 and United Nations General Assembly 
Resolution 48/86 of 16 December 1993 constitutes an important 
measure towards ensuring the non~proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, promoting general and complete disarmament and enhancing 
regional and international peace and security; 

Desirous of contributing in all appropriate manner to the 
effectiveness of the Treaty; 

Bearing in mind the objective of concluding a treaty banning all 
nuclear tests; 

HAVE AGREED as follows: 

Article 1 

Each Protocol Party undertakes not to test or assist or encourage 
the testing of any nuclear explosive device anywhere within the 
African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. 

Article 2 

Each Protocol Party undertakes not to contribute to any act which 
constitutes a violation of the Treaty, or this Protocol. 

Article 3 

Each Protocol Party undertakes, by written notification to the 
depositary, to indicate its acceptance or otherwise, of any 
alteration to its obligation under this Protocol that may be 
brought about by entry into force of an amendment to the Treaty 
pursuant to Article 20 of the Treaty. 

Article 4 

The Protocol shall be open for signature-by the People's Republic 
of China, France, the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America. 
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Article 5 

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification. 

Article 6 

This Protocol is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force 
indefinitely, provided that each Party shall, in exercising its 
national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this 
protocol if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the 
subject-matter of this Protocol; have jeopardized its supreme 
interests. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to the 
depositary twelve months in advance. Such notice shall include 
a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having 
jeopardized its supreme interests. 

Article 7 

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date 
of its deposit with the depositary of its instrument of 
ratification or the date of entry into force of the Treaty 
whichever is later. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized by 
their Governments, have signed this Protocol. 

DONE AT 

•. 
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Protocol III 

The Parties to this Protocol 

Convinced of the need to take all steps in achieving the ultimate 
goal of a world entirely free of nuclear weapons as well as the 
obligations of all states to contribute to this end; 

Convinced also that the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty 
negotiated and signed in accordance with the Declaration on the 

• Deriuclearization of Africa (AHG/Res.II(1)) of 1964, OAU Council 
of Ministers Resolutions CM/Res .1342 (LIV) of 1991 and CM/Res .1395 
(LVI) of 1992 and United Nations General Assembly Resolution 
48/86 of 16 December 1993 constitutes an important measure 
towards ensuring the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
promoting general and complete disarmament and enhancing regional 
and international peace and security; 

Desirous of contributing in all appropriate manner to the 
effectiveness of the Treaty, 

HAVE AGREED as follows: 

Article 1 

Each Protocol Party undertakes to apply, in respect of the 
territories for which it is internationally responsible situated 
within the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone; the provisions 
contained in Articles 3; 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of the Treaty 
and ensuring the application of s~feguard• specified in annex 2 
of the Treaty. 

Article 2 

Each Protocol Party undertakes not to contribute to any act which 
constitutes a violation of the Treaty, or this Protocol. 

Article 3 

Each Protocol Party undertakes, by written notification to the 
Depositary, indicate its acceptance or otherwise, of any 
alteration to its obligation under this Protocol that may be 
brought about by the entry into terce of an amendment to the 
Treaty pursuant to Article 20 of the Treaty. 

Article 4 

This Protocol shall be open for signature by France, Spain and 
Portugal. 
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Article 5 

This Protocol shall be subject to ratification. 

Article 6 

This Protocol is of a permanent nature and shall remain in force 
·indefinitely, provided that each Party shall, in exercising its 
national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this 
Protocol if it"decides that extraordinary events, related to the 
subject matter of this Protocol have jeopardized.its supreme 
interests. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to the 
Depositary twelve months in advance. Such notice shall include 
a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having 
jeopardized its supreme interests, 

Article 7 

This Protocol shall enter into force for each State on the date 
of its deposit with the Depositary of its instrument of 
ratification or the date of entry into £orce of the Treaty 
whichever is later. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized by 
their Governments, have signed this Protocol. 

DONE at 

' ; 

•, 


