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The Concept of Security: 
Should it be Redefined? 

BENJAMIN MILLER 

In the aftermath of the Cold War there have been many calls for adopting a 
new conception of security and for extending the traditional concept. Thus, 
the United Nations Development Program advocated in 1994 a transition 
'from nuclear security to human security', or to 'the basic concept of human 
security', defined as safety from 'such chronic threats as hunger, disease 
and repression', and 'protection from sudden and hurtful disruptions'. The 
International Commission on Global Governance recommended in 1995 that 
'Global security must be broadened from its traditional focus on the security 
of states to the security of people and the planet.' Clinton administration 
officials repeatedly referred to extended or 'human' security, including to 'a 
new understanding of the meaning and nature of national security and of the 
role of individuals and nation-states'.' 

Among scholars Richard Ullman' was one of the first to advocate an 
extension of the security concept to include a wide range of threats from 
natural disasters and diseases to environmental degradati~n.~ Such advocacy 
became much more prominent with the end of the US-Soviet rivalry 
because of a decline in military threats while other threats, notably to the 
environment and thus to human well-being, have seemed to increase in 
recent  decade^.^ 

In contrast, the traditionalist approach to security persists in defining the 
field of security studies exclusively in terms of 'the study of the threat, use, 
and control of military force' .5 Similarly, Helga Haftendorn equates security 
with 'the absence of a military threat or with the protection of the nation 
from external overthrow or attack' ." 

Are the new conceptions and extensions necessary or is the traditional 
concept the right way to address the security issue? Are the re-definitions 
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useful or do they carry heavy costs which will bring more damage than 
benefit to our understanding of the security concept? 

In this study I address the debate on the expansion of the concept of 
security which emerged especially after the end of the Cold War. I will argue 
that the 'expanders7 of the concept beyond the focus on threats of organized 
violence and armed conflicts are wrong because of the resultant loss of 
intellectual coherence of the concept and of the security field, and also 
because of the remaining importance of the question of war and violence 
under international anarchy. But on the other hand, the 'minimalists7 (who 
are mostly realists and can also be called traditionalists), while avoiding 
these two potential problems of the expanders, are also wrong by de- 
emphasizing both peace as a central component of the security field and 
nonmilitary causes or means affecting national as well as regional and 
international security. 

My argument is based on a distinction between the phenomenon to be 
explained (or dependent variable), which defines the scope of a field and the 
substantive issues it addresses, and the explanations (or independent 
variables), which include all the relevant competing causal factors affecting 
the explained phenomenon. The subject matter that the security field 
addresses is the threat of organized inter-group violence (including inter- 
state and low-intensity conflict) and the ways to manage and to prevent it. 
Here a somewhat broadened version of the traditionalist security concept is 
in order which should treat peace as a central element of the field alongside 
war; in fact, as the other side of the security coin. 

Yet, regarding the competing explanations of war and peace, the door 
should be kept wide open to a great variety of causal factors, theories and 
explanations, on the condition that they logically and empirically affect war 
and peace. Thus, environmental degradation should be part of the security 
field only to the extent that environmental factors affect the likelihood of 
armed conflict, namely, war and peace. But environmental threats which are 
unrelated to these issues should be excluded from the security field despite 
their great importance for the welfare of the human species. They obviously 
deserve to be addressed in a very prominent way, both academically and 
policy-wise, but in other contexts. 

I will start with a brief discussion of the relations between international 
anarchy and national and international security. After presenting the 
traditional approach to the concept of security in international relations, the 
essay will introduce the major challenges which have emerged to the 
traditional conception, and which have grown immensely since the end of 
the Cold War. 
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I will then discuss the limitations to these challenges and suggest an 
approach that will help maintain conceptual coherence through a focus on 
the substantive issues of war and peace. I will illustrate the discussion with 
aspects of the national security of Israel. The main implication of the 
proposed approach for Israel is that its national security debate should 
continue to focus on threats of organized violence (by states and non-state 
guerrilla and terrorist organizations) to national core values, but the 
complex relations between peace and such threats should be a major focus 
of inquiry in both the academic and policy communities. 

A N A R C H Y  A N D  SECURITY 

Due to the many threats that states have traditionally faced to their values 
and independence in the anarchic international system, the concept of 
security has long been a key concept in international relations. International 
anarchy means neither a war of all against all, nor a total disorder and a lack 
of cooperation, nor an absence of norms and rules in the international 
system. Rather, it means that in the absence of a global law-enforcement 
agency and effective global institutions to manage international conflicts, 
there is no automatic security provider to all states. This stands in contrast 
to the situation within normal states, which are sovereign, namely, 
constitute the ultimate and exclusive governing authority within a defined 
territory. Thus, states have central institutions which are in charge of 
keeping law and order within that territory and have a monopoly over means 
of violence there.7 

Precisely because states are sovereign, there is no higher overall 
authority in the international system. As a result, the system is one of self- 
help, namely, the states must take care of their own national security." 

To illustrate the difference, within an ideal functioning state every citizen 
can dial a certain number such as '9 11 ' in order to call the police if he or she 
is attacked, and the police is obligated to help irrespective of the citizen's 
identity, income or ethnic affiliation. Thus, to the extent that there are 
specialized agencies which provide security to all, citizens do not have to 
arm themselves in order to defend their families. By not arming themselves 
they also do not pose threats to their neighbors and the likelihood of an arms 
race among citizens is low. In contrast, in the international system there is 
still no functionally equivalent effective agency which would respond 
automatically and universally to calls for help by any state that has been 
attacked, irrespective of its particular attributes (e.g., its resource 
endowment, geographical location, strategic importance, or alignments). 
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Anarchy, that is, the absence of a supreme reliable law-enforcement 
agency, may encourage wars among states in three major ways. 

First, it may permit powerful aggressive or revisionist states to initiate 
wars, as under anarchy there is no powerful central authority to stop them. 
In this sense, although anarchy serves as a permissive f a ~ t o r , ~  the causes of 
specific wars lie in the aggressive intentions and attributes of the initiating 
state. 

Second, in light of the weakness of the international institutions for 
conflict resolution and the absence of effective agency to enforce 
settlements, a resort to force remains a final arbiter of inter-state conflicts, 
even when the parties are not necessarily aggressive. As Waltz argues: 'in 
politics force is said to be the ultima ratio. In international politics force 
serves not only as the ultima ratio, but indeed as the first and constant one."' 
Thus, the first road to war results from the absence of an international police 
force to deter aggressors, while the second stems from the lack of an 
effective international judicial system. 

Third, anarchy may have a more direct effect on the outbreak of wars 
through the operation of the security dilemma. The security dilemma refers 
to a vicious interaction whereby measures that a state adopts to increase its 
own security constitute a threat to others who, as a result, take defensive 
steps of their own, which in turn reduce the sense of security of the first 
state." In a self-help system, the quest of states to survive and the resultant 
security dilemma are sufficient to lead even status quo powers to pursue 
arms races, construct alliances, and occasionally even stumble into 
undesired and unintended wars." 

This understanding of international anarchy and its implications has 
given rise to the traditional concept of security. 

THE TRADITIONAL CONCEPT OF  SECURITY 

The dictionary definition refers to security in the most general sense as 
freedom from threats, fear and dangers.'"hus, one is secure under two 
conditions. First, when no one poses a threat to previously acquired  value^.'^ 
Second, if such threats exist, one will be secure if one has the capability to 
defend oneself against the sources of danger at reasonable costs.'-' 

The traditional conception of national security is composed of five major 
dimensions: l 6  

1 .  The origin of threats: threats to national security are posed by other states, 
notably revisionist states which are dissatisfied with the status quo. Most of 
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the threats are posed either by proximate neighbors, which have both the 
opportunity (i.e., the capabilities) and the motivation due to substantive 
sources of conflict (i.e., territory and borders, ethnicity and nationalism) to 
pose a threat,I7 or by the great powers which have both global power- 
projection capabilities and world-wide interests. 

2. The nature of threats: according to the traditional conception involves 
mostly offensive military capabilities possessed or acquired by opponents. 
But since in many cases it is almost impossible to make a clear-cut 
distinction between offensive and defensive capabilities, any military 
reinforcement of the opponents (neighbors in the case of regional states, 
great powers in the case of other great powers) is seen as a potential threat 
which requires a balancing reaction.18 In addition to growth in the 
opponent's offensive capabilities, other moves on its part that are likely to 
be viewed as threatening are joining an opposing alliance, let alone a 
mobilization of forces, putting them on high degrees of alert and 
concentrating them near one's border. 

3. The response: the only relevant and appropriate response to such military 
threats according to the traditional approach to security is also viewed as 
military - the maintenance of a deterrent posture through armament or the 
movement or alert of forces, or diplomatic-military- the establishment of 
alliances. 

4. Who is responsible for providing security? Since there is no reliable 
supra-national security provider to all states, the state itself is the only body 
which can take care of its own security in a self-help system. 

5. Core values for the defense of which the state is ready to go to war in the 
traditional conception are related to the nation-state - preserving its 
sovereignty and national independence, maintaining its territorial integrity 
and the sanctity of its boundaries and not tolerating coercive interference in 
its domestic affairs. 

This traditional conception of security was criticized well before the end 
of the Cold War.lg One major point raised by the critics was the 
appropriateness of exclusively military responses to security threats. Due to 
the working of the security dilemma2' an accumulation of military power 
may jeopardize national security rather than enhance it because the 
opponent may regard it as a threat. In light of the security dilemma, the state 
should moderate its military buildup in order not to provoke others and at 
the same time try to reduce the opponents' incentives to use force by 
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accommodating their key legitimate interests and demands and thus 
changing their intentions and making them more peaceful. 

This strategy, if successful, may achieve the first above-mentioned 
condition of security: the absence of threats, rather than the capability to 
meet them at reasonable costs. Indeed, according to Wolfers, 'the ideal 
security policy is one that would lead to a distribution of values so 
satisfactory to all nations that the intention to attack and with it the problem 
of security would be minimized'." Yet, such an aspiration can be utopian 
in many cases while, on the other hand, too much moderation and 
concessions may convey weakness to potential aggressors and thus tempt 
them to be more aggressive - an argument often based on 'the Munich 
analogy' .'? 

This dilemma of resolve or coercion versus accommodation and 
concessions has not been resolved so far in interantional relations theory." 
Yet, the critique of the traditional approach for its exclusive focus on 
military means implies that the concept of security should be expanded to 
include diverse non-military strategies for reducing security threats such as 
conflict resolution and peacemaking, economic development, functional 
cooperation in various issue-areas, regional integration or democratization. 
Most important, this critique raises the need for studying under what 
conditions all these alternative strategies will contribute to security, and 
under what conditions they will be counterproductive. 

THE POST-COLD WAR EXPANSION O F  THE TRADITIONAL 

CONCEPT O F  SECURITY 

While the older critique of the traditional approach has focused on the issue 
of military versus non-military responses to security threats, the end of the 
Cold War has brought about a great variety of demands to expand the 
concept of security on all five of its dimensions. The background to this new 
approach is the feeling that a fundamental transformation is taking place in 
the international arena, and that it is moving away from the traditional world 
of territorial states,'bilitary threats and the danger of war2' and inter-state 
rivalry." Instead, completely different challenges and needs have moved to 
the top of the global and human agenda.27 

According to this approach, such a transformation is not only occurring 
empirically, but is also desirable on normative grounds in order to advance 
human values and needs. Thus, the traditional approach loses ground not 
only empirically, due to the dramatic transformation that has allegedly 
occurred in many arenas of world politics, but also on a normative basis. 
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The Origin of Threats: From External to Domestic; and from State to 
Global 

The new approach criticizes the traditional conception of security for 
focusing on external challenges, most notably, military threats posed by 
rival states. Critics of the traditional conception argue that rather than 
originating from rival states, the origin of contemporary security threats is 
either nonstate (domestic or transnational), or, in a different conception, the 
state itself poses a threat to its citizens. Military conflicts result primarily 
from problems of domestic legitimacy, such as revolutionary challenges to 
the legitimacy of elites and political regimes28 or from ethno-national 
challenges to the legitimacy of states and their bo~ndaries '~ on the part of 
secessionists (such as Tamils, Basques, Chechens) or pan-national unionists 
(Serbs, pan- Arabists). 

This criticism relies on studies, especially those focusing on Third 
World security, which have shown that most wars in recent years have been 
domestic rather than inter-state.'O Even though there is frequently external 
intervention in the domestic upheavals, the major form of intervention is not 
by armies crossing international borders but rather by guerrilla 
organizations and militias, insurgents, secessionist and terrorist groups and 
transnational crime organizations, who find shelter in neighboring states 
and cross borders back and forth at will. 

Moreover, many critics argue that from the point of view of numerous 
human beings, the major security threat is posed by the states themselves, 
which violate their human rights, discriminate on ethnic, racial or gender 
basis, jail dissidents and even carry out ethnic cleansing and mass l~ l l ings .~ '  
On the other hand, failed states (such as Haiti, numerous African states, 
Afghanistan, and at times some former Yugoslav and Soviet republics, 
including to an extent even Russia) leave their citizens vulnerable to threats 
by a variety of gangs, militias, terrorists, criminals and polluters. The 
armaments of many states, especially in the Third World, are not designed 
to protect their citizens but only to secure the regime and the elite, and are 
often used against the population. Furthermore, many threats to humankind 
now originate not from specific aggressive states, but are global and 
transnational in nature, such as pollution, hunger, diseases, drugs, and the 
threat of proliferation of missiles and weapons of mass destruction to both 
rogue states and transnational terrorist groups. 

The Nature of Threats -from Military to Comprehensive: The critics 
advocate a much more comprehensive approach to security which views it 
as 'human security' addressing a great variety of menaces." The 
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comprehensive notion of security was introduced by Ullman33 who viewed 
it as the efforts to meet human needs and protect the residents of the state 
against events that threaten to degrade their quality of life, such as natural 
disasters and environmental problems. Buzan similarly advances a 
comprehensive multi-dimensional view of security divided into five major 
dimensions: military, political, social, economic and en~ironmental .~~ 

The 'expanders' not only see nonmilitary problems as the source of 
military conflicts, but also argue that nonmilitary threats are much more 
relevant to most people than military ones, especially since the end of the 
Cold War. For many people in the industrialized world the most relevant 
threats are economic ones (job insecurity and the fear of chronic 
unemployment, or having to cope with low-paid jobs). There are also 
identitylcultural threats to established societies and to dominant groups 
posed by illegal immigration and  refugee^.^' The problem of illegal drug 
trafficking by transnational crime gangs is a major problem for the US and 
many other industrialized states. The narcotics threat is closely related to 
high crime rates in urban centers posing mortal threats to many individuals 
in low-income  neighborhood^.^^ 

People in the South face grave economic threats to their well-being and 
even survival due to the shortage of basic necessities such as housing and 
foodstuff leading occasionally to mass s t a r~a t i on .~~  Spreading diseases like 
AIDS cross national borders and result in high death rates. Because of the 
acute threats they pose to the survival of very large segments of the human 
species, meeting such human needs as food, health and housing is a crucial 
aspect of national 

In the last two decades there has also been an enormous increase in the 
awareness of ecological threats as major issues of security," because of 
environmental degradation and pollution, the depletion of the ozone layer, 
global warming due to a greenhouse effect, and resource scarcity coupled 
with population According to the new approach, all these threats 
far exceed traditional security threats in importance and relevance. 

Changing Responses: from Military to Nonmilitary - A change in the 
conception of the problem - the diagnosis of the origins and nature of 
security threats - leads to a change in the prescription. Thus, if the source 
of the security problem is the nature of the domestic regime, an 
accumulation of military capabilities by the state would not be a useful 
solution but rather a part of the problem. Thus, military investments come 
at the expense of economic growth and spending on human needs such as 
food and health.41 In addition, acquired armaments are likely to be used 
against the population. Instead, a host of nonmilitary/civilian solutions such 
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as democratization, state-building, the development of civil society and 
economic growth and interdependence are much more helpful. 

Since much of the new approach to security focuses on the domestic 
arena, domestic transformation is seen as essential to address security 
problems. In this context, many, including US administrations in the 1990s, 
prescribe democratization. This is partly because democracies tend to 
behave less violently to other states, especially if they are also democracies, 
thus creating a zone of democratic peace,42 but also because liberal 
democracies adhere more to universal human rights, are much more tolerant 
to minorities and take care of basic human needs rather than maintaining a 
narrow exploitative elite in power. 

Others are worried about the de-stabilizing effects of rapid 
democratization, especially in weak multi-ethnic states which lack a liberal 
tradition." Thus, in order to control ethnic conflicts and rising attempts at 
secession, some Third World specialists prefer an initial focus on 
strengthening existing state institutions and maintaining their monopoly on 
coercive power as prerequisites to democratization at a later stage.44 
Strengthening existing states should also help them deal successfully with 
domestic and trans-border security threats. 

While political liberalism focuses on liberal democracy as the key to 
peace and security, economic liberalism prescribes free and open markets 
that lead to rising interdependence through growing trade, the globalization 
of production and investment, and the free movement of people, goods, 
money and services. In the view of economic liberalism, this will bring 
about more peaceful relations among states because interdependence 
increases the stakes in continued trade rather than in territorial expansion, 
which becomes increasingly obsolete and economically irrelevant in highly 
developed economies." Thus, economic prosperity increases the stakes in 
peace and decreases the motivation for war. 

Globalization and interdependence constrain the ability of states to act 
unilaterally not only in economic matters but also in the security domain. 
Moreover, according to this perspective, free markets will bring increased 
prosperity and the fulfillment of human needs and thus will address the new 
security agenda much better than spending scarce resources on wasteful 
armies, which protect regimes rather than peoples and bring destruction 
rather than addressing major human problems and providing for basic 
necessities of the common people. 

Changing Responsibility for Security - from National Security to 
Common Security: While the traditional conception views the state as the 
sole agent responsible for its national security in an anarchic self-help 
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international system, new views underline the interdependence of security 
relations and thus see security as common to h u m a n l ~ n d . ~ ~  Common 
security means that there are global threats to all of humanity which cannot 
be addressed by individual nation-states.47 This conception leads to a focus 
on international cooperation rather than competition and to multilateralism 
rather than unilateralism in managing global security  challenge^.^^ 

This logic suggests a key role for global agencies, most notably the UN 
or respective regional  organization^.^' Moreover, in acting for common 
security, international institutions can limit a traditional core value of states 
- state sovereignty - by intrusive inspection for the purposes of diminishing 
states' ability to initiate surprise attacks and enforcing arms control, 
especially nonproliferation of WMD (such as the inspection regime 
established in Iraq after the 1991 Gulf War which lasted until 1998). The 
international organizations can also go beyond traditional collective 
security by exercising the right to carry out 'humanitarian interventions' if 
universal norms are infringed upon by massive violations of human rights, 
most notably, ethnic cleansing and genocide.50 

Apart from pure morality, political instability and ethnic conflict are 
now treated by other states as posing a threat to their key interests in more 
ways than before5' notably by creating mass flows of immigrants and 
spreading instability. This brings about a growing perception of 'strategic 
interdependence' among all the actors in the international system.52 As a 
result, domestic as well as local conflicts are seen as major international 
security issues which have to be addressed by joint actions of the 
international community. 

Core Values: from National to Global; from the State to the Individual 

In contrast to the traditional concept of national security, which focused on 
defending the key core values of national independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity, the challengers of the traditional approach argue that a 
process of value change is under way and that it is desirable that this process 
continue and accelerate. The new values, which are supposedly replacing 
the centrality of the nation-state, are located at both the individual and 
global levels. On the individual level, the new values are associated with 
human rights and needs. On the global level, the focus is on transnational 
values common to all humanity: on the one hand, the spreading of 
democracy and free markets, and on the other, ensuring the well-being of 
the human race against common threats through the protection of the 
environment and fighting transborder pollution, diseases, drugs and crime 
and the proliferation of non-conventional weapons. 
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At the same time, the former core value of state sovereignty is in decline 
both as a result of the emerging new values and of rising transborder 
technological and socio-economic forces, which undermine state power and 
government control and make states much more penetrable in key areas (the 
information revolution reaching its climax with the Internet, instant massive 
financial transactions, mounting volumes of commerce in goods and 
services, and the spread of ideas across boundaries). 

Thus, the 'expanders' present a comprehensive view of common 
security which poses serious challenges to the traditional-minimalist 
conception on all its dimensions (see Figure 1). 

LIMITATIONS A N D  DISADVANTAGES O F  T H E  E X P A N D E D  

C O N C E P T I O N  O F  S E C U R I T Y  

Despite some significant and persuasive arguments, the expanded view of 
security has at least four important problems, both substantive and 
methodological. 

1. Empirical Overstatement 

The critics of the traditional approach to security tend to overstate the 
changes that have taken place in international politics, and underrate the 

FIGURE 1 

THE T R A D I T I O N A L / M I N I M A L I S T  VERSUS T H E  POST-COLD 
WARICOMPREHENSIVE CONCEPTIONS OF S E C U R I T Y  

Traditional Post-Cold War 

Origin of threats Rival states Nonstate: domestic/transborder; 
(neighborslgreat powers) The state versus its citizens 

Nature of threats Military capabilities Nonmilitary: economic, domestic 
political; 
Transnationallglobal 
(Immigration, drugs, diseases, 
environment, proliferation of 
WMD, crime, terrorism) 

The Responses Military (arms and alliances) Nonmilitary: freelglobal markets, 
democratization, state-building. 

The Responsibility for The state 
providing security 

International institutions; 
multilateral interventions 

Core Values National independence, Human rights and needs, 
territorial integrity, sovereignty economic prosperity, 
and sanctity of boundaries environmental protection 
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persistence of international anarchy and traditional security concerns. This 
overstatement concerns the decline in state power and sovereignty, the 
decline in inter-state rivalries and war and the relevance of military power, 
and the rise of international institutions. 

One source of the critics' misconception is the view which identifies the 
end of the Cold War with the end of the phenomenon of international war in 
general.'3 Unfortunately this is not the case either logically or empirically. 
Although the end of the Cold War terminated the East-West division in 
Europe and brought about a decline in some regional conflicts in the Third 
World (Southern Africa, Southeast Asia, Central America, and the 
Arab-Israeli conflict), it did not end all regional disputes (India-Pakistan, 
China-Taiwan, the two Koreas) and even made possible the eruption of 
some new violent conflicts in the Balkans, among former Soviet republics, 
and in some cases in Africa. 

More fundamentally, in the absence of effective collective security 
organizations, there are still threats of armed conflict and organized 
violence as a last resort in case of sharp disagreements on important values 
and interests. Indeed, states continue to behave as if physical safety is the 
core of ~ecurity.'~ Thus, even the wealthiest and most secure states - the 
Western allies - have recently adopted self-help security measures: the US 
is planning a national missile defense to cover its territory against 'rogue' 
states. The European Union is drawing up its own autonomous military 
force. Japan is launching its own reconnaissance satellites instead of 
depending on American intelligence in response to the North Korean, and 
potentially future Chinese, missile threats.'j 

The threats that these measures are intended to address (at least in the 
cases of the US and Japan) stem from traditional inter-state conflicts. Yet, 
the critics are right in arguing that contemporary security threats include 
also domestic violence which poses threats to neighboring states and may 
involve them also in hostilities. As a result, ethnic violence, especially when 
it involves irredenta or secession, should be regarded as an issue of 
international security because of its likely transboder effects: creating 
opportunities for external intervention, generating fears of instability and 
security dilemmas among neighbors and creating problems of refugees, 
transborder guerrilla groups and terrorism. It is primarily the threat of ethnic 
violence (as in the former Yugoslavia) that the EU hopes to address by 
creating its own army. 

Israel's national security also continues to deal with threats of armed 
conflict and of organized violence against the state and its population, even 
though the type of threats is changing from the conventional threat posed by 
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the armies of proximate states (Egypt and Syria) to the acquisition of 
weapons of mass destruction by more distant opponents (Iran and Iraq) and 
to low-intensity conflicts (terrorism and guerrilla warfare) in Israel's more 
immediate environment. These changes are related to the on-going peace 
process with Israel's proximate neighbors which is partly related to the 
change that has taken place in the international environment with the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union and the rise of US hegemony. 

Potential long-term changes in the international system (the formation of 
a countervailing coalition to US hegemony, the rise and strategic 
involvement in the region of new great powers like China, India, a united 
Europe, or a resurgent Russia, and US decline or disengagement from the 
region) may affect the Middle East security environment and result in a 
renewal of conventional threats to Israel in addition to the non-conventional 
ones, for example, through a resurgent alliance between Syria and Russia. 

In the economic sphere state power may have weakened considerably 
vis-2-vis nonstate actors. Yet, although states do not possess a complete 
monopoly over means of violence - organized crime gangs, secessionist 
ethnic groups, rebels, terrorists, and revolutionaries also possess a 
considerable amount of weapons and challenge state monopoly - states still 
remain by far the strongest military actors and control the most powerful 
means of violence. Thus, states continue to play the central role in 
international security. 

Although the UN has become much more visible in the post-Cold War 
era than previously, notably in sponsoring peacekeeping operations around 
the globe, key elements of the anarchic international system have not 
changed. The UN, whose role is supposedly to take care of threats to 
international security, does not have independent capacity and resources (that 
is, its own troops and independent financial revenues) for carrying out peace- 
enforcement and peacekeeping operations, and thus fully depends on states' 
cooperation. This severely limits its ability to act against the interests of its 
member states, especially the permanent members of the Security Council, 
namely, the major powers, who also have the right to veto any Council 
decision. Thus, even though the Council is authorized to use force against an 
aggressor state, its ability to do so depends on the good will and cooperation 
of the powers. That means that there is little chance for effective collective 
action when the major powers disagree, as is the case more often than not. 

Even the 1999 humanitarian intervention in Kosovo was not authorized 
by the relevant international organization - the UN Security Council. 
Rather, it was a unilateral decision by NATO which was opposed politically 
and legally by Russia and China and other Third World states. The 
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intervention could be carried out for an extended period with low costs to 
NATO only due to the balance of power between NATO and the other major 
powers, notably Russia. Russia is both weak militarily (as was manifested 
in the failure of the military campaign in Chechnya in 1994-96) and is 
economically highly dependent on the West. Thus it could not deter the 
Western intervention and eventually had to cooperate in bringing about a 
ceasefire and the withdrawal of Serb forces from Kosovo in June 1999. At 
the same time, a nuclear-armed Russia is too dangerous for NATO to 
consider a humanitarian intervention against the Russian human rights 
violations in Chechnia, which accelerated drastically just a short time after 
the cessation of hostilities in Kosovo. 

Although states continue to be central players in the security field, two 
types of states should be distinguished according to their degree of coherence, 
in the sense of identification of the populations with the existing states and 
their territorial identities. Whereas in coherent states the main security threats 
are external, incoherent states (which are common in Africa, parts of Asia 
and the Middle East, and former Soviet republics and in the Balkans) face 
both external and domestic threats." The implication is that in the relatively 
benign post-Cold War international environment under US hegemony, the 
incoherent states produce a large share of international security problems, 
which involve primarily these incoherent states and their neighbors." 

2. Loss of Conceptual Clarity: For a concept to be helpful, it should tell 
us what it excludes. If one 'stretches' a concept to include everything, it 
loses its analytic utility and explanatory ~ a l u e . ' ~  Thus, too much conceptual 
comprehensiveness results in confusion rather than clarity. The 
comprehensive notion of security does not make clear what important 
human domain is not security. But if security is everything, then it ceases to 
be a useful concept. As a result, expanding the 'security studies' field would 
destroy its intellectual coherence." A good example are the calls to expand 
or re-define the concept of national security to include environmental 
degradationh0 As Deudney argues: 

national-security-from-violence and environmental habitability have 
little in common. Given these differences, the rising fashion of linlung 
them risks creating a conceptual muddle rather than a paradigm or 
world view shift - a de-definition rather than a re-definition of 
security. If we begin to speak about all the forces and events that 
threaten life, property and well-being (on a large scale) as threats to 
our national security, we shall soon drain the term of any meaning. All 
large-scale evils will become threats to national security.. . 6 1  
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3. Inability to Evaluate Trade-Offs: A related implication of concept 
'streching' is that the concept then becomes useless for making distinctions 
that are necessary both for theory building and prioritizing for policy 
purposes. If everything is security, how can we appreciate such tradeoffs as 
guns versus butter? Security should be seen as one important value among 
many. In a world in which there is a scarcity of resources, there is a need to 
allocate them among competing objectives, and thus one cannot avoid the 
question how much security is enough." The pursuit of security always 
comes at the expense of other values that could have been pursued with the 
resources allocated to security. Thus, a specification of the concept of 
security makes possible an informed debate on how much to allocate to this 
domain relative to competing  objective^.^^ 

4. Confusion between Empirical Analysis and Normative Advocacy: 
There is a difference between arguing on an empirical basis that elites in the 
Third World care largely about regime security and that they often threaten 
the well-being of their  citizen^,^ and the liberal-idealist advocacy of putting 
individual human rights at the center of the international security concept on 
normative grounds. Rather than simply asserting the importance of 
humanitarian interventions, analysts still have to investigate whether and 
under what conditions such interventions are becoming a major pattern and 
norm of behavior by major states and multilateral coalitions in the post-Cold 
War era.65 

The linkage of security and environmental issues is also made for 
polemical-political  purpose^^ in order to show that these new issues are as 
important as traditional security ones and thus deserve as much money, 
manpower and prestige. Yet, that legitimate desire does not make the 
environment issue a security issue on substantive grounds and on the merit of 
the case. Moreover, a manipulation of the concept of security for polernical- 
political purposes, for example through the so called 'securitization' of 
potentially any conceivable issue67 can be dangerous because politicians can 
abuse it for their narrow goals as they have done numerous times in the past. 
A coherent and consistent conception of security can make it possible to 
challenge such abuses and to show that political manipulations do not 
enhance national security. 

Defining the Security Domain: The Need to Distinguish Between the 
Phenomenon to be Explained and its Competing Explanations 

Based on the above critique of the expanders, my response to the debate 
between the expanders and the minimalists is a distinction between the 
subject matter of the security field and its explanations. In order to make 
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clear what is included - and what should be excluded - from the security 
field, we need to differentiate between the phenomenon to be explained 
(i.e., the dependent variable) and its competing explanations (i.e., the 
independent variables). The dependent variable defines the scope of the 
field and its subject area, namely, organized inter-group violence. Yet, 
contrary to the traditionalistlrealist conception, the field should also include 
efforts to eliminate threats of such violence by peacemaking. 

Thus, the dependent variable of security studies deals with the outbreak, 
threat, management and prevention of organized violence among groups 
(notably, but not exclusively, states), that is, issues of war and peace." More 
specifically, security issues include threats of resort to force, the eruption of 
wars, the management of wars and the means of violence, conflict 
prevention, and peacemaking. 

The independent variables refer to any cause or source which affects the 
likelihood of wars and organized violence. They concern the explanations, 
causes and sources of variations in the onset of wars, the management of the 
use of force or the decline in the likelihood of violence, that is, the 
emergence of peace. These sources can be realist or military, such as 
questions of power (power maximization as a policy ~bjective,~'  or the 
distribution of capabilities or polarity as a causal ~ar iable)~ '  and security, 
(notably the security dilemma and the offenseldefense ba lan~e) .~ '  

But the independent variables can also be nonmilitary: nat ional i~m,~~ 
nation-to-state imbalan~e,~"thnic conflict, territory, culture (such as a clash 
of civilizations), ideology, domestic regimes (that may produce diversionary 
wars) and elite security. 

Environmental factors should be included to the extent that they affect 
the likelihood of violence (like water or energy shortages or other 
environmental ~carc i t i es )~~  but not if they are ecological developments that 
threaten all of humanity but do not affect (for better of worse) the question 
of war and peace. 

Similarly, a humanitarian distribution of food to hungry people in Africa 
is not a security issue unless it becomes entangled with organized violence 
and an armed conflict. Thus, even if the initial intention of President George 
Bush in late 1992 was a purely humanitarian intervention in Somalia, it 
became a major security issue once US troops began to get involved in 
continuous hostilities with Somali gangs. 

Sources of peace should also be included in the security field: both realist 
causes (deterrence, balance of power, hegemony, alliances) and liberal 
explanations (the democratic peace theory, economic interdependence, 
international institutions), and also the effects on peace of the following 
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factors and policies: state-b~ilding,~Vhe growth of civil society, the 
promotion of human rights and humanitarian interventions, peacekeeping, 
peace-enforcement and peacemaking. 

Thus, since peace is a core component of security, the Arab-Israeli peace 
process should be evaluated as a road to national and regional security and 
not only as a moral issue or a question of economic prosperity and social 
welfare. The connection between peace and security should be manifested 
in the reduction of threats of organized violence against Israel as the peace 
process progresses. For example, while the return of the Golan Heights to 
Syria may weaken Israel's security by reducing its defensive capabilities 
and by making a potential Syrian attack easier, the withdrawal from the 
Golan may also enhance security to the extent that it reduces the Syrian 
threat to Israel due to the combined effect of the mitigation of the Syrian 
motive to attack Israel and the stabilizing role of the proposed security 
arrangements between Israel and Syria. Thus, the relations between the 
peace process and Israeli security have to be carefully investigated for both 
theoretical and policy purposes. 

DEVELOPING THE SECURITY CONCEPT 

The distinction between independent and dependent variables allows to 
develop the security concept further. As noted above, a state is secure under 
the following two conditions: 

1. If threats of violence against the core values of the state are present, the 
state can be secure to the extent that it possesses the capabilities to 
defend its key values at reasonable costs. 

2. In the absence of threats of violence against the state's major values. 

The focus on one of these two conditions allows to distinguish between 
two major schools of thought in International Relations and their competing 
approaches to security issues: realists on the one hand, and liberals on the 

In contrast to liberals, realists are skeptical that it can ever be possible for 
states not to face threats for an extended period so long as the international 
system is anarchic, that is, while states have to provide for their own security. 
Thus, for realists, since some level of external threats of violence is given 
over time, the key to state security lies in possessing the capabilities essential 
to cope with such threats. Realists argue that it is difficult to plan one's 
security according to the estimation of the intentions of other states, both 
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because it is very difficult to know others' intentions and because intentions 
can change easily. Therefore, the assessment of intentions should be based 
on a cautious worst-case analysis. In contrast, there can be a greater 
confidence in identifying capabilities, and it is also less easy to change 
capabilities overnight. Indeed, for realists the key to security is the balance 
of capabilities and this balance shapes intentions: an imbalance of power 
creates a temptation for aggression; thus, a powerful state which faces weak 
opponents will abuse and coerce them. At the same time, equal or superior 
capabilities induce moderation in a rival because of the expected high costs 
of aggression. In other words, capabilities produce intentions. 

Realists differ in whether equal or superior capabilities (relative to 
rivals) are more desirable in providing security. While offensive realists77 
argue that superior capabilities that are able to overwhelm the rival are 
generally a better guarantee of security, defensive realists78 advance a more 
nuanced conception based on the security dilemma. According to this view, 
superior capabilities are perceived by rivals as threatening and encourage 
them to develop their capabilities further, thus becoming a source of 
insecurity. As a result, defensive realists recommend a more equal balance 
of capabilities that is sufficient for deterring rivals. 

An Israeli security issue that may illustrate the different approaches of 
defensive and offensive realists is the question of Israel's alliance with 
Turkey. Thus, offensive realists advocate the enhancement of Israel's 
alliance with Turkey, and in the future potentially also with Iran, in order to 
maximize Israel's capabilities vis-i-vis its proximate Arab opponents 
(primarily Syria). Offensive realists are skeptical regarding the possibility 
for a lasting peace among neighbors with a long history of violent disputes. 
Thus, their policy recommendation is to ally with the neighbors of the 
neighbors since the 'enemy of my enemy is my friend', and the neighbors 
themselves are usually enemies. 

Defensive realists, on the other hand, regard the alliance with Turkey as 
dangerous and destabilizing because it increases the Arabs' security 
dilemma due to their fear of the Israeli-Turkish axis which might be directed 
against them in future. Thus, defensive realists recommend lowering the 
profile of this bilateral relationship, especially in the strategic field, in order 
not to frighten the Arabs and not to compel them to respond by 
countervailing moves such as armament and the formation of a balancing 
coalition. The result of such moves could be the escalation of Middle East 
tensions and a growing danger of regional war. 

An important component of security according to the logic of defensive 
realism are security arrangements and confidence-building measures which 
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enhance transparency and reduce the ability to conduct a surprise attack, 
and thus mitigate mutual fears about being attacked. These fears are a major 
source of insecurity, especially if offensive capabilities have an advantage 
over defensive ones (and consequently there are advantages to preempting 
the opponent by attacking first), or if it is impossible to distinguish between 
offensive and defensive ~apabilities.~~ The purpose of arms control, in this 
view, is to decrease the offensive capabilities of states while enhancing 
defensive ones in nonprovocative ways, and thus to reduce the security 
dilemma and provide mutual reassurance by making as sharp a distinction 
as possible between offensive and defensive capabilities. 

Thus, according to this perspective, such security arrangements as 
demilitarized zones, areas of force reduction and early warning stations in 
the Golan Heights will enhance Israel's security vis-i-vis Syria. This is 
because they will minimize the gravest security danger to Israel - that of a 
strategic surprise by an attackmg Arab army or a coalition of such armies, 
and as a result Israel's security fears and its consequent aggressive behavior 
will decline as well. Moreover, the current proximity of the Israeli forces in 
the Golan Heights to the Syrian capital aggravates the Syrian security 
dilemma as well, and thus creates a permanent danger of an inadvertent 
escalation, even if currently the Syrian army is relatively weak. Thus, 
removing the Israeli forces away from Damascus while at the same time 
removing the Syrian army from the Israeli border and creating a large buffer 
between them will reduce drastically the danger of an uncontrolled 
escalation. 

Defensive realists view the nuclear revolution as the ultimate guarantor 
of security that provided states with the ability to deter each other by having 
a capacity to inflict unacceptable damage on their opponents. Yet, mutual 
security is enhanced only in a situation of Mutual Assured Destruction 
(MAD) in which all parties have a secure second-strike capability, that is, 
can absorb a massive surprise attack and still inflict unacceptable damage 
on the opponent, and thus none of the parties has incentives to preempt and 
to strike first." 

Thus, the security implications of Israel's monopoly over nuclear 
weapons in the Middle East are complex. On the one hand, they compensate 
for Israel's basic inferiority in manpower and strategic depth and therefore 
provide the most effective deterrence against a potential attack by a grand 
Arab coalition and against the use of non-conventional weapons by Israel's 
opponents. Israel's nuclear deterrence might even have encouraged the 
Arabs to desert the war option by making victory infeasible and to join the 
peace process. At the same time, in the view of defensive realists the Israeli 
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nuclear option might increase Arab insecurity and thus the security dilemma 
in the region, provide incentives for Arab states and Iran to acquire their 
own weapons of mass destruction, and result in an arms race and potentially 
less stable multipolar deterrence than was the case in the bipolar superpower 
 relation^.^' 

A related conceptual and policy question concerns the potential trade- 
offs between deterrence and defense: will the deployment of a defensive 
anti-missile system like the Arrow reinforce Israel's security or jeopardize 
it? Defensive realists, who tend to be deterrence purists, argue that a 
defensive build-up, which makes the state less vulnerable to attack and 
therefore more capable of preemption, increases the opponents' security 
dilemma, thus leading to an arms race and growing mutual insecurity. Thus, 
Israel should avoid the Arrow and related defensive systems. In contrast, 
defense advocates assert that deterrence can fail and then the absence of 
defense can lead to a catastrophe. Accordingly, they recommend the 
deployment of missile defense. The logic of offensive realism suggests that 
the combined effect of Israel's deterrence, anti-missile defense and strong 
conventional capabilities will ensure Israel's military superiority, which, in 
their eyes, is the best guarantee of its national security. 

In contrast to realists, who take the existence of some level of security 
threats for granted and therefore concentrate on the capabilities to meet 
them, liberals focus on state intentions as the major factor affecting 
international security. Liberals strongly believe in the independent effects of 
intentions, namely, that given benign intentions, states will not develop 
offensive capabilities, and thus according to this view intentions generate 
capabi l i t ie~.~~ 

According to the most prevalent liberal theory of peace - the democratic1 
liberal peace theory- liberal democracies do not fight each other.83 As a result, 
liberals believe in the feasibility of enhancing peace and security through 
democratization. This theory has inspired the Clinton administration's policy 
of 'enlargement', designed to enlarge the world's 'community of market 
democracie~ ' .~~ President Clinton asserted that this strategy serves US 
interests because 'democracies rarely wage war on one another'." 

Other major liberal peacemaking mechanisms include creating 
economic interdependence among states so that they will prefer 'to trade 
than to invade'. In the liberal view, trading states are not interested in 
building invading armies.86 Liberals also believe that enhancing the power 
of international institutions or regimes will increase the incentives of states 
to cooperate with each other and will thus produce more benign 
state  intention^.'^ 
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In the area of security, the most relevant institution is a collective 
security system under which all peace-loving states are committed to come 
automatically to the defense of any state attacked by an aggressor 
irrespective of previous particularistic ties, affiliations and alliances with 
the victim state. It is a system based on the universal norm of 'one for all 
and all for one' 

Despite their general focus on state intentions, liberals agree that 
capabilities are a key to security to the extent that their various prescriptions 
for violence-avoidance are not carried out, that is, among states at least 
some of whom are non-democracies, are not economically interdependent 
or are not members of international institutions. Thus, democracies facing 
illiberal states, who are likely to produce offensive capabilities, will have to 
respond by building comparable capabilities. 

The competing approaches of realism and liberalism to the security field 
may clarify a major policy issue facing Israel, namely the question of 
separation versus integration with the Palestinians, especially in the 
economic domain, following the expected establishment of a Palestinian 
state as a part of the final-status peace agreement. 

Liberals prescribe economic integration in order to increase mutual 
prosperity and thus mutual satisfaction and lower the incentives for a resort 
to violence. Economic interdependence in the liberal view is a recipe for 
avoiding violence also because the costs of the use of force rise while its 
benefits decline. Economic interdependence is thus helpful for creating 
common interests and for enhancing cooperation in other fields including 
the diplomatic and security ones. 

In contrast, realists see integration and the resultant growing contact 
and entanglement among neighbors as providing many areas of 
disagreement among them, and therefore as a recipe for continuing conflict 
with an ever-present danger of escalation to violence. Integration which 
involves open borders might also enhance the capabilities to inflict damage 
(for example, by terrorist incursions). Thus, while liberals prescribe Israeli- 
Palestinian economic integration, realists recommend a separation between 
the two ex-enemies based on the idea that 'high fences make good 
neighbors7- the lesser the contact, the lower the potential for violent 
conflict. 

Figure 2 presents a typology of four ideal type situations of different 
levels of national security based on the combination of the two factors 
discussed above - the presence of threats to the state and its capabilities of 
defending against them. The presence of threats is itself a function of the 
capabilities and aggressive intentions of rival states." 
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F I G U R E  2 

LEVELS OF S E C U R I T Y  ACCORDING TO THE PRESENCE OF  THREATS A N D  THE 
CAPACITY TO D E F E N D  A G A I N S T  THEM 

Presence of External Security Threats 

High Low 

High 

Capacity to 
Defend Against 
Threats 

Low 

Balance of Power 

Deterrence 
(Cold war or cold peace) 

Small states faced by major rivals: 
insecurity and vulnerability 

Hegemony 

Emergence of non-traditional 
security agenda 

'Warm peace' among 
democracies 

Isolated small states 

In situation no. 1 the state faces external security threats, derived from 
the hostile intentions and offensive capabilities of rival states, but it is able 
to defend against them at affordable costs. The outcome is a balance of 
power and deterrence, often manifested in an arms race and the formation 
of countervailing coalitions. Even if a hot war does not erupt, the outcome 
is a cold war.'" This is a situation of 'negative peace'" - a mere absence of 
hot war in which hostilities may break out in the near future. It is 
characterized by recurrent military crises and a considerable likelihood of 
escalation to war in either a premeditated or an inadvertent manner.92 The 
parties succeed at best in managing the crises, that is, in avoiding an 
escalation to war while protecting their vital  interest^,'^ but they do not 
attempt seriously to resolve the fundamental issues in dispute between 
them. Such a conception of a cold war fits nicely with Hobbes' idea of the 
'state of war' as not necessarily consisting of 'actual fighting but in the 
known disposition thereto during all the time there is no assurance to the 
contrary. All other time is p e a ~ e . " ~  An example is the acute periods of the 
Cold War in superpower relations. 

To the extent that the balance of power or deterrence situation stabilizes 
and the parties also manage to reduce some of the sources of tension and 
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conflict among them, their relations may progress to cold peace, in which 
the threat of war is substantially mitigated, although it does not disappear 
for the long run. An example is detente periods in US-Soviet relations 
during the Cold War. 

In world no. 2 the state is in the worst possible situation: it faces external 
security threats, caused by the offensive intentions and capabilities of 
adversaries, but is unable to defend against them because it has neither the 
resources nor the external allies for mounting an effective defense at 
affordable costs. That makes the state very vulnerable and insecure and as a 
result likely to submit to external pressures and even lose its independence. 
The Munich agreement of 1938 is the classical example after Czechoslovakia 
was deserted by its Western allies and thus became vulnerable to Nazi 
Germany.95 Such is the context for the establishment of great power spheres 
of influence like the Soviet sphere in Eastern Europe after 1945 and the 
American one in the Caribbean Basin during the entire twentieth century.96 

In the third situation the state faces no external threats despite its 
weakness relative to potential rivals. This situation may describe a warm 
and stable peace among the members of a 'pluralistic security community' .97 

Warm peace is a situation in which war is virtually unthinkable. Even if 
some issues are in dispute among the states, the use of force is completely 
out of the question and is ruled out as an option for addressing them. This 
high level of peace is characterized by extensive transnational relations and 
a high degree of regional interdependence. This type of relations is most 
likely in a region populated by liberal democracie~,~' as in the North 
Atlantic region after 1945. The security community that has emerged in this 
region allows even small states such as the Scandinavian and Benelux states 
to feel secure despite their weakness relative to major powers such as the 
US or Germany. The combination of low capabilities and low threats may 
also characterize small states who are sufficiently removed from potential 
strong opponents so as not to be threatened - for example, the small island 
nations of Oceania. 

World 4 is a hegemonic world. The hegemon does not face any serious 
great power rival and thus it does not have to cope with major strategic 
threats to its core values. At the same time, the hegemon possesses a large 
repertoire of military means at its disposal. As a result, threats which are 
considered minor during an era of great power rivalry move to the top of the 
security agenda in a hegemonic period. This upgrading includes issues such 
as transnational organized crime, terrorism and the proliferation of weapons 
of mass destruction. Moreover, since a great variety of military means is 
available to the hegemon and it has no use against the targets for which it 
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was designed originally, there is a growing pressure to employ them against 
the new non-traditional threats. This situation has emerged with the end of 
Cold War, the disappearance of the Soviet threat and the great military 
superiority of the US. To a large extent, this is the background for the much 
greater prominence of the demands to expand the security c ~ n c e p t . ~  

Israel is situated in world 1 (high threatslhigh defensive capabilities). 
Since its independence in 1948 it faced a situation of cold war with all its 
neighbors, punctuated by hot wars. Since the last major Arab-Israeli war in 
1973 the relations have stabilized and evolved toward cold peace. Major 
landmarks in this process have been the formal conclusion of peace with 
Egypt (in the Camp David accords of 1978) and with Jordan (in 1994) as well 
as the Oslo interim agreements with the Palestinians (1993-95). Yet, neither 
of these relations has so far progressed beyond cold peace. Moreover, the 
achievement of cold peace and its endurance depend heavily on the US role 
as the honest broker and the referee, and also the provider of financial aid, 
and security guarantees in the regional peace process.lU0 

Stabilizing the regional Arab-Israeli peace depends first of all on 
resolving all the outstanding issues which are still in dispute: boundaries, 
security arrangements, Palestinian statehood, Palestinian refugees, Jewish 
settlements and the status of Jerusalem. 'Warming' the regional Arab-Israeli 
peace in the longer run so that neither Israel nor its opponents will feel 
threatened depends on major domestic changes within the regional states, 
especially a growing identification of the key national groups in the region 
with the states in which they reside and the related decline of 
revisionisthrredentist and secessionist claims, followed by liberalization 
and democratization in the Arab world and Iran.'" However, since these 
processes may take some time while democratization can be de-stabilizing, 
at least for the short term,'O2 the hegemonic role of the US as a stabilizing 
force will be essential during the period of transition to democracy. Only if 
this domestic transformation is successfully completed, will a liberal- 
democratic Middle East be able to pursue economic integration, the 
building of regional institutions and the promotion of human and minority 
rights, producing a full-blown warm peace. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This contribution contrasted two major competing approaches to the concept 
of security following the end of the Cold War. The traditionavrealist school 
argues that since the anarchic nature of international politics did not 
fundamentally change with the end of the Cold War, there is no need for a 
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significant redefinition or expansion of the security concept. In contrast, 
those who call for the expansion of the concept assert that the world has 
changed dramatically in the recent decade and thus it is imperative to redefine 
the security concept to reflect both empirical and normative changes. 

I suggest that both approaches face major problems. The realists 
overlook the nonmilitary factors affecting security and especially the 
connection between peace and security. The expanders, for their part, ignore 
the remaining importance of armed conflict under international anarchy, and 
also undermine the coherence of the concept of security by stretching it 
almost endlessly. 

My argument is that the security field should continue to deal with 
questions of violence and armed conflicts at different levels of intensity, but 
with a growing focus on both nonmilitary causes of war and on the factors 
and conditions which affect peacemaking as a major security strategy. 

The Israeli case, discussed at length in the other essays in this collection, 
is a major example of a state which still faces a great number of threats of 
violence, ranging from low-intensity conflict through conventional inter- 
state war to nonconvential weapons, and thus it has to provide for its own 
national defense against these threats. At the same time, Israel is engaged in 
a potentially very promising, although risky, regional peace process which 
can considerably enhance its national security as well as the security of its 
neighbors and of the region as a whole. 
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