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While the Europeans were discussing integration, other nations experienced long 

conflicts over borders. In some of the latter contexts, the significance of borders was 

underscored by escalated border policing through the erection of barriers. Although 

barrier construction is not a new phenomenon, an increasing number of nation-states are 

launching barrier projects along their borders. While in all cases the concerned nation-

states claimed these barriers were provided security, scant attention was given to the 

actual security outcomes of these constructions. This research provides answers to the 

questions: what accounts for the different security outcomes of border barriers? How can 

barriers differ? And why? How does variation in barriers affect the nature and number of 

non-state actors’ attacks? When do violent groups have tactical shifts and tactical 

innovations in the context of a barrier? 

This work moves beyond the conventional perspective on barriers that see them 

as successful defensive security measures. Instead, it develops the Fortification-

Cooperation model that explains why the level of cross-border militant attacks change, 

when violent groups shift their tactics and when they innovate. I argue that security 
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cooperation on both sides the border limits violent activities locally, which in turn 

restricts their access to militant resources. Presence of these resources is central for 

launching more attacks and for introducing tactical innovations. In turn, barriers impose 

restrictions to movement and increase the cost of certain attack. In this context, 

motivated violent groups substitute their commonly employed attack tactics for other 

types of attacks that can be sustained despite the presence of the barrier. Using a newly 

constructed qualitative and quantitative datasets on Palestinian attacks against Israel and 

barrier construction between 1990 and 2010, this study finds that the empirical record 

does not provide support the existing common explanations about the outcomes of 

barriers and that the interaction of cross-border cooperation and fortification is a key 

determinant of the number and nature of cross-border militant attacks. 

This work has significant implications for many states that built, are building, or 

are considering the construction of barriers on their borders since according to this 

research, a barrier without cross-border security cooperation would not be efficient at 

diminishing or decreasing cross-border violence. Additionally, violent groups’ access to 

military resources is an important factor that should be taken into consideration when a 

barrier is built. Again, cross-border cooperation plays an essential role in restricting 

these resources, which would lead to less violence. In fact, in some cases, cooperation 

alone may result in similar outcomes to the combination of fortification and 

cooperation, which raises questions about the utility of barriers to begin with.    
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Chapter 1: The Trouble with Barriers 

“I do not think that good fences make good neighbors…[but] If Frost had terrorists for 
neighbors rather than irate New Englanders, he would build a fence”(Uzi Dayan1 quoted 
in Byman, 2011: 331). 

I grew up in Gaza city at a time when uniformed Israeli soldiers roamed the 

streets with rifles dangling on their shoulders. We lived under direct military occupation 

riddled with curfews, closures and strikes. What I did not know during my childhood is 

that life was not as bad as it could be. At least, we could move around in our own cars 

and visit places and cities where my own ancestors lived, prospered and passed away 

centuries ago. My visits left these same places, that I cannot return to today, vivid in my 

memory and not only my imagination. The Old City of Jerusalem was among the most 

impressive places I had been to. This city brought many questions to my mind. Why is it 

walled? Who built this massive wall? It took me years of listening to stories about the 

city, until I managed to gather the mosaic of small stories into a longer one. In January 

2004, I was walking in Jerusalem guided by a then 65 years old Jerusalemite. He 

explained to me how the wall we see now is only one of several walls that surrounded the 

city as systems of defenses built over its history. He pointed at the bottom of the current 

wall near Damascus Gate to show me parts of an older wall underneath. He then said, 

despite its walls, Jerusalem is one of the most repeatedly conquered cities in the world.  

That day, the wall of the Old City of Jerusalem made me recall another newer 

wall a few kilometers away. Israel at the time was at the peak of its wall-building 

activities in the area. As a Palestinian with a Gaza ID, the latter wall made it more 
                                                
1Uzi Dayan is a major general (res.) in the Israel Army, former head of Israel's National Security Council 
and the nephew of Moshe Dayan, Israel’s fourth Chief of Staff.  
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difficult for me to visit Jerusalem. However, Palestinian cab drivers with Jerusalem 

license tags were experts at finding detours. On the way, the taxi dropped me off in Anata 

refugee camp near Jerusalem and told me that he could not take me any further. As I got 

off the car, I looked around and saw a group of Palestinians walking up a dusty hill. I 

followed them until the top where I could see a highway on the other side and an Israeli 

checkpoint on the left. I went down the hill, crossed the street and called my friend’s 

father to come pick me up, telling him that I was in Jerusalem.  

When I left Palestine for Texas in 2006, I was surprised to learn that the USA had 

launched a massive barrier project on its borders with Mexico. Reading about the U.S. 

fence made me recall many experiences I had back home. Later on, I have learned that 

after the end of the Cold War and the attacks of 9/11, a diverse set of political, military, 

economic, and social challenges have elevated the sense of vulnerability in different 

countries. These challenges include illegal immigration, trafficking, and violence. 

Motivated by a need to stop these threats, many states began to erect fences and walls 

along their borders. This practice was not new but has become more common in recent 

years (Sterling, 2009: 2, Rosière, 2009: 7, Jones, 2012).  

Construction of barriers has been wide spread and an increasing number of 

modern states are launching or considering similar projects. Barriers built by empires, 

such as the Chinese and the Romans, and by states like East Germany, the US, Israel and 

others, demonstrate that the barrier construction phenomenon is much more common than 

I had initially thought. Greece started a barrier on its borders with Turkey and Saudi 
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Arabia has just begun the construction of another modern smart fence2 on its borders with 

Yemen. Morocco, Botswana, Iran, and India launched similar projects.  

Some scholars advocate construction of barriers as instruments for the resolution 

of ongoing conflicts, specifically focusing on barriers built to stop attacks or to eliminate 

violence from the other side. The Chinese walls, the Israeli barriers, the partition of 

Baghdad neighborhoods in Iraq and the old walls of Jerusalem are some of the commonly 

cited examples in this regard (see Jervis, 1978; Frisch, 2007b; Dutter & Seliktar, 2007; 

Kaufmann, 1998). Other scholars study barriers built to stop illegal immigration and drug 

trafficking. The American fence on the US-Mexico borders and the Spanish fences 

around the enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla are illustrations of such barriers (Andreas, 

2000). Thus, all barriers are built in the context of one or more of these cross-border 

threats.  

One line of argument persists among the majority of scholarly works: that states 

and political entities fortify their borders to secure their territories from external threats 

whether these threats are identified as attacks or illegal crossings. Based on this logic, 

some scholars advocate barriers as defensive constructions that will deter infiltrations as 

they increase the costs of illegal border-crossings (e.g. Jervis, 1978: 194). Others perceive 

these constructions as mere media tools to create an image of a states’ resolve to secure 

its borders (e.g. Andreas, 2000). These claims focus on the motivations of the states and 

other political entities that build barriers. Other works shed some light, though mostly 

casually, on the activities of non-state actors across the border. These works argue that 

                                                
2A fence is supplied with advanced surveillance and military technologies.  
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contrary to the claims of the states that built them, barriers may enhance infiltrators’ 

determination to cross the borders (Newman, 2002). Little has been done to 

systematically examine these actors’ reaction to barriers.  

This research builds on this debate. However, it is not about the motivations of a 

state, or any other political entity that constructs barriers on its perceived borders. In the 

past empires and states justified building barriers in diverse contexts with the common 

claim: security. Security is still the reason given for erecting barriers on borders. As a 

result, the motivation behind building a barrier is taken as given in this research. I am 

interested in the actual security outcomes of barriers. Given the proliferation of barrier 

building, a study of the outcomes of existing barriers is of great significance.  

This research does not cover all cases of barriers. It focuses instead on barriers 

built in violent contexts. In other words, this work explores barriers built to stop cross-

border attacks or violence.3 However, I do not believe that barriers in non-violent locales 

are less relevant. On the contrary, because the security claims associated with all barrier 

projects are similar and because there is always cooperation between attackers and illegal 

traffickers, this research potentially has implications for other types of barriers. Today, all 

borders experience illegal trafficking, but not all borders witness cross-border violence 

(see for example, Friman & Andreas, 1999; Andreas & Nadelmann, 2006; Cornell, 

2007). Based on this, the activities and tactics of attackers may tell us something about 

activities and tactics of illegal cross-border traffickers.  
                                                
3Although the term “terrorism” is widely used in the literature, I prefer not to use it without quotations in 
my work. The reason is the vagueness associated with the term as it is used today, which mostly stems from 
the fact that terrorism is always perceived in relative terms. Alternatively, I use the terms “violence” and 
“attacks” by non-state actors. 
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WHAT IS A BARRIER? 

Barriers are state-made4 obstacles, such as walls, fences, ditches and sand piles 

that create closure systems, which aim at controlling movement to prevent undesirable 

border crossings (Rosière, 2009: 1). States that build them assume that barriers make it 

easier to defend their sovereign territory by deterring external threats (Jervis, 1978: 194). 

Barriers may include complex systems of surveillance and weapons technologies, and 

towers that may create a web of control mechanisms on one or both sides of the border.  

Importantly, barriers are a subset of borders. They serve the same positional and 

administrative functions of any border. Positional functions include actual demarcation 

and delimitation of the borders of a nation-state. The administrative tasks include 

prevention of border jumping, suppression of smugglers and contraband, extraction of 

customs duties, and the regulation and facilitation of legal crossings (Prescott 1987, 

Gavrilis 2008). Though borders are real, they are imaginary as well. While there is much 

imagination involved in determining what constitutes a nation, its identity, and its limits 

(see Anderson, 1983: 6), there is something tangible about a border. It is tangible in the 

sense that wars are fought over the precise lines separating nations and it is tangible in the 

sense of the border patrols, identity checks, and the system of laws and regulations that 

accompany them (van der Velde & van Naerssen, 2011). 

In this sense, a border barrier makes visible the imagined. Barriers are 

distinguished from borders by being hardened lines that make state sovereignty more 

                                                
4Many barriers were also built by empires before the spread of nationalism and the creation of the nation-
state. 



 6 

concrete and distinguishable. Nevertheless, a barrier also implies the failure of a border to 

fulfill its functions. In the post 9/11 era, a barrier is an attempt by a state to clearly define 

its own territory and protect its population against “global terrorist networks,” 

“ungoverned spaces” that “nurture terrorism,” and the “uncivilized” (Jones, 2012: 12, 

32). Barrier-building states emphasize the distinction between the self and the other as a 

distinction between “civilization vs. barbarianism, good vs. bad, order vs. disorder, and 

the known vs. the unknown.” Barriers imply prevention of movement of people rather 

than just regulating it (Ibid: 32; see also Waldron, 1990: 45). 

While this work will not explore this in depth, it is important to note that borders 

have served different purposes over the history of nation-states. Traditionally, borders 

were markers of military defensive lines of nation-states. The vast majority of inter-state 

conflicts were about territorial defense and conquest (Keegan, 1993). States always 

launched “conquest of territory in order to advance economic, security, and other 

interests,” Robert Gilpin explains (1981). Under this conception, borders are strategic 

lines to be militarily defended or breached. State survival is based on the deterrent 

function of borders against military incursions by other states (Waltz, 1979). In fact, 

according to many scholars, states are formed through wars and constantly shape and 

reshape their borders (Tilly, 1992). Consequently, the rulers of a territory would not 

allow the army of a neighboring state to cross their borders. This was the purpose of 

borders when states competed over territorial claims and tried to expand and annex land 

(Gilpin, 1981; Mearsheimer, 2001; Snyder, 1991). Some of these borders are present in 
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our world today and are illustrated by the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) of the Korean 

Peninsula.  

After WWII, interstate wars decreased and borders are now rarely contested by 

the forces of neighboring states. This is partly the result of growing international respect 

for what Mark Zacher (2002) calls the “territorial integrity norm,” under which borders 

became markers of sovereignty. Under this norm of fixed borders, and within the UN 

system, states agreed that borders separated their sovereign regimes. A border, then, has 

become a line where one legal and administrative system ends and another begins (Elden, 

2009; Atzili, 2006; Murphy, 1996). Under this system, some states are weaker than 

others. The resulting cross-border economic inequalities motivate people to move across 

the borders in search for better conditions (Agnew, 2009; Baldwin et al. 2001).  

These economic disparities are reflected by the average GDP per capita on both 

sides of barriers. Reece Jones (2012: 11) shows that annual GDP per capita of the 

countries that built barriers after the fall of the Berlin Wall is $14,067 while the average 

in the countries on the other side is $2,801. Border crossers included undesirable people 

and illegal activities. The purpose of borders became prevention of unauthorized 

movement of people in order to consolidate state authority and legitimacy. The “global 

war on terror” intensified this purpose of borders (Jones, 2012: 11).  

In the view of the states that build them, barriers are immovable and defensive 

structures (Sterling 2009: 3). However, this perception of barriers is not universal. 

Particularly if barriers are unilaterally constructed, people on the other side may consider 

them offensive, as walls block the horizon and all barriers restrict access to resources and 
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opportunities. Indeed, partition by barriers does not normalize relations between people 

on both sides and thus, may enhance hostility (Kumar, 1997a & b). 

Barriers and security 

One way to explain how barriers achieve security is to investigate the costs 

barriers impose on undesired cross-border infiltrations. From this perspective, barriers 

increase the needed cross-border evasion5 logistics, including resources, intelligence, and 

time required for evading border controls. Barriers also increase the chances for detecting 

cross-border infiltrations (Frey & Luechinger, 2003: 238-9; Jervis, 1978: 194). Another, 

yet supplementary, perspective on this is the claim that barriers deter cross-border threats 

by denying infiltrators access to their targets (Keegan, 1993: 139-42; Kaufmann, 1996, 

1998; Makovsky, 2004; Pape, 2003; 2005; Dutter & Seliktar, 2007: 438). Consequently, 

barriers facilitate control and reduce the efficiency of infiltrators by making their progress 

slower and giving the defenders more time to prepare (Jervis: 1978: 194). Put another 

way, barriers deter unwanted border crossings by imposing sanctions or punishments on 

such activities (Dutter & Seliktar, 2007: 437).  

I argue that this seemingly plausible explanation is misconceived. The argument 

has two problematic claims. First, its proponents assume that all cases of border barriers 

can be treated as equivalent to one another and be analyzed as if they are simply different 

examples of the same phenomena. They ignore the radically different contexts in which 

they are built, notably the nature of the relationships with the neighbors on the other side. 
                                                
5Cross-border evasion by evader and infiltration by infiltrator generally refer to criminalized cross-border 
crossings whether they are violent crossings or illegal trafficking. In this research I use militants, violent or 
armed groups more frequently to refer to those who launch cross-border attacks. Some scholars would refer 
to those actors as terrorists, which, as I noted above, I refrain from. 
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Second, they suppose that border infiltrators are the same and static. On the one hand, 

one cannot claim that all barriers are equally successful. The difference between barriers 

that are successful at deterring unwanted cross-border activities and those that fail to do 

so lies in the context in which those barriers are built. Barriers do indeed punish 

unwanted cross-border activities and deny them access to their targets. However, the 

construction of barriers may produce unintended outcomes. For instance, cross-border 

infiltrators may see at least some aspects of the barrier as offensive and thus be motivated 

to launch more attacks. In these cases, if armed groups are militarily resourceful and are 

not domestically coerced by local forces, they may continue to launch attacks even after 

the construction of the barrier. Moreover, border-infiltrators can change their tactics, 

routes and even organization to sustain their activities despite the barrier.  

Strategic approaches that study state-to-state interactions have yielded valuable 

findings on how states perceive their borders and why many of them fence them in 

(Jervis, 1978; Frisch, 2007b; Dutter & Seliktar, 2007; Kaufmann, 1996; 1998). However, 

it would be wrong to model a theory of security outcomes of barriers by solely focusing 

on dynamics that happen in interstate interactions and inside the states that build those 

barriers. It is also a mistake to assume that theories explaining interactions among states 

are fully suitable for understanding interactions between states and non-state actors. This 

is effectively how most of the existing work models state-non-state actors interactions 

and security outcomes of barriers. They first anthropomorphize the state and assume it is 

a rational actor. Then, they assume that many of the features of personified states apply to 

non-state actors. While some of these claims are valid, others are not. Interactions 



 10 

between state and non-state actors cannot be understood without looking at the militant’s 

or armed groups’ context and their perspective on the security situation as well. Taking 

this seriously would mean that a research agenda on the security effects of border barriers 

would necessarily have to focus on the context of the violent groups and shift the focus of 

observation down to the level of the specific features of the concerned barriers and 

violent groups. 

Cross-border security cooperation is a key dynamic that interplays with 

fortification and affects the outcome, i.e. cross-border violent groups attacks. When local 

security forces on their side of the barrier are cooperating with the barrier-builder in 

suppressing military activities, barriers have a better chance of achieving security. Cross-

border cooperation limits violent groups’ access to military resources. Lack of military 

resources leaves violent groups without supplies needed to carry out attacks or develop 

innovative new tactics. Military resources include materiel and training needed to launch 

attacks or introduce new tactics. Cooperation of local security forces with the barrier 

builder may actually affect the number of cross-border attacks and tactical innovations. 

Tactical innovations are new tactics that violent groups introduce for the first time. 

Security cooperation entails a security agreement between local forces of the fenced off 

group with the barrier-builder.  

In turn, fortification does affect attacks. As explained above, barriers form 

physical obstacles to cross-border movement. Thus, certain attack tactics that require 

crossing the border become costlier and more difficult. In this case, militant groups tend 

to substitute their commonly used attack tactics with certain others that can be sustained 
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despite the barrier. This tactical change is identified as a tactical shift. Tactical shifts 

could take place to more or less sophisticate tactics, to more or less lethal tactics, or to 

newer or older tactics. 

Logically, in the context of any barrier, attack tactics fall under one of four barrier 

infiltration strategies: subversion, circumvention, breaching and scaling. Subversion of 

barrier policing is violent groups’ use of legal crossing-points or routes to launch attacks 

on the other side. They do so by hiding and concealment in legal commercial cargos, by 

disguise and forging legal documents or by getting military supplies on the other side 

after legally crossing the barrier. Circumvention of a barrier is moving border-crossing 

routes to remote areas with low state policing, such as zones with no barriers and/or no 

patrolling stations. Breaching involves attacking the state on the other side through 

underground tunnels and/or from above the barrier. Finally, violent groups may scale the 

barrier by destroying sections or digging holes in it in order to attack the state on the 

other side. Any attack tactical shift or innovation dealt with in this research will fall under 

one of these four categories.  

The following pages offer a pilot study that will present an explanation of the 

conditions under which barriers fail/succeed to achieve security for those who build 

them. Having a sole barrier that fulfills its aspired security function is, as I shall 

demonstrate, the exception rather than the rule. The reason for this is paradoxical: states 

usually escalate their security measures at their borders, including their barriers, in order 

to enhance security, yet these measures are not adequate for the success of barriers in 

achieving security. Barriers do indeed affect cross-border infiltration; however they do 
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not necessarily deter cross-border attacks. The context in which the barrier is built and in 

which violent groups on the other side operate are key determinants. In other words, 

some barriers involve cross-border cooperation while others do not and some violent 

groups are more resourceful than others.   

I pursue four main objectives in this project: 1) to understand the relationship 

between barriers built by political entities and cross-border violence; 2) to understand 

how barriers vary in regard to cross-border relations; 3) to account for variation in the 

number and nature of attacks in different areas in reference to barriers’ variations; and 4) 

to model how different militant local contexts influence the security effects of barriers on 

borders. Before proceeding, a few words on these four objects are in order. 

Security studies in international relations typically treat the relationship between 

states and their borders as static. Borders are perceived as lines of defense against 

aggressors and enemies. All states are interested in maintaining well-patrolled borders 

and keeping enemies out. Because of this interest, many states fortify their borders by 

building physical barriers on them. Barriers in this sense are escalated forms of border 

policing and are intended to defend and maintain a state’s sovereignty and territorial 

integrity (Keegan, 1993; Gilpin, 1981: 23; Mearsheimer, 2001; Walt, 1991), at least from 

the perspective of states that build them. Generally, it is agreed that once a barrier is put 

up, attacks from the other side will be deterred or stopped. Scholars have already 

demonstrated that the physical separation of antagonistic groups contributes to a 

reduction in politically motivated violence between them (Kaufmann, 1996, 1998; 
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Makovsky, 2004; Pape, 2003; 2005), or brings a nominal, if fragile, stability to otherwise 

volatile situations (see also, Jervis, 1978; Dutter & Seliktar, 2007: 438).  

Dutter and Seliktar (2007: 438) argue that continuous barriers are the most 

effective. In other words, short of the physical elimination of violent groups, their 

organizations, and, possibly, the extermination of their host population, deterrence by 

some form of denial of access to targets may be the most effective way to deter or to 

prevent non-state violence. Moreover, Kaufmann (1996, 1998) argues that for situations 

in which the separation was only partial, such as in Ireland and India-Pakistan, the 

observed political violence would have been worse without some separation. Thus, the 

denial to violent groups of physical access to potential targets is believed to be the best 

way to eliminate attacks from the other side. A more retaliatory perspective focuses on 

the punishment function fulfilled by barriers. Because barriers are usually militarized and 

supplied with different surveillance technologies, they inflict some level of deaths, 

injuries, and damage on the attacker. Non-military punishments (e.g., economic 

sanctions) may also be involved (Morgan, 2003, 157–158). While these claims sound 

plausible, they do not account for the perspective of violent groups or variations on how 

they respond to different types of barriers. 

Furthermore, these works perceive barriers in the context of the defense-offence 

debate and posit that all else being equal, when offense has a greater military advantage, 

war is most likely to occur (see Jervis, 1978). By contrast, the greater the advantage of 

defense, the more stable the international system is. In the minds of the states that build 

them, barriers are seen as defensive structures. As immovable constructions, walls and 
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fences may be presented as the most defensive systems, an argument commonly used by 

politicians who launch such projects (Sterling, 2009: 3). Accordingly, barriers are 

expected to increase the presumption of defense and thus enhance stability.  

Perhaps the states that build barriers on their borders are indeed motivated by 

defending their territory. Taking this assumption into consideration, barriers perform two 

established functions of borders. First, barriers unquestionably demarcate and delimit a 

state’s boundary, indicating where its sovereignty ends and thus fulfilling the positional 

function of any border. Second, barriers also have an administrative function in 

preventing certain types of unwanted cross-border activities (Prescott, 1987; Gavrilis 

2008: 3) or violence for the study at hand.   

Yet, the construction of barriers is an indication that the concerned border is 

actually problematic. This may be because of disagreement of people on both sides on the 

location of these boundaries. Additionally, unlike regular borders, borders with barriers 

emphasize prevention and suppression of certain activities more than extraction of 

customs duties and the regulation and facilitation of legal crossing of goods and people. 

In fact, scholars like Wendy Brown (2010: 24) argue that sovereign nation-states though 

still important actors in our present world, are no longer the only actors that define global 

political relations or monopolize the powers organizing these relations. With the 

spreading militant6 attacks, walls under this order are signs of the weakening of state 

sovereignty and/or the dissonance between sovereignty and the nation-state.  

                                                
6Non-state actors, insurgents, militants, militant, armed, violent groups mean the same thing for this 
research. Some works refer to these groups as “terrorist groups” as well. 
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Furthermore, barriers are not all the same and this takes us to the second 

analytical goal. Some of the above claims distinguish continuous barriers from 

interrupted barriers. Nevertheless, this is not the sole feature on which barriers vary. 

Barriers for example, are made of different materials, manned by different agencies, have 

different technologies, occupy varying areas of land, and spread different control 

strategies. Additionally, an important part of the equation is the violent activities that the 

barriers are meant to stop. Not all violent non-state actors respond to barriers in the same 

way and they definitely behave differently from states. For instance, these armed groups 

are not conventional armies and employ fighting mechanisms that are not usually adopted 

by regular armies, such as guerrilla and street fighting. Some violent groups may see 

barriers as additional reasons to attack even more, which could result in less security for 

the state that built the concerned barrier. Advocating barriers as defensive measures is 

evidence of how states and scholars view the world in the traditional state-centric 

perspective despite the fact that one of the actors is not a state but a militant group. 

Similar to borders, barriers are shared because a barrier has at least two different entities 

on its two sides. This brings another central dimension explored in this research, i.e. 

cross-border cooperation in policing the barrier on which barriers also vary.   

The third goal of this work is to explore variation in the number and nature of 

attacks in different areas where barriers are built. A cluster of impressive works in 

security studies has addressed the tactical nature of non-state attacks. For example, 

Michael Horowitz (2010b) demonstrates that linkages among different militant groups 

keep non-state actors supplied with military knowledge and materials. Consequently, 
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violent groups that maintain constant supplies are capable of introducing new tactics and 

continue to attack (see also Desouza & Hensgen, 2007).  Other studies have found 

evidence of “substitution” effects. When governments take steps to raise the costs and/or 

lower the probability of logistical success via a particular category of attacks, violent 

groups switch to other activities for which these factors are presumably unchanged, or 

initiate a new type of activity against which the defender has taken few, if any, deterrent 

or preventive steps (Cauley & Im 1988; Enders & Sandler 1993; 2000; 2002a & b; 2005; 

2006).  

Other works address the frequency of violent groups’ attacks. According to Mia 

Bloom (2005: 3, 16-7), when violent groups need to garner domestic support, enhance 

their prestige, and attract more recruits, publicity and funds, they are expected to launch 

more attacks on their perceived enemy state. Others expect armed groups to increase 

attacks to spoil an on-going peace settlement (Kydd & Walter, 2006: 73-4). While the 

sum total of all of this scholarship indicates that non-state actors’ attacks vary in number 

and nature, it has not produced a single framework that links these variations to barriers 

built by states. Here, I will develop a framework that addresses this issue.  

The fourth goal of this research is to model how different non-state violent 

groups’ local contexts affect the security outcomes. This area has received the least 

sustained attention from security specialists. Yet, studying the local context of violent 

groups on the other side of barriers is essential to understanding why some barriers are 

more successful than others in reducing attacks. A barrier may deprive the concerned 

militant groups access to targets and resources. Some violent groups have multiple 
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sources of supplies; others do not. Some violent groups are locally suppressed while 

others are actually encouraged domestically. Understanding how these groups manage or 

fail to sustain their activities is also central to the security outcomes of barriers.  

THE ARGUMENT 

Barriers as a subset of borders are institutions of intensified border policing 

attempting to prevent certain activities from crossing. In a sense, barriers involve an 

accelerated form of regularization and control of interactions between people on both 

sides of the borders (for the function of borders see for example, Kratochwil, 1986; 

Sahlins, 1991; Ron, 2000; Newman, 2006; Simmons, 2006; Gavrilis, 2008).  

The overall argument indicates that for barriers to stop or significantly decrease 

cross-border violent groups’ attacks, they need to be combined with cross-border security 

cooperation. This mechanism is identified as the Fortification-Cooperation dynamic. 

Cooperation imposes severe restrictions on militant activities and limits armed groups’ 

access to military resources needed for launching more attacks and for innovating new 

attack tactics. The barrier however, may affect militant groups’ choice of attack tactics. 

This is because barriers do obstruct cross-border movement in general and of non-state 

violent actors’ in particular. This may render certain attack tactics impossible or difficult 

to execute. In this case, armed groups switch to tactics that can be carried out despite the 

barrier. 

My argument rests on three key pillars. First, understanding the security outcomes 

of barriers involves examining the barrier within its context. This means predicting the 

outcomes of barriers requires studying their interaction with cross-border cooperation, or 
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lack thereof. Governments invest differently in cross-border cooperation on the barrier. 

Some governments choose to cooperate with agents from the other side in policing their 

barriers while others prefer doing the policing alone.  

In his seminal work on violence during civil war, Stathis Kalyvas (2006) indicates 

that availability of information is one for the central determinants for armed forces to 

engage in selective violence in a territory where they hold the majority, but not all of the 

power. While this research has a different focus and a different interest, the logic behind 

Kalyvas’ argument is instructive. Obtaining information from locals is one sort of 

security cooperation. However, sharing information is not the only nexus around which 

cooperation between two parties can evolve. For instance, cooperation may also include 

pooling resources and efforts, such as personnel from both sides carrying out joint 

missions, sharing policing technologies, executing arrests of militants wanted by the 

neighbor across the border, or giving that neighbor the green light to enter the territory to 

carry out assassinations or arrests. For the purpose of the current study, cooperation of 

local security forces is central for the success of a barrier in stopping undesired cross-

border activities.  

Second, the context of concerned militant groups influences the outcomes. Some 

armed groups have a diverse array of military resources, including military materials and 

know-how, while others have limited resources. This variation affects the outcome.7 

Michael Horowitz (2010a) demonstrates that resources available for violent groups 

influence the types of equipment they employ. Financial resources also influence the 

                                                
7The following chapters will explain how resources affect the number of attacks and tactical innovations. 
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ability of a group to send potential actors off for training at external sites or buy safe 

houses to shield group activities from the government (see also, Rudner, 2010: 700; 

Akca, 2009). For our purpose, the details of these arguments are less important than their 

implications: militant groups are not equally resourceful.  

Third, barriers may affect attacks from the other side though not necessarily by 

decreasing or stopping them. Violent groups usually have goals that keep them motivated 

to attack the target state. If the barrier does not permit fulfillment of at least part of these 

goals, violent groups would remain motivated to attack despite the barrier. However, a 

barrier may render certain attack tactics impossible or difficult to execute. In this case, 

motivated armed groups replace their commonly used attack tactics with others that can 

be executed even after the barrier is in place. This mechanism is identified as a tactical 

shift (some call it the substitution effect). Tactical shifts may be from more to less 

technologically advanced; from more to less lethal; or from old to new tactics and vice-

versa. Sandler and Enders found strong evidence of both substitutes and complements 

among violent groups’ attack modes (2002 a & b; 2006, 2008). This means that policies 

designed to reduce one type of attack may affect other attack modes. For example, the 

installation of metal detectors in airports reduced skyjackings but increased other kinds of 

hostage attacks (barricade missions, kidnappings) and assassinations (Enders & Sandler, 

1993: 829).  

Consequently, violent groups’ capabilities and local security cooperation are key 

determinants to the success and failure of barriers as deterrents of attacks. I argue that the 

context in which barriers are built explains many seemingly counterintuitive puzzles: 
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why barriers have different security outcomes; why some violent groups manage to 

continue attacking despite the barriers while others do not; why some completely 

continuous barriers with increasing policing sophistication over time fail to stop attacks 

while others, which may not be continuous, achieve more security successes. 

My argument runs counter to a large body of work in political science and 

particularly security studies. This literature insists that barriers on borders are successful 

at stopping threats from the other side (Jervis, 1978; Dutter & Seliktar, 2007: 437-8; 

Kaufmann, 1996, 1998; Makovsky, 2004; Pape, 2003; 2005). The unifying strain in this 

literature is that barriers are good defensive security measures. Some in this literature see 

this success stemming from the fact that barriers tightly control cross-border movement 

and easily punish unwanted activities. Others emphasize the logic of denial; continuous 

barriers deny violent groups access to their targets and thus they cannot perpetrate 

attacks. Seeing barriers as defensive measures, the underlying perception comes from the 

offense-defense theory developed in international relations and security studies on missile 

defense dimension. In this view, the greater the military advantage of the offense, the 

more likely war is to occur and the greater the edge of defense, the more likely stability is 

to spread (Jervis, 1978; Van Evera, 1998; Brown et al, 2004; Sterling, 2009).  

I do not argue that barriers have no effect on attacks. However, to assess the 

security outcomes of a barrier, we have to look at the violent groups and their attacks that 

this barrier is meant to stop. Violent groups are not static. If they are still motivated to 

attack the state that built the barrier, have access to militant recourses, and are not locally 
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suppressed, they will continue to launch attacks and if they have to, they will introduce 

new attacks tactics and have tactical shifts. 

My argument relies on a new theory that will be developed in the second chapter 

that focuses on the interaction between fortification and cooperation. This work offers a 

pilot study by building the Fortification-Cooperation theory and applying it to a small 

number of cases. Good pilot studies can be path-breaking as they offer new explanations 

for existing phenomenon.  

This project mainly responds to the mainstream literature on physical barriers on 

borders. Barriers from this perspective are successful defenses (Jervis, 1978; Kaufmann, 

1996, 1998; Pape, 2003; 2005; Makovsky, 2004; Van Creveld, 2004: 66; Dutter & 

Seliktar, 2007: 437-8). My work also stands on the shoulders of claims proposed by other 

scholars of borders and barriers on the failure of barriers to realize their security goals 

and the importance of the context in which they are built (Sterling, 2009: 3), the 

flexibility of militants/infiltrators and their ability to adapt to the new environment 

created by the barrier (Andreas, 2000: 9-15), and the idea that certain features of a barrier 

may escalate conflict rather than achieve security (Gavrilis, 2004: 8).  

When addressing the response of militant groups to the concerned barrier, this 

work relies on many contributions offered in the “terrorism” and non-state actors’ 

literature. Impressive work has been done on the importance of violent groups’ resources 

and networks in the capability of these groups to continue attacking, introduce new 

tactics, and thus carry out tactical shifts (Horowitz, 2010 a & b; Rudner, 2010: 700; 

Akca, 2009; Cragin et al, 2007). There is also a large body of literature on the situations 
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in which violent groups substitute their attack tactics given certain “counter-terrorism” 

policies followed by the concerned states (Cauley & Im 1988; Enders & Sandler 1993, 

2000, 2002, 2005, 2006). Moreover, some scholars indicated the importance of direct or 

indirect security cooperation. A body of literature discusses the effectiveness of involving 

contrabands and bandits in suppressing undesirable border crossings (Gavrilis, 2008: 43; 

Blok, 2001:16; Thomson, 1994), which could be instructive about cross-border 

cooperation needed for the effectiveness of a barrier. Others examined the importance of 

sharing cross-border information in solidifying control (Kalyvas, 2006). When 

researching the security outcomes of barriers, studying the behavior of affected violent 

groups in response to this barrier and the context in which they operate are central to our 

understanding. When we study why some barriers succeed while others fails as security 

deterrents, it is important to understand the conditions under which violent groups 

manage to act, innovate and switch tactics despite the barrier.  

This project has substantive and theoretical motivations. All states have borders 

and many of those states have built or are building physical barriers to movement on their 

borders. In the meanwhile, social and political scientists have paid scant attention to the 

dynamics of barrier security even as the number of barriers is multiplying in our 

contemporary world (Sterling, 2009: 2, Rosière, 2009: 7). Barrier construction is not a 

practice limited to states. Rather, many empires have expended tremendous amounts of 

work and money fortifying their boundaries. The most known of those are the Great 

Walls of China and Athens’ long walls. What is even more interesting is that while 

barriers are proliferating in our world today, there is a body of work implying that 
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boundaries are increasingly irrelevant (Rosecrance 1996; Cohen, 2001; Ohmae, 1990). 

The existence of barriers and the fact that an increasing number of states are building 

barriers on their borders proves that these arguments lack generalizability.  

Some works contend that the forces of globalization unleashed illicit flows of 

people and goods that states cannot contain. According to this view, the globalization of 

communication, finance and transportation has benefited not only states, but also non-

state actors (Andreas, 2000: 15; Kahler & Walters, 2006; Adamson, 2006; Eilstrup-

Sangiovanni & Jones, 2008: 7). This reflects two forces of globalization that lead to the 

production of completely paradoxical practices on many borders today. As underscored 

by Andreas (2003), while in the twenty-first century, many boundaries are demilitarized 

and in some cases are open to trade and free movement, certain types of cross-border 

activities are criminalized and more regulated, such as immigration, drug trafficking and 

violence. These activities are not new. What is new is that an increasing number of states 

identify non-state actors and their activities as national threats. Unable to keep their 

sovereign land protected, they opted for fencing their borders. Thus, globalization has led 

to open borders in some regions and to more protectionist borders in others.  This 

paradox is embraced in the study at hand.  

My theoretical motives are twofold. The first is to explain when barriers can 

decrease/increase the number of attacks and how they affect the nature of these attacks. I 

here focus of the environment of the violent groups that are being fenced off and 

cooperative environment of the barrier itself. The second demonstrates that through their 

interaction with the cooperation dynamic, barriers vary in a manner that affects the 
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number and nature of attacks. I use theories of borders as state institutions of intensified 

border policing and thus a subset of borders emphasizing the function of coercion or even 

deterrence. At this level, I establish a link between these institutions of coercion and 

deterrence and the overall pattern of attacks by violent groups in the fenced off area. I 

explain the variation in the security effect of barriers in reference to the violent groups’ 

context and the barrier-cooperation dynamic. When exploring context, I focus on two 

main dynamics, violent groups’ supplies and local security cooperation.  

Linking these different bodies of literature allows me to bridge gaps between 

studies in comparative politics, international relations and particularly on barriers as 

deterrent strategies, monopoly over use of force, non-state actors’ violence, innovations 

and substitution effect. Robert D. Putnam (1988: 427) offers a two-level model, 

emphasizing that both fields are somehow entangled but our theories have not yet sorted 

out the tangle. George Gavrilis’ (2008: 8) study of the dynamics of interstate boundaries 

offers extensive empirical evidence on the connection between the two fields by using 

theories of state building to study institutions deployed by states at their borders and 

specifying the constraints and conditions these institutions face locally.  

THE CASES 

This dissertation focuses on barriers that failed to stop attacks from the other side 

and those that were more successful and thus, the cases are selected across the 

independent variable. As the next chapter explains, the variable conflict is isolated as a 

constant since the selected cases have been going through the same conflict over the 

entire period of study; therefore, it is not expected to affect the outcome (attacks). The 
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selected cases come from the Palestinian-Israeli conflict to include the Israeli Gaza fence, 

the West Bank barrier, including the barrier around East Jerusalem. The time periods 

extend five years before the construction of the concerned barriers to cover the Gaza case 

1990 through 2010 and 1997 until 2010 the West Bank (including East Jerusalem). 

Initially, we expect to find similarities on the outcome (Palestinian attacks). Both the 

Gaza Strip fence (built in 1995) and the West Bank barrier (construction started in late 

2001) separated these areas from Israel in the hope to stop Palestinian attacks in Israel. 

Part of the West Bank barrier project affects East Jerusalem. Unlike the West Bank and 

the Gaza Strip, the West Bank barrier annexes East Jerusalem to the Israeli side8 of the 

barrier, which makes it less relevant to the research at hand. This is because the current 

research examines the effect of barriers on cross-border violence while the East 

Jerusalem barrier separates the city from the rest of the West Bank, rather than Israel. 

Yet, due to its religious and cultural value, violence emanating from the city will be 

briefly discussed in a special section in the West Bank chapter.  

A quick examination of the empirical records of these barriers reveals that the 

number and nature of attacks have changed overtime. Additionally, the two barriers have 

vastly different security outcomes. Thus, the overarching questions are: what accounts for 

variations in the outcomes of the same barrier and of barriers built in similar contexts? 

How can barriers differ? And why? This research also answers more specific questions 

about violent groups’ response to the concerned barriers, including: How does variation 

                                                
8In fact, the city is “fenced in,” rather than “fenced out.”  
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in barriers affect the nature and number of violent groups’ attacks? When do these groups 

have tactical shifts and tactical innovations in the context of a barrier? 

In both cases Israel intensified its coercion capabilities on its perceived borders 

with the Palestinians. The Palestinians in these different areas share a common history 

and culture. They have been in conflict with Israel since its establishment in 1948. The 

conflict escalated with Israel’s occupation of the Gaza Strip, the West Bank and East 

Jerusalem in 1967. Over the years, different militant groups emerged on the scene, the 

most famous of which are Hamas, Fatah, the Palestinian Islamic Jihad (PIJ), the Popular 

Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), the Democratic Front for the Liberation of 

Palestine (DFLP), and the Popular Resistance Committees (PRC). While they had local 

operatives, these groups had consistent leadership structures in all of the Palestinian 

areas, whether in the Gaza Strip, the West Bank or Jerusalem. 

The similarities among the several Palestinian areas are not exhausted here, yet 

listing some differences is worthwhile. The Gaza Strip, unlike the West Bank, is a sandy 

Mediterranean plain. This terrain enabled Gazans to begin digging tunnels as early as 

1980.9 These tunnel networks were handy for violent groups once the Israeli barrier 

restricted the flow of resources. Lack of tunnel networks or any other venue for importing 

materials and knowledge in the West Bank left violent groups short on resources when 

Israel started building its West Bank barrier in 2002. As the barrier went up, it became 

increasingly difficult to carry out suicide bombings inside Israel or innovate new attack 

                                                
9Chapter 4 dedicates a section on the development of the Gaza tunnels. 
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tactics to continue attacking Israel, particularly when the West Bank-based Palestinian 

Authority (PA) cooperated with Israel on security issues.   

Between 1995 and 2000, the Palestinian security forces cooperated with Israel in 

both the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. However, between 2007 and 2010, similar 

cooperation took place in the West Bank but not in the Gaza Strip. In 2007, the PA in the 

West Bank signed security agreements with Israel to fight Palestinian attacks. Just like 

the 1995-2000 phase, the PA’s security cooperation with Israel in the West Bank imposed 

more difficulties on sustaining attacks from the West Bank. The Gaza Strip did not 

witness similar security cooperation between 2005 and 2010.  

Moreover, the Palestinian areas hold different significance to Israel. The Gaza 

Strip may have a strategic location but it has no religious value compared to the West 

Bank in general and of Jerusalem in particular. Furthermore, unlike the Gaza Strip,10 the 

Israeli settlements in the West Bank and Jerusalem intertwined and extended deep inside 

the Palestinian areas, which made ethnic separation difficult if not impossible.  

The Gaza Strip barrier still offers a particularly rich account of the evolution of 

Palestinian attacks. In this case, I study the border/barrier over twenty years (1990-2010). 

This allows me to trace how the context of violent groups was a key factor to attack 

frequency and choice of tactics. Due to the fact that the Israeli Gaza barrier is a finished 

project and went through several variations in its technology, its buffer zones, the 

annexed Palestinian land, and the nature of Israeli internal nets of control as in 

                                                
10The Gaza Settlements were completely dismantled in 2005 in the context of the Israeli 
unilateral disengagement. 
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checkpoints and settlements, this case also presents an opportunity to study what specific 

features of barriers affect the outcome and how.  

After examining the Gaza and West Barriers, I shed some light on other cases of 

contemporary and historical barriers. I dedicate a chapter dealing with the Great Wall of 

China, the Turkish barrier on the borders with Syria and the Moroccan barriers in 

Western Sahara. In all of these secondary cases, I examine the effect of Fortification-

Cooperation dynamic on the number and nature of cross-border attacks. This chapter 

provides evidence on applicability of the theory in other contexts and gives an 

opportunity for its extension to other cases across time and space. An exercise as such 

helps to further develop the theory as well.   

Some believe that research on a small number of case studies is problematic 

because one case study cannot discredit a scientific theory that is precisely formulated 

(see Brady & Collier, 2004: 16). Some may argue that the cases selected here all come 

from the Palestinian-Israeli case and thus all could be considered as one case. Indeed, all 

the cases do come from the same overall context. However, they demonstrate variation 

on the dependent variable, attacks,11 which raises questions about the causes of these 

variations. Additionally, the scholarly work on the security outcomes of barriers on 

borders has not yet formulated a strong theory on the issue, a gap that I propose to fill 

here, granting the present research an additional value as a pilot study for developing a 

new theory in political science. This new theory examines the effect of the interactions of 

                                                
11 Overall Gaza militants launched many more attacks than the West Bank militants. Moreover, some of 
the attack tactics employed in Gaza are different from those used in the West Bank.  
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cooperation and fortification on cross-border attacks. As indicated above, I expand the 

scale of the research by briefly examining three secondary cases: the Great Wall of 

China, the Turkish barrier on the borders with Syria and the Moroccan sand berms in 

Western Sahara. Thus, this research offers a small-scale study that can be expanded on a 

larger scale in future research. Pilot studies are particularly important because they test 

the validity and reliability of a particular theory or design that can be employed later at a 

wider level (McNabb, 2010: 105-6). Moreover, even a single case may be useful in 

challenging already-existing literature (Rogowski, 2004: 76), which is precisely my goal 

in the cases at hand. 

The empirical work here is based on an extensive archival research that went 

through several phases covering the two main cases. In the first phase, I referred to the 

dataset created by Ami Pedahzur and Arie Perliger on Palestinian suicide attacks, 

which I later complemented by data from local and international newspapers articles on 

the different Israeli barriers and the different Palestinian attacks. This data was accessed 

through LexisNexis and local and international newspaper. In the next phase, I researched 

the online archives of each active Palestinian militant group in Arabic. By doing so, I 

managed to fill many gaps in the initially collected data mostly covering details on 

different Palestinian attacks. In the third phase, I read all documents and maps published 

by international and human rights organizations interested in the issues. The most 

frequently referred to sites are those of UN Office for the Coordination Humanitarian 

Affairs-Occupied Palestinian Territories, B’Tselem, Peace Now, and Foundation for the 

Middle East Peace. Other websites, such as the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs, The 
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Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics, and Applied Research Institute-Jerusalem are 

consulted. 

In doing archival research, I tried to include different resources presenting 

different perspectives on the conflict. I also referred to data provided by relatively neutral 

organizations, such as UN and Human Rights institutions. Using these documents, I also 

hope to have developed a new theory that integrates insights derived from both 

International Relations and Comparative Politics. Furthermore, it was also my intent that 

the plurality of languages and resources used in this research would result in a new 

empirical database. The empirical information in this project should be of great interest to 

those who are interested in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the Middle East, border 

security, deterrence, and non-state actors.  
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Chapter 2: The Fortification-Cooperation Theory 

These blocks of wall left standing in deserted regions could be easily 
pulled down again and again by the nomads, especially as these tribes, 
rendered apprehensive by the building operations, kept changing their 
encampments with incredible rapidity, like locusts, and perhaps had a 
better general view of the progress of the wall than we, the builders 
(Kafka, 1971: 267). 
Images of barriers on borders appear as obvious static divisions between states or 

communities. In reality, each barrier has a different story and each generates different 

reactions and dynamics. Barriers are sub-types of borders and serve the same positional 

and administrative functions of any border: the positional functions include actual 

demarcation and delimitation of the boundary, while the administrative tasks include 

prevention of border jumping, suppression of smugglers and contraband, extraction of 

custom duties, and the regulation and facilitation of legal crossings (Prescott 1987, 

Gavrilis 2008). While this work does not deny that borders and barriers fulfill the above-

mentioned functions simultaneously, it generally focuses on one administrative function 

of borders where states face non-state cross-border militant attacks and attempt to 

suppress. 

I seek to demonstrate that in many instances of conflicts between states and non-

state actors, the former resort to adopting policies that may make the security situation 

worse rather than better. Faced with threats from across their borders, many states build 

barriers and refuse to cooperate in the administration of the border. My research reveals 

that in some cases these policies result in an increased number of violent cross-border 
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attacks and in new and more sophisticated tactics.12 I argue that less fortification and 

more security cooperation with local security forces or groups from the other side would 

produce superior levels of security for the target state.  

In The Dynamics of Interstate Boundaries, George Gavrilis warns that when 

constructing a theory of boundaries, two main premises must be kept in mind. First, 

boundaries are inherently shared by at least two states or political entities. Thus, two 

possibly contradicting political claims can be made at any point along the concerned 

boundary. Second, borders are institutions. Borders do not only entail a central 

government in the capital but also low level interactions and dynamics that happen 

directly on the boundaries, sometimes without the knowledge of the central state. Borders 

are staffed by border guards, military personnel, police officers, and immigration and 

customs agents  (Newman, 2006; Gavrilis, 2008). These two premises are also important 

when developing a theory of barriers. First, almost all states that build barriers on their 

borders claim that their projects will reduce violent threats coming from neighboring 

territories. In many cases, if not all, these states build their barriers unilaterally. However, 

even if the barrier is unilateral, different communities and peoples along both sides share 

that barrier. These communities are likely to have different perspectives about the barrier 

itself, its legality, its location. For example, while the state that builds it may see the 

barrier as a defensive measure against cross-border violence, the neighboring community 

or state may believe the barrier is illegal or offensive in intention. Since an anti-violence 

barrier is shared by the state that builds it and by the violent groups who attack assessing 

                                                
12The more sophisticated the attack tactics are, the more technology, planning, coordination are involved. 
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the effectiveness of the barrier requires examining how it affects cross-border attacks 

before and after the barrier was built. 

Second, barriers are also institutions staffed with different state employees who 

execute new rules of interaction. A border precedes a barrier in time. Border policing 

defines the rules of who can cross, where, and how. Barriers harden these rules. Barriers 

generally take a more militarized nature and usually are manned by military personnel, 

which is not a necessary feature of regular borders. While these military personnel do 

receive orders from above, they also take decisions and find solutions to problems on the 

ground.  

This research focuses specifically on the interaction or a game between sovereign 

states and non-state actors, insurgents or militants on the borders. It assumes a barrier is 

costly and therefore, is only constructed if there is already conflict13 in the background of 

the interaction between these actors. As a result of this conflict, some states decide to 

build a barrier to eliminate or decrease attacks on its sovereign territory. But borders and 

barriers have several types of border crossers of which violent groups are only one kind. 

While generally border-crossers are motivated by either familial, economic or services 

based reasons, violent groups aim at perpetrating attacks on the target state. Just like 

other border-crossers, armed groups decide whether to cross the borders and consider the 

alternatives.  

I assume militant groups are rational because they have a set of goals and 

preferences, weigh their options and make decisions based on a calculus that takes into 

                                                
13This conflict could be territorial, ethnic, religious or other. 
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consideration the available means and information (Crenshaw, 2001: 406; Richardson, 

2006: 21). Yet, there are limits to their rationality because they do not have access to 

complete information (see Simon, 1995; Parsons, 2005). Therefore, exhibit “bounded 

rationality.” Violent groups go through a decision making process about crossing the 

borders for the purpose of perpetrating attacks. They have some preferences (e.g. change 

in the status quo) defined by their goals (end of occupation, a policy change, self-

determination, independence etc.). They weigh their options (e.g. to attack or not to 

attack or to cross the border to attack or to attack without crossing) and behave 

instrumentally to maximize the attainment of their goals. In other words, they examine 

what tactics they can follow to fulfill their goals. Their military resources including 

capabilities, knowledge, and skills, define these tactics (see figure 2.1 below). 

 
                      Militant Actor  

 
 

 

 
 

 

Figure 2.1: Violent Groups’ Decision-making Process. 
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non-state violent attacks has additional responsibilities. One classical role of the state14 is 

providing protection for its own citizens. These citizens are targets of insurgent attacks 

initiated from another territory. Nevertheless, since these attacks are initiated from 

territories beyond the recognized sovereignty of the concerned state, some sort of 

mechanism must be found to suppress external threats beyond the borders. These attacks 

not only put the protective role of one of the states in question but also suggest that the 

state has no monopoly over the use of force over in its sovereign territory. When a state 

builds a barrier to stop external attacks, the barrier is itself a symptom of the lack of a 

monopoly over the use of force.  

Wendy Brown contends that our state system today falls under what she calls, a 

“Post-Westphalian order.” Under this order, sovereign nation-states though still important 

actors, no longer exclusively define global political relations or monopolize the powers 

organizing these relations. Walls, under this order, are signs of the predicament of state 

power and wall-building is therefore a result of the weakening of state sovereignty and/or 

the dissonance between sovereignty and the nation state (Brown, 2010: 24).  

In the post WWII world, wars among states have declined. Tanisha Fazal (2001 

and 2007) and Mark Zacher (2001) have found that with the norm of fixed borders that 

governed the international system since 1945, conflicts among states decreased, while at 

the same time, conflicts between states and non-state actors increased (Toft, 2003; 

Human Security Report, 2012). Non-state actors constitute a great challenge to the 

international state system and to many if not all of them, sovereignty and borders hardly 

                                                
14For more on the role of the state, see Charles Tilly, 1990, 2004; Béland, 2005; Niemann, 2007; Vu, 2010. 
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matter (Gavrilis, 2008: 18). This tendency is not a new phenomenon. The Mongols and 

other tribes of the Steppes, African tribes, and international violent groups did not respect 

about borders and their defense systems though they do matter to sovereign states. 

With these assumptions in hand, this chapter offers a theory to account for the 

variation of the security outcomes of border policing in general and of barriers in 

particular. I first offer a typology of border and barrier security outcomes, which I 

examine against plausible but flawed alternative typologies. I develop two hypotheses 

about the effectiveness of barriers. They are based on decisions made by states that battle 

non-state attacks from the other side as well as the variable success of those strategies 

based on the expected outcomes and reaction of concerned militant groups.  

As indicated in table 2.1, states make choices along two main dimensions, i.e. 

fortification and cooperation. On the one hand, states make a decision about whether to 

build a barrier on their border to stop cross-border violence. On the other hand, they also 

decide to enter a cooperative relationship with actors from the other side to stop cross-

border violence. However, the later dimension is also dependent on the willingness and 

capacity of cross-border actors to cooperate. This creates a bargaining situation between 

the barrier building state and cross-border actors. In this situation, the state that is 

exposed to cross border violence needs to be convinced that cross-border cooperation 

would enhance its security, especially that in some cases cooperation may create strong 

opponents (see Waldron, 1990: 48 on the Great Wall of China). Cross-border actors need 

to be convinced that they would be benefiting from the cooperative relation, usually by 

gaining more power and influence, authority or even resources.  
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 Security Cooperation 
 

High                                         Low 
I 

Fragile Truce 
II 

Hostile/Asymmetrical 
Struggle 

 
                              
                                 High 
Fortification 

                     
                             Low 

 

III 
Reconciliation 

IV 
Tension 

 
Table 2.1: Typology of outcomes of state border policies in conflict situations. 

I classify outcomes of the border policies adopted by states that experience violent 

conflicts into four principal groups (see table 2.1 above): I. Fragile Truce; II. 

Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle; III. Reconciliation; and IV. Tension. These categories 

represent expected outcomes of border policies (fortification and cross-border security 

cooperation) adopted by states experiencing violent conflicts with a non-state actor/s by 

summarizing the expected effects of these policies on attacks. The outcomes are 

examined along two main dimensions. The first is the frequency of cross-border militant 

attacks against the target state and the second is the nature of these attacks given the 

possibility of tactical innovations and shifts.  

The first dimension answers whether fortification (or lack thereof) is associated 

with an increase or decrease in the number of attacks. Second, I disaggregate the attacks 

to explore whether in the case of the continuity of attacks, they have involved new 

tactics, or shifting to more or less sophisticated or lethal attacks. Both levels of analysis 

have important policy implications for states targeted by cross-border violent groups.    
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Fragile Truce (I) covers low-tension conflicts with no tactical innovations and a 

high likelihood of tactical shifts. In these situations, states (actor A) decide to build a 

barrier to stop cross-border attacks but at the same time cooperate on security issues with 

agents on the other side (actor B). This cooperation could be between actor A, which is 

the state subjected to cross-border militant attacks and actor B, which could be either the 

state on the other side or even one of the active militant groups. Actor B enters an official 

direct or indirect agreement to suppress violent groups at home. These borders also have 

low attack frequency, limited tactical innovations but tactical shifts are expected though 

to less sophisticated tactics. This outcome results from the combination of fortification 

and cooperation. As will be detailed below, physical obstacles created by fortification is 

likely to motivate violent groups to shift to tactics that can be sustained despite the 

barrier. In turn, cross-border cooperation restricts violent groups’ access to military 

resources, which are necessary for a. launching more attacks and b. tactical innovations.      

The second category is Hostility situations of asymmetrical struggle (II), which 

are conflicts with a high number of attacks combined with tactical innovations and 

tactical shifts to more sophisticated attacks by involved armed groups. These are cases in 

which states decide to build a barrier on the border without cooperating on security issues 

with agents from the other side. In this scenario, fortification may result in having 

concerned violent groups shift to attack tactics that can be launched even after the barrier 

while absence of cross-border security cooperation leaves militant groups free to act 

locally, raise funds, train and import military material and knowledge needed for both 

tactical innovations and launching more attacks.  
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Third, Reconciliation (III) situations are low-tension conflicts with no tactical 

innovations and no tactical shifts introduced by violent groups. In these situations, states 

do not build a barrier or intensely fortify their border policing. Rather, they resort to 

security cooperation with agents from the other side. Under these scenarios, borders may 

experience violent conflicts; yet, the frequency of attacks is relatively low and the 

likelihood of tactical innovations and shifts is low. This is because there is no barrier to 

obstruct movement of violent groups across the border, which leaves employed attack 

tactics still possible to execute and thus, there is no need for a tactical shift. Moreover, 

cross-border cooperation restricts militants’ access to military resources, which are 

necessary for tactical innovations and for launching more attacks.  

Finally, Tense conflicts (IV) are situations in which violent groups engage in no 

tactical shifts but introduce innovations and the number of their attacks is relatively high. 

These are cases in which states decide to forgo both barriers and security cooperation. 

This is because absence of fortification allows militants to move across the borders 

without much obstruction, and thus, their commonly used attack tactics would still inflect 

harm on the target state. This is why violent groups under these conditions do not usually 

get involved in tactical shifts. However, lack of cross-border security cooperation leaves 

violent groups free to act locally and access military materials and knowledge, which 

results in more attacks and tactical innovations. 

The above detailed four categories represent outcomes of decisions made by 

states based on how violent groups react to state border policies in case of violent 
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conflicts. The four detailed outcomes of the Fortification-Cooperation model are 

summarized in table 2.2 below: 

 Security Cooperation 
                     
                  High                                         Low 

I 
Fragile Truce: 

+ Tactical Shifts 
- Attacks 

- Tactical Innovations 

II 
Hostile/Asymmetrical 

Struggle: 
+ Tactical Shifts 

+ Attacks 
+ Tactical Innovations 

                                  
 
 
                                  High 
  
Fortification  
                                      
                                    
                                  Low 
                                       

III 
Reconciliation: 
- Tactical Shifts 

- Attacks 
- Tactical Innovations 

IV 
Tension: 

- Tactical Shifts 
+ Attacks 

+ Tactical Innovations 
 
Table 2.2: Detailed outcomes of the Fortification-Cooperation dynamic. 

Table 2.2 shows four combinations of attack outcomes. The first element is attack 

frequency, which is dependent on availability of militant resources, which is in turn 

determined by the presence or absence of cross-border security cooperation. The second 

element is composed of tactical shifts. They occur when the frequency of certain attack 

tactics declines while others increase. This substitution may be to more or less 

sophisticated tactics, lethal tactics, newer or older tactics. These changes result from state 

policies, such as barrier building, which make certain tactics costly to execute. In such 

cases, motivated violent groups substitute their commonly used tactics with others that 

can be executed despite the state policies.  

Third, innovations involve the introduction of new attack tactics that were never 

used by the concerned armed groups. Tactical innovations occur when military 
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knowledge and material resources needed for new tactics are accessible and transferred to 

militant groups usually from their allies. Both tactical shifts and innovations are changes 

in the nature of attacks. As explained in chapter 1, any attack is an example of one of four 

cross-border infiltrations: Logically, in the context of any barrier, attack tactics fall under 

one of four barrier infiltration strategies: subversion, circumvention, breaching and 

scaling (see page 11).  

My research aims to show that while Hostile/Asymmetrical conflicts (outcome 

number II in the table above) are the worst outcomes for states targeted by non-state 

actors’ cross-border attacks, many states resort to policies that result in this outcome by 

constructing barriers and refusing to cooperate on security issues. States and political 

entities subjected to cross-border violence decide to build barriers on their borders 

without cooperating on their border security out of fear. Fear of attacks was highlighted 

even further after the launch of the American “global war on terror” in reaction to the 

9/11 attacks. Unlike the previous nation-state enemies, the new enemy is presented as 

amorphous and can strike anywhere, anyone, and at any time. Second, states that follow 

this course of action usually represent their new enemy as uncontrollable, evil, barbaric, 

and uncivilized to the extent that it cannot be a partner (Jones, 2012: 2; Brown, 2010; 

Sterling, 2009: 21). Accordingly, barriers facilitate dealing with an enemy of “an evil, 

immoral and unknown nature” by punishing its activities on the borders and/or denying it 

access to targets (Sterling, 2009: 5). 

Certain conditions are required for the four conflict outcomes. These conditions 

are advanced in this chapter as hypotheses: 1) the greater the degree of security 
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cooperation with agencies on the other side of the border, the more likely a decline in the 

number of attacks and in the chances for tactical innovations; 2) greater fortification 

causes violent groups to develop tactical shifts (see summary in figure 2.2). 

Hypothesis 1: 

                                             

Hypothesis 2: 

      

Figure 2.2: Hypotheses.  

The framework of this chapter and the categories of Fortification-Cooperation 

outcomes are summarized in Table 2.1 above. This table describes a counter-intuitive 

situation in that states experiencing a conflict with insurgents take up policy options that 

lead to a less security due to more cross-border violent groups attacks combined with new 

and sophisticated attack tactics. These states usually choose not to cooperate on security 

issues and to construct more fortifications. The less states fortify and the more they 

cooperate by delegating some authority to local actors, the more likely they are to achieve 

superior levels of security. I label these conflicts as “Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle.” 

The term “hostility/asymmetrical struggle”15 refers to a conflict situation between a state 

                                                
15While “hostile/asymmetric struggle” is an imperfect terminology as some cases could be more hostile and 
violent than others under the same category but I use this term to reflect the relative hostility and violence 
of the situation in comparison to the other three situations represented in the typology. 
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and a non-state entity in which the frequency of attacks is high and insurgents introduce 

new attack tactics and switch to more sophisticated ones. Level of attack frequency 

differs from one case to another. Yet, in the main cases, it is considered high if on 

average four to five attacks are carried out per month. The following section will discuss 

significant implications and make crucial clarifications about this typology.  

This typology differs from other plausible arguments developed on the subject of 

barriers. My argument claims that the severity of conflict situations depends on the 

interplay between the degree of border fortification and the degree of security 

cooperation on both sides. Conventional accounts of barrier security follow a clear, if not 

overtly simplistic logic: states that experience cross-border non-state violence can choose 

to either build a barrier or not and if they do, then they must determine whether this 

barrier should be continuous or not. Thus, at first glance, border fortification falls into 

three groups: no barrier, non-continuous barriers, and continuous barriers. 

 Dutter and Seliktar (2007: 438) argue that continuous barriers lead to the greatest 

decline in the number and intensity of non-state cross-border attacks. They claim that 

short of the physical elimination of violent groups, their organizations, and, possibly, the 

extermination of their host population, deterrence by denial of access to targets is the 

most effective way to deter or to prevent non-state violence. Moreover, Kaufmann (1996, 

1998) argues that for situations in which the separation was only partial, such as in 

Ireland and India-Pakistan, the observed political violence would have been much worse 

without any separation. Thus, the denial to violent groups of physical access to potential 

targets is believed to be the best way to eliminate attacks from the other side. Another 
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perspective focuses on the punishment function of barriers. Because barriers are usually 

militarized and supplied with different surveillance technologies, they inflict some level 

of deaths, injuries, and damage on attackers. Non-military punishments (e.g., economic 

sanctions) may also be involved (Morgan, 2003: 157–158). The conventional wisdom 

regarding barriers, then, understands that the security outcomes flow directly from the 

construction of the barrier itself (Figure 2.3). 

 

   

 

                  

                 High # of attacks        Medium # of attacks      Low # of attacks 

Figure 2.3: Alternative Explanations. 

According to these arguments, the worst situation would be to have no barrier, 

which would lead to a high number of attacks. Having a discontinuous barrier is a better 

situation because it still reduces the number of attacks. The best situation would be 

having a continuous barrier because in this case the barrier would either eliminate or 

cause a severe decline in the number of attacks.  

Finally, in an impressive study on Israeli “counter-terrorism policies,” Daniel 

Byman (2011: 329) argues that attack tactics are not equal. He compares the lethality of 

mortar and rocket attacks to suicide bombings and settlement and roadside attacks in the 

Palestinian-Israeli context. He contends that all types of attacks kill Israelis, but none 

come close to the effectiveness and lethality of suicide bombing. He provides evidence 
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that many more Israelis have been killed by suicide bombings than by any other tactic. 

The scholar Bruce Hoffman (2009) also found that suicide bombing produce more than 

twenty-five times as many causalities as other forms of violence. Because suicide 

bombing is a tactic that requires the presence of the perpetrator at the attack scene, 

barriers constitute an effective obstacle to such tactics.  

While appealing in plausibility and simplicity, I argue that this account is limited 

at best. It overlooks the variations, which can be significant, within each group. My 

argument and the cases that follow demonstrate that borders and barriers vary 

significantly more than accounted for by the conventional augments, which assume that 

the only serious effect barriers have is on the number of attacks. My hypotheses provide 

theoretically reasoned explanations as to why barriers may have other effects on violent 

groups and their attacks. While the conventional argument assumes that violent groups 

are equally (in) capable and they would all respond in the same way, in reality some 

militant groups enjoy much more freedom locally in practicing their violent activities 

than others. Moreover, different militant groups have different skills, arsenals and 

networks. Consequently, their responses to barriers vary in different areas and times. 

Thus, my theory incorporates that violent groups are not all the same and they can have 

different reactions to states’ border policies.  

Byman and Hoffman are right. Yet, I argue that the attack tactics militant groups 

adopt are of upmost importance to any barrier analysis. A fully effective deterrence 

policy, of which barriers are held as examples, should terminate any attempt to launch 

attacks. If attacks persist, it means that deterrence was not completely successful. 
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Furthermore, to many violent groups, launching attacks is a success even if there are no 

causalities because these attacks put into question the state’s monopoly over use of force. 

Thus, Byman focuses on the perspective of the state that builds the barrier rather than the 

violent groups that challenge them.16 Finally, attacks are not solely about lethality. 

Instead, they are about hitting strategic locations. Though Gaza mortars and rockets were 

not as lethal as suicide bombing, which is implied by Byman, over time the rockets 

became increasingly threatening to Israel with the development of their range and 

precision. Analysts and Israeli officials admit to the increasing seriousness of threats 

from Gaza after Israel’s Operation Pillars of Defense in Gaza in late 2012. Rockets from 

Gaza reached strategic locations in Israel as far as Jerusalem and Tel Aviv (Benson, 

2012; Winer, 2013). 

In fact, this study argues that regardless of whether the barrier is continuous or 

discontinuous, it may still suffer a level of attacks that is as high as a border without a 

barrier if violent activities are not suppressed. The subsequent sections of this chapter 

outline and explain the two major hypotheses.  

HYPOTHESIS 1: DEGREE OF SECURITY COOPERATION AND NUMBER OF ATTACKS AND 

TACTICAL INNOVATIONS 

H1: Regardless of the level of fortification, the greater the degree of security cooperation 

with agencies on the other side of the borders, the fewer the attacks, and the less the 

likelihood of tactical innovations.  

                                                
16This is because he emphasizes lethality of attacks, which is the most important dimension states usually 
consider when exposed to violence.  
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This claim goes back to the shared nature of barriers and borders. Cooperation 

implies agreement from certain actors on the other side on the security arrangements on 

the borders. Defending this hypothesis requires explaining the relationship between (a) 

the number of cross-border violent attacks and cooperation, (b) tactical innovations by 

cross-border violent groups and cooperation, and (c) specifying observations that should 

support this.   

Barriers differ on how much security cooperation is available between the 

security agencies on both sides. Security cooperation could take place between states but 

also between states and non-state actors. In fact, involving one of the militant groups in 

suppression of other violent groups may be one of the most effective strategies of 

suppressing violence at home. This is because violent groups are more familiar of 

militant groups’ activities, nature and structures than are states. Security cooperation 

whether with another state or with a militant group could happen through direct talks or 

through third party mediation.    

Security cooperation is measured by several indicators. First, security cooperation 

must include a formal or informal agreement between the state on the one hand and some 

actor/s on the other side on the other. Security agreements specifically address 

suppressing violent groups and insurgents involved in launching attacks on the concerned 

state. Second, security cooperation also involves direct local crackdowns on violent 

groups, their activities, organizations and structures. This can take the form of arrests or 

assassination of violent groups by local security agents. Finally, security cooperation may 

also include giving the state across the border the green light to or showing no resistance 
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to having it enter the territory and perform limited operations targeting militant groups. 

Some of the cases at hand involve one or all forms of security cooperation. Whenever 

possible, the cases will explain substantive differences in the effect of these types of 

security cooperation.  

Decentralization and Security Cooperation 

With a threat from the other side of the border, the most efficient way to decrease 

or eliminate cross-border attacks is delegating authorities to suppress threats at home. 

First, low level or no cooperation on security issues with agencies from the other side 

requires the state to spend time and effort on intelligence and perhaps punishment of 

violent activities in territories that are not defined under its own jurisdiction. This could 

be costly not only financially but also diplomatically. Financially, intelligence and 

punishment missions require a lot of resources, such as costs of collecting information in 

a foreign territory and launching military operations. Diplomatically, if the concerned 

state decides to strike back in the form of punishment of foreign violent groups, it may 

risk it reputation internationally by not respecting international boundaries.  

Conventional “counter-terrorism” perspectives contend that “terrorism” is an act 

of war that challenges the legitimate foundation of the state and/or its political system. 

Therefore, it is a serious threat that must be fought aggressively by the concerned state 

with military forces and civilian intelligence agencies (Cerlinsten & Schmid, 1992; 

Chalk, 1995; Sederberg, 1995). Yet, these missions require much information about the 

“terrorist” or militant groups and are costly. Additionally, suppression by a foreign state 

may create a cycle of violence and counter-violence as well as increased hostilities.  
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Thus the unintended consequences of direct state involvement in punishment and 

suppression of cross-border violence may be increased violence. Several studies of 

“terrorism” reveal that state repression policies, such as assassinations and incursions in 

many cases did not stop attacks. Rather, repression by an external state sometimes 

resulted in more violence (Beggan, 2008; Lichbach, 1987; Dugan & Chenoweth, 2012; 

Enders  & Sandler, 1993 & 2005; Brophy-Baermann & Conybeare, 1994; Bloom, 2004; 

Hafez & Wiktorowicz, 2004). Instead of reliance on direct military intervention across 

the border, a state can suppress violence by involving the state across the border or even 

some insurgents in the suppression of violence measures.  

Regardless of the size, having some locational ability helps in building and 

developing the violent infrastructure to challenge the sovereignty of the state across the 

border, even if that states builds a barrier. When local authorities suppress these activities 

or at least facilitate their suppression, violent groups’ operations and capabilities are very 

restricted. Without local suppression of violent activities, violent groups can launch 

attacks, build their own arsenal, import weapons, train new recruits and even build their 

own networks and institutions.    

Delegation of authority to local actors has proved effective even in other issue 

areas. In an impressive study on boundary regimes, George Gavrilis (2008) discovered 

that in cases when states delegated authorities to local border agents, cooperation among 

these agents appeared and borders were well administered. Similarly, in a completely 

different field, Kaufman (1960) found that decentralization of the Forest Service into five 

forest districts in the United States allowed rangers to cooperate more effectively and 
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develop close relations with local communities in managing the forests. Economists attest 

that China’s decentralized industrial policies caused a great efficient economic growth in 

the country in the last two decades of the twentieth century. This policy relied on 

different non-state and non-private actors to take the lead in the businesses (Bardhan, 

2002). Bolivia relied on local farmers to enforce a quota on coca production, while 

diversifying their production into diverse crops. This system resulted in 12-13% decrease 

in coca production in 2011. This policy has proved to be much more effective than the 

direct intervention of the Drug Enforcement Administration (Has Bolivia, 2013). In all of 

the above cases, delegation of authority to local and low level actors has proved effective 

in achieving efficient systems in divergent contexts.  

A similar dynamic occurs with respect to states subjected to cross-border attacks 

by different non-state actors on the other side of the borders. The more the state relies on 

its own resources to punish violent groups on the other side, the more it has to closely 

monitor developments beyond its borders, with time, effort and money spent on learning 

the nature of the territory, culture, dynamics of relations, resources, etc. on the other side. 

The target state will also have to learn about the structure, locations and tactics of the 

militant groups. Even if the state has a repertoire of information about these groups, this 

repertoire needs to be constantly updated as these militant groups may adapt and change 

over time. This requires dedicating many resources on targets that are beyond the state 

borders. 

Some studies reveal that certain empires and states managed to suppress bandits 

and tribal violence by getting them involved in suppressing the society they emerged 
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from (Blok, 2001:16; Barkey, 1994). Delegation of some authority to actors on the other 

side is a very effective mechanism in suppressing cross-border violent attacks. I call this 

“security cooperation” because it entails cooperation between a state and agents from the 

other side on security related issues.  

Security Cooperation and Joint Suppression of Violent Groups 

Security cooperation pools information and efforts to suppress violent activities at 

home. My research argues that suppression of violent activities by local actors is key in 

fighting cross-border attacks. Cooperation between the state that is subject to cross-

border attacks and agents from the other side gives the issue of policing the border some 

bilateral nature. This is not to imply that control of the borders is necessarily balanced or 

that both parties are dispute and conflict free. On the contrary, any security cooperation 

could be riddled with conflict over how to suppress violent activities, which violent 

groups to suppress, and when exactly. Yet, any cooperation is dependent on both actors’ 

willingness and capabilities to enter such a relationship. This is largely dependent on 

what benefits each actors expects from their cooperation. If both sides believe that 

cooperation would create a better situation, e.g. fewer attacks for the state and more 

power for cross-border actors, cooperation is highly likely. A state may use a barrier in 

this situation as a bargaining chip in the sense of threatening the concerned actors across 

the border to enforce border-security or it will isolate itself and build a barrier.  

Security cooperation creates a regime of norms and practices through which 

partner states or non-state actors benefit. The have a stake in the suppression of violent 

activities because they have more authority, representation, power, and recognition or 
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(limited) independence. If trust is present, the security apparatuses of actor A (the target 

state) and actor B (the state or a non-state actor on the other side of the border) can 

coordinate their work in a way that would maximize their resources. They may jointly 

police the borders and even the territory beyond the reach of the state.  

The security apparatuses of the target state (actor A) and the state or non-state 

actor on the other side (actor B) are deployed and focused on locations on different sides 

of the border. Actor B’s side of the border is a site for militant efforts to attack actor A.17 

With a security cooperation agreement, the security agencies on both sides face a 

common dilemma: neither can afford an attack. The security apparatus of actor A is 

under pressure to prevent attacks and uphold the legitimacy of the state, while on side B, 

the security agents are commissioned to detect, terminate and punish violent activities 

from their side of the border. With significant incentives and threats attached, if the 

security agents on side B are lax in their duties, both political communities suffer the 

consequences, though perhaps disproportionately.    

To avoid the costs of punishment and in order to maintain the security agents 

active in their duties of suppressing violent groups at home, the state (actor A) needs to 

always maintain the incentive for the security agents (state or non-state actor B) to 

continue cracking down on violent groups. If actor A decides not to do so, B at some 

point might decide that the rewards it gets from cooperating with A are not worth it, 

                                                
17These militants receive military training and may even try to smuggle weapons to launch their attacks. 
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particularly if it has acquired a local reputation for suppressing its own people for the 

service of others for the benefit of actor A.18  

If both security agencies can pool their efforts and coordinate actions, it is highly 

likely that militant activities would largely decline and violent groups won’t be able to 

muster the resources to innovate. To perpetrate attacks and to determine what tactics 

should be adopted violent groups need resources. They need weapons, raw materials, 

funding and training, which could be provided through their networks and institutions 

(Desouza & Hensgen, 2007: 598 & 600). These networks provide linkages with external 

sources and other militant groups to share materials and skills. Without supplies of 

materials and the know-how needed for the execution of attacks under different 

circumstances, violent groups cannot innovate. Michael Horowitz (2010b) demonstrates 

that linkages and cooperation with other militant groups increase violent groups’ 

capabilities, which are essential for the introduction of new tactics by non-state actors 

(see also Desouza & Hensgen 2007: 593). 

Channels of communication, mutual monitoring, and sanctioning are significant 

factors that cause cooperation to evolve and sustain itself (Ostrom, 1990; Keohane, 

1984). The possibility of meeting iteratively in similar interactions in the future gives 

incentives for commitment and causes the cooperative relations to persist. Each in this 

case devotes substantial effort and time to monitoring one another and imposing 

sanctions. Shared information is essential for the success of monitoring and sanctioning 

                                                
18Actor A benefits from this cooperation by having actor B suppress the militant threats before reaching the 
border. Actor B benefits from this cooperation by acquiring more recognition, resources, and authority.   
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(Axelrod, 1984; Ostrom, 1990) and in the long run, if both parties commit to the 

cooperation, and the benefits it offers, a more durable peace can be established. 

However, for cooperation to succeed, monitoring and sanctioning should be 

applied to both parties in the cooperative interaction regardless of their power relations. 

Failure to meet this requirement dooms the cooperative relationship. Taking cues from 

works on cooperation, I examine three conditions that allow cooperation to ensue 

between the concerned state and security agents on the other side. These conditions are 

(a) communication, (b) the ability to monitor behavior, and (c) sanctioning.  

• Communication: each side must accept the other as a legitimate representative 

with the right to have authority over the other side. To be able to identify and deal 

with several problems between the security agents on both sides of the border, it 

is essential to have means of communication to discuss and negotiate concerned 

problems, propose solutions and even share information. This condition is met 

when there is a formal or informal security agreement between representatives 

from the two sides (see Keohane, 1984:244). Cases with no discussions of the 

security issues related to militant attacks do not fulfill this condition. Meetings for 

discussions do not necessarily involve high-level officials, but absolutely must 

include low-level officials on the ground. Having a joint security force on the 

borders is an indicator of the presence of such condition.  

• Monitoring: cooperative agreements usually establish standards of behavior to be 

followed and provide methods of monitoring this behavior. Monitoring is to 

confirm that the other side’s behavior fits within the defined standards of behavior 
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based on the agreed on solutions. This is usually best fulfilled in joint security 

forces (Gavrilis, 2008: 33; Keohane, 1984: 245).  

• Sanctioning: both sides should set clear mechanisms that enable sanctioning of 

the parties in case they do not fulfill the agreement or deviate from the agreed on 

behavior. It is extremely important that sanctioning can be applied to any 

violators regardless of the power structure of the relationship. If punishment is 

always unidirectional in the sense that only one party is punished for deviations 

and violations of the agreement, this condition is not fulfilled.  

If security cooperation is successful, it pools the information, resources and 

efforts of agents on both sides of the borders to suppress cross-border violence. By 

enhancing the local authorities’ or local groups’ capabilities to crack down on violent 

groups’ activities, cross-border security cooperation strikes a major blow against militant 

activities on the other side. This is because in these situations, violent groups lose their 

freedom of action and access to military resources needed for launching attacks and 

introducing new attacks. Under these conditions, attacks are expected to either decrease 

or even stop, but even if attacks continue, violent groups would not be capable to be 

tactically innovative.  

HYPOTHESIS 2: FORTIFICATION AND TACTICAL SHIFTS  

H2: greater fortification causes violent groups to adapt by substituting their tactics.  

There are three reasons to expect a direct relationship between level of 

fortification and tactical shifts: first, though not a sufficient condition, for violent groups 

to continue attacking despite the barrier, they must have the motivation to do so. It has 
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been established in the political science literature that non-state actors are usually 

motivated by long-term fundamental goals, such as ending occupation and territorial 

control, and policy change, as well as short-term instrumental and operational goals that 

pave the way to the long-term ones (Dutter & Seliktar, 2007: 431, Kydd & Walter, 2006, 

Bloom, 2004), as in bombings, rocketing and tunneling. The persistence of their long-

term goal keeps non-state actors continuously motivated to attack despite all obstacles 

and deterrence policies even if they are not necessarily gaining much from any specific 

attack.  

The conventional wisdom expects that fortification of the borders in the form of 

building walls and fences stops or decreases attacks from the other side. However, the 

reality is quite different. Barriers and fortifications may in fact motivate violence. 

Essentially, barriers may have the opposite effect of increasing motivations to attack. 

First, a barrier limits access to resources, such as water and land, jobs, weapons, and 

materiel, such as weapons, jobs or others. Second, barriers are generally indiscriminate 

by nature. Thus, although barriers in conflict cases are claimed to be initiatives to 

eliminate certain activities, normally violence, they stand as an obstacle to all other sorts 

of activities as well, such as economic and social interactions. This could motivate more 

people to get involved in militant activities.19 

Violent groups who face new obstacles to the pursuit of their violent activities and 

whose tactics became difficult to implement due to these new obstacles shift to different 

                                                
19This research however is not about individuals’ motivations to join violent groups or get involved in 
violent activities.  
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tactics that are possible to execute despite the new barrier or fortifications. Tactical shifts 

however, could be to more sophisticated or less sophisticated than the tactics employed 

before, depending on what military resources insurgents have access to and what the 

barrier allows. If violent groups have access to external resources even after the 

construction of the barrier or the increased fortification on the border, they are expected 

to switch to more sophisticated attack tactics. If these violent groups have no access to 

such resources, they are expected to resort to older or less sophisticated attack tactics.  

Third, higher levels of fortification mean that violent groups have restricted 

access to resources and lack freedom of movement. Fortification may render certain 

tactics impossible or difficult to implement. Under these circumstances, if violent groups 

have both the will to attack, they are expected to shift to attack tactics though not 

necessarily to more sophisticated ones. Several scholars have underlined the tactical 

flexibility of non-state actors in the face of the different deterrence policies adopted by 

the target state/s. Peter Andreas found that “as border controls have improved, so too has 

the skill of smugglers in circumventing them.” He adds, “In the case of the US-Mexico 

border, signaling a commitment to the idea of deterrence and projecting an image of 

progress toward that goal has been more politically consequential for state actors than 

actually achieving deterrence” (2000: 96 & 9). 

Enders and Sandler (2002a & b) found that each “anti-terrorism” policy 

influences violent groups’ choice of operations by either affecting their resources or the 

relative costliness of different kinds of attacks. According to them, such policies can have 

an “income effect” or “substitution effect” or both. The income effect involves the overall 
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level of available resources – e.g., freezing violent groups’ assets and their overall ability 

to conduct a violent campaign. If a government action increases the resource outlays 

necessary to undertake a particular type of operation, then there is a motive to substitute 

to some less costly operation that achieves a similar outcome at less cost. A commonly 

used example is how the installation of screening devices in US airports in early 1973 

made skyjackings more difficult, thus encouraging violent groups to substitute to other 

kinds of hostage missions or to stage a skyjacking from an airport outside of the United 

States. 
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Chapter 3: Where is the Line?  

A Background on the Status of the Palestinian-Israeli Borders and the 

Evolution of Separation 

As a Palestinian growing up in Gaza city, borders separating Israelis from the 

Palestinians were among the themes that caught my attention and motivated many of my 

childhood questions. However, from my own personal experience living in both Gaza and 

the West Bank, the borders today have developed to become much more visible and 

hardened than ever. Until late 1980s, I remember my parents driving us to visit our 

family in the West Bank and Israel and I do not recall anyone stopping us on the road. 

We could leave whenever we wanted during the day or at night. Things are not the same 

today. Gaza is hermetically sealed, the West Bank has barriers enveloping many areas, 

and Jerusalem has become unreachable for most Palestinians. As a Gazan, visiting my 

family in Israel or in the West Bank today requires a very hard-to-get Israeli permit and 

even driving my private car in Israel and between different towns in the occupied 

territories of Palestine is not allowed.  

This short chapter will offer an overview of the status of the Palestinian and 

Israeli borders. It will also provide a historic background to the development of 

separation between the Palestinians and the Israelis from an abstract idea into a reality on 

the ground. This chapter will demonstrate that the historical development of the 

separation concept within the Palestinian-Israeli conflict is one for both main cases, the 
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Gaza Strip and the West Bank. This overview aims at providing a better understanding of 

developments that will be detailed in the following chapters on Gaza and the West Bank 

BORDERS IN THE HISTORY OF THE CONFLICT 

To understand the background behind building the Israeli Gaza and West bank 

barriers, one has to go back to the history of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Legally, no 

agreements have been reached between the Palestinians and the Israelis on the 

international borders to separate them form each other. Yet, the Green Line, also known 

as the Armistice Line, is the internationally recognized frontier between the two groups. 

The Green Line is a product of agreements signed in the spring and summer of 1948 

between Israel and neighboring Arab countries: Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, and Jordan under 

UN mediation. The Armistice Lines run along the borderlines of British Mandate 

Palestine, except in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. In the latter two areas the lines 

were determined by the outcomes of war between the Jewish militias and the Arab 

countries in 1948 (1949-1967 Armistice, 1948; 1949 Armistice Agreement). 20   

The Armistice agreement concerning the West Bank was signed between Israel 

and Jordan which controlled the West Bank until 1967. Old villagers near the Green Line 

today tell how one day after the 1948 war, they saw Israeli and Jordanian officers walk 

along the valleys and hills with maps and mark the armistice line with barrels. Some 

villagers were told to move up hill to be on the Jordanian side (Kershner, 2011). A 

similar agreement was signed by Egypt and Israel concerning the Gaza Strip.   

                                                
20Known to the Israelis as the war of independence and to the Palestinians as the Nakba (Catastrophe in 
Arabic) referring to Palestinian displacement and loss of homeland. 
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After Israel occupied both the West Bank and Gaza Strip, in addition to the Sinai 

Peninsula and the Golan Heights as a consequence of the 1967 war, it signed a peace 

agreement with Egypt which returned Sinai to Egypt in exchange for peace in late 1970- 

early 1980s. The treaty was also the first agreement between Israel and an Arab country 

and it included mutual recognition of the shared borders (Asser, 2010). Jordan became 

the second Arab country to sign a treaty with Israel in 1994. Both parties agreed on the 

River Jordan as a borderline in the north and demarcated the desert border to the south of 

the Dead Sea. Jordan and Israel also agreed on the borders between Jordan and the West 

Bank “without prejudice to the status” of the territory (Israel-Jordan, 1994; Asser, 2010).  

Despite international recognition of the pre-1967 borders, Armistice Line, or the 

Green Line as the legal borders of the West Bank and the potential borders of the future 

Palestinian state, many Israelis would disagree. In fact, Israeli officials have never seen 

the Green Line as a definitive political fact. To them, the character of Israel as a Jewish 

state is not yet realized. This vision was clearly brought to the fore in early discussions at 

the Knesset concerning the Green Line (The Constituent, 1949).  

After the 1967 the occupation of the West Bank,21 the Gaza Strip, the Sinai 

Desert, and the Golan Heights, Israel built extensive Jewish settlements on Palestinian 

owned lands (Asser, 2010; Newman, 2013:138).22 The first settlement approved by the 

Israeli government was Kiryat Arba, which was established in 1968 in the north section 

                                                
21Israel insists that East Jerusalem, which was also part of the Jordanian controlled West Bank and 
occupied by Israel in 1967, is not part of the occupied territories. 
22Until 2004-5, Gaza had about seventeen recognized Israeli settlements inside the Gaza Strip and built on 
Palestinian land (Settlements). 
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of the Palestinian city of Hebron. Other Israeli Jewish nationalists tried to establish 

themselves in other areas in the West Bank. According to the Foundation for Middle East 

Peace, as of the end of 2012, the West Bank (excluding Jerusalem) had about 134 

officially recognized settlements with an approximate population of 350,000 (Settlements 

in the West Bank; Israeli settlements, 1982).23 These settlements, along with other 

developments that will be detailed below, have continued to this day to cross over the 

Green Line.  

BORDERS AT THE PRESENT TIME 

While the lines separating Palestinians and Israelis are starkly visible today, the 

borders are not finalized nor are they legally demarcated, as Palestinian and Israeli 

officials do not agree on where the line should be. For instance, on September 4th 2013, 

the Associated Press reported one of the latest attempts at defining the Palestinian-Israeli 

borders that was rejected by the Palestinians. In the context of negotiations launched by 

the US Secretary of State, John Kerry, Israel proposed the establishment of a Palestinian 

state within provisional borders. The proposal includes leaving dozens of Israeli 

settlements and military bases in the West Bank intact. One of the main issues with the 

proposals is the Israeli opposition to returning to the pre-1967 lines, which represents the 

Palestinian demand and entails evacuation of Israeli settlements in the West Bank and 

withdrawal from East Jerusalem. The proposal indicates that Israel wants to retain control 

                                                
23As of 2010, there were 14 settlements in the Jerusalem with a population of 198,629 (Settlements in East 
Jerusalem). Please note that since then, settlement activities, particularly around the Jerusalem area has 
reached an unprecedented pace, especially in 2012-3 (see Friedman & Ofran). 
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of 40% of the West Bank while postponing other difficult issues in the conflict, such as 

the status of Jerusalem, and the refugees (Federman and Daraghmeh, 2013). 

This was not the only failed attempt at drawing the borders. The Oslo accords 

postponed negotiations on borders to final status issues in early 1990s. In 2000, the 

Palestinians refused an Israeli offer of a Palestinians state on about 82% of the West 

Bank24 and 100% of the Gaza Strip (Baumgarten, 2003:16; Jacoby, 2007: 99). In most 

cases, if not all, negotiations on borders failed because, among other things, the Israeli 

offers do not meet the Palestinian demand of returning to the pre-1967 borders, whether 

East Jerusalem would be on the Palestinian side, and whether the Israeli settlements 

would be evacuated (Mitchell et al, 2001: 7).  

In the absence of any formal agreement between the two parties and amid the 

mounting violence, Israel built the Gaza fence in 1995. Then, with the breakdown of 

negotiations in 2000 Israel unilaterally began the construction of the West Bank barriers 

without any consultation with the Palestinians on where the barrier lines should be. While 

the Palestinians insist that these barriers are de facto demarcations of the future 

Palestinian state, Israel repeatedly emphasized that these barriers are not the final 

political borders, and that there is room for modifications. However, many agree that 

Israel will not dismantle its barriers in the foreseeable future and that these barriers will 

influence any final status negotiations on Palestinian-Israeli borders (Rothem, 2011).  

                                                
24Israel claims that if offered about 95% of the West Bank in its proposal but on the other hand included a 
plan to annex a strip of land along the borders with Jordan to ensure security, which adds up to about 10% 
of the West Bank (see Baumgarten, 2004:13). 
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Since 1967, Israel has carried out many policies that blurred the Green Line and 

rendered it insignificant in practice, especially in the West Bank. These include the 

creation and expansion of the Israeli settlements inside the West Bank, which resulted in 

having Israeli Jewish population on both sides of the line.25Additionally, the Israeli 

checkpoints and an extensive web of Jewish only bypass, security roads and highways as 

well as building the Israeli barrier that bisect the West Bank into small cantons 

(Kershner, 2011).  

To many Palestinians the Green Line serves as a potential border (Kershner, 

2011) and based on this line, these Palestinians aspire to establish their state side by side 

with Israel. In fact, on November 29th, 2012, a Palestinian state was recognized on the 

1967 borders including the West Bank and East Jerusalem in response to a bid to non-

member observer state at the UN General Assembly led by Palestinian Authority 

president Mahmoud Abbas (The Green Line; Burns, et al., 2012).  

THE IDEA OF SEPARATION 

Israel’s concept of separation from the Palestinian population is not new. Even 

before the establishment of the state of Israel, the Zionist movement26 advocated the 

establishment of a Jewish homeland in Palestine. The movement and the immigration it 

encouraged ignored the presence of a deeply culturally, socially and economically rooted 

Palestinian Arab community and emphasized the Jewish nature of the state (Nakhleh, 

1991: 33-4).  

                                                
25According to Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics, as of January 2013, 4% of Israel’s total population 
(7,836,600) lives in the West Bank settlements (Aderet, 2013). 
26The Jewish nationalist movement behind the establishment of the state of Israel in the late 19th century. 
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During the British Mandate over Palestine in the inter-war period, Jewish and 

Palestinian nationalism started to develop and take shape on the ground. Both 

communities demanded the British to grant them self-determination in Palestine. The 

British in their turn, gave contradictory promises to both the Jews and the Palestinians. 

This is evident in the Sykes Picot Agreement of 1916, Balfour Declaration of 1917, 

which promised the Jews a homeland in Palestine, and the Hussein-McMahon 

Correspondence in 1915-6 promising the Arabs27 self-determination and control over the 

land. Given these conflicting promises during that period, both communities made 

ownership claims with respect to the same plot of land, British mandate Palestine 

(Jacoby, 2007: 11-2) and partition was offered as a solution.  

The first official partition proposition was offered by the Peel Commission. 

Between 1936 and 1939 the Palestinian Arab revolt in Palestine reached its peak. The 

revolt rejected the British consent to Jewish immigration and land purchases in Palestine, 

which they feared would lead to Palestinian Arabs becoming a minority in a future 

Palestine. The Peel Commission listed testimonies from both sides on the ground in July 

1937. At the beginning Arab leadership refused to join the meetings in objection to the 

idea of partition, but they participated at some point. The Jewish leadership in turn 

collected all possible evidence to the Jewish rights to land. The Arab leaders explained 

the history of the land, the Arab independence movement, and the British promises to the 

                                                
27The correspondence did not include direct reference to Palestine but it did refer to the “region,” which 
included what is known later as British mandate Palestine, promising an independent Arab state assisted 
and recognized by the British. Hussein and the Palestinians this was a promise to establish an independent 
Palestinian state though McMahon explained that this promised was given to only “purely Arab” areas, 
which excludes Palestine from his perspective (Sir Henry, 1915; The Hussein).   
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Arabs. Privately, the Zionists lobbied hard for their demands. The Peel Commission 

proposed the abolition of the British Mandate in Palestine and portioning the country 

between the two people, giving the Jews 33% of the land, with Jerusalem left under 

British control. The Arabs however, rejected the idea of a Zionist state on the land, while 

the Zionist movement rejected the details of the plan and pushed for a Zionist state 

(Miller, 2010: 119-20; Jacoby, 2007: 13; Arab-Israeli wars, 2011; Sachar, 2007.).  

As violence continued to mount, the British government sent another commission 

of four members, known as the Woodhead Commission, to Palestine in April 1938, but 

Arab leaders who resolutely refused the partition idea refused to meet the committee. The 

Commission reported to the British Parliament and expressed its rejection of the 

recommendations of the Peel Committee. They indicated that the Jewish state, according 

to the earlier partition plan, might be viable economically, but the proposed Arab state 

would not be. The Woodhead Commission proposed reduction of the land allotted to the 

Jewish state by adding the Galilee to the Mandate area and adding the south of Jaffa to 

the Arab state. The commission offered another option, which limited the Jewish state to 

part of the coastal plain, while northern and southern Palestine would be under a separate 

mandate. Two of the commission members preferred the latter plan, one the former, and 

the fourth declared that no partition plan was possible. Thus, the British government 

issued an official report stating that partition was not practical (Arab-Israeli Wars, 2011).  

The next step towards separation came through the newly established UN in 1947 

after escalating violence between Jews and Arabs in Palestine impacted the British ability 

to govern. Jewish clandestine gangs like Irgun, Lehi, and Etzel attacked the British 
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authorities for denying entry to Jewish immigrants, which culminated in the King David 

bombing in July 1946 in Jerusalem. The British decided to end their mandate and detach 

themselves from the conflict. The Palestine question was handed to the UN. In 1947, the 

UN formed the UN Special Committee on Palestine to investigate the instability. The 

committee acknowledged the contradictory nationalist aspirations of Jews and Arabs in 

Palestine and on November 29th, 1947, the UN General Assembly passed resolution 181, 

calling for partitioning the country into two states; one Arab Palestinian and one Jewish.28 

Yet, the 1948 war defined the realities on the ground and established the state of Israel on 

the majority of mandate Palestine (Miller, 2010: 13; Jacoby, 2007: 15). 

After the 1967 war that resulted in the occupation of the Gaza Strip and the West 

Bank, the idea of separation between Jews and Palestinians was revived in political 

discussions in Israel. The international community backed this idea of separation through 

UN Resolution 242 of November 1967 calling for an Israeli withdrawal from the 

occupied territories and the establishment of two separate states. Debate inside Israel was 

torn between those who backed separation and those who called for populating the 

“liberated” territories, with the latter stream being more influential. Consecutive Israeli 

governments tried to maintain control over land, resources and the economy while 

avoiding responsibility for the Palestinians. Settlements in the occupied territories were 

part of this attitude. New movements of religious Zionists were established later on, such 

as Gush Emunim that promoted Jewish settlement on Gaza and the West Bank, 

                                                
28The Partition plan gave the Arabs only 45% of the land though they formed 2/3 of the population while 
the Jews were given more than 55% of the land though they were 1/3 of the population (See Abu-Lughod, 
1971). 
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sometimes violently. These settlements and their connecting roads isolate the Palestinians 

population centers and prevent their expansion. (Jacoby, 2007: 16-7; Cook & Hanieh, 

2006: 339).  

Israel’s closure policy started in 1967 when it declared the Gaza Strip and the 

West Bank closed military areas.29 However in 1972, Israel emphasized the economic 

integration of the Palestinians and granted them freedom of movement to the Palestinians 

through its general exit orders. Accordingly, Palestinians could move freely between the 

Palestinian areas and between these areas and Israel except between the hours of 1am and 

5am. Israel however, changed this policy in late 1989 as it started to establish its 

checkpoint regime along with different sorts of movement permits.30 It did so by 

introducing a magnetic card system for border crossings, which was not granted to 

released prisoners, former administrative detainees, or Palestinians who were detained 

without charges. In early 1991, Israel officially revoked the general exit permits of 1972 

and every Palestinian from the Palestinian territories was required to hold a personal exit 

permit to enter Israel and East Jerusalem. This permit policy became more restrictive in 

1993 and even more so in 2000. After signing the Oslo agreement in 1993, Israeli 

introduced its system of general closure, which sealed off access to Israel and East 

Jerusalem, which was enforced through a series of checkpoints. Although the Palestinian 

Authority established its own checkpoints next to the Israeli ones in the outskirts of 

                                                
29Basically, Palestinians were not allowed to exit. 
30This could be in response to the first Palestinian Intifada (1987-1991), international developments, such 
as negotiations between Israel and the PLO and the Gulf war, and/or simply development in the separation 
ideology in Israel.   
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Palestinian towns and villages, it was Israel that decided who could enter and exit 

(Checkpoints, 2011; The Humanitarian, 2007; Akkaya et al, 2011).  

Today, Israeli checkpoints take different forms: temporary and permanent 

checkpoints, roadblocks (rows of 1-meter concrete blocks), metal gates, earth mounds 

and walls, trenches and road barriers. Israel’s closure policy now includes: 1) internal 

closures, which restrict movement inside the Palestinian areas; 2) external closures, 

which restrict movement between the Palestinian areas and East Jerusalem and Israel; and 

3) external international closures, which restrict access from the West Bank to Jordan and 

from Gaza to Egypt (Checkpoints, 2011; Akkaya et al, 2011).  

At the peak of the first Intifada of 1980s, the Likud Party proposed the idea of a 

fence separating Palestinians from the Israelis (Levertov, 2003).31 In fact, in the late 

1980s Israel introduced a boundary regime between itself and the Palestinians of Gaza 

and the West Bank by imposing closures and permit regimes in order to control 

Palestinian movement into Israel (Newman, 2013: 137).   

After the commencement of the peace talks with the Palestinians in the early 

1990s, late Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin of the Labor party turned the idea of separation 

into a visible reality through the construction of the Gaza fence in 1995. Though Rabin 

had backed the idea of partition earlier, Palestinian suicide bombings in Israel motivated 

the decision to bring partition into reality. The partition was meant to affect not only 

Gaza, but the West Bank as well. However, at this time, both the Israeli left and right 
                                                
31The peace agreement with Egypt in 1978 was the first official context in which the partition idea was 
indirectly brought up and was coupled with the two-state solution. According to the agreement, the two-
state solution is to be decided five years following the establishment of a Palestinian self-rule. The latter 
was not established until 1993 and the two-state solution was never agreed on. 
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opposed the barriers. Shimon Peres from the left for example, advocated integration of 

Palestinians and Israelis under his idea of a “New Middle East.” All Jewish settlers 

opposed separation, especially those who believe in the idea of “Greater Israel” extending 

from east of the Nile to the Euphrates. However, settler leadership endorsed the idea 

under the condition of including the settlements on the Israeli side. Israeli hardliners 

criticized the idea since it would allow for the establishment of a Palestinian state, which 

they oppose in principle.  (Cordesman, 2006: 91; Jacoby, 2007: 22; Pedahzur, 2012: 166). 

After the assassination of Rabin in 1995, separation was not discussed much in 

Israel until its implementation in the West Bank. Ehud Barack brought the concept back 

by being the first Israeli Prime Minister to bring final status issues (Jerusalem, the 

borders and the refugees) to the negotiating table with the Palestinians in Camp David 

Summit in mid-2000 (Jacoby, 2007: 23). Separation of the West Bank was implemented 

by right wing Likud Party leader Ariel Sharon, who himself had earlier objected to the 

idea of separation. Again the resurgence of suicide bombings in Israeli city centers put 

pressure on Sharon to get a handle on the situation (Pedahzur, 2012:166).      

In sum, the idea of separation between the Palestinians and the Israelis existed 

long before West Bank and Gaza Palestinians starting launching violent attacks against 

Israel. As explained above, the first partition proposal between Arabs and Jews in 

Mandate Palestine was by the Peel Commission. However, this idea started to materialize 

in the form of fences and walls only in the past two decades. In the cases of both barriers, 

Israel highlighted the Palestinian attacks from Gaza and the West Bank and presented its 
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projects as necessary defensive measures. The following chapters will give more detailed 

analyses of the effect of the Israeli barriers on the Palestinian attacks. 
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Chapter 4: The Gaza Fence 

“Human nature, essentially changeable, as unstable as the dust, can endure no restraint; 
if it binds itself it soon begins to tear madly at its bonds, until it rends everything 
asunder, the wall, the bonds, and its very self” (Kafka, 1971: 271). 
 

The Gaza32 fence built in 1995 was the first extensive Israeli barrier project 

launched to separate Palestinians from Israelis. In the early 1990s, the conflict reached 

the Israeli streets with the introduction of a new tactic by Palestinian militant groups:33 a 

wave of suicide bombings, from the Gaza Strip in particular, hit Israeli population 

centers. Gaza suicide bombers crossed the borders with Israel either by subverting or 

circumventing Israeli border police. The Israeli government, under pressure to respond, 

launched a project to build a hi-tech, militarized fence on the borders with the Gaza Strip. 

Israeli Prime Minister, Yitzhak Rabin promised the Israeli public that this fence would 

stop Palestinian attacks in Israel (Gold, 1995:7; Borger, 2007).34 Despite the ongoing 

Oslo Peace negotiations at the time, Israel built the barrier unilaterally and without 

consultation with the newly established Palestinian Authority (PA). 

By mid-1995, the Israeli fence completely encircled the Gaza area35 and had a 

300m buffer zone that was equipped with surveillance cameras, touch sensors, and 

electric wires (Rabinovich, 2007: A13). Although the Gaza fence was supposed to 

prevent Palestinian attacks from reaching Israeli targets, the barrier did not completely 

                                                
32Sometimes, I use “Gaza” to refer to the Palestinian Gaza Strip in general, a 62 km² sandy strip on the 
Mediterranean to the northwest of the Negev. It is bordered by Israel from all sides except in the South, by 
Egypt (The World Factbook, 2011). The main population centers in the Gaza Strip include Gaza city, Beit 
Hanun, Beit Lahya, Jabalya, Bureij Deir Balah, Khan Yunis, and Rafah. 
33From 1990 to 2000, only Hamas and Palestinian Islamic Jihad launched attacks. 
34Rabin was assassinated before launching a similar project on the West Bank. 
35Except Gaza’s borders with Egypt. 
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separate the Palestinian population from the Israelis. This is because Israel hosts a 

Palestinian minority36 concentrated in certain cities in the north of Israel, the Negev 

desert and some major population centers, such as Haifa and Java (Nakhala, 2012: 7; 

Population, 2012). Furthermore, until 2002, Palestinians who lived in the West Bank 

were able to move across the borders with Israel. Finally, if we assume that Israel had the 

goal of separating itself from Gaza Palestinians, then separation was still incomplete until 

the end of 2005. According to the Foundation for Middle East Peace, until 2004-5, Gaza 

had about seventeen recognized37 Israeli settlements built on Palestinian land inside the 

Gaza Strip (Settlements in the Gaza).38  

As Israel expected, the construction of the barrier around Gaza was followed by a 

remarkable decline in the number of attacks initiated from the strip. Nevertheless, Gazan 

militants started to launch attacks again, and at a much higher rate after 2000, despite the 

presence and the further fortification by clearing border areas of trees, beefing up the 

military personnel along the fence, deepening the buffer zone, adding high technology 

observation posts with six-km continuous surveillance capabilities and videotaping, and 

adding mobile surveillance on the Gaza fence (Almog, 2004). Desperate to end these 

attacks and to make its barrier more efficient, Israel unilaterally evacuated its 

settlements39 in Gaza at the end of 2005, expanding the buffer zone, and adding aerial 

                                                
36 According to the Israeli Central Bureau of statistics, as of end of 2011, the Palestinian population in 
Israel (also called the Arab minority) formed 20.6% of the Israeli population. This percentage excludes the 
Palestinians of Jerusalem who were not granted citizenship status after the occupation of the city in 1967. 
37Other settlements and outposts were not recognized and were not included in official statistics. 
38Except Gaza’s borders with Egypt. 
39In announcing the “Disengagement Plan" in December 2003, former Prime Minister Ariel Sharon said 
the withdrawal was to increase security of Israelis, relieve pressure on the Israeli military and reduce 
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surveillance to the barrier.40 However, the Gaza attacks continued to hit Israel and 

remained a major security threat. In this period, Gaza violent groups used all possible 

border infiltration strategies: subversion, circumvention, breaching and scaling the barrier 

to attack Israel.  

What accounts for these different outcomes of the same barrier? What has 

changed that the Israeli barrier was effective at stopping the Gaza attacks in the second 

half of the 1990s but unable to deter attacks in the 2000s? I will look for evidence 

supporting existing plausible and parsimonious arguments that try to explain the 

outcomes of barriers.  

In an impressive study on deterrence of modern violent non-state actors, Dutter 

and Seliktar (2007: 438) find that physical barriers are most effective in deterring violent 

groups attacks when they deny the latter’s physical access to their potential targets. Hillel 

Frisch (2007a: 10 & 21) contends that the Gaza barrier was relatively successful, 

particularly after the evacuation of the Israeli settlements in Gaza in the end of 2005 

because as a continuous obstacle, it completely separated the Israeli population from the 

Palestinians so that the Gaza militants could not reach their targets. He however, does not 

deny the possibility of tactical shifts that could be or become lethal. Others like 

                                                
friction between Israelis and Palestinians. Hamas claims that the withdrawal is the result of violent 
Palestinian resistance to Israeli occupation (Morley, 2005). Yet, some believe the move was meant to 
forestall any further withdrawals from the West Bank and lessen international pressure on Israel. This is in 
addition to an ideological change in the Israeli right to which the entire Land of Israel, including Gaza and 
the West Bank, became of secondary importance due to realities on the ground. Instead of the idea of “the 
whole Land of Israel,” the democratic nature of the state with a clear Jewish majority was prioritized 
(Rynhold & Waxman, 2008: 11-12). 
40After 2005, Israel also launched on its “Iron Dome” program, which is a missile defense system 
developed with U.S. assistance. Additionally, Israel also frequently used drones (Wilson, 2011; Lui, 2013). 
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Kaufmann argue that for situations in which the separation was partial (e.g., Ireland, 

India/Pakistan), the observed political violence would have been much worse without any 

separation (Kaufmann, 1996). The latter proposition is more difficult to test because it is 

impossible to know how a militant groups would act if there were no barrier at all. If the 

deterrence theory is correct, we should see a decline or disappearance of attacks from 

Gaza right after the construction of the fence in 1995 or at least after 2005, regardless of 

any security cooperation between Israel and the PA in Gaza.  

This chapter explains outcomes of the Gaza fence in light of the Fortification-

Cooperation theory developed in chapter 2. The alternative explanation presents barriers 

as either continuous or partial, which overlooks the possibility of variations among 

barriers in their level of fortification. However, the Gaza fence case demonstrates that the 

same barrier may be modified over time towards more (or less) fortification. The 

deterrence theory also overlooks the fact that every border is shared by at least two 

actors. Thus, when a barrier is built, the neighbors’ involvement, agreement or at least 

acceptance of the presence of the barrier is important, a point the Fortification-

Cooperation theory accounts for. Additionally, the deterrence theory does not take into 

account that militant groups differ according to their access to resources and thus react 

differently to barriers.  

Instead of assuming that the completion of the barrier is the key factor in its 

success, I focus on the context in which barriers are built and, notably, the involvement of 

actors on the other side in policing the border through security cooperation. I also 

examine the context in which violent groups act by addressing their military networks, 
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alliances and supplies. These supplies are key to the continuation of militant groups’ 

violence and to the introduction of new attack tactics. To do so, I employ the 

Fortification-Cooperation theory takes account of the interaction between the Israeli 

barrier and the presence or absence of security cooperation between Israel and the PA. 

This affects the availability of violent groups’ resources since security cooperation 

involves suppression of militant activities locally. The barrier itself may result in tactical 

shifts as it obstructs the execution of certain types of attacks and opens the way for new 

ones.  

The first phase I consider extends from 1990 to 1995 before Israel constructed the 

barrier and before establishing and implementing security cooperation with the PA.41 

Indeed, this period is an extension of the previous years starting with the Israeli direct 

occupation of the Gaza Strip in 1967. According to the Fortification-Cooperation theory, 

this no cooperation-no barrier policy should lead to a tense conflict between the Gaza 

violent groups and Israel. In this situation, armed groups are expected to introduce 

tactical innovations and launch a relatively high number of attacks without tactical 

shifts.42 These outcomes result from the Fortification-Cooperation dynamics. First, lack 

of cross-border cooperation between local actors and Israel provides violent groups with 

some freedom to act locally and build alliances and networks that become sources of 

military materials and/or knowledge. These resources are important both for launching 

                                                
41In fact, the Palestinian Authority (PA) was established in 1993 and set foot in Gaza in 1995. From 1990 
to 1995 no Palestinian political institution governing the Palestinians was present in Gaza or the West 
Bank. The territories at the time were under direct Israeli military occupation. 
42For detailed distinction between tactical shifts and innovations, please refer to chapter 2 of this 
dissertation, pages 40-41. 
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attacks and introducing new tactics for the first time.43 Additionally, tactical shifts, 

known in the literature as the “substitution effect” (See Enders & Sandler, 2002a & b & 

1993), occur when commonly used tactics by violent groups have become costly, i.e. 

difficult or impossible to execute. This usually happens in the context of a new deterrence 

policy, such as construction of a barrier. In these cases, militant groups substitute their 

tactics with less costly ones but possible to execute despite the deterrence policy.  

The second phase starts after the construction of the barrier in 1995 and ends in 

late 2000, when Israel erected the barrier and the Palestinian security apparatus actively 

cooperated with Israel to locally suppress militant activities in Gaza. This situation of 

combining fortification with cooperation is expected to lead to a Fragile Truce, with few 

attacks and no tactical innovations since cooperation between the PA and Israel limited 

access of militants to military resources needed to launch attacks and undertake tactical 

innovations. Yet, tactical shifts44 are possible under this scenario because the barrier 

makes certain attack tactics difficult to execute.  

The third and final phase extends from end of 2000 until 2010 when the Israeli 

Gaza barrier stood without any cooperation with the PA in Gaza. This phase is an 

exemplar of Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle, in which we expect an increase in the 

frequency of attacks, and the introduction of new tactics with a potential for having 

                                                
43Available military resources differ from one context to another and are not necessarily planned though 
militant groups always try to acquire military resources whenever and however possible. Militant networks 
and alliances, however, form a central source of military resources and knowhow for violent groups. The 
Fortification-Cooperation theory does not explain these networks and alliances. Rather, it perceives the 
resources provided through these networks as an influential intervening variable, particularly if cross-
border cooperation is absent. 
44Shifts could be to less or more sophisticated or lethal attack tactics. 
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tactical shifts. An increase in the number of attacks and tactical innovations usually 

results from the absence of cross-border cooperation, which in turn makes military 

resources available to militant groups. Tactical shifts in turn, take place when commonly 

used tactics are not feasible anymore as a result of the barrier. These tactics become 

easily detected and punished because of improved detection and surveillance 

technologies on the barrier. In this case, violent groups substitute their commonly used 

tactics for less costly ones, which can hit targets despite the barrier, depending on their 

available arsenals.  

Moreover, due to distinct developments around 2005, this period is further 

divided into two secondary phases of fortification without cooperation. By the end of 

2005, Israel completely separated itself from the Gaza population by evacuating its 

settlements45 in the area and withdrawing its armed forces to the borders. Meanwhile, 

Israel escalated its border policing on its Gaza fence but still did not cooperate with the 

Gaza-based PA. 

In the analysis of each of these phases, I rely on qualitative and quantitative data 

to focus on two main axes. The first axis will examine the effect of the cooperation-

barrier dynamic on the number of Palestinian attacks originating from Gaza. For this 

purpose, I run frequencies of attacks based on a quantitative dataset I created between 

2009 and 2011 covering attacks against Israel by militant groups in Gaza and the West 

Bank. Qualitative research will complement the quantitative data by affording me the 

                                                
45Please note that many if not all of these settlements were hermetically fenced after 2000. Yet, scholars 
like Hillel Frisch (2007: 11) considered these settlements as easy targets for Gaza militants.  
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means to discuss issues relevant to the construction of the barrier, changes of the barrier, 

cross-border cooperation, institutions established by the cooperative relationship, and 

sources and networks of militant resources.  

The second axis tackles the effect of the barrier-cooperation dynamic on the 

nature of attacks. In this regard, I focus on the question of what attacks are being 

launched by highlighting tactical shifts to less or more sophisticated tactics and tactical 

innovations by introduction of new attack tactics. Though both are changes in violent 

groups’ tactics, I distinguish tactical shifts from tactical innovations. First, innovations 

involve the introduction of completely new tactics. Tactical innovations usually occur 

when knowledge and material resources for new tactics are accessible and transferred to 

militant groups from external allies.  

Second, shifts take place when violent groups substitute their commonly used 

tactics for others. They occur when frequency of certain attack tactics declines while the 

use of other tactics increases. This substitution may involve changes to more or less 

sophisticated tactics, more or less lethal tactics, or new or old tactics. It usually results 

from state policies, such as barrier building, that make certain tactics costly to execute. At 

this point, violent groups substitute their commonly used tactics with others that can be 

executed despite the barrier. The choice of tactics is determined by the available 

resources and the possibility of their execution despite the barrier.  

I also analyze this axis through both quantitative and qualitative research. The 

quantitative data covers what tactics are employed, and changed and when. Quantitative 

research uncovers the reason and timing of the selection of tactics. I also use qualitative 
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data to explore violent groups’ networks and resources. In the analytical process, I 

emphasize the effect of the cooperation of the PA on limiting Gaza violent groups’ access 

to military resources, particularly regarding attack frequency and tactical innovations for 

which military resources are required.   

The Gaza fence is an important case for several reasons. First, although Gaza is 

not the only Palestinian area involved in the conflict with Israel, in the past seven years, 

the Gaza Strip has attracted wide political, public and media attention due to its intense 

involvement in the conflict. Second, Gaza is an extreme case because it has one of the 

strictest and most continuous Israeli border controls, the most institutionalized and 

resourceful militant groups, and has had very high attack frequencies. Consequently, it 

has experienced clear developments in both tactical innovations and tactical shifts. Thus 

Gaza presents high values on the independent variable (barriers as intensified forms of 

border policing), the intervening variable (militant resources) dependent on security 

cooperation between the Palestinians and the Israelis, and the dependent variable (number 

and nature of attacks). Third, the Gaza barrier is old enough that it exhibits different 

values for cooperation (with the Palestinian Authority) and fortifications. Thus, the Israeli 

Gaza fence offers many observation points in one case. 

GAZA AS A CASE OF TENSION: 1990-1995 

The first half of the 1990s does not mark the beginning of the history of relations 

between the Israelis and the militant groups in Gaza. Rather, militant groups in Gaza, as 

is the case for the West Bank and other Palestinian areas, appeared in the context of the 
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Israeli occupation46 before the 1990s. Some of these groups emerged in the 1960s, e.g. 

Fatah (1964), Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (1967), Democratic Front for 

the Liberation of Palestine (1969); others in the 1970s, e.g. the Palestinian Islamic Jihad 

(1979) and 1980s, e.g. Hamas (1987). The agendas of these groups ranged from secular 

to socialist to Islamist, but they all had the independence of Palestinians and the 

establishment of an autonomous, sovereign Palestinian state as their larger goal (see Harb 

& Zein, 2009; Masters, 2012; Fletcher, 2008, Popular Front; Democratic Front).  

These five years however, marked the beginning of a new era in the history of the 

Israeli occupation of the Palestinian Territories in general, and of Gaza Strip in particular. 

After four years of popular mass Palestinian objection to occupation, mostly unarmed and 

non-violent, known as the first Palestinian Intifada, and after about twenty-four years of 

direct Israeli military occupation, the Palestinians and the Israelis negotiated a peace 

settlement. The year 1991 ushered in unprecedented peace talks between the PLO, as the 

legal representative of the Palestinian people, and Israel starting at the Madrid 

Conference (Benin & Stein, 2006: 4). These talks were the outcome of the Israeli failure 

to quell the Palestinian Intifada in the late 1980s (see Gordon, 2008:170) and the PLO 

leadership’s desperation for more recognition, particularly inside of Palestine (Beck, 

2004: 40; Heacock, 2003).  

                                                
46Some perceive the Israeli “War of Independence” in 1948 as the beginning of the Israeli occupation of 
historic Palestine, which was under the British Mandate after the fall of the Ottoman Empire. From this 
perspective, understanding the conflict requires going back in history even beyond 1948 (see for example, 
Godron: 2008: xix; Morris, 2003; Pappe, 2006). Internationally, only the Palestinian territories annexed to 
Israel in the 1967 war are officially recognized as occupied land. These include the Gaza Strip, the West 
Bank and East Jerusalem.  
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On September 13th, 1993, the PLO and Israel signed the Declaration of Principles, 

known as Oslo I, giving the Palestinians control over the Gaza Strip and Jericho in the 

West Bank. For the first time, a Palestinian “Authority” was established and granted 

limited autonomy to administer Palestinian population centers. In exchange, the PLO, 

particularly Fatah, gave up its historic claims for a pre-1948 Palestine.47 The PA became 

fully responsible for internal security and public order and for civil affairs and in June 

1994, the newly established PA started preparing for the withdrawal of the Israeli military 

presence in the Gaza Strip and Jericho (Borders; Golan-Agnon, 2008: 161; Roy, 

2011:33).48 

                                                
47Pre-1948 Palestine is present-day Israel, including the Gaza Strip and West Bank and excluding the 
Golan Heights. 
48Israel withdrew from Palestinian population centers but not from settlements. 
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Map 4.1: The Gaza Border in 2011 (Gaza Strip-Access, 2011). 
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One of the greatest challenges that faced Oslo was the exclusion of some very 

influential local Palestinian groups, particularly Hamas, who publically objected to the 

negotiations with Israel. About a year before signing the agreement, and in the context of 

the kidnapping and killing of the Israeli soldier, Nissim Toledano, Israel deported 418 

Hamas and PIJ activists from Gaza and the West Bank to Southern Lebanon. The 

Southern Lebanese, and particularly the well-known Hezbollah activists who operated in 

the area, welcomed the deported activists. Many scholars trace the beginnings of linkages 

between the Palestinian armed groups, particularly Hamas and Hezbollah, to that time 

(Horowitz, 2010a: 37; Majali et al, 1994: 206). An unintended consequence of these 

deportations is the fact that Hamas managed to establish a direct link to Hezbollah and 

learn and adopt its tactics in attacking Israel, especially the use of suicide bombing. The 

effect of this network was clearly seen in the Israeli streets shortly after the activists were 

repatriated.  

In 1993, talks between the Israeli and Palestinian representatives were ongoing, 

when the PIJ and Hamas launched their first suicide bombings originating from the Gaza 

Strip. These were followed by a wave of suicide and other attacks. Some analysts see 

these attacks as objections to the peace process and an attempt to spoil the agreement (see 

Kydd & Walter, 2002), while others like Pape argue that foreign occupation and religious 

differences between the violent group and the perceived occupying state drive suicide 

bombing (Pape, 2005). In parallel to those suicide attacks, Gazans also carried out 

settlement and roadside attacks against Israelis, methods that were more commonly used 
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in the 1980s.49 Nevertheless, the latter attacks attracted much less attention and media 

coverage than suicide bombings tearing apart busses in Tel Aviv. Regardless of the 

motivation of these attacks, Israel was convinced that something had to be done to stop 

them, which led to the construction of the Gaza fence in 1995. 

This first period, extending from 1990 to 1995, was marked by no cooperation 

and no barriers. The Israeli barrier was built only in the second half of 1995 and the PA 

did not start cooperating with Israel on the grounds of limiting militant activities until the 

second half of 1995. The Fortification-Cooperation theory predicts that a no cooperation-

no barrier policy leads to a tense situation in which violent groups are expected to launch 

a relatively large number of attacks and introduce tactical innovations without having to 

develop tactical shifts. A tactical innovation is the introduction of new attack tactics and a 

tactical shift is substitution of certain attack tactics for others. Lack of cooperation allows 

violent groups to have access to military resources through their existing networks.50 In 

turn, lack of barriers to movement leaves the existing repertoire of attack tactics and 

targets feasible, e.g. suicide bombings in Israeli city centers.  

                                                
49Settlement and roadside attacks include explosives and ambushes targeting Israeli settlements, Israeli 
vehicles or Israeli public space. 
50What resources violent groups can access and what kind of networks they can establish is exogenous to 
the theory at hand but these resources affect the outcome because resources are needed for launching more 
attacks and innovating new attack tactics.   
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Figure 4.1:51 Gaza Attack Frequency and Tactics: 1990-1995.52 

Figure 4.1 indicates that between 1990 and 1995, attacks peaked in 1993 when 

Hamas and PIJ launched about 55 attacks. This came a year after Israel exiled the PIJ and 

Hamas leadership to southern Lebanon. As indicated above, while in Lebanon members 

of Hamas and PIJ and Hezbollah began coordinating training, leading to the diffusion of 

knowledge from Hezbollah to Hamas and PIJ (Horowitz: 2010a: 187). The exile also 

gave Hamas and PIJ an opportunity to develop a fundraising network spanning the 

Middle East and build alliances with foreign governments, such as Syria and Iran, to 

obtain additional material resources, logistical support, and training (Gambil, 2002). As 

expected by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, these networks and alliances provided 

Hamas and PIJ with the material resources and knowledge to launch more attacks in 
                                                
51This figure has two y-axes. The y-axis to the right or the secondary axis represents attack tactics with 
lower frequency that would not be clearly seen on the primary axis to the left. In this figure, suicide 
bombings is on the secondary axis to the right and settlement and roadside attacks are on the primary axis 
to the left. 
52This figure and the figures that follow (except for those in chapter 6) are derived from the attack database 
created by the researcher and detailed to in chapter 1. 
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1993, especially since violent groups were free to operate locally at the time. While 

networks and alliances, as well as the resources they supply, depend on the context in 

which violent groups operate and are not explained by the theory at hand. Yet, these 

resources from networks and alliances are an intervening variable between cooperation 

and a. attack frequency and b. tactical innovations (see H1 in chapter 2). 

A strong potential explanation of the relatively high rate of attacks between 1990 

and 1995 is the ease with which PIJ and Hamas reached the Israeli population centers, 

locations and military bases. This is because no continuous or partial barrier has been 

established during that period. If this is correct, we should see a decline or disappearance 

of militant attacks after the construction of the Gaza barrier in 1995.53  

As for the nature of violent groups’ attacks, and also in confirmation of the 

Fortification-Cooperation theory, Figure 4.1 indicates that Hamas and PIJ have 

introduced a tactical innovation by launching suicide bombings for the first time after 

establishing their link with Hezbollah and the outside world in 1992. This link started by 

receiving training on use of suicide bombings against Israel, followed by the adoption of 

this new tactic by both groups (Horowitz: 2010a: 187). The figure also demonstrates that 

from 1990 to 1995, Hamas and PIJ relied on both suicide bombings and settlement and 

roadside attacks. This means, there were no tactical shifts in this period, i.e. violent 

groups did not rely on one tactic and forego the other. Rather, Gaza violent groups 

employed both settlement and roadside attacks and suicide bombings almost at the same 

rate without any tactical substitutions. Suicide bombings and settlement and road attacks 

                                                
53We do see a relative decline for a few years but it is followed by a sudden increase after September 2000.  
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involved either subverting or circumventing Israeli border policing in order for 

perpetrators to reach their attack scene.  

Suicide bombings as a tactic require the presence of the attacker either inside 

Israeli cities or settlements or Israeli locations on the borders. Gaza suicide bombers 

arrived at these targets during that period either by using legal crossing points and routes 

(subversion) or by crossing the borders from areas with low border policing 

(circumvention). Settlement and roadside attacks on the other hand including shootings, 

ambushes and bombings in or near Israeli settlements, border patrol stations or roads. 

Gaza militant groups carried out such attacks also by circumventing or subverting Israeli 

border policing. 

Thus, as expected by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, Gaza between 1990 

and 1995, as a case of Tension,54 had a relatively large number of militant attacks. Also 

in agreement with the theory, the Gaza violent groups at that time introduced tactical 

innovations by carrying out suicide bombings against Israel for the first time. Obviously, 

there was no barrier to obstruct violent groups’ movement during this period, which did 

not require them to shift to certain attack tactics.  

GAZA AS A CASE OF FRAGILE TRUCE: 1995-2000 

The year 1995 constituted a turning point in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. Israel 

erected a physical barrier to separate itself from the Palestinians for the first time. As 

Oslo I entered the implementation phase, Israel withdrew its forces from the Gaza Strip 

by mid-1995 and took up positions on the borders. It generally maintained control over 

                                                
54See tables 2.1 and 2.2 in chapter 2.  
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the borders and coordinated crossings with the newly established Palestinian security 

apparatus. As indicated above, in response to a wave of suicide bombings, as well as 

roadside attacks in early 1990s by Hamas and PIJ, Israel began a fence project along its 

perceived borders with Gaza (Bronner, 1995: 1). By the end of the year, the Israeli fence 

completely encircled the area with a 300m buffer zone reinforced by surveillance 

cameras, touch sensors and electric wires. The perimeter of the fence is interrupted, even 

today, by four border crossings at Erez, Karni, Kisufim and Sufa. Karni, Kisufim and 

Sufa are used exclusively by Israeli civilians and army forces; only the Erez crossing to 

the north of the Gaza Strip could be used by Palestinians and internationals who acquire a 

special Israeli permit (See Map 4.1 above) (Arafat: Hamas, 1995; Frisch, 2007a: 10).  

 

Figure 4.2: Gaza Attack Frequency and Tactics: 1995-2000. 

Figure 4.2 reveals that after the construction of the barrier in 1995, the number of 

Gaza attacks maintained a low frequency between the beginning of 1996 and end of 
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2000, ranging between a maximum of four attacks in 1997 to no attacks in 1999.55 

Several proponents of the idea that barriers stop attacks, refer to this period as an 

exemplar of the success of the Israeli Gaza fence. If this claim is correct, Gaza attacks 

should remain infrequent in later phases, as the Gaza fence would still exist.  

Yet, between 1995 and end of 2000 the construction of the barrier is not the only 

key change that took place on the ground and affected the number of attacks. Another 

important development in late 1995 and early 1996 was the fact that the PA was born out 

of the Oslo Accords and the Gaza Strip was one the first Palestinian areas where the PA 

security apparatuses set foot and started functioning under the leadership of Yassir Arafat 

and in coordination with the Israelis.  

The Israeli-Palestinian agreement established a Palestinian police to guarantee 

law and order in the territories and created a joint Israeli-Palestinian Liaison Committee 

to coordinate between the parties and deal with common interest and disputes (Text, 

2001). This committee established channels of communications between Palestinian and 

Israeli security officers to discuss relevant issues and find solutions on the ground. In 

addition, the PA made a security commitment to thwart “terrorism” and violence (Ross, 

2005: 195).  

Within the framework of the Oslo agreement, the PA also received U.S. security 

assistance in the mid-1990s that allowed for the establishment of Palestinian internal 

                                                
55Please note the sudden increase in the number of attacks in the end of September 2000. This came after 
the collapse of security cooperation between the PA and Israel and the eruption of the Aqsa Intifada. This 
will be analyzed in the next section covering early 2001 to 2010. 
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security forces in Gaza and Jericho.56 Additionally, Arafat approved the establishment of 

several security organizations, which were personally accountable to him and were not 

officially mandated under Oslo agreements, such as the Preventive Security Organization. 

These institutions gave Arafat a freer hand to neutralize Palestinian militant activities 

(Zanotti, 2010: 5).  

In March 1996, the U.S. reportedly increased its pressure to foster Israeli-

Palestinian security cooperation. When it discovered that the organizations with personal 

ties to Arafat and patronage networks were more relevant than the official police, the 

Clinton Administration provided these organizations with tens of millions of dollars in 

covert assistance to “increase the professionalism of the Palestinian security services and 

help combat terrorism” (Zanotti, 2010: 5). It is worth mentioning that many members of 

these newly established security organizations were actually Fatah militants and activists 

fighting Israel, particularly during the first Intifada. For instance, Colonel Mohammad 

Dahlan who became responsible for the Palestinian Preventive Security Service and 

participated in the negotiations with Israel was himself a fighter against Israel in the 

1980s and spent several years in Israeli prisons. This means that though Fatah was not 

active in violent attacks against Israel in the early 1990s due to its involvement in the 

peace talks, the Oslo agreement involved one of the groups with a military wing that used 

to fight Israel in the first Intifada, such as Fatah’s Tanzim (Rubin & Rubin, 2003: 174). 

                                                
56US assistance reached a little more than $5 million for police salaries and non-lethal equipment. Jordan, 
Egypt, Japan, the European Union and individual European states also offered training and funding. 
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These members knew the Gaza neighborhood very well and were familiar with Hamas’ 

and PIJ’s localities and activism.  

After settling in Gaza, Arafat’s forces did their best to demonstrate commitment 

to the agreement with Israel. After each suicide bombing in Israel, Palestinian security 

forces rounded up involved militants and their leaders. On November 11th, 1994 for 

example, the Palestinian police raided homes of suspected armed men and clashed with 

them after an attack on an Israeli settlement. According to media reports, in a just few 

days more than a hundred militants were arrested. The Palestinian security institutions 

continued to punish violent activities until the year 2000 (PNA Rounds, 1994; Arafat 

orders, 1994). Former US Envoy to the Middle East, Dennis Ross (2005: 261) attests to 

the PA efforts in cracking down on Hamas and PIJ operatives in Gaza by replacing many 

Imams, arresting operatives, and permitting real security cooperation with the Shin Bet57 

in the spring of 1996.  

Security cooperation between Israel and the PA in the second half of 1990s dealt a 

major blow to the activities of Hamas and PIJ militants. This is not to deny that Israel’s 

barrier was indeed an obstacle, but also Arafat’s security apparatus harshly suppressed 

these groups inside Gaza. Given the cooperation of the PA with Israel, Hamas and PIJ 

could not train freely or even import weapons and bomb materials into the Gaza Strip. 

Thus, Gaza violent groups at the time had very limited access to external military 

resources. As a result, violent groups launched fewer attacks during that period. 

                                                
57Israeli General Security Service, also known as the Shabak, Israel Security Agency (ISA) or the Shin Bet. 
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As for the nature of the attacks between 1995 and 2000, Figure 4.2 demonstrates 

that Gaza violent groups did not introduce new tactics and relied more on settlement and 

roadside attacks than suicide bombings. The first dynamic of lack of new tactics is 

identified as absence of tactical innovations, which is expected by the Fortification-

Cooperation theory in cases of barriers combined with cooperation. Innovations require 

military resources that are made difficult to access when cross-border cooperation is 

present.  

The second dynamic of reliance on settlement and roadside attacks more than 

suicide bombings is identified by the Fortification-Cooperation theory as a tactical 

substitution or shift. Figure 4.2 reveals that violent groups relied more on settlement and 

roadside attacks than suicide bombings.58 This is because the Gaza barrier limited 

movement of violent groups across the borders with Israel. With escalated restrictions on 

violent groups’ movement, suicide bombings, which required the presence of the 

perpetrator on the scene, became much more difficult. Reliance on settlements and 

roadside attacks, by circumventing, scaling or subverting the barrier, more than on 

suicide bombings is an example of a tactical shift. Thus, 1995-2000 is predicted by the 

Fortification-Cooperation theory to experience a smaller number of attacks, no tactical 

innovations, and tactical shifts.  

                                                
58This could be difficult to see in the figure due to the very low number of attacks. The exact total of 
suicide bombings vs. settlement and roadside attacks between January 1996 and August 2000 is 3 (2 
between January and April 1997 and 1 between September and December 1998) and 6 (2 in early 1996, 2 
in early 1997, 1 in mid-1998 and 1 in end of 1998) respectively. 
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GAZA AS A CASE OF A HOSTILE ASYMMETRICAL STRUGGLE: 2001-2010 

In end of September 2000, the Palestinian Aqsa Intifada broke out and Israel 

experienced many attacks from Gaza,59 not only by Hamas and PIJ but also by Al Aqsa 

Martyrs Brigades (AMB) of Fatah (which was party to the negotiations with Israel), and 

the PFLP and the DFLP. New groups also started proliferating, especially after 2005 

(Pratt, 2006: 6; Gleis & Berti, 2012: 115).60 This phase is also characterized by two 

interesting and relevant dynamics. First, some transformations took place concerning 

cooperation and fortification. On the one hand, while the Israeli barrier remains, security 

cooperation between the PA and Israel collapsed as a result of failure of negotiations in 

Camp David, 2000. On the other hand, in 2001,61 Israel extended its barrier system by 

increasing the buffer zone to 1 km and added new technologies including continuous 

videotaping and 24/7 surveillance equipment.62 At the end of 2005, Israel also evacuated 

its settlements inside of the Gaza Strip and supplied its barrier with aerial surveillance 

and started installing its “Iron Dom” system. The Israeli army also expanded the buffer 

zone north of Gaza and manned it from the air and by artillery, declaring that any 

suspicious persons would be shot (Friedman, 2006: 19; Byman, 2011: 325). 
                                                
59And the West Bank. 
60The Popular Resistance Committee (PRC) and the Army of Islam are among the new active groups. PRC 
is a coalition of militants. PRC members remain on security payrolls and most are disgruntled former 
members of Fatah. The PRC has carried out attacks on Israel, often in joint operations with Islamists and 
the AMB. It has also been linked to gang chaos in Gaza (see Pratt, 2005). Army of Islam is a Jihadist, 
Salafi group inspired by Al Qaeda and appeared in Gaza after Hamas’ victory in parliamentary elections in 
early 2006. The group was established by the Gaza Doghmush clan to challenge Hamas’ power. The 
groups participated in June 2006 in the kidnapping of Gilad Shalit, an Israeli soldier (Gleis & Berti, 2012: 
115).  
61With the outbreak of the second Intifada, Gaza militants and thieves destroyed the barrier. Israel had to 
completely rebuild some sections of the fence (see Byman, 2011: 325).  
62In addition to new cameras, Israel constructed high-tech overlapping observation posts that enabled 
soldiers to monitor about six-km day and night. It also added improved high-tech sensors to the fence. 
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Second, the environment in which Gaza violent groups operated changed. As 

predicted by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, collapse of security cooperation left 

the groups free to operate locally, launch attacks against Israel, and import supplies from 

abroad. They started getting involved in tunnel activities that facilitated acquisition of 

raw materials and reception of training from Hezbollah and Iran (Rabinovich 2007: A13). 

Motivated by a persisting will to attack, and seeing an opportunity in the flooding of 

resources via the tunnels, violent groups decided to use these networks.  

In an attempt to provide a thorough analysis of the many relevant developments 

that took place in this important phase, the following passages will subdivide this phase 

into two stages. The first extends from 2001 to 2005 and second from 2006 to 2010. 

These two subsections are based on the escalation of the Israeli barrier towards greater 

fortification. One should keep in mind that over these two sub-phases cooperation 

remained constant, as no security cooperation has taken place between the PA in Gaza 

and Israel after mid-2000, though several third-party mediated truces took place over this 

period of time. Therefore, this period offers a robust test of the effect of barriers and 

increased fortification on violent groups’ attacks.  

2001-2005: the Aqsa Intifada and Militarization of Tunnels  

The Aqsa Intifada63 broke out at the end of September 2000, a few months after 

the collapse of security cooperation between the Palestinians and Israelis with the failed 

talks at Camp David in the summer of 2000. Lack of security cooperation between the 

Israelis and the PA gave the Gaza violent groups the green light to increase their attacks 

                                                
63Also called the second Palestinian Intifada. 
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against Israel. The deteriorating political situation accompanying the Aqsa Intifada 

encouraged more violence from both sides of the Gaza barrier. In fact, not only the Fatah 

led Palestinian Authority (PA) stopped cooperating with Israel, it’s armed wing, Al Aqsa 

Martyrs Brigades (AMB),64 began actively participating in attacking Israel. Additionally, 

some reports revealed that the PA even began funding violent groups to fight Israel 

(Palestinian Authority, 2003). 

With the collapse of security cooperation, violent groups started using the Gaza 

tunnels,65 which had been present since the early 1980s, for military purposes. Tunnels 

are examples of barrier breaching. Before the year 2000, at the beginning the tunnel 

networks were built to connect families separated by the borders, but then became active 

in illegal economic transactions (see below for more details). At the end of the year 2000, 

tunnels started having a political function when they were employed for two kinds of 

activities: 1) importation of militant material resources and knowledge and 2) carrying 

out tunnel attacks by crossing underneath the Israeli-Gaza borders.  

As anticipated by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, linkages and connections 

with the outside world through the tunnels provided military materials and introduced 

Gaza violent groups to new tactics. Thus, two innovations were introduced and supplied 

by tunnel activities. First, Gaza violent groups learnt rocket making and even imported 

advanced rockets through the Gaza tunnels from Hamas’ allies Hezbollah, Syria and Iran. 

                                                
64This armed wing of Fatah was established in October 2000 by Fatah veterans near the city of Nablus in 
the West Bank (Atkins, 2004: 21).  
65Most Gaza tunnels connect the Strip to Egypt. Some are dug between Gaza and Israel. 
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Second tunnel operations were also introduced and they are characterized by being very 

sophisticated attacks and were also the expertise of Hamas’ allies. 

Thus, in 2001 the Gaza tunnels started taking on a political function though they 

existed long before. These tunnels are traced back to 1982 when Israel fortified its 

frontiers after peace with Egypt. They appeared when the Israeli-Egyptian borders 

separated prominent Rafah clans,66 such as the Al Sha'ir, Breaka and Zorob families and 

started who digging towards each other at the closest points (Kempf & Equer, 2006: 94; 

Smith, 2006: 1; Toolis, 2007: 18).67  

Shortly thereafter, these families realized the substantial economic revenues they 

could garner by smuggling goods back and forth through their tunnels. Consequently, 

people, and commodities, such as hash, cigarettes, and auto spare-parts were transported 

through Gaza’s tunnels in the 1980s. While weapons were among the smuggled 

materials, particularly during conflict escalations, such as in the first Palestinian Intifada 

in the late 1980s, arms smuggling was not very active until early 2000s (Toolis, 2007: 

18). Therefore, tunnel networks that were socially motivated at the outset became very 

active in illegal economic transactions, which in turn enhanced the sustainability of the 

tunnels. However, they went through several important and relevant developments as will 

be detailed in the following paragraphs. 

                                                
66Rafah is city that was divided by the Egyptian-Gaza border. Today, the city section on the Egyptian side 
is known as Egyptian Rafah and on the Gaza side as the Palestinian Rafah. 
67These activities stand in contrast to other illicit cross-border trade, such as the Yemenis who use “smart” 
donkeys to transport illegal commodities across the borders with Saudi Arabia. These donkeys can find 
their way across unaccompanied and can also recognize the uniform of Saudi border guards and avoid them 
(Whitaker, 2004). 
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With the aforementioned political developments, breaching border policing by 

tunnels took a new character in late 2000. As violent groups became free to act locally in 

Gaza and as they were looking for new resources and knowledge, particularly as the 

Israeli fence imposed certain restrictions on movement and importing materials, militant 

groups turned to the Gaza tunnels. In fact, some local tunnellers attest that the PA in Gaza 

split tunnel revenues with tunnel owners, also known as “the Kings” after 2000 (see 

Kempf & Equer, 2006: 94). Thus, though tunnels existed in Gaza long before, Gaza 

violent groups started to receive training from Iran and Hezbollah to, in addition other 

things, build more tunnels and use them militarily in late 2000 (Erlanger, 2009). 

The Israeli Gaza fence, its further fortifications in 2001 (and later in 2005) and 

lack of security cooperation between the PA and Israel contributed to strengthening 

violent groups’ networks through the Gaza tunnels, which in turn supplied military 

materials needed for the continuation, expansion and innovations in Gaza attacks and 

tactical shifts to more sophisticated attack tactics. 

With the outbreak of the Aqsa Intifada in 2000, the tunnels took a more political 

role and became the main source of weapons, military raw materials and training needed 

by the Gaza militant groups to launch attacks. In 2001, and after the collapse in security 

cooperation, and the deterioration of the situation, Israel increased the military and 

surveillance technologies on its Gaza barrier, extended its buffer zone, and upped the 

number of deployed personnel. Consequently, crossing into Israel became more difficult 

for Gaza violent groups. With a persisting will to attack Israel, rising tension, and the 

green light given by the PA to military attacks against Israel, violent groups headed to the 
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southern borders of Gaza with its already active illegal trafficking, in search for 

resources. As anticipated by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, the absence of 

cooperation between the PA and Israel permitted Gaza violent groups to import resources 

from abroad. Relying on relations already established directly with Hezbollah in early 

1990s and indirectly with Iran and Syria, tunnels not only offered Gaza violent groups 

access to military materials, they also transported their operatives outside of Gaza to get 

military training and to import military trainers from abroad into Gaza (Israeli Army 

Notes, 2003). 

 

Figure 4.3:68 Gaza Attack Frequency and Tactics: 2001-2010. 

Figure 4.3 presented above reveals the effect of supplies provided by the tunnels 

on Gaza attacks and tactics. A general look at Gaza attacks between 2000 and 2005 

reveals a counter-intuitive picture and a challenge for supporters of the idea of barriers 

                                                
68The secondary (y) axis to the right represents attack tactics with lower frequency: here, suicide bombings 
and tunnels. 
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being successful deterrent strategies. With security cooperation between Israel and the 

PA frozen, and militant materials flooding into the Gaza tunnels, attacks emanating from 

Gaza increased from zero in early 2000 to more than 900 in 2004 despite the Israeli 

barrier and its further fortification in 2001. This period in the Gaza phase explicitly 

challenges works that defend the idea that partial or complete separation by barriers 

causes attacks to decline or make the situation not as bad as it could be. Those who 

defend continuous separation may respond saying that the Gaza barrier did not 

completely separate Israelis from Gaza, as there were settlements inside Gaza until end of 

2005. However, if this is correct, we should see a decline in the Gaza attacks after the 

Israeli withdrawal from its settlements. Throughout the evacuation of settlements in the 

end of 2005, Figure 4.3 indicates that attacks went down to 75 between September and 

December 2005, yet this relative decline occurred in the context of Gaza violent groups 

viewing the withdrawal as a territorial gain. And the attack frequency soon increases and 

remains high through out the following years. 

During the same period, attacks from Gaza not only increased, but militant groups 

also used new attack tactics. Between early 2001 and the end of 2005, while Gaza 

militant groups continued employing their old attack tactics, i.e. suicide bombings and 

settlement and roadside attacks, they introduced new tactics, i.e. tunnel operations and 

rockets, which were adopted from Hezbollah in early 2000s (Abdel Hameed, 2009; 

Gedalyahu, 2010; Qassim, 2009; Israel Says, 2004; The Qualitative, 2003). These tactics 

involved all possible barrier infiltration strategies, i.e. circumvention, breaching, 

subversion and scaling of the Israeli barrier. Again, these tactical innovations were made 
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possible by resources imported through the tunnels, which was possible after the collapse 

of security cooperation between the PA and Israel.  

Anthony Zahlan (2012: 8) in his masterpiece Science, Development, and 

Sovereignty in the Arab World, refers to Gaza’s innovations in tunneling and rocketing as 

an outcome of small scale, grass-root research and development that signaled a way out 

from under their oppressor, i.e. the Israeli occupation. The latter is much stronger than the 

Gazan people and can destroy any newly developed technologies but this did not weaken 

Gazans’ resolve. He confirms that these small-scale technological developments resulted 

from economic needs and national security. 

During this period, violent groups introducing rocketing, which is another 

example of barrier breaching strategy. Since 2000, rocket parts, for instance, were 

regularly transported through the tunnels and assembled inside Gaza by munitions 

experts (Mazzetti, 2009: 12). A rocket-maker in Gaza says that he gets the needed 

materials through the tunnels to make his rockets then sells them to different militant 

groups, such as PIJ and PFLP. He adds that each rocket costs the militant groups $300 

and that he makes at least a couple a month (Murphy, 2008: 6). Rockets themselves have 

witnessed remarkable innovations during this period. The earliest version launched in 

2001 carried ½ kg payload and had a maximum range of 4.5 km. The second-generation 

rocket, developed in 2002, weighed 32 kg, and had a 5-9 kg load and a range of 8-9.5 km. 

The third generation “Qassam 3” produced in 2005 was 2 meters long, 170 millimeters in 

diameter, weighed 90 kg, and had range of about 10 km and a load up to 20 kg. More 

recent rockets are smaller and deadlier, and based on the design of an anti-tank missile 
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(Hamas Rockets, 2012; Murphy, 2008: 6; Friedman, 2006: 19). These developments in 

the rocket range and lethality is an outcome of Israeli intensification of border policing 

particularly by increasing the depth of the buffer zones of its Gaza fence in 2001 and 

2005. 

After getting the needed training from Hezbollah, violent groups also used tunnels 

to attack Israeli military bases just outside of the borders with the Gaza Strip. Although 

these operations were few in number, they were unique in nature because they require 

extensive preparations and planning. Preparations for instance include collecting 

intelligence about the target, digging the tunnels, and planning for implementation. 

Furthermore, in almost all tunnel operations violent groups used other tactics in the same 

operation, i.e. suicide bombing and rocketing, which increased the efficiency of these 

attacks and distracted the Israeli soldiers. In most of those operations, more than one 

militant group was involved.  

2005-2010: the Siege and Institutionalization of Tunnels 

In late 2005, Israel had unilaterally withdrawn from the strip and intensified its 

barrier policing by adding more technologies, such as aerial surveillance, ground sensors, 

and distantly-controlled weapons. It also expanded the buffer zone to between 2-9km, 

especially in the northern areas of the Gaza Strip. Violence was still escalating and lack 

of cooperation between the Palestinians and the Israelis continued. With more 

fortification of the border and clear lack of security cooperation, Gaza between 2005 and 

2010 continues to provide an example of an Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle, predicts 

more attacks, tactical innovations, and tactical shifts. The situation worsened when 
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Hamas won the majority of seats in the Palestinian parliamentarian elections in 2006. In 

objection to the election results, Israel and the West imposed a tight siege on Gaza and 

Egypt’s Mubarak cooperated with Israel in sealing of the Gaza’s southern Rafah crossing.  

When Israel imposed its siege on Gaza, tunnels were already being used for 

military (and other) reasons. They however, mushroomed, became longer, more 

developed, and better equipped compared to older one. By 2006, tunnel digging became a 

very lucrative business in the border area and tunnel gangs started to charge premiums of 

up to %150 on their cargoes. During this period, each transported commodity had a set 

price (Bongiorni, 2007; Jansenfinds, 2008: 12; Chulov, 2008: 41; Freeman, 2009: 32; 

Lamb, 2008: 70; Smith, 2006: 1). Some tunnels even specialized in transporting certain 

commodities; for instance, in 2008 ten tunnels had thick hosepipes to carry diesel, which 

were collected in large plastic vats and distributed to clients (Jansenfinds, 2008: 12).  

The Gaza blockade made the tunnels all the more valuable, as they became the 

only source for many commodities and weapons. The tunnels even started to take the 

form of institutions in the legal world in the sense of having their own staff and 

regulations. The tunnels provided jobs for unemployed Gazans who had worked in Israel 

before the siege.69 Hamas also started to tax the underground flows after taking over the 

Gaza Strip in mid-2007. In exchange, it provided protection for the diggers and tunnel 

business in general. Tunnel owners registered with the Hamas authorities, signed pledges 

to pay tunnel workers' compensation and hooked up their tunnels to the local electricity 

network (Witte, 2008: A01; Lifeline, 2009). It is reported that an increasing number of 

                                                
69By 2009, about 12,000-20,000 Gazans worked in the tunnels and tunnel related business (Lifeline, 2009). 
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weapons were smuggled into Gaza through the tunnels after 2005 including imported 

Katyusha rockets, AK47s or Kalashnikov, RPG rockets, explosives, and ammunitions 

(Martin, 2008: 41; Bongiorni, 2007; Mazzetti, 2009: 12). The Israelis were always aware 

of the presence of these networks. Yet, completely demolishing them was never possible 

because tunnellers dug elsewhere whenever their tunnels were destroyed.  

As expected by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, absence of cross-border 

security cooperation left Hamas and other militant groups free to operate from Gaza. This 

lack of cooperation also allowed for the flow of supplies through the tunnels. These 

supplies kept Gaza violent groups resourceful and thus capable of continuing to launch 

attacks (see figure 4.3) in defiance of the yet more sophisticated barrier. During this 

period, attacks continued without any intervals to range between 370 attacks in early 

2008 to about 30 in mid-2009. This poses another challenge for proponents of idea that 

continuous barriers stop or decrease attacks since the Gaza violent groups managed to 

launch a large number of attacks even after the complete separation between the Israelis 

and Gazan with the evacuation of the Israeli settlements. Also in confirmation of the 

explanatory power of the Fortification-Cooperation theory, which expects tactical shifts 

in the context of fortification without cooperation, Figure 4.3 demonstrates that between 

2005 and 2010, violent groups decided to rely more on rockets and less on tunnel, 

settlement and roadside attacks and suicide bombings. This increased reliance on certain 

tactics (here rockets) and decreasing the employment of others (Suicide bombings, 

settlements and roadside attacks and tunnel attacks) provides an example of tactical 

shifts.  
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In fact, figure 4.3 above demonstrates that most of Gaza attacks after 2005 were 

rocket attacks. Gaza violent groups claim they made the decision they made and were not 

forced by the Israeli policies. On its official website, for example, Hamas describes the 

development of its arms over time and claims that it decided to rely on rockets after 2005 

and give up suicide bombings because the group managed to develop the range and 

accuracy of their rockets enough to inflict harm on Israel without having to cross the 

border (Development in, 2004; Benson, 2012; Winer, 2013).  

Gaza rockets during this period became more advanced. As Israel increased its 

military zone around the barrier, the violent groups started using rockets with a wider 

range and higher precision. In 2008, Hamas fired 122-millimeter-diameter, grad-type 

rockets, manufactured abroad and smuggled into the Gaza Strip, such as the Chinese-

made WeiShei-1E. Most of these rockets had ranges of less than 20 km, but some landed 

nearly 40 km inside Israel (Hamas Rockets, 2012; Freidman, 2006:19). Rockets could 

travel to strike Israeli towns like Sderot near the borders and more strategic cities like 

Ashdod and Ashkelon. Indeed, in the latest Israeli assault in Gaza in November 2012, 

Hamas and other Gaza militant groups demonstrated the growing threat their rockets 

posed for Israel. The Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs has recently published a map 

showing the Gaza rocket and sophistication range that could reach key locations in Israel, 

such as Tel Aviv, the Ben Gurion airport and Jerusalem (Rocket fire, 2013; Benson, 

2012; Winer, 2013). 

While Figure 4.3 above does not present any innovations by introduction of new 

tactics that were never used before by the Gaza violent groups, several tactical 
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innovations at the operational level can be detected from the collected qualitative data. 

What is unique about this period is the fact that Israel completely separated its population 

from Gaza by evacuating its settlements there and by further fortifying its fence. In 

response to this intensified fortification, some of the Gaza attacks after 2005 introduced 

much more complicated attacks that involved operational innovations on the ground. 

These attacks involved increased inter-group cooperation and tactical coordination 

through use of several tactics at the same time.  

For instance, on June 25th, 2006 in an operation that evoked Hizbullah's 

sophisticated kidnapping of three Israeli soldiers in 2000, eight Gaza gunmen dressed in 

Israeli army uniforms emerged at dawn from a tunnel underneath the Gaza-Israel borders 

into an Israeli military base near Kerem Shalom border crossing outside of Gaza. In the 

meanwhile, rockets from Gaza showered the border, which distracted border-guards 

located on different areas. As the eight militants entered the base, they split into three 

assault groups. The first hid behind an Israeli tank, another behind a concrete watchtower, 

and the third behind an armored personnel carrier. They simultaneously opened fire using 

hand-propelled grenades, small-arms fire and an RPG. The armed men made their way 

back into the Gaza Strip through the ground after they blew an opening in the fence and 

disappeared. Two Israeli soldiers were killed, four injured and one kidnapped and was 

later identified as corporal Gilat Shalit. The employed tunnel was dug by the attackers 

was 1 km long and took approximately two months to dig. Izzadeen al-Qassam Brigades, 

the military wing of Hamas, the PRC, and the Army of Islam cooperated in the attack 

(Mitnick, 2006: 1; al-Mughrabi, 2006: A7; Wilson, 2006: A 16). Employment of several 
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tactics, here settlement and roadside attacks and rocket attacks at the same time and 

executing joint attacks by different militant groups represents an operational innovation 

that was not there before. This operation involved at least scaling and breaching the 

barrier. 

In other words, developments in Gaza between 2001 and 2010, when Israel 

followed a policy of more fortifications and no cooperation, correspond with the 

expectations of the Fortification-Cooperation theory in this context. The theory gives 

three main expectations here: increased number of attacks, and introduction of tactical 

innovations and shifts. The theory explains that one main reason behind increased 

frequency of attacks after 2000 is the fact that security cooperation between the PA and 

Israel stopped and tunnels started being intensively used by Gaza violent groups to 

import knowledge and resources.  

In conformity with the Fortification-Cooperation theory, right after the collapse of 

security cooperation and the further fortification of the Israeli barrier in 2001, violent 

groups introduced two new attack tactics between 2001 and 2005: tunnel and rocket 

attacks. This was made possible because both the skills and materials needed for those 

tactics were made available through the tunnels. At the operational level, between 2000 

and 2010, Gaza violent groups innovated new strategies in attacking Israel by employing 

several tactics in one attack and coordinating attacks among several violent groups. In the 

context of more fortification and no cooperation, the theory also expects violent groups to 

introduce tactical shifts. Gaza violent groups shifted to rockets after 2005. These rockets 
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became more threatening to Israel as their range and sophistication increased. Thus, we 

can conclude that the construction of the barrier in 1995 did not decisively stop attacks. 

In this context, Gaza’s tunnels evolved from being illegal smuggling networks to 

fully-fledged institutions. With the intense involvement of violent groups in tunnel 

activities, these networks resembled institutions supplying goods and services and 

offering job opportunities. They also were protected by violent groups and were supplied 

with services like electricity in exchange for paying taxes to the violent groups in charge. 

CONCLUSION 

The examination of the barrier dynamics on the Gaza borders goes beyond 

documenting a static barrier that has been there for almost twenty years. The barriers as 

hardened lines do indeed make state sovereignty more visible and more distinguishable. 

Yet, their success as obstacles to cross-border movement in general and of cross-border 

attacks in particular is dependent on another variable that interacts with the barrier, i.e. 

the presence or absence of cross-border cooperation. Cooperation across the borders 

provides the context in which barriers are built and operate. Local suppression of violent 

activities imposes significant restrictions on these activities and limits militant access to 

resources necessary for their attacks.  

In the first half of 1990s, violent groups, particularly Hamas and PIJ, were active 

in Gaza and were not suppressed by local authorities. This allowed them to act freely and 

import resources and knowledge from abroad, mainly through their link with Hezbollah 

of Lebanon. About the same time that Israel built the Gaza fence in 1995, the PA security 

apparatuses were established in Gaza. These agencies cracked down on Hamas and PIJ 
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despite Israeli claims that the PA was not doing enough. The Oslo Agreement between 

the Israelis and PLO in early 1990s established the institutions that facilitated 

communication between Israelis and Palestinians. The joint Israeli-Palestinian Liaison 

Committee established by Oslo agreement helped both parties coordinate their activities 

in thwarting violent activities by PIJ and Hamas (Ross, 2005: 195; Text, 2001). In fact, 

the PA in Gaza fully played the role of arresting and punishing militant activists. Joint 

forces policed the borders as well.  

The effect of the barrier-cooperation dynamic is clear because Gaza launched 

very few attacks between 1995 and end of 2000 and switched from suicide bombings to 

less sophisticated and less lethal attacks, namely settlement and roadside explosives and 

ambushes. With the collapse of security cooperation in the end of 2000 Gaza attacks 

dramatically increased despite the barrier and its further fortification. Violent groups also 

switched to rockets that have been increasingly sophisticated. The collapse of cooperation 

allowed violent groups in Gaza to import supplies and knowledge from abroad. 

Violent groups’ alliances and networks vary among militant groups. Yet, the 

presence of these networks provides violent groups with important resources, raw 

materials and knowledge needed for continuing and even increasing their attacks despite 

the barrier. Resources and networks are also important for introduction of new effective 

innovations. In his study of suicide bombings, Ami Pedahzur (2005: 200-1) contends that 

linkages and intense interactions among militant groups, especially their respective 

leaderships, results in diffusion of suicide bombing as an attack tactic. Michael Horowitz 
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(2010b: 59) agrees with Pedahzur and he finds that most of the groups that adopt suicide 

bombing are directly or indirectly linked.  

Indeed, the fact that Israel fortified its Gaza barrier at least twice, once in 2001 

and another in 2005, is evidence that the barrier was not achieving what Israel wanted it 

to achieve, namely stopping the Gaza attacks or decreasing the threat emanating from the 

area.  

In the past twenty-three years, the period that witnessed the lowest number of 

Gaza attacks against Israel was between 1995-2000, which is the same period in which 

the PA was actively cooperating with Israel in suppressing militant activities. Even 

during the early 1990s when there was no cooperation with local security apparatuses 

(partly because they did not exist then), and no barrier, the intensity and diversity of the 

Gaza attacks was much less than 2000-2010 which has a sophisticated Israeli barrier and 

no cooperation. This indicates that cross-border cooperation is critical to limiting the 

number and diversity of militant groups attacks. In fact, cooperation could be the answer 

to violence rather than the barrier itself. Thus, as Frost described in his well-known 

poem, Mending Walls, good fences cannot make good neighbors but good neighbors can 

maintain good fences (Frost, 1914). 
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Chapter 5: The West Bank Barrier 

After all, the wall was intended, as was universally proclaimed and known, to be a 
protection against the peoples of the north. But how can a wall protect if it is not a 
continuous structure? Not only can such a wall not protect, but what there is of it is in 
perpetual danger (Kafka, 1971: 267).  
 

In his December 23rd, 2009 address to the Knesset, Prime Minister Netanyahu 

referred to the Israeli West Bank barrier saying, 

I know a young man who tried to explain the role of this "awful" fence to a critic.  

He said: “There was a girl in my class who didn’t come to school one day. We 

went looking for her, but didn't have any luck. Later, we learned that she was 

killed on a bus by a suicide bomber who crossed the border at a point where he 

wouldn’t have been able to cross today [b]ecause of the fence.” 

Unlike the Gaza fence, the West Bank barrier received much more attention in the 

media, internationally and even among Israelis and Palestinians. Most discussions of the 

West Bank barrier focus on its legality, deviation from the internationally recognized 

Green Line70 or human rights implications. Yet, like the Gaza fence, Israel launched its 

barrier project in 2002 after experiencing a spate of Palestinian attacks, especially suicide 

bombings originating from both the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. These attacks took 

place in the context of the Palestinian Aqsa (also called the second) Intifada, which 

started in the end of 2000. Just like the Gaza fence, the West Bank barrier was launched 

                                                
70The Green or Armistice Line is a product of agreements signed in the spring and summer of 1948 
between Israel and Egypt, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan under UN mediation. The Armistice Lines 
overlapped the borderlines of British Mandate Palestine, except for the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. In 
the latter two areas the lines were determined by the outcomes of war between the Jewish militias and the 
Arab countries in 1948 (1949-1967 Armistice, 1948; 1949 Armistice Agreement). 
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with the claim that it would stop Palestinian attacks, an idea clearly reflected in 

Netanyahu’s speech above.  

The official website of the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs dedicates a section 

to the West Bank barrier. It explains that Palestinian violent groups who attacked Israeli 

cities and towns infiltrated from the West Bank to Israel. The website adds that after 

Israel ran out of options, and given the fact that the PA encouraged “terrorism,” Israel 

was left with no other option but separation (Saving Lives, 2004). Thus, from the Israeli 

perspective, the barrier is a “Security Fence” or an “anti-terrorism fence,” and is 

presented as defensive in nature. 

The Israeli official opinion is mirrored in the opinions of the Israeli public. Israeli 

opinion polls constantly demonstrated the support of a large majority for the project as a 

security strategy. For example, a survey carried out by the Israeli Peace Index of the 

Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace Research at Tel Aviv University in February 2004, 

revealed an overwhelming (84%) support for the barrier among the Jewish population of 

Israel. The majority of the Israeli public said that the barrier increased their sense of 

security. In April 2006, the peace index indicated that the barrier maintained a large 

majority support with 81% of Jewish Israelis backing the project (Yaar & Hermann, 2004 

& 2006). Finally, the Dialog polling center published a survey in September 2012, in 

which 74% of the Jewish Israeli population supported separating the West Bank from 

Israel (What does, 2012).  
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The Palestinian position differs markedly from that of Israel. The Palestinian 
Negotiations Affairs Department of the PLO published a map in September 200471 
claiming that under the cover of security, Israel would grab more Palestinian land by 
building its barrier (Israel’s Wall, 2004). The chief Palestinian negotiator Saeb Erekat 
wrote a Washington Post editorial in October 2010 in which he describes the Israeli West 
Bank barrier as part and parcel of a larger Israeli plan to take land from its Palestinian 
owners. He explains:  

One of the most serious rights violations occurring in the occupied Palestinian 
territory is the ongoing construction of Israeli settlements. Involving the large-
scale theft of Palestinian land and water, Israeli settlements stand at the heart of 
an apartheid system whose network of segregated roads, barbed-wire fences, 
concrete walls, permits and checkpoints reinforce the systemic discrimination and 
institutionalized violence that Palestinians face under occupation. By eating up 
what little Palestinian land is left, Israeli settlements render a viable Palestinian 
state impossible - posing the greatest threat to the two-state solution (Erekat, 
2010).  

 
The Palestinian public sees the Israeli barrier as yet another form of injustice 

practiced by Israel against them. To the Palestinians, the barrier is an “apartheid wall” or 

a “racist segregation wall”, and is seen as offensive in nature. They do generally agree on 

the idea that the Israeli barrier is merely a project to grab their land. For example, a 

Palestinian man from Jayyous near Tulkarm who lost his land to the Israeli barrier said: 

I said to the Israelis, if you have a document that says the land is for you, then you 
can take it. But we have the documents, so it should go to us. I have told the 
soldiers many times, if you want to take my land.., just shoot me because taking 
my land is like taking my soul. It is the same thing. At least then my blood would 
flow into the land where it belongs (quoted in Jones, 2012: 96).  

 
Unlike the Gaza fence, the West Bank barrier proposal went through lengthy 

debates inside Israel and internationally. Palestinian officials took the difference over the 

legality of the barrier to the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in 2004. The court issued 

                                                
71Map is publically accessible at: http://www.nad-plo.org/userfiles/file/arabic-maps/lgaugust.pdf. 
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an Advisory Opinion on the “Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the 

Occupied Palestinian Territory”, which declared the barrier and its associated regime 

illegal and called on Israel to terminate its breaches of international law immediately 

(Legal, 2004). Yet, Israel considered the position of the ICJ as biased and decided to 

continue the construction.  

Some Israelis reject the barrier on completely different grounds. Several Jewish 

fundamentalist settler groups object to the barrier on the basis that they have Jewish 

claims to the entire West Bank part of which would be cut off by the barrier (Barasch & 

Qadir, 2004: 10; Naor, 1999: 162; Cohen, 2006: 685). Other Jewish Israelis refuse the 

idea of a Palestinian state next to Israel. They believe that the barrier will give an 

opportunity for such a state to be established (Lustick, 1988: 48). In fact, present Israeli 

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu opposed the idea of a Palestinian state in the 1990s 

(see Choueiri, 2010: 214). 

This chapter will focus on the security argument adopted by the Israeli officials 

regarding the effect of the West Bank barrier on attacks by providing evidence on the 

impact of the barrier on Palestinian attacks. A quick review of the West Bank attack 

numbers and types shows that they were erratic and inconsistent before and after the 

construction of the barrier. Thus, the central questions remain: what explains this 

variation? What effect did the Israeli West Bank barrier have on the number and nature of 

attacks? When? Why? If the idea that barriers alone achieve security is correct, West 

Bank attacks should either cease or drop in frequency after the barrier was constructed.  
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Yet, no barrier functions in isolation from the cross-border security situation. By 

examining the Israeli Gaza fence, the previous chapter concluded that barriers alone 

cannot explain the changes in the number of militant attacks or their nature. Rather, 

changes in the Fortification-Cooperation axis permit a more complete understanding of 

when and how barriers can lead to a decrease or increase in the number of militant 

attacks. Interaction between fortification and cooperation can also help us predict when 

violent groups are likely to introduce new attack tactics and when they are likely to 

employ tactical shifts. Much of the evidence for this dynamic was induced from a 

detailed case study covering the duration of the Israeli Gaza barrier and its interaction 

with cross-border cooperation. I found when the Gaza barrier was combined with cross-

border security cooperation between the Gaza-based PA and Israel, attacks declined and 

vise-versa. I also found that the barrier motivated tactical shifts to more or less 

sophisticated or lethal attack tactics. Additionally, the Gaza case provided evidence on 

innovations when cross-border cooperation is absent.  

Partition as a solution to ethnic conflict took central stage in the scholarly 

literature, especially after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Some scholars defend 

partition under certain conditions, such as achieving full independence and complete 

ethnic separation, which may require population transfers (see Downes, 2001: 63; 

Johnson, 2008: 168). Others argue that separation enhances hostilities and lack of trust 

(Kumar, 1997a & b). Some add that local population and the international community 

will resist transfer, especially if forced, which results in lack of an effective partition 

(Horowitz, et al, 2009: 203). 
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Despite this lively debate in political science and despite the great attention the 

West Bank barrier attracted, the actual effects on violence and militant activities of the 

barrier has received little scholarly attention. Most of the available empirical works are 

journalistic in style or cover human rights and legal issues. A few academics casually 

remark that the West Bank barrier can be effective only if it has no gaps, but then fail to 

rule out the possibility that militant innovations that defeat even an unbroken barrier (see 

for example Rynhold, 2004: 64; Frisch, 2007a: 11). Yet, these claims were never exposed 

to detailed and systematic empirical studies.  

I am not arguing that the Israeli Gaza and West Bank fences are identical. In fact, 

despite sharing a common historic, political, and cultural background, they vary along 

several important dimensions. While the Gaza fence is a continuous obstacle, the West 

Bank barrier is not. This is because the geographic, demographic and topographic 

realities of the two barriers differ. Gaza is a sandy plain while the West Bank is rocky and 

mountainous. Additionally, the Gaza Strip is a small area compared to the West Bank. A 

45km long fence is sufficient to cut off the Gaza Strip from Israel. In the West Bank, on 

the other hand, Israel would need to build a 450km barrier to be completely separated 

from Israel, a much more expensive proposition (Byman, 2011: 325 &332). In contrast to 

Gaza, Israel has no intention to evacuate most of its settlements in the West Bank,72 

especially the large ones. This requires Israel to extend its barrier inside the West Bank to 

include these settlements on the Israeli side. In addition to making the barrier even more 

                                                
72In 2002, Israeli human rights organization, B’tselem, reported that since 1967, Israel has taken control 
over 50% of the West Bank territory for settlement use and future expansion (Land, 2002). 
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costly, it poses the issue of its legality. To top it all off, by deviating from the Green Line, 

even if the barrier is completed as planned, it will leave approximately 25,000 West Bank 

Palestinians between the barrier and the Green Line (an area called the Seam Zone). 

According to a 2011 UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs’ report, 

around 6,500 Palestinians currently live in the Seam Zone. This population not only 

ended up on the Israeli side of the barrier but also those above 16 years old were required 

to apply for ‘permanent resident’ permits in Israel to continue to live in their homes (see 

Frisch, 2007a: 11-2; Rynhold, 2004: 55; Barrier Update, 2011: 3; Byman, 2011: 329-10).  

I employ qualitative and quantitative data collected for the period between 1997 

and 2010. I carry out the analysis by addressing two dimensions of attacks. First, I focus 

on the number of attacks before and after the barrier was constructed. Second, I examine 

the effect of the barrier on militant attack tactics, by looking for tactical shifts and 

innovations. Violent groups exposed to the new obstacles created by the barrier resort to 

attack tactics that do not require crossing the borders or can inflict harm on the target 

state despite the barrier. However, tactical shifts do not necessarily entail adopting more 

lethal or more sophisticated tactics. Rather, tactical shifts are determined by what military 

resources are at the disposal of the violent groups, which in turn is affected by their 

ability to act freely at the local level and import necessary resources.  

To carry out this analysis on the number and nature of West Bank attacks, I 

examine four phases marked by changes that took place on the Fortification-Cooperation 

axis. The first extends from 1997 to 2000, when the Palestinian Authority (PA) was 

newly established in all major city centers in the West Bank and cooperated with Israel 
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by suppressing local militant activities against Israeli targets. This period of cooperation 

without fortification is a case of Reconciliation, which is expected to result in a decline in 

attacks and an absence of tactical innovations and tactical shifts. The next phase spans a 

period of almost a year extending from end of 2000 to late 2001, in which the PA did not 

cooperate with Israel in the West Bank and Israel did not build any barriers. The 

Fortification-Cooperation theory predicts Tension under such circumstances with an 

increase in militant attacks and tactical innovations but without tactical shifts.  

The third period runs from late 200173 to August 2007 when Israel unilaterally 

launched the construction of the barrier in the West Bank without cooperating with the 

PA on security matters. This case of fortification without cooperation is expected to lead 

to a Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle characterized by high attack frequency, tactical 

innovations and shifts. The fourth and last period extends from late 2007 to 2010, when 

Israel maintains and extends the barrier, but revives its security cooperation with the 

West Bank-based PA through American mediation. My theory predicts a Fragile Truce 

characterized by a decline in the number of attacks, and absence of tactical innovations 

albeit with a high potential for tactical shifts.  

As stated in the first two chapters, I rely on the literature on barriers, partition, 

activities of militant groups and their tactical shifts and innovations to explain when 

barriers can be effective in decreasing or eliminating attacks. I also examine cross-border 

cooperation in reference to the literature on cooperation.  

                                                
73Official Israeli approval of the construction was announced in June. Yet, there were sections of the 
barrier that were already built in late 2001 and early 2002, especially around the Tulkarm area and 
Jerusalem. 
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1997-END OF 2000: RECONCILIATION 

In September 1995, Yassir Arafat and Shimon Peres signed the Oslo II agreement, 

which broadened Palestinian self-rule in the West Bank after implementing Oslo I in the 

Gaza Strip and Jericho. The agreement dictated an Israeli withdrawal from 456 

Palestinian West Bank cities, towns and villages. It also transferred more administrative 

powers to the PA. In return, the PA pledged to act vigorously against anti-Israel violence 

from the areas under its control (Eisenberg & Caplan, 2010: 179-180). 

By mid-1996, the PA was established inside many Palestinian West Bank 

population centers from which the Israel army withdrew. Under Oslo II, the tasks of the 

joint Israeli-Palestinian Liaison Committee established by Oslo I were extended to 

include newly evacuated areas in the West Bank. This committee helped Palestinian and 

Israeli security officers to directly communicate on the ground to share information, 

identify problems and find solutions. Both parties coordinated their efforts in thwarting 

violent activities, particularly by the PIJ and Hamas in 1990s (Ross, 2005: 195; Text, 

2001).  

As in Gaza and immediately after setting foot in the West Bank, Arafat 

established several security apparatuses, including the Preventive Security Service that 

coordinated with Israel and opposed any violent activities plotted against Israel in the 

West Bank (Rubin & Rubin, 2003: 174; Shikaki, 1998: 33). Some of these institutions 

were not mandated by Oslo but Israel approved of their presence with the idea that they 

would give Arafat a free hand to undermine militant infrastructure (Zanotti, 2010: 5).  



 120 

Furthermore, as part of the American involvement in mediating the Oslo Accords, 

America's Central Intelligence Agency and FBI trained members of Palestinian security 

apparatus in espionage, interrogation and other techniques. The training began in 1996 

with Israel’s knowledge (Dunn, 1998). Media sources reported that the Israeli and 

Palestinian secret services worked together in arresting several West Bank Palestinians 

suspected of planning attacks in Israel. For example, on January 13th, 1998, the 

Palestinian and Israeli security agencies seized some 700kg of explosives in Nablus in the 

West Bank. The Israeli security forces informed the Palestinian police of the militant 

activities and the latter invaded a bomb factory in Nablus (Israel and Palestinians, 1998). 

Thus, in many cases, security cooperation between the Palestinians and the Israelis led to 

halting violence before it could be launched.  

In fact some researchers drew attention to the importance of security cooperation 

in quelling cross-border violence. In his work on policing interstate boundaries, George 

Gavrilis (2008: 39) argued that borders with low-level cooperation among border guards 

are the most successful in administering inter-state borders, including stopping cross-

border violence. Furthermore, in his research on the impact of the Israeli-Palestinian 

peace accords on Palestinian violence, Khalil Shikaki (1998) found that regardless of the 

lethality of the attacks, cooperation between the Israeli and Palestinian security agencies 

caused a dramatic decline in the frequency of violent incidents. Hamas itself contends 

that the security cooperation and coordination between the PA and Israel, especially in 

the West Bank struck a serious blow against militant activities (Kahlut, 2009; The 

Occupation, 2009).  
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Similar to Gaza, the West Bank case suggests that the involvement of some of the 

violent groups in border policing has a moderating impact on attacks. Israel was not the 

first to employ cooperation with violent groups in border policing. Gavrilis discusses the 

nineteenth Century Ottoman Empire and the Greek state as early adopters of this strategy 

(Gavrilis, 2008; Billingsley, 1988). Thomson (1994) demonstrates how European rulers 

ended the role of mercenaries and privateers by having them fight on their behalf. The 

majority of the PA employees were affiliated with Fatah. Several of these were involved 

in violence against Israel in the 1980s and/or became operatives of the Al Aqsa Martyrs 

Brigades (AMB) after 2000. To give a more specific example, Colonel Jibreel Rajob who 

headed the Palestinian Preventive security service in the West Bank was active in violent 

activities against Israel in the 1980s and spent several years in Israeli prisons (Rubin & 

Rubin, 2003: 174).74  

Thus, the involvement of individuals or groups that previously were engaged in 

violence against Israel in security cooperation with Israel has proved to be effective in 

decreasing the number of attacks. A similar mechanism has been used by states trying to 

eliminate undesirable activities, such as illegal border crossings by involving bandits in 

policing the borders (see Gavrilis, 2008; Barkey, 1994, 2008). In these cases, the state 

selectively and carefully involves certain groups to implement low-level local policing 

missions. This however, does not necessarily negate an intervention of the state itself if 

necessary because the bandits are not doing the job. For example, Israel in many 

                                                
74This does not necessarily entail that he was involved in violence after 2000. 
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instances, entered Palestinian controlled areas in coordination with the PA to arrest or kill 

militants. 

Although the Oslo agreements did not clearly discuss borders between Israel and 

the Palestinian entity, postponing the topic for later permanent status negotiations, it 

created lines that divided the Palestinian territories into three distinct administrative and 

security zones that influence the structure of the West Bank today (see map 5.1 below).  
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Map 5.1: Zones A, B, and C According to the Oslo Agreement (Phased Deployment, 

2004). 

• Area A includes Palestinian population centers in which control is transferred 

from the Israeli military to the PA. This area includes different towns in the Gaza 

Strip, Jericho, Nablus, Qalqilya, Tulkarem, Ramallah, Bethlehem, Jenin and 
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Hebron.75 In these areas, the PA has full responsibility for internal security, public 

order, and civil affairs. 

• Area B includes 450 Palestinian towns and villages in the West Bank where Israel 

and the PA share control. In this area, the PA controls civil authorities but Israel 

maintains overriding security authority to protect its citizens and combat 

“terrorism.” 

• Area C is mostly unpopulated areas of the West Bank, where Israel alone has full 

administrative and security control. This zone includes areas of strategic 

importance to Israel and the settlements (Borders; Newman, 2002: 638-9). 

Despite these zones, Israel did not build a barrier between Palestinian West Bank 

areas and itself. Additionally, Israel cooperated and shared security information with the 

newly established PA in the West Bank. Under this cooperation, the PA committed itself 

to fighting Palestinian violence against Israel by suppressing militant activities at the 

local level. This situation of cooperation without physical separation is identified by the 

Fortification-Cooperation theory as a case of “Reconciliation,” in which we expect to see 

a relatively low attack frequency, no tactical innovations and no tactical shifts.  

                                                
75There were special arrangements for the redeployment from Hebron due to presence of a Jewish 
settlement inside the city in 1997. 
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Figure 5.1: West Bank Attack Number and Nature 1997-Sept. 2000.  

Similar to the case of Gaza, when the Fatah led PLO started negotiations with 

Israel in early 1990s, other Palestinians affiliated with Hamas and Palestinian Islamic 

Jihad (PIJ), objected to the agreement by launching attacks against Israel. Examining 

figure 5.1 reveals that from 1997 to end of 2000, West Bank attacks ranged between 6 

(e.g. April 1997) and 0 (e.g. between February and July 1999) attacks per month. This 

relatively low number of attacks resulted from the PA’s security apparatuses’ crackdown 

on Hamas and PIJ in the West Bank.76 

Despite their generally low frequency, attacks fluctuated between January 1997 

and September 2000 reflecting developments and failures in the peace negotiations and 

                                                
76Please note that according to other datasets on Palestinian attacks this is a much lower frequency 
compared to earlier phases of no barrier and no cooperation. For instance, the START dataset reports that 
in 1991, West Bank militants launched about 23 attacks against Israel, 96 in 1992 and 0 in 1993, which is 
the time when Oslo I was signed. West Bank attacks went up again in 1994 to 53 to decline again to 8 in 
1995, which is when Oslo II was signed (National Consortium, 2012c). 
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thus cooperation between the Palestinians and the Israelis. Comparing these frequencies 

to developments in the peace process and negotiations between the Israelis and the 

Palestinians reveals that the relative declines in figure 5.1 correspond with developments 

or on-going negotiations. For example, attacks declined in early 1997, which is when the 

Israelis and the Palestinians were negotiating and implementing the Hebron protocol. 

Yet, later in the same year, attacks escalated. This can be in response to Israel’s increased 

settlement activities, especially in the West Bank at the time. In late 1998, attacks 

decreased. This was the time when the Wye River Plantation Summit was going on. 

Attacks dropped again in 1999. During that year, the Sharm El-Sheikh Memorandum was 

agreed on (Timeline).  

As for the nature of attacks, figure 5.1 indicates that between 1997 and late 2000 

West Bank violent groups relied on two main tactics: Suicide bombings and settlement 

and roadside attacks, which involve either circumvention or subverting Israeli border-

policing. These are the same tactics Hamas and PIJ used starting from early 1990s. This 

indicates that in the period covered here, the West Bank-based violent groups did not 

initiate any tactical innovations because they did not introduce any new tactics. The main 

reason for lack of innovations is the security cooperation between the PA and Israel. The 

Fortification-Cooperation theory and the literature on violent groups’ innovations 

contend that innovations require access to military material resources and knowledge 

usually provided through violent networks and alliances (see also Pedahzur, 2005: 200-1; 

Horowitz, 2010a: 59). Cross-border security cooperation limits access to these networks 

and resources in a manner that severely restricts violent groups’ capabilities to militarily 
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innovate and introduce new tactics. This situation is exemplified by the West Bank 

between 1997 and end of 2000.  

Furthermore, in the same period, West Bank violent groups relied on both suicide 

bombings and settlement and roadside attacks at almost the same rate, which means 

violent groups did not engage in tactical shifts. According to the political science 

literature on substitution effect, violent groups tend to substitute certain attack tactics 

when governments employ policies that impede their earlier adopted tactics (Enders and 

Sandler, 2002b: 2). Although the policy of cooperation between the Palestinians and 

Israelis did restrict militant activities, it was still possible to carry out the currently 

preferred tactics (suicide bombings and settlement and roadside attacks). 

Therefore, the West Bank between 1997 and end of 2000 provides evidence in 

support for the Fortification-Cooperation theory. The theory predicts that in a 

Reconciliation case of cooperation without fortification, cross-border attack frequency 

tends to be low and violent groups would neither introduce innovations or tactical shifts. 

The West Bank between 1997 and late 2000 did not have a barrier but Israel and PA 

cooperated on security issue. This resulted in a maximum of 6 attacks per month, no 

tactical innovations and no tactical shifts.  

END OF 2000-END OF 2001: TENSION 

In July 2000 at the Camp David retreat in Maryland, the Palestinians headed by 

Yasser Arafat and the Israelis by Ehud Barak held talks mediated by former U.S. 

president Bill Clinton. Israel claimed it gave the Palestinians the most generous offer 

since 1948 with about 82% of the West Bank and 100% of the Gaza Strip, and 1% 
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territorial compensation for the Palestinians refugees from the pre-1967 Israeli territory. 

It also proposed dismantling most of the settlements and moving most of the settlers 

inside the 8% of the West Bank that will be annexed by Israel. The offer included the 

establishment of the Palestinian capital in some neighborhoods of East Jerusalem and 

divided Jerusalem between Arabs and Jews with Palestinian sovereignty over exterior 

suburbs of east Jerusalem and Palestinian ‘custodianship’ over Harm Sharif (Dome of the 

Rock and the Aqsa Mosque). Israel also offered the return of three to four million 

Palestinian refugees, but not to their original towns that fall in Israeli proper today 

(Baumgarten, 2003:16; Jacoby, 2007: 99; Ehud Barak in Morris, 2002: 42–5).  

The Palestinians refused the offer saying that the proposal offered the trappings of 

a state but not an independent one. The Palestinians also objected to the proposals for 

Jerusalem and the refugees and to the fact that such a solution would give legitimacy to 

the Israeli settlements in the West Bank (Mitchell et al, 2001: 7; Newman, 2002: 636).77 

Additionally, it was thought that most Palestinians would not accept partial control of 

Harm Sharif, especially given the Israeli excavations underneath. The failure of these 

talks stalled the peace process and the security cooperation between the Palestinians and 

the Israelis.78  

                                                
77Newman (2002) argues the emotional attachment and the symbolic connotations regarding Jerusalem and 
the refugees among both the Palestinians and the Israelis were the main reasons behind the failure of the 
negotiations. 
78Several claims were made in the media that Barak’s offer was “generous” and that Arafat rejected this 
offer, in part, because it does not entail “push[ing] the Jews into the sea” (see Baumgarten, 2004; Parry, 
2002). However, knowing the sensitivities attached particularly to Jerusalem and the refugee issue to the 
Palestinians, which the Barak’s offer did not satisfy, it was logical for the Palestinian leadership to reject 
such an offer.  
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A few months later in end of September, Ariel Sharon and some Likud officials 

marched inside the Dome of the Rock yards surrounded by Israeli riot police. The 

Palestinians at the site took this as a provocation. Sharon himself is believed to have been 

involved in massacres against Palestinians and that day he enters one of the holiest 

Islamic places. Thus, the Palestinians started hailing stones, chairs, trash etc. and the riot 

police responded with tear gas and rubber bullets. From that day on, riots, clashes and 

closures continued for years in both the West Bank and the Gaza Strip and Palestinian 

militant groups revived their activities against Israel from the West Bank within the 

context of the Palestinian Aqsa Intifada. 

Between October 2000 and October 2001, Israel did not build a barrier in the 

West Bank and cooperation with the PA was absent after the collapse of the Camp David 

talks. According to the Fortification-Cooperation theory, this situation represents a case 

of Tension with the expected outcomes of increased attacks, introduction of tactical 

innovations without tactical shifts. This is because lack of suppression of military 

activities by local security apparatuses opened the door for violent groups to act freely 

domestically. They could raise funds, prepare and plan attacks and execute them without 

any obstacles locally.  

Moreover, the Palestinian Aqsa Intifada is characterized by the participation of 

the armed wings of not only Hamas and the PIJ, which were the only groups militarily 

active against Israel in the 1990s, but also the armed wing of Fatah, which led the 

negotiations on behalf of the Palestinians and cooperated with Israel on security related 

issues. As soon as the intifada broke out, Fatah’s Tanzim established al-Aqsa Martyrs 
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Brigades (AMB) to launch armed operations in against and in Israel. Other smaller 

groups, such as the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), the Democratic 

Front for the Liberation of Palestine (DFLP), and PIJ also participated in the violence. 

Several new small groups proliferated between 2000 and 2010 and carried out some 

attacks. These include but are not limited to the Imad Mughanniya brigades, Jerusalem 

Brigades, Jenin Brigades, martyrs of the popular army, Omar Mukhtar Brigades, and the 

Popular Resistance Committees.  

 

Figure 5.2:79 West Bank Attack Number and Nature, Oct. 2000-Oct. 2001. 

Compared to figure 5.1 in the previous section, figure 5.2 demonstrates a sudden 

increased in the West Bank attacks in October 2000, right after Sharon’s visit to the Al 

                                                
79This figure has two y-axes. The y-axis to the right or the secondary axis represents attack tactics with 
lower frequency that would not be clearly seen on the primary axis to the left. In this figure, suicide 
bombings and rockets are on the secondary axis to the right and settlement and roadside attacks are on the 
primary axis to the left. 
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Aqsa Mosque compound. Figure 5.2 also indicates that the West Bank attack frequency 

ranged between a minimum of 8 (January and February 2001) to a maximum of 26 (May 

2001) attacks per month, which is a relatively high frequency. The visit was the straw 

that broke the camel’s back but was not the only reason for the outbreak of violence. One 

of the key reasons is the realization in Camp David that the peace process would not meet 

the basic Palestinian demands about full sovereignty over East Jerusalem and a just 

solution to the refugee problem in fulfillment of the UN resolution 242 (see Baumgarten, 

2003), which led to the collapse of security cooperation between the PA and Israel. The 

stalled security cooperation between the two parties after Camp David allowed violent 

groups to train, raise funds, receive resources, and launch more attacks on Israel. Thus, 

the sudden increase in the number of attacks in late 2000 conforms to the expectations of 

the Fortification-Cooperation theory of increased violence under the scenario of no 

fortification and no cooperation.  

Concerning the nature of attacks, figure 5.2 above reveals that West Bank violent 

groups between October 2000 and October 2001 employed the attack tactics they 

inherited from the 1990s, namely suicide bombings and settlement and roadside attacks. 

These attacks rely on circumventing or subverting border patrols. Nevertheless, in 

November 2000, West Bank violent groups employed a tactic they had never used before, 

which is rocket attacks, which is an example of breaching border policing. This 

innovation was made possible by the ability to communicate with and learn from other 

militant groups, particularly Hezbollah in Lebanon. The first rocket attack launched from 

the West Bank originated from Beit Jala-based violent groups on the Israeli settlement of 
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Gilo, south of Jerusalem. Responsibility for the rocket was not claimed by any of the 

groups but media reports indicated that it was most probably carried out by Fatah’s AMB 

because this group is known to be very active in Beit Jala at the time (see Silver, 2000). 

The literature has established the idea that violent groups may learn from each other 

indirectly through media coverage of successful attacks (Horowitz, 2010b: 37). The Gilo 

attack came a few months after the Israeli withdrawal from south Lebanon from which 

AMB has learnt over the media about how Hezbollah’s rockets on Israel were successful 

at pressuring the latter to withdraw from the area. The Fortification-Cooperation theory 

expects this outcome of tactical innovations when cross-border cooperation is lacking.  

Over the covered period, the concerned violent groups employed three tactics 

(Suicide bombings, settlement and roadside attacks, and rockets) interchangeably and did 

not rely on one or two and drop another. This means these groups did not engage in 

tactical shifts because all three tactics were still feasible. Thus, we can conclude that the 

outcomes in the West Bank between October 2000 and October 2001 when there was no 

cooperation and no fortification meet the expectations of the Fortification-Cooperation 

theory of increased attacks, and tactical innovations without tactical shifts.  

END OF 2001-AUGUST 2007: HOSTILE/ASYMMETRICAL STRUGGLE 

On March 27th, 2002, Abdel Basit Odeh from Tulkarm and a refugee from a 

village called Kharbash arrived at Natanya. Soon after, he changed and dressed as a 

woman with wig and headed to the "Park" Hotel. His 10 kg belt bomb was filled with 

nails, screws and ball bearings to cause maximum damage in the closed space. As he 

mingled with the crowd of about 200 people in the hotel who were starting the ritual 
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Jewish Seder feast, he detonated several grenade bombs before his belt bomb exploded, 

killing 30 and wounding 172. Hamas announced responsibility for the attacks (Ephorn, 

2002: A01; The Perpetrator, 2002). Between the beginning of the Aqsa Intifada in the end 

September 2000 until the Park Hotel suicide bombing, 317 attacks were launched from 

the West Bank against Israel. About 19.6% (62) were suicide bombings, 4.7% (15) were 

rocket attacks and 75.7% (240) were settlement and roadside attacks.80 

Determined to end attacks from the West Bank, Israel launched its first extensive 

ground operation in the area, known as “Operation Defensive Shield,” one day after the 

Natanya attack (Passover, 2004: 1). The operation aimed at dealing a heavy blow at 

militant infrastructure by eliminating armed organizational frameworks and active violent 

groups either by killing or arresting them, and seizing all arms, military materials and 

support structures, including command centers, weapons stores, explosives laboratories 

and weapon factories. This was believed to significantly reduce the operational capacity 

of the militant organizations and the scope of militant attacks. The Israeli military 

surrounded Palestinian towns, imposed a tight siege on them, and temporarily reoccupied 

West Bank population centers to fight violent groups at home. The Palestinian population 

was under a tight Israeli curfew for months (Brom, 2002). During the operation, 

Palestinian streets became battlefields between the Israeli military and the Palestinian 

armed men.  

                                                
80These percentages are based on the detailed quantitative data collected by the researcher to create these 
figures (see figure 5.2). 
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While Israel declared the end of the operation in late April 2002, Israeli tanks, and 

armored vehicles maintained an almost continuous presence in key population centers. 

The beginning of the operation witnessed intensive clashes between the Israeli infantry 

and the Palestinian armed men but a few months later, the Israeli tanks moved around 

without any notable resistance. Israeli tanks maintained a presence in Ramallah city 

surrounding Arafat’s compound until August 2003 (Israel to Transfer, 2003).   

The Natanya attack, along with others, hastened the Israeli government’s already 

existing plan to separate the West Bank from Israel. While the idea of separation between 

Palestinians and Israel was proposed and debated in Israeli official circles for decades 

(see chapter 3), the Israeli left headed by Ehud Barak was the first to table the idea in the 

aforementioned Camp David talks in 2000. The Israeli right opposed the idea at the time 

as a form of retreat. Nevertheless, the implementation came two years later on the hands 

of a right wing government headed by Ariel Sharon. The latter government faced 

increasing public pressure demanding tangible steps that would halt suicide bombings 

(Jacoby, 2007: 23; Muller, 2004: 17; Byman, 2011: 325).  

The Israeli Defense Cabinet approved the barrier project in July 2001 to prevent 

violent infiltrations into Israel from the West Bank (Byman, 2011: 325). Before official 

approval was given for the West Bank barrier, the government set up a few fences around 

some West Bank settlements, such as Bat Hefer near Tulkarm, as early as 1995. More of 

these settlements started to build barriers and expand their already existing fences after 

mid-2001 while the government’s extensive West Bank barrier project was being 

discussed (Derfner & Berger, 2001:12).  
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By early April 2002, cement slabs were seen in the outskirts of several Palestinian 

West Bank cities and sections of the barrier were already built (Williams, 2002: A16). In 

May 2002, ditches and razor wire started to appear between Ramallah and Jerusalem and 

Bethlehem and Jerusalem (Philips, 2002: 19). Sharon’s police minister, Uzi Landau, said 

that the Israeli walls will be high and “they are meant not only to deter Palestinians from 

crossing, but to make it harder for Palestinian fighters to snipe at Jewish areas or throw 

petrol bombs” (Lynfield, 2002). In October 2003, the Cabinet endorsed a complete route 

for the barrier, followed by speedy pace of construction to form a 663km obstacle 

(Rynhold, 2004: 60). The project was supervised by the Israeli Ministry of Defense and 

was expected to cost a grand total of $1.2 billion. The Israeli Army received orders to 

make it tougher for Palestinians to enter Jerusalem and mobile military checkpoints 

became a daily routine. By October 2003, the Israeli military gave the soldiers greater 

freedom to open fire at any person who gets within 50 meters of the peripheries of the 

barrier (Work, 2002: A12; Dunn, 2002: 18). 

The construction was divided into three main phases. The first focused on two 

sections one extending between the Palestinian town of Jalbun at the northeastern edge of 

the West Bank through Salem to the settlement of Elkana in the south; and another in the 

north and south of Jerusalem. In July 2003, the Ministry of Defense announced the 

completion of the first stage, with 123 km in the northern West Bank as well as 19.5 km 

around Jerusalem (Muller, 2004: 18). The second phase extended over 45 km from Salem 

village in the north to Tayaseer Village near the Jordan valley. By end of 2003, Israel 

erected 30 km of this section. It encircles Salfit, which lost 70% of its land, in addition to 
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Ramallah, Hebron and Bethlehem. This phase was completed by the end of 2004. The 

third phase started in September 2003 and was to extend for 210 km from Elkana 

settlement to the Israeli military compound at Ofer outside of Ramallah, then from 

Jerusalem to Arad in the south over 120 km. Another 100-plus kilometers alongside the 

Jordan River was to be constructed. This section was expected to coil deeper into the 

West Bank than the two other sections to encompass the large Israeli settlements in the 

area. This phase was to separate the Jordan valley and the Palestinian areas (de 

Borchgrave, 2003: A19; Muller, 2004: 15).  
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Map 5.2: Current Status of the Israeli West Bank Barrier (The Barrier Route, 2011). 
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The latter phase was never finished (see map 5.2 above). Construction was 

suspended for several reasons. Most importantly, many Palestinian farmers and 

landowners appealed its legality to the Israeli Supreme Court demanding rerouting the 

barrier so it won’t encroach on their land. When completed, only approximately 15% of 

the barrier will be constructed on the Green Line or in Israel (see map 5.2). Moreover, 

some influential settler groups pressured against the construction of the barrier in general 

and in certain areas in particular. Finally, the government claimed that it lacked sufficient 

funds. Yet, in mid-2002, Israel declared resumption of construction (Israel to resume, 

2012). Approximately 85% of the barrier route was to run inside the West Bank, isolating 

about 9.4% of West Bank territory, including East Jerusalem and No Man’s Land 

(Barrier Update, 2011: 3). 

Therefore, as demonstrated by map 5.2, by 2011, the barrier ran along the western 

side of the West Bank to separate, from north to south: Jenin, Tulkarm, Qalqilia, Salfit, 

Ramallah, Bethlehem and Hebron from Israeli city centers. Some parts of the barrier in 

the south, near Hebron and Bethlehem, were unfinished leaving a few gaps in the area. 

The eastern section of the barrier was not built yet and was planned to run to the east of, 

from south to north, Hebron, Bethlehem, Jerusalem, Ramallah, Nablus and Tubas and 

would leave Jericho further to the east in an enclave. 

 Each section of the barrier has either 8-9 meters concrete walls with military 

watch towers every 2-300 meters, or 3-meter electrified fences, with ditches, razor wire, a 

paved road on one side and a groomed sandy path on the other, an electronic monitoring 

system with thermal imaging video cameras, patrol roads, a buffer zone and numerous 
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watch towers (see picture 5.1 below). About 61 km of the constructed Barrier consists of 

concrete slabs connected to form a wall near urban areas such as Jerusalem, Bethlehem, 

Qalqiliya, and Tulkarm. The rest is smart fences. As of July 2012, approximately 62% of 

the Barrier (about 708 km which is almost double the length of the Green Line) was 

complete, a further 8% was under construction, and about 30% was planned but not yet 

constructed (The Humanitarian, 2012, Barrier Update, 2011: 3). Three types of crossings 

were included in the barrier system; four are "smart" crossings equipped with electronic 

monitoring devices. Others are to be used by the Israeli army to easily invade the 

territories when necessary. Finally, several gates were opened for specific hours for 

farmers whose properties are on the other side of the barrier (Work, 2002: A12; de 

Borchgrave, 2003: A19).  

 

Picture 5.1: Components of the West Bank barrier (Israel’s Security, 2007). 

Just like the Gaza fence, the West Bank barrier was built unilaterally without any 

negotiations or coordination with the Palestinians. As a result, several saw it as an 
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obstacle to peace since it creates facts on the ground without the approval of Israel’s 

neighbors. Israel in this sense imposed a border according to is own interests. Israel 

defended its project by referring to the mounting deaths among Israelis as a result of 

suicide attacks. The PA was unable and/or unwilling to disrupt the recruitment, training, 

arming, and passage of suicide attackers from the West Bank into Israel proper (Barasch 

& Qadir, 2004: 19). For the Palestinians on the other hand, if the solution of the 

Palestinian-Israeli conflict is by separation, then Israel cannot continue to settle the 

contested land and divide it unilaterally while carrying out negotiations (Gordon & 

Cohen, 2012:10). 

Many opponents to the barrier focus on its route since it deviates from the 

internationally recognized 1949 armistice or Green Line. According to the official Israeli 

plan, 85% of the Barrier will run inside the West Bank, including East Jerusalem. As a 

result, the route of the Barrier will isolate 9.4% of West Bank land between the Barrier 

and the Green Line. Israel explains the deviation by either security or demographic 

considerations, especially as in many cases the barrier delves into the West Bank to keep 

large settlement blocs on the Israeli side (The Humanitarian, 2012; Barrier Update, 2011: 

3; Byman, 2011: 325). The biggest of these are Ma’ale Adumim bloc, the Gush Etzion 

Bloc, Ariel finger and Qedimum finger (see map 5.1 above).  

Despite Israeli claims, the West Bank barrier does not neatly divide the area based 

on ethnic and religious groups. As of 2010, the barrier already has separated a settler 

population of 73,350 who are on the eastern side or the Palestinian side. Upon the 

completion of the project, a part but not all of those are expected to be on the Israeli side 
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(Settlement population).81 Yet, the barrier does not only separate settlements from the 

West Bank, it also separates considerable areas of Palestinian farmlands and population.  

Scholars like Eyal Weizman (2007: 144 & 12) and Jeff Halper (2006: 76-8) argue 

that the West Bank barrier is part of a larger Israeli system of control compromised of an 

extensive network of permanent and temporary barriers including the barrier itself and 

different checkpoints in the West Bank. Hill top settlements spreading all over the West 

Bank complete the system of barriers, supplemented by a web of Jewish-only bypass, 

security roads and highways that cross the West Bank. These roads are barriers to 

Palestinian movement. In fact, this argument can be visualized in a map of the West Bank 

barriers combined with the Israeli settlements and roads in the area that leave Palestinian 

population centers looking like isolated islands. 

In addition to the barrier, several other developments took place between the end 

of 2001 and August 2007 that affected the Palestinian Territories in general and the West 

Bank in particular. First, with Fatah returning to violence in late 2000, the PA’s security 

institutions became one of the main targets of Israeli aerial and ground raids (Geisel, 

2011:9). By end of 2002, Israel destroyed the Palestinian infrastructure, institutions and 

even Palestinian security apparatuses that once cooperated with Israel. Second, in 2003, 

the US and other influential countries tried to rebuild the Palestinian security apparatus 

and re-establish Israeli-Palestinians security cooperation, a proposal that first appeared in 

the Road Map, which was endorsed by the Quartet (U.S.A, Russia, the European Union 

and the United Nations). The Road Map, however, required reforms in the PA that Arafat 

                                                
81See: http://www.fmep.org/settlement_info. 
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resisted. Third, Arafat passed away in the end of 200482 and Mahmoud Abbas was 

elected president in early 2005. Abbas is known for his opposition to the armed struggle 

and his willingness to crackdown on violent groups. Right after the elections, he called 

upon all factions to put down their arms and agree to negotiations. While he was unable 

to convince all violent groups, he did persuade them to commit to a truce with Israel, 

resulting in a decline in attacks (Thrall, 2010; Geisel, 2011: 9-10; Zanotti, 2010: 6-7; 

Shepherd, 2007: 417). Fourth, by the end of 2005, Israel decided to withdraw from its 

Gaza settlements, as well as four settlements in the northern West Bank. 

Fifth, as the quartet was pushing for reforms and Abbas sounding more 

responsive than Arafat, the Palestinian parliamentary elections were held in early 2006 

resulting in the victory of Hamas. Abbas differed with Hamas on the formation of the 

new national unity government. In the meanwhile, the quartet and the donor countries 

were alarmed by the election results as Hamas was listed as a “terrorist” group by several 

Western countries. They froze all funds to the PA and official security cooperation was 

not signed until after Hamas’ take over of Gaza in June 2007 after months of clashes 

between the group and its main opponent, Fatah, due to conflicts over power sharing 

(Thrall, 2010; Geisel, 2011: 9-10; Zanotti, 2010: 6-7).  

Thus, with construction of the barrier starting in late 2001 and without security 

cooperation between the West Bank-based PA and Israel until after mid-2007, this period 

is identified by the Fortification-Cooperation theory as a Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle 

                                                
82In October 2013, the medical journal the Lancet reported that Swiss scientists have found the traces of a 
radioactive substance on personal belongings of Arafat, which adds further evidence to the claims that he 
was poisoned by Israel. 
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with the expectation that violent groups will amplify their attacks, introduce tactical 

innovations and tactical shifts. Examining the West Bank attacks presented in figure 5.3 

below reveals an evident increase in the number of attacks after construction of the 

barrier started. Attacks peaked in March 2002 (42 attacks).83 They increased again in July 

2007 when the security agreement was signed to 12 attacks. This increase is the result of 

a lack of local suppression of militant activities in the West Bank. Similar to the previous 

period, Fatah, which was involved in security cooperation with Israel in 1990s and after 

July 2007, participated in the violence through its armed wing, the AMB. In fact the data 

collected for this research reveals that unlike the case in Gaza where Hamas was the most 

active militant group, Fatah’s AMB was the most active militant group in the West Bank. 

As expected by the Fortification-Cooperation, lack of security cooperation gave violent 

groups the green light to launch attacks on Israel and raise funds and resources, which 

results in an increase in the number of attacks.  

                                                
83No attacks were launched in May 2005 and between November 2006 and February 2007. 
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Figure 5.3:84 West Bank Attack Frequency and Nature, Nov. 2001-Aug. 2007. 

Figure 5.3 demonstrates that between the end of 2003 and August 2007 attack 

numbers generally dropped with a maximum of 13 attacks between July and October 

2005 despite the fact that the PA in the West Bank was not cooperating with Israel. 

Although the figure indicates that attacks continue but at a lower rate, this could serve as 

an example for proponents of the idea that barriers reduce attacks. If this decline in the 

attacks is a function of the barrier, we should not see any increases in attack rates later 

on. Additionally, as indicated above many developments were taking place during that 

period that perhaps kept violent groups busy.85 Figure 5.3 refutes the argument that 

                                                
84The secondary (y) axis to the right represents attack tactics with lower frequency: here, suicide bombings 
and rockets. 
85e.g. the death of Arafat who was a very influential figure even with rival groups, external efforts to 
rebuild the PA security apparatuses and re-establish cooperation between the PA and Israel and the Abbas 
led truce of 2005. 
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barriers decrease attacks since they increased to 22 attacks in July and August 2007.86 In 

fact the low rate of attacks could be the result of other variables, such as direct rule and 

military invasion that are expansive substitutes for barriers and are outside the scope of 

the Fortification-Cooperation theory. 

Regarding the nature of attacks between late 2001 and August 2007, figure 5.3 

above demonstrates that violent groups in the West Bank relied on settlement and 

roadside attacks, rockets and suicide bombings, which are the same tactics these groups 

employed in the previous period. These tactics are also involved of barrier circumvention 

(suicide bombings and settlement and roadside attacks), breaching (rockets) and 

subversion (suicide bombings and settlement and roadside attacks). Yet, the figure also 

indicates that West Bank violent groups stopped suicide bombings and rockets in mid and 

late 2006 respectively and then relied exclusively on settlements and roadside attacks 

afterwards. Thus, in support of the Fortification-Cooperation theory, the West Bank data 

provides some evidence of tactical shifts to settlement and roadside attacks. 

Concerning tactical innovations, Figure 5.3 challenges the Fortification-

Cooperation theory since it predicts introduction of innovations when there is a barrier 

without cooperation. Rockets were not a new to the West Bank between end of 2001 and 

August 2007 because they were introduced in the earlier phase, in late 2000. As indicated 

in the figure, between mid-2002 and mid-2005, West Bank violent groups did not launch 

any rocket attacks. Some experts explain this by the fact that the Israeli army maintains 

                                                
86Please note that July-October 2005 is a 4 months period with 13 attacks while July-August 2007 is a 2-
months period with 22 attacks. This means attacks in the latter period almost quadrupled in number. 
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control over many sections of the West Bank, especially around Palestinian 

concentrations. This limited violent groups’ access to the resources needed to launch 

more rockets from the area (Salih, 2012). This does not mean that these groups stopped 

trying to launch rockets, which is evident by virtue of the fact that in 2005 and 

afterwards, a few rocket attacks originated from the West Bank. This indicates at least a 

partial success for these groups at rebuilding their rocket infrastructure. However, unlike 

the Gaza rockets, the West Bank rockets remained under developed, were rarely 

launched, and stopped at some point.  

Furthermore, the qualitative literature reveals that West Bank violent groups 

introduced innovations by recruiting women to execute suicide bombings for the first 

time in January 2002 and by participating in a non-violent campaign in 2004. First, until 

2002, all Palestinian suicide bombers were men. With the West Bank barrier construction 

starting in late 2001, Israeli border checks and searches intensified and particularly 

targeted Palestinian men. Yet, it was still possible to carry out suicide bombings in Israel 

despite the barrier due to Israeli presence inside the West Bank and the incomplete barrier 

project. Additionally, violent groups at the time had access to resources and recruits since 

the West Bank-based Palestinian Authority did not cooperate with Israel on security 

issues. Thus, given these circumstances, violent groups in the West Bank introduced an 

innovation by recruiting female suicide bombers to execute attacks since they attracted 

less attention on the borders. On January 27th 2002, Wafa Idris, a 27 years old nurse at the 

Red Crescent Society started a new trend of Palestinian women suicide bombers. Idris 

was raised in Al Amari refugee camp in Ramallah and was not affiliated with any violent 
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group until her attack in January 2002. She approached Al Aqsa Martyrs Brigades and 

volunteered as a suicide bomber. In the morning, she left to work as usual. Co-workers 

reported that she requested a leave and left work early. She headed to Jerusalem through 

Qalandia checkpoint and detonated her belt bomb in downtown shopping district, killing 

an Israeli man and wounding 150 (Uschan 2006: 8; Daly & Cragin, 2009: 56).  

 Second, West Bank Palestinians introduced organized non-violent activities in 

the form of weekly non-violent demonstrations against the barrier. While non-violence is 

not new to the Palestinian society neither in the first nor the second Intifadas (see 

Norman, 2009), Palestinians resorted for the first time to weekly, village-based protests 

contesting the Israeli barrier every Friday. These protests requested either the destruction 

of the barrier or rerouting it. 

Protests against the barrier started from the village of Budrus, northwest of 

Ramallah in early 2004 since the barrier cuts off 1,000 Dunams (about 250 acres) of its 

agricultural land. Every Friday after prayer, the villagers marched from the town mosque 

to the barrier site. The villagers established a popular committee to organize and evaluate 

their demonstrations. The committee was formed of members from Fatah, Hamas, PIJ, 

and other groups and coordinated with different local NGOs. The villagers agreed on 

strategies to be employed during the demonstrations, such as highlighting confiscated 

Palestinian land, and replanting olive trees after being uprooted by the bulldozers to build 

the barrier. The protest news spread and Palestinian and Israeli activists from different 

areas started participating (Norman, 2009: 130-1; Morrar, 2004). Other villages affected 
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by the barrier followed suit and organized their own protests in Biddou, Bil’in and other 

places.  

If non-violent protests against the barrier may be considered an innovation, the 

West Bank between end of 2001 and August 2007 provides support for the Fortification-

Cooperation theory. This is because the theory predicts tactical innovations when barriers 

are built without security cooperation, which is the case of the West Bank during this 

period. Indeed the fact that many of the West Bank violent groups participated in these 

non-violent activities is an indication that these protests have become one of these 

groups’ tactics.87 

Overall, the period of fortification without cooperation between end of 2001 and 

August 2007 offers empirical support for the Fortification-Cooperation theory. Under this 

scenario the theory predicts an increase in the number of attacks, which happened at least 

until end of 2002, when Israel invaded the West Bank and in 2007. The theory also 

predicts tactical shifts and innovations. The West Bank violent groups during this period 

rebuilt their rocketry and then shifted to settlement and roadside attacks in late 2006 and 

stopped using rockets and suicide bombings. Additionally, violent groups introduced a 

new innovation in suicide bombing by recruiting women suicide bombers. Moreover, 

many if not all the militant groups in cooperation with the local communities also started 

                                                
87From my personal experience living in the West Bank at the time in 2004 people got fed up with the 
violence, harassments on checkpoint, and the negative international reputation suicide bombings have cast 
on the Palestinians cause. I vividly recall debates and violent groups advocating non-violence and targeting 
settlements and Israeli roads inside the West Bank because the international community considers these 
constructions illegal.  
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to use popular resistance or non-violent activities to demonstrate their objection to the 

barrier, a newly improvised tactic.  

EARLY SEPTEMBER 2007-2010: FRAGILE TRUCE 

Although the late Palestinian president Arafat and current president Abbas are 

both affiliated with Fatah, Abbas’ rule moved in a different direction. Arafat opposed 

ending the armed struggle and there is evidence that he financed Al Aqsa Martyrs 

Brigades’ (AMB) military operations against Israel. In fact, after 2000, Arafat was 

repeatedly accused of backing Palestinian violence against Israel (see Palestinian 

Authority Funds, 2003; Rubin & Rubin, 2003: 5). Abbas, on the other hand, opposed the 

armed struggle, which many argue was the main reason for ending his brief tenure as 

Prime Minister in 2003. As soon as he was elected in early 2005, he requested all 

Palestinians to abandon violence and engage in peaceful resistance. Though he was 

unable to disarm the militant groups, he managed to convince them to support a cease-

fire with Israel that resulted in fewer attacks (Shepherd, 2007: 417).  

In June 2007, though some PA officials were themselves involved in violence 

against Israel, the West Bank-based PA signed a new security agreement with Israel 

mediated by the USA (Zanotti, 2010: 6; Myers, 2005). This agreement was the 

culmination of many attempts at reviving cooperation between the two parties since 

2003. Right after Hamas’ take over of Gaza in June 2007, the U.S. decided to intervene; 

Lieutenant General Keith Dayton, head of the United States Security Coordination 

(USSC) involved the Jordanian Public Security Directorate and international contractors 

in the U.S.-funded “gendarmerie-style” training of West Bank-based PA security 
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personnel. The Bureau of International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs managed 

the funds, in coordination with the USSC. Other donors, such as the EU, also contributed 

to the training of the Palestinian police. The main responsibility of the PA according to 

the agreement is to establish a sustained pattern of success in countering and dismantling 

militant networks. The effect of this training was seen directly in the streets of the West 

Bank, and the West Bank-based PA was repeatedly reported as successful in suppressing 

violent groups (Zanotti, 2010: 4-7; Thrall, 2010).  

This security cooperation between the Israelis and the Palestinians is in itself 

enough to maintain a low rate of Palestinian violence against Israel, which is evident in 

the period between 1997 and end of 2000 when Israel had no barriers in the West Bank. 

During that period, the maximum number of attacks was launched in 1997 and 1999 with 

12 attacks annually. Compared to previous and following periods, this rate is relatively 

low. However, Israel was already building its barrier to stop Palestinian attacks in 2007, 

and what was needed for the barrier to succeed in eliminating or decreasing attacks was 

the presence of security coordination with local Palestinian security agencies. Though 

this barrier was not completed until our day, it stands as an in-complete obstacle. Thus, 

with the newly signed security agreement between the PA and Israel, mediated by the US 

and combined with the barrier, late 2007-2010 represents a case of fortification with 

cooperation. The Fortification-Cooperation theory dubs this situation as a Fragile Truce 

in which violent groups are expected to launch less attacks, introduce no innovation and 

but have tactical shifts.  
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Figure 5.4:88 West Bank Attack Frequency and Nature, Sept. 2007-2010. 

Given the reality of a persisting Israeli presence inside the West Bank on 

checkpoints, Jewish-only roads and settlements, and given the fact that the Israeli barrier 

in the area has several gaps and is not a finished project yet (see map 5.2 above), one 

expects to see continuing attacks from the West Bank against Israeli targets inside the 

West Bank and even inside Israel. Yet, as we can see in figure 5.4 above, after 2007, 

West Bank attacks remarkably decreased. The direct involvement of the Palestinian 

security apparatus in suppressing military activities against Israel is key to eliminating 

and decreasing Palestinian West Bank attacks against Israel. 

Examining figure 5.4 above reveals that in general, the number of West Bank 

attacks declined in comparison to previous periods. The figure demonstrates that between 
                                                
88A few months from the previous period were kept on the figure to maintain the scale. 
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September 2007 and end of 2010, attacks ranged between a maximum 6 attacks in 

November 2007 to zero89 at several points, such as May 2008, February 2009 and July 

2010. This steady decline came about right after signing a new security cooperation 

agreement between Israel and the PA security apparatus, mediated by the USA. The PA, 

headed by Abbas and his Prime Minister Salam Fayyad90 according to this agreement 

committed itself to fight violence inside the West Bank. This local crackdown gave a 

major blow to militant activities in the West Bank and severally restricted access to 

militant resources.  

For example, newly trained forces of the PA carried out an operation in Jenin 

from May-June 2008 in which they successfully cleared the town of illegal weapons and 

cars, and armed gangs (Zanotti, 2010: 22). Wide scale arrests continued in all West Bank 

cities. In early 2010, for instance, the PA arrested a Hamas cell in the Ramallah area as it 

was preparing to launch a rocket at Israel. The PA received security information from 

Israel on the activities of this cell and arrested the operatives in February 2010 (Maarev, 

2010). The Israeli government reported that in 2011 alone, 764 joint security meetings 

and 440 routine low-level meetings were held with Palestinian counterparts (Measures, 

2012).  Militant groups admit that the cooperation between Israel and the PA in the West 

Bank against militant activities struck a major blow to violent groups. PIJ leader Ibrahim 

Najjar in October 2009, addressed this issue after the arrest of 30 PIJ activists in the West 
                                                
89This rate is similar to that of cooperation without fortification between 1997 and end of 2000, which casts 
doubts on the viability of building a barrier to begin with. 
90Fayyad was appointed as Prime Minister by President Abbas on 15 June 2007 in the context of "national 
emergency,” immediately after Hamas imposed its full control in the Gaza Strip. Fayyad was reappointed 
on 19 May 2009. Before his appointment, he was the Finance Minister. On 13 April 2013, Fayyad resigned 
as Prime Minister (Thrall, 2010). 
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Bank and called for ending security coordination with the Israelis (PIJ, 2009). Violent 

groups tried to continue attacking but many of these attempts were foiled before being 

launched (Salih, 2012).  

Regarding tactical innovations and shifts, figure 5.4 also indicates that violent 

groups in the West Bank did not introduce any new tactics between September 2007 and 

end of 2010. This means there were no tactical innovations during this period. The main 

reason for absence of innovations is lack of access to military resources and knowledge 

through linkages with other militant groups. The security cooperation between the PA 

and Israel during this period dealt a major blow to militant activities in the West Bank as 

it cut their military supplies and stopped many attempts at launching attacks. Resources, 

which became scarce under the PA crackdown, are central to the introduction of any new 

tactic.  

Moreover, figure 5.4 above reveals that West Bank violent groups relied on one 

tactic, settlement and roadside attacks, and had a lone suicide bombing in February 2008. 

These tactics involve either circumventing the barrier by moving barrier infiltration 

routes to less policed areas or subverting the barrier by using legal crossings. Suicide 

bombings became difficult with the barrier, and rocket attacks became almost impossible 

with the PA foiling almost all rocket operations. Yet, since violent groups still have the 

motivation to attack Israel, they switched to a tactic that they used before, settlement and 

roadside attacks, especially as this tactic requires less planning, training and resources 
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than suicide bombings and rockets for example. Thus, this period provides evidence of a 

tactical shift.91  

In sum, the period between September 2007 and end of 2010 provides empirical 

evidence in support of the Fortification-Cooperation theory on attack frequency, tactical 

innovations and tactical shifts. With fortification combined with cooperation, the theory 

predicts a decline in the number of attacks, tactical shifts and lack of tactical innovations. 

In general, over the concerned period the West Bank violent groups launched many fewer 

attacks, and introduced no tactical innovations and they shifted to settlement and roadside 

attacks.  

THE BARRIER AND JERUSALEM 

The Old City, in the heart of East Jerusalem, and one of the oldest continuously 

inhabited cities in the world,92 has gained great religious, cultural, and historic 

significance, which has attracted occupiers and rulers. The Old City has some of the 

holiest Jewish, Christian and Islamic sites. The significance of the city is evident in the 

fact that the UN Partition Plan of 1947 proposed an internationalized Jerusalem (Jacoby, 

2007: 89-92). Currently, the city is under full Israeli control and the Israeli government 

repeatedly expresses its intention to have Jerusalem as its unified capital (Halper, 2006: 

66). Palestinians aspire to have at least East Jerusalem as the capital of their future state 

and accuse Israel of undermining the Palestinian national identity of this part of the city, 

                                                
91In fact this tactical shift started from the last period as West bank militants started shifting to settlement 
and roadside attacks in the end of 2006. 
92The Old City of Jerusalem is approximately 5,000 years old. 
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which is considered part of the occupied territories by the international community 

(Lynfield, 2013). 

In addition to its divisions inside the Old City (see map 5.3 below),93 the modern 

city has two sections: eastern and western. Yet, the latter division did not exist before 

1948. Right after its establishment and after the end of the 1948 war, Israel and 

neighboring Arab countries signed what is knows as the Armistice Agreement in 1949 

that divided the city in two sections, a western (382 km in 1967) under Israeli control and 

an eastern (702 km in 1967) Palestinian under Jordanian administration (Tamari, 2010: 

87; Halper, 2006: 66; 1949 Armistice, 1949). The Old City is located in the eastern side. 

The present east and west divisions of the city emerged from this agreement.  

 

Map 5.3:  The Old City of Jerusalem and its Quarters (Israel Continues, 2004). 
                                                
93The Old City has four quarters: Christian, Muslim, Jewish and Armenian. 
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Less than twenty years later, as a result of the 1967 war94 between Israel and its 

Arab neighbors, Israel occupied the Syrian Golan Heights, the Egyptian Sinai Peninsula 

and the Palestinian Gaza Strip and West Bank,95 including East Jerusalem. The 

international community recognizes that East Jerusalem is part of the occupied 

Palestinian territories but Israel has rejected this fact and expanded the municipal 

boundaries of the city at the expense of the lands of the Ramallah area in the north and 

Bethlehem’s in the south (Israel continues, 2004; Chiodelli, 2013: 50-1; Jacoby, 2007: 

91). Control over Jerusalem for both Palestinians and Israelis falls at the heart of the 

conflict between the two nations (Chapman, 2004: 8; Jacoby, 2007: 101). 

As explained in chapter 3, after the occupation of the Gaza Strip, and the West 

Bank, including East Jerusalem, Israel granted Palestinians a relative freedom of 

movement between the different Palestinian areas and between Gaza, the West Bank and 

East Jerusalem, on the one hand, and Israel on the other, between 5am to 1am. Similar to 

other Palestinian areas, Israel started constructing checkpoints on roads leading to the city 

in 1993 and requested Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza to obtain permits to enter. 

Yet this closure system became stricter in 2000, after the outbreak of the Aqsa Intifada. 

At the time, a series of additional military checkpoints and obstacles were set up to 

further restrict Palestinian movement into the city and Israel (The Humanitarian, 2007: 

8). About a year later, Israel launched its barrier project that completely annexed the city, 
                                                
94Right before the war, different Arab countries declared their intentions to wipe Israel off of the face of 
the map and liberate Palestine. Some Arab troops massed on Israel’s borders. Yet Israel was the first to 
strike by launching air raids on June 5th 1967 against the Egyptian army, which was followed by Jordanian 
artillery shelling West Jerusalem and thus, the war (Segev, 2007). 
95Please note that between 1948 and 1967, the West Bank, including East Jerusalem were under Jordanian 
administration and the Gaza Strip under Egyptian rule. 
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in addition to some land that belonged to the governorates of Ramallah in the north and 

Bethlehem in the south.  

Before Israel built its barrier in the West Bank and around East Jerusalem, 

approximately 250,000 (1/3 of the city population) persons lived in Jerusalem who 

identified themselves as Palestinians for cultural and family reasons. After the barrier, 

Palestinian Jerusalemites are divided into three categories: 130-140,000 on the Israeli 

side of the barrier: 60,000 are on the Palestinian side but part of the Municipality of 

Jerusalem; and the remainder of some 50-60,000 left in search for a new home (Byman, 

2011: 330; Jacoby, 2007: 106). The barrier in the Jerusalem area is believed to be the 

final phase of isolating the city from the West Bank (Khamaisi & Nasrallah, 2006: 169).  

While the West Bank barrier is meant to stop attacks by isolating Palestinian areas 

from Israel, it twists and twirls around Jerusalem (east and west) to annex the holy city 

and its environs to the Israeli side. Therefore, the same barrier project that isolates the 

West Bank from Israel annexes East Jerusalem to Israel, isolating it from the rest of the 

West Bank. Thus, from a conceptual and practical perspective, the barrier around 

Jerusalem is not a case of barrier building to end violence. Rather it is more of barrier 

construction for territorial annexation (see for instance Chiodelli, 2013: 53; The 

Palestinian Economy).  

In fact, Jerusalem may seem to be an irrelevant case to the Fortification-

Cooperation theory because this theory is interested in barriers that draw hard lines to 

stop violence from across the border. Yet, due to the special status of the city, it is worth 

dedicating a section tackling the barrier in the area and the attacks originating from the 
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city. Furthermore, knowing that Palestinian Jerusalemites96 have much easier access to 

Israeli cities than Palestinians from the West Bank or Gaza since they hold Israeli 

residency and have Israeli licensed vehicles (Byman, 2011: 330), it would be interesting 

to shed some light on violence emanating from the city. Under this situation, if the 

argument that barriers stop attacks is correct, we should see many attacks carried out by 

Palestinian Jerusalemites, even more than in the West Bank and Gaza.  

As for the cooperation dimension of the Fortification-Cooperation theory, Israel 

does not need to cooperate with any other party in Jerusalem as it has the full security, 

economic, jurisdictional and other sorts of control over the city. This means Israeli 

security apparatuses are the ones responsible of cracking down on any militant activities 

by Palestinians in the city. This is another reason why the city may not represent a good 

case for the Fortification-Cooperation theory.  

The barrier around Jerusalem started in phase I of the construction of the West 

Bank barrier. Cement stabs were seen in the north and south of the city as early as May 

2002. The northern section consisted of 10 km stretching from Ofer army base to 

Qalandia checkpoint in the east. The southern section, also about 10 km, ran from the 

tunnels road in the west to Beit Sahur in the east. By July 2003, these two sections were 

completed. In September of the same year, the next section of the barrier was approved 

and initiated with three subsections: 17 km from east Beit Sahur to east Al Izarieh, 14km 

from Anata to Qalanida and 14 km around villages in northwest Jerusalem  (Philips, 

                                                
96In 2004, Israeli General Security Service, Shin Bet claimed that 4% of the Palestinian Jerusalemites 
between the age of 17 and 40 are involved in violence against Israel (Byman, 2011: 330). 
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2002: 19; Jacoby, 2007: 106). As of July 2011, the Barrier in the area was approximately 

142 km, of which only 4 km of its completed length run along the Green Line. 

Construction in the north of east Jerusalem and in the northwest of Bethlehem 

governorate was reported in 2010-1, mostly because of re-routings ordered by the Israeli 

High Court of Justice, as in Bil’in area in June 2011. Many of these re-routings resulted 

from Palestinians appealing to the court and requesting their land back. The barrier 

includes all Jewish settlements illegally constructed in the area after 1967 (see map 5.4 

below) (Barrier Update, 2011: 4-5; Chiodelli, 2013: 52). 
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Map 5.4: The Barrier in the Jerusalem Area (West Bank, 2011). 

According to the plan, the large settlements in the wider Jerusalem area located 

outside its municipal boundary will be also be encircled and brought onto the ‘Jerusalem’ 

side. These include the Adummim settlement bloc to the east of Jerusalem (See map 5.2 

above), where about 532 km of West Bank territory surrounding Ma’ale Adummim will 

be enclosed by the barrier to deviate 14 km away from the Green Line. In the northwest, 
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the barrier delves inside the West Bank for 10 km to encircle the Giv’at Ze’ev settlement 

bloc, to cut off approximately 342 km of land from the Jerusalem and Ramallah 

governorates. In the southwest, some 642 km of very fertile land in the Bethlehem 

governorate will be enclosed by the barrier, which deviates approximately 10 km from 

the Green Line to include the Gush Etzion settlement block. After 1967, approximately 

63.52 km were annexed from and added to the Jerusalem neighborhoods and settlements 

but this area actually belongs to twenty-eight Palestinian West Bank villages, such as Al 

Walaja  (Barrier Update, 2011: 12; Halper, 2006: 66; Kimhi, 2006:12). 

  

Figure 5.5: Jerusalem Attack Number and Nature, 1997-2010. 

Figure 5.5 above indicates that Palestinian attacks from Jerusalem maintained a 

generally low frequency with 6 attacks per three months as a maximum (September-

December 2000) and 0 over different periods, such as January to December 1999 and 

January to August 2006. The barrier in the area started in May 2002. Although the rate of 
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attacks dropped after the barrier project with two spikes before the construction of the 

barrier between September and December 2000 (6 attacks) and January and April 2002 (5 

attacks), attacks continued from Jerusalem after the construction of the barrier with a 

maximum of 3 attacks from September to December 2002.    

Indeed, this generally low frequency of attacks is challenging for the proponents 

of the argument that barriers decrease attacks. This is because the barrier in Jerusalem 

annexes the city to Israel and thus, Jerusalem militants have a very easy access to Israeli 

city centers, which facilitates attacks against Israel. This however did not happen as 

demonstrated by figure 5.5 above and Jerusalem attacks maintained a low frequency.  

Concerning the nature of attacks, Jerusalemites employed only two attack tactics: 

suicide bombings and settlement and roadside attacks. The total number of suicide 

bombings is 6 between 1997 and 2010. Five of those attacks were executed before the 

barrier and 1 after. After the construction of the barrier, violent groups from Jerusalem 

relied more on settlement and roadside attacks, starting from January 2003, less than a 

year after the construction of the barrier. Qualitative research reveals that after the 

construction of the barrier that isolated the city from the West Bank, “run-over” and 

stabbing attacks by Palestinian Jerusalemites against Israelis tended to increase. For 

example, between 2008 and mid-2009, Palestinian Jerusalemites carried out 6 run-over 

attacks using vehicles and tractors, and killing 3 Israelis and wounding 80 (Byman, 2011: 

331). Thus Jerusalem provides empirical evidence of tactical shifts as violent groups 

switched to settlement and roadside attacks since early 2003. In fact, the Fortification-
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Cooperation theory contends that barriers cause tactical shifts to less or more 

sophisticated or lethal tactics among motivated violent groups. 

CONCLUSION 

The findings of this chapter cast doubt on some plausible explanations concerning 

the cause of the general decline in the number of West Bank attacks after 2003. One 

claim is that barriers deter cross-border attacks through either denial or punishment. 

Deterrence by denial takes place by making it difficult if not impossible for violent 

groups to reach their targets on the other side. Complete separation should provide the 

best results in this concern. Deterrence by punishment, on the other hand, involves 

making crossing the borders more difficult. In some cases, crossing a border with a 

barrier takes more time and the barrier increases the chances of arrests or even being 

killed. The latter functions are present in both complete and incomplete barriers.  

For these claims to hold, we should see constantly a low rate of attacks or no 

attacks at all after the construction of the concerned barrier. If we rely solely on the 

barrier as an independent variable, it is unclear why the empirical record on attacks from 

the West Bank indicates that sometimes the number of attacks increased even after 

launching the barrier project. For example, there was a relatively high frequency of 

attacks until end of 2003 while the barrier construction started in late 2001-early 2002. 

Additionally, attacks from the West Bank relatively increased in 2007 despite an ever 

more extensive barrier being built at the time.  

At some points in time, the argument that barriers stops attacks seems to explain 

the decline in the frequency of West Bank attacks. As between 2004 and end of 2006 
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attacks maintained a relatively low level. Yet, this argument cannot explain the spikes 

detailed in the above paragraph. In fact, joining the barrier with cooperation between the 

PA and Israel provides a more logical explanation, because the periods when the barrier 

was combined with cooperation are the times of relatively calm (though attacks never 

completely stopped) and vice versa. 

The argument that the barrier stops attacks does not provide any explanation 

concerning very important dimensions of attacks. These include: when violent groups are 

innovative and why violent groups are some times more innovative than others. When do 

violent groups shift to certain tactics? And what determines what tactics to switch to? The 

barrier may be a cause for tactical shift but it cannot explain when violent groups 

innovate and what tactics they can shift to. For example, violent groups in the West Bank 

developed rocket attacks before the barrier was erected but also when there was no cross-

border cooperation between Israel and the PA. These violent groups could not do so 

when the PA cooperated with Israel in the late 1990s. Here, the cooperation dimension 

enters into the equation as the resources available determine choice of tactics for the 

violent groups, which are severely restricted when cross-border security cooperation is 

effective. In turn, lack of resources limits the possibilities for innovations and for shifting 

to more sophisticated or lethal tactics. This is why West Bank violent groups started 

shifting to settlements and roadside attacks. They knew that this tactic does not require 

many resources and can be carried out inside of the West Bank. Despite severe Israeli 

repression in 2002-4, violent groups reestablished rocketry capabilities in late 2005, since 

cooperation between the Israelis and the PA had broken down.  
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Unlike Gaza, the West Bank violent groups failed to launch more and develop 

their rocket attacks. This could be attributed to two main reasons. First, as detailed above, 

after 2007 the West Bank-based PA cooperated with Israel on security matters. This 

resulted in suppressing violent activities in the West Bank. The PA security apparatus 

foiled many rocket making and launching attempts even before proceeding to the borders. 

The second reason is contrary to the situation in Gaza, the West Bank until today is still 

divided into the three A, B, C zones on which Israel and the PLO agreed on in the Oslo 

Accords. These zones left areas A under Palestinian control and B and C under the Israeli 

command. Israel in areas B and C also established a web of tight control composed of the 

Israeli barrier, checkpoints, Jewish only roads and settlements that left Palestinian West 

Bank towns like isolated islands. Since rocket attacks require exchange and transportation 

of military materials and knowledge, rocketing in the West Bank became increasingly 

difficult.  

In fact, even after the construction of the barrier, the present demographic, and 

topographic realities of the West Bank leads us to expect an increase in the West Bank 

attacks. First, unlike Gaza, Israelis maintained their presence inside of the West Bank 

though checkpoints, Jewish-only roads, and settlements. West Bank violent groups do not 

need to cross the barrier to attack Israelis. Additionally, in several places West Bank 

Palestinians are squeezed between the barrier and the Green Line, which makes it easier 

for violent groups from that zone to attack Israel. Second, the mountainous areas of the 

West Bank facilitate attack and run operations with easier escape routes and hiding places 

than plain areas where surveillance is more effective. Finally, since the barrier is not yet a 
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complete obstacle and since violent groups could always choose unfenced areas to 

infiltrate the borders with Israel, the barrier alone cannot explain why attacks from the 

West Bank varied over time and why in fact these attacks decline after 2007 but not in 

2002-3 or 2007.  

Additionally, proponents of the idea that barriers achieve deterrence by denial and 

punishment would expect a high rate of attacks by Palestinian Jerusalemites since the city 

is completely annexed to Israel after the construction of the barrier. Yet, Jerusalem 

violent groups, compared to their counterparts in other areas of the West Bank and Gaza, 

rarely launched attacks despite their full access to Israeli cities. Consequently, the barrier 

alone cannot explain why Jerusalem launched few attacks.   

The problem with the explanations in support of the barrier is they mostly focus 

on suicide bombings. While these attacks form a significant phenomenon, lack of suicide 

bombings does not mean the end of cross-border threats or the termination of the conflict. 

Suicide bombings by nature and due to their lethality attract much media attention that is 

lacking in other attack tactics. However, this does not mean that other tactics do not have 

the potential of developing to become more lethal or more threatening. By contrast, much 

less attention was dedicated to peaceful resistance to the barrier than suicide bombings. 

While peaceful resistance may not inflict maternal harm, it does have diplomatic and 

reputational effects, especially if peaceful activists are detained, killed or wounded, 

which happened many times in the West Bank after 2004.  

Indeed the empirical records presented on the number of attacks reveal the 

calmest phase in the West Bank in the studied period to be between 1997 and end of 2000 
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and after the end of 2007. These are precisely the times when the PA cooperated with 

Israel; whether or not there was a barrier made no difference. Closer inspection even 

indicates that the frequencies of attacks were even similar, with a maximum of 6 and a 

minimum of 0 in both periods. This in fact poses questions about the viability of building 

the barrier to begin with since cooperation seems to achieve the end Israel hopes for from 

the security point of view, i.e. fewer attacks.  

Overall, this chapter also provides evidence for partition scholars who argue that 

partition enhances antagonism and conflict because barriers never achieve normalization 

(see Newman, 2002; Kumar, 1997a &b). In fact, the West Bank violent groups never 

stopped trying to launch more attacks. What stopped these attacks is the PA’s suppression 

of militant activities against Israel. This leaves the door open for potential changes in the 

West Bank and it is possible to witness increases in the number of attacks, particularly if 

the PA halts security coordination and cooperation with Israel. In their turn, Israeli 

sources do not rule out an escalation in the West Bank against Israel. In early 2013, 

Israeli officials described a potential trend of escalation in the area (Lazaroff, 2013). 
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Chapter 6: Fortification and Cooperation in a Larger Perspective  

The Chinese, Moroccan and Turkish Border Barriers 

Before I built a wall I'd ask to know  
What I was walling in or walling out,  
And to whom I was like to give offence.  
Something there is that doesn't love a wall,  
That wants it down.' (Frost, 1914). 
 

Testing a theory with more than one case is of great significance both 

theoretically and empirically. This chapter seeks to examine how the Fortification-

Cooperation theory I employ performs when dealing with different cases of barriers. I 

extend the analysis to historical and contemporary barrier-cooperation patterns to the 

Great Wall of China, built between 221 BC and the 1580s, to the Turkish barriers and the 

Moroccan sand berms in more recent times. These cases from different regions and 

across time highlight the significance of cooperation to the success of a barrier in 

stopping attacks from the other side. Brief sketches of each of these cases provide useful 

comparative insights, revealing significant variations in the levels of fortification, the 

level of security cooperation, and the ultimate outcome represented by the number and 

nature of militant groups’ attacks.  

This chapter will articulate interesting similarities among these diverse cases and 

employ the theory at hand to explain how the Fortification-Cooperation axis has affected 

the number and nature of non-state cross-border attacks.  
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CHINA’S BORDER FORTIFICATIONS 

Background 

The Great Wall of China is listed among the Seven Wonders of the World in 

testament to the extensive efforts and the architectural creativity of human beings. In fact, 

the barrier is composed of many different walls, which the Chinese started building in the 

3rd Century BC. At the time of their construction, the Chinese walls were meant to be 

defense systems to keep different nomadic tribes out. Thus, the walls were built as 

physical barriers to hinder the southward advancements of nomadic people97 on 

horseback, who raided the Chinese Empire and its trade along the famous Silk Road. 

Sections of the Great Wall were built during the rule of several Chinese dynasties: 

the Qin- 221-206 BC, the Han-206BC- AD220, the Jin-1115-1234 and the Ming 1368-

1644. Nevertheless, the majority of the Chinese walls that we know today were 

constructed by the Ming dynasty between 1540s and 1580s (Lindesay, 2003: 5-7; Zewen 

et al, 1981: 42; Waldron, 1983: 647; Sterling, 2009: 108, 312; Clark, 2000: 147).  

In 1474, the Ming dynasty repaired old walls built by previous dynasties and built 

new ones supported with sentry posts, beacon-fire towers, gates, fortresses, barracks, 

roads and walled villages. The Ming walls were also garrisoned with divisions of soldiers 

and towers using smoke signals to transfer and communicate military information. The 

16th century witnessed the construction of most of the Ming wall system, to consist of 

from the east to the west: Liao-tung in modern Manchuria, Chi-chou northeast of Peking, 

Hsuan-fu northwest of the capital, Ta-t’ung in northern Shansi, T’ai-yuan to the west, Tu-

                                                
97These tribes include the Huns, the Turks, the Khitan, the Ju-chen and the Mongols. 



 170 

lin south of Ordos, Ku-yuan closer to central Shensi, Ning-hsia at the entrance to the 

corridor westward and Kan-su near its western end (see map 6.1). These walls are 

composed of various materials, including rammed earth, cut stones, quarried blocks and 

backed bricks.  

 

Map 6.1:  The Great Wall of China (The Great). 

By the mid-17th century, the system had become very extensive with two defense 

lines, numerous signal towers and detachments of deployed soldiers (Waldron, 1990: 

105-6; Lindesay, 2003: 8 & 31; Zewen et al, 1981: 143; Sterling, 2009: 108). The 

outcome is a series of 21,195 kilometers of walls along the northern frontiers of the 

Chinese empire with a few gaps in areas of extreme terrain. The main line ran from the 

fortress of Jiayuguan in the west to Laolongtou on the Bohai Sea in the east (Sterling, 

2009: 108).   
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Despite being built centuries ago, the Great Wall shares much with contemporary 

barriers. Shaul E. Cohen contends, walls like Israel’s West Bank barrier and the Great 

Wall of China.. 

(E)ncircl[ing] cities or bisecting open spaces are generally built to keep “others” 
out, …Walls are also used to keep people in… A new and infamous wall is the 
barrier that Israel is erecting to keep people in and out simultaneously. It is 
intended to protect Israelis from the plague of West Bank suicide bombers by 
keeping them out of Israel and by containing them in parts of the West Bank 
(2006: 682).  

 
The conflict 

The declared reason behind building the wall as defensive constructions was a 

conflict between the Chinese in the central plains who lived on agriculture and the 

nomads who relied on raising livestock. The Chinese farmers were settled while the 

nomadic herdsmen moved in search of water and grass. As early as the Shang Dynasty in 

the 2nd millennium B.C., the steppe nomads had become a difficult challenge to the 

Chinese. They plundered and harassed the stable agricultural areas and attacked Chinese 

trade along the Silk Road (Zewen et al, 1981: 42; Clark, 2000: 167).  

A wide variety of subsistence and luxury needs98 motivated the unsettled nomads 

to raid the Chinese Empire. These needs were the result of the harsh weather, tough 

terrain, and arid soil in the north that made settlement impossible (Waldron, 1990: 36; 

Lindesay, 2003: 10; Clark, 2000: 167). The motivations of the nomads were mostly 

                                                
98Historians consider some items offered by the Chinese in exchange for peace as luxury commodities, e.g. 
the Chinese Han dynasty offered the Xiongnu, the nomadic tribe in power at the time, wine, silk and an 
imperial Han princess a wife to the Xiongnu leader yearly (Wright, 2012: 57). 
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economic in nature.99 However, sometimes the nomadic raids were also motivated by 

regaining tribal territories lost to the Chinese and their walls were merely obstacles to be 

overcome as parts of the Chinese walls, such as the Zhanguo walls and the Qin Great 

Wall were built inside nomadic territory (Di Cosmo, 2002: 143). The latter episodes are 

similar the Palestinian cases discussed in chapters 4 and 5 as Palestinian violent groups 

attacked Israel to regain their lost territory.100 The nomadic invasions became of central 

importance to China’s rulers and they decided to build more walls.  

The Great Wall of China from the perspective of the theory 

China’s Great Wall existed for centuries, but it did not have a static character over 

that long history. In their response to the nomadic invasions, the Chinese rulers can be 

divided into three groups. Some dynasties launched military campaigns against the 

nomads. Others relied solely on walls to protect China. Finally, some rulers combined 

their walls with measures of cooperation and coordination with the nomads through trade 

and diplomacy. The history of relations between the Chinese and the nomads fluctuated 

among these three policy options (Sterling, 2009: 115). This section will emphasize: 1) 

the outcomes of policies relying solely on the walls and 2) the outcomes of combining 

these policies with some sort of cooperation with the nomads. Under these conditions, the 

                                                
99Some historians contend that at least some of the Chinese walls were built to protect conquered nomadic 
territories by China. For instance, Zhanguo walls, and the Qin Great Wall were built deep inside the 
original nomadic territory (Di Cosmo, 2002: 143). 
100This is at least what these violent groups claim. 
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Chinese walls are representative of two categories of the theory at hand: Fragile Truce101 

and Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle (see Table 2.1).102  

Fighting the nomads in their own land proved difficult due to the long distance 

and difficulties in securing supplies, the hostile terrain and their supreme mobility. In 

some battles, the Chinese army was completely crushed by the nomadic warriors, such as 

in the Tumu battle in 1449 (Sterling, 2009: 115). The victories of the nomads encouraged 

yet more attacks. In fact, battles like that of Tumu pushed the Chinese dynasties, in this 

case the Ming, to build more walls as a defensive strategy without cooperation with the 

nomads. However, diplomatic and economic cooperation with the nomads have proved 

the futility of walls (Waldron, 1990: 79 & 8). What outcomes did wall construction 

without cooperation have? And how did walls combined with cooperation affect the 

Nomadic attacks?  

Fragile Truce: Fortification Combined with Cooperation and the Nomadic Attacks 

Some Chinese dynasties created a stake for the nomads in the status quo through 

trade, giving tributes and subsidies, and granting selective and unequal trading rights. 

Those dynasties signed agreements with the nomadic tribes and coordinated their 

commercial activities with them. The nomads halted their attacks against China in 

exchange for these economic benefits. Knowing the tribal nature of the nomadic society, 

peace with China was imposed among the nomads through heads of tribes and frequently 

                                                
101Actor A builds a barrier to stop cross-border attacks and cooperates with agents on the other side (actor 
B). These borders have low attack frequency but some tactical innovations may be introduced. 
102Conflicts with a very high number of attacks combined with tactical innovations by armed groups (actor 
B, here the nomads). These are cases actor A builds a barrier without cooperation with actor B. 
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by establishing blood relations with the Chinese through marriages. Many historians 

agree that dynasties that have followed a policy of cooperation with the nomads through 

economic accommodation have enjoyed the most tranquil and peaceful times (Sterling, 

2009: 112; Di Cosmo, 2002; Waldron, 1990: 8). 

For instance, at the end of the 3rd century BC the Han dynasty followed a policy 

of wall building combined with cooperative trade with the nomads. This policy brought 

relative calm to China for about century. The Tang regime between 618 and 907 also 

maintained contact and cooperation with the northern tribes. This approach kept the 

nomads from raiding for about a century and a half (Sterling, 2009: 112). These episodes 

are similar to the Gaza case between 1995 until the end of 2000 as well as the West Bank 

after 2005 when the PA cooperated with Israel to suppress militant activities. According 

to the Fortification-Cooperation theory, these periods of combining fortification with 

cooperation lead to cases of Fragile Truce.  

As my theory argues, solid cooperative agreements establish contact and 

communication between the concerned parties. These channels of communications 

created regimes of cooperation along the Chinese barriers through which both sides 

expressed and achieved their interests (security of the frontiers for the Chinese and 

economic gains and privileges for the nomads). While cooperative relations rendered 

economic benefits to the nomads in exchange for stopping the raids, in some cases they 

weakened the nomads as they enhanced divisions among the nomadic tribes since the 

Chinese did not offer the different tribes equal benefits all the time (Lindesay, 2003: 14). 
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Heads of tribes monitored the tribes’ commitment and punished those who reneged, 

except in the cases when the latter became too strong to control (Di Cosmo, 2002). 

Through this cooperation, the nomads lost their incentives to attack China because 

they received the material benefits they sought from invasions and could not violate clan 

and blood relations. However, cooperation agreements between the Chinese and the 

nomads did not last indefinitely. Peace broke down in the case of Han-Xiongnu 

agreement because unmanageable nomadic chieftains defied the agreement and invaded 

Chinese territory (Di Cosmo, 2002).  

Unlike the Palestinian cases, in which cooperation between Israel and the 

Palestinians was politically or security driven, the Chinese-nomadic cooperation was 

mostly economic. However, in both cases cooperation created a stake for actors on the 

other side of the barrier and resulted in a reduction in the number of attacks. Also in both 

cases, at several points in time, whenever cooperation declined, nomadic and Palestinian 

attacks increased. 

Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle: Barriers without Cooperation and the Nomadic 

Attacks 

During their cooperative relations, the nomads repeatedly tried to push 

commercially, diplomatically and militarily for better deals while China responded by 

granting or revoking rights, engaging in espionage, military attacks or diplomacy 

(Lindesay, 2003: 14). Under these conditions, China was subjected to long and sometime 

crushing waves of nomadic attacks. In some cases, the Chinese decided that they were 

giving the nomads too many privileges and thus reneged from their cooperative 
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commitments (Waldron, 1990: 79). This created a problem of mutual trust that always led 

to the collapse of cooperation although in some cases it lasted for centuries. 

Some dynasties, such as the Ming, were known for wall-building and rare contact 

with the nomads. This policy is similar to that of Sharon in early 2000s in the West Bank. 

These policies of separation and isolation are expected to lead to a Hostile/Asymmetrical 

Struggle in which the number of attacks are expected to increase and violent groups, here 

the nomads, introduce new attack tactics. Like the West Bank and Gaza barriers and in 

support of the Fortification-Cooperation theory, without any security cooperation, the 

Ming walls did not stop the attacks of the nomads. On the contrary, there were in this 

period increasing and continuous raids by the Mongols, one of the nomadic tribes (Zewen 

et al, 1981: 49). The Ming walls without any cooperation led to a long cycle of attacks 

and counter-attacks. It is believed that the Ming policy of rejecting cooperative relations 

with the nomads and resorting to wall building exacerbated hostility between the two 

communities (Waldron, 1990: 99&172). 

From the perspective of the wall-building Chinese, rational behavior would 

dictate that the nomads would stop their attacks because the barrier would render their 

attempts futile (Lindesay: 140). However, the Chinese walls did not de-motivate the 

nomads from attacking; rather, because the nomads needed resources and in some cases 

wished to regain territories lost to the Chinese, the walls were merely obstacles to be 

overcome. Parts of the Chinese walls, such as the Zhanguo walls and the Qin Great Wall 

were built deep inside nomadic territory and nomads attacked to regain their land (Di 

Cosmo, 2002: 143).  
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Given the available war technologies, the nomads had either the option of scaling 

the Chinese barriers, circumventing them by looking for alternative routes with no or 

minimal border policing or employing catapults and arrows. The nomads mostly relied on 

the second option though the Mongol also used the third. As warriors, the nomads were 

characterized by their speed, mobility and skills in cavalry (Sterling, 2009: 117 & 127; 

Barnes, 2009). In their raids, they relied on hit and run attacks on horseback and they 

were known for their ability to ride for days, travel long distances, and use bows 

skillfully (Barnes, 2009). These features allowed them to be flexible before the fixed 

walls and permitted them to quickly concentrate force at a chosen time and point of 

attack. With the Chinese walls extending from the west to the east, and the flexibly and 

mobile attack tactics of the nomads, the latter were quick to change their attack tactics by 

switching the routes of their raids. Thus, as expected by the Fortification-Cooperation 

theory, more walling led to tactical shifts by switching to unpatrolled routes.  

Due to this flexibility in changing attack routes to enter China proper from weak 

points in the Chinese barriers system, in 1279,103 the Mongols formed a nomadic clan 

alliance and managed not only to attack through switching to un-policed routes but also 

to rule over China for about a century. Before the Mongols broke through the Chinese 

Walls, the Chinese wall building was fundamentally responsive, shifting east and west 

depending on the location of nomadic attacks. It initially started in the west and extended 

to the east following shifts in the Mongol threats. Even after the end of the Mongol rule 

over China (1279-1368), the Chinese continued building walls and again, whenever each 

                                                
103China was under the Chinese Song rule when it fell to the Mongols in 1279. 
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section of the wall was finished, the nomads moved their attacks further to the east, 

where there were no walls. In the early 1500s, nomadic attacks moved closer to the 

western side of the capital and as a result, the Chinese extended the wall to that area as 

well. Again, the nomads responded by shifting their attacks further east. Thus, the 

nomads could always find their way through or around the Chinese walls (Waldron, 

1990: 141&164). 

As predicted by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, changes in nomadic attack 

tactics were not limited to their traditional routes, but the nomads introduced new war 

tactics as well. For instance, at the beginning of their invasion, the Mongols found 

themselves before well-fortified towns. In response to these fortifications, in 1279 the 

Mongols resorted for the first time to a siege policy and tunneling under the Chinese 

walls as well as firing catapults that led these towns to fall one after another (Sterling, 

2009: 112, Barnes, 2009; Waldron, 1990: 39). These were warring innovations that were 

made possible by the military knowledge and resources made possible through nomadic 

inter-tribal alliances against the Chinese.  

Thus, nomadic tribes continued being a threat to China due to their ability to 

continue attacking, shift their attack tactics, and innovate with new tactics in response to 

the walls and lack of cross-border cooperation. Another example of the failure of the 

Chinese Ming policy of wall building without any cooperation with the nomads is the 

events of 1644. At the time, construction work was still proceeding on the Ming walls 

when the dynasty fell and the walls turned out to be of little use. At this point the 
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Manchus,104 another nomadic tribe of the steppes entered China and captured Peking 

where they established the Ch’ing dynasty that endured till 1912 (Waldron, 1990: 168, 

189). Tactical shifts and innovations introduced by the nomads support the Fortification-

Cooperation theory as with the increased fortification by China and declining cooperation 

between the Chinese and the nomads, the latter amplified their attacks and introduced 

new tactics to give an example of a Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle. 

Historical records reveal that nomadic inter-tribal alliances provided supplies for 

raids against China. The Mongol and the Manchus were among the successful tribes to 

establish such alliances (Walthall, 2008: 149). According to the Fortification-Cooperation 

theory, cooperation between parties on both sides of the barrier/border decreases the 

opportunities for violent groups to have access to military resources. This, in turn, causes 

militant attacks to decline and leave violent groups with fewer possibilities to innovate 

new attack tactics. However, because the nature of warring techniques at the time were 

much simpler than those employed in the contemporary world, this is not necessarily 

relevant to the case of the nomads. These old techniques relied more on the personal 

skills of the warriors and their operational creativity in the battlefield than on any unique 

form of barrier defeating weaponry. This is why, like the Gaza violent groups, nomadic 

innovations focused on warring strategies, exemplified by imposing siege on walled areas 

and tunneling under the walls.   

                                                
104The Manchus also benefited from alliances with Chinese officials and internal Chinese conflicts as 
rebellions swept the Ming’s China right before the Manchus invasion in 1644. 



 180 

Furthermore, the nomads’ leadership presented by heads of tribes locally 

suppressed nomadic attacks during nomadic-Chinese agreements, which led to the 

decline of attacks during cooperative periods. Marriage-alliances were also common 

practices that established peace between the two parties. These local crackdowns limited 

resources available for raids against the Chinese. Yet, in many instances nomadic chiefs 

were unmanageable and could still raise funds for attacks. In the latter cases, attacks 

continued despite the peace, leading to the collapse of the agreement (see Di Cosmo, 

2002). In almost all cases, when successful, cooperative relations provided the nomads 

with privileges and benefits that rendered raids futile. However, cooperation between the 

Chinese and the nomadic border guards taught the latter the Chinese ways. Over time, 

this process helped the nomads to establish their own centralized institutions and even 

empires later on (see Barfield, 1989: 107-8). 

Just like Israel, China built its walls to stop attacks from reaching its territory. 

Yet, the nature of the nomads differs from that of the Palestinian violent groups at least in 

the degree that the former were mostly motivated by economic benefits while the later 

aspired for independence and building their own national state. Just like the case of the 

Israeli barriers, decline of violence is associated with periods when the Chinese decision 

makers decided to cooperate with the nomads or give them some economic benefits by 

trading or cooperating trade with China. Long peace episodes were associated with 

commitment of the nomadic chiefs to stop the attacks. Despite their extensive nature, the 

Chinese walls did not prevent the nomads from attacking China. In fact, during at least 

two episodes of its history, nomadic tribes occupied China: the Mongols (1279-1368) and 
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the Manchus (1644-1912). This is because of the flexible nature of the nomads who 

managed to shift their attacks to weak points in the Chinese walls system and by 

inventing new war tactics, such as imposing siege on walled towns.  

THE TURKISH BARRIER 

Unlike China, the Turkish case runs through three identifiable stages that can be 

generally explained by the Fortification-Cooperation theory. These phases are: 

Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle, Fragile Truce, and Reconciliation.  

Background 

Very little has been written about the Syrian-Turkish borders and few know that 

the area was heavily mined and partially fenced. At the end of 1980s, the Turkish 

government fortified its borders with Syria by setting up a fence and planting mines 

around the province of Hatay on the Mediterranean and over the rest of the borders to 

stop PKK attacks originating from Syria (Thein, 2004; Jenkins, 2008; Larrabee, 2003). 

The area affected by landmines extended along 877 kilometers, stretching from the 

province of Hatay on the Mediterranean to the province of Sirnak in the Southeast, where 

the Turkish, Syrian and Iraqi borders meet (see map 6.2 Below) (Turkey gets, 2008; Two 

PKK, 2008). This barrier is especially interesting because unlike Israel in 2004, Turkey 

decided to remove the barriers and started facilitating movement between both sides in 

cooperation with the Syrian regime. Additionally, this case is an evolving one as the 

development of events in Syria over the past 2-3 years may have implications on 

Turkey’s decision to take down its border barriers.  
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Map 6.2: The Turkish Barrier (Turkey, Administrative).105 

The conflict 

Similar to the situations in Gaza, the West Bank, and China, Turkey built its 

border barrier to stop cross-border PKK militants who were active in Syria from 

attacking Turkey. The founding of the Turkish Republic after the Lausanne Treaty of 

1923 was followed by extensive Turkish nation building and nationalistic activities, 

which resulted in state repression of expressions of Kurdish or other minority 

                                                
105Turkish barrier mark is added by the author. 
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identifications as they were seen as threats to the unity of the new Turkish nation. The 

fervent Turkish nationalism resulted in several Kurdish uprisings in Turkey in the 1920s 

and 1930s. Kurdish political activism, especially in the south east of Turkey, resulted in 

the founding Kurdistan Workers Party (Partiya Karkaren Kurdistan or PKK) by Abdallah 

Öcalan in 1978 as a Marxist-Leninist separatist organization. PKK started launching 

attacks against Turkey in 1984 (Adamson, 2013: 73). 

Two other stories compose the backdrop of the Turkish-Syrian relations. First, in 

1939 the French Mandate over Syria ceded an area known in Turkey as Hatay and in 

Syria as Sanjak of Alexandretta, despite the strong objections of Syria's political leaders. 

France did so to coax the Turks away from Nazi Germany. Since its independence in 

1946, Syria has harbored a lingering resentment over the loss of the province and its 

principal towns of Antakya and Iskenderun. Even today, Syrian official maps include 

Hatay/Alexandretta within the national borders of the country (Turkey-Geography; Snow, 

2004; Melhem, 1998). 

Second, Syria, along with Iraq, shares the Euphrates watershed with Turkey. 

Tension over water resources began when Turkey launched its dams project on the river 

in the 1960s. Syria complained that these dams deprive its agriculture from water 

resources. Tensions continued over the years. In 2008 the three countries agreed to hold 

regular meetings to discuss the issue and Erdogan, the Turkish Prime Minister agreed to 

divert Euphrates water into the long dried up Aleppo in Syria (Phillips, 2011:35-8). Yet, 

there are still differences over water distribution.  
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When the PKK took up arms against the Turkish government in 1984106, its 

attacks took a more central position in Turkish-Syrian relations. PKK tactics ranged from 

kidnapping, hostage taking, bombings to armed assaults inside Turkey or around the 

border area. In some cases, PKK used new routes, especially when the borders were 

fortified. Other potential tactics that were not reported to be used in this case is tunneling 

under the borders and perhaps use of rockets. Similar to the Palestinian violent groups in 

Gaza and the West Bank, PKK's original goal was to establish an independent Kurdish 

ethnic homeland in southeastern Turkey, but recently it expressed interest in autonomy 

within a Turkish state that guarantees Kurdish cultural and linguistic rights (Foreign, 

2011). In 2007, it was reported that the Kurdish population worldwide reached more than 

25 million; the majority live in Turkey and the rest in Iraq, Iran and Syria. The PKK 

repeatedly attacked the Turkish military and sometimes civilian population and the 

group’s military activities were associated with vibrant cross-border smuggling of arms 

and PKK fighters from neighboring countries (Alrabaa, 2007: 21; Turkey needs, 2007). 

Unlike the Palestinian violent groups, the PKK was extensively backed by a 

bordering state, i.e. Syria,107 which helped the PKK stage its attacks against Turkey and 

backed them with military supplies from the nearby Syrian territory. In the 1980s and 

most of the 1990s, Syria supported the PKK (Thein, 2004). Until 1998, the PKK high 

command and main training camps were located in Syria and the Syrian-controlled Bekaa 

                                                
106This is not to deny that some of these attacks were staged from Turley-based PKK but cross-border 
training and support remains of vital importance. 
107While in some episodes of the Palestinian history, the Jordanian and Egyptian authorities turned a blind 
eye on border infiltrations and smuggling in and out of the West Bank and Gaza Strip, in the past two 
decades, this never reached the level of military support and training Syria provided to PKK. 
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Valley in Lebanon. During that period, the Syrian regime backed the Kurds with arms 

and military training and helped them stage cross-border attacks against Turkey. Syria 

even sheltered the PKK leader Abdullah Öcalan, who was wanted by the Turkish 

authorities for several years until 1998 (Phillips, 2011: 35; Byman, 2005: 151). While 

Syria was the main PKK ally, other actors also were actual or potential friends in the 

area, including Palestinian violent groups, Hezbollah, a post-Saddam Iraq, and Iran. 

For the Syrian regime, backing the PKK served two purposes; first its support 

could be used as a bargaining chip with Turkey over important issues, such as water 

resources and Hatay and second, PKK support helped placate Syria’s own Kurdish 

population (Phillips, 2011: 35; Byman, 2005: 151). Thus, until 1998, Syria was not 

cooperative with Turkey on the Kurdish issue and Turkey could not establish grounds for 

any sort of cooperation with the Kurds themselves (Sardan, 2007; Larrabee, 2003).  

While Syria cooperated with Turkey and suspended its support for the PKK after 

1998, this cooperative relation, that at least partially motivated Turkey to take down its 

border barriers after 2004, collapsed with the outbreak of the Syrian uprising in March 

2011. Since then instability has overtaken the Syrian territory, which started to influence 

Syria’s neighbors in different forms and Syrian-Turkish relations became shaky. 

Although the data used in the analysis of this section does not cover this period, present 

developments may have significant implications for the Turkish border barriers in the 

near future. It has already been reported that Turkey became hesitant about removing the 

barrier due to its concerns over importing instability from Syria and due to Syria’s 
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returning to backing the PKK at the end of 2012 after repeated Turkish criticisms of 

Syria’s severe crackdown on the opposition (Aras, 2012; Torchia, 2012; Cengiz, 2012).  

The Turkish barrier its borders with Syria was not unchanging. This is reflected in 

the number and nature of the PKK attacks. The impact of the Turkish barrier on PKK 

attacks can be examined over three distinct periods. The first extends from the late 1980s 

until late 1998, the second from 1999 until 2004 and the third from 2004 until 2010. 

Late 1980s to 1998: Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle: 

This period represents a case of a high level of fortifications without cooperation 

with actors from the other side of the borders. My theory expects this situation of 

‘barrier-no cooperation’ to lead to a “Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle” with very high 

attack frequencies along with the introduction of new attack tactics and innovations.  

Number of Attacks 

As for the number of attacks, according to the START and RAND databases108 

(see figure 6.1 Below), PKK attacks against Turkey between 1991 and 1998 ranged 

between 317 (in 1992) and 13 (in 1997) attacks per year (National Consortium, 2012b; 

RAND). Comparing this frequency to those of the later periods in the chart show that this 

period is indeed marked by large number of PKK attacks. This conforms with the theory, 

which contends that when states resort to building barriers on their borders without 

cooperating with agents from the other side, the outcomes would be a very large number 

of attacks, identified as a Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle. Between early 1991 and 1998, 

the PKK was stationed in Syria where it received military funding and training.  

                                                
108I have combined both datasets for this case and the case of the Moroccan sand berms. 
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Figure 6.1: PKK Attack Frequency: 1989-2010 (Rand; National Consortium, 

2012b). 

Figure 6.1 reveals that this same period has witnessed decline in the number of 

PKK attacks in 1993 and 1996-1998. This can be explained by the fact that Öcalan, the 

PKK leader, declared a unilateral cease-fire and announced his willingness to explore 

solutions with the Turks. The first was in March 1993 and ended in June of the same 

year. The second was in December 1995 in what Öcalan called a “test” for the then newly 

elected Turkish government (Chronology, 2010). These unilateral truces or cease-fires 

are signals of the willingness of the PKK to negotiate a solution and perhaps establish a 

cooperative relationship with Turkey but did not lead to actual cooperation with the 

Turks. The PKK motivation to do so is unclear. It could be some external variables or 

internal group dynamics that are not covered by the scope of the theory.   
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The Barrier and PKK Military Tactics: 

As for tactical shifts and innovations, figure 6.2 indicates that the PKK has relied 

on a mix of tactics, including kidnapping and hostage taking, bombings and armed 

assaults. These tactics involve either circumventing or subverting the barrier. 

Unfortunately, the available data do not cover PKK attack tactics before the construction 

of the Turkish barriers, and thus we cannot tell whether the PKK shifted to certain attack 

tactics after the construction of the Turkish barrier. As for innovations, qualitative 

sources confirm that with the heavy fortification of the borders with Syria, the PKK 

started to use Iraq as a transit since the Iraqi-Turkish borders are not as heavily mined 

(Jenkins, 2008). So, like the Mongolian nomads,109 the PKK tactical innovation is 

centered on using new routes of attacks in more porous areas on the borders. 

Additionally, another innovation is that after the construction of the Turkish barriers, the 

PKK continued to attack Turkey but also it started targeting Turkish official and private 

targets in several European countries, such as Germany, Netherlands, Belgium and 

Austria. The PKK benefited from recruiting the Kurdish diaspora in these countries to 

stage attacks against Turkey for the first time in 1992 (Kongra; Mushaben, 2008: 153).  

                                                
109In the case of the nomads, switching roots are considered tactical shifts because these routes were 
previously used by and known to the nomads. PKK however, used Iraq as a transit for the first time after 
the construction of the barrier. 
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Figure 6.2:110 PKK Attack Tactics: 1989-2010.  

1999-2004: Fragile Truce 

The second phase extends between 1999 and 2004. The end of 1998 was a 

decisive moment in the history of the Syrian-Turkish relations. In early and mid-1990s, 

Ankara threatened to strike Syrian-backed PKK bases in Lebanon. Ankara lobbied 

consistently for U.S. and European pressure on Syria to end its support for PKK 

“terrorism.” After years of veiled threats of retaliation, including suggestions of Turkish 

strikes against PKK training camps inside Syria and Lebanon, a full-scale crisis erupted 

between Ankara and Damascus in the fall of 1998. Turkish officials openly declared that 

Syria was waging “an undeclared war” on Turkey and that this required a Turkish 

response. The Turkish military deployed reinforcements to the border with Syria 

                                                
110The secondary y-axis to the right represents attack tactics with lower frequency that would not be clearly 
seen on the primary axis to the left. Here, it represents kidnapping and hostage taking.  
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(Larrabee, 2003; Alrabaa, 2007:21; Sardan, 2007; Zafar, 2012; Minutes of the 

Agreement, 1999).  

The crisis ended in October 1998 with Syria’s agreement (Adana Agreement) to 

end its support for the PKK, to ban PKK weapons supplies, logistical material and 

financial support and propaganda activities in Syria and to expel PKK leader Abdullah 

Öcalan from Damascus. Averting a Turkish invasion motivated Syria. Simultaneously, 

the PKK was no longer useful anymore as a Syrian bargaining chip in its disputes with 

Turkey (Cengiz, 2012; Phillips, 2011:35; Tocci, 2013: 149). While the Adana Agreement 

focused on the PKK’s activities and Syrian-Turkish cooperation in this area, other 

contentious issues, e.g. sharing water resources and Hatay, were discussed in consequent 

negotiations. However, the Hatay question remained a subject of disagreement with Syria 

insisting that the territory was wrongly given to Turkey. Turkey proposed a joint re-

demarcation of the borders but Syria refused and did not discuss the issue while keeping 

Hatay on its national maps. Syria hoped that the development of economic and political 

ties would bring a solution to its liking in the long-run (Jorum, 2006: 94-5).  

According to the agreement,111 among other things, Syria committed itself to 

cooperate with Turkey in cracking down on the PKK and banning the group’s activities 

and recognizing it as a “terrorist” organization. Both sides, in the Adana Agreement, 

pledged to establish a direct phone link to connect high-level security authorities of the 

two countries to coordinate suppressing PKK activities (Minutes, 1999). Thus, as 
                                                
111Adana Agreement includes other important issues, such as Syria’s reciprocal commitment to stopping 
spell-over of any activity that would threaten the security and stability of Turkey. The Turkish government 
repeatedly referred to this specific item of the agreement the context of instability in Syria and the flooding 
refugees from Syria after the Syrian revolution (Cengiz, 2012). 
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expected by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, this cooperative agreement has 

established direct channels of communications between the Syrians and the Turks in 

which each expressed their interested and jointly established methods for suppressing the 

PKK on the ground. For Turkey, the Adana Agreement laid the groundwork for the 

subsequent capture of Öcalan in Kenya in 1999 and transformed the relationship with 

Syria (Larrabee, 2003). This cooperation also pooled the resources, efforts and 

information of the Turks and Syrians in fighting PKK activities.  

Long before the outbreak of the Syrian revolution in mid-March 2011, Turkey 

and Syria had fundamental frictions over water related issues and Hatay. Turkey also 

remained concerned over the durability of Syrian commitments to abjure support for the 

PKK. Yet, Syrian compliance was closely monitored, and Damascus was not expected to 

provoke renewed Turkish pressure (Larrabee, 2003).112 This lasted until 2011 when the 

Syrian-Turkish cooperation collapsed with the eruption of the Syrian revolution.  

From 1998 to 2004, although Syria cooperated with Turkey by cracking down on 

PKK militant activities and infiltrations of the borders, Turkey maintained its barriers on 

the borders with Syria. This is a similar situation to that of Israel’s cooperation with the 

PA against Palestinian violent groups in Gaza from 1995 to 2000 and the West Bank after 

2005 while maintaining its barriers. This situation of a barrier accompanied by 

cooperation from both sides of the barrier is identified here as “Fragile Truce” in which 

                                                
112Since the outbreak of the Syrian revolution in March 2011, the Turkish-Syrian borders have been 
unstable and Turkey has had mounting concerns over importing violence through the borders with Syria. 
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violent groups are expected to launch fewer attacks but if they have access to sufficient 

resources, tactical innovations are expected. 

PKK Number of Attacks 

Just like the two Palestinian-Israeli cases, Turkish-Syrian cooperation dealt a 

major blow to the PKK militant cross-border activities in Turkey to the extent that in the 

end of 1998 and after his expulsion from Syria, Öcalan, called for suspension of the 

armed struggle and declared a unilateral cease-fire. Turkish-Syrian cooperation, which 

also resulted in limited PKK military resources and the Kurdish truce, caused a 

remarkable decline in the number of PKK attacks, especially between 2000 and 2004. In 

confirmation of the Fortification-Cooperation theory, loss of the PKK’s main supporter 

and source of military supplies, left PKK incapable of sustaining its attacks against 

Turkey or introducing new attack tactics for which they need resources. This was clearly 

reflected in the remarkable decline in the number of PKK attacks. According to the 

START and RAND Data (Figure 6.1), the highest rate of PKK attack in the Turkish 

proper was 74 per year (1999) and the lowest was no attack in 2000 and 2001 (National 

Consortium, 2012b; RAND).  

Nature of PKK Attacks 

As indicated in Figure 6.2, the PKK did not introduce any tactical innovations and 

continued to use the porous Turkish-Iraqi borders to stage their attacks (Jenkins, 2008). 

The Fortification-Cooperation theory explains this by the fact that the PKK, after 

suddenly losing its main ally, Syria, was left with insufficient military resources to 

introduce new attack tactics. The PKK-Syria alliance and its dismantlement highlight the 
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importance of militant networks and alliances in providing supplies to launch and 

diversify attacks.  

As for tactical shifts, since the PKK still had the motivation to attack Turkey, it 

attempted to sustain its attacks though at a much lower frequency. The Turkish barrier 

was still there during this period, which left some tactics more effective than others. Yet, 

the Syrian security cooperation with Turkey left the PKK short on resources needed for 

innovations and launching more attacks. Thus, the PKK relied more on bombings and 

armed assaults than kidnapping and hostage taking. Bombings and armed assaults usually 

involve circumventing, subverting or scaling barrier. This outcome of tactical shifts is 

predicted by the Fortification-Cooperation theory when the barrier is combined with 

cross-border security cooperation.  

2005-2010: Reconciliation 

The third phase of Reconciliation extends from 2005 to 2010. The year 2004 is 

another milestone in the Turkish-Syrian border. In March, the Turkish regime started 

removing its border mines and fences as cooperation with the Syrian regime proved to be 

a successful experience. This practice was additionally encouraged by the fact that 

Turkey signed the Ottawa Convention, which prohibits the use, production, stockpiling 

and transfer of anti-personnel mines, in 2003. The process is supposed to take about ten 

years before the borders are completely cleared of mines. Moreover, cooperation between 

Syria and Turkey was expanded by signing a free-trade agreement in 2004 and families 

that had been divided by the borders, particularly around the Hatay province, were 
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granted permits to visit each other from both sides (Akinci, 2004; Turkish and Syrian, 

2007; Turkey needs, 2007; Turkey gets, 2008; Yildiz, 2012).  

From 1998 to 2010, the Syrian regime and Turkey cooperated on several 

occasions in fighting Kurdish paramilitary forces in fulfillment of the Adana Agreement. 

In some cases, the security apparatuses of both countries carried out joint operations 

against the PKK; in others, Syria allowed the Turkish forces to pursue PKK operatives 

inside the Syrian proper around the borders. For instance, in a joint secret operation in 

2007, both countries managed to capture and arrest the PKK official, Sadik Aslan, 

codenamed "Cudi Halil,” inside Syria (Sardan, 2007).  

PKK Attacks 

Thus, from 2004 until 2010, Turkey followed a policy of less fortification on the 

borders with Syria combined with cross-border security cooperation. This type of policy 

is expected to lead to “Reconciliation,” which consists in low-tension conflicts with no 

tactical innovations introduced by violent groups. Under these scenarios, borders may 

experience violent conflicts; yet, the frequency of attacks is relatively low without 

tactical innovations or shifts. The START and RAND data on PKK attacks (Figures 6.1 

and 6.2) confirms this conclusion. According to data, between 2004 and 2010, PKK 

attacked ranged between 7 attacks/year in 2009 and 39 attacks/year in 2005. The data 

also reveals that the PKK did not introduce any new attack tactics and relied on the same 

tactics it used in the previous periods: armed assaults, bombings and hijacking and 

hostage taking (National Consortium, 2012b; RAND), which are examples of 

circumventing, subverting and scaling the barrier.  
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In sum, just like the situation in Gaza and the West Bank, when Turkey fortified 

its borders with Syria without any cooperation with agents from the other side, the 

number of PKK attacks went up and new attack tactics were introduced. Unlike Israel, 

Turkey discovered that the barrier on the borders with Syria was unnecessary given the 

fact that Syria cooperated in cracking down on the PKK. Given the high cost of 

maintaining this barrier versus the scant benefits,113 Turkey decided to remove the border 

barrier. As predicted by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, cooperation alone between 

Syria and Turkey resulted in major decline the number of PKK attacks and left the group 

with very limited military resources and short of introducing new attack tactics. The PKK 

attempted to continue attacking by relying more on certain attack tactics. Thus, this case 

offers strong support for the central argument of the Fortification-Cooperation theory: 

cooperation is essential for the success of any barrier in decreasing cross-border attacks 

to a minimal level. The Turkish decision making backs the claim of the theory that 

Reconciliation based on low fortifications and high cooperation offers the best scenario in 

a conflict situation as it renders the borders secure and eliminates attacks.  

The post-2010 period is not covered by this research. Yet, the cooperative 

relations between Turkey and Syria have been deteriorating since the beginning of the 

Syrian revolution against the Assad regime in March 2011. Turkey backed the Syrian 

opposition, received large numbers of Syrian refugees and is concerned over spillover of 

instability into its territory. It was reported that due to this position, Syria went back to 

                                                
113In his, The Great Wall of China, Franz Kafka describes the costs and difficulties of building and 
repairing a barrier (Kafka, 1971: 154). 
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backing the PKK rebels in 2012 and Turkey became hesitant about continuing to remove 

its mines along the borders (Aras, 2012; Torchia, 2012).  

In an attempt to keep the PKK on its side against Syria and Iran in case of a 

regional war, in March 2013, Turkey signed a peace agreement with, the PKK leader 

Öcalan in prison. In return, Turkey indicated the possibility of fulfilling some Kurdish 

demands, such as integration of the Kurds as a minority in the Turkish constitution, 

recognition of Kurdish as an official language, and autonomy in a Turkish federal state 

(Rubin, 2013). This agreement indicates Turkey’s awareness of the importance of a 

potential PKK alliance with Syria. In the PKK case, other regional potential allies include 

different Palestinian militant groups, Hezbollah, and Iran. Knowing that an alliance 

between PKK and any of these parties may intensify the PKK attacks against Turkey, the 

latter made the right step by showing willingness to give concessions to the PKK and 

keep it on its side.  

This agreement is central to the Fortification-Cooperation theory because it 

provides evidence of the Turkish government’s realization of the importance of 

cooperation across the borders for stopping cross-border attacks. Once cooperation with 

the Syrian regime became problematic, Turkey opened the door for a new cooperative 

relation with its enemy, the PKK. The Fortification-Cooperation theory expects that if 

this new cooperation is solid, fully executed and if it establishes good communication 

channels between Turkey and Kurds, Turkey would not need to keep the remainder of its 

border barriers. This is because PKK itself will stop Kurdish attacks on Turkey. Since it 

is possible that Syria may try to break down the new Kurdish-Turkish agreement, the 
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Fortification-Cooperation theory teaches Turkey to fully commit to the agreement and be 

responsive to the Kurdish demands so that the Kurds would not have to turn for other 

sources of support.  

THE MOROCCAN BERMS IN WESTERN SAHARA 

As was the case with Turkey and China, Morocco’s use of cooperation and sand 

berms varies over time. Between 1975 and 2010 the Moroccan berms resemble a Tension 

case, between 1975 and 1980, a Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle between 1980 and 1990, 

and a Fragile Truce between 1991 and 2010.  

 

Map 6.3: The Moroccan Sand Berms in Western Sahara (Western Sahara map).  
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Background 

The Moroccan sand berms are a system of 2-3 meter-high barriers stretching over 

at least 2500km and were built to divide Western Sahara, an area of 266,000 km2 in the 

northwest Africa into two sections (Map 6.3). As indicated in map 6.3, the berms run 

west of the Sahrawi-Algerian borders, leaving an area east of the berms known as 

the Free Zone controlled by the Sahrawis while Morocco controls the western side of the 

berms. The Moroccan army started building these barriers in 1981 and backed them with 

strong military presence to stop the Popular Front for the Liberation of Saguía el-Hamra 

and Río de Oro114 (Polisario Front hereafter) attacks from the eastern side. Thus, similar 

to Israel’s barriers that are trying to keep Palestinians out, the Moroccans are trying to 

keep the Sahrawis and their attacks out (see Hassner & Wittenberg, 2009: 23). Knowing 

that the territory west of the berms is rich in phosphate and other resources, Morocco is 

deeply interested in controlling the territory (Brown, 2009; Smith, 2007; Bhatia, 2001).  

Morocco finished the sixth and final section of the berms in 1987 to consolidate 

its control over the Western Sahara from the north to the south. The berms start in 

southeastern Morocco and end near the tip of Mauritania’s northwestern border on the 

Atlantic (Map 6.3). Built with substantial military and financial U.S. and Israeli 

assistance, the berms have been fortified with an estimated 1–2 million anti-tank and anti-

personnel landmines, and are manned by 100–200,000 soldiers (Smith, 2007; Akbar & 

Atkins, 2011; Ruf, 1987: 73-4; Hassner & Wittenberg, 2009: 12).  
                                                
114The Polisario was established in 1973 as a national liberation movement defending the Sahrawi rights 
against Spanish colonialism. What became known as “Spanish Sahara” and later “Western Sahara” began 
as two Spanish colonial entities: Saguia el-Hamra in the north and, in the south, the Río de Oro. These are 
the same areas to which the “Polisario” refers to (See Smith, 2010: 4). 
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The Moroccan barrier is composed of an external wall and four interior walls and 

is manned by observation posts located at every 10 kilometer interval, topped by barbed 

wire, and is flanked by a 23 foot-wide ditch and mines. These posts are supported by 

larger and more heavily armed posts and backed with sophisticated surveillance 

equipments. A series of overlapping fixed and mobile radars are also positioned along the 

berms. While maintaining 100,000 troops along the berm drained the Moroccan 

economy, it enabled Morocco to extract phosphate in the region west of the barrier 

(Bhatia, 2001; Hassner & Wittenberg, 2009: 13).   

The Conflict 

The Sahrawi-Moroccan conflict is an extension of a border dispute between 

Morocco and Algeria born after the end of French colonization.115 In 1963, both countries 

had conflicting claims about where the borderline separating them should be. Morocco 

claimed that the borders should be based on the pre-colonial imagined boundaries and 

Algeria insisted that post-colonial borders are outcomes of national resistance against 

colonialism and thus should remain as is. The pre-colonial Moroccan frontiers extended 

in the south to include today’s Western Sahara and Mauritania, to the east to include large 

sections of Algeria’s Saharan space and south-east to include most of Mali. The dispute 

partially resulted from the vague French border delineation between Morocco and 

Algeria. For instance, France at some point considered parts of Sahara as Algerian and 

Moroccan at others. The conflict led to the 1963 Moroccan-Algerian border war 

(Heggoy, 1970: 17 & 21; Pointier, 2004: 55).  

                                                
115Morocco and Tunisia gained independence from the French in 1956 and Algeria in 1962. 
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The two sides signed a cease-fire agreement in October 1963 through the 

Organization of African Unity mediation. While relations were normalized, Morocco did 

not give up its claims (Trout, 1969: 427-8) and Moroccan-Algerian relations remained 

tense and ridden with distrust until today. Since the early 1960s, the two countries have 

been involved in an arms race that was fueled by Cold War and continued even after. 

This race indicates that they both maintain the possibility of armed confrontation 

(Rogerson, 2000: 59; Layachi, 1998:36-7; Chellaney, 2013: 189).  

Relations relaxed for the first time in 1988-1989 with the establishment of the 

Union de Maghreb Arabe (UMA) among Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia and Libya, which 

eased the border controls after significant changes in Algeria in the context of the 1988 

riots that led to the collapse of the single-party regime. Yet, UMA failed due the 

deterioration of the political situation and the eruption of violence between the National 

Liberation Front and the Islamic Salvation Front in Algeria in 1992, and failure to settle 

the Polisario conflict. Thus, Morocco sealed off the borders again. Morocco also 

tightened border controls after blaming the Algerian secret service for an Islamist attack 

on a Marrakesh hotel in 1994 (Rogerson, 2000: 59; Layachi, 1998:36-7; Chellaney, 2013: 

189; Zoubir & Hamadouche, 2013). 

While French colonialism ended in the area by early 1960, the Spanish continued 

to colonize several regions, including Western Sahara until 1975. In the context of 

resistance to Spanish colonialism, the Polisario Front was established in 1973 to defend 

the Sahrawi rights and was backed by Algeria. The Sahrawis were nomads who roamed 

the Sahara without paying much attention to national borders. After the withdrawal of 
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Spain in mid-1970s, the Polisario aspired to establish a Sahrawi state in Western Sahara 

but found itself before Moroccan and Mauritanian de-facto control over their territory. 

Despite an ICJ advisory opinion on October 16th, 1975 in favor of the Sahrawi claims, 

the late King of Morocco, Hassan II announced the Green March on November 6th, 1975 

to reclaim the territory and 350,000 Moroccans moved into what was then known as the 

Spanish Sahara (Sands, 2008; Smith, 2007; Western, 2007; Akbar & Atkins, 2012; The 

situation, 1975: 9). 

With these developments and after the departure of the Spanish, the Polisario 

Front focused its armed guerrilla attacks against Morocco and Mauritania. The Polisario 

was backed by Algeria, especially in its low-level war against Morocco. In January and 

February 1976, the Polisario had one of the fiercest battles with Morocco in Amgala in 

which Algeria had a strong presence (Thomson & Adloff, 1980: 239). In one of the early 

armed confrontations between Morocco and the Polisario, Morocco bombarded the 

Sahrawi towns, which resulted in large-scale Sahrawi displacement to four refugee camps 

in Tindouf, Algeria, east of Morocco’s present barrier. When Mauritania withdrew from 

the area and recognized the Sahrawi rights in 1979, Sahrawi guerrilla attacks focused on 

Moroccan targets. In the same year, another Moroccan bombardment resulted in a second 

wave of Sahrawi displacement. By the end of 1970s, most of the Sahrawis became 

refugees in camps run by the Polisario Front and the government-in-exile, the Saharawi 
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Arab Democratic Republic (SADR)116 (Akbar & Akins, 2012; 1976; Sands, 2008; Smith, 

2007; Western, 2007; Hodges, 1983: 229).  

Until early 1990s Algeria played a key role in the Moroccan-Sahrawi conflict and 

its border dispute with Morocco overshadowed this role. In fact, by backing the Polisario 

against Morocco, Algeria led a low level war with Morocco although the two countries 

have not had a direct confrontation since 1963.117 While the Kingdom of Morocco and 

the Polisario Front are the only UN-recognized parties to the conflict, it is unlikely that 

the Polisario Front would be able to sustain its campaign for freedom without Algerian 

support. In addition to military assistance, Algeria consistently lobbied the U.S. to 

support the Saharawi right to self-determination and helped the SADR gain international 

recognition. Algeria’s economic power gave it influence in the United Nations and the 

African Union where it pressured Morocco to allow a referendum on self-determination 

in the Western Sahara. The UN has often allowed Algeria to participate as an observer in 

negotiations between Morocco and the Polisario Front, and Algeria is consulted on 

solutions to the conflict. However, the Algerian civil war in the 1990s and the growing 

threat of al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb in the past decade diverted Algeria from 

backing the Polisario (Conflict, 2010).  

Generally, the Polisario attacks against Morocco are less lethal than the PKK’s 

against Turkey, the Palestinians’ against Israel or the nomads’ against China. Morocco’s 

                                                
116According to a Spanish census of 1974, 74,000 Sahrawis lived in the territory (Lehtinen). In 2013, the 
Algerian government reported to UNHCR that the Sahrawi population in Tindouf alone reached 165,000 
(Algeria, 2013). 
117Algeria participated in several battles siding with the Polisario, e.g. the battles of Amgala, 1976. 
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policy towards the Sahrawis has been one of barrier building but has not been static 

overtime. Sometimes Morocco combined its barriers with a demonstration of good will or 

willingness to recognize the Sahrawi rights and to give them limited autonomy. In the 

late 1980s and early 1990s, the King of Morocco expressed willingness to negotiate the 

situation of the Sahrawis and gave promises, though not necessarily honest ones, to 

consider a solution through third party mediation (Smith, 2007).   

Over time, the Moroccan regime’s unwillingness to give concessions and 

preference to maintain the status quo concerning the Sahrawi question became clear. 

With this attitude, a solid final agreement based on the UN-mediated truce was never 

reached. Simultaneously, the Sahrawi cause garnered public support not only abroad but 

also among Moroccan citizens through their non-violent resistance launched in 2005. For 

instance, Moroccan citizens who lived in Western Sahara participated in the Ddeim Iznik 

protests in October-November, 2010 demanding solutions for unemployment, 

discrimination, corruption and other issues (Martin, 2012: 262). 

The Moroccan Berms from the Perspective of the Theory 

The interaction between the barrier-cooperation axis and its influence on the 

number and nature of the Sahrawi attacks can be examined over three major periods of 

time. The first phase extends between 1975 and 1980, the second, between 1980 and 

1990 and the third extends from early 1990s until now.  

1975-1980: Tension 

In this period Morocco did not cooperate with agents from the other side, either 

Algeria or Polisario representatives. The Algerian-Moroccan relations were tense due to 
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their post-colonial border conflict that resulted in the 1963 war and proxy wars with 

Algeria backing the Polisario against Morocco (e.g. the Amgala battles of 1976). At the 

same time, Morocco did not immediately build a barrier either. During this period, based 

on the Moroccan policy of no cooperation-no barrier, the Polisario-Morocco relationship 

was a case of tense conflict case in which the number of violent groups’ (here the 

Polisario) attacks is relatively high,118 combined with tactical innovations but without 

tactical shifts.  

The Polisario Attack Frequency 

This Tension period represents the beginning of the conflict. According to data on 

reported Polisario attacks from 1975 to 1980, the Polisario launched eleven attacks 

against Morocco (see Figure 6.3 below) (National Consortium, 2012d; RAND).119 

Launching the Polisario attacks was made possible through the resources provided by the 

Algerian support, which supplied resources needed to launch more and new attacks. 

The Polisario Attack Nature 

At that time, the Polisario built an anti-Moroccan alliance with Algeria in 1975 

through which its relatively newly established military wing, Sahrawi People's Liberation 

Army (SPLA) multiplied its arsenals. Other allies included Qaddafi’s Libya. Algeria 

trained the SPLA and donated Soviet manufactured weaponry though many of the SPLA 

arsenals were captured from Spanish, Mauritanian or Moroccan forces. The SPLA 

launched mostly motorized surprise raids over large distances, inspired by the tribal 

                                                
118Only 11 Polisario attacks targeted Morocco from1975 to 1980. This relatively low number could be 
explained by the fact that the Polisario at the same time attacked Mauritanian. 
119Polisario attacks against Mauritania are not included because they are beyond the scope of this study. 
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traditional Sahrawi camelback war parties (Bhatia, 2001). As indicated in figure 6.4 

below, the Polisario used this arsenal in assassinations and hostage taking missions and in 

other tactics later on. 

 

Figure 6.3: Frequency of the Polisario Attacks, 1975-2010 (RAND; National 
Consortium, 2012d).120 

Examining the Polisario tactics between 1975 and 1980 presented in figure 6.4 

reveals that the Polisario relied on a mix of tactics with assassinations and hijacking and 

hostage-taking being most prominent. These attacks were innovations employed by the 

Polisario to attack Morocco for the first time and were made possible through the 

Algerian military support. It is not clear what tactics the Polisario relied on in attacking 

Spain but qualitative research reveals that the Polisario did not have tactical shifts until 

after 1980 (Bhatia, 2001), which is when Morocco launched its barrier project. The 

                                                
120Due to gaps in the RAND and START datasets, the author supplemented the data with research from 
Middle East Journal, Pakistan Horizon, Foreign Affairs chronologies and Lexis-Nexis Academic. 
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barrier dimension of Fortification-Cooperation axis normally causes violent groups to 

shift to certain tactics that can be launched despite the barrier. Thus, without fortification, 

cross-border violent groups are not expected to engage in tactical shifts. Since between 

1975 and 1980, there was no barrier standing in the way of the Polisario, the latter did not 

have tactical shifts. During this period, the Polisario relied upon assassination and 

hostage-taking tactics, which are the same tactics it used in attacking Spain before 1975. 

These tactics were mostly carried out by circumventing border policing by moving 

infiltration routes to less patrolled areas. Thus, the Moroccan berms case between 1975 

and 1980 confirm the expectations of the theory.  

 

Figure 6.4: Polisario Attack Tactics, 1975-2010 (RAND; National Consortium, 
2012d).121 

                                                
121The author supplemented this data due to gaps in the RAND and START datasets with her own research 
from different sources, including: Middle East Journal, Pakistan Horizon, Foreign Affairs chronologies and 
Lexis-Nexis Academic. 
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1980-1990: Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle 

The second period of Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle was between 1980 and 

1990. Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggles are cases without cooperation and high 

fortification. Over this period, Morocco constructed and expanded its barrier system 

without negotiating, cooperating or trying to offer the Polisario a stake in the status quo. 

Thus, this is a case of a state (Morocco) that decides to build a barrier without 

cooperation with agents from the other side (the Polisario or Algeria). According to the 

theory of this research, this policy will lead to a “Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle” in 

which we are expected to observe introduction of new military tactics by the Polisario, an 

increase in the frequency of attacks, and the emergence of tactical shifts. This is because 

if violent groups are still motivated to attack despite the barrier, they will try to employ 

new attack tactics that can circumvent the barrier. Yet, to do so, violent groups need to 

act freely in their locales and have access to materials necessary for using new attack 

tactics. This requires lack of security cooperation on both sides of the barrier. This 

scenario describes the situation between 1980 and 1990 since Algeria supplied the 

Polisario with needed military resources and there was no cooperation between Morocco 

and Algeria or the Polisario on the other side of the barrier.   

The Berms and the Polisario Number of Attacks 

In the first five years after the construction of the barrier (1980-1985), the 

Polisario attack rate against Morocco tripled (33 attacks) in comparison to the attacks 

between 1975 and 1980 (11 attacks) though over these five years violent groups were still 
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adapting to the new environment created by the berms. From 1985 to 1990,122 the 

Polisario launched 34 attacks (Figure 6.3 above), which confirms the fact that the 

Polisario attacks against Morocco tripled in number after the construction of the berms. 

This conforms to the first expectation of the Fortification-Cooperation theory about the 

number of attacks. 

The Berms and the Characteristics of Polisario’s Attacks 

Similar to any barrier, infiltrating the sand berms requires scaling them, 

circumventing them, or crossing from underneath or above. Although the berms were 

meant to protect the economic interests of Morocco and undermine the effectiveness of 

Polisario strikes, which could reach all the way to the Western Sahara’s Atlantic coast, 

the Sahrawi guerrillas learned how to penetrate the barriers and stage simultaneous 

attacks, artillery strikes, and sniping attacks (Smith, 2007; Zunes & Mundy, 2010: 23). 

The Polisario discovered that passage through the sand berms was possible, but it 

required either a dangerous night crossing or bribing Moroccan soldiers (Bhatia, 2001). 

Thus, the Polisario became innovative about taking night paths and introduced bribery.  

Other tactical innovations in early 1980s are exemplified by the fact that the 

SPLA tactics started resembling conventional warfare, with snipers, artillery and long-

range attacks. In these attacks, SPLA relied on the elements of surprise and speed, as well 

as their superior knowledge of the terrain (Bhatia, 2001). By then the SPLA had several 

armored units, composed of old tanks, armored vehicles, infantry fighting cars, rocket 

launchers and anti-craft missiles. One of the SPLA’s innovative tactics was use of 

                                                
122Morocco finished the last section of the berms in 1986-7. 
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civilian vehicles to mount anti-aircraft machine guns or tank missiles and using them in 

big numbers, to overwhelm unprepared garrisoned outposts in rapid surprise strikes 

(Bhatia, 2001). These resources were ideal for launching armed assaults, the main 

Polisario attack tactic between 1980 and 1990. These innovations are expected by the 

Fortification-Cooperation theory in the context of a barrier without cooperation.  

As for the Polisario attack tactics during that period, reported attacks (Figure 6.4) 

demonstrate a remarkable shift in the Polisario tactics after the construction of the berms. 

Before the barrier, the Polisario relied on hijacking and hostage taking and assassinations 

in attacking Moroccan targets, which mostly involved circumvention of Moroccan border 

policing. After the construction of the berms and between 1980 and 1990, the Polisario 

shifted to armed assaults and bombings (Rand; National Consortium, 2012d), which are 

involved either barrier circumvention or scaling. The already existing training and 

backing the Polisario received from Algeria and other countries, such as Cuba provided 

resources needed for new tactics (Western Sahara: where, 2007). This confirms the 

theory in hand that when a barrier is built, rather than a decline in the number of attacks, 

violent groups usually introduce new attack tactics, if militant resources are available. 

Early 1990s- 2010: Extended Fragile Truce 

By the late 1980s, Morocco was economically and politically strained by the war. 

It faced heavy burdens from the economic costs of its massive troop deployments along 

the barriers despite American, Saudi and French support.  Along with the heavy load of 

war, the limited effectiveness of the barriers eventually convinced King Hassan II to 
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consider a peaceful solution (Smith, 2007; Stephan & Mundy, 2006) and this is when the 

third phase, the fragile extended truce, of the conflict starts.  

In 1991, while Algeria, the Polisario’s main ally started to be distracted because 

of its civil war, the United Nations and Organization of African Unity brokered a 

ceasefire between the Morocco and Polisario Front to end a low-level guerrilla war and 

offered plans to organize a referendum for Saharawi self-determination in early 1992. 

This effort has established channels of communication between the Polisario, which was 

experiencing declining Algerian support, and Morocco for the first time. A UN special 

force (MINURSO)123 was appointed to monitor the ceasefire and promote negotiated 

settlement. Yet, the referendum has been postponed countless of times. In the meanwhile, 

the Moroccan authorities encouraged 200,000 Moroccans to move and settle in western 

side of the berms (Corbyn, 2011; Arieff, 2013; Smith, 2007; Sands, 2008). Today, many 

of the new settlers and some Moroccan parties, like Annhaj Addimoqrati (the Democratic 

Way) party defend the Sahrawi right to self-determination (Un Parti, 2013).  

Security Council Resolution 1754 (2007) called on Morocco and the Polisario to 

negotiate without preconditions a political solution that would lead to self-determination 

of the Sahrawi people. In 2007 and 2008, the two sides met and held consultations with 

UN secretary General envoy Peter van Walsum a number of times in New York, but 

neither was willing to discuss the other’s proposals: Morocco’s for autonomy and the 

Polisario’s for a referendum (Corbyn, 2011; Arieff, 2013). This reflects the weakness of 

                                                
123MINURSO is still active, especially east of the berms. It has four main tasks: confidence building 
between the Polisario and Morocco, cease-fire monitoring and mine clearing east of the berms (Overview). 
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the agreement due to Morocco’s unwillingness to fulfill at least some of the Sahrawi 

basic demands. In fact, Morocco does not seem to be willing to commit to earlier 

agreements on the referendum. This could be explained by the weakness or lack of 

sanctioning mechanisms of the truce-agreement.  

The Polisario Attacks  

Over the years, negotiations on a permanent solution entered a deadlock mostly 

due to Moroccan procrastinations. The only achievement of the Polisario came through a 

UNHCR initiative in early 2004 through which both parties agreed to allow Saharawi 

family members from either side of the berm to have contact after three decades of 

separation. Yet, as indicated in the data presented in Figure 6.3, the Polisario barely 

launched any attacks against Morocco since the early 1990s although the UN brokered 

ceasefire failed to establish cooperation on both sides of the borders. From 1990 until 

2010, there were only two attacks by the Polisario in 2007. The Polisario threatened 

several times to return to the armed struggle because of the Moroccan procrastinations 

but so far this has not happened (Smith, 2007; Sands, 2008; Smith, 2010). 

The Fortification-Cooperation theory expects that when the concerned state builds 

its barrier but cooperates with agents from the other side, the attacks are expected to 

decline and no new tactics should be introduced to give an example of a “Fragile Truce.” 

With the prospects of a solution through the truce with Morocco in the early 1990s, the 

Polisario attacks against Morocco stopped. Yet, so far real cooperation between Morocco 

and the Polisario or Algeria on border security is absent because the channels of 

communication created by the truce agreement could not help the parties reach common 
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grounds and create cross-border cooperation. Thus, Morocco failed so far to create a 

stake for the Polisario in the status quo, Polisario activities were not suppressed locally, 

east of the berms, and no solid agreement was reached between the concerned parties. 

The Fortification-Cooperation theory expects this situation of barriers without 

cooperation to lead to a Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle in which the Polisario attacks to 

increase in number, become more diversified and have tactical shifts. Yet, this did not 

happen.   

While neither the Polisario nor Algeria cooperated with Morocco to stop the 

Polisario attacks, they came to an end in any case due to a lack of resources. Since the 

early 1990s, Algeria has been preoccupied with its civil war and later in fighting 

international violence in North Africa, which led to halting Algeria’s military support for 

the Polisario as the Sahrawi cause became less important. The Fortification-Cooperation 

theory highlights the role of cooperation in cutting military supplies available for the 

concerned violent groups. In the Moroccan berms case, decreasing Algerian interest in 

supplying the Polisario militarily led to an outcome similar to that of cross-border 

security cooperation: the absence of Polisario attacks. This demonstrates the importance 

of networks and relations militant groups establish in providing these groups with 

military training and materials. Weakness or absence of these alliances may be decisive 

in halting the violence. This is why it is important for violent groups to diversify their 

alliances. In the Polisario case, actual and potential allies in the region include Algeria, 

Libya (depending on the rulers), Mauritania and other militant groups like Al Qaeda.  
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Stopping Algeria’s military backing, however, does not mean that Algeria has no 

military concerns over its relations with Morocco. In 2011, Algeria’s military spending 

had a 44% increase supplied by its increasing oil revenues, which it explained by its 

involvement in “counter-terrorism” activities though some see it as part of its aspiration 

for regional hegemony (SIPRI, 2012: 9), a situation that leaves Algeria’s opponent in the 

area, Morocco in distress.124 Many analysts view this from the perspective of an arms 

race that started in the early 1960s that continues today (Zoubir & Hamadouche, 2013),125 

and which indicates that neither country rules out the possibility of an armed conflict. 

Algerian Foreign Minister Dahou Ould Kablia signaled the willingness of Algeria to open 

its borders with Morocco and further distance itself from the Polisario while Morocco 

requested complete halt of relations with the Polisario (Algeria, 2013). 

Moreover, the Algerian-American “counter-terrorism” alliance targets al-Qaeda in 

the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) among other groups in North Africa (Berkouk, 2009). 

Since 2009, several reports confirmed the involvement of Polisario in AQIM violence 

(Grieboski, 2013; Zunes & Mundy, 2010: 278). Both Morocco and Algeria have been 

actively involved in the American-led Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership and 

they have been sharing information with other involved parties. Yet, obstacles persist and 

constrain cooperation between Morocco and Algeria at the security administration level 

                                                
124Until 2009, Morocco’s military expenditures took a larger share of the country’s GDP than the resource-
rich Algeria. Yet, since 1996 Algeria’s military spending has exceeded the double of Morocco’s (See SIPRI 
Military Expenditure Database). 
125Algeria’s military spending reached 5,671 US$ m in 2010 and 8,170 US$ m in 2011. Morocco’s military 
spending reached 3,161 US$ m in 2010 and 3,186 US$ m in 2011. 
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and on the ground cooperation is almost absent despite the Algerian high military 

expenditures (Zunes & Mundy, 2010: 56; Azzouzi, 2012: 102-3).  

However, two of the expectations of the Fortification-Cooperation theory have 

been fulfilled in the Moroccan berms case: tactical innovations and shifts though not to 

violent tactics. Rather than resorting to violence, in May 2005, the Sahrawis in Western 

Sahara introduced a new tactic in response to the Moroccan control over Western Sahara. 

Short on military resources, the Sahrawis launched their non-violent resistance campaign 

against the Moroccan regime inside Western Sahara by organizing wide mass protests 

calling it the “Sahrawi Intifada.” Since then, the Sahrawis mostly relied on their non-

violent “weapons” like symbolic protests, mass demonstrations, civil disobedience, and 

other forms of non-violent defiance in an attempt to undermine Morocco’s political will 

and capacity to maintain the occupation. So far, the Moroccan regime has responded by 

arresting and trying the demonstrators. King Mohammed declared in November 2005 and 

again in April 2007 that Morocco was only willing to offer the Western Sahara 

“enhanced autonomy” under Moroccan sovereignty but this promise did not go beyond 

mere rhetoric (Stephan & Mundy, 2006: 2 & 18; Arieff, 2013). Yet, the Sahrawis 

continued their non-violent protests inside Western Sahara and tried to get as many 

Moroccans as possible to support their cause. The Sahrawi non-violence also echoed 

internationally through the media and the internet (Stephan & Mundy, 2006: 2). 

With the eruption of revolutions in the Arab World in 2010, the Sahrawis saw 

some hope for a change in their own situation. In October 2010, a group of young 

Sahrawis formed a "tent city" outside Gdeim Izik in northwestern Moroccan controlled 
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Western Sahara to protest human rights abuses, discrimination and poverty. The tent 

eventually attracted over 7000 people, including Moroccans who reside in Western 

Sahara. In November 2010, Moroccan security forces attacked the camp without warning, 

killing 36 protesters. Other protestors were subjected to severe human rights violations. 

With the focus of the media on the momentous events in Egypt, Libya, Yemen and Syria, 

developments in Gdeim Izik drew little attention (Akbar & Atkins, 2012; Arieff, 2013; 

Martin, 2012: 262). 

In summary, the Moroccan berms confirm the relevance of the theory of 

cooperation-barrier axis and its effect on the number and nature of Polisario attacks. This 

case is the least violent among the cases studied here. When Morocco built its barrier in 

early 1980s without cooperating with the Sahrawis or Algeria to stop the Polisario 

attacks, the attacks increased slightly afterwards and the Polisario introduced new attack 

tactics supplied by aid from Algiers. In the early 1990s, while hoping for an effective UN 

mediation leading to a referendum that would decide their future, the Polisario military 

capabilities were severely hit by having the main backer of the Sahrawis, the Algerians, 

busy with other concerns. Since then, Morocco did not allow for the referendum to take 

place for the Sahrawis to determine their fate and Polisario could not launch attacks 

against Morocco due to lack of resources. Instead, the Sahrawis resorted to a new tactic 

and relied on this tactic in fighting the Moroccan control through non-violent resistance.   

CONCLUSION 

An examination of the policy trends in different cases of barriers helps highlight 

what is and is not distinctive about the Israeli Gaza and West Bank barriers. Together, the 
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Chinese Walls, the Turkish barriers, the Moroccan berms, and the Israeli barriers around 

Palestinian areas represent situations of conflict in which a state or an empire126 tries to 

create facts on the ground to make the situation more favorable to its interests. As 

indicated in chapter 2, barriers are symptoms of the weak sovereignty of the state or 

empire that builds them. Sovereignty implies control and monopoly over the use of force 

in a given territory. This becomes questionable when external groups systematically use 

violence in the same territory. Thus, barriers are attempts to make state sovereignty a 

tangible fact but in the meanwhile they reflect state weakness (Brown, 2010: 24; see also 

Waldron, 1990: 47).  

Yet, barriers differ over time and space. For example, the barriers studied here are 

made of different materials. The Chinese walls were rammed earth, cut stones, quarried 

blocks and backed bricks. The Turkish barrier was partially a fence and partially mines. 

The Moroccan barrier was made of sand berms backed with mines. The Israeli Gaza 

barrier was a smart fence with a large no man’s zone. Finally, the Israeli West Bank 

barriers were partially smart fences and partially cement blocks.  

Militant groups also differ from one case to another. The militant groups in the 

cases presented here were not equally equipped and not equally violent. For instance, the 

Polisario had a total of 92 reported attacks127 over 35 years while Gaza violent groups 

launched thousands of attacks over 20 years and the PKK launched a total of 1989 attacks 

over about 25 years. Resources available to violent groups are also not stable. To 

                                                
126Usually the more militarily powerful and richer party. 
127The author found gaps in available RAND and START datasets on the Polisario attacks and thus she 
collected data to complement these datasets. 
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illustrate, in late 1998-early 1999, the PKK suddenly lost its military resources and 

training assistance provided by one of its major allies, Syria. Another example is the 

Polisario that has been receiving much less Algerian support since early 1990s because of 

the Algerian civil war and its later involvement fighting “terrorism” in North Africa. 

Contrary to West Bank violent groups, Gaza violent groups gained more military 

resources overtime with a more systematic and institutionalized employment of the Rafah 

Tunnels.  

The role of military resources in the Moroccan berms case adds a new dimension 

to the Fortification-Cooperation theory. Similar to the West Bank violent groups after 

2006, the Polisario’s military supplies fell dramatically. Yet, these violent groups and 

their civilian supporters did not lose the motivation to fight the Israeli presence in the first 

case and Moroccan control in the second. Short on military resources, civilians resorted 

to peaceful demonstrations in the barrier area in the West Bank and inside of Western 

Sahara west of the Moroccan berms. The two cases differ, however, in the fact that in the 

West Bank, the military resources were cut due to the security cooperation between the 

West Bank-based PA and Israel while the Polisario military supplies stopped due to 

Algerian disinterest in supplying the Sahrawi cause.  

In turn, the Gaza case has a distinct characteristic. In the south, Gaza shares the 

Rafah border with Egypt, where Israel has no legal rights of control. However, the Rafah 

border is of great strategic interest to Israel and thus, it directly or indirectly imposed 

military supervision and presence on the ground several times. The situation on the Rafah 

border has implications for the security condition of Gaza’s borders with Israel. To the 
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south of Rafah city, the bordering Egyptian Sinai Peninsula is known for its 

uncontrollable bedouins particularly since the peace agreement between Egypt and Israel. 

These Bedouins are famous for their illegal activities, including human trafficking and 

the smuggling of goods and weapons across the border with Gaza, mostly through 

underground tunnels. The sustainability of this situation in Sinai guarantees continued 

supplies for violent groups in Gaza (Mohyeldin & Makary).  

This situation highlights the role of Egypt on the Rafah border and its effect on 

the violence across the Gaza-Israel borders. Over time, relations between Hamas, the 

ruling party in Gaza, and the Egyptian authorities changed in a manner that affected the 

tunnel-activities. Former president Hosni Mubarak backed Hamas’s political opponent 

Fatah and sought to disrupt traffic through the Gaza tunnels but without cooperating with 

Hamas. Mubarak also cooperated with Israel in imposing a siege on Gaza after 2006 by 

sealing off the borders, which came at the price of prospering the tunnel activities. 

Mursi’s presidency involved more cooperation from Hamas on the tunnels due to 

Hamas’s relations with the Muslim Brotherhood of Egypt, to which Mursi belonged. 

During his one-year rule, Mursi managed to close about 10% of the tunnels through 

Hamas’s cooperation, while legal cross-border movement was enhanced. Hamas also 

cooperated with Mursi’s government in improving the security measures in Sinai 

(Shaaban, 2012). 

Violent groups may have a mix of political, social and economic motivations. 

Yet, one of these goals is usually more important than others. While in the Israel-

Palestine, the Turkey-PKK, and the Morocco-Polisario cases, political and territorial 
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motivations took the center stage, the Nomads’ main motivation in attacking China was 

economic. This does not mean that the nomads did not seek territorial or political gains 

from their raids or the PKK, the Palestinian violent groups, and the Polisario did not seek 

to raise funds or receive economic returns from their attacks. Indeed, sometimes the 

nomads raided to regain territory they lost to China and Hamas’ attacks helped the group 

garner local support and raise funds.  

However, similarities in such different places are important. As for the security 

outcomes of these barriers, all cases discussed here provide evidence on the explanatory 

power of the Fortification-Cooperation theory. In all the cases, when states chose to back 

their barriers with cooperation, the number of attacks declined. By contrast, in all of the 

cases under review, when states or empires resorted to barrier building without 

cooperating with agents from the other side, the number of attacks increased. However, 

one unintended consequence of cross-border cooperation is presented by the Great Wall 

of China case since cooperation allowed the nomads to learn the Chinese ways and 

develop their own centralized institutions that on the long-run helped them establish their 

own empire and even occupy China.  

These same cases also reflect the importance of military supplies in allowing 

violent groups to launch attacks and introduce new tactics when necessary. After the 

construction of barriers, motivated violent groups introduced new tactics or made tactical 

shifts when, as explained by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, two conditions are 

satisfied. First security cooperation was absent, e.g. Gaza after 2000, Polisario from 1980 

to 1991, the nomads during the Ming dynasty, and the PKK between the early 1990s and 
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1999. Second, military resources needed to be available, which is usually linked to 

presence or absence of cooperation.  

New tactics are usually adopted because they can be sustained despite the barrier. 

The cases studied here also illustrate how lack of resources may be key to the decline in 

the number of attacks. The loss of Syrian support to PKK in the end of 1990s and the 

decline of Algerian military backing to the Polisario after early 1990s, dealt a major blow 

to these militant groups. In the latter case, signing the truce with Morocco motivated the 

Polisario to end its attacks. As time passed without political achievements for the 

Polisario, the latter had incentives to restart the violence but this time military resources 

were scarce. At this point, Sahrawis in Western Sahara launched their non-violent 

campaign by protesting the Moroccan rule in the streets. The militant wing of the 

Polisario had become targeted through its involvement in AQIM activities. In fact, as 

predicted by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, one reason why cooperation is 

important to stopping attacks is it can severely harm militant access to resources 

necessary for attacks.  

The cases also demonstrate the importance of (formal or informal) alliances 

militant groups build in providing supplies for their attacks. Waning or dismantled 

alliances between the Polisatio and Algeria and Syria and PKK were a key determinant of 

the continuation and severity of violence. This contrasts with the Gaza case where 

Hamas, the largest militant group, managed to maintain multiple allies including 

Hezbollah, Egypt’s Muslim brothers, Iran and Syria. The PKK case also shows how 
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today’s enemy may become tomorrow’s ally as the group is currently discussing an 

agreement with its long-time enemy, Turkey.  

Violent groups in all cases showed an interest in cooperation once there was an 

attempt to give them privileges. In all cases, when the state or empire expressed its 

willingness to cooperate or give violent groups some benefits, violent groups launched 

fewer attacks and waited for the benefits. In some cases, such as the PKK, violent groups 

declared an effective unilateral truce in an attempt to signal their willingness to negotiate 

a settlement and wait for the other side to be responsive. Yet, cooperation between 

representatives from both sides of the barriers was not always successful in the long run 

and in many cases, there was a problem of trust, usually due to lack of proper means of 

communication.  

In each of these cases, the barrier-building state tried out multiple policy options 

switching between barrier construction without cooperation (e.g. Israel in 2002 in the 

West Bank), cooperation without barriers (e.g. Turkey in the second half of 2000s), 

building barriers and cooperating with agents from the other side (e.g. Israel in Gaza 

between 1995 and 2000 and China under the Han dynasty) and no barriers and no 

cooperation (e.g. Morocco between 1975 and 1980). This confirms the changeable nature 

of barriers, a matter usually ignored in the literature. This is what the Fortification-

Cooperation succeeds in explaining.  

As indicated by the Fortification-Cooperation theory, an important intervening 

variable that cuts through the theory’s main independent variables (cooperation and 

fortification) is military resources at the disposal of militant groups. Resources can be 
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understood in the context of (presence or absence of) cross-border cooperation. Presence 

of cross-border cooperation creates mechanisms that punish military activities across the 

borders and limit militant group’s access to resources necessary for launching such 

attacks. This can be clearly observed in the cases presented in this research, such as the 

Gaza case between 1995 and 2000, and the PKK case between 1998 and 2010. Here, the 

Moroccan berms case stands out since Algeria did not practically cooperate with 

Morocco on security issues, did not crack down on the Polisario, but at the same time, it 

shut off military supplies to the group. Consequently, we observe scant violence launched 

by the Polisaro since early 1990s despite the failed truce agreement.  

These cases provide lessons for both barrier-building states and cross-border 

violent groups. For the state, if subjected to cross-border attacks, the ideal scenario is to 

avoid the costly project of wall-building and find cooperative partners on the other side 

even if this requires some political or economic sacrifices. Barriers work only if actors on 

the other side cooperate with the barrier builder or if the barrier-builder encourages 

dissention between the authorities on the other side and the militant groups. The first 

situation renders barriers futile and cooperation as the best policy choice. Achievement of 

the second situation is rare and uncertain. From the five cases studied in this research, the 

Polisario after 1990 case is the only one that could be used as an example here. In this 

example, Algeria stopped providing military supplies to the Polisario, not because of 

Moroccan pressure but because of its own calculations of self-interest. For militant 

groups, diversifying suppliers increases their opportunities sustaining their attacks if their 

activities are not suppressed.  
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Chapter 7: Conclusions and Implications 

My argument in its simplest form maintains that the efficiency of physical border 

barriers in stopping militant cross-border attacks is dependent on cross-border security 

cooperation rather than the barrier alone. If a barrier built by a state fails to deter or 

decrease attacks from the other side, this failure can be attributed only in part to the 

ineffective design of the barrier and mostly due to the nature of security cooperation on 

both sides of the barrier. Cooperation has a direct effect on local militant activities in the 

sense that presence of security cooperation imposes severe restrictions on these activities. 

These restrictions affect violent groups’ access to resources, which I identify as an 

intervening variable in the Fortification-Cooperation theory. Military resources are of 

vital importance to violent groups that wish to continue to launch attacks.  

Barriers still have effects on cross-border violence though they do not necessarily 

entail a decline of violence. Violent groups tend to change their military tactics when a 

barrier is built. Barriers may increase the cost of certain attack tactics. Barriers may deny 

targets to certain attacks but not all. A good example from the cases examined in this 

work is the fact that the construction of barriers left fewer chances for suicide bombings 

since these attacks require the presence of the perpetrator on the scene. However, 

settlement and roadside attacks, rocket attacks, and tunnel attacks remained possible 

despite the barrier. 

The majority of scholarly studies of barriers focus on fortification or the 

construction of the barrier as a variable in isolation of its context. Nevertheless, some 

scholars stressed the particularity of each barrier (see for instance Sterling, 2009: 3). One 
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of the contributions of my research is examining the effect of barriers in the context of 

variation in cross-border cooperation. This interaction of fortification and cooperation 

has, to my knowledge, never been systematically examined before. My research is a pilot 

study through which the plausibility of the argument on the effect of the interaction 

between fortification and cooperation on cross-border violent groups’ attacks has been 

tested.  

THE ARGUMENT REVISITED 

Cross-border cooperation is critical to the success of any barrier in stopping or 

decreasing the frequency of cross-border militant groups’ attacks. Cross-border 

cooperation opens channels of communication among security agents across the borders 

that allow both sides to jointly act against militant activities at home. Local security 

apparatuses have superior knowledge of the landscape, the violent groups’ locale and 

resources. This permits more opportunities for suppressing militant activities and limiting 

their resources.  

The Israeli and Palestinian security agencies in both the West Bank after 2007, 

and the Gaza Strip between 1995 and 2000 pooled their efforts and information in the 

context of security cooperation agreements between the PA and Israel. This cooperation 

was combined with Israeli barrier systems on the perceived borders, leading to a Fragile 

Truce. Israel shared information with the PA and the latter in many cases arrested 

operatives before they launched their attacks. In some cases, the PA gave Israel the green 

light to enter the PA areas to carry out assassinations and arrests. This led to a clear 

decline in the number of attacks in both areas in these periods.   
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 The Fortification-Cooperation theory does not solely focus on the number of 

military attacks. Rather, it demonstrates that the interaction between cooperation and 

fortification affects not only the number of attacks, but also the nature of attacks. I have 

classified the latter into two distinct sub-categories: tactical innovations and tactical 

shifts. First, if concerned violent groups are still motivated by their long-term goals even 

after the construction of the barrier, they tend to employ tactical shifts when a barrier is 

built. Tactical shifts are substitutions of violent groups’ commonly used tactics with 

others. They occur when the frequency of certain attack tactics drops while other tactics 

increase. Substitution may occur to more or less sophisticate tactics, to more or less lethal 

tactics, or to innovated or old tactics. Thus, tactical shifts could have a negative or a 

positive effect for the target state. Tactical shifts result from certain physical features of 

the concerned barrier. A continuous barrier for instance, forms an obstacle to certain 

attack tactics but not all.  

For example, in Gaza violent groups shifted to rocket attacks after the further 

fortification of the Israeli Gaza barrier in the end of 2005. The barrier since then 

completely separated the Gaza Palestinian and Israeli populations so that suicide 

bombings and settlements and roadside attacks became more difficult to execute. Yet, 

lack of cooperation between the Gaza-based PA and Israel, left the violent groups in the 

area resourceful and free to act. Available resources allowed violent groups to innovate 

and borrow new tactics from their allies. The case of fortification without cooperation is 

identified by the Fortification-Cooperation theory as Hostile/Asymmetrical Struggle.  
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The current literature discusses tactical shifts, commonly known as the 

“substitution effects” and innovations by militant groups. This literature has established 

that government deterrence policies such as barrier building raise the costs and/or lower 

the probability of logistical success for particular kinds of attacks. This leads violent 

groups to switch to other activities for which these factors are presumably unchanged, or 

initiate a new type of activity against which the defender has taken few, if any, deterrent 

steps (Cauley & Im 1988; Enders & Sandler 1993, 2000, 2002a & b, 2006).  

Thus, according to this literature deterrence policies cause innovations, which 

takes us to the second sub-category of characteristics of attacks. While I give illustrations 

of how barriers cause tactical shifts because they make certain attacks types difficult or 

impossible and leave certain others still possible, I differentiate my argument from the 

“substitution effect” literature by stressing the idea that rather than state deterrence 

policies, violent groups’ access to military resources and knowledge, usually through 

their linkages with other groups or states, predicts innovations. The presence or absence 

of this access is in turn determined by whether the concerned barrier is combined with 

cross-border cooperation.    

Cross-border cooperation pools resources, information and efforts available on 

both sides of the border in a manner that severely restricts violent groups’ activities and 

access to resources. There is a body of literature on violent groups’ innovations 

confirming that the availability of resources through networks or intergroup relations 

determines the capability of violent groups to continue attacking and introduce new 

tactics (Horowitz, 2010a; Rudner, 2010: 700; Akca, 2009). However, the innovations 
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literature mostly focuses on one tactic, i.e. suicide bombing. I add to the literature, first, 

by giving examples on how resources provided through militant networks played a key 

role in the introduction of new tactics. Second, I examine an array of military tactics that 

are case-specific. Thus, I contribute to the existing literature on tactical shifts and 

innovations but give more specific examples of deterrence policies that lead to continuity 

of attacks, innovations and tactical shifts.  

For example, in Gaza violent groups introduced innovations at three points in 

time. The first was in 1993 when violent groups employed suicide bombings for the first 

time. The second was in early 2001 when Gaza violent groups started to launch rockets 

against Israel for the first time. The third was in late 2001 when these violent groups 

executed their first tunnel attack against Israel. In the three instances, military material 

resources and/or knowledge were transferred to violent groups in Gaza through their 

external networks, particularly their relations with Hezbollah, Syria and Iran. In these 

three instances regardless of the presence or absence of the barrier, cross-border 

cooperation was absent, which allowed violent groups to act freely, import militant 

materials and resources through their networks and develop innovative tactics. In the 

West Bank, in late 2000, violent groups launched rockets for the first time. This 

innovation came in the context of lack of cooperation between Israel and the PA in the 

West Bank.  

Generally, the Fortification-Cooperation theory could provide explanations for 

barrier-cooperation outcomes in different cases across time and space. The Great Wall of 

China, the Turkish barriers on the borders with Syria and the Moroccan berms in Western 
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Sahara’s interaction, or lack of, with cross-border cooperation provide explanations for 

the variation in the number of attacks, and violent groups’ tactical innovations and shifts 

in the three cases.  

In both the West Bank and the Western Sahara there is an interesting twist in 

tactical innovations from violent strategies to organized peaceful protests. While this does 

not mean that cases like Gaza lack such non-violent strategies. Yet, what distinguishes 

the West Bank and Western Sahara is that civilians and occasionally violent groups 

introduced non-violent tactics as a strategy to protest against the barrier and other 

policies. The relationship between barriers and non-violence may be a topic that merits 

further research.  

IMPLICATIONS 

My findings have four major implications for scholars and policy makers. The 

first is of relevance to “terrorism” studies. The cases studied here indicate that a counter-

violence policy must take into consideration the fact that violent groups are flexible over 

time and militant groups differ at least in the resources to which they have access. This 

indicates that violent groups in different places and times will respond differently to 

similar deterrence policies, such as barrier building. Barriers are, thus, case specific and 

their outcomes cannot be predicted independently of the context in which the groups 

operate.  

The second implication concerns arguments suggest barriers in general and 

continuous barriers in particular work (Dutter & Seliktar, 2007: 438; Kaufmann, 1996; 

1998). My research demonstrates that the same barrier may produce different outcomes 
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concerning the number of attacks. The Gaza barrier between 1995 and late 2000 was 

followed by a relative decline in the number of attacks from the area, after 2000 Gaza 

attacks reached hundreds per month though the barrier was still there and had been 

further fortified. Cooperation between the PA and the Israelis on both sides of the barrier 

corresponds to the decline in the number of Gaza attacks. The construction of the West 

Bank barrier was followed by fluctuations in the number of attacks that cannot be 

explained by the barrier alone. When the West Bank-based PA cooperated with Israel in 

cracking down on militant activities in the area, attacks generally declined if they did not 

disappeared.  

Another implication for the same literature is the importance of examining not 

only the effect of barriers on the number of attacks but also their effect on the nature of 

attacks. Many of these studies tend of focus on suicide bombings. It is true that suicide 

bombings cause many deaths and terrorize the public much more than many other tactics. 

However, this does not diminish the relevance and importance of other attack tactics. A 

perfectly successful deterrence policy, of which barriers might be an example, would stop 

or decrease all kinds of attacks. Thus, stopping or decreasing suicide bombings is not a 

sufficient indicator of the efficiency of a barrier. Moreover, changes in the nature of 

attacks are telling about the relevant militant groups’ motivations, resources and tactical 

flexibility.  

A fourth implication concerns decision-makers who face cross-border non-state 

violence. Barrier building aiming at stopping these attacks is not a new practice. As 

indicated in the comparative chapter of this dissertation, security barrier building is as old 
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as the Chinese civilization if not older. However, the evidence provided here suggest that 

decision-makers should choose the option of cooperating with agents from the other side 

as an instrument for stopping cross-border violence. Cooperation may even include 

militant groups themselves by creating stakes for them in a status quo that keeps the 

concerned state secured from cross-border attacks. Cross-border cooperation may even be 

a less costly practice than barrier building. Barriers in general are expensive (see Byman, 

2011: 332) and undoing them is difficult if not impossible. Additionally, barriers build 

hostility rather than peace since they never enhance normalization of relations between 

the two sides (see Newman, 2002; Kumar, 1997a &b). This indicates that the existing 

literature gave a wrong sense to states like Israel about the efficiency of barriers and 

ignoring the importance of cooperation.  

OTHER CASES 

This research has emphasized the significance of cross-border cooperation to the 

success or failure of any border barrier in stopping or decreasing cross-border attacks. 

This argument has implications for other cases of barriers. Many barriers are being 

constructed in the context of cross-border violence but others were built to stop other 

cross-border threats, such as illegal immigration and drug trafficking. I conclude with a 

discussion of some examples of other barriers that would make excellent tests of the 

Fortification-Cooperation theory.  

The Iranian Barrier on the Borders with Pakistan 

As early as 2000, Iran started building a physical barrier along its borders with 

Pakistan and Afghanistan. Moreover, the Iranian army was deployed along the barrier to 
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stop drug smuggling and was equipped with Kalashnikov rifles, heavy machines guns 

and other arms. Part of the barrier bisects the Sistan and Baluchistan province that 

transcends that border inside of Pakistan. The initial purpose of the barrier is to stop a 

common and old trade across the barren and remote desert in southeast Iran, i.e. 

smuggling. Among the commonly smuggled commodities from Iran was fuel, which 

could be sold in Pakistan for a much higher price. From the other direction, smugglers 

brought drugs, including opium, morphine and heroin into Iran. In fact, Iran is at a 

crossroad of an international drug transit route linking the major drug hub of Afghanistan 

to the Gulf and Europe. By early 2000, about 3,000 Iranian soldiers were killed by armed 

traffickers during tracking combating missions. The Iranian government invested millions 

of dollars to establish a network of trenches, barbed wire fences and concrete barriers 

along the 1,600-km-long border. The Iranian barrier had castle like towers and army 

outposts every few kilometers (Fiske, 2000; Ghasmilee, 2011).  

After 2005, Iran focused its barrier building efforts on its borders with Pakistan on 

which it is building an approximately 7,000 km long barrier, but this time also to stop 

movement of violent groups. Specifically, although Iran’s main goal is to limit cross-

border drug trafficking, it also hopes that this barrier would quell the Baluch rebellion in 

the southeast.128 The barrier is composed of about 3-meters high concrete stabs, fortified 

with steel rods. Pakistan did not object to the Iranian project thinking it may limit the 

movement of the insurgents across the borders (Ghasmilee, 2011).  

                                                
128The border between Iran and Pakistan divides the land of the Sunni Muslim Baluch people, a distinct 
ethno-linguistic group of some nine million, the majority of which live in Pakistan. A million and a half 
reside in southeastern Iran. Many reports indicated that Iran oppressed the Baluch minority. 
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 The Baluch in Pakistan were engaged in a low-intensity insurgency for decades, 

while those of Iran have become increasingly restive over the years. In 2003, Iranian 

Baluch militants formed a violent organization called Jundullah (“Soldiers of God”), 

dedicated to fight on behalf of Sunni Muslims against the Shi’ite regime of Iran and for 

the rights of the Islamic Republic’s Baluch minority. The first reported Jundullah attack 

was executed in 2006. Since then, Jundullah attacks are on the rise. Jundullah launched 

attacks against both Iran and Pakistan but the majority of those attacks hit Iran. The group 

evolved over the last few years through shifting alliances with various parties, including 

the Taliban and Pakistan’s intelligence service. Interestingly, though the group is 

believed to have links with Al Qaeda, many analysts think that the Baluch are backed by 

the US (Ghasmilee, 2011; Nazemroaya, 2009; Khan, 2009; National Consortium, 2012a). 

Until early 2013, Iran had no formal cooperation agreement with Pakistan on 

fighting undesirable border crossings. In February 2013, they signed a border security 

management agreement. The parties agreed to enhance cooperation to overcome cross-

border violence, human trafficking and smuggling of fake currency. Both countries 

agreed to set up four security checkpoints on the borders that will function as central 

locations of security cooperation on the ground (Pakistan, 2013; Iran, 2013). These 

checkpoints will function as meeting points where Iranian and Pakistani border guards 

can communicate, coordinate their efforts and make-decisions. 

If Iran and Pakistan do not put their cooperation agreement to practice, the Iranian 

barrier is likely to fail. Without Pakistani involvement in fighting drug trafficking and 

Baluch cross-border attacks and assistance to Jundullah in Iran, Jundullah will keep 
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receiving needed materials and perhaps recruits from across the borders and smugglers 

and illegal immigrants will always finds resources, routes, etc. to cross the borders. 

Pooling the Pakistani and Iranian security efforts would limit Jundullah and Baluchi 

access to military resources and will restrict their activities in both countries. This 

coordination would also restrict the resources and activity of other illegal crossings. 

According to the Fortification-Cooperation theory, if this cooperation on both sides of the 

barrier is solidified and implemented, Jundullah attacks and illegal trafficking across the 

border are expected to decline. Insurgents, illegal immigrants and drug traffickers in this 

context are not expected to have any tactical innovations. This is because launching 

attacks and designing new ones requires military resources that would be restricted by 

cross-border cooperation. At any case, due to the barrier Jundullah and illegal crossings 

are expected to have tactical shifts this is because of the persistence of the Baluch 

aspiration for independence for the former, and variant economic opportunities and profit 

for the latter. Yet, Jundullah and illegal crossers are expected to shift to less lethal or less 

sophisticated tactics if Pakistan and Iran cooperate on the ground in suppressing these 

crossings.  

Saudi Barriers on the Borders with Yemen 

Since late 1980s, Saudi Arabia has contracted with different companies to 

upgrade border surveillance and command, control, communication, computers and 

intelligence (Cordesman, 2009: 276). This border has long been a source of concern for 

the Saudi authorities since it is the principle route for smugglers. However, it became of 

increased concern after the attacks of September 11th as Yemen is home to one of Al 
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Qaeda's most active franchises (Habboush, 2013). Yemen had a thorny relation with 

Saudi Arabia because of a disagreement over their common borders that was settled in 

mid-2000 when both parties agreed on border demarcations. However, the Saudi border 

guards still had to deal with a high rate of illegal immigration and smuggling that 

involved using animals129 to cross the borders. Later on, the rugged terrain along the 

border area became hiding place of smugglers and a training location for smugglers and 

armed men. Saudi border guards focused on fighting these cross-border infiltrations. 

They are supplied with surveillance helicopters and different patrolling technologies 

(Cordesman, 2009: 274; Whitaker, 2004; Habeeb, 2012:175).  

In 2003, Saudi Arabia started building a 70 km border barrier130 to stop violent 

infiltrations, smuggling and illegal labor migration. The barrier paralleled the newly 

demarcated border and consisted of a large two-meters high pipe. As the pipe blocked 

grazing herds and the movement of Bedouins on which Yemen and Saudi Arabia agreed 

in 2000, Yemen objected to the program and the construction was halted. In early 2004, 

Saudi Arabia and Yemen agreed to coordinate their border efforts, conduct joint patrols 

and set up security watchtowers to curb cross-border smuggling and infiltration but little 

changed on the ground. In the end of 2006, and as sand buried the border pipes, Saudi 

Arabia declared its intentions to build improved security barriers to cut down the 400,000 

                                                
129Loaded “smart” donkeys are frequently used in smuggling different materials across the borders. The 
donkeys can find their way across unaccompanied can also recognize the uniform of Saudi border guards 
and avoid them. 
130The Yemeni-Saudi border is 1,800 km long. 
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illegal immigrants who cross every year (Cordesman, 2009: 276; Whitaker, 2004) but 

construction did not resume until 2013. 

In early 2007, Saudi and Yemeni security officers met in Jeddah (Cordesman, 

2009: 278) but little improvement was evident. The outbreak of the Yemeni revolution in 

2011 heightened Saudi concerns over its border security. Thousands of illegal 

immigrants, drug smugglers and gunrunners tried to slip from impoverished Yemen into 

oil rich Saudi Arabia. In 2013, Saudi Arabia already started a new fence project that runs 

along the entire border with Yemen, from the Red Sea to the edge of Oman. By April, the 

east part of the 3-meter high barrier was finished but it did not stop the cross-border 

illegal tides. Smugglers and militants have shown ingenuity in circumventing the new 

barrier by using women, mules and secret paths to get into Saudi Arabia. The barrier is 

composed of a network of sandbags and piping, fitted with electronic detection systems 

(Saudi Arabia, 2013; Saudi Press, 2013). 

While this is mainly a case of illegal trafficking rather than cross-border violence, 

the Fortification-Cooperation theory has some implications for the Saudi barrier. 

According to the theory, for the barrier to work, Saudi Arabia needs to cooperate on 

border policing with the Yemeni government or even one of the smuggler groups. If 

Saudi Arabia resorts solely to barrier building, smugglers and illegal immigrants from 

Yemen will remain free to act at the Yemeni side of the border. This will keep them 

supplied with all resources needed to cross the borders illegally and even be innovative 

by introducing new infiltration tactics, such as using new routes, and new infiltration 

strategies. The barrier however, is expected to cause the infiltrators to have tactical shifts. 
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These substitutions are most likely to happen to more sophisticated and more difficult to 

detect tactics of border infiltration. This is because the infiltrators are very resourceful at 

the Yemeni side. 

The Iranian and Saudi barriers are not the only cases that can be examined in light 

of the Fortification-Cooperation theory. Indeed, there is a large pool of cases barriers that 

can be studied. For instance, the Spanish fences around the enclaves of Ceuta and Melilla 

in North Africa are cases of barriers established to mostly stop illegal immigrants and 

drug traffickers could be used to test the theory. Another example is the extensive fence 

being constructed by the US government on the borders with Mexico.131 The Indian 

barrier in Kashmir is mainly meant to stop cross-border violence. The different walls of 

the Old City of Jerusalem, including the first wall built by the Yabusites in the 18th 

century BC, could be also instructive. Many other cases could be listed and we cannot be 

exhaustive.     

Finally, we are left with an anomaly. All over the globe borders between states are 

more and more likely to be fortified both with old-fashioned walls and new advanced 

electronic technology. These fortifications are hugely expensive. Yet, if the Fortification-

Cooperation theory is correct, not only will the vast majority of these barriers fail to meet 

expectations, there presence may have the contradictory effect of intensifying the 

undesirable behavior they are intended to reduce. 

                                                
131Violence is also emphasized in this case though not to the same extent as drug trafficking and illegal 
immigration. 
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  I have argued that the interaction between cooperation and fortification is much 

more important than fortification alone in determining the frequency and nature of cross-

border violence. Security cooperation between parties on both sides of the barrier adds an 

important dynamic to fortification. In other words, local crackdown on militant activities 

limit violent groups’ access to military resources needed for launching more attacks and 

introducing new tactical innovations. The concerned barrier nevertheless, causes the 

violent groups to engage in tactical shifts since barriers form an obstacle to certain attack 

tactics.  

This work adds to the present political science literature, especially that it has 

built a new theory that could explain variations in cross-border violence at a small scale. 

The comparative chapter (chapter 6) indicated that the Fortification-Cooperation theory 

has a great potential and may be applied to other cases of barriers across time and space. 

This opens the door for a new empirical research on border and barrier-policing that can 

provide important policy recommendations.    
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