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THE DEFENSE-SECURITY SYSTEM OF THE PARLIAMENTARY REPUBLIC: 
STRATEGIC COMPREHENSION OF THE LESSONS OF ISRAEL AND GEORGIA 

BASED ON POLITICAL SCIENCE 

Constitutional reforms currently underway in the Republic of Armenia for transforming the 
public administration semi-presidential system to the parliamentary one create new challenges 
and threats to the national security of Armenia and the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic (NKR) – 
in the light of the April Four-day War – fraught with a possible loss of the statehood and even 
physical annihilation of the Armenian people’s filiations living in Armenia and NKR. Being 
concerned with the problems of maintaining efficiency of two Armenian states’ national 
security system at a necessary and sufficient level, the Editorial Board of Defense-Academic 
Journal «Haikakan Banak» («Armenian Army») made a request to LTG Hayk S. Kotanjian – 
Doctor of Political Sciences (RF); Distinguished Visiting Professor, NDU, US; Full Elected 
Member of the Academy of Military Sciences of the Russian Federation, Counterterrorism 
Fellow (US); Member of the Academic-Expert Council of the CSTO; Head, INSS, MOD, RA – 
to share his assessments of the efficiency of various states’ defense systems with a 
parliamentary model of government. Professor Hayk S. Kotanjian offered to concentrate on 
the experiences of Israel and Georgia. 

Dear General, in your opinion, what are the similarities of lessons learned by the Armenian 
and Jewish peoples from the national catastrophes they went through in the twentieth century? 
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With all the remarkable originality of these two ancient players in shaping civilization systems in the 
Western Asia and the Middle East, they share political lessons learned from national catastrophes 
experienced during the two World Wars of the 20th century – the  Armenian Genocide in the 
Ottoman Empire and the Genocide-Holocaust of the Jews of Europe. Following the World Wars, 
both peoples responded to the national catastrophes having driven them to the verge of total 
annihilation, with the revival of the culture of their ancient millennia-old statehood and creation of 
independent nation states – the Republic of Armenia and the State of Israel. Another important 
feature of similarities of these two re-established nation states is that the Republic of Armenia in 
1918 and the State of Israel in 1948 were proclaimed parliamentary republics. 

How would you assess the current threats to the national security of Israel and the efficiency of 
the parliamentary model of government in terms of guaranteed political security and 
sustainable development of the State of Israel? 

The threats to the security of Israel do not yield to the level of Armenia’s security threats: the 
majority of Islamic countries consider the existence of Israel as being illegal (the state is recognized 
only by Egypt, Jordan, and Turkey) and openly state about the need to eliminate it. Their policy and 
the activities of the non-state actors of radical Islam manipulated by them pose external and internal 
threats to the existence of Israel. The legality of Israel’s existence is called into question by the 
radicals of Orthodox Judaism as well (it is the Lord that leads them and no one else can exercise 
power over the Jewish people). 

Political and security analysts of Israel outline three components of strategic vulnerability causing 
threat to the country’s existence, which are taken as a given in the National Security Strategy of the 
State: 1. the considerable demographic advantage of the Arab (Islamic) states; 2. the vulnerability of 
borders because of the lack of strategic depth (the width of the Israeli territory on its certain areas 
does not reach fifteen kilometers); 3. the need to deter the enemy in a protracted and severe conflict 
that requires investments of vast resources for defense needs: 1947–1949 – Israel’s War for 
Independence; 1956 – Suez Crisis; 1967 – Six-Day War; 1967–1970 – War of Attrition; 1973 – Yom 
Kippur War; 1982–2000 – First Lebanon War; 1991 – Israel’s participation in the Gulf War; 2006 – 
Second Lebanon War; 2008–2009 – Operation Cast Lead (the Gaza War). 

In the parliamentary model of Israel, the tools for resolving domestic political conflicts, as well as 
successfully countering external threats have proved to be effective for over 68 years: with the 
duration of the cadence of the Knesset being 4 years, the average length of activity of the 
Parliament’s convocation in the years of Israel’s existence is quite high and is 3.5 years. In this case, 
the reason for the efficiency of managing political crises lies in the systemic nature of the Israeli 
parliamentary model, which reflects the strategic interests of the national security and sustainable 
development of the Jewish people both in Israel and in the system of the World Jewry as a whole.  

It should be particularly emphasized, that since the establishment of the State of Israel, the country’s 
national security policy has been based on a comprehensive national consensus around the existence 
of a real threat of genocide against the Jews of Israel and the need to continuously maintain vim and 
vigor for the national unity of all Jews to counter this threat to the existence of the Jewish people and 
the Jewish state.   
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Could you briefly explain the essence of the parliamentary model of government in Israel in 
terms of the efficiency of the key actors and processes of making and implementing decisions of 
a national scale? 

First of all, it should be noted, that the founding fathers of Israel, in response to the Genocide-
Holocaust, resting upon the resolution of the UN Security Council, came to the conclusion that for 
the Jewish state to become a safe haven and a beacon of advanced and sustainable development both 
for the Jews living in the Land of Zion and the World Jewry as a whole, the State of Israel should be 
established as a well-functioning democracy. And now, this country is actually the only effective 
democracy in the Greater Middle East, as well as the beacon of democratic sustainable development 
for the entire World Jewry. 

 The political role of the non-party President is extremely important in the parliamentary model of 
Israel. The President, being elected by the Parliament – the Knesset, and taking ceremonial and 
protocol role of the head of state, is endowed with strategically important political powers: from 
among the Members of Parliament he nominates the candidate for the Prime Minister mandated to 
negotiate with parliamentary parties for the formation of the Government.  

The Prime Minister – after the Parliament approves his/her Government – becomes the state center 
of guaranteeing the national security and sustainable development of the State of Israel. On the 
proposal of the President, before the approval of the Cabinet, the Prime Minister holds consultations 
with the parties that may support his/her Government, and clarifies their requirements both on 
political matters and concerning appointments in the ministries and other agencies. Following the 
consultations with the parties, the Coalition structure and its program are developed as a range of 
coordinated guidelines that constitute the political strategy of the Coalition. 

Based upon the negotiations between the Prime Minister and the Coalition parties, the decision on 
distributing the ministerial posts in the Government is made. The “ministerial key” serves as a tool 
for distributing the ministerial posts, which is the correlation of the overall number of members of 
the parliament factions supporting the Prime Minister, to the number of ministers in the Government. 
The number of ministerial portfolios, which every faction is to receive, is decided by the number of 
members of that faction in the Knesset, divided by the “key”. The problem of “remainders” is solved 
through the appointment of deputy ministers and other officials. It is noteworthy that, given the 
majority of ministers and all deputy ministers are members of the Parliament, the Prime Minister 
receives an additional resource in support of his policy and influence of the Cabinet upon passing the 
parliamentary decisions, especially in furthering legislative initiatives by the Government. In the 
Government of Israel the post of the Vice Prime Minister is also available, and holding of more than 
one office is also possible. 

What are the specifics of Israel in terms of ensuring the Government’s legitimacy and the 
activity of its members in the Knesset under the parliamentary model of government?  

The election of the Prime Minister and the ministers from among the members of the Parliament 
asserts the legitimacy of not only the Prime Minister, but also the Government at large. After being 
approved by the Knesset, the ministers receive the vote of confidence both from “below” – the mass 
support, and from “above” – the Parliament, the elite support. After consultations – on adequate 
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grounds – if necessary, a non-member of the Parliament may also be nominated for minister’s post 
(usually an influential specialist). The minister from among the Knesset members has limitations in 
his/her parliamentary activity: he/she may not make parliamentary inquiries, introduce his/her bills 
as a Member of Parliament, cast a vote of no confidence in the Government, and be a member of 
Knesset committees. Sometimes a minister, upon taking office, renounces his parliamentary 
mandate; while his party (the Coalition) does not lose his seat – it is taken by the next person in the 
party list. 

Unlike the practice in other states, the Deputy Minister in Israel is a political figure. In particular, 
according to the law, he/she must be a member of the Knesset (we would remind you that such a 
strict requirement doesn’t apply to the Minister!), and he/she is also responsible for ensuring the 
liaison between the Ministry and the Knesset. The appointment and the dismissal of the Deputy 
Minister is not the Minister’s but the Prime Minister’s prerogative (however, the Minister’s consent 
in this case is also obligatory). The Government reports on this to the Knesset, nevertheless the 
Parliament’s permission is not required. It should be noted that the above-mentioned parliamentary 
restrictions concerning the ministers, also apply to the deputy ministers. 

Please, briefly present the place and role of the National Security Council in the system of 
parliamentary government in Israel.  

The National Security Council (NSC) of the State of Israel operates under the Prime Minister and the 
Government of Israel, being a special interagency instrument of power with the mission of a higher 
collegial advisory forum on national security. The NSC of Israel coordinates the development of 
guidelines and the adjustment of interagency security policy priorities, monitors and analyzes the 
process of ensuring the national security, as well as the sustainable development of Israel. The 
coordinator of the activities of this special body under the chairmanship of the Prime Minister is the 
Secretary of the NSC, who is appointed from among the non-party highly qualified specialists in the 
field of national security policy. The content of the Secretary’s activity is confidential.   

The recommendations for interagency national security policy developed by the NSC of the State of 
Israel are immediately carried out by the Prime Minister through the Security Cabinet 
(Narrow/Kitchen Cabinet) headed by him/her, which is endowed with the necessary powers of 
decision-making, and resources. 

What is the place of Israel Defense Forces in the system of national security?  

The Israel Defense Forces (IDF) (Tzahal – Hebrew: Tsva ha-Hagana le-Yisra’el) have a special 
place in Israel’s national security system. In its present form, it is the direct consequence of the 
situation, in which the people of Israel turned out to find themselves from the very first days of 
obtaining the statehood. Israel, being located in a hostile environment, would not have survived if 
there were not such a national defense system. 

As noted above, the government system of Israel is a parliamentary democracy, whereby the IDF is 
separated from politics. The Head of the Ministry of Defense is a civilian official, who is appointed 
by the decision of the Prime Minister. The Defense Minister upholds the interests of the Army in the 
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Knesset and in the Government, first of all – during the budget allocation, but the real commander of 
forces is the Chief of the General Staff – а military professional. 

The prestige of military service in Israel is high – the draft evasion is regarded as unworthy behavior 
of an Israeli citizen. But even after the demobilization, the whole life of the Israeli people is linked 
with the Army – up to the age of forty, every year they are drafted into the Army for the monthly 
assemblies of reservists; people are in a constant state of readiness for an unexpected and urgent 
mobilization. 

Please, briefly present the organization specifics and the bases of the IDF’s effectiveness. 

In the case of the IDF’s general mobilization, in a matter of hours the peacetime army of about 200 
thousand troops becomes one of the most efficient armies of the world, 800 thousand well-trained 
soldiers and commanders of which are ready to perform combat missions.    

The specifics of the national security challenges of the State of Israel are reflected in the system of 
combat training of troops. One of the main features of the Israeli army is the minimal attention to the 
drill. There is a saying in Israel: “Our army is not for parades, but for war”. Therefore, instead of 
learning to walk on the drill field for hours, the IDF’s soldiers perform multi-kilometer quick 
marches, constantly practice shooting with all kinds of weapons, and examine military equipment. 
Another feature of the service in the IDF is that the recruits almost independently decide in what unit 
to serve. Future soldiers of the Israeli army pass a series of tests, which result in drawing up a list of 
military specialties to which they are most suitable for their potentialities. From this list the recruit 
has the right to choose three positions, and the army does everything possible to provide the recruit 
with one of the selected positions – according to the needs of the army system. 

Special importance is attached to the training of officers. The first Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion 
formulated this problem as follows: Israel needs to have selective officer corps that would master the 
science of winning. It is necessary that the youth – highly intelligent and faithful to the ideals of the 
founders of the Jewish State – devote their life to serve the Motherland in the ranks of its army. 

Unlike Russia, where the officers are trained in military schools from yesterday’s high-school 
graduates, in Israel the path towards becoming an officer lies through the compulsory military 
service. Only the best soldiers and sergeants, who have undergone a thorough selection, are allowed 
to take the exams for the officers’ courses. The potential candidates must meet strict requirements, 
i.e.: they must have a high-school diploma, high intelligence quotient and good physical ability 
comprising 27 parameters; should pass the exams and undergo medical examination, as well as get 
advices from their former immediate commanders.  

Officer training courses, because of their brevity, are characterized by high intensity and take 
maximum moral-volitional and physical efforts from the military students. Those who are not able to 
carry such a load, are immediately expelled. The whole training system is inseparably linked to the 
solution of real combat missions; students spend most of their time in the field and at the exercises, 
where the theoretical knowledge gained is reinforced in practice. The emphasis is put on acquiring 
efficient skills in commanding units by future officers. 
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There is a program within the IDF called Atuda that trains officer-specialists with higher education. 
This program enables the students from civil higher education institutions that study the specialties 
necessary to the army (usually of technical and medical specialization) to defer the draft. Students 
sign a contract, which obliges them to serve not less than five years in the army after finishing their 
studies. During the years of study, the students, learning this program, are periodically called up and 
take a monthly tutorial of a young male soldier, as well as basic officer training courses. There are no 
analogs to the Military Chairs in Israeli universities. 

Along with providing education in military educational institutions, the IDF has a practice of sending 
officers to get academic education in civil universities both of Israel and abroad. It is believed that 
the stay of officers in the atmosphere of academic freedom – without any army chain of command – 
develops zeal and initiative and promotes the development of skills in making unconventional 
solutions in the most unexpected and difficult situations. 

Are there any special programs for the regular military service in the IDF?  

There are a number of special programs of the military service in the IDF, including: 

Iešivot ha-hesder is a special version of the regular military service, when the service is combined 
with the studies in yeshiva. This type of service is intended for students of elementary religion-
oriented schools-yeshivas (iešivot tihonijot) – the IDF’s conscripts. The term of this service is four 
years, 16 months of which is the combat service, and the rest of the time is the study in yeshiva. In 
August 2005, the number of soldiers and officers serving within this program in the IDF reached 
6.000 people, 88 % of which is in combat units. 

Nahal refers to special regular units that combine military service and agricultural work in new 
settlements. Nahal strongholds are located along borders and in kibbutzim; after fortifying the 
settlement established by Nahal, the army transfers it to civil authorities. Upon completion of the 
service, Nahal soldiers can remain in its structure and keep living in the settlement established by 
them. The term of women’s service is 23 months, and the men serve 40 months. Soldiers of Nahal 
units founded tens of new settlements in the peripheral areas of the country. 

Public pre-army service (šnat sherut, literally “service year”) is a deferment of the conscription 
service up to one year for young boys and girls, who voluntarily work as instructors in one of the 
youth movements or are engaged in other activities admitted generally useful. 

Pre-army preparatory courses (mehinot kdam tzvaiyot) is a deferment of the conscription service up 
to one year within the studies at secular or religious preparatory courses. 

Hundreds of Gadna clubs (gdudei no’ar, literally “youth battalions”) are in charge of the IDF, where 
the youth of a pre-conscription age (chiefly not having completed formal education) undergoes 
general and military training. Many participants of the organization take special preliminary 
preparatory courses for pilots, sailors, paratroopers, etc. 

Dr. Kotanjian, what is your attitude towards the use of the Israeli model and experience in the 
process of transition to the parliamentary model of government in the Republic of Armenia? 
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Indeed, the uncritical copying of Israel’s experience would be wrong, and the State Commission on 
the drafting of the Constitution did not allow it. As an example of the specificity of the Israeli 
experience we can note that the parliamentary model of government in Israel successfully operates 
without any Constitution in the State of Israel. The legal regulation of the system of the government 
and the political activity of public institutions is carried out according to the system of Basic Laws.  

The use of the lessons of the guaranteed national security in the parliamentary model of Israel with 
the concentration of power (powers of management, administration, and resources) in the hands of 
the Prime Minister – the head of the ruling interparty coalition (with the restriction of the role of the 
non-party President to ceremonial-protocol functions) requires pragmatic calculations – with a sober 
consideration of the specificity of the political culture of the Republic of Armenia.  

As a final consideration of the Israeli security system, I would like to point out the real democratic 
nature of the parliamentary model of government in Israel, originally aimed at the development of 
the party-political system under proportional elections to the parliament – with a low threshold for 
parties to the highest representative body of power. The Israeli politicians and experts themselves do 
not consider the Israeli experience as being perfect. Skillfully using the tools of public and 
confidential criticism, they are working to identify shortcomings and to overcome them. The 
democracy of the parliamentary model of government in Israel is characterized by the high political 
culture of pluralism of views and party competition with continuous criticism, by the identification 
of mistakes and lessons learned aimed at the improvement of the democratic Jewish state.  

And of course, it should be emphasized that the people of Israel, aware of their responsibility as the 
main source of power, and using the tools of effective democracy, have the ability to do whatever is 
necessary within the limits of the guaranteed rights and freedoms, as well as civil liabilities to the 
State of Israel, in order the most worthy representatives to be elected to the Knesset and then to the 
Government. 

Dear General, in 2014, a group of research fellows from the INSS conducted field studies in 
Georgia, during which the government model of this state was also examined. Will you please 
briefly present the results of these studies in the context of the topic we are interested in? 

Armenia’s current security environment with its constantly emerging military threats necessitates a 
very careful deliberation of every move towards accomplishing the country’s transition to the 
parliamentary model of government – to prevent the decline in efficiency of Armenia’s and NKR’s 
defense security systems even for a minute. Given the likelihood of objective and subjective 
difficulties in the way of this transition, there must be critical political-security comprehension not 
only of positive international experience in this field, as in the case of Israel, but also of negative 
lessons – with a view to identifying the mistakes and flaws made in the practice of other states, in 
order to exclude them while transforming Armenia into a parliamentary republic. 

It seems appropriate, in addition to the study of more than 60 years’ experience of Israel, to soberly 
assess the risks of the outbreak of instability and internal threats of political and state character, that 
arose in neighboring Georgia due to the non-systemic reforms of the Constitution carried out in this 
country in 2010. Georgia’s lessons are useful in terms of assessing the disregard of the scenario 
analysis of the state’s effectiveness while developing and implementing constitutional reforms. 
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During the preparation of the Constitutional reforms of 2010 in Georgia, the possible threats to the 
internal political stability were not adequately assessed – due to the non-systemic reforming of the 
model of the state’s government system. 

By the Constitution and legislation of Georgia, an institutional conflict between the powers of the 
President and the Prime Minister is actually established. The Prime Minister of Georgia, elected by 
the Parliament, through countersigning authorizes the nationally-elected President to implement 
foreign policy – including the matters of external security. The Head of State has no right to sign 
international treaties without the consent of the Head of the Cabinet. At the same time, the 
Constitution says that the President represents Georgia in the international arena. In connection with 
this institutional conflict, in 2015, the President and the Prime Minister of Georgia travelled to New 
York for attending the UN General Assembly with various delegations. It is unprecedented in the 
practice of the UN to have the same state to be represented by two official delegations. 

According to the Constitution, the President of Georgia, as the Commander-in-Chief and the Head of 
the National Security Council, actually has no authority in the field of Georgia’s external security. 
The deadlockness of security decision-making is reflected in a situation with actually two National 
Security Councils operating in parallel in the state – under the institutional conflict between the 
Prime Minister and the President of Georgia. This institutional conflict is exacerbated by the fact 
that, unlike Israel with a non-party President, in Georgia the Prime Minister and the President, being 
the members of the same party coalition in the Parliament, may represent different parties, pursuing 
different party and political priorities in their state activities at that. 

Thus, the deliberate comprehension of positive and negative lessons of ensuring the efficiency of the 
defense-security system under the parliamentary model of government – with specific reference to, 
respectively, Israel and Georgia – can become an academic-expert help for effectively managing the 
process of constitutional reforms currently underway in Armenia and NKR. 


