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PONCEmNS. As a4 general principie, states view ArMms control as an instrutmeng pf
National security rather than as an ideclogical desideratumn, and they wil|
formulate their approach w possible EMP arms control policies through the
Prism of thair pwn SECurity concerns and threal perceptions, Thig is
particlarly evident in the case of those, like Israel, whose ‘Security space’
extends beyond the EMP area. The purpose of this Paper is to review the
varieties of arms control thal might be applicable to weapons of mass
destryction (WMD), 10 provide an Israeli Perspective on this issue, and o
sugeest some modest bt potentially significant EMp contributions,

Varieties of Arms Conirol

The basic objective of COOPeralive security s to cohance securiry by reducing
the risk of war, not in an absolule sense, bot rather relative 1o the traditional
methods of unilateral fupee buildups and/or alliances, Ay g major componen(
of co-operative Security. arms control seeks, through Co-operative measyres
between potential adversuries, o provide a mure effective and relizble
allernative o ‘self-help”. Other considerations, normaltly of an intemational o,
domestic politica) nature, also enter inpg caleulations about the advisability of
RS CONtol measures, Bar where military threars are significant, the security
factor is almast always parumount,

Of these theeats, the most prominent iy the Possibility of Prposefil,
SaFprise aftack by an adversary force, Ordinarily, states Iy to deter or defeng
against such possibilities by building their own forces andsor ailying wigh
other forces in such a Wa¥ as [o deny any initig) SUcCess to a putative attacker
or at least 1o ensure tha retaliation will be so painfu! that it will outweigh ihe
value of any puigtive gains in the mind of the adversary,

The imperfeciions of traditional defence postire are too well known to
fequire much elaboration. Suffice it to say that deterrence is not always
Viable response o the problem of purppsefy? artack, either becayse

And even whep self-heip through defense or deterrence is viablg, it may
fntroduce a second t¥pe of insecurity: crisis instability, In an atmosphere of
tising tensinn due (o disputes of a political or other Bature, states may take
Certain actions (such as warnings, force buildups or new dispositions) which,
though of a defensive or anticipatory character, may easily be interpreted o
the other side as indicators of offensive intentions. Such actions often creae
Pressure for anticiparory or preemprive measures. This is 4 Eeneric problem
of esealation dynamics, wel] docuimented in analyses of the outbreak of the

15¢




[,

The Barcelnna Process

First World War, but it is exacerbated by the introduction of technolf)gte.-;,
such as surface-to-surface missites, that pemmit very lit::lg advance waming of
imminent use and, as yer, vinwally no effective passive ldfzfegse {_thereby
crealing very strong incentives for decision-makers, in erisis situagions, to
neutralize thern before they can be launchead). . o
The demonstrated inability of waditional security pohcue_s o clmlunate
such insecurities explains the intellectual appeal of cooperative sc.curttyl as
well as the inclination of states to consider cooperative security, including
arms contrel, as a possible alternative. 1t is because :f»l" t_hJslrhat they agree to
explore the possibility that voluntary, agreed ]|m:latlmns on_ military
capabilities may provide a mote efficient and/or t:osr-effectm:, means of [hre_at
reduction than can military buildups limited only by a state’s demographie,
u i chrological respurces.
ew;l:l—:n;;aalt;c:ict: purp(;g]ses, amms control measures can bf:ldjvidcd inter three
categories. The first is decigratory. Declaratory mv.“:.as.ures_mmh',t statements
of non-aggressive intent, more specifically, declarations o.t commitment r(? the
non-violent resolution of disputes, Parties declare thar their m:htary forces are
for defensive purposes and undertake a policy of *no first use” of part or all of
their order-of-baitle. Such measures have been the foc.:us of dectrinal debates
in the past, purtcularly in the East—West cnntcxt‘ dunn.g the cold war, -.=vll'|-::{n_i
specific attitudes were shaped by a;ymmetncal tlorcc structures 4o
capabilities; the Soviet Ution, which enjoved a numerical pl‘epnr]dtr‘dl_'lte mn
the conventional balance-of-power in Furope, tended to stress the notien of
‘no first use’ of nuclear weapons, while NATO advocarted a declaratory policy
of 'no first use’ of any force, at all. Declaratory arms ‘cnntml_ _relukes [i4]
intentions, rather than to capabilities, and while declarations of intent are
valuable measures of reassurunce in und of themselves, Lhey. <an never really
reduce insccurities. since they are never cumpietc.ljf credible. in ordfrbio
inspire greater confidence, they need o bc reinforced by opseljrli &
behaviour thar actually limits capabilities 1o act in ways tat declacations have
ced.
l-‘m‘:}l'l]:ﬂin brings us to the second category - opr;;'mfi-:mai.:im;s cuuttll-gL
Operational armis control may be compared to lhr:n SDflwure‘ or opera 'lef
systems’ of military forces. Without actually n?ducmg thearetical Cdpd(ill‘i‘ -
it nevertheless reduces e ahility 1o pose certain threats to othf:r_s b)lr pldi..lnE
limitations on the location of forces and on how they are malntambcli -ulI:If
managed on a routing basis. Perhaps lht? most prorminent exlm"nE Ef:::p
operational armts contrel is demilitarized or limited-forces zont:%. v:hllc o
armed forces away from border arsas and therefure: reduce .I.hf:&ll' :_..:p;_mtymc
launch a successful surprise attack. Other examples mclude_hmnalmns on e
type. size and frequency of military exercises and requirements for p
totification of authorizad exercises.
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The third Calegory 15 sirctiral arms control, which can he compared (o
the ‘hardware’ of military forces. Structural anms centrol places material
limitations on capabilities, by constraining the amonnis andfor types of forces
and equipment that states nygntan, In some cases, it may promote the same
objective of constraining the capacity to launch 3 surprise attack by
addressing the configuration of military forces, and particularly the interna!
balance berween ‘short-wacning' capabilities (for examplc, sianding forces)
and ‘long-waming' capabilities {for example. reserve foreas), in extreme
cases, like the 1986 Intennediat&-mngc Nuclear Force {(INF) Treaty in
Europe. anms control can even provide for the elimination of un entire ¢lass
of forces or weapons systems.

Because structural arms control deals with materiai maters, there is a
tendency to think that only it is ‘real”, and that the other categones fal] under
the less tigorous rubric of ‘confidence-building measures' (CBMs) or
‘confidcn::e-and—security—buiI::ling measures’ {CSEMy), But the important
question is not the distinction hetween thte means, but rather the extent (o
which the different means arg able to contibute to the common overaif
purpose, which s to reduce insecurities.

The theoretical advantages of cooperative secunity policies are pot in
dispute: it is the feastbility of particular measures in particular circumstances
that ruises serfous questions. One question hus o do with their credibility.
How reliabte are they? In both operationa] and structural urms control, as in
declaratory arms control, the objective of reducing threats (real and
perceived) can only be promoted if agreed resiraimis arp accompanicd by
agreed verification and transpareney measures, These cnable the parties to
confirm through reliastle means that actions by other parties actually conform
o their assumed obligations. Wi respect w deelaralory arms control, such
measures basically examine the extent to which the mass media. educationzl
and militury curricula and socialization, and trajning progrums, dactrines and
plans actually complement declarations of non-aggressive intent. In the
vpetational and structury) realms, they range from more Pervasive monitoring
Procedures (for example, aerial reconnaissance and the pusting of ohservers
al maneuvers or in limited-forees zones) 10 the most intrisive onsiie
inspections of nilitary and industrial facilities,

But even i the problem of verification can be satisfacterily solved,
attitudes toward specific gperational and strectural ams control propusals,
like those toward declaratory arms controf, are normally conditioned by
specific contextual considerations of threats and capabilities. It is rare that ail
the parties involved will view a Particular propusal in an equally favorable
light, since their own Security posture is anlikely to be affected in an equal
manner. In this sense, unjversal elimination agseements, like the INF Treary,
are exceptions in the history of arms control, The more normal pattern is for
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states (o guwess different types of limitations in the hope of comstraining
adversary capabilities more than their own [such as the Western emphas.is on
tank amzies during all the years of East-West negotiations on conventiongl
arms limitations in Europe). And cven when there are agreed global ceilings,
2s in the SALT-I Treaty, thesc often permit tradeoffs or flexible mixes within
the global ceiling that address each side's particylar concems or rigidities.
Such considerations aiso inform Israeli perspectives on arms control.

Istaeli Perspectives on WMD Arms Control

Ismuels appruach w arms contral as a vehicle for tlneatlrefiuctinfn is
conditioned hy its perceived threat environment, which is muludlmenmm.]a]
and regional. For this reason, Isragl has alwuys been skeplical about selective
arms control emplises on those asymmetries that seem to work in. is favor,
especially in the nuclear field; these imply a potentially detrimental impact on
its overall security posture. And for this same reason, it has always had
rescrvatinns abuout global regimes that disregard the specific regional contexe,
A regional context such as the EMP, which partly overfups but is not fully
congruent with Israel’s regional theeat environment, will only go parl way
toward addressing the inadequacies of global limitation and vr:nf"lclahun
reginmes, as revealed most starkly by the Non-Proliferation Treaty/International
Atomic Energy Authority (NPT/IAEA) experience in Iraqg.

Tsreel’s security posture is essentially a funciom of its permanent
quantitative inferiority in military manpower, conveativozl arsenals :u.'jd
strategic depth vis-g-vir a varying array of past, current or potential
adversaries. For many years, these asymmetres left it vulnerable to
conventionai offensives by its immediate neighbors, and parfi::ulurly o
surprise attacks by standing forces that might produce substantial, p<l:r_haps
even crippling gains before its own largely reservist anmy cu_ul'd. be maobilized.
Muore recently, this threat has becn compounded by the acquisition of ground-
to-ground missiles and unconventional weapons development programs by
neighbors and by more remote but hostile states such as [rag, Iran snd L_1b)':1.
For the most part, lsrael has responded {o these threats I?y dcvclopmgla
deterrent posture bused on an offcnsive operational doctrine gmur!ded in
escalation dominance. The threat of escalation could be horizomtal
(preempting or carying the battle quickly into enemy territory) alndfor
vertical (compensating for numerical inferiority by applying more effective or
destructive maneuver and firepower), . .

In either case. it depended on a qualitative advantage to achieve this
capability. In neithcr case were WMD, including nuclear weapons, invoked as
part of the deterrent and they did nol, in fact, deter cc:-nlvennonal nlllll[:_lr}’
attacks against Isracl. Insicad. they hovered in a docttine of ambiguity.
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presumably as an instrument of last resort against some kind of conventional
collapse or against non-conventional attack.

Concerns of the first sort have been partially alleviated by the Middie East
peace process, which belps to reduce the probable extent of an Arab military
coalition; the second threat is somewhat mitigated by the consiraints impased
on Iraqi WMD and missile programmes since the Golf War. But the peace
process is itself both partial and incomplete — partial in the sense that
important elemems remain entirely outside (and, inddeed, hostile to i)
incomplete in the sense that even some of the extsting tracks have not yel
culminated in peace agreements, much jess it the kind of adjustments in
military posture and security relations that would eliminate Tsras)'s need to
rely on traditional elements of threat redyction. This is unlikely to happen
until ali major elements in the Middle East {including those outside the ENP)
enter into peaceful relations with Isrzel, adopt some credible declaratory,
operational and structural limitations on the capubilities most threatening (o
Israel (including in the conventicnal field), and begin to elaborate ).
encompassing regional security structures — the Middle East dozs not yet have
even rudimentary region-wide organizations like the Organization of
American States (OAS) or the Organizatien of African Unity (DALY — thar
entrenck the notion of nomal, regularized interactions. As for the second
concemn, it is sustained by the fact that the United Nations Special
Commission {UNSCOM) inspections regime has collapsed and the
assumption that sanctions on Irag will not be maintained indefinite]y, perhups
not even until the regime in thy country has been transtormed, and by the
indications of WMD and lnng-range missile devclopment or procuremen
programs by Iran,

Israel’s basic perspective with [cspect to WMD arns control, especially of
a structural namite, can therefore be summarized as follows: Israel favors the
Idea of 2 Wapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone {(WMDFZ), provided that
it is ¢laborated in the appropriate context, that is, in the relevant zone {the
Middle East threat environment), in the relevant <ondirions (a comprehensive
security regime}, and in the relevant political climate (of peace).

Implications for EMP Policies

The ultimnate aspiration of EMP policies, including those on WM, should ke
tu help replace traditional defense Postures with & comprehensive regional
Security system within the context of stahle peace. Ideally this would mean, it
not the implementation of the prophetic injunction to wm swords intg
Plowshares and spears into pruning hooks, then ar least of some
épproximation of what oace seemed only a slightly-less utcpian prospect in
Westem Europe: of a Belgium not living in fear of a move heaviiy-armead
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Germany and a Germany not living in fear of a nuclear-armed France. _But t!]is
aspiration cannot possibly be realized in the near term, if at all, and if major
structural arms conirol elements of such a system are posited as near-term
objectives, there is little that the EMP can realistically do to bring them ab-:-nm,
not only because the endogenous prerequisites for such a system are lu-?kmg,
but also because the construction of such a system is inconceivable withayr
the active involvement of the United Stazes.

However, if arms control is viewed as a part of longer-term confidence-
building process, with some value in its own right, then EMP can make s
modest but significant contribution o security in the Middle Eust and the
Euro-Mediterranean region as a whole.

{1} The first is to support the Arab-Israeli peace process, both _in terms of
political and material support For the existing tracks and in termy of
encouragement of positive involvement by parties currently outside the
process.,

(2) The secand is to consider expunsion of EMP so that it averlaps mors
fully with the Middi: East threat envirenment. 1F (his bappens, then any
regional measures on material limitations will, at least frﬂl'{l Tsruel's
perspective, apply to the pertinent region. Tn practice, this means
soliciing the involvement of Libya, Iran, Irag and the Gulf States in
discussions of possible agreements on CSBM/ams control measures,
This would admiredly dilute the Eure-Meditemanean characler of the
partnership, but the alternative is to exelude major elements from I:_gmel‘s
threat environmenr, thereby rendering the notion of self-restraint on
miterial military capacities altogether irrelevant.

(3} Meanwhile, EMP should encourage a varety of CSBMs of a d?clamtory
and perhaps operational nature. The former category can_mclude a
comnitment to the ultimate aim of a Furo-Mediterranean region free of
weapons of mass destruction, along with elements of a ‘C-:_:de of
Conduct’ interled to provide verbal reassurances about non—belllge}-cn:
intentions — a ngcessary {irst step inn advance of more ambitious
measures. The main component of such a Code would be _the
conunitment to abstain from the first use of force and o resolve conflicts
by peaceful means,

Operational measures should include some practica reassurances ko bacif
up the deelaratory elements, particularly by adopting practices and proceFlurea
that enrhance transparency in military activides and constrain the capacity of
states to launch an effective surprise akack. The following are some examples
of the types of measures that shoold be considered:
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{a) creation of limited-forces or demilitarized zones along borders:

{b) creation of aerial mtetligence regimes ivolving & combination of
national reconnuissance activity (with sawllites andfor prenotified
manned flights) and third-party overflights;

(c} prerotification of military maneuvers and exchanges of observers:

{d} exchanges of visits by military delegations and of curricula of military
command colleges;

(e} establishment of direct military-to-military communications links at a
level (perhaps Chiefs of Operations) high enough o be of significance
when ambiguity er encertainty about operations creags anxicties,

(f) establishment of mechanisms for regular consaltation abowl extra-
regional threats or threats from non-state actors; and

{g) publication of data abour military budgets and arms transfers.

Such measurcs are of 3 gencral nature, and are applicable o all types of
weapons systems. In addition, it is possible to envisage cerlain *precursor’
measures that begin to address the specific question of WMD and delivery
systems. For example, the destabilizing effect of missiles, patticularly in pre-
Crisis or crisis sitwations, may he somewhat mitigated by an undertaking to
provide pre-notification of mjssile test-flights and 1o test them anly on non-
threatening trajectories.

Measures of this sort, while much more modest than sweeping structiral
arms control agreements, are feasible even before o cemprehensive regional
security is in place, precisely because they help reduce chreat PEICEpLions
without actually compromising defense capabilities. Indeed, one of thejr
attractions is that they can he initiated on a bilateral or sub-regional bisis, thus
laying the building blocks for future Cxpansicn to other countrics, rather than
having to wait for the adherence of aj? relevant actors. Such measures are
valuable because they help ta build confidence, prevent or manage criscs, and
create an atmosphere conducive to the consideration of more ambitious sieps,
While they do not constitute the wide-ranging arms controi regime
appropriate 0 a comprehensive regional security system, they can help
encourage a process that may ultimarely make that possible,

{4) Additionally, the EMP can consider some EMP-specific supply-side
controls, by agreeing to refrain from intra EMP WMD and missile-
technology wansfers, The history of supply-side arms contral is not
encouraging, and many of the mast important supply sources of WEApOns
and delivery systems {especially missiles} are outside the EMP area.
Nevertheless, an EMP measure of this sort might help constrain
proliferation. Perhaps just as imporant would be tighter control on *duul-
use’ technologies and components or Precursors, in order to reduce the
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risk that non-state actors will acquire the ability to develop or assemble
WMD. '

A Note on Sequencing

Some of these measures, and others, were under consideration in the context
of the Middle East in the Arms Control and Regional Security multilateral
working group (ACRS). ACRS, however, was suspended in 1995 and shows
no signs of being reconvened. Despite the lack of congruence between the
geographical focus of ACRS and EMP, EMP can partially fill the gap, while
extending the effort to manage or reduce tensions to other parts of the
Mediterranean. Pending the resumption of ACRS talks, the existence of some
alternative forum to promote the general process of mutual familiarization
and confidence-building, even if it amounts to little more than seminar
diplomacy, is a matter of some urgency.

The question of the order in which these measures are adopted is less
critical. All are part of the same general process of confidence-building, and
the promotion of a culture of security cooperation based on greater confidence
is widely acknowledged to be an essential prerequisite of more far-reaching
structural arms control agreements in the future. The question of complete
trust is, of course, irrelevant; if it existed, co-operative security and arms
control would be possible but not necessary. What is important is to begin
gradually to build trust, so that what is necessary becomes gradually more
possible.

Consequently, the list of measures proposed here is not intended to imply
any chronological ordering. Indeed, any rigid notions of proper sequencing
are misplaced, and what should prevail instead is a pragmatic approach that
essentially implies a willingness to pursue whatever CSBMs are possible,
whenever possible, without making the adoption of some measures
contingent on the adoption of others.

In short, it is important to recognize that the process itself is important: the
promotion of greater familiarity and mutual openness and the incremental
institution of modest measures can pave the way for structural arrangements
that now seem visionary but may eventually become practical at some point
down the road.
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