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concerns. As a general principle, states view arms control as an instrument of
national security rather than as an ideological desideratum, and they wi]]
formulate their approach to possible EMP arms control policies through the

Varieties of Arms Control

The basic objective of cooperative security is to enhance security by reducing
the risk of war, not in an absolute sense, but rather relative to the traditional
methods of unilateral force buildups and/or alliances. As a major component
of co-operative security, arms control seeks, through Co-operative measures
between potential adversaries, to provide a more effective and reliable

‘

Of these threats, the most prominent is the possibility of purposeful,
urprise attack by an adversary force. Ordinarily, states try to deter or defend
gainst such possibilities by building their own forces and/or allying with
ther forces in such a Way as to deny any initial success to a putative attacker

errent threats is lacking, or because the adversary’s calculus is not the same

€ defender’s, given different sensitivities to COSts or perceptions of

Tests, domestic political constraints or miscommunication,

nd even when self-help through defense or deterrence is viable, it may

duce a second type of insecurity: crisis instability. In an atmosphere of
tension due to disputes of a political or other nature, states may take

re for anticipatory or preemptive measures. This is a generic problem
ation dynamics, well documented in analyses of the outbreak of the
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First World War, but it is exacerbated by the introduction of technologies,
such as surface-to-surface missiles, that permit very little advance warning of
imminent use and, as yet, virtually no effective passive defense (thereby
creating very strong incentives for decision-makers, in crisis situations, to
neutralize them before they can be launched).

The demonstrated inability of traditional security policies to eliminate

such insecurities explains the intellectual appeal of cooperative security as
der cooperative security, including

well as the inclination of states to consi
arms control, as a possible alternative. It is because of this that they agree to

explore the possibility that voluntary, agreed limitations on military

capabilities may provide a more efficient and/or cost-effective means of threat
te’s demographic,

reduction than can military buildups limited only by a stal
economic and technological resources.
For analytical purposes, arms contro
categories. The first is declaratory. Declaratory measures involve statement
of non-aggressive intent, more specifically, declarations of commitment to th
non-violent resotution of disputes. Parties declare that their military forces
for defensive purposes and undertake a policy of ‘no first use’ of part or all
their order-of-battle. Such measures have been the focus of doctrinal deba

in the past, particularly in the East—West context during the cold war, wh
metrical force structures

specific attitudes were shaped by asym
capabilities; the Soviet Union, which enjoyed a numerical preponderance
tended to stress the notio

the conventional balance-of-power in Europe,
‘no first use’ of nuclear weapons, while NATO advocated a declaratory po.

of ‘no first use’ of any force, at all. Declaratory arms control relate
intentions, rather than to capabilities, and while declarations of intent
valuable measures of reassurance in and of themselves, they can never s
reduce insecurities, since they are never completely credible. In ord
inspire greater confidence, they need to be reinforced by obse
behaviour that actually limits capabilities to act in ways that declarations

renounced.

This brings us to the second category — operational arms €O

Operational arms control may be compared to the ‘software’ or ‘Oper
systems’ of military forces. Without actually reducing theoretical capa
it nevertheless reduces the ability to pose certain threats to others by P
limitations on the location of forces and on how they are maintain
managed on a routine basis. Perhaps the most prominent €xam
operational arms control is demilitarized or limited-forces zones, whic
armed forces away from border areas and therefore reduce their cap
launch a successful surprise attack. Other examples include limitation
type, size and frequency of military exercises and requirernents
notification of authorized exercises.
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The third category is structural arms control, which can be compared to
the ‘hardware’ of military forces. Structural arms control places material
limitations on capabilities, by constraining the amounts and/or types of forces
and equipment that states maintain, In some cases, it may promote the same
objective of constraining the capacity to launch a surprise attack by
addressing the configuration of military forces, and particularly the interna]
balance between ‘short-warning’ capabilities (for example, standing forces)
and ‘long-warning’ capabilities (for example, reserve forces). In extreme
cases, like the 1986 Intermediate-range Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty in
Europe, arms control can even provide for the elimination of an entire class
of forces or weapons systems.

Because structural arms control deals with material matters, there is a
tendency to think that only it is ‘real’, and that the other categories fall under
the less rigorous rubric of ‘confidence-building measures’ (CBMs) or
‘conﬁdence-and-security-building measures’ (CSBMs). But the important
question is not the distinction between the means, but rather the extent to
which the different means are able to contribute to the common overall
purpose, which is to reduce insecurities.

The theoretical advantages of cooperative security policies are not in
dispute; it is the feasibility of particular measures in particular circumstances
hat raises serious questions. One question has to do with their credibility.
How reliable are they? In both operational and structural arms control, as in
eclaratory arms control, the objective of reducing threats (real and
erceived) can only be promoted if agreed restraints are accompanied by
preed verification and transparency measures. These enable the parties to

ies involved will view a particular proposal in an equally favorable
since their own security posture is unlikely to be affected in an equal
er. In this sense, universal elimination agreements, like the INF Treaty,

Eptions in the history of arms control. The more normal pattern is for
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limitations in the hope of constraining
adversary capabilities more than their own (such as the Western emphasis on
tank armies during all the years of East-West negotiations on conventional
arms limitations in Europe). And even when there are agreed global ceilings,
as in the SALT-I Treaty, these often permit tradeoffs or flexible mixes within
the global ceiling that address each side’s particular concerns of rigidities,
Such considerations also inform Israeli perspectives on arms control.

states to stress different types of

Israeli Perspectives on WMD Arms Control
| as a vehicle for threat reduction is

environment, which is multi-dimensional
has always been skeptical about selective
metries that seem to work in its favor,

Israel’s approach to arms contro
conditioned by its perceived threat
and regional. For this reason, Israel
arms control emphases on those asym

especially in the nuclear field; these imp
its overall security posture. And for this same reason, it has always had
reservations about global regimes that disregard the specific regional context
A regional context such as the EMP, which partly overlaps but is not full
congruent with Israel’s regional threat environment, will only go part wa
toward addressing the inadequacies of global limitation and verificatio
regimes, as revealed most starkly by the Non-Proliferation Treaty/Internation
Atomic Energy Authority (NPT/IAEA) experience in Iraqg.

Israel’s security posture is essentially a function of its permane
quantitative inferiority in military manpower, conventional arsenals
strategic depth vis-a-vis a varying array of past, current OF potenti
adversaries. For many years, these asymmetries left it vulnerable
conventional offensives by its immediate neighbors, and particularly
surprise attacks by standing forces that might produce substantial, perh
even crippling gains before its own largely reservist army could be mobiliz
More recently, this threat has been compounded by the acquisition of grou
to-ground missiles and unconventional weapons development program
neighbors and by more remote but hostile states such as Iraq, Iran and Li
For the most part, Israel has responded to these threats by developl
deterrent posture based on an offensive operational doctrine grounde
escalation dominance. The threat of escalation could be horiz

(preempting or carrying the battle quickly into enemy territory) @
vertical (compensating for numerical inferiority by applying more effecti

destructive maneuver and firepower).
In either case, it depended on a qualitative advantage t0 achiev

capability. In neither case were WMD, including nuclear weapons, invo
part of the deterrent and they did not, in fact, deter conventional m
attacks against Israel. Instead, they hovered in a doctrine of amb
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presumably as an instrument of last resort against some kind of conventiopgj
collapse or against non-conventional attack.

Concerns of the first sort have been partially alleviated by the Middle Eag;
peace process, which helps to reduce the probable extent of an Arab miljt
coalition; the second threat is somewhat mitigated by the constraints imposeq
on Iragi WMD and missile programmes since the Gulf War. But the peace
process is itself both partial and incomplete — partial in the sense that
important elements remain entirely outside (and, inddeed, hostile to it);
incomplete in the sense that even some of the existing tracks have not yet
ulminated in peace agreements, much less in the kind of adjustments in

rael (including in the conventional field), and begin to elaborate all-
compassing regional security structures — the Middle East does not yet have
en rudimentary region-wide organizations like the Organization of

€S and spears into pruning hooks, then at least of some
ation of what once seemed only a slightly-less utopian prospect in
urope: of a Belgium not living in fear of a more heavily-armed
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Germany and a Germany not living
aspiration cannot possibly be realiz
structural arms control elemen
objectives, there is little that the
not only because the endogenous prerequisites for such a
but also because the constructi
the active involvement of the United States.

However, if arms control is viewe
building process, with some val
modest but significant contributi
Euro-Mediterranean region as a whole.

(1) The first is to support the Ar

@

(3)

up the declaratory elements,
that enhance transparency in mi
states to launch an effective surprise at
of the types of measures that should be considered:
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in fearof a nuclear-armed France. But this
ed in the near term, if at all, and if major
ts of such a system are posited as near-term
EMP can realistically do to bring them about,
system are lacking,
ion of such a system is inconceivable without

d as a part of longer-term confidence-
ue in its own right, then EMP can make a
on to security in the Middle East and the

ab-Israeli peace process, both in terms of
for the existing tracks and in terms of

political and material support
lvement by parties currently outside the

encouragement of positive invo
process.

The second is to consider expansion of EMP so that it overlaps more

fully with the Middle East threat environment. If this happens, then any
rial limitations will, at least from Israel’

regional measures on mate
region. In practice, this mean

perspective, apply to the pertinent
soliciting the involvement of Libya, Iran, Iraq and the Gulf States i

discussions of possible agreements on CSBM/arms control measure
This would admittedly dilute the Euro-Mediterranean character of
partnership, but the alternative is to exclude major elements from Israel’
threat environment, thereby rendering the notion of self-restraint
material military capacities altogether irrelevant.

Meanwhile, EMP should encourage a variety of CSBMs of a declarat
and perhaps operational nature. The former category can includ
commitment to the ultimate aim of a Euro-Mediterranean region free
weapons of mass destruction, along with elements of a ‘Code
Conduct’ intended to provide verbal reassurances about non-bellige
intentions — a necessary first step inn advance of more ambiti
measures. The main component of such a Code would be
commitment to abstain from the first use of force and to resolve cont

by peaceful means.

ould include some practical reassurances (0
particularly by adopting practices and proce
litary activities and constrain the capaci
tack. The following are some exa

Operational measures shi
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this (a) creation of limited-forces or demilitarized zones along borders;
ijor (b) creation of aerial intelligence regimes involving a combination of
3 national reconnaissance activity (with satellites and/or prenotified
out, manned flights) and third-party overflights;
ing, (c) prenotification of military maneuvers and exchanges of observers;
out (d) exchanges of visits by military delegations and of curricula of military
command colleges;
ace- (e) establishment of direct military-to-military communications links at a
e a level (perhaps Chiefs of Operations) high enough to be of significance
the when ambiguity or uncertainty about operations create anxieties;
(f) establishment of mechanisms for regular consultation about extra-
regional threats or threats from non-state actors; and
is of (g) publication of data about military budgets and arms transfers.
is of
: the Such measures are of a general nature, and are applicable to all types of
weapons systems. In addition, it is possible to envisage certain ‘precursor’
measures that begin to address the specific question of WMD and delivery
Mo systems. For example, the destabilizing effect of missiles, particularly in pre-
1an’y crisis or crisis situations, may be somewhat mitigated by an undertaking to
‘ael’s provide pre-notification of missile test-flights and to test them only on non-

threatening trajectories.

Measures of this sort, while much more modest than sweeping structural
arms control agreements, are feasible even before a comprehensive regional
security is in place, precisely because they help reduce threat perceptions
without actually compromising defense capabilities. Indeed, one of their
attractions is that they can be initiated on a bilateral or sub-regional basis, thus
laying the building blocks for future expansion to other countries, rather than
having to wait for the adherence of all relevant actors. Such measures are

udd valuable because they help to build confidence, prevent or manage crises, and
] Create an atmosphere conducive to the consideration of more ambitious steps.
ree P P

pl. hile they do not constitute the wide-ranging arms control regime

ppropriate to a comprehensive regional security system, they can help
ficourage a process that may ultimately make that possible.

) Additionally, the EMP can consider some EMP-specific supply-side

controls, by agreeing to refrain from intra-EMP WMD and missile-
technology transfers. The history of supply-side arms control is not
encouraging, and many of the most 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 important would be tighter control on ‘dual-
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. i

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

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