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Project on Confidence-Building Measures for
Regional Security

Confidence-building measures (cBMs) helped to reduce tensions and promote

European security during the Cold War. The theory and pructice of confidence building
—such as giving prior notification of miliary exereises or establishing "hotlines"—are
now being developed in other conflict-prone regions. The Stimson Center's project has
focused primarily on South Asia, the Middle East. and the Southern Cone of Larin
America. New programming is being developed for China.

The project has five main elements:

Washington meetings for foreign diplomars and military attachés, participants
from executive and legislative branches. representatives of non-governmental
organizations, and journalists to discuss how CBMs might help to solve regional
security problems:

CEM workshops within regions of interest, with local co-sponsorship, that reach
key targetr audiences: military officers, government officials, journalists, and
academics. Workshops have been held in South Asia, the Middle East, and the
Southern Cong:

commissioned papers to stimulate thinking and problem-solving approaches within
regions of interest. Commissioned work is underway in South Asia. China, the
Middle East, and the Southermn Cone;

publications for distribution to interested diplomats, government officials, military
officers, journalists, and academics; and

a Visiting Fellows program for talented individuals from India, Pakistan, and
China, who are invited to Washington to conduct research and to become

immersed in the theory and practice of CBMs.

The €M Project is funded by the Carnegie Corporation of New York and the W.

Alton Jones Foundation of Charlottesville, Virginia.
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Preface

Confidence-building measures (CBMs) performed well in 1995 in most regions of
the globe, with the niotable exception of South Asia. CBMs—which can be broadly defined
as steps taken to reduce tensions. avert unintended escalation or war. and promote
reconciliation—are most closely associated with the East—West negotiations that helped
end the Cold War. This, however, is an excessively narrow view. Many regions are now
quietly but acrively engaged in the negatiation dnd implementation of CBMs. each Tegion
tailoring the process to suit its unique circumstances.

In almost all regions, however, states are likely to find that they share some
common security concerns. such as the need to distinguish between real and unfounded
threats 1o national security. In regions where military affairs are governed by excessive
secrecy, greater transparency can help to change these ingrained habits while alleviating
unwarranted concerns. In implementing transparency measures then, states of one region
may usefully look to the experience of another.

In 1995, caMs designed to manage Cold War tensions in Europe have helped
provide for stability during a post-Cold War period of considerable uncertainty
congerning Russia's future. In the sume year, CBMs helped advance the Middle East peace
process, especially at the multilateral level and despite the tragic assassination of Israeli
Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin. In the Asia—Pacific region, China has now endorsed CBMs
and multilateral as well as bilateral approaches 1o security matters, The ASEAN Regional
Forum is off to a good start in promoting discussion on security issues, India and China
continued to work guietly and effectively m defusing their longstanding border dispute
through the mechanisms of confidence building.

Closer 1o home, the Orgamzation of American States (0OAS) made great strides in
promoting region-wide confidence building in 1993, voting to make permanent an OAS
Committee on Hemispheric Security and approving the Declaration of Santiago, wherein
states agreed to pursue & number of new regional confidence- and security-building
measures. In the Southern Cone, Argentina and Brazil huve moved successfully from
declaratory measures stating their commitment to peaceful uses of nuclear energy. to
eifective implementation of an inspection and verification regime that closely monitors
nuclear facilities in both countries.

In contrast, 1995 was a bad vear for CBMS in South Asia. Pakistan has continued
to close off channels of communication with India, declining to discuss better
implementation of existing measures or the negotiation of new ones, Thus, the region is
ripe for increased tensions resulting from the Kashmir dispute and new mussile and
nuclear-related programs.



Prefaie

As the experience of South Asia attests, CBMs cannot work in an unforgiving
political climate. Likewise, CBMs will fail unless the involved parties view them as
mechanisms 1o preserve or enhance national security. States must be convineed in very
tangible ways that they are better off with cBMs than without them.

lnls._ume regions, confusion over CBM concepts lingers, Increasing resistence
among military establishments to their implementation. Many others have come to
understand that CBMs are tools that help build trust and provide for greater clarity of
information among states. They can encompass measures ranging from communication
"hotlines" and prenotification of troop movements, to regularly scheduled information
exchanges and military-to-military contacts, The immediate goal of CBMs, then, is not
arms control or arms reduction. per se; rather, CBMs are a means toward the end of
national and cooperative security. Indeed, in the Middle East—where cBMg helped move
parties from escalation control and conflict avoidance to confidence building and
peacemaking—arms were provided to former adversaries to help ease their security
concerns. Thus, CBMs need not be viewed as a slippery slope to arms control, although
it may be in the national security interest of some states to pursue this aim.

This collection of essays examines how CBMs have fared in three very different
regions—>South Asia, the Middle East, and the Southern Cone of Latin America. These
regions have implemented specific "tools” from the CBM toolbox with varying degrees of
success. Edch of these essays clarifies how prevailing political conditions can either
facilitate or confound confidence-building efforts. Domestic factors play a paramount
role in determining the success or failure of CBMs.

In India and Pakistan, tensions are ar such a high level that national leaders
currently find it difficult to implement properly previously agreed CBMs, let alone
negotiate new measures. Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto has refused to engage
in a dialogue with India on CBMs, pointing to grievances over Indian practices in Kashmir.
The wisdom of a strategy of non-communication during periods of considerable tension
is extremely questionable. With this region lacing the prospect of new missile
deployments, accelerated production of weapons-grade fissionable material, and even the
possibility of nuclear weapon testing, the Subeontinent appears in great need for the
proper implementation of conflict avoidance and escalation control meuasures.

In the Middle East, on the other hand, high tensions have yielded to conditions
that are conducive to confidence building. For many states, war fangue and economic
need have joined to make peace a commonly desired end-state, even amid fervid
opposition 1o peacemaking. A quiet multilateral confidence-building process has helped
to focus the attention of states on small steps that can be taken to facilitate long-term
regional security. Support for this process is provided by the United States and Russia,
who now cooperate and share roles as co-sponsors of the multilateral arms control and
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regional security (ACRS) working group, as well as by Candda, the Netherlands, and
Turkey, who act as mentors for specific areas of discussion.

In Latin America, the confidence-building process between Argentina and Brazil
over domestic nuclear programs has very specific domestic and regional roots, The
transition to democracy in both countries provided strong mpetus to nuclear cooperation.
In Brazil, a civilian president used transparency measures as a way of asserting civilian
control over the military's nuclear program. The pull of economic integration also had a
positive effect, coupled with the realization that economit resources could be more
beneficially employed outside the costly nuclear field.

The inputs shaping the confidence-building process in each of these regions have
been different. The richness of each regional experience, however, suggests that some
utility may be derived from comparative evaluation. Some suitably adapted “"borrowing”
from region fo region may even be in order.

Over time, for example, the multilateral arms control and regional security talks
in the Middle East may provide useful instruction on how to forge confidence building on
a multilateral level in other regions. Certain aspects of the Argentine—Brazilian expenence
in nuclear confidence building may prove helpful in shaping a nuclear weapons-free zone
in the Middle East or South Asia, a5 some analysts have already begun 1o consider. And
in South Asia, where progress woward confidence building has been frozen by political
leaders, perhaps progress in other regions can serve as a useful goad.

The essays that follow are narrow in scope. They do not do justice to the wide
range of important work being done in the regions covered, and many regions are not
covered at all. In subsequent years, the Stimson Center hopes to Tepeat this exercise,
producing increasingly extensive annual reviews of CBM negotiation and implementation
ACTOSS TEgIONS,

Michael Krepon
Jill R. Junnola
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South Asia: A Time of Trouble, A Time of Need'
Michael Krepon

Relations between India and Pakistan are at a low ebb. Formal bilateral
discussions on security matters have been stalled since early 1994 with Pakistani Prime
Minister Benazir Bhutto's decision to suspend foreign secretary-level discussions on new
conflict-avoidance or confidence-building measures (CAMS/CBMS). Government officials
in Islamabad cite the need for improvement in India’s treatment of Kashmir before
discussions are resumed. Both governments are unhappy with the implementation of
existing measures to reduce tensions and avoid unintended conflict; but, with bilateral
channels of communication closed, the situation is unlikely to improve in the near-term.

Nor 1§ there an agreed regional forum to discuss security concerns; India resists
such a framework with a tenacity equal to Pakistan’s reluctance to reopen hilateral
channels of communication. The existing regional forum that might be employed for
discussions of security issues—the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation
(SAARC)—is expressly excluded from doing so by its mandate, Meanwhile, the level of
violence in Kashmir remains high, reinforcing hard-line positions in New Delhi and
Islamabad.

Domestic politics i Pakistan has assumed a particularly fierce, unforgiving
character. The opposition leader and former prime minister, Nawaz Sharif, has found it
unacceptable for the incumbent to carry out the same eéxchanges on CBMs that he
endorsed while in office. National politics within Pakistan appear trapped in a bitter
contest between arch rivals. The sruggle for power supersedes all: effective governance
has become an afterthought.

Kashmir has long been the teason for conflict-avoidance measures on the
Subcontinent. In the current intractable state of Pakistani polites, it is also the reason not
to engage in official dialogue on such matters. For Prime Minister Bhutto to
acknowledge Indian steps removing New Delhi's heavy hand in Kashmir and to reopen
bilateral discussions would be to invite a political Arestorm fanned by the opposition.
Pakistani media coverage of the Kashmir issue has hardly laid the groundwork for a
change in government policy. It will take formidable leadership to engineer such a
chunge, as the city streets of Pakistan, like those in India, have long been mobilized to
ignite tensions, not to relieve them.

"This esiay (s drawn from the author's ingeodociory chapier in Crisis Prevention, Confidence Buflding,
and Reconeitiafion in South Asia, Michae! Krepon and Amil Sevak, cds, (New York: 51 Mariin's Press,
19585).
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Even with far-sighted and bold political leadership, Pakistan would be hard
pressed to initiate gestures of reconciliation with India as long as Kashmir is on the boil.
As the weaker party in the dispute, Islamabad has added reason to wait for New Delhi's
example. India’s Congress (1) Party leaders. however, seem deeply disinclined to initiate
change in regional security policies. After all, there is no immediate or pressing reason
to chart a new course, unlike the case for economic liberalization.

For New Delhi, the safest position on security matters is one that claims the moral
high ground while allowing maximum freedom of maneuver, Thus the ardent embrace
of global, nondiscriminatory solutions to security problems places the burden of action
on others. Global change, however, is predicated on prior initiative art the personal, local,
national, and regional level. By absenting itself until the end of this ransformational
process, India limits the constructive role it might otherwise play. Gandhi operated under
a different philosophy, advising that "An ounce of practice is worth mare than tons of
preaching." But there are few Gandhis walking the earth today, and fewer still who aspire
to high public office.

Inclian Prime Minister PV, Narasimha Rao is clearly cut from different cloth. He
has demonstrated o surprising durability in office, bur faces resurgent domestic opposition
and a restive political base. Rao's natural tendency has been 1o respond to Pakistani
grievances with studious indifference. Since any Congress (I) Party initiatives to soflen
Indo-Pakistani relations would surely become campaign ammunition for the opposition
Bharatiya Janata Party (BIP). Rao's posture is well-grounded in domestic political realities.
Provocations within Kashmir, Bombay. and elsewhere, which are universally presumed
within India to be inspired by Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence Agency (181), have
been met with armed might and police action. Rao's natural disinclination o take risks
for normalized relatons has no doubt been reinforced hy the unlikely prospect of a
favorable response to any such initiative by a besieged counterpart in Islamabad.

Thus, the prospects for small steps to minimize tensions, let alone to promote
political reconciliation, are modest at best over the near-term. Indeed, the greater
likelihood in the near-term is that Indo-Pakistani relations will continue to worsen, as
exemplified by the closing in 1994 of the Indian consulate in Karachi and the Pakistani
office in Bombay.

Tensions, Real and Scripted

One of the paradoxes of conflict-avoidance and confidence-building measures is
that precisely when they are most needed, they are most difficult to negotiate and
implement properly. For these measures to be of greatest utility, they must be in place
and working properly before tensions mount. Such conditions do not exist on the
Subcontinent, where measures have been implemented begrudgingly, at best. Thus, there
is no sound and reliable basis for India and Pakistan to defuse a surge in lension,
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especially when the Indian and Pakistani prime ministers have & poor working relationship
or are in & weakened position at home. Under these circumstances. whatever steps to be
employed in the event of another crisis will have 1o be ad hoc and may require third party
mmvolvement. India and Pakistan deserve better than this.

One does not need to look far afield for the makings of another ratcheting up of
tension, Pakistan's lack of strategic depth and highly vulnerable lines of communication
mandate a forward posture and high state of readiness for its ground forces. This in turn
mandates prudent defense countermeasures by India. With the fourth and eighth largest
land armies in the world facing each other, and with both sides having firepower less than
one kilometer apart along the Line of Actual Control (LAC), every large-scale training
exercise near the border is necessarily a cause lor concern.

The absence of bilateral and regional channels of communication on security
matters, the uneven implementation of existing CBMs, the poor personal chemistry
between the prime ministers, and the constraints imposed by domestic politics in both
countries provide sufficient kindling for new fires on the Subcontinent. The kindling can
be lit by sparks from acts of terror and subversion, continued unrest in Kashmir, and the
introduction of new missile systems capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction.

A Conflict Scenario

[t does not take oo much imagination to envision how fears, rumors, and
provocations can conspire to increase tension significantly between India and Pakistan.
Several seripts have already been written and enacted that could form the basis of another
dramatic performance gaining international attention.

Act one might begin with an announcement that the Indian army 18 carrying out
military exercises with armored units at the Mahajan training ground adjacent to the
Rajasthan/Punjab border. But intelligence officers in Pakistan, notorious for their
alarmism and troubled by the lack of proper advance notification. suspect that this may
not be 4 routine training exervise, Some believe that New Delhi wishes to send 1slamabad
a message about continued interference in Kashmir. Their fears are reinforced by partial
evidence suggestng unusual activities involving the use of railroads to support the
"exercise,"

As o precaution and to signal continued resoluteness in support of the Kashmiri
strugele, Pakistani anmored units assemble at the training areq around Multan, only three
hours away from the border. Indian intelligence. notorious for its excitability, believes
that Pakistani units are equipped with ammunition and petrol far in excess of that required
for a mere exercise.



South Asia: A Time of Trouble, A Time af Need

Then. to be on the safe side, or, perhaps, to make for more realistic military
exercises, the Indian army commander practices tank crossings of the Indira Gandhi
Canal. This, in turn, reinforces fears in Pakistani General Headquarters that the exercise
masks hostile intent. To be on the safe side, Pakistani units are placed on a higher state
of readiness, and, to relieve pressure from the apparent Indian buildup on the border, the
ISl or "non-governmental groups” step-up support for those seeking the separation of
Kashmir from the Indian Union. Camps conspicuously reappear in Azad Kashmir (o train
freedom fighters. It is not ¢lear whether the government in [slamabad is aware of, let
alone in control of, the reestablishment of these camps.

These acuvities, in turn, generate formal protests and stern rhetoric from Indian
government officials about the risks entailed by heightened suppart for terrorist activities
across the LAC. Opposition leaders demand air strikes against the camps and, at long last,
an end 1o paramilitary operations against Indiun territory.

By this time, our script is well into the third act. In response to hot rhetoric from
New Delhi, the Pakistani prime minister travels to Muzaffarabad. declaring Pakistan's
unending support for the beleaguered Muslim population of Kashmur, to which
government officials in New Delhi join opposition leaders in publicly surmising that it
might be time to teach Islamabad a lesson about the dangers of fomenting secessionist
MOVEMenis,

With street demonstrations throughout Pakistan led by opposition leaders now a
daily occurrence, the prime minister declares that Pakistan will never cower before Indian
threats and that the country is able and willing to respond at whatever level necessary to
defend national honor. India responds by maving Prithvi missiles from recessed to overnt
deployments, actions reported under banner headlines in the Indian press.

At this point, the Pakistani media blares unconfirmed reports, believed 10 be
reliable in some intelligence circles, that India has brandished nuclear weapons against
Pakistan. The government responds by deploying Hatf missiles and by moving strike
aircrafl 1o forward operating bases, There are also tmconfirmed reports that M-11
missiles have been moved f{rom secured storage ino the field. In Washington, key
members of Congress call for the imposition of sanctions on Pakistan for having violated
the Missile Technology Control Regime. The US embassy in Islamabad is stormed and
partially damaged by angry mobs.

Pakistani missile deployments and the movement of strike amreraft to satellite bases
generate wild reports in the Indian press about hostile preparations for a nuclear attack.
Opposition leaders and eminent commentators call for pre-emptive action. The United
Nations secretary general offers to play a mediating role, but is rejected by India. The
United States offers its services. but is rejected by Pakistan. Acts four and five are left
to the imagination of the reader.
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Granied, the aforementioned scenatio is unduly alarmist, even though it is drawn
m part from the 1986-87 Brasstacks exercise and the 1990 crisis, Large-scale military
exercises along the Indo-Pakistani border, like those placing both countries on the brink
during Brasstacks, hopefully are a thing of the past. Most important, New Delhi and
Islamabad do not want 1o have a fourth war, and leaders in both capitals can be expected
to ry to avoid one—just as they did during the 1990 crisis.

Nonetheless, this troubling script is worth pondering in a region prone to mishaps,
Sometimes the momentum of events during crises controls leaders, rather than the other
way around. Simple prudence requires thal attention be paid to worst cases. The
smoldering resentments of two generations on the Subcontinent have not been doused.
Many in both India and Pakistan are eager to pour kerosene on them. The geography of
conflict within the region will not change, which places the Indian and Pakistani armies
at close quarters, while Kashmir remains an open sore. In these circumstances. no harm
can come from taking steps to muke highly damaging scenanos increasingly remote.
Indeed, there is much to gain for both India and Pakistan in doing so,

The Instability of Nuclear Deterrence

Some strategic analysts and retired senior military officers in India and Pakistan
argue that offsetting nuclear capabilities will provide needed stability to South Asia. In
this view, it is better to rely on overt nuclear deterrence than on mere shadow play. A
few Western analysts have also adopted this view, noting that offsetting nuclear
capabilities kept the Cold War from becoming hol and might serve a similar purpose on
the Subcontinent.

[t is odd that South Asian strategists who have long rejected the imposition of
alien Western constructs should warmly embrace the concept of nuclear deterrence
developed at the RAND Corporation and other redoubts of US "Cold Warriors." In
truth, the Cold War history of nuclear deterrence was far from stable. Instead, it is replete
with close calls and pear misses. A few of the horror stories or crises that nearly
developed have been revealed—especially those surrounding the Cuban missile
crisis—and more will come to light as US and Soviet archives are opened. The principal
culprits usually have been technical snafus, weak command and control procedures, and
faulty intelligence assessments.

The first decade of overt, offsetting nuclear capabilities between the United States
and the Soviet Union—and between the Soviet Union and China—were particularly hair-
raising. This should come as no surprise, since nuclear equations are most unsettled and
tension-producing at the outset of any such pairing. [Invariably. tense relations
immediately become more tense when the destructive power of nuclear weapons is added
to the equation.
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Over several decades, offsetting nuclear capabilities can theoretically provide the
basts for normalized relations. This did not oceur, however, in the US—Soviet case, where
new developments related to nuclear weapons repeatedly set back the process of
normalization.  Long afier the point when nuclear deterrence should have helped
ameliorate fears, the domestic politics of the United States and the Soviet Union were
dominated by paranoia, fueled in part by new variations of overkill,

Even during the 1970s and 1980s, both countries continued to experience brushes
with nuclear disaster. despite highly evolved command and control procedures. Far-
sighted political leadership, not nuclear deterrence, broke the back of the Cold War, True
normalization came with the odd juxtaposition of Mikhail Gorbachev and Ronald Reagan,
leaders who uuterly rejected traditional Cold War valuations of nuclear weapons. Then,
of course, an entirely new set of nuclear dangers emerged, centered on the safe and secure
dismantling of bloated stockpiles.

It will take tirme and considerable research for the full picture of these near-nuclear
disasters to be revealed. Such cautionary 1ales need 1o be exposed to move discussions
about nuclear deterrence away from presumed cultural biases. The message of nuclear
danger from Western analysts should not be construed as patronizing; at issue is not
whether the "volatile" brown man is more prone to self-immolating behavior than the
“rational" white man. White men nearly blew themselves up time and again, despite the
“stabilizing" presence of nuclear weapons.

Surely, India and Pakistan will not engage in arms racing of deplorable Cold War
proportions. Even engaging in nuclear deployments at a small scale, however, invites
multiple dangers. If serious tensions exist between states, they will clearly not be
ameliorated by nuclear weapons, regardless of the race, color, or creed of their
possessors. The central paradox of offsetting nuclear deployments is thut while they may
prevent war, they will also increase tensions in any crisis.

The recent history of South Asia—with two nerve-wracking crises during a period
when there may have been "offsetting” nuclear weapon capabilities—provides scant
testarment to the stabilizing role of nuclear deterrence. To be sure, one can take comfort
that the crises in 198687 and 1990 did not lead to wars and that crisis escalation was
contained. Still, no responsible political or military leader in South Asia can be sanguine
about this recent track record. To the contrary, recent history cries out for stronger
CBMs,

Confidence Building: Barriers and Prospects
The principal reasons why CBMs have not taken root in South Asia relate directly

to the hard issues in dispute between India and Pakistan and the ill-will they have
engendered—uspecially Kashrr. There are more subtle reasons, as well, that make such
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measures even harder to achieve. CaMs, for example, operate on a premise directly
contrary 10 the predominant culture of adversarial politics found between India and
Pakistan. In this bitter domain, any step that benefits an adversary must necessarily be
bad for the home side. It is remarkable how deeply rooted this “zero-sum” perspective

has become for rwo nations that just two generations ago were united under a central
govemment,

Another reason why CBMs have not been accepted is that they are viewed as a
foreign import. CBMs appear to be an outgrowth of the Cold War, as they were most
deeply developed and successtul in ameliorating conflict in Europe between NATO and
Warsaw Pact countries. As a result, they are natrally suspect. ‘The India—Pakistan
military exercise and mrspace agreemenis were negotiated after the 1990 crisis at the
urging of the United States. These conflict-avoidance measures appear to have been
accepted not so much for their intrinsic merit. but because they would do little harm while
satistying well-meaning outsiders and aid donors.

These "cultural” impediments to proper CBM implementarion make difficult
problems like the Kashmir dispute even harder to resolve. In Europe, the Middle East,
and Latin America, the letter and spirit of agreements are usually honored. In South Asia,
there is no cordial spirit to existing agreements, and the letter is often broken as well.
Existing measures have become another means of expression for adversarial politics,

In conrast, US and Soviet military officers took pride in maintaining highly
professional and proper implementation of CBMs-—even when political relations were
abysmal Once during the Reagan administration, after a US military officer was shot in
East Germany by a Soviet sentry, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger wished to
cancel # regulurly scheduled meeting between US and Soviet naval officers implementing
the Incidents at Sea Agreement. He was overruled. much to the sansfaction of mﬂi[ar;.r
leaders opposed to politicizing their CBM channels of contact. Israeli and Egyptian CBM
implementation was similarly correct during their "cold peace.”

South Asia follows a far different pattern. Interviews with active-duty military
officers in India and Pakistan responsible for the implementation of existing CBMs
invariably produce comparable complaints: reasons are found not to provide prior
notification of military exercises, and the air space agreement is regularly violated. When
asked why he did not raise concerns over compliance, one Director General of Military
Operations—the transmission channel for CBM noftifications—replied that to do so would
provide more satisfaction to his opposite number than to himself. Demanding proper
implementation of CBMs between India and Pakistan is viewed by many military officials
as a belittling and fruitless exercise.

Unless there is a greater sense of ownership for existing CBMs and some relief
from the culture of adversarial politics, South Asia will continue to lag well behind other
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regions that have normalized long-adversarial relations, Change is possible with the
recognition that, despite all of their heartfelt grievances, India and Pakistan have a strong
mutual interest in avoiding war and unintended escalation. The dispute over Kashmir
makes such work more difficult to carry out, but more necessary as well,

Creative ways must be found to surmount domestic political constraints in India
and Pakistan in order to re-establish channels of communication on security issues. For
both countries, t0 do so requites reconsideration of positions that serve short-term
political purposes, but at the expense of long-term national security gains, Significant
progress in reducing tensions is unlikely unless Islamabad reassesses its firm opposition
to the resumption of bilateral discussions with India and unless New Delhi reassesses its
steadfast resistance to regional talks.

This is not a tme for India and Pakistan to exchange military bands or to conduct
Joint mountaineering expeditions. It is a ime, however, 1o strengthen measures to avoid
unwanted conflict and unintended escalation. Fundamental issues of national security
need (o be placed above partisan politics. If Pakistan's generals take i renewed interest
in conflict-avoidance measures, bilateral channels of communication can be reopened.
India can help in this process by signaling its intention to propose an agenda for discussion
that clearly serves the security interests of both states, while repeating its willingness to
discuss the Kashmir issue.

It would be easier to reopen bilateral channels if New Delhi could see the value
of regional security discussions. India is concerned that a regional forum will become an
unwanted source of outside pressure. In actuality, Pakistan has greater reason than India
to fear isolation at this tme, given Islamabad’s uncentain course and India's much
improved ties with China and the United States. A regional forum must therefore operate
by consensus to alleviate the concerns of any individual state over outside pressure.

China's economic growth and military potential are not simply India's concern.
Consequently, a discussion of regional security issues in which China is constructively
engaged can be important for all states in the region, especially when Beijing is
undergoing a transition in leadership. Morgover, those in Pakistan who feel estranged
from the United States may increase the possibility of erratic behavior in Islamabad. A
regional dialogue can therefore be important to engage Pakistan in constructive ties with
it neighbors. Far from being 4 threat to India's security, a regional secuarity forum that
engages both of India's neighbors of greatest concern could bring substantial gains. Since
the deliberations could also clearly advance India's desire to discuss global issues, New
Delhi might usefully reconsider its position.

Bilateral and regional channels could work in tandem to advance conflict-
avoidance and confidence-building measures in South Asia. India and Pakistan would be
wise 10 take these measures more seriously, not as a favor 1 the United States, Germany,
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or Jupan, but as a favor to themselves. The leadership of both countries will have to take
greater responsibility for existing measures 1o ensure their proper implementation in deed
and in spirit. Both India and Pakistan might also benefit from considering new meuasures
that serve mutual national security interests, despite lingering grievances. For progress
o be realized, the Subcontinemt must be blessed with political leadership equal to the
region's promise and problems.
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Conflict Avoidance and Confidence Building

in the Middle East
Jill R. Junnola

The current phase of the Middle East peace process which began in the Fall of
1991 presents a new opportunity for confidence building in the region. The "Madrid"
peace process that emerged from the Guif war provided momenum to resolve the
Arab-Istueli conflict and build greater regional security in the Middle East, This phase of
the process was actively nurtured by the shuttle diplomacy of then-Secretary of State
James Baker and sustained by Secretary of State Warren Christopher arid Special Envoy
Dennis Ross. It was designed to proceed on two "tracks,” one bilateral and the other
rmultilateral. The bilateral track focuses on forging peace between Israel and each of her
Arab neighbors, including, after some delay, the Palestinians. The multilateral track seeks
to build broader regional cooperation and security by concentrating efforts in five
functional working groups, including one on arms control and regional security.' Progress
on the multilateral rack is intended to follow rather than lead bilateral negotations.

With regard to the Middle East peace process, many in the region argue that
confidence-building measures (CBMs) by themselves, without progress on broader political
issues, are not particularly useful. Others argue that cBMs ™, | | should be—as the case in
Europe—an integral part of the political process to reduce tensions and deescalate
contlicts in the Middle East," This essay endorses the lutter view, First, prior discussions
can enable parties 1o implement CBMs when political breakthroughs are achieved; and
second, CBMS can also coniribute to political breakthroughs and help build political
support for a long-term peacemaking process, For example, the stability of the 1974
Disengagement Agreement berween Israel and Syria has in one sense become a CBM in
its own right: It demonstrates to Istaelis that "Syria is capable of fulfilling and maintaining
an agreement” and that it 1s not unconditionally hostile,” "Red Line" agreements between

'Other working groups focus on economic cooperation, refugees, water, and the environment, For an
‘aceoun) of progress made and topics discussed in all five working groups, including the une on grms
control and regional security, thromgh mid-1994, see Jool Peters, Bullding Bridges: The Arab-fsraelt
Multitateral Talks (London: Royal Institute of Tniemational Affairs, Middle East Programme, 1994),

*Abdel Monem Said Aly, " Arab Perspective on Arms Comirol,” in The Arab [iracli Search for Peace.
Steven Spiegel, ed, (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Riconer Publishers, 1992}, 157, Arlel Leviie and Emily
Landau make the same argument in their paper, "Confidence und Security Building Measures 1o the
Muddle East,” Sfowrnal of Stratepic Sadies (Tortbeoming). They say that CSBMs (confidence- and
seeurity-bulidmg measures) . . . have generally preceded a genuine palitical inmsTormation of their
relatonstip, thus serving as the forenmners of peace and ams control aceords, not their produe,”

Arveh Shulev, fsrael and Syria: Peace and Security on the Golan (Boulder, Coloi: Westview Press
for the Jaffee Center for Sirategic Studies, 1994, 43.
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S;muand Israel in Lebanon, negotiated with the help of the United States in 1976, follow
a similar pattern and have witnessed similar success.* One Israeli scholar has described the

Red Li?r:, agreements as evidence of a "pragmatic element in Syria's approach toward
lsrael."

CBMs can be applied in practical ways to both the multilateral and bilateral tracks,
Declaratory CBMs can be a particularly useful tool in the context of on going negotiations
and unfolding agreements, especially between Israelis and Palestinians where political
signaling can help maintain momentum when violent incidents threatén to sidetrack the
peace process. CBMs are also being negotiated in the multilateral arms control and
regional security (ACRS) working group in an attempt 1o establish a dialogue on and
infrastructure for cooperative security in the region. This essay will briefly examine the
history of confidence-building efforts in the Middle East, assess trends in the region that
may facilitate the current confidence-building process, and, finally, examine in detail the
CBMs currently under discussion in the ACRS working group,

Crucial Factors

Despite the long existence of 4 technical state of war between many of the Arab
states and [srael, and contrary to the common perception of the Middle East as being rife
with instability and tension, CBMs can and do work in the region. The measures in place
have evolved over time from conflict-avoidance arrangements linked to post-war truces
and disengagement agreements, incorporating force deployment limitations and
cooperative serial monitoring, to more ambitious confidence-building measures and peace
accords. For the purposes of this essuy, conflict-avoidance measures (CAMs) can be
considered as "initial steps to avoid unwanted wars and unintended escalation.” CaMs
can be distinguished from CBMs in that their implementation requires only extremely low
levels of trust or faith among parties. Their pnimary focus thus tends 1o be on separaring
parties and providing a buffer between hostile forces, rather than on undertaking measures
that require parties to engage in more demonstrable cooperative behavior, such as
notifying each other of troop exercises in advance.

The evolution of post-war arrangements from CAMs to CBMS is not foreordained.
These measures are successful only when states are committed to sustaining a long-term

*Syria agreed not to dispateh is forces south of line stretehning from Sidon in western Lebanon io Humna
in the Southeast, Syria dlso agreed notto use is atrlorce agaimst ground argets i Cebanon or w deploy
around (o ajr missiles in Lebanon. Ihid., 153.

*Ihid, 43

"See Michael Krepon (citing Peter Constable), "The Decade for Confidence Building,” in A Hundbook
of Confidence-butlding Measwres for Regranal Security, 2d e, Michael Krepon, ed, (Washingion: The
Henry L. Stimson Center, January 1995, 3,
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process of cmpmtinn and have sufficient incentives to do so. Where states still harbor
the desire to maintain tension and launch surprise attacks, CAMs and CBMs will fail.”

An evaluation of the Middle East experience with conflict-avoidance and
confidence-building measures, taking into account political conditions prevailing among
countries al specific points of time, reveals a number of “ingredients” that may be
necessary in order for such measures to function as intended.

Common Interest in Avoiding War

First, as noted above, states must share a common interest in and commitment to
lowering tensions and avoiding hostilities in order for conflict-avoidance and confidence-
building measures to be effective, CAMs and CBMs cannot create this condition and are
unlikely 1o survive in its absence. This point was made evident after the 1948 war, when
it became apparent that provisions of the 1949 Armistice Agreements® had failed to
discourage incidents among the states or to serve as a fransition point 1o a permanent
peace settlement in the region. Instead, because neither side—Arab or Israeli—had a
sustained interest in avoiding further conflict, 4 brief period of relative tranquility was
soon followed by a return to hosulities.

The Arab states came (o view the armistice agreements as a means to maintain a
“safe” state of belligerency against Israel. They could boycott Israel economically, close
off shipping lanes to Israeli vessels, and launch incursions into Israeli territory without
fear of full-fledged Israeli counterattacks, so long as Israel adhered to the provisions of
the armistice agreements. Over time, however, as direct military clashes became more
frequent, Israel came to regard ongoing Arab incursions into its territory as significant

"The imporiance of intermal support for securily arrangements from involved parties is pammount. An
externally derived CBM-regime is not likely 10 deter o nation 1 it really wants wo maintain a high degree of
lension, to faunch & surprise altack, or, in the Jsraeli-Palestinian context, to refuse w0 implerent a
agreemnent. Even an airtight verification system is no substtue for polifical will, As ong negotiator kas
phrased i1, "cheating is a polilical problem, not a technical problem,” See Pawl Chreanowski, Summuary
Report, Warkshop on Arms Comirol and Security in the Middle East 1L, held in Delphi, Greece, Japuary 3-
7, 1994, 1GCC Policy Paper #7 (San Diego, Catif.: Institwe on Global Conflict and Cooperation, April
1994, 5.

"The 1949 Armislice Agrecments between Israel sach of its Amb neighbors—Egyp, Syria, Jordan, and
Lebanon—ended military actions and rerminated, except between Egypt and Tstael, “acts of hostility,”
antong the warmng states, The armistices established demilitarized zones (D75) under [N supervision
and demarcation lines, which were not intended 1o be permanent pohitical or wermtonal boundaries.
Armistice provistons created the UN Treaty Supervision Orgamzation (UNTS0Y and four bilateral Mixed
Armistce Commissions {MACS) 0 supervise the armustices, Investigate incidents, and report to the
Securty Council. The MaCs were composed of UN charmen and observers as well as an equal mix of
Azab und Tsraeh military represematives. See Fred Khouni, "UN Peace Effons," in The Elusive Peace in
the Middle East, Maleolm Kerr, ed. (Alhany, SUNY Press, 1975), 30,
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threats to Israeli national security. The armistice agreemens, having failed to safeguard
Israeli security, thus came to be discredited by Israclis and ceased to funetion as a
constraint to offensive military actions. Incidents between Israel and Egypt and between
Israel and Syria in the demilitarized zones intensified For many vears, with Israel taking
over most of the Syrian and all of the Egyptian bmMz, despite UN proests.”

A shared and sustained interest in avoiding future conflict was also absent among
the parties after the Six-Day War in 1967. Israel was content to 1ake refuge 1n its military
superiority and stood ready to act aggressively to protect itself. As Malcolm Kerr states,
“on the grounds that no Arab professions of readiness for peace could be trusted, a
preference emerged in Isracl for military advantage over any settlement such as might
emerge from Resolution 242, the Jarring Mission, the Rogers Plan, etc.”” The Arab
states, after the passing of an initial period during which they may have been willing to
make serious concessions for peace, later came to the conclusion that a return to war was
the only way to redress their grievances."!

In conirast, after the October War of 1973, states of the region had stong
incentives to avoid hostilities, and the conflict-avoidance measures that comprised the
1974 and 1975 Disengagement Agreements between Isriel and its Arab neighbors proved
to be quite effective. lsrael's incentives to create tighter and more enduring post-war
security arrangements after the 1973 war stemmed from the course of the war iself.
[sracl’s heretofore unguestioned military superionty over its Arab neighbors had been
challenged. As Carolyn Ziemke, of the Institute for Defense Analyses, notes, . . . for the
first time, the Israclis saw 4 net strategic advantage in seeking security on at least one

"Ihid., 51: for a detailed discussion on the Tsraeli-Syrian MAC, sce Shalev, The lxrael-Syria Armistice
Regime: 1949-1955 (Boulder, Colo.; Westview Press for the Jaffee Center for Strategic Sudies, 1993).

WK err, The Ellsive Peace In the Middle East, 4.

MUS policy analysts did not think the Arab states would use military force and were caught ofl guard in
1973, when Egypt and Svria launched an sttack against [srael, William Quandt concludes that "Two hasic
conceptual biases led w the misperception of Egyptian-Synan inlentions, First, it was widely assumed tha
the ‘military balance’ was the key 10 whether there would be another war in the Middle East. This had been
a hasic element in American policy since 1967, However strangly the Arabs might feel about the need 1o
regaif therr termitory, they would npt go 1o war if they faced cenain defeat, .. . A deliberate, ratonally
planned war was simply implausible in the light of military realties. . . Second, war seemed 10 make sense
for the Arabs only i a potitical allernative for recovernng therr ternitory was preciuded.” Al the tme, a
political aliernative seemed imminent: Kissinger had in fsct arranged for talks to beyin in November of
1973. See Quandt. Peace Process: American Diplomacy and the Arab-Tsraeli Conflict since 1967
(Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1993}, 150, For & more detatled account of the erigins of the
1967 war, see Malcolm Kerr, The Arah Cold War; 19581967 (New York: Oxford University Fress,
1967),



15
Fi R, tunnpla

front by negotiating peace with its principal, and largest, military opponent: Egypt."*
Murﬁ:uvm:, !Sl‘ﬂﬂl feared that growing US dependence on Arab oil "mi ght force the United
States to join Europe in progressively withdrawing support from Israel,""

~ Also, after 1973, the Arab states—Egypt in particular—could be satistied with
their military performance. As such, they could “afford to advance their case in @ more
relaxed, variable, imaginative, rational, moderate way, instead of clinging 10 a negative
posture as their only recourse."" Relative to 1967, they were negotiating from a position
of greater strength and confidence; consequently, they were more willing to see the end
result upheld in post-war security arrangements. ™

The experience of Israel and Syria demonstrates that conflict-avoidance measures
can work despite an official state of war, as long as parties share an interest in avoiding
war. Post-1973 conflict-avoidance measures between Israel and Syria have been
remarkably effective. The Israel-Syria 1974 Disengagement Agreement established
demilitarized zones, zones of limited deployment, and rules for each state’s overflight of
the area. UN forces stationed in the Golan Heights have carried out on-site inspections
of Israeli and Syrian forces in the Golan Heights since 1974."

The underlying conflict between Israel and Syria—sovereignty and security on the
Golan—was not resolved by the 1974 agresment, but both parties wished to avoid

“Carolyn Ziemke, "Confidence- and Security-Building m the Middle East: Past, Present and Future,”
unclassified, final drafi paper for the Instne for Defense Analyses (Alesandrin VA: Institute for Defense
Arabyses, 19034, [-14.

YKerr, The Elusive Peace in the Middle East, 9.
BIbid., 6.

“In the 1974 Disengagement Agreerment, Egypt acceped limitations on its armed forceg in arcas east of
the Suez, as well as a curtailment of ils abr delenses and the presence of UN foroes west of the Suez canal,
[n the 1975 Disgngagement Apreement, Egypl accepted the creation of & demiliarized zong, tie
mtallment of early waming and electronic sensoring sysiems, and notfigation requirements for military
movements. The United Siates helped mstall these transparency measures, which included inspections by
UN forces and air reconnaissance by US aircrafl. See Alan Plae, "Arms Control in the Middle Easy™ in
The Arab-lsraeli Search for Peace, Steven Spiegel, ed, (Boulder, Colo.: Lyrme Rienner, 1992), 148, For
an account of disengagement negotiations, see Quandt, Peace Process, 197-203.

"See Play, " Anms Control in the Middle Easy,” 148 Specifically, both sides agreed 1o "refraim from all
rilitary actions against each other;” [orward lmes for both Israeli and Syrian [orces were demareated;, amd
an areg of separation, & demilitanzed zome, was creaied, surrounded by an ares of 20 sguare kilometers on
each side 1n which forces and weapans were hsmied, See Shalev, [srael and Syria: Peace and Security on
the Galan, 39, Current gerial photography arranpements are based on the 1974 agreerment and allow cach
country o [Ty up 1o the forward line of s ground forces, From this vantage poinit, cach coumtry can cover
the other for a distance of 40 1o 45 kilometers, See Michagl Krepon and Pewer Constable, "The Role of
Agrial Inspections in Confidence-Building and Peacemaking,” in Army Control and Confidence Building
in the Middle Edst, Ak Plait, ed. {Washington: United Stales Institute of Peace Press, 1992), 43-64.



16
Conflict Avotdance and Confidence Building in the Middie East

another round of conflict. Thus, the larger issue of disputed territory was placed on hold.
As noted by an Isrueli analyst, "since 1949, the experience of both sides is that violence
may begin on a limited scale, but it ulimately evolves into 4 large-scale war . . . Since
Syria is not prepared for 4 conflict on that scale, its current interest s to maintain quiet
on the border, including the prevention of terrorist raids from its territory into the Israeli-
held Golan Heights.""" The Isracli-Syriun case also vividly illustrates the unique and
nvaluable qualities of conflict-avoidance measures: They can be used to reduce tensions
on the military front, through the auspices of third parties, even with escalating rhetoric
on the political front.

In 1979, both Egypt and Israel had strong incentives to make peace. These
incentives outweighed the risks associated with peace and helped ensure that cBMs would
be effective negotiating tools. Egypt, though ostracized by the Arab world for its treaty
with Israel, regained the Sinal peninsula lost to Israel in the 1967 war. Istael, though it
gave up territory, compensated for this loss by breaking the ranks of the Arab states and
gaining peace on one front." The economic payoff for peace was also guite significant for
both countries; since the signing of the peace treaty, more than 335 billion in US military
and economic assistance per year has been allocated o Egypl and Istael.

Third-Party Role in Mediation and Negotiation

Interlocutors must often act as either good Faith mediators or influential power
brokers to bridge wide gaps between hostile states. Though third parties may be biased
against or partial toward one or the party to a conflict, the impact of such bias on the
putcome of negotiations remains unclear.'® Whether partial or neutral, third parties can

I"Shalev goes on to note that, even so, ™. . . this passive, pragmatic policy clearly does not reflect Syria's
bhasic goal, which 1s o bring abou a change in the s1atus guo, whether by Torce or by political pressure,
without begoming invalved in a8 war before it wishes 10.” Tsrael and Syria: Peace and Security on the
Golan, 4041,

" Thie withdrawal of Israeli forces and military bases from the Sinai, along with the dismantlement of
Tsraeli seitlements in the Sinai, were Ezypl's two key demande in these negotiations.,

""Studies have lound higsed mediators 1o be less acceptable than neutral mediators, with the lafter
exerting greater influence on parties to & conflics and, altematively, have coneluded that binsed medislors
have no effect on negotistions. Still others have concluded that (hird-party hias can positively impact
negotistions, or (hat newtralily is erucial for 5 successful mediation. See Sharon Arad and Peter L
Camevale, "Partisanship Effects in Judgments of Faimess and Trust in Third Parties in the Palestinian-
lsraeli Conflict,” fowrnal of Conflici Resolution, val. 38, no. 3 (September 1994); 423-24. Cne study that
detected effects of third-party hias is that by G.1.. Welion and D.G. Pruitt, "The Effects of Mediator Bias
and Disputant Power over the Mediator on the Mediation Process,” Personaliry and Sectal Psychology
Rulletin, vol. 13: 123-33, For evidence of third-party bias having no effect, or being equally accepable,
se2 5. Touval and LW, Zarmun, eids., Iuernational Mediaton in Theory and Practice (Boulder, Colo,:
Westview Press, 1985); W, Zanman and S. Touval, "lnernational Mediation: Conflict Resolution and
Fower Politics,” fournal of Sactal Irsues, vol. 41 (19835): 27-45; other piccées by S, Toyval; and D,
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help !:u:ing parties to the negotiating table, can impact the negotiating process, and can
also reinforce the sanctity of cease-fires and demilitarized or thin-out zones established

by fragile armistice agreements or post-war truces. In the Middle East, the United States
and the United Nations have most often played this role.

Acknowledging the role a strong third party can play in bringing parties to the
negotiating table, William B. Quandt notes that immediately following the Six-Day War,
"with the parties 10 the conflict locked into mutually unacceprable positions, the chance
for diplomatic movement seemed to depend on others, especially the United States."®
While the United States, primarily concerned with Vietnam, China, and the Soviet Union,
did not play a strong third-party role in mediating the Arab—Israeli conflict at this time,
high level US involvement was key to securing the 1979 Treaty of Peace between Egypt
and Israel, and has helped to sustain what remains of the Israeli-Syrian dialogue today.
In order to play this role effectively, however, the third party must be perceived by the
other parties to have the political power both 1o yield results at the negotiating table and
10 carry them out afterwards.'

Once at the negouating table, third-party mediators can potentially influence
states agreement to specific concessions or measures, In much the same way governments
today help insulate themselves from domestc criticism by claiming that unpopular
austerity measures have been imposed upon them by the World Bank and IMF, parties (o
unpopular truces can place the blame on third parties to deflect domestic eriticism, After
the 1948 war, the United Nations actively mediated cease-fires, truces, and armistice

Brookmire and F. Sistwrunk, "The Effects of Perceived Abilivy and Impartiality of Mediaiors and Time
Pressure on Negotiation,” Journal of Confliet Resolution, vol. 24 (1980); 311-27. 1. Z. Rubin and B,
Brown, The Social Psychology of Bargaining and Negotiations (New York: Academic Press, 1975) and
1,B; Swiberg, Taking Charge: Managing Conflict (Lexingion, MA: Heath, 1987) have found third-party
neutralite o be key to the success of mediation efforns,

Fuandl, Peace Provesy, 4.

% After the 1967 war, the Uniled Nafions, in the view of the Soviers and the regional players, did 1ol
have the power {0 bring about a sentlement. See shay 1. Ghanayem and Alden H. Voth, The Kissinger
Legacy: American Middle East Policy (New York: Praeger, 1984), 70-71. Morcover, the UN's track
record in successfully upholding and mediating agreements was poor. The hasty withdrawal of UN
Emergency Forces from the Sinai had only worsened its reputation, completely discrediting the institution
in the cyes of Israel, According 1o Yashpol Tandon, “the Security Council had established along wadition
of inaction on the Middle Eust problem. Complaints by Israel against the EI Fatah raids had in the past
elicited draft resolutions n the Council urging Syria and Jordan to check the raids, but these were
repeatedly vetoed by the Soviet Union. Israel's Samu raid against Jordan and the air baltle against Syria
had provoked resolations of disapproval in the Council, but no action. At least as long as UNEF was in
Epypt, it created an illusion that amid charges and countercharges of taids and reprisals the Arabs and
Israel were basically at peace.” See Tandon, "UNEF, the Secretary General, and Inlernational Diplomacy
in the Third Arab-lsracli War," in The Arab-Tsraeli Conflict, vol. 2, Readings, John Norion Moore, ed.
(Pridceton; Princeton University Press, 1974), 610,
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agreements between the parties, but it did not, according to some analysts, play a
Sr:ifﬁi.'lﬂnll}-' strong or effective role in the immediate post-war period. In the view of
Norman Pelcovits, "in effect, what the Arabs wanted from « third party, particularly the

United Nations, was to be seen as imposing u settlement and thus absolving the Arab
governments from charges of surrender and treason,"®

Third-party Role in Implementation

Third parties can help monitor agreements both on the ground and from the air.
The presence of a third party in a demilitarized zone is helpful in that it can prevent
incidents stemming from the supervision of accords if parties to the conflict genuinely
wish to avoid any escalation in tensions on the ground. The United Nations
Disengagement and Observer Force (UNDOF) on the Golan Heights has functioned well

for precisely this reason, as neither Israel nor Syria wishes to upset the calm on the
Golan.™

The case for a balunced third-party presence is made by the deployment of United
Nutions Emergency Forces (UNEF) after the 1956 Suez Canal crisis. By the terms of the
November 1956 cease-fire, UNEF was organized and stationed along the west side of the
Suez Canal and at the Gaza Strip and Sharm el-Sheikh. UNEF replaced British and French
troops and provided a buffer between Egyptian and Tsraeli forces. This conflict-avoidance
buffer. however, was only half as strong a8 it could have been: Israel refused to allow
UNEF, or any foreign force, to deploy on the Israeli side of the border or on any territory
occupied by Israel. This refusal proved to have serious consequences when, in evenis
leading up to the 1967 war, Nasser ordered the withdrawal of UNEF from the Egyptian
side of the border. This removed the only third-party buffer between Israeli and Egyptian
forces. Had UNEF been allowed on the [sraeli side of the border, its continued presence
could have acted as a deterrent to Egyptian military actions.

Third parties have also conducted aenal overflights in the region 1o monitor states'
compliance to treaty and agreement provisions, and, in so doing, have helped build
confidence between them. At the request of both Israel and Syria, the United States has
carried out aerial reconnaissance missions along the Isragli-Syrian border, Third party air
reconnaissance missions were also a part of the 1974 Disengagement Agreement between
Egypt and Israel, and were included in the 1979 Treaty of Peace as well.

“Natnan Pelcoviis, The Long Armustce: UN peacekeeping and the Arab-fsraell vonflice, 19481960
{Boulder, Colo. Westview Press, 1993), 19

FQhmlev, [srael and Sveia: Peace and Segwrity on the Golan, 41,
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Common Interpretation and Proper Implementation of Agreement

For conflict-avoidance and confidence-building measures to succeed, parties 1o
dn agreement must share a common interpretation of the intent and terms of
mplementation of such measures. This condition was not present between Isragl and the
Arab states with respect 10 the 1949 armistice lines, which were not intended to he
permanent political or territorial boundaries. Israel, however, hoped to attach palitical
weight and penmanence to the armistice lines, which would have expanded Tsraeli territory
by about 30 percent.” To the Arabs, the 1949 armistice lines were truce lines without
political consequences, designed to prohibit only overt hostile attacks.® Tensions
stemming from these two fundamentally different interpretations of the agreements were
further heightened by ambiguous language in the armistice agreements, which left several
contentious issues subject to "later discussions." These ambiguities turned the armistice
agreements into “arenas of conflict" rather than meeting grounds for resolution, as each
party asserted 1ts interpretation of purposely vague points,™

Common interpretation of agreements has been the case in the 1974
Disengagement Agreement between Israel and Syria, and also with the 1979 Treaty of
Peace berween Egypt and Israel. The provisions of both agreements have been
mmplemented properly. Under the Camp David accords, the Sinai was divided into three
zones on the Egyptian side, with limitations on infantry and battalions within the zones,
Limitations were imposed on the Israeli zone as well, and the zones were supervised by
early warning systems and multinational forces.” The Camp David accords also provided
for a wide range of transparency and verification measures, including: air reconnaissance
missions; manned and unmanned observation posts equipped with sensors and electronic
detection devices; and on-site inspections, routing and challenge, conducted by national
teams and carried out by 4 third party (the United States) at the request of Israel and
Egypt.™

“Pelcovits also writes that, n fact, "a ceniral objective of the wrmistice negotiations [For Tsrast] was to
sohdify its hold on the newly gamed termory,” To achieve this end, 1sracli Defense Forces spent the four
momths following the cease-fire clashing with Egvpt 0 expand lsraeli territory. Peleovits, 15, 31,

“Thid., 19.

#hid., 43.

TSee Aly, "Arab Perspective on Anns Contral,” 152-33.
=Zee Platt, "Arms Control in the Middle Easy," 148,



Conflict Avoidance and Confidence Bui {ding in the Middle Eas|

While the 1979 peace between Egypt and Israel, has long been deemed a "cold
peace,” it did make key progress in building confidence between the two parties.” Most
anip-Frnanﬂy, the terms of the peace significantly reduced the possibility of surprise attack
by increasing the possibility that preparations for this attack would be noticed, and
countered, by the other party,® j

Joint Supervision

The Mixed Armistice Commissions (MACs) established by the 1949 armistice
agreements were composed of UN chairmen and observers as well as equal mix of Arab
and Israeli military representatives. Such joint supervision can provide rare opportuniry
for constructive contact between otherwise hostile nationals, provided that the terms of
the agreement and mechanisms for such supervision are clear, forthright, and precise.

Joint Israeli-Egyptian supervision occurred again as an interim measure to monitor the
1979 peace treaty.

The Current Climate

The Madrid peace process began in October 1991 in a new Middle East security
environment. Already relieved of the threat of a two-front war. Israeli security was further
advanced by the outcome of the Gulf war between Irag and the allied forces, which left
Traq’s war-making potential in ruins. The central concerns of Tsrael and its Arab neighbors
turned 1o day-to-day security from terrorist activity, securing access to water sources,
establishing borders, determining the status of the Israeli settlements in the West Bank,
Gaza Strip, and Golan Heights, and the extent of Palestinian sovereignty, With direct
military conflict unlikely, focused discussions on peacemaking and CEMs could begin. This
process is currently underway in the multilateral ACRS talks, which are designed to
proceed in tandem with the ongoing biliteral negotitions between parties.

Regional Trends Affecting Security

The prospects for regional peace and security in the Middle East are perhaps as
good as they have ever been, despite the fact that peace between Egypt and lsrael seems
to have grown colder as the relations of other Arab states with Israel have warmed. Most
importanty, perhaps, the Israeli Government and Palestinian Authority are in the midst
of what appear to be frreversible negotiations toward 4 permanent settlement. Jordan and

*The "cold peace” between Egypt and Israel did not extend much beyond national leaderships to the
level of the average person in the street. Though a tactical sod military pedce between the two countries
was maintaimed. little in the way ol economic conperation or cultural exchanges ensoed.

* Aly, 153.
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[‘iﬂ'B.'Ejl signed a peace tredty in July 1994, Moreover, in contrast to US—Soviet competition
for mﬂuerice in the region in the 1960s and 1970s, the United States and Russia now
cooperate in their shared roles as co-sponsors in the ACRS talks, offering examples from
their own experience in implementing CBMs for adaptation to the Middle East.

. Periodically, there is even cause for cautious optimism on the Tsragli-Syrian front.
Significantly, top military officers from both sides met in late June 1995 to discuss the
terms of an eventual Israeli withdrawal from the Golan Heights. Though the officers
agreed on the need for creating a demilitarized zone and installing early waming systems
on the Golan, they disagreed on the means (o achieve these goals.™ Most recently, after
the assassination of the late Isrueli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, current Prime Minister
Shirmon Peres has renewed efforts to draw Syria into the peace process; the garly response
from President Asad has been positive.” Whether actions and commitments will follow
on his expression of interest remains to be seen.

Despite movements toward peace, some observers of the region prediet that any
broad peace achieved in the region will be an tenuous one. "supported by 2 continued
arms race.” They do not, however, dismiss that peace as insignificant, nor do they belittle
the importance of a peace process that focuses primarily on confidence-building measures
and security arrangements, rather than on force reductions.™ The peace between Egypt
and [sracl in 1979 was accompanied by large-scale US military and economic aid to both
countries, und many predict that an eventual Syrian—Israeli peace will require a similar
arrangement. Arms control issues aside, the immediate challenge for CBMs and arms
control advocates in the ACRS talks is to take advantage of any regional trends or forces

*Syria agreed 10 aerial surveillance measures, bul rejected an arrangement that would have left lsracl
phservanon posts on the Golan, There was also some disagreement on the size and shape of the
demilitarized zone, with Israc] arguing against a DMZ hased on geographical parfly, given the smaller size
of Ismel relative 1o Svria. See Thomas W, Lippman, “lsragli, Svrian Negotistors Agree on Need for
DMZ" Washington Pogt, 30 Jong 1995; and 1ssam Hamza, “Syria Blames [sracl For Stalled Seourity
Talks," Reuters, 30 June 1995,

*President Clinton stated that, in a telephone conversation on 17 December 1995 wilh President Asad
during Prime Minister Peres” vigit to the United States, Asad said *. he was committed o do his best to
miove the pieace process forward and (@ reach an early agreernen| between Syria and lsracl.” On 15
December 1995, after a six-month deadlock, Asad agreed (o reenter negoliations with Israel? u first round
of talks was scheduled for 27-29 December, and 4 second round For the first week of Jamuary 19%96. Percs
T predicted that an Israeli-Syrian “declorstion of principles” could be ready in carly 1996, and that & full
Middle East pesce setlement will be im place by the end of the century, See Serge Schmemarm, s Syria
Ready to Deal With Istael?™ New York Times, 18 December 1995, A8; and “Clinton amd Peres Reaffirm
Desire for Broad Feace in Mideast,” Mew York Timer, 12 December 19935, A12,

¥Zeev Bonen, "The Impact of Technologival Developments on the Strategic Balance in the Middle
EasL" in The Middle East Military Balanpe J993-1994, Shomo Gaeil, ed, (Boulder, Colo.: Westview
Press [or the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, 1994), 160, In remarks made at ¢ CSIS confergnce on 13
June 1995, Anthony Cordesman, co-director of the Middle East project at the Center for Strategic and
Internatonal Stadies, oiso cndorsed this view.
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that may facilitate peacemaking in the region. These factors will be explored in greater
detail below. |

. War Fatigue. First, put bluntly, states do not want another Arab-Israeli war. The
reglon his not seen a major Arab-Israeli war since 1973, and presently, Israel is tired of
war, and Syria, lacking an Arab ally willing to pose a second from against Israel, would
have little to gain from going to war. Egypt and Jordan have signed peace treaties with
Israel, In the Gulf, Iran is still recovering from its decade-long war with Iraq in the 1980s,
while Iraq faces severe economic troubles at home as a result of two Guif wars and UN
sanctions. While instability certainly exists in the region, it exists more as a threat 1o
domestic regime survival than as a potential source of war. Moreover, the strategic
balance in the region discourages unilateral aggression. As one Israeli analyst has
concluded, "Israel is superior in a full scale sophisticated conventional war. The Arab
states are supernor in terror attacks on the rear with ballistic missiles. Thus hoth sides are
deterred from first use and from full use of their respective advantages. This makes a large
scale war unhikely."™

Economic Conditions. Changing economic conditions in the Middle East,
particularly in the oil-producing Gulf states, have the potential to impact positively the
confidence-building process. Arab states have waditonally relied on armaments and
enhanced mulitary capabilities, as well as bilateral defense pacts, to protect against outside
threats, Increasingly, however, financing arms purchases has become more difficuit. In
light of the decline in oil prices in the mid-1980s, the related fall in inter-Arab aid flows
(from oil-rich to oil-poor states), the loss of concessionary arms deals after the collapse
of the Soviet Union, the costs of the second Gulf war, and OPEC's inability to capture
shares of the growing world demand for oil. maintaining the pace of arms expenditures
has become an increasingly heavy economic burden.” Reflecting that burden, the trend

Hbid,, 163,

*The IMF estimates that the Gulf crigis led 1o a four percent drop in GDP for the Middle East as a
whole and a decline in the eurrent account from a 10 billion surplus to a $43 billion deficil. Estimates of
the total bill for damages, military costs, and economic dislocations range from $500-600 billion 1o $1300
hillion. See Yahya Sadowski, Scuds or Buner? The Political Economy of Arms Control in the Middle
East (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1993), 19, Even the states of the Guifl peninsula are
beginning to face the economic pressures the rest of the region has been sruggling with for years. In
issuing its 1995 budget, Saudi Arabia cut spending by six percent and forecast a 54 billion deficit.
Morcover, within the next few years, Ssudi must pay off some 550 billion n bills owed to contraciors.
(See Diana Abdallah, "Saudi cconomy healthier. but more chalienges ahead,” Reuters: 11 June 1995.) In
Kuwail, the povernmen faces a 520 billion debt which has both domesiic and foreign roots—government
buy-outs of bad commercial loans in 1992 and Gull war debis. Ina June 1995 blueprm of o five<year
economic plan, Kuwait's Planning Minisity suggests that an income tax be imposed on citizens and
expatriates afier the vear 2000 and that charges for electricity, water, communication, and health services
be raised within the next five vears. (See Willinm Macbean, "Huwail debl plun ymperils reform,
economists say," Reuters, 14 June 1995}
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in the region since the late 1980s has been one of declining arms transfers.* To continue
along this path, and to avoid forcing an unpopular choice between guns and butter that
may infringe upon either a state’s sense of security or its domestic stability. states in the
region may find it beneficial to seek security through alternative means— that is, through
4 confidence- and security-building process. Such a process could, in the long-term,
decrease the perceived need to direct limited economic resources toward arms purchases.

To some extent, the financial incentive toward reduced arms expenditures was
reinforced by the larger Gulf war experience—mainly, lraq's routing by US-led allied
forces and the Gulf Arab states’ dependence on US military support despite their own
array of advanced weaponry, According to one scholar, Irag's quick defeat at the hands
of the technically and militarily superior US-led allied forces showed how "little security
| Arab] perrodollars had purchased . ., In 72 hours, the armies that the Arabs had spent
a generation building were proved obsolescent—adequate for riot control, perhaps, but
not for modern warfare."” One lesson suggested by the Gulf war experience, if not
learned, is that peace can yield greater security than a continued arms race. ™

The long-term economic viability of states in the region may also require
movement along a confidence-building, peacemaking process. In Syma—the last hold-out
among the front-line states in making peace with Isracl—"both regime and bourgeoisie
realize economic health requires a peace settlement.”

With the collapse of the socialist bloc, the country needs incorporation int
the world capitalist economy; especially with the decline of il prices and the
much reduced remt Asad can expect from the Arab petro-states, private

* According 1o data collected in a 1993 Congressional Research Service report, the volume of arms to
be transferred under agreements signed during the 1989-1992 period declined by one-third, from 554.3
billion to $86.9 billion, compared (o arms transfers during the 1985-1988 period. Deliveries similarly
declined, from $86.9 hillion for 1985-1988 to 552.2 billion Tor 1989-1992, See Keith Krause, "Middie
Eastern Arme Recipients in the Posi-Cold War World,” Annals of the Americar Academy of Political and
Social Science (535); 84, citing Richand Grimmett, Conventional Arms Transfers io the Third World,
Report 93-656F (Washington: Conpressional Research Service, 1993), 57, 68, Figures cited by Yahya
Sadowski corroharate this late 1980s trend, specifically among “front-line” states. He notes that the
combined military expenitures of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and Syria fell 8.2 percent between 1987-88 (from
%9.8 10 S9 hillion). See Sadowski, Scuds or Butrer? 8.

MSadowsk, Scuds or Butter? 31.

*The lesson by no means appears “leaned.” Kuwait appeared woefully {ll-prepared 1o absorb
purchases of new armaments from US, Russian, and British suppliers, scheduled to arrive m mid-1995,
According 1o a Reuters report, personnel had not been adequately rained on (he niew equipment nor had
the proper facilities been Installed, largely because of budgetary pressures. As @ resull, "It might be years
before the army can malnlain or wse the multi-hillion dollar equipment properly,” See William McLean,
"Kuwaiti rearmament feels budget squeeze,” Reuters, 19 February 1995,
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nvestment (Arab, expatriate or Western) is crucial and a ‘no war-no peace’

situation, isolated from an Arab world a peace with [srael, does not provide
4 favorable investmem climate,™

Though svme in Syria fear the Israell economic competition that would likely accompany any
settlement, "most understand that a stable peace is needed for long-term investment, "

' Although the costs of the Gulf war stressed the abilities of Middle Eastern States to
tund arms purchases, it also underlined the threar states of the region pose o one another, and
in this sense accelerated some states' rearmament efforts,” In fact, by underlining “the
potential threat from other countries in the region,” the Guif war substantiated the claim made
by some Israelis that the real problems of the Middle East do not stem from the Arab—Israehi

conflict.” Continued arms expenditures in the region thus reflect states' ongoing threat
perceptions.

In a long-term view, however, in the absence of oil windfalls, few states in the Middle
East can afford 10 sustuin their present level of military capability without exacting substantial
gconomic and social costs from their populations. Armed at such levels, neither can these
states afford to modernize their current force structure without cutting into non-military
budgets. States are left to several options: (1) plunging deeper into debt to sustain spending
levels; (2) cutting force size dramatically to fund smaller and more capable units; (3) taking
no action and risking loss of military readiness and capability vis-@-vis neighbor states; (4)

"Raymond A. Hmnebusch, "Syria: The Politics of Peace and Regime Survival,” Middle East Palicy,
vol. 3, no. 4 (April 1995): 80. The article provides an excelient analysis of the current political and
economic situation 1o Syra

*Thid;

“Keith Krause notes that “the Guif war unleashed a flurry of arms transfer activity on the part of hoth
suppliers and recipients in the Middle East” and thal "public commentary was dlmost uraversal in
characterizing this as a ‘new amms race’ m the Middle East” (Krause, 82). As noted above, however, the
overall rend for the period was a decline in arms transfers, Hindered by econgmic consiraints, several
stales with ambitious rearmament plang, including Saudi Arabin, found they had o scale those plans back,
And while inter-Aralb aid Nows generated by the Gulf war enabled some siates w reanm, the majority of
Syrie’s attempts 1o use some of its $2 hillion Guif war windfall 1o invest in arms purchases were not
realized. For an accoun! of the Syrian experlence, see Yatiya Sadowski, "Sandstorm with a Silver Lining?"
The Braokings Revigw (Summer 1992): 7-11. Many EgypUan arms deals of the early 19905 have also
been delayed or canceled, due to Hnancial diffeulies, See Krause, 87, citing Mark Kramer, "The Global
Arms Trade aller the Persian Gulf war,” Security Studies, vol, Z,no. 2 (Winer 1992} : 264, For a round-
up of Middle East states’ recent and planmed arms purchases, see: Philip Finnegan, “Middle East States
Continue Focus on Finances,” Dafense News, 11-17 December 1895, 1(; Joe Stork, “The Middle East
Arms Bazaar afler the Guif War,” Middle East Report. no. 197 (November-December 1595} 14-19; and
"Peace fails 1o deliver its promise,” Middle East Economic Digest (MEED), Special Report, Defence, 17
March 1995: 9-18.

“Country Survey, lsragl, Jane's Defence Weekly, 15 February 1992: 233,
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inves!:ing, n weapons of mass destruction; or (5) pursuing alternative paths to fulfilling
security needs.” The fifth option presents 4 window of opportunity for the ACRS talks.

Arms Sales. External actors can also influence regional security trends, primarily
through arms sales. These sales can have divergent effects.” In one respect, they can work
in direct apposition to confidence-building efforts, raising levels of tension and mistrust in the
region. and possibly increasing the likelihood of conflict.* Geoffrey Kemp stresses that, with
respect to arms sales,

. . .what must be considered is the political-military environment into which the
new weapons are introduced. If the emvironment 1s unstable, and adversaries have
i predilection to resolve disputes by force, certain types of new weaponry will
increase threat perceptions and provide a catalyst for war. However, if the

“For options eng through four, see Antheny Cordesman, "Current Trends in Arms Sales in the Middle
East," in Armus Cantrol and the New Middle East Security Environment, Shai Feldman snd Atiel Lavite,
eds, (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press Tor the Jalfee Center lor Strategic Snudies, 1994), 31, Yahya
Sadowski makes the argumen for the fifth opiion; in his view, "the necessity of restricting or reducing
military hodgets creates an unprecedented opporiunily 10 promole sms control, Military budgets are under
0 much pressure that officers are often asked 1o rim not just fat but moscle. Since the only way lo prevent
such cuts from weakening a country's defenses is (o match them with similar reductions among its

‘adversaries, officers und other members of the polifcal elite are increasingly receptive 1o arms control
proposaly, They have gume 10 view drms control not as an altermative to military securily, bt as one of
several sirmegies for oblaining iL" Sadowski, Scuds or Butter? 749, Putrick Clawson, contrary 1o bath
Cordesman and Sadowski, argues that srates in the Middle East can continue military spending at current
levils. See Clawson, "Milhary Spending and Economic Development in the Middle East," in Arms
Control and the New Middle East Security Environmeni, Shal Feldman and Arel Levite, eds. (Boulder,
Colo.: Westview Press Tor the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, 1994); 122-137,

“Some of the lieraure on the role of arms wanslers m regional conflict meludes: William H. Baugh
and Michael I. Squires, " Asmms Transfers and the Onset of War, Part [I: Wars in Third World States, 1930-
1965," International Inferaciiony, vol. 10 (1983): 129-141; Geoffrey Kemp, "The Continuing Debate
over US Arms Sales: Stratepic Needs and the Quest lor Anms Limitations," Annals of the Academy of
Political and Sacial Scignce, vol, 333 (Seplember 1994} 146-157; David Kiefer, "lnerstate Wars in the
Third World: A Markov Approach,” Jeursal of Conflict Managemen! and Peace Science, vol, 10 (1988);
21-36; David Kinsella, "Conflict in Context: Arms Transfers and Third World Rivalries during the Cold
War," American Jowrnal of Political Science, vol. 38, no. 3 (Auiust 19943 557-81; and Philip Al
Shrodt, * Arms Tranglers and Intemation] Behavior in the Ambion Sea Area," Intermational Deractions,
wol. 10 (1983): 101127,

“David Kinsella, ina study on the effect of rems fransters on conflicn in the Middle Easy, found that
“hoth Sovier and US arms ransfers to the Middle East have exacerbated the rivalry between the arms
recipients” and that Suvier arms transfers in particular m the 19608, T0s and 80s imtensified conflict and
prompled corresponding US sales to Isracl. See Kinsella, "Arms Transfers and Third World Rivalnes,”
566, §71. Keith Krause stresses the importance of examining the different reasons why a state may
purchase weapons (for prestige or regirme security, for example), bul he nonetheless argues that whar
malters most "from a regional security perspective” 15 the possibility thai nesghboring states may interpre!
its purchases as a threat, I purchases are interpreted as a threat, he argucs, "Expensive and unnecessary
arrts races could be nggered, and the result might even bean armed conllict.” Krause, 90,
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pn]jtica_tjr—miﬁmry environment is more stable and the climate is one of
re-::nrfcﬂmnun and peaceful dialogue, or. alternatively, if the likely casualties
resulting from a new war are believed fo be unacceprable to both adversaries, the

impact of new weupons may be less dangerous and could even contribute to
stabiliry."

Certain s siles to the Middle East can be particularly explosive, because the many bilateral
competitions between states can set off a chain reaction among multiple states when one
country rearms.”’ Even sales of conventional weapons 1o US "friends” in the region, such as

Israel, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwail, can heighten tensions and complicate US foreign policy
goals in the region,*® F

Sales of certain types of weapons and weapon systems are more likely than others 1o
elevate states’ threar perceptions,” Restraint of deliveries on the part of suppliers of such
weapons, even certain advanced conventional systems, may at times be necessary to reinforce,

“See Kemp, The Coniral of the Middle East Arms Race (Washington: Camegie Endowment for
Internationsl Peace, 1991), 101,

“Radowski, Seuds or Butter? 6. As an example, Tran's purchase of submarines from the former Soviel
Union in 1991 have raised concerns amony Tran's neighbors in the Guif and may serve 1o stmulate a Gulf
naval arms race. See Peter Kemp, "Peace fails to deliver its promise,” MEED: Y, 18. Addinonally, Keith
Krause notes the arms race spiral in the region that began with excessive US sales of weapons 1o pre-
revolutionary Iran. These sales to the Shah were met by Iragi buiidups, which m tum may have prompted
the mcrease in lsraeli, Syrian, and Saudi demands for arms. See Krause, 9,

“part of former Presidem Nixon's policy toward the Middle East after the 1967 war was 1o monitor the
military balance in the region and provide arms Lo "friendly states” as needed. Other scholars and
policymakers also advocate arms sales to US “frends” in the region, but certain tvpes of US arms sales to
Arab Gulf countries can potentially exacerbate Arab-Iramian tensions in the Gulf, heightening Iran's serise
of encirclement and msecurity, They can also complicate broader US loreign policy goals. US sales of
high tech military equipmenl 1o Arab Qull states make it difficull for the US 1o persuide other arms
suppliers, such as Russia, to show restraint in weapons sales to Tran, Similarly, the US's ability to pressure
the Chinese to scale hack arms sales to ltan is compromised by ils own sales of aircraft and other
equipment 1o Taiwan. See Quandt, Peace Process, 86, Kenmeth Watman, et al., Controfiing Conrventional
Armi Transfers: A New Approach with Application to the Persian Gulf (Prepared for the Under Secretary
of Defense for Policy), (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND, 1994), 18; and Kemp, "The Continuing Debate
Over US Arms Sales: Strategic Newds and the Quest for Arms Limitations,” 156.

*The armed forces of the Middle East are generally considered to be delicient m the tsks of commanid,
control, and communications, While individuz] units may be quite large or well-armed, they are ofien not
mtegrated with supporting forces, and thus the whole is often weaker than its pans. Weapons that
compensaie for this deficiency—ihose which do not reguire imegration with other forces or highly skitled
operators—include such weapons as submarines, stealth aircrafl, wetical ballistic or cruise mhissiles, air-to-
air, air-in-ground, or ground-to-gir munitions, Sales-of these types of weapons to the Middle East can
significantly merease 1 state's effectiveness in battle, thus lowering the costs associated with conflict.
Conversely, limiting the spread of these weapons to states in the region can help keep all siates a1 a more
even playing level, Technology that enables states 1o produce weapons of mass destruction iz dlso @ prime
candidate for suppher restraint. See Warman, et al,, 11-13.
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mthgr than sabotage, political leaders and their ongoing peacemaking efforts. In the current
environment, restraint may be difficult. Reductions in the US defense budget, and ensuing
unemployment problems in US defense industries, have created strong domestic pressures for

increased arms exports. Likewise, economic conditions in Russia have exacerbated the pace
of its arms sales.™

Arms sales and military aid to the states of the Middle East may at times be necessary
to advance and meet the needs of the peace process. If states relinguish strategic territory or
make other security concessions for peace, it may be necessary to "compensate” for such
voncessions through arms sales or intelligence suppornt. Providing military assistance in this
sense has become an accepred "third-party” role. The case of US assistance to Israel and
Egypt after their 1979 peace is a prime example: Isracl has received approximately $1.8
billion in US military aid per year since 1979, and Egypt roughly 51.3 hillion.”" In the latest
round of peace talks, Israel is not likely to take nisks on the Golan for peace with Syria
without getting something in return, most likely continued arms transfers and military aid
from the United States.

Managing Regional Threat Perceptions: The Challenge to CBMs

The order of battle is a major detenminant of threat perceptions in the Middle East.
Threat perceptions are also shaped by several additional factors, some of which pose
challenges for the design and application of cBMs, First is geography. The geographical
boundaries of the Middle East for purposes of regional arms control have not been precisely
defined, and this poses some difficulty to confidence-building or arms control agreements. If,
for example, Turkey is considered to lay outside the “Middle East,” Syria, which considers
Turkey a threat, may find it difficult to accede to any regional agreement that places demands
on Syrian forces, thus increasing Syria’s vulnerability vis-d-vis Turkey. And although much
progress has been made on border settlement in the Arabian peninsula, some shared
boundaries of neighboring Middle East states remain in dispute. Before establishing guidelines
for troop movements near borders, borders need to be defined. Furthermore, in some parts
of the region the capitals are very close together, making CBMs implementation more difficult.
The guicker an opposing force can reach a state’s capital, the more intrusive and far-reaching
CAaMs and CBMs must be to alleviate concems.

Second, CBMs are more difficult 1o apply in the Middle East because security concerns
are multidimensionaul for many states in the region, The Amab states are generally presumed

*'See Bonen, "The Tmpact of Technological Developments on the Straiegic Balance in the Middle
Enast,” 161; and Wamman, eral,. 34, There 15 a sense among some Gull intellectuals thar U8 army sre
being loreed upon them, and that Guif leaders are under pressure 1o buy weapons they don't need or can'’|
afford in order 1o Tewin thetr spot under the US secarity umbrella.

“Kemp, “Peace Fails to Deliver its Promise," 9
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to fgrm one "side” of the conflict, (i.e., the "Arab" side of the Arab—Israeli conflict), when in
reality individual Arab states fear one another, and/or lran, in some cases more than they fear
Israel. The rraditional perception of Israel's Anib nei ghbars as universally hostile has rended
to skew Israel's strategic doctrine. creating one that is "rooted in the quest for military
superiority over any combination of Arab states that may be arrayed against Tel Aviv,"** For
their part, some Arab states continue to foster the false front of Arab brotherhood, helping
1o perpetuate skewed perceptions of strategic reality in the region. But an organized Arab
alliance against Israc] does not now exist and has been extremely difficult to orchestrate in the
past.” Any large Arab "coalition" against Isracl would be rife with a number of bilateral. inter-
Arab rivalries. In order for constructive measures toward confidence building 1o begin, 1t must
be conceded that Israeli security concerns based on a threat posed by an "Arab alliance" are
exaggerated,™

For Israel to concede this point publicly, however, it must see tangible efforts by its
Arab neighbors to implement CBMs and foster a "warm peace." Real steps in this direction
would ease Israeli fears and augment its sense of security, making it more likely to adjust its
concept of strategic parity downward, and, in tumn, to give up "land for peace.” For although
mast parties of the region are thoroughly engaged in the peace process, Arab demands for
territorial and security concessions on the part of Israel come at 4 ime when Israel siill faces
threats posed by brutal rejectionist forces in the Arab world, most significantly the radical
Islamist groups Hamas and Hizbollah—which receive significant support from Syria and
Iran.™ Arab efforts to engage Israel in CBMs could help convince both the Israeli public and
the Israeli leadership that Israel can "afford” to reassess its requirements for security.”

This will not be easy for Arab states, however, primarily because "Israel is not
perceived as insecure by its Arab neighbors. [t is seen instead as the predominant regional
power by virtue of its military and economic strength, its infellectual and other human skills,

“*Sadowskl, Scuds or Butter? 6.

FMost evident, Jordan has sipned a peace treaty Isragl, and the two states have opened direct border
erossings; Morocen opened low level diplomatic relations with fsragl in Septomber 1994, and Tunisia
folloywed suil in Oglober 1994 Egypt and lsrael have been ai peace since 1979 Egvpl, Syria and Saudi
Arabia, among other Arab stales, joined forces with American troops against Irag in the Gulf war; end
members of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) have eased their economi boyeolt of Ismiel, dropping
the boyeott against companies thal do business with lsracl.

*5ome Israeli analysts have begun 1o reassess Isragll secunty concems given recent chunges in the
mternational environmen! which render earlier concerns exaggeraied. For an excellent analysis of regional
and international rends and potential forthcoming changes in lsracli sirategic docirine, see Shai Feldman,
"Tsraet's Changing Environment: Tmplications for Amms Contral,” in Confidence Building and
Verification: Praspecty i the Middle East, Shal Feldman, ed. (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press for the
TafTee Cemer for Strategic Smdies. 1954). 193-205.

Levite and Landan, "Confidence- and Security-Building Measures in the Middie Easy” 27,
*Thid,, 28,
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and its linkages to the wider international community . ..."¥ The nuclear asymmetry of the
region, where Israel has an assumed nuclear capability that is unmatched by Arab states, plays
a major role in shaping this view. Israel views its nuclear capability as a deterrent to the wide
array of conventional, biological, and chemical weapon threats posed by Arab states. But,
according to at least one analyst, "for Egypt and the other Arab states, the Israeli nuclear
capability is perceived not as a deterrent but a compellant. It is considered a destabilizing
factor in the Middle East and a call for continuing the race in mass destructive weapons." ™

The region’s asymmetrical nuclear statns thus presents another hurdle to CBM
negotiation and implementation. The Arab states, led by Egypt, wish 1o focus initial
confidence-building steps in the nuclear field, pressuring lsrael to acknowledge, open up, and
roll back its nuclear program. Israel prefers instead to initiate confidence building on a more
basic level, beginning with transparency measures in the conventional field, and to turn to the
nuclear field last, after some level of confidence has been established among parties. The
nuelear status of the region, and how to address it, have already emerged as points of conflict
in the ACRS talks, described in greater detail below. In early December 1995, however, Israel
and Egypt agreed to set aside discussion on Israel’s nuclear program, paving the way for
further progress in the multilateral talks. According to Israeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres,
Egypt agreed to withdraw its demands for Israeli denuclearization until a comprehensive
peace treaty, to include Syria and Lebanon, 15 signed 1n the region. In exchange, Israel agreed
1o sign a nuclear-free accord one year after reaching such a comprehensive peace.™

The nuclear and conventional asymmetries of the Middle East present an added but
not insurmountable challenge to the application of CBMS, In fact, two scholars have found thar
in the global experience of CBMs, "relations between the parties to the CSBMs (confidence and
security-building measures) have been typically characterized by critical asymmetries and
structural imbalances."™ More important determinants of the outcome of CBMs are the parties’
commitment to upholding them and their sense that cooperation will yield more advantageous
results than conflict. In a practical sense; lingering Arab resistance to CBMS and normalization
of relations with Israel may also sterm from the Arab states’ fear that "premature normalization
may weaken the pressure on Israel to make termitorial concessions . . " and thus diminish the
leverage of Arab states in the future.”

*Bobh Bowker, "Conllict or Cooperation: the Arab-lsracli Peace Process,” Pacific Research, vol. 7, no,
3 {August 1994k 4,

*Aly, "Amb Perspective on Arms Control,” 133

*The Egypiian Embassy in Wishington, however, declmed o confirm or deny that agreement had begn
reached: See “sragl, Egypt Agree on Nuclear Amms Plan,” Defense News, 11-17 December 1995, 2,

Mady, 20
M evite arnd Landay, 32.



i)
Conflict Avordance and Confidence Building in the Middle East

The Arms Control and Regional Security Talks

. CBMS are being discussed and implemented in varying stages in the ongoing
mu Itilateral arms control and regional security (ACRS) talks, which began in January 1992,
'_1"h15 working group is one of five established to proceed in tandem with bilateral peace talks
in the region. Discussions in the ACRS working group dre intended to complement but not
substitute for hilateral talks, and to follow rather than lead bilateral security negotiations. The
first ACRS meetings were conducted seminar style, as tutorial sessions on CBMs, and the bulk
of the presentations came from the exira-regional parties who offered parallels from the
European experience. It is important to note that while confidence-building measures have
been employed rather extensively in the Middle East on « bilateral busis over the last several
decades, the ACRS talks represent the first sustained multilateral effort to estahlish a
confidence-building regime in the region.* |

Structure and Substance

Once most parties became familiar with the range of €BMs and arms control
arrangements available to them, the ACRS talks were structured into four working groups to
help address specific threat perceptions and to provide the appropriate fora for discussion of
CBMS application to specific concerns.”™ Each working group was assigned a mentor: Turkey
serves as mentor for "Exchange of Military Information and Pre-Notification of Certain
Military Activities;" Canada as mentor for "Search and Rescue” and "Incidents at Sea:" the
Netherlands as mentor for establishing 4 regional communications center. The United States
and Russia sponsor declaratory CBMs and discussions on a host of conceptual issues related
1o security.

The first three working groups have since been collected in an "Operational Basket"
to focus on communications, information exchanges, and maritime measures. The other
working group has been redefined as a "Conceptual Basket" to concentrate on clarifying long-
term objectives, facilitating declaratory measures on verification, establishing a conflict

“Participating countries from he region include Egypt, Isracl, and Jordan, as well uy the Palgstiniins;
Bahrain, Kowail, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and Yemen: and Algeria,
Mauritanis, Maroces and Tunisia,

“Specific factors affecting threat perceptions examined in the context of the ACRS talks mclude the
foilowing: the size of armed forces of neighboring siates in terms of toml and airland/sea forces; the nawre
of these forces (e.g., conventional, nuclear, chemical, biological), and the risk of use of these forces: the
quality of a neighboring siate’s arsenals {e.g.. new purchases; advanced techmology): lack of knowledge of
the arsenals of other states; surprise atack capability of neighboring states; size of miliary budget of
neighheoring siates; the regeneration capacity of forces in neighbormg states: the military doctrine of
neighboring siztes (and knowledge of this doctrine); the geographical deployment of neighboring statgs’
armed forces/military infrasiructures; the namure, level and location of military traiming sctivities of
neighboring states; rating of ballistic risk emanating lrom neighbor stales.
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prevention center, defining the region geographically for purposes of arms control, and
developing a Middle East Data Bank.* The multibasket approach, whereby substantive issues
are considered in separate groupings, is borrowed from the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). This provided flexibility in the ¢SCE (now the OSCE, ar
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe), and it is hoped that the structure will
provide similar support for the ACRS process.

Early ACRS sessions sought to build knowledge of CBMs among regional participants,
As parties came 10 articulate their concerns, the nuclear asymmetry of the region proved w
be a focal point, and a wide gap between Istacli and Egyptian priorities on arms control
emerged. Istael proposed that the first steps towards arms control consist of ransparency
CBMs, like establishing a communications hotline, while Egypt suggested that all parties in the
region first sign existing nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons treaties and allow
international inspections. Israel maintained that CBMS were a prerequisite to any steps toward
denuclearization.

A draft text of a staement on arms control and regional security was discussed when
the ACRS Conceptual Basket met in Cairo in February 1994. This document notes the need
for states of the region to build mutual confidence, their support for 4 nuclear weapons-free
zone in the region, as well as their commitment to arms reductions. Though erafted in general
terms, when finalized, it will be the first multilateral Arab-Israeli agreement establishing
guidelines for inter-state relations in the Middle East. The draft text of this statement was
further refined ar subsequent meeungs in 1994, bur a dispute over acceptable language
regarding the NPT prevented its acceptance at the ACRS plenaries in Qatar in May 1994 and
Tunisia in December 1994,

Efforts were also made at the Conceptual Basker meeting in February 1994 1o define
the region geographically and to clarify security issues. Israel volunieered to prepare a paper
delineating the Middle East region for purposes of arms control and regional security. Egypt
offered to prepare a paper regarding start-up negotiations on arms control encompassing
conventional, nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, as well as ballistic missiles. These
efforts were bolstered by additional papers commissioned at the plenary meeting in Qatar in
May 1994, The ¢o-sponsors agreed to take the lead in soliciting from regional parties papers
that detail their long-term objectives, and future ACRS conceptual basket workshops may be
devoted to the co-sponsors’ analyses of these long-term objectives 1o help clarify the Middle
East's security environment.

Verification issues under the rubric of the ACRS process are still in the preliminary
"show and tell" stages. In October 1994, several parties visited & nuclear power plant in

=Suha Uimar, "Middle East eace Process: The Multilateral Dimension,” Malia Review of Foreign
Affairs (June 1994); 11-17.
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Europe, where verification techniques were demonstrated and experts from the 1AEA and
Euratom explained how regional verification measures can complement international efforts.

Areas of Progress

Four areas of notable progress have been the establishment of a communications

network and regional security centers among states party to the ACRS process, the agreement
on an INCSEA fext. and agreement on prenotification of troop and equipment movements,

Communications network. At the May 1994 meeting in Doha, participants agreed
to establish a regional communications network, linked temporarily to the OSCE
network at the Hague. This network is close to being operational.

Regional security center. Al the May 1994 meeting there was also broad support for
continued discussion of a regional contlict prevention and security center and its
possible connection to a regional communications network. At a later meeting in
Jordan in November 1994, the parties agreed on the need to establish a conflict
prevention center, as well as on the range of functions it should undertake. During
subsequent meetings, parties decided that the region's main regional security center
would be established in Amman, Jordan, with subregional security centers based in
Tunis and Doha, Qatar.

INCSEA text. There has been general progress and consensus on maritime CBMs,
reflected in progress toward agreements on search and rescue (SAR) operations and
incidents at sea (INCSEA), An INCSEA text and a framework for a SAR text were agreed
upon by parties at the November session in Jordan and further developed at the
December plenary meeting in Tunis. The INCSEA text was fully completed in Antalya
in March 1995 and will likely be adopted at the wentatively scheduled March 1996
plenary session. The SAR text lists a number of measures parties need to undertake;
subsequent meetings will be devored o esublishing specific ways and means to
implement them,

Prenotification, In December 1994, ACRS participants agreed to notify each other
in advance of any plans to move more than 4,000 troops or 110 tanks, This landmark
(ransparency measure was the result of a long-term process of discussion and
negotiation, In the Spring of 1994, parties had discussed possible threshold numbers
for military personnel, tanks, and brigades/regiments.” Participams also agreed (in

“Thresheld levels would apply for prenotification of certain military activities, Siaies whose todal
number of armed Torces falls below threshold levels Tor prenotification conld possibly be held o
ndividualized theeshold levels, which would be hased on the preportion of thresheld levels (o total armed
forces adhered to by the larger militades.
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March 1994) that o realistic starting point would be 1o exchange numbers of military
personnel. information on unclassified military publications, organizational charts of
military establishments, the structure of defense forces and the Ministry of Defense,
and curriculum vitae of senior military personnel—classic transparency and
communications CBMs. More contentious areas Lo be addressed in the future include
the exchange of information on military stockpiles and storage, the new acquisition
of military equipment, the location of certain military forces, levels of military
budgets, and overall military holdings.®

Challenges to the Process

The nuclear asymmetry of the region remains a key challenge 10 multilateral
confidence building in the Middle East. To a degree, parties to the ACRS process have proved
willing to work around this contentious issue and have applied CBMs in other fields, such as
communication and transparency, which may over time build trust, alleviate tension, and help
narrow the gap between Isracli and Egyptian positions on how best to approach nuclear
confidence building. For much of 1995, the nuclear standoff slowed down the progess,
delaying the convening of the ACRS plenary session (likely to occur in March 1996, rather
than Jurie 1995, as originally planned). The December 1993 compromise agreement between
Israel and Egypt on the nuclear issue®’ certainly opens doors to further progress.

Other efforts made under the ACRS tubric have begun to address key. non-nuclear
1ssues of regional security. Parties are working to define the region geographically, and to
dertail their own security concerns and objectives. ACRS participants have also made efforts
to mstitutionalize multilateral approaches to security; they have established a communications
network and have decided on locations for regional security centers.

Engaging Non-Participants

A crucial long-term challenge on the multilateral level is engaging the parties that pose
key security threats to the region in the ACRS process. In September 1992, Lebanon and Syria
declined to atrend the ACRS working group i Moscow due to what they viewed as
insufficient progress in bilateral talks, and the Palestinians were not even invited. Though the
Palestinians have since joined the ACRS process, Lebanon and Syra have thus far refused to

"1 mar, 16,

 According 1o 1sraeli Prime Minister Shimon Peres, on 7 December 1993, Egypt apreed 1o withdraw
its demands for Israeh denuclearization until a comprehensive peace treaty (1o inchule Syria and Lebanon)
i signed in the region. In exchange, lsrael apreed 10 sign a muclear-froe secord one year after reaching
such a comprehensive peace. The Egyption Embassy in Washington, however, declined 1o confirm ar deny
that agreament had been reached. See “Tsrael, Egypt Agree on Muclear Arms Plan,” Defense News, 1117
Decarriber 1993, 2,
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participate, though both states did take part in an experts’ meeting of the multilateral working
group on Water issues in June 1995, which included Israeli participants.

As continued negotiatons between Israel and the Palestinian Authority lead to
successively broader phases of Palestinian self-government, perhups approaching a self-
governing Palestinian entity, it may become increasingly difficult for reticent states like Syria
to boycott the process. Significantly, Syria has also refrained from interfering with the
process. Syrian participation in the multilateral ACRS talks, however, would likely come on
the heels of a hilateral peace agreement with Israel.

Until such an agreement, another key question facing the ACRS process is how far it
can proceed without involving Syria, Incorporating states like Trag, Iran, and Libya into the
ACRS talks is an equally important task, and an even greater and longer term challenge. If
cooperative action in the ACRS forum cannot address the main sources of conflict in the
region, states will have less incentive to negotiate seriously.*® Moreover, engaging states that
pose the key security threars would help parties move away from old "Arab-Israeli" fears and
allow them to begin to address broader and very real regional security concerns.

Effecting Structural Changes

The ACRS falks have also been hindered by their linkage 10 progress in the bilateral
negotiations. Given the current varying stages of progress in the bilateral ralks, from none to
Iiitle on the Syrian and Lebanese fronts to major steps and agreements with the Palestinians
and Jordanians, the multilateral talks are licensed to "progress” at the slowest possible speed.

Other challenges to the process include: (1) addressing subregional security concerns
in the Gulf and North Africa with the narrow Arab-Israeli focus of the process; (2) managing
extra-regional involvement that might not be welcome; (3) arranging for greater public
participation and preparing the public for future agreements; and (4) broadening the base of
ACRS participants to ensure that foreign affairs specialists as well as military professionals are
engaged in the process, The process would also benefit from a greater number of meetings
convened in regional venues, as well as continuity in delegadons, which would eliminate the
need to "reinvent the wheel" in future meetings,”

*Ariel Levite and Emily Landiae state that a necessary pre-condition or incentive {or parties (o be
actively involved in CBM negotiations is a mutnal interest on the part of siates to cooperate, along with the
sense e withow cooperative acton. the causes of rension and "discomfor” m (the region will nol be
removed, See Leviie and Landaw; "Confidence and Security Building Measures in the Middle East," 15,

**See Michael D. Yaffe, "An Overview of the Middle East Peace Process,” in Arms Contral,
Confidence-Building and Secuwrity Cooperation b the Mediterranean, North Africa and the Middle East
{edited papers [rom a June 1994 conference co-sponsored by the Mediterrancan Academy of Diplomatic
Studies and the Henry L, Stimson Center), Fred Tanner, éd. {Msido, Malta: Mediterranean Academy of
Diplomatic Studies, University of Maliz, December 1994): 93-100,
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Given the state-to-state negotiation level of the ACRS talks, parties have stuck to
formal, and at fmes inflexible, politcal stances, especially during early phases of negotiation
on issues of great concern. For this reason, so called "track rwo" level mectings and
conferences, unofficial gatherings designed to broaden regional support for the ACRS process
and to provide alternative fora for discussion, can be particularly useful. Track two
warkshops convened by non-governmental organizations provide license for parties to move
away from political posturing if they wish to begin discussing possibilities for compromise,
as well as possible avenues for CBMs, without compromising official government positions.
Track two workshops are a CEM in their own right, as they provide vare opportunity for
informal contact between Arabs and [sraclis,

In track 1wo workshops and conferences, parties have debated a number of politically
sensitive issues—the nuclear issue especially—and have discussed new areas for CBMS
application in the Middle East. Workshops have focused on the nuclear issue, as well as the
non-military and domestic sources of instability in the region, such as Islamic exirenuism, that
affect the security perceptions of Middle East and North African states. The important non-
military functions that maritime CBMs could perform in the areas of pollution control and
clean-up, fisheries management. and in the promotion of mariime industrial echnologies have
also been discussed. Track two events also afford the opportunity for more detailed
discussion of and training on specific types of CBMs, such as the technical inputs and
infrastructure that might be required for monitoring purposes.

Prospects for the Future

Though ACRS meetings have grown increasingly subsiantive since 1992, far-reaching
or intrusive CBMs arrangements among parties are still difficult 1o negotate. To date, parties
have been engaged in a process of defining thetr positions and security concerns and have only
begun to explore avenues for possible CBMs application. It is important o point out that the
lengthy and. at times, seemingly interminable nature of negotiations is neither endemic 1o the
Middle East nor a yardstick by which to measure the potential success of negotations. In
Europe, for example, “the first negotiated CBMS were preceded by two decades of small tests
of trust [and| further refinerments unfolded over un additional two decades.”” Thus, a valuable
lesson to be learned from the European experience 1§ patience. In the interim, declaratory
CBMs—if reinforced by deeds—can play 2 key role in sustaining parties’ involvement in
negotiations over a long period of time, while progress in implementing transparency

TS Cathleen Fisher, “The Preconditions of Confidence-building: Lessons from the European
Experience,” in A Handbook of Confidence-building Measures for Regional Security, 2d ed., Michael
Krepon, ed. (Washingion; The Henry L. Stimson Center, 1995), 35.
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measures and more concrete discussion of verification techniques can form the basis for final
agreements.

The creation of an institutionalized, official channel of dialogue is 4 key confidence-
building measure, in that it provides an arena in which Arabs and Tsraelis can interact and
discuss security issues. The ACRS talks also offer a forum for Arab states 1o develop and
articulate national perspectives on regional security. As in the CSCE process, régula:lg.r
scheduled meetings and exchanges among the parties of the region have allowed the voices
of smaller states to be heard; not burdened with the responsibility of representing all of the
"Arab world," these smaller states may be less prone to hardline positions and may help forge
new openings in relations with Israel.”

The financial commitments of third parties are lkely to continue to be crucial o the
Middle East confidence-building process, and third parties such a$ the United
States—Ilegislatures and international financial institutions permiting—have much to offer
to the region in terms of economic incentives,” Because economic Factors are key
determinants driving the search for alternative security regimes, economic incentives proffered
by third parties could complement the "push” force of ¢conomics with a "pull” force as well,

At the end of & long process of reconcilianon lies the possible establishment of a
cooperative security regime. Any such regime must be based on territorial settlements that
have the support of aggrieved parties and are underpinned by non-threatening military
postures. This long-term vision seems far off at present. Though at some point the focus will
have 1o turn to the so-called "outer ring" states, (e.g., those that do not border Israel), to
induce them to sign 4 pedce treaty or non-aggression pact once a settlement is reached,™
small steps have helped to advance peacemaking in the region—no modest achievement.
These same steps have also provided a nascent infrastructure, such as regional security
centers, laying the groundwork for a comprehensive peace in the region. Further steps,
especially those that seek to resolve the region’s nuclear status, will depend on the answers
1o key questions raised in this essay.

"For example, Tunisia has also emerged as a sirong voice n the ACRS lalks, and, along with Moroceo.
has opened low level diplomatic refations with Israel, Among the Gulf staies, Qutar, as host of the May
ACRS sile, was particalarly vocal and to some exient moved outside the Saudi shadow.

"ipon signing u peace treaty with lsrael, Jordan's 5700 million of debt to the United States was
forgiven, and its $90 miflion of debt 1o Great Britain was converted 10 grunts. Sec "Busingss booms as
peace dividend flows,” MEED, 30 Septermber 1994: 3,

“M.Z. Diab, "A Proposed Security Regime for an Arab-lerzell Setflemenl,” in The Arab-lsraelt Search
for Peace, Steven Spicgel, ed. (Boulder, Colo.; Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1992), 169.
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Confidence Building in Latin America:

Nuclear Controls between Argentina and Brazil
Lisa Owens'

More than a decade of confidence building between Argentina and Brazil in the
nuclear field led to the creation of the Brazilian-Argentine Agency for the Accounting and
Control of Nuclear Materials (ABACC) in 1991, Armed with its mionitoring capacity, ABACC
takes bilateral confidence building beyond the declaratory stage inw effective implementation.
Moreover, ABACC can provide for international confidence in Argentina and Brazil,
potentially playing a vital role in efforts to strengthen the international safeguards regime, In
this context, as ABACC develops, it serves as a useful case study providing lessons for other
regions which may choose to establish similar regional verification mechanisms.

In the 1990s, Argentina and Brazil took concrete steps to implement declaratory
nuclear confidence-building measures (CBMs). These steps marked a significant shift in
Argentine and Brazilian nuclear policy, as the two countries had pursued weapons-capable
nuclear technologies and resisied internatdonal nuclear controls through the 1980s. During
the period of 1992-94, these Southern Cone nations brought into foree both the Tlatelolco
Treaty, which establishes a nuclear weapons-free zone throughout Latin America and the
Caribbean, and the Quadripartite Agreement, which provides for full-scope international
safeguards of nuclear activities in Argentina and Brazil. Leading up to these two very
important multilareral agreements was the establishment of the bilateral nuclear monitoring
agency, ABACC.

This essay provides a short background of the events and motives leading 1o the
establishment of ABACC. It will then locus on the institution of ABACC, examining its
structure and operations, exploring its role as a CBM, and discussing ABACC's current needs
and future challenges as an mstitution. Finally, the essay concludes by extracting lessons from
both the Argentine—Brazilian nuclear confidence-building process und the expenence of
ABACC.

'Lisa Owens is currently a Foreign Alfairs Specialist in the International Safeguards Division at the US
Department of Energy through the Presidential Management Program. The views expressed in this amicle
are-the author's and do not tecessarily reflect those of the U§ Department of Encrgy,
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Background

The history of the bilateral process leading to the formalization of nuclear controls in
a subregional inspeciorate agency (ABACC) is well documented in the Latin American
fmnprolifemtiﬂn literature.” Nonetheless, in order to evaluate the significance of ABACC, it
is important to identify a series of events that facilitated the broader atmosphere of confidence
building and rapprochement between Argentina and Brazil. These events gradually directed
Argentina and Brazil away from an environment of mutual suspicion in the nuclear area 1o one

of cooperation in nuclear policy and technology. Greater trust and transparency ensued as
aresult.

‘h_h"hat began in the late 1940s and early 1950s as individual Argentine and Brazilian
nationalistic pursuits of nuclear mastery and technical prowess soon became an issue of

regional hegemony as each country reacted to the progress of its neighbor's nuclear
capabilities,

-+ .Both nations view([ed] nuclear development as a potentially critical factor
in their long-standing competition for regional pre-eminence and, at a
minimurm, an area in which neither |could] afford 1o fall behind.*

Each step toward obtaining nuclear technology in one country triggered further steps in the
other.

Both countries established mational nuclear research and policy instiwtions in the early
1550s and later that decade obtained research reactors from the United States. Both sought
enrichment and reprocessing capabilities (which potentially could produce nucleur weapons-
grade material) while avoiding international restrictions on their programs, Both rejected
IAEA comprehensive safeguards, refused to renounce peaceful nuclear explosions, and
rejected accession (0 Tlateloleo or the NPT, In this context, united by opposition to the

“For more background on the Argentine-Brazilian process toward muitual nuclear cooperation and
controls, please see: David Albright, Dominigue McCoy, and Lisa Owens, "Conlidence-building on
Nuclear-Relawed 1ssues Between Argenting and Brazil: A Chronology,” in A Handbaok of Confidence-
Building Measires far Regiomal Security, 2d ed,, Michael Krepon, ed.(Washingion: The Henry 1.
Stimson Center, January 1995), 43-44: Marcos Castrioto de Azambuja, “Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Confidence-buillding in the Scumbhern Cone,” Disarmament 16, no. 2 (1893} 123-133; Jose Goldemberg
and Harold A, Feiveson, "Denuclearization n Argenting and Brazil," Arewe Control Today, 24, no. 2
(March 19943 10-14: John R. Redick, "Latin Amenea'’s Emerging Non-Proliferation Consensus,” Army
Control Today, 24, no, 2 {March 19943 3-9; and Jobn R. Redick, Julio C. Camsales, and Paulo S.
Wrobel, "Nuclear Rapprochement: Argenling, Brazil, and the Nonproliferation Regime,” The Washingion
Cuarterly, 18, no, 1 (Wimer 1995 107122

"Leonard Spector, Nuclear Proliferation Today, A Camegie Endowment Book (New York: Vinlge
BRooks, 1984), 196,
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international community, Argentina and Brazil first began 1o work together on nuclear issues,
Fnrremmle. to protect therr freedom to maintain and develop independent nuclear programs
during Tlatelolco negotiations (196467}, Argenting and Brazil jointly supported a more

limited nuclear weapons-free zone agreement than that proposed by the majority of Latin
American states.

In the early 1970, Brazil became concerned over Argentina's progress in the nuclear
field. Argentina had successfully extracted plutonium from spent fuel and begun operations
at its first power plant, Brazil suspected that Argentina might be seeking nuclear Weapons
capability in order 1o bridge the gap between the two countries created by Brazil's economic
boom and military expansion in the late 1960s and early 1970s. These suspicions seemed to
have influenced the 1975 German-Brazilian nuclear arrangement, a multibillion dollar sales
agreerment which included provisions for enrichment and reprocessing projects. As a result
of this agreement, Argentina began to pursue its own enrichment and reprocessing
technology, again spurring Brazilian efforts to produce weapons-capable material.

Later that decade. however, first steps in building confidence bilaterally began. The
1979 agreement resolving the long standing River Plate Basin territorial dispute over the
hydroelectric resources of the River Parund eased security tensions between Argenting and
Brazil, allowing for more trust in general and further cooperation in the nuclear field. In fact,
a'small nuclear fuel cycle agreement was made at that time.

The establishment of civilian governments in the 1980s facilitated deeper
Argentine—Brazilian cooperative steps.” The 1982 Malvinas/Falkland Islands war between
Argenting and Great Britain set the stage for Argentina's return to democratic government
in 1983 and also reverberated in Brazil, accelerating its own shift to civilian rule. Civilian
Presidents Radl Alfonsin and José Sarney were able 1o further ease bilateral tensions, and they
initiated a series of joint visits by the heads of state to unsafeguurded nuclear facilities in
Argentina and Brazil in 1987-88. These initial cooperative advances set the stage for the
formalization of nuclear confidence-building efforts. Consequently, Presidents Fernando
Collor de Mello and Carlos Sail Menem adopted the Declaration on Common Nuclear Policy
at Foz do Iguacd (1990) and signed the Argentine-Brazilian Bilateral Agreement on the
Exclusively Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy (1991} which created, inter alia. a joint nuclear
control system and an agency to apply the conrols, namely, ABACC.

These nuclear control breakthroughs were not a result, primarily, of US foreign policy
efforts in the region, according to Dr. John Redick of the University of Virginia, but due

“For & dewiled history of Argentine-Brazilian motives for bilateral nuclear cooperation, see Mdnica
Serrano, "Common Securily and Nuclear Non-Proliferation, from Nuclear Competition 1o Nuclear
Cooperation: The Case of Argentine and Brazil." Paper prepared for the conference, Nuclear Proliferation
in the 1990 Challenges and Opporfunities, sponsored by the Woodrow Wilson Center, Washington, 1C,
December 1992,
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instead to a number of key regional factors and motives.® First, nuclear cooperation and
control were integrated into o larger context of bilateral relations. National economic
development and regional economic integration were major objectives for both countries.
The military regimes of the 1970s and early 1980s were aware that more power would come
from economic development than "by traditional ways of acquiring iniernational prestige.”®
Moreover, nuclear ambitions are expensive and both Argentina and Brazil realized that they
could not afford a costly arms race. The "lost decade" of the 1980s—with its econamic
hardships, soaring inflation, and debt crisis—drove this point home to the two governments.
Seeking economic solutions, Argenting and Brazil began to move toward inegration.
However, both found that in order to move forward together on economic issues. nuclear
suspicions had to be overcome.” The integration process had naturally led to 4 degree of
interdependence which could not take place in a context of insecurity.” Both countries were
forced to confront, head-on, their own and their neighbor's nuclear program in the context
of greater bilateral cooperation.

Ostensibly, the second motive for nuelear cooperation was common need, Once the
hurdle of "conflict” or rivalry was overcome, Argentina and Brazil found themselves on
common ground mn the nuclear field. Argentina and Brazil's objectives for their nuclear
programs, while previously in direct conflict in their applicatons, were driven by nearly
identical motivations, Incentives ta confront external pressures together were greater than
motives 10 pursue individual or confrontational paths, Common technical needs also led 1o
hilateral scientific discussions, societies, and cooperation which helped to set the stage for the
Argentine—Brazilian nuclear cooperation agreements: Discussions and consultations among
the scientific community brought the subject to public attention and produced government
action. Additionally, nuclear technology had a high symbeolic value, deeply affecting security

1

*These motives inchide cconomic incentives, mutual security, intemal political change, and a
supportive migrnatonal svstem. See Johm R, Redick, "South America: Prospects for Containing and
Countering Conllict and the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction.” Presentation at the Regional
Arms Contril Workshop Series: Latin America and South Africa, sponsored by SAIC and ACDA,
Washington, DC, 21 June 1994,

“Cieorzey Lamaziere and Roberto Jagoarthe, "Beyond Nuclear Confidence-Buildmp: Brazilian-
Arpentine Nuclear Cooperation,” Disarmameant 15, ni, 3 {1992): 105,

"Far background on the economic integration process between Argentina and Brazil, please see Daniel
Chudnovsky and Femando Ports, "On Argemine-Brazilian Economic Integration,” Cepal Review, United
Mations Economic Commission for Laun America and the Caribbean, Santingo, Chile, no. 39 (December
19849 116-134.

*Economic imegranon provided a forum for discussions on muclear cooperation, and achievement of
hiateral nuclear controls created a secure enviromment which facilited bilateral eeonomic integraton
efforts. For more on the security situation surrounding Mercosur, see Mdnica Hirst, "Mercosur and the
New Clreumstances for its Integration,” Cepal Review, United Nations Commission for Latin America and
(he Caribbean, Chile, no, 46 (April 1992): 139.149,
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perceptions on regional and global levels. Cooperation on this level thus allowed both parties
to feel as though they were achieving significant gains in bilateral security.

Third, the changing political systems of the countries contributed significantly to the
process of nuclear rapprochement, despite the inception of nuclear cooperation during
military regimes. “The decision by Argentina and Brazil to forgo the production of nuclear
weapons is closely linked to the return of democratic rule in both countries after decades of
military governments."" While the military regimes began with some technical cooperation
and mostly declaratory CBMs, the democratic governments formalized nuclear controls in a
way that was consistent with international norms, In fact, Brazilian President Collor de Mello
revealed Brazil's secret nuclear program and approached Argentina for bilateral cooperation
in order to gain control over covert nuclear activity in his own country. He had determined
that the Brazilian nuclear program should be transparent and subject to civilian supervision
and used bilateral mansparency as a means of getting a handle on his own military's nuclear
program. "

Fourth, external factors related to new global perceptions of the post-Cold War era
miluenced a move toward bilateral nuclear controls. Argentina and Brazil did not want to be
perceived as "rogue” states, especially in the nuclear area. Both had a need for technology
and economic development in the face of tightening intermational controls over nuclear
technology trade, and both required full-scope safeguards in order to receive economic
assistance. Moreover, advances in East—West arms control initiatives countered the perceived
discrimination inherent in mtemational nonproliferation policies. International disarmament
measures such as the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) and Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks (START) treaties, as well as the revelation of South Africa’s nuclear weapons program,
for example, were psychologically important to the Argentine—Brazilian acceptance of
international nonproliferation norms.!" Both countries found it advantageous to open up 1o
the international community and offer assurances of their peaceful intentions in the nuclear
field.

Increasingly, Argentina and Brazil viewed full-scope international safeguards as
essential for gaiming the confidence of the internatonal community in order to acquire
advanced technology and receive economic assistance. Therefore, the next step in the
Argentine-Brazilian confidence-building process was to insert the Intemational Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) in order to provide international verification of Argentine—Brazilian
nuclear control commitments. The Quadripartite Agreement, signed in December 1991
between Argenting. Brazil, ABACC, and the 1AEA and in force beginning March 1994, provides

"Jose Goldemberg and Harold A, Feiveson, "Denuclearization m Argenting snd Brazil," Arms Control
Foday 24, no. 2 (March 1994); 12,

YLamaziere and laguaribe, 111,

"Redick, "South America; Prospeets for Contaming and Countering Conflict."



42
Muclear Comtrols between Argenting and Brazil

for comprehensive safeguards as well as 3 mutually reinforcing combination of ABACC and
IAEA monitoring activities (See Appendix B for text of the accord),

At first, the hilateral agreement in combination with the Quadripartite Agreement gave
Argentina and Brazil a technical argument for net joining the NPT, since these regional
arrangements provided international full-scope comprehensive safeguards of all Argentine and
Brazilian nuclear materials and faciliies.” However, the bilateral process and the
establishment of mutual safeguards (in the agency of ABACC) also encouraged a gradual
mransition toward the acceptance of international norms once shunned by both governments
as discrirmnatory. As announced in December 1993, Argentina has decided to accede to the
NPT since it has already accepted full-scope intemational safeguards in its country, Brazil,
however, continues to view the NPT regime as discriminatory and does not appear likely to
join the NPT in the immediate future.  Nonetheless, both nations have accepted the application
of comprehensive verification activities by the 1AEA in their respective nations.

ABACC: Structure and Operations

The above story is the promise made by these two nations toward exclusively peaceful
applications of nuclear energy. ABACC, by monitoring that promise, illusirates its practice.
Armmcle V1 of the Biluteral Agreement of 1991 (commonly called the Guadalajara Treaty for
the place in which it was signed) created ABACC for the purpose of administering and applying
the Joint System for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials (Sccc), introduced in
Article TV of the same agreement. The SCCC is essentially an inventory system that provides
4 framewark for verifying "that the nuclear material used in ull nuclear activities is not
diverted to the purposes prohibited by the [bilateral]| agreement."" Soon after the bilateral
uccords, ABACC became part of a multilateral safeguards agreement, commonly known as the
Quadripartite Agreement, between Argentina, Brazl, the agency, and the 1AEA. In this
accord, the LAEA uses the SCCC as its foundation for safeguarding Argentine and Brazilian
fucilities, As such, ABACC has a vital bilateral verifying role within the Guadalajara Treaty and
a similar, though multilateral, verifying role within the Quadripartite Agreement with the
TAEA."

ABACC is comprised of a governing or directive body, the Commission, and a
Secretariat, its implementing body, The Commission includes four representatives, two each
appointed by the governments of Argentina and Brazil, Currently, these representatives are

FFemmndo de Soura Barros, "Regional Safeguards apainst Proliferanon: The ABACC Case,"
Mimeograph (Washingion, DC, 14 June 1994), X

BThe Guadalajara Treaty, 18 July 1991,

¥#See Annexes [ and 11 for the texts of the bilateral and guadripariite agresments [LAEA INFCIRC/395
and /435]. The hilateral agreement dewsils the guidelines of the SCCC and the ¢giablishment and functions
of ABACC,
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from the Argentine and Brazilian foreign ministries and their respective nuclear commissions,
but, according to ABACC Secretary Feu Alvim, the Bilateral Agreement does not make this
i ﬂ:ﬂf:.]ﬁ It is responsible for monitoring the implementation of the Scce and supervising the
activities and functioning of the Secretariat. The Commission also informs the States Parties
reg:rifdin‘g ABACC's implementation of the SCCC and any discrepancies that may arise durin g
verficition achvities,

At the head of the Secretariat, a Secretary and a Deputy Secretary alternate each year
between a representative from Argentina and one from Brazil. The Secretariat staff consists
of six Senior Professional Technical Officials, two Professional Administration Officials, and
four Auxiliaries, as well as some 70 inspectors contracted from the national authorities of the
States Parties. In all cases. Argentina and Brazil provide equal numbers of staff members,
The responsibility of the Secretariat is to perform the implementation and administrative
activities of the SCCe, as directed by the Commission: to desiznate inspectors (from the
Commission's list based on the Parties' recommendations): to evaluate inspections and
inspection reports; to inform the Commission "immediately” of any discrepancy which
becomes apparent from evaluations; and to report regularly to the Commission on its
activities and the implementation of the sccc.'®

ABACC contracts inspectors from Argentina and Brazil (35 from each country at
present) to inspect the facilides of the other country. These inspeciors are technicians,
engineers, and scientists from the national nuclear authorities. Nominated by the national
authorities, the list of these inspectors is reviewed by the Commission, whose final selections
are sent to the Secretariat. The Secretariat then draws from this pool of inspectors as
necessary. Each inspection team usually includes not only safeguards specialists, but also
nuclear design and operation experts. Their job is to execute the inspections necessary to
verify the accounting and control of nuclear materials in both countries in order to confirm
that none is diverted from its exclusively peaceful use."”

Since 1992, ABACC has administered the Joint System for Accounting and Control of
Nugclear Materials (SCCC) to nuclear facilites in both countries. Under sccC guidelines, the
national muclear authorities of Argentina and Brazil make initial declarations of their nuclgar
inventories. ABACC then inputs that information into a databank. This databank information
is updated periodically by further national authority reports of inventory variations. ABACC
inspects each facility, initially to verify its design information and inventory and routinely

“Eascimile correspondenes with Feu Alvim, 23 Ocuober 19935,

*ln case of discrepancies; the Secretariat informs the Commission, which then informs the governmenl
of the naton n which the discrepancy was discovered. The nution should then tectify the problem, Any
further difficulties in resolving that discrepancy may be reported o the Orpanizaten of Americam States
(AS] or the United Nations S¢curity Couneil. The Guadalajara Treary, 18 July 1591,

TABACC, Annnal Hfeport (Rio de limeiro: Comunicacan Atual Lida,, 1993),
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%
Figure 1 How ABACC Works:

* ABACC receives an initial inventory declaration of all nuclear material present in each eountry and any
inventory changes from the Nasional Authorities (NAs) of Brazil and Argentma,

* The inventory is input imo a data bank and the verification of such inventory is planned and performed.

H AJ;_-}CC cunvenes Brazilian inspectors 1o carry vut inspeetions in Argenlina and Argentine inspeclors to
itispect facilities in Brazjl.

* ARACE also receives information on the design of facilities, This information is provided by o Techmical
Questionnaire (T9) of each facility.

* ABACC studies the informiation in the information in the TOs and carries out mspections to verify the
imformation.

» Periodically, by way of reports, the Nas notify of any inventory variatians that pecur at éach facility, These
are Imput into the daia bank,

* After the verification of the initial inventory of each facility is concluded. ABACC plans and performs
inspections to periodically verify the nuclear matenial, In this kand of verification, the inspectors use specific
cquipment and collect samples of nuclear muterial |0 be enalyzed later a¢ laboratories chosen by ABace,
outside the samples” commtry of ongin,

* Penodically, Abace sends inspeciion resulis (o the corresponding Nas,

* On the basis of the information contained in the TQs and the results of the design vertfication inspection
results, ABACC drafls Tmplementation Manuals (IMs) for each of the facilities, These drafis are negotiation
with the respective 8as mnd the Operators, Once the s ¢ome ato laree, ABACT carmies out the aciivities
provided for therein ona rouline tasis.

Mote:  The 1My deail all accounting and control procedures o be used at Lhe facility, set the frequency and
types of inspections provided for and describe all the requirements 1o be met by the Operator in
lerms of the records, reports, atd measurement of nuclear material.

Suurce: ABACC, Arnual Repert 1993 (Rio de Janeiro: Comunicagan Amal Lida,, 1997, 12,

thereafter to confirm the correctness of the SCCC reports. The inspection procedures for each
facility are delineated in facility attachments, ABACC activities for each facility are detailed
in Implementation Manuals which are derived from confirmed design information. Routine
inspections check the flow of nuclear material through the fuel cvele to compare with the
accountancy of that material. Other ABACC activities include periodic inspections, the
application of seals to containers, the analysis of reports issued by the Operators, and the
taking of material samples for laboratory snalysis. See Figure 1 for further details.
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Currently, ABACC has verified almost all (79 percent) design information completed
for all nuclear facilities in Argentina and Brazil. In 1995, ABACC progressed to ad hoc
inspections. From January to April 1995, ABACC inspectors performed 24 inspections
including 3 design information verification, 2 initial inventory verification, and 19 ad hoc
inspections.™ It maintains centralized records of nuclear material accounts, receiving reports
from the national authorities. Thus, ABACC is advancing to the early stages of routine
verification work, Its inspectors continue to participate in training exercises and its technical
expertise and equipment base continue 10 grow.™

ABACC, jointly with the 1AEA and with the use of results from previous verification
activities, verified the inventory of all nuclear material present at all 70 Argentine and
Brazilian nuclear installations by May 1995.* Comparison of ABACC's nuclear material sample
analyses (used to verify the type of material and its enrichment level at a facility) with those
of the 1AEA for the same facilities has shown ABACC's results 1o be accurate.”

ABACC as a Confidence-Building Measure

ABACC is one of the best examples of a confidence-building measure in all of Latin
America in that it sohdifies the bilateral actions and declarations of both of its member
states.” ABACC provides for transparency in two ways. First, Argentines and Brazilians
(usually experts in the nuclear field) work together on & damly basis in the agency, and
inspectors from each country visit the nuclear facilides of the other country. In this way,
communication is established, information is shared. Second, the SCCC, upon which ABACC
bases the application of its safeguards, is “immersed in the context of technical cooperation
in the nuclear area between the two countries."” Exchanges and training (technical
cooperation) take place regularly between the national facilities and ABACC and between the
national laboratories and ABACC. As such, the range of nuclear activities taking place in each
country, including the most sensitive, as well as the human resources involved in them are

FABACE News (Rio de Jangiro, Brazil: Janubry/Apri] 1995): 2-3.
Phid.
PABACC sialement 1o the IAEA General Conference, Thirty-ninth Regular Session, Sepiember 1995,

FCarlos Feu Alvim, nterview with author, 22 Seprember 1995, Vienna, Austia.

“For a list of characieristes that tend 10 lead o successful CBMg, please see Tack Child, "Medidas de
Confianza Mutus en América Central,” in Medidas de Confianza Mutua én Amiérica Lating, Auguslo
Varas and Isaac Carn, eds.(Chile; FLACSO, February 1994), 47258,

“Torge A. Coll, Deputy Scecretiry of ABACC, "Sistemas Regionales: El SCCC y La ABACC." Paper
presented 3t the Conference on Paagelul Uses of Nuclesr Energy and Nonproliferation, Bariloche,
Argeniing, 19 April 1994, 7-8,
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known by the other Party, which contributes to an increase in the efficiency of controls,”
_Mu::h of ABACC's success results from its integration of Argentine and Brazilian technicians
into the bilateral CBM process. As a technical dgency. ABACC strives to achieve its own
technical goals, not the political zoals of either Argentina or Brazil. ABACC Secretary Carlos
Feu Alvim deseribes the thinking at his agency as technical: it does not think like a country.™

By having inspectors from the national Facilities of one country visit and apply
safeguards to similar facilities of the other country, technicians and nuclear specialists perfect
their inspection as well as their operations capabilities. Current ABACC Deputy Secretary
Jorge A. Coll claims that this aspect of ABACC's safeguards implementation helps the
monitoring process become increasingly efficient and cooperative:

An operations specialist that performs an inspection in the other country
better understands the difficulties and inconveniences associated with the
application of safeguards in this type of installation and, upon returning 1o his
normal activities, seeks 1o perfect the safeguards elements in the same type of
mstallation in his country . . . promoting a system of "revitalization” that
perfects the application of the controls system,

This also provides for the predictability factor that CBMs prescribe, When each country knows
the nuclear capabilities of the other, uncertainties and suspicions are decreased. ABACC is
also the manifestation of a decade of cooperation eswblished on the principle of
commonality —common needs in the field of rechnology. nuclear energy, relations with
developed nations in the international arena, and security concerns, These common factors

create a sense of balance between the two nations, one that lends itself to cooperation rather
than competition.

As a confidence-building measure, ABACC provides verification of Argentina and
Brazil's commitment to maintaining wransparent and peaceful nuclear programs. During the
dedication ceremony for ABACC Headguarters in Rio de Janeiro (December 1992), Argentine
Foreign Minister Guido Di Tella emphasized the importance of the verification of agreements
like the Guoadalajara Treaty. According to Di Tella such bilateral accords "cannot be
implemented unless there is an adequate supervision system.” In this context, ABACC is the
supervision sysiem that takes declaratory CBMS a step further—to implementation.” The
establishment and functioning of ABACC also makes the political statement that Argentina and

*Jorge A, Coll, mierview with author, facsimile, 27 July 1594,
“Feu Alvim, imerview with author, 22 Septesnber 1995,
“Call, "Sistemas Regionales: E1 SCCC y La ABACC." 7.

“"Pact to Control Nuclear Activities Implemented with Brazil” TELAM, Busngs Aires, 10 December
1992 a5 mamslated in Profiferation [isues, JPRS-TND-92-048, 23 Decomber 1992
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Brazil are seriurus about their commitments, willing to invest the money and labor needed 1o
form an effective inspection agency.

Bilaterally, nuclear CBMs are working. Technical cooperation and bilateral safeguards
through ABACC have significantly improved bilateral rust.™ For example, the Quadripartite
Agreement allowed Argentina to support Brazil's recent contract with Russia for the purchage
of sensitive technology for nuclear energy production. Because Brazil adheres 1o full-scope
safeguards, the ransaction did not violate international safeguards.?”

At the regional level, the standard set by the establishment of ABACC supports and
enhances the Latin American nonproliferation regime. In fact, it is conceivable that ABACC
could expand 10 embrace other countries in the region, such as Chile. Feu Alvim believes in
the possibility of incorporating either Mercosur nations or Thateloleo nations into ABACE. ™
In the past, the Tlatelolco regime felt threatened by the progress of Argentine and Brazilian
nuclear programs and their acquisition of uranium enrichment capabilities; however, recent
efforts 1o put those capabilities under bilateral and international safeguards now enhance the
regional regime. In fact, as a result of Argentina and Brazil's accession to this nuclear
wedpons-free zone treaty, Cuba signed the Tlatelolco Treaty in March 1995, thereby nearly
completing the treaty's membership to include all Latin American and Caribbean nations.
Cuba had previously stated that it would not accede to the treaty until all other nations
(namely Argentina, Brazil, and Chile) had the treaty in force for their nations.

As Argentine and Brazilian cooperation in early Tlatelolco negotiations led to eventual
bilateral rapprochement, subsequent bilateral progress eventvally brought the Tlatelolco
Treaty” into force for Argentina and Brazil. One of the goals stated in the Guadalajara
Agreement of 1990 was accession to Tlatelolco, which has now been achieved. With
accession, Argenting has expressed enthusiasm that its presence (along with that of Brazil and
Chile) in OPANAL (Tlatelolco's Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America) would provide a new impulse to the Tlawloleo organization. Argentine
Ambassador Rogehio Pfirter is eager to see Argentine participation contribute 1o OPANAL'S
growing influence in Latin America and promote nonproliferation ideals in the region.™

*Thomaz Costa. "La Idea de Medidas de Confianza Mutua desde una Visidn Brasilera,” in Medidas de
Confianza Mutua en América Latina, Augusio Varas and Isaac Caro, eds. (Chile; FLACSO, February
14994Y, 169,

*Di Tella Supponts Brazilian Nuclear Technology Acquisition,” TELAM, Buenos Aires, 13
September 1994; as translated 1 FRIS-LAT-94-18(), 16 Seplember 1994, 46,

“Pew Alvim, interview with author, 22 Seplember 1995,

YFgr gencrtl information about the Tlateloleo Treaty, please see SIPRI Yearbook 1994 Warld
Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford, Great Britain: Oxford University Press, 1994), 670-671, 762.

TDariel de 1a Pedrajs, "Mexico y € Tratado de Tlatelolco.™ Paper presented st the Confercnce on
Peacelul Uses of Nuglear Eneruy and Nooproliferation, Bariloche, Argenting, |9 April 1994, 4,
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In order to coordinate bilateral with multilateral Latin American efforts, ABACC and
OPANAL have initiated relations. In March 1993, OPANAL Secretary General Dr. Antonio
Sterpel Paris visited ABACC and spoke about the activities of his organization. In May 1993,
the secretaries of the two agencies signed a cooperation agreement which, among other
things, established routine consultations.™ Additonally, ABACC participated as an obseérver
in OPANAL's March 1995 general conference.

As a bilateral CBM, ARACC is a stepping stone toward establishing international
confidence in Argentine and Brazilian peaceful nuclear intentions. The role of the IAEA under
the Quadripartite Agreement acts as a second step, providing even stronger assurances to the
international community. As the Argentine—Brazilian experience suggests, countries may find
it easier to initiate confidence building first at a regional or bilateral level, rather than at an
international level. Once established, bilateral or regional confidence building can help
stoath the way to acceding to international confidence-building regimes. At this point, with
solid bilateral and multilateral confidence-building regimes in place, the international
commmunity can be assured that Argentina and Brazil will most likely not engage in a nuclear
arms race against one another.

ABACC s an institution that acts as a symbol of peaceful nuclear intentions. This
institution mikes withdrawal from bilateral or multilateral nuclear control commitments very
costly for either party,™ A withdrawal would provoke 1) international outrage, reverberating
throughout the UN and the TAEA and blocking access to technology and financial assistance;
2) regional disapproval (as it would contradict the Tlatelolco culture) causing serious
rarmifications within the 0AS; and 3) domestic criticism, especially from the foreign ministry,
concerned scientists, and some members of parliament and the academic community.
Withdrawal from nuclear control commitments is viewed by the global community as implying
military intentions for a nation's nuclear program (as evidenced in the case of North Korea's
withdrawal from the NFT).

This binational agency thus confirms the desire to end the proliferation of
atomic weapons and creates confidence in relations between the two
countries, and in the relations of the two countries with the international

MARACC, Annual Report (19931, 9,

“While ABACC will perform very real functions, its raison o'etre is also political, That is, ABACC
helps assure the domestic political acceptability of full-scope NFT-equivalent safeguards. The bilateral
incentive for mutaal transparency adds to ABACC's imponiance, with the uiamate result being an
arrangement which may be stronger than the standard NPT agreement. John R. Redick, Nuclear
Confidence-Building in Laun America,” in Verificaton Report 1993, Yearbook on Arms Conlrol and
Environmental Agreements (Londen: Verification Technology Information Centre, January 1993), i4,
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community, It also seeks to further encourage the development of peaceful
uses for nuclear energy, *

Challenges to ABACC

The challenges that ABACC faces in implementing Argentine and Brazilian nuclear
control commitments relate directly to the motives that ence led Argentina and Brazil into a

"nuclear arms” race: rivalry at the bilateral level and prestige within the international
community,

Managing Bilateral Rivalries

ABACC' task, and challenge, 15 to implement bilateral nuclear controls despite
struggles for regional hegemony. To do this, it must first establish and then institutionalize
Toutine implementation activities so that neither bilateral struggles nor domestic upheaval
would destroy ABACC's monitoring activities, ABACC'S success ultimately depends upon
individual Argentine and Brazilian domestic political will and continued friendly
Argentine—Brazilian r