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ROME_CONFERENCE, MAY 1992

MARITIME SECURITY ANTr ARMSO CONTROL IN AN ALTERED STRATEGIC SITUATION

Introduction

¥hile the remainder of this Conference will Address Mediterranean
issues, thie initial talk will consider the broader situation, for two
reasans. First, the Mediterranean although a virtually landlocked sea
cannot be divorced from the wider strategic scene. It has never been so
throughout history and it is plain even from quite recent cvents that it
cannot be 50 now, Secondly, the flexibility of naval forces nmeans that
Meditferranean nations <annot ignore the existence of ﬁajor outside

powers, whether they have forces actually in the Mediterranean or not.

It is proposed in this paper to discuss first the broad issues of
maritime gecurity, including what states think they should have naval
forces for, in the new strategic situation; and then to move on to the
part that arms control could play in erhancing security in the maritéme
fielid. "Arms Control' will be used in a broad sense, to include bhath

unitateral and treaty arrangements, and structural and operational

The most significant strategic statement of the 1980s was notft, fto fae

knowledge, ever made explicitly, yet it was plain by about mid-
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The situation to the east is unstable, and there is always the
possibility of a desperate throw of some description or ether. But
straightforward scenarios, of the sort with which NATO played sc adeptly

fraom one WINTEX fto another, are not on the agenda.

The effect on the world outside the NATO area has been, to all
appearances, less profound. Yet one wonders whether that is too facile
a view. States in the Indian Ocean and the Far East, in spite of
protestations of non-alignment on the part of many of them, were fairly
cominrtable with a bipolar world, If you fell out with one superpower
you might well cultivate the other, and for many of them it was possible
to play the Cﬁina card as well, Now all that has become very fluid.
Even the states that hitched themselves firmly to the American star are
uneasy., At a recent conference in the Far Bast the most abiding memory
I have 1= of the passionate descire of the Japanese establishment that a

strong American presence should be maintained in the theatre.

Again, the underlying feeling is of the breaking of old certainties,
and inability to match them with new ones. South America talks
geopolitics; the Far East talks international law and regional pawer
groupings, but is concerned above all with economic factars; the Middle
Hast is as ever riven by religious differences and deep ethnic
divisions; and in many parts of the world populations are on the move, a
development that in history has always been marked bﬁ the more extreme

examples of man's inhumanity to man.



The conclusion must be that the old Staff College short cut of
Starting With the Threat simply will not do any more. Even starting
with a multiplicity of threats, supposing some super computer could be
programmed to do $a, would not do, for turbulence is bound fto throw up
some situation that wasn't on the programme. It will be necessary for
states to examine their interests and build their force structures on
the baéis of protecting those interests that to them are vital; and I
would predict that it is national, rather than alliance, interests that

in the first instance will drive the calculations of most medium powers.

itime Sequrity- - e - - n
How then are states likely fto view the role of maritime forces in tbhis
new, uncertain, interest-based situation? They are likely, it is
suggested, to consider first their vital interests, which in the case of
all states are territorial integrity and political independence, and in
the case of major trading states free access to routes and markets
overseas; they will then consider the nature and level of the most
likely threats tg those interests; they will assess the possible
involvement cf allies in the defence of those interests and how that
engagement may be secured; and they will consider how arms control can

contritute to their security in the maritime fieid.

Since th;a paper is ma;nly about arms contral, the other parts of a
state's assessment as described abovecan only be briefly analysed. Sao
far as the maritime aspect of defence of vital interests is concerned,
it needs only to be said that it falls into two categories: defence of

interests at sea (commercial Shipping; fisheries, installations in the
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economic zone, freedom of passage for shipping generally and naval
forces in particular, the integrity of the coastline) and Dy sea
{deterrence, upholding stability and the rule of international law,

meeting treaty commitments, support of friendly states),

Action in defence.of vital interests takes place at four broad
levels of conflict: normal conditions, where deterrence is operating as
designed and change in the international scene occurs through the normal
traffic of diplomacy and commerce, and Naval forces train, visit,
exercise the art of Being There, do deterrent patrols and perform
constabulary tasks; low intensity operations, limited in aim, scope and
area and containing only sporadic acts of violence (if at all) under
strict rules of engagement; higher level gperations, more military in
their objeotivés and involving the organised use of major weapon
systems; and general war. Each level of operations tends to demand
different typeé of force structure, and this is something of an

embarrassment for defence planners.

Plans will have to make a judgment on-the Reach - the distance from
the home base -~ at which such levels and types of operation can be
carried out. Providing the reach necessary te carry out higher levels
of operation at great distances from base is an expensive business. It
ig here, more than in any other aspect of naval planning, that the
alliance situation - and the price that one may have to pay for an
alliance, in terms of diminished sovereignty, provision of bases, and

possible diztortion of one's own force structures - has to be taken into

account.



i

The Objectives of Arms Control
Reduced to its ultimate simplicity, the objective of Arms Control is
prave tua ity. Any attempt to add to or pﬁt glosses on that
objective may well qualify it unduly or prejudge the issue. Far
example, if one adds 'at a lower level of armament', then one is
presupposing means; if one adds 'to reduce the risk of war', then one is
into problems of defining war, threat, aggression, all those highly~
charged gquestions that have so long exercised the WUnited Nations., But
"improved', ‘'mutual', and 'security' are all words that are relatively
simple, unambiguous and non-prejudicial.

Perhaps some brief analysis of ‘mutual’ is however necessary. The
general theory is that arms control measures.which satisfy a particular
need for securit&, as between a limited number of parties, will also
benefit the general security; the rest of the world should be able to
hope they will have that effect. This can equally be a test for less

formal arms control measures, declarations and unilateral limitations.

In the maritime field cof arms control there are some special
factors. First and most obvicusly, maritime activity both civil and
military is not confined to national territory. Following from that,
the use of maritime forces to safeguard the national eceonomic or
strategic interest is an activity of long pedigree. 5o is the use of
maritime forces to exercise suasion in situaticns where other natiomnal
or allied interests are involved. Such activities have been touched
upon in the previous section; they are one of the principal reasons why

countries have navies, and arms control must take them into account.
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Cate ries
There are two basic kinds of maritime arme control measure: structural

and operational. Structural measures include the limitation of aumbers,
types, tonhages, weapohry, mahpower, and budgets. Operational measures
include the limitation of activity by area, by scope and by nature. The

exchange of intormation relevant to any arms control measure is an

important, often an eossential, adjunct fto it.

Often agrasments are suggested that cover both kinds of measure, or
pilur the edges befween them, There is nothing basically wrong in such
SYRergy, -but. care has to ‘be taken in working it out and if one is going
for zimplicities it may be better to keep the fwo separate. This
blurring iz most apparent in the confusion that surrounds the phrase
'confidence buildiﬁg measures’'. It has been very widely applied,
particularly by the USSR in the late 1980s, to cover both structural and
operaticnal measures and combinaticons of the two. In what follows it
will be appliied to operational measures only, and further to improve
definiticn, anything baged upon the model of the Stockholm Accards of
1886 will be called — as it is there - a Confidence and Security

Building Measure (CSEN).

truct 1 Arms Cont
No doubt any government, if asked, would say its naval forces were at or
beiow the absolute minimum level required for its security. More to the
poini, most governments would actually believe fhat within their own
wouncils. Even those which, by a combination of Reach and Higher Leveil

fighting abilities, have the capacity to project power to significant

i =
=Ta



levels well beyond their zones of national jurisdiction, consider they
do so in order to protect vital interests, at and by sea, in the manner

described in a previous section.

¥or can this percéption af bafe sufficieﬁcy‘(or indeed of
insufficiency) be réﬁdily eliminated by the removal or reduction of a
single or specific threat. That might have been a course of actieon
appropriate to certain periods post-1945, as it was indeed thought to
have been in the 1920s. But in the current situation, where as we have
seen threats are diverse and unpredictable, any such basis for large-
- scale—-naval-reductions  is-difficult to sustain - with one exception

which we shall come to in a moment.

¥hat is cléar, when current levels of maritime forces are looked at
in overall terms - say by a study of the current 1ISS Military Balance,
compared with issues of five, ten or fifteen years ago - is that there
is no sign of a quantitative arms race at sea. Indeed, numbers of units
in the major and medium powers are on the whole reducing. Smaller and
emerging powers afe to be sure somewhat building up their numbers, but
in most cases from a very low base indeed. What has been building up is
firepower, in particular in the field of surface-to-surface missiles

both in their anti-ship and cruise-missile land-attack modes.

It is quite hard to say, with the War to Liberate Kuwait only one
year past, that any of these qualitative enhancements of capability are
candidates for elimination or radical reduction. If can be argued that

seaborne paower projection was not a critical element aof the coalition



effort, and that therefore any beneficial effects it had in this case
can be discounted, while its threat potential to smaller nations in the
future must tell in favour af its elimination. Howeve} the counter-
argument, that the sea is often the only medium by which a crisis
situation can be approached and thaf the capacity te subdue aggression
by power projection of this kind is an essential éomponent of

stabili=ing force, seemws to this writer to be much the stronger.

The szame arguments apply to amphibious forces, which are another
elemsnt of power projection and certainly one that has been perceived as
a--serious- threat-by -many states: —The whief exponénts, the United
States, are quick to suggest that such fears are grossly exaggerated.
However alarming the memory of Grenada may be-f and it is right for
major powers to tfy to imagine the reactions of small states to such
operations — the US contention is more correct than not., There is
certainly no justification for pressing for the elimination of long-
reach amphibious forces: that would be throwing cut the baby with the

hathwater.

Bilateral, agreed structural reductions in platforms between the
United States and Russia have never been a near prospect. They possibly
came near=st in the late 1980s, in unofficial Russian suggestions of
'some of your carriers for some of our submarines’ and equally

unofficial VWestern ideas of mutual reductions in nuclear-powered

<

submarines., But even at fthat time the official TS Navy line was 'Hell,

no!' and it would have taken & major policy reversal to deviate from it



Unilateral measures are, however, another matfter, and in one
important field in particular. The announcements in late September 19¢1
0f maszive cuts in the American nuclear arsenal, followed after a few
days by complementary Soviet proposals, greafly changed the maritime
scene.  But the surrounding poliﬁical scenery has of course changed
greatly since then, and it is not at all clear what the present
situation is regarding nan-strategic maritime nuclear weapons. The
writer may have missed something, but it logks as though information is
very scanty indeed, and there are many questions fto be asked. For
example, how many nuoiear heads for such weapons will continue to be
argued that a few such weapons in reserve could dissuade the other side
from thinking it had a decisive advantage). . Will there be any
verification méasures? {It is on the face of it astonishing that the INF
Treaty was accompanied by the most complex and stringent verification
machinery ever,rwhile unilateral nuclear cuts seem to be subject to no
verification at ail}, And what is the situation about nuclear-tipped
air-to-surface missiles held by the Russian {(and, who knows, the future
Ukrainian) Naval Air Force? No doubt many other questions await

ancwers.

To sum up, the scope for structural measures in the field of
maritime arms control is extremely limited. When tested against the
yardstick of Improved Mutual Security, neither reductions in farce
levels generally nor in particular types of platform are at all
attractive. There is no headlong quantitative arms race. States have

maritime forces to meet their perceived security needs, and praoperly
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used these probably help rather than undermine stability. This applies
even to the superpower and tﬁe ex-sSuperpower, wiho are 1ikely to reduce
their forces far more for budgetary rather than pure érms control
reasons. However, in the singlie but important field of sub-strategic
nuclear weapons for maritime use, the proposals for removal are radical
and welcome and should be backed by other states, particularly those of

nuclear or mear-nuclear capability,

Perhaps ane should begin this part of the survey in the broadest area of
all, that of multilateral treaties and declarations. Not the least is
the 1082 Law of the Sea Conwvention, which, although arms control was
specifically excluded from its terms of reference, does nevertheless
contaln some reievant hortatory elements. Notable among these is
Article 88 which says the High Seas 'shall be reserved far peaceful
purposes’. That Article has heen the subject af extended debate in arms
control fora, but I suggest it has no more and no less prescriptive
force than Article 2(4) of the UN Charter itself. If that is so, then
it cannot restrict naval activities per se, but only when they

onetitute a use or threat of force. Article 88 {hen does not seem to

0

be any kind of basis for operational arms control.

We therefore turn to measures based upon coastal states'
jurisdiction under the Convention. This is in some cases well-defined,
in others open to varying interpretations. [n the well-defined areas
(for exanple, most of Parts II1, III and VII} there seems to be no need

to enter into further arrangements on grounds of conridence buliding,
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although lingering difficulties of long standing exist concerning the
notification of passage of warships through the territorial sea. In the
areas subject to interpretation (most ﬁotably, perhaps, jurisdiction
concerning Part V on the Economic Zone), the ;ival interpretatiaons are
thenselves subjects of dispute, ana to try to base operational arms

control on this shiftiang sand would surely lead to disaster,

It followe that basing a confidence building regime on gpecific
provisions of the 1682 Convention would lead to great difficulties both
legal and, in the word's broadest senge, strategic. That is not to say

o e

that, in the weli-judged words-ef.Ove Bringy; -the-Convention should not

give 'a general indication to the international community of the poinis

of departure which will be relevant to future negotiatioms'.

It may be as well to deal at this point with the ﬁotion of nuclear-
free zones or zones of peace as operational arms control measures.
Experience of the former is iimited to the Antarctic Treaty and the
Treaties of Tlatelolco and Rarotonga, and of the latter to the abortive
Indian Ocean negotiations and the South East Asian Zone of Peace,
Freedom and Neutrality (ZOFFAN). There does not seem to be much
evidence so far that confidence has been increased by either of these
means. TYet they may, like the Law of the Sea Convention, be a starting-
point_for co-operation between sftates within, and with interests in, a
given geographical area, at a time when superpower confrontafion iz

weakened but regional tensions persist,
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However, these are not properly speaking arms contrel measures. HNor
indeed are unilateral declarations aimed at improving confidence by the
voluntary limitation of military intention. These inélude the Soviet
declaration of No First Use of Nuclear Weapons-- taken over, omne
supposes, by Russzia on the breakup.of the Union - and the socalled
Negative BSecurity Assurances, pledging (with certain caveats) non-use
against non-nuclear weapon states, given by all the then nuclear weapon
states at the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament in 1978, It
is not known how muchk comfort these give tao the intended bemeficiaries;

if the general tone of debate at subsequent conferences on nuclear

matters-is-anything—to-go-by;—the™dnswer-is~"mot—much™ "

To move now to measures seeking specifically to limit or regulate
maritime activity, which may be regarded as the core of any operational
arme control regime, we return to the three categories of limitation:

area, scope and nature,

Limitation by area has in the past been a constant theme of Soviet
proposais and vehement US rejection. The reason is rooted deep-in
geoztrategy and indeed in the American consciousness, with its
passionate belief in the freedom af the seas, buttressed by its
leadership of an cceanic alliance. Thus Soviet praposals for limitation
of activities in or near sealanes, for the banning of ASW activity in
certain areas, and for restricting the geographical scdpé of aircraft
carriers’ and cruise missile fitted ships' activity, have all been

particularly strongly rebutted by the USA.



Apart from the‘general point about the freedom of naval forces to do
their deterrent job, which is a fundamental one, there:wére other flaws
in the Soviet proposals. To take for example the question of ASW-free
zones, which is the same’in the US/Russia context as SSBN sanctuaries:
quite apart from the planning difficulties (how big a zune.— too small
gives opportunity for barrage fire, too large is impoésible to police;
what units to exclude; how to aviad its becoming a Tétal Exciusion Zone
from which all craft, including civilian, are banned) there is a massive
problem concerning false alarms, which as all practitioners know are not

unusual in ASW. VWhat happens when a viclation is suspected, and a

e e i ¢ ST =

Solemn treaty at the heart of deterrent stability is thdﬁght to have
been broken? By the test of Improved Mutual Security, ASW free zones

are about as counter—productive as they come.

The conclusion must be that area limitations are much better dealt
with by the ordinary machinery of international law, in spite of its

imperfections and ambiguities.

The scope and size of naval acti?ities are a more fruitful field for
operational arms control and particularly for Confidence Building
Measures and even Confidence and Secufity Building Measures. There is
no doudt that larée scale naval exercises and movements do cause alarm

in states that are close to them or think they may be affected by them.

In 1988 and 1989. indeed, it did appear from uncfficial and informal
discussions in USSR and UK that some progress was possible towards

agreement on maritime CSBMs on the model of the Stockholm Accords.



These might have covered, in brief, declaration of exerciseé of similar
scale to those already laid down for armies (13,000‘mén), for limitation
on the frequency of very large exercises of the 'Teamwork' type, far
exchange of exercise and roulemegt calendars and possibly for exercise
observers. Unfortunately the Soviet Union put forward in Vienna in
March 1%8% proposals which would have made the limitations very much
tighter - for example, declaration of exercises b& no more than five
ships if one was cruise-missile-armed - and this was immediately met by
a response of ‘You cannot be Serious'. Perhaps they were not. In any

event it was the end of any possibility of negotiation, to which the US

—— s et e - o

- Favy was in any case Gppased.

Formulae on the Stockhoim model are suitable mainly for cases and in
areas where lafge forces, which may become opposed ta each other, are in
being. Elcewhere the disparate sizes of the navies concerned, and their
independence of command and operation, make a highly structured and
formal CSBM regime inappropriate. However something can be done in a

more modest way.

First, the exchange of exercise calendars ig itself a quite potent
CEM. TFew events are more unsettling than an unheralded naval exercise
on one's doorstep, and forewarning prevents much misunderstanding.

There is no reason either why for certain exercises observers should not
be invited, either in a shore headquarters or in a non-combatant
accompanying vessel. If, of coufse, Jjoint exercises beftween the navies

of potential opponents can be scheduled - even if they are no more than
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occasional line manceuvres - confidence at grass roots level can be

further improved.

It is suggested that there is much to be said for formalisiﬁg such
procedures in agreements between ﬁhe gtates concerned. But there is
little to be gained by making the geographical scope too wide, at least
to start with. Even within the NATC sea area there may be two or three

sub—-areas where such agreements might be started,

It can no doubt be claimed that such transparency ftakes away one of
the principal advantages of naval forces, their ability to be poised in
a time of tension or crisis and to deter by their presence and readiness
for action. But this argument is based on a false premise. The
presence of naval forces in such a situation cannot be concealed these
days, and probably the owner dces not want it to be concealed. On the
contrary, he wishes to send a signal that his forces are in the area of
concern. If they are not part of a scheduled exercise, the signal is
well sent. His intention as fo what tc do next is something he may well
want to coanceal; but that is not jeopardised by a CBM such as has been

described.

Finally, operational arms control can mean limitation of the nature
of naval activity. . This is best illustrated by the well-known
Agreements for the Prevention of incidents at Sea, following the highly
successful precedent af the US/USSR agreement of 1972. Proposals have
been made. for a comprehensive treaty to which all navies could

subscribe. The time for that may not be right yet; there is a danger



that the prncedurés could become bogged down and politicised if they
were multilateral, and they would moreover be a great srain on the staff
resources of small navies. But a start might be made on regional

arrangements in this field,

One type of operationé has so far defied the Incidents at Sea
regime, and that is underwater. Submerged submarines are not covered,
and it is a fact that =cme of the most dangerous incidents occurring
between US and Soviet units have been under water. It has been
zuggested that groudrules could be evelved which would make life safer;
for example, specification of a safety course for submarines to steer if
they thought themselves in danger of collision; the obligation to
transmit on active sonar if they thought 'a close-quarter situztion was
developing; and agreed frequencies for underwater telephones (though

these are well known in all navies ag ‘the Say Again machine'.

Finally, though it is not srictly an operational arms control
measure, one ought to make a plea for the simplest kind of confidence-
building of all: the exchange of information and ideas. Professional
contacts are at least as important as diplematic ones; port visits give
excellent opporftunity for seeing the other side; combined politico-
military staff talke may be the most fruitful of all. An understanding
of- one anothers' precccupaticns, concepts, strategies and fears should
surely nat be heyond the capacify or officials aﬁd politiciéns alike in

this age of communication. If it <an be done it will give a powerful

[ Y

twicst tq the virtuous spiral in the direction of co-operation and away

from confrontation.
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RETHINKING NAVAL ARMS CONTROL
— Robert Dalsjo, Johan Tunberger, Lars Wedin ™ —

Introduction

We are conducting a study on naval arms control, part of a larger project of
the Swedish Institute of International Affairs and supported by the Ford
Foundation. When the project was first conceived the Berlin wall was still
standing, the Soviet Union still existed and the Gulf war had not been fought.
Naval arms control was not on the real arms control agenda, but there was a
considerable effort under way in academic and political circles to get it there.

In the first part of our study, we attempted to evaluate a number of proposed
or conceivable naval arms control measures, as to their practical feasibility and
strategic consequences. Some of the results were laid out in a paper presented
here in Rome at IAI in October 1991. '

Since then, we have become even more convinced that the “classic”
approach to naval arms control — including obligatory CSBMs — is sterile or
counterproductive, especially in the light of recent fundamental changes in
world affairs. For once, the much misused term “new era” is appropriate.

In this presentation, we attempt to provide some food for thought
concerning what réle, if any, naval arms control, -~ in a wide sense -~ could

and should play in the future.

First, a hard-nosed reminder and a statement on our perspective: States do
not acquire naval forces, nor military forces, primarily to dismantle them
through arms control, but to meet perceived security needs. These needs are,
however, not constant.

What has changed?

With the Western victory in the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet
Union the defining political factors of the post-war world has ceased to exist.
Naturally, this must have fundamental repercussions for maritime strategy.
The US Navy is now the single, unchallenged blue water navy with global
reach. It is being reconfigured for a combination of forward presence and a

* Paper presented at a symposium at The Swedish Embassy in Rome, May 6 1992 organized-in
conjuntion with the IAl-conference on naval arms control May 7 —8. g
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capability for reinforcement and intervention, in support of a new national
strategy.

The risk of global, high intensity war has all but vanished in threat
perceptions, although it could reappear should political circumstances change.

Especially, major threats to SLOCs and to Western freedom of operations, in
the northern Atlantic and northern Pacific are perceived as almost non-
existent.

Everyday naval confrontation between great powers is less likely than before
and carries much less risk of inadvertent escalation, should it take place.

The so-called naval arms race has ceased to be a political concern, indeed we
witness a process of unilateral cuts, with navies struggling to retain capability.

This sea-change is symbolized by the unilateral but politically coordinated
withdrawal of tactical nuclear weapons from ships by the US, USSR/CIS and
the United Kingdom.

A further consequence of the demise of the Soviet Union is that the
disintegration process itself has become the focus of international security
attention. The area concerned is largely continental, and little attention is
presently given to maritime power — the dispute over the Black Sea Fleet
being an exception of sorts. Maritime aspects could however become more
important should Russia’s again strive to secure its access to the Sea — all the
more important as land communications to the west are now controlled by
former republics of the Soviet Union. Also the disintegration of Yugoslavia has
obvious maritime aspects.

The end of the cold war also means that conflicts in the so called third-world
might become more numerous and intense, as local leaders gain greater
freedom of action. However, third-world conflicts are no longer automatically
relevant from a Western strategic standpoint, unless Western interests are
directly.involved.

Thus, the strategic map is being redrawn: much of Africa and other very
poor parts of the world are fading into the background while other parts of the
third world become more relevant. Among these are Newly Industrialized
Countries and regional great powers, such as India.

In the longer run exploding populations among the very poor might lead to
further strategic changes. In the more immediate perspective Arab states and
Islam have taken on renewed importance. This is because of their instability,
exploding populations, proximity to Europe or to vital SLOCs, and possession
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of oil. There is also a increasing western fear that radical Islam might replace
communism as an adversarial value-system uniting a hostile bloc.

In this context proliferation of advanced weapons and technology, especially
NBC-weapons and ballistic missiles, is a special cause of concern.

These, briefly sketched, developments are bound to affect the roles and
missions of navies.

Some missions will become markedly less significant, such as surveillance,
presence, ASW and strategic nuclear deterrence in what remains of an east-west
context.

Other roles and missions might not be new per se but will acquire new and
increased importance. Roles and missions will be geared more to presence,
crises, limited objective or low intensity operations, and power projection in
other waters than the northern Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.

Virtually new missions, at least in this century, include interdiction of drug
trafficking, anti-piracy operations and proliferation control. These mission
often require international cooperation to succeed.

At the same time, funding for naval purposes is dwindling among the great
powers and their allies, which will affect not only the size of navies, but also
their tempo of operations

Simple arithmetic indicates that the CIS/ Russian retreat from the oceans
and the naval repositioning in defence of SSN-bastions and coastal defence
zones will continue. Western navies will be smaller and relatively more often
be deployed in, as it were, out of area operations. Fewer warships will cruise in
the northern Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.

a

(An important part of our research project is to study the consequences of
these shifts in deployments.)

The new strategic environment will in all likelihood affect not only the size
of navies. There will also be a need to deploy and employ naval power
differently. In the end this is likely to influence the structure of navies as well
i as the characteristics of individual ships.

Ships specially designed for ASW and SLOC-protection on the oceans might
not be ideal for presence-missions or power projection fairly close to the shores
of third world states.

This could lead to the construction of specialized presence-ships,
conceptually similar to the French Floréal-class of surveillance frigates. To
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operate effectively in crisis and low intensity conflict such ships should have
the capability to employ weapons gradually and discriminatingly.

The proliferation of advanced weaponry is, however, a complicating factor, -~
as is a more uninhibited use of low-tech systems, such as contact mines. Today,
littoral states with limited economic means can %?ploy sophisticated SSMs
from the shore, from FACs and aircraft. Such missiles and other systems
constitute a serious threat to the forces of the mightiest naval power. The
difference in intensity between “low intensity conflict” and central war might
appear insignificant when a missile is closing in.

The size of ships no longer constitute the defining parameter of naval fire
power, aircraft carriers being the most notable exception. The size of ships,
however, still largely defines their reach and endurance.

This suggest that naval powers with global strategic interests must be
prepared to operate in a widening zone were littoral states could pose a serious
threat. Therefore states with global commitments must opt for retaining a
substantial core force of potent combatants, capable of suppressing increasingly
effective power-projection-defences. Such combatants must be supplemented by
specialized ships for MCM, supply and possibly for forced landings.

Cost constraints might preclude having such ships in sufficient numbers to
cover perceived needs. Therefore a high-low mix might be deemed rational —
the low end consisting of specialized presence-ships with limited fighting
capabilities, but with a great deal of strategic reach and endurance on station.

Cost constraints may also reinforce the budding trend towards international
naval cooperation outside traditional alliance structures. The new-found
viability of the UN and the ambitions of the CSCE raises the issue of L
multinational naval operations ranging from monitoring to peace
enforcement. Also, naval forces could serve as support for forces engaged in
crisis management- and peace keeping operations on land.

All in all, indications are that cumulative strategic trends seem to put a
greater premium on naval operations in the littoral zone — and less on blue
water operations. And the littoral zone is the zone where coastal states
increasingly can pose a military threat to sea-faring nations.

Whither Naval Arms Control?

One might argue that the new international climate should provide a
golden opportunity for reaching naval arms control accord. On the other hand,

Rethinking Naval Arms Control. L — 4 —



it could also be argued that the end of the cold war has made any type of arms
control superfluous.

In our view both perspectives are too simplistic.

Arms control in the cold war setting had several ob]ectlves Often listed on
the open agenda were:

- to increase crisis stability,

- to inhibit arms races by fostering predictability,
- to save money,

- to reduce damage should war break out.

There has also been a hidden agenda. The objective of proposals for arms
control has often been to gain one-sided advantage, to fondle well-meaning
segments of the public and to block unilateral cuts by turning threatened forces
into bargaining chips.

Let us look at the objectives on the open agenda in reverse order:

The damage limitation objective focused on nuclear weapons. Here
unilateral but coordinated actions on the part of the nuclear powers indicate a
quantum leap for arms control objectives. A pertinent question is whether
these results could have been achieved should states have entered formal
negotiations.

The money saving objective for arms control is amply taken care of by
governments eager to cash in on the so called peace dividend. This objective
might however resurface in the future. S ;

Thus only the first two objectives merit continued attention, in our view.

~ Fiscal austerity presently appears to rule out naval arms races, and formal
negotiations could serve to block the ongoing spontaneous process. However,
the future may hold renewed tension, although not necessarily between the
traditional US-Soviet/Russian adversaries. Thus some type of “hedging
agreement” might be useful, if possible. Practical experience as well as the
conclusions drawn in our present research project (paper presented at IAJ,
October 1991)) has shown the limited utility and practical unfeasibility of
agreements on structural ceilings. Such agreements presuppose an unlikely
combination of a clear axis of competition and — still — some shared interests
as well as a bone fide application. A possible exception was Jim Lacy’s proposal
for a US-Soviet cap on the number of nuclear attack submarines (SSN). The
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relevance of his proposal has, however, been overtaken by projected unilateral
cuts.

Furthermore, all-important qualitative factors are virtually impossible to .
capture in a formal agreement.

Nonetheless, increased transparency and predictability could perhaps stymie
a return to a competitive buildup. Exchange of information on naval budgets,
building programs, military contacts and cooperation could help to prevent
such misinterpretation of actions and intentions which might fuel worst case
analysis.

The first objective on the open agenda, to increase crisis stability, is still very
much valid, but the very concept of crisis stability must be adopted to a
dramatically changed setting.

One concern pertains to crisis stability in the classic sense. There is still need
to strengthen and improve existing régimes for avoiding inadvertent friction,
dangerous incidents et cetera at sea. Such endeavors could build on what has
already been achieved in the Incidents at Sea-agreements and the Prevention of
Dangerous Military Accidents-agreement. In addition military contacts,
exchange programs, and joint operations could help to foster a common ethos
among sailors.

A special aspect of crisis stability emerges from recent unilateral nuclear
- withdrawals. Tactical nuclear weapons have been taken ashore, but the option
of taking them on board again has been retained. Such action during a crisis
could have significant escalatory effects. Fears or uncertainty concerning covert
renuclearization of naval forces could lead to worst case analysis and a vicious
spiral. This is a problem that needs to be addressed. s

In dealing with the issue of crisis stability it should be born in mind that the
primary mission of navies is not to avoid conflict, but to serve the national —
and hopefully international — interest. Crisis stability in this context means the
management of crises, which might imply not only presence but also the
explicit threat of the use of force.

The unique role of naval forces is that they are the primary non-nuclear
means by which global military security becomes truly global. In many cases
they serve as equalizers. States with mighty and possibly hostile neighbours
have an implicit drawing right on the countervailing influence of friendly
navies.

We have observed that cumulative strategic trends seem to put a greater
premium on naval operations in the littoral zone. Some would then argue that
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this reinforces reasons for some sort of naval arms control-régime regulating
operations of flag states and littoral states — ¢f. “reasonable seaboard security”.
One does not have to be a sailor to realize that efforts to regulate such
asymmetrical relationships would meet exceedingly difficult conceptual and

~ practical problems. Existing proposals seem to overlook the increased ‘feasibility
of “reverse power projection” by littoral states — and littoral states are not
necessarily benign because they are littoral.

Also, such measures could serve to impede the role of navies as equalizers
and globalizers of security at a time when this role — possibly in international
cooperation — seems more called for than hitherto.

Numerous proposals have been made for enhancing security at sea through
formalized Confidence and Security-Building Measures agreements modeled
on agreements on land forces made within the CSCE, such as compulsory
notification of and constraints on activities, verified by on-site inspection.

We have studied this issue intensely. Our conclusion is that measures
tailored to a land environment cannot be transplanted to the naval realm
without defeating their purpose or creating greater harm than good. A well-
known but weighty objection to such measures is that they would infringe on-
traditional freedom of navigation, i a 1mped1ng crisis management, and entail
territorialization of the sea.

Neither sailors nor analysts taking part in the discussions on naval arms
control seem to have noticed a second obstacle, namely the full implications of
obligatory undertakings. As binding undertakings , to be meaningful, must be
valid also in times of crisis, key concepts such as “activity” must be defined in
an unambiguous and verifiable manner. If they are not, compliance disputes
and suspicion would be the likely result, defeating the very purpose of h

confidence- and security building.

Why obligatory measures are non-starters follows from simple facts: Naval
ships are their own garrison and routinely steamn far away from home port.
There is no definable fire-break between being fairly idle and operating.
Furthermore, interaction with other ships as well as subordination is
continually shifting. This makes it well-nigh impossible to define “naval
activities” in a meaningful way — meaningful in the sense that a compliance
dispute could be raised if need be, and be supported with data readily accessible.
The only way out would be to use crude and unacceptable measures such as
number of ships within a given, geographically defined sea area.

The fact that naval CSBMs can not be made binding does not rule out
“softer”, more humble approaches to enhancing confidence and cooperation at
sea.

Rethinking Naval Arms Control. — 7 —



In the CSCE-context arms control has a new and wider meaning.
Adversarial AC is increasingly replaced by cooperative approaches. Security
cooperation is high on the agenda at the Helsinki II follow-up-meeting.

As naval forces play a vital part in security there must.be-also be a case for
naval security cooperation. This can take place within the UN, the CSCE as well
as other cooperative régimes.

Furthermore, dwindling naval resources means that existing forces will be
spread thinner. New technologies cannot cope with this as a ship only can be at
one place at a time. This provides incentives for the seafaring nations to
cooperate. The newly announced Franco-German naval force is a step in this
direction, as is the new standing NATO naval force in the Mediterranean.

In sum. The new strategic situation has made many, not to say most, of the
traditional concepts of Naval Arms Control irrelevant. There are however
requirements for new approaches highlighting cooperative strategies.

“
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INTRODUCTION

In its current form, naval arms control is by and large a
.creature of the Cold War. The revolution in world security
affairs produced by the end of that conflict logically demands
today's assessment of it be sketched on a tabula rasa.. In
particular, one is obliged to determine its advantages, costs and
limitations in the security order of the region where it may be
applied. For a region as complex as the Mediterranean, this
dictates a fundamental review of its military and political
geography, including its present and emerging sources of order
-- essentially its level of interstate cooperation -- balanced
against potential risks to its peaceful evolution toward
democracy and economic progress! -- essentially the theater's
sources of intra- and interstate instability.

In the post-Cold War era, the nations of the Mediterranean, and
those with important interests, there may or may not hold
distinctive views on these matters. Arguably, because of the
variation in their national situations, historical traditions, and
current security policies, differences on specifics in a
cooperative venture like naval arms control can be expected.
But that is an empirical question -- one of particular interest in
the current period of flux in world politics. This paper
attempts to give the author's interpretation of the perspective
of the United States.2 Its focus is mainly on conventional naval
forces and on arms control possibilities associated with
limitations on their deployments and operations. Its temporal
field of view is short, perhaps a few years, beyond which time
enough ephemera is already at hand.

Because the security strategy of the U.S. itself continues to
evolve, the paper attempts first to identify the principles on

TAs will be detailed below, thesé are the broad objectives sought by U.S.
national security strategy. See "National Security Strategy of the United
States.” the While House, August 1991 (hereafter, NSS).

2 The views expressed in this paper are entirely those of the author and
do not necessarily reflect those the Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval
Forces Europe, of any other part of the U.S. Govermment, or of the
Center for Naval Analyses.




which it is now grounded. Employing these principles, it then
addresses the interests that the U.S. has in the Mediterranean
region, the perceived risks to those interests, and the potential
for cooperation with other states in a strategy to secure those
interests. [t devotes particular attention to the role of naval
forces in that strategy. The paper concludes with a review of
post-Cold War U.S. attitudes toward naval arms control and a
brief review of their implications for potential agreements that
affect the Mediterranean. It evaluates these in light of the
degree to which they are consistent with U.S security strategy.
It aims to identify the distinctively Mediterranean aspects (if
any at this point) from the more general views held by the U.S.
-- by virtue of its position as a power with global interests and
capabilities.

U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

The debate on the shape of America's engagement with the
world, currently under way within the U.S., means that today's
reading of U.S. national security strategy, its military elements
in particular, must remain tentative. This essay selects as a
reasonable departure point for understanding that strategy its
official articulation in the "National Security Strategy of the
United States (NSS),"signed by Mr. Bush and published by the
White House in August 1991, and in the "National Military
Strategy (NMS)," issued by General Colin Powell, the Chairman
of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff in Januvary 1992. The
applicability of this choice to the future obviously depends on
at least two provisos: (1) that the strategic assessments and
policy preferences of the Bush administration will prevail for,
say, the remainder of the decade (independent of election
outcomes); and (2) that the Congress is willing to fund a
military establishment of sufficient size and appropriate shape
to implement the strategy.As both provisos are open to serious
doubt. the essay from time to time examines the implications of
one or both failing to hold true.

In formal terms, the security strategy of the U.S. in the 1990s
is one of deep engagement with the world within a framework
of cooperation with allies and coalition partners. The writer
acknowledges that the level of generality at which these
documents are necessarily written allows for alternative
interpretations. For example, the NSS also contains a secondary

3
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theme of unilateralism. This theme is expressed more
explicitly in the National Military Strategy. In it, the last
sentence of the section labeled "Collective Defense" reads "We
must also retain the capability to operate independently, as our

interests dictate.3

It remains to be seen how such tension as may exist between
unilateralism and multilateralism in U.S. security policy will be
resolved. It may yet develop that the American electorate,
perhaps preoccupied with internal problems will reject a policy
of engagement, as occurred after World War [. (If this occurs,
U.S. views on naval arms control may well become of less
interest.) Another possibility is that a resolution will be
determined not by the conscious choice of the electorate or the
makers of strategic policy that they choose, but rather by the
shape of the armed forces that the country determines to
acquire and the operating policies it adopts for their use.
Forces that are too small to support a policy of forward
engagement will lead to the failure of such a policy if it should
nonetheless continue to be pursued. Alternatively, forces and
systems may be acquired that are based or operate primarily
in or near U.S. territory. These would logically encourage
(though would not necessarily determine) a unilateralist
approach.4 '

Whatever the case, today, engagement is the central theme. Its
opposite. "isolationism,” would be even more dangerous for the
U.S. today than it was in the inter-war years. In addition,
engagement permits the U.S. to promote political goals and
moral values -- human rights. democracy, and the potential for
economic growth of capitalist free enterprise --that reflect its
own philosophical foundations. which are shared with a
growing number of other countries, particularly the
industrialized democracies. These values are linked frequently
throughout the NSS. the growth of cach contributing to the
fortunes of the other two. :

3 NMS, p. 9. 1

4 Another possibility that would change the content, though perhaps
not the nomenclature, of the strategy is that the military-strategic
leadership of the U.S. might adopt deployment or operating practices tor
existing forces that proved to be inconsistent with the broader strategy.
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Most distinctive in light of this linkage, the NSS describes world
economic growth as a U.S. security objective®> To this writer,
the addition of the security dimension to the moral-political-
economic trinity provides the necessary ingredients for a
rationale for U.S. foreign policy to replace containment.
(Indeed, such a rationale could serve a larger group of nations
that make common cause with the U.S., like the G7.) It remains
to be seen whether a future NSS will bring the present threads
together and make this rationale explicit. The current
formulation clearly recognizes, in effect, that a growing world
product is prerequisite for a stable international security
order.6

The document does not explicate this connection between
growth and security in a single argument, but a close reading
reveals a number of observations and an implicit logic that
constitute the supporting rationale: Economic growth favors
the "development of democracy; economic stagnation or
retrenchment encourages non-democratic governments; and
non-democratic governments are less inclined toward peaceful
settlement of disputes -- if they are not openly aggressive. A
world of democratic states would not only be one in which
America’'s ideological aspirations would be fulfilled, -it would be
a world in which the U.S. would be more secure. '

The explicit linkage of world economic growth to U.S. security
strikes this writer as a development in U.S. security strategy of
far-reaching significance. That this linkage has been received
relatively little comment thus far is probably the result of its
being intertwined in the NSS with parallel arguments that U.S.

)

5 One should note that the linkage between world economic growth and
U.S. security appeared, in the NSS well before-the Cold War ended, in the
first edition of the NSS in 1988: the NSS was not published in 1989
because of the unsettled state of world affairs; the language of the 1991
document repeats that found in the version published in 1990: The
initial list, labeled "Our Interests and Objectives in the 1990s,” includes

"promote: and: open--and -expanding- international economiciisystem." p. 3, rm Ao

emphasis suppliied.

6 The document is silent on the issue of how the global economic
product, is distributed, though this is obviously a factor of great
importance for security. Future versions mav well address the
distribution of the world's output as a factor in international security, at
a minimum.



security depends on U.S. economic growth among other reasons,
because U.S. growth is obviously necessary to pay for U.S.
military forces. This concern with purely U.S. economic growth
(already salient in the U.S. debate about the degree to which
the U.S. remains competitive in the global marketplace) may
well have diverted attention from the more internationalist
objective of world economic growth,

In its essence, the economic growth-security comnection is a
practical recognition of the profound interdependence of
nations at the end of the twentieth century. It casts the U.S.
national interest in broad internationalist ‘terms; it clearly
identifies an interest of the U.S. that is particularly shared with
other industrialized democracies; and, most importantly for the
purposes of this paper, it provides a logic for setting geographic
priorities in the allocation of U.S. attention and resources by
U.S. security planners.

The geographic priorities reflected in U.S security planning may
seem obvious to any informed observer, but it is important to
identify the principles on which those priorities are based. The
identification of principles permits logical assessment of U.S.
attitudes toward a particular region, like the Mediterranean, on
a particular issue, like naval arms control. Were U.S. security
policy only the episodic result of the whims of its leadership or
the vagaries of its domestic politics. then rational assessment
would be impossible.”

In light of the world economic growth objective (the NSS names
others), the primary focus of U.S. security attention should
logically be directed toward the regions of the world that are
critical to the operation of the world economy. That is in fact
what Mr. Bush seems to have done. General Powell describes
the NSS as a "regionally oriented strategy," aimed at promoting
regional stability, but without saying whether any regions are
more important than others.® He asserts. however, that the

7 Or at least essays like this one would be better written by specialists on
U.S. internal politics. The writer acknowledges that such "episodic
factors” can play a role in the formation of U.S. security policy at any
particular point,

8 "To accomplish this the President articulated a new regionally
oriented national defense strategy in his Aspen, Colorado, speech on
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origins of the NMS could be found in President Bush's speech at
Aspen, Colorado, in August 1990. In that speech, Mr. Bush
named four regions as especially important to the United
States: "Europe and the Pacific, and the Mediterranean and the
Persian Gulf...."? ' :

It is reasonable to observe that stability in these regions is a
necessary condition for world economic growth because these
are the centers of world economic power. Obviously, stability
is not the only condition. The world economy could slide into
stagnation or even depression for a variety of reasons
unr¢lated to security. However, given the inherent tendency
toward disorder in an international system of sovereign states,
forces that promote order are critical to stability. The U.S. is
only one of several forces that encourage stability, including
other major powers, regional groupings (e.g..the European
Community) and the United Nations. The roles of each of these
and their interrelationships are, obviously, in a state of flux.

Instability in other regions obviously can affect the world
economy (essentially because of its current level of
interdependence} but nowhere else to the degree that would be
true of these. The U.S. clearly has important interests in other
areas. But Europe, East Asia, the Mediterranean and the
Persian Gulf are the regions (outside its own hemisphere) to
which, in the author's opinion, the U.S. gives top security
priority. The Mediterranean holds a top priority in its own
right, but it is also critical to the stability and balance of power
in adjacent areas, particularly in the Persian Guilf and the Black
Sea regions. The Mediterranean provides strategic access to
those regions, and the attitudes of the states of the eastern
Mediterranean, especially Egypt and Turkey, can have a
decisive influence in the balance of power in the Gulf.10

August 2, 1990." NMS p. 6. The NSS gives no single name to the national
strategy
9 New York Times, August 3‘, 1990, p. 6.

10 Over the long run, the attitudes of the former-Soviet Muslim states of
central Asia could have an important intluence on the Gulf. The
possibiliry that they may turn to religious extremism and add their
weight to that of Iran or even to religiously-based successor states to the
those that currently make up the GCC. deserves attention. Turkey
presents an alternative model for the developmen: of these states, and,
without much help thus far from its friends in the West, has set about to
encourage them in the direction of a modern secular state, -which
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They contain interests that can properly be designated as vital. .
This judgment reflects the further observation that throughout
the postwar period the U.S. has deployed significant military
forces to these regions. In addition, it has been and, by all

-signs, remains prepared to fight to secure those interests, as it
quite obviously did in a major way in the case of the Persian
Gulf only last year.

THE MEDITERRANEAN IN U.S. MILITARY STRATEGY

Given that the U.S. regards the Mediterranean as an area of
vital interests, what specific strategy motivates its military
activities there? This question needs to be addressed at a
general level -- that is, what military strategy does the U.S. see
as appropriate for a national security strategy of engagement?
-- and at a level specific to the Mediterranean -- that is, how
should that general military strategy be applied to the ‘specific
geography and politics of the theater? Each aspect has
important implications for naval arms control. The narrative
will take them up in sequence.

The 'military strategy of the United States, based on the
broader national security strategy, has been outlined by
General Powell. While it will undoubtedly continue to evolve
and important details will be made explicit., its general shape
results in four assignments for the U.S. military. The U.S.
intends to operate invulnerable strategic nuclear forces and
will add some degree of strategic defense on behaif of this
deterrent force but especially for a direct defense of the U.S.
that could be extended to allies through GPALS (Global

. Protection Against Limited Strikes).!! Its conventional forces
are committed to two tasks: "forward presence” and "crisis
response."12 A fourth task, called "reconstitution,” is concerned
less with strategies for use of current forces than with
maintaining military-industrial and other capabilities to

nonetheless is compatible with Islamic ideals. Thus, the Black Sea, one of
the few natural avenues into the heart of central Asia, continues to
retain its historic importance in the refationship between Europe and
Asia,

11 NSS, p. 27 and NMS, pp. 6-7.

12 NMS, p. 7 and pp 14-15.



produce, mobilize and deploy much larger armed forces should
events require.

Given the focus of this paper, Forward Presence and Crisis
Response (hereafter capitalized when referring to the missions)
are of central concern.!? Specifying the objectives and
mechanisms of effect for these two missions is problematical.
Both forward presence and crisis response have long been in
the lexicon of American security planners, both official and
unofficial. Official spokesmen for the U.S Navy, in particular,
have asserted for over two decades that forward presence was
an important function that naval forces performed on behalf of
the nation's security.!4 However, such benefits were always
secondary in priority to the main Cold War tasks of
containment, deterrence and preparation for conventional and
nuclear operations against the Soviet Union and its ailies.

Then, as now, Presence has meant deriving from the forward
deployment of military forces a deterrent effect on adversaries,
a reassuring effect on allies, and a strengthened basis for
participation in alliances and coalitions. The presence of forces
expresses the seriousness of commitment to one's interests and
underlines the legitimacy with which (it is hoped) observers
will regard those interests and one's efforts to secure them.

Crisis Response is the form Presence takes during periods of
extreme political tension, as the probability of violence rises
accordingly. When the quantity of forces deployed in response
to crisis exceeds a certain level, one experiences a qualitative

13 It is recognized that strategic nmclear forces could operate in the
Mediterranean and thus arms control concerned with them could be
relevant. While the narrative will touch on the gquestion of naval
tactical nuclear weapons, it will not address strategic nuclear issues.
Similarly, the size and structure of U.S. naval forces and the nation's
capacity to produce more of them, which are important aspects of the
reconstitution mission, are legitimate arms controi concerns. These,
however, also lie beyond the bounds of this essay. T
14 See, for example, former Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Elmo ],
On Warch (New York: Quadrangle and New York Times Books, 1976),
p.60ff. At the same time civilian analysts like Edward Luttwak
investigated,from a theoretical perspective,.the phenomenon of “latent
suasion.” the term applied to the mechanism through which political
goals might be achieved by maintaining forces forward. See his The
Political Uses of Sea Power (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1974).
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change in the situation --that is, the objective becomes less to
influence the behavior of the adversary than to achieve a
decisive result, perhaps his disarmament or even his removal
from power. This was clearly the case in the recent Guif crisis
and war. When General Powell speaks of crisis response, his
.emphasis is on Army heavy divisions and large-scale, land-
based tactical air power, presumably with an adversary like
Saddam Hussein in mind.!> Deployment of such forces
necessarily requires access to infrastructure en route and at
the points of reception, which will be addressed below.

In 1992. attention to semantics is critical. The words, presence
and crisis response, remain the same, but they designate a
situation that has changed in its fundamentals. The Cold War is
an historical term, and Presence and Crisis Response have
become the raison d'étre of U.S. conventional forces. (And it is
exactly here that the question of the authoritativeness of the
NSS and NMS arises. While there has not yet been time for a
clearly focused debate on the validity of these concepts as the
basis for U.S defense planning, there is evidence that
alternative views are strongly held.) 16

. The reasons for this development are implied in both the

- President's. and General Powell's statements, from which this
author infers the following: A national strategy of engagement
requires a supporting military strategy of Forward Presence,.
But the purposes served by Presence vary with the situation in
the regions of interest. This point deserves explication because
it is highly relevant to understanding of U.S. military strategy
as it has evolved in response to the end of the Cold War.

15 NMS. pp.21-22.

16  One clear articulation of a security strategy for the U.S., the
collection of six papers by Congressman Les Aspin, January - March
1992, ignores the "presence” mission. The initial paper in the series.
"National Security in the [990s: Defining. a New Basis for U.S. Military .
Forces,” presented to the U.S. Atlantic Committee, Washington, D.C..
January 6, 1992, It provides a rationale for 'the acquisition of U.S.
military capabilities that appears to place a low value on (or even to
reject) Presence as a justification for forces. "The primary reason that
Americans want to have military forces is to have the option of fighting
when other means fail.” p. 6. This characterization would seem to leave
little room in the nation's rationale for military torces tor conventional
deterrence or other ways "to use” ftorces short of combat. These latter
are the essence of Presence.
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The broader aim of U.S security strategy is maintenance of
stability in the key regions. Ideally, this aim would be best
met if the regions themselves were self-balancing, if regional
cooperation deepened to the point that instability became rare

-and interstate war was out of the question. This is clearly not

the case in regions like the Balkans, the lands of the former
Soviet Union, the Middle East, and the Persian Gulf. The
objective of presence in such areas is familiar: to promote
stability. In other regions, like Western Europe, stability is the
rule, and the purpose of presence is to underwrite U.S.
participation in the region's security structure. In the
Mediterranean, lying, as it does. in zones of both stability and
instability, presence has a dual motivation. Attention turns first
to the stability-promoting function.

The Presence of Forces to Promote Stability

The world remains a disorderly place. Regions whose fate the
U.S. regards as important enough to justify war face instability.
If the interest at stake justifies uitimate resort to combat, it
surely justifies deployment of forces to underwrite the
diplomacy that can make combat unnecessary. However, the
fact that military forces are needed should not be interpreted
as any indication of their possible preeminence in policy.
Indeed. in these regions military forces are not the leading
instruments of policy. In all cases. the political, economic, and
diplomatic dimensions are the only ones that can resolve the
basic problems that lie at the roots of instability.

Cooperation is always preferable to conflict. The most that
might be hoped of the military instrument is that it can parry
the use of force by adversaries by rendering incredible threats
to attack or by actually defeating an aggressive action. Thus.
military forces can promote conditions that are necessary for
the other instruments of policy to be effective. In areas of the

- world that. are unstable and .highly militarized, military. forces . s« ... e

are the only means of bringing about such conditions.

Moreover, deployment of forces for Presence allows response
to crisis to be immediate. Given that one of the defining

11



characteristics of crisis is the swiftness of the pace of eventsi?,
rapidity of response is of the essence for effectiveness. Indeed,
typically, the earlier the response, the smaller the forces
required.

In unstable regions, where events tend to unfold
unpredictably, Forward Presence is essential for effectiveness
in crisis. Iraq's invasion of Kuwait provided a number of
instructive -- if still somewhat contradictory -- lessons in this
regard. First, despite all the signs of impending trouble, no one
outside or (apparently) inside government (U.S. or otherwise)
predicted that Saddam would invade. Yet Iraq suffered from
essentially every problem that leads to instability in the world
today -- i.e., unsettled border disputes with neighbors, massive
military power that was substantially unbalanced by the
surrounding states, long range weapons and weapons of mass
destruction, which it had shown itself quite willing to use,
internal discontent suppressed by a ruthlessly authoritarian
government, resource problems, particularly a potential water
shortage, and, despite its oil wealth, major foreign debts and a
shortage of current cash.

Second, some have rightly observed that the presence of U.S.
forces afloat in the region did not deter Saddam Hussein. from.
his initial aggression.!8 On the other hand. the U.S. did then
respond by enlarging its naval presence in the Gulf and the Red
Sea, expressing forcefully U.S. opposition to Iraq and in the
process providing military protection for U.S ground forces and
land-based tactical air forces that began to deploy to Saudi
Arabia. If Saddam had had designs on that nation, which lay
essentially defenseless before him, arguably the forces the U.S.,
and subsequently that other nations. deployed deflected him

17 The theoretical literature on crisis in world politics has a long
heritage.  For defining the characteristics of crisis see, for example,
Charles Hermann (ed.), [mrernarional Crisis: Insights from Behavioral
Research (New York: The Free Press, 1972).

18 Tes Aspin, op. cir, p.’8. Mr. Aspin does note that, in the build-up to
the invasion, "the Bush Administration was sending mixed signals,”
raising the question, in the abstract, of whether clearer signals --
including, for example, the movement of the U.S. Marine Maritime
Prepositioning Force Number One from Diego Garcia to the Gulf in late
June or early July -- might not have deterred Saddam. In actual fact, no
U.S. carrier was present in the FEastern Mediterranean or northern
Arabian Sea or Persian Gulf at the time Iragi forces moved into Kuwait.
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from a further move south. Short of an unexpected
commitment by Saddam to truth-telling, one will never know
the degree to which (if any) he was deterred. Nonetheless, the
availability of forward deployed U.S. military forces clearly did
underline the seriousness with which the U.S. viewed events.
The language of action is generally more convincing than words
alone.

In the Gulf, the presence of U.S. military forces was an essential
ingredient of the panoply of policies with which the U.S.
responded to the situation. And it is an essential ingredient in
U.S. policy toward the Mediterranean. also a region of vital
interest. But if military forces are required in general, what
kinds of military forces are needed in particular?  The answer
to this question can be found in history and to an important
degree in the naval policies of the nations of the Mediterranean
today.

The Mediterranean, has accounted for nearly one half of the
cases of the world total in the period since 1980 in which a U.S.
president has dispatched naval forces in response to
international crisis.!® The reasons that naval, rather than
ground, forces have been used by the U.S. reflect the maritime
‘nature of the theater. While land-based .forces clearly have a
role, experience indicates that naval forces are best suited to
the region's military geography. The shape of the
Mediterranean means that it is both necessary and possible for
forces ashore and at sea to provide each other a strong degree
of mutual support. But for the U.S., sea-based air power been
the leading instrument. Aircraft carriers have been used in the
vast majority of these cases of crisis response, including all
those of major significance.?® Because of the relevance and
utility of the platform, the U.S. has continued to maintain an
aircraft carrier and its escorts in the Mediterranean most of the
time since the Cold War has ended.

But the U.S. is not alone in this preference. To a degree
unmatched elsewhere in the world. the nations of the

19 Adam Siegel, "The Use of Naval Forces in the Post-War Era: U.S. Navy
and Marine Corps Crisis Response Activity, 1946-1990," Alexandria,
. Virginia, Center tfor Naval Analyses, February 1991, pp. 10-11.

20 1bid.
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Mediterranean that can afford to do so have made a deep
commitment to the aircraft carrier. Spain currently operates
short take-off and vertical landing Harrier aircraft from its
carrier, Principe de Asturias, which first entered service in
1989. Italy, with a similar small carrier. Garibaldi, is in the
process of acquiring Harrier aircraft from the United States,
breaking a 50-year old prohibition against operating sea-based
aircraft.  Italy and Spain may well buy additional carriers,
even in a period of declining overall defense spending. France,
the possessor of two conventionally- powered carriers today, is
building a nuclear-powered successor, Charles DeGaulle, on
which it intends to deploy a sea-based version of the Rafale
tactical aircraft. The consensus seems to be that conditions in
the Mediterranean favor air power at sea.2l

It is important to recognize, however, that, while aircraft
carriers are the centerpiece, they are not the "be all and end
all" of Presence. To deal effectively with the region's
complexities, the U.S. has found that Marine amphibious forces
provide important options. For example, they were highly
useful in the security-cum-humanitarian relief operation to
rescue the Kurds of northern Iraq from Saddam Hussein's
depredations.?? Forces from the other branches of the armed
services of the nations involved deployed subsequently, after
which the majority of marines were withdrawn for other
duties.

The current situation in the Mediterranean and adjacent Black
Sea involves six or seven wars or near wars,”? where people,
including American citizens (some of whom may be
representatives of the U.S. government). face privation or
imminent threat. Moreover, population dislocations triggered
by these conflicts produce instabilities on the territories of

21 Military planners in the U.S., Spain, France, and Italy could, of
course, be in error -- that is, the military requirements of the theater
might be met as effectively by forces based ashore. In any case, the

- Mediterranean's size and shape make possible and mandatory close - AT

cooperation between forces on land and those at sea.

22 U.S. Marines joined U.S. Army Special Forces and

marines/commandos from Britain, the Netherlands, France, Spain, and
Italy in a largely successful multinational operation.

23 The Yugoslav civil wars, Moidova-Russia. Georgia's civil war, the
Azeri-Armenian war, Turkey's suppression of the PKK, l(raq's war
against its Kurdish and Shiite minorities, etc. -
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neighbors who are otherwise at peace. Clearly, the flexible and
self-sustaining capabilities of Marine amphibious forces are
highly relevant to these situations.

Similarly, the submarines that the U.S. has maintained in the
Mediterranean are also highly useful. They provide an
unmatched ability to observe events at sea and along coastlines
without themselves being observed. For example, terrorists or
drug-smugglers can never be sure that their movements at sea
remain covert. In addition, the U.S. nuclear-powered
submarine is highly capable in anti-submarine warfare, which,
despite the disappearance of the Soviet fleet from the
Mediterranean, remains a concern. The nations of the
Mediterranean possess roughly 70 submarines. The Black Sea
contains roughly 20 more.2¢ The unpredictability of the region,
plus a reasonable degree of prudence, dictate the requirement
to maintain antisubmarine warfare capabilities in readiness for
possible use. The submarine in the U.S. Navy is an essential
element of the Fleet.25

Finally, the U.S. Presence in the Mediterranean involves a
certain level of forward deployed ground and land-based
tactical air forces (which will not be addressed further here)
and for naval forces a certain degree of access to infrastructure
ashore. This infrastructure, which forms one of the bonds
between the U.S. and the host nation, is needed to make
operations more efficient under routine conditions and more
effective in crisis, as the possibility of combat becomes more
imminent or even a reality.

Access to infrastructure in the Mediterranean is mandatory if
the U.S. is to remain capable of deploying major ground and
land-based tactical air forces to the region and to the Persian
Gulf beyond. Given the continued dependence of the world
economy on the Gulf's petroleum and given the instability that
continues to mark that region, U.S. access to Mediterranean

24 International Institute of Strategic Studies, The Militarv Balance,
1991-1992, '

25 For example, Iran is said to be in the process of acquiring the highly
capable conventionaily powered Kilo-class submarine from the former
Soviet Union.Algeria already operates two submarines of this class.
Libya possesses six of the older Foxtrot class, aithough the aumber
actually operational is unclear. Ibid. S
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infrastructure remains of capital importance. As the writer has
noted elsewhere, the security of U.S. and European interests in
the Gulf begins in the Mediterranean.26

Beyond logistics support for current operations and access to
infrastructure for the deployment of major forces, which are
mandatory, a key function of infrastructure is its role in the
provision of command, control, communications and
intelligence. These comprise headquarters, communications
facilities, land-based patrol aircraft and access to the airfields
and support they require, and facilities for the people involved
in these diverse activites. Such prosaic things lack the
glamourous aura of modern hi-tech warships, but they are
crucially important to the successful employment of the latter.
C3I, "Information,” in the vernacular of its devotees,27 is as
important as weapons in modern war. In the post-Cold War
peace, information retains this extraordinary degree of
importance. It is more than the sine qua non of any military
answer to an adversary. C3I makes possible common action
with allies. From the point of view of the U.S. presence mission,
it allows the U.S. to participate effectively in Europe's -
cooperative efforts on behalf of security, to which attention
now turns.

Presence of Forces to Promote U.S. Participation

As noted above, this second purpose for the forward
deployment of U.S. forces is a response to the changes in world
security brought on by the end of the Cold War. That event has
not only brought about the end of the Soviet empire and of the
Soviet Union itself, it has led to the emergence of an incipient
European security identity and a concerted effort to transcend
Europe's disastrous experience with purely national armies and
defense policies of the past. Because of Europe's size, economic
potential. and level of its technological development. the
outcome of this effort - in either direction. that is, toward a
cohesive. near supra-national security policy or toward the
rightly feared “"re-nationalization” of defense --will prove to be

26Bradford Dismukes and Bradd B. Hayes, "The Mediterranean Remains
Vital," U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings XXXXXXXX

27 C3I essay XXXXX.
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even more important for global security than- was the demise
of the USSR.

Given this importance and given the global interests of the
United States, it is natural that the U.S. wishes to participate in
this process. This desire reflects more than merely the lessons
the U.S. learned from its isolation from European affairs
between the two world wars. It also reflects a deepening
appreciation of the mechanisms of interdependence at work in
the world today. Europe, it is said, is moving toward political
cooperation because political cooperation is dictated by the
degree to which Europe has already achieved economic
integration -- which will deepen further at the end of 1992,
Confining political cooperation to purely "internal” affairs, even
on a continental scale, is no longer possible, because the
distinction between foreign and internal matters can only be
made at the cost of an unacceptable degree of economic
inefficiency -- that is, by forgoing the advantages of economies
of scale and the efficiencies of specialization. Cooperation on
external policy necessarily entails cooperation on security
policy exactly because the world remains an unsettled place,
and arms continue to play a major role in the behavior of
nations.

The logic of economic-to-political-to-security cooperation
provides a powerful incentive for movement in the direction of
the last. This seems so even in the face of lingering concerns
about threats to national identity and fears that a resulting
European defense entity may lack needed military capabilities
or be unusable because of an insufficient political consensus on
the desirability of (or specific terms for) its employment.

For the United States (or any other state external to Europe)
the possibility exists that this same logic leading to cooperation
within Europe could demand a U.S. military presence to keep
the U.S. engaged in the "new Europe.” In particular, if the U.S.
remains a significant participant in the structure of European
cooperation at its highest -- that is, at its security -- level,
there is a much better chance that it will also participate at the
lower levels of political and economic cooperation. Conversely,
a withdrawal by the U.S. from European security affairs would
have an undesirable effect on its degree of political and
economic cooperation with Europe.
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The connection between transatlantic economic cooperation and
security cooperation has already been broached by U.S
congressional leaders in a more direct form -- that Europe must
accede to U.S requests for lowering of trade barriers and an
end to Western Europe's subsidies to its agricultural sector lest
the U.S withdraw its commitment to Europe's security.?® That
characterization of the relationship can only be pernicious in its
effects on cooperation between North America and Europe. The
logic leading to U.S. inclusion or exclusion, presented above,
reflects a deeper level of interdependence between the two
continents and between the three strands of interaction --
economic, political, and security.

Transatlantic security cooperation faces multiple challenges. To
this writer, however, one stands out as among the most
dangerous and at the same time among those with the least
well-developed framework for cooperation -- the well-known
“out-of-area" problem. For the foreseeable future, the focus of
concern must be the Persian Gulf. Cooperation is needed on
behalf of stability in the Gulf because it is an open question
whether either the U.S. or Europe acting alone can act as an
effective stabilizing influence there. Europe may lack the
military wherewithal for some time yet to come to project and
substain substantial military power there. America may lack
either the financial power or the political will to act alone. The
latter may be particularly likely if its electorate concludes that
Europe (and others) are unwilling to bare an equitable share of
the burdens and risks.

Naval forces are particularly well suited for fostering security
cooperation between nations because of the long traditions of
professional cooperation among navies at sea. In addition. it is
relatively easy to assemble multinational naval formations and
mount effective operations, certainly when compared to
comparable efforts with forces ashore. Integration of the latter

. is_ always problematical. and the.achievement of high levels of ...

28The Financial Times. February 9, 1992, p. 1. Sunday Times, February
16, 1992, p. 16.
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military effectiveness -- the "bottom line" for military forces,
after all -- is an illusive goal.2?

Today, the degree of cohesiveness that is to mark European
security cooperation remains yet to be worked out. And the
role of the U.S. is seen as a crucial ingredient determining the
options. At this point, there is a transatlantic consensus that
the NATO alliance continues to be an indispensable mechanism
in Europe's security scheme, even while efforts to define and
solidify the European pillar continues apace.

This reality reflects much more than the traditionally
conservative urges of military planners. While it is true that
the NATO of today represents an achievement of cooperation of
which its members can be justly proud, the current
endorsement of NATQ3 is also a reflection, at least in part
(some would say mainly) of the absence of any clear

alternative to the alliance. This fact in turn reflects an
understandable reluctance on the part of European security
planners (or the eclectorates to whom they are ultimately
responsible) to envision the expenditure of scarce defense
funds for capabilities that duplicate existing NATO capabilities -
.- 1n particular, those provided to the Alliance umquely by the
United States.

This is especially true in the area of C3I. where U.S. capabilities
are a crucial factor in observing and interpreting events and
also in providing the communications links that make collective
military action possible. (This also true of other areas,
including strategic mobility, which will not be addressed here.
C31 is a worthy focus to assess the potential for

complementarity between the U.S. and the "new Europe” that is

emerging because it is an area in which the disparity between
the capabilities of the two parties is marked, in which
advanced technology with commercial application is the

2% This problem becomes steadily more acute as the complexity of the
operations envisioned increases. Thus, even for naval forces highly
complex operations like those of amphibious assauit are much more
difficult to approach by mulitinational forces than simpler activities like
screening, or even blockade.

30 The most recent was at the Rome Summit in November 1991. Allen
Cowell, "Bush Challenges Partners in NATO Over Role of the US.)" New
York Times , November 8, 1992, p. 1.
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hallmark, and-in which major investment and experience are
necessary to reach minimal capabilities.)

U.S. C3I capabilities, purchased at great expense in response to
the demands of the Cold War, make the U.S. a natural partner
in coinmon undertakings, whether within the NATO political
framework or outside it. A telling example of this phenomenon
was seen in the Mediterranean during the war in the Persian
Gulf. A variety of operations to secure its sea and air lines of
communication and to provide a layer of air and missile
defense (or at least the potential to warn of missile attack) was
mounted throughout its 2,500-mile length.3! NATO called
these Operation MedNet, but the reality is that much of the
military activity involved was not under formal NATQO auspices.
For example, the aircraft carriers of the United Kingdom, Spain,
and Italy, which were central to the level of effectiveness
achieved (because the larger U.S. carriers had been sent to the
war zone), remained under strictly national control. This was
also true of all submarines involved.

What made the entire operation possible was the presence of
U.S. C3I. Much of this U.S. capability remained under national
control while intelligence information was shared under
bilateral arrangements with governments -and navies involved.
Much was placed under NATO auspices, through special
arrangements and through the fact that NATO's commanders of
submarines and maritime patrol aircraft in the Mediterranean
were, in fact, U.S. flag officers who were subordinates of the
U.S. Sixth Fleet commander. While the Sixth Fleet itself
remained under U.S. national control -- it would have taken a
declaration of NATO alert in order for it to shift to NATO control
-- the ships and aircraft of the Sixth Fleet played a crucial role
in the MedNet operation, 32 particularly through their C3I
contributions. They remained closely tied to the U.S. C3I

31 Jonathan T. Howe, "NATO and the Gult Crisis.” Survival, Vol. XXXIIL Na.
3 (May-June, 1991), 'pp. 246-59.

32 The writer has become aware that relatively few know of MedNet's
extent, in part, perhaps because the operation was not challenged
directly by any of the multiple threats that were recognized as
possibilities as a result of Saddam Hussein's threats to spread contlict to
regions adjacent to the Gulf. (For example, a number of Iraqi merchant
ships were outside the Persian Guif, including several in the
Mediterranean during the Guif War.)
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system and were able to pass on information from that system
to the ships and aircraft of other nations.

This gave the U.S. admiral who occupied the position of
Commander in Chief of Allied Forces in NATO's Southern Region
effective sway over a much larger force than that formally
designated as his military subordinates. Thus coordination, if
not complete unity, of effort over a large and complex
undertaking was effectively achieved. The point is not at all
that it was a U.S. official that played this role but, rather, that
adequate C3I (of U.S. origin) was available to make these
actions possible.?3

It will be helpful at this point to summarize U.S. military
strategy in the Mediterranean before addressing its
implications for naval arms control. Within a larger national
strategy of cooperative engagement in the world's key regions,
U.S. military strategy dictates two missions for U.S naval (and
other) forces: Presence and Crisis Response. Presence is
undertaken on behalf of two political goals: the promotion of
stability and effective U.S. participation in the emerging
European security structure. Presence is also necessary as a
military precursor to response in crisis. The means of Presence
include the physical presence of forces in the theater, access to
infrastructure ashore, and adequate C3I capabilities, especially
to underwrite military cooperation with friends and allies.

33 In future coalition undertakings, independent of their political
framework, the logic of ensuring an authoritative voice in coalition
councils for the parties possessing the highest degree of "situational
awareness” will remain powertul. This term can be defined as
comprising an awareness of the strategic situation, of the operational
and - tactical sitvation with one's own forces and those of allies, and of-
the forces and intentions of adversaries, and also of being in
instantaneous or near-instantaneous, secure communications with all
concerned. As a general rule, the less formal and centralized the
political framework and thus the military command structure, the more
flexible and diverse will be requirements tor C3I. The writer is indebted
to Stefano Silvestri for this last observation,

LR . P
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NAVAL ARMS CONTROL AND THE U.S. PRESENCE AND CRISIS
RESPONSE MISSIONS IN THE MEDITERRANEAN

What do these strategies and missions mean for the U.S. view
on naval arms control in the Mediterranean? The question can
be addressed by first examining unilateral measures the U.S.
has taken, then the general U.S. position on cooperative arms
control, its naval aspects in particular, and concluding with a
review of the Mediterranean per. se.

As has long been recognized, arms control can be pursued
unilaterally, as well as in concert with other nations. Recently
the U.S. took unilateral steps of enormous magnitude in the

- field of naval arms control: It said, in the words of General
Powell: "We will also withdraw all tactical nuclear weapons
from aircraft carriers, surface ships, attack submarines, and
those associated with land-based naval aircraft."# At a stroke,
the U.S. has, de facto, removed a whole category of weapons as
an arms control concern.

General Powell, of course, was following President Bush’'s initial
announcement of the previous September, to which then-
President Gorbachev promised a reciprocal "Soviet" response.44,
The world does not yet know the degree to which either party
has implemented the intentions expressed. There is no reason
not to take General Powell at his word, if only because the U.S.
is such an open society that large-scale actions to the contrary
would soon become public knowledge. Nonetheless, the United
States continues to maintain the long-established policy that it
will "neither confirm nor deny" the presence of nuclear
weapons aboard its ships and submarines. Presumably, this

‘34 NMS. p. 9. This step must surely have been gratifying to the many
who had urged it for a number of years, including specifically in the
Mediterranean. See, for example, Paul C. Warnke, "Naval Arms Control
and the Mediterranean,” Meditrerranean Quarterly, Vol. 1, No. 3 (Summer
1990); pp. 36-46. C
44 rgoviet" commentators used the occasion to distinguish between arms
control initiatives like that in 1986 at Reykjavik which were an
unprecedented step by a ‘“totalitarian superpower” and the current
situation. which "is not evidence of a breakthrough but confirmation of
the collapse of a  totalitarianism based on superarmament.” Yevgeniy
Shashkov, Moscow Pravda ,October 8, 1992 (FBIS-SOV-91-197. 10 October
1991, p. 2) )
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policy will be modified or rescinded entirely at some point in
‘the future, perhaps after the process of removing the weapons
is compiete.

In the ex-Soviet case. little is certain about implementation, but
various reports suggest that it is under way. In an interview
in Moscow on April 2 with Floyd Kennedy of the Center for
Naval Analyses, Vladimir Kozin, an advisor to the Russian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said that the Navy had assured the
Foreign Ministry that nuclear weapons had been removed from
the Black Sea Fleet, but the Ministry had not yet mdependently
verified that such® was the case.®

~ In the field multilateral arms control, the pace of change in
European security affairs has been so rapid that many, though
scarcely all, of Mr. Bush's words on arms control in the
"National Security Strategy," published only last August, are
directed at the "Soviet Union" and have been overtaken by
events.3 With full knowledge that the present assessment
may be doomed to the same swift fate, what follows is drawn
from a recent speech, delivered in The Hague, by Ronald _
Lehman, Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Dlsarmament
Agency 35 -

For the U.S., the roles of arms control in the post-Cold War
worid now focus on "strengthening nonproliferation norms,"
"promoting confidence-building transparency and stability in
regions of tension,” and "continuing our efforts to reduce the
burden of arms.”3¢ While Mr. Lehman's focus was clearly on
Europe, he noted "that the problems which confront us now
affect us globally." He admonished that "arms control
efforts...serve as a means to an end, not as an end in
themselves." In keeping with the NSS. that "end" encompasses

45 Private corfespondence from Kennedy, April 22. Kennedy plans. to
publish a short paper on this and other interviews with Russian naval
and other defense officials, carried out in late March and early April
34 NSS, p. 14,

35 To the Seventh International Round table Conference in The Hague,
Netheriands, sponsored by the Netherlands Acdlantic Commission and the
Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, April 10, 1992, Text from United
States I[nformation Agency, London, "European Wireless File," No. 74/92,
April 16, 1992, pp. 4-10.

6 p. 5.
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"the growth of democracies, free market economies, and the
rule of law...."37

Mr. Lehman touched on Mediterranean security was only once,,
in the context of Mr. Bush's Middle East Arms control initiative,
‘which includes the effort by the U.S., Russia. China, France. and
the United Kingdom to develop guidelines and restraints on the
export of conventional arms to the region. The initial focus of
the five is on proposals for exchanging on arms transfers, and
guidelines for transfers of equipment and technology related to
weapons of mass destruction.38

Mr. Lehman did not mention naval arms control. In the
writer's view, there are three reasons for its absence. First,
naval arms control is not currently under negotiation nor
proposed for negotiation. It remains to be seen whether the
new mandate to be issued by the Forum for Security in Europe
will include a naval component. Second. at a Somewhat deeper
level, naval arms control is not seen as relevant to the three
key roles of arms control in current U.S. policy, named above.
Nothing that is going on at sea today commands aftention to it -
- especially when it is compared to the concerns like
proliferation. Among potential dangérs that can be foreseen at
sea, none seems to have the .combination of probabilty of
occurrence and seriousness of consequences that dictate
prudent attention in the future. '

The third cause has deeper origins yet: In the post-Cold War
era, the United States continues to see little in naval arms
control possibilities that promote its basic security interests: as
will be discussed below in light of the new U.S. security
strategy, much the contrary is the case. In the NSS, Mr. Bush is
quite categorical regarding naval arms control:

As a maritime nation, with our dependence on the sea to
preserve legitimate security and commercial ties,

freedom of the seas is and will remain a vital interest. We
will not agree to measures that would limit the ability of
our Navy to protect that interest, nor will we permit a
false equation to be drawn between our Navy and

37 p. 6.
38 p. 10.
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regional ground force imbalances that are inherently
destabilizing.3? '

While one notes that the inclusion of the last reference to
"regional ground imbalances" suggests a residual preoccupation
with Cold War arms control concerns, a fundamental hostility
toward limitations on U.S. freedom of action in the naval sphere
is evident.

In terms, of current U.S. military strategy, it seems clear that
naval arms control measures that limit Presence and Crisis
Response are simply incompatible. The ability of the U.S. to
meet Presence requirements is already strained by current and
planned reductions in the Navy's inventory of ships; as noted,
naval forces play a leading role in both Presence and Crisis
Response. When one recalls that the post-Cold War Presence
mission includes the objective of promoting U.S. participation in
the security structures of the regions it regards as vital -- quite
obviously including Europe -- one gains an appreciation of the
major stakes that the U.S. sees potentially at jeopardy in the
more stringent of naval arms control possibilities.

At a minimum, that concern leads the U.S. to rule out
-acceptance of geographic limitations on deployments to the
regions to whose security and stability it has long been
materially committed. That position, in turn. reinforces a long-
standing, broader opposition to the principle that geographic
limitation of deployments is legitimate -- When Mr. Bush says
that "freedom of the seas" is a "vital interest” he has reasons to
mean it that go beyond traditional and still valid concerns with
sea lines of communication4?

What yet remains to be seen is the degree to which the

American commitment to freedom of the seas may lead it to

oppose confidence-building and security measures (CSBMs) at

sea in the future. Thus far, of course, naval activities not
...~explicitly..connected..with .activities ashore (essentially . .n- v cocmmss At

3% NSS, p. 15.
40 Similarly, the U.S. would oppose agreements that would limit its
access to facilities ashore in the regions of its interest -- access is in any
case being a function of agreement between the U.S. and the host

" nation, ‘
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+-I'his combination. historically .and--contemporaneously, -has

amphibious exercises) have been excluded from negotiations in
this area, not least because of U.S. skepticism. But proposals for
several such CSBMs may well be in the offing for Europe as a
whole. Whether these are confined to further extension of
CSBMs related to amphibious operations, or whether they

include further expansion of the bilateral incidents-at-sea

regimes remains unknown.4!

As for the U.S. perspective on naval arms control in the
Mediterranean in particular, comment is difficult. Today, to the
writer's knowledge. no Mediterranean-specific arms control
proposals are extant. At a minimum, it appears that insufficient
time has elapsed since the revolutionary end of the Cold War
for such "regionally"-specific proposals to emerge. While it is
utterly hypothetical to entertain the idea. it would be
surprising if in due course they do not. States in the Maghreb
and Levant who desire to constrain the U.S. naval presence and
freedom of action will naturally turn toward it. European
states who accept or, perhaps. welcome the U.S presence may
feel inclined, on behalf of interests in - cooperative relations
with the first group, not to reject such proposals.

While one cannot evaluate non-existent proposals, there are a
few things that can be said about the Mediterranean in this
context. First, while, the Mediterranean was clearly as bound
up in the Cold War as any other part of the globe, it was not a
focus of naval competition between East and West to the
degree experienced in the Norwegian Sea or the Northwestern
Pacific. Second. regardless of the ups and downs of relations
between the states of the northern and southem sides of the
Mediterranean, relations have never been marked by naval
competition. On the contrary, relations between the navies of
the two sides of the Mediterranean are in fact quite
cooperative, often times better than those between their
respective governments.

made the Mediterranean a region of relative naval calm. at
least as far as the kind of undesirable naval interactions that

4l See Marco Carnovale's conference paper for details.

26

wd



traditional naval arms control proposals might ameliorate.46
For the U.S. the principal conflictual "naval" interactions in the
Mediterranean in recent years have arisen from disagreements
about freedom of navigation, reaction to terrorism, and concern
with U.S. and other Western hostages. While it is surely not
beyond the power of man to conceive of ways in which naval
arms control might ameliorate conflict connected with these
problems, the writer is simply unaware of any proposals that
do.

CONCLUSION

It would be more satisfying to bring a paper of this kind to a
focused conclusion. But the available facts simply do not
permit that. The situation is uncomfortably fluid on ail counts:
U.S. national security policy and military strategy continue to
evolve; the European security identity is only just emerging;
and the role of naval arms control in Europe, and in the
Mediterranean in particular, remains ill-defined. The best that
might be hoped from an assessment of this kind is that it has
touched upon a few of the more enduring features in each of
these major dimensions. In particular, it is hoped that the
iHlumination of current U.S. security strategy in the
Mediterranean can help shed light on .the likely future of naval
arms control in this vital region.

46 A recent study of naval arms control focused on reducing naval
incidents that could be sources of international friction, determined
that the main regions needing attention were in fact the Nordic area
“and the Northwestern Pacific; While the study's perspective was
unavoidably that of the Cold War era, it is instructive that its data base
showed a lower level incidents in the Mediterranean than in the two
areas mentioned, to the point that arms control attention was focused on
those areas and not on the Mediterranean. Barry M. Blechman, et al.,
Naval Arms Conrrol, A Strategic Assessment (New York: St. Martin's
Press, 1991. See particularly chapter 3, William J. Durch, "Things That
Go Bump in the Bight: Assessing Maritime Incidents, 1972-1989."
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NAVAL ARMS CONTROL AND MARITIME SECURITY IN THE
MEDITERRANEAN - A BRITISH PERSPECTIVE
CGrovdon  Wilsoan

An assessment of <the Mediterranean Region underlines the
significance of this maritime area in a much broader context than
its geographical 1limits and ite relationship to what we call the
Near and Middle East, as well, of course, to.BEurope and this has
always played an important part in British strategic thinking.

From a British viewpoint the Mediterranean has always been
significant as the meeting point between East and West, even
before <the opening of the Suez Canal, and has had a major
significance in coalition wars. The Napoleonic Wars provide an
excellent example even to the extent of the claim by Russia to
have played an important part in the defeat of Napoleon's forces
in the area by ite actiong in the Mediterranean as part of the
Second Coalition (it ie worth noting that in 1799 Nelson refused
to allow Ushakov to take Malta, but the Russians do of course
have a more ocbviously justifiable claim to a major role in the
downfall of Napoleont) The significant battle of Navarino in
1827 was fought between Britain, Russia and France on one hand
against an alliance of Turkey, Egypt and Tunisia on the other.
The Crimean war started because Russia aimed to acquire the
Turkish Straits and Constantinople and thus control eastern
access to the Mediterranean.

The eminent British historian Corelli Barnett 4in his book
Engage the Enemy More Closely, a history of the Royal Navy in the
Second World War, suggests that it was wrong for Britain to
allocate s0 mnany strategic resources to the Mediterranean and
thought it better to have abandoned the area completely in favour
of the Far East theatre of war. This is a very interesting
argument, but I think this view gquestionable because of the
undoubted strategic significance of the area and the fact that,
had we given up the Mediterranean and its vital adjunct the Suez
Canal, we would never have recovered it, with all that involved
for the then British perspective of its Empire. Also to a
beleaguered nation who is to say that the impact of the victory
at El1 Alamein was not worth such a disproportionate effort in
terms of support for the boost to meorale that it gave.

I want to address the NATO view first because this is still

very much a Keystone of British policy in the area. With the

exception of the last decade and a half, Britain always kept
significant permanently based forces in the region and still
makes a substantial contribution in the form of personnel in the
various headqguarters. Maritime force levels are significantly
augmented for major exercises and the UK has had a regular
presence in the NAVOCFORMED activations and will now be a member
of the STANAVFORMED, which is seen as a most welcome innovation.
I would also like to peint out that contribution to this force is
seen by the United Kingdom as a redirection of natjonal operating
and tralning patterns and we are certain that £full time
garticipation‘ in standing naval forces Erovides considerably

etter training opportunities than those obtained f£rom on call
forces. Whenever the real world strategic situation has
demanded force levals have been enhanced and for an example one
only has to go back some sixteen months or so and note the large
British force centred around the carrier Ark Royal operating in
the Eastern Mediterranean in addition to the substantial presence
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in the forward areas of the Persian Gulf participating in Desert
Storm.

Since the formation of NATO the Mediterranean has been
fundamental to alliance strategic thought, with the Southern
Region centred around this sea and its headquarters at the heart
of the area, first at Malta and subsequently at Naples. Thus we
had as one of the five major sea campaigns postulated in the NATO
document Concept of Maritime Operations (CONMAROPS), the battle
for control of the Mediterranean on a par with that for the North
Norwegian Sea. Whereas the latter has until recently been seen
by strategists to have been the more important, who is to say
that the emphasis has not now been reversed, albeit in a
different strategic environment? We have also seen over the
years the premium placed or maritime strike operations in the
area by both the United States and NATO, such that it has been
one of the prime areas for responsive sea borne strikes against
the USSR should they be needed. The Soviets for their part were
very much aware of this and, prior to the new order in Eastern
Europe, countered the NATO fleets with large surface and
subsurface forcee of their own.

Subsequently in the Gorbachev years of arms control the
Soviets adopted a different tack and made many proposals that the
Mediterranean should be a sea of peace with &all military forces
withdrawn or alternatively that naval forces, which include those
of the Soviets, should only operate in the region as & combined
force under the auspices of the United Nations. These were
resisted by NATO and subsequently such has been the change in the
world balance of power, let alone the diversity of opinion coming
out of the former Soviet Union, that one heard, for example,
proposals that supported the strength of the NATO commitment to
the Mediterranean in the interests of the security of the regionl
or that NATO and USSR forces should operate together with the
same aim in mind. 2 This was a far cry f£from an ocean of peace
and reflects the reality of world affairs.

NATO's appreoach in this changing strategic environment needs
to be looked at in the 1light of the revised Alliance Strategic
Concept published late last year. In the discussions on & new
alliance strategic concept we read about a ‘"strengthening
European pillar of the alliance" and "the preparedness of the
European allies to take a greater share of responsibility for
their own security", although under this changing balance it
states that the “"Buropean security environment cannot be
addressed without recognition of the broader global context.
Substantial military ©power, including ballistic missile
technology and weapons of mass destruction, already exists in the
hands of states outside the CSCE process that may be hostile
toward Alliance members. If such states either border on
Alliance territory, or have weapons with sufficient range to
reach NATO nations, they could put Alliance populations and

territory at serious risk. These potential threats on the
Alliance’'s periphery are clearly covered by articles 5 and 6 of
the Washington Treaty." Later it goes on to discuss the

1 Georgi Sturua, Dalhousie University June 1990

2 UK/US/USSR discussions Adderbury series, Brown University, R.I.
November 1950 -
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implications for the Southern Region which must not only address
Soviet capasbilities, but " & different order of potential risks
must also be gonsidered, stemming from the substantial military
capabilities of states outeide the CSCE process or from other
regional instabilities.”

Manfred Worner addressing the North Atlantic Assembly at the
end of November 1990 was very imaginative in his vision of the
future, speaking of "variable geometry" in his concept of the
limpitations imposed by NATO's boundaries and, after all, this is
a4 very important consideration in considering <the response Lo
euch threats. He said that the Gulf Crisis demonstrated that
“risks can arise from mnew and unexpected quarters” with the
result that ‘"threate to NATO's territorial iategrity from beyond
Europe cannot be downplayed as out-of-area threats”. He
believed that as & result “increasingly [the) Alliance must
factor these riske 4into its defence planning® for they all
required "a collective response and renewed <£ocus on long term
crisis protection".3 This approach will have the inevitable
effect of pulling the centre of NATO's gravity south towards the
Mediterranean and, I suggest, that without a more realistic and
pragmatic approach it is going to be very difficult to deal with
the <threats that do exist to NATO's Southern Flank in an
effective way.

The previous Commander of NATO's Southern Region, CINCSOUTH,
Admiral Jonathan Howe, spoke illuminatingly on these matters to
the 1IISS in January last year. He said that NATO is in
transition and would bhave to adjust quite rapidly to major
political and strategic change and, looking beyond the
traditional threat, the Balkans were an area of increasing
instability, as has subsequently been proved. Looking further
afield it was getting very difficult for NATO to maintain a firm
distinction between in area and out of area(OOA) in view of the
growing sophistication of weapons and the increasing number of
OOA intereste of the member nations - and here of course he
impinged on the debate on Europe's future defence posture, which
I feel 4is the fundamental strategic question that has to be
addressed by us Europeans apd which is very high on the British

' agenda. Post 1992 Europe, with economic strength greater than
that of the US, must be seen to be doing more to protect its
obvious interests and thig will be as much on the US agenda as on
that of the European nations themselves.

Taking Worner's inference further, Howe vividly described
this new emphasis as NATO's centre of gravity sliding down to the
Southern Region. From this new perspective there were three
major concerns. The then USSR; the Balkans and particularly
the ethnic effects on the Italians and the Greeks (very prophetic
in view of the impact last year of Albanian migration on the
Italians); the south and south-east areas. With rtegard to the
last, a combination of acute economic and demographic problenms,
irrational leaders, improved air to air refuelling techniques and
ballistic missile proliferation gave rise to major coancerns.

The traditional OOA zones had changed to direct, such as

3 Manfred Worner, Address by Secretary General of NATO and
Chairman of the North Atlantic Council to thirty sixth annual
session London 29 November 1990



3@ RPR '82 15:5Z FROM D.N.S.D. MAIN BLDG PRGE . B0E

Iraq, Syria and Libya, which bordered NATO's territories, albeit
Libya lay across the Mediterranean, and those & little further
afield, no longer OCA, but now, he suggested, near area because
they were able to impact directly on NATO's own territory. In
any case NATO's interests extended beyond the direct geographical
area, as illustrated by the then current Irag crisis. I suggest
that in reality they have always extended that far, if only for
the middle east o0il, but have never been properly addreseed. It
is only that the perceived greater threat of the USSR reduced the
impact of thies dependence.

The experience of the British and Americans in moving forces
to the Gulf region underlined the enduring significance of the
Mediterranean as a highway £for sea movements between east and
west . According to the testimony of Vice Admiral Donovan,
the commander US Military Sealift Command, to the Rouse Armed
Services Committee on 19 February 1991, the United States moved
94% of its total cargo to support DESERT SHIELD/STORM by
strategic sealift. Of this 75% went through the Mediterranean.
From the UK perspective it took 72 ships to move & Brigade, the
reinforcing brigade to 7th Armoured Brigade . in order to make up
1st Armoured Division, from Germany to the Gulf and by 25
February last year a total of 146 vessels had been chartered for
the movement of military equipment in support of Operation GRANBY
(the UK name for DESERT STORM).

It is well worth bearing in mind that, under the concept of
the new United States Strategic Structure, the Atlantic, which is
to be one of the four major commands, encompasees not only the
Mediterranean but also the western Indian Ocean, which emphasises
the link of the Mediterranean between the two areas of interest,
hitherto regarded as separate, into one homogeneous region by the
force of new strategic realities.

I hope I have shown that this has always been & region of
significance to Great Britain, both as an individual country and
subsequently as a major actor of the NATO Alliance £or sound
historical and strategic reasons and it is now one of growing
importance, not only to the Alliance, but to Europe as a whole
as, from all perspectives, the centre of gravity shifts
southwards. This perception can only have been heightened by the
Gulf war.

Buropeans, therefore, within and without NATO, see the
Mediterranean as an area of great significance to <their security
interests. New threats in a changing world include demographic
pressures from the Maghreb as it looks across the sea to an
affluent and relatively underpopulated southern Europe.
Migration pressures are not only a threat from the south but also
from the east and north east, &5 illustrated by the Albanians,
and note that the Italians used their navy to <zrespond to the
problem. Drugs, ballistic miegiles and chemical warfare are all
growing threats from a southerly direction to add to the
established, if now somewhat less immediate concerns to the east.
New organisations such as the Pentagonal reflect the concerns of
regional nations to respond to such pressures. Manfred Wornmer
has described the area to the south and south east of Europe from
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the Maghreb to the Middle East as an "arc of tension" 4. In his
view NATO has to improve ite c¢risis response and management
attitudes to such threats and in tackling them in a wider area.
His use of the term "variable geometry", mentioned earlier, is
very much & call not to be hidebound by artificially restricting
boundaries.

Central teo this debate is that of the US presence in Europe.
While there may be conjecture over the number of troops or
aircraft to support them in Germany, I do not see the US drawing
down too greatly its significant maritime contribution to the
Mediterranean and thie may therefore well become the residual
American commitment of esubstance to the defence of Europe, albeit
it will doubtless be reduced somewhat from the £force levels of
the last few decades. However that is a subject that is more
appropriately addressed by our American speaker.

The Italians announced in 1990 that they are to divert more
of their defence budget to the navy because of the perceived
threat from <the south. Demographic problems concern them
greatly and these can only have been accentuated by the Albanian
migrations, but also remember that it was at the Italian island
of Lampedusa that Gaddifi fired Scud missiles shortly after the
US Libyan air raids,

Therefore I see the rtegion as one of increasing NATO
interest and concern in which it is seen to be necessary to have
the potential to respond to any crisis, rather as the Inner
German Border has been viewed in the past and this would reflect
the official British line. Certainly, as there is no question
over limits of operational areas in the Mediterranean itself, I
would expect any potential response to be robust. wWhether
Manfred Worner's wvision of NATO'es defence of firm interests
somewhat beyond but associated with this vital area 1is viable is
rmuch more guestionable. The inertia of the NATO system and the
reluctance of several nations to move from the c¢osy assurance
provided by the old form of NATO and address difficult questions
hampers the introduction of Iimaginative ldeas to address the
changing world. Neverthelese the Mediterranean needs more than
ever to remain a direct area of NATO interest - as long, of
course, &s NATO lasts - and the US will certainly demand that, in
tandem with the US efforts, Europeans contribute substantially to
the security of the area and still the only effective means by

which they can do so in concert is through the infrastructure of

NATOC.

I have addressed the NATO perspective at length because it

is very important to the region and certainly to the British

approach to strategic issues of the area. I also think I would
be right in esaying that the British have a very good Alliance
reputation in the Mediterranean. Now I want to turn to current
arms control issues in the maritime sphere as I see them.

Maritime measures were very firmly excluded from the mandate of
the formal CPFE arms control processes. Thies has been a strong
Western principle, certainly at the official level, but is also
reflected in the views of many independent commentators and
academics, although certainly not all, for there are some who

4 Manfred Worner: address to North Atlantic Assembly,
London, 29 November 19950
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considered at the time of the CFE process that by this approach
the West missed a major opportunity for change and exhibited a
marked degree of inflexibility in retaining its entrenched
position. Nevertheless there is strong consensus on this line
among the major maritime nations ¢f the West and in retrospect
this position has been vindicated.

On the other hand the erstwhile Soviet Union pressed very
strongly for maritime forces to be included in the formal arms
contreol negotiations. This approach really achieved significant
status and a high profile after Gorbachev's Murmansk speech in
October 1987, which was followed up by further high level
speeches on closely related issues in 1988 by Gorbachev himself
at Krasnoyarsk in September and earlier that year by the then
Prime Minister Nikolai Ryzhkov in Oslo in January. There were
two reasons for this high profile Soviet response. One was &
reaction to the US “"Maritime Strategy", a concept of US naval
operations for the first time published in an unclassified form,
which was put to the world in 1986. This spoke in fairly strong
terms of the need to adopt an active and forceful forward
presence in the event of potential conflict and certainly gave

the Soviets cause for concern. At the same time the CFE
negotiations were taking place and the Soviets were about to make
marked concessions in the land environment. With their

continental perspective they felt that the West, with what
appeared to them to be a marked superiority at sea, should make
reductions in this area of perceived superiority commensurate
with those being made by the Soviets on land. Their then Chief
of the General Staff Marshal Sergei Akhromeyev never 1lost an
opportunity to point this out, even as the dialogue between the
two blocs brought a significant thaw in relations.

The philosophy of those who wished to avoid the arms control
process was founded on the perspective of an alliance and
strategy held together by sea links and this can be traced back
to the theories of such eminent writers on maritime affairs as
Mahan, Corbett, Coulomb and Richmond, hardened by Allied
experience during the Second World war, particularly in the
Atlantic. In short, to preserve the integrity of the Alliance,
there could be no restrictions on the passage of military and
merchant ships outside territorial waters under Grotius'
principle of 'mare liberum’' and in simplistic terms it was
generally agreed that to conduct a defence at sea (as opposed to
an attack on land) a ratioc of 3:1 superiority was needed. Both
strategically and economically the Western Allies relied to a
much greater extent than the USSR on free use of the oceans.

Behind these formal positions there was some dialogue, not
least being the Adderbury series of conversations in which views
on matters o©of naval policy and strategy were exchanged on an
unattributable and unactionable basis. 1t was by such neans
that both sides in the argument began to develop a better
understanding of the concerns of the other and <the rationale
behind their national strategies. . The benefit <£rom such
discussions may be gauged from the fact that Ambassador Vladimir
Rulagin of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, speaking in
Copenhagen in early 1991 said that at Jlast he understood the
western preoccupation with the sea lines of communications
(SLOCs). A major international conference held in Moscow in
February 1990 brought into the open many of these views.and
subsequently it has become apparent that by and large the Soviets
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did not want structural arms controcl any more than did the
Western navies.5 Other conferences have identified this
outlook, although Admiral Chernavin, Commander in Chief of the
then Soviet Navy, in the United States last November did say that
he still felt there was a place for some form of structural arms
reductions.

There is a widespread feeling among some that while there
might be 1little to be gained from attempting structural maritime
arms control, not much would be lost by either side in having
some form of dialogue and introduction of confidence building
measures. However, there was a fear that these might prove a
slippery slope to further substantial arms control measures,
although in the current climate of cooperation it remains to be
seen whether such an outlook will prevail.

In a time of reducing defence expenditure among the major
military powers of the world, driven, if nothing else, by
financial imperatives, structural arms control is& actually
unrealistic and counterproductive. For a start it leads nations
to hold on to ships and weapons they might otherwise put up for
disposal, because they could be used as bargaining chips, even
though they might be militarily worthless,

Perhaps a more important result of this financial pressure
is the unilateral reductions <that occur as a conseguence and
these seem to be much more significant and speedy than any that
night be brought about by more £formal measures and is a most
interesting observation when compared to the inter-war years arms
control process of the Washington and London treaties. This
most commentators consider to have been a failure which created
more problems, such as insecurity, suspicion and resentment, than
it solved and ultimately failed to prevent conflict.

Richard Hill bhas pointed out with regard to the European
process that, although unjilateral measures clearly do not fall
within the Madrid Mandate, since they are not politically binding
in international terms, they nevertheless have a place in
confidence building and are definitely a CBM. Thue the US
decision in 1990 to remove several varieties of tactical auclear
weapons 6 from their ships did have a significant effect and cut
a considerable amount of ground from under the Soviets' feet.
In reality these weapon systeme were getting obsolescent and
difficult to maintain and in due course there would have been
nothing to stop their being replaced, although that would have
been a very disadvantageous decision to bhave made in the public
forum of world opinion. Nevertheless the step did have a

5 In this context it is most interesting to read the Greenpeace
reports of the visits made by their officials to the Severodvinsk
and Vladivostock areas in the latter part of 1981, The
appreciated that because the enrichment of the fuel was muc
lower than the commonly accepted norms of the Western navies, the
submarines required refuelling and repair work much more often
than their western counterparts, with the consequence that they
needed more of them to maintain the numbers considered necessary
for operations and to counter their perceived threat. Reduction
in submarine numbers would certainly not have met their aims.

6 ASROC, SUBROC and Terrier
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confidence boosting factor, albeit many professional naval
officers had serious doubts about the utility of nuclear weapons
at sea, on the basis that they would probably create more
problemes than they would solve. For example, a nuclear depth
bomb dropped on a submarine would make the water unusable as a
medium for detection, for which it is wvirtually the only
effective meane, for several hours. :

One of the three major fears of the Soviets in the maritime
sphere has been the capability of sea launched cruise missiles
(SLCMs) and they worked very hard to achieve a limitation on
their numbers, tacked on to the START treaty as a politically

binding agreement. This concern muset have been markedly
accentuated by the effectiveness of this weapon during DESERT
STORM. Thus the unilateral announcement by President Bush in

September 1991 that all tactical nuclear weapons (TNW), including
nuclear armed SLCM, would be removed from ships at sea must have
been a major surprise but a great confidence boost to the

dialogue between East and West. It also has a significant
impact on the hitherto sacrosanct "neither confirm nor deny"
(NCND)} policy. For the first time in recent years the West had

seized the initiative and the Soviets were certainly caught off
guard such that their response, when it came, was in a rather
staccato fashion, although in general it matched that of the
West, since the US had now been joined by the UK in the intention
of removing TNW from ships at sea. There is one loophole in the
exchange. The US regards SLCM as & tactical weapon, whereas
from the Soviet, and now presumably Russian, perception it is &
strategic system and therefore probably not covered by the Soviet
declaration, which did not specify weapon systemns.

The general improvement in the atmosphere generated over the
last eighteen months is such that weapon systems and potential
confrontation at sea between the world's major navies is fast
slipping of the agenda as the one major naval issue to be
replaced by that of multinational cooperation. For that one can
credit unilateral disarmament moves and not formal arms control
treaties, albeit unilateral measures are driven by self interest.
We have to wait and see what happens in due course, but these
measures could well prove more productive than the naval arms
control steps of the inter-war years.

Thus the British position on maritime arms control in the
Mediterranean or elsewhere remains very much what it has been
over the past decade. This is that force levels or weapon
systems are not a matter for negotiation, nor should the freedom
of the seas be constrained by limitations to the movements of

- warships outside territorial waters and this includes proposals
that constrain movements in international straits and traffic
zones. There have been suggestions that there might be merit in

. having a regional arms control regime in the Eastern
Mediterranean because of considerable problem with instabilities
on the flanks, particularly as the old order of Europe breaks up.
There is certainly pressure for land and air agreements and this
could lead to similar approaches in the maritime sphere. There
could be merit in constraining these emerging £forces £rom
developing a capability that would have application for anything
more than protection of their own exclusive economic zones, but
definitely not at the expense of having some reciprocal restraint
on those traditional navias of the region. in the longer run it
might be possible to have a dialogue on maritime issues on a
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confidence building basis and most independent commentators
advocate such exchanges. what is without doubt is that Russia
is now speaking openly about arms control at sea being a subject
whose time has passed and the matter for immediate attention is
cooperation in the maritime sphere to develop more effective
procedures to stabilise the new world order.

I . ] [ p— —a 4
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- Summasry table of naval arms control hypotheses

Feasibility in the Mediterranean

Proposed Measure Pros 7 Cons
General reduce threat to SLLOCs limit defense of sea lines selective
detente may change verification may be difficult
unilateral reductions better
limit unilateral options
Asymmetrical measures complicate calculus Examples:

address unequal needs

* land-attack for anti-ship
*

Regional Accords

politically manageable
militarily more relevant

circamvention by outsiders

multilateral, best way to bring
regional powers to any negotiation

Structural Arins Control

Tonnage limits

easy verification
could start A/C in M. East

less relevant parameter

NATO freeze for non-NATO ceilings

SLBM

make SS "fair game”

US and Russian already in

START

install PALs
move SSBN out of Mediterranean

Cruise - Nuclear

preempt Russian option

foreclose strategic option

include ex-Soviet range < 600km

Cruise - Conventional

prevent surprise attack

vertfication difficult -

NATO freeze for non-NATO ban
(include ALCM?)

Destroy Tactical Nukes

prevent post-Soviet chaos
reduce future threat to
carriers

foreclose marginal options

abolish NCND policy
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Summary table of naval arms contrel hypotheses

Proposed Measure

Pros

Cons

Feasibility in the Mediterranean

Attack Submarines

reduce threat to SLOC
environmental protection

reduce land-attack options
reduce sea-control

offer freeze and ceilings
multilateral verification
deployment transparency

Anti-submarine warfare

stabilize SSBN

difficult verification
offensive SS use easier

ban nuclear ASW only

Restrict Foreign Bases

increase pre-positioning
easy verification

political role impeded

only if threat to SLOCs eliminated

Bases for UN use

reduce costs
increase political role

reduce unilateral options

commit to Security Council

Anti-ship PGMs reduce threats to ships reduce unilateral options ceilings leading to ban
and navies difficult verification ban on trade
Operational Measures (CSBMs)
General less constraining can not prevent violations |should be pursued selectively

easily rescindable
good experience exists

slippery slope to reductions

Exclusion zones

reduce offensive potential

zones of peace unworkable
weak precedents, expensive

unlikely to find useful options

Maneuvers Limitations

limit provocative behavior

difficult to define, verify
hamper training
reveal employment options

safety zones around ships
designated firing zones




- Swmnmmary $able of naval sirms control hypotheses

Proposed Measure

Pros

Cons

Feasibility in the Mediterrahean

Maneuvers Notification

limit surprise
good precedents in Europe

difficult to define, verify
limit flexibility

flexible scheme: tonnage/days ratio
voluntary "courtesy” notification

Maneuvers Observation

reduce suspicion
knowledge to small states

difficult to do for big navies
hamper fast crisis response

multilateral, good for smaller states

Information exchange
procurement
operations

reduce action-reaction race
reduce suspicion

may limit flexibility
may be too intrusive

procurement publicity
regional peacetime cool-lines

Naval Communication

limit overreactions

naval crisis prevention center

Doctrine - R. of Engag.

prevent overreactions
build political goodwill

naval NFU
harmontization of Rules of Engag.

Bilateral INCSEA

good precedents to copy

could create confusion

useful before multilateral

Multilateral INCSEA

politically more feasible

mechanism more complex

highly auspicable

Self-destruct devices

reduce accidental launches
inexpensive

may harm positive control

auspicable for dangerous systems
(nuclear and missiles)

PALs

reduce danger of both
accidents and proliferation

expensive
politically low priority today

install

Environment protection
(from nuc. propulsion)

reduce danger of radiation

peacetime nuisance

| redeploy nuclear vessels




! LIntroduction

Aftér the successful completion of the INF, CFE and START treaties, naval
weapons :Lre the only ones not to be the object of arms control negotiations. The
reason f'o|r this is that the West, and principally the United States, has been
adamantly opposed to even consider negotiating naval arms. The main general
argumenti: for this position is that naval weapons do not justify ad hoc negotiations
because o"f their inability to conquer and hold territory makes them unsuitable for
aggressiv:e purposes and therefore innocuous. This is a rather simplistic
generalizétion: naval forces can be instrumental in the conquest of territory, and
in any ca{se the conquest of territory is not the only type of military offense to
guard against. This was shown, for instance, by the action of naval forces at Pearl
Harbour.! Subsequently, naval forces have been indispensable in the conquest of
the territory, as in Cyprus and in the Falkland. Fear of damage, rather than of
térritoria‘tl conquest, seemed to be the traditional motive behind Soviet interest in
naval arms control.

In addition, naval forces can be a threat to maritime trade. As the Cold War
drew to‘ an end, the Mediterranean and Middle East region witnessed an
escalation of dangers to merchant marines. Naval forces, on the other hand, have
been us?d to protect maritime trade. To engage in an abstract debate about

whether naval forces are inherently offensive or defensive, stabilizing or

destabili:zing, is probably a sterile exercise. They can be both offensive or



defensive, stabilizing or destabilizing, as can most other weapons, depending on

many factors such as political circumstances, the structure of combined arms
operations, the regional correlation of forces in a given geographical area, etc.
This paper will address the military aspects of naval arms control in the
Mediterranean sea in order to assess whether or not it might be in the interest of
the West to engage in naval negotiations in this region. After the fall of the Soviet
Union, and the disappearance of ex-Soviet naval forces from the Mediterranean,
are there reasons to pursue naval arms control? The answer that emerges from
this paper is a cautious yes. While the traditional threat from the Eskadra is no
longer there, it may be the right time to take advantage of lower tensions and
strong Western negotiating leverage to push through agreements that may come

in useful in future times of tension.

A.Historical background

The historical experience in naval arms control is one of mixed results. The
Washington treaty of 1922 and the 1930 and 1936 London naval treaties, over all,
were a failure in that they prevented neither an expensive naval arms race nor the
development of a destabilizing mix of naval forces that were instrumental in the
unleashing and waging of World War II. In the Mediterranean, the crude
quantitative limitations failed to provide any contribution to stability—but then,

neither were they expected to. In the interwar period, perhaps only the Treaty of

- Montreux has served the useful purpose of regulating the acrimonious question
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of access to the Turkish straits, but it can be considered naval arms control only

in the broader sense.’

In li,he post-war era as a whole, the Soviet Union was the most active
proponenﬂ of naval arms control initiatives. It put forward numerous proposals in
the pre-Gorbachev era. Most of these centered in the European naval theaters,
both in thile North and in the Mediterranean. In 1963, after the deployment of US
Polaris su|bmarines in the Mediterranean, the USSR proposed the establishment
of a nucléar free zone in the Middle East and in the Mediterranean. At the 24th
Congress! of the Communist Party in 1971, Breéhnev put forward a proposal to
transfornll the Mediterranean in a "sea of peace”, but only after the permanent
members of the Security Council had cooperated in settling the Middle East
conflict. Later he specified that the US and Soviet navies should be on equal
footing. This initial proposals is indicative of the fact that the Soviets saw
Mediberrianean security as a part of their Middle East, and not European, security
theater. |In 1974, Brezhnev, in a speech to the Polish parliament, called for the
withdrawal of Soviet and American nuclear-weapons-carrying vessels from the
Mediterl,"anean. This appeal was later repeated by Brezhnev himself and other

) \ )
Soviet leaders on several occasions.?

More recently, however, naval arms control initiatives have been successful

! This and other legal aspects of naval arms control are dealt in the chapter
by Natalino Ronzitti in this project.
% This and other Soviet proposals are discussed in Zoppo, Ciro: Naval Arms

Control|in the Mediterranean (Los Angeles: California Seminar on Arms Control

and Foreign Policy, 1975) p.12-13.
| 3
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in the realm of confidence-building measures (CSBMs). A series of Agreements for

the Prevention of Incidents at Sea (INCSEA) has been concluded, and agreements
with a naval content have been included in the process of the Conference on
Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). The relevance of these agreements

for the Mediterranean is addressed below.

B.The terms of the current debate

Soviet proposals in the naval sphere were very forcefu! in the late eighties,
perhaps because this was the only érea in which the West and the US were clearly
superior and thus could make concessions that could counterbalance the
asymmetrical cuts that the Soviets had to incur as a result of their superiority in
all other weapon system categories. Repeated calls for naval disarmament in the
Mediterranean were put forward in speeches at Murmansk in 1987 and, as for the
Mediterranean, in Belgrade in March 1988. Former Chief of the General Staff, and
later personal advisor for security affairs to Gorbachev (and failed putschist), -
Marshal Sergej Akhromeyev, gave a testimony to the US House Armed Services
Committee in July 1989 in which he stﬁted that the Soviets feared the US wanted
to restrain land forcés in order to pursue naval superiority and then dictate its
policy to the USSR. He explicitly threatened to interrupt all superpowers arms

control if they did not include naval weapons.®

3 Testimony to the House Armed Services Committee of the US Congress, 21
July 1989.
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All of these, and other, proposals met with resolute Western, and especially
Us, oppo§iﬁon, for many reasons.* First, the US has argued that NATO’s
dependenf:e on freedom of navigation, bec;ause the allies are separated by an
ocean, requires that its naval forces not be restrained by arms control. While the
original premise is undisputable, the conclusion drawn from it is a non sequitur,
as one could argue that precisely because of this dependence on sea-lines NATO
needs to Il'educe naval threats to navigation through arms control.

Set':ond, there is a general presumption that naval verification problems are
either tocl intrusive or too difficult to implement. This paper will show how this is
true in some, but not all, possible negotiating scenarios.

Third, it has been widely argued that naval weapons must be considered in
their brcylader military context. But that is true for land and air forces as well, as
none exists in a vacuum. Moreover, precisely because the context has now been

|
moving (and all in the West agree to want it to accelerate further, both in Europe

|
and especially in the Middle East) one should at least argue why naval should not

\
follow suit.
\
Fourth, some argue that naval reductions are taking place anyway, for
budgeta}y and other reasons, and there is no need to have complicated

negotiaii;ions. But precisely for this reason this is precisely a good time to establish

an arms control regime that could come in handy should the international

* Ironically, it was the US that in 1817 promoted the first naval arms control
treaty ever signed (and still in force) to limit British naval forces in the North
American Great Lakes!

|
|
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situation’deteriorate in the future.

Fit'lally, the US argues that the end of the East-West cold war, but the

permanence of military threats from several widely separated regions of the world,
require n;oi‘e naval power, that is flexible and can be redeployed as fit; does not
need political negotiations with host countries; and is best suited for reinforcement,
after the‘ US reduces its military presence in Europe, assuming there might be a
future nc‘laed for heavy reinforcement.® This view was also reflected in Defense
Department document leaked to the press in March 1992, which sought to portray
the US ias the only power with global responsibility and power projection
requirenllents. The problem here is that such a unilateral approach is probably
inconsistent with the need for international political cooperation with stabilizing

powers for new world order; and with the need to discourage proliferations of

various kinds precisely in those regions where this naval power should be applied.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union the issue of naval arms control has
moved |t0 the back-burner, but under changing political circumstances may
resurfa(:;e in the future. Uncertainty regarding the political control of the ex-Soviet
naval assets makes it imperative to address the issue in a constructive way now
that conditions are optimal and before they may again worsen in tile future. The
West cqn not simply continue to refuse discussing naval arms control; it needs to
argue vfrhy it may or may not agree to specific measures, and why. The penalties

|
® Eberle, James: "Global Security and Naval Arms Control", in Survival, Vol.
XXXII, No. 4 July-August 1990, p.329.

| 6
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for not do‘ing so may be a combination of political ill will, various kinds of

proliferations, and possibly military risks deriving especially from uncontrolled
managemrnt of naval forces belonging to the former Soviet Union.

C.Regional Negotiations?

An additional difficulty about naval arms control concerns the geographical
scope of possible talks. Geographical limitations have been useful in certain types
of arms c|:ontrol (e.g. in the CFE) because it has made it possible to include
countries'from outside the area. On the other hand, it has created problems, such
as Soviet|elusion and the possibility of future build-ups outside of the treaty area.
Geographical limitation has not even been considered in other types of arms

|
control agreements such as START, which were inherently global in character.

Or|1e author has argued against regional accords because such agreements
could be disrupted by countries from outside the region concerned.® Other
opponents of regional agreements argue that because of the mobility and flexibility
of naval |systems, negotiations would have to be global to be feasible. Moreover, as

shown l:ly Soviet Union in CFE, treaty-covered systems can be moved out of

_ regional‘ treaty areas in time to make a regional treaty less effective. Yet, that did

not deter the US or NATO from engaging in regional arms control in Europe. The
|

specificity of naval flexibility is also arguable: multi-role capabilities are today a
|

8 Holst, Johan J.: "Changing Northern European Views on Northern Security
and Arms Control”, Naval War College Review, Spring 1990, p.100.

| 7



common feature of many land and especially aircraft systems.

Another advantage of regional negotiations is that they are politically more
manageable, especially for smaller powers, because it makes it easier to address
specific problems which may be irrelevant for other regions of the world. In the
Mediterranean, regional naval negotiations would be better conducted on a
multilateral level because it would be easier to bring together otherwise politically
unreconcilable countries.Regional agreements would also be militarily more
relevant,!particularly for smaller powers, because they would address specific
reciproca|1 security problems.

This paper purports to address this question by highlighting whether
sufficient military rationales exist to make regional naval arms control options in
the Mediterranean desirable and, if so, feasible. To make the analysis of various

options more comparable, I will evalu‘ate the missions, negotiability and
veriﬁabil|ity of possible alternatives in turn.
|
D.Off-setting asymmetrical reductions
Al‘ready in the UN Expert Study on naval arms control of 1984 it was
acknowlgdged that the goal of arms control should not be equal cufs but equal
security. Therefore, naval agreements in the Mediterranean would have to

consider different geographical situations.”. Hence the necessity to consider

unequal measures for the various participants. These may consist of unequal cuts

7 Unlited Nations Document A/40/535, paragraph 285.

8



of similar weapon-systems, or of off-setting reductions of dissimilar systems.

One example that has been debated in the past was to eliminate attack
submarines of the former USSR in exchange for the elimination of US nuclear
systems capable of reaching the territory of the Commonwealth of Independent
States (CIS). The US unilateral declaration of denuclearizing its fleet (SSBNs
excepted) and the current absence of ex-Soviet submarines from the mediterranean
g0 some way in this direction in a unilateral way. UK and France are the only two
other powers with these kinds of systems today and, as discussed below, there
may well be some merit in suggesting their accession to the current de-facto US-
CIS regime.

The! principle of asymmetrical obligations may be used in other cases as
well. For example, major naval powers in the Mediterranean may offer to reduce
their landi attack capabilities in exchange for coastal powers reducing their anti-

ship capabilities. Any such negotiations is likely to be premature until naval arms

control reaches a firmer ground, however

‘ I1.Possible categories of structural arms control
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A. Tonnage limitations

This type of naval arms control was already tried before World War II, but

was circumvented by Germany. A similar quantitative approach was adopted in

thle SALT/START process, when throw-weight was one of the parameters used to

establish arms limitations.? With modern technologies, naval tonnage limitations

could be circumvented again, perhaps even more easily than in the thirties: the

size of ships is less and less important with respect to other considerations such

as advanced weaponry.

With the fall of the USSR, it is hard to conceive of tonnage ratios that could

make strategic sense between the US fleet and any other except, possibly, that of

Russia. All other major fleets are of NATO members and their navies are far

|
smaller. If anything, budget cuts and inter-allied debate on burden-sharing would

make mf%\ny countries less than eager on being allocated a larger share of

responsibility.

Orii the other hand, the principle of tonnage limitations could be usefully
applied among non-NATO Mediterranean navies particularly in North Africa and
in the Middle East. Most of these are of comparable magnitudes and comparable
technological levels. Such an agreement would be easily verifiable and would
provide 8:. useful starting point for further arms control measures in the regions.

Because it is less controversial and less sensitive for domestic establishments, this

kind of r:udimentary naval arms control could be a workable starting point for

8 I am indebted to Johan Holst for this comparison.
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regional arms control measures in the Middle East.

On a sea-wide basis, NATO Mediterranean countries could offer a freeze in

total deployed tonnage in exchange for a ceiling on the part of non-NATO riparian
states. Such an agreement would also have to address the issue of non-naval
threats to| NATO SLOCS, e.g. those coming from shore-based systems, and
particularly from missiles. NATO navies could offer to reduce their land-attack
capabilitie%s in exchange for non-NATO countries limiting their land-based anti-
ship capabilities.

B.J\‘faval "strategic’ nuclear weapons

Missions American, French and British SLBMs have been thought of as
"strategic"' nqn—naval mission oriented systems (though it seems that the
Soviets/Rpssians target their SLBMs also against US naval forces). Otherwise, one
could arglue (as the Russians do) that restrictions on SSBN logically call for
restrictions on other naval forces as well.’? But this would not be logic: there is no
reason to! reduce the number of potential "targets” just because one reduces the
offensive capabilities against them.
Neigotiabﬂity Because of the character of their mission, there is virtually
none outside of the bilateral START process. This is even more true today that

Bush’s plan removes the problem of the co-location of SLBM and other weapons

® Admiral Gorshkov according to Petersen and Robinson cited in Tangredi, Sam
d.: "Naval Strategy and Arms Control” in The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 14, No.
3, Summer 1991, p.202.
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such as Illuclear SLCM. SLBMs however remain relevant to non-structural

agreements, particularly concerning negative control procedures—see below.

French and British SLBMs are likely to join the START process if they are to
become objects of arms control negotiations at all.

However, France and Britain may join the US and Russia in an agreement

to keep '|che Mediterranean SSBN-free. This would have some value as a

bargaining chip to offer other non-nuclear states in exchange for limitations in
|

other kinds of armaments, and it would remove any inhibitions against attack-
submarines, one of the most threatening systems for Mediterranean SLOCs that

it would be advisable to control through negotiated agreements—see below.

Ve'rifiability It is by all accounts adequate in the START process. It would

not be dT'fferent from that of SSN as far as the platform is concerned, and

therefore it would not be possible to establish separate detection systems for the
two types of submarines, though it is definitely possible to distinguish between,
for example, the sonar signatures of the two types. This would allow for an

adequate verification potential.

C.Sea-launched Cruise Missiles
Mrlssions Aside from SLBM, naval nuclear weapons include the so-called
"tactical” weapons, though many, such as the SLCMs, are actually strategic from
|

a European point of view, and have little to do with the naval correlation of forces.

Their strategic character derives from their missions, which was to strike deep

12
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"

into enemy territory. This capability made it possible for SLCMs to be designated

as "strategic reserve” by the US itself. The role of SLCMs for deterrence increased

after the INF treaty and NATO reductions of TNF in the late eighties: they are

pin-point accurate land-attack weapons capable of reaching targets in a way that,
after the INF treaty, few other systems in Europe could.

The|ir withdrawal according to the Bush plan of 1991 makes the subject less
urgent frdm the point of view of arms control (though it does not completely
resolve the!a issue as these systems will not be destroyed).

The Soviets (and today the CIS) also have a lot of SLCM below the 600 km
range, whiich they refused to include in the Declaration of Policy Concerning
Nuclear SLCMs in START. These SLCM cbuld do "strategic” missions against
European'targets from Mediterranean waters or even from the Black sea'. The
new SS-N ;21 are particularly concerning, and it remains to be seen whether they
will also eliminate as a response to US initiative.

|
A future redeployment of a nuclear version of the SLCM is likely to happen

only under politically and/or militarily tense circumstances. For this reason, it

|
would be ;advis_able to ensure that if such a redeployment takes place it should

happen under the safest and most secure circumstances possible. In this respect,

it would be advisable to install use control devices on SLCMs now (see section on

this measure below). In addition, it would be highly auspicable that such devices

10 US| Department of Defense, Naval Arms Control Report to Congress,
February 1991, p.11.
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be installed, in cases where they are not, on all naval nuclear systems of the ex-

Soviet Union. This would provide additional security in light of the current
uncertainty with respect to the chain of command and political control over parts
of the ex-Soviet navy.

SLCM also have a conventional missions. The ex-USSR has nuclear anti-
ship SLCM but no conventional land-attack version at presént, though it soon
may. US has plans for about 100 subs and 100 surface ships with conventional
SLCM (both land-attack and anti-ship), and their conventional mission was
evident during the Gulf war of 1991 against Iraq.

It is more likely that rudimentary versions of conventional SLCMs will
spread to other countries. In the Mediterrahean, this would pose a problem for
Southern European and insular states. Negotiability For the nuclear
version, the point is mute after the Bush plan, though these weapons are not to
be destroyed. However, there will remain the conventional version. After the INF
treaty, NATO countries have de fdcto renounced land-based cruise missiles. NATO
could propose to freeze (with a later build-down option) its conventional SLCM in
exchange for a renunciation of land-based conventional cruise missiles regionwide.

If such an offer were made, non-NATO Mediterranean countries would be
likely to request a ban of all cruise missiles capable of reaching their territory
from the Mediterranean, including the air-launched variant, in exchange for their
foregoing this category of weapons for the future. A ban on all cruise missiles

would not be achievable in the immediate future, but possessors of such systems

14



may offer to start pulling them out of the Mediterranean after all countries of the

region had agreed to give up new acquisitions of their own.

Verifiability The unilateral US moves on nuclear SLCMs requires no
verification regime, but should that be desired in the future (it may be requested
by the Russians or other inheritors of Soviet naval systems in case of negotiated
agreements), it will not be a problem to tell whether warhead is nuclear or

conventional,’! but little additional verification will be possible without

~ unacceptable intrusiveness. In addition, there could even be problem to detect the

presence or absence of nuclear weapons aboard nuclear-propelled vessels.

There would be serious problems of veriﬁcatidn with respect to many other
issues that might come up in the future, such as range, deployed numbers, non-
deployed inventory, covert production, dual-capable launchers.'

Conventional cruise missiles, wherever based, would be even more difficult

to verify. This seems to be a major obstacle toward their inclusion in a limitation

treaty.

1 An experiment to this effect was carried out in the Crimea in 1989 by the
USSR Academy of Sciences and the US Natural Resources Defense Council. It
measured radiation emitted by nuclear anti-ship cruise missiles with passive
sensors. See NRDC "News Release”, 12 July 1989.

12 This is well explained in Report to Congress, op. cit., p.12
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D.Other tactical naval nuclear weapons

Misfsions Remaining naval nuclear weapons can be of two broad categories:
land-attack and ship-to-ship. In the first case, they would be marginal for attack
against alllother nuclear power, and, as the Gulf war of 1991 demonstrated,
irrelevant against non-nuclear powers. As for tile second type of mission, the US
Navy had|already begun the process of denuclearization in 1987, with the plan to
withdraw ship- and submarine-launched ASW missiles (SUBROC, ASROC) and

|
anti-air (Terrier); according to this plan, the US navy was already withdrawing

over 1,000 weapons.

Tht‘e Bush plan of 1991 calls for the withdrawal of airborne weapons as well,
and thus makes the issue of tactical naval weapons a secondary one for the time
being, th‘ough these weapons will not be completely eliminated and may be
redeploye_d aboard in the future (perhaps without public announcement). The same
could be lcru'e of the Russian navy.

Negotiability Until Bush’s speech, the US argued that "tactical” nuclear
weapons ‘erihance stability:' they can not be the target of a first strike (as they
are dispersed on over 200 vessels); and can not perform a first strike of their own
(as there are insufficient numbers to accomplish a preemptive attack). This
argument, by which naval tactical nuclear weapons are defined according to what

|

they are'not able to do, is a non sequitur.

Bush’s plan apparently changed the US outlook on this matter. Perhaps it

3 Report to Congress, p.8.
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|
would be t}?e easier today than in the past to ban their deployment in a binding

agreement ‘with challenge inspections provisions. This would require the US Navy
[ .

to officially abolish its Neither-confirm-nor-deny (NCND) policy. It would therefore
|

- entail no actual limitation in the foreseeable future, but would insure against

future surx"eptitious redepléyments by possible inheritors of the ex-Soviet navy. It
would alsc; make it easier to monitor environmental worries and rebut threat-
inﬂational"y concerns.

Thel abolishment of the NCND policy, of course, would not bar future
nuclear re-deployments. But it would require the distinction between nuclear-
carrying or -capable vessels and others, The former would have to be declared
and/or mallrked with special flags or other observables. Recognition of nuclear
capabilityi is an accepted principle in land for air forces, and there is no obvious
reason WIP’ this should not be the case for naval forces. Nuclear designated ships
could suffer from greater specified restrictions in some cases. On the other hand,
they might also enjoy special immunities and privileges.'*

Verifiability It is easy to detect the presence or absence of nuclear
weapons (l)n board vessels, though it would be more difficult to find out what kind
of weapo'ns: the radiation from nuclear propulsion engines would complicate

matters a bit. It might be more difficult to keep track of numerous routine

replenishment, including those at sea. An agreement to designate nuclear-capable

" Prawitz, Jan: "Applications of CBMs to a Naval Nuclear Environment”, in
Uited Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs, Naval Confidence-building
Measures, (Neéw York: United Nations, 1990), p.122.

|
|
:
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vessels might need several inspectors on board each vessel to be verified, either

permanentily or on a random basis.”® In any case, the importance of verifiability
would depends on one’s view on whether these weapons are militarily useful: if
they are, aLd incentives to cheat are thus greater, verifiability is important. If not,
there would be few, if any, incentives to cheat and thus the verification of small
violations would be less important.'®

|

E.Attack submarines

Mis?ions This is a very versatile system. In order to assess the feasibility
of arms ;control measures, one must distinguish according to its various
armamentils and relevant missions: surveillance and reconnaissance, strike warfare
(1and-attaLk), mine warfare, naval blockades, ASW, escort to battle—groups,
delivery/rTcovery of special operations troops, coastal and barrier defense.
Reductions agreements would affect all of these missions indiscriminately.

The! nuclear land-attack role of attack submarines was important for NATO
as a means of extended deterrence, but Bush’s plan takes this mission away. For
NATO, SLOC protection, sea-control mission is now the main raison d’etre for
attack su;bmarines. The conventional anti-ship/ASW mission however is not

favorable ' to NATO, which has the most valuable assets at sea. In the

Mediterra‘nean it is not easy to deal with the submarine threat to high-value

!

15 Lin:‘, Herbert: "Verification of Nuclear Weapons at Sea”, in Fieldhouse,
Richard (Ed.): Security at Sea, (New York: Oxford Univesity Press, 1990), p.108.
' Lin, op. cit. p.111.
|
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vessels and SLOC, as ASW suffers from serious problems because of the

characteriétics of the watér.

Negotiability It is interesting to note that a proposal for a complete ban
on submax“ines came at the Washington conference of 1922 and was put forward
by US and the UK even though at the time they had more submarines than
others. To‘day, a problem with equal ceilings of SSNs would be that the Russians
have many SS which they could use to bypass, while the US has no SS. Therefore,
an agreement would have to include SSs in an overall ceiling. Alternatively, they
coﬁld be e‘lxcluded from a regional treaty and would gradually fade away as they
are incrementally decommissioned. The current trend toward major reductions in
the fomielr Soviet navy may facilitate a da facto agreement to this effect. Until
recently, the Soviets were less eager to reduce their submarines than any other
naval we‘apon, perhaps because it is their best maritime asset, and perhaps
because their threat to NATO SLOCs was one of the few truly impressive
conventio‘nal military capabilities left to them. Russia could be more amenable now
that havé less of a stake in maintaining a submarine presence in the
Medit.erralmean.

The dissolution of the Soviet Union, and the consequent concern by Russia
about the Ukraine taking over part of its fleet, may provide an opportunity to
tackle an otherwise difficult issue. It may be auspicable to formalize the
withdrawal of the ex-Soviet submarines from the Mediterranean in an agreement,
and NATO powers could offer some quantitative limitations in exchange. This
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would also serve the purpose of facilitating the inclusion into an agreement of

submarines from other riparian states.

One scholar has proposed to reduce conventionally-armed submarines to
ceilings sufficient for defense but not for offense.'” One problem here would be
to define such a threshold. Another might be that some countries will fear their
qualitative inferiority and will probably insist on a complete ban, though they
could probably be temporarily persuaded into a partial agreement. Ceilings would
allow maj?r powers to retain a capability for SLOC protection, while at the same
time modérate increases of non-NATO submarine fleets.

Ver|ifiability The Mediterraneanis a rather advantageous milieu for attack
submarinf%s. Physical conditions (the water is warm, salty and shallow) make them
difficult to detect. However, in case of an agreement on submarine reductions,
their num|bers would be easy to verify at the stage of production, or as they enter
or exit the Mediterranean, but not as easily afterward. It would be easier to detect
diesel submarines because they must emerge, but even this would not be easy for
countries non endowed with satellite and/or advanced sonar intelligence.

Me‘diterranean naval powers could agree upon a multilateral verification
arrangement, whereby entry and exit to and from the sea and intended mission
would be notified by non-riparian states. In exchange, coastal states would commit

themselves to a strictly non-offensive mission of coastal and SLOC defense.

' Lacy, Jim: Regional Approaches to Naval Arms Control, paper presented to
the JAI-Rand Corporation conference, Rome, September 1990, p.10.
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F.Ar|;ti-submarine capabilities

Mis,\sions It has been argued that ASW should be reduced because, just as
strategic ﬂefenses against ICBMs, it is destabilizing against the SSBN
deterren!:.l-‘8 The counter-argument is that ASW is meant especially against SSNs,
which thrieaten SLOCs. Moreover, a first strike against SSBN is practically
impossible to realize; therefore, overall, ASW is stabilizing because contributes to
reduce threat of surprise attack against SLOC by attack submarines. Some tried
to -differen‘tiate between anti-SSN and anti-SSBN, but in vain. also, Soviet SSBN
bastion approach made differentiation moot: today, ASW against Russia is mostly
an anti-SS|N mission. "

As ifor other powers in the Mediterranean, submarines may perform both
offensive énd defensive roles. However, as noted above, they constitute the major
‘.oﬁ'ensive ti:hreat'to SLOCs, while their defensive role might more easily be picked
up by sur|face and land-based systems.

Neéotiability Nuclear ASW is being withdrawn by the US. There are no
other nuclear ASW in the Mediterranean. Therefore, NATO could offer a formal
ban on m‘1c1ear ASW as a part of the submarine ceiling offer outlined above.

It would be more difficult to envisage negotiations for non-nuclear ASW,

which would require extremely intrusive verification procedures and probably

could noti be made reasonably reliable. In any case, if one accepts the premise that

18 See‘ chapters 5-8 in Tsipis, Kosta, Anne Cahn and Bernard Feld: The Future
of the Sea-based Deterrent, (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1973).
19 Tangredi, op. cit., p.203
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attack submarines are mainly an offensive system, there would be, as a principle,

|
less need to limit ASW.

Verliﬁabil.ity A satisfactory scheme could be devised for nuclear ASW and
for on-boa"rd or trailed detection systems, but it would be more difficult for

submergec|i sonar buoys. One could conceivably set up a mechanism to keep track
of transmission cables but this would make the system hostage to anybody who

knew in a’crisis.

G.l\ifaval Basin

Miésions Only the US has permanent naval bases on foreign land in the

Méditerralnean. The Soviets no longer did after their ejection from Valona and
Egypt; to&ay, the Russian navy might only find a support facility at Tartus, in
Syria, anﬂi even that is far from certain. In the spring of 1992, NATO created a
new perm‘anent naval force for the Mediterranean, until now only don on an ad-
hoc basis. This will be based in Naples and consist initially of six vessels (frigates
and destrl)yers) from Greece, [taly and Turkey. The US and the UK would exercise
jointly w1£h the force on a regular basis, while German and Dutch less frequently.
This force? will require some foreign (and possibly permanent) basing on the part
of the coulntries involved.?

Th}s new NATO flotilla demonstrates that today naval basing has acquired
an emine‘ntly political role. It alsb, of course, has a military role, as shown during

I

|
¥ International Herald Tribune, 10 April 1992, p.2.
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various unhilateral and multinational operations during the eighties and

particularly during the Gulf War. Non-NATO Mediterranean countries have a
tendency to see the permanent presence as an intrusion by foreign powers

In the long run, one option would be to restrict this in the way it has been
restricted in the Northern flank, with no permanent US bases but only depots of
matériel and plans for wartime or crisis-time redeployment.

Another possibility would be to put foreign bases in the Mediterranean at
the dispoéal of the United Nations whenever required by the Security Council.
This would not constitute any obligation either for the host country or for the
forces that are routinely based in such bases, but may facilitate their employment
for peace-keeping and other UN-mandated missions should the countries
concernecl| agree to do so.

Negotiability The negotiability of any base agreement is at the moment
rather low. In the past, the Soviets always had weak arguments, as is was clear
that 1;heirl main aim (the Sixth fleet’s pull-out) would have the primarily political
consequence of yet further de-coupling the US from NATO Europe, With limited
military consequences for the Soviets’ security.

Today, the US naval presence is seen by most allies as one of the last
remaininjg outposts of the US military commitment to European security, and it
is unlikely that NATO countries will push for any reduction. This is the case, for
example,l of the Sixth Fleet’s political role in Italy.

Asi for the possible use of naval bases for UN purposes, that is indeed an
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auspicable target to aim for, but it will likely take the shape of voluntary ad hoc

operations rather than of a formalized treaty. The danger of such a treaty would
be that the UN may again be unfriendly to the West in the future as it was
sometimes in the past. On the other hand, such a turn for the worse would likely
be a long term trend and any commitment could be withdrawn in time. Moreover,
the US is a member of the UN Security Council and could thus prevent any
unwanted use of its Mediterranean bases through it power of veto.
Verifiability It is obviously easy to verify whether a naval base is
operational and hosts foreign ships. Surreptitious storage facilities could be used
to p')re-position spare parts and weapons. However, this would hardly constitute

a fatal flaw for this kind of agreement.

H.Anti-ship PGM

Missions These systems are highly destabilizing because they put premium
on hasty action by ship commanders (as was the case with both the Stark and
Iranian Airbus incidents.) They are now widespread, will be even more so in the -
future. In particular, in the Third World, and in the Mediterranean, there is an
on-going proliferation of missile armed patrol boats: there was only 1 country in
the world that possessed these systems in 1960; by 1965, there were 7; in 1970,
there were 17; by 1974, the total had risen to 31; today, more than 60 countries

operate missile-armed boats, and the number is probably bound to increase
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further ®
| .
Negotiability It is difficult to envisage negotiations on PGMs in the near
|

term, at a time when Western nations are aggressively pursuing the development

of PGMs. .‘It will hardly be more so after the de-nuclearization of the US fleet,
which will place even more emphasis on PGMs. Yet, major naval powers have
more to lo‘se than minor powers from a proliferation of PGMs. In the long run,
major nav&es could benefit from a ban on anti-ship PGM. In the Mediterranean,
this ban ghould probably include shore-based anti-ship missiles such as Silk-
worms. |

in a{ny case, any such negotiations would probably have to take into account
air-launched PGMs, both land and carrier-based. NATO navies could offer a ban
on land-attack and anti-ship PGMs. This would address the Western navies main
concerns |while at the same time offering other riparian states a reduction in
NATO’s lénd attack options.

Verifiability Any arrangement to verify PGM limitations would be
intuitively difficult, as these systems are small and not detectable by remote
sensing devices. A total ban, a rather distant prospect, would be easier to
verify—for example if all possession and testing of guided missiles were proscribed
from the‘Mediterranean. More partial measures would be more complex to verify.

TeTchnology and systems export controls will be difficult to enforce in an

airtight ‘manner, and many countries have shown an outstanding ability to

21 Th|ird World Navies, p.
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assimilate‘the relevant technologies quickly and efficiently. These systems are

expensive but they are still cost effective against high-value targets such as major
surface sh.‘ips.
" I1.Operational arms control (CSBMs)

Unlike for structural arms control, the purpose of Confidence and Security-
Building Measures (CSBMs) is not to reduce incentives to go to war, but to avoid
accidentalll war arising from unwanted or unauthorized provocation or
misper'cepfions. CSBMs do not restrict purposeful access by a state to its military
instrumen‘t. Some have proposed that CSBMs should also aim at avoiding
escalation| from conventional to nuclear war.”? This propesition however would
lead one into the dangerous field of damage limitation and preparation for limited
war, and #;herefore should be rejected.

In Ithe naval sphere, most experts and practitioners see CSBMs as a
precursor‘l to structural arms control. For this reason, opponents of naval arms
control fear them as leading to the slippery slope which would eventually bring
about structural arms control as well. For the same reason, proponents of naval
arms control push them as the path of least resistance towards reductions, as a
necessarj) first step toward more challenging goals. Both sides agree, however,
that CSBMs could not be the finish line of naval arms control, but only a new
beginning. This preconception may or may not be true, but it is certainly a

22 Raclloslav Deyanov, "The Role of Security Objectives of Confidence-building
Measures at Sea"” in UN Disarmament Department, op. cit., p.17.
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problem ihasmuch as it hardens the position of the skeptics.

| . "
Also, CSBMs are seen as easier to conclude because they are less politically

| . . .
controversial and require neither force reductions (and consequent

|
unpalatable—for navies—budget cuts) nor even ceilings, though they might
|

require constraints on the principle of freedom of the seas. Such constraints would
|

have to b|e evaluated against possible benefits. So far, naval CSBMs have been

formally |excluded from the Vienna CSBM negotiations because they were not
included |in Madrid mandate from which such negotiations originated. Whether
they may be addressed at future stages of the CSCE arms control process remains
to be seen, pending the general restructuring of that process after the collapse of
the Eastérn European bloc and the USSR.

What follows are criteria which could be applied to evaluate possible naval
CSBMs.'In any case, one should keep in mind that it is objectively difficult to
measure "confidence”, and in any case such measures could never be absolute.”
Positiveleﬁ"ects of useful CSBMs should: i) reduce capability to use naval forces for
polii:ical| pressure; ii) help avoid incidents; iii) limit the probability of incidents

|
escalating into crises; iv) improve the crisis-management use of naval forces; v)

|
reduce the possibility of surprise attack; and finally, vi) obtain positive political
|
spin—oﬂ'l.
I\llegative side-effects, which contribute to making possible CSBMs

2 Norwegian Defense Research Establishment: Confidence-building at Sea,
(Oslo, 1|988), p.22-27.
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counterproductive, include: i) reduction of unilateral ability for effective use of
|

naval forces; i1) limitation of national crisis management capability; ii1) complicate
|

preparation for defense during a crisis; iv) influence correlation of forces
!

asymmetrically; v) negative political effects.
|

A.The Mediterranean and Existing CSBMs at Sea

|
In assessing possible CSBM proposals, it is useful to start from an

evaluation| of what agreements have already been concluded and how new ones

could imp'rove on them. Several agreements with a confidence-building potential
for naval ii“orces have in fact already been concluded, and most do bear directly on
the situation in the Mediterranean. Many did in fact originate from incidents
between the superpowers’ fleets in the Mediterranean or the Black Sea. Perhaps
the most!accepted worldwide is the "International Regulations for Preventing
Incidents|at Sea”, usually referred to as the "Rules of the Road"” agreement, which
is desigﬁed to regulate maritime traffic and avoid collisions at sea. It has
undoubtedly provided for an effective instrument for the prevention of unwanted
confrontation.

T}l;e US-USSR Agreement for the Prevention of Incidents at Sea (hereinafter
INCSEA;}, signed in 1972, goes further than the "Rules of the Road" in that it
Speciﬁcallly forbids provocative or dangerous activities such as attack simulations.

Allegedl;lz, the agreement originated from the filming by the US Navy of close

contact ?pisodes with the Soviet Eskadra in the Mediterranean. The US-Soviet
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agreement has been imitated by the UK (in 1986); Germany (in 1988); France,

Italy, Norway and Canada (in 1989). As of 1991, Turkey, the Netherlands and
Spain were negotiating their own INCSEA agreements, but the future of these
negotiations is unclear following the disappearénce of the USSR. These
agreements have a direct bearing on the Mediterranean, because all the major
navies which are present in that sea are parties to them.

The US-Soviet Ballistic Missile Launch Notification Agreement requires at
least a 24 hours advance notice for SLBM tests. Information must be passed
through the Nuclear Risk Reduction Center which was established in 1987. This
agreement is not directly related to the Mediterranean, which is not a usual
patrolling area for SSBNs.

The US-Soviet agreement on the Prevention of Dangerous Military
Activities was signed in Moscow in 1989, and it applies also to naval forces.* It
establishes procedures to deal with the entry of each party’s forces in the
territorial waters or air-space of other. As in the case of the INCSEA, it was
prompted by several incidents, the most publicized of which was perhaps that
involving several near collisions in the Black Sea in 1988 when US ships entered
Soviet territorial waters. It prohibits the harmful or dangerous use of lasers,
electronic interference in command and control, disruptive use of illumination, etc.
It provides for direct communication procedures among ships and aircraft in case

of problems arising in its implementation.

% See the text in Fieldhouse, Richard (Ed.) Security at Sea op. cit.
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The Stockholm agreement of 1986, as confirmed by the Paris agreement of

!
1990, also covers naval activity, but only if it is "functionally related” to other

military activities on land. Specifically, it requires notification 42 days in advance

|

of amphibious landings in excess of 3,000 men, and the invitation of observers for
|
those over 5,000.
\
|
B.Geographic Constraints (Exclusion zones)

There are enormous asymmetries of power and interests among
|

Mediterrainean states. Proposal for the constraint of naval activities are based on

the assumption that either the military presence interferes with civilian activity

(such as i|ishing, etc.) or the mere military presence is source of tension. This

assumpti?n is far from clear. There are no obvious cases of military activities that

impair cix|n'lian activities in a way that could be avoided only by preventing naval

forces fro|m accessing a certain area at certain times.

If T;aken to its logical extreme (banning of fleets from certain areas, or
creation (‘)f the so-called "zones of peace”), such measures would conflict with each
state’s ri‘ght to free navigation. Another problem could arise if navies of non-
riparian ‘?states were prevented from entering semi-enclosed seas: this would

interfere‘ with riparian states’ right to enter into alliances with other states and

host the ‘forces of the latter; such proposals would therefore hardly be acceptable.

25 {

%5 Folr a further discussion of multilateral limitations to fleet mobility and of

|
|
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|
More limited options would entail the establishment of partial exclusion

zones for certain types of naval armaments only. For example, hypotheses about
several types of nuclear-related exclusion zones have been floated in the past.
These have included, among others, Nuclear Weapon Free Zones (NWFZ), Anti
Submarinle Warfare free zones, and secure bastions for naval strategic nuclear
assets (m‘ainly SSBN). In previous paragraphs I have discussed the merits of
banning 1‘1uclear ASW from the Mediterranean.

Thu‘ree regional precedents in this respect provide for rather weak examples.

In the T|1atelolco Treaty, denuclearization includes large ocean regions in the

Atlantic |and in the Pacific, but this provision is partly ineffective because of
reservatildns by the nuclear powers for areas beyond the 12-mile territorial waters
limit. The Antarctic treaty also prohibits the stationing of nuclear forces in
adjacent| waters, but this is a strategically and politically irrelevant provision.
Finally, ;{;he Rarotonga treaty provides for large denuclearized ocean areas, but
does notl limit access to high seas by nuclear armed or propelled vessels.

One way to make exclusion zones in the Mediterranean more negotiable
might b(la to allow for a "surge clause” to be applied in case of crises deriving from
hostile allction against one of the contracting parties. There would be difficult issues
to decidla, however, including questions such as 1) how long a surge could last; 2)
how oftt‘an it should be allowed to happen; 3) who would have the authoriiy to

|
determine whether or not the "surge clause” were triggered by a given event; 4)

|
zones of peace, see chapter by Natalino Ronzitti in this study.
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what could be allowed to happen if the surge clause were triggered by a state

which werc‘a not party to the treaty.

Exclusion-zones have been considered for weapons other than nuclear, e.g.
for submarines with land-attack SLCM. It has been suggested that in order not
to be provocative these weapon-systems and their platforms should be kept farther
from the coast of potential target countries than their range. Such a measure
would be difficult to negotiate in the Mediterranean because quite a few states
{(both riparian and not) now have long-range weapons (notably guided missiles) on
board their ships, even light vessels. Thus, keeping them farther away from other
parties toj a range-based treaty could easily block off the whole Mediterranean.
Alternatively, it has been suggested that the depth of exclusion zones cold be
linked to| the 200-mile EEZ band: in the Mediterranean, the effect would be
equivaleqt to a total ban and the creation of a zone of peace.

Ve‘rifiability The degree of verifiability of Mediterranean naval exclusion-
zZones wo?ld depend on the control of entry into the sea through its access straits.
This woul‘ld be easy for surface ships, but less so for submarines (which however
must navlligate on the surface and show their flag if the UNCLOS were to apply).
In practi(l:e, verification of entry would be most relevant for the US (and perhaps

in the future the successors to the Soviet Union) which may hold by far the
|

greatest Share of non-riparian naval forces. A problem might be that it is precisely

|
those two countries which possess the advanced sensor technology which is

|
necessary to closely monitor submarines underwater.

|
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In case of agreements proscribing specific weapons categories (such as

nuclear weapons) one could envisage reciprocal observation at port facilities or
aboard replenishment ships.? This would allow parties to the agreement to check
on what armament is loaded on what ships and then see whether ships or specific
armaments proscribed in the Mediterranean enter the area. This system, to be
effective, would be dauntingly complex, and probably not very cost-effective
compared to the significance of the violations it could detect.

Alternatively, one could envisage the emplacement of a system of radio
transponders aboard individual proscribed weapon systems to transmit their
location at given intervals. The owner of the weapon could be allowed to switch
them off in case of crisis to keep the location secret, but would be held accountable
if it switched it off unjustifiably in peacetime. If it did, other parties would know
the owner party was preparing for something unusual, a fact that in itself would
sound alarm for all those monitoring the transponders’ signals. Evidently, this

would be a complex and expensive system.?’

C.Limitations of maneuvers
A variation on the above could be to limit naval maneuvers per se, as a
distinct activity compared to others, such as transfers, permanent stationing or

actual force employment. This could help distinguish peaceful training operations

2 Prins, Gwyn: "The United Nations and Naval Power in the post-Cold War
World", in United Nations Disarmament Department, op. cit., p.226.
2 ref. ‘
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|
from offensive or provocative ones. However, to make this distinction could be

|

difficult in practice. In addition, it could pose a problem if one state wanted to use

naval pow"er for actual operations, and not for exercises.

In ‘brinciple, an agreement to limit maneuvers should not affect such
operationé, but the state concerned would have to declare that a particular naval
activity W%‘EIS not a maneuver, and thus imply that it was about to use naval power;
this may 1;not be feasible, because it would eliminate the surprise factor for the
target of 1'T;he operation itself. Also, these limitations would constrain the US more
than any (other power because it does more large exercises away from home ports.
All other !Mediterranean naval powers do fewer and smaller exercises, and they
are consig‘lierably closer to home. This measure would likely be feasible only if all
movements of naval vessels were considered as maneuvers and were therefore

subjected to limitations of some kind.
|
With these caveats, limits on maneuvers would have to specify the number
-of participating units which would constitute a "maneuver”. This number could not

be too lo"w or it would be too cumbersome to manage the agreement and might
a‘ctuallyrmake it irrelevant because it would confuse noise with signal. Also it
would bc"a unacceptably bothersome because it would impede even the smallest
crisis-tix#e preparation, lest wrong escalatory signals are sent to the other side. On
the othefr hand, the numerical limit must not be too high as to be meaningless.

Considering that 10 ships usually form a battle group, that figure could perhaps

be used.!as a basis for negotiations.
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|
Again there would be a special problem for submarines, whose maneuvering
|
could be detected only by the US and perhaps by Russia (in the Black sea, less

|
easily in the Mediterranean), and only to some extent by France and UK, but

probably not everywhere in potential maneuvering areas in the Mediterranean.

Maheuvers could be limited according to several parameters besides the
number of units involved. For example, categories of participating units could be
given a di:ﬁ‘erent weight in the calculation of limit thresholds. Another parameter
could be fbhe number of participating states, though in the Mediterranean this
would onlly apply to NATO. The length of maneuvers could be considered, and a

total thre'zshold of ship-days, which could take into consideration the relative

weight of each unit category. Also the frequency of exercises could be limited, with

either a given maximum number of exercises in a given time period, or a fixed

|

minimum interval between exercises. The surface area covered by a given exercise

| ) . .
could be restricted, so as to prevent massive deployments which could be seen as

preparat!ions for offensive action.

Alternatively, an agreement could restrict certain specified activities which
could bei of an unnecessarily provocative character from certain specified areas.
For example, the US could limit areas of carrier patrol away from striking range

of Russial':l. The Russians (or the Ukrainians, as the case may be) may reciprocate

by limiting deployment of land-based naval aviation from potential naval targets
|

such as ports. Similarly, the Arabs could keep their navies at given distances from

|
Israel, and vice versa, though this agreement would be militarily much less

|
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signiﬁcantil.

Ano‘ther possibility would be to establish safety-zones around ships, at least
as big as x[‘ange of potential striking weapons of the other side. This can not be
practical in the Mediterranean because the range of even shorter range weapons
would easily cover the whole sea. But even a partial measure could be useful,
keeping naval vessels apart even if within striking distance, particularly among
the smalle‘.r navies.

An Lgreement could be envisaged to establish live ammunition firing zones,
with aim $f avoiding dangers to civilian activities; this, too, would not be militarily
very significant, however, and could encounter political opposition from the locals
of designated firing-zones.

|

D.Notification of maneuvers

Following the pattern of the Stockholm agreements of 1986, numerical
thresholc%s could be agreed beyond which states or groups of states would be
required ‘to notify naval maneuvers. Many of the issues discussed in the previous
section v‘vith respect to limits on maneuvers would apply also in the case of
notification requirements. Briefly, an agreement would need to establish thresh-

olds in terms of ships and aircraft involved; submarines would be difficult to

|
verify; if thresholds were too small they would result in a flood of meaningless

notifications.

In‘ order to be workable, an agreement on notification could leave a small
l
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margin of flexibility in case unforeseen circumstances force last-minute changes
in the composition and structure of the maneuver. Because of the difficulty in

identifyinlg whether ships that may be physically far apart are in fact participating

| ] '
in the same maneuver, several small maneuvers conducted simultaneously by the

|
same state or its allies would have to be counted as one.

|

A Potiﬁcation regime would have to include provisions for the timing of
exercises‘; thus it would need to define when an "exercise” starts and when it ends,
and how/long before that moment it would have to be notified. That time span
must not be too wide to interfere with operational planning, but not too short as
to be meéningless. A basis for negotiation could be the CSCE 42 days rule. Several
INCSEA| agreements provide 3-5 days for specific activities which may pose a
special c{anger to shipping or aircraft.

It" could perhaps be possible to devise moving thresholds in terms of ships
and advance days: the more ships participate, the earlier notification. In this case,
it would be necessary to establish a maximum number of notifications allowed in
-order to" prevent phantom notifications from flooding the system and making it
useless.i This would be particularly true in the case of a multilateral agreement in
the Meclliterranean with many states involved.

|
As a variant on traditional schemes of notification, one could envisage a

\
system ‘iof "courtesy” notifications, whereby states conducting maneuversin a given
area wPuld routinely notify their activities to other states in the region. This
might contribute to assuage the concern of some littoral states without infringing

|
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|
at all on tl‘le principle of freedom of the seas.?® A problem with this option would

be, howev?r, that it might be broken precisely when it would be most needed, i.e.
in case of offensive preparation by one party. Or a party might choose not to notify

|
an exercise in order to prompt (and thus test) the reaction of others. However, if

|
the voluntl‘ary notification regime were widely accepted and became routine, a state
could brea‘ik away from only at a political cost, and would therefore likely not do
so but in grave circumstances.
Any of these notification regimes would dampen the ability by those states
to use naxlral forces promptly for the purpose of exercising political pressure.
|
E.(i)bservation of maneuvers
Clc;ﬁsely linked to notification is the idea of maneuver observation. An
agreement on observation of exercises at sea would probably be less useful than
on land, because there already is a lot of observation that can be and is done at
sea on a unilateral basis. Mutual shadowing at sea continues to be routine
between ithe Us and Russia. Satellite information can reveal much about ship
movements. On-board observers would not be very useful unless they were give
detailed linformation on command and control procedurés for the naval group
concerned.

These conditions however do not apply to other states in the Mediterranean,

|

% Gr‘ove, Eric: "Confidence and security-building and Law of the Sea Disputes”,
in Uniteld Nations Disarmament Depatment, op. cit., p.141.
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|
which have more limited capabilities for unilateral observation through national

technical means. For them, an agreement on observation of maneuvers would
entail uti1|izing the services of third parties, such as, perhaps, commercial satellite
photogra1|3hy. This they may not be able to afford. Alternatively, an international
organjzatiion such as the UN (or the CSCE) could provide the service on a
multilateral basis.
|

F.Exchange of information

Exlchange of information that should help each party to better understand
what ot}|1ers do and thus avoid misperceptions and overreaction. In this case,
problems| can be very different depending on what kind of information is to be
exchanged. At a general level, even the US favors exchanges of information on
such ma‘tters as procurement plans and increased military-to-military contacts.
These co‘uld prevent the dangers of threat inflation, be it a voluntary one or not.

In‘ addition, publicity about procurement plans may deter plans by a country
to acqui're weapons systems on the international market surreptitiously. The
potential embarrassment of actual procurement actions that were to be concluded
outside of such an agreement might deter both sellers and buyers from dubious
dea]jngs‘ in the international arms markets.

A‘ possible instrument for the routine exchange of information on naval
operations could be what has sometimes been referred to as "cool lines" (as

|
opposed to "hotlines” which are employed for emergencies). These could be
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| |
developed in a variety of ways. While existing military-to-military contacts could

be expanded, the most efficient way to handle routine exchanges of naval
information would be a regional information clearing house, where all parties to
the agreerlnent would convey all information thaf could then be redirected to all

others. ‘
|

G.¢ommunwation

Atl the ship-to-ship level, there already exist an accepted form of
communiication in the international agreements on radio signals. These are
probably l‘sufﬁcient, though they could work even better in combination with other

CSBMs, such as the standardization of rules of engagement and the designation
|

of firing-exercise areas.

At the regional level, the creation of a naval crisis prevention center could
also be e‘nvisaged; a small international staff should monitor all naval activities
in the Mediterranean and signal alarm every time that a potentially ambiguous
or dangerous situation may develop. This, too, would likely be better done in
combmaﬁon with other CSBMs so that it would have specific bench-marks against

which to measure the development of potential dangerous situations.
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H.Doctrine and Strategies

Agdin, similarities can be drawn with the process which was usefully
followed fqr land forces in Europe in the CSCE context. Naval strategies could be
discussed to eliminate their potentially provocative aspects. However, it is difficult
to think of an equivalent of land principles as "sufficiency” or "non-offensive
defense” f,"or world-wide protection of interests by blue-water navies.? On the
other haﬂd, more limited measures of defensive sufficiency for regional navies
could be devised around the idea of coastal and SLOC protection, to be opposed to
offensive Ipower projection.

One way to begin tackling the problem could be to proceed to a partial

| . .
standardization of Rules of Engagement, or at least the criteria around which they

are form1|11ated. These are now classified and are kﬁown to be different from
country t!o country, even within NATO. Their harmonization could help avoid
misperceptions about what each side would be about to do under unusual
circumstc?nces or in a crisis.

This would have to follow an exchange of information on existing rules (as
discussed in the previous section) and could not be done fully because this would
imply the revelation to a potential enemy of vital tactics which must of course
remain strictly secret. But it probably could be done at a fairly general level,
though il‘l that case the challenge would be to make these principles vague enough

|
18829 Ma?dntosh, James "Extending CBM to the Maritime Environment”, ibid., p.
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to be acceptable but not too vague as to be meaningless.

For example, there could be a declaration of No-First Use of naval nuclear
weapons or of nuclear weapons against targets at sea. This could be acceptable to
the US because it is going in that direction in any case, particularly after the Bush
naval denuclearization plan, and it could create a positive political climate for
other measures that may otherwise be less acceptable for the Southern rim

countries.

I.Additional Incidents At Sea Agreements

Previous paragraphs have outlined the merits of current bilateral INCSEA
agreements. More could no doubt be concluded, particularly among countries rom
the Southern rim of the Mediterranean, and existing ones could provide a solid
legislative base to build upon. However, with more and more agreements being
concluded, a multilateral option seems to be worth serious consideration in a
multipolar naval environment such as the Mediterranean.

In the late eighties Sweden proposed to multilateralize the INCSEA
agreement between the then Soviet Union and various Western powers. The
USSR, however, showed a preference for multiple bilateral agreements in Europe
rather than multilateralization of existing ones.** The US too, opposes a

multilateral INCSEA, both because it would require discussion of sensitive

¥ Granovsky, Andrei: "Necessity to Include Naval Armaments in Disarmament
Negotiations”, ibid., p.80.
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operations in a multilateral forum; and because it would compromise atmosphere

of intimacy and even informality that was developed on a bilateral basis over the

years. |

Th|e Swedish idea, however, has undoubtedly several advantages: first of all,
it would make it easier for more parties to accede, especially those who would not
otherw.risel sign bilateral treaty with certain individual states (such as Israel) for
political reasons. Second, it would avoid confusion if more agreement are

concludec|l which do not include the successor states to Russia; the current star-like

structure perpetuates the Cold-War paradigm and is increasingly inadequate in

-the Mediterranean where threats are multidirectional and recognized as such.

Finally, |a multilateral INCSEA could more easily be integrated with

disengag|ement provisions in case of incidents actually taking place.

|
J.Locks on Nuclear Weapons

Another useful measure that has been discussed in the past, would be to

minimize danger of accidental (unauthorized or involuntary) nuclear use. Measure

to this effect were usually considered to involve a cost in terms of a trade-off

between safety on the one hand and readiness and reliability on the other. With
the end of the Cold War, this cost can be considered to be lower than in the past.

The Soviet position with respect to use control mechanisms on board

submarines always seemed to be more forthcoming. One Soviet source stated to

this writer in 1989 that Soviet submarines do have negative control mechanisms

|
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similar to US PALs, i.e. electronic locks whose release require codes which are

physically held séparately from the possessors of the weapon.*! The US, as is well
known, does not have such devices on its naval weapons. France is,
unsurprisingly, very secretive, while the UK seems to have an arrangement
similar to that of the US. |

Unlike all land-based US nuclear weapons in Europe, naval weapons (except
for land-based naval ASW warheads in Europe, now being withdrawn) can be fired
without any outside authorization or intervention, whether or not they receive the
proper authorization to do so. Naval officers are of course under strict instructions
not to proceed with any nuclear launch without authorization under any
circumstances, even if all communication between a particular vessel and either
the NCA or other superior commanders were disrupted. The US Navy has resisted
the idea of installing either physical or informational controls on its nuclear
weapons with a variety of arguments, the main of which can be summarized as
follows.*

The first argument against use-control devices in that sailors have
traditionally detested "rudder orders from the beach”, and PALs would be just

that, as the actions of the personnel at sea would be subject to veto from

31 Interview of General Chervov with the author, Moscow, May 1989.

32 The material regarding the Navy arguments against physical control of its
nuclear weapons has been drawn from interviews as well as from Ball, Desmond:
"Nuclear War at Sea’, op. cit., pp.10 and 28; Lawrence Meyer in Washington Post
Magazine, 30 September 1984, pp.7ff; and Stein and Feaver: Assuring Control of.
Nuclear Weapons: ..., op. cit., pp.70ff.
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authorities ashore. This is admittedly a psychological argument which has (strictly

|
speaking) no logic whatsoever to it.

Sec‘ond, physical control is unnecessary because the highly selected navy
personnel!rwould in no case act without proper authority, and in any case, naval
procedurq;l controls ensue that no one in a naval vessel could execute an
unauthorized launch. Yet, it is difficult to understand why, if Navy commanders
are reliable enough to guarantee that they would wait for authorization messages
to arrive before launching their forces, it should be unreasonable to wait for
enabling ‘codes.aa

Third, use controls would constitute a complex mechanism which may fail
in an emergency, and could therefore impair the reliability of naval weapons:
electronic equipment will fail more often than people. Yet, modern naval weapon

systems already rely on a panoply of gadgetry which is much more complex than
| .
electronic locks: the added "complexity” which the latter would add at the margin

would b'al negligible. In any case, the malfunctions of a small percentage of the

locks would hardly compromise the missions of a force several thousand of

|

% Admittedly, the EAM would be lengthened somewhat if enabling codes were
added to authorization codes; this would mean a somewhat longer processing time
for VLF or ELF transmission to the SSBNs, but the amount of extra time needed
would be measured in very few minutes at most: most likely an insignificant loss
cons1denng the fact that the SSBN would be highly invulnerable and not under
time pressure to act. In any case, this argument does not apply to weapons on
surface vessels, which do not rely on VLF/ELF communication, and transmission
of enabling codes in addition to authorization codes would cost essentially no time
loss. See Carter, Ashton B.: "Communications Technologies and Vulnerabilities”
in Carber Steinbruner and Zraket (eds.:. Managing Nuclear Operations,
(Wash1n|gton D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1987), p.223.
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‘weapons strong.

Fourth, naval commanders would be less prone to hasty action because,
thanks to!rtheir low vulnerability, in an emergency they would not be under the
same time pressure as their Army or Air Force peers would likely be, especially if
located near the battle area. By the same token, however, they could afford to wait
the few éxtra minutes which might be necessary for an EAM lengthened by
enabling codes to be copied.

The final, and most powerful argument for the lack of use control devices
in the Nélvy, is that the danger of host-country take-over, which was the most
important rationale for installing PALs in Europe, does not exist for most Navy
weapons—except for ASW warheads based on land in Europe, which are equipped
with PAL!S. If indeed the main purpose of use control devices was to insure against

the dangers of potentially unstable allied political leaders or overly
entrepreneurial allied military commanders, then there is no need for such devices
on Navy weapons, which would be extremely difficult to seize for allied

forces—and virtually impossible, of course, for terrorists or psychotics.

‘ K.Post-launch control devices
In additions to electronic locks, or as an alternative to them, se1f~destrﬁct
mechanigms could be installed on non-recallable weapons (such as missiles). Their
purpose ‘would be to prevent accidental launches from producing unwanted

damage. They have usually been thought of as a tool for nuclear weapons, but they

|
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could be applied to selected conventionally armed systems as well.

Theiase would be a variant of the PALs currently installed on US nuclear
weapons in Europe. A radio receiver could be installed on board the weapons
system, a‘nd it would be connected to a device that would disarm or self-destruct
phe weapon. Such devices would be similar to those which have always been in
operation on space rockets. To prevent accidental or adversarial activation of the

self-destruct device, another signal might be used to turn-off the radio receiver

itself. This would prevent an enemy from aborting properly authorized

launches *

Such devices could provide some additional decision time to redress the

problem c‘)f' an accidental launch. In a situation like the accidental downing of the

Iranian éirbus by the US Navy, it might have provided a few additional and
|

potentially decisive seconds for the US crew to avoid the consequences of their

action, or perhaps for the Iranian pilot to comply with the identification requests.

L.Measures to protect the environment
Nt‘lclear weapons and nuclear propulsors pose a security problem even if no
war or accidental launch takes place; that is the nuclear risk, as one author put

it, of nuélear reactors travelling at speeds of up to 30 knots.?® That there have

3 University of Pennsylvania Professor Sherman Frankel, The Economist, 15
febmary! 1992, p.85. See also "Post-launch Control Systems”, paper presented by
the same author to the conference on "Nuclear Weapons............. " Pérnu, Estonia,
22-26 April 1992.

% Eberle, Jim, op. cit., p.330.
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not been major accidents yet does not mean that the risk is not there.

The environmental dangers of | nuclear contamination from nuclear
propulsion must be addressed, of course, through improvements in reactor design,
and the record to date seems to be largely satisfactory for Western submarines,
though far less so for those of the former Soviet Union. However, the only way to
foreclose the possibility of a maritime Chernobyl would be to give up nuclear
propulsion.

While this would be more properly done globally, it is possible that a
meaningful agreement could be negotiated regionally on semi-enclosed sea like the
Mediterranean. This sea is intensely utilized by civilian traffic and surrounded by
densely populated regions; therefore, the consequences of an accident would be
potential greater.

Admiral Eberle has suggested that major powers switch to a fleet of diesel

submarines only. This would largely eliminate the environmental problem, while

at the same time confine submarines to a role of eminently defensive coastal

defense.

A less extreme option could be to keep nuclear propelled submarines and
their bases (the danger for nuclear propelled surface ships is lower) out of heavily
populated areas during peacetime. Such restrictions could be waived upon advance

notice by the submarines’ commander in a crisis.
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IV.Conclusions

Naval arms control has traditionally suffered from a sort of presumption of
guilt which is not justified. Several measures could contribute to the stabilization
of the M%editerranean maritime milieu, and should be addressed on their own
merits.

Naval arms control is perhaps less urgent today between the major navies,
and particularly between the US and the ex-Soviet navy, in light of the improved
jnolitical climate and of the pull-out of the former Soviet Eskadra from the
Mediterr:anean_ However, this may just be the right time to produce binding
agreements that might turn out to be useful in the future, should the successors
to the Sox|n'et Union become again more powerful and/or less friendly. In particular,
the West| may now have a one-time opportunity to ensure that ex-Soviet nuclear
weapons do not contribute to proliferation in the Mediterranean.

Inl addition, the increased capabilities of naval forces belonging to countries
of the Mediterranean Southern shores, and of the Middle Eastern region in
general, ‘make it auspicable that a regional agreement be reached to prevent these
capabilities from contributing to create a less stable military environment in the
future. This paper has discussed how selected measures of naval arms control
would c?ntribute to a safer maritime environment in the Mediterranean. In
particular, this paper has argued that multilateral measures would in most cases

be more‘ desirable tha bilateral ones, for political as well as military reasons.

One final consideration is in order: Several of the measures discussed here
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have profound political and legal implications. Therefore, their military value

should be assessed in the broader political and legal contexts in which any

relevant negotiations would take place; these non-military aspects are dealt with

in the two following chapters of this volume.
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Intr-duction
Many expert in disarmament .nd arms control affairs considered
that the peace accord between Egypt and Israel, which followed
after an intensive peace proceis, 1s the best base to launch a
similar effort to reach some k’nd of ‘arms control or arms limita-
tion in the Mediterranean. Before the Egyptian - Israeli peace
accord all the world was deeply convinced that 1t is impossible to
reach such a peace accord. But by the efforts of loyal, peacelové-

rs . and brave pecople, clther from Lgypt or from Lsrael we - foygeth-

‘er = Will be able to make *he “.diterranean - the most famous sea

(g

in modern and old history - as » neaceful sea in swpite of all the

Aifficulties,

The difficulties +that cov d face any naval arms limitation
agreemaents in the Mediterranca:n éea are numercus for example: the
sophisticated nature of <the international relations in the
Mediterranean, the contradic’ - on of strategic political and
cconenical interests of the Vor 1 powers in it, and the traditional
Arab - Israel conflict which ma: :s the Northern and Zastern showers
of +*he Mediterranean Sea a pos 'ble arena for war. But inspite of
all these disadvantages I will try to be one of those optimistics
that the Mediterranean will be = sooner or later an international

peacfull sea for the welfare of all its peoples and for the

security and stability of the World.



™he Strategic Importance of the 4iddle Fast and
g2 114 tance o> TN

zhe Mediterranean Region:-
The Middle East and North :;.frica are region of vital impor-
tance because of the following:
1. Their countries domi! ite southern and eastern Mediter-
ranean.
2. This dominance gives them the ability to control access
to the Suez Canal and the Black Sea.
3. The Middle Eas*t ccntains the Gulf which is one of the

most important sources of crude oil needed by the West

for energy.

Until the fall and declir.- of the Soviet Empire, the naval
situation in the Mediterranean as controlled by fleets from both
superpowers, as well as form - ose Fureonean countries which are

particularly devnendent on oil supnlies comina from the Gulf,

During the Gulf war betwecn Iran and Irag, the importance of
naval process belonging to the 3Sulf states, as well as the naval

forces of Irag and Iran. { ... * was reinstated.

The second Gulf wav_the wior for liberation of Xuwait - proved

the importance of the following:-

« The Egyptian navy, especially <the maritime transporting

fleet.



. The Suez Canal

. T™e existence of the American fleets (in the Mediter-

ranean and in the Gu: ;.

Ironically, the arms contrnl community expected 20 years ago
+he outbreak of the next war %o follow the pattern of world war
fli But the end of the Cold War between the Superpowers, and the
chanoing situation in Europe '-:tween NATO and the Warsaw pacts

svened new possibilities for +e de-escalation of military con-

sl

frontation and enhancing arms - .ntrol.

The current developments »ave had several consequences such

as:-

* East-West detente, conflict settlement and arms reduction
Furope resulting ir a new segurity doctrine in +xhe
continent., That will reflect umon the maritime situation
in the Mediterranean.

* The United States i1s rying to prepare for the expected
struggle with Europe -bout Culf oil, The Mediterranean
courld be the arena fr - such a struggle.

* The likely worsenin: relationship between the United
States and Israel mac.e the later try to strengthen and

reshape its older tre. .tional relations with France. Both

l) ‘Emanuel Alder: The p..st and future of Negotiations, Dia

logue, 4-1991; P. 6€.
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countries (Israel and “rance) are Mediterranean members;
- the U.S. is not. This could make the situation in the

Mediterranean get wor:.a.

Most of the Mediterranear Arab countries havé lost their
“undamental source of naval armament {I.e. the ex-Soviet Union).
Tince all of them are not manufacturing weapons, in less than two
Jecads most of their naval equipment will need to be retrofitted

~r renewed. This will be hard unless some Western countries or the

7.8 provide help.

Isrzel is a naval eguinrent nanufacturing country, its

telations with the West are ¢ :d an open. The Israeli military

3
L

ustry hardware and softwar:.., could gain <*the know how, *he

r

mater

$

al and the finance to ¢:i::ign, develop, build and nroduce
scvanced and sophisticated marit-me egquipment including surface to

surface missile (SSM), vessels ... etc.

Each of the conseguences r-1tioned above affect the Mediter-
ranean basin on naval arms cecr=rol and security in one way or

another,

My concern in this paver s to generate a discussion on what

are the needs of arms prolifisation in the Mediterranean.
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Dose the supper powers res: :nsible for such a case, and what

should it do?

Is it disarmament or arms control or arms limitation or
confidence building measures which can solve the case of arms

proliferation in the Mediterranean?

To what extent are the dir‘erent parties ready to accept any

or the above - menticned catoga- ies?

Before going into discus:ions, we should notice that the
of7icial statements and wositi~ng of the countries of the Medi-
terranean - especially in its S ithern and Fastern varts.are rather

different from their actual ar- vpractical ones,

Fortunately, the time ir now suitable *to launch a major
internaticnal effort to reacn some multilateral arms control

acreements either on land or a: sea.

7

efere analysing how pr:tent and near past international

[V

development affects arms control, we should mention that the
relation between maritime arrms control and other Xinds of arms

control can not be but linked
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Naval Arms Control Characteristics:-.

Naval arms control effor:s need more work, because of its
difficulty and complexity espec ally in the Mediterranean basin and

because of its contradictory nature in the region.

The number of maritime states regarding navies as useful and
flexible instruments of naticnal power are increasing in the
Mediterranean basin. While the navies are moving in several cases

into guasi-military roles, whi~h further complicates constraints.

The Medliterranean basin '3 actually crowded, and the inter-
ference of interests is the cor™mon case, it will taXe a much loncger
neriod of time to change this,

The_ Tayntian Positio

on_Naval Arms_control jn_the

Heoditerrancan: -«
We can consider Egypt as ~ maritime country since it has an
extended coats line on the Med:.r-erranean reaching to about 995 Xkm.
The Egyptian least on th: led Sea gives the naval power more
importance; <the two seas co.n:ts are sources of great natural
wealth, in the form of fish an. energy resources. Sea bourne tracde

contributes significantly +=o Egypt's national income (64% of

b

gyptian exvorted goods are ~ransported by sea while 76% of its

imports are brought in by sea.

Unfortunately, the Egyp" .an extended coasts lines on the



“editerrarean - and the Red St - acts as a source of continued
danger to Egypt since most of i is suitable for maritime amphili-
ons operations.

With the existence of the 5Suez Canal and the possibility of
large scale and extended maritime operations, the naval power

Decame of vital importance to Eoypt's national security.

If military invasions over the years becomes regarded as a
reasonably hich order threat té Egypt, the potential threat will
exist for other countries in the Mediterranian »asin which share
Zgyot's vigorous trade record. Should such an invasion take place,
it is likely to cause disruptic- s in Egypt's sea lines of communi-
zation and ports through ant!-shivping attacks, *he mining of
rarbors and sea lanes, besides - maritime siege and the launching
Sf amphiblous athtacks o contre’ one or more Egyptlian Mediterranean
~arbors or to assist  another rain military activity in another
strategic

direction.

Most of Egypt's Mediterr: .ean coast line which extended to
more than 995 k.m, is suitable for maritime operations, <this
imposes greater responsibilities upon the Fgyptian armed forces and
makes the priorities of Egyni;s mritime forces to ke surveillance,
early warning, presence énd control of on, over and under the waves

in areas under Egypt's domain.
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The solution - at this st-:;ge at least - is not to eliminate
the moritime defence aspect of Eagypt's security, but to seeX to
~emolement it using the diplomatic instrument of naval arms control

and mastotomy confidence building measures (CSBMs).

Developments in the Middle East, relations between Rabs
countries and Israel particularly after the Camp David accords,
make it possible to expect s..:e progress in the field of arms
control in general as well as .m the filed of maritime arms
limitation. But the (Running) @ -ace process needs us to cautiously

treat the whole master

-4

With regard *to the Issuc of Naval Arms Timitation in the
Mediterraneanrn we had better st vt asking some cuestions:
. Do naval CS3BMs run aunter to a fundamental aspect cof

=]

aritime policy for ro-aber states of the Arab World (i.e.
Eoypt, Syria, ... e7c), Mediterranean NATO countries
{I.e. Turkey, Italy, Creex ... etc) and Israel?

111 the sitecotion in the Mediterranean continue to be
as 1t was before *the decline and fall of the Soviet
Empire, or are there prospects for change?

. How does the experience gained through establishing peace
‘between Egypt and ‘srael (1974-82) help in setting
similar maritime arr: control issues.

. What is better: to £7:rt with establishing maritime arms

control in the Medit:rranean, or arms limitation or arms
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proliferation, or - nfidence building measures, or
. perhaps *there are ot-~r options ?
. ~ What will be the - tuation of the 1Israeli nuclear
capabilities in a mevritime arms control system in the

Mediterranean ?

When answering these questions, we should notice that about
seven Arab countries on the Mer _terranean depencd to some extent on
the free use of that sea for . hat we can call their collective

derfence.

Tn *he meantime, Israel is working hard %o wnrevent the

ot
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Mediterranean - at leas rn part - from becoming some

®ind of an Arab Sea. VWhile ilts riratecic security devends upon the

durable existence of the American siwth flect in the Medi*erranean.

The contradation of inter~~%s traditional arousing between the

different countries of the Med. -errancan makes the naval (CSB4s) -

a

as regarded by Israel - as ‘witing factor which eliminated its

capability to censure natienal curity

On the -other hand, Israel enjoys somekind of very special
position in the mid of Wester: decision makers. Before the end of
the cold war, some of them conr-’dered Israel an advanced strong and
pvermanent naval bhase to work a~ut or to counter the Soviet Union

fleets coming out of Dardanellos and posporus straits in case of



confrontation between NATO and x-WTO.

After the cold war, Israel -orked hard *o convince the West in
general and the U.S. in particular that a strong, powerful and
well-equipped Israel-especially in the maritime field - was far

more important to the security of the West than ever.

Fgynt's National Security and the Mediterranean:-

The Tgyp<ian National security policy is shaped by three maior

factors:

. Egypt's membership n the Arab League and in the Arab
Worlc.

. Tgyrnt's votential po ar f(politically, economically and
militarily), »vlus =¥ : help and aids of it's allies and
friends in the worlc.

. The countrics geopol tical ﬁosition.

Fgypt lies in the eastern -asin of the Mediterranean which is
considered more fragmented, cor-lict - ridden, and less stable, not
only because of the Arabk Isra:.i conflict but alsc due to latent

Greek-Turkish tensions,

On the other hand, Egypt lies next to Libya which is consid-
ered by the west as a major trouble maker in the Mediterranean. But

formost, the existence of the Suez Canal in Egynt, makes Egyptian
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weliclies a synthesis of complementary and, at the same time,

notentially conflicting elements.

Second

-3
7
iy
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Due

There 1s a contrast Letween the regional and the Medi-

terranean dimensions of Egyptian security policy. On the

one hand, Egypt reorc=sents the heart of the Arab World

and its main defender inspite of the Egyptian, Israeli

neace accord.

Egypt can in the lcn>

naval CSRMs with TIs-

either in the Faste:
cyria, Lebanon), or
Tunisia, Algeria and

Egyot has good and st

France, Spain and Ite’

as a catalyst to helr

guiet basin as it shou

run co-ordinate the efforts of

2l and the other Arab countries,

' part of the Mediterranean (i.e

‘n the southern part (i.e Libya,

orrocc).

-hle relations with Turkey, Greek,

7. This paves way for Zoypt to work

na¥%e the Mediterranean as safe and

to the unstable circumstances imposed upon a number of

the Mediterranean countries-including EZgypt, it is important to

reach a clear answer for the f~_.lowing:-

. Would provisions for nave. CSBMs have an equitable effect on

security? and as we consicor CSBMs as a primary step for a

broader naval arms contrcl procedures; should it be consid-

ered as an experimental

“ield to develop a well defined

maritime arms contrel pro-ramme in the Mediterranean?

. Are naval CSBMs approprie-e for peace efforts in the Middle
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East between Israel and ti - Arabs ?
. Are naval CSBMs vractical  for example, how we can define a
"Naval manoceuver"? Naval f£- -ces are constantly manoeuvering as
a part of routine daily operations, and how we can verify; for
example, a distinction ["2tween Mactivities" and routine

"manoceuvers"?,

The Opponents and Proponents of_ Possible Naval arms_Control

ypotheses: -

The ovinions of orponents ..nd provonents of various possible
raval arms control hyrotheses depend unon a nunmber of condidera-
Tlons:~

. The naval forces is an in<-grated part of the armed forces of

any country.

. 'Any arrangements for mariv ' me arms control should be as wart
cf a ccmpelete settelment In the middle east and not as a
separated or followed rnar- =To 1it.

. The charachteristics of naval power and its volitical,

diplomatic and security r.'.es, make it important to maintain
the ability of maritime -ovement to maintain thHe national
intrest, international re’zhts in the territorial sea, and in
the exclusive econonmic Zone (EEZ) as well as the maritime
exlstance.

. The maritime power unicue maneuverability makes it the majocr
armed forces tool for the threshold of deterence against any

non-regional agression,.
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. The effective part of the mairitime armament is that part which
is able to affect-either <irectly or indirectly- the ground
fight (i.e more than 76 r. caliber naval guns, missiles able
to hit ground torget (suc: as *the HARBOON missile), the sea
Jaunched cruise missile, @ariens or sea norn troops and the
related naval protection troops.

. The launching of these weapons of sea based launchers is the
better future development to improve the possibilities of
opsecuration and hidden away of opposing forces surillance and
detection.

. The maritime powers in trhe Mediterranean either regional or
international nlayed a o»r..enant roie in mangaging all of the
Mediterranean crises.

The_Opponents of Posgible Ney: _Arms Control ¥Yypothes

B L0 Theses,

The naval armament of the “editerranean coun*tries is effective
put not decisive due to the ccatinental military strategic nature
of those countries, thus the —esults of any naval armed control

agrements will not be as stro~ - enough to reduce tension.
Most of the naval armament of the Mediterranean Arab countries
is at its minimum level to maintain their national security, any

suggested reduction would not be acceptable by themn.

The naval armanient spe-iing within the dJdefense budjet of
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those countries is quit limi%e . this makeé any redaction in naval

armament econcmically non-benef:icial.

The estimation of naval n»ower is far more difficult <than
estimating the ground military <gupments, in the meahtime the naval
units could be‘used in several 1.ission in peace and war, which most
of them are of security nature ‘minesweeper for example), but they
can be transfered in a short time to be as effective as fighting

naval units by adding missile launcher or naval guns.

The stratigic cooperation agreement between Tsrael and the
United States. The existance o7 swerican fleet in the Mediterranean
and the unorganized, weak, <~ vague existance of the ex Soviex

fleet, maXke Israel the suneri:  rnower in the Mediterranean.

The shorter Israeli cecast .ine in comparision with the extend
coast lines of the Mediteranear Arab countries should be considered

when discussing any fufure nawv.-:l control agreement.

In such a recent unstanl. and transitional period of inter-
national relations, it will . difficult to convience the Medi-
terranean countries +to accer: any xind of naval arms control

agreements,

Development of the Egyptian Pe-~’tion Towards Arms Limitations Since

the end of World War Two:-
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There are two levels by wh.zh one can easily distinguish the
ian poéition towards arms [ ‘mitation after world war two:-
1. On the international .evel, the Egyptian position was
supportive of all wvicws, thoughts aﬁd pvrinciples per-
taining to banning ::ms, arms control and arms non-
proliferation.
2. But on the regional lovel, previaling circumstances in
the area caused Fgypt's view towards arms limitation *o

become mottled with conservatism and at many times

suspicion.

3. In 1963, during the “~ited Nations 17th session of the
first committe for < sarmament {*), Zgypt set down a
number of conditions ‘~ine conditions) for a nuclear-free
zone.

.
'

k

That cecemed to reflect Erontianfears of foreign control or

foreian intervertion in TFTgyro's Iinternal affairs at a time

sensltivity reached its peak ov r "sovereignty" issues.

4.

In view of Israeli aggres  ‘ons against Arab lands which was
embodied in the creatior of Israel in 1948, and later
followed by the Israeli oc:mpation of Arab territory after the
1967 Middle East War, ~ny Egyntian acceptance for arms

limitation meant an acceptance of a situation which was not

based on justice in any wavy.

That 1is why efforts for rrms limitation did not make any



srogress worth mentioing.

Continuous Western suppert for Israel also had its effect.
Tgypt became worried that any arrangements for arms limitation in
:he,Middie East would naturally hamper and convulse its armament
capbilities, particularlyy in the nuclear field while Israel would
have a free reign to develop i:s traditional and nuclear weapons
and continue its occumation ~7 Arab territory and territorial
c¥mansion of arms limitation issues and mweasures to control
armament in the Middle Fast & -ing that peireod of time revolved
iround three principles:-

- Sclving +the palestinian c¢estion or g¢giving valestinians at

least the right to self-dr-ermmination.

&
‘..J-

ng the richt of les-timate defence of own's national

|
I3

nsuring
curity.

-

n
¥

e
- Reguesting that Israell nuzlear rcactors be put under inter-
national sunervision and halting the exnort of nuclear

reterials to Tsrael.

]

he Fgyptian Position on Arms C:atyrol Tssues Under President Anwar
Sadat:-
During Sadat's period, there was some change in the Egyptian

stand on arms control as a :-sult of develooments in Egypt's

strategic position followig <he 1973 October war and Sadat's



versonal view on the issue.

Sadat belived that settlir: =he Arab-~Israeli conflict was the

sornerstone to achieving growtl: and progress in Egypt.

Sadat worked at pushiné the. peace process with Israel forward,
strengthening Egyptian~-Americs-. ties while seeking to change
domestic, regional and surrov:ding international acceptance of
neace. At the same time, he sourht to midify Egyptian views towars

arms contreol to provide an inc wtive for peace with Israel

In 1974, Ecgynt and Iran nresented a draft resolution to the
United Xatlors 29th session to establish a nuclear-free zone in the

¥iddle EFast., Some 123 states voted in favour of it while Israel and

Burma abstained.

The veote reflected Egyn s full support for a nuclear-free

zone and veriflication arrance nts, Confidence-Building Measures

whether <hrough the United Ya- ons or the non-alicred movement.

The peace process betwes Egypt and Israel that began its
first steps with talks at kilometer 101 on +he Cairo-Suez road,
resulted in the first disengac..ment agreement between Egyptian and

Iseaeli forces.

Zyypt adgreed to put recm-ictions on the size of its armed
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forces in certian areas in Sir.i and on its air defences west of
the Suez Canal while acceptinc the presence of U.N. peacekeering

forces between it and Iseael.

In *he second disengagem:rt agreement signed in 1975, Egypt
extended its acceptance of arm- limitation measures and agreed on
confidence building measures <whichh included building an early
warning station, electronic sensors and an early warning system for

the United Nations of any military movements in Sinai.

The year 1979 wittnessed the Dbigoest develcpment in the
oyptian nosition towards arws control when Egypt and Israel sioned
thelr treaty dividing Sinai ir-. o three parts; A, B, and C so that
cach area was a specific size, ~containring certian troovs.

There was a fourth part, -rea C on éhe Israell side where a
limited size of troops existed. Multinational forces, ecuivped with

an early warning system, were -2 oversee the treaty.

For the first time in :the hisroty of the Arab-Israeli
y
confilict, rules of an agreerent or pact extended to the naval

sphere.

The Eqyptian-Israeli peace tearty included articles on arms

control in territorial waters, mostly in the Mediterranean Sea.
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'Article 4 in the first annex ¢ the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty

stipulated putting the basis for naval military activity for both

sides based on the following:-

B

Both Egypt and Israel have the right to place and work naval
units on the shores of Ar=a A and D.

Egyetian coast gurad vess>'s armed with light weapons cna be
placed and be operational in territorial waters of Area B to
help coast gurad pattfols _n their duties in this area.
Egyptiina civil nolic forcas may be equipped with light boats
fitted with light weapon %o perform the regular duties of

civil police in territeorial waters of Area C.

14~

Setting up civilian ports with their needs are possible in
those areas only.

Without <*pouching umorn h articles of this *treaty, specific
naval activities are only allowed as svecified in this annex
and within the boundarissz referred to and in territorial

waters.

In additicon to what the neace treaty achieved in terms of

shrinking the vossibilities ¢ a surprise offensive whether by

Egypt ot Israel, it also achieved precedence in asymmetrical

balance between the forces.

Zgypt used that means to dispel Israeli security suspicions

and to achieve Tsreal's withdr.wal from occpied Ecyptian Lands. It
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also minimised possibilities ¢ unintentional clashes whether on

land or by sea,

The Israell Position on Arms Co-trol Issues:-

The creation of Israel in 3948 with support from the West in
general and Great Britain forms1! a gfeat threat to Egypt and Arab
states. Its creation led to a c..ain of armed confrontations, wars
and tremors whiqh fiung this region out of the calm it previously

Imew,

Israel considered Egypt 1:3 main enemy in all its rounds of

- wars against Arab states (1948, 1956, 2967, 1973).

Tsrael refused *o estak.ish disarmament areas in areas
overlooking Arad lande it occr “ied in  line with %fruce pacts of

1248 and 1949 where as Arabs ac.epted.

Israel also refused to ac-ent the presence of peacekeeping
forces fromed through U.N agree~ nts after the *ripatite aggression
on Egypt ended in 1956 while C- ro appnroved.

Israel has been keen to confirm since its creation is armament
superiority in both quantity arc quality. It managed gradually to

have an advanced air force, far superior to Arab forces combined.

A sensational develovment in armament was in 1955 when Israel

[

Wulit its first nuclear reactnr, catanulting it in less than 20
L} - ]
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vears into bheing the only =sta%t. in the Middle East with nuclear

~anabili+ties.

Israel, having secured its rfrontiers of

signing its 1979 peace treaty withh Sadat,

attacks by Egypt after

went ahead and bombed

Trag's nuclear reactor in 1981 ¢ prevent by force the existence of

any rivalling Arab nuclear power.

In 1982, Israeli fighter- destroyed syria's anti-aircraft

Jefences in the 3Begaa and folle.:d it with a land thrust into south

Lebanon where it occuried and continues to occupry an area it calls

its security zone (20 k.m. In depnth}y,

o

Israel pursued its armament proliect, ¢iving special attention

surfac-to surface ballistic —igsiles. It has develored several

types like Jericho I, II and I’) which can carry nuclear warheads,

reaching areas keyond Algeria " the east and Irag in the west.

made

Its cooperation with the ' ited States in military Iindustries

Israel leap ahead into :: new area particularly with its

project of ATBMs (anti tactics ballistic missiles missile), like

arrow.

Israel's efforts to doub’: its armament capablities aborted

any efforts for amrs limita+ti -, arms control or even confidence

building in the Middle East.
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By vursuing and increasinc its armament capabilities partic-
ralry after it made peace with Egypt in 1979, Israel has proved
that it has rnot and will not ch~nge its aim to dwart Arabs and gain

uperiority over them.

Israel's behaviour after 1979 gave rise to a new stage in the
arms race between Arabs and Israel which began in 1948. Arab states
headed by Iraq, Syria and Libya began seeking to own non-conven-

tional mass-destruction weapons.2

Sauc® Arabila Jjoined that ~ategory, importing and develoning

its anti-missile ballistic mis~iles.

All developme*s have pr-oven that Israel's insistence to
develop it nuclear camabilitic~ is not for defensive reasons as it
says but to "impese its will Ly force" so that there is no scone
for Arab states to get back their occunied lands or even talk about
it.

Israel has taken advant:ye of Egyptian hesitation towards
possessing a strategic nucle - power. Egypt's hesitation arose
after the point of view that owning nuclear weapons would have no
strategic value because 1f Egypt used them in any confrontation

with Israel, they would hit palestinians and could possibly affect

2 By saying non-conver~—ilonal weapons one means chemical and
niological weapons



neighnouring Arab countries.

The time element, and Western financial support, played a big
role in helping Israel, bac~rd with nuclear capablities, to

confront the Arab position,

The Western American inter=ats look to Israel. That is why the
United States seees that Israe’!'s possession of nuclear capabili-
ties does not constitute a threat to peace in the Middle East.
After all, the Israell governr..nt was a stable one. It could not
accent that any Arab country ec: 2l or surpass Israel in the nuclear
field because it is not only tho atens Israle's interests, but also

Jeopardises U.S. and Western ir—zerests in the region.

The FEnd anc¢__it's Tmpact upon establishing a

sful Naval Arms Control System in the Mediterranean:-

The Mediterranian basin was still and may continous to be a
site of strucggle between the west headed by the U.S. and the East

led by Russia who inherited the ex-Soviet Unions global position.

After the decline and fall of the Soviet Union and the end of
the cold war, it is essential fc¢r the peace in the Mediterranean as
well as neace on the whole Wr-~1ld to recorrect and reshape the

situaticn creatad or cmercded form and develoned during the Cold War
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2ra, not only in EZurove, but also in the Middle Fast including the

Mediterranean.

The recorrection of the situation may include:-

. Revaluating the position o¥ Israel and its claimed stratgic
importance to the west's s:ruggle against the east.

. Reconsidering the parctica’” need for the NATO alliance, which
in its search for an ener., could create some kind of enemy
that never existed before in the Mediterrariean.

. . Remembering Europe after —-he second world war, how it was
destroyed, and to remeber that importing oroblems to th
Mediterransan and the Middle east causes its destruction every

now and then,

The recent past is characterized by a general improvment in
international relations, unfortunalty the seriocuus prcblems in the
Middle East still exist, and i ~3-ead of having a steady advance
towards speace and security, <he area of the Mediterranean is

facing a mystaious future as w.'.1l.

In the meantime, the dyna:ic process of disarmament between
the East and the West is maintaired; while the middle east is still
receiving larger and more sophisticated quanities of weapons and

military equipment.

The_Situation of the Mediterrancan _jin_the Modorn World TPolitics:-~
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Since thé mid fifties the -editerranean hegan to be the new
stage for tension between the Jest and East; the tension that
merged several years ago. By -1at time, the U.S and the Soviet
naval presence in the Mediterra: an became permanent. The Amcrican
sixth fleet was turning in to be ming the strongest maritime power
in the area 3. The fleet was rel-ing for maintenance facilities on
1 number of ports belonging to N "0 member Mediterranean countries.
feanwhile the Soviet Mediterranean fleet was depending upon base
~ocilities in the region. The Soviet fleet enijoyed access to a
2rime pase? in Egypt unitll 197. when the Sovie:t Union was forced
—0 seek alternative facilities with some other Arab countries in
the region. By provisions of arre and new ecupment to the navies of
Alceria, Libya and Syria the ¢. iet Union had oone a long way in
-;trengthening both its cwn nav . »nesition in +the region and the

1avies of the countries invelv: -,

While the navies of the Me: .terranean Arab countries involved
with the Soviet Union became pr-~inent, they were usless due to the

inability of those countries tc 1se them effectively, specially in

3 The sixth fleet cons-.ts of 40 vessels, Including two
‘ailrcraft carriers wi+: (app.) 185 airpmlanes, 20 surface
vessels, 5 amphious ..:ips, and a number of submorines.

4 The Alexandria inaval base pocilities for the Soviet
fellt was including: "hore - based head guarter, a

dockyard and a refitting base.
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Algeria, Libya and some ex-ent “vria.

In the meantime, the Soviet YJavy access to the Syrian bases of
fratus, Daniyas, Al-Ladhigiyah and Al-Mina was very valuable to the
Soviets. the NATO naval base at Al-Iskandarun®. Lies just 180 K.M.
o the north of Al-lLadhigiyah, while the Israeli border is an equal
Jistance from tartus to the Sovith. While the syrian navy was
—eceiving some renforcement f:om the Soviet Uhidh,lsréei was
rerrying about the future of Y4%s navy althoush it had a full
uarantee of protection from the U.S by means of the American sixth

n the Mediterranean. T« feel safe, Israel directed more

"J'

Tleet
attention to its navy, and re-armed it's PIM (Saar 3 class) with
rhalanx® and introduced the new ~issile koot (crETZ)’

ind developed its maritime doctorine by extending independence upon

"mall, fast and well egulived naval pieces co-operating with

4.

-2llconter and fichter, fighter - bembers warnlans. The Israell rew

t

raritime deoctorine emerged from the Ccteober war and the fact tha+*
:he navies of the Arab countries theataning Israel depend in
reneral on the large and non fast naval pvieces and the lack of the

least co-cveration between them and their airforce.,

> Al Iskandarum naval base lies in district which has the
same name richt next to the Syrian perders, Sysia has
claims in this area.

6 Phalanx is an advanced CI#S system.

'7 CHETZ = is NIRIT class or imnorved saar PFM armed with

HAR POON and Galriel rnon,
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Over the years, both the United States and the ex-Soviet Union
nave repeatedly made their naval presence Zelt in the Arab -
“sraeli conflict. The ex-Sovietr ‘nion has had to secure its supply
of equipment to its allis of A i> countries in the Mediterranean,
“he most not worthy being Syria :nd Libya, the United States on the
contary, in order to protect its interes£s in the Mediterranean
and, in porticular, to shield Israel, has ensured that its naval

aresence in the region 1is freouent and capable enough to work

[

against any maritime develormen:,

Before the fall and decline of the Soviet empire, the U.S
naval concerns in the eastern ‘ledierranean increased from moni-
toring Soviet naval cupport for its own allies in the region to a
more active co-operation acreement reached on November 29th, 19283.
the U.S . and Isracl - by that time - had agreed to give "priority
attention to the threat to mutual interests by increased Soviet
invelvment in the Middle Fast'" and to set un a "Join% poliﬁical -

military group" (JIPMG).

The “wo parties of the gro.o (Israel and the U.S) made several
joint naval exercises, that involved simulated transfer of

casulaties to Israel®. The ev-Soviet Union maintained a naval

8 The first of these ~“oint naval exercies conducted at
20th of June 1984, cduring the Gulf War Israel received
a number of the Amer . can wounded as wart of this

"IDMG".
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nresence in the Medirerranean S£-1, This presence was essentially,
w7ith the naval presence in the Irdian ocean, Arabin Sea, a function
>f globkol considerations, hence it had implications for the naval
halance in the Middle Easﬁ prop.». The ex*SoQiet Union Mediterra-
nean task force? has been in operation sihce 1964. This task force
consisted of about 40 vessels, 10-12 submarines, 10-15 surface
vessels, three landing craft and five intellignence and research

ships.

b

ation succeed in_ the

Tn_what ¥xent can_a systen ot _arms lim

vediterranean: -

The Mediterranean Sea is crne of the most unstable regions in
the world and that characteris*’ - - instability - is the one which
makes it distinctive since oldrn times when it was the site and

cause of many conflicts,

Qf those are the CreeX - Turkish conflict over fishing rights
and navigation in %the Aecean “ea, the British - Spanish over
Sikbraltar s+trait, the Syanish-AMoroccan dispute over Ceuta and

¥elilla and three islands o the Moreccan ceoast. All these

confilicts heat up at times an< calm down at others.

A relatively recent conflict is the Libya=-Malta dispute over

the depth of Cntinental shelf for each as is the conflict between

9 Dart of the Black Sea Fleet
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~he United States and Libya over navigational rights in the Gulf of

Sirte,

There was ls the conflict between Turkey and Cyprus which led
~o the establishment in 1974 of a Turkish-Cyrpiot state in the
north and eastern part of the island which overlooks the Mediterra-

nean Sea and Turkey.

But the moore dangerous ar.” more important conflict than any
o€ the above 1s the Arab-Israe’. conflict which coincided with
~he Cold War hetween the West, v-epresented in NATO headed by the
7.5., and the Fast représentes in the Warsaw Pact, led by the

Joviet Union.

When the U,5. put its sixth: “leet in the Mediterrannean Sea in
1947, the then- Soviet Union wa.. prevaring to achieve the dream of

its life - maintaining a permar-nt footing in the warm seas.

But two decades marking the arrival of the sixth fleet passed
until <he Seoviet navy in 1964 “inally enijoyed a naval presence in

the Mediterranean equal o the American one.

And from there, the Middli= East region including the Medi-
—“erranean was transformed intc a bottlefield of the Cold War
rivals. Israel's existence as an entity with expansionist and

reagional asnirations and each »artty of the Cold War trying to
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“ure support frewm countries "1 the area, %the region lost its
stablility.
As the situation became r.2re and more complicated, Israel

- cashed in on it. As the East an. West struggled on with their Cold
War in the Middle East and the Mediterranean, Israel was able to

achieve its goals on the Arab front.

Arabs wer then unable €+ realise the dimensions of the
situation, the danger of sticking to one supervower without having

strong and clear principles.

The ftwo sides to *the Misle Fast conflict started to the

transtormed into tools for the "0ld War rivlas but with a twist.

Israel, though used as a tocl, was supported by the West and
maraged to always be the winni:rg marty, victerious, achieving its

ains,
But Arab states on the contrary, with their support for the
East block, were always the losing side, retreating, unable to

achieve thier goals and not e.en being able to define them.

The West considered Israel with its distinctive position on
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zhe Maditerranean Sea as an ic.al site for a permanent aircraft

carrier and an advanced air basc ready for battle against the East.

But the Soviet Union strengthened its ties with Arab states
annd particularly those overloc.ing the Mediterranean Sea with the

aim to guarantee a permanent air base for itself.

It began its presence in Alexandria base until 1976, moved to
3yria where 1t took up the Zvrian ports of Tartous, Banias,
Latakia., It upheld a distincn.ve naval presence in sea ports
overlooking the Mediterranean i Libhya and Algeria without ensuring
that Arab states maintained or developed a naval presence to

balance Israel's naval surperiority.

And so, Arab states which @ naperted the Soviet Unien inherited
r i
all its flaws at a time Israc. gained the West's virtues, and

worked on developing and advanc .ng its military industry.

Experience gained in 1its wars with Arab states spurred

Israel's miliitary industry esrecially in the navy.
This widended the gap between Israel and Arab states in naval
armament and also irevitably led to more instability in the Middle

Tast,.

Faypt looked at Israel's naval development with extreme
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~orncern for the following reasons:-

Israle 's possession of sgurface-to surface missiles which
could be used off small naval vessels constituted a serious
threat to Egyptian sbores ard Egypt's commercial sea routes.

. Israzel became an extentior of the old occupation forces and
the overpowering forces in the world in their new form.

. Israel's military sea and land capabilities advanced in such
an exaggerated way that it was not only cause for concern to
Egypt and the Arab states :ut also an obstacle towards any
efforts for arms control ir the Mediterranean.

. Israel would get nothing ir return to give up such capabili-
ties except more of Arab ricsnts and the West would use Israeli
superiority to its own advan+tage to guash the aims and desires
of Arab states,

Despite the change in the Tovptian poultion towards the Soviet
Union- the first sign of which was present Anwar Sadat's
dispensation of Soviet experts in 1072~ Soviet naaval vessels

were removed from Alexandria in 1976. °

The anti-Soviet Egyptian po:ition reached its peak when senior
‘gyptian officials in 1980 warred that "the main and terrible

threat in the whole region was <he threat of communism.

The £following year, Ecgypt's position became c¢lear when the
shief of staff of Egypt's armed rorces in Novermber 1981, Mohamed

*hdel Halim Abu Chazala who rhortly afterwards became defence
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minister, declare” "Faypt's p-enaration to provide help to the
"nited States of Arerica gainst <he Soviet Unicn if they meddled in

he region.”

Despite all of that, the We = and the U.S did not at any stage

:how Egypt appreciation or suppc-t as that given to Israel.

Eaypt tried to increase corneration with the United States on
che military level from 19380. I~ neld land, air and sea maneouvers
nown as Bright Star and &fea ind with U.S. Rapled Deployment
~orces. Co-ordination continued during the first Gulf war and
~eached its highest peak in the war to liberate Kuwait when Egypt
“oined forces with the U.S - led coalition and provided the U.S

4ith air and naval facilities.

But the Egyptian - U.S. &arreement was confined to the Gulf
~egion and <id not extend to th. Mediterranean Sea and in matters
concerning the Arab-Israell conflict, *the feeling was that

greements were forged in tha ir--srest of the United States alone.

While Egypt was providing military assistance towards ensuring
Suld security, it kept its eye -n Israel's fast-growing military
canabilities and the disorder ir the military balance which was in

Teraell's favour.,

Recause Egypt wanted to prevent a conflict of interest in its
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qecufity, it adopted new directives towards arms limitation issues

in the Mediterranean which cons.sted of :-~

* Faypt'oview toward: arms oo orrol in tho Mediterranean wan no
longer contfined to the nece .. ity of removing toreign tleets as
much as the presence of * ese fleets acting as an aiding
factor to resolve this issue. Countries owing these fleets
would need to adopt balanced positions based on Jjustice and
truth.

* Faypt encouraged the call to deepen and strengthen cooper=
aticn between the multilater.:l parties of Mediterranean states

to increase changes of peac:,

That would be done through « “nanding "Cooperation arnd Security

‘. _Turope" to the Mediterranea~ basin on the basis of the 1975

‘elsinki convention which called :n pa

a1

ticipating countries to work
sn deepening reciprocal confi“-nce to encourage security and

stability in the whole of the M.giterranean.

It also called on cooperation between north and south
editerranean countries in various economic and envireonmental
‘ssues. During a meeting of nen-aligned Mediterranean countries
.n Malta in 1984, Egypt made a call for a "nuclear-free zone in the
‘editerranena"”. The proposal was supported by seven participating
srab states, the PLO, Cyprus, Malta and Yugoslavia.

v

Egypt and Syria also sunpo: —ed a proposal by Italy and Spain
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[

n 2990 to hold a ccnference on security an cooperation in the

“editerranean to discuss arms control in the basin.

One can say that Egypt's previous stands towards arms limita-

~ion issues confirms a clear Ec¢' stian readiness to take it forward

through more bpositive steps . :arting with Confidence Building

Measures and acts of good will and avoiding unintentional acci-
: i

dents.

Tkat:is tightly linked wi- " a necessity to realise that any

sne of these measures is not un aim in itself but must bg an

insperabhle link in the general 2o0litical framework which aims %o

solve all suspended questions n the Mediterranean basin.

Conclusions_an- Recommendations:-

The evolving change in %o relationship between the United
States jand the ex=-Soviet Union Zrom one of armed confrontation to
friendlly co-existance and then to deep need of American and

Western economic assistance, has aroused hoves in many areas of

international relétions. This could be reflected upon the naval a-
rms cogtrol in the Meditreeanean Sea.
| | |
Tﬁere is an immediat relartiohship between confidencé bulding
measurgs (CSBMs) and disarmamen-. CSBMs are co—operativé measures
which aEcompaﬁy and ensure the I-+nlementation of agreed disarmament

measures.
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The basic purnose of CSF¥" 1is to disps! wmistrust through

spenness and co-cperation, the methods which can be used to enhance
7SBMs role include:-

. Exchange of informatinn

. Mutual inspection

. Communication and consultant.

CSBMs are a process and Thus open up prospects of higher
levels of arms control. They sta%ilize a level of security already

mchived without perpetuating it.

Maritime C83Ms will only prove durable via dialogue and co-
operation. Simpler froms of co-operation, toc, can through habit
1nd subseguent notification set standards for mutual relations
“hich alecow confidence to grow and open up prospects for more

ntersive co-operation.

Tn maritime arms control affairs the situation of glcbal
Dowers 1s different than the re~lonal powers or powers of svecific

‘rwportance at the Mediterrarea.
The maritime power 1s the keystone *to that power's global
nositiion, there is a strong irterchangable relation between the

interior position and the maritime power and vice versa.

The regional power in Southern and Eastern Mediterranean
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:Turkey, Israel, Sy~ia) or the countries of vital geostrategic
mesition (Egayet, Lybhia ... etc) depend ﬁainly on the ground and air
nowers as decisive lonks while 7 e naval power works as a support-

Lng element.

The regional powers and countries of wvital  geostrategic
wosition depend upon their own raval power on the tactical level,

shich they depend upon the existance of global naval powers fleets

I_A—

n the Mediterranean.

The break down of the Soviet Union could lead the Mediterra-
nean Arab countries who depending umon the ex-Soviet naval support
to either have a 1less harde 2 situation towards naval arns

limitation case or completly ic:ore the whole situation.

The guailitative an quaniti-ve advantages given to the Istaell
navy which creat some kind of naval imbalance, and make Israel
sunerior to the other Arab countries plus the American naval
support to Israel could bhe the qreatestlobesticals to any future

naval arms control efforts.

The current change 1in the international climate from
“eterence to co-ormeration and from arms race to arms contreol and
arms limitation will generate new orientation towards the regional

Dowers security naval role in the future,
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The Iragi invosion to Kuwait enhanced the regional naval
powers role demending new base: to use maritime capabilities in a

frame of suggestoerd collective detense.,

New low intensity conflict threatens could be generated due to
the latest developments in the Middle East and the Meditrranean.
The regional powers will work hard to support their naval powers
unless we reach a general frame for a suggested naval arms centrol

the naval situation couvld turrn:d worse in the near future.

Unless the naval arms co: crol or naval arms limitation is a

part of general peace frame, 1%t 1s hard to reach a wvositive
results,
The naval arms contrel ufforts should be introduced and

accompnained by naval confidencs building measures, in this context
gradual steps could be very elrnful to eliminate the negative

results,

Considering the experince of the Camp Davied accord, any naval
arms ocntrol efforts should granted, supervised and escorted by a

World Power through the Unitecd Nation.

The aftermothe of naval arms contorl efforts should be
benifical to all the parites finvolved. Any suggested naval arms

control conditions should not either change or harm +the naval
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Halance in the Medl<=zrraenean.

The hest suqgrentaod meact:s 510, te establish a successful,

naval confidence Bulding Measu: 3 in the Mediterranean:-

. To use the internaticnal naval wireless net (i.e. §.0.S
net ,.) arcanied by t » iInternationl naval establisheme-
nts *o exhange inf:rmation between naval units of
different Mediterran=uan countries in peace time when
needed.

. The pre-naval mane <rs and training notificaxlion,
esrecially if it is recessary to los teritorial waters
tharough the intrrnat_onl assests (Notice to Mariners).

. To stop any naval or ailr reéonnaissane_Sorties to less
ﬁhan 100 n.m. off the coost of other Mediterranean
countr i,

. To ston all weaponary tests and naval mareuvers in the
high seras fecpecially +he Ballestic Missiles and Anti
Tactical TRallestic isgile Missiles Tests) in the

Mediterranean Sea to ~intain sea lanes and right of way.

Suggested avplied procedu  .s for establishing Naval Confidence-
building Measures in the Mediterranean sea:=-
To announce the east Medi* reeanean area a free zone of nuclear

weapons.

7 ' . ,
10 All thooe measures ¢ > not need any speclal agreements.
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. All the regional countries and the World Powers should stop
using or possessingg any nuclear powerd or nuclear armed submmar-
‘nes, aircraft carriers or ships. A pre existance announcement is

necessary when such naval units existance is essential.

. To sign a Memorandum of understanding through a frame of
accord, agreemment or treaty +hat includs some or all of the
following:-. - |
. An agreement of naval accedent prevention.
. An agreement to prevent naval pollution, crimes against
naval protectiories and economical interests.
. An acgreerment to exchange naval search and resceu opera-
tiecns capablities.

n agreement to freo —he area of raval born nonconven-

ot

{

tional weapons.

. An agreement that pronibit the use of sea bed in military
purposes, or the use of environment control technology.

. An agreement that prohibit the development of counter
values weanons.

. An agreement to exchange observers to attend naval
maneuvers of specific level (for example those maneuvers
in which more *han 25-35% of the maritime power of the

country takes part.).

Such procedures could be used as a bas to creat a new look for

+he naval armament in the Mediterranean sea and in the Middle east.
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221 what T menticned in my paper is just a modest step and unless
it i5 followed ard cncourarecd in an atmosphere of good intentions

nd good will nothing realy cou': happen,

While Egypt proved in more than one occasioen that it is réady
—o reduce tensioen by eliminating its military spending and
thrinking the size of its naval and ground forces I hope that this
could encourage some ather parties to pro?e theirrgood intentions

-y means of some of the measure. mentioned in this paper.

Thank you
Brg (RT) Mourad Ebrahiem

Al=Dessouki
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MARITIME S8ECURITY AND ARMS CONTROL

IN THE MEDITERRANEAN: A TURKISH PERSPECTIVE

Ali L. Kareosmanoflu

The Mediterranean, together with ite surrounding lande and
Bub-seas, conatitutes a "geopolitical syatem"l, although it is
far from being a politically and culturally homogenous region. It
33 a semi-enclosed ses with three principal choke points: The
Ftrait of Gibraltar, +the Turkish 8traits, and the Suez Canal.
&hrough these bottlenecks the Mediterranean connects the Atlantic
to the Indian Ocean, the Middle East and Fastern Europe. The
Eastern Mediterranean opens into the Middle East and Persian Gulf

area, and through the Aegean and the Black Sea, into the Don

Basin, the Ukrainian Steppes, the Caucasus and the Lower Danube
Basin,2 thch are considered as highly critical and unstable
%egions.

T Moreover, the Mediterranean continues to be one of the
prinéipal gea routes 1inking Western Europe fo the Far East,
Southeast Asia, East Africa and the Persian Gulf., It is still the

main route for Gulf oil. It is also a major outlet for the

hinterlands of the Black Sea and the Aegean. Nearly 60 X of the

CIB seaborne trade ims carried out through the Mediterranean. 1t
%s a very busy sea, and "at any given time it is be;ng traversed
ﬁy about 1.500 large cargo ghips and 5000 coasters".

The Mediterranean has served &as a link between

?eographically separated NATO theaters. The Sixth Fleet and the

1
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navies of other NATO countries have always maintained an
effective control of the sea. The introduction of the SOVMEDRON
after 1967, whose primary wmission was sea denial had only =&
marginal influence on the naval balsnce because of the lack of
Soviet base facilities in the Mediterranean and the control of
the Turkish Straite by a NATO member.

The main purposes of NATO's strategy of sea control can be
summarized as follows:4 to assure timely reinforcement and
resupply; to support amphibious operations in the Southern
region; to maintain SLCOs; to protect NATO territory from attack
from the sea; and to support allied ground operations in the
Southern region.

Turkish naval forces have contributed to NATO's balance of
power and conventional deterrence functions. Their wartime
misgion would primarily he to maintain the control of the Straits
especially by preventing the Soviet/Pact amphibious operations
against the area. The Turkish Navy would alsoc harass the larger
and stronger enemy units by employing hit-and-run tactics, and
would defend the 8L0OCs and the ports.

However, with the collapae of communiss and the demise of

* the Warsaw Pact, NATO's Cold War strategic posture and force

structure have been called into question. While it is argued that
NATG's new strategy neede improved flexibility and mobility, it
has become clear that its military posture should rest upon lower
levels of forces. This situation has brought about a renewal of
interest in naval arms control as well as other arms control

measures,
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In the Cold War period, the inclusion of naval forces and
their activities in the CFE and CSCE negotiations was a
concentious issue. While the USSR proposed talks on naval arme
control, the West declined these calls. Moscow felt that the

Western naval gtrategy was ‘“aggressive" because it clearly
threatened the Soviet homeland. The West's counter-argument was
based on the notion of geograpnical asymmetry. NATO depended on
exterior sea lines of communication, whereas the Soviets
benefited from the advantage of shorter and more secure interior
lines. Consequently NATO had to maintain adequate naval forces to
deny the Soviet Union an effective sea denial strategy and to
keep Western SLOCs open.

To what extent ha~2 these conditions changed ? What are the
prospects for struct and operational naval arms control
arrangenents in the Meu. nean 7 My answer to these questions
from Turkey's standpoint depends on Turkish perception of naval
missions in a changing strategic environment. Turkey considers

the problem both from the NATO perspective and from the

perspective of its own particular security interests.
NATO Mispions

Recent changes in the Soviet Union have not only alleviated
the Soviet pregsure upon the region, but also encouraged the
vision of regional cooperation with the former Soviet republics.

All the political parties and the public opinion in Turkey think

thal Lhe Suviet Uuiva's trausformalion inlu Lhe Cusmunweslih of
Independent States together with the efforts of democratization

and transition to market economy have substantially diminjshed
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the threat originating from the North, and have prepared the
ground for improved economic relations. As a matter of fact,
Turkish efforts to rapidly develop economic and cultural
cooperation with the former Soviet republics and the idea of
creating & Black Sea Cooperation Region are emblematic of this
new state of mind. Despite these changes, however, in Turkey as
well as  in the West in general, there has remained a certain
apprehengion over the possibility of reversion. Consequently most
NATO members regard their armed forces as well the Atlantic
Alliance itsgelf as a long-term insurance against such an
eventuality. Although the North Atlantic Council, in its Rome
meeting on 7-8 November 1991, recognizes the need to adopt a "New
Strategic Concept" reflecting the changed conditions in Europe,
it at the game time emphasizes the residual threat originating
from & combination of lingering uncertminties and remaining
formidable Soviet capabilities. The North Atlantic Council points
out:

"In the particular case of the Soviet Union, the risks and
uncertainties that accompany the process of change cannot be seen
in isolation frow (he fact that its onventional forces  are
significantly larger than those of any other European State and
its large nuclear arsenal comparable only with that of the United
States. These capabilities have to be taken into account if
stability and aecuritylin Europe are to be preserved."5

The New Strategic Concept also points out risks of a wider
nature, emanating from regional conflicts, prolifiration of non

conventional wéapons, disruption of the flow of vital resources

-

4
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and actions of terrorism and sabotage. Moreover, the Rome
documents  underlines the growing significance of crisis
managepent in the new international environment. Accordingly, the
function of maritime forces is described as follows:

"Maritime forces, which because of their inherent mobility,
flexibility and endurance, make an important contribution to the
Alliance’s crisis response options. Their essential missions are
to ensure sea control in order to safeguard the Allies' sea lines
of communicatioq, to support land and amphibious operation, and
to protect the deployment of the Alliance'’s rea<hagsed nuclear
deterrent."6

From this asseesment, various trends can be extrapolated:

- Reduction of conventional forces as a result of the CFE
will increase reliance by NATO on reserve forces, and will
emphasize the continuing importance of the transatlantic and
Mediterranean links for seaborne relnforcements.7

-~ The Southern region is adjacent to the most critical areas
of instability. An adequate deling with regional conflicts
requires mobility, flexibility and force projection capsbilities.
Thig implies a somewhat greater accent on maritime forces in the
Mediterranean. Furthermore, Turkish exberts view the 8ixth Fleet
as a factor contributing to regional stability, and they believe
its presence "will continue to play & key role in times of
tension and crisis".8

- During regional conflicts potential threats to SLOCs may
be a major concern to the Alliance. In fact this was the case

during the recent Gulf crisis and war. To cope with thie

challenge NATO took a variety of measures in the Mediterranean.
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Allied naval operations, which consisted of surveillance and
patroliling thé choke points, were untertaken ageainst no specific
adversary. Their purpose was to protect shipping against probable
mining of the gea routes and terroristic activities.g Turkish
naval forces participated in these operations, Moreover, NATO hes
formed a new Standing Naval Force in the Mediterranean
(STANAFORMED) which will be on constant patrol through the
Mediterranean. Admiral Mike Boorda.‘ Commander Allied Forces
Southern Europe, says that it is "an instantly available rapid
reaction force for SACEUR“.10 Countries providing vessels (mainly
destroyers and frigates) will include Germany, Greece; Italy, the

Netherlands, Spain, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United

States.

Q&h_ermuzm

Beside the NATO migsions, Turkey maintains a navy to fulfil
its wn particular security needs. First of all, Turkey is a
peninsuler country and the total length of its coasta is 7000
kilometers. 85 per cgnt of its foreign trade is dependent on free

and safe navigation in the neighbouring seas. Turkey alsc

" requires open SLOCs to transport crude oil to its refinerijes

which are situated on the Aegean and Marmara coasts.

The regional 'geography renders the sea control vital to
permnit amphibious operations for the purpose of supporting
defensive land foroes and to prevent amphibious landings of the
invading enemy forces. Thie is viewed ae particularly important
for an adequate defense of the Thrace-Straite area. For instance,

as the Thracian peninsula narrows towards the egat, the least
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defensive position before reaching Ietanbul and the Bosphorus i=s
the Catalca line, which extends between the shores of Marmara and
the Black Sea. The defensibility of this position“depends on the
command of the coastal waters of both seas. In the Balkan War,

Turkey’s naval capability to control those coastal waters was the

major reason for the failure of the final offensive of the
Bulgerian army in November 1992.11
The wpavy is a flexible tool of crisis management. Compared
with the land and air forces, it is more easily controllable by
the political and military decigion-makers. This quality stems
from two characteristics of the navigs: their escalatory
capablilities on the one hand and their withdrawability on the
other.12 The sen power operates relatively slowly providing the
conflicting parties with more time to diffuse crisis. The use of
‘ force may be more easily and clearly graduated at sea. Navies can
effectively operate in order to demonstrate the political will to
maintain the claims without causing undue escalation of the

13
dispute. Furthermore, since they do not involve an invading

force, they do not provoke the parties in crisis to hasty
decisions of preemption. In such volatile regions as the eastern
‘Mediterranean. navies might act as a factor of stability by
facilitating the graduated use of force in times of regional
crisis and tension. For example, in a crigis that might 6Ccur
over the Aegean Sea, if Greece and Turkey give priority to the
use of their naval forces rather than their air and land forces,
they would certainly have s better chance to solve the crisis

before its escalation to allout war.
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Although terrorism at sea 18 rare, terroriste {or
guerrillas) may wuse the sea to inflitrate a target country.}4
Recent examples of auch attempts of infiltration suggeast that
naval forces may be useful in counter~terrorist operation. A
conapicnaour  evamnlse ie provided by tho Ioracli naval patrols Lu
counter PLO infiltrators. Turkey, as a country which has long
been a major target of terrorism éupported from abroad, may also
be Bubject to geaborne terrorist infiltrations and may have to
take naval counter-measures to stop thenm.

In the post-Cold War era, Turkey continues to face serious
gecurity challenges emanating from the residual uncertainties of
systemic transformation and inherent instabilities of the regions
surrounding the country, Its southern neighbours and its disputes
with Greece over the Aegean and Cyprus also create concrete
security problens. Moreover, although the threat stemming from

Moscow has lessened considerably, Russia wil]l remain very
powerful, and Ankara will have to continue to consider Russian
military capabilities in formulating foreign and security
policies. These factors indicate that modernization of Turkey’s
armed forces should continue. Consequently, contrary to most ofr
the other NATO allies, Turkey's military expenditures will not
decreases irn the short run. S8Similarly, maritime operational
requirements will not be diminished in the post-Cold War era. On
the contrary, new missions Buch a8 crigis wmunagememt and counter-~
terrorisms wi)ll emerge, and the budget allocation to maritime
forces will have to follow this trend.

To increase their survivability and their peacetime and

crisis time capabilities, Turkish naval forces particularly need:
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To  improve command and control communications  and

information systems;

To furnish ships with electronic warfare capabilities and
smart precision weapons;

To add adequate mine stocks, wmodern minelayers, and
minésweepers; |

To increase logistical capabilities; and

Te continue with the succesgful programmes of huilding fast

patrol boats, frigates and submarines.
The Btraits and the Black Ses

One major concern of Turkey’s strategic planners ig the
defense of the Straits,

"The defense of the Turkish Straits ie vital for both Turkey
and the Alliance. Therefore, given the lack of strategic depth,
Turkey has to maintain in Thrace a level of force which would be
able to defend the region against attacks coming from land,
apphibious and airborne wunits far superior in strength and

structure."” e

On the other hand, Ankara is extremely sensitive about the
oeccurity concerns of Lhe other Black XHea riparian states, .
especially those of Russia. The Turkish decision-makers are
acutely aware that the Straits and the Black Sea are very
important strategic approaches to the Rugsjan homeland. therefore
they believe that any non-Black Sea naval power concentration in

the Black Sea during peacetime would create apprehensions and

dangerously disturb regional stability.



1992-05-85 11:4@8  BILKENT UNIV. ANKARA Té 98 4 2664127 P.O7

The Montreux convention of 1936 continues to serve these
interests, One of ite principal purposes ig8 to allow Turkey to
militarize the Straits, something which was prohibited under the
1923 Lausanne Convention. BSecondly, by virtue of the VMontreux
Convention, "should Turkey consider herself to be threatened with
imminent danger of war', the passage of warships through the
Straits "shall be left entirely to the discretion of the Turkish
Government",

The Montreux Convention clearly favors the Black Sea
countries, While it imposes heavy restrictions upon the non-Black
Sea powers, it recognizes a much greater freedom of movement to
the Black ‘Sea navies. In practice, however, this freedom of
movement hag been increased even further as regards the paseage
of Soviet aircraft carriers. Neither Turkey nor the other
signatories have challenged the Soviet clagsification of these
shipe and their transit rights. 8o it may well be argued in tﬁe
absence of any objection over the years the practice has been
baged on an extensive interpretation of the Montreux Convéntion
in order to provide for the transit of the Soviet Kiev class
aircraft carriera?6 |

Mutually agreed-upon naval force reductions in the Black Sea
would contribute to security and stability in the region. But
Mogscow would like to limit naval reductions to the Mediterranean,
excluding the Black Sea which is of crucial importance for the
gecurity of Ruseian bhomeland and where Moscow maintains a
significant naval presence. 8trategic cdnditiOns of the Black

Sea, however, have radically changed after the dieintegration of

10
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the Soviet Union. The control of the Black Sea Fleet,with 28
submarines, 46 major surface ships, 150 combat aircraft and a
Bhipwbuilding industry at Nikolayev,l7 is being disputed between
Russia and Ukraine which wants to establish its own armed forces.
This dispute threatens to split the new and fragile Commonwealth
of Independent States. If, in demanding to take control of some
of the former Soviet Black Sea Fleet, Ukraine's purpose iz to
balance the Russian naval power in the region, then Moscow's
acceptance of substantial naval force reductions or the creation

of a demilitarigzed zone in the Black Sea might facilitate the

settlement of the dispute over the Fleet.

Reductjop of Armaments and Confidence and
Security - Building Measures

There is today a general consensus that arms control
measures in -general are quite uaseful to create global and
regional stability. There is also a growing tendency to include
naval forces in future arms control negotiations. At the regional
level, the Italian-Spanish proposal for initiating a Conference
on Security and Cooperation in the Mediterranean refers to the
importance of confidence-building "through increased transparency
and information exchange".18 It is equally true that "the
ultimate objective of arms control should not be merely wmilitary
stability, but political stability".19 This 1lasst point is
particularly relevant in such an unstable region as the
Mediterranean. For instance, will the withdrawal of the Sixth

Fleet not encourage the radical political elements (states or

non-state entities) in the region by affecting their perceptions

11
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of balance of power 7 Will a mutual reduction of Turkish and
Greek naval forces not create a highly unstable and unpredictable
security environment in the Aegean by depriving béth states of a
flexilble crisis-management imstrusent and by inducing them to
rely upon the damage-inflicting capability of their air forces
and invasion capability of their land forces 7
As far as the CSBMs are concerned within the framework of
the Davos process, Greece and Turkey decided to apply certain
measures of restraint in the Aegean. These measures included, for
example, to avoid maritime exercises during the tourist peak
periods and main national and religious holidays, and to carry
out maritime exercises in such a way to avoid the isolation of
certain areas for long periode of time and to avoid interference
with shiping and air traffic. Although these measures are not
comprehensive and are vioiated from timé to time, their
improvement and gradual extension t¢ the region deserve
consideration., Greece and Turkey mey be engaged in a dialogue to
improve such measures, Certain traneparency measures such as the
exchange of observers during major naval exercises might be
considered, The adoption of this kind measures would be =&
significant step in regional aras control, and would contribute
to regional stability. It is also noteworthy thaﬁ a successful
process of confidence and security building, cohsisting of
exchange of military observers and information has begun between
Turkey and Bulgaria.
Bevond such modest measures of arms control applied on &

bilateral basis, the delimitation of the geographicel area of
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naval arms control may prove to be extremely difficult. The
former Soviet maritime power has global dimensions and as such,
it is not amenable to regional atructural arms control if the
attempts is confined to the Mediterranean. Any reduction in the
Mediterranean may create new gecurity problems in the Black Ses,
the Baltic and further north. Under the present circumstances it
would be more useful to congider the improvement and extension of
the CSBMs and to make efforts to increase mutual confidence

through economic cooperation,
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1. Introduction

The legal aspect of naval arms control and naval CSBMs is a
subject little explored by international lawyers, even though any
proposal aiming at naval arms control involves legal issues which
must not be underestimated. Besides the law of the sea, which
clearly provides the bulk of provisions, one has to take into
account the Charter of the United Nations and institutions, such
as permanent neutrality, which may have a naval feature.

This paper is divided into three parts. The first is a brief
description of the law of the sea provisions which have a bearing
upon naval arms control. The second contains an overview of the
Mediterranean naval issues. Territorial statuses which are deemed
relevant for our topic are also taken into account, such as the
neutralization of territories. The same is true for naval bases,
which play an important role for the Mediterranean outside users.
The Black Sea is also considered, because of its strategic
importance and because it counts the (former) Soviet Union among
its riparian States. The third part identifies the institutional
conditions upon which an arms control system can be set up and
suggests a number of CSBMs, the only ones that in the opinion of
this author are deemed compatible with the present situation.

I

GENERAL BACKGROUND: FLEETS MOBILITY AND LEGAL CONSTRAINTS

2. The status of foreign warships in 2zones under national
jurisdiction (the territorial sea; the contigquous zone; the
exclusive economic zone)

The three zones under consideration have a different status
and this bears upon the navigational regime of foreign warships.
While the territorial sea {stretching up to 12 miles from the
coastal baselines) is subject to the sovereignty of the coastal
State, the other two zones (respectively the contiguous zone up
to 24 miles and the EEZ covering the sea-bed and the
superadjacent waters up to 200 miles) are subject only to
functional rights of the coastal State. It must be added that the
. existence of these last two zones is conditional upon an explicit
proclamation by the coastal State.

In the territorial sea, foreign warships enjoy only a right
of innocent passage. According to both the 1958 Geneva Convention
on the territorial sea and contiguous zone and the 1982 Law of
the Sea Convention, passage need not be notified and is not
subject to the consent of the coastal State. It is difficult to
say whether on this point the two conventions are a codification
of customary international law. It is the view of many third
world countries that the passage of foreign warships requires the
previous consent of the coastal State. Until recently, this was
also the view of the Soviet Union. A joint statement of the
Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs and the US Secretary of State,
dated 23 September 1989 and laying down uniform interpretation
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of the rules on innocent passage, states that all categories of
ships, including vessels of war, enjoy a right of innocent
passage, without notification or previous authorization. Ships
in innocent passage cannot exert any action prejudicial to the
peace, good order or security of the coastal State. For instance,
as stated in Article 19 of the 1982 lLaw of the Sea Conventiocn,
they cannot be engaged in naval exercises. Aircarriers enjoy a
right of innocent passage. However, aircraft must stay on the
deck during the passage, since landing or taking on board of
aircraft is forbidden.

In the contiguous zone foreign warships are incumbent of
complete navigational rights and the same holds true for the
exclusive economic zone. The main problem is connected with the
right to conduct military exercises in the EEZ of a foreign
country. During the Third Conference on the Law of the Sea a
number of States proposed that the carrying out of military
maneuvers in foreign EEZs should be authorized by the coastal
State. This proposal was not accepted. The right to conduct
military exercises is to be seen as a manifestation of the
freedom of high seas retained by Article 58 of the Law of the Sea
Convention. On the other hand the prohibition to carry out
military maneuvers within the EEZ cannot be derived from Article
301 of the Law of the Sea Convention, since the peaceful purpose
clause there embodied only means that the States are obliged not
to pursue aggressive policies inconsistent with the UN Charter.
However a number of States, when signing the 1982 Convention,
restated their understanding and made clear that military
exercises should be considered as forbidden within foreign EEZs.
This was not, for instance, the view of Italy which, on the
contrary, made a declaration according to which it was its
understanding that the provisions of the Law of the Sea
Convention did not rule out the lawfulness of conducting military
exercises in a foreign EEZ without the consent of the coastal
State.

3. The regime of international straits

According to a customary international law, warships are
entitled to navigate through straits used for international
navigation joining two parts of the high sea (international
straits). This freedom, which was restated by the International
Court of Justice in the Corfu Channel case, has been extended to
those straits joining a territorial sea with the open sea by the
1958 Geneva Convention on the territorial sea and the contiguous
zone. The 1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea has clearly
innovated the previous regime. The new rules are considered as
belonging to customary law by a considerable number of writers.
According to the 1982 codification, international straits are
subject to the regime of transit passage, which entails much more
freedom since it gives: a right of unimpeded passage to all
categories of ships; the right of overflight; and the right of
submarines to a submerged passage. These freedoms are not in
force for those straits formed by an island of the State
bordering the strait and its mainland, provided that an
alternative route of similar convenience exists; in this case
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only the unimpeded passage applies. The 1982 Convention does not
supplant regimes established long ago, such as that in force for
the Turkish Straits.

4. Military uses of foreign continental shelves and sea-bed
subsoil

The continental shelf is considered a promising area not
only for its economic exploitation, but also for military uses.
For instance, dormant mines can be left on it and activated by
remote control when needed; special weapons for antisubmarine
warfare - like the Captor system - can be emplaced on the sea-bed
and submarine listening posts have become common devices for
tracing the routes of this category of ships. Obviously a State
can use its continental shelf for military purposes, with the
single exception of emplacing nuclear weapons or other weapons
of mass destruction at least 12 miles beyond its coastal
baselines. The problem arises in so far as the use of a foreign
country continental shelf is concerned. The point of view widely
accepted is that under the regime of the 1958 Geneva Convention
on the continental shelf military installations can be emplaced
on the sea bed adjacent to the coast of a foreign State, provided
that they do not interfere with the right of the coastal State
to explore and exploit its natural resources. Since the
conclusion of the 1958 Convention, however, the trend has been
to limit the possibility of using another State’s continental
shelf for military purposes. India and Mexico made a declaration
stating that foreign continental shelves cannot be used for
military purposes when acceding to the 1971 sea-bed treaty and
reiterated their view at the time of the 1977 sea-bed Treaty
review conference.At the Caracas session of the Third Conference
on the Law of the Sea, Mexico and Kenya tabled a proposal along
the same lines. Some 37 States concurred with it, even if the
proposal was rejected. Even though the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention does not contain any explicit provision on military
installation, the cumulative effect of Articles 60 and 80 renders
the possibility of emplacing military installations on another
State’s continental shelf very small indeed. According to one
interpretation, military devices might be emplaced on the
continental shelf of another State, provided that they: (a) do
not amount to artificial islands; (b) are not capable of being
used for economic purposes; (c) do not interfere with the
exercise of the rights of the coastal State; (d) can be
considered as a manifestation of the freedom which third States
retain in another State’s continental shelf. It goes without
saying, however, that this interpretation is not shared by those
countries which signed the Law of the Sea Convention with the
understanding that any kind of installation or structure must be
authorized by the coastal State.

5. The status of air space over territorial waters and the
establishment of air identification zones

Foreign aircraft do not enjoy a right of overflying
territorial waters, unless the consent of the coastal State is
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given. The only exception is represented by the space over the
waters lying between a strait governed by the regime of tranmsit
passage. Aerial navigation is free over the waters lying beyond
the territorial sea. However a number of States have instituted
aerial identification zones, which stretch for miles. A military
aircraft venturing into such zones is requested to identify
itself and to follow predetermined aerial routes. The lawfulness
of AIZs is a moot point. According to one opinion an AIZ,
stretching beyond the territorial sea outer limit, is legitimate
in so far its purpose is that of identifying aircraft which head
for the coastal State; aircraft in lateral passage, on the
contrary, should not be obliged to give their identification and
destination.

6. Preservation of the marine environment and the issue of naval
pollution

Preservation of the marine environment is subject to
detailed provisions in part XII of the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention. Two kinds of pollution are particularly relevant
here: deliberate pollution from vessels (pollution by dumping)
and pollution arising from maritime casualties. The latter can
be very dangerous, particularly in the case of casualties
involving nuclearly propelled vessels. In addition to the Law of
the Sea Convention there other treaties relevant to the
preservation of the marine environment in the Mediterranean, i.e.
the 1973 IMO International Convention for the Prevention of
Pollution from Ships (MARPOL Convention) and the 1976 Barcelona
Convention and its related Protocols. The Law of the Sea
Convention obliges States to prevent marine pollution and to
cooperate to this end. Article 221 also empowers States to take
forceful measures, beyond their territorial sea, in order to take
action following serious sea accidents. The measures envisaged
by the Law of the Sea Convention, however, do not apply to
pollution arising from navigation of warships. These are
generally immune from the stringent provisions dictated by the
Convention, as demonstrated by Article 236 which states:

The provisions of this Convention regarding the

protection and the preservation of the marine

environment do not apply to any warship, naval
auxiliary, other vessels or aircraft owned or operated

by a State and used, for the time being, only on

government non-commercial service.

This provision contains only a very mild obligation in that
it continues by saying:

However, each State shall ensure, by the adoption of

appropriate measures not impairing operations or

operational capabilities of such vessels or aircraft
owned or operated by it, that such vessels or aircraft

act in a manner consistent, so far as is reasonable

and practicable, with this Convention.

7. Navigational rights on the high seas

Both the 1958 Geneva Convention and the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention state that the high seas are open to all States,
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whether coastal or land-locked and that the freedom of the high
seas embodies the freedom of navigation as well as the freedom
of overflight. The main question is not only the precise
definition of the body of waters to be considered as high seas,
but also the limits which might curtail the above freedom.
Article 87 para. 2 of the Law of the Sea Convention states that
those freedoms shall be exercised by all States with due regard
for the interests of other States in their exercise of the
freedom of the high seas; Article 88 of the same Convention says
that the high seas shall be reserved for peaceful purposes.
While the former provision is a self-explanatory limit to the
freedom of one State in order to allow for the freedom of the
others, the latter 1is open to question. The correct
interpretation of the peaceful purposes clause is that not all
military activity is prohibited, but only of those which are
tantamount to aggressive policies, running counter Article 2
para. 4 of the UN Charter. It follows that naval exercises are
permitted. The only duty which States are obliged to fulfill
consists in giving adequate notification to the other sea users
so as not to endanger peaceful navigation. The same is true for
weapon testing, unless conventionally prohibited as in the case
of the Limited Test Ban Treaty of Augqust 5, 1963, which obliges
the parties not to carry out any underwater nuclear weapon test
explosion on high seas.

8. The notion of an enclosed or semi-enclosed sea and 1its
relevance for the Mediterranean

The notion of enclosed and semi-enclosed seas 1is an
innovation of the 1982 UN Law of the Sea Convention. According
to Article 122 of this Convention, there are two definitions.
The first takes into account geographical factors and defines an
enclosed or semi-enclosed sea a "a gulf, basin or sea surrounded
by two or more States and connected to another sea or the ocean
by a narrow outlet". The second definition given by Article 122
takes into account legal elements, since it defines an enclosed
or semi-enclosed sea as "a gulf, basin or sea consisting
entirely or primarily of the territorial seas and exclusive
economic 2ones of two or more coastal states". The Mediterranean
falls under the first definition and it encompasses subregional
semi-enclosed seas, such the Black Sea or the Adriatic. The Law
of the Sea Convention refers to economic cooperation as a field
of action of the littoral States and lists such items as living
resources, marine environment and scientific research. The list
is merely illustrative; however, arms control and military
problems in general are not necessary ingredients of the generic
duty of cooperation which littoral States are obliged to fulfill
under Article 123 of the 1982 Convention.

9, Zones of Peace over Marine Areas
The formal endorsement of the notion of zone of peace was
a result of the UNGA resolution 2831 (XXVI) of 16 December 1971

"declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of peace. Almost every year
the UN General Assembly adopts a resolution on this subject, the
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most recent being that of 27 December 1991 (Res 46/49}. Zones of
peace over marine areas are a typical non-aligned concept, the
setting up of which has been proposed not only for the Indian
Ocean but also for the Mediterranean at the 1978 Special Session
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament.

Though there is not only one notion of a zone of peace, its
implementation would entail the prohibition of granting military
facilities and the exclusion of fleets not belonging to the
littoral States, or their limitation in number. As a rule, a
zone of peace should also be a nuclear weapon-free zone. The
proposal of instituting zones of peace has been always opposed
by major naval powers, since its enforcement would curtail the
principle of freedom of navigation on the high seas and that of
collective self-defence. For non-littoral States, freedom of the
high seas would be limited to non military navigation. This is
why France, the United Kingdom and the United States, which have
naval interests in the Indian Ocean, voted against GA resolution
46/49 mentioned above, while the positive wvote of the Soviet
Union was nothing but lip service paid to the idea of zones of
peace. :

11

THE MEDITERRANEAN REGION

10. Claims over territorial sea in the Mediterranean: a} the 12
mile criterion; b) the claims by Italy and Libya over historic
bays (respectively the Gulf of Taranto and the Gulf of Sidra);
¢) the controversy between Greece and Turkey over the extension
of the territorial sea in the Regean

Since the territorial sea is subject to sovereignty of the
coastal State, its extension is of utmost importance. The
mobility of foreign fleets 1is limited by territorial seas:
freedom of navigation is severely curtailed, naval maneuvers are
not allowed and overflight is not permitted. In a narrow sea,
such as the Mediterranean, the extension of territorial waters
is of critical importance. The majority of States adopt the 12-
mile criterion for calculating the breadth of their territorial
sea. This 1is the case of Algeria, Morocco, Libya, Egypt,
Lebanon, Yugoslavia, Italy, France, Spain, Cyprus, Malta and the
Principality of Monaco. Of the remaining littoral States, three
adopt the 6-mile criterion (Israel, Greece and Turkey), while
two (Syria and Albania) have claims not consistent with
customary international law. Syria claims a territorial sea up
to 35 miles and Albania to 15 miles. It is worth noting that
Turkey applies the 6-mile criterion in the Mediterranean and the
12 mile criterion in the Black Sea.

In fixing the limit of the territorial sea, the point from
which the breadth is calculated (baseline) 1is extremely
important. Only a few States follow the low tide mark criterion:
Morocco, Libya, Egypt, Israel, Lebanon, Cyprus, Greece, the
Principality of Monaco. Other States use a combination of the
low tide mark and the straight baseline criteria: Tunisia,
Syria, Turkey, Yugoslavia, Italy, France and Spain. A system of
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straight baselines is followed by Albania and Malta, which has
defined the sea lying between Malta, Fifla and Gozo as internal
waters.

A number of the States mentioned above have claims to
bays, about which third States have protested. Egypt qualifies
as bays inlets which do not meet the test of the Geneva
Convention on the territorial sea. Since this State has not yet
published the geographical coordinates of its territorial sea,
however, crucial problems have not yet arisen. The Tunisian
claim to the Gulf of Gabes is opposed by Libya. Italy claims the
Gulf of Taranto as a historical bay. This claim has not been
formally protested, with the single exception of Malta. However,
it is not considered consistent with international law by the
United Kingdom or by the United States. Libya asserts its
sovereignty over the Gulf of Sidra, which it regards as a
historic bay. This claim has raised the protests of a number of
countries (for instance, Italy, U.K., France) and has been
overtly challenged by the United States. Since it considers the
Sidra waters as high sea, naval exercises were carried out both
in 1981 and 1986. This led to serious incidents. In 1981, two
Libyan jet fighters were downed while attempting to hit US
airplanes; in 1986 the US attacked military facilities on the
Libyan coast and sunk three Libyan warships in response to a
Libyan missile attack.

The enclosure of bays is not the only hot point. Also the
breadth of a territorial sea can raise concern, as demonstrated
by the controversy between Greece and Turkey. Turkey has made it
clear that an extension of the Greek territorial waters to 12
miles in the Aegean would be regarded as a casus belli. In
effect, if Greece extended its territorial waters up to 12
miles, almost the entire Aegean would become subject to Greek
sovereignty. Greek territorial waters would cover 71.53% of the
Begean sea and only 19.71% of these waters would still be
regarded as high sea. Consequently, there would no longer be a
high sea corridor in the central ARegean. In effect, Turkey does
not consider the 12-mile rule as opposable to it and claims that
the extension of territorial waters in the Aegean up to 12 miles
is to be considered an abuse of right (Article 300 of the 1982
Law of the Sea Convention).

11. The  geography of international straits in the
Mediterranean. Special cases: a) the Strait of Gibraltar; b) the
Strait of Messina; c¢) the Turkish Straits

The Mediterranean is not a sea which can be easily reached
from outside waters. It has three narrow entrance points: the
Gibraltar Strait, the Suez Canal and the Turkish Straits.
Navigation through the Mediterranean entails passage through
numerous chokepoints--many of them straits in juridical terms-
~particularly now that almost all the Mediterranean States have
extended their territorial waters. The Suez Canal 1is an
artificial waterway and will be dealt with separately. Leaving
aside the Straits of Gibraltar, Messina, and Bosphorous and
Dardanelles, which will be considered later, the straits of the
Western Mediterranean do not cause particular problems. The
Strait of Minorca is an international strait, connecting two
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parts of high seas. It is thus subject to the transit passage.
The same is true for Boniface, which is a narrow outlet between
Corsica and Sardinia. The Corsica Canal, between Corsica and the
Tuscan Archipelago has become an international strait, subject
to the transit passage. The Sicily Canal is not a strait in
legal terms, since its waters are not completely under the
jurisdiction of Italy and Tunisia. The same is true for the
Malta strait. The entrance to the Adriatic Sea is made possible
by the Otranto Canal. The distance between Albania and Italy is
about 41 miles. Therefore, the Otranto Canal is not a strait in
juridical term. However Yugoslavia, which is obviously
interested in keeping that waterway open, insisted on having a
provision in the Law of the Sea Convention stipulating that all
freedoms of navigation and overflight apply to a strait used for
international navigation where a route of high sea exists.

The main straits of the Ionian Sea are represented by the Corfu
Strait and by that of Cerigo, between Crete and the
Peloponnesus. Both are international straits subject to the rule
of transit passage. Albania, the guardian of the Corfu strait
which led to a "cause celebre” in 1949, has not signed the Law
of the Sea Convention. The Cerigo Strait is important because it
is a chokepoint entrance to the Aegean Sea. The other entrance
points of the Aegean, such as the Kasos Strait, are not straits
in juridical terms in so far as Greece maintains a territorial
sea of 6 miles. Should Greece extend its territorial sea to 12
miles, all the entrance points of the Aegean would become
international straits. The passage through the Aegean Islands is
a point of contention between Greece and Turkey. This passage is
made possible though a number of chokepoints which are straits
in juridical terms, even with a Greek territorial sea of 6
miles. Greece asserts the right to indicate the strait which is
to be used for international navigation. To this end, it signed
the Law of the Sea Convention with the following understanding:
" In areas where there are numerous spread out islands that form
a great number of alternative straits which serve in fact one
and the same route of international navigation, it is the
understanding of Greece that the coastal State concerned has the
responsibility to designate the route or routes, in the said
alternative strait, through which ships and aircrafts of third
countries could pass under transit passage regime, in such way
as on the one hand the requirements of international navigation
and overflight are satisfied, and on the other hand the minimum
security requirements of both the ships and aircrafts in transit
as well as those of the coastal State are fulfilled”. It goes
without saying that this stance has met with the Turkish
opposition.

The strategic relevance of the Gibraltar Strait does not
need to be underscored. Undoubtedly this strait is submitted to
the regime of transit passage which allows unimpeded surface
transit, submerged passage for submarines and overflight both
for civil and military aircraft. Spain, as a controlling coastal
State, has never been happy with this interpretation of the
right of transit passage and it deposited a statement when
signing the Law of the Sea Convention, which implies that
overflight is subject to the regulations dictated by the coastal
State.
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The Strait of Messina falls under the category of straits
disciplined by Article 38 para. 1 because there is an
alternative route of similar convenience seaward of Sicily. It
is thus subject to an unimpeded right of innocent passage.
However, following a serious collision between two tankers,the
Italian government has forbidden passage by tankers of more than
50,000 tons.

The Turkish Straits continue to be requlated by the 1936
Montreux Convention and do not fall under the regime of the Law
of the Sea Convention (Article 35). The Convention makes a
distinction between passage in time of peace and in time of war.
In the former time case, commercial shipping enjoys the freedom
of navigation, subject to the sanitary regulations of Turkey and
to the payment of charges and taxes which can be levied by the
Turkish government. The same freedom is not enjoyed by warships.
Non Black Sea States are allowed to transit, provided that: they
envoy light surface vessels (therefore submarine passage 1is
forbidden), the passage is previously notified to the Turkish
authorities, the maximum aggregate tonnage of all foreign
warships in transit does not exceed 15,000 tons and the number
of such warships does not comprise more than nine vessels. Black
Sea Powers have a more privileged treatment. They can envoy
capital ships exceeding 15.000 tons, provided that they pass
through the Straits singly, escorted by not more than two
destroyers. The transit of submarines is also permitted for the
following purposes: if a submarine is constructed or purchased
outside the Black Sea, it has the right to rejoin its base;
those willing to reach the waters of the Mediterranean have the
right to pass only to be repaired in dockyards outside the Black
Sea. The passage of aircarriers is a moot point. The Montreux
Convention does not contain a specific provision allowing or
forbidding the passage of this kind of vessel. The Soviet Union
argues that transit 1is implicitly allowed by Article 15 which
forbids warships in transit to " make use of any aircraft which
they may be carrying". Therefore it asked and obtained
permission from the Turkish government for the passage of the
aircarrier Kiev, qualified by the Soviet Union as a "cruiser”.
The official Western position is that a systematic
interpretation of the provisions of the Montreux Convention
leads to the conclusion that the transit of aircarriers is
forbidden.

In time of war, transit is severely curtailed. If Turkey is
a belligerent, the passage of warships falls entirely within the
discretion of Turkey. If Turkey is neutral, the transit of
warships of belligerent powers 1is forbidden, except for
rendering assistance to the victim of aggression or pursuant to
a deliberation of the League of Nations or for those vessels
which find themselves separated from their bases.

It is worth noting that Turkey has the right to apply
measures forbidding the passage not only when it is a
belligerent State, but also when it finds itself threatened with
an imminent danger of war. These measures, however, should be
applied under the scrutiny of the Leaque of Nations, which could
oblige Turkey to discontinue them.
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12. Navigable Waterways: the Regime of Suez Canal

Artificial navigable waterways cannot be equated to
internaticnal straits. Therefore they cannot be subject to
transit in passage or to unimpeded innocent passage. Since they
are situated within a State territory, an international treaty
is needed in order to open the waterway to intermnational
navigation. This is the case of the Suez Canal, stretching for
160 km from the Red Sea to the Mediterranean, the regime of
which 1is disciplined by the Convention of Constantinople
stipulated in 1888. Under this Convention, the territorial
sovereign (i.e. Egypt as the successor of the Ottoman Empire) is
obliged to keep open the Suez Canal " in time of war as in time
of peace, to every vessel of commerce or of war, without
distinction of flag". The Suez Canal cannot be blockaded and no
belligerent action can be exerted in the Canal, its ports or
their immediate vicinity, even if Egypt is a belligerent. It is
not clear whether these restrictions apply in their entirety to
Egypt, since Article X of the Constantinople Convention allows
the territorial sovereign to take the necessary measures to
secure its own defence and the maintenance of public order. Be
that as it may, the Canal regime has been violated several times
and Egypt has restricted the passage of Israeli vessels (bound
to or coming from Israeli ports) until the stipulation of the
1979 Peace Treaty, which entitles Israeli shipping to use of the
Canal and restates the wvalidity of +the Constantinople
Convention. It is worth noting that Egypt had declared that it
would abide by the Constantinople Convention through a
declaration issued in 1957 and duly registered with the UN
Secretariat.

13. Disputes over seabed and sea resources as potential threats
to peace: a) the apportionment of continental shelf in the
Mediterranean; b) the controversy over fishing rights (the case
of the Mamellone).

Marine frontiers are an ideal line delimiting an area or
dividing opposite or adjacent =zones over which two or more
States claim exclusive rights. The delimitations of such zones
are particularly important in the Mediterranean, where the
distance between opposite coasts, and thus between opposite
sovereignties, is less than 400 miles. The apportionment of the
continental shelf in the Mediterranean would require the
stipulation of almost 30 treaties. Bilateral treaties have been
stipulated by Italy, which has divided its seabed frontiers with
Tunisia, Yugoslavia and Greece. Two ICJ judgments have paved the
way to the apportionment of the continental shelf between Malta
and Libya and between Tunisia and Libya. The undivided
continental shelf in the Aegean sea is a source of potential
conflict between Greece and Turkey. Greece’'s official stance is
that the BAegean continental shelf should be apportioned
according to the criterion of equidistance between the coasts of
the two States. However the starting point for calculating the
equidistance, far from being the Greek mainland, would be an
ideal line linking the outermost points of the Greek islands.
This solution 1is opposed by Turkey, which claims an
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apportionment having the two mainlands as starting points.
Turkey states that a circle should be drawn around the Greek
islands in order to delimit their continental shelf.

Disputed territories and colonial remnants are another
potential source of <conflict, since the rights to the
continental shelf are a projection of rights to land territory.
These territories include: the northern part of Cyprus, which
has proclaimed its independence; the sovereign UK bases on
Cyprus (Dhekelia and Akrotiri); the Gaza strip; the Spanish
possessions on the Moroccan coast (Ceuta, Penon de Velez de la
Gomera, Penon de Alhucemas, Islas Chafarinas, Melilla);
Gibraltar.

Fisheries are an additional source of potential conflict,
as demonstrated by the fact that States police their adjacent
waters in order to prevent unauthorized fishing. Navies of
fishing States are also often present in disputed waters in
order to protect their fishermen. A number of States, such as
Italy, have regqgulated their fishing rights with neighbouring
States by stipulating ad hoc agreements. Such agreements have
now come to an end, with the single exception, as far as Italy
is concerned, of the 1987 agreement with Yugoslavia for fishing
rights in the Gulf of Trieste. Fishing policy is within the
competence of the EEC and thus the EEC Mediterranean States are
not allowed to stipulate agreements with their neighbours. The
EEC, however, has not yet stipulated fisheries agreements, aside
from the 1988 agreement with Morocco, which enables duly
licensed EEC fishermen to fish in Moroccan waters. A potential
instrument for preventing fishing disputes is the General
Council for Mediterranean Fisheries; however it has not proven
to be very effective to date.

The issue of apportionment of fishing rights between Italy
and Tunisia has become particularly serious. Since the sixties,
numerous incidents have taken place: Italian trawlers have been
confiscated and Tunisian coast guards have often made use of
firearms. The Tunisian fishing zone has been delimited with a
batimetric criterion and extends, in some points, beyond the
median line between Italy and Tunisia. Since 1979, Italy has
forbidden Italian citizens to fish in the Mamellone, a sea area
in the Sicily Canal. The rationale for the prohibition is to
allow the optimal conservation of biological resources. The zone
is patrolled by the Italian navy and is regarded by Italy as
belonging to the high seas.

14. The 1971 Treaty on the prochibition of the emplacement of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the
seabed and the ocean floor and its application to the
Mediterranean

The Seabed Treaty is a true treaty of disarmament in so
far as it prohibits the emplacement of nuclear weapons and
weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor.
For the purposes of the Treaty, the inner limit of the seabed
and ocean floor begins 12 miles from the baseline used for
calculating the territorial sea. This means that within 12 miles
States are free to place the devices forbidden by the Seabed
Treaty. This liberty alsoc pertains to those States which adopt
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the 6-mile criterion for calculating the territorial sea, as
Greece and Turkey. On this point, the application of the Seabed
Treaty does not raise particular problems; it does, however,
bear upon the baseline. Since the 12 miles extend from the
baseline used for the calculation of the territorial sea, it is
obvious that those States which have drawn straight baselines,
or which claim historic bays "gain" space for emplanting nuclear
devices in comparison to those States which adopt the criterion
of normal baseline. The Seabed Treaty has not yet been ratified
by all Mediterranean States; Egypt, France, Libya and Syria are
not parties to it.

15. The extension of the contiguous zone and the practical
irrelevance of the Exclusive Economic Zone in the Mediterranean.

Many littoral Mediterranean States had a territorial sea of
6 miles and a contiguous zone of 12. With the extension of the
territorial sea to 12 miles, the contiguous =zone has
disappeared. This is the case of Italy, for instance. A few
States have, however, extended their contiguous zones to 24
miles, in accordance with Article 33 of the 1982 Law of the Sea
Convention. These States are: Egypt, France, Malta and Morocco.
Syria claims a contiguous zone of 41 nautical miles; however,
its c¢laim is inconsistent with the 1limits established by
international law. Because of the narrow limits between its
opposite coasts, the Mediterranean is not an ideal environment
for establishing EEZs. In fact, at the TIIT Law of the Sea
Conference, Algeria, Turkey and Israel opposed the establishment
of such zones. This is also the position of Italy. Egypt and
Morocco declared their intention to establish an EEZ; such a
zone, however, has never been delimited (as far as Morocco is
concerned this holds true for its Mediterranean coast, but not
for the Atlantic). Malta claims a fishing zone of 25 miles and
Tunisia claims a fishing zone that includes the area of
Mamellone.

16. The special case of the Black Sea

Any control of naval armaments in the Mediterranean cannot
but involve the Black Sea, which is of utmost importance for the
Soviet fleet. The Black Sea offers an example of early naval
control. The Treaty of March 30, 1856 established limits on the
naval forces of the Russian and Ottoman Empires. Russia tried to
abolish this treaty but was not successful and only obtained an
annex to the Treaty of London of March 13, 1871. Modern Soviet
policy has been to limit the presence of foreign fleets in the
Black Sea and to obtain free access to the Mediterranean for
Black Sea powers. In part, the Montreux Convention meets, in
part, the Soviet concern, in so far as it gives Black Sea States
a more favourable treatment through the Turkish Straits and
limits the presence of the non Black Sea powers in that sea. The
aggregate tonnage which non-Black Sea powers are allowed to
navigate in the Black Sea 1is limited to 30,000 tons by Article
18 of the Montreux Convention. This figure may be increased to
45,000 and the tonnage which any one of non Black Sea power may
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have in the Black Sea is limited to two-thirds of the aggregate
tonnage which non-Black Sea powers are allowed to navigate. A
further limitation is the exclusion of a permanent presence of
non-Black Sea powers. Article 18 para. 2 of the Montreux
Convention states that " vessels of war belonging to non-Black
Sea Powers shall not remain in the Black Sea more than
twenty-one days, whatever be the object of their presence
there".

Aside from the above 1limits, the Black Sea does not
present any special features if compared to other sea areas.
Bulgaria, Romania, the Ukraine and the Soviet Union claim a 12-
mile territorial sea. Turkey and the Soviet Union concluded a
treaty on their territorial sea boundaries in 1973, on the basis
of a 12-mile territorial sea. The two States have also delimited
their continental shelf and EEZ in 1978 and 1987, respectively.
The Soviet Union has adopted a system of straight baselines and
considers the Azov Sea as internal waters. Varna and Burgas are
claimed by Bulgaria as historic bays. In the Black Sea, there
are no islands distant from the coast which can add significant
maritime jurisdiction to the coastal States. The only case is
that of Ostrov Zmeinyy, an island which is under Soviet rule,
but which is claimed by Romania.

17. The Soviet proposal for transforming the Mediterranean Sea
into a zone of peace

From time to time proposals aimed at the demilitarization
of the Mediterranean or, at least, the limitation of its
military uses are put forward. On 21 May 1961, the Soviet Union
. proposed the denuclearization of the Mediterranean. At the time
of the Special Session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament (1973), the Non-Aligned countries proposed the
establishment of a zone of peace in the Mediterranean. 1In
effect, the transformation of the Mediterranean into such a zone
has been listed among the aims of the Non-Aligned Movement ever
since the Algiers summit (1973). The Non-Aligned reiterated
their proposal during the meeting held at Valletta on 10-11
September 1984. The Final Declaration affirms the following:

The Ministers also considered that the freedom of the
high seas in a closed sea like the Mediterranean
should be exercised scrupulously and exclusively for
the purposes of peace, and that naval deployment,
particularly by States outside the region, that
directly or indirectly threatened the interests of
non-aligned Mediterranean members, should be excluded.

However, all these proposals have been rejected. The idea
of the Mediterranean as a zone of peace was again touched upon
in GA Res 36/102 (1981). In voting on this resolution - which is
devoted to the more general problems of international security
- there were 20 abstentions, four Mediterranean States among
them (Israel, Italy, Spain and Turkey). A consensus resolution
on co-operation and security in the Mediterranean adopted two
years later (38/189) does not make any reference to the creation
of a zone of peace in the Mediterranean. This resolution is of
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the kind of those which the General Assembly has adopted by

consensus since 1981 (36/102-1981; 37/118-1982;
38/189-1983;39/153-184; 40/157-1985; 41/89-1986; 42/90-1987;
43/84-1988; 43/84-1989), under the item " Strengthening of

Security and Co-operation in the Mediterranean Region”. Problems
of arms control at sea are not touched upon.

18. The current status of the historic demilitarizations and of
those established by the Peace Treaty of 1947

The most ancient demilitarizations in the Mediterranean
date from the beginning of the century. Others were contracted
within the framework of the Peace treaties concluding World War
I or World War II.

The most ancient demilitarization which <comes into
consideration is that of the southern shore of the Strait of
Gibraltar. At the beginning of this century, the Moroccan coast
of the Strait of Gibraltar between Melilla and the right bank of
the Sebou River was the object of a stipulation, made in 1904
between France and UK, under which that coastline was not to
become the object of any fortification or strategic
installation. The demilitarization was deemed instrumental to
the right of free passage through the Strait of Gibraltar. This
stipulation was reiterated in the Treaty of 12 November 1912,
between France and Spain, a few months after Morocco had become
a French protectorate. This 1is because the Moroccan shore
affected by the duty of demilitarization was within the Spanish
sphere of influence. Even if it is a moot point, it may be
argued that the clauses of the 1912 Treaty cannot be considered
as having been transmitted to Morocco by the principle of state
succession. In fact, Morocco does not feel 1legally bound to
observe them. However, in a declaration before the General
Assembly in 1973 Morocco stated that it would have maintained
the demilitarization ex gratia.

In the West Mediterranean the duties of demilitarization
imposed by the 1947 Peace treaty to Italy were more important.
Article 49 of this treaty required Italy to demilitarize the
following islands: Pantelleria, the Pelagian Islands (Lampedusa,
Lampione and Linosa) and Pianosa (in the Adriatic). Furthermore,
the Peace Treaty imposed strict limitations on military
installations in the larger islands of Sicily and Sardinia
(Articles 50 and 51). Article 50 (4) prohibited Italy from
constructing naval, military or airforce 1installations or
fortifications in Sicily or Sardinia. These demilitarizations,
however, together with other military clauses of the 1947 Peace
Treaty, may now be deemed as abrogated by virtue of a process
started by Italy in 1951. Exchanges of notes were stipulated
with 15 of the 21 States parties to the Peace Treaty, under
which Italy was freed by the duty of the demilitarization. The
remaining 6 States (four Eastern bloc countries plus Ethiopia
and Yugoslavia) appear to have acquiesced to the Italian 1951
initiative; consequently those clauses are no longer in force.

Article 11(2) of the 1947 peace Treaty stipulated the
cession of the Italian Island of Pelagosa and the adjacent
islets to Yugoslavia, with the obligation to keep them
demilitarized. This obligation has not been questioned by
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Yugoslavia.

The BAegean demilitarizations are the object of a harsh
contention between Greece and Turkey. The duties of Greece as
far as demilitarization is concerned apply to most of the Aegean
islands adjacent to Turkey. They do not always have the same
content, and stem from different instruments; therefore it is
useful to consider the Greek islands in separate groupings.

1) Lemnos and the Adjacent Islands. The origin of these
demilitarizations is a note, dated 13 February 1914, addressed
by 6 European States to Greece. This note has not been formally
abrogated. Greece, however, maintains that the origin of the
demilitarization was Article 4 of the 24 July Lausanne
Convention on the Straits. Given that the Lausanne Convention on
Straits has been abrogated by the Montreux Convention, Greece
asserts that the demilitarization of Lemnos and adjacent islands
is no longer in force.

2) The Central Aegean Islands (Lesbos, Chios, Samos and
Nikaria). Also in this <case, the demilitarization was
established by the London declaration of 13 February 1914. The
demilitarization was later restated by Article 13 of the
Lausanne Peace Treaty of 24 July 1923, which spells out its
terms. The current point of disagreement bhetween Greece and
Turkey on these islands centres not so much on the duty of
demilitarization as on its content and scope.

3) The Dodecanese Islands. The duty to keep the Archipelago
demilitarized stems from Article 14 of the 1947 Treaty of Peace
between Italy and Allied and Associated Powers. The islands were
transferred to Greece with the obligation of keeping them
demilitarized. After Turkey’s 1974 intervention in Cyprus, the
Dodecannese islands were the object of a programme of massive
militarization. In order to respond to the Turkish protest,
Greece did not question the permanent wvalidity of the
obligations stemming from Article 14 of the 1947 Peace Treaty,
but limited itself to stating that no Greek Island had any means
of attacking the Turkish territory.

19. The Permanent Neutrality of Malta

The source of Maltese neutrality is to be found in an
exchange of notes with Italy which entered into force in 1981.
Malta's permanent neutrality, which is based on non-alignment,
is guaranteed by Italy. This means that Italy is obliged to
intervene militarily to aid Malta, whenever the Island is the
object of an armed attack, according to Article 51 of the United
Nations Charter. The guarantee of Malta is open to other
neighbouring Mediterranean States. In fact, Libya and Tunisia,
in addition to Italy, should have guaranteed Malta’'s security.
France and Tunisia, however, did not find it opportune to
subscribe to the guarantee mechanism. In 1984, however, Libya
concluded a Treaty of friendship and co-operation with Malta, by
which it pledged to " assist Malta whenever the Government of
the Republic of Malta explicitly requests so in case of threats
or acts of aggression against Malta's territorial integrity and
sovereignty”.

Obviously a permanent neutral State cannot enter a military
alliance. Therefore it can be militarily guaranteed by another
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State or a group of States, but it cannot stipulate military
pacts of a reciprocal nature. In other words it cannot enter a
military alliance. Nor is a permanent neutral State permitted to
host foreign military bases on its soil.

Malta’s permanent neutrality also has a naval dimension.
The exchange of notes with Italy contains two clauses which
affect the policy of naval Powers present in the Mediterranean.
There 1is a general clause which forbids the use of Malta’s
‘facilities in such manner or extent as to amount to the presence
a concentration of foreign forces in Malta. This means that,
apart from cases of collective self-defence or of execution of
measures decided by the UN Security Council, use of port
facilities, such as the refuelling of foreign naval vessels is
permitted, but the stationing of a naval squadron is not. The
second clause regulates the use of shipyards, which has long
been the Island’s main source of wealth. In principle, the
shipyards have to be used "for civil commercial purposes” only.
However, their use for military purposes is also allowed, in the
following manner. Maltese shipyards are permitted to repair
foreign military vessels, provided they are "in a state of
non-combat”. The shipyards may also be used for shipbuilding.
Since the construction of military ships is not excluded, it may
be supposed that Malta can build ships of this kind. However,
the activity of shipyards used for military purposes must be
kept, according to the language of the instrument establishing
Maltese neutrality, "within reasonable 1limits of time and
quantity". Military vessels (including auxiliary ships) of the
two superpowers (i.e. the USA and the Soviet Union) cannot use
Maltese shipyards. For such ships, use is absolutely forbidden,
even though Malta interprets this clause in the sense that the
prohibition encompasses only the repair of military vessels and
not their construction.

20. The status of coastal States hosting foreign bases in case
of armed conflict involving the basing State

Many Mediterranean States, mainly those belonging to NATO,
have foreign military bases on their soil. Sometimes these bases
are part of the integrated structure of NATO. In other cases
they are used only by one State, even if their use can also
serve the purposes of the Alliance. This is the case of a number
of bases under US jurisdiction.

The first question to be answered is whether a State which
has a foreign base on its soil can abide by a policy of
neutrality if an armed conflict arises between the basing State
and a third State. In time of war or armed conflict, a neutral
State is obliged to abide by the duties stemming from both the
1907 Hague Convention V on neutrality in land warfare and the
1907 Convention XIII on neutrality in naval war. The neutrality
status entails three fundamental duties: abstention, prevention
and impartiality. Consequently, in land warfare, the neutral
State is obliged not to permit the transit of belligerent
armies, convoys or ammunition,through its territory. The use of
radiotelegraphic stations is also forbidden. The duties of
neutral States in naval war are even more stringent. Belligerent
warships are not allowed to remain in a neutral port for more
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than 24 hours, unless a delay is necessary because of bad
weather in order to make repairs. The duty of impartiality
obliges the neutral State to give the belligerents the same
treatment.

Neutral ports and waters cannot be used by belligerents as a
base for hostile operations and cannot host devices which may be
used as a means of communication for belligerents.

The above considerations lead to the conclusion that the
presence of foreign military bases is at variance with the
status of neutrality, unless the basing State uses the base in
a manner consistent with the duties of neutrality of the hosting
State. This policy is very difficult to maintain when the base
hosts air and naval forces of the basing State.

In case of an armed conflict between the basing State and
a third State, the hosting State is obliged to choose a policy
of non-belligerency. This kind of attitude, which according to
some authorities is now recognized in international law, entails
an attenuation of the duties of impartiality connected with the
status of neutrality. A non-belligerent State would be allowed
to support one warring party, even with logistic aid. Only
direct intervention 1in support of a belligerent would be
forbidden.

The next question to be answered is whether a belligerent
State can react with armed force against a neutral State hosting
an enemy base. We have to distinguish various hypotheses.

i) It might happen that the hosting State does not permit any
military use of the base. In this case an attack against the
neutral State would be an act of aggression.

ii) It might happen that the hosting State allows the use of
the base within the limits of a policy of non-belligerency (e.q.
the basing State warships are entitled to use naval base
facilities for repairing and refuelling well beyond the limits
stated by the Hague Convention No.XIII). Even in such a case the
enemy base cannot be attacked. However, this line of reasoning
is correct in so far as the doctrine of non-belligerency is
considered consistent with present-day international law.

iii) It might happen that the foreign base is used as a place
from which to attack enemy territory. In this case Article 51 of
the United Nations Charter entitles the aggrieved belligerent to
react against the territory on which the base is located.

iv) It must be conceded that a belligerent is entitled to
react against the territory on which the base is located even if
the attack has not been launched therefrom. This is the case in
which the foreign base is totally under the control of the
basing State and the hosting State retains only nominal
sovereignty (nudum jus) over it. Article 51 of the United
Nations Charter does not forbid an attack on military objectives
different from those from which an act of aggression has been
launched, provided that this reaction is justified in terms of
necessity and proportionality--particularly when the base is
under the complete sovereignty of the basing State, as in the
case of the British bases in Cyprus(Akrotiri and Dhekelia).

21. Agreements concluded in order to prevent incidents on the
high seas
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The first of these agreements was negotiated between the
United States and the Soviet Union on 25 May 1972 and is still
valid even though a decade has passed since then. The 1972
Agreement is a classical example of a CBM since it is not aimed
at arms reduction. It is, in part, a military adaptation of the
1972 International Regqulations for Preventing Collision at Sea
concluded within the framework of the IMO, which dictate
International Rules of Road for vessels. The content of the 1972
Agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union is
well-illustrated in the US Commander's Handbook on the Law of
Naval Operations. Its main points are the following seven rules:

1. Ships will observe strictly the letter and the
spirit of the International Rules of the Road.

2. Ships will remain well clear of one another to
avoid risk of collision and, when engaged in
surveillance activities, will exercise good seamanship
so as not to embarrass or endanger ships under
surveillance.

3. Ships will utilize special signals for signalling
their operation and intentions.

4. Ships of one country will not simulate attacks by
aiming gquns, missile launchers, torpedo tubes, or
other weapons at the ships of the other country, and
will not launch any object in the direction of passing
ships nor illuminate their navigation bridges.

5. Ships conducting exercises with submerged
submarines will show the appropriate signals to warn
of submarines in the area.

6. Ships, when approaching ships of the other party,
particularly those engaged in replenishment or fight
operations, will take appropriate measures not to
hinder maneuvers of such ships and will remain well
clear.

7. Aircraft will use the greatest caution and prudence
in approaching aircraft and ships of the other party,
in particular ships engaged in launching and landing
aircraft, and will not simulate attacks by the
simulated use of weapons or perform aerobatics over
ships of the other party nor drops objects near them".

A Protocol stipulated on May 22, 1973 obliges the two
Superpowers not to launch simulated attacks against non-military
vessels of the other party. These agreements do not contain any
geographical limitations and thus include the Mediterranean. On
June 12, 1989 the United States and the Soviet Union stipulated
an agreement {which entered into force on January 1, 1990) which
is aimed at preventing dangerous military activities when their
armed forces operate in proximity of each other. Though this
agreement is not devoted to sea activities 1in particular, they
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are not excluded. It covers instances in which the territorial
sea of the other State is entered because of error or force
majeure; the use of laser, which might hamper the other State
personnel; and the interference with the command network, which
could cause damage.

The 1972 USA-USSR agreement is a model which has only
recently been adopted by other naval powers. An agreement of
this kind was entered into by the United Kingdom with the Soviet
Union on July 15, 1986. France and the Soviet Union stipulated
such an agreement on July 4, 1989 and the subsequent year Italy
concluded its naval agreement with the Soviet Union. It is worth
noting that the Franco-Soviet agreement, by explicitly admitting
the 1liberty to conduct military operations beyond the
territorial sea, implicitly recognizes the lawfulness of
conducting military exercises within areas which are subject to
the economic rights of the coastal State (such as the EEZ).

22. The Mediterranean and Black Sea newly independent States and
the problem of succession

The collapse of both the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia has
given rise to new States, thus creating a problem of devolution
of rights and obligation of the predecessor State. As far as the
subject of this paper is concerned, attention is to be devoted
to the Russian Federation, the Ukraine, and Georgia on the one
hand and to Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina on the other.
The relationship between the former Soviet Union and the Russian
Federation has been dealt with as a case of identity by the
international community: therefore +the Russian Federation
continues to be party to the treaties stipulated by the Soviet
Union. A problem of devolution arises for the Ukraine and
Georgia. The Ukraine, however, is a party to the Sea Bed Treaty,
since it had treaty-making power under the Soviet constitution.
Georgia may become party to that treaty either by adherence or
by a declaration of succession. The real problem is represented
by bilateral treaties stipulated by the Soviet Union for the
apportionment of the continental shelf and the delimitation of
the EEZ in the Black Sea. There is a need to divide the marine
zones among the Russian Federation, the Ukraine and Georgia, on
one hand, and between these three countries and Turkey, on the
other. The Russia Federation can now be considered a party to
the Montreux Convention. It is not clear, however, whether the
other two new States can become party to it by virtue of a
declaration of succession. An additional source of conflict is
represented by the apportionment, between the Russian Federation
(rectius between the CIS) and the Ukraine of the Soviet Black
Sea fleet.

The Yugoslavian question is even more complicated from the
viewpoint of international 1law. It 1is not clear whether
Yugoslavia continues to exist as subject of international law
after the independence of so many parts of its territory. Even
if one assumes that the Yugoslavian State is still in existence,
there is still a gquestion of devolution of the treaty delimiting
the continental shelf between Yugoslavia and Italy, since a
portion of the former Yugoslavian continental shelf now belongs
to Slovenia, Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Given the change of
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circumstances, the fate of a number of multilateral treaties
(e.g. instance the 1987 Treaty over fishing rights in the Gulf
of Trieste) is also in question because the eastern waters of
the Gulf are now under the Slovenian and Croatian jurisdiction
and no longer under Yugoslavian authority.

It is worth noting that Croatia, Slovenia, the Ukraine and
Georgia have become members of the CSCE, with the consequence
that the relevant CSCE mechanisms and procedures apply to them.

I1I

THE MARINE AND NAVAL DIMENSION OF A LEGAL PROCESS FOR SETTING UP
A SECURITY AND CO-OPERATION SYSTEM FOR THE MEDITERRANEAN

23. Premiss: the linkage between a CSCM process and naval arms
control in the Mediterranean

The CSCM (Conference on Security and Cooperation in the
Mediterranean) is an Italian goal which has been pursued since
the first years of the CSCE. It is not appropriate in this paper
to discuss the feasibility of a transfer of the CSCE experience
to the Mediterranean. Suffice if to say that a possible CSCM is
a Conference in which the participation of all Mediterranean and
Black Sea States should be envisaged. A moot point 1is the
participation of non-littoral States. It is undisputed that the
US should take part in the process. The problem concerns the
participation of other non-littoral States, such as Germany or
Canada. CLearly the CSCM would encompass a military/security
basket, as has been the case of the CSCE. It 1s also evident
that the CSCM would embody a naval +track within the
military/security basket. It would be very difficult indeed to
exclude naval issues from the CSCM.

The real problem lies in the fact that the idea of the CSCM
has not yet gained enough currency. The question is therefore
whether it is possible to set out a system of naval arms control
in the Mediterranean without a CSCM. The answer is no, since it
is difficult to conceive of the birth of such a system without
a multilateral forum. This is not to say that bilateral
initiatives cannot be started on the model of bilateral treaties
stipulated between the Soviet Union on one side and,
respectively, France and Italy on the other. It must be pointed
out, however, that bilateralism has many drawbacks, such as the
fact that it 1is generally pursued by virtue of binding
instruments, while more flexible instruments (e.g. as those
adopted within the CSCE process) may be built mainly on a
multilateral structure. This is particularly true for CSBMs,
even though there may be common understandings at the bilateral
level, which is more flexible than a treaty.

It goes without saying that bilateral treaties, commeon
understandings and whatever CSBMs States are able to agree upon
might be included a multilateral process, be it the CSCM or a
comparable initiative. It is therefore worth pursuing limited
pelicies aiming at ameliorating naval relations, including,
whenever possible, regiocnal treaties. If a CSCM were ever to be
convened, the instruments previously aqreed upon would become
part of the "acquis". This cannot be annulled by the Conference;
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on the contrary, a multilateral process would serve as a driving
force for adding new measures to it.

2d. The need for a mechanism aimed at facilitating the
settlement of disputes: is the Valletta procedure an appropriate
method?

The UN Charter states the obligation to settle
international disputes peacefully. This obligation, which is
embodied in Article 2 para. 3 is complementary to the cardinal
duty, stated in the subsequent paragraph, which obliges States
to abstain from threatening or using armed coercion. The
international community already provides instruments for the
settlement of disputes. For instance, the Hague Convention of
1907 for the peaceful settlement of disputes and the Permanent
Court of Arbitration, the International Court of Justice and the
1957 European Convention for peaceful settlement of disputes.
The main problem is that the above instruments do not contain
any obligatory third party involvement and they can be set in
motion on a voluntary basis. Furthermore, States are often
exempt from adjudication of those disputes which bear upon their
vital interests. A well-structured system for marine disputes is
provided for by the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention; however, it
has not yet entered into force and its procedures are not yet
avalilable. The Mediterranean States have proved their interest
in such methods of dispute-settling as jurisdiction, as is
implied by the submission to the ICJ of disputes on the
apportionment of the continental shelf (Libya/Tunisia and
Libya/Malta}. The Aegean dispute, however, demonstrates that not
all States are willing to submit their disputes to intermational
adjudication. Hence the interest in creating mechanisms which
can coexist with those already in force.

The CSCE States, after a number of unsuccessful attempts,
have been able to set up a method which includes the possibility
of an obligatory third party involvement. The CSCE procedure for
peaceful settlement of disputes, elaborated in Valletta in 1991,
is an example of a flexible method provided for by a CSCE
document. The Valletta procedure - which is not embodied in a
treaty - is based on the CSCE Dispute Settlement Mechanism. The
Mechanism consists of one or more independent persons nominated
by common agreement by the parties to the dispute. If an
agreement 1is not reached, the CSCE Centre for Conflict
Prevention functions as a nominating institution. The Mechanism
helps the parties determine a suitable dispute settling method
(for instance, conciliation, arbitration, referral to the ICJ).
If the parties do not agree on selecting an appropriate method,
the Mechanism provides comments and advice to the parties on how
to settle their disputes. If within a reasonable time the
dispute is still pending, any party may bring it to the CSCE
Committee of Senior Officials. The Valletta procedure shall not
apply to disputes that any party considers as falling under the
following issues: territorial inteqrity, national defence, title
to sovereignty over land territory, or competing claims with
regard to the jurisdiction over other areas. These exclusions
render the Valletta procedure unsuitable for settling disputes
over marine areas, and the effectiveness of the whole procedure
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is very low. Suffice it to note that the Mechanism is prevented
from addressing recommendations to the parties. The Valletta
procedure is an instrument which may, however, be revised by the
appropriate CSCE organs. It therefore constitutes a first step
for approaching an issue which is difficult to solve, as the
history of the CSCE negotiations for the peaceful settlement of
dispute demonstrate. It is difficult to say, however, whether an
instrument like the one drafted at Valletta constitutes a valid
precedent. The Valletta procedure is linked to an institutional
framework - such as the Committee of Senior Officials or the CPC
- within which it can function. Therefore, a proposal aiming at
setting up a flexible procedure for the Mediterranean countries
would not be credible without the support of an institutional
framework which can quarantee its functioning.

25. The legitimacy of military alliances according to the
Charter of the United Nations and their bearing on naval
policies

Article 51 of the UN Charter gives the right of individual
and collective self-defence to States. This means that a State,
once it has been the object of an armed attack, may react in
self-defence and that third States may assist it in repelling
the aggression. The right of collective self-defence is the
basis of the legitimacy of military alliances. States are
allowed to organize their collective self-defence in time of
peace, in order to be ready to respond immediately, should an
act of aggression occur. The UN Charter does not confine
military alliances to any geographic limits. Consequently, an
alliance, such as NATO, may group members belonging to different
continents. Maritime communications are therefore vital for the
effectiveness of the alliances and the implementation of the
duty to help the aggrieved State, should it be attacked. Any
proposal of arms control in the Mediterranean aimed at
undermining the NATO maritime capability would therefore not be
in keeping with current practice since it would curtail the
principle of collective self-defence.

26. The problem of reconciling the unilateral dimension of the
delimitation of marine areas with the superior need to avoid
unnecessary confrontations

The delimitation of marine areas (territorial waters,
continental shelf, EEZ) falls within the jurisdiction of the
coastal State. However such delimitation must be consis!ent with
international law, as has been stated by the ICJ in the 1951
Fisheries case involving Norway and the United Kingdom. The
right of the coastal State to delimit marine areas adjacent to
its coast can lead to c¢laims by other States +that the
delimitation is not in keeping with international law. There can
be either a paper protest or a showing of the flag by third
States, in order to contest the claim by the coastal State and
to prevent acquiescence. Mere diplomatic protests are not
dangerous activities. The same does not always hold true for
those activities consisting in showing the flag. To do this,
States exercise their navigational rights or other high seas
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freedoms, such as engaglng in naval exercises in the disputed
area. Disputes also arise in connection with the fishery zones
adjacent to territorial waters, and States often dispatch
military vessels in order to protect their trawlers. As the two
Gulf of Sidra incidents mentioned in section II show, such
disputes can degenerate into open armed conflict between the
coastal and the protesting State.

In order to prevent acguiescence, the protest must be
effective. Effective protest does not necessarily mean that
States are obliged to show their flag. Acquiescence is prevented
if the protest is reiterated. On the other hand, the exercise of
navigational rights in disputed waters is not an unlawful
activity, particularly when the claim of the coastal State is
unreasonable and manifestly ill-founded. A possible way-out
might consist in reducing the necessity of flag-showing by
enhancing the role of diplomatic protest; this, however is not
enough. Rules obliging States to exercise restraint need to be
coupled with a system of dispute settling. States are
traditionally unwilling to submit disputes over delimitation of
marine areas to a third party compulsory settlement, or at least
they avoid entering treaties with compromissory clauses,
obliging them to accept arbitration should a dispute arise. This
is demonstrated, for instance, by the Law of the Sea Convention
which sets out a sophisticated system for dispute settling and
allows States to declare that disputes related to sea boundary
delimitations, including claims related to historic titles, are
not eligible for the compulsory procedures entailing a binding
decision (article 298, para. 1). For instance, the Soviet Union,’
the Ukraine and Tunisia have made such a declaration. In this
case, - a non-binding procedure, such as conciliation, is
available.

In order to avoid the negative consequences arising from
unilateralism originating from both claims of coastal States and
counterclaims of those protesting, a regional system for dispute
settling is desirable. Such a system is compatible with the Law
of the Sea Convention, as stated in Article 282. The real
problem lies in the political feasibility of such a system,
since it cannot be easily set up, as the history of CSCE has
demonstrated.

27. The regime of Turkish Straits, the demilitarization of Greek
islands and the naval provisions of Malta’s neutrality as
possible instances of naval arms control

Neutrality and neutralizations are usually not considered
modern measures of arms control. This is partly because these
institutions flourished during the past century. The end of
blocs, the fragmentation of power and the intensification of
rivalries might lead to a reconsideration of institutions which
reached their peak in the XIX Century. It is open to question
whether new measures of this kind might play a role. It 1is
certain however that keeping alive neutralizations that are
still in force does not endanger international security, unless
they are clearly obsolete. This holds true for instance for the
regime which limits the navigation of warships through a given
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waterway. :

If this assumption holds true there is no need to abolish
the regime of demilitarization to which the Greek islands are
submitted, provided that it is still in force.

The Montreux Convention and the balance it strikes between
Black Sea Powers and outside users constitutes an additional
problem. This Convention limits the passage of warships and the
class of armaments which they can have on board when entering
the Black Sea. From the point of view of navigational rights,
the Convention may be considered a measure of structural arms
control, since one class of ships (submarines) cannot enter the
Black Sea and possibility for a Black Sea Power to send its
submarines to the Mediterranean is severely curtailed. There is
no doubt that the Montreux regime is to be maintained and cannot
be substituted by a regime of transit passage similar to that in
force in international straits. The real gquestion is whether the
Montreux Convention needs to be revised.

There are four issues which are to be taken into account :

- the reference made by the Convention to the Leagque of
Nations and to its organs;

~ the generation of weapons which did not exist when the
Convention was drafted and that now are on board of ships;

- the class of ships - such as aircarriers - which are not
mentioned in the Convention and the generation of nuclear
propelled ships which are a postwar phenomenon;

- the reference, in the Convention, to such notions as "war"
or "peace", which have become blurred.

There have been no initiatives to revise the Convention to
date. The fear that the Soviet Union may take advantage of the
revision to alter the status of Black Sea and transform it into
a lake closed to non riparian States has prevented any move in
that sense. However, the Convention is aging and it is difficult
to bring it up to date if one relies only on an evolutionary
interpretation. While interpretation and adaptation may help
solve certain issues - such as the substitution of the United
Nations for the League of Nations - others cannot be so easily
solved: for instance the problem of whether warships entering
the Turkish Straits are allowed to carry on board the new
generation of weapons. Furthermore, the Convention does not
address the powers of Turkey, as the guardian of Straits, as far
as visit and search is concerned. Nothing is mentioned about
marine pollution, and a system of dispute settling is lacking.

The Convention contains clauses on amendments. However, if
its revision were to be confined to the States parties, a
further political complication arises in o far as the United
States is not party to it. The Soviet Union is party to it and
a problem of participation for the Russian Federation does not
arise, given that the international community considers the
Russian Federation as identical to the USSR. A problem does
arise, however, for the riparian republics generated by the
Soviet diaspora, i.e. the Ukraine, whose ambitions to become a
naval power are well known, and Georgia.

As has been seen, the Declaration on Malta's neutrality
contains a number of naval clauses. They may continue to serve
a useful purpose, and there is no need for a revision. The only
questionable point is the textual reference in the Declaration
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to the warships of two "superpowers"”, Is this clause, which
refers both to the United States and the Soviet Union, still
valid for the Russian Federation?

28. The prohibition to use the continental shelf of a foreign
country for military purposes

Measures of genuine arms control are generally not proposed
for the Mediterranean, at least by the West. They are considered
politically unfeasible, even though their application is
relatively easy to verify, given the small dimension of the
Mediterranean and the possibility to control any incoming
warship. This is not to say that any measure of naval arms
control is to be avoided. Attention is to be devoted to areas
which are deemed suitable for military activities, in
particular, the continental shelf of foreign countries. We have
seen that foreign States are still allowed to engage in a number
of military activities on it, even though the continental shelf
falls under the functional jurisdiction of the coastal State. An
agreement among Mediterranean countries, open to the outside
users, might prohibit the emplacement of those devices which are
clearly aggressive, such as dormant mines. The scope of a
possible agreement could vary and encompass all military
devices, or only those which have a clear aggressive use. This
does not mean that the continental shelf should be
demilitarized. The coastal State should be allowed to use its
continental shelf for military purposes, provided that the
provisions of the 1971 sea-bed treaty are not violated.

29. Instruments for naval CSBMs and elements of an
organizational structure helping to control naval policies in
the Mediterranean

Unlike arms control, Confidence and Security Building
Measures are more easily achievable, particularly if they are
embodied in a flexible instrument and not in a formal treaty.
The following CSBMs are worth discussing here, since they have
a bearing on naval legal peolicies of the Mediterranean States.

a) A commen interpretation of provisions regulating the
military uses of the sea: Different and opp051te interpretations
of rules governing military activities in marine areas often
give rise to tension, which may degenerate into open
confrontation. This is true, for instance, for innocent passage
through the territorial sea, which many States still consider
subject to the consent of the coastal State, particularly when
the passage is exercised by warships. A common understanding,
such as that concluded by the United States and the Soviet Union
on the passage of their warships through the territorial waters
of each country, would help prevent incidents, since the passage
of a foreign warship would no longer be perceived as a threat
but as a routine naval activity permitted by international law.
On this point, a common understanding might be concluded
involving all the Mediterranean States and its main users. The
scope of the understanding could be subsequently expanded in
order to restate the lawfulness of other military activities,
such as naval maneuvers in the areas adjacent to the territorial
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sea. The purpose of these rules, far from limiting military
activities in time of peace, would consist in making the coastal
State confident that its security is not threatened.

b) A regional agreement or a range thereof aiming at
preventing incidents on high seas: The 1972 agreement for
preventing incidents on high seas has paved the way to a number
of similar bilateral instruments, for instance between the USSR,
on one part, and respectively the United kingdom, France and
Italy on the other. Is there any need to conclude a multilateral
agreement? Opinions are divided on this point. A multilateral
agreement on prevention of naval incidents is seen as a useful
CSBM by some; others, on the contrary, see it as a cumbersome
exercise. The fact is that bilateral agreements are stipulated
between countries with comparable navies (from a worldwide or a
regional point of view). Furthermore, bilateral agreements
involve competing navies, often watching each other during naval
games, and set out appropriate rules of the road in order to
avoid incidents. One can question whether there is a need for
such agreements between friendly nations or between navies which
are not comparable. If the answer is yes, the possibility of a
regional agreement valid for the Mediterranean countries and
outside users is worth being explored. One may even conclude at
the conclusion that the existing bilateral agreements can
coexist with a regional agreement. This is not to say that a
Mediterranean agreement on preventing naval incidents should
entail a derogation from the law of the sea in force in the
oceans. However a regional agreement might better take into
account the special features of the Mediterranean. For instance,
naval pollution caused by an incident in the Mediterranean is an
event which any Mediterranean user should be obliged to deal
with.

c) As State practice shows, disputes originating from
overlapping claims over the exploitation of mineral and marine
resources give rise to confrontation between the concerned
countries. This is particularly true when disputed areas
involve o0il drilling rights or competing claims over fisheries.
The Mediterranean States should adopt a set of rules aimed at
exercising restraint in order to prevent unnecessary
confrontations. For instance, pending a final agreement with the
adjacent or opposite State, the coastal State should not exploit
its continental shelf beyond its territorial sea limit, unless
a "bona fide" median line can be drawn. This is in order to
prevent any forceful affirmation of maritime claims.

d} Measures of co-operation for crime prevention can help in
increase trust and confidence between neighbouring countries.
For example, cooperation among coast guards could be started, or
enhanced if already in existence, in order to police the sea and
combat drug trafficking or illegal exploitation of submarine
archaeological treasures.

The above are only examples of possible CSBMs. A different
issue is whether an organizational structure is desirable in
order to administer them. This is a highly political problem and
a structure - such as a sort of CPC (Conflict Prevention
Center)- might only envisaged if the idea of a CSCM gains
currency. It is likely that elementary CSBMs do not need to be
administered by a Center.
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30. Summary and conclusions

The evaluation of the Mediterranean region and its maritime
environment has shown that a number of disputes are in existence
and there is the risk that they may be resoclved by resorting to
armed force. Hence the need to set out a range of methods aimed
~at a peaceful solution of disputes. The analysis has proven that
such disputes mainly involve the delimitation of marine areas,
in particular the apportionment of the continental shelf and the
delimitation of territorial waters (e.g. the Libyan claim to the
Gulf of Sidra). A mechanism for dispute settling is therefore
needed. The Valletta procedure - as we have seen - has many
drawbacks. It applies only to the Mediterranean States which are
CSCE members and embodies a very weak method, which is rendered
almost unsuitable for marine disputes, since it does not cover
controversies related to territorial integrity, national
defence, title to sovereignty over land territory, or competing
claims with regard to the Jjurisdiction over other areas.
Consequently, the Valletta method is not of much help even for
solving disputes which may originate from the devolution of
rights and obligations to the new independent Mediterranean and
Black Sea States.

The goal of CSBMs should consist, first of all, in finding
out rules aimed at preventing the aggravation of disputes to
which the Mediterranean States are party. In this connection,
one can conceive of the expansion at bilateral level of treaties
aimed at preventing naval incidents or even a regional treaty of
this kind. New areas might be explored and the prevention of
naval pollution seems to be a promising field for a regional
instrument.

Revision of aging treaties, such as the Montreux
Convention, might also be a suitable area of action. On the
contrary the Constantinople Convention on the Suez Canal needs
only a reaffirmation and an expansion of its membership.

Malta‘s neutrality should be preserved. The same holds
true for the existing neutralization of territories, provided
that the relevant treaty provisions are still in force and they
play a role in maintaining the strategic balance.

It is likely not yet the right time for negotiating real

measures of naval arms control. The only area could for instance
be the continental shelf in order to explore an expansion, at
the regional level, of the 1971 Sea-Bed Treaty.
. More ambitious measures, be they CSBMs or arms control
instruments, need to be negotiated within an institutional
framework, such as the Conference on Security and Cooperation
for the Mediterranean.
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THE SOVIET NAVAL ARMS CONTROL OVERTURES FOR

THE MEDITERRANEAN: WILL RUSSIA ACCERPT THIS HERITAGE?

Dr. Georgi M. Sturua

Russian Foreign Policy Foundation

The Soviet fascination with security threats originating on
the Mediterranean-Black Sea flank is deep rooted in history.
Transformation of closed and insecure Russia into the Great
Russian Empire took place when Peter the First successfully
fought battles on the southern borders, secured sea ports on the
Black Sea and eventually created the first Russian fleet. With
the situation more or less stabilized in the Black Sea area,
Russia quite naturally turned to expand its outreach to the
Mediterranean. However strange it may sound, the design was
inherently defensive in nature. Neither in the late 17th century
nor in the late 20th century Russian rulers ranging from Peter
the Great and Nicholas II to Lenin, Stalin and Brezhnev had any
substantial capabilities enabling them to add the Mediterranean

to the Russian sphere of influence. And, not surprisingly, they



displayed not many illusions as to the role Russia might play in
the region. Moscow’s imperial ambitions in the reglon never went
beyond plans to establish control over the Turkish Straits
-"gaits” leading into rather than from the Black Sea. The
stability of the geostrategic position of Russia was perpetually
undermined by its striking inability to tame the threats from the
Mediterranean area {not that those threats seemed to be very
acute since the times Turkey had left the great powers club).
Neverending military-political tickling in the Meditervanean
region produced constant anxieties and frustration. At the same
time, Russia’s concerns over "what is boiling in the Med pot?"
appeaved to be a rather thin disguise for its far reaching

imperial policy.

The developments brought about by the World War II radically
changed the Meditevrranean strategic environment. At last Russia
did not actually have to be present in the region to make its
pressure felt. But that did not stop Russia from making a naval
thrust into the Mediterranean oﬁly to feebly counteract a more
effective US presence. In terms of the superpower and, more
generally, East-West confrontation the region lost its strategic
autonomy and became just a "flank” relatively low in importance

in comparison with the Central and Northern flanks.

This assessment of the significance of the Southern flank
was shared by the Soviets regardless of the fact that for the

first time since the Crimean War Russia faced not just a direct



military challenge from the Mediterranean but was gravely
imperilled by the deployment of US nuclear—-carrying airvcraft in
the region. One of the earlier US nuclear-war plan

"pincher *(1946) required to make preparations for land and air
offensive operations against the Soviet Union from the
Mediterranean and Middle East beach-heads. The threat to the
Soviet Union grew larger, when the United States armed its
aircraft carriers in the Eastern Mediterranean with nuclear

weapons and later sent there the Polarvis submarines.

Since 1966 the Soviets began to deploy its fighting ships in
the Meditervanean on a regular basis to prevent the use of the US
sea-based nuclear forces. One can come across nuherous Western
commentaries amplifying the Mediterranean Sgquadron strengths to
the point of ascribing to the latter an ability to wipe out the
éth Fleet (recall, for instance, Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt'’s
alarmist evaluations of the 1973 Arab-Israeli crisis). The
reality very well understood by the Joint Chiefs and Soviet
General Staff was quite different. The Mediterranean Squadron
lacking sea-based air power and forward bases has always been a

poor match for the éth Fleet.

Anyway, by the late 1960°’s the Soviet Navy forward
deployment in the Mediterranean was a too late response to the
danger presented by the US nuclear forces. Sophistication of
means of delivery of nuclear weapons reduced the Mediterranean

War Theater to being simply an option in diversification of



)

possible strategic strikes against the Soviet Union.
Consequently, despite a continued build-up of the Black Sea Fleet
it started to lose a competition for more attention and resources

to the Northern Fleet.

Ancther factor that shaped Soviet approach to the
Mediterranean security challenges was a perception of
anti-Israeli and anti-US drive of the Arab countvies as a major
strategic contribufion to contalining US expansionist impulses.
The goal was to ensure as hostile environment as possible for the
US regional forces and thus limit their flexibility. The
Mediterranean Squadron was assigned a new task of engaging in
naval diplomacy. In public eyes naval diplomacy became a salient
feature of its operations, but the Soviets were tooc cautious to

play high-stake poker games at sea.

To make up for the lack of combat efficiency and boldness in
naval diplomacy the Soviets turned to propaganda instruments of
their foreign policy. The resort to these instruments was to be
expected not only because of pragmatic reasoning. Parvadoxically
enough, the Soviets’ attitude toward achieving the status of_the
_ first-rate military power was not that clear-cut. An attentive
observer of the Soviet affairs could always sense certain
uneasiness and apologetic overtones in the way Moscow treated its
tremendous military efforts. The Soviets’® sometimes bizarve
overindulgence in putting together various peace proposals

packages to the point when nobody could even keep track of them



may be explained by a sincere and hopelessly naive desire to
constantly remind the world that they were a peaceful nation.
General Soviet tendency to avoid details and put emphasize on
abstract ideas inevitably led to the announcement of
*half-baked", poorly thought through and unbalanced peace
initiatives one can never know how to apply to practice. Very
rare they were to serve any other purpose than to show who was
really in a vanguard of a struggle for universal peace. Usually
peace initiatives Qere proclaimed by Soviet party and state
leaders at major propaganda shows or during their visits abroad.
Imitation of intensive peace-fighting activities eventually

assumed vitualistic importance.

The enduving Soviet campaign for naval arms control in the
Mediterranean was a typlical exercise in futility so
characteristic for Moscow’s foreign policy ﬁaneuvers in areas
where it played the role of an underdog. It started iIn 1963 as an
obvious reactien to the Polaris submarine deployments. The Soviet
proposal was to declare the Mediterranean a nuclear missile-free
zone. The campaign continued in 1971 with a more general idea to
declare the Mediterranean a zone of peace and cooperation, a
fuzzy notion never fully elaborated in any Soviet pronouncement.
The proposal was a part of a collection of foreign policy
platitudes ambitiously called the Peace Program which was adopted
with a lot of fanfare at the 24th Party Congress. The wrangling
with the United States within the SALT context over medium-ranged

nuclear weapons rebounded in a 1974 Soviet offer to Washington to



jointly withdraw all nuclear armed ships from the Mediterranean.
The Final Document of the 1976 European Communist Parties meeting
written largely in Moscow repeated the idea of the Mediterranean
zone of peace. But this time it was more realistically indicated
that elimination of foreign military bases and withdrawal of
foreign armed forces and warships from the area could be achieved
"in the process of overcoming division of Europe into military
blocks"”. At the 1977 Belgrade meeting of the CSCE countries the
Soviet Union put forward the idea of expanding the agreed area
covered by CBMs to include the Mediterranean. The 1980 Soviet
Cisarmament Memorandum uﬁveiled at the UN session added two new
elements. It contained an appeal to reduce armed forces in the
reglon and not to deploy nuclear weapons in the Mediterranean
non-nuclear states. Finally, the 1981 Party Congress formulated a
goal of establishing a nuclear weapon-free zone in the

Mediterranean.

Now all elements of the Soviet arms control program for the
Mediterranean were in place. The program which forwent even a
pretence of being balanced immediately revealed not too hidden
intentions of its authors to gain advantages over the USA and
other Western states in a fierce war of the two propaganda
machines. The Soviet side did produce some of the intended effect
to the annovance of the West. But these awkward movements in the

arms control area as such resulted only in spring blooming of US



idiosyncrasy toward any form of reduction of tensions at sea (for
the singular exclusion of the incidents at sea type of

regulation).

Initially, the program was perceived by Moscow not within a
framework of naval arms control but as a contribution to regional
securlity and nuclear disarmament. The focus changed by the early
1980°s, when it became evident that the United States together
with its allies would like to stay away from naval arms contvol.
The subseqguent reshuffling of the priorities underscored the
program’s value for advancing the goals of arms control at sea.
At that time more pragmatic concevns started to dominate in the
Soviet approach toward the Mediterranean security problems. It
was rvecognized that measures more acceptable to the West had to
be pressed for. Naval CBMs appeared to be a perfect alternative

to the all-or—-nothing package of proposals.

The Gorbachev revolution in foreign policy did not bring a
demise of Soviet naval arms control hopes. On the contrary,
Moscow’s attempts to introduce naval arms control issues into an
agenda of East-West negotiations intensified. They were driven by
the fact that powerful Western navies were artificially excluded
from a balance contemplated under future arms reduction
égreements. The offensively oriented US Maritime Strategy was an

additional proof that naval factor had to be accounted for.



However , old habits do die hard. 1986 uwitnessed arnother
ill-advised exercise in a propaganda version of naval arms
control. Gorbachev offered to the United States to withdraw the
Squadron and 6th Fleet from the Mediterranean on a mutual basis.
Glastnost was still maturing then so no public criticism of that
move was evident in the Soviet press. But internal assessments of
Soviet experts pointed out with all due respect at
non~constructive aspects of the initiative. It was also
elaborated that withdrawal of US warships from the Meditervanean
would have pyovided Washington with ample opportunity tc incvease
its naval pressure in reglons morve vital to the Soviet national

interests.

Rapid dissclution of the Soviet Union in 1991 left Russzia as
its moest natural successor to wonder what to do with the
unfinished business in the national security domain and how to
edapt it to Russia’s still very locsely defined foreign policy
needs. No conclusive decisions as to where to go from here with,
naval arms control have been made yet. A number of considerations
may influence formulation of Russia’s policy regarding methods of

enhancing security at sea, including in the Mediterranean.

On the one hand, incentives to explore what can be done to
redress the naval balance through negotiations appear to be more
stronger. The former Soviet Navy is shrinking at an impressive
pace. Its strength was cut by 224 surface combatants and 178

submarines from 1986 to 1991. The Navy leadership announced plans



to reduce the fleet’s size by 20% to 25% within the next decade.
The number of ships reguiring overhaul came up to 250 by the
beginning of 1991. The Navy fails to find funds and a shipyard to
overhaul even the aircraft-carrying cruiser “Minsk"” which now
rusts in a Pacific port. The fabled aircraft carrier building
program is practically discarded, and the decision was tgken to
scrap the unfinished "Ulianovsk"” which was to become the first
Soviet nuclear aircraft carrier. The appropyiations for the Navy
are constantly scaled down, and there are not enough of them to
maintain forward presence ov conduct exercises. On top of all,
Russla may lose a sizable portion of the former Soviet Navy to
the former Soviet republics that now declared independence. The
most =tviking case is, of course, the Russian-Ukrainian rivalry

overy the Black Ses Fleet.

The former Soviet republics leaders met in late December,
1921 to create the Commonwealth of the Independent States (CIS).
among other decisions adopted at that meeting they defined the
Strategic Forces of the CIS to include naval forces. This
decision was hoped to put rest a dispute that arose earlier that
December after the Ukraine had announced that it was taking
command over troops of the three military districts of the Soviet
Armed Forces and the Black Sea Fleet. In reality, the accord on
the Strategic Forces of the CIS proved to be illusory and only
pushed the Ukraine to accelerate the process of gaining control
over the Fleet. On December 3, 1991 Kiev declared that the Black

Sea Fleet persconnel would have to take a pledge of allegiance to



the Ukraine. The next day Chief Commander of the CIS Armed Forces
Marshal Evgeni Shaposhnikov rveacted with his own order to swear
in the Black Sea Fleet personnel. On January 9 President Eltsin
reaffirmed in a mounting battle of words that "the Black Sea

Fleet was, is and will be Russian”.

The conflict just flarved until April, when Ukrainian
President Kravchuk issued a decree proclaiming establishment of
the Ukrainian Navy on the basis of the Black Sea Fleet ships
based in the Ukrainian ports. Since Just a minor number of small
combatants is based in non-Ukrainian ports, the decree
essentlially meant that the Black Sea Fleet would belong tc the
Ukvaine. Oné of the decree’s provision also stipulated that some
warships would be transferred under temporary operational control
of the CIS Armed Forces Command. President Eltsin immediately
fired back with a decree that declared the Black Sea Fleet to be
under Russian Jjurisdiction and placed under control of the CIS
Armed Forces Command. Several days later both states agreed to

suspend thelr decrees on the Fleet and start negotiations.

The first round of negotiations took place in the end of
April and was inceonclusive. The delegations exchanged lists of
warships that in their opinion should be transferred to the
Ukraine. In spite of existing sericus disparities in their
positions both sides sighed with relief that the negotiations had

finally started.
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One can not trace any naval roots in this conflict. The
Ukraine does not aspire to step into the Soviet shoes in terms of
maintaining a super-Navy. The first Commander of the Ukrainlan
Navy Rear Admiral Boris Kojinov defined his Navy’s missions as
maintaining favorable operational regime in the Black Sea and
defending sea lines of communications. Rear Admiral KoJjinov also
stated that the aim was not to develop a "strategic Navy",
apparently meaning a Navy with global responsibilities. Most
observers doubt that the Ukraine has enough resources to support
the Black Sea Fleet in its present strength and would either

scyar & lavge number of warships or sell them abroad.

If Russia vetainz control over the Fleet, the latter’s
chances for suirvival will not fare better. Overtaken by
nationalistic passion both sides are unable to acknowledge that
they actually quarrel over who is going to preside at a funeral
of thz Red Flag Black Sea Fleet. No matter in whose hands it will
be, the former Soviet Navy posture in the Mediterranean can be

proclaimed dead.

No wonder that under the current circumstances Admiral
Vladimir Chernavin went on the récord to support an idea of
starting a naval arms control dialogue. He propounded a slightly
updated list of naval arms control measures putting CBMs at the

head of it.



While the reasons for trying to engage the West in arms
control at sea were quite clear in the 198C’s, they are less
evident now. For instance, could anyone in the Kremlin hope to
achieve with arms control what is being done unilaterally by the
United States? After a frantic naval build-up of the 1980°s
Washington is cutting its naval forces to the level of the late
1970°s. Granted that the 1990°s Navy will be more effective than
its 1970°s version, but Washington would not have ever dared to
think of major reductions in the Navy strength if not for the
vadical changes thal occurred in the former Soviet Union ang

East-West relations.

The profound nature of the changes, theliv magnitude pull the
vug from under proponents of CBMs at sea, especially in the
Mediterranean context. The whole notion of CBMs was designed to
suit specific conditions similar to the ones of East-West
military confrontation. It was hoped that adversaries through
some degree of openness weve to rveduce mistrust and tensions in
their relations, decrease a possibility of an accidental conflict
as well as inhibit opportunities for surprise attack. CBMs were
essentially to serve as a substitute to fundamental restructuring
of security relationship between opposing sides. Now Russia and
the United States call themselves friends and partners. Together
with European countries they are gradually moving towards
establishing a completely rvevamped security regime which will
derive its strength from the fact that former mortal enemies

share beliefs in democratic values and free market economy and
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despite all differences are in one boat. It is obvious that & new
alliance system which will include Russia and the West iz bound
to emerge. And within this system the requirement will be, say,
not for notification of military exercises but for coordination

of military activities on strategic and operational levels.

One may rvaise an objecticn to this line of reasoning.
Whatever one expects to happen in the future Russia’s and NATO’s

nuclear forces still target objectives on each other’s territory.

)

Though it can not be denied that Russia and the West have passs
the Cold Wav phase and entered a transitional period, only God
knows when and how.-it will end. If so, adoption of some classical

CBMs would not hurt.

Uz wavships on intelligence mission were involved in

0

number of unpleaszant incidents in or near contested territorial
waters of Russia in the first months of 1992. The Russian public

was surprised to learn that tvyicks from the by-gone era were

o
ot

1ll practiced. Significantly, the generazl mood was not to

attach to those incidents more than they deserved. Howewver, one
is inclined to assume that they provided a dose of fuel to the
arguments heard on the Russian side that, after all, naval CBMs

would not be out of place even today.

Russia has Jjust started to create its own Armed Forces that
will be controlled by a civilian befence Minister . This post is

now formally held by the President himself because intransigence



of the military prevents from naming any other civilian to
oversee the defense establishment. The Russian Foreign affairs
Ministry is being reorganized and run by a younger generation of
diplomats. A foreign policy component of the Presidential
administration is still virtually non—-existent in organizational
terms. What this amounts to ig that the Russian Govevrnment which
above all focused on domestic affairs is painstakingly putting
its national security apparatus into order. When this process
ends, the Government will be able to avoid embarrvassing
situaticnz such as the one develcped after the President’s

impromptu offer to stop targeting the United States

appaventl

~

by nuclear missiles. But before then temptation to turn, for
instance, to ths old technigus of naval CBMs advocacy may be

irresistible.

Nevertheless, theve are grounds to believe that pragmatism
Wwill prevail and more subtle diplomatic tactics will be used to
allevicte concerns over Western naval activity. These tactics
seem to be more appropriate and effective since current
reordering of national security priorities by Western countries
will tend to curb the elements of UWestern naval posture deemed to
be alarming provocative from the Russian point of view. Of
course, such Russian-Western interaction may fall under the
category of confidence-building, but only if to expand definiticn

of CBMs beyvond any reasonable limits.
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Stating that naval CBMs have outlived their usefulness, one .
may alsc add that from a Russian perspective the Mediterranean is
a much less attractive area for their initiation than North
Atlantic or Pacific where naval threats are more salient. As to
the United States, rveorientation of its military strategy towards
meeting regional challenges makes the Mediterranean area, the
southern part of which continues to be too wolatile, not a wvery
suitable choice for measures constraining navael activity or

reducing the Navy's fTlexibility.

Logically enough, Russia’s new military doctrine also
stresses preparation for the most probable form of hostilities,
that is, vegional conflicts in the Southern hemisphevre. The
Soviet timid participaltion in the Persian Gulf War opened a
peyiod of Last-Uest strategic partnership in dealing with the
Third Werld instabilities. Besides, the Soviets® entrance into
the anti-Iraql coalition confirmed their psychological
Willingness to resurrect comvade-in-armse spirit of the World War
ITI. If to build on that experience now, the Mediterranean appears
to be a perfect testing ground for develcping methods and

mechanisms of military effort coordination.

The defense communities on both sides of the dismantled

Berlin Wall tend to ¢cling to the past and consider the notion of
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coordination as impractical or far—-fetched at best. To bridge the
existing gap between the present day realities and war planning,
they ought to try truly innovative approaches and at last do

start preparing for future contingencies.
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Foreword

The aim of this paper is to consider whether political
conditions in the Mediterranean region favor, hinder or oppose
naval arms control in -the region. To this end, the paper
analyzes first region-wide cooperative and conflictual trends,
and then specific political dynamics at work in the various
subregions. In both perspectives -corresponding to Part One and
Two of this paper- a general political overview is followed by
an assessment of the deriving incentives and disincentives for
naval arms control.

Unless otherwise specified , throughout this paper the term
'naval arms control’ is considered in its broad meaning’,
encompassing measures as different as structural reductions and
information exchange. The main reason for this choice, that may
sometime confuse or irritate military experts, is that from a
political point of view the existence or absence of an arms
control process is as important as its actual content.

Moreover, since at the time of writing no proposals for
naval arms control are concretely under discussion, a political
analysis can only be construed in the general terms described at
beginning of this foreword.

Nevertheless, the potential political implications of
different categories of naval arms control in Mediterranean are
analyzed in Part Three of this paper.

A summary of the conclusions reached in the various
sections is presented in the conclusions.

1. Region-wide interests and tensions and naval arms control

1.1 East-West

The politico-military confrontation between NATO and the
WPT has dominated for decades international security. The end
of this confrontation materialized between the fall of the
Berlin Wall in 1989 and the disintegration of Soviet Union in
1991 has removed its worldwide effects. As a consequence, the
strategic and military picture of the Mediterranean has also
changed.

In the Mediterranean region however changes have been
somehow less dramatic than in Central Europe, since a plurality
of interests and conflicts other the East-West had emerged long
before the end of the Cold War.

As it is argued in the following section, the strategic
significance and the political realities of the Mediterranean
have been strongly affected, but no fundamentally altered by the
end of the East-West competition.

The disappearance of the USSR, has nevertheless completely
changed the military correlation of forces in the region. In the

' A working definition of naval arms control and its

categories is offered by Fieldhouse, in Fieldhause, 1990, pp.
4-8.



naval field, while the Soviet presence was never a real
counterbalance to the West, its existence and correlation to
ground and air forces has always been the focus of all Western
reasoning on the prospects for naval arms control.

The evaporation of the East-West frame of reference,
brought about by the dissolution first of the Warsaw Pact and
then of the Soviet Union, seem to make nil and void most of the
speculations about supposed advantages and disadvantages for the
US and NATO if they were to engage in some form of structural
naval arms control.

However, there are reasons to argue in favor of some
measures of naval arms control exactly because of the new East-
West security environment. Indeed, the dissolution of the Soviet
Union and the harsh competition aroused between Russia and
Ukraine for the control of the ex-Soviet fleet could evolve in
the sense of a less secure maritime environment.

Politically, it would therefore make much sense to
integrate Russia and the Black Sea states in the negotiation of
a regime of naval CBMs, possibly in the CSCE or CSCM framework,
covering the sea areas ‘adjoining’ to Europe.

While it could be difficult or premature for the West,
given the present political uncertainties, to engage in new arms
control initiatives with the successor states of the Soviet
Union, such a multilateral approach would take stock of the new
Mediterranean strategic picture, in which "traditional’ Southern
and new Eastern instabilities present the West with increasingly
common features.

This approach would permit the inclusion of the new Balkans
states as well, thus recognizing the security continuum now
emerged between the Northern and Southern parts of eastern
Mediterranean.

1.2 Intra-West

As of mid 1992, uncertainty continues to characterize most
of the new Western security agenda and institutions, and
provides a strong, although generic, psychological disincentive
for any new arms control initiative likely to constrain Western
military assets, which -it is widely believed- are and will be
increasingly needed to manage the transition. In the maritime
field, this adds a new powerful rationale to the traditional
Westegn hostility to naval arms control, global and regional
alike®.

In fact, the new strategic environment does not seem to
decrease the global importance of some broad Western maritime
interests: to maintain the freedom of navigation in the high
seas in peace time and the ability to achieve and maintain sea
control in a crisis or war situation.

Some argue that the new post Cold war and post-nuclear
Western security environment does increase the strategic value

? For the history and rationales of US and NATO opposition
to naval arms control see Carnovale, 1992.
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of naval missions’: 1Indeed, it seems to reinforce the US drive
for global defence planning and NATO as well as US restructuring
towards mobile force projection, shifting away for political as
well economic reasons from the +traditional forward basing
strategy.

As for the Europeans, while in the future they could be
interested in developing a global role and reach, they are from
now interested in maintaining NATO ability to perform and
protect transatlantic seaborne reinforcement as well as national
and multinational force projection capabilities in what are
likely to remain the out-of-area regions.

Looking from a global Western strategic perspective, the
rationale for naval arms control seem therefore weak or non
existent. Does this analysis change substantially when the
question is approached from a Mediterranean regional
perspective? The answer requires some elaboration.

First of all, what is -the Mediterranean strategic
significance in the 1990s?

In the Eighties, with the attenuation of the traditional
Soviet threat in Europe, the Mediterranean lost its role as
Southern Flank of NATO and became the borderline between the
Euro~American Alliance and the security risks, still perceived
mainly in East-West terms, emanating from the "arc of crises”
extending from Afghanistan across the Horn of Africa to Morocco.

In 1991, the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the Gulf
war completed the process of transformation of the strategic
significance of Mediterranean regqgion, making clear that if the
arc of crises has extended northward to include the Balkans and
the territories of the former Soviet Union, the Middle East
retains its centrality in Western security policies because of
its command of oil.

Therefore, in the new Western security agenda the
Mediterranean is today the 'rear’ to two areas of global
concern, the former-USSR and the Arab-Persian Gulf. A role was
clearly performed during the Gulf war when the vast majority of
coalition forces passed through the Mediterranean, which also
provided the backbone of the Western intelligence gathering
system“.

While the global, although ancillary, strategic "rear’ role
of the Mediterranean is not under discussion, it is far from
clear which Western security institution will manage this role
and how. In fact the Mediterranean is only an element of the
wide ranging intra-West discussion about the instruments needed
for security management in the new, enlarged arc of crises;
this debate is in turn only a part of the global reassessment of
the Western global security agenda and of the resulting new
roles for global and regional security institutions: the UN,
NATO, CSCE, EC and WEU,

> Eberle, 1990, pp. 327-329; Grove, 1990, p. 15 and 87.

* NATO Airborne Early-Warning aircraft began operating from
Trapani (Sicily, Italy) and Preveza (Ionian Sea, Greece) (Howe,
1991, p. 250).



One of the difficulties of this Euro-Bmerican debate lies
in the fact that these institutions, as well as the
Mediterranean region itself, have a dual significance: global
and regional. Various formulas have been suggested through
catchwords like "interlocking institutions” or "concentrating
circles", to conceptualize the need for institutional
flexibility in the new Western security environment. However,
from a political as well operational point of view, there are
limits to the interchangeability of the different institutional
frameworks managing security in the Mediterranean region; the
main limit being the persisting differences in Euro-American and
intra-European security concerns in the Mediterranean.

These differences are the result of a reality’: if the new
arc of crises constitute a continuum in broad security terms
because of some important common characters in the sources and
modalities of Eastern as well Southern instability, nevertheless
the 'arc’ covers different realities that have autonomous roots
and dynamics and, more importantly, affect to different degrees
the interests of the various Western partners.

In the Mediterranean context, only the crises affecting the
former USSR -and, to a lesser extent Central Europe- or the
Middle East have a global impact on Western security, while
those of the Balkans, the Maghreb or the Horn of Africa remain
of purely regional or local concern.

With an oversimplification, it can be said that the US have
no interest in being involved purely regional crisis in the
Mediterranean (as shown, for instance, by the different
reactions in the Yugoslav and Libyan cases); Balkan crises are
of pan-European concern only insofar they affect Central Europe
(and therefore Albania or Macedonia do not attract much European
interest); finally, the Maghreb is of primary concern only for
the Southern members of the EC.

It follows from all the above arguments that, in spite of
sweeping international changes, the Mediterranean maintains some
of its traditional strategic features: homogeneous from a global
perspective, it 1is highly fragmented from a regional and
subregional point of view.

The fragmentation and hierarchization of the political
interests as well as institutional frameworks that coexist in
the Mediterranean, would seem to militate against new regional
arms control initiatives: there 1is no single negotiating
framework nor clear counterpart to the West, and it is unclear
whether measures that could be beneficial in some context would
not hinder other global or local Western security interests.

There is however an important element that 'glues’ together
the entire Mediterranean area as well as its global and regional
strategic significance. As hinted above, the new arc of crises
constitutes a security continuum because the sources of
instability are of a predominantly politico-economic nature:
everywhere from Western Sahara to Azerbaijan natiocnalism,
confessionalism, poor economic performances and weakness of the
state are the fuel of local conflicts.

This requires Western security policies to be based mainly

> This concept is developed in Aliboni, 1992.
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on non military means: 1in a broader security perspective,
Western economic as well political cooperation have much more
bearing than power projections capabilities in preventing risks
emanating form the new arc of crisis from becoming threats and
conflicts.

However, in spite of all internal debates and limitations,
the military instrument is in the Mediterranean the only crisis
management instrument which is ready to use, posses a clear
governing body (NATO or national} and can be used as a pan-
Western instrument.

This is of relative importance vis-a-vis c¢rises and
instability emanating from the former Communist world, since
pan-Western cooperative policies towards those regions have
already been developed and are managed by various ’civilian’
Western institutions that are integrating the former Communist
countries: the G-Seven Group, CSCE, EC, NATO North Atlantic
Cooperation Council. Instead, no institution integrate Northern
and Southern countries of in the Mediterranean and cooperative
policies are left with the EC that has no authority or means in
the security field.

As a consequence, NATO is by default the only pan-Western
institution in charge of security in the Mediterranean and the
military component is over represented in the Western security
policies towards the Mediterranean arc of crises.

This state of affairs is already having negative effects
towards the South, whose instability and anti-Western
suspicions would be greatly alleviated if Western preparations
for military management of <c¢risis in the South were
counterbalanced and integrated with the strengthening of all
kind of Western cooperative policies, including military
confidence building measures in the maritime field.

Apart from incentives deriving from the North-South
context, there is yet another reason why regional naval arms
control could serve Western security interests.

If the post-nuclear strateqy revision increases the
importance of naval roles, the reduction of US forces in Europe
decrease the Rlliance’s ability to perform these roles in the
Mediterranean. This new situation calls for the development of
European naval capabilities, hopefully in cooperation with the
US, that would serve NATQO, European and national interests
alike.

The strengthening of European naval capabilities is already
in the making as a part of the global post-cold war
restructuring of Western forces, in particular as a result of
the increased attention to the Southern dimension of European
security. However, the modernization and development programs of
European navies are generally contrasted by the overall growing
constrains over national defense budgets, a reality stressing
the point that the modernization of European military forces can
be done only on a pan-European scale to be cost effective®.

At the operational level, Southern Buropean navies, namely
those of Italy, France and Spain, are already coordinating

® For an analysis of requirements and existing efforts see
Grove, 1990, pp. 55-56.



through a network of ’‘multi-bilateral’ cooperation schemes that
include joint exercises, Jjoint procurement and exchanges of
satellite information’. The political meaning of this
developments is ambivalent: increased European readiness and
cooperation at sea strengthen NATO capabilities in the
Mediterranean, but could also be used for action outside the
Alliance framework independently from the American ally.

Meanwhile the US are pursuing their traditional policy of
trying to keep the growth of European military capabilities
within NATO and after the Gulf work have supported the creation
of a NATO standing naval force finally realized in April 1992.
Confirming the potential for contradictions between the European
and US attitude, France and Spain are not contributing to the
new NATO force.

The solution to the present intra-West contradictions
towards security and namely naval policy in the Mediterranean
depends to a great extent from broader political developments
in the Euro-American alliance. However, it can be argued that
the rationality and transparency of the present development of
Western naval policies in the Mediterranean would be enhanced
by the establishment of some measures of common maritime
security 1in the Mediterranean that would rationalize in a
cooperative direction the maritime regional environment.
Politically, the task of negotiating these measures with their
Southern counterparts in the Mediterranean would help the
Western allies to contain their own divergences,

Seen in this perspective, naval arms control in the
Mediterranean would not contradict Western interest in
maintaining and increasing naval capabilities, while
contemporarily contribute to defuse looming North-South
confrontations.

1.3. The North-South Divide

The existence of a North-South divide cutting across the
Mediterranean region is confirmed by all economic and socio-
cultural indicators. Because of the multiple economic,
political, strategic and cultural problems it poses, the North-
South divide is definitely the most serious and pervasive factor
of fragmentation and instability of the entire Mediterranean
region.

This section does not deal with specific North-South open
or potential conflicts in the Mediterranean; it tries instead
to describe the general background to Northern and Southern
political attitudes to security in the Mediterranean and its
potential consequences for naval arms control.

1.3.1 The South

When thinking of the South or Third World in the
Mediterranean context, one has to keep in mind that it is almost
entirely represented by Arab countries. In fact, Malta, Cyprus

? For more details see Aliboni, 1992 (2} and the sources

cited there; Greco, 1991,



and Turkey are more often than not considered part of Europe
(most noticeably in the CSCE framework), making Israel the only
non Arab country of the group.

Even enlarging the scope of the definition to include the
adjoining seas (the Red Sea and the Gulf) the member countries
remain mostly Arab, with the only exception of Iran and
Ethiopia. It is therefore largely justified that, speaking of
the South of the Mediterranean in general terms, one considers
Arab attitudes as representative of the of the South in the
Mediterranean.

In recent history, confrontation and cooperation have
always coexisted in the attitudes of the countries of the
Southern and Eastern shores of the Mediterranean vis-a-vis the
developed North of the world in general and the West and Western
Europe in particular.

After decades dominated by nonalignment, ‘positive
neutralism’, the search for a 'New International Economic
Order’, and all out opportunistic manipulation of bipolarism,
the cooperative mode now seems to prevail in the Southern
perspective.

In the Mediterranean context the weakening of ’‘Third
Worldism’ preceded the decline of Communism and coincided with
an accentuation of the politico-economic crisis of the Southern
Mediterranean countries, which reinforced the traditional drive
for closer econcmic and political integration with Western
Europes.

At the same time, suspicion and resentment against Western
economic, political and cultural dominance remain an important
streak in the political culture of the countries of the South.
Condemnation of the evils of ’neo-colonialism’ or 'Western
corruption’ can still be heard. On the part of governments,
however, this is usually a leverage to obtain better terms of
integration with the West, not to confront it.

Nevertheless, the anti-Western bias of (radical) Islamic
opposition is a reality, though it should be kept in mind that
the terrain of maneuver of Islamic oppositions is domestic
politics: once in power their international outlook may change
dramatically. In any case, the limits of the residual anti-
Western attitudes of the Southern countries became evident
during the 1990-1991 Gulf crisis.

Eager to attract political attention and economic aid, the
South feels increasingly marginalized by the collapse of
bipolarism and by the concentration of the political and
economic energies of the industrialized world on the
reconstruction of Europe. The only exception to this perception
of marginalization is a negative one: the Islamic South feels
that it is being shifted into the role of enemy number one of
Western security as a substitute for the vanished Soviet threat.

In fact, most Arab intellectuals believe that Western
concern with arms proliferation in the South is an all out
distortion of reality: arsenals in the South have been developed

8 For a review of cooperative relations between the European
Community and the Southern Mediterranenan countries see Guazzone,
1990, pp. 301-309.



because of South-South conflicts and are not targeted against
the North, moreover -they argque- why should the overpowering
military capabilities of the North not be perceived as threat to
the South?

After all, threat is by definition a highly subjective
concept: when the Libyan leader, Qaddafi, claimed in 1981 that
the INFs installed at the base in Comiso, Italy, were a direct
threat against Libya, he expressed a perception that was exactly
opposite of the Italian one, which saw the "Euromissiles" in a
purely East-West perspective.

The foregoing provides the necessary background against
which the evolution of the Southern attitude towards security
in the Mediterranean can be understood and the prospects for
naval arms control can be understood.

Since the mid-sixties the nonaligned riparian states
expressed the general desire to strengthen peaceful coexistence
in the Mediterranean. However, the request to transform the
Mediterranean into a "lake of peace", as the proposal for a
Mediterranean %one of Peace was poetically dubbed, meant
different things to the different proponents: for some -for
instance Algeria and, later on, Qaddafis’s Libya- it was mainly
an act of positive neutrallsm, backing the proposals for the
Mediterranean put forward by the USSR ever since 1961°. Indeed,
although there is no single legal definition of such zones, the
creation of a Zone of Peace could have excluded US and British
naval bases and naval military activities, as well as nuclear
weapons from the Mediterranean .

For other countries, like Morocco, Tunisia and Malta, the
proposal had a less legalistic meaning, and was an attempt to
defuse tensions, defend against spill overs of the East-West
confrontation and try to create a network of North-South
cooperation in the region independent, or at least distinct,
from the East-West axis.

In fact, in the same years that the proposal to make the
Mediterranean a Zone of Peace was put forward at the UN1, there
was also was a suggestion of establishing a North-South
political dialogue that would have some sort of security
dimension. Among the Southern countries, those of the Maghreb

° In 1961 the USSR put forward for the first time at the
UN a proposal for the denuclearization of the Mediterranean (for
a detailed account of the content and evolution of URSS proposals
for naval desarmament in the Mediterranean see Carnovale, 1992
and Ronzitti, 1992, pp. 29-30).

' on the leagal meaning and precedents, see Ronzitti, 1992,
pp. 13-14.

" Listed among Non-Aligned aims in the Mediterranean ever
since the Algiers 1973 summit, the proposal for the establishment
of a Zone of Peace in the Mediterranean was first put out forward
by the NA in the UN General Assembly Special Session on
Desarmament (1973).
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were the most active supporters of the dialoguen, while the
countries of the Near East saw the Mediterranean dimension only
as a function of the Arab-Israeli conflict®.

In the seventies and eighties proposals for a Mediterranean
Zone of Peace continued to be pursued ritually by the nonaligned
in the UN General Assembly, but attention shifted to the CSCE
process since its inception. In the C(SCE process the eight
Southern Mediterranean countries (Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia,
Libya, Egypt, Israel, Lebanon and Syria) acquired the status of
'Non participant Mediterranean Countries’, which allows for more
limited rights than does observer status, and were able to
advocate the development of a Mediterranean dimension in the
CSCE only  through the good . offices of +the nonaligned
participants .

A Mediterranean dimension was indeed developed in the CSCE,
but only for the basket on economic, scientific and cultural
cooperation; in spite of the insistence of the Mediterranean
nonaligned countries (Malta, Yugoslavia and Cyprus) and of some
non-participant Mediterranean <countries (most noticeably
Algeria), the security basket, although included in the
Mediterranean chaPter of the Helsinki Act, was not extended to
the Mediterranean'.

The very limited development of the Mediterranean dimension
of CSCE was the result of the opposition of Western countries
and of the Soviet Union alike (at least until 1984); in fact,
both blocks feared that the development of the Mediterranean
dimension could block or complicate East-West negotiations, and
had specific reasons to leave their naval forces unrestrained.

The Southern countries have never ceased to argque the
indivisibility of European and Mediterranean security and to ask
for full participation in the CSCE processm. Nevertheless, even
after the end of the East-West confrontation, the Mediterranean
continues to lack a forum in which North-South security concerns
can be approached cooperatively.

? For the Tunisian and Algerian proposals see Toumi, 1975.

> Emblematic in this sense is the answer of the Syrian

president Asad to a journalist asking his opinion on the issue

of the demilitarization of the Mediterranean: "That America
leaves the Mediterranean does not interest us; what really
interests us is that it leaves Palestine, then the

Mediterranean.."(from the Syrian nespaper al-Ba’'th, 16 august,
1972).

“ on the difficult history of the CSCE Mediterranean
dimension see Ghebali, 1989, chapter VI.

¥ See Ghebali, 1989, p. 371, 377, 380.
1 Requests for a full status continue to present and are
pursued by the Group of Mediterranean Non-Aligned countries
(Malte, Chyprus, Yugoslavia plus the seven Arab riverains)
established in 1984 (see Mediterranean Non-aligned Countries,
1990 and Ghebali, 1991, pp. 65-66).
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While the proposals for a Mediterranean forum on security
and cooperation were reiterated under various labels during the
Eighties, they have been given some substance only in 1990, when
the the Western Mediterranean Group was established and Italy
and Spain proposed a Conference on Securlty and Cooperation in
the Mediterranean-CSCM"’

As for the general prospects for regional arms control, it
must be noted that the Southern Mediterranean countries have
never been engaged in any regional arms control process. They
are of course part of all main global arms control regimes, but
they have not proved to share the ’‘culture’ -if one may say so-

of arms control that the countries of the two former blocs have

developed over the years. The main specific reason seem to be
the Arab strategic environment, where multiple threats encourage
zero-sum thinking 'S,

Until very recently the Arab countries maintained a highly
ideological approach to arms control9, as shown by the positions
adopted at the 1989 Paris conference on CW, by the mostly
political language of the repeated proposals to make the Middle
East a zone free of weapons of mass destruction, and by the Arab
League’s reaction to Irag posturing immediately before the 1991
Gulf war 2.

Positions are evolving quickly however, especially after
the Second Gulf war. Indeed Israel objected more than the Arab
countries to the Bush Middle East arms control initiative of May
1991 (that includes North Africa)®

As regards naval arms control in particular, no country of
the South has ever put forward directly any specific proposal in

T The proposal for a Conference on Security and Cooperation
in the Mediterranean was launched by the Spanish-Italian Non
Paper on CSCM on September 17, 1991 (for the text see Ministero
degli affari Esteri, 1991). The Western Mediterranean Group was
created on October 19, 1990 in Rome between 1Italy, France,
Portugal, Spain and Morocco, Mauritania, Algeria, Tunisia, and
Libya; in Oct. 1991 Malta joined the group while Egypt and Greece
applied for membership (for the founding platform see Ministero
degli Affari Esteri, 1990).

®  This conclusion has been reached by various authors,

see for example Wiberg, 1991, pp. 4-8; Feldman, 1991, p.19.

¥ Even the most moderate and informed Arab analysts
followed this trend until recently (see for example Dessouki,
1989 and 1990, Ezz, 1989).

® For a review of Arab positions at the 1989 Paris
conference see Arms Control Reporter (ACR) 1989, section 704.B,
pp. 331-338; for extracts from Arab proposals for a Middle East
NFZ up to 1990 see ACR, various years . For Arab defence of the
Iraqi’'s (and Arab} right to arms proliferation see the final
declaration of the Arab League Summit in Baghdad, May 1990.

2! see "Bush’s Mideast Plan Gets Muted Praise" International

Herald Tribune, 31/5/1991.
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this direction, although in 1984 they have collectively
subscribed to a declaration claiming that
Naval deployment, particularly by States outside the
region, that directly or indirectly threaten the
interests of non-aligned Mediterranean members, should
be excluded.®

However, interviews conducted by this author in 1991-92
with some officials of the Southern countries concerned suggest
they may be interested in considering measures of naval arms
control, especially CBMs, possibly in the framework of a global
forum on security in the region such as the CSCE, or a CSCM.

The reasons for this potential interest in naval arms
control are manyfold. Politically, it would be a small price to
pay for getting the closer integration with Western Europe that
they are now seeking more than ever to support their efforts for
political and economic development. Moreover, the opening of a
North-South forum entitled to deal with concrete aspects of
military security in the Mediterranean would be in keeping with
(and a vindication of) the traditional claims of the Southern
countries about the indivisibility of Mediterranean and European
security.

Militarly, the Southern navies would not be very concerned
by the kind of structural restrictions that were suggested for
the US-USSR and CFE II frameworks, simply because they do not
possess most of the systems envisaged there and in most cases
are not considering acquiring them; therefore, structural arms
control would not limit their present and future capabilities
also because none of the open or potential South-South conflicts
do not have a significant naval dimension.

Naval arms control could also ease a broader dilemma posed
to the Southern countries by the ambivalent significance of the
strong naval presence of NATO countries in the Mediterranean. In
fact, this presence has positive as well negative political and
military implications for the Southern countries and naval arms
control could help to keep the balance in the positive side.

In peace time, naval military cooperation existing
bilaterally between most Northern and Southern Mediterranean
navies and ranging from port <calls to Joint maneuvers
contributes, sometime significantly, to the development of the
operational capabilities of the South.

At times of crisis NATO navies, acting on a national basis,
have exercised gunboat diplomacy to protect Southern countries
vis-a-vis bellicose neighbors; in 1980, for instance, the French
sent their warships in the Tunisian Gulf of Gabes after the
Libyan-backed attack in Gafsa, while in 1984 a Western
multinational minesweeping force was sent to the Red Sea at the
request of Egypt.

Nevertheless, Western military supremacy in the
Mediterranean can also work to the detriment of Southern
countries. The clearest example in this sense 1is the US
exploitation of the unlegitimate Libyan claims over the Gulf of
Sydra to put pressure on Qaddafi‘s regime. Another example is

2 Mediterranean Non Aligned Countries, 1984.
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the lack of any Western warning to Tunisia on the occasion of
the Israeli bomblng of the PLO headquarters in Tunis in 19854
The presence in the Mediterranean of naval nuclear weapons and
nuclear powered vessels is yet another source of concern for the
Southern countries®.

Therefore, naval arms control could be pursued by the
Southern Mediterranean countries as a ’‘low cost’ CSBM vis-a-
vis their regional enemies, as well as an insurance against the
most threatening activities of the overpowerful Northern navies.

Summing up, naval arms control in the Mediterranean,
possibly in the form of enlarged CSCE negotiations on limited
measures of maritime security, could be in line with present
perceptions and policies of the countries of the Southern shore
of the Mediterranean.

1.3.2. The North

The denunciation of ’'new threats’ arising from the regions
lying South of the European landmass surfaced after the 1978
Iranian revolution and, since the early eighties, has became a
stable item on the Western security agenda.

Meanwhile the international security environment has
drastically changed and the strategic significance of the
Mediterranean region has changed accordingly (see section 1.2}.
However, repeated involvements of Western forces in regional
conflicts arising in this area -from the 1982 multinational
force in Lebanon to the 1991 Gulf war- have kept perceptions of
‘a threat from the South’ alive in spite of all the changes and
made them gain increasing prominence in Western security
discourse.

At a time when NATO is struggling to redefine its purpose,
and its parlance is full of uncertainties between 'threats-’,
'risks’ and ’‘challenges’, there is a definite danger that the
main new justification for Western and European security
arrangements may became that of thwarting a military threat form
the South. However tempting at a time of shrinking defence
budgets, such a formulation of purpose risks becoming a self-
fulfilling prophecy.

In any case, there is a widespread perception of 'a threat
from the South,’' possibly not as lethal as one just vanished in
the East but more difficult to face because of its diffuse and
unpredictable nature.

This perception is supported by frequent references in the
Western security discourse to three important factors that

2 On the morning of 1 October 1985, four Israeli F-16

brought a surprise attack against the PLO headquarters near Tunis
leaving 73 dead.

% For 1nstance, Egypt prohibits transit in the Suez Canal
to warships carrying nuclear weapons ; in the absence of
verification mechanisms, this remains, however, only a
declaration of intent (some believe that during the second Gulf
war some US warships did carry nuclear weapons through the
Canal).

14



characterize the political environment of the Southern and
Eastern Mediterranean: political instability, fundamentalist
Islam and arms proliferation. However, reference often is
usually made by juxtapposition, i.e. without interrelating these
factor, or pointing out their specific impact on regional
relations, mnamely their eventual military implications. This
leaves the notion of ‘threat from the South’ conceptually and
politically shaky and risks delegitimizing military preparations
made on this basis.

In fact, a closer analysis of the security environment
South of Western Europe does not support the existence of a
serious military threat from the South.

First of all, the ’'South’ does not constitute a unified
entity from a political or military point of view, nor does it
share a common, institutionalized ideological hostility against
the West. In fact, the limited expressions of political and
cultural solidarity among the peoples and the governments of the
countries of the Southern shore of the Mediterranean have come
in recent years as a reaction to what were perceived as Western
intrusions and double standards (from the war against Iraq to
the Israel's virtual impunity in its suppression of Palestinian
rights).

Secondly, the Southern countries are indeed plaqued by
socio-pelitical and economic deficits that feed chronic
instability and recurrent conflicts. However, the security
effect of these problems -which can be eased and, possibly,
solved by an appropriate mix of domestic and international
policies- is not a North-South confrontation with a significant
military component: their primary effect is instead the
proliferation of South-South domestic and interstate tensions
and conflicts.

Finally, arms proliferation is indeed a problem: first of
all because it escalates the level of devastation of 1local
conflicts, then because it erodes the Western overwhelming
military supremacy, thus making Western interventions more
costly and unpredictable, and only finally because it gives some
Southern countries an enhanced capacity of military nuisance
against vital Western interests including the defence of
European territory.

The case for Western military preparations for
contingencies in the South would be much better served by a
clear analysis of the mainly non-military nature of the sources
of insecurity in the Mediterranean-Middle East region, as well
as by a clear formulation of the legitimate Western security
interests in the region®. The most evident of these interests
are: 1) the maintainance of conditions necessary for the free
production and commercialization of strategic energy resources
concentrated in the area; 2) the protection of conditions needed
to maintain the present high 1level of integration of the
Southern countries in the international economy. The protection
of both interests requires, among other things, the protection
of shipping and environment in the Mediterranean, Red Sea and
the Gulf.

2 A detailed analysis is developed in Aliboni, 1991,
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These interests are shared by the US, the Europeans and the
governments of the Southern countries and could provide the
basis for a common, non provocative military doctrine in the
Mediterranean. Of course, this approach would not eliminate the
existence of sometime widely different interpretations of the
means and actions best suited to serve these shared interests.

The difficulty of finding a common ground reconciling the
different views of North and Southern Europeans, of the US and
of Southern partners as different as Israel and Iran should not
be minimized and has often be raised to object to concrete
political initiatives like the Spanish-Italian proposal for a
Conference on Security and Cooperation in the Mediterranean-
CSCM.

But the dangers inherent in the present approach should not
be overlooked either. What is happening at present is that in
the absence of a common European security identity and a clear
definition of the respective roles of the various institutions
in charge of European security, the management of security in
the Mediterranean - Middle East is left to the initiatives of
national actors, whose interests only partially serve the common
interests described above.

In particular, the reorientation of US and Europeans
national defence policies to meet an ill defined ’‘threat from
the South’, together with the establishment of specific
multilateral mechanisms, like NATO Stanavformed, and the
maintenance of extraordinary measures of international pressure
against Irag and Libya, risk to be unduly provocative towards
the Southern countries. In the absence of counterbalancing
measures of confidence building, these developments in Western
security policies, that have their logic in the broader new
Western security and political environment, risk to provoke
exactly what they aim to prevent: a diffuse perception of North-
South confrontation with an increasingly military dimension.

Insofar as perceptions are fundamental in determining
crisis behavior and arm race dynamics, it would in Western
interests to rationalize its own discourse on ‘the threat from
the South’ and initiate a dialogue on common security interests
with the countries of the Southern shore of the Mediterranean.

It is argued throughout this paper why common maritime
security could provide the best place to start this dialogque.

1.4 Offshore political qeoqraphy®®

Offshore resources, environment management , and
commercial shipping make control of the maritime extensions of
national territory an attribute of national sovereignty as well
as an important component of economic security. In recent years,
the Mediterranean states have become increasingly aware of this
offshore dimension because of the growing rentability of
offshore resources (especially fishing and seabed minerals like

% For this concept see Gerald Blake "Offshore Political

Geopgraphy: The Partitioning of the Oceans", in Drysdale, 1985,
from which many of the ideas and information of this section are
taken.
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oil and gas) and because of the aggravation of the pollutlon
problem in the region.

Quite apart from economic and military interests,
delimitation and control of a country's maritime dimension also
relate to national security through ’‘public services’ in the
area of civilian security: the fight against smuggling, illegal
immigration, pollution and dumping clearly fall in this
category. Also in the Mediterranean, increasing awareness of
national interest offshore has led to a higher attention to all
questions related to maritime boundaries delimitation: internal
waters, territorial seas, contiguous zones, continental shelves,
and Exclusive Economic Zones.

Competing economic interests, political animosities and
strategic considerations highly complicate the process of
partitioning of seas that has also intensified in the
Mediterranean following to the conclusion of the United Nations
Treaty on the Law of the Sea in 1982.

Some cases of interplay between economic, political and
strategic interests in the process of dellmltatlon of marltlme
boundaries are considered in another chapter of this study®
However, some general considerations can be introduced here.

While the implementation of the Law of the Sea could solve
some of the pending maritime disputes and therefore prevent
their exploitation in crisis situations, some of the resistances
that the delimitations process encounters are actually due to
considerations linked to military security at sea.

Mediterranean maritime powers have long feared that the
extension of territorial seas into what are now international
waters will increase the discretionality of control of costal
states, especially over strateglc waterwayss. On the other hand,
costal states tend to give restrictive interpretations of the
Law of the Sea, also because they are not guaranteed otherwise
against threatening military activity at sea.

Both types of concerns would be approached in their own
merit in the framework of a process of regional naval arms
control, which would specifically address local competing
requirements between civilian and military security.

This is particularly important since extended offshore
interests and expanded rights acquired as a result of the
introduction of the Convention on the Law of the Sea will
require increased naval activities by all riparian countries.

Clearly, increased responsibility in policing Exclusive
Economic Zones (EEZ) can represent an excessive burden for less
developed countries with large zones. Their inability to
implement their jurisdiction effectively can be perceived as a

2 see Ronzitti, 1992,

®8 Together with the objections to its provision for an
International Seabed Authority, this is one of the reasons for
US hostility towards the UN Law of the Sea Treaty. For instance,
the refusal to recognize the 12-mile territorial sea rule allowed
the US to carrxy on its 1973 airlift to Israel over the Gibraltar
Straits without the consent of Spain and Morocco (see Drysdale,
1985, chapter 5, notes 1 and 17).
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gap in national security and may prompt them to call for
unilateral measures 1in critical areas, more restrictive than
those envisaged in the Law of the Sea Convention.

In this sense, even a limited regime of naval CBMs would
be beneficial and prevent claims such as a total ban of military
maneuvers in EEZ; further measures, like the sharing of
satellite information regulated by a regional or subregional
cooperation agreement would be of great importanceg.

The need to preserve the legitimate ‘public service’ role
of navies may indeed conflict with military security
requirements since potentially offensive systems may be employed
to this end. Naval units most likely to be employed for extended
patrolling activity at sea include systems like missile armed
fast attack craft, the quickest growing item in Third World
navies.

However, besides the fact that nature of naval systems and
tasks does not allow to distinguish meaningfully between
offensive and defensive systems, it is encouraging to note that
in Mediterranean most jurisdiction disputes at sea have been
solved peacefully. When violent clashes did occur, as in the US
- Libya dispute over the Gulf of Sydra, or in the Greek-Turkish
case, there were usually broader political incentives for
conflict.

Therefore, neither structural nor operational naval arms
control should interfere with the exercise of legitimate control
of coastal security. In any case, the naval systems that could
be banned or restricted under any conceivable agreement should
not be those used for the ’‘civilian’ needs of coastal security
(e.g. anti-smuggling control); in fact, most of these missions
are performed in many countries by a separate paramilitary Coast
Guard.

Also the forces most appropriate for the protection of
economic interests lying beyond territorial seas (e.g. offshore
oil-fields or fisheries) should not be unduly restricted by arms
control measures; on the contrary, naval arms control should
favor civilian security at sea”™ .

Summing up, it can be argued that some measures of naval
arms control, and particularly CBMs, could be beneficial in
defusing the most destabilizing effects of 'offshore politiecs’,
in that they would more clearly define restricted areas or
activities, contribute to the prevention of accidents at sea and
help avoiding the exploitation of pending maritime disputes for
broader political aims. More in general, naval arms control
measures can complement and facilitate the ongoing process of
definition of maritime boundaries in the Mediterranean in
several ways, this in turn will have a positive effect on the

®¥This suggestion has been put forward by Gudmundur
Eriksson, a legal advisor to the Iceland Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (see United Nations, 1990, p. 127).

* An example could be the inclusion in naval CBMs of the
type of cross-national rights of inspection for national costal
guards in international waters existing bilaterally between some
Mediterranean countries (e.g. Spanish-Italian agreement).
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negotiation or implementation of naval arm control.

2. Sub-regional conflicts

2.1 The Arab-Israeli conflict and security in the South-Eastern
Mediterranean.

In the spite of the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty of 1979
and of the recurring efforts to resolve it by diplomatic means,
the Arab-Israeli conflict is still conditioning the security
and political environment of the entire Middle East region.

Therefore, the resclution of the Arab-Israeli conflict
remains a fundamental prerequisite -although not necessarily a
precondition~ for any real progress in regional arms control®'.

Nevertheless, the maritime military dimension of the Arab-
Israeli conflict 1is significantly different from its other
conventional and unconventional dimensions. This difference -
briefly examined below- could play in favor of naval arms
control initiatives in the Mediterranean.

However, for all its objective and symbolic importance, the
Arab-Israeli conflict 1is not the only 1local factor that
determines the maritime security environment in the Eastern
Mediterranean. Like others Mediterranean <countries, the
countries involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict have also to
take into consideration threats arising from other potential
conflicts, sometime originating from the adjoining maritime
theaters (the Gulf and the Red Sea).

Israel’s geopolitical features -its size, location and
manpower inferiority- dictate that all Arab-Israeli wars are
decided by the Arab ability to bring a decisive ground attack
as well as by Israel’s ability to deter, pre-empt or quickly
repel it. In this strategic context, naval missions are seen as
marginal.

Indeed, the main naval missions in the framework of past
and potential Arab-Israeli wars are: 1) the blockade or
harassment of vital sealines; 2) coastal attacks. While a total
or partial naval blockade lasting more than two-three weeks
would hurt Israel much more than any of its 1likely Arab
opponents because of Israel’s lack of economic and military
arrears in the region, this could occur only in the context of
a prolonged conflict that would be disastrous for Israel
regardless of the blockade.

As for the strategic value of coastal attacks, while they
can hardly be decisive, the present and foreseeable naval

3 This conclusion is reached by most global analysis of

the prospect for arms control in the Middle East (see for example
Kemp, 1991, Chapter 8 "Arms Control and Conflict Resolution");
interestingly enough, also Palestinian analyses seem to agree on
the "prerequisite not precondition" approach (cf Khalidi, 1992,
pp. 17-18.)
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balance of forces between Israel and its likely Arab opponents
is such that "a situation of mutual neutralization could come
about"*,

One of the results of the marginality of the maritime
dimension in the context of Arab-Israeli conflict, is that
navies are the ’Cinderella’ of all concerned armed forces. 1n
spite of the relative growth experienced since the 1973 war™,
the qualitative and quantitative force building efforts devoted
to the Israeli, Syrian and Egyptian navies are much smaller than
those attracted by their sister ground and air forces (a fact
that may lead to corporative resistance against naval arms
contrel).

What are the effects of this situation on the prospects for
naval arms control?

As hinted before, it can be argqued that the strategic
marginality of the naval dimension can be an incentive to (all
types of} arms control in this field; in the words of an Israeli
analyst: _ "parties might be less concerned about making
mistakes™*.

One can add to this several other incentives favoring naval
arms control in the Arab-Israeli context: 1) in the naval sphere
structural arms control agreements (at least those concerning
platforms) would be much easier to verify than corresponding
accords for ground or air systems; 2) restraint on the supplier
side would be much more decisive and easier to verify, since
local production is almost non-existent (only Israel has to date
a limited autonomous capacity); 3) finally, the success of
negotiations in the naval field would be greater for all of the
above reasons and could facilitate regional arms controel
negotiations in other fields as well.

On the other hand, it can be argued that exactly because
of its marginal strategic importance, no political energies will
be invested in naval arms control because it cannot deliver the
limitation of the opponents more threatening capabilities. This
specific disincentive 1is to be added to the many global
political as well as military obstacles to arms control in the
Arab-Israeli and wider Middle East context.

The same arguments and counter-arguments seem to apply,
although on a 1lesser scale, to the prospect for negotiating

*2 Levran, 1988, p. 163.

* Looking at the prospects for the 1990's, Michael Vlahos
states that "the fleets of the region seem tired and
impoverished...we are witnessing a kind of historical pause...we
will see again a flurry of naval bidding...at century’s
turn"(Vlahos, 1991, p.122); for an analysis of the recent
evolution of the Arab and Israeli navies see Levran, 1988;
Bonsignore, 1988; on the Israeli and Egyptian rnavies see also
Leshem, 1990 and Defense & Foreign Affairs , 1989, respectively.

* The guotation is from Feldman, 1992, p. 4; several of

the points presented here are from the same source: I am indebted
to Shai Feldman also for earlier exchanges of views on the
subject.
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naval CSBMs -like rules for operational restrain- and measures
to enhance transparency or avoid miscalculations. Although some
authors argue that the very concept of ’'confidence building
measure’ 1is difficult to apply in the Arab-Israeli context, in
that it requires that the negotiating parties_ share a basic
interest in avoiding exaggerated perceptions®, it is this
author’'s opinion that this may be a somehow extreme view,
especially in light of the interest expressed in the wake of the
Gulf war by all concerned countries in some form of regional
arms control.

Finally, several factors militate against pursuing
structural naval arms control in a purely Arab-Israeli
framework. First of all, the countries involved in the Arab-
Israeli conflict perceive other sources of threats within the
Mediterranean, as in the case of the recurring tensions between
Libya and Egypt, as well in the adjoining maritime areas of the
Red Sea and the Gulf.

Secondly, regional countries need their naval strength to
defend national -and sometime international, as in the case of
Egypt sovereignty over Suez- security at sea against
unconventional threats 1like terrorism or drug and arms
smuggling.

Lastly, in spite of the likely disengagement of the former
Soviet fleet from the Mediterranean region, the presence and
mighty of the other regional and extra-regional naval powers is
growing. Although there is no direct link at present between the
naval structure of the local and other powers, their interests
and activities are intertwined to say the least. Political and
military considerations would therefore hinder agreements
limiting local navies, while leaving other fleets’ activities
unconstrained.

Therefore, measures to increase maritime security at sea
could be started in the Arab-Israeli framework, but in order to
achieve significant results they would have to be linked to
wider regional or international agreements. Conversely,
Mediterranean-wide naval arms control initiative are likely to
be resisted by the countries involved as long as the Arab-
Israeli conflict remains unresolved.

Nevertheless, given the marginality of the naval dimension
in the Arab-Israeli strategic context, in case naval arms
control is discussed a wider regional framework, political
objections would be more prominent than military considerations
and therefore more likely to be overcomed provided that Arab-
Israeli diplomatic negotiations are in progress.

Finally, the maritime dimension should be part of the
security provisions that will accompany a political settlement;
in this context it could be agreed upon a package of naval CMBs
that would deal with the specific preoccupations about maritime
security of the involved countries (for instance, gquaranteeing
Israeli rights of passage in Arab national waters and controlled
straits, and preventing Israeli harassment of Arab maritime
communications). This set of local and sub-regional NCBMs would

% Khalidi and Evron, 1990.
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complement whose stipulated through regional and international
agreements.

2.2 The Greek-Turkish disputes and the changing security
picture in North-Eastern Mediterranean

The dispute between Greece and Turkey in the Aegean Sea is
perhaps the most serious maritime dispute of the entire
Mediterranean region. The BAegean dispute 1is about the
territorial waters, airspace and continental shelf jurisdiction
of the over 3000 islands and islets assigned to Greece by the
Treaty of Lausanne of 1923.

With regard to both the continental shelf and the
territorial waters, Turkey argues that the Aegean is a special
case and claim a median line maritime boundary regardless of the
islands. Indeed, the normal application of the Law of the Sea
would give Greece control over most of the Begean continental
shelf and waters, and hence over the seabed resources (oil) and
the approaches to the Turkish Straits®.

Over the years, the Aegean dispute has become politically
intertwined with the dispute over Cyprus’, and both disputes
have fuelled perceptions of mutual threats, exacerbating
relations between these two NATO members and complicating NATO
planning and operations in the

What is noticeable is that the most recent (1988) attempt
to solve the bilateral BAegean dispute, the so called Davos
Process”, has introduced a set of naval CBMs which seem to date
to have well served their aims, to the point that some are
considering their extension in the Balkan framework >,

Bilateral Turkish-Greek naval CSBMs agreed by the Foreign
ministers of the two countries in September 1988 mix some of the
provisions embodied in the Prevention of the accidents at sea
treaties, modalities restricting naval exercises mutuated from
the CSCE experience and crisis management mechanisms modelled on

% For more details see Wilson, 1979.

 For a full analysis of the issue see Mc Donald, 1989,

* The Davos process was started in January 1988, after
Greece and Turkey had nearly engaged in open conflict over the
Aegen territorial waters in March 1987 (for details see Robert
McDonald, 1989, pp. 63-64).

* A Turkish author, Ali Karaosmanoglu, argues that:
Although this measures are not comprehensive and are
violated from time to time, they may regarded as a
first step forward in the Balkan CSBM experience.
Their improvement and gradual extention to the land
froces and other states in the region deserve
consideration (Karaosmanoglu, 1991, p. B).
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the US-USSR experience “0, ‘

Quite apart from the Greek-Turkish disputes, the security
parameters of the North-Eastern Mediterranean are being
revolutioned by the changes underway in the Balkans, the former
Soviet Union and the relationship between Turkey and the Middle
East region

The potential effects of these epochal changes on the
maritime dimension is difficult to assess, but it 1is already
possible to stress that instability in the Balkans, and possibly
in the Black Sea region, will only increase the economic and
military importance of Central-Eastern Mediterranean SLOCs ‘2,

Some see these developments as reinforcing the traditional
local arguments contrary to East-West naval arms contrecl, that
would:1) accentuate the isolation of Greece and Turkey at the
extremity of NATO logistical line, 2) limit the capacity to
carry out amphibiocus operations in the area; and 3) devoid the
regional states of the flexible and low provocative naval tool
for crisis management *

To the contrary, on the basis the new security picture,
others envisage measures, such as the creation of a European
"Mediterranean Coast Guard", that could in fact benefit from
global and regional naval arms control®.

2.3 Security in the Western Mediterranean

No major open conflict affects the Western Mediterranean
which represents the closest point of contact between the
Norther and Southern shores of the sea. Two main sets of
relations determine the strategic environment in this subregion:
North/South multilateral and bilateral relations between the EC,
and the Arab Maghreb Union (UAM)"5 countries; ‘horizontal’
relations between these same countries and the non littoral
Mediterranean countries (mainly the US and Great Britain).

North-South multilateral relations in the  Western
Mediterranean context are remarkably cooperative, as confirmed
by the establishment in 1990 of a specific forum for subregional

“ The Greek-Turkish Aegean CSBMs agreement is summarized

in some detail in Karaosmanoglu, 1991, pp. 7-8.

“1 See Larrabee (1991) and Protonotarios (1991).

“ For instance, in summer 1991 part of the traditional
commercial road traffic was rerouted by sea because of the war
in Yugoslavia.

“ See Karaosmanoglu, 1991, pp. 9-10.

“ valinakis, 1991.

“> The Arab Maghreb Union was established in February 1989
between Morocco, Mauritania, Algeria, Tunisia and Libya with the
aim to further and implement econcmic, social and political
integration.
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cooperation, the Western Mediterranean Group-WMG (also known as
the Five plus Five or Group of Ten).

The rationale for the Group is explicitly phrased in
security terms by its founding declaration, which recognizes
"the indivisibility of Mediterranean security" and individuate
the ultimate source of regional instability in the North-South
development gap.“

However, North-South relations in the Western Mediterranean
are not exempt from tensions and problems. Tensions are due to
mutual negative perceptions as well as to more immediate spill
overs from bilateral disputes’. In the long term, more serious
challenges to the survival of the WMG may derive from the
difficulty encountered by the Southern European participants to
convince their EC partners to back up with more adequate
economic and political means the development of the Maghreb.

Therefore, while at present all partners to the WMG remain
convinced and willing to cooperate, the actual implementation of
their cooperation programs remain weak. As for the more
specifically security related aspects of the political dialogue,
discussed until now only unofficially in the cooperation
framework, their development is linked to the overall political
climate and, technically, to activation of the Political
Committee of the Group established in the October 1991 Summit.

The intense bilateral North-South relations in Western
Mediterranean are strongly influenced by colonial heritage and
territorial proximity, but economic ties are strong also with
the main non littoral Mediterranean powers: Germany and the US.

The US have developed a close security cooperation with
Morocco and Tunisia, the two more Western oriented Maghreb
countries. Thus Rabat and Washington signed in May 1982 an
agreement for the use of Moroccan facilities by US forces*® and

“ vLes ministres ...ont exprimé l’attachement de leurs pays
aux principes de la globalité et de la indivisibilité de 1la
sécurité en Méditerranée..[et] ont consideré que les grands
écarts actuels dans le niveau de développement entre le Nord et
le Sud de la Méditerranée, y compris la Méditerranée Occidentale,
introduisaint des désequilibres generateurs de graves dangers
pour la stabilité et le bien-étre de toute la region" (Ministero
degli Affari Esteri, 1990, p.l1-2).

“ For instance, a summit of the Western Mediterranean
Group, due to take place at the beginning of 1992, had to be
repeatedly postponed because of the renewed growth of tension
between Libya and the US, Great Britain and France over the
Lockerbie affair.

“® According to the Middle East Military Balance (see
Levran, 1990) facilities provided to the US include: use of Sidi
Slimane, Ben Guerir (Marrakesh) and Casablanca airfields in
emergencies; permission for space shuttle to land at Ben Guerir;
use of communications center at Kenitra; storage and use of naval
facilities at Mohammedia (south of Rabat). The use of these
facilities was meant to support operations of the US Rapid
Deployment Force (see Marquina, 1988, p.32).
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Tunisia has traditionally received US assistance in time of
crisis, at least until the Second Gulf war*. As for the European
countries, bilateral military cooperation, often in the form of
Defence and Cooperation agreements, exists between all of Spain,
France, Italy and Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia.

However, even at the bilateral level relations are not
exempt from tensions ranging from disputes over fishing rights
to territorial claims. The dispute between Morocco and Spain
over the two Spanish enclaves on Moroccan territory of Ceuta and
Melilla, is possibly the most serious source of North-South
bilateral tension within the WMG, the second being the recurring
tensions between Italy and Libya.

Regardless of its legal and historical background and its
bearing on bilateral relations, the territorial dispute between
Spain and Morocco has one important political implication since
it creates a direct link between NATO and Maghreb security
concerns. Morocco has in fact frequently stated his intention to
revamp its claims to soveraignity on the enclaves as soon as
Spain recover Gibraltar from Great Britain, also in order to
prevent Spanish territorial waters to command the entirety of
the Eastern approaches to the Strait.

The tensions between Italy and Libya have been ritually
flaring up whenever Colonel Qaddafi has reiterated his claims
to war compensations from Italy. In fact, tensions are sustained
by Italy’s uneasy proximity to a country that in the last
decades has been the promoter of endless attempts to export its
antimperialistic struggle through terrorism and subversion, as
well as by the fact that the US have repeatedly singled out
Libya as one of its favorite scapegoats in its struggle against
world terrorism and arms proliferation.

As for ’'horizontal’ relations, those of the Norther shore
are well known and deserve mention only to say that Spain, Italy
and France have 1intensified in recent vyears a web of
‘multibilateral’ military cooperation schemes that includes
naval and aeronaval activities. Joint maneuvers and exchange of
information are routinely performed to strengthen the European
pillar in NATO but also to provide independent European or
Western Mediterranean capabilities in case of need™.

As regarding the UAM countries, their relations have
traditionally been a mix of cooperation -due to their common
Arab, Islamic and Third World culture- and conflict -due to
profound differences in their international orientation and
political systems, as well as to conflict of interests. Since
the late Eighties differences were attenuated by deep changes
in the domestic as well as international scene, and the
cooperative trend reemerged vigorously bringing to the
establishment of the UAM in 1988.

However, the Maghreb as a whole as well as the individual
countries remain in the mid of a crucial transition: political
and economic reforms have been started since the late 1980s, but

“ Driss, 1991, pp 147-48.

® For more details see Aliboni, 1992(2), pp. 8-9 and the
sources quoted there.
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their pace is to slow to alleviate the plights of a
predominantly young and booming population to whom migration
abroad and Islam appear as the only viable options.

Islamic fundamentalism is a real threat to the incumbent
regimes and cooperation for internal security is an important
chapter in the UAM Treaty. To the contrary, military policies
and external security are not the object of any real cooperation
between the UAM countries, in spite of the existence of a mutual
defence provision in the Marrakesh Treaty; nevertheless, the
Defence Council established in the UAM framework in 1990 could
provide a frame of reference for future intra~Maghreb or North-
South security cooperation.

In the strategic context of Western Mediterranean, naval
CBMs, possibly including measures of operational restraint,
would have the general positive effects described for the South
as a whole balancing negative mutual North-South security
perceptions, and helping to rationalize the behavior and pattern
of development of Southern navies.

Besides these reasons, the existence of a North-South forum
-the WMG- provides here an additional incentive. Indeed, the
negotiation, and eventually implementation of naval CMBs, could
favor the development of a ‘space of common security’ within the
framework of the WMG. This space could include military security
through a center for the prevention of crises and/or the
settlement of disputes, as well as cooperation against low-
intensity threats like terrorism, drug and arms smuggling, and
illegal immigration’.

3. Alternative approaches to naval arms control in the
Mediterranean: political implications

As underlined at the beginning of this paper, the concept
of naval arms control adopted here encompass a multiplicity of
potential measures or ‘categories’, as well different possible
areas of implementation or ‘frameworks’.

An overview of the potential field of naval arms control
produces the following breakdown:

Alternative Cateqories

1} Structural limitations on naval forces by number, types or
weaponry of units;

2) Operational limitations on naval forces by deployment or
‘behavioral’ measures;

31 See Sehimi, 1991, pp.7-16.

2 Suggestions in this direction have repeatedly been put
forward (see Bonnefous, 1991, p. 47; Sehimi, 1992, p. 20-21);
bilateral cooperation agreements in the field of low-intensity
threats exist already between most state of the Western
Mediterranea (Morocco is also member of the EC Group for
antiterrorist cooperation, the so called Trevi Group).
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3) Information Obligations on force structures, doctrines,
maneuvers; consultation in crisis contingency.

Alternative frameworks

1) Global, Regional, Subregional or local;

2} Multilateral, Bilateral, Unilateral.
In analyzing the ©political implications of these
alternative potential approaches to naval arms control in the

Mediterranean region, different categories will be considered
before the different frameworks.

3.1 Alternative cateqgories

3.1.1 Structural limitations

The potential for structural naval arms control has been
analyzed to a considerable extent in recent years, although
almost exclusively in an East-West perspective. The evaporation
of the East-West frame of reference, brought about by the
dissolution first of the Warsaw Pact and then of the Soviet
Union, seems to make nul and void most of the speculations about
supposed advantages and disadvantages for the US and NATO if
they were to engage in some form of structural naval arms
control.

Although there are reasons to argue in favor of some
measures of naval structural arms control even in the (and
possibly, because of) the new East-West security environment®®,
the global incentives in this direction seem, at present, weak
or non existent. It remains to be seen what could be the
incentives, if any, 1looking instead from a North-South
perspective. ‘

As argued in section 1.3.2, Western perceptions about the
existence of new and growing security risks from the South do
include preoccupations arising from the qualitative and
quantitative growth of Third World countries armaments.
However, the expansion of Third World navies focusses coastal
defence, territorial waters control and resource protection. In
line with this essentially defensive missions, missile armed
patrol boats have been the fastest growing item in the naval
inventories of the Southern Mediterranean.

Especially when armed with anti-ship precision guided
munitions, Fast Attack Crafts do enhance the sea denial
capabilities of Third world states, thus increasing the cost of
Western power projections (as shown by the 1987-88 Gulf
experience); moreover, these systems may have a destabilizing

3 see Carnovale, 1992 and section 1.1
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effect since they put a premium on hasty action by ship
commanders.

However, the reduction of these systems is hardly a
conceivable item for structural arms control negotiations:
politically it would be hard to convince Third World countries
to constrain one of their few effective naval assets while the
major naval powers retain a panoply of other more powerful
systems, while technically it would pose verification as well
as correlation problems (for instance, it would be difficult to
restrain naval PGMs without tackling their  airborne
equivalents).

The case of attack submarines is somehow different, since
constraining these systems could make sense for the West in
economic, East-West as well as North-South terms (submarines are
of little utility for out of area force projection)’. However,
structural reductions in the form of agreed, asymmetrical
ceilings would be hardly palatable to the few Southern countries
that possess (often outdated) attack submarines for the same
broad political reasons mentioned above.

Nevertheless, it could be argued that if a provision for
ceilings on submarines were to be included in a broader package
of non-structural naval arms control measures, it could become
acceptable since the wider goal of increased maritime security
and transparency could make it politically viable. This case
would be enhanced by the economic benefits that a submarine
'freeze’ could entail also for the Southern Mediterranean
countries.

On the whole, however, 1in a North-South perspective
structural limitations on naval forces could be more the
unilateral consequence of an indirect approach, through
operational measures and CMBs, than the result of direct
negotiations. Reducing threat perceptions in the naval sphere
and providing the Southern Mediterranean countries with a
cooperative environment supporting their ability to answer
peacefully to the growing demand for the civilian control of
territorial waters, would probably contribute more to a
"healthy’ development of their naval inventories than structural
arms control.

3.1.2 Feasibility of operational measures

The list of potential operational measures of naval arms
control include a number of items, following in the twe broad
categories of behavioral measures (such as avoidance of
harassment activities} and deployment limitations (ranging from
geographical to equipment limitations).

Assuming that the most significant behavioral measures will
enshrined in a global extension of the US-USSR incidents at sea
agreement, other agreements could only deal with the deployment
type of measures. :

From a political point of view what 1is relevant about

** see Carnovale 1992; Lacy, 1990, pp. 8-10; Eberle, 1990,

pp. 329-330.
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deployment limitations 1s not so much the technical content of
the different measures, as their broad implication of providing
a constraint on the actual deployment and deportment of military
forces. Although a distinction can be made between more or less
constraining measures, it is easy to argue that "there is a real
limit, however, to the extent that maritime forces can be
constrained without fundamentally limiting their ability to do
anything useful">®,

To put it bluntly, since in the Mediterranean naval
exercises outside territorial waters are presently performed
mostly by NATO and namely US forces, any operational limitation
would be a largely asymmetrical measure, hardly acceptable to
the West now that the Mediterranean enjoys the increased
strategic significance described in Section 1.2%°.

This reality has been recognized also by the Mediterranean
Neutral and Non Aligned countries that have dropped the
operational limitations proposals they had previously submitted®
in the CSCE framework.

However, it has to be noticed that some operational
limitations are included in only example of local naval CMBS
existing in the Mediterranean: those agreed between Greece and
Turkey in 1988 in the framework of the so called Davos process.
It may argued from this example that the only politically viable
operational limitations in the Mediterranean framework would be
those agreed bilaterally and implemented locally.

3.1.3 Confidence Building Measures

The first point to be considered here is that some global
agreements aiming at reducing risks arising from naval
activities already exist or are being pursued. The more relevant
and far reaching agreements of this kind are the 1982 United
Nations Convention on the Law of Sea (UNCLOS) and the 1989

*> Macintosh, 1990, p, 188.

** Arguments for and against operational limitations are
analyzed in Carnovale, 1992,

*’ While Malta had submitted in 1984 a wide ranging proposal
on naval CBMs including deployment limitations, the N-NNA
document submitted in Vienna on July 1989 did not call for these
measures anymore (see CSCE/WV.5, 12.7.89).

® The agreement provides that:

The planning and conduct of national
military exercises in the high seas and the
international airspace should be carried out
in such a way as to avoid the isolation of
certain areas, the blocking of the exercise
area for 1long periods the tourist peak
season and the main national and religious
holidays.
(As quoted by Karaosmanoglu, 1991, p. 8).
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proposal for a Multilateral Agreement on the Prevention of
Incidents at Sea submitted by Sweden at the UN Disarmament
Commission. Also a number of other international agreements
already in force have a bearing on security at sea: the 1972
Seabed Treaty, 1958 Antarctic Treaty, the International Laws on
Sea Warfare, the 1988 Rome Convention for the Suppression of
Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of Maritime Navigation ?

The very existence of these international agreements is a
great contribution to the prevention and settlements of disputes
and conflicts at sea, greatly enhancing mutual confidence and
security at the global as well as local level.

However UNCLOS, the most important of these agreements, has
not entered into force yet, because of important remaining
differences; even when it does come into force®®, some of the
provisions of the Convention requlating military activities will
remain contentious.

It is well known that the modalities of exercising the
right of ‘'innocent passage’ 1in territorial waters are
controversial, as it is the right to conduct military maneuvers
in the Contiqguous and Exclusive Economic Zone of another
country. Other concepts enshrined in UNCLOS are too wvaque to
provide concrete rules for specific regions; for example, how
should the principle of excluding naval military exercises from
areas of "intensive shipping and fishing" (UNCLOS art. 87) be
considered in the Mediterranean <context? An extensive
interpretation of such a principle could lead to banning
military activities from most of Mediterranean waters.

It is sometime argued that there is no need for new regimes
of naval CMBs, given the existence of relevant global
international agreements and the overall transparency of naval
military activities. To be politically acceptable, this position
should require strengthening and clarifying the existing
agreements so as to work as effective naval CBMs; as for
transparency, this notion should take into account the limited
access to national means of verification of smaller or less
developed countries.

In fact, it would probably be diplomatically less
cumbersome, technically more effective and politically more
useful to complement the existing network of global agreements
and the quantum of maritime security they provide with regional
CMBs regimes tailored on local realities.

It must be notice however that the two approaches are not
mutually exclusive: the harmonization of interpretations of
global agreements such as the UNCLOS could proceed in parallel
and be eased by the establishment of regional regimes.

If the above arguments are assumed, it follows that there
global political incentives to the establishment of regional
naval CBM regimes. As for the need arising form a regional
perspective, it has been argued throughoeout this paper that there

For text and commentaries of the Rome Convention see

Ronzitti, 1990.

®© The Convention will come into force 12 months after 60

ratifications or accessions.
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are indeed strong political incentives for the establishment of
such a regime in the Mediterranean region.

It remains to be seen what should be the content of such a
regime®’. From a political point of view, all sorts of
information and communications measures would be of great
relevance to the North-South Mediterranean dimension, because
they would constitute a first attempt to comprehensive military
cooperation between the two sides that could have an impact on
mutual security perceptions much more important of their
intrinsic value for increased maritime security.

In this perspective, measures like mandatory exchange of
defence information (force levels and location, structure of
naval facilities, development programs, defence budgets}, joint
seminars on military doctrines and standing consultative
commissions, would already constitute a great step forward.

Further steps like notification, crisis communication and
maneuver observation measures, should of course be part of the
CBMs regime, but could be implemented in an agreed phased
manner. The inclusion of more constraining information measures,
like inspection and verification (on-site or through sensing
devices) measures should also be included, but possibly left as
the last stage of the implementation calendar of the regime.

In any case, the latter more constraining measures, geared
towards the prevention of surprise attack, would be necessary to
Western information especially to verify compliance on the part
of the more sophisticated naval units of the successor states of
the Soviet Union. This would be important not so much to defuse
traditional fears of East-West conflict, now superceded by
political realities, but as yet another instrument of prevention
of crisis among the former communist states or between them and
their Southern neighbors.

The preceding examination of potential categories for naval
arms control in the Mediterranean region, resulting from global
or regional agreements, indicates that form a political point
of view the most useful and feasible measures would be:

1) operational limitations deriving from:

- global agreements (e.g. exclusion or restriction of naval
military exercises in the contiguous or exclusive economic zone,
derived from a consensus interpretation of UNCLOS provisions;
ban on dangerous deportment deriving from a multilateral
agreement for the prevention of incidents at sea );

- or from bilateral subregional agreements (e.g. the 1988 Greek-
Turkish agreement).

2) A confidence building measures regime (information,
notification, crisis communication, inspection} to be negotiated
at the regional level,

3.2 Alternative Frameworks

® On alternative frameworks for negotiating and monitoring
a NCBMs regime in the Mediterranean see the following section.
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The conclusions reached in the preceding section show that
global, regional and bilateral/local frameworks could all have
their specific merit for the negotiation and monitoring of the
measures of naval arms <control (operational and CBMs)
peolitically most useful in the Mediterranean context. These
various frameworks differ one from another in geographical scope
but are by no means mutually exclusive.

To the contrary, it can be arqued that in the real world
global, regional as well as multilateral and bilateral (naval)
arms control regimes already coexist; therefore, the often
raised dilemma about the competing merits of regional vs. global
frameworks is to some extent an artificial issue, often kept
alive as yet another argument against naval arms control.

In fact, it can be positively argued that the best system
to increase maritime security through confidence building
measures should be multilayered; James Macintosh has recently
suggested a ’‘three-tier system’ based on: 1) a global, not-too-
demanding regime; 2) a more rigorous regional regime; 3} a
local-specific sub-regional regime®.

If this approach is correct, it remains to be seen what

form the regional and sub-regional frameworks could take in the
specific Mediterranean context. To this end, the first question
arising is whether the same regional goals could not be reached
through unilateral or bilateral (possibly multi-bilateral)
initiatives or if a naval CBMs regime can be managed only
through a (specific) multilateral framework.
' As for unilateral initiatives, there is no doubt that they
can be beneficial: unilateral structural or operational
limitations or transparency initiatives, especially on the part
of the major Mediterranean powers, could stimulate reciprocal
(although possibly asymmetrical) concessions and enhance mutual
confidence. However, 1if the political interest for such
developments exists, it would much more effectively invested in
launching a multilateral process.

As for bilateral CBMs agreements, it is true that, as in
the case of the Incidents-at-Sea, they can eventually be
transformed into a multilateral treaty without affording the
diplomatic costs of multilateral negotiations. However, as
repeatedly pointed out in this paper, the political wvalue of a
NCSBM regime in the Mediterranean lies exactly in providing of
comprehensive forum, something that bilateral or multi-
bilateral agreements would offer. Also, a bilateral approach
would have no room for crisis prevention and disputes settling
mechanisms®.

However, a bilateral or subregional approach would be
useful and sometime necessary to regulate maritime concerns in
specific conflict situations. In addition to the already
mentioned Turkish-Greek case, the Arab-Israeli context could be
another case, whereas in parallel and/or following a diplomatic
solution, and in connection to other regional arms control

2 Macintosh, 1990, p. 186.

©* This aspect is fully developed in Ronzitti, 1992, pp. 44
and 46-47.
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initiatives specific measures of maritime security could be
negotiated to between Israel and the Arab coastal states. Once
again, specific 1local ©NCBMs could complement region-wide
agreements.

3.2.1 CSCE or CS8CM?

Both the CSCE or the proposed CSCM (Conference on Security
and Cooperation in the Mediterranean) c¢ould provide an
appropriate framework for the negotiation and monitoring of a
Mediterranean naval CSBMs regime, which, as argued in the
preceding sections, is the most promising form of regional naval
arms control.

The CSCE is the only pan-European security institution and
has developed a method as well as mechanisms for complex arms
control negotiations. The CSCM envisages to tackle the specific
requirements of Mediterranean security building on the CSCE
success story and has, in principle, already rallied the support
of most concerned countries (with the notable exception of the
United States).

However, neither of the two frameworks is ready to act in
this direction: the CSCE has repeatedly resisted the development
of its Mediterranean security dimension (see section 1.3.1),
while the CSCM is yet non existent.

This simple statement reveals the extent of the political
obstacles to be surmounted if a multilateral naval CBMs regime
is to be established in the Mediterranean. However, assuming
that such a regime is indeed desirable to the end of increasing
global and regional maritime security, the present situation can
be altered.

The main political reason behind the underdevelopment of
the CSCE Mediterranean dimension has historically been to
separate East-West security concerns and negotiations from the
specific dynamics of South-South (eg. Arab-Israeli) and North-
South conflict and tensions.

It was also on this basis that the proponents of the CSCM,
as recently as early 1990, deemed it necessary to propose a
negotiating mechanisms that, while adopting the conceptual and
methodological model of CSCE and including all of its members
with a significant naval presence in the Mediterranean, would be
kept nevertheless completely separate from the CSCE.

It may be argued that even today that the East-West
confrontation has disappeared, giving full membership to the
Southern Mediterraneans would highly complicate the functioning
of CSCE and give a voice to unpredictable actors like Qaddafi’s
Libya in European security.

However, this argument loses some of its weight in the
light of two simple considerations: first, why is it feasible
to integrate in the CSCE the Muslim Central Asian Republics of
the former Soviet Union and not Egypt or Morocco? Secondly, the
CSCE has already developed mechanisms (namely in CDE and CFE) to
shield arms control negotiations from the ‘dilution’ risks of
the general rules of consensus and ‘one country-one’ vote
systems: why would it be impossible to develop and appropriate
mechanism to bring the negotiation of a naval CBM regime for the
Mediterranean in the CSCE framework?
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As for the merits of the CSCM proposal, it must be noticed
that although its conceptual and political rationale remain
valid, it remains politically weak because it is a European
initiative taken at a time when the Eurcpean political and
security identity is both unresolved and contrasted by the US,
insofar it can constitute an obstacle or an alternative to the
Euro-American alliance in NATO. In addition to that, it must
be noted that the core concept of CSCM, a strategic deal between
economic and security cooperation, has been captured in the
multilateral track of the Arab-Israeli peace process
thatinvolves Israel and the Arab countries together with the US,
EC, Canada and Japan. Although geared towards a different US
regional strategy, these multilateral negotiations reduce the
appeal of the CSCM to some Southern countries.

Moreover, the European supporters of the CSCM differ among
themselves about the scope and content of the proposal because
of their different positions and interest within the Western
system (i.e. French positions differ from the Italian ones)®.

These political difficulties are reflected in the
formulation of the security chapter of the CSCM proposal where
it refers to the importance of "gradually increasing confidence,
through increased transparency and information of each other’s
intentions”, and states that “confidence building...is a
prerequisite for disarmament" but concludes that "arms control
in the CSCM is not for today"®.

In any case, if they were to be the framework for
Mediterranean naval arms control negotiations both the CSCM and
the CSCE would pose a problem of membership, since the former
exclude North European countries®® and the latter all Southern
Mediterranean countries; both membership exclude most riparian
countries of the sea areas adjoining to the Mediterranean: the
Nordic and Baltic seas to the North and the Red sea and the Gulf
to the South.

The CSCE concept of ‘adjoining sea area’ to Europe seems
to provide a useful guideline for the geographical scope of
naval arms control negotiations including the Mediterranean.
Indeed, while it has been argued throughout this paper that the
negotiation of a Mediterranean naval CBMs regime, possibly
including its southern adjoining sea areas, would make political
sense from the point of view of North-South relations;
disconnecting the Northen Eurcepan regions from the process
would not make much sense politically or militarly.

% For more details see Aliboni, 1992.

®> see Ministero degli Affari Esteri, 1991.

® The CSCM tentative list of participants includes: the EC
countries, the Mediterranean countries (Albania, Algeria,
Bulgaria, Cyprus, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Malta,
Mauritania, Morocco, Romania, USSR, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey,
Yugoslavia), the Gulf countries (GCC members plus Iran, Iraq and
Yemen), other CSCE countries (Canada and United States), UN-
recognized entities (Palestine). (see Ministero del Esteri, 1991,
p. 146).
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Conclusions

The post Cold war strategic environment does not seem to
decrease the global importance of some broad maritime interests:
to maintain the freedom of navigation in the high seas in peace
time and the ability to achieve and maintain sea control in a
crisis or war situation.

In fact, it can be argued that the new ’'post-nuclear’
Western security environment does enhance the strategic value
of naval missions and the role of navies as the most flexible
military instrument of national power, while growing off-shore
interests increase non-military naval missions.

Therefore, from a global Western strategic perspective the
rationale for naval arms control seem at first weak or non
existent. Does this analysis change substantially when the
question is  approached from a Mediterranean regional
perspective?

Today the Mediterranean is the ’'rear’ to two areas of
global concern, the former-USSR and the Arab-Persian Gulf.
Towards the Middle East, the ’strategic rear’ role was clearly
performed during the Gulf war, when the vast majority of
coalition forces passed through the Mediterranean.

This global role set a first set of political implications
for regional naval arms control in the Mediterranean. Many in
the West believe that regional naval arms control would obstacle
the projection of naval forces from the Mediterranean to its
Southern approaches, restricting the freedom of quickly
redeploying naval forces.

However, it can be argqued that, by providing increased
North-South confidence and a set of common rules agreed upon by
all Mediterranean navies, regional naval arms control can in
fact facilitate power projection.

On the other hand, there are reasons to argue in favor of
some measures of naval arms control exactly because of the new
East-West security environment. Indeed, the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and the harsh competition aroused between Russia
and Ukraine for the control of the ex-Soviet fleet could evolve
in the sense of a less secure maritime environment.

Politically, it would therefore make much sense to
integrate Russia and the Black Sea states in the negotiation of
a regime of naval CBMs, possibly in the CSCE or CSCM framework,
covering the sea areas ’'adjoining’ to Europe.

While the global role of the Mediterranean as Europe
strategic rear towards the new arc of crisis is not
controversial, it is far from clear which Western security
institution will manage this role and how.

One of the difficulties of the Euro-American debate in this
regard lies in the fact that Western security institutions, as
well as the Mediterranean region itself, have a dual
significance: global and regional. While the global interests
of the Western partners towards the former Ussr and the Gulf
coincide, they diverge, sometime significantly, in their
regional implications.

In the Mediterranean context, only the crises affecting the
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former USSR or the Middle East have a global impact on Western
security, while those of the Balkans, the Maghreb or the Horn of
Africa remain of purely regional or local concern.

The fragmentation and hierarchization of the political
interests as well as institutional frameworks that coexist in
the Mediterranean, would seem to militate against new regional
arms control initiatives: there 1is no single negotiating
framework nor clear counterpart to the West, and it is unclear
whether measures that could be beneficial in some context would
not hinder other global or local Western security interests.

Nevertheless, regional political realities do provide some
incentives for naval arms control in the Mediterranean.

The first of these incentives derives from a purely
Western perspective. In fact, if the post-nuclear strategy
revision increases the importance of naval roles, the reduction
of US forces in Europe decrease the Alliance’s ability to
perform these roles in the Mediterranean and calls for the
development of European naval capabilities.

The strengthening of Eurcpean naval capabilities is already
in the making through national and multilateral programs, which
may serve NATO, European and national interests alike. At the
same time the US are pursuing their traditional policy of
keeping the growth of European military capabilities within
NATO; therefore, after the Gulf war they have supported the
creation of a NATO standing naval force (finally realized on
April 30, 1992).

These developments confirm the renewed interes for naval
missions, but also stress +that the potential intra-West
contradictions, arising from different US and European
appreciations of the global and regional strategic significance
of the Mediterranean region, are already translating in the
naval field.

As a consequence, there 1is a need to increase the
rationality and transparency of the present development of
Western naval policies in the Mediterranean. This could be
helped by the establishment of some measures of common maritime
security in the Mediterranean, which would rationalize in a
cooperative direction the maritime regional environment.
Moreover, the task of negotiating these measures with Southern
and Eastern counterparts in the Mediterranean would help the
Western allies to contain and solve their own potential
divergences.

Another, possibly more powerful, political incentive for
regional naval arms control derives from the North-South
context. Eager to attract political attention and eccnomic aid,
the countries of the Southern shore of the Mediterranean feel
increasingly marginalized by the collapse of bipolarism and by
the concentration of political and economic energies of the
industrialized world on the reconstruction of Europe.

The only exception to this perception of marginalization
is a negative one: the Islamic South feels shifted into the role
of enemy number one to Western security and substitute for the
vanished Soviet threat. At the same time, suspicion and
resentment against Western economic, political and cultural
dominance remain an important streak in the political culture
common to Arab nationalists and Islamic fundamentalists alike.
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Although the Southern countries have never ceased to argue
the indivisibility of European and Mediterranean security and to
ask for full participation in the CSCE process, even after the
end of the East-West confrontation, the Mediterranean continues
to lack a forum in which North-South security concerns can be
approached cooperatively.

Besides overall political considerations, there are
concrete reasons to start this dialogue in the maritime field.
For instance, increased responsibilities in policing territorial
waters and Exclusive Economic Zones can represent an excessive
burden for less developed countries with large 2zones. The
inability to implement their jurisdiction effectively is
perceived as a gap in national security and prompt these
countries to call for unilateral measures in c¢ritical areas,
more restrictive than those envisaged in the Law of the Sea
Convention.

Even a limited regime of naval CBMs would be beneficial in
this sense and prevent claims such as a total ban of military
maneuvers in EEZ; further measures, 1like the sharing of
satellite information regulated by a regional or subregional
cooperation agreement would be of great importance

Until very recently the Arab countries maintained a highly
ideological approach to arms control, positions are evolving
quickly however, especially after the second Gulf war.
Therefore, an enlarged CSCE negotiations on limited measures of
maritime security, could provide a concrete way to open a North-
South dialogue on military security, in line with present
perceptions and policies of the countries of the Southern shore
of the Mediterranean.

On the other hand, insofar as perceptions are fundamental
in determining crisis behavior and arm race dynamics, it would
in Western interests to rationalize its own discourse on ’'the
threat from the South’ and initiate a dialogue on common
security interests with the countries of the Southern shore of
the Mediterranean.

In fact, the reorientation of US and Europeans national
defence policies to meet an ill defined ’'threat from the South’,
together with the establishment of specific multilateral
mechanisms, like NATO Stanavformed, and the maintenance of
extraordinary measures of international pressure against Iraqg
and Libya, risk to be unduly provocative towards the Southern
countries. In the absence of counterbalancing measures of
confidence building, these developments in Western security
policies, that have their logic in the broader new Western
security and political environment, risk to provoke exactly what
they aim to prevent: a diffuse perception of North-South
confrontation with an increasingly military dimension.

The case for Western military preparations for
contingencies in the South would be much better served by a
clear analysis of the mainly non-military nature of the sources
of insecurity in the Mediterranean-Middle East region as well as
by a clear formulation of the legitimate Western security
interests in the region. These interests are shared by the US,
the Europeans and the governments of the Southern countries and
could provide the basis for a common, non provocative naval
military doctrine in the Mediterranean.
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Given the asymmetries the characterizes the North-South
context, structural limitations on naval forces could be more
the unilateral consequence of an indirect approach, through
operational measures and CMBs, than the result of direct
negotiations. Reducing threat perceptions in the naval sphere
and providing the Southern Mediterranean countries with a
cooperative environment supporting their ability to answer
peacefully to the growing demand for the civilian control of
territorial waters, would probably contribute more to a
'healthy’ development of their naval inventories than would
structural arms control.

As for operational limitations, since in the Mediterranean
naval exercises outside territorial waters are presently
performed mostly by NATO and namely US forces, any operational
limitation would be a largely asymmetrical measure, hardly
acceptable to the West now that the Mediterranean enjoys a
renewed strategic significance.

However, it has to be noted that some operational
limitations are included in only example of local naval CMBS
existing in the Mediterranean: those agreed between Greece and
Turkey in 1988 in the framework of the so called Davos process.
It may argued from this example that in the Mediterranean
context, viable operational limitations would be those agreed
bilaterally and implemented locally.

It is sometime argued that there is no need for new regimes
of naval CMBs, given the existence of relevant global agreements
and the overall transparency of naval military activities. To be
politically acceptable, this position should require the
strengthening and clarifying the existing agreements that would
enable them to work as effective naval CBMs; as for
transparency, this notion should take into account the limited
access to national means of verification of smaller or less
developed countries.

From a political point of view, all sorts of information
and communications CBMs would be of great relevance to the
North-South Mediterranean dimension, because they would
constitute a first attempt to comprehensive military cooperation
between the two sides. This cooperation could have an impact on
mutual security perceptions much more important of its technical
value for increased maritime security.

Further steps like notification, crisis communication and
maneuver observation CBMs, should be part of the regime, but
could be implemented in an agreed phased manner. The inclusion
of more constraining information measures, like inspection and
verification (on-site or through sensing devices) measures
should also be included, but possibly left as the last stage of
the implementation calendar of the regime.

In any case, the latter more constraining measures, geared
towards the prevention of surprise attack, would be especially
important to verify compliance on the part of the more
sophisticated naval units of the successor states of the Soviet
Union. This would be relevante not so much to defuse traditional
fears of East-West conflict, now superceded by political
realities, but as yet another instrument of prevention of crisis
among the former communist states or between them and their
Southern neighbors.
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The conclusions reached in the preceding sections show that
the categories of naval arms control politically most useful in
the Mediterranean context would include:

1) operational limitations deriving from:

- global agreements (e.g. exclusion or restriction of naval
military exercises in the contiguous or exclusive economic zone,
derived from a consensus interpretation of UNCLOS provisions;
ban on dangerous deportment deriving from a multilateral
agreement for the prevention of incidents at sea );

- bilateral/subregional agreements (e.g. the 1988 Greek-Turkish
agreement).

2) A confidence building measures regime (information,
notification, crisis communication, inspection) to be negotiated
multilaterally at the regional level.

As for the most suitable negotiating frameworks, there is
no doubt that unilateral initiatives can be beneficial:
however, if the political interest for such initiatives exists,
it would much more effectively invested in launching a
multilateral process.

It is often argued that a multilateral process could be
usefully substituted by a network of bilateral agreements.
Indeed, it is true that bilateral agreements, as in the case of
the Incidents-at-Sea, can eventually be transformed into a
multilateral treaty without affording the diplomatic costs of
multilateral negotiations. However, as repeatedly pointed out
in this paper, the political value of a naval CSBM regime in the
Mediterranean lies exactly in providing of comprehensive forum,
something that bilateral or multi-bilateral agreements would not
offer. Also, a bilateral approach would have no room for crisis
prevention and disputes settling mechanisms.

However, a bilateral or subregional approach would be
useful and sometime necessary to reqgulate maritime concerns in
specific conflict situations. In addition to the already
mentioned Turkish-Greek case, the Arab-Israeli context could be
another case in point, whereas in parallel and/or following a
diplomatic solution, and in connection to other regional arms
control initiatives, specific measures of maritime security
could be negotiated to between Israel and the Arab coastal
states.

As a consequence, it can be positively argued that the best
system to increase maritime security through confidence building
measures should be multilayered and a ‘three-tier system’ can be

envisaged.
It would be based on:
1) a global, not-too-demanding regime deriving from

international multilateral agreements;

2) a more rigorous regional regime regqulating information and
communication CBMs;

3) a local-specific sub-regional regime, stipulating operational

39



limitations suitable to specific conflict situations.

Both the CSCE or the proposed CSCM (Conference on Security
and Cooperation in the Mediterranean) could provide an
appropriate framework for the negotiation and monitoring of a
Mediterranean naval CSBMs regime, which, as argued in the
preceding sections, is the most promising form of regional naval
arms control.

However, neither of the two frameworks is ready to act in
this direction: the CSCE has repeatedly resisted the development
of its Mediterranean security dimension, while the CSCM is yet
non existent. ,

In any case, if they were to be the framework for
Mediterranean naval arms control negotiations, both the CSCM and
the CSCE would pose a problem of membership, since the former
excludes North European countries and the latter all Southern
Mediterranean countries; both membership excludes most riparian
countries of the Southern sea areas adjoining to the
Mediterranean: the Red Sea and the Persian Gulf.

The CSCE concept of ‘adjoining sea area’ to Europe seems
to provide a useful gquideline for the geographical scope of
naval arms control negotiations including the Mediterranean.
Indeed, while it has been argued throughout this paper that,
politically, the negotiation of a Mediterranean naval CBMs
regime, possibly including its southern adjoining sea areas,
would make sense from the point of view of North-South
relations; disconnecting the Northen European regions from this
process would not make much sense politically or militarly.
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