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NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20508
April 9, 1991
Deputy Matl Sec Advisof

INF ION P has seen
MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT M. GATES ' 600
THROUGH ARNOLD KANTER JY Ao 23 up o
FROM: DANIEL PONEMAN DP : 4
SUBJECT: Deputies Meeting on WMD in the Middle East,

April 10, 11 a.m., Situation Room

Attached at Tab II are State-drafted, interagency-cleared papers
proposing a series of steps toward a weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) and surface-to-surface missile (SSM) initiative for the
Middle East. (The paper defines WMD to exclude SSMs.) They
include an "executive version" of the proposal, a "longer
analytical" version thereof, and a "gameplan" for developing and
unveiling a combined proposal on WMD and Additional Restraints on
Conventional Arms (ARCA).

Background and your objectives for the meeting

You will recall that, in your meeting with Baker, Cheney, and
Powell, you decided that the ARCA needed to be embedded in the
larger framework of a combined WMD/ARCA package. In such a '
package, it is desirable to be comprehensive -- anything else may~——_
look incomplete. Nevertheless, some proposed initiatives are

more feasible than others, while some initiatives depend on

others.

The interrelationships among initiatives run in many directions.
Israelis have made clear that their cooperation on WMD measures
depends on curbing conventional arms tr fers to their
‘tradltlonal Arab,?dversarles : SRl (hE

‘Supplier governments may link

their:féstraint n WMD- elated exports to greater opportunities
to export conventional arms.

This regional initiative also needcs to be related to the Irag-
specific package of measures recently adopted by the UNSC. Since
we are unlikely to be able to obtain anything nearly so draconian
on a region-wide (i.e. voluntary) basis, the Irag-specific
measures may serve as a benchmark against which to measure other
proposals.

DECLASSIFIED IN PART

PERE.O. 13528

$BERBT- 2001~ 14ud-
Declassify on: OADR &5  a/4/12
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The papers presented also do not adequately address the foregOing
issues, or the constraints these initiatives must overcome to
succeed. The papers also leave unclear the role the Principals
are to play in consideration of the package, while proposing a
gameplan that assumes that the USG will present the package as a
fait accompli to the world ratheér than consult with key allies
and Congressional leaders prior to a Presidential decision. The
gameplan does not adequately spell out the concrete steps needed
to bring the initiatives, if approved, to fruition.

Therefore we recommend that you use this meeting to achieve four
objectives:

1. Weave the initiatives into a package that conveys a
sense of feasibility and priorities.

2. Embed the WMD initiative in the existing, Irag-specific

effort.
3. Clarify the gamepianq both bureaucratically and
diplomatically.

4. Scrub the initiatives for merit and fea31bility
Suggested talking points appear at Tab I.
Objectives of the package

These can be boiled down from the State draft to (1) reducing the
military risk to U.S. and allied forces and territories, and (2)
supporting broad regional objectives -- attaining Arab-Israeli"
peace, preserving access to oil, containing ambitious regional
powers, and promoting regional stability. The package should
generate public and Congressional support for these objectives,
including the conventional arms transfers to the region that help
accomplish them.

Initiatives and constraints

The Deputies need to satisfy themselves that the proposed
initiatives promise a reasonable prospect of success, to avoid
their denunciation by their intended beneficiaries and consequent
embarrassment to the Administration. (In any case we should
avoid overselling them.) Confidence-building measures may help
bridge the gap between proposal and achievement of the major
goals.

- ! L3 i 1]
ggpglier Constraints. This proposal cuts across the weapon-
specific measures, and is a.good idea for three reasons:

(1) The proposaliwill_reinforce ex1st1ng efforts in the
Australia Group, MICR, and various nuclear fora to
restrain dangerous exports. :
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The proposal:would bring China and the Soviet Union
further intoithe emerging consensus in favor of export

L A L. s g)(’) v

P ARRORT & "t« ﬁ,l 3 z‘e

constraints w1thout rais1ng‘the awkward questions

membership ir

[ securing

Chinese and Soviet agreement not to transfer missiles
or related production- fac1lities alone would be a major
accomplishment. T :

The proposal may be - achievable, though securing .
effective Soviet and Chinese enforcement of agreed
guidelines will be difficult.

One point that appears merely semantic in fact is substantive: we
should avoid the term "clubs" <- a phrase that, if it sticks,
will by its bad history (e,g., the "London Club" of nuclear
suppliers from the 1970s) stigmatize these arrangements as
cartels and thereby undermine théir effectiveness.

The key constraint is that supplier agreements can be undercut by

renegade suppliers. North Korea is the most 1ntractab1e

{6V

A;aThe Deputies should con51der the 1evel of

‘supplier adherence needed to ensure that the security benefits-of

restraints are not outweighed by the opportunity costs of lost..

exports.

Another constraint is the difficulty ‘of enforcing supplier
guidelines for dual-use technologies. Guidelines to restrict the
export of complete weapon systems or specialty components are
more feasible, but covert procurement networks combined with the
widespread availability and low technology of many CBW-related

1tems often frustrate export control efforts.

{ The international gray

'market provides another source of “foreign availability" that

should be considered.

Misgiles, The initiative envisions a regional ban
(including the elimination of missiles already in the region),
perhaps preceded by an interim freeze on testing, production, or
acquisition. . The initiative would be pathbreaking. While
-supplier restraints exist through.the MTCR, in the missile world
there is no comprehensive norm intended to restrain the demand
‘'side of the equation {(vice the NPT, BWC, and CWC for nuclear,
biological, and chemical weapons, respectively).

One key gg strgint is the difficulty in overcoming the existing
view that missiles are a legitimate element in national arsenals,
as reflected by the w1despread (and fairly ‘overt) missile
acquisition to date. The SCUD campaign in the Gulf War has sown




H
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|
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|
the seed of a new v1eww(that missiles are weapons of terror), but
one that has not yet rooted

.

Given these constraints, one option is to urge only a freeze now,
before promoting (and possibly overselling) a complete SSM ban
for the region.

CWC. The WMD package would be enhanced by a major
initiative on CW that is being addressed separately. In the
regional context, we can call on all states in the area to become
original parties to the CWC and to adopt appropriate provisions
of the CWC now, as confidence-building measures. The WMD and CWC
initiatives are being closely cocrdinated.

BWG. Given the problems in verifying or enforcing the BWC,
the. most we can hope for may'be 'a package of enhancements to be
:pursued at the- September Revcon and further efforts to broaden -
membershlp. The Arms. Control PCC is looklng at a package of such
measures. - . 1«~~" ‘ : - ‘ T

Ngglggr, The 1nlt1at1ve calls for a reglonal ban on the
production. of weapon-usable raterial, and reiteration of our
existing policy (a) calling for NPT adherence and full~-scope
safeguards adoptlon by all reglonal states ‘and (b) epdorsing a

These constraints alter!the feasibility, but not the
de51rability, of this (admlttedly modest) 1nit1at1ve.

-Gameplan

The - “gameplan“ includedlln the package prov1des a D -Day for
Presidential announcement of the package of April 22: the British
and French are 1nformed on'D - 5, the Soviets and Chinese on




ﬁﬁﬁﬁéi, IR ' N
D= 3, and Congre531onal and reglonal leaders on D - 1.
-Presumably this schedule reflects a .desire to preclude leaks and
seize the moment, but it also precludes serious consultations
with either Congressional or foreign allies. The Deputies should.
consider whether the President ought to present the package,
whether and when (i.e. before or after the President decides) we
need meaningful consultations and with whom, as well as the
timing of the package generally. They should also request
further elaboration of the concrete steps needed to implement the
package, once unveiled.

(eerpf)

Concurrence by: Sandra Charles

Attachments . g
Tab I Talking Points-
Tab II WMD Proposals and Gameplan
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TS T MADE F
WEAP F_MA DE IN THE MIDD A

== The State Department has pulled together a series of
proposals on limiting the spread of weapons of mass
destruction in the Middle East. The idea is to combine a
WMD package, conventional arms restraint, and the Irag-
specific actions already under way into an integrated
package, and to get it out quickly.

e While I agree that we need to present a comprehensive
package publicly, we need to acknowledge that some of these

initiatives are more feasible than others, and many are

interrelated.

- We need to sort out these interrelationships aﬁa weéQe a
package together for our principals that conveys a sense of
feasibility and priorities. Which initiatives shall we push
hardest, and how?

- We also need to embed this initiative in the existing, Irag-
specific effort. The ceasefire resolution can provide a
checklist and a benchmark for regional efforts.

- In this meeting I would also like to review the specific

initiatives and the gameplan for their implementation.
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QBJECTIVES
-- It will be crucially important in generating support for our
initiative that we have clear objectives, and that we can
sell these objectives to the public and the Congress.
~- In reading the discussion paper, it seems to me that our WMD
objectives can be boiled down to two: (1) reducing the
military risk to U.S. and allied forces and territories, and
(2) supporting broad regional objectives -— Arab-Israeli
peace, preserving access to Persian Gulf oil, promoting
regiqnal stability.
[Solicit views]
- I would suggest that State redraft the objectives of this
" initiative for presentation to the Principals with these
comments in mind. |
INITIATIVES AND CONSTRAINTS
-- One general point: we need to be satisfied that each
initiative that we recommend has a reasonable prospect of
éuccess. Otherwise we risk embarrassing the.President if
thgir intended beneficiaries reject them as "dead on
arrival." o |
- We should also avoid overselling any initiative.
Supplier Constraints
- On supplier constraints, I think the idea is a good one.
Indeed it may turn out to be the ﬁost feasible of all the

initiatives and therefore our highest priority.

SECRET
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But I would urgé tﬁat we get away from calling fhese
arrangements “club%,ﬁ a term that can needlessly turn a push
for responsible exéoft policles into a divisive North-South
issue, !

The key question i; whether we are going to get enough
suppliers to go albng with us to makg the éonstraints
effective. This is ﬁard énough for major weapon systems and
even tougher when it’comes to dﬁal;use exports. What are
the prospects of getting the Perm-5 to agree? What about
the other major su%pliers?

The péper notes that "renegade'suppliers" can threaten the

effectiveness of supplier restraint. How serious is that

threat and what should we do to meet it?

[Solicit discussion and draw conclusions]

|
Missiles i
The proposal for a;ban on SSMs in the region is ambitious,
and will be difficdlt'to achieve for at least two reasons:
(1) many states, espeéially in this region, still see SSMs
as a legitimate elément in their national defense
strategies, and (2* the question of a missile ban in the
Middle East bringsius face~-to-face with our space—iaunch
vehicle policy, pa%ticularly in the case of Israel.-
|

Is this the time anF Israel the place to tackle the issue of

missile pro1iferatibn v. peaceful access to space? How do
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we engage the issue, if we need to? What are the
consequences if wé do not?

[Solicit views] |

~- One option would be to push hard for a missile freeze now,
leaving open the option for a ban, and simultaneously to
initiate a fast-track reconsideration of the SLV issue by an
NSC~chaired group, for consideration by this group, say, in
three weeks time.
CWC

- As you know, there is a major CWC initiative under
consideration elsewhere. It is being closely coordinated
with this initiative, and I see no reason to take it up at
this meeting unless sdmebody thinks otherwise.
BWC

- The proposal is to enhance the Biological Weapons Convention
at the September Rgview Conference and to urge its early
application throughout the region. |

-— The Arms Control PCC is looking at a package of such
measures and will report to the Deputies shortly.

[Solicit views]
Nuclear

--  The proposal here is'necessarily modest, since the nuclear

issue cannot be truly resolved outside of the Arab-Israeli

- S—
peace process. F, - 3 DA
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[Solicit views and frame conclusion]

GAMEPLAN

'-—  The gameplan is, to say the least, ambitious.

-- One missing element is what concrete steps can be taken on
the initiatives, once they are unﬁeiled, to bring them to
fruition. Confidence—building measures could provide
stepping stones to the larger goals.

- The gameplan also assumes that the President will announce
this package, gnd that Congressional leaders and kgy foreign
govérhments wil1 simpi? be infpfmed of,éts cbhtents éftergag
'Présidential*&ecision has been taken but before the . - |
unveiling. |

-- Since so much of the success of our Gulf policy has depended
on frequent and serious consultation with all concerned, I
must admit that this proposal gives me pausé.

- I think we need to break down the gameplan by parts and
consider whether the President ought to present the package
publicly, and whether and when we should have méaningful
consultations and with whom? If there are consultatiohs,
should they precede or follow the Président’s decision?

[Solicit views and frame conclusion; recap other conclusions]

-- I would like to ask State to take the lead on incorporating

~SECRET
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the conclusions °§ this meeting in a new paper for.

|
consideration by qur.principals by [INSERT DATE].
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: Aup of
A US Proposal for Dealing with WMD in the Region 402

In reviewing the proposal for Additional Restraints on
Conventional Arms (ARCA) transfers to the Middle East, the
Principals Committee requested that a US initiative be
developed on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and surface to
surface missiles in the region.

This paper contains the objectives and elements of such an
initiative. A longer analysis of the initiative is attached.
There was agreement in the senior interagency group that
developed this paper that these elements comprise a
comprehensive and realistic US proposal. The announcement of
the WMD intiative should be folded together with the ARCA
proposal to form an initial arms control package for the Middle
East.

Many of the elements of the package would require
commitment of the regional parties to a step-by-step confidence
building process designed to realize the goals of our
initiatives. Further analytical work will be needed to develop
detailed proposals that take into account the evolving
attitudes of regional countries. There was agreement, however,
that the issues are sufficiently well known that the US can
articulate an initiative now without having finalized our
negotiating positions on some elements of the package.

S - 1 ghiactis

High level consultations with countries in the region and
with other major powers has indicated a widespread sense that
something should and can be done now to address weapons of mass
destruction and missiles in the region. There is a willingness
to begin a process.

US leadership and initiative is required, however, for
something to happen. Overly ambitious plans will not work, but
packages which do not appear to address WMD comprehensively or
even-handedly will also fail.

US objectives on this question are well agreed:

--to add arms control to our means of increasing stability
in the region, by achieving some initial results and creating
an atmosphere and commitment to a process in which further and
more ambitious arms control may be possible later;

--to reduce the risk to US forces and friendly states by
starting a process that might reduce, and eventually eliminate,
the threat of WMD and missiles in the region;

-BECRET/SENSITIVE DECLASSIFIED IN PART
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--to do so consistent with.our global security
requirements and arms control positions;

--to do so without creating a net effect that diminishes
the security of friendly states;

--to coordinate US moves on WMD in the region with our
other regional priorities: the peace process, regional security
structures in the Gulf, containment of post-war Irag, and
reducing the probability of new destabilizing conventional arms
build-ups.

The WMD Package

The US proposal envisioned (summarized on page six) would
contain both supplier restraints on all WMD and calls for
action by regional states on each of the four types of
weapons: missiles, CW, BW, and nuclear.-

1. Iraq-Specific¢: The first element of our WMD package
is already underway, i.e. the elimination of Irag's remaining
WMD through the UN Special Commission's activity.

o Evaluation:; Iraq has apparently accepted UNSCR 687.

The effectiveness of the Special Commission, however, wikl
depend upon Irag's willingness to permit the 1ntru51ve
verification requ1red '

2. Suppliers Constraints: To deal with conventional arms

transfers to the region, we envision convoking the five major
suppliers (who are also the Perm Five, P~5) and seeking an.
informal suppliers club that would, at a minimum, agree.on
guidelines for future transfers. .These guidelines could also
include agreement not to transfer weapons of mass destruction,
thelr components, precursors, and means of manufacture, and to
exeicise restraint in the transfer of related technology. We
could also ask the Perm-5 .to make full-scope safeguards a
condition for peaceful nuclear cooperation. .

The guidelines ‘we would propose would be based on the
existing suppliers clubs in which the US, UK, and France
participate now. As with the convent10na1 arms guidelines, we
would begin with the P-5 and perhaps involve other suppliers at
a later stage. The P-5 would also address ways to effect the
behaviour of renegade states such as Nﬁrth Korea.

0 Evaluation: The P-5 are likely Le agree to. the export
guidelines because they already have similar systems in
place, with the possible exception of the Chinese.
China's reluctance to join the existing clubs, however,
may stem in part from their lack of involvement in their
creation.

EF/SENSITIVE




‘3., Missiles: 'Most‘states in the region have

surface-to-surface missiles. These missiles can carry nuclear,

chemical and biological warheads. The mobility of launchers.
and short missile- flight time make it hard to destroy them on
the ground or in flight; thus, they are the most destabilizing
element in the m111tary equatlon. As a first step toward
eliminating all WMD in. the ‘region, we could propose the
elimination of all surface-to-surface missiles in the region
(similar to the INF treaty). As an interim step, the US could
also propose a freeze on all testing and perhaps on production
and acquisition.

The US would be prepared to facilitate negotiation and
CBMs, acting as a go- between and advisor. We would also be
willing to part1c1pate dlrectly in ver1f1cat1on.

One issue that requ1res further work is whether the
proposal should include the elimination of space launch
vehicles (SLV) or whether we can develop a verification system
that would satisfy regional states that SLVs did not have
military capability. |

o Evaluation: This proposal is ambitious, but it stands a
better chance of success now than any other "free zone"
proposal. No state will accept theproposal unless the
states threatenlng it with missiles also do. Nor will
they accept unless their potential enemies -agree to
intrusive 1nspect10n,,a concept with which no state in the
area has any experience. The success of this proposal
will depend heav1Ly upon active, high level US
involvement. If 1t could be implemented, it would enhance
the security of oqr friends and create an atmosphere for
further steps. Few states are 11ke1y to agree to the
interim step of alfreeze of productlon and acquistion. A
freeze on tests may be possible, largely because most
states import missPles tested by others outside the region.

4. Chemical w§§ggis, The most effective way of dealing
with CW in the region is by finalizing the global CW Convention

(CWC) and by developing early confidence 'building measures in .
the region. A separate; paper is being prepared on a major US
initiative in the CWw treaty negotiation. , Depending upon the
progress of that 1n1t1at1ve, the US could be more or less
specific about the CWC 1n its announcement on WMD in the region.

At a minimum, however, the 1N Cuﬂ|ﬂ|lnclude in the
regional WMD proposal al call for the early completion of the
CWC, our intention to make a major and detailed proposal when
the negotiations resume, and a call for ngional states to

b ENSITIVE
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engage in early confidence building measures such as bilateral
trial inspections (with the US or Othersb.

o Evaluation: A major US push on the CWC stands a good
chance of resulting in its successful conclusion in the
next year. Most regional states will agree with the
concept of proceed1ng on CW through a global approach.
Some are likely to agree to trial inspections of some
facilities, Syria, however, is extremely unlikely to give
up its CW force.

5. Biological Weapons: Many states in the region have or are
developing BW. These weapons pose a major threat because they
can be delivered covertly and are difficult to counter. As
with CW, BW is best approached globally first. The existing BW
convention (BWC) has done little to date to prevent the
proliferation of this class of weapon.

While it is impossible to develop an acceptable
verification system for BW, there are steps that can be taken
to improve the existing treaty. The Arms Control PCC is
addressing a range of ideas and we are consulting with our

allies in preparation for a treaty rev1ew conference (Revcon)
in September.‘ ‘

. Although we are not yet prepared to 'state what
modlflcatlons of the BWC we will propose or support, we can say
that we will work to improve the treaty at the Revcon and urge:
regional states to adopt CBMs.

o Evaluation Controlllng BW through arms control may not
be very successful, but we may be able to make the
situation marginally better than it :is now by tighter
implementation of ex1st1ng BWC provisions and including a
small, permanent secretar1at and some CBMs.

v




In packaglng thls proposal. we would want to relterate our
exxst1ng policy calling for ‘NPT adherence and full-scope
safeguards by all regional states, and endorsing a reglon-w1de
nuclear weapons free zone (we have traditionally joined Egypt -

"and Israel in supportlng a Middle East NWFZ resolution in the
UNGA) .

0936R/34400
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Elements of WMD Initiative

1. Irag-Specific: Eliminate all WMD and put in place
long term monitoring through the UN Special Commission.

‘ 2. Suppliers Constraints: Seek P-5 agreement on export
guidelines to the region of WMD and surface to surface missiles
in conjunction with ARCA restraints and CBMs; call for Perm-5
agreement on full scope safeguards as a condition for
significant nuclear exports.

3. Missiles: Call for a zone free of surface to surface
missiles: offer to facilitate agreement and assist in
verification. <Call for an interim freeze on production,
acquisition, and testing.

4. CW: Call for early completion of the global treaty,
announce US intention to make a comprehensive proposal when the
talks resume, and suggest early confidence building measures
(e.g. bilateral trial inspections) in the region.*

5. BW: Call for the enhancement of the existing global
BW treaty and announce that we will make proposals at the
September Review Conference.

6. Nuclear: Call for a verifiable ban on the production
in the region of enriched uranium or separated plutonium; call
for all nuclear facilities in the region to be placed under
safeguards. .

*The proposal could be more specific if the US initiative on
the CWC is decided in time.
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A US Proposal for Dealing with WMD in the Region

This paper examines what might be the elements of a US
initiative on weapons of mass destruction (WMD)* and surface to
surface missiles (SSMs) in the Middle East. It is a companion
piece to the paper on Additional Constraints on Conventional
Arms (ARCA) transfers and is based upon discussions in a senior
interagency group.

I. Objectives

There is a broad consensus that U.S. objectives in
pursuing a WMD/SSM initiative are:

--to add arms control to our means of increasing stability
in the region, by achieving some initial results and creating
an atmosphere in which further and more ambitious arms control
may be possible later;

~-~to reduce the risk to US forces and friendly states by
starting a process that might reduce, and eventually eliminate,
the threat of WMD and SSMs in the region;

--to do so consistent with our global security
requirements and arms control positions;

--to do so without creating a net effect that diminishes
the security of friendly states;

--to coordinate US moves on WMD in the region with our
other regional priorities: the peace process, regional security
structures in the Gulf, containment of post-war Irag, and
reducing the probability of new destabilizing conventional arms
build-ups.

IT. Assumptions

For the sake of simplifying the analysis, the paper makes
several assumptions about which there has been interagency
consensus:

* WMD in this paper means chemical, binlogical, and nuclear
veapons.
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'--I;mlngL The 1mmed1ate post-war per1od provides a unique
~opportunity. to have proposals on WMD/SSMs in the reglon well
rece1ved' A - . r ]
I
Qﬁ_Bg_g* No proposal is likely to succeed without US
1eadersh1p in its formulatron, negot1at1on, and 1mplementat1on,

-- gla;:gnsh1p tQ ARCA: Any announcement of a US

initiative on ARCA should be accompanied by proposals on
WMD/SSMs in the regron, glven the greater problem posed by
WMD/SSMS, .
\

~--Iraq: One key element of our approach to WMD/SSMs in the
region is the e11m1nad1on of Iraqi WMD/SSMs capability through
the UN Special CommlssHon, a subject not further addressed in
this paper; i

--Types of WMD: The US proposal should encompass all
types of WMD/SSMs, including nuclear weapons, even if all of
the US proposals are not equally ambltlous or pursued with
similar vigor; -

-Region: Because of WMD/SSM developments in each of the
subreglons and because' of the political sallence of WMD/SSMs in g
each, the proposals need to cover the Maghreb, the Levant, 'and o g
the .Gulf. Thus, the region ought to be from Morocco to the e

Iranian/Pakistani border.

--Global/R egional; Some types of prol1ferat1on are best

dealt w1th on a global basis, with some effort at special 2
regional application (e g. bans on chemical and biological ~
weapons because more work has already been done on a global

approach). Others may]be best pursued reglonally (e.g. SSM

ban) because their global application could provide us with

both political and securlty problems.

--Suppliers/R eci p;e ts: The approach should be
characterized by U.S. leadership of multilateral efforts

involving both suppliers and other regional states.

P
III. Elem A Prr al E.

The bu11d1ng blocks of a Us proposal are 1n1tlat1ves on
each of the three components of WMD and SSMs, plus whatever
overarching arrangements can be made on.these through
constraints on suppliers .

Suppliers ggnstra1nt ' l'
The pr QQQ§§1. To deal w1th add:t;onal restraints on

conventional arms transfers to the region, we envision

convoking the five major suppliers (i.e., the Perm-5) and
S i
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seeking an 1nforma1 agreement on guidelines. These guidelines
"could include agreement not to transfer weapons of mass
destruction, their components, precursorf, and means of

manufacture. i i

o What Guidelines: To be effect1ve, there would have to
be agreement among the five on: defining components, -precursors,
and means of manufacture. Three of the five (UsS, UK, and -
France) already agree on: ,

|
--SSM components and supporting technologies, through
the MTCR annexes; i
| i
--chemical weapons precurors and!dual use CBW
equipment, through the Australia Group list of chemicals and

watch list on equipment. !

Four of the five (all but. China) also agree on nuclear
components and technology through the Nuclear Suppliers
Guidelines.

The Soviets, in the Washington Summit Joint Statement on
Proliferation, said that they would support the MTCR
guidelines. The partners are now embark1ng upon talks with the
Soviets to complete that process. Although they are not
members of the Australra Group, the Sov1ets already have good
controls in place on CBw exports.

The Chlnese do not belong to any existing suppliers

groups T

Thus, rather than create de_novo export guidelines, the US
could propose supply gu1de11nes cons1stent w1th those already
1n place. ‘ , e O 2

3 ﬁIWO quest1ons that ar1se in | us1ng the ex1st1ng
gu1de11nes are: 1) should we perfect them first, and 2) can we
accept different guidelines with the Five Powers than ‘we have
with the G-7 plus like- mlnded countr1es7|

--Perfecting the Guidelines: We have just concluded

reviews of the exlstlng'guldellnes in each of the three
suppllers clubs. 2y

B et thOIGOVEL, the ;rocess w1th1n the USG
of modifying the exlstlng guidelines before presenting them at
a Five Power meeting could be time consuming.

I
I
I
1
|
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--Two Sets of GCuidelines: If as a result of negotiation
among the Five Powers, guidelines were adopted that were less
stringent than those of the'existing suppliers. clubs, the US
(and the UK and France) would 1mp1ement those rules that were
the most stringent. We already have some national export rules
that are more stringent than. thoue of the suppliers. clubs of
which we are a member. :

o Relationship Existing Groups: If we were to create a
Five Power suppliers club that covered all types of WMD/SSMs,
should we then seek to expand it to other members and to have
it replace the existing suppliers clubs, or to become some sort
of umbrella group under which the others would operate? We
need not answer that question now in order to propose that the
Five Powers agree on WMD/SSMs export guidelines. If we succeed
with the Five Powers and are satisfied with their performance

. thereafter, expanded arrangements could be considered in

consultation with the other partners of the existing groups.

We are, however, generally satisfied with the performance of

the existing groups and would not want t¢ risk damaging their
effectiveness by altering them.

The exlst;ng Nuclear Supplleis Guidelines call only for
restraint in the ‘transfer of sensitive nuclear technology; a .
multilateral dual--use technology regime -is currently being. i

negotiated. Western suppliers in practic¢e have in place g

extensive dual-use controls implemented through their national 4
systems. We would continue to pursue multilateral agreement in -
this area, and seek PRC commitment to apply the- Gu1de11nes. R

A new 1n1t1at1ve would be to seek Perm 5 agreement to w3
require full-scope IAEA safeguards (i.e. safeguards on all. ,
nuclear facilities, whether indigenous or 1mported) as a

condition for significant nuclear exports. This is currently

required by US law, but not the policy of any of the other

members of .the group. There appears, however, to be growing

momentum behind such an approach to nuclear trade, with Germany

recently announcing a full-scope safeguards policy and the

French reportedly. con51der1ng 1t

. o Renega dg States: The problem of WMD/SSM exports to the
region would not be entirely solved by Five Power restraint;
even if augmented by the existing groups. Renegade states,
over which the Perm-5 have little leverage, will continue to be
a problem. North Korea, the cbvious example, is exporting SSMs
and turn-key missile plants. The US could propose that the

Five Powers. undertake a commitmeni to uze krade policy and
economic ;assistance - to - induce noun- membey states to refrain from
exporting WMD/SSMs to the region. ltimately, the US could

propose the use of economic sanctions against renegade states.
Making .such a proposal explicit at the outset, however, might.
make it more difficult to obtain Five Power agreement to a
nuppllers club,

A'." : ENSITIV




B. rface to Surf Missil |

c Ihg_g_gggagl; SSMs can eas11y carry nuclear, chemlcal
and biological warheads. They have a short time of flight, and
are hard to destroy before or after they are launched. As a
result, these weapons are the most. destab1l1z1ng element in the
military equat1on. They were used in the recent Kuwait War,
and .earlier in the Iran-Iraq War, on civilian population
centers. As a first step toward eliminating all WMD/SSMs in
the region and building upon the US experience in the INF .
-Treaty, we could propose the elimination of all SSMs by states
'in the region, and a ban on exports of SSMs,  their components
-or technology to the region. As as 1nter1m step toward
elimination of all SSMs in the region, the US could zlso
propose a freeze on all testing and perhaps on production and
acquisition.

0 Regjonal Receptivitv: Most statés in the region have

SSMs and would be required to destroy all (or part) of their
inventory under the US proposal. There would be, therefore,
some equality of obligation among the pr1n01pa1 states.
Nonetheless, we would be asking them to!give up something on
which they had spent large amounts. The fact that the Iragqis
used SSMs in the war without any real m111tary effect might
help to persuade regional states to destroy their SSMs (if
everyone else did) as a first step toward regional arms control.:
~-Israel might be persuaded to g1ve up its Jericho series
SSMs if all of the possible threat states also destroyed their
SS5Ms. The IDF might well conclude a net assessment that it
would be better off in a region without ;SSMs. Until Israel has™
a robust ATBM system (at great cost), it cannot stop Arab
SS8Ms. It could, however, achieve high confidence defense
against attacking Arab aircraft. Israel can deliver its own
offensive weapons without SSMs, using its F-15/F-16 fleet,
jamming aircraft, and aerial refuellers. Israel also has a
Space Launch Vehicle (SLV) program, which it would want to
maintain, even if it agreed to part1c1pate in a regional SSM
ban.

-~Syria has short range SS-21s and m1d ~range SCUDs. It is

aqu1r1ng SCUD product1on capability from North Korea.[#? 2y
T =" _ e T ‘ f o

Yl
o

“ U
[P N

—--The_ Saudis acqu1red the expen51ve and antiquated CSS§-2
from China .to deter Iranian (anﬂ 1»3q1);m1~<1]° attack. They
would probably be willing to give np bheir small and inaccurate

SSM force if they believed that slates tWreatening them were
also doing so.
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--Iran has nascent biological and nuclear weapons

programs, a proven chemical capab111ty,zand used Scuds in the
Iran- Iraq War.: In view. of its interest |in acquiring additional.
types of SSMs from North Korea and Ch1na, Iran's willingness to
participate 'in a regional SSM ban is questlonable - However,
the destruction of Irag's capab111t1es may make Iran somewhat
more amenable to the concept |

--Egqypt. cancelled its part1c1pat1on in the jo1nt
Condor/Vector/Badr missile project with |Argentina and Iraq for
financial and political reasons. It has, nonetheless,
proceeded with an indigenous Scud factony in cooperation with
North Korea. 1Its chief concern is 'Qza which has short range.
Chinese SSMs and is attemptlng development of an indigenous.
system. If Israel were to participate, !the motivations which
led to the cancellation of the Badr might elicit Egypt's
participation in a regional SSM ban. |

o The US Role: The US does not have SSMs permanently
stationed in the region. Thus, the US role would be to call
upon' the regional states to act. The Uq could facilitate that
act1on in a number of ways C

/ -acting as a go ‘between among states that would not
sit down at a negot1at1ng table together' negotiating

parallel adherence to an agreement by a number of regional
states. S _’ :

--doin g' g;iﬁiéa;igg as a service to the regional
states, act1ng as an honest broker for those states that would
not want other regional states doing on-site verification;

~-providing missile defense to those states that agreed

to give up their offens1ve capabilities fsee below);

--ass;s;;ng w1;h §pagg launch gagab ilities either

through the provision ¢f US launches (perhaps at reduced rates)
for satellites of- states that agree to glve up SSMs, or
verifying that 1nd1genous SLV capab111t1es did not have
cffensive surface to surface capab1l1ty (see below).

o Which Missiles? , The US proposal could call for the
elimination of all surface to ‘surface mlss1les (SSMs), or only
those with a certain range. Given the short distances between
regional centers, many states in the region (particularly
Israel) would consider: any SSM, evern the|120 km range SS-21, a
serious threat. 3 ’

In addlt1on to deflnltlon by range, |thlere are. further
def1n1t1ona1 issues regardlng LocPeL and defen51ve missiles:

|

i
i
|
b
I
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~-Rockets are’ ungu1ded projectiles that follow a -
ba1115t1c trajectory from surface to surface; they are not:
missiles, which are guided and tend to have longer ranges. The
70 km range Soviet FROG (Free Rocket Ove& Ground) is widespread
throughout the region. Multlple rocket - launchers with ranges
of 20-40 kms are also common. The US MLRS is one such system.
A variant of the US MLRS, howevef, is known as ATACMS and fires
missiles 300 kms. Thus, to protect MLRS'and destroy the FROG,
for example, those systems that we would, seek to e11m1nate
could be defined as those with ranges above 50kms.
Alternatively, we could define those systems to be eliminated
as missiles, not rockets. That approach would permit both the
MLRS and the FRCG. Under neither approach, however, would the
ATACMS be permitted. The US has no plans to sell ATACMS in the
region, but it did deploy them with US forces during the war.

--Defensive missiles, whether agalnst aircraft or other
SSMs, can be adapted to have offensive surface to-surface
capability. The South Koreans ‘have done this with the Nike
Hercules and the Chinese have done it w1th the Soviet-origin
SA-2, The Israeli ARROW, under US funded development, could
also have such capablllty We would not! propose the
elimination of defensive missiles, but would have to ban their
testing in a surface~to-surface mode and! mlght propose
verification of SAMs and ATBMS to insure they had. no offens1ve
capablllty . :

0 Vgr;figatign' Key to any state's acceptance of a ban
would be its confidence in the destruction of other states®
SSMs.  Because the regional states are unlikely to-grant each
other the right of on site inspection. (OSI), the proposal would
probably have to involve third party 1nspect10n by the US, the
US and USSR, the Perm Five, or some UN entlty. The US would
probably also have to provide a bilateral commitment to  some
states that it would give high priority to its own monitoring
with National Technical Means. Three types of OSI would be.
required: (1) monitoring destruction, (2) monitoring peaceful
uses (e.g. SLVs), and (3) challenge 1nspect10n of suspect
sites. The challenge inspection regime would be difficult to -
negotiate successfully because of its technical complex1ty-and
the. h1gh1y intrusive nature of its requ1ﬁements.

e




o ATBM Coverage: 'An incentive. to destroy SSMs might be
the extension of ATBM protection to those who agree to
eliminate their SSM force. Alternatively, we may want to
consider offering ATBM protection whether or not a regional

state eliminates its SSM capability. In|

eliminate SSMs.

--the US has only the 11m1ted PATRIOT ATBM ayailable“fori

'the foreseeable future,

s
(

: , —-the us has already transfered the
Arabla and Israel two\states that posses

either case, however,
there are very significant barriers to the Us mak1ng a blanket
offer of ATBM protectlon to those who comply with our call to

PATRIOT ATBM to Saudl‘.;;:. -

S SSMS. " . T B

'f,—-we would not be1w1111ng to prov1de PATRIOT to such

;states as Syria and Iran, because it has|s1gn1f1cant ant1 a1r'

-Capability and the technology transfer ri
substant1a1 ) : ,

sks would be

[

Nonetheless, the SDI program is be1ng altereo to: empha51ze

*reglonal protection through the- GPALS 1n1

tiative. 'Toward. the

end . of the decade, GPALS might be able to offer regional’

protection under US control. Some states

\

C.- Qhemigal Wgaggng

partlcularly from Israel . . l

might not, however,
believe that the US would actually use G?ALS to protect them,

The pPr gggsalg The US could call for the complet1on of -

the global ban on chem1cal weapons, the CW Convention, by the
end of the year. To aqh1eve that end, - 1t could offer a package
of proposals to modify its p051t1on in the CHWC.

upon the negotiation to stay in sesgion

completion. Finally, it could call for earlv application of:

the CWC in the region.}
: l
|

o A Major H§ Mgvezat Qengvg ‘A sepé

developed with the elements of a new US E
N
l

in Geneva unti)

rate paper is being
osition on the CWC.

It could call
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Among theé elements being reV1ewed are a)

a change in our

p051t10n on challenge inspection, to permit the monitoring

agency to penetrate the perimeter of any
fa0111ty, b) altering our requirement on-
adoption prior to the elimination of alﬂ

USG or USG-related
universality of
US CW, c¢) renunciation

of our position on right of retaliation |in favor of a no- use
pledge, and d) decoupling our CW. destruﬁt1on from that of the

Soviets.

Decisions on the US position on the

CWC should be timed so

that they can be announced as part of the articulation of the
US initiative on conventional weapons and WMD in the region.

o Early Application in the Region: |
into effect until some minimum number of

The CWC would not go
states had ratified it

and the new international agency requ1reg comes into

existence. 1In the interim, there are a number of steps that
could be taken in the region. The US could offer to work with
the regional states to create a CW destruction center, using
the same technology that we employ. We have already determined
that the technology can (with the possible exception of

robotics) be transfered to the Soviet Union. Thus, if funding

and a host nation could be found, the US
plant.

could offer a turn-key

In addition, the regional states could

--announce their intentjion to sign the treaty upon its

satlsfactory completlon. Most Arab states have 1n the past

RRR L v

xxxxxx B ,‘-‘.’“ a2 RS
« &.-.‘:.Za‘ N ¥ LT}

refused Lo do so| R

PRI N - S b
l |
yd I

. | ,t
& A e s,,‘,';..\f,.“w.

invi rial i

of their chemical

plants and some weapon storage fac111t1es, to demonstrate their
willingness to participate and to help them to learn about

verification.

D. Eiplggigal Weapons

he pr gpgsgl could be for the enhancement of the ex15t1ng
Blologlcal Weapons Convetion at the September Review Conference

and its early appllcatlon in the region.

Several states in the region have BW programs.- Others
appear to be starting such efforts. American and British
forces were innoculated for some types of BW during the Kuwait

War, but the US did not have adequate =snuj

some types of BW may be designed in sneh
would not work.

{

plies of vaccine and
# way khal vaccine

The existing BWC does not provide for monitoring. It
would be extremely difficult to achieve high confidence

NSITIVE .
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monitoring, if not 1mp0551b1e. Nonetheless, a number of
proposals for confidence building (not verification) are being
reviewed by paxtles to the treaty in preparation for the
Revcon. It is likely that the US would be able to propose some
modifications to the convention. o

o Regional gp_;gg;_gn "Several significant rééional
states, including Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Israe;, Kuwait, and
Syria have either not signed or not raL1f1ed the BWC., We could

urge them to join the treaty in time for]the 1892 .Revcon. We

could also propose as a confidence- bulldlng measure- that
regional states declare, and. open to 1nternat10nal visitation,
any biomedical research facilities with blohazard containment
sufficient to permit work with BW. The UN could also create a
standing investigation .mechanism under UNSC auspices similar to
that already developed for CW.

E. MNuclear Weaporns:
The proposal: We would ca11 on. reg1ona1 states to

implement a verifiable 'ban on the product1on of weapons—usable
nuclear material (enriched uranium or separated plutonium) in-

‘the region. It would focus on those nuclear activities most . .

uniquely related to weapons capability. |In packaging this .

proposal, we would want to reiterate our existing policy R

calling for NPT adherence .and fullmscope safeguards by all
regional states, and endoising a reg1on—w1de nuclearx weapons

free zone. - (We have traditionally )o1ned Egypt and Igrael in =7
in the UNGA.) e,

supporting a Middle East NWFZ resolution




IV. Evaluatin he Pa ka

In examining the proposals that the
senior interagency group believed 1t was
them on a number of crlterla' '

-Effj cacy: The us should not make

‘that would have little. chance of success/|

future, such as the Mubarak Plan for .the
Free of WMD in the Middle East. The US
elements that have -some chance of belng
next 12-24 months..., !

U§ §§gur1tz,

US might make, the
important to judge

broad ‘and bold appeals
in the foreseeable
creation of a Zone

plan should include
attainable over the .

Any US proposal should notAhave a heti'
'detrlmental effect on our own military capabilities.

“Thus, we

should not propose constraints that would. prohibit us from
deploying weapons that  we believe are necessary or engaglng in
arms control regimes that we would not otherwise find ‘

acceptable. ‘
could diminish our technical superiority
‘ -+“riegdlnglligdl§gguritx; The net

Nor should it result in technology transfe:'that

t effect of the

adoption of the US proposals should not be the diminution of
the security of states friendly or allied to us relative to the

threats facing them. 1

The Package |

The US could state its support of the concept behind the

Mubarak Plan for. a Zone Free ~f WMD,
six point plan: |

|

-—E11m1nat10n of Iraq s _WMD/SSEMs
Comm1ss1on, |

!

and

--Perm Fiv

then offer an interim

through the UN Special

n non-transfer of WMD/SSM

related material to the region, as part of their agreement on

transfer policy for conventional arms;
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-—A call by the US for regional|states to eliminate
Lhelz_ssug and to freeze their develogment ‘production and
deployment as-an interim step; the US to be willing to
facilitate agreement and ver1fy compllance,

.~ ~--A package proposal to cgnglngg th e ng this _Year and
a call by the US for its early applicati in the r n,

initially through states declar1ng their willingness to sign
the CWC and their part1c1pat1ng in confidence building measures;

—;A US commitment to improve t he BWC this year and a
call for states in the region to- ratlfy it and engage in
confidence ‘building measures, ' '

TE)ET

0 Evaluation: The three key parts jof the packageiere the

"expansion of suppliers.guidelines, the qs push for the CWC, and
the new proposal for a m;ss11e free zone. : )

The package meets. the criterion of touching on all three
types of WMD and SSMs.. The Perm Five suppliers are likely to
express general support for the no WMD/SSM transfer proposal
but they will all have:difficulty with the nuclear prov151ons._

China could also have problems with the bw,and SSM provisions:

i

 'wou1d begln by , i

If the package were adopted, the sekur1ty of US forces
would not be reduced and might be enhancéd The security of
our friends and allies in the region would not be diminished
and. could be increased if all states 'in Ehe region complied’
with the proposed elimination of SSMs.. If some states retained
' SSMs and some US friends destroyed theirs, it is possible that

deterrence might be decreased. - :

Overall, the package would be welcomed by the Congress,
our G-7 partners, and by most states in the region. It would
be seen as a constructive, reasonably comprehensive, and
realistic initiative with some chance of |success. Its actual
chance.of success would be heavily dependent upnn the deqree of
activism that we subqequenfly applial to|seaking its
achievement. . No one part of it can bhe easily achieved. To

_obtain the three core elements, the US would have to place

continuous high level support behind them._»SpeCifically) we .

R
!
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addlt1ondl meetings until agreement were reached on WMD/SSM
(and conventional arms) ‘guidelines;

-=-Urging the CWC to stay in session and augmenting our
delegation as necessary, and perhaps agreeing to a Foreign
Ministers level session in the Fall if issues can be narrowed;

-Dispatching a high level team to ghg Middle East to

dlscuss the elimination of SSMs.

Y. Priorities

Although a comprehensive approach may be desirable in
presenting a coherent package to the public, we will need to
determine priorities in implementation. Priority should be
based on an assessment of how quickly concrete results can be
achieved. Based on this criteria, the U.S. should focus on:

--Rapid closure on the CWC and early application in the
region. The U.S. is already committed to signing the CWC. (A
separate paper for DC consideration presents options for -
achieving this objective this year). Early implementation
could entail trial inspections and declarations by rcglonal
states of their intention to 51gn ' .

--Guij i n transfer . Promulgation of
export guidelines for suppliers would not require the :
cooperation of regional recipients and could be agreed -upon DYT-
the Perm-5 in the near term. . . .

ile Fr An initiative with a
reglonal focus is essentlal to the credlblll*y of the package.
An MFZ could address a source of 1natab111ty without hav1ng to
grapple w:Lh the questlon of[ T W) i

#34090
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ARCA/WMD Initiative Gameplan

This memorandum outlines a gameplan for moving the
ARCA/WMD initiative forward during the month of April.

Step 1. Consolidation and Approval of the Initiatives

The ARCA paper would be combined with the WMD options
paper into the framework for a single initiative. Once the
initiative has been approved by the Cabinet, a core
State/DoD/NSC/ACDA team would begin work on prepositioned items
required for implementation. The basic package, including the
consolidated paper and date and venue for the presentation of
the initiative would be forwarded to the President for approval
by April 16.

Step 2. Consultations with Friends and Allies

Upon the President's approval, the package would be
briefed on a close-hold basis to the British and French.
Having done this, we would share the broad outline of the
ijnitiative with the Soviets and Chinese in the context of
letters from the President. The gist of the initiative would
then be shared with Israel, Egypt, Turkey, Syria, Jordan, Saudi
Arabia and other GCC states along these lines:

—— The President would send letters to Shamir, Mubarak,
Ozal, Fahd, and Assad describing the elements of the
initiative, outlining our objectives, and underscoring the
involvement of the other major suppliers. These letters
could be followed by phone calls, if necessary.

—-— The GCC states apart from Saudi Arabia would be
briefed by Ambassadors on the broad outlines of the
initiative once the leaders listed above have received the
President's letters.

—— Jordan and the Maghreb states would be informed of the
speech and main themes just before the President speaks.

This process should be completed by April 21.

Step 3. Completion of Package for Presentation

By April 20, the core group will have completed work on,
and obtained NSC approval of the press kit, aldac, instructions

for posts, and text of detailed briefings on implementation to
be used in the wake of the Preszident’ = announcement.
SECREL DECLASSIFIED
PER E.O. 13526
d001- [949- F
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Step 4. Briefing Congessional Leadership

The Secretary briefs selected Congressional leaders on the
contents of the initiative the day before the announcement
(April 21).

Step 5. Presidential Announcement of the Package on 4/22.

The venue and text of speech to be provided by the White
House.

Step 6. Release of Press Kits and Aldac Cable

This would be done simultaneously with the President's
speech.

Step 7. Immediate Follow-Up

Immediately after the President's speech, the U.S.:

—— calls for the first meeting of the ARCA/WMD suppliers'
group, to take place in Vienna within 30 days; and

- announces its intention to send interagency teams
within one week to the Middle East to brief the
President's initiative and present the U.S. concept for a
process leading to a regional Missile Free Zone. To
ensure that capitals are visited more-or-less
simultaneously, two-three teams would be used to cover
Israel, Cairo, Ankara, Riyadh, Damascus, and the GCC. (In
the GCC case, SYG Bishara would be asked to arrange the
presence of representatives of non-Saudi GCC countries in
Riyadh to meet with the leader of the U.S. team.) Teams
would also brief Tokyo, Canberra, Bonn, and Ottawa.

0922R
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Summary of Conclusions of Deputies Committee Meeting on
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Summary of Conclusions

The Deputies Committee agreed that the papers

represented a thoughtful analysis of the issues and
options available for controlling and eliminating

weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East.

(89

The Deputies agreed that focussing on suppliers regimes

and eliminating and banning missiles in the region

offered the best areas for success.
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The Deputies agreed that the timetable should allow
sufficient time for real consultations with our key
allies and the Congress on our proposal for WMD as well
as constraints on conventional arms transfers since
both will need to focus on suppliers in order to be
successful. The time required might push back the
announcement of the initiative until early-to-mid May.

The Chairman suggested that the Principals meet as
early as Monday, April 15 to discuss the WMD proposal,
combined with the conventional arms restraint proposal
and the Iraqi specific program; a strategy we should
pursue to implement the proposal focused on supplier
regimes and ballistic missiles as its centerpiece; and
the gameplan for proceeding with consultations, the
public announcement, and next steps. (8) -

The Deputies also agreed that the Principals consider
the possible implications of suppliers and missile
regimes for the United States more broadly,
specifically whether they might constrain U.S. military
operations in the region and elsewhere. (8) .
The Deputies directed that, separately from
preparations for the Principals meeting, an assessment
be done of the implications for the United States in
implementing the monitoring, verification, and
destruction provisions of UNSC resolution 687. (87

The Deputies also agreed to add Iran to the gameplan.

m
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SUBJECT: April 10 Deputies’ Committee Meeting on' Mideast
2Arms Control (U) :

"Attached are papers drafted by the State Department on dealing
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A US Proposal for Dealing with WMD in the Region

This paper examines what might be the elements of a US
initiative on weapons of mass destruction (WMD)* and surface to
surface missiles (SSMs) in the Middle East. It is a companion
piece to the paper on Additional Constraints on Conventional
Arms (ARCA) transfers and is based upon discussions in a senior
interagency group.

I. Objectives

There is a broad consensus that U.S. objectives in
pursuing a WMD/SSM initiative are:

--to add arms control to our means of increasing stability
in the region, by achieving some initial results and creating
an atmosphere in which further and more ambitious arms control
may be possible later;

--to reduce the risk to US forces and friendly states by
starting a process that might reduce, and eventually eliminate,
the threat of WMD and SSMs in the region;

--to do so consistent with our global security
requirements and arms control positions;

--to do so without creating a net effect that diminishes
the security of friendly states;

--to coordinate US moves on WMD in the region with our
other regional priorities: the peace process, regional security
structures in the Gulf, containment of post-war Iraqg, and
reducing the probability of new destabilizing conventional arms
build-ups. ‘

IT. Assumptions

For the sake of simplifying the analysis, the paper makes
several assumptions about which there has been interagency
consensus:

* WMD in this paper means chemical, biclogical, and nuclear
weapons.
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--Timing: The immediate post-war period provides a unique
opportunity to have proposals on WMD/SSMs in the region well
received;

--US Role: No proposal isllikely to succeed without US
leadership in its formulation, negotiation, and implementation;

--Relationship to ARCA: Any annouricement of a US
initiative on ARCA should be accompanied by proposals on
WMD/SSMs in the region, given the greater problem posed by
WMD/SSMs ; ‘

--Irag: One key element of our approach to WMD/SSMs in the
region is the elimination of Iragi WMD/SSMs capability through
the UN Special Commission, a subject not further addressed in
this paper; A ‘

--Types of WMD: The US proposal should encompass all
types of WMD/SSMs, including nuclear weapons, even if all of
the US proposals are not equally ambitious or pursued with
similar vigor;

--Region: Because of WMD/SSM developments in each of the
subregions and because of the political salience of WMD/SSMs in
each, the proposals need to cover the Maghreb, the Levant, and
the Gulf. Thus, the region ought to be from Morocco to the
Iranian/Pakistani border.

--Global/Regional; Some types of proliferation are best

dealt with on a global basis, with some effort at special
regional application (e.g. bans on chemical and biological
weapons because more work has already been done on a global
approach). Others may be best pursued regionally (e.g. SSM
ban) because their global application could provide us with
both political and security problems.

- --Suppliers/Recipients: The approach should be
characterized by U.S. leadership of multilateral efforts

involving both suppliers and other regional states.

III. Elements of a Proposal

The building blocks of a US proposal are initiatives on
each of thée three components of WMD and SSMs, plus whatever
overarching arrangements can be made on these through
constraints on suppliers :

A. Suépliggs Constraints

The preoposal: To deal with additional restraints on
conventional arms transfers to the region, we envision
convoking the five major suppliers (i.e., the Perm-5) and
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seeking an informal agreement on guidelines. These guidelines
could include agreement not to transfer weapons Of mass
destruction, their components, precursors, and means of
manufacture.

-0 What Guidelines: - To be effective, there would have to
be agreement among the five on defining components, precursors,
and means of manufacture. Three of the five (US, UK, and
France) already agree on:

~-SSM components and supporting technologies, *hrough
the MTCR annexes;

-—-chemical weapons precurors and dual use CBW
equipment, through the Australia Group list of chemicals and
watch list on equipment.

Four of the five (all but China) also agree on nuclear
components and technology through the Nuclear Suppliers
Guidelines.

The Soviets, in the Washington Summit Joint Statement on
Proliferation, said that they would support the MTCR
guidelines. - The partners are now embarking upon talks with the

. Soviets to complete that process. . Although they are -not
members. of the Australia Group, the Soviets already have good
controls in place on CBW exports,

The Chlnese do not belong to any exlstlng suppllers
groups. T TR ¥ SN ) B P TSI T

7
;

Thus, - tather than create de Q_g export guldellnes, the US
could propose supply guldellneswcon51stent w1th those already

1n place. ST O
-

“éTwo questlons that arlse in us1ng the. ex1st1nq
gu1de11nes are: 1) should we perfect them first, and 2) can we
accept different guidelines with the Five. Powers Lhan we have
with the G-7 plus ‘like-minded countries?

';-Deffggtjng the Guidelines: We have just concluded.
rev1ews of the exlstlng 9u1de11nes in each of the three
b (10 evionce iy T T

.-"}amgn a3 4 ety

. Moreover, the process w1thin the USG
of modlfylng the ex1st1ng guidelines before presenting them at

a Five Power meetlng could be t1me consumlng
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--Two Sets of Guidelines: If as a result of negot1at1on
among the Five Powers, guidelines were adopted that were less
stringent than those of the existing suppliers clubs, the US
(and the UK and. France) would implement those rules that were
the most stringent. We already have some national export rules
that are more stringent than those of the suppliers clubs of
wh1ch we are a member . :

R o,R'l"' hip~ xistin of - ’If we were to create a
Five Power suppllers club that- covered a11 types ‘of. WMD/SSMs,
:should we then .seek-to. expand it to. other members ‘and: to have
Mt replace the* ex1st1ng supp11ers clubs,' or to become some sort
of umbrella group under which the others would operate? We
need not answer that question now in order to propose that the
Five Powers agree on WMD/SSMs export gquidelines. If we succeed
with the Five Powers and are satisfied with their performance
thereafter, expanded arrangements could be considered in
consultation with the other partners of the existing groups.

We are, however, generally satisfied with the performance of
the existing groups and would not want to risk damaglng their
effectiveness by a1ter1ng them.

The ex1st1ng Nuclear Suppliers Gu1de11nes call only for
restraint in the transfer of sensitive nuclear technology; a
multilateral dual-use technology regime. 1s currently being
negotiated. Western suppliers in practice have in place
extensive dual-use controls implemented through their national
systems. We would continue to pursue multilateral agreement in
this area, and seek PRC commitment to apply the Guidelines.

A new 1n1t1at1ve would be to seek Perm 5 agreement to
require-full-scope IAEA safeguards (i.e. safeguards on all
nuclear facilities, whether indigenous or 1mported) as a.
condition for significant nuclear exports. This is currently
required by US. law, but not the policy of any of the other
members of the group. There appears, however, to be growing
momentum behind such an approach to nuclear trade, with Germany
recently announcing a full-scope safeguards policy and the
French reportedly considering it.

o Renegade States: The problem of WMD/SSM exports to the
region would not be entirely solved by Five Power restraint,
even if augmented by the existing groups. Renegade states,
over which the Perm-5 have little leverage, will continue to be
a problem. North Korea, the obvious example, is exporting SSMs
and turn-key missile plants The US could propose that the

Five Powers. undertake a commitmeni to uze trade policy and
economic assistance to induce non-membe)y slates to refrain from
exporting WMD/SSMs to the regian, n1|1male]y, the US could

propose the use of economlc sanctions against renegade states.
Making such a proposal expllc1t at the outset, however, might
make it more difficult to obtain F1ve Power agreement to a

suppliers club.

l
0
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B. icf rf Missil

The proposal; SSMs can easily carry nuclear, chemical
and biological warheads. They have a short time of flight, and
are hard to destroy before or after they are launched. As a
result, these weapons are the most destabilizing element in the
military equatlon. They were used in the recent Kuwait War,
and earlier in the Iran-Iraq War, on civilian population
centers. As a first step toward e11m1nat1ng all WMD/SSMs in
‘the region and building upon the US experience in the INF
Treaty, we could propose the elimination of all SSMs. by states
in the region, and a ban on exports of SSMs, the1r components
or technology to the region. As as interim step toward
elimination of all SSMs in the region, the US could also
propose a freeze on all testing and perhaps on production and
acquisition.

0 Regional Receptivity: Most states in the region have
SSMs and would be required to-destroy all (or part) of their

inventory under the US proposal. There would be, therefore,
some equality of obligation among the pr1nc1pa1 states.
Nonetheless, we would be asking them to give up something on
which they had spent large amounts. The fact that the Iraqis
used SSMs in the war without any real military effect might
help to persuade regional states to destroy their SSMs (if
everyone else did) as a first step toward regional arms control.

--Israel might be persuaded to give up its Jericho series
SSMs if all of the possible threat states also destroyed their
SSMs. The IDF might well conclude a net assessment that it
would be better off in a region without SSMs. Until Israel has
a robust ATBM system (at great cost), it cannot stop Arab
SSMs. It could, however, achieve high confidence defense
against attacking Arab aircraft. Israel can deliver its own
offensive weapons without SSMs, using its F-15/F-16 fleet,
jamming aircraft, and aerial refuellers. Israel also has a
Space Launch Vehicle {(SLV) program, which it would want to
maintain, even if it agreed to participate in a regional SSM
ban.

--Syria has short range SS-21s and mid-range SCUDs. It is
aqu1r1ng SCUD productlon capab111ty from North Korea. " Y

—-—The Saudis acquired the expensive and antiquated CSS-2

from China .to deter Iranian (and 1ragi) missile attack. They
would probably be willing to give up Lheir small and inaccurate

S5M force if they be11eved that "siates threatening them were
also doing so.
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--Iran has nascent biological and nuclear weapons
programs, a proven chemical capablllty, and used Scuds in the
Iran-Iraq War. In view of its interest in acquiring additional -
types of SSMs from North Korea and China, Iran's w1111ngness to-
participate in a regional SSM ban .is questionable. However,
the destruction of Iraq's: capab1]1t1es may make Iran somewhat
more amenable to the concept. ‘

—f_gzgt cancelled its participation in the joint
Condor/Vector/Badr missile project with Argentina and Iraq for
financial and political reasons. It has, nonetheless,
proceeded with an indigenous Scud factory in cooperation with _
North Korea. Its chief concern is Libya, which nas short range
Chinese SSMs and is attempting development of an indigenous .
system., If Israel were to participate, the motivations which
led to the cancellation of the Badr might elicit- Egypt s
participation in a regional SSM ban.

o The US Role: The US doés not have SSMs permanently
stationed in the region. Thus, the US role would be to call
upon the regional states to act. The US could facilitate that
ection in a number of ways:

~-acting as a go between among states that would not

sit down at a negotiating table together, i.e. negotiating
parallel adherence to an agreement by a number of reg1ona1
states .

--doing verification as a service to the regional |
states, acting as an honest broker for those states that would
not want other regional states doing on-site verification;

-—Qer1g1ng missile Qefense to those states that agreed

to give up their offensive capab111t1es (see below);

. —--assistin ng with space launch -capabilities either
through the provision of US launches (perhaps at reduced rates)
for satellites of states that -agree to give up SSMs, or
verifying that indigenous SLV capabilities did not have
offensive surface to surface capability (see below).

o Which Missiles? The US proposal could call for the
elimination of all surface to surface missiles (SSMs), or only
those with a certain range. Given the short distances between
regional centers, many states in the region (particularly
Israel) would consider any SSM, even the 120 km range SS-21, a
serious threat. .

In addition to definition Ly ranuge, tlhere are further
definitional issues regarding roucksts and defensive missiles:

-SECREP/SENSITIVE |
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-Rockets are ungu1ded pro:ect11es that follow a
balllstlc trajectory from surface to surface; they are not
missiles, which are guided and tend to have .longer ranges. The
70 km range Soviet FROG (Free Rocket Over Ground) is widespread
throughout the region. Multiple rocket launchers with ranges
of 20-40 kms are also common. The US MLRS is one such system.
A variant of the US MLRS, however, is known as ATACMS and fires
missiles 300 kms. Thus,'to protect MLRS and destroy the FROG,
for example, those systems that we would seek to eliminate
could be defined as those with ranges above 50kms.
Alternatively, we could define those systems to be eliminated
as missiles, not rockets. That approach would permit both the
MLRS and the FROG. Under neither approach, however, would the
ATACMS be permitted. The US has no plans to sell ATACMS in the
region, but it did deploy them with US forces during the war.

~--Defensive missiles, whether against aircraft or other
SSMs, can be adapted to have offensive surface-to-surface
capability. The South Koreans have done this with the Nike
Hercules and the Chinese have done it with the Soviet-origin
SA-2. The Israeli ARROW, under US funded development, . could
also have such capability. We would not propose the
elimination of defensive missiles, but would have to ban their
testing in a surface-to-surface mode and might propose
verification of SAMs and ATBMs to insure they had no offensive
capability. :

0 Verification: Key to any state's acceptance of a ban
would be its confidence in the destruction of other states'
SSMs. Because the regional states are unlikely to grant each.
other the right of on site inspection (0SI), the proposal would
probably have to involve third party inspection by the US, the
US and USSR, the Perm Five, or some UN entity. The US would
probably also have to provide a bilateral commitment to some
states that it would give high priority to its own monitoring
with National Technical Means. Three types of OSI would be
required: (1) monitoring destruction, (2) monitoring peaceful
uses (e.g. SLVs), and (3) challenge inspection of suspect
sites. The challenge inspection regime would be difficult to
negotiate successfully because of its technical complexity and
the highly intrusive nature of its requirements.

e T - PEE() [ ) :"' RN
a nch Vehicl sl PR | RN
o (B)(1) 7 T R T ’ : )
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o ATBM gg ggggg, An 1ncent1ve to destroy SSMs mlght be
the extension of ATBM protectlon to those who agree to _
eliminate their SSM force. ' Alternatively, we may want to
consider offering ATBM protection whether or not a regional
state eliminates its SSM capability. 1In either case, however,
there are very significant barriers to the US making a blanket
offer of ATBM protection to those who comply with our call to
eliminate SSMs.

--the US has only the 11m1ted PATRIOT ATBM avallable for
‘the foreseeable future, o .
: —-the US has already transfered the PATRIOT ATBM to Saudl
Arabla and Israel, - two states that possess SSMs.

—-we would not be w1111ng to prov1de PATRIOT ‘to such
‘'states as Syria -and Iran, because'it has; . significant anti-air
capability and the technology transfer risks would be
substantial.

‘Nonetheless, the SDI program is be1ng altered to emph351ze
reglonal protection through the GPALS initiative. - Toward the
end of the decade, GPALS might be able to offer regional
protection under US control. Some states might not, however,
believe that .the US would actually use GPALS to protect them,
part1cu1ar1y from Israel.

C.. Chemical Weapons.

The propesal: The US could call for the completion of
the global ban on chemical weapons, the CW Convention, by the
end of the year. To achieve that end, it could offer a package
of proposals to modlfy its p081t1on in the CWC. It could call
upon the negotiation to stay in sersion in Geneva nntil
completlon. Flnally, it could «all for eavly application of
the CWC in the reglon. | '

o A _Major HS Move at Geneva: A separate paper is being

developed with the elements of a new US pos1t10n on the CWC.

-SECRET/SENSITIVE
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Among the elements being reviewed are a) a change in our
position on challenge inspection, to permit the monitoring
agency to penetrate the perimeter of any USG or USG-related
facility, b) altering our requirement on universality of
adoption prior to the elimination of all US CW, c¢) renunciation
of our position on right of retaliation in favor of a no-use

- pledge, and 4d) decoupllng our -CW destruction from that of the

Soviets.

Decisions on the US position on the CWC should be timed so
that they can be announced as part.of the articulation of the
US initiative on conventional weapons and WMD in the region.

o Early Application in the Region: The CWC would not go
into -effect until some minimum number of states had ratified it
and the new international agency required comes into .
existence. In the interim, there are a number of steps that
could be taken in the region. The US could offer to work with
the regional states to create a CW destruction center, using
the same technology that we employ. We have already determined
that the technology can (with the possible exception of
robotics) be transfered to the Soviet Union. Thus, if funding
and a host nation could be found, the US could offer a turn-key
plant.

- In addition, the regional states could:

--announce their intention to sign the treaty upon its

sat1sfactory comptet1on Most Arab states have ln the past

--invite inter i rial i ion of their chemical
plants and some weapon storage facilities, to demonstrate their
willingness to participate and to help them to learn about
verification.

D. Biological Weapons

he proposal could be for the enhancement of the existing
B1ologlca1 Weapons Convetion at - the September Review Conference
and its early application in the region. :

Several states in the region have BW programs. Others
appear to be starting such efforts. American and British
forces were innoculated for some types of BW during the Xuwait
War, but the US did not have adequate snupplies nf vaccine and
some types of BW may be designed in such o way khall vaccine
would not work. ‘

The existing BWC does not provide for monitoring. It
would be extremely difficult to achieve high confidence

ENSITIV
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monitoring, if not impossible. Nonetheless, a number of :
‘proposals for confidence building (not verification) are being

reviewed by parties to the treaty in preparation for the.
Revcon. It is-likely that the US would be able to propose some
modifications to.the convention. o

o Regional Application: Several significant regional
states, including Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Israel, Kuwait, and
Syria have either not signed or not ratified the BWC. We could
urge them to join the treaty in time for the 1992 Revcon. We
could also propose as a confidence-building measure that
regional states declare, .and open to international visitation,
any biomedical research facilities with biohazard containment
sufficient to permit work with BW. The UN could also create a
standing investigation mechanism under UNSC auspices similar to
that already developed for CW. C

E. Nuclear Weapons:

The proposal: We would call on regional states to
implement a verifiable ban on the production of weapons-usable
nuclear material (enriched uranium or separated plutonium) in
the region. It would focus on those nuclear activities most
uniquely related to weapons capability. 'In packaging this
proposal, we would want to reiterate our existing policy
calling for NPT adherence and full-scope safeguards by all"
regional states, and endorsing a region-wide nuclear weapons
free zone. (We have traditionally joined Egypt and Igrael in
supporting a Middle East NWFZ resolution in the UNGA.)

gEC ENSITIVE '




o Verification: Methodology developed for safeguards
purposes could be employed £or on-site 1nspect1ons w1thout

IV. Evaluating the Package - '

In examining the- proposals“that the US might make, the
senior interagency group believed it was ‘important to judge
them on a number of cr1ter1a.

-~Efficacy; The: US ‘should not make: broad ‘and bold appeals
“that would have .little chance of success in the foreseeable
future, such as the Mubarak Plan for the creation of a Zone
Free of WMD in the Middle East. The US plan should include
elements that have some chance of being atta1nab1e over the
next 12-24 months. ;

--US Security: Any us proposal should nct have a net -
detr1mental effect on our own military capabilities. .Thus, we
should not propose constraints that would prohibit us from
deploying weapons that we believe are necessary or. engag1ng in
arms control regimes that we would not otherwise find
‘acceptable. Nor should it result in technology transfer that
could d1m1nlsh our technical super1or1ty : i ,

—_—— rlgnd]xéa lied §§gg; ty: The net effect of the

adoptlon of the US proposals should not be the diminution of
the security of states friendly or all1ed to us relat1ve to the
threats facing them. :

‘ The Package

The US could state its support of the concept behind the
Mubarak Plan for a Zone Free of WMD, and! then nffer an interim
s1x point plan: ; :

-—E11m1nat1on of Irag's WMD/551S hrough the UN Spec1al
Commission; -
m Five agr n_non-transfer of WMD/SSM

related mater1a1 to the region, as part o6f their agreement on
transfer policy for convent1ona1 arms;

~-SEGRET/SENSITIVE




—SECSRETASENSITIVE
- 12 -.
~--A call by the US for regional states to eliminate
their SSMs, and to freeze their development, production and

deployment as an interim step; the US to be w1111ng to
facilitate agreement and verify compllance,

~-a package proposal to conclude th g CWC this year and
a call by the US for its early application in the region,

initially through states’ declarlng their willingness to sign
the CWC and thelr part1c1pat1ng in confidence building measures;

--A US commitment to improve the BWC this year and a
call for states in the region to ratify it and engage in
confidence building measures;

o Evaluation: The three key parts of the package are the
expansion of suppliers guidelines, the US push for the CWC, and
the new proposal for a missile.free zone.

The package meets the criterion of touching on all three
types of WMD and SSMs. The Perm Five suppliers are likely to
express general support for the no WMD/SSM transfer proposal
but they will all have difficulty with the nuclear provisions.
China could also have problems with the CW and SSM provisions.

If the package were adopted, the security of US forces
would not be reduced and might be enhanced. The security of
our friends and allies in the region would not be diminished
and could be increased if all states in the region: complied
with the proposed elimination of SSMs. If some states retained
SSMs and some US friends deéstroyed thelrs, it is p0551b1e that
deterrence might be decreased.

Overall, the package would be welcomed by the Congress,
our G-7 partners, and by most states in the region. It would
be seen as a constructive, reasonably comprehensive, and
realistic initiative with some chance of success. Its actual
chance of success would be heavily dependent upnn the degree of
activism that we subsequently appliad o seeking its
achievement. No one part of it <an bhe easily achieved. To
obtain the three core elements, the US would have to place

.continuous high 1eve1 support behlnd them.  Specifically, we_

would begin by: -
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--Convening a mget; g of the Perm Fjve and seeklng

add1t10na1 meetings until agreement were reached on WMD/SSM
(and conventional arms) guidelines;

--Urging ;bg CWC to stay in session and augmenting our
delegation as necessary, and perhaps agreeing to a Foreign
Ministers level session in the Fall if issues can be narrowed;

--Dispatching a high level team to the Middle East to

discuss the elimination of SSMs.

V. Priorities

Although a comprehensive approach may be desirable in
presenting a coherent package to the public, we will need to
determine priorities in implementation. Priority should be
based on an assessment of how quickly concrete results can be
achieved. Based on this criteria, the U.S. should focus on:

- id cl r n th WC an r 1i ion in th
region. The U.S. is already committed to signing the CWC. (A
separate paper for DC consideration presents options for
achieving this objective this year). Early implementation

‘could entail trial inspections and declarations by regional

states of their intention to sign.

--Guij i n transfer of . Promulgation of
export guidelines for suppliers would not require the
cooperation of regional recipients and could be agreed upon by
the Perm-s in the near term.

--Middle East Missile Free Zone. An initiative with a

regional focus is essential to the credibility of the package.
An MFZ could address a source of 1nstab111ty w1thout hav1ng to

#34090
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A US Proposal for Dealing with WMD in the Region 44.02

In reviewing the proposal for Additional Restraints on
Conventional Arms (ARCA) transfers to the Middle East, the
Principals Committee requested that a US initiative be
developed on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and surface to
surface missiles in the region.

This paper contains the objectives and elements of such an
initiative. A longer analysis of the initiative is attached.
There was agreement in the senior interagency group that
developed this paper that these elements comprise a
comprehensive and realistic US proposal. The announcement of
the WMD intiative should be folded together with the ARCA
proposal to form an initial arms control package for the Middle
East.

Many of the elements of the package would require
commitment of the regional parties to a step-by-step confidence
building process designed to realize the goals of our
initiatives. Further analytical work will be needed to develop
detailed proposals that take into account the evolving
attitudes of regional countries. There was agreement, however,
that the issues are sufficiently well known that the US can
articulate an initiative now without having finalized our
negotiating positions on some elements of the package.

in n . i v

High level consultations with countries in the region and
with other major powers has indicated a widespread sense that
something should and can be done now to address weapons of mass
destruction and missiles in the region. There is a willingness
to begin a process.

US leadership and initiative is required, however, for
something to happen. Overly ambitious plans will not work, but
packages which do not appear to address WMD comprehensively or
even-handedly will also fail.

US objectives on this question are well agreed:

-~to add arms control to our means of increasing stability
in the region, by achieving some initial results and creating
an atmosphere and commitment to a process in which further and
more ambitjious arms control may be possible later;

--to reduce the risk to US forces and friendly states by
starting a process that might reduce, and eventually eliminate,
the threat of WMD and missiles in the region;
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--to do so consistent with our global secur1ty
requirements and arms control positions;

--to do so without creating a net effect that diminishes
the security of friendly states;

--to coordinate US moves on WMD in the region with our
other regional priorities: the peace process, regional security
structures in the Gulf, containment of post-war Iraq, and
reducing the probablllty of new destabilizing conventional arms
build-ups.

The WMD_ Package

The US proposal envisioned (summarized on page six) would
contain both supplier restraints on all WMD and calls for
action by regional states on each of the four types of
weapons: missiles, CW, BW, and nuclear.’

1. Irag-Specific: The first element of our WMD package
is already underway, i.e. the elimination of Irag's remaining
WMD through the UN Special Commission's activity.

o Evaluation: 1Iraqg has apparently accepted UNSCR 687.

The effectiveness of the Special Commission, however, will
depend upon Iraqg's willingness to permit the 1ntru51ve
verification required.

2, §ggg;iers génsggaings: To deal with conventional arms

transfers to the region, we envision convoking the five major
suppliers (who are also the Perm Five, P<5) and seeking an
informal suppliers club that would, at a minimum, agree.on
guidelines for future transfers. These guidelines could also
include agreement not to transfer weapons of mass destruction,
their components, precursors, and means of manufacture, and to
exercise restraint in the transfer of related technology. We
could also ask the Perm-5 to make full-scope safeguards a
condition for peaceful nuclear cooperatlpn

The guidelines we would propose would be based on the
existing suppliers clubs in which the US, UK, and France
participate now. As with the conventional arms guidelines, we
would begin with the P-5 and perhaps involve other suppliers at
a later stage. The P-5 would also address ways to effect the
behaviour of renegade states such as Nnrth Korea.

¢ Evaluation: The P-5 are likely Lo agree to the export
guidelines because they already have similar systems in
place, with the posslble exception of the Chinese.
China's reluctance to join.the exlstlng clubs, however,
may stem in part from their lack of involvement in their
creatlon.

ENSITIVE
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3. Missiles: Most states in the region have
surface-to-surface missiles. These missiles can carry nuclear,
chemical and biological warheads. The mobility of launchers
and short missile flight time make it hard to destroy them on
the ground or in flight; thus, they are the most destabilizing
element in the military equation. As a first step toward
eliminating all WMD in the region, we could propose the
elimination of all surface-to-surface missiles in the region
(similar to the INF treaty). As an interim step, the US could
also propose a freeze on all testing and perhaps on production
and acquisition.

The US would be prepared to facilitate negotiation and
CBMs, acting as a go-between and advisor. We would also be
willing to participate directly in verification,.

One issue that requires further work is whether the
proposal should include the elimination of space launch
vehicles (SLV) or whether we can develop a verification system
that would satisfy regional states that SLVs did not have
military capability.

o Evaluatjon: This proposal is ambitious, but it stands a
better chance of success now than any other "free zone"
proposal. No state will accept the proposal unless the
states threatening it with missiles also do. Nor will
they accept unless their potential enemies agree to
intrusive inspection, a concept with which no state in the
area has any experience. The success of this proposal
will depend heavily upon active, high level US
involvement. If it could be implemented, it would enhance
the security of our friends and create an atmosphere for
further steps. Few states are likely to agree to the
interim.step of a freeze of production and acquistion. A
freeze on tests may be possible, largely because most
states import missiles tested by others outside the region.

4, Chemical Weapons: The most effective way of dealing
with CW in the region is by finalizing the global CW Convention

(CWC) and by developing early confidence building measures in
the region. A separate paper is being prepared on a major US
initiative in the CW treaty negotiation. Depending upon the
progress of that initiative, the US could be more or less
specific about the CWC in its announcement on WMD in the region.

At a minimum, however, the 1 conld include in the
regional WMD proposal a call for the early completion of the
CWC, our intention to make a major and detailed proposal when
the negotiations resume, and a call for regional states to
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engage in early confidence building meaéures such as bilateral
trial inspections (with the US or others).

o Evaluation: A major US push on the CWC stands a good
chance of resulting in its successful conclusion in the
next year. Most regional states will agree with the
concept of proceeding on CW through a global approach.
Some are likely to agree to trial inspections of some
facilities. Syria, however, is extremely unlikely to give
up its CW force. ' :

5. Biological Weapons: Many states in the region have or are
developing BW. These weapons pose a major threat because they
can be delivered covertly and are difficult to counter. As
with CW, BW is best approached globally first. The existing BW
convention (BWC) has done little to date to prevent the
proliferation of this class of weapon.

While it is impossible to develop an acceptable’
verification system for BW, there are steps that can be taken
to improve the existing treaty. The Arms Control PCC is
addressing a range of ideas and we are consulting with our
allies in preparation for a treaty review conference (Revcon)
in September.

Although we are not yet prepared to state what
modifications of the BWC we will propose or support, we can say
that we will work to improve the treaty at the Revcon and urge
regional states to adopt CBMs.

o Evaluation Controlling BW through arms control may not

be very successful, but we may be able to make the

situation marginally better than it is now by tighter

implementation of existing BWC provisions and including a

small, permanent secretariat and some CBMs.

T e 5 TR e - - »
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existing policy calling for NPT adherence and full-scope
~safeguards by all regional states, and endorsing a region-wide
.nuclear weapons free zone (we have traditionally joined Egypt ' -
and Israel in supporting a Middle East NWFZ resolution .in the
UNGA) .

- In packaging this proposal,’ we would want to rfeiterate our
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Elements of WMD Initiative

1. Iraq-Specific: Eliminate all WMD and put in place
long term monitoring through the UN Special Commission.

2. Suppliers Constraints: Seek P-5 agreement on export
guidelines to the region of WMD and surface to surface missiles
in conjunction with ARCA restraints and CBMs; call for Perm-5
agreement on full scope safeguards as a condition for
significant nuclear exports.

3, Missiles: Call for a zone free of surface to surface
missiles; offer to facilitate agreement and assist in
verification. Call for an interim freeze on production,
acquisition, and testing.

4. CW: Call for early completion of the global treaty,
announce US intention to make a comprehensive proposal when the
talks resume, and suggest early confidence building measures
(e.g. bilateral trial inspections) in the region.*

5. BW: Call for the enhancement of the existing global
BW treaty and announce that we will make proposals at the
September Review Conference.

6. Nuclear: Call for a verifiable ban on the production
in the region of enriched uranium or separated plutonium; call
for all nuclear facilities in the region to be placed under
safeguards. .

*The proposal could be more specific if the US initiative on
the CWC is decided in time.
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ARCA/WMD GAMEPLAN

DC Reviews WMD options paper and gameplan; transmits both
to NSC, which forwards papers for Cabinet approval

WMD paper combined with ARCA paper into framework
for single initiative

Core State/Defense/NSC/ACDA team begins drafting
prepositioned items required for implementation
ARCA/WMD initiative forwarded to President for approval
Package pre-briefed to British and French

Presidential letter to Gorbachev/Yang (Li Peng)

Press kit, text of aldac, instructions, presentations completed

Secretary briefs Congressional leadership
Presidential letters to Shamir, Mubarak, Ozal, Fahd, Assad

Ambassadors brief GCC reps, Hussein (or Abu Odeh), Maghreb
governments on main themes

Presidential announcement

Release of press kit, release of aldac

U.S. calls first meeting of ARCA/WMD suppliers group
to take place within 30 days

Briefing teams depart for Cairo, Tel Aviv, Ankara, Damascus,
Riyadh, Japan, Australia, Germany, Canada
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ARCA/WMD Initiative Gameplan

This memorandum outlines a gameplan for moving.the
ARCA/WMD initiative forward during the month of April.

Step 1. Consolidation and Approval of the Initiatives

The ARCA paper would be combined with the WMD options
paper into the framework for a single initiative. Once the
initiative has been approved by the Cabinet, a core
State/DoD/NSC/ACDA team would begin work on prepositioned items
required for implementation. The basic package, including the
consolidated paper and date and venue for the presentation of
the initiative would be forwarded to the President for approval
by April 16.

Step 2. Consultations with Friends and Allies

Upon the President's approval, the package would be
briefed on a close-hold basis to the British and French.
Having done this, we would share the broad outline of the
initiative with the Soviets and Chinese in the context of
letters from the President. The gist of the initiative would
then be shared with Israel, Egypt, Turkey, Syria, Jordan, Saudi
Arabia and other GCC states along these lines:

—— The President would send letters to Shamir, Mubarak,
Ozal, Fahd, and Assad describing the elements of the
jnitiative, outlining our objectives, and underscoring the
involvement of the other major suppliers. These letters
could be followed by phone calls, if necessary.

—-— The GCC states apart from Saudi Arabia would be
briefed by Ambassadors on the broad outlines of the
jnitiative once the leaders listed above have received the
President's letters.

—-— Jordan and the Maghreb states would be informed of the
speech and main themes just before the President speaks.

This process should be completed by April 21.

Step 3. Completion of Package for Presentation

By April 20, the core group will have completed work on,
and obtained NSC approval of the press kit, aldac, instructions
for posts, and text of detailed hriefings on implementation to

be used in the wake of the President '= announcement.
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Step 4. Briefing Congessional Leadership

The Secretary briefs selected Congressional leaders on the
contents of the initiative the day before the announcement
(April 21).

Step 5. Presidential Announcement of the Package on 4/22.

The venue and text of speech to be provided by the White
House.

Step 6. Release of Press Kits and Aldac Cable

. This would be done simultaneously with the President's
speech.

Step 7. Immediate Follow-Up

Immediately after the President's speech, the U.S.:

—— <calls for the first meeting of the ARCA/WMD suppliers’
group, to take place in Vienna within 30 days; and

- announces its intention to send interagency teams
within one week to the Middle East to brief the
President's initiative and present the U.S. concept for a
process leading to a regional Missile Free Zone. To
ensure that capitals are visited more-or-less
simultaneously, two-three teams would be used to cover
Israel, Cairo, Ankara, Riyadh, Damascus, and the GCC. (In
the GCC case, SYG Bishara would be asked to arrange the
presence of representatives of non-Saudi GCC countries in
Riyadh to meet with the leader of the U.S. team.) Teams
would also brief Tokyo, Canberra, Bonn, and Ottawa.
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April 9, 1991

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR WILLIAM F. SITTMANN

FROM: ARNOLD KANTER;A/{K
SUBJECT: Deputies’ Meeting on Mideast Arms Control,
Wednesday, April 10, 1991 -- 11:15 A.M.

Attached are papers dealing with Weapons of Mass Destruction in
the Middle East/Gulf, which form the basis for discussion at
tomorrow’s Deputies’ Meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign the memo at Tab I to your counterparts.

Attachment

Tab I Discussion Papers for DC Meeting
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