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ing to the Sinai. Canadians served in UNEF II
as a ground force in support of the United
Nations operation. More recently Canada has
agreed to provide helicopter support to the
Multinational Force and Observers (MFO)
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design represents the application of space tech-
nology as well as airborne and ground systems
for monitoring purposes in support of the main-
tenance of peace and security.
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Abstract

This study examines the application of a
system of multimethod, interlocking verification
procedures used for ensuring compliance with
the Sinai I Agreement of 1974, the Sinai II
Agreement of 1975, and the Egypt-Israel Peace
Treaty of 1979. These methods included
ground-based early warning systems, aerial and
satellite reconnaissance, and on-site inspection
undertaken by both third parties and the parties
themselves. In addition to chronicling the pro-
cess of Egyptian-Israeli disengagement of forces
during the years 1973-82, the complex interrela-
tionship between surveillance technology, peace-
keeping and confidence-building is analyzed
with a view toward identifying the prerequisites
for the success of the Sinai model. A number of
factors — political, military, geographic and
technical — integrated in a unique manner were
responsible for the success of the Sinai operation.

Guiding the case-study analysis are six pro-
positions that seek to challenge some of the
conventional wisdom regarding the prospects
for regional arms control and verification:

®  Proposition 1
Arms control and verification regimes can
be created and sustained in regions plagued
by endemic violence.

®  Proposition 2
Third parties can facilitate the creation of
arms control regimes as well as assist the
parties in verifying new agreements.

*  Proposition 3
Effective verification measures can contrib-
ute significantly to risk management and
confidence-building in disputes where there
is little or no history of conflict management.

* Proposition 4
Technology-intensive verification procedures
can be integrated with more traditional
kinds of peacekeeping operations in order to
strengthen the compliance process.

e  Proposition 5
With appropriate modification, elements of
the Sinai model can be applied to other
regional conflict settings.

®  Proposition 6
Third parties, including countries like
Canada, can make a significant contribution
to the verification of regional arms control
agreements.

The analysis of the Sinai case-study confirms,
in varying degrees, all the propositions noted
above. Three principal findings of the study
are, however, especially noteworthy. First, veri-
fication can contribute significantly to risk
management and confidence-building, and thus
provide the necessary impetus for more far-
reaching arms control and verification arrange-
ments. In the immediate aftermath of hostilities,
when confidence is virtually non-existent, the
verification system serves an important risk
reduction function by dampening incentives for
surprise attack, providing adequate early warn-
ing and clarifying ambiguous activities.

Once the verification system has withstood
the initial “litmus test” of intentions, thereby
strengthening the position of those in power
who opted for a policy of disengagement rather
than confrontation, then compliance with the
verified agreement will build confidence over
time to the point where defection from the
agreement is seen as politically and strategically
counter-productive. The Sinai case strongly sug-
gests the extent to which confidence emanating
from the successful verification of a military
agreement preceded, and ultimately advanced,
political accommodation between the parties
such that the signing of a peace treaty was pos-
sible. Moreover, the synergistic integration of
individual verification components (i.e., unat-
tended ground sensors, on-site inspections and
aerial reconnaissance) clearly illustrated that
procedures which worked well in the past could
facilitate both the negotiation and implementa-
tion of a new verification regime. Hence, effec-
tive verification may lead to a positive “spill-
over” effect.

A second important finding of the study sug-
gests that the core elements of the Sinai model
— a disengagement agreement composed of a
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demilitarized buffer zone flanked by zones of
limited forces, all verified by a system of multi-
ple interconnecting verification techniques —
could, appropriately modified for variations in
mission, terrain and number of borders and
parties, do much to stabilize numerous regional
conflict settings. Should the political conditions
for an agreement pertain, the most suitable can-
didates for the Sinai model include the Golan
Heights; the Jordan River Valley/West Bank;
the Israel-Lebanon border; and the Fulda Gap/
Intra-German border area of Central Europe. In
addition, there are other prima facie cases
where the Sinai model may have some applica-
tion, including various borders in Central
America in the context of the Contadora pro-
cess, Northern Ireland, Western Sahara, South
Africa/Namibia, India/Pakistan and Iran/Iraq
as part of a postwar settlement.

The third principal finding suggests that third
parties, acting unilaterally or multilaterally, can
play an important role in designing and imple-
menting verification procedures that would
complement national means of verification.
Third parties may play different roles ranging
from offering technical and industrial expertise
to direct forms of monitoring such as participat-
ing in multilateral consultative arrangements. In
the regional context, where the national techni-
cal means of the superpowers may be neither
sufficient nor relevant to assure the viability of
an agreement, third parties, including countries
like Canada, may be able to exert greater influ-
ence with the local parties. A trend toward the
multilateralization of the arms control process,
especially at the regional level, may lead to the
development of new international norms and
procedures whereby parties to an agreement
invite other countries to participate in monitor-
ing agreements.

Résumé

La présente étude examine la fagon dont a été

appliqué le systéme de procédures pluralistes et
complémentaires de vérification utilisé pour sur-
veiller 'application de I'’Accord Sinai I de 1974,
de I'Accord Sinai II de 1975 et du Traité de paix
israélo-égyptien de 1979. Ces méthodes met-
taient en oeuvre des systémes terrestres d'alerte
avancée, des opérations de surveillance aérienne
et spatiale ainsi que des inspections sur le ter-
rain entreprises par des tierces parties et par les
parties a 'accord elles-mémes. La présente étude
fait I'historique du processus de dégagement des
forces israélo-égyptiennes entre 1973 et 1982,
puis analyse les liens complexes qui unissent la
technologie de la surveillance aux activités de
maintien de la paix et de renforcement de la
confiance en vue d'identifier les conditions préa- iii
lables indispensables au succés du modéle du
Sinai. L'opération du Sinai doit son succés a un
certain nombre de facteurs politiques, militaires,
géographiques et techniques agencés selon une
formule unique.

L’étude de cas s'appuie sur les six proposi-

tions suivantes qui visent a remettre en question
certaines opinions traditionnelles ayant trait aux
perspectives du contrdle des armements et de la
vérification a l'échelle régionale:

Premiére proposition:

Il est possible de mettre en place et de
maintenir des régimes de contrdle des arme-
ments et de vérification dans les régions ot
la violence est endémique.

Deuxiéme proposition:

Les tierces parties peuvent faciliter l'instau-
ration des régimes de contrdle des arme-
ments et aider les parties & vérifier le
respect des nouveaux accords.

Troisiéme proposition:

Des mesures de vérification efficaces peu-
vent améliorer considérablement la gestion
des risque et le renforcement de la confiance
dans le cas des différends pour lesquels les
efforts de gestion de conflit ont toujours été
nuls ou trés minimes.
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¢ Quatriéme proposition:
Il est possible d'intégrer les procédures de
vérification faisant largement appel aux
moyens techniques aux opérations plus con-
ventionnelles de maintien de la paix, afin de
renforcer le processus de conformité.

*  Cinquiéme proposition:
Les éléments du modéle du Sinai peuvent,
apres les modifications qui s'imposent,
s'appliquer & d'autres situations
conflictuelles.

*  Sixiéme proposition:
Des tierces parties, y compris des pays
comme le Canada, peuvent jouer un réle
important dans la vérification des accords -
régionaux de contrdle des armements.

L'analyse du cas du Sinai confirme, a divers
degrés, toutes les propositions énoncées ci-
dessus. Trois des principales conclusions de la
présente étude sont tout particuliérement dignes
d'intérét. Premiérement, la vérification peut faci-
liter considérablement la gestion des risques et
I'instauration de la confiance et donner ainsi
I'élan nécessaire & des dispositions plus vastes de
contrdle des armements et de vérification. Au
lendemain d'un conflit, lorsque la confiance est
quasiment inexistante, le systéme de vérification
joue un réle important de réduction des risques
en modérant les vélléités d'attaques surprises, en
offrant un systéme approprié d'alerte avancée et
en clarifiant les activités ambigués.

Une fois que le systéme de vérification a
passé avec succés la premiére épreuve des inten-
tions, renforcant ainsi la position des dirigeants
qui avaient opté pour une politique de dégage-
ment plutdt que de confrontation, le respect de
I'accord contribue a renforcer peu i peu la con-
fiance au point que toute défection aurait un
effet négatif tant sur le plan politique que sur le
plan stratégique. L'exemple du Sinai démontre
clairement que la confiance instaurée grice i la
vérification fructueuse d'un accord militaire a
précédé et finalement encouragé une entente
politique entre les parties, au point que la signa-
ture d'un traité de paix est devenue possible. En
outre, I'intégration synergique des différents élé-
ments de vérification (sous la forme de détec-
teurs terrestres télésurveillés, complétés par des
inspections sur le terrain et des inspections
aériennes) prouve clairement que les méthodes

qui ont bien fonctionné par le passé pourraient
faciliter i la fois la négociation et la mise en
oeuvre d'un nouveau régime de vérification. Il
s’avere donc qu'une vérification efficace peut
avoir des retombées positives.

Selon une deuxiéme conclusion importante de
I'étude, les composantes centrales du modéle du
Sinai — en l'occurrence un accord de dégage-
ment proposant une zone tampon démilitarisée
flanquée de deux zones 3 armements limités,
toutes soumises & un systéme mettant en oeuvre
plusieurs techniques de vérification reliées entre
elles —, pourraient, une fois modifées en consé-
quence pour tenir compte des variantes propres
a la mission, i la topographie et au nombre de
frontiéres et de parties, améliorer de beaucoup
la stabilité dans de nombreux contextes conflic-
tuels régionaux. Si l'on pouvait réunir les condi-
tions politiques nécessaires a la signature d'un
accord, les sites les plus probables pour I'appli-
cation du modeéle du Sinai seraient les suivants:

- les hauteurs du Golan; la vallée du Jourdain et

Cisjordanie; la frontiére entre Israél et le Liban;
ainsi que la trouée de Fulda et la frontiére entre
les deux Allemagnes, en Europe centrale.
D’autre part, les situations suivantes se préte- .
raient, de prime abord, i I'application du
modeéle du Sinai: diverses zones frontaliéres
d’Amérique centrale dans le contexte du proces-
sus de Contadora, I'Irlande du Nord, le Sahara
occidental, 'Afrique du Sud et la Namibie,
I'Inde et le Pakistan, ainsi que I'Iran et 1'Iraq,
dans le cadre d'un accord de cessez-le-feu.

La troisieme principale conclusion réveéle que
I'intervention unilatérale ou multilatérale de tier-
ces parties peut jouer un réle important dans la
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mise au point et la mise en oceuvre des procé-
dures de vérification qui serviraient de complé-
ment aux moyens nationaux de vérification. Les
tierces parties peuvent jouer, dans le processus
de vérification, des réles différents allant de la
prestation de compétences techniques et indus-
trielles & des formes diverses de surveillance, y
compris la participation & des ententes multilaté-
rales de consultation. Dans certains contextes
régionaux ou les moyens techniques nationaux
des superpuissances ne seraient ni suffisants ni
appropriés pour assurer la viabilité d'un accord,
des tierces parties comme le Canada pourraient
exercer une influence plus grande auprés des
parties locales. La multilatéralisation du proces-
sus de contrdle des armements et des systémes
de vérification, en particulier au niveau régio-
nal, ménera peut-étre & l'élaboration de nou-
velles normes et procédures internationales en
vertu desquelles les parties & un accord pour-
ront demander expressément & d'autres Etats de
participer a la surveillance des accords.

Preface

When the idea for this work first developed,
it was in the belief that there was a significant
gap in the arms control literature on those ini-
tiatives where innovative verification techniques
and the contribution of third parties signifi-
cantly enhanced the prospects for success. It
remains my hope that by highlighting the suc-
cess of the Sinai experience — in contrast to the
deadlocks, stalemates and recurring problems
associated with so many other arms control
efforts — the impetus can be found to develop
similar innovative approaches to security for
other regional conflicts. If this study sparks
greater interest in how Canada and other like-
minded countries can contribute more effective-
ly to verification and, by extension, to the
reduction of regional tensions, it will have
served its purpose.

I am indebted to my former colleagues at the
departments of National Defence and External
Affairs who are responsible for my interest in
the intricacies of verification. I would like to
express my deep gratitude to Ron Cleminson
and Gordon Vachon of the Department of
External Affairs who took precious time to read
the study and make valuable comments. I am
especially indebted to Alan Crawford and Fen
Hampson for their endless encouragement and
assistance in formulating and refining the pro-
positions that provide the focus for this study.



Introduction

Much of the recent debate surrounding the
prospects for arms control has focussed on the
intricacies of US-Soviet negotiations at Geneva.
Certainly, the outcome of these bilateral nego-
tiations will have profound implications for the
future of international peace and security.
Unfortunately, growing concerns over SDI, the
potential demise of the ABM Treaty and the
continuing crisis in superpower compliance
diplomacy have all tended to overshadow the
need for more effective and durable security
arrangements at the regional level — especially
in those conflict-prone areas where a sudden
escalation of armed conflict between local
adversaries could invite direct military interven-
tion by the United States and the Soviet Union.

Given that certain regional conflicts, if left
uncontrolled, could jeopardize international
security, how do we explain the lack of atten-
tion to regional arms control in general and to
the political and technical requirements for
regional verification systems in particular? First,
new arrangements for regional security have
often been considered only as an after-thought
in the wake of a crisis that has directly or indi-
rectly threatened the strategic and economic
interests of the great powers. Solutions to such
crises have tended to be reactive and ad hoc,
involving fact-finding missions and peacekeeping
interventions, with little thought given to the
requirements of longer-term stability. Second,
some regional specialists argue that the pros-
pects for any arms control agreements, and
their attendant verification arrangements, in
regions of endemic violence are severely circum-
scribed by the absence of conflict management
experience among the parties and the inability
of local adversaries to develop even the mini-
mum level of political accommodation so vital
for initiating a new security relationship.

Finally, it is often suggested that even if local
parties could develop sufficient political will and
self-help and could define an appropriate strate-
gic context within which to establish an arms

control regime, they may still lack the technical
and organizational expertise necessary for
verifying compliance with the provisions of any
new agreement. It may only be with the assis-
tance of third parties capable of facilitating the
negotiation of an arms control regime and sub-
sequently assisting the parties in verifying their

~ agreement, that success would be possible.

This study seeks to challenge some of the
prevailing assumptions regarding the prospects
for regional arms control and verification by -
examining one case — the Sinai experience of
1973-82 — where an innovative approach to an
apparently intractable security problem did lead
to greater stability, confidence and subsequent
agreements between the parties. Guiding the
analysis are six propositions that serve to draw
out the lessons of the Sinai experience and its
potential relevance to other conflict settings.
These propositions are as follows:

®  Proposition 1
Arms control and verification regimes can
be created and sustained in regions plagued
by endemic violence.

®  Proposition 2 :
Third parties can facilitate the creation of
arms control regimes as well as assist the
parties in verifying new agreements.

®  Proposition 3
Effective verification measures can contrib-
ute significantly to risk management and
confidence-building in disputes where there
is little or no history of conflict management.

®  Proposition 4
Technology-intensive verification procedures
can be integrated with more traditional
kinds of peacekeeping operations in order to
strengthen the compliance process.



® Proposition 5
With appropriate modification, elements of
the Sinai model can be applied to other
regional conflict settings.

® Proposition 6
Third parties, including countries like
Canada, can make a significant contribution
to the verification of regional arms control
agreements.

Part I of this study provides an overview of
the Sinai experience from 1973 to 1982. Special
emphasis is placed on the multimethod and
interlocking nature of the verification system
utilized for monitoring compliance with the
Sinai I and Sinai II Disengagement Agreements
and the Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty of 1979. Part
II examines the political-military, geographical
and technical factors that made up the prerequi-
sites for success in the Sinai case and offers
some lessons for arms control verification and
risk management. In Part III, the application of
the Sinai model to other conflict settings as well
as the potential impediments to implementation
are discussed. The paper concludes with a
review of the propositions offered in the
introduction.



The Sinai Experience: Lessons in Multimethod
Arms Control Verification and Risk Management

Part I

- Overview of the Sinai Experience

1. Negotiating Disengagement 1973-75:
Educating the Parties in Incremental
Risk-taking

Even before becoming Secretary of State in
1973, Henry Kissinger was critical of previous
American approaches designed to bring about a
comprehensive solution to the long-standing
Arab-Israeli conflict. Aware of the diplomatic
momentum that could be developed if the par-
ties were to offer tactical concessions on the
marginal issues of mutual interest to both sides,
Kissinger opted for an incremental approach
that would give the disputants time to work out
common interests and differences gradually as
negotiations proceeded.

In Kissinger's view, step-by-step negotiations
would allow the Arab states and Israel to see
some progress at an early daté. This, in turn,
would educate the parties with respect to the
rewards of self-restraint and the utility of con-
cessions.? The 1973 October War provided
Kissinger with the opportunity to put his theory
to the test and to create the conditions neces-
sary for peacemaking. The postwar cease-fire
and its subsequent codification in the Six-Point
Agreement signed by Egypt and Israel on
November 11, 1973, demonstrated the parties’
intent to end the state of hostilities and to
reverse those policies that, heretofore, had sus-
tained the conflict. As the first step in the
confidence-building process, the cease-fire served
to stabilize the military relationship between the
two belligerents. Most notably, it served to
maintain a stalemated military situation in
which efforts to mediate the conflict and to
establish non-belligerent contacts could begin.

To further ensure the stability of the imme-
diate postwar situation, the newly formed
United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF II) was
called upon to perform a number of peacekeep-

1 Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1982), p. 636.

ing and verification functions including (1) pre-
venting further entanglement of the Egyptian
and Israeli forces; (2) assuming control of and
establishing checkpoints along the Cairo-Suez
Road; (3) working with the Israelis to verify the
non-military nature of cargo supplied to the
encircled Egyptian Third Army; and (4) having
the UNEF commander serve as the chairman of
the “Kilometre 101" Egyptian-Israeli military
disengagement negotiations.?

The “Kilometre 101" negotiations were as
important in form as they were in substance.
Professional Egyptian and Israeli military
officers — meeting face-to-face for the first time
in 25 years — began to negotiate specific details
regarding the separation of forces. That these
talks occurred at all, was evidence of Kissinger's
skill in persuading President Sadat to subsume
his demand for a return to the October 22
cease-fire lines and to seek instead a broader
Israeli withdrawal of forces as part of a disen-

" gagement agreement. To merely remove Israel

from the west bank of the Suez Canal, Kissinger
argued, would accomplish very little. The
important thing was to produce a more substan-
tial Israeli withdrawal into the Sinai that both -
sides would perceive as the beginning of an
ongoing process.?

2 Michael Comay, “UN Peacekeeping in the Israel-Arab
Contflict, 1948-1975: An Israeli Critique”, Jerusalem
Papers on Peace Problems, No. 17-18 (1976) p. 33.

Henry Kissinger, Years of Upheaval, p. 639.
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gagement process. Unfortunately, neither Egypt
nor Israel felt compelled at this juncture to offer
the more extensive concessions necessary to pro-
duce an agreement. For its part, Egypt demanded
that Israel withdraw to a line east of the crucial
Mitla and Gidi passes and agree to return the
oil fields at Abu Rudeis. Israel, however, fully
aware of the strategic importance of the passes,
insisted on maintaining its long-established elec-
tronic surveillance station at Gidi and refused to
accept the Egyptian demand regarding the oil
fields. To emphasize Israel’s concern over losing
strategic depth, Defence Minister Shimon Peres
argued:

It is a question not just of the Passes but of
our military [intelligence] installations that
have no offensive purpose and are neces-
sary. The previous Government could not
overcome the psychological blow that the
Syrians and the Egyptians launched a sur-
prise attack. We need an early warning sys-
tem. We need 12 hours of warning. Under
the proposed agreement we’'d have only
six.®

In addition to keeping its early warning sta-
tion, the Israeli leadership sought a formal
Egyptian declaration of non-belligerency, one
that would effectively remove Egypt from the
Arab war coalition.

The deadlock between the two belligerents
was ultimately broken on March 25, 1975,
when President Sadat announced that Egypt
would reopen the Suez Canal and approve a
three-month extension of the UNEF mandate
beyond its April 1975 expiry date. These signifi-
cant political gestures permitted negotiations to
resume. Capitalizing on these developments,
Secretary Kissinger engaged in another round of
“shuttle diplomacy” aimed at achieving a more
extensive disengagement of forces in the Sinai.

6 Nadar Safran, Israel: The Embattled Ally (Cambridge
MA: Harvard University Press, 1978), p. 546.

3. The Sinai II Agreement: Building Upon
Precedent, 1975-79

3(a) Overview

Having already accepted the idea of a demili-
tarized buffer zone controlled by the UNEF with
adjacent limited force zones monitored by the
UNEEF, the parties offered no objections to
implementing an extended version of these
measures as part of a second disengagement
agreement. Israel agreed to withdraw from the
Mitla and Gidi passes, which would be included
in the new UN buffer zone, and to quit the oil
fields at Abu Rudeis. Still highly suspicious of
the Egyptians, however, and remembering well
the sudden withdrawal of the UNEF in 1967,
Israel balked at the idea of foregoing its strate-
gic surveillance station at the western end of the

Gidi Pass.

This problem was resolved when the parties
agreed that Egypt would be permitted to build
and maintain a surveillance station similar to
Israel's at the eastern end of the Gidi Pass. In
addition, at the request of both Egypt and
Israel, the United States agreed to become
directly involved in the implementation of the
Agreement, including its verification. This US
decision to participate provided both parties
with sufficient confidence to sign the Sinai II
Agreement on September 4, 1975.7 Each
believed the series of interlocking verification
measures — UN monitoring of compliance with
agreed force levels and monitoring of access to
the passes by the parties themselves as well as
by the US — would provide a level of confi-
dence commensurate with their security con-
cerns. In short, both parties believed the Agree-
ment was structured such that neither side

For the full text of the Sinai Il Agreement of September
4, 1975 see United States Sinai Support Mission,
Report to the Congress (Washington, D.C.: Depart-
ment of State, 1982), Annex A.
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‘would be better off — or at least not worse off

— by adhering to its terms.

In accordance with the terms of the Annex to
the Sinai II Agreement, the United States was
entrusted with three critical verification
missions:

* monitoring the Mitla and Gidi Pass areas of
the Sinai buffer zone;

* monitoring the operations of the Egyptian
and Israeli surveillance stations; and

® undertaking aerial reconnaissance missions
over the areas covered by the Agreement.

In addition to these three explicit under-
takings, it is likely that the US monitored com-
pliance by the parties using its own national
technical means (NTM), including satellite
systems.?

8  Stansfield Turner, “Opening the World's Skies for
Mankind”, Space Policy (November 1985), p. 358.
Turner notes: “For over ten years following the 1967
Arab-Israeli War, we (the US) provided special intelli-
gence services to Egypt and Israel in the form of aerial
photographs taken monthly of the Sinai desert”. It may
be assumed that during this same period (and beyond)
the US undertook space surveillance to verify com-
pliance with the Sinai I and Sinai Il Agreements and
the Peace Treaty. What is not clear is whether the data
from the space surveillance was transmitted-to the
parties.

3(b) The US Early Warning System

The American agreement to operate a
ground-based early warning system in the stra-
tegic Mitla and Gidi passes on behalf of Egypt
and Israel represented an innovative approach
to a highly sensitive security problem. Estab-
lished by presidential directive on November 14,
1975, the US Sinai Support Mission (SSM) was
charged with the responsibility of providing
Egypt, Israel and the UN with tactical early
warning of any unauthorized movement of
armed forces (other than those of the UN) into
the passes or any preparation for such move-
ment.? Situated in the State Department in
Washington, the SSM was managed (until its
closing in September 1982) by a director serving
as special representative to the President. Sup-
porting the director in his duties were senior
representatives of the State Department, the
Department of Defense, the Agency for Interna-
tional Development, the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency and the Central Intelligence
Agency, all of whom served as members of the
Sinai Interagency Board.

The initial task of the SSM was to establish
the Sinai Field Mission (SFM) that would be
responsible for operating watch stations, sensor
fields, a supporting base camp, and a communi-
cations network. In order to ensure the comple-
tion of this task before February 22, 1976, the
date on which the phased turnover of Sinai ter-
ritory to the UN by Israel would be completed,
the SSM asked relevant companies in the pri-
vate sector to submit contract proposals.
E-Systems Inc., a Texas-based company engaged
in producing a variety of electronic systems,
was awarded the contract. First priorities for
E-Systems included installation of the sensor
and communication equipment, both of which

9 United States Sinai Support Mission, Watch in the

Sinai (Washington, D.C.: Department of State, 1980),
p. 6.
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were essential for the performance of verifica-
tion functions. Initial construction, engineering
-and US government costs amounted to

$25 million (US).1°

To perform its early warning detection, iden-
tification and reporting functions,* the United
States established three watch stations staffed
exclusively with civilian personnel and four
unmanned sensor fields equipped with line,
point, and imaging sensors to scan the entrances
to the passes, fixing positions and determining
the size, speed, nature and direction of intruders.
The sensors used in the passes were placed in
strings several thousand metres long on the
roads and trails leading through and across the .
passes.

10 United States Sinai Support Mission, Report to the
Congress (Washington, D.C.: Department of State,
April 13, 1976), p. 35.

1 The term “early warning system” and “verification

system” are used in this paper somewhat differently
than used by the parties to the Sinai Agreements and
by other analysts. (For somewhat different views of
this terminology see Watch in The Sinai (see note 9),
and D. Barton, “The Sinai Peacekeeping Experience: A
Verification Paradigm for Europe”, In SIPRI Yearbook,
1985 (London: Taylor and Frandis, 1985), pp. 541-564.)
This paper takes the view that any technical informa-
tion gathering system such as a ground-based monitor-
ing system (or the “early warning system” as it was
termed by the parties) or aerial photo-reconnaissance
form components of a verification system as long as
the information gathered is used to assess compliance
with commitments under an agreement. Similarly, on-
site inspection and control posts form elements of a
verification system. It is important to note that the
components of the verification system in the Sinai
Agreements changed over time as did the duties
assigned to particular countries and organizations
respecting these components.

i) Components of the Ground Sensor System

The following five automatic sensors, involv-
ing numerous detection capabilities, were used
in the Sinai. These sensors incorporated the
detection principles of seismic, acoustic, infra-
red, magnetic, electromagnetic, pressure, electric
and earth strain disturbances.??

S5CS The Strain Sensitive Cable Sensor
was a miniature coaxial cable of
several hundred metres in length.
Buried in the ground, it served as
an invisible electromagnetic fence
that registered the movement of

_ people or vehicles across it.

PIRCS The Passive Infra-red Confirming
Scanner detected intrusions into
the area it scanned. The infra-red
picture produced by the scanner
allowed operators to distinguish
between people and vehicles, to
count numbers and to specify
direction and speed.

MINISID Il Miniature Seismic Intrusion Detec-
tors were used to detect earth
vibrations produced by moving
personnel or vehicles. This system
could, in the sandy soil of the
Sinai, detect a vehicle at
500 metres and a person at
50 metres. Tamper-proof and
battery-operated, the detection
devices were positioned just under-
neath the surface, close to the
entrance of the passes.

12 United States Sinai Support Mission, Watch in the

Sinai, p. 25. See also David Barton, *The Sinai Peace-
keeping Experience”, pp. 546-547.
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AAU

DIRID

Used in conjunction with MINISID
III, the Acoustic Add-on Units
were auxiliary devices that detected
and transmitted sounds within the
sensor field back to the watch
station.

Once the MINISID detected intru-
sions, the AAU was triggered with
the resulting acoustic information
transmitted to the watch station
operator for identification. The
type of intruder could be deduced
from its sound pattern.

Directional Infra-red Intrusion
Detectors were employed to sense
temperature differences between an
intruder and the background. As a
passive optical device, with two
fields of view, DIRID were capa-
ble of confirming an intruding
presence and reading the direction
of movement.

Each sensor field, consisting of the sensor
types described above, relayed data to a watch
station where radio frequency transmissions
from individual sensors were automatically
received, decoded and displayed on a chart
recorder. The order and rate of the activations
along the sensor strings were monitored by an
operator. By following the progress of an
intruder through the sensor field, the observer
could determine the location of the intrusion,
the direction and speed of travel, the number of
objects, and their approximate size. Final identi-
fication of the intruder was made in the watch
station using visual aids. During daylight hours,
observers used powerful wide-angle Zeiss 15 X
60 prism binoculars to confirm authorized
movements or to identify the exact nature of
unauthorized objects or movements.?® For night
operations, observers used terrestrial telescopes

with high-powered wide-angle image intensifiers.

These devices permitted watch station observers
a range of 20 km during the day and 5 km at
night.1* At Gidi West, however, where the sen-
sor field was only covered by an unmanned
watch station, a remotely controlled imaging
infra-red sensor was used to produce images
similar to a television picture.

While sensor surveillance proved capable of
producing timely information regarding the
nature of intrusions, there were conditions
under which the ability of the SFM to identify
activity in the sensor fields deteriorated. In par-
ticular, conditions of poor visibility created by
dust or ground fog often precluded optimum
use of the optical and electro-optical
equipment.!s

13 David Barton, “The Sinai Peacekeeping Experience”,

p- 547.

¥ Jbid.

15 In order to overcome this problem, SFM technicians

began working with thermal imaging devices. Similar
to FLIR (forward-looking infra-red system), these
devices detect infra-red energy emitted by objects
within the field of view and are insensitive to visible
light. Since thermal devices receive the longer wave
length infra-red energy, dust and fog are less of a
problem than for visible light equipment. See United
States Sinai Support Mission, Report to the Congress,
April 13, 1978, p. 12.

10



11

The Sinai Experience: Lessons in Multimethod
Arms Control Verification and Risk Management

ii) Efforts to Improve the Early Warning System

During the course of operations, SFM staff
searched for ways to reduce the manpower
required to operate the early warning system
without sacrificing efficiency and effectiveness.
A number of alternatives for substituting per-
sonnel with additional advanced technology
were considered. These included centralized
detection and identification patrols, centralized
detection and identification by remote imaging
devices, substituting radar for the unattended
groups of sensors, and centralized radar detec-
tion and remote imaging.1® From a technical
point of view, all of these options were attrac-
tive. A large reduction in manpower, however,
did not fit with the political importance of
ensuring credibility for the American promise to
guarantee the agreement. The requirement to
sustain this political symbolism precluded using
technical measures that could have substantially
reduced manpower.

In order to improve the system’s technical
efficiency while preserving its political-symbolic
mission, a centralized detection system was
eventually installed with the identification func-

16 Alternatives involving advanced technology and proce-
dures considered by the SFM as substitutes for person-
nel included:

1. Centralized detection and identification patrols:

— Removal of all personnel from watch stations
and a centralized facility is established for moni-
toring alarms transmitted by unattended ground
sensors whenever an intrusion occurs. Identifica-
tion is done by jeep or airborne patrol.

2. Centralized detection and identification by remote
imaging devices:

— All personnel removed from watch station.

— Both the detection and identification functions
are performed from a centralized facility.

— All unattended ground sensor alarms are trans-
mitted to this centralized facility where watch
personnel immediately analyze them to deter-
mine whether an intrusion has occurred and
operate remotely controlled day and night tele-
vision cameras overlooking the sensor fields.

— The pictures are transmitted back to the central-

ized facility where the camera operator identifies

the intruder.

tion left to the SFM, without any subsequent
reduction in personnel. Prior to these improve-
ments, introduced on March 1, 1978, sensor
activations had been received on “strip charts”
that watch station personnel would analyze to
determine the nature of the intrusion. These
findings were then relayed from the watch sta-
tions to the operations centre at SFM Head-
quarters. With the new centralized detection
system, signals were relayed directly from the
sensor fields to the operations centre at SFM
Headquarters where all activations were instan-
taneously displayed on a small-scale map of the
early warning area. Once the sensor activation
lit up small bulbs on the map, the personnel on
duty could instantly see the location of an
intrusion and, by observing the number of sen-
sors that had been activated in a line perpendi-
cular to the road, determine the nature of the
object in question.?” This centralized detection

3. Substitution of radar for the unattended ground
sensors:

— Unattended ground sensors are replaced with
ground surveillance radars.

— Each of these radar devices can cover a much
larger area than an unattended ground sensor
and can improve the performance of the system
by providing better identification under adverse
climatic conditions.

— When an intrusion occurs the radar transmits an
alarm to the watch station where watch-station
personnel identify the intruder.

4. Centralized radar detection and remote imaging:
— A combination of numbers 2 and 3.

— Unattended ground sensors are replaced by
ground surveillance radars and television cam-
eras with both day and night capability are used
for identification of intrusions.

~— Both radar activations and video signals are
transmitted directly to a centralized monitoring
facility. .

Cited in United States Sinai Support Mission, Report
to the Congress, April 13, 1977, pp. 9-13.

17 United States Sinai Support Mission, Report to the

Congress, April 13, 1978, pp. 10-11.
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greatly improved the timeliness, accuracy and
completeness of the early warning detection
process.

The early warning system was further
enhanced on June 20, 1978, with the installation
of a remotely controlled day and night televi-
sion camera overlooking the Gidi West sensor
field. Prior to the camera’s installation, this
field could not be seen from either the watch
station or SFM Headquarters, thus creating a
significant delay before objects passing through
the field could be identified. The use of remote
imaging, however, allowed a camera operator
at Gidi East — some 22.5 km away — to iden-
tify an object shortly after it first entered the
Gidi West sensor field. The sounding of a
sensor alarm alerted the operator who then
focussed the camera on the activated sensor and
observed any activity on a TV monitor. Remote
imaging, then, provided an observation capabil-

ity nearly as good as the visual capability of the-

manned watch stations associated with the other
three sensor fields.1®

Beyond working to improve detection and
identification functions on the ground, the field
staff sought to improve the detection and identi-
fication of aircraft flying over the early warning
area. Originally conceived as observation posts
from which only ground activity was to be
monitored, the three watch stations were not
well suited to observing aircraft, which could
approach the watch stations from any angle and
pass over them undetected.’® To remedy this
“blind spot”, observation booths with optical
and electro-optical equipment were positioned
on top of each watch station.

18 Ibid., p. 7.

9 Ibid., p. 12.

3(c) US Monitoring of the Egyptian-Israeli
National Surveillance Stations

In accordance with the terms of the Sinai II
Agreement, Egypt and Israel were each allowed
to operate one national surveillance station (at
each end of the Gidi Pass) whose functions were
to be limited to visual and electronic surveil-
lance. Each station, staffed by no more than
250 personnel, was prohibited from housing
offensive weapons, though small arms were per-
mitted. SFM civilian liaison officers were
charged with the responsibility of verifying the
procedures at each surveillance station. Present
at both stations at all times, a US civilian liai-
son officer performed the monitoring duties
from a small building overlooking and adjacent
to the entrance gate of the assigned station.
Equipped with a primary VHF communications
system, the liaison officer was assured of instant
access to the SFM Headquarters and was also
able to facilitate communication between SFM
Headquarters and the two national stations.®
Concerned with maintaining credibility, US per-
sonnel sought to execute their role in a strictly
even-handed manner by ensuring that identical

verification procedures were used at each station.

20 United States Sinai Support Mission, Report to the
Congress, April 13, 1976, p. 26.

®
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A

Similar to the earlier U-2R strategic reconnaissance air-
craft, though slightly larger, the Lockheed TR-1 tactical
reconnaissance aircraft is basically a powered sailplane.
The TR-1 went into service with the US Air Force in
1981. Aircraft such as these may have been used by
the US to provide aerial photography to Israel and
Egypt during the Sinai Disengagement Agreements

and the Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty. (Photo courtesy

of US Department of Defense).

3(d) US Aerial Reconnaissance

In accordance with the Sinai II Agreement,
the US carried out aerial reconnaissance mis-
sions, one every seven to ten days, or whenever
it received a special request from Egypt, Israel
or the UNEF. Surveillance missions were under-
taken over the buffer zone and limited arma-
ments and forces zones with mission results
made available to the parties.?

3(e) Egyptian and Israeli National Means of
Verification

There were two major components to the
adversaries’ national means of verification: the
national surveillance stations (NSS) located in
the Sinai and aerial surveillance. Not much
information is openly available concerning the
operations of the NSS (see discussion above).
Beyond operating their respective surveillance
stations, Egypt and Israel were also permitted to
fly reconnaissance aircraft freely to the border
of the buffer zone and to fly up to the middle
line of the buffer zone on a schedule agreeable
to both sides.

21 See Table I for details of US aerial reconnaissance

responsibilities under the Sinai II Agreement.
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Table 1
Evolution of the Multimethod Interlocking Verification System in the Sinai
METHOD SINAI 1 SINAI II
January 18, 1974 September 4, 1975
A. GROUND 1) Buffer zone of complete 1) Buffer zone of complete

1) Third Party

2) National Means

B. AIR

disengagement.
2) Zones of limited forces.

UNEEF stationed in buffer zone;
inspection by existing proce-
dures (i.e., on-site inspection).

Egyptian and Israeli liaison
officers attached to UNEF to
observe and facilitate UNEF
activities in the buffer zone and
limited forces zones.

No formal aerial surveillance by
Egypt, Israel or third parties
stipulated by the Agreement. As
noted in the Sinai II Agreement,
there was to be a continuation
of aerial reconnaissance mis-
sions over the areas covered by
the agreement following the
same procedures already in
practice.

disengagement.

2) Zones of limited forces.

3) Monitoring of Egyptian civil
administration of Gulf of
Suez zone.

1) UNEEF stationed in buffer
zone, .

2) UNEF monitoring Egyptian
civilian administration in
Gulf of Suez zone.

3) US operation of early warn-
ing system in the buffer
zone.

a) US civilians operated three
manned watch stations
and four unmanned sensor
fields to provide tactical
early warning.

b) US civilians verified opera-
tions of national surveil-
lance stations.

Egypt and Israel each operated
a national surveillance station
to provide strategic early
warning.

Reconnaissance missions over
the areas covered by the
Agreement.
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Table 1 continued

METHOD

2) National Means

C. SPACE

D. CONSULTATIVE
MECHANISM

Agreement.

No national surveillance of
buffer zones and limited forces
zones, but Egyptian and Israeli
air operations permitted to
respective lines of disengage-
ment without interference.

Not formally mentioned in
Agreement, though photo
reconnaissance assumed to be

performed by US.

The verification system was
administered/implemented by
the military representatives of
Egypt and Israel under the aegis
of the UN through the “Kilo-
metre 101" talks.

SINAI I SINAI II
January 18, 1974 September 4, 1975
1) Third Party No formal role in this US reconnaissance missions, one

every seven to ten days, or at
the request of Egypt, Israel or
the UNEF. Aerial surveillance
undertaken over buffer zone
and limited forces zones.

Egypt and Israel permitted to
conduct reconnaissance flights
up to middle of buffer zone in
an agreed schedule. Aircraft
from either side permitted to fly
freely up to forward line of
their respective zones.

Not formally mentioned in
Agreement, though photo
reconnaissance assumed to be
performed by US.

Joint Commission established to
resolve problems of implement-
ing disengagement and to pre-

vent errors of misinterpretation.

=t
>

i
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Table 1 continued

Evolution of the Multimethod Interlocking Verification System in the Sinai

PEACE TREATY March 26, 1979

1) Third Party

2) National Means

B. AIR

1) Third Party

2) National Means

ited forces associated with inte-
rim withdrawals.

1) United Nations Force and
Observers (later the SEM)***
supervises implementation of
Treaty and prevents viola-
tions of terms of withdrawal.
a) Periodic inspections in the

limited forces zones; car-
ried out at least twice each
month.

b) Observation in the tempo-
rary buffer zone.

c) Performance of recon-
naissance patrols and
establishment of observa-
tion posts along the
international boundary,
along Line B and within
Zone C.

Israel only: four military techni-
cal installations in the buffer
zone (to be withdrawn at time
of complete Israeli withdrawal).
Egypt and Israel permitted to
operate early warning systems
in Zones A and D.

Aerial surveillance in accord-
ance with previous agreements.

US provision of airborne sur-
veillance flights in accordance
with previous agreements until
the completion of final Israeli
withdrawal. Either party or the
UNEF could request additional
inspection flights.

Reconnaissance flights by Egypt
and Israel only over Zones A
and D respectively

METHOD 1. Withdrawal Period II. (MFO) Post Withdrawal
(1979-April 1982)* Period
(April 1982 — present)**
A. GROUND Buffer zones and zones of lim- |Four zones established (A, B,

C, D).

1) MFO operation of check-
points, reconnaissance patrols
and observation posts along
the international boundary
and along Line B within
Zone C.

a) Periodic inspection of the
implementation of Treaty
provisions regarding the
zones of limited
armaments.

b) Additional inspections
within 48 hours after
receiving a request from
either party.

Verification flights by MFO air-
craft cleared with the authori-
ties of the respective parties.

Reconnaissance flights by Egypt
and Israel only over Zones A
and D respectively.
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Table 1 continued

PEACE TREATY March 26, 1979

D. CONSULTATIVE
MECHANISM

METHOD 1. Withdrawal Period II. (MFO) Post Withdrawal
(1979 - April 1982)* Period

(April 1982 - present)**

C. SPACE Not formally mentioned in Not formally mentioned in

Treaty, though photo reconnais-

sance assumed to be performed
by US.

Joint Commission and Liaison

System established to:

1) Supervise implementation of
Treaty arrangements.

2) Co-ordinate military move-
ments and supervise their
implementation.

3) Seek to resolve any problems
arising out of Treaty
implementation.

4) Discuss Treaty violations
reported by the UN Force
and Observers and refer to
Israel and Egypt any unre-
solved problems.

5) Assist the UN Force and
Observers in executing their
mandate.

6) Deal with timetables of
periodic inspections.

Treaty, though photo reconnaisH
sance assumed to be performed
by US.

MFO reports summarizing the
findings of checkpoints, obser-
vation posts and reconnaissance
patrols transmitted to Egypt
and Israel through the Liaison
System.

Treaty.

L 2

In accordance with the actual terms of the Peace

With the Soviet veto of further UN participation in the

Peace Treaty process, the Multinational Force and
Observers (MFO) undertook the functions and respon-
sibilities stipulated in the Treaty for the UN Force and

Observers.

American SFM continued operations in accordance

with previous agreements until Israeli withdrawal east
of the passes (and thereafter terminated).

18
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3(g) The Compliance Record 1976-80

The early warning component of the verifica-
tion system in the Sinai operated from February
22, 1976, to January 25, 1980. During this
period 90 violations were reported to Egypt,
Israel and the UN of which 67 were attributed
to Israel; Egypt accounted for only 2 violations.
Nineteen unidentified aircraft overflights and
two unauthorized personnel intrusions accounted
for the remainder. The high number of Israeli
violations may be explained by the fact that the
Israeli limited forces zone shared a common
border with the early warning zone, whereas
the buffer zone separated the early warning
zone from the Egyptian limited-force zone.?* For
the most part, all violations were deemed to be
small infractions easily detected, identified and
corrected with the assistance of the highly effec-
tive reporting and consultative components of
the verification system. In its four years of
operation, the verification system managed suc-
cessfully to safeguard the integrity of the Sinai
II Agreement. The use of the Joint Commission
(see Table 1) by the parties to resolve ambig-
uous situations also greatly enhanced the confi-
dence of the parties in the new security arrange-
ments in the Sinai. The task assigned to the
Joint Commission by Article VI of the Sinai II
Agreement was to consider any problem arising
from the Agreement and to assist the UNEF in
the execution of its mandate. The commission
met under the chairmanship of the Chief Co-
ordinator of the United Nations Peacekeeping
Missions in the Middle East or his representa-
tive. It was composed of each party to the
Agreement.

24 United States Sinai Support Mission, Watch in the
Sinai, p. 30. There were more Israeli violations due to
the location of the early warning system within the
Sinai buffer zone. Because the eastern end of the early
warning area was contiguous with the western edge of
the Israeli limited forces zone, shallow penetrations by

Israelis into the early warning area were readily detected.

The western boundary, however, was approximately
five miles east of the Egyptian limited forces zone so
possible similar penetrations of the buffer zone by the
Egyptians were beyond the early warning area and
hence not detected. See United States Sinai Support
Mission, Report to the Congress, April 13, 1977, p. 7.

4. The Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty: Consolidating
Past Achievements, 1979-82

4(a) Overview

The second phase of Sinai verification opera-
tions began after the signing of the Egypt-Israel
Peace Treaty on March 26, 1979. Following 30
years of conflict, Egypt and Israel agreed to for-
malize security arrangements along their com-
mon border. Complete withdrawal by Israel
from the Sinai was, however, contingent upon
the guarantee of satisfactory security arrange-
ments. In accordance with the Treaty, the par-
ties agreed to the stationing of UN personnel in
the area to supervise the implementation of
various Treaty terms and to prevent any
violations.®

Unfortunately, even before the actual signing
of the Peace Treaty, the Soviet Union insisted
that it would veto the participation by the UN
in the implementation of the Treaty. In antici-
pation of the Soviet veto, which reflected
Moscow’s displeasure with the Camp David
accords, and unilateral American mediation
efforts in particular, the US provided the parties
with a letter (as part of the Peace Treaty pack-.
age) in which Washington agreed that if the UN
Security Council failed to establish and main-
tain the arrangements called for in the Treaty
the US “"would be prepared to take those steps
necessary to ensure the establishment and main-
tenance of an acceptable alternative multination-
al force” .2

As expected, when the UNEF Il mandate was
to be renewed on July 24, 1979, the Security
Council refused to extend its stay in the Sinai,
thereby ending the role the UNEF had played
since 1974. At the same time, Israel objected to
the deployment of the United Nations Truce
Supervision Organization (UNTSO) on the
grounds that UNTSO was unable to perform
the functions given to the “forces and

2 Mala Tabory, The Multinational Force and Observers
in the Sinai: Organization, Structure and Function
(Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 1986), p- 2.

26 Ibid., p. 3.
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observers” under the Treaty. With the elimina-
tion of the UN from the post-Treaty verification
process, it was imperative to implement alterna-
tive methods of supervision quickly. Shortly
after Israel undertook the initial steps in the
first phase of withdrawal to the El-Arish-Ras
Muhammed interim line, Egyptian, Israeli and
US officials met in Washington on September
18 to 19, 1979, to discuss alternative supervi-
sory options. The parties agreed to a three-
pronged interlocking approach: joint Egyptian-
Israeli supervision of an interim buffer zone (in
the El-Arish area); continued supervision by the
SFM of the remaining areas evacuated by Israel;
and continued US airborne surveillance flights
over the Sinai.?”

The three years of relative stability from the
beginning of the SFM's operations in 1976 until
the signing of the Peace Treaty had already
done much to convince both sides of the value
of mutual restraint. The successful blend of
technology and peacekeeping had persuaded
both sides that security need not be jeopardized
by territorial concessions or intrusive verifica-
tion measures, especially if the implementation
of any new agreement was to be supervised by
trusted and credible third parties. Thus, when
faced with the inability to renew the UNEF
mandate, the Egyptian and Israeli governments
requested that the SFM continue to supervise
the Israeli withdrawal from the Sinai from
February 1980 to April 1982, rather than to dis-
band in January 1980 as stipulated in the Peace
Treaty. The successful precedent of the SFM's
past operation provided the parties with an
attractive option.

7 Ibid., pp. 4-6.

4(b) New Sinai Field Mission Verification
Responsibilities: On-Site Inspection and
Aerial Patrols

In light of the new security arrangements pre-
scribed by the Treaty, the functions of the SFM
along with the US role in Sinai had to be modi-
fied. New SFM responsibilities in accordance
with the terms of the Peace Treaty included
inspections of Egyptian military installations in
the buffer zones and of the four Israeli technical
stations located in the interim buffer zone.?® US
surveillance flights seem now to have been per-
formed by the SFM on a weekly basis to verify
compliance with force level and personnel
limitations.

In order to fulfil these new responsibilities, a
number of changes were required in the areas of
communication and aircraft support. For exam-
ple, the SFM was still limited to a staff of no
more than 200 American civilian personnel even
though it was now responsible for covering
about 38 850 km? (i.e., two-thirds of the Sinai)
rather than the approximately 622 km? it had
monitored previously.? Operationally, this
meant inspection teams required the extensive
use of helicopters as well as short take-off and
landing (STOL) aircraft.

SFM inspection teams undertook bi-monthly
on-site inspections of Egyptian military forces in
the two zones of limited armament (A and B)
and at the four Israeli technical sites in Zone C
(Zone D, the Israeli force limitation zone, was
originally to be monitored by UN observers).
Two days were required to inspect Zone A, one
day for Zone B and one day for the four Israeli
technical installations.? Inspections were con-
ducted by four three-member teams composed
of an SFM civilian liaison officer, the SFM
observer/advisor (a US civilian contract

28 For details of new US Sinai Field Mission verification
responsibilities see Table 1.

2 United States Sinai Support Mission, Peace in the
Sinai, pp. 2-3. :

0 Ibid., p. 9.
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employee trained to identify military organiza-
tion and equipment) and a liaison officer repre-
senting the party to be inspected. Each inspec-
tion took the form of a brief meeting with a
ranking officer of the unit to be inspected who
reported on the status of personnel and con-
trolled weapons in the sector and on any major
shift in the location of accountable units. This
meeting was followed by a visual check of
accountable vehicles, weapons and personnel.
Each of the three inspection team members
recorded his or her own account of controlled
items. Beyond providing a triple check on
accountable items, this procedure reduced the
likelihood of having the count challenged later
by Egyptian or Israeli authorities.3

The Israeli technical sites in the Interim
Buffer Zone were inspected on a monthly basis.
SFM teams flew directly to the sites where they
counted personnel, and inspected operation
areas and defensive positions.3

SFM aerial reconnaissance of Zones A and B
(Egypt) was conducted over a two-day period,
prior to a scheduled on-site inspection. The
northern part of the two zones was surveyed on
the first day with the remainder surveyed the
following day. While aircraft normally flew at
altitudes of 244 to 305 metres, inspection teams
often undertook “close look surveillance of
various military formations and installations.3
Significantly, landings during reconnaissance
missions were not permitted except at desig-
nated refuelling points. Egypt and Israel, in
accordance with Treaty stipulation, could only
fly reconnaissance missions over Zones A and
D respectively.

Wherever possible, the same SFM personnel
carried out both the low-level aerial reconnais-
sance and the on-site inspection of the same sec-
tor during a given inspection cycle, thereby pro-

31 1bid., p. 10.
2 Ibid,
3 Ibid., p. 9.

viding increased familiarity with the location of
units and weapons being inspected. To counter
problems of over-familiarity and complacency,
however, assignments were rotated to give per-
sonnel a wider array of experience in all aspects
of the verification process.* Finally, to ensure
strict accountability, formal debriefings of all
inspection personnel were held after each
inspection. Using the various team reports, the
SFM Operations Unit prepared a consolidated
report of the inspection results, including a
tabulation of personnel and weapons counts.
Standardized reporting ensured that both parties
received only the information necessary to
verify Treaty compliance. This approach helped
the SFM avoid allegations of “probing” for the
purpose of military intelligence gathering.

4(c) The Compliance Record: 1979-82

Differences in Egyptian and Israeli military
organization and structure created problems of
interpretation over the nature of a “division”,
“allowable” fortifications and differences
between “"mortars” and “artillery pieces”. For
example, Israel claimed that Egypt had rein-
forced mechanized infantry divisions in Zone A,
a formation Israel regarded as contrary to a
“normal” mechanized infantry division. How-
ever, since Egypt did not exceed limitations on
weapons and personnel, the SFM recognized the
Egyptian version of a “division”.% Issues of
interpretation pertaining to distinctions between
mortars and artillery pieces (160 mm mortars
were classified as artillery pieces) and the num-
ber and location of field fortifications were
resolved by the SFM and, where necessary, by
the parties themselves in various meetings of the
Liaison System. The Liaison System was estab-
lished under Article VII of Annex 1 of the Peace
Treaty to take effect upon the dissolution of the
Joint Commission of the Sinai II Agreement. It
was intended to assess progress in implementing
the obligations assumed under the annex, to

¥ lbid.,

35 Ibid., p. 11.
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resolve problems that might arise, and to pre-
vent situations resulting from errors or miscal-
culations. Unresolved matters were to be refer-
red to higher military authorities. Both Egypt
and Israel established a Liaison Office headed
by a military officer. A direct telephone link
was set up between the two liaison offices and
each also had a direct link to the UN command.

From April 1980 to April 25, 1982, 29 viola-
tions were cited by the inspection teams;
27 were attributed to Egypt and 2 to Israel.®
None, however, were deemed serious enough to
undermine the integrity of the Peace Treaty
regime.

4(d) Phasing Out of the SFM: April 1982

At the time the Peace Treaty was signed, it
was presumed the UN would provide a peace-
keeping force to supervise the security arrange-
ments in the Sinai after Israel’s final withdrawal
on April 25, 1982. When it became apparent the
UN would be unable to fulfil this role, Ameri-
can, Egyptian and Israeli officials agreed to the
establishment of an alternative multilateral
force. On August 3, 1981, the parties signed a
Protocol to the Peace Treaty leading to the
creation of the Multinational Force and Observers
(MFO) in which US participation was requested
by Egypt and Israel.”” Beyond contributing an
infantry battalion, a logistics unit and a civilian
observer group, the US also provided the first
Director General of the force, Leamon R. Hunt.

The Sinai Support Mission (SSM) contributed
much technical and organizational expertise to
the critical start-up period of the MFO during
which it was essential to achieve the timely and
orderly transfer of the SFM's verification
responsibilities to the new observer group.
Moreover, the SSM staff assisted the Director
General's office in the administrative and legal
aspects of planning the MFO. Finally, the SSM
director served as senior advisor to the US dele-
gation in negotiations leading to the creation of
the multinational force.

3% Ibid., p. 12.

37 Ibid., p. 21.
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Part II

Multimethod Verification in the Sinai:
Prerequisites and Lessons

Having described the Sinai experience in his-
torical terms, the next step is to generalize from
this description by identifying the prerequisites
for the Sinai operation’s success and drawing
some appropriate lessons.

1. Key Characteristics of the Sinai Verification
Experience

A number of factors, integrated in a unique
manner, were responsible for the success of the
Sinai operation. A review of these will be criti-
cal in determining their applicability to other
cases. For analytical purposes, these factors can
be divided into three general sets: political-
military, geographic-physical environment, and
technical-operational. It is important to emphasize
that these categories overlap considerably.

1(a) Political-Military Factors

i)  In the aftermath of the 1973 October War,
military victory at tolerable costs was no
longer perceived by either side as a viable
military option; each party recognized that
it could not advance its national security
objectives unilaterally by prolonging the
conflict. -

ii)  Both parties wanted to avoid war and
demonstrated a commitment to peace-
building even in the absence of a prior his-
tory of restraint.

ili) The parties recognized that the future of
domestic political elites could be jeopard-
ized by the economic burdens imposed by
continuing the conflict.

iv) A third-party-assisted verification system,
operated by trusted and credible third par-
ties, was seen by the parties as a useful
mechanism for reducing fears of surprise
attack and war by miscalculation. In
short, the verification system contributed
to risk management.

v)

vi)

vii)

viii)

ix)

An active third-party role was essential to
negotiate and implement the disengage-
ment and verification process. The United
States, together with the UN, was willing
to bear much of the financial burden for
implementing the verification system.

Direct parties to the conflict viewed these
third parties as motivated to provide (and
capable of providing) substantial incentives
and disincentives for restraint on cross-
border incursions and military
preparations.

Military commanders and political leaders
believed that intrusive third-party verifica-
tion measures would not necessarily under-
mine national security objectives. Military
leaders believed the information and
reporting procedures associated with a
verification regime — that is, the high
degree of transparency associated with
such systems — would not create an intel-
ligence imbalance in favour of regional
adversaries and their external supporters.
Nor did they fear the verification system
would impose a loss of national independ-
ence or restrict the policy latitude that
might otherwise be available.

The presence of only two adversaries sim-
plified the task of developing a verification
system tailored to meet their particular
security requirements.

Both sides possessed sufficient technical
sophistication and discipline to undertake
the process of disengagement in an orderly
fashion.

Breaking down the overall process into
reciprocal step-by-step stages allowed the
parties to learn from the experience pro-
vided by precedent agreements. The incre-
mental nature of this approach was a key
factor in allowing the parties to develop
confidence in the risk management meas-
ures adopted to reduce this habitual mili-
tary conflict. With the signing of the Sinai
I Agreement, the parties accepted the util-
ity of demilitarized zones, buffer zones
and a thinning out of military forces at
intervals the closer they are to the border,
as a useful way to manage a changing
security relationship. With each new agree-
ment, Egypt and Israel were able to build
on preceding measures.

24
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xi) Each component of the verification system
had a clear and appropriate mandate. Both
parties recognized these limited mandates
and consequently, their expectations were,
for the most part, limited and realistic.

xii) The relative insulation of the disengage-
ment process from those unsympathetic
to the process — including sub-national
groups and guerrillas, as well as other
state actors — provided the parties with
an uninterrupted opportunity to build con-
fidence in their new relationship over time.

1(b) Geographic-Physical Factors

xiii) The Sinai presented very favourable geo-
graphic circumstances for the implementa-
tion of the disengagement and verification
scheme. The sparsely populated desert ter-
rain offered natural barriers and choke-
points that facilitated aerial surveillance
and on-site inspections. The Sinai’s terrain
and physical environment (including the
relatively stable climate) was particularly
well suited for easy target detection and
identification by advanced sensing devices,
thereby minimizing false alarms.

xiv) The parties to the agreements, as well as
the participating third parties, had only to
be concerned with one contiguous border.

1(c) Technical-Operational Factors

xv} The verification system was configured
in such a way as to create interlocking
responsibilities among the SFM, UNEF 1I,
and the national surveillance stations along
with Egyptian, Israeli and American aerial
surveillance. This contributed to the effi-
cient and effective use of resources. Each
of these components of the verification
system carried out its carefully prescribed
role within geographic areas that were lim-
ited, manageable and well-defined.

xvi) The use of mutually reinforcing multiple

verification methods (including ground, air
and space elements) provided a synergy
which enhanced the effectiveness of the
entire verification system. Watch stations
were installed where observer personnel
could monitor unattended sensor fields and
identify potential intrusions using high-
power binoculars, night observation
devices and remotely controlled day and
night television cameras. The UNEF, and
later the SFM, maintained complete con-
trol over the buffer zone and conducted
on-site inspections in the adjacent limited
forces zones.

US aerial reconnaissance was undertaken
over the UNEF buffer zone, the limited
forces zones and the Gidi and Mitla
passes. Under the terms of the 1979 Peace
Treaty, the US undertook more extensive
aerial inspections, while Egypt and Israel
also conducted aerial inspections within
zones adjacent to their national borders as
stipulated by the Sinai Il Agreement and
the Peace Treaty. While never explicitly
stated in formal documents, the United
States probably conducted satellite recon-
naissance missions over the buffer zone
and limited forces zones. Whether the
results of such space surveillance were ever
provided to the parties is not clear; how-
ever, the results of aerial reconnaissance
were given to the parties.

The final component of the verification
system was the procedures for dealing
with complaints and ambiguous situations
concerning compliance. These procedures
included the Joint Commission under Sinai
II and the Liaison Committee under the
1979 Peace Treaty. .

xvii) At the operational level, the verification

mission was unambiguous and comprehen-
sive. The verification mission included

(A) observing, documenting and reporting
on activities in areas defined by the disen-
gagement agreements and the Peace
Treaty; (B) patrolling borders separating
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the parties; (C) intercepting unauthorized
personnel and equipment from the limited
forces zones; (D) observing and inspecting
the equipment and troops of the parties;
(E) monitoring the transfers of military
equipment into zones of limitation as well
as their withdrawal; (F) monitoring instal-
lations and movements of ground vehicles,
aircraft and people; and, (G) investigating
allegations about threatening actions by
the parties toward each other, including
preparatory actions or build-ups.

The parties understood the technical limits
of the verification system (i.e., it was
complementary to, but not a substitute
for, national intelligence) and the kinds of
specific information it could and could not
provide. When specific concerns arose
about compliance, procedures such as
using the Joint Commission could be
followed to reassure the parties.

xviii) The verification system was technology-

intensive and highly innovative. In order
to operate with a minimum of personnel,
without sacrificing efficiency or effective-
ness, the SFM (with a maximum allowable
staff of 200) exploited and refined the
application of short-range and remote
sensing technology. By employing proven
technology, one person located at a moni-
toring facility could “watch” a border or
an area that otherwise would require a
substantial force to patrol. When an appa-
rent intrusion was detected, a small reac-
tion team could be dispatched to investi-
gate the incident.3

It is a principal argument of this paper that
technology-intensive verification methods can reduce
manpower requirements significantly and thereby ease
concerns regarding intrusiveness and sovereignty. The
question then arises, why, after the Israeli withdrawal
from the Sinai — with the SFM verification system
apparently working so well — did the parties opt for a
return to the more traditional kind of multinational
peacekeeping requiring much greater manpower and
heightened visibility on Egyptian territory? It is possi-
ble to speculate that with the full return of the Sinai to

xix) The verification system was flexible insofar
as its mission could be modified to reflect
inspection and compliance requirements in
new agreements. Since the SFM already
had the full support of the parties in fulfil-
ling its early warning responsibilities, it
was not difficult, when circumstances
changed, for the SFM to sustain its exist-
ing operations and modify its role in
accordance with the new inspection and
compliance requirements posed by the
Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty.

xx) The technical infrastructure of the verifica-
tion system (sensor and communication
systems) and its associated personnel were
not subject to interference or counter-
measures. Over the course of the six years
in which the verification system operated
in the Sinai, no intentional efforts were
made to interfere with its operation.
Egypt, Israel, the United States and the
UNEF were all keen to ensure the success
of the verification enterprise.

Egypt under a formal peace treaty, the political and
symbolic qualities of verification now assumed greater
importance than the technical and innovative require-
ments of verification. With both parties placing so
much at risk in signing the Treaty, it was incumbent
on Egypt, Israel and the United States (in the absence
of UN involvement) to demonstrate as much wide-
ranging political support for the new Treaty as possi-
ble. Within this context, the MFO would appear to ful-
fil an important political/symbolic requirement beyond
verifying compliance with the Peace Treaty.

®
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2. Ten Lessons from the Sinai Experience for
Arms Control Verification and Risk
Management

The success of the verification procedures in
the Sinai offer some important lessons regarding
the potential contribution of third-party-assisted
multimethod verification to regional conflict
management. As these lessons indicate, verifica-
tion served a number of functions (i.e., early
warning detection, deterrence and confidence-
building) the prominence of which varied with
time and context.

Lesson No. 1: Risk management perspective:
The verification process assists
the parties initially in managing
the short-term risks of agreement.

With the assistance of the United States,
Egypt and Israel implemented an elaborate veri-
fication system that enabled them to pursue a
limited accommodation even in the face of
ongoing mistrust. Initially, the verification
system served an important risk reduction func-
tion by dampening incentives for surprise
attack, thinning out forces near forward areas
and clarifying ambiguous activities. In this
sense, the detection function of verification was
paramount. Once the parties reconciled them-
selves to the constraints (as well as came to see
the benefits) associated with verification, confi-
dence in the system contributed to the gradual
building of confidence between the parties.

The Sinai experience indicates that in the
early phases of disengagement, the functions of
a verification system for the parties may be

quite different from later phases. For example,
in the immediate aftermath of hostilities, when
confidence is virtually non-existent and there is
an urgent need to implement risk management
procedures for a new agreement, the verification
system may be viewed by the parties mainly as
providing early warning. At this critical junc-
ture, (i.e., with an Israeli presence still in the
Sinai), the parties are concerned with having
sufficient warning time to mount an adequate :
and immediate military response to counter any

threat. In relinquishing strategic depth, Israel

required a verification system that would warn

of a rapid reinforcement of Egyptian forces in

the Sinai which could then surge through the

passes. For its part, in the aftermath of the

October War, Egypt needed confirmation that

Israeli forces would not again be within striking

distance of the Egyptian heartland.

Lesson No. 2: Confidence-building perspective:
The confidence-building function
of verification is critical where
the verification system itself is
the centrepiece of a very tenuous
relationship with no history
of conflict management and
where there is a fear that non-
compliance will result in the use
of force.

In the highly charged atmosphere that char-
acterized the early stages of the Sinai expe- |
rience, incentives for mutual recrimination and
defection were sufficiently significant to require
the verification system — both in symbolic and
strategic terms — to prove itself operationally
effective and thereby provide the parties with
initial confidence. In this environment, the col-
lapse of the verification regime due to non- .
compliance might have resulted in a return to
the use of force to resolve fundamental differ-
ences. This was especially the case for Egypt
and Israel where the breakdown of the regime
would have heightened feelings of strategic vul- |
nerability as both sides maintained armed forces
dangerously close to each other in the Sinai. |
Though there were strong political and military |
incentives on each side to avoid another war,
the successful operation of the verification

v
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system itself was crucial in reinforcing new atti-
tudes toward management of the Arab-Israeli
conflict.

- However, once the verification system had
withstood the initial “litmus test” of intentions,
thereby strengthening the domestic position of
those in power who had opted for a policy of
disengagement rather than confrontation, a
growing record of demonstrated compliance fur-
ther buttressed confidence. For Egypt and Israel,
the signing of the 1979 Peace Treaty was due,
in large part, to the successful record of the
verification system in the three years preceding
the Treaty. With the assistance of the United
States, the UNEF and the Joint Commission (for
clarifying ambiguous activities), the parties
proved capable of coping with small technical
violations in a way that did not fuel suspicion
or undermine the integrity of the Sinai I Agree-
ment. In short, between 1976 and 1979, both
sides had invested so heavily in the success of
the verification enterprise that defection would
have been politically and strategically counter-
productive. Thus, both the effective operation
of the verification system and a successful rec-
ord of demonstrated compliance led to increased
confidence among the parties.

Contrary to the popular proposition that
political co-operation and a general easing of
tensions must precede progress in arms control,
the Sinai case strongly suggests that confidence
emanating from the successful verification of a
military agreement can precede and ultimately

advance political accommodation between the
parties. An effective verification system in the
Sinai helped to build trust between the parties.

In the context of this lesson, it is interesting
to speculate whether the confidence-building
function of verification varies in importance
depending on the countries involved. The
confidence-building function may be less critical
for states that have long-established political
relations and institutionalized rules for conflict
management. In contrast, it may be more
important for proximate hostile states who per-
ceive their conflict in more immediate terms and
have no experience in generating co-operative
behaviour. More specifically, one might ask
whether the confidence-building function of
verification is less important for the US and the
Soviet Union (than the deterrence and detection
functions) owing to the availability of alterna- 28
tive mechanisms for coping with serious dis-
agreements on matters of national security. It
might be argued that the implications of “back-
sliding” from a primary commitment may be
less threatening in more stable adversary rela-
tionships where there are more numerous inter-
actions and agreements from which to extrapo-
late proof of compliance and future intentions.

Lesson No. 3: In conflict-prone areas, third
parties can be essential for help-
ing disputants manage the risks
of agreement.

In offering the parties diplomatic support and
financial guarantees, the US played a critical
role in helping to negotiate both the Sinai II
Agreement and the Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty.
Equally important, in assisting with the verifica-
tion of these agreements, the US provided sig-
nificant technical and logistical expertise in the
form of sensor packages, aerial surveillance, the
infrastructure for the SFM and skilled man-
power — all of which, together with the assist-
ance of the UN, were critical for the operation
of the verification system from 1976 to 1982.
Through its active verification role, the US
demonstrated a strong political and financial
commitment to the peace process, thereby ena-
bling the parties to broaden the scope of their
collaboration and manage greater risks over
time.
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Lesson No. 4: The process by which a verifica-
tion regime is established is
equally (and perhaps more)
important than the substantive
technical services provided to the
parties.

The very process of negotiating verification
procedures may serve as a prime indicator of
the extent to which the parties are sincere in
their efforts to establish a limited form of co-
operation.*? This is especially true for agree-
ments involving third parties with a highly visi-
ble and intrusive verification system. Egyptian
and Israeli acceptance of an active verification
role for the United States in itself served as a
demonstration of good faith on both sides. The
very process of accepting an intrusive supervi-
sory presence — by producing evidence of the
conciliatory disposition of the parties — played
a key role in reducing suspicion, thereby creat-
ing further incentive for co-operation.

Lesson No. 5: In negotiating new security
arrangements multimethod verifi-
cation procedures can assist the
parties in meeting different
objectives.

In the case of Sinai II, Israel needed stringent
verification procedures for early warning and
detection purposes. Israel had relied on such
procedures prior to signing the Sinai II Agree-
ment and insisted, therefore, on retaining a pre-
viously functioning national early warning sta-
tion as a condition for accepting the Agreement.
In short, due to the nature of its reserve mobili-

_zation system, Israel attached a higher value to

the detection and deterrence functions of verifi-
cation than did Egypt.

By contrast, Egypt had less military need for
early warning and detection but did, for politi-
cal reasons, require a national watch station in
order to make the US the central component of
the verification system and to create the impres-
sion of strategic symmetry with Israel.

39 Where the parties to a dispute have no experience in
regulating their conflict behaviour, even a willingness
to entertain the idea of negotiations concerning their
future relationship can provide important evidence
regarding commitment and seriousness.

Lesson No. 6: The use of technology-intensive
verification procedures can assist
the parties in avoiding situations
that appear to infringe upon
sovereignty.

Remembering well Egypt’s difficulties with
Soviet military advisers, and highly sensitive to
domestic concerns regarding Egyptian sover-
eignty over the Sinai, President Sadat insisted
that any foreign presence in Sinai had to be
temporary and politically unobtrusive. The use
of technology-intensive verification procedures
helped limit the size of the foreign contingent,
thereby minimizing the appearance of intrusive-
ness. In short, Sadat could sustain the long pro-
cess of Israeli withdrawal politically by arguing
that all measures necessary for verification were
merely part of a transition to return all of Sinai
to Egypt. Once the sensitivity of the sovereignty
issue was overcome through Israel’s complete
withdrawal, a return to traditional peacekeeping
practices was acceptable to Egypt as indicated
by the presence of the Multinational Force and
Observers (MFO).
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Lesson No. 7: The synergistic effect of multi-
method verification measures
incorporating interlocking respon-
sibilities can provide the neces-
sary impetus for more far-
reaching arms limitation and
verification arrangements.

By its very design, the multimethod verifica-
tion enterprise in the Sinai created mutually
reinforcing interlocking responsibilities among
the parties, the UNEF and the US, which
strengthened the viability of the disengagement
process as it evolved — success was built upon
success. In addition, the synergistic integration
of individual verification components in the
form of unattended ground sensors with on-site
and aerial inspections, contributed to the crea-
tion of a verification system whose basic ele-
ments could be applied directly or with some
modification to subsequent agreements. For
example, in the Peace Treaty negotiations of
1979, American, Egyptian and Israeli officials
did not have to search for new verification pro-
cedures since precedent had already established
the basic parameters of a verification system
appropriate to this particular setting. Knowing
which verification procedures worked well in
the past facilitated negotiations and enhanced
the prospects for a mutually satisfactory
outcome.

Lesson No. 8: Parties are better able to manage
the risks of agreement when
evidence of compliance is
unambiguous.

The process of verifying compliance with the
Sinai Il Agreement and the Egypt-Israel Peace
Treaty was particularly thorough. The parties
could operate confidently within the constraints
imposed by the agreements knowing that the
military activities of both sides were being
monitored carefully by national liaison officers,
UN observers, US civilian personnel and US
overflights.

The success of any verification system
depends to a large extent on the ability to
report on and deal with apparent violations in
an accurate and timely fashion to minimize mis-

trust and suspicion. In the case of Sinai II and
the Peace Treaty, a number of procedures were
used to ensure reliable confirmation of com-
pliance. First, reports from on-site inspections
were triple-checked, taking into account the
independent assessments of each member of the
three-person inspection teams. Second, the SFM
Operations Unit issued its findings expeditiously
with reports produced in a standardized format
to ensure a common baseline of comparison for
all parties. This method of reporting was espe-
cially important for Egypt and Israel domesti-
cally since it enabled both sides to satisfy inter-
nal objections regarding entering into an
agreement with a long-time enemy. Finally,
through the Joint Commission established under
Sinai II (later to become the Liaison System
under the Peace Treaty), the parties had at their
disposal a mechanism for resolving any ambigu-

ous situations that arose. 30

Having clear evidence of any breach of an
agreement — particularly evidence secured by
trusted third parties and broadly accepted by
the international community — may serve to
protect a nation against domestic and interna-
tional criticism if the other party fails to per-
form. Such clear-cut evidence, in both its mili-
tary and political aspects, is especially
important in order to insulate the peace-building
process from those actors who have a strong
investment in the demise of new agreements to
which they are not a party.
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Lesson No. 9: Private industry, using proven
technology, can make an impor-
tant contribution to the arms
limitation and verification -
process.

The management of the SFM component of
the verification enterprise symbolized an impres-
sive merger of effort between the US govern-
ment and American private industry. Private
industry not only provided much of the techni-
cal expertise and personnel necessary for operat-
ing the early warning system, but also the
sensor technology, with its history of good per-
formance and low maintenance requirements —

which contributed significantly to the success of

the verification mission. In addition, private
industry proved capable of responding to the
technical challenges posed by the verification
requirements of the Sinai II Agreement and the
Peace Treaty within severe time and manpower
constraints, in a way that might not have been
possible for US government agencies.®® On short
notice, an elaborate verification system was
implemented quickly and managed successfully
for six years.

The implications of this unique kind of co-
operation for the verification of future agree-
ments are. considerable, if only because the
prevailing perception has been one of private
enterprise supporting military ventures and
the expansion of the arms race rather than
peace-building efforts.

40 This is not to suggest that US government agencies
were not capable of doing the job per se. Rather, the
SSM was concerned that government agencies would
not be able to meet its deadline of February 22, 1976
for initial operating capability if it did not turn to pri-
vate companies with experience in managing operations
at remote sites. It is interesting to note here that in its
public competition for contractors, the US government
sought expertise in the following areas:

a) Previous, recent experience in systems and logistics
management contracts at remote international sites;

Recent experience with installation, operation, and
maintenance of remote sensing and surveillance
systems, including acoustic, infra-red, magnetic and
seismic sensors and related read-out equipment; and

b

~

¢} Evidence of availability of skilled manpower to
meet the time requirements.

Cited in United States Sinai Support Mission, Report
to the Congress, April 13, 1976, Appendix F.

Lesson No. 10: Countries with expertise in
verification and peacekeeping
such as Canada could make a
significant contribution to the
verification of agreements
similar to those in the Sinai.

The success of the Sinai experience depended
to a large extent on integrating such traditional
peacekeeping functions as observer patrols, the
establishment of control posts, and on-site
inspections, with aerial surveillance and ground-
based surveillance technology (used for verify-
ing access to the strategic Mitla and Gidi passes
and large tracts of the Sinai desert). Given the
“twin” capabilities required for this task —
peacekeeping and verification — it would
appear that Canada is in a unique position to
meet both these requirements. Canada not only
has long and ongoing operational experience in
peacekeeping but also possesses significant tech-
nical, industrial and analytical expertise that
could be directed toward verifying future agree-
ments between regional .adversaries. Making a
contribution of this kind would seem to mesh
well with the objectives of a middle power com-
mitted to international peacekeeping.

®
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Part I

Application of the Sinai Model
Elsewhere

1. Potential Candidates for the Sinai Model

In a speech before the first United Nations
Special Session on Disarmament in 1978,
US Vice-President Walter Mondale noted:

Our experience in the Middle East has dem-
onstrated that technical assistance with
monitoring systems such as aerial photog-
raphy and ground detection devices can
help create the confidence necessary to
make disengagement and stabilizing agree-
ments work.

In his speech, Mondale suggested that the basic
operational concepts utilized by the SFM could
be applied to other conflict-prone borders.

The success of the verification system in the
Sinai gives rise to the question: On what other
borders in the Middle East or in other regions
could such a system monitor compliance with
agreements between adversaries involved in the
process of restructuring their security relation-
ship? Clearly there are a number of conflict-
prone borders that could benefit from such a
third-party-assisted multimethod verification
system.

In the Middle East there are a number of
settings where a modified version of the Sinai
model might be usefully applied and have some
prospect of improving the security relationship
between regional adversaries. The Sinai case-
study indicates that the model is most likely to
be successful when (A) only two parties are
involved and other actors can be prevented
from interfering with the process of improving
risk management, (B) there is a commitment to
developing a political and military framework
for an agreement, and (C) third parties are pre-
pared — by providing technical expertise and
financial support — to facilitate the process of
disengagement and assist in verifying any new
agreement.

Before examining potential Middle East can-
didates, however, two important qualifications
must be introduced. First, the successful applica-

tion of the Sinai model is conditional upon an
initial commitment by the parties to develop a
political and military framework for an agree-
ment that would restructure their security rela-
tionship. At present, indicators pointing favour-
ably towards conflict resolution are virtually
non-existent (particularly in the case of Iran and
Irag). Second, while the verification system in
the Sinai was simply part of a transition toward
a more institutionalized peace-building relation-
ship, supported by more traditional methods of
peacekeeping, the early warning and verification
procedures suggested in the cases following will
likely come to form a permanent feature of the
evolving security relationship between the
adversaries.

Case 1

BORDER/REGION: Golan Heights
PARTIES: Israel, Syria

POTENTIAL VERIFICATION REGIME:
— National Means

— Immediate Third-Party-Assisted

— Bilateral/Mediated

— Consultative Mechanism

Despite important differences in terrain, a
history of extreme animosity and the strategic
sensitivity of the Golan to both parties, it is
possible to conceive of a “next step” negotiation
on the Golan similar to the second interim
Agreement (Sinai II) between Egypt and Israel.
In extending the formula of “less than total
withdrawal for less than total peace”, Israel
would vacate a portion of the Golan Heights
(probably Mount Hermon and the adjoining ter-
ritory) which would subsequently be demilita-
rized with the flanking zones on both the Israeli
and Syrian sides subject to restrictions on man-
power and weapons.*! This extended disengage-
ment system would be monitored and verified

41 Nathan A. Pelcovits, Peacekeeping on Arab-Israeli
Fronts: Lessons from the Sinai and Lebanon, SAIS
Papers No. 3. (Boulder: Westview Press, 1984), p. 95.
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Case 2
BORDER/REGION: West Bank-Jordan River
Valley

PARTIES: Israel, Jordan

POTENTIAL VERIFICATION REGIME:

— National Means with Incremental Transition
to Third-Party-Assisted

— Bilateral/Mediated

— Consultative Mechanism

The West Bank-Jordan River Valley separat-
ing Israel and Jordan is another key Middle
Eastern border where some form of early warn-
ing “tripwire” system together with a closely
verified demilitarized buffer zone might usefully
advance security interests. This is not to sug-
gest, however, that all aspects of the Sinai
model are readily transferable to the West
Bank. On the contrary, it would likely be only
the surveillance/sensor package successfully
deployed in the Sinai — as distinct from the
third-party day-to-day operational management
of the Sinai system — that would be useful.

From Israel’s perspective, the absence of stra-
tegic depth and warning time (together with
cultural-historical factors) would require the sta-
tioning of significant numbers of regular forces
in fortified positions at key strategic points on
a permanent basis.* Thus, an early warning
system and verification procedures would
remain a permanent feature of the landscape
and not serve merely as elements of a transi-
tional arrangement leading to complete and
total withdrawal from the area.®

Because of acute Israeli security concerns
regarding the ability to protect its heartland, the
role of a third party in verifying compliance

Nathan A. Pelcovits, Peacekeeping on Arab-Israeli
Fronts, pp. 98-99.

4 Ibid., p. 9.

with any Israel-Jordan agreement could at best
be viewed only as a supplement to and not a
substitute for an Israeli military presence. In
contrast to the sparsely populated Sinai desert
where Israel enjoyed sufficient time to mobilize
reserves, the narrow and densely populated
West Bank would require that any early warn-
ing system and accompanying verification meas-
ures be virtually automatic, largely unmanned
or manned by Israeli personnel only. The
adversary’s armed penetration of the zone, in
breach of its obligations, would need to trigger
a warning of noncompliance in time for Israel
to take immediate protective measures.* Similar
early warning concerns for Israel would also be
present on the Golan Heights.

The success of an early warning and verifica-
tion system on the West Bank would depend
critically on a network of long-range detection
devices and surveillance outposts equipped with
remotely controlled imaging devices. Because of
its dense population and varied topography,
ground sensor networks would have to be con-
figured in such a way as to minimize false
alarms and disruption. Again, in contrast to the
Sinai, special measures would be needed to pro-
tect the system from sabotage and subversion
by local settlers, opposition groups and
terrorists.

Perhaps over the long term, a third-party
verification mechanism might be introduced
whereby the Israeli military presence would be

4 Ibid.

®
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scaled down as civilian functions were trans-
ferred to an autonomous administration.”
Under these circumstances, the US could play
an important role in verifying the demilitarized
buffer zone.

Jordanian acceptance of the early warning
and verification measures noted above —
including the stationing of Israeli forces in key
strategic pockets — would undoubtedly be con-
ditional upon tacit Palestinian acquiescence to
the proposed security arrangements. Any mili-
tary arrangement that would merely enhance
relations between Jordan and Israel, thereby
reinforcing the status quo, would likely be
deemed unacceptable by certain elements within.
the Palestinian leadership.#

Case 3

BORDER/REGION: Israel-Lebanon
PARTIES: Israel, Lebanon, Syria
POTENTIAL VERIFICATION REGIME:
— National Means

— Immediate Third-Party-Assisted

— Bilateral/Mediated

— Consultative Mechanism

The inadequacies of recent attempts at con-
ventional peacekeeping in Lebanon have shown
that both the negotiation and implementation of
stabilizing measures in situations of protracted
crisis have become a dangerous and politically
costly enterprise. In spite of the withdrawal of
Israeli forces from Lebanon (except for a small
security zone occupied by Israel) peacekeeping

- efforts have escalated rather than reduced con-

7 Ibid., p. 98.

4 This problem may prove to be insurmountable if
appropriate Palestinian “stakeholders” in any new
security relationship for Israel and Jordan cannot be
found. Should, however, there be an international
peace conference which included an “approved”
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation, this could pave the
way for greater flexibility in restructuring security rela-
tions along the West Bank-Jordan River Valley.

flict. The absence of a clear mandate for the
1982-84 Multinational Force (MNF), a poor
working relationship between the MNF and

the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon
(UNIFIL), the absence of time limitations on

the MNF, the violation of the non-use-of-force
principle, the lack of consent and co-operation
among the parties concerned, and the erosion of
public trust in the MNF peacekeeping effort —
all contributed to greater instability, thereby .
increasing tensions among the central

protagonists.®

Given the severe limitations on and, indeed,
the failure of conventional peacekeeping
methods in Lebanon, it is fair to ask whether
there is a better way to prevent another erup-
tion of retaliation and counter-retaliation along
the Israel-Lebanon border that could ultimately
ignite another war between Israel and Syria. In
the wake of the Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon
(except for an Israeli-defined security zone)
there would appear to be an opportunity to
employ early warning detection devices along
with rigorous verification of any newly defined
buffer and limited forces zones. New security
arrangements could, in fact, be verified with the
assistance of a reconstituted observer force.

Surveillance technology could play a signifi-
cant role in developing the confidence-building
process among local disputants. Improved sur-
veillance and warning devices, including a com-
bination of implanted sensors, airborne radars
with improved land contrast capability and
improved sensor packages for remotely piloted
vehicles (RPVs), could deter guerrilla move-
ments and dampen Israeli and Syrian incentives
for pre-emptive action.

Obviously, the success of any new early
warning and verification system along this
border would depend to a considerable degree

49 For an excellent discussion of peacekeeping problems in

Lebanon see Richard W. Nelson, “Multinational Peace-
keeping in the Middle East and the United Nations
Model”, International Affairs (London), Vol. 61, No. 1
(Winter 1984-85). ’
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on Syria’s acquiescence and assessment that the
new systems and procedures would not serve as
intelligence gathering platforms from which
Israel could “see” into nearby Syria and Jordan.%
All parties, moreover, would have to agree on
the appropriate taskings, composition, equip-
ment and deployment of the observer force
responsible for operating the early warning
mechanisms and carrying out the verification
mission.

Case 4

BORDER/REGION: Central Europe

PARTIES: Members of NATO and Warsaw Pact
POTENTIAL VERIFICATION REGIME:

— National Means

— Multilateral Means

— Muiltilateral Consultative Mechanism

Of all the settings where the Sinai model
might have some relevance, none presents a
greater challenge than Central Europe where the
superpowers are directly engaged in safeguard-
ing their respective vital interests. Such exten-
sive involvement by the US and the Soviet
Union in this region has, of course, important
implications for successfully implementing any
proposed disengagement scheme. To begin with,
it cannot be readily assumed that either the
superpowers or their European allies would
favour such a scheme. For the superpowers, it
seems unlikely that either would, in a confron-

The technology used in many verification systems is
frequently the same technology used for intelligence
gathering. Moreover, as verification capabilities are
further enhanced, the data collected by such systems
may become increasingly useful for non-verification
purposes. This problem may be exacerbated in regional
settings like the Middle East where states not party to
a new agreement may feel threatened by the presence
of such systems ostensibly used for verification
purposes.

tation, accept that its guard could be lowered
substantially as a result of the presence of addi-
tional early warning measures and zones of lim-
ited forces. For NATO’s European members,
efforts to establish a verification system and
joint restrictions of limited forces zones could
accentuate political differences between those
countries whose troops and territories would be
covered by the reduction and verification areas
and those not affected.* Similarly, the Soviet
Union would be concerned that any proposed
constraints neither undermine its control of its
East European clients nor prevent Moscow from
responding to supposed Western threats and
sowing disunity among the NATO allies.

Beyond the political impediments likely to be
encountered in implementing a modified version
of the Sinai model in Europe, there are a num-
ber of technical challenges that must be ad-
dressed in designing a workable disengagement
and verification system. These are outlined
below.

51 Christoph Bertram, “Mutual Force Reductions in

Europe: The Political Aspects”, Adelphi Papers, No. 84
(London: International Institute for Strategic Studies,
1972), p. 14.
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a) Signal-to-Noise Ratio: Problems of Terrain
and Traffic

A verification system that included early
warning stations (linked to networks of unat-
tended ground sensors) situated in the Fulda
Gap or along the intra-German border would
be subject to several different kinds of “clutter”
not found in the Sinai environment. For exam-
ple, while the SFM had to identify and distin-
guish among sensor activations triggered by
vehicles and nomadic Bedouin tribes in a rela-
tively barren environment, early warning detec-
tion systems placed along the Fulda Gap/Intra-
German border would need to cope with multi-

ple “noise” sources emanating from surrounding-

mountains, rivers, and forests as well as from
human activity such as the vehicular traffic of
nearby communities. From an operational
standpoint, separating “true” signals (serious
indications of breach of compliance) from sur-
rounding “noise” could prove very difficult. The
overall success of the verification system would
clearly depend on keeping the false alarm rate
within manageable limits.5

52 Depending on the local topography where the verifica-

tion system is situated, surrounding noise and clutter
may be so great as to continually activate ground sen-
sor systems, thereby degrading their operational utility
and effectiveness. To make this problem more manage-
able, redundant ground sensor systems and watch-
stations are required along with sufficient aerial and
space surveillance to “double check” the findings of the
verification system’s other components.

b) The Problem of Defensible Borders

In the European setting, the problem of
defensible borders is exacerbated by dynamic
technological innovation which manifests itself
in highly mobile and accurate dual-capable
weapons systems. Central Europe is the most
militarized region in the world as well as the
repository of the world’s most advanced mili-
tary technology. Parties contemplating partici-
pation in a disengagement and verification
scheme would need to assess the impact of tech-
nological developments (particularly, highly
accurate long-range stand-off weapons and the
possible introduction of biological and chemical
weapons) on weapons and forces deployed to
the rear of demilitarized zones, penetrability of
borders, the mobility of forces in peace-time
and in crisis, and intelligence gathering. Most
important, potential participants would need
some assurance that the verification system
itself could cope with interference (both intended
and unintended) and could adjust to the deploy-
ment of new weapons systems so as not to
reduce warning time or incrementally erode the
verification mission over time.>?

53 It is important to note that the variable of technologi-

cal dynamism, particularly as it influences the effective-
ness of early warning systems (and associated sensor
packages) over time, may be more critical in the Euro-
pean context than in any of the other cases examined
here. In Central Europe, the presence of dual-capable
weapons systems, the rapid modernization of existing
weapons systems and the sheer size of opposing stand-
ing forces suggest that verification systems designed for
this setting must be far more responsive to the
demands of changing technology than might be the
case in certain third world settings where the rate and
scope of technological change is not nearly so
pronounced.
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c) The Problem of Asymmetrical Constraints

A willingness to accept constraints on force
and manpower deployments may be strongly
influenced by the degree to which the proposed
constraints will operate equally on both sides.
In the Sinai experience, with only two principal
parties, this problem was managed effectively in
two ways. First, the US provided Egypt with its
own national surveillance station identical to
the one Israel operated, thereby providing the
disadvantaged party with a parallel capability.
Second, by agreeing to interpose US civilians in
the early warning system separating the two
sides, the US provided Israel with a measure of
tangible reassurance as it began to exchange
territory for peace.

A cursory glance at the map of Europe sug-
gests the presence of significant asymmetries
which would appear to favour the military posi-
tion of the Warsaw Pact nations. For example:

¢ The distance between the western border of
the Soviet Union and the central demarca-
tion line through Germany is between 600
and 700 km; the distance from this central
line to the US — spanning the Atlantic
Ocean — is some 5 000 km.

® The Warsaw Pact, unlike NATO forces,
enjoys the military use of a wide uncon-
fined geographical area for deployments and
movements under its central unified
command.

® The continued absence of France from the
NATO integrated military structure limits
the NATO command area along the north-
ern and eastern borders of France.

® Soviet territory is not within direct opera-
tional range of NATO forces deployed in
Western Germany, while Soviet and other
Pact forces in Central Europe are close to
the entire territory of the Federal Republic.

Restrictions on Western troop movements
within the geographic setting described above
could complicate NATO's strategy of forward

defence and necessitate an increase in defence
integration and mobility. Under any proposed
disengagement scheme, NATO forces would
need to retain the capacity to promptly deter
any massive reintroduction of Pact forces into
the limited-forces zones as well as safeguard
against small incremental violations. By con-
trast, the Warsaw Pact is in a far more advan-
tageous geographic position to accept troop
restrictions since such restraints would do little
to jeopardize overall defence preparedness.5

d) Impediments to Identifying a Credible Third
Party for Verification

The Sinai experience clearly showed that a
credible third party with sufficient political
clout, technical expertise and economic resources
to commit to a peace-building process can help
ensure the successful implementation and opera-
tion of a verification system. However, before 38
attempting to determine how third-party-assisted
verification might be applied in Europe, it is
worth highlighting some of the unique aspects
of the Sinai experience in this regard. First, in
the aftermath of bitter hostilities, Egypt and
Israel urgently needed the US to help them
“save face”, in effect, by having an agreement

For a discussion of Warsaw Pact strategic advantages
in Central Europe see Lothar Ruehl, “MBFR: Lessons
and Problems”, Adelphi Papers, No. 176 (London:
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1982), p. 4.
See also John Keliher, The Negotiations on Mutual and
Balanced Force Reductions: The Search for Arms Con-
trol in Central Europe (Boulder: Westview Press, 1981),
p- 131. |




39

The Sinai Experience: Lessons in Multimethod
Arms Control Verification and Risk Management

virtually imposed upon them. This is not cur-
rently the situation in Europe where the coun-
tries of East and West share a “cold peace” and
have no urgent need for third-party assistance.>

Second, the US was able to offer the parties
a level of resources and verification expertise
that neither could hope to match. Thus Egypt
and Israel were clearly dependent on an extra-
regional third party. In the European context,
however, where the superpowers would be prin-
cipal parties to any agreement, it is likely that
participants would collectively possess the tech-
nical expertise and financial resources necessary
for verification and would not, therefore,

require or desire extra-regional assistance. There .

would be little inclination to accept a verifica-
tion regime “imposed” by a third party as was
the case in Sinai.

Finally, whereas the UN — in conjunction
with the US — played an important third-party
role in verifying compliance with the Sinai II
Agreement, it is unlikely that members of either
European alliance would find the UN a credible
alternative, even within a limited geographic
area, to self-sufficiency. In addition, fear of
politicization of sensitive security issues by the
UN would further militate against reliance on a
supervisory force that could not act quickly,
discretely and decisively to resolve disputes.

Bearing in mind these important qualifica-
tions, it is possible to envisage European parties
to a multilateral agreement consenting to some
kind of third-party verification, perhaps a
regional grouping composed of all or some
signatories to the agreement. It is also conceiva-
ble that a verification commission composed of
the neutral and non-aligned nations might be
acceptable to the parties. The success of a
multilateral verification system could well
depend on the very process by which member-
ship in such a system is negotiated.

55 For analytical and practical purposes, it is best to
divide third-party roles into those required for stabiliz-
ing conflict-prone situations (i.e., extra-regional actors
facilitating a settlement between local adversaries) and
those that would constitute a natural outgrowth from a
negotiation process among states with no urgent need
for conflict settlement. Different types of third parties
may be necessary to fit the requirements of each
situation.

e) Designing Effective Verification Procedures
for Central Europe

It is important to note that the Stockholm
Document already provides some of the ele-
ments that could serve to buttress the verifica-
tion measures discussed above. For example, the
participating states have agreed to give prior
notice and allow observation of certain military
activities and to employ national technical
means (NTM) in monitoring compliance with
agreed confidence and security-building meas-
ures (CSBMs).% Of particular relevance to the
disengagement and verification scheme discussed
here are the verification provisions of the
Stockholm Document that allow participating
states to conduct on-site and aerial inspections
within the zone of application.” In addition, the
establishment of reporting and communication
procedures associated with verifying the agreed
CSBMs could clearly be integrated into the inspec-
tion, reporting and consultation mechanisms
associated with the operation of a demilitarized
buffer zone and early warning watch stations in
the Fulda Gap/Intra-German border area.

% The Document of the Stockholm Conference of
September 19, 1986 states that: “The participating
states recognize that national technical means can play
a role in monitoring compliance with agreed
confidence- and security-building measures”, Paragraph
64.

57 Regarding on-site inspection, the Document of the

Stockholm Conference of September 19, 1986 states:
“In accordance with the provisions contained in this
document each participating state has the right to con-
duct inspections on the territory of any other partici-
pating state within the zone of application for
CSBMs”, Paragraph 65. In terms of the aerial regime,
the Stockholm Document states: “Aircraft will be
chosen which provide the inspection team with a con-
tinuous view of the ground during the inspection”,
Paragraph 89.
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f) The Geographic Setting: Fulda Gap/Intra-
German Border

The most suitable setting for an early warn-
ing system would appear to be in the Fulda Gap
area with closely monitored limited forces zones
established along the intra-German border as
part of a disengagement and buffer zone
arrangement. While the physical features of the
Sinai and the Fulda Gap/Intra-German border
are quite different, they are very similar in one
crucial respect: both share terrain features that
compel an adversary contemplating an attack to
channel forces through narrow attack corri-
dors.*® In the Sinai, the Gidi and Mitla passes
proved to be the only viable attack corridors.
Similarly, in the central European setting, four
principal attack corridors are available, each
with its own natural barriers to rapid military
advance.

It is at the entrances to these attack corri-
dors, on either side of the border and in the
Fulda area in particular, that early warning
watch-stations, networks of unattended ground
sensors and aerial/on-site inspection of limited
forces zones could be situated. The greater
number of available attack routes in the Euro-
pean setting would require more extensive use
of watch-stations, unattended ground sensors
and monitoring by aerial and space reconnais-
sance. (Of course, an extensive use of watch-
stations raises the problem of "non-legitimate”
intelligence gathering by these stations.) The
need for greater use of surveillance technology
could perhaps be managed through the intro-
duction of new sensor technology developed
since the Sinai experience. For example, watch-
stations could now be remotely controlled and
improved ground radars, imaging sensors and
night-vision devices could enable the detection
and classification of military movements, per-
sonnel or military equipment at a range of
10 to 20 km.®

%8 David Barton, “The Sinai Peacekeeping Experience”,
p. 558.

5 Ibid., p. 553.

g) Extending the Concept of Limited-Forces
Zones

Zones that gradually thinned out military
forces in order to reduce the threat of attack
were an integral part of the Sinai experience. In
Europe, specified zones from which particular
forces would be banned or within which certain
weapons could not be deployed, would be
essential for the success of the enterprise. For
example, along the intra-German border, an ini-
tial thin buffer/border zone could be limited to
civilian national police and a small number of
border patrol units. The early warning areas
could be located in the attack-invasion corridors
within this initial buffer zone. The next zone
could allow limited military forces with the
final zone, furthest from the border, reserved
for standing armies. This last zone would incor-
porate the concept of rear-basing of tanks, artil-
lery, bridging equipment, tactical strike aircraft
and battlefield nuclear weapons.

The types of zones suggested here could be
implemented even with persisting military asym-
metries between East-and West, though the task
would be considerably more complicated than
in the case of Egypt and Israel, especially given
the presence of long-range weapons. Most
importantly, the implementation of limited
forces and buffer zones would constrain military
options, dampen incentives to strike first and
provide at least a marginal increase in the stra-
tegic and tactical warning time of attack. Such

®
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reassurance might help build confidence on both
sides. It should be noted, however, that the
Soviet Union might have other incentives for
maintaining substantial armed forces in Eastern
Europe such as the need to support the incum-
bent regimes there. This could greatly compli-
cate negotiations regarding the creation of these
types of zones. It is also important to note that
adoption of these zones could involve signifi-
cant modification of NATQO's current doctrine
of forward defence.®

h) Verification and Compliance

If both sides were to agree to the presence of
a demilitarized buffer zone flanked by limited
forces zones, it is conceivable that some form of
multilateral third-party group could administer
the implementation of the zones and respond to
complaints stemming from disputes over force
and manpower levels in the various zones. As
mentioned previously, the verification body
could be composed of parties to the agreement.
More precisely, a multilateral NATO/WTO
body might be responsible for ground verifica-
tion, including operation of the early warning
stations as well as organizing and dispatching
quick-reaction inspection teams. These teams
would report violations to the verification body
and to the parties directly involved. At the
same time, a “plurilateral” group — that is, a
like-minded subset of the parties — might be

©  Ibid., p. 555. It is likely that adoption of the concept
of graduated zones of arms limitations might require
modification of NATO's strategy of forward defence.
This would probably be a particularly sensitive issué
for the Federal Republic of Germany with its need to
safeguard the capability to engage hostile forces as
close to enemy territory as possible.

A Members of Canadian Armed Forces are shown on
duty as peacekeepers in the Middle East. The control
of buffer zones by UN personnel, through on-site
inspections and the operation of observation and con-
trol posts, was an important element of the Sinai dis-
engagement process. Sinai Field Mission civilian per-
sonnel also played a key role as on-site inspectors.
(Canadian Forces Photo).
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responsible for aerial and satellite reconnais-
sance.®! This functional division of labour might
work well, as in the Sinai experience, where
verification responsibilities are shared amongst
different third parties as well as the parties to
the agreement.

Of course, military disengagement plans and
provisions for the operation of verification pro-
cedures for Central Europe are not novel. As
early as 1955, a draft treaty on German reunifi-
cation specified the adoption of zones of limited
forces. The 1955 document called for “levels of
armed forces which would be specified so as to
establish a military balance? and the provision
of radar warning systems to be operated by the
Soviet and East Europeans in the Western part
of the limited forces zone with a similar system
in the Eastern part of the zone to be operated
by NATO.

In 1958, the Soviets proposed the establish-
ment of 28 jointly manned control points in
Central Europe and an 800-km-wide zone for

1 The idea of plurilateral verification is a variant of the

multilateral variety, which refers specifically to verifi-
cation undertaken by like-minded parties to an agree-
ment. Plurilateral verification assumes the sovereign
equality of all parties with respect to participating in
the verification system. However, direct participation
of all states in every aspect of verification activity —
especially in the European context — could result in
the duplication of capabilities and engender unwork-
ably complex-and cumbersome procedures. This prob-
lem may best be remedied by delegating certain verifi-
cation tasks to a sub-group of the parties who possess
the capabilities and willingness to perform these
activities.

62 See C. Krause “Theory and Conception of CBM in

East and West”, Study for the Research Institute of the
Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, Bonn, FR Germany, 1980,

pp. 16-17. Cited in D. Barton, “The Sinai Peacekeeping
Experience”.

aerial inspection along the East-West border.
More recently, at the talks on Mutual and Bal-
anced Force Reductions (MBFR) in Vienna,
there have been extensive discussions on the
monitoring of entry/exit points for any agreed-
upon reduction zone.$* Perhaps most impor-
tantly, as a result of new developments in
sensor technology, the Soviets might now find a
verification system that involved remote sensing
more acceptable politically than one predicated
exclusively on a high degree of intrusiveness by
inspectors or observers. As will be recalled from
the Sinai experience, technology-intensive verifi-
cation proved useful in circumventing problems
of sovereignty.

To date, both NATO and the Warsaw Pact
have not altered their respective cost-benefit cal-
culations for disengagement. Both sides still
firmly believe that standing forces, and not
reserve forces positioned far from the intra-
German border, determine crisis stability,
strengthen deterrence and allow for the exercise
of territorial control. Nevertheless, despite the
lack of movement toward large-scale disengage-
ment of ground forces in Central Europe, man-
power and financial constraints may ultimately
compel both sides to seek alternative security
arrangements that are more cost-effective and
use less manpower. Buffer zones, together with
verified zones of limited forces and early warn-
ing watch stations could provide part of the
solution.

6 At the MBFR talks, both East and West have suggested

that permanent entry/exit posts be established where
observers from the opposite side could monitor move-
ments of military units in and out of the region of
reduction, in order to ascertain that the agreed level of
forces was not violated. Any detected movement of
military forces into the region of reduction through
these entry/exit points that was not in accord with
agreed ceilings could be construed as threatening. This
growing concern with the operational side of arms con-
trol and verification in Europe has been reflected in
recent efforts to link talks on conventional force reduc-
tions with the CSBM package produced at Stockholm
on September 19, 1986. For an excellent discussion of
the latter point see Richard E. Darilek, “The Future of
Conventional Arms Control in Europe”, Survival
(January/February 1987), pp. 5-21.
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2. Other Potential Candidates for the Sinai
Model

Only four cases have been outlined above as
potential candidates for the application of the
Sinai model. Other prima facie candidates that
deserve further study include various borders in
Central America in the context of the Conta-
dora process, Northern Ireland, the Western
Sahara, South Africa/Namibia, India/Pakistan
and Iran/Irag® as part of a postwar settlement.

3. Potential Impediments to Applying the Sinai
Model

It is clear from the foregoing discussion of
these cases that the ideal conditions under
which the Sinai model was successfully
employed may not be fully replicated in other
settings. A number of potential impediments to
transposing the model directly can be identified:

* In regional settings where more than two
parties are engaged in managing a dispute,
the task of establishing a verification system

64 While the seven-year-old war between Iran and Iraq at
present shows no signs of abating, it is worthwhile,
nevertheless, to anticipate the kind of verification
regime that might be most appropriate for verifying a
ceasefire and ultimately a disengagement agreement
requiring zones of thinned out forces. Clearly, assist-
ance for some portion of the verification system would
have to be provided by third parties from outside the
region who might then co-ordinate their activities with
the Gulf Council on Co-operation. For example, a des-
ignated UN peacekeeping mission could establish and
operate observation posts and early warning watch sta-
tions in the area surrounding such critical strategic
points as Basra. Given recent US difficulties in recon-
stituting a dialogue with Iran, it might be most appro-
priate if members of the neutral and non-aligned coun-

tries took the lead in contributing to the verification of -

postwar agreements. In this connection, a recent
Swedish proposal (July 1985) may suggest one possible
approach in the Iran-Iraq context. The Swedes have
called for the creation of an Arms Control and Con-
flict Observation Satellite (ACCOS) to be operated by
a number of neutral and non-aligned nations. Accord-
ing to the proposal, “the mission of this system should
be not only to monitor arms control arrangements but
also collect information and data particularly on the
crisis sensitive areas in order to make it possible to
avert the crisis developing into a major conflict.” The
data collected by the satellite could be made available
to a consultative commission composed of various
members of the Gulf Council on Co-operation. For fur-
ther details of the Swedish proposal see Bhupendra
Jasani and Toshibomi Sakata (editors), Satellites For
Arms Control and Crisis Monitoring, (SIPRI), (Oxford:
Oxford University, 1987), pp. 41-43.

suited to the security needs of all the parties
could become much more difficult to co-
ordinate and implement, especially where
sub-national groups and guerrillas might
resist any new agreement. The prospects for
success may depend on how well outside
groups and states are initially integrated
into the negotiation process over new dis-
engagement arrangements. In short, where |
several parties are involved, incentives to
co-operate may not be shared equally by
all. Some actors may simply want the secu-
rity benefits derived from a verification
system (i.e., the early warning detection
and deterrence functions) without wanting
the long-term objective of confidence-
building and improvement of relations.®

To be effectively implemented in other
regions the verification system must be
flexible so as to accommodate an appro-
priate mix of verification technology and
manpower in accordance with changing
political requirements over time. A lack of

The classic purposes of verification include detection,
deterrence and confidence-building. In terms of detec-
tion, the parties are interested in finding possible viola-
tions of an agreement and providing timely warning of
any threat to security arising under an agreement to
strengthen deterrence. Parties to an agreement need to
forestall violations by increasing the likelihood of
detection and preventing schemes of circumvention.
Confidence-building, the third purpose of verification,
refers to the development of trust in the viability of the
new security arrangements. While it is questionable
whether any of these purposes can be conceived as
independent ends in themselves, it may be argued that
in acute conflict settings, trust-building is given a
somewhat lower priority. In other cases, however, it
may be more appropriate to see the various functions
of verification as interdependent and cumulative. As
Richard Darilek notes: “. . . one's ability to detect
improves with the ability to deter and the ability to do
both — that is both detect and deter — is what i
actually produces the confidence.” See Richard E.

Darilek, “Political Aspects of Verification: Arms Con-

trol in Europe”, in A Proxy For Trust: Views On The

Verification Issue in Arms Control and Disarmament

Negotiations (Ottawa: Carleton International Proceed-

ings, The Norman Paterson School of International

Affairs, Carleton University, 1985), p. 65.
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flexibility and innovation could undermine
the maintenance of a durable verification
regime.

® Terrain and environmental/climatic factors
may affect the possibility of detection,
target discrimination, area coverage, false
alarm rate, ease of operation and mainte-
nance, communication links, preservation
and distribution of raw data from sensors,
types of raw data from sensors, sensor
types and platforms, reporting conventions,
control and management of the system, and
direct participation in the system by the
parties to the conflict.

® Though the Sinai model appears particu-
larly well suited to disputes where the
proximity of hostile forces invites confron-
tation and heightens fears of surprise attack,
such conditions alone will not ensure the
successful application of the model. Gross
asymmetries in organizational/technological
sophistication and operational doctrines
may affect utility calculations regarding the
interposition of third parties and technical
systems to assist in the verification of agree-
ments, particularly if these were perceived
(especially by the weaker side) to be used
for intelligence gathering purposes.

4. Implications of the Sinai Experience for
Canada

The foregoing analysis of the Sinai experience
and its potential application to other borders
and regions has shown that various components
of the Sinai model, appropriately modified,
could make an important contribution to stabil-
ity and confidence-building in other parts of
the world. What is less immediately clear are
the ways in which Canada might contribute to
the kinds of conflict resolution initiatives that
would involve the design, implementation and
maintenance of regional verification systems.

That Canada might wish to adopt a more
active role in this area could be viewed as a
logical extension of an ongoing commitment to
international peacekeeping. Canada has a long
history of participation in UN peacekeeping
operations including, among others, the United
Nations Disengagement and Observer Force
(UNDOF) on the Golan Heights, the Cyprus
peacekeeping force (UNFICYP) and more recent

participation in a non-UN mission, the Multi-
national Force and Observers (MFO) in the
Sinai. Canada’s participation in the MFO in
particular has important implications for longer-
term Canadian involvement in the resolution of
regional conflicts.

On April 12, 1985, in response to requests
from Egypt and Israel, the Canadian govern-
ment agreed to participate in the MFO, the mul-
tinational peacekeeping group charged with
verifying compliance with the security provi-
sions of the 1979 Egypt-Israel Peace Treaty. The
Canadian contingent, which officially assumed
active duty on March 31, 1986, replaced a com-
bined Australia-New Zealand peacekeeping force
which had provided the MFO with helicopter
support since its inception in 1982. Canada's
contribution to the MFO consists of the Rotary
Wing Aviation Unit, flying nine CH-135 Twin
Huey helicopters, with associated support. The
overall responsibility of the Canadian contin-
gent is one of aviation support; the specific con-
tribution to verification includes the observer
mission (both reconnaissance and verification),
temporary observation post insert/extract, logis-
tic support, and search and rescue standby.*

This is the first peacekeeping force Canada
has agreed to join that has not been officially
sanctioned by the United Nations, suggesting
that Canadian policymakers may be prepared in
certain circumstances to accept the challenge of
promoting international peace and security even
in the absence of traditional institutional mech-
anisms as offered by the United Nations. Given
that further peacekeeping missions may lack the
political support or logistical infra-structure pro-
vided by an international organization, Canada
could be called upon again to offer manpower
and expertise. In short, a transition to non-
traditional modes of peacekeeping might pro-
vide Canada with a unique opportunity to inno-
vatively apply multimethod peacekeeping and
verification techniques to a variety of regional
conflict situations.

One area which proved to be a key ingre-
dient of success in the Sinai Field Mission —
private industry expertise — holds particular

%  M.R. Dabros (Captain), “The Multinational Force and
Observers: A New Experience in Peacekeeping for
Canada”, Canadian Defence Quarterly (Autumn 1986),
pp. 32-35.

®
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Table 2
Canadian Armed Forces Participation in International Peacekeeping Forces and
Observer Missions — 1947 Onwards*
Maximum Current
Operation Location Dates Troop Troop
Contribution Contribution
United Nations Command Korea (UNCK) Korea 1950-54 8 000 —
United Nations Emergency Force Egypt 1956-67 1 007 —
(UNEF I)
Organisation des Nations Unies au Congo 1960-64 421 —
Congo (ONUC)
United Nations Temporary Executive West New  1962-63 13 -
Authority (UNTEA) Guinea
(now West
Irian)
United Nations Force in Cyprus Cyprus 1964- 1126 515
(UNFICYP)
United Nations Emergency Force Egypt 1973-79 1145 —
(UNEF 1) (Sinai)
United Nations Disengagement Observer Israel 1974- 220 220
Force (UNDOF) Syria
(Golan
7 Heights)
United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon Lebanon 1978 117 —
(UNIFIL) (Apr-Sep)
United Nations Temporary Commission Korea 1947-48 Unknown —
on Korea (UNTCOK)
United Nations Military Observer Group Kashmir 1949-79 27 —
India-Pakistan (UNMOGIP)
“United Nations Truce Supervisory Egypt 1954- 20 20
Organization Palestine (UNTSO) Israel
Jordan
Lebanon
Syria
United Nations Command Military Korea 1953- 2 1
Armistice Commission (UNCMAC)
United Nations Observer Group in Lebanon 1958-59 77 —
Lebanon (UNOGIL)
United Nations Yemen Observer Mission Yemen 1963-64 36 —
(UNYOM)
United Nations India-Pakistan Observer  India- 1965-66 112 —
Mission (UNIPOM) Pakistan
_ Border
International Commission for Supervision Cambodia  1954-74 133 —
and Control (ICSC) Laos
Vietnam
International Commission for Control South 1973 248 —
and Supervision (ICCS) Vietnam
Observer Team to Nigeria (OTN) Nigeria 1968-69 2 —
Multinational Force and Observers Egypt 1986- 136 136
(MFO) (Sinai)

Il

*Source: Canada, Department of External Affairs, Disarmament Bulletin (Winter 1985-Spring 1986),
p- 16 and (Summer-Fall 1986), p. 17.

®
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Conclusion

Having analyzed the use of multimethod veri-
fication in the Sinai and then considered the

- Sinai model in other contexts, it is appropriate

to return to the propositions posed at the outset
of this study and to offer some tentative
conclusions.

e  Proposition 1
Arms control and verification regimes can
be created and sustained in regions plagued
by endemic violence.

The Sinai experience provides clear evidence
that an arms limitation and verification regime
can be developed and sustained in regions
plagued by endemic violence. Once parties
trapped in a long cycle of bitter hostilities with
no history of political co-operation accept that
they can no longer impose unilateral solutions
on each other and decide further to achieve
some of their security objectives jointly, then an
opportunity to manage the conflict in less costly
ways becomes available.

At this juncture, a credible and vigorous
third party may prove critical in facilitating the
design of an initial disengagement formula that
does not undermine military-strategic positions
and establishes tangible indicators of
compliance.

With acceptance of the disengagement for-
mula, the parties may then develop the norms,
rules and procedures necessary to ensure effec-
tive verification of the agreement. In regions of
persistent violence, more than a single third
party, each with its own source of legitimacy
and verification responsibilities, may be neces-
sary to ensure the political and military success
of the enterprise. As the Sinai experience illus-
trates, sustaining the verification regime in this
kind of setting is likely to depend on a series of
multimethod and interlocking verification
responsibilities that provide the parties with
reassurance and a sense of fairness.

¢ Proposition 2

Third parties can facilitate the creation of
arms control regimes as well as assist the
parties in verifying new agreements.

Clearly, in the aftermath of hostilities or in
situations where there is no credible local third
party, a trusted third party from outside the
region may act as the essential catalyst in help-
ing to create a verification regime and, in the
process, directly assist the parties in managing
the risks of any new agreement. As the key role
played by the US in the Sinai showed, a third
party with strong political commitment, finan-
cial resources and a willingness to make techni-
cal expertise available on a timely basis, can
make the difference between the success or fail-
ure of the peace-building enterprise.

While it has been argued throughout this
study that third-party roles are central to the
creation of effective verification regimes in
conflict-prone areas, it is important to empha-
size that in the Sinai case, the role played by
the US was unique and, as such, may not be
readily applicable to other cases. This may sug-
gest that in other regional settings requiring
third-party-assisted verification, superpower
involvement may be inappropriate or unneces-
sary. In other settings, such as central Europe, a
disengagement agreement might be verified by a
third-party group indigenous to the region or
by various international organizations — both
of whom might be more suitable to the verifica-
tion task.

* Proposition 3
Effective verification measures can contrib-
ute significantly to risk management and
confidence-building in disputes where there
is little or no history of conflict management.

In the Sinai experience, the relationship
between verification and confidence is best indi-
cated by the transition from the Sinai II Agree-
ment (1975) to the signing of a formal Peace
Treaty in 1979. The Treaty may be viewed, in
part, as an extension of previous agreements
through which the parties learned incrementally
about the benefits of rule-making and recipro-
cally binding behaviour. Whereas in the early
stages of the disengagement process the verifica-
tion task focussed on early warning detection, a
successful record of compliance over time gave
the parties increased confidence in the verifica-
tion system. The development of confidence
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made the notion of “backsliding” (i.e., reneging
on the agreement) increasingly less attractive
and provided the parties with impetus to take
greater risks for long-term peace as they were
reassured that compliance with the Sinai II
Agreement was not placing them in an unfa-
vourable strategic position. That such confi-
dence developed in an adversarial relationship
where there was no history of conflict manage-
ment is truly remarkable. This suggests that
effective verification systems may be critical in
contributing to confidence-building in similar
adversarial relationships where the parties lack
any degree of self-help and require incremental
tests of the intentions of the other side.

®  Proposition 4
Technology-intensive verificatidbn procedures
can be integrated with more traditional
kinds of peacekeeping operations in order to
strengthen the compliance process.

The Sinai experience suggests that compliance
is strengthened when all the “stakeholders” to
the agreement are appropriately included in
maintaining the new agreement and when verifi-
cation responsibilities are of an interlocking
nature; both the parties to the agreement and
the third parties (UNEF, SFM) are responsible
for the success of the enterprise. Equally impor-
tant, the use of multimethod verification — the
integration of ground sensor technology, aerial
surveillance and satellite reconnaissance with
traditional peacekeeping operations — created,
through a synergistic process, a novel system of
checks that significantly strengthened the moni-
toring of compliance.

In other regional settings, the extent to which
multimethod verification is feasible will depend
on the nature of the agreement and the kind of
terrain, forces and manpower levels to be veri-
fied. The Sinai experience clearly illustrated the
importance of designing a verification system to
meet the specific needs of the parties within the
context of a new agreement.

®  Proposition 5
With appropriate modification, elements of
the Sinai model can be applied to other
regional conflict settings.

The cases analyzed here suggest that major
elements of the Sinai model, appropriately
modified to account for variations in mission,
terrain and the number of parties, could indeed
be transferred to other settings. The core ele-
ments of the model — a disengagement agree-
ment composed of a demilitarized buffer zone
flanked by zones of limited forces, all verified
by a system of multiple interconnecting moni-
toring techniques — could do much to strengthen
stability in conflict-prone areas.

Various components of the model might have
to be expanded or contracted to produce a
workable system depending on the case at
hand. For example, the third party concept may
have to be “elasticized” to incorporate different
kinds of third parties (regional organizations,
neutral and non-aligned nations) with several
kinds of expertise. Perhaps a group of like-
minded states, within a larger number of parties
to an agreement, with a special technical exper-
tise could manage a specific portion of the veri-
fication system. In addition, the extensive use of
early warning stations and unattended ground
sensors may have to be reconciled with the
problems of intelligence gathering and the
heightening of false alarm rates. Sensitivity to
such problems at the outset of designing a veri-
fication system could do much to enhance its
prospects for success. At a minimum, the very
success of the Sinai model itself should lend
impetus to serious initiatives in other regions.
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®  Proposition 6
Third parties, including countries like
Canada, can make a significant contribution
to the verification of regional arms control
agreements.

The success of the Sinai experience suggests
that third parties, including countries like
Canada, can play an important role in design-
ing and implementing verification systems that
would complement national means of verifica-
tion. A contribution of this kind would appear
to mesh well with broader Canadian foreign
policy objectives and, more particularly, consti-
tute an effective follow-on to the Program of
Action announced by the Secretary of State for
External Affairs at the United Nations General
Assembly in September 1985.

Third parties may play different roles in the
verification process ranging from the offering of
technical and industrial expertise to direct forms
of monitoring including participation in multi-
lateral consultative arrangements. In the region-
al context, where the national technical means
(NTMs) of the superpowers may be neither suf-
ficient nor relevant to assure the viability of an
agreement, third parties like Canada may be
able to exert greater influence with the local
parties. A trend toward increased multilaterali-
zation of the arms control process and verifica-
tion systems at the regional level may, as James
Schear suggests, lead to the development of new
international norms and procedures whereby
parties to an agreement specifically request the
participation of other states in the monitoring
of their agreement.®

Canada, through the expertise in its govern-
ment agencies and in the private sector, cer-
tainly has the capacity to provide state-of-the-

% James Schear, “National Methods of Treaty Verifica-
tion and the Role of Third Countries: Compatibility or
. Conflict”, Joumal of Arms Control, Vol. 7, No. 1
(May 1986), pp. 10-16.

art sensor technology for multilateral verifica-
tion. Moreover, the Sinai experience clearly
indicates that the task at hand could be man-
aged without resorting to extremely sophisti-
cated levels of technology and that the capacity
to adapt existing and proven technology imagi-
natively and quickly were qualities of greater
importance. Such an anticipatory, quick reac-
tion role might be one to which Canada should
aspire. An opportunity to apply some of the
lessons derived from the Sinai experience may
soon come as the possibility of significant arms
control initiatives appear in the regional context
of Europe. It is here in the multilateral context
that Canadian research into the verification
methods and systems necessary for agreements
could prove significant in facilitating the arms
control negotiation process.
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