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Preface

This is the 25th edition of the SIPRI Yearbook. The first edition was published in
1969. Then Director Robert Neild described the tasks of this periodical publication as
‘to produce a factual and balanced account of a controversial subject—the arms race
and attempts to stop it’. It was at a time when there was ‘no authoritative international
source which provided—in one place—an account of recent trends in world military
expenditure, the state of the technological arms race, and the success or failure of
recent attempts at arms limitation or disarmament’.

Over the past 25 years the world has changed; so has the SIPRI Yearbook.
Competent journals have found the SIPRI Yearbook ‘indispensable’ and ‘the world's
most exhaustive annual survey of military matters’ and ‘a classic in security policy’.

SIPRI has built its reputation as an unbiased source of data and military statistics,
using open sources and open methodology. The credit goes mainly to those who
rightly determined the tasks and functions that the Institute and its Yearbook were to
fulfil. A particular debt is owed to the SIPRI ‘founding parents’—Gunnar and Alva
Myrdal—and the former directors—Robert Neild, Frank Barnaby, Frank Blackaby
and Walther Stiitzle.

In presenting the 25th edition of the SIPRI Yearbook to the reader, I would also like
to pay homage to the two prominent persons who passed away in January 1994 and
who in various ways influenced the research profile of the Institute, namely, Ambas-
sador Dr Inga Thorsson, who in 1988-91 served as Chairman of the SIPRI Governing
Board, and former Norwegian Minister of Foreign Affairs Johan Jgrgen Holst. In his
address to SIPRI’s 25th Anniversary Conference, Johan, a creative and innovative
scholar and politician, said: ‘Arms control needs not only to be rewritten, it needs to
be re-orchestrated in order to contribute to shaping a new order of common security’.
This Yearbook fully confirms the validity of his postulate.

The structure of recent Yearbooks differs from that of the first editions. Part I of
this volume deals with conflict developments and regional security issues. The
Yearbook is no longer confined to world armaments and disarmament matters but
embraces a broader notion of international security. Most of the chapters were
prepared at the Institute; seven chapters were contributed by prominent experts whom
I would like to thank. We are also grateful to the external reviewers for their valuable
comments and opinions.

The editorial work was done under the leadership of Connie Wall, whose skill,
experience and organizational abilities facilitated rapid production of the book. Other
competent and experienced editors—Billie Bielckus, Jetta Gilligan Borg, Eve
Johansson and Don Odom—worked with enthusiasm and devotion. My thanks go to
Ragnhild Ferm and Shannon Kile, whose close co-operation with the editors con-
tributed to the accuracy. I would also like to thank Gerd Hagmeyer-Gaverus for pro-
gramming and other computer support and the secretaries—Christina Barkstedt,
Cynthia Loo, Marianne Lyons and Miyoko Suzuki. All the maps were prepared by
Billie Bielckus and the index by Peter Rea, UK.

Dr Adam Daniel Rotfeld
Director
June 1994
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Biological warfare/weapons

Biological Weapons
Convention

Caribbean Common Market

Committee on Assurances
of Supply

Confidence-building
measure

Chemical and biological
warfare/weapons

Conference on
Disarmament

Central and Eastern Europe
Circular error probable

Conventional Armed Forces
in Europe

Common Foreign and
Security Policy

Command, control,
communications and
intelligence

Chairman-in-Office

Commonwealth of
Independent States
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CMEA

COCOM

COMECON

CORRTEX

CpC
CPI

CSBM

CSCE

CSO

CTB(T)

CTOL

Ccw

CwC

CWFZ
DEW

DOD

DOE
DST
EC

ECOWAS

ECU
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Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance

(as COMECON)
Coordinating Committee
(on Multilateral Export
Controls)

Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance

(as CMEA)

Continuous reflectometry
for radius versus time
experiments

Conflict Prevention Centre
Consumer price index

Confidence- and security-
building measure

Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe

Committee of Senior
Officials

Comprehensive test ban
(treaty)

Conventional take-off and
landing

Chemical warfare/weapons

Chemical Weapons
Convention

Chemical weapon-free zone
Directed-energy weapon

Department of Defense
us)

Department of Energy (US)
Defence and Space Talks
European Community

Economic Community of
West African States

European Currency Unit

EFA
EFTA
ELINT
ELV
EMP

EMU

Enmod
EPU

ERW

EU

EUCLID

EURATOM

FAO

FBR

FOC

FOTL
FROD

FROG

FSC

G7

G-21

GATT

European Fighter Aircraft
European Free Trade Area
Electronic intelligence
Expendable launch vehicle
Electromagnetic pulse

Economic and Monetary
Union

Environmental modification
European Political Union

Enhanced radiation
(neutron) weapon

European Union
European Cooperative
Long-term Initiative on

Defence

European Atomic Energy
Community

Food and Agriculture
Organization

Fast-breeder reactor
Forward-based system
Full operational capability
Follow-on to Lance

Functionally related
observable difference

Free-rocket-over-ground

Forum for Security
Co-operation

Fiscal year

Group of Seven (leading
industrialized nations)

Group of 21 (formerly 21
non-aligned states)

General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade



GBR
GCC
GDP

GLCM

GNP

GPALS

GPS

HACV

HCNM

HLWG

TIAEA

ICBM

IEPG

INFCIRC
I0C

IPM

1PS

IRBM

Ground-based radar
Gulf Co-operation Council
Gross domestic product

Ground-launched cruise
missile

Gross national product

Global Protection Against
Limited Strikes

Global Protection System

Heavy armoured combat
vehicle

High Commissioner on
National Minorities

Highly enriched uranium
High Level Task Force
High Level Working Group

International Atomic
Energy Agency

Intercontinental ballistic

missile

Independent European
Programme Group

Infantry fighting vehicle

International Monetary
Fund

Intermediate-range nuclear
forces

Information circular
Initial operational capability

International plutonium
management

International plutonium
storage

Intermediate-range ballistic
missile

JCcC

ICG
JCIC

ISG
LDC

LDDI

LEU
MAD

MARV

MBT
MD
MIC

MIRV

MLRS

MOU

MRF
MRV
MSC

MTCR

MTM

NACC

NATO

ACRONYMS xix

Joint Consultative
Commission

Joint Consultative Group

Joint Compliance and
Inspection Commission

Joint Strategy Group
Less developed country

Less developed defence
industry

Low-enriched uranium
Mutual assured destruction

Manceuvrable re-entry
vehicle

Main battle tank
Military District
Military—industrial complex

Multiple independently
targetable re-entry vehicle

Multiple launch rocket
system

Memorandum of
Understanding

Multi-role fighter
Multiple re-entry vehicle
Military Staff Committee

Missile Technology Control
Regime

Multinational technical
means (of verification)

North Atlantic Cooperation
Council

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

Nuclear, biological and
chemical (weapons)
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NIC

NMP

NNA

NNWS

NRRC

NSG
NST
NSWTO

NTI

NWS

OAS

OAU

OBDA

ODA

ODIHR

OECD

Oo&M

OMB

Newly industrializing
country

Net material product

Neutral and non-aligned
(states)

Non-nuclear weapon state
Nuclear Planning Group
Non-Proliferation Treaty

Nuclear Risk Reduction
Centre

Nuclear Suppliers Group
Nuclear and Space Talks
Non-Soviet WTO
National trial inspection

National technical means
(of verification)

Nevada test site
Nuclear weapon-free zone
Nuclear weapon state

Organization of American
States

Organization of African
Unity

Official budget defence
allocation

Official development
assistance

Office for Democratic
Institutions and Human
Rights

Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and
Development

Operation and maintenance

Office of Management and
Budget (US)

OMG

oov

OPANAL

OPCW

OSI
OSIA
PFP
PLA

PLO

PTB(T)
R&D

RDT&E

RMA
RPV
RV

SACEUR

SALT

SAM

SCC

SDI
SDIO

SICBM

Operational Manceuvre
Group

Object of verification
Agency for the Prohibition
of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America
Organisation for the
Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons

On-site inspection

On-Site Inspection Agency
Partnership for Peace

People’s Liberation Army

Palestine Liberation
Organization

Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions (Treaty)

Partial Test Ban (Treaty)
Research and development

Research, development,
testing and evaluation

Restricted Military Area
Remotely piloted vehicle
Re-entry vehicle

Supreme Allied
Commander, Europe

Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks

Surface-to-air missile

Standing Consultative
Commission

Strategic Defense Initiative
SDI Organization

Small ICBM



SLBM

SLCM
SLV

SNDV

SNF
SRAM
SRBM

SSBN

SSD

SSGN

SSM)
SSN

START

SvC

SWS

TASM

Submarine-launched
ballistic missile

Sea-launched cruise missile
Space launch vehicle

Strategic nuclear delivery
vehicle

Short-range nuclear forces
Short-range attack missile
Short-range ballistic missile

Nuclear-powered, ballistic-
missile submarine

Safety, Security and
Dismantlement (Talks)

Nuclear-powered, guided-
missile submarine

Surface-to-surface (missile)

Nuclear-powered attack
submarine

Strategic Arms Reduction
Talks/Treaty

Special Verification
Commission

Strategic weapon system

Tactical air-to-surface
missile

Transporter—erector—
launcher

Theatre High Altitude Area
Defence

Treaty-limited equipment
Theatre nuclear forces

Threshold Test Ban
(Treaty)

United Nations Conference
on Environment and
Development

UNDP

UNIKOM

UNOSOM

UNPROFOR

UNSCOM

UNTAC

UNTAG

UNTEA

VCC

V/STOL

WEU

WTO

ACRONYMS  xxi

United Nations
Development Programme

United Nations Irag—
Kuwait Observation
Mission

United Nations Operation
in Somalia

United Nations Protection
Force

United Nations Special
Commission on Iraq

United Nations Transitional
Authority in Cambodia

United Nations Transition
Assistance Group

United Nations Temporary
Executive Authority

Verification Co-ordinating
Committee

Vertical/short take-off and
landing

Western European Union
Warsaw Treaty

Organization
(Warsaw Pact)
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ABM Treaty

Anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) system

Arab League

Association of South-East
Asian Nations (ASEAN)

ATTU zone

Balkan states

Balladur Plan

Ballistic missile

Ballistic missile defence
(BMD)

The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, signed by the USSR
and the USA in the SALT I process, which prohibits the devel-
opment, testing and deployment of sea-, air-, space- or mobile
land-based ABM systems. See also Ballistic missile defence.

Weapon system designed to defend against a ballistic missile
attack by intercepting and destroying ballistic missiles and
their warheads in flight.

Established in 1945. The members of the League of Arab
States are Algeria, Bahrain, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Pales-
tine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, the
United Arab Emirates and Yemen. The League has a perma-
nent delegation to the UN.

Established in 1967. The member states are Brunei, Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand.

The Atlantic-to-the-Urals zone, stretching from the Atlantic
Ocean to the Ural Mountains, which comprises the entire land
territory of the European NATO states, former WTO states,
and European former Soviet republics with the exception of the
Baltic states. See also CFE Treaty, CFE-1A Agreement.

States in south-eastern Europe bounded by the Adriatic,
Aegean and Black seas: Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Macedonia (Former Yugoslav
Republic of), Romania, Slovenia, Turkey and Yugoslavia
(Serbia and Montenegro).

See Pact for Stability in Europe.

A missile which follows a ballistic trajectory (part of which
may be outside the earth’s atmosphere) when thrust is termi-
nated.

Systems capable of intercepting and destroying nuclear
weapons in flight, for defence against a ballistic missile attack.
The now defunct US Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) was a
programme for space-based systems. In May 1993 the Strategic
Defense Initiative Organization (SDIO) was renamed the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), signifying
the end of the *Star Wars’ era and a re-emphasis of US missile-
defence programmes from strategic to theatre defences. See
also ABM Treaty, Anti-ballistic missile system, Ballistic
missile, Theatre Missile Defense Initiative.



Baltic states

Binary chemical weapon

Biological weapon (BW)

Central Asia

Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE)

Central Europe

CFE Treaty

CFE-1A Agreement
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Three former Soviet republics in north-eastern Europe which
border on the Baltic Sea: Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania.

A shell or other device filled with two chemicals of relatively
low toxicity which mix and react while the device is being
delivered to the target, the reaction product being a super-toxic
chemical warfare agent, such as nerve gas.

A weapon containing living organisms, whatever their nature,
or infective material derived from them, which are intended for
use in warfare to cause disease or death in man, animals or
plants, and which for their effect depend on their ability to
multiply in the person, animal or plant attacked, as well as the
means of their delivery.

Of the former Soviet republics, this term refers to Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan (as well
as the Central Asian part of Russia).

The CEE refers to Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary,
Poland, Romania and Slovakia. The CEE region sometimes
also includes the European former Soviet republics—Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, the European part of
Russia and Ukraine—and sometimes also the Baltic states. See
also Central Europe, Eastern Europe.

This region includes Austria, the Czech Republic, Germany,
Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. See also Central and Eastern
Europe.

The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, negoti-
ated in the CSCE process, was signed in 1990 by NATO and
WTO countries and entered into force on 9 November 1992. It
sets ceilings on treaty-lirnited equipment (TLE) in the ATTU
zone. In 1992 the former Soviet republics with territory in the
ATTU zone signed the Agreement on the Principles and Proce-
dures of Implementation of the CFE Treaty (Tashkent Agree-
ment), confirming the allocation of TLE on their territories.
Also in 1992, the NATO states, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russia and Ukraine signed the
Final Document of the Extraordinary Conference of the States
Parties to the CFE Treaty (Oslo Document), making these
states parties to the modified CFE Treaty. See also Treaty-
limited equipment, ATTU zone.

The 1992 Concluding Act of the Negotiation on Personnel
Strength of Conventional Armed Forces in Europe entered into
force simultaneously with the CFE Treaty. All the CFE Treaty
parties are parties to the CFE-1A Agreement, which sets limits
on the number of military personnel permitted in the ATTU
zone. See also ATTU zone, CFE Treaty.
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Chemical weapon (CW)

Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC)

Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP)

Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS)

Comprehensive test ban
(CTB)

Conference on
Disarmament (CD)

Conference on Security
and Co-operation in
Europe (CSCE)

Confidence- and Security-
Building Measure
(CSBM)

Chemical substances—whether gaseous, liquid or solid—
which might be employed as weapons in combat because of
their direct toxic effects on man, animals or plants, and the
means of their delivery.

The multilateral Convention on the Prohibition of the Devel-
opment, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical
Weapons and on their Destruction was opened for signature on
13 January 1993. It bans all chemical weapons world-wide,
imposes a wide spectrum of inspections to verify the ban, out-
laws any use of these weapons and imposes a strict ban on all
activities to develop new chemical weapons. The CWC will
not enter into force until 180 days after the date of the deposit
of the 65th instrument of ratification, but no earlier than two
years after its opening for signature (i.e., no earlier than
13 January 1995).

See European Union and Western European Union.

Organization of 12 former Soviet republics, established in Dec.
1991. See table of members below.

A proposed ban on all nuclear weapon explosions in all
environments, negotiated in the Conference on Disarmament.

Multilateral arms control negotiating body, based in Geneva,
composed of 37 states (excluding Yugoslavia) representing all
the regions of the world and including the permanent members
of the UN Security Council. The CD reports to the UN General
Assembly. It has been proposed to expand the membership of
the CD.

The CSCE opened in 1973, with the participation of European
states plus the USA and Canada, and in 1975 adopted a Final
Act. Follow-up meetings were held in Belgrade (1977-78),
Madrid (1980-83), Vienna (1986-89) and Helsinki (1992).
Summit Meetings were held in Paris (1990) and Helsinki
(1992). The 1994 Follow-up and Summit Meetings will be held
in Budapest. The main CSCE institutions are: the Council of
Foreign Ministers, the Committee of Senior Officials (CSO),
the Secretariat, the Conflict Prevention Centre (CPC), the
Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights
(ODIHR), the Parliamentary Assembly, the Forum for Security
Co-operation (FSC), the Chairman-in-Office (CIO), the High
Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM), the Court [on
Conciliation and Arbitration] and the Permanent Committee of
the CSCE. See table of members below.

A measure to promote confidence undertaken by a state. A
CSBM is militarily significant, politically binding and verifi-
able. See also Conference on Confidence- and Security-
Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe, Vienna
Documents 1990 and 1992 on CSBMs.



Conventional weapon

Council of Europe

Counter-proliferation

Cruise missile

De-Targeting Agreement

Eastern Europe

European Union (EU)

First-strike capability
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Weapon not having mass destruction effects. See also Weapon
of mass destruction.

Established in 1949, with its seat in Strasbourg and 32
members, it is open to all European states. Its main aims are
defined in the European Convention on Human Rights (1950)
and the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms (1953). Among its special bodies is the
European Court of Human Rights.

Measures or policies to prevent the proliferation or enforce the
non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

A guided weapon-delivery vehicle which sustains flight at
subsonic or supersonic speeds through aerodynamic lift, gener-
ally flying at very low altitudes to avoid radar detection, some-
times following the contours of the terrain. It can be air-,
ground- or sea-launched and deliver a conventional, nuclear,
chemical or biological warhead.

US-Russian agreement, signed on 14 January 1994, to ‘de-
target’ strategic nuclear missiles (that is, the missiles will no
longer contain information targeting them on the territory of
the other party) that are under their respective commands by
30 May 1994. (A Russian—British De-Targeting Agreement
was signed on 15 February 1994.)

This region includes Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Georgia, Hungary, Moldova,
Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Ukraine, as well as the Euro-
pean part of Russia. See also Central and Eastern Europe.

Organization of 12 West European states. In 1991 the texts of
draft treaties on an Economic and Monetary Union and a Euro-
pean Political Union were agreed at the European Community
(EC) summit meeting in Maastricht, the Netherlands. The
Treaty on European Union (Maastricht Treaty) was signed in
1992 and entered into force on 1 November 1993. The main
organs of the EU are the European Commission, the European
Parliament, the European Council, the Council of Ministers
and the European Court of Justice. An EU ‘common foreign
and security policy’ was established in the Maastricht Treaty,
inter alia to preserve peace, strengthen international security,
develop and consolidate democracy, the rule of law and respect
for human rights and freedoms, and work as a cohesive force in
international relations. See also Western European Union, and
table of members below.

Theoretical capability to launch a pre-emptive attack on an
adversary’s strategic nuclear forces that eliminates the retalia-
tory, second-strike capability of the adversary.
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Fissile material production
ban

Group of Seven (G7)

INF Treaty

Intercontinental ballistic
missile (ICBM)

Intermediate-range
nuclear forces (INF)

International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA)

Joint Consultative Group
(ICq)

Kiloton (kt)

Launcher

Lisbon Protocol

Maghreb states

Megaton (Mt)
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Proposals were made in 1993 for the negotiation of a multilat-
eral convention to ban the production of fissile material for
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. The cut-
off was recognized in a UN General Assembly resolution in
December 1993 as a significant contribution to nuclear non-
proliferation in all its aspects.

The group of seven leading industrialized countries: Canada,
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the UK and the USA.

The 1987 US-Soviet Treaty on the Elimination of
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missilés obliged the
USA and the USSR to destroy all land-based missiles with a
range of 500-5500 km (intermediate-range, 1000-5500 km;
and shorter-range, 500-1000 km) and their launchers by 1 June
1991. The INF Treaty was implemented before this date. See
also Theatre nuclear forces.

Ground-launched ballistic missile capable of delivering a war-
head to a target at ranges in excess of 5500 km.

Theatre nuclear forces with a range of from 1000 km up to and
including 5500 km.

With headquarters in Vienna, the IAEA is endowed by its
Statute, which entered into force in 1957, with the twin pur-
poses of promoting the peaceful uses of atomic energy and en-
suring that nuclear activities are not used to further any mili-
tary purpose. It plays a role in verification of the NPT, the
Treaty of Tlatelolco and UNSCOM activities, and is proposed
to play a new role in future multilateral agreements.

Established by the CFE Treaty to promote the objectives and
implementation of the CFE Treaty by reconciling ambiguities
of interpretation and implementation.

Measure of the explosive yield of a nuclear weapon equivalent
to 1000 tons of trinitrotoluene (TNT) high explosive. (The
bomb detonated at Hiroshima in World War II had a yield of
about 12-15 kilotons.)

Equipment which launches a missile. ICBM launchers are
land-based launchers, which can be either fixed or mobile.
SLBM launchers are missile tubes on submarines.

See START I Treaty.

The North African states of Algeria, Libya, Mauritania,
Morocco and Tunisia, members of the Arab Maghreb Union,
founded in 1989.

Measure of the explosive yield of a nuclear weapon equivalent
to 1 million tons of trinitrotoluene (TNT) high explosive.



Minsk Group

Multiple independently
targetable re-entry
vehicles (MIRV)

Multiple re-entry vehicle
(MRYV)

Mutual assured
destruction (MAD)

National technical means

of verification (NTM)

Non-strategic nuclear
forces

Nordic countries

North Atlantic
Cooperation Council
(NACC)

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO)

Nuclear Risk Reduction
Centres (NRRC)
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Group of 10 states acting together in the CSCE: Belarus, the
Czech Republic, France, Germany, Italy, Russia, Slovakia,
Sweden, Turkey and the USA. The group was set up to
organize a conference on political settlement of the Nagorno-
Karabakh conflict.

Re-entry vehicles, carried by a nuclear ballistic missile, which
can be directed to separate targets along separate trajectories
(as distinct from MRVs). A missile can carry two or more RVs.

Re-entry vehicle, carried by a nuclear missile, directed to the
same target as the missile’s other RVs.

Concept of reciprocal deterrence which rests on the ability of
the nuclear weapon powers to inflict intolerable damage on one
another after receiving a nuclear attack. See also Second-strike
capability.

The technical intelligence means used to monitor compliance
with treaty provisions which are under the national control of
individual signatories to an arms control agreement.

See Theatre nuclear forces

Countries in Northern Europe, including Iceland, Finland and
the Scandinavian countries Denmark, Norway and Sweden.

Created in 1991 as a NATO institution for consultation and co-
operation on political and security issues between NATO and
the former WTO states and former Soviet republics. See table
of members below.

A defence alliance established in 1949 by the North Atlantic
Pact concluded between the USA, Canada and a number of
West European states. Since 1966, NATO Headquarters have
been in Brussels. See table of members below.

The multilateral Non-Proliferation Treaty, which entered into
force in 1970 and established a regime to prevent the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons while guaranteeing the peaceful uses
of nuclear energy. Under the NPT, non-nuclear weapon states
parties undertake to conclude safeguards agreements with the
TAEA to prevent the diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful
to weapon use.

Established by the 1987 US-Soviet NRRC Agreement. The
two centres, which opened in Washington and Moscow in
1988, exchange information by direct satellite link in order to
minimize misunderstandings which might carry a risk of
nuclear war. Notifications concerning exchange of information
about nuclear explosions under the 1974 Threshold Test Ban
Treaty, the 1976 Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty and the
Protocols to the two treaties shall also be submitted through the
two NRRC:s.
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Open Skies Treaty

Organisation for
Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD)

Organization of African
Unity (OAU)

Organization of American
States (OAS)

Oslo Document

Pact for Stability in
Europe

Paris Documents

Partnership for Peace
(PFP)

A treaty signed by 25 CSCE states in 1992, permitting flights
by unarmed military or civilian surveillance aircraft over the
territory of the signatory states, in the area ‘from Vancouver to
Vladivostok’. Not in force on 1 June 1994.

Established in 1961 to replace the Organization for European
Economic Co-operation (OEEC). With the accession of
Canada and the USA, it ceased to be a purely European body.
OECD objectives are to promote economic and social welfare
by co-ordinating policies. See table of members below.

Established in 1963 as a union of 32 African states.

Group of states in the Americas, established in 1890. Thirty-
five countries are members (Cuba has been excluded from par-
ticipation since 1962) and 29 countries from other continents
are permanent observers.

See CFE Treaty.

A proposal presented to the French Council of Ministers on
9 June 1993 and to the European Union on 22 June 1993 by
Prime Minister Edouard Balladur of France (also referred to as
the Balladur Plan), for inclusion in the framework of the EU
Common Foreign and Security Policy. The objective is to
contribute to stability by preventing tension and potential
conflicts connected with borders and minorities. It would
consist of bilateral agreements between individual countries
and the EU. It is proposed to be open to the EU states, other
states ‘interested in stability in Europe’, and the ‘countries of
Northern, Central and Eastern Europe concerned’. The task of
the inaugural Conference held in Paris in May 1994 was to set
up round tables. See also European Union.

A set of five documents adopted at the 1990 Paris CSCE
summit meeting. They include the CFE Treaty, the Joint Dec-
laration of Twenty-Two States, the Charter of Paris for a New
Europe, the Supplementary Document to give new effect to
certain provisions contained in the Charter, and the Vienna
Document 1990. New CSCE institutions were set up in the
Paris Documents.

The NATO programme for co-operation with democratic states
in the East, in such areas as military planning, budgeting and
training, under the authority of the North Atlantic Council. It
provides for enhanced co-operation to prepare for and under-
take multilateral crisis-management activities such as peace-
keeping. The January 1994 NATO summit meeting approved a
Framework Document and issued an Invitation to NACC and
other CSCE states, welcoming an evolutionary expansion of
NATO membership. Subscribing states must provide
Presentation Documents to NATO, identifying the steps they
will take to achieve the PFP goals, and develop with NATO
individual Partnership Programmes. See table below.



Peaceful nuclear
explosion (PNE)

Re-entry vehicle (RV)

Safe and Secure
Dismantlement (SSD)
Talks

Second-strike capability

Short-range nuclear forces
(8NF)

Stability Pact
START I Treaty

START 1I Treaty
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Application of a nuclear explosion for non-military purposes
such as digging canals or harbours or creating underground
cavities.

That part of a ballistic missile which carries a nuclear warhead
and penetration aids to the target, re-enters the earth’s atmo-
sphere and is destroyed in the terminal phase of the missile’s
trajectory. A missile can have one or several RVs; each RV
contains a warhead.

A nuclear arms control forum established in 1992 to institu-
tionalize co-operation between the USA and former Soviet
republics with nuclear weapons on their territories, in the safe
and environmentally responsible storage, transportation,
dismantlement and destruction of former Soviet nuclear
weapons. Talks have resulted in bilateral agreements between
the USA and some of these states for US funding to assist in
the destruction of their nuclear weapons.

Ability to receive a nuclear attack and launch a retaliatory blow
large enough to inflict intolerable damage on the opponent. See
also Mutual assured destruction.

Nuclear weapons, including artillery, mines, missiles, etc., with
ranges up to 500 km. See also Tactical nuclear weapon,
Theatre nuclear forces.

See Pact for Stability in Europe.

The 1991 US-Soviet Treaty on the Reduction and Limitation
of Strategic Offensive Arms, which reduces US and Soviet
offensive strategic nuclear weapons to equal aggregate levels
over a seven-year period. It sets numerical limits on deployed
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs)—ICBMs, SLBMs
and heavy bombers—and the nuclear warheads they carry. In
the 1992 Protocol to Facilitate the Implementation of the
START Treaty (the Lisbon Protocol), Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Ukraine pledge to accede to the START Treaty, to eliminate all
strategic weapons on their territories within the seven-year
START Treaty reduction period and to join the NPT as non-
nuclear weapon states in the shortest possible time. In separate
formal letters addressed to the US President, the leaders of
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine pledge to ‘guarantee’ the
elimination of all nuclear weapons located on their territories.
The START I Treaty was not in force on 1 June 1994.

The 1993 US—-Russian Treaty on Further Reduction and Limi-
tation of Strategic Offensive Arms, which requires the USA
and Russia to eliminate their MIRVed ICBMs and sharply
reduce their strategic nuclear warheads to no more than 3000—
3500 each (of which no more than 1750 may be deployed on
SLBMs) by 1 January 2003 or no later than 31 December 2000
if the USA and Russia reach a formal agreement committing
the USA to help finance the elimination of strategic nuclear
weapons in Russia. It will not enter into force until the
START I Treaty enters into force.
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Strategic nuclear weapons

Submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM)

Tactical nuclear weapon

Tashkent Agreement

Theater Missile Defense
Initiative

Theatre nuclear forces

(TNF)

Throw-weight

Toxins

Treaty-limited equipment
(TLE)

Vienna Documents 1990
and 1992 on CSBMs

Visegrad Group

Warhead

ICBMs, SLBMs and bomber aircraft carrying nuclear weapons
of intercontinental range (usually over 5500 km).

A ballistic missile launched from a submarine, usually with a
range in excess of 5500 km.

A short-range nuclear weapon which is deployed with general-
purpose forces along with conventional weapons. See also
Short-range nuclear forces; Theatre nuclear forces.

See CFE Treaty.

A 1993 initiative of President Clinton to develop and test
theatre, or tactical, missile defence systems, without harming
the objectives of the ABM Treaty. See also ABM Treaty.

Nuclear weapons with ranges of up to and including 5500 km.
In the 1987 INF Treaty, nuclear missiles are divided into
intermediate-range (1000-5500 km) and shorter-range (500—
1000 km). The USA and USSR eliminated their TNF under the
INF Treaty. Also called non-strategic nuclear forces. Nuclear
weapons with ranges up to 500 km are called short-range
nuclear forces. See also Short-range nuclear forces.

The sum of the weight of a ballistic missile’s re-entry
vehicle(s), dispensing mechanisms, penetration aids, and tar-
geting and separation devices.

Poisonous substances which are products of organisms but are
inanimate and incapable of reproducing themselves as well as
chemically induced variants of such substances. Some toxins
may also be produced by chemical synthesis.

The five categories of equipment on which numerical limits are
established in the 1990 CFE Treaty: battle tanks, armoured
combat vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft and attack heli-
copters.

The Vienna Document 1990 on CSBMs, included in the set of
Paris Documents, repeated many of the provisions in the 1986
Stockholm Document and expands several others. It estab-
lished a communications network and a risk reduction mech-
anism. The Vienna Document 1992 on CSBMs builds on the
Vienna Document 1990 and supplements its provisions with
new mechanisms and constraining provisions.

The Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia. (The
name comes from a meeting in 1991 of the leaders of these
countries held in the Hungarian town of Visegrad.)

That part of a weapon which contains the explosive or other
material intended to inflict damage.



Warsaw Treaty
Organization (WTQO)

Weapon of mass
destruction

Western European Union
(WEU)

Yield
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The WTO, or Warsaw Pact, was established in 1955 by a
Treaty of friendship, co-operation and mutual assistance. The
WTO was dissolved in 1991.

Nuclear weapon and any other weapon which may produce
comparable effects, such as chemical and biological weapons.

Established in the 1954 Protocols to the 1948 Treaty of
Brussels of Collaboration and Collective Self-Defence among
Western European States. Within the EU common foreign and
security policy (CFSP) and at the request of the EU, the WEU
is to elaborate and implement EU decisions and actions which
have defence implications See table of members below.

Released nuclear explosive energy expressed as the equivalent
of the energy produced by a given number of tons of trinitro-
toluene (TNT) high explosive. See also Kiloton, Megaton.

Conventions in tables

Data not available or not applicable
Nil or a negligible figure

Uncertain data

million

billion (thousand million)

US §, unless otherwise indicated
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CSCE Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NACC North Atlantic Cooperation Council

WEU  Western European Union

PFP Partnership for Peace

EU European Union

CIS Commonwealth of Independent States

A * in the column for membership in an organization indicates that the country is one of the original
members, that is, since the date given in the column heading for establishment of the organization. A
year in the column indicates the year in which a country that is not an original member joined the
organization.

4'The former state of Czechoslovakia was an original member of the CSCE and NACC.

b Jceland, Norway and Turkey are associate members of the WEU (they may express views but not
block decisions). Denmark and Ireland are observers. Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia are associate partners.

¢ Finland has observer status at NACC.

4 France and Spain are not in the integrated military structures of NATO.

€ The original members of the CSCE were the former Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany)
and the German Democratic Republic (East Germany). After unification in 1991, Germany assumed the
membership of this organization.

S The original member of NATO, the WEU and the EC was the former Federal Republic of Germany
(West Germany). After unification of West Germany and East Germany in 1991, Germany assumed the
membership of these organizations.

& Greece was accepted as a member of the WEU at the WEU Council meeting in Nov. 1992, pending
ratification by all WEU state parliaments.

k As from 7 July 1992, Yugoslavia is suspended from the CSCE.






Introduction: the search for a new security
system

ADAM DANIEL ROTFELD

The end of the East—-West confrontation initiated an essential transformation
of the international system. We are still, however, at the initial stages of the
process of reshaping it. Neither a ‘new world order’ nor any other universal
security system has yet emerged. Moreover, it is difficult to envisage today
the essence of a new system or what its tenets, norms and working procedures
will be.

I. After bipolarity: new developments

Peace, development and democracy became more closely interrelated in 1993
than ever before. As UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali has put it:
‘Without peace, there can be no development, and there can be no democracy.
Without development, the basis for democracy will be lacking and societies
will tend to fall into conflict. And without democracy, no substantial devel-
opment can occur; without such development, peace cannot long be main-
tained’.! In 1993 there were undoubted achievements in all these domains.

In the first month of the year, two major accords were signed: the US—
Russian START II Treaty and the multilateral Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWCQ). Under the terms of the START II Treaty the two great powers will
reduce their respective numbers of nuclear warheads to 3000-3500 by the year
2003. Three months later, newly elected President Bill Clinton and Russian
President Boris Yeltsin agreed that negotiations on a comprehensive test ban
(CTB) should start at an early date? and reaffirmed their determination to
strengthen the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and make it of unlimited
duration. In 1993 only one nuclear explosion was conducted, the lowest
annual number since 1959, as all the nuclear powers except China observed
unilaterally declared testing moratoria. However, to be viable, a CTB treaty
‘should be universal, verifiable and of indefinite duration’. In July, the Group
of Seven (G7) leading industrialized nations reiterated in Tokyo the objective
of universal adherence to the NPT as well as their determination to extend the
duration of the Treaty in 1995. The positive developments include accession
to the NPT by Belarus and by Kazakhstan half a year later. There was also
international support for negotiation of a ban on the production of fissile

1 Boutros-Ghali, B., Report on the Work of the Organization from the Forty-seventh to the Forty-
eighth Session of the General Assembly (United Nations: New York, Sep. 1993), p. 3.

2 Boutros-Ghali noted in his report that among the achievements is the decision by the Conference on
Disarmament to give its Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban a mandate to negotiate a CTB treaty.

3 Seenote 1, p. 162.
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material for nuclear weapons. Another event of great significance was the
establishment of the UN Register of Conventional Arms; SIPRI’s 25 years of
monitoring the arms trade contributed to its establishment and the results of its
first year of reporting were the subject of a special assessment by SIPRI.4
Only the end of the cold war made it possible for governments to release sub-
stantive information about arms transfers.

However, instability continued to be the most pronounced feature of inter—
national politics, with no organizing principle like that of cold war bipolarity
in evidence. Positive developments—such as the peace process in the Middle
East and the end of apartheid in South Africa—were accompanied by serious
setbacks. One serious concern was North Korea’s announcement on 12 March
1993 that it would withdraw from the NPT to ‘defend its supreme interests’.’
Neither of the START treaties has entered into force. Some anxiety surrounds
the efforts to institutionalize and prepare for implementation of the CWC.

The end of the bipolar system brought an apparent return to a system of
common values among a majority of states. Such notions as the right of
nations to self-determination and democracy re-emerged. The breakdown of
totalitarian regimes in Central and Eastern Europe and of apartheid in South
Africa allowed such notions as human dignity and liberty to flourish; how-
ever, it brought with it a fear of responsibility and an ‘escape from freedom’,
to use Erich Fromm’s expression. The ghosts of various forms of nationalism
and tribalism are reawakening and ethnic, national and religious conflicts are
breaking out. The war in Bosnia and Herzegovina has been waged for nearly
three years, new conflicts have erupted in the Caucasus and Tajikistan, and
tensions continue in many other parts of the world. On the one hand, the time
is ripe for practical implementation of the aims and principles of the UN
Charter and the use of the instruments and procedures it envisaged. This
opportunity was seized on an unprecedented scale and the United Nations
heightened its profile, particularly in preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping.
On the other hand, the means available to it often proved ineffective or unsuit-
able.

II. In search of new principles and norms

Basic questions have emerged regarding the new role for the United Nations.
The main dilemma is whether international action can only be taken on the
initiative and under the leadership of one of the global powers, or whether the
UN as an organization can do so itself. In other words, who can police the
world?¢ This raises the question not only of a new structure for international
politics but also, and even more importantly, of the changing substance of
international politics. In a nutshell, changes should not only concern forms,

4 Laurance, E. J., Wezeman, S. T. and Wulf, H., Arms Watch: SIPRI Report on the First Year of the
UN Register of Conventional Arms, SIPRI Research Report No. 6 (Oxford University Press: Oxford,
1993).

5 See appendix 15A in this volume.

6 Urquhart, B., “‘Who can police the world? New York Review, May 1994, p. 33.
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norms and tenets but also touch upon the crux of the matter. There is an urgent
need to redetermine the interrelationship of such principles of contemporary
international order as sovereignty, the equal rights of states and non-interven-
tion, on the one hand, and the right of the international community to inter-
vene in the face of genocide and massive abuses of human rights on the other,
either when state authorities perpetrate acts of aggression against their own
societies or when they can no longer ensure security to populations deprived
of basic rights and being killed in conflicts formerly treated as being
‘essentially’ within the ‘domestic jurisdiction’ of a state.’

This issue has come to the fore at a time when the risk of global war or
intentional nuclear attack has been reduced almost to zero and when local,
intra-state conflicts have emerged as the main threat.® The latter changed in
character and grew in intensity; inter-state conflicts, incited in the past by bloc
divisions and ideological antagonisms between the communist East and the
democratic West, slowly faded away. All the conflicts in 1993 were internal
and most were over territory.

Threats and traditional security preoccupations have changed, as have the
tasks facing security decision makers and the priorities and hierarchy of out-
standing matters. In the past, security was as a rule identified with the East—
West military balance. The role of arms control stemming from this percep-
tion was to remove the asymmetry of military potential between the blocs and
negotiate reductions in the level of armed forces and armaments and, at the
same time, build mutnal confidence based on openness, transparency and pre-
dictability. This political philosophy facilitated agreements between the super-
powers on strategic nuclear forces and multilateral agreements on reductions
of conventional armed forces in Europe. Since East—-West relations were of a
decisive character in international politics, it was assumed that the issues of
local conflicts and tensions would be practically settled within the respective
blocs. Problems of the developing countries, including rising levels of arma-
ments in states not belonging to the blocs, were not placed high on the list of
priorities.

The situation has changed radically after the cold war. First, security policy
is no longer perceived anywhere as being synonymous with arms control and
disarmament. Second, in the hierarchy of security policy tasks, the matter of
warding off intra-state conflicts has come to the fore. Third, the breakup of the
USSR and the bipolar system has given a new dimension to the problem of
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

The fundamental change of geopolitical circumstances has transformed the
agenda for a new international security system. Co-operative security is the
most desirable and adequate concept for the challenges ahead. ‘Co-operative
engagement is a strategic principle that seeks to accomplish its purposes
through institutional consent rather than through threats of material or physi-

7 Charter of the United Nations, Article 2, para. 7.
8 See chapter 2 in this volume.
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cal coercion.”® The important thing is that a new global system is being
formed not as a result of war, in the wake of which victors impose on the van-
quished a new order and rules of conduct, but through negotiations and
agreement on common goals, norms, institutions and procedures.

What should be the basic rules of the new system? In the 1950s, Clark and
Sohn presented six principles to guide the search for an effective international
security system.!0 Their project illustrated certain weaknesses typical of
model-based systems. Authors of such propositions, guided by idealistic
motives, seek to have political reality fall in line with the logic of the proposed
solutions. At the same time they assume that maintaining peace only concerns
inter-state relations. In reality, the major conflicts since the end of the cold
war have had a domestic character. All the 34 major armed conflicts in 1993
were of an intra-state nature. The most devastating wars in Afghanistan,
Angola, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Somalia, Sri Lanka,
Tajikistan and in many other countries could have been interpreted according
to conservative criteria as being the internal affairs of sovereign nation-states,
outside the competence of any international organization. The view that ‘until
there is complete disarmament under world law there can be no assurance of
genuine peace’!! is similarly divorced from political reality. More realistic
than the pacifist approach is the injunction ‘to devise agreed-upon measures to
prevent war and to do so primarily by preventing the means for successful
aggression from being assembled’.!2

The new security system will emerge as a result of various, often contradic-
tory, practical solutions rather than of a coherent, overall design. It will be
contingent upon a process of trial and error rather than on implementation of
logical theoretical propositions. Such concepts generally seek new institu-
tional solutions. The crucial point, however, is that not only the structures but
also the substance of international security has changed. Creating successor
institutions often gives the appearance of action but fails to solve problems.
There is no lack of institutions; moreover, their superfluity is costly, they
often duplicate each other’s tasks and do not facilitate optimizing the process
of conflict prevention, management or resolution. The same applies to norms
and procedures. Sir Brian Urquhart has rightly noted:

There is, in fact, already an immense body of international law on virtually all aspects
of human activity, but we are nowhere near a functioning international legal regime
to carry that law out. Each new experiment in international action should also con-
tribute legal precedents and principles for future action. These elements must eventu-
ally become the basis for an acceptable and universally accepted international legal
system, properly monitored and, if necessary, enforced.!?

9 Nolan, J. E. et al., “The concept of cooperative security’, in ed. J. E. Nolan, Global Engagement:
Coog;eration and Security in the 21st Century (Brookings Institution: Washington, DC, 1994), pp. 4-5.

10 Clark, G. and Sohn, L. B., World Peace Through World Law (Harvard University Press: Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1958).

' Note 10, p. xii.

12 Note 9, p. 5.

13 Note 6, p. 33.
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A system based on pragmatic solutions and precedents, which involves the
gradual adjustment of various institutions to new needs, is taking shape. It
would be wrong if a state or a group of states strove to put bonds on the inter-
national community as a whole, trammelling the freedom of states to deter-
mine their own security interests. However, it is desirable to determine the
framework and directions of the development of the emerging system.

The basis of cold war security was mutual deterrence. The foundation of a
new system should be mutual reassurance, which ‘requires an ability to initi-
ate and maintain co-operation among sovereign states on matters . . . tradition-
ally conceived of as the heart of sovereignty: decisions about what is needed
to maintain and preserve national security’.!# This is the essence of co-
operative security: it presupposes normative and institutional constraints on
sovereignty and non-intervention which since the time of Grotius have been
treated as the cornerstone of international law and order. Unlike various con-
cepts of ‘world government’ presented by Clark and Sohn, the system of co-
operative security implies ‘general acceptance of and compliance with binding
commitments limiting military capabilities and actions’.!* The main actors
within this system are nation states, not trans- or supranational structures; the
system assumes arms control and limitation, not universal and complete dis-
armament; the regime must be negotiated and accepted, not imposed. Instead
of mistrust, deterrence and enforcement, the co-operative system rests on
(a) confidence based on openness, transparency and predictability; (b) co-
operation and reassurance; and (c) legitimacy which depends on the accep-
tance by members that ‘the military constraints of the regime in fact substan-
tially ensure their security’.!¢ Many of these elements function within existing
security structures, primarily the UN system and the Conference on Security
and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) but also NATO (the Partnership for
Peace programme), the Western European Union (WEU) ‘associated partner-
ship’ with Central and East European states, the European Union (EU) and the
‘common foreign and security policy’ and in many other multilateral security
institutions and organizations. The co-operative security system is in statu
nascendi, in the process of taking shape; but the process is not automatic and a
tremendous effort is needed to establish the regime. The difficulty is that the
regime can be likened to a boat that ‘will have to be built while it is sailing’.17
The best relative progress can be noted in the sphere of arms control and
reductions of armed forces and armaments, particularly in Europe.'® It is worth
asking where the arms control process is heading in the post-cold war period.

14 Handler Chayes, A. and Chayes A., ‘Regime architecture: elements and principles’, in Nolan
(note 10), p. 65.

15 Note 14, p. 66.

16 Note 14, p. 112.

17 Note 14, p. 112.

1% Catherine M. Kelleher is right when she asserts: ‘In the early 1990s, Europe is by every measure
the best test bed for cooperative security. In no other region has there been more progress toward mutual
regulation of military capabilities and operations, toward mutual reassurance and the avoidance of ten-
sion and uncertainty. The core elements of cooperative security have been practiced in Europe, in West
but also East, for at least a half decade—including offensive force limitations, defensive restructuring,
confidence-building operational measures, overlapping organizational arrangements facilitating trans-
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ITII. The new role of arms control

In the bipolar world, negotiations on arms control and disarmament were seen
as the main channel of political dialogue between East and West, with arms
reductions playing a secondary role. These talks were designed mainly to
eliminate disparities and asymmetries, and to promote openness, transparency
and predictability. The agreements reached were to a great extent a barometer
of tension versus dézente in the international climate. Now arms control
developments have assumed their real dimension and proportion. The agree-
ments reached restored the balance between the two opposing blocs, one of
which soon disappeared. Irrespective of their operational value in the new
security landscape, the agreements introduced specific limitations, procedures
and rules of conduct in relations between states. Their main goal was to
reduce the danger of the outbreak of a major war between the two antagonistic
groupings. In the new situation, the question arises whether and to what extent
the implementation of the negotiated arms control accords promotes the
prevention or resolution of potential or current intra-state conflicts.

A new conceptual framework is required for arms control and disarmament
as instruments of security and stability. There is a need to define the nature of
the institutional framework and the ‘division of labour’ between different
structures and negotiation forums. Another basic question is how to define
new ‘needs’ and ‘requirements’. How can renationalization of defence policies
be prevented? How can the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missiles, old
and new technologies, and conventional arms be limited or prevented? How
can the existing non-proliferation regimes (both nuclear and conventional) be
sustained and strengthened? What should be done to curb the proliferation of
missiles and major and small conventional weapons? What kind of new
confidence- and security-building measures are required? How can the new
military imbalances and risks which have emerged as a result of the new
politico-military environment be eliminated? This volume sets out to find
answers to these and other questions.!® For example, in Europe is it worth
considering the concept of an arms control and disarmament agency and
examining the extent to which it might be instrumental in monitoring imple-
mentation of and verifying compliance with multilateral agreements? At first
such an agency could either be completely autonomous or act independently
within the framework of the CSCE. The prime organizational objective would
be to ensure the rapid acquisition and transfer of pertinent information, with
due regard to appropriate confidentiality. This might simplify and facilitate the
future arms control process in Europe.

In the réalm of global arms control the effective prevention of the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction has come to the fore.20 The concept of
counter-proliferation discussed intensively in 1993 may, from the viewpoint

parency and cooperative verification, and joint controls on the proliferation of military technology’. See
Kelleher, C. M., ‘Cooperative security in Europe’, in Nolan (note 9), p. 293.

19 See chapters 7, 8,9 and 14 in this volume.

20 See chapters 15 and 16 in this volume.
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of building a co-operative security system, prove counter-productive. Instead
of co-operativeness, confrontation could easily return.

The Chemical Weapons Convention—the first multilateral disarmament
agreement providing for the elimination of an entire category of mass-
destruction weaponry under international verification—proves that negotia-
tions, however protracted and difficult, are the only effective method of
getting rid of such weapons.2! While the post-cold war climate has permitted
agreement on reductions of US and Russian nuclear weapons, it remains for
China, France and the UK to set limits on their nuclear weapons as well.
However, experience shows that there are no short cuts to disarmament.

IV. Options for the future

In crisis situations, especially when armed conflicts break out, there are no
easy options. International military intervention or peace enforcement should
be considered as an exceptional tool to restore peace, bringing only limited
results; it cannot be seen as a universal remedy. As Lawrence Freedman has
noted:

Most conflicts can be understood as power struggles, with one group seeking to
improve its position vis-a-vis another group or groups . . . Any external interference,
whether it be in setting rules for the conduct of the conflict, easing suffering, broker-
ing a settlement or intervening on one side, will influence the balance of power.
When that external interference ceases there will always be a tendency for local fac-
tors to dominate once again. Thus intervention has to be recognized, not as being
directed towards a specific end, but as being part of the process, though undoubtedly
a process with defined stages.?

Relationships between preventive diplomacy and the use of military means
are complex and defy accurate definition. Two extreme views are rather wide-
spread: the conviction that all conflicts can be solved by political means, and
the opposite opinion that, when means of diplomacy fail, military intervention
can eventually restore peace. Both extremes are grounded on illusion. In civil,
ethnic and religious wars, as shown by the unsuccessful mediation and inter-
vention in Abkhazia, Afghanistan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Nagorno-
Karabakh or Tajikistan, the traditional instruments of diplomacy and classical
peacekeeping operations have been poorly suited to the task. In other cases, as
in Namibia, Cambodia and Eritrea, they have worked well. In fact, all these
types of UN activity (preventive diplomacy, peacekeeping and peace
enforcement) are by definition intertwined? and have been performed simul-

21 As of 9 May 1994, the Chemical Weapons Convention was signed by 157 states, after 23 years of
negotiation. So far it has been ratified by only 6 states, none of which is a great power. See also chap-
ter 17 in this volume.

22 Freedman, L., “The politics of military intervention within Europe’, ed. L. Freedman et al., War
and Peace: European Conflict Prevention, Chaillot Papers No. 11, Oct. 1993, pp. 41—42.

23 In the understanding of the UN Secretary-General, preventive diplomacy is an action ‘to prevent
existing disputes from escalating into conflicts and to limit the spread of the latter when they occur’. See
note 1, p. 96. See also Boutros-Ghali, B., An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking
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taneously, some in parallel with the activities of other security structures, such
as NATO and the CSCE. Most prominent were UN operations in Cambodia,
El Salvador, Somalia and the former Yugoslavia.2

Armed conflicts that are not wars between states generally leave little room
for compromise or, consequently, for mediation; here peacekeeping operations
prove less useful because the parties to those conflicts do not follow the basic
rules, namely, that peacekeeping forces must remain impartial and neutral. It
does not mean that the international community is helpless.

V. Yearbook findings

The conclusions from the analyses and documents published in this volume
are the following:

1. Multilateral efforts in 1993 to prevent, manage and resolve international
conflict reached a new intensity, but also confronted difficulties for which
they were ill-prepared in the euphoria of the immediate post-cold war years.”
While success in Cambodia symbolized the possibilities, failure in the former
Yugoslavia and Somalia testified to the inadequacy of means for containing
wars in or bringing peace to those countries. There was a growing recognition
that, while the international community might be more willing than ever
before to consider peace indivisible and to widen its definition of threats to the
peace, there are limits to what can be achieved with the multilateral instru-
ments and resources currently available to it. The United Nations began a long
process of reform and restructuring to cope with the new demands being made
on it, while regional organizations played an increasingly important role.

2. Regional security systems are gaining in importance. Increasingly, they
are no longer confined to Europe.? The regional dialogue that has emerged in
the Asia—Pacific region in the past decade, in both economic and security
areas, is a significant global security development. As the fastest growing
region of the world in economic and trade terms, it is heartening that Asia—
Pacific is moving towards discussion of its region-wide security problems in a
co-operative framework rather than using the arms it is increasingly able to
afford. Although the original ideas on regional co-operative structures for
Asia—Pacific came from its periphery—Australia, Canada and the USSR—it is
the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) that has provided most
of the regionalist momentum in the past few years. In contrast, North-East

and Peace-keeping, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/47/277 (8/24111), 17 June 1992;
the text of the report is reprinted in SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), appendix 2A, pp. 66—80. Peacekeeping entails the deployment
of military or police personnel (often civilians as well) in the field with the consent of all the parties
concerned. It should be understood ‘as an impartial and consent-based set of activities covering a wide
range of tasks but not designed to impose solutions or promote specific objectives by coercive means’.
See Berdal, M. R., ‘Fateful encounter: the United States and UN peacekeeping’, Survival, vol. 36, no. 1
(spring 1994), p. 30. The concept of peace enforcement in practice covers peacekeeping activities which
do not necessarily involve the consent of all parties concerned. See chapter 1 in this volume.

24 gee chapter 1 and appendices 1A and 1B in this volume.

25 See chapter 1 in this volume.

26 See chapter 7 in this volume.
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Asia, lacking subregional structures and plagued by major continuing security
challenges, has been largely passive—with the important and relatively recent
exception of Japan.?

3. The collapse of the bipolar system permitted a fundamental breakthrough
in the search for peace in the Middle East. The agreement between Israel and
the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) in September should be seen as
one of the most spectacular events of 1993. It would be hard to overestimate
the contribution of the late Johan Jgrgen Holst, former Norwegian Minister of
Foreign Affairs, to this achievement. After five major wars, the present peace
process has come closer than any other effort over the past 50 years to resolv-
ing the fundamental Palestinian problem.?® Equally spectacular was South
Africa’s release from the bonds and borders of apartheid.

4. The former USSR remained the scene of domestic conflict and instability.
The economic dependence of the other countries of the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS) upon Russia and the increasing role of the Russian
Army in the political arena, following the struggle for power in Russia in
September—October 1993, have led to the drawing up of neo-imperialist con-
cepts of Russia’s role in Europe and in the world.?

5. SIPRI continues to monitor military technology and international secu-
rity, and this Yearbook includes a case study of India. Military research and
development (R&D) in India is not progressing as rapidly as observers had
predicted. Indian military R&D programmes have reached some immediate
goals, but the anticipated technological momentum that would allow India to
move from limited import substitution to indigenous innovation has not been
created. Reports that sophisticated conventional or nuclear weapons are easily
or inevitably within the grasp of India, or even countries with lesser scientific
resources, should therefore be viewed with scepticism.

Non-lethal weapons are analysed in a case study of new technology devel-
opments.* These weapons are by no means new. Since the 1991 Persian Gulf
War there has been a renewed effort, especially in the USA, to develop them
for use in situations where less than lethal force is required or desirable. They
include such technologies as high-power microwave weapons able to disable
unprotected electronic systems, advanced portable lasers for use against sen-
sors and personnel as well as chemical and biological agents capable of
degrading the performance of equipment and/or personnel.

6. The chapter on chemical armaments and disarmament examines whether
the overwhelming initial support for the CWC has affected the behaviour of
states and whether there are any signs of proliferation being reversed. It is
estimated that the destruction of the US stockpile by 2004 will cost over $8.6
billion. Russia is still faced with the challenge of completing its draft CW

27 See chapters 4 and 5 in this volume.
28 See chapter 3 in this volume.

29 See chapter 6 in this volume,

0 See chapter 10 in this volume.

3 See chapter 11 in this volume.
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destruction programme.’? The analysis of the CWC? contains an overview of
the achievements, problems and main trends related to the involvement of
industry, national implementation and the foreseeable ratification process.
Some historical and new arms control developments in biological weapons are
also discussed.

7. While military spending is declining in nearly all countries, they can
hardly be said to be enjoying a genuine peace dividend. In most countries
there is a tendency to cut arms procurement more rapidly than defence spend-
ing in general. The key issue of conditionality is also discussed: whether for-
eign aid should continue to be given to countries with high military spending
or whether donors should attach conditions.3

8. Another crucial aspect of security traditionally analysed by SIPRI is that
of arms production and trade. The most recent data show that the dominant
trend in the global arms industry continues to be towards rationalization and
concentration in the primary centres of arms production. Combined sales by
the top 100 arms-producing companies in the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) countries and the developing world fell
by 5 per cent between 1991 and 1992. It is now widely acknowledged that
export sales cannot compensate for the reduced domestic demand now facing
many companies. In 1993 the international flow of major conventional
weapons levelled off after a period of rapid decline since 1987. While the
USA remained the dominant supplier, accounting for 48 per cent of total
deliveries, Russia increased its share of the global total to 21 per cent in 1993.
Arms transfer control may become easier after capacities in the arms industry
have been reduced to a more sustainable level .3

The changes ushered in five years ago did not lead to wholesale rejection of
the norms, procedures and institutions which underlay the global system dur-
ing the cold war. Although not suited to the new reality, they still function and
are being adjusted to the new circumstances. Rethinking the values of the
international security system means rethinking both the structure and the sub-
stance of world politics. There is a need to re-evaluate the meaning of
sovereignty, self-determination and non-intervention as part of the basic prin-
ciples of international law. The new rules should be instrumental in preventing
or containing internal conflicts through agreed international action; in rebuff-
ing any attempt to legitimize a concept of special rights or spheres of interests
for great powers; and in consolidating and strengthening non-proliferation. To
build a new co-operative security regime, including organization of multi-
national forces to protect all members of the system against any aggression,
implies, as a conditio sine qua non, the right to legitimized intervention.
Standing idly by would be tantamount to appeasement and an invitation to
break the law.

32 See chapter 9 in this volume.

33 See chapter 17 in this volume
34 See chapter 18 in this volume.
35 See chapter 12 in this volume.
36 See chapter 13 in this volume.
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1. Multilateral conflict prevention,
management and resolution

TREVOR FINDLAY"

I. Introduction

If 1992 witnessed the zenith of post-cold war optimism about the prospects for
preventing and resolving international conflict through multilateral action,
1993 saw its nadir. The year reinforced the stark realities which Bosnia and
Herzegovina had already made clear in 1992 by revealing international impo-
tence in the face of multiple challenges: continuing ethnic fratricide in the
former Yugoslavia, a disastrous United Nations peace-enforcement mission in
Somalia, a political stand-off in Haiti, ethnic blood-letting in Burundi, civil
chaos in Zaire and Tajikistan, and the wholesale resumption of war in
Afghanistan and Angola.! The United Nations and the international commu-
nity scored considerable successes in restoring Cambodia to democratic gov-
ernance, helping Eritrea gain independence, deploying to the Former Yugo-
slav Republic of Macedonia the first ever UN conflict prevention force and
saving thousands of lives through humanitarian relief operations in Somalia
and Bosnia; but these tended to be overwhelmed, at least in popular per-
ception, by a continuing failure to end the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina and
tame the Somali warlords. Multilateral organizations such as the European
Union (EU) and the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
(CSCE) fared no better than the UN in relation to the former Yugoslavia and
were only marginally more effective in other European conflicts: Georgia was
besieged on two fronts, while the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict raged on
unabated.?

The year’s major peacemaking achievement—the historic accord between
Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization—emerged not from the UN or
some other formal multilateral organization but from the secret good offices of
a single country, Norway, building on the efforts of an ad hoc negotiation
forum, the International Conference on the Middle East, initiated largely by
the United States.? The transition of South Africa towards majority rule and
tentative moves towards peace in Northern Ireland, meanwhile, were almost

! See chapter 2 in this volume.
2 See chapter 6 in this volume.
3 See chapter 3 in this volume.

* Olga Hardardéttir and Paul Claesson of the SIPRI Project on Peacekeeping and Regional
Security assisted in researching this chapter.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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exclusively the work of the parties involved, rather than the result of inter-
national intervention.

In addition to tackling ongoing conflicts and crises, the international com-
munity continued to grapple with conceptual issues relating to the prevention,
management and resolution of conflicts between and within states. The debate
revealed that the establishment of new norms, institutional arrangements and
practices will take years. None the less the United Nations, prompted by the
Secretary-General’s Agenda for Peace,* began reforming its own capacities
and procedures, despite rising demands on its services and worsening penury.
Preventive diplomacy came into vogue, not just at the UN but in regional
organizations, most notably the CSCE and the Organization of African Unity
(OAU). The CSCE and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) began
serious examination of their roles in future peacekeeping operations.

Section II of this chapter reviews the debate on Secretary-General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali’s An Agenda for Peace one year after its release. Section III
examines the role and activities of the United Nations in conflict prevention,
management and resolution in 1993, with the exception of UN peacekeeping
and peace-enforcement operations which, because of their size and complex-
ity, are considered separately in sections IV and V. Regional involvement in
conflict prevention, management and resolution in 1993 is considered in
section VI.

II. An Agenda for Peace one year on

Debate continued throughout 1993 over the Agenda for Peace, a blueprint for
enhancing the UN role in the maintenance of peace and security after the cold
war.’ Issued in June 1992 at the request of the Security Council, the document
was widely greeted as an earnest of the new Secretary-General’s willingness
to transform his lumbering organization into one fit to meet the challenges of
the 21st century. While an early consensus emerged on the merits of the con-
flict prevention measures proposed, his peacemaking, peacekeeping and
peace-enforcement ideas did not fare as well.

Closer examination of the document in various UN forums® and in capitals
produced political misgivings on the part of some states and revealed concep-

4 Boutros-Ghali, B., An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and Peace-keeping,
Report of the Secretary-General, UN document A/47/277 (S/24111), 17 June 1992; the text of the report
is reprinted in SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University
Press: Oxford, 1993), appendix 2A, pp. 66-80.

3 For a highly informative study of the origins and progress to date of An Agenda for Peace, see Cox,
D., ‘Exploring An Agenda for Peace: issues arising from the Report of the Secretary-General’, Aurora
Paper 20 (Canadian Centre for Global Security: Ottawa, 1993). See also Hill, R., ‘Preventive diplomacy,
peace-making and peace-keeping’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (note 4), pp. 45-60.

6 Within the UN system the document was considered in detail by the Security Council, the General
Assembly (including in an informal open-ended working group chaired by Egypt), the Special Commit-
tee on the Charter of the United Nations and the Special Committee on Peace-keeping Operations (Com-
mittee of 34). An inter-departmental task force within the UN Secretariat was also established to propose
further measures for implementing the document. For Committee of 34 views, see its report ‘Compre-
hensive Review of the Whole Question of Peace-keeping Operations in all their Aspects’, UN document
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tual confusion to others. The developing states, led most vocally by Brazil,
India, Pakistan, Malaysia and Mexico, were fearful of the implications of the
concept of peace enforcement for their sovereignty, especially in civil war
situations. This appeared to be inconsistent with the fact that several of
them—notably India, Malaysia and Pakistan—not only supported UN peace-
keeping missions involving enforcement elements, as in Somalia and the for-
mer Yugoslavia, but also contributed substantial numbers of troops.” Of the
critics only Mexico has consistently declined to contribute troops to peace-
keeping operations.8

Some developing states also expressed concern that the new focus on pre-
venting, managing and resolving conflicts would distract the UN from its
traditional concern with social and economic development. The critics pro-
vided no evidence that the UN was actually diverting resources from one area
to the other—in fact, funding for all areas was increasing. Moreover, An
Agenda for Peace had explicitly recognized the need ‘in the largest sense, to
address the deepest causes of conflict: economic despair, social injustice and
political oppression’.® None the less Boutros-Ghali was asked to draft an
‘Agenda for Development’.!® The developing world did not present a united
front on such issues, however, Egypt and Indonesia being particularly influ-
ential in balancing the views of the more radical.

A more fundamental, if publicly unarticulated, concemn of the developing
world was that An Agenda for Peace, in allegedly reflecting the preoccupa-
tions of the industrialized countries, was further evidence that the UN had
become a tool of the West. Notwithstanding the fact that Boutros-Ghali was
himself from a developing state and that most of his document was directed at
solving problems plaguing the developing world, An Agenda for Peace was
viewed as flawed because it failed to address the underlying UN power struc-
ture—specifically the composition and role of the Security Council (see sec-
tion II).

Western reaction to An Agenda for Peace combined enthusiasm for the UN
finally engaging in fundamental reform with a surprising cautiousness about
some of the Secretary-General’s more innovative suggestions. In regard to the
proposed standby ‘peace-enforcement units’,!! for instance, only France was
supportive, having already offered the UN 1000 troops on 48 hours’ notice.

A/48/173, 25 May 1993. For General Assembly resolutions on the subject see Resolutions 47/120A,
18 Dec. 1992 and 47/120B, 8 Oct. 1993. For public reactions of the Security Council see Notes by the
President of the Security Council, 30 Nov. 1992 (S/24872), 30 Dec. 1992 (S/25036), 29 Jan. 1993
(S/25184), 26 Feb. 1993 (5/25344), 31 Mar. 1993 (5/25493), 30 Apr. 1993 (8/25696) and 28 May 1993
(8/25859). The working group approach to follow-up work on An Agenda for Peace has not been very
effective; it has produced much paperwork but has been slow and cumbersome.

7 Malaysia had troops in Somalia and Bosnia and Herzegovina, while India and Pakistan had troops in
Somalia.

8 Mexico has only contributed observers to two missions, UNMOGIP in 1949 and, more recently,
ONUSAL in El Salvador.

9 Boutros-Ghali (note 4), para. 16.

10 Although requested by the General Assembly (in resolution 47/181 of 22 Dec. 1992) to be ready
for the 48th session of the Assembly in 1993, the Agenda for Development was not to be tabled until
early 1994. See Resolution A/48/689, 29 Nov. 1993, p. 1, for details.

1T Boutros-Ghali (note 4), para. 44.
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The traditional providers of peacekeeping contingents, while wary of the
Secretary-General’s peace-enforcement ideas, were however quick to volun-
teer proposals for streamlining and bolstering the UN’s traditional peacekeep-
ing efforts.!2

Scholarly and some governmental responses to An Agenda for Peace
pointed to conceptual flaws in the document. As Australian Foreign Minister
Gareth Evans told the General Assembly, these would be only of academic
interest were it not for the fact that the UN might act in the real world on the
basis of these flaws unless clarifications were made.!* The difficulties mostly
revolve around definitions of preventive diplomacy, peacemaking, peacekeep-
ing and peace-building.

Preventive diplomacy was defined by the Secretary-General as: ‘action to
prevent disputes from arising between parties, to prevent existing disputes
from escalating into conflict and to limit the spread of the latter when they
occur’.!4 It was not clear, however, what he regarded as the difference between
a dispute and a conflict, although he gave the impression that by conflict he
meant armed conflict. This highlighted a fundamental difficulty in An Agenda
for Peace—its failure to clearly distinguish between conflict, in the sense of a
dispute between parties, and armed conflict. Disputes are endemic in the
international system, both between states and within them. It is simply not
possible, nor desirable, to completely eradicate them.!s The aim of the inter-
national community should then be to prevent escalation of disputes into
destructive modes of behaviour, the most extreme of which is armed conflict.

As examples of preventive diplomacy Boutros-Ghali cited confidence-
building measures, fact finding, early warning, preventive deployment and
demilitarized zones. The term diplomacy, however, seems far too narrow to
encapsulate not only his own examples (especially preventive deployments of
troops and demilitarized zones) but the whole range of measures, diplomatic
and non-diplomatic, available to the international community for preventing
armed conflict. These include:!¢ (a) fact finding and observation;!? (b) ‘good
offices’; (¢) mediation; (d) negotiation; (e) international legal measures such
as the International Court of Justice (IC]); (f) para-legal instruments such as
arbitration and conciliation; (g) preventive deployments; (k) peacekeeping;

12 Australia presented the most comprehensive response, in the form of the so-called Blue Book
tabled at the General Assembly in Sep. 1993 by Foreign Minister Gareth Evans. See Evans, G., Co-
operating for Peace: The Global Agenda for the 1990s and Beyond (Allen & Unwin: Sydney, 1993).
The book seeks to clarify conceptual issues, suggest criteria for different types of UN intervention in
conflict situations and propose priority areas for further UN reform.

13 Evans, G., “The United Nations: Cooperating for Peace’, Address to the UN General Assembly by
Senator Gareth Evans, Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs, 27 Sep. 1993, p. 6.

14 Boutros-Ghali (note 4), para. 20.

15 For a useful discussion of the positive (and negative) functions of conflict, see Tillett, G., Resolving
Conflict: A Practical Approach (Sydney University Press: Sydney, 1991), chapter 1.

16 For a comprehensive examination of the options available to the UN and its member states in the
peaceful settlement of disputes, see United Nations, Handbook on the Peaceful Settlement of Disputes
Between States (UN Office of Legal Affairs, Codification Division: New York, 1992).

17 See Declaration on Fact-finding by the United Nations in the Field of the Maintenance of Interna-
tional Peace and Security, annexed to General Assembly Resolution 46/59, 9 Dec. 1991.
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and (i) peace enforcement (including sanctions, embargoes and military
action). Boutros-Ghali’s preventive diplomacy might have been better
described as ‘conflict prevention and resolution measures’.

In contrast to preventive diplomacy, the Secretary-General defined peace-
making as ‘action to bring hostile parties to agreement, essentially through
such peaceful means as those foreseen in Chapter VI of the Charter of the
United Nations’.!® Again, it was not clear what he meant by ‘hostile’, although
presumably it was parties engaged in armed combat. Moreover, all of the
measures he then mentioned, including mediation, negotiation, ‘good offices’,
arbitration and conciliation, and ‘amelioration through assistance’ (otherwise
known as economic and humanitarian aid), are the same measures that can be
used for preventing the outbreak of armed conflict in the first place.

Most tools of conflict prevention, management and resolution can in fact be
used at any point in the ‘conflict spectrum’. For instance, negotiations can
take place before the outbreak of armed conflict or after it has ended. Enforce-
ment measures can be used to resolve a dispute forcibly (for instance, that
between Libya and those seeking justice in relation to the Lockerbie airliner
bombing) or after armed conflict has erupted (as in the case of the former
Yugoslavia). The division of these techniques into categories as in An Agenda
for Peace is misleading.

The Secretary-General caused further conceptual confusion by including in
his peacemaking repertoire the use of military force, including by ‘peace-
enforcement units’ under Security Council authorization and the Secretary-
General’s command. Most analysts would regard the use of force not as
peacemaking but as peace enforcement.

Compounding the confusion, Boutros-Ghali defined peacekeeping as ‘the
deployment of a United Nations presence in the field, hitherto with the con-
sent of all the parties concerned, normally involving United Nations military
and/or police personnel and frequently civilians as well’.!* He subsequently
declared that peace enforcement should be regarded as peacekeeping activities
which ‘do not necessarily involve the consent of all the parties concerned’.20
Both statements appeared to confuse military operations under Chapter VII of
the UN Charter, designed to enforce peace, with so-called ‘Chapter 61/,
peacekeeping operations, which have traditionally scrupulously avoided using
force, evinced impartiality and relied on consent of the parties.?! While some
peacekeeping operations have included enforcement elements, Boutros-
Ghali’s statements on the issue simply beg the question of whether peacekeep-
ing forces can have an enforcement component without irretrievably tarnish-
ing their impartiality and jeopardizing their entire mission. As veteran UN

18 Boutros-Ghali (note 4), para. 20.

19 Boutros-Ghali (note 4), para. 20 (emphasis added).

20 Boutros-Ghali, B., Report on the Work of the Organization from the Forty-seventh to the Forty-
eighth Session of the General Assembly (United Nations: New York, Sep. 1993), p. 96.

2l Foreign Affairs Committee, House of Commons, The Expanding Role of the United Nations and
its Implications for United Kingdom Policy, third report, vol. 1 (Her Majesty’s Stationery Office:
London, 23 June 1993), p. ix.
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peacekeeping head, former Under Secretary-General Sir Brian Urquhart con-
tends, “The moment a peacekeeping force starts killing people it becomes a
part of the conflict it is supposed to be controlling and thus a part of the prob-
lem’.22 This is not just a definitional problem but has been the most contro-
versial issue for the UN in three of its most elaborate post-cold war peace-
keeping missions—in Cambodia, Somalia and the former Yugoslavia?»—and
one which the United Nations has yet to come to grips with,

Further definitional murkiness resulted from the Secretary-General’s inclu-
sion of new UN activities in the field, such as the conduct and supervision of
elections, the clearance of land mines, and the protection and promotion of
human rights, in a separate section on post-conflict peace-building (which
used to be known as post-war reconstruction and development). This unac-
countably neglected the role that such activities have in multi-purpose peace-
keeping missions, both in resolving conflict and in laying the groundwork for
a lasting peace. The UN Transitional Assistance Group (UNTAG) in Namibia
and the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC),? for instance,
were not operating in post-conflict situations but helping restore peace to
societies still in conflict.

Some of the conceptual difficulties found in An Agenda for Peace appeared
to stem from the woolly thinking of the Security Council, which tasked the
Secretary-General with preparing a report on the rather selective menu of
‘preventive diplomacy, peacemaking and peacekeeping’ rather than the com-
prehensive agenda of conflict prevention, management and resolution. (This
did not, however, stop the Secretary-General from discussing peace-building
and peace enforcement.)

What has become increasingly clear, and as the Secretary-General himself
has acknowledged, is that the various UN activities outlined in An Agenda for
Peace form part of a complex continuum of peace operations.?> They inter-
twine and may be performed simultaneously or at varying points in the peace
process. Distinctions that seem clear and obvious in theory may dissolve in the
field, where the sole criterion must be whether the particular combination of
techniques works. Observer missions, for instance, can be seen as a conflict
prevention technique, a type of peacekeeping activity or a confidence-building
measure in a post-conflict situation. Preventive diplomacy can occur at any
stage of a conflict, either before the outbreak of armed clashes or after they
have begun, in order to prevent escalation to full-scale war. Humanitarian
intervention can be carried out during a conflict, such as in former Yugoslavia,
or after it, as in the case of the Kurds of Iraq. Peace negotiations can take
place at any point in the conflict spectrum.

Despite criticisms of and disagreements with An Agenda for Peace, the
document, prepared at short notice and in a situation of rapid change, stimu-

22 Quoted in Meister, S., ‘Crisis in Katanga’, Soldiers for Peace, Supplement to MHQ: Quarterly
Journal of Military History, vol. 5, no.1 (autumn 1992), p. 54.

23 See appendix 1A for case studies of these missions.

24 Acronyms for all current UN missions are elucidated in appendix 1A.

25 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 96.
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lated debate and thinking on the UN’s role. Moreover, it commendably
attempted, for the first time, to integrate all UN activities into a single
vision—the attainment and preservation of international peace and security.
On a practical level, it launched a long-awaited reform process aimed at
improving the UN’s conflict prevention, management and resolution capabili-
ties.

III. The United Nations’ role in conflict prevention,
management and resolution in 1993

The Secretary-General and the Secretariat

One of the preoccupations of the Secretary-General and the Secretariat during
the year was the establishment of an efficient UN early-warning system. There
is a new awareness that conflict prevention, management and resolution can
only be achieved if adequate and timely early-warning information is avail-
able. In the UN case there has been not so much a lack of information as an
inability to process and interpret it. Although its Office of Research and
Coliection of Information (ORCI) was abolished early in Boutros-Ghali’s ten-
ure as a cost-cutting measure, the Secretary-General, encouraged by the
General Assembly, subsequently commissioned a task force to make recom-
mendations on establishing a UN early-warning system. Meanwhile, the USA
has donated an intelligence-processing system to enable the Secretariat better
to receive, process and disseminate information provided by member states.2

An inter-agency early-warning mechanism for detecting mass population
displacements has already been established in the UN Department for Human-
itarian Affairs.?” The UN has also established ‘Interim Offices’ in the former
Soviet republics (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Ukraine and Uzbekistan) in part to enable it to monitor conflict situations
there.2® There are plans to establish similar offices in Cambodia, Eritrea and
Russia.

While the UN should continue to enhance its information-gathering and
-processing capabilities, there are obstacles to its ever being able to become as
efficient and effective as national intelligence agencies (which themselves are
far from infallible). First, there is sensitivity among developing states about
the possibility of the UN using ‘intelligence’ about them to their detriment, for
example in a peace-enforcement operation. Hence the UN avoids the term
‘intelligence’ in favour of ‘information’. Second is the reluctance of the tech-
nologically advanced states to turn over much vital information to the UN lest
their sources, capabilities (both human and technical) and national security be
compromised. However, a precedent has been set in the case of the UN Spe-

26 The Joint Deployable Intelligence Support System is located in the Department of Peace-Keeping
Operations (DPKO). See Berdal, M., International Institute for Strategic Studies, Whither UN Peace-
kee[ing?, Adelphi Paper no. 281 (Brassey’s: London, 1993), p. 55.

7 Boutros-Ghali (note 20) p. 101.

28 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 32.
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cial Commission (UNSCOM), which received US intelligence information
about Iraq to aid its search for that country’s weapons of mass destruction and
delivery capabilities.?? A case more relevant to early warning has been US
willingness to provide satellite intelligence to the International Atomic Energy’
Agency to bolster attempts to dissuade North Korea from developing nuclear
weapons. Finally, there is opposition to UN intelligence-gathering capabilities
because of more amorphous concerns about the UN becoming the precursor of
an all-seeing, all-knowing world government.

The situations in Angola, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Sudan in 1993
were, however, reminders that early warning is useless unless there is a
willingness to act appropriately on the basis of the information available.
Often it is the UN Secretary-General who is best placed to act, at least in the
first instance, using quiet or even secret diplomacy in a good offices, goodwill
or fact-finding capacity. Staff drawn from the Secretariat or prominent states-
persons may be used in situations where the Secretary-General is unable to be
personally involved or where prolonged diplomacy is required. To handle the
increased demand for such services, the UN is for the first time imparting pre-
ventive and peacemaking diplomacy skills to its staff.%

The scale of UN diplomacy in attempting to prevent, manage and resolve
conflict is impressive. Boutros-Ghali reported to the General Assembly in
September 1993 that more than 100 missions of representation, fact-finding
and goodwill offices to various countries have been undertaken on his behalf
since he began his term of office on 1 January 1992.3! In 1992-93 more fact-
finding missions were dispatched than in any previous such period in the
UN’s history.*2

In 1993 some of these missions were of an unprecedented character. The
Secretary-General described as a ‘significant breakthrough’ the dispatch of
UN civilian observers to assist a member state—South Africa—in ‘purely a
domestic matter, containing the level of violence’.? The theory behind this
type of mission is that the mere presence of foreign observers can help prevent
or quell violence. In 1992 the UN also dispatched fact-finding missions for the
first time to former Soviet republics—Armenia and Azerbaijan, Georgia and
Abkhazia, Moldova and Tajikistan.>* Another precedent was set in 1993 when
the Secretary-General dispatched a goodwill mission to Zaire to offer UN
assistance in resolving a domestic political stand-off that had not yet resulted
in significant armed conflict. This was conflict prevention at its purest,
although it also clearly amounted to interference in the internal affairs of a

29 See chapter 19 in this volume.

W1n Sep. 1993 in Austria, the UN Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), in co-operation
with the International Peace Academy, held its first Fellowship Programme in Peacemaking and Preven-
tive Diplomacy for international and national civil servants (information from the Programme Co-
ordinator, Dr Connie Peck).

31 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 97.

32 Boutros-Ghali, B., ‘An Agenda for Peace: one year later’, Orbis, vol. 37, no. 3 (summer 1993),
p. 325.

33 First established in 1992, the UN Observer Mission in South Africa currently comprises 49 observ-
ers. See Boutros-Ghali (note 20), pp. 97-98.

¥ Boutros-Ghali (note 20), pp. 110-11, 11517, 134-35 and 137-39.
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sovereign UN member state. The case illustrates one of the dilemmas the UN
faces in attempting to nip potential armed conflict in the bud.

The Security Council

The Security Council, as the principal organ of the UN entrusted with main-
taining international peace and security, has a vital role in conflict prevention,
management and resolution. Since the end of the cold war it has become
increasingly effective, at least in tackling a wider variety and number of con-
flicts, broadening its definition of what constitutes a threat to international
peace and security and being willing to take, on occasions, decisive action. A
key development has been a dramatic fall in the use of the veto by the five
permanent members—China, France, Russia, the UK and the USA.3

The Council can take a variety of conflict prevention, management and
resolution initiatives, including fact finding and observation, the imposition of
sanctions and the dispatch of peacekeeping and peace-enforcement missions
(see sections IV and V). The Council can also follow up the Secretary-
General’s conflict-prevention initiatives, in particular by authorizing expanded
missions, some of which acquire a UN acronym and separate funding as a
‘peacekeeping’ operation.* For instance, in 1993 the Council followed up the
Secretary-General’s Georgia—Abkhazia fact-finding missions by establishing
the UN Observer Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG).>

In 1992-93 the workload of the Council intensified further, the 20-member
body meeting in almost continuous session.’® According to Boutros-Ghali,
‘what has emerged is a pattern of operations akin to that of a task force deal-
ing with situations as they arise, on an almost continuing basis’.*

Security Council reform

For the developing countries the unrepresentativeness of the Council (particu-
larly the absence of Brazil, India, Indonesia and Nigeria from permanent
membership) and the existence of the veto power are a continuing bone of

35 Evans (note 12), p-21.

36 The designation of a UN mission with an acronym is somewhat arbitrary, nor does it qualify the
mission as a peacekeeping mission in the sense that it involves deployments of troops. Missions with
acronyms run the gamut from observation operations to full-scale comprehensive peacekeeping and
peace-enforcement operations. In one instance, the 1990 UN Mission to Verify the Election in Haiti
(ONUVEH), the government involved specifically requested, for political reasons, that the mission not
be called a peacekeeping mission. See Durch, W. J., The Evolution of UN Peacekeeping (The Henry L.
Stimson Center: Washington, DC, 1993), p. 35. Acquiring an acronym usually means that the mission
has been authorized by the Security Council and funded separately from the normal UN budget, but there
are exceptions. The 1947 UN Special Committee on the Balkans (UNSCOB) was established by the
General Assembly and funded out of the regular UN budget. Small observer missions like UNTSO in the
Middle East continue to be funded out of that budget. The mission in Cyprus, UNFICYP, is however
funded by voluntary contributions (see Durch, p. 45). See also appendix 1A, note 13.

37 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 117.

38 From 1 Jan. 1992 to 31 Aug. 1993 it held 359 sessions of consultations of the whole, totalling some
428 hours, as well as 247 formal meetings which adopted 137 resolutions and issued 144 statements. See
Boutros-Ghali (note 20), pp. 11-12.

39 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), pp. 11-12.
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contention. Not only does the current arrangement lack balance and equity
(Germany and Japan are also strongly pressing for permanent membership)
but it also tarnishes the legitimacy of Security Council decisions. The prob-
lem, in the view of the developing states, has been exacerbated by the Coun-
cil’s authorization of the US-led Operation Desert Storm against Iraq, the
imposition of sanctions on Libya over the Lockerbie bombing, the failure to
lift the arms embargo against the Muslim-led government of Bosnia and
Herzegovina and the absence of action against Israel for its flouting of
Security Council resolutions.

Although the developing states represented on the Council participate fully
in Council debates and sometimes help frustrate Western policy, they none the
less sense the operation of a ‘closet veto’, whereby the USA, France and the
UK use their political, military and financial clout to ultimately get their own
way.40

During 1993 delicate consultations over the Council’s future composition
were conducted in the Special Committee on the Charter of the United
Nations and in the context of planning for the UN’s 50th anniversary celebra-
tions in 1995.41 However, abolition of the veto is extremely unlikely, whatever
the decision about the composition of the Council.

Criteria for UN intervention

Debate over criteria for Security Council authorization of UN intervention in
situations of armed conflict grew intense in 1993, inflamed by the perceived
lack of criteria involved in Council decisions to intervene in Somalia and for-
mer Yugoslavia. President Bill Clinton, in his address to the General
Assembly in September, said that the UN had to ‘know when to say no’, not
just because peacekeeping may be inappropriate in particular circumstances,
but because the UN cannot possibly cope with all conflicts.#? Boutros-Ghali
himself on several occasions pleaded that the UN was unable, given
limitations on its finances and human resources, to respond to every request
for intervention or assistance. Britain’s UN Ambassador, Sir David Hannay,
suggested that if the UN could not say no, it should at least learn to say ‘yes,
but’ and spell out conditions for its involvement.** Some observers argued that
the UN may be wise to let particular conflicts continue until they were ripe for
intervention, rather than waste resources and effort in perhaps making
situations worse. Lord Owen argued, for instance, that in feeding all sides in
Bosnia and Herzegovina the UN had prolonged the war.# Others claimed that

40 The Economist, 12 June 1993, p. 45.

41 Boutros-Ghali (note 4), paras 40, 115 and 116. The Preparatory Committee for the Fiftieth Anni-
versary of the United Nations is dealing with Security Council reform in the context of a celebratory UN
declaration which would stand alongside the Charter (information provided by the Committee Chairman,
Australian Ambassador to the UN, Mr Richard Butler).

42 “Confronting the challenges of a broader world’, address to the UN General Assembly by President
Bill Clinton, 27 Sep. 1993, US Department of State Dispatch, vol. 4, no. 39 (27 Sep. 1993), p. 652.

43 Note 40, p. 44.

44 Financial Times, 12-13 Mar. 1994, p- 2.
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knee-jerk resort to peacekeeping represented a failure on the part of the
Security Council to address the root causes of conflict, a case in point being
Somalia.

In an attempt to address some of these issues the Security Council in May
1993 announced its criteria for establishing peacekeeping operations (jumbled
in with some guidelines for its own behaviour) in the last of its series of notes
on An Agenda for Peace. These criteria were:

* A clear political goal and a precise mandate subject to periodic review and to
change in its character or duration only by the Council itself

» The consent of the government and, where appropriate, the parties concerned, save
in exceptional circumstances

* Support for a political process or for the peaceful settlement of the dispute

* Impartiality in implementing Security Council decisions

* Readiness of the Security Council to take appropriate measures against parties
which do not observe its decisions

* The right of the Security Council to authorize all means necessary for United
Nations forces to carry out their mandate

* The inherent right of peacekeepers to use force in self-defence

* An empbhasis on the need to find a political solution so that peace-keeping opera-
tions do not continue in perpetuity.*s

In addition the Council stressed that peacekeeping operations ‘should not be a
substitute for a political settlement nor should they be expected to continue in
perpetuity’.#

However, while the existence of set criteria can lead to a more orderly and
comprehensive decision-making process, in the final analysis decisions on UN
intervention will be made on political grounds, particularly since contributions
by member states to such interventions will themselves be made on political
grounds. Moreover, it will be the ‘exceptional circumstances’ that will place
the most stress on the Security Council’s criteria.

Preventive deployments

Amid all the hand-wringing about definitional issues arising from An Agenda
for Peace, one innovative addition to the UN arsenal of conflict prevention
techniques mentioned in that document was quietly inaugurated by the Secu-
rity Council in 1993—the preventive deployment of 1000 UN troops to Mace-
donia to deter the spread of the Balkans war to that former Yugoslav repub-
lic.#

45 Note by the President of the Security Council, UN document $/25859, 28 May 1993, p. 1.
46 See note 45.
47 See appendix 1B for details.
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Table 1.1. Cases before the International Court of Justice, 1993

* Application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide
(Bosnia and Herzegovina v. Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro))

* Maritime Delimitation in the Area between Greenland and Jan Mayen (Denmark v. Norway)
» Territorial Dispute (Libya/Chad)

« Aerial Incident of 3 July 1988 (Iran v. USA)

* Certain Phosphate Lands in Nauru (Nauru v. Australia)

« East Timor (Portugal v. Australia)

* Maritime Delimitation between Guinea-Bissau and Senegal

*» Maritime Delimitation and Territorial Questions between Qatar and Bahrain

* Questions of Interpretation and Application of the 1971 Montreal Convention arising from
the Aerial Incident at Lockerbie (Libya v. United Kingdom)

* Questions of Interpretation and Application of the 1971 Montreal Convention arising from
the Aerial Incident at Lockerbie (Libya v. USA)

« Oil Platforms (Iran v. USA)
* Gabcikovo-Ngyamaros Project (Hungary/Slovakia)

Source: Boutros-Ghali, B., Report on the Work of the Organization from the Forty-seventh to
the Forty-eighth Session of the General Assembly (United Nations: New York, Sep. 1993),
pp. 17-19. Cases listed as one party versus another are those in which one party has brought
to the ICJ a case against another party, the others are cases where both parties jointly seek a
Court ruling.

Also in 1993 the Security Council expanded the mandate of the UN Irag—
Kuwait Observation Mission (UNIKOM), deployed on the Irag-Kuwait bor-
der, from one of border monitoring to one designed to deter, and if necessary
deal with, small-scale Iraqi incursions.*

Although An Agenda for Peace attempted to categorize preventive deploy-
ments separately from peacekeeping, it could be argued that they are a type of
peacekeeping, the only difference being that they keep the peace before armed
conflict has occurred, rather than afterwards. Many so-called traditional
peacekeeping operations have a preventive deployment character—including
those in Cyprus, India—Pakistan and the Middle East. On the other hand such
deployments, if located only on one side of a border, as in Macedonia, may
not have the consent of all parties—a traditional prerequisite of peacekeep-
ing—and may therefore be perceived as partial.#

48 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 122; and UN Chronicle, vol. 30, no. 3 (Sep. 1993), p. 40. Following
the Gulf operation the UN established UNIKOM to monitor the Irag-Kuwait border. Since it had its
basis in a Chapter VII enforcement action this peacekeeping operation is ‘an unusual blend of “tradi-
tional” peacekeeping and enforcement’. See Foreign Affairs Committee (note 21), p. xii. The force was
intended to be bolstered by a mechanized infantry battalion, but to date no UN member state has volun-
teered such a contingent.

49 This did not stop the UN Emergency Forces (UNEF I and II) in the Sinai, deployed only on the
Egyptian side of the border because of Israeli opposition, being regarded as peacekeeping operations.
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International legal mechanisms

International legal mechanisms for resolving international conflicts peacefully,
thereby preventing the outbreak of armed conflict, have existed for decades,
but have remained under-utilized, largely because states have been unwilling
to surrender jurisdiction over their sovereign affairs to an international tri-
bunal. In An Agenda for Peace Boutros-Ghali pleaded for greater resort to be
had to the ICJ in the Hague in the peaceful settlement of disputes, including
the so-called ‘chambers’ jurisdiction or informal mediation by the court. In
1993, probably more coincidentally than in response to his plea, the Court had
before it a record 12 cases. Three have since been resolved, the court handing
down judgements in the Denmark versus Norway and Libya/Chad cases,
while Australia and Nauru reached a settlement outside the court and agreed to
discontinue proceedings in their Certain Phosphate Lands case.’® The UN
Decade of International Law which starts in the year 2000 is being seen as an
opportunity to encourage all states to accept the general jurisdiction of the ICJ.

IV. UN peacekeeping operations

Peacekeeping, the deployment of multinational military and/or civilian forces
in the field, can be used to prevent, manage or resolve conflict. It can prevent
an outbreak or resumption of hostilities, manage localized outbreaks of con-
flict or constitute part of a comprehensive peace settlement. In Boutros-
Ghali’s categorization, peacekeeping can be a part of preventive diplomacy,
peacemaking or peace-building.

Peacekeeping missions were the most controversial aspects of UN opera-
tions in 1993. The world media at times gave the impression that the entire
enterprise was on the verge of collapse, citing the operations in Somalia and
the former Yugoslavia as prime examples.5! The débacle in Mogadishu in par-
ticular brought charges of UN incompetence and, combined with the embar-
rassing failures of its own contingent, a reconsideration by the USA of its
future role in UN peacekeeping missions.’? The UNPROFOR mission in the
former Yugoslavia, while criticized on a number of grounds, was just one
struggling element in an unfolding political and military tragedy, where none
of the players wrapped itself in glory.5* The Angola mission, UNAVEM II,
went seriously wrong, partly because it was under-resourced. It was placed in
limbo when brutal civil war resumed following UN-sponsored elections in
September 1992.54 The UN Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara

50 Information obtained from the Legal Department, Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Stockholm.
See also International Court of Justice, Reports of Judgments, Advisory Opinions and Orders (Inter-
national Court of Justice: The Hague, 1993).

51 Gee, for instance, Bellamy, C., ‘UN peace missions are a “shambles™’, The Independent, 13 Oct.
1993, p. 12; Elliot, M., ‘Somalia: anatomy of a fiasco’, Newsweek, 18 Oct. 1993, pp. 6-15; and Kraut-
hammer, C., ‘The immaculate intervention’, Time, 26 July 1993, p. 60.

52 See case study in appendix 1B.

53 See case study in appendix 1B.

54 UN Chronicle, vol. 30, no. 3 (Sep. 1993), pp. 27-29.
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(MINURSO)* also remained on hold as disagreements between the parties
derailed plans for a referendum on independence.’¢ The UN failed both to
return democratically elected President Jean-Bertrand Aristide to power in
Haiti and to land a limited peacekeeping mission (the UN Mission in Haiti,
UNMIH) at Port-au-Prince in the face of determined opposition by armed
civilians mobilized by the Haitian military.5?

On the positive side, however, Cambodia became the UN’s first major post-
cold war success story, albeit one that soon faded from the news headlines.#
A UN mission also quietly assisted Eritrea in achieving its long-held goal of
independence by monitoring its April 1993 referendum (the UN Observer
Mission to Verify the Referendum in Eritrea, UNOVER).5® The UN also
began tackling the daunting task of returning Mozambique to peace and demo-
cracy with a 6000-strong force of troops and civilian police (the UN Operation
in Mozambique, ONUMOZ) deployed by June 1993.6¢ The UN Observer
Mission in El Salvador (ONUSAL) and that in Nicaragua and Honduras (the
UN Observer Group in Central America, ONUCA) continued to be largely
successful, although their tasks remained far from complete.®! Towards the
end of 1993 the situation in El Salvador showed worrying signs of deteriora-
tion in the lead-up to the campaign for the March 1994 elections.2

In 1993 UN peacekeeping continued its exponential quantitative expansion.
Six new missions were established: in Somalia, Uganda/Rwanda, Georgia,
Liberia, Haiti and Rwanda (which absorbed the Uganda/Rwanda mission).s3
At its peak in 1993 the UN had nearly 80 000 troops deployed in 18 opera-
tions, more than at any time in its history.# The UN peacekeeping budget was
expected to have grown from an already unprecedented $1.4 billion in 1992 to
$3.6 billion in 1993.55

The costs of UN peacekeeping operations are, however, a pittance compared
with military spending. The ratio of military expenditures to peacekeeping
contributions, calculated for selected countries, range from 182 000:1 for
Ethiopia to Japan’s 574 : 1.66 Peacekeeping costs also pale in comparison with
peace-enforcement operations. While the enforcement action against Iraq

55 MINURSO is the Spanish acronym for Mision de las Naciones Unidas para el Referendum del
Sahara Occidental.

56 Durch (note 36), pp. 33-34; and Financial Times, 28 Oct. 1993, p. 6.

57T UN Chronicle, vol. 30 , no. 4 (Dec. 1993), pp. 20-22; and International Herald Tribune, 12 Oct.
1993.

58 See the case study in appendix 1B.

59 UN Chronicle, vol. 30, no. 3 (Sep. 1993), p. 39.

60 See note 59, pp. 25-26.

6! See Baranyi, S. and North, L., ‘Stretching the limits of the possible: United Nations peacekeeping
in Central America’, Aurora Paper 15 (Canadian Centre for Global Security: Ottawa, Dec. 1992).

62 Farah, D., ‘El Salvador’s peace process is seen losing its momentum’, Boston Sunday Globe,
21 Nov. 1993; and Reid, M., ‘UN investigates return of Salvador death squads’, The Guardian, 11 Nov.
1993, p. 6.

63 See appendix 1A for details.

64 United Nations Peace-keeping Operations, Background Note (United Nations Information Centre
for the Nordic Countries: Copenhagen, Oct. 1993).

65 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 34.

66 Ogata, S. and Volcker, P., Financing an Effective United Nations, Report of the Independent Advi-
sory Group on UN Financing (Ford Foundation, New York, Apr. 1993), pp. 32-33.



CONFLICT PREVENTION, MANAGEMENT AND RESOLUTION 27

during the Persian Gulf War cost an estimated $40 billion, UNOSOM 1I in
Somalia cost an estimated $1.2 billion in its first 12 months,$” while UNTAC
in Cambodia cost a mere $1.5 billion in total .68

UN operations also escalated in complexity, combining elements of tradi-
tional peacekeeping (such as separating combatants along a contested frontier)
with, in Boutros-Ghali’s terms, peacemaking, peace-building and, for the first
time since the Congo operation in the 1960s, peace enforcement. Some of this
growing complexity was planned, the result of ambitious peace-building
operations as in Cambodia. Complexity also came with deteriorating condi-
tions in Bosnia and Herzegovina, forcing ever more ingenious techniques on
the UN to achieve delivery of humanitarian aid. The requirements of peace
enforcement in a civil war situation in Somalia added further complexity. In
Haiti the UN attempted unsuccessfully to inaugurate a new type of peacekeep-
ing mission, designed to provide military and police training to assist in the
democratization and demilitarization of Haitian society. As Boutros-Ghali put
it, “peacekeeping has to be reinvented every day’.%

The expanded repertoire of UN peacekeeping operations in 1993 included:

1. Election observation (Eritrea and Liberia) and organization (Cambodia);

2. Humanitarian assistance and securing safe conditions for its delivery
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Somalia and Kurdish areas of Iraq);

3. Observation and separation of combatants along a more or less demar-
cated boundary (Croatia, southern Lebanon, Cyprus, India~Pakistan, Kuwait—
Iraq, Israel-Syria and Israel-Egypt);

4. Disarmament of military and paramilitary forces (Cambodia, Somalia and
El Salvador);

5. Promotion and protection of human rights (Cambodia and El Salvador);

6. Mine clearance, training and mine awareness {Afghanistan and Cam-
bodia);

7. Military and police training (Cambodia and Haiti);

8. Boundary demarcation {(Kuwait—Iraq border);

9. Civil administration (Cambodia);

10. Provision of assistance to and repatriation of refugees (the former Yugo-
slavia, Cambodia and Somalia);

11. Reconstruction and development (Cambodia and Somalia).

Some of these functions were combined in large, multi-function operations as
in Angola, Cambodia, El Salvador, Mozambique, Somalia and the former
Yugoslavia.

67 Evans (note 12), p. 119.
68 Jane’s Defence Weekly, 5 Feb. 1994, p. 16.
6% Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 101.
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Operational problems

During 1993 the qualitative and quantitative expansion of UN field operations
placed an enormous strain on the capacity of the UN to establish, administer
and service the multiplicity of field operations. Procurement, logistics and
supply, personnel and finance were all strained to breaking point. Part of the
problem remained that the UN did not have its own holdings of supplies, apart
from a small stock of equipment held at an air base at Pisa, Italy.” It therefore
continued to procure from external contractors, usually at very short notice,
most of the equipment needed for each mission (although towards the end of
1993 it began to recycle equipment from one mission to the next).”! Despite
this situation, a Secretariat proposal to establish stocks of basic military equip-
ment was dropped when member states refused to contribute $15 million to
fund it.”

Traditionally, the UN’s procurement system, including its budgetary proce-
dures, has been extraordinarily slow and complex. Until the General
Assembly’s Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions
(ACABQ) and Fifth Committee approve each mission budget, the Secretariat
cannot expend significant funds.?” Furthermore, insufficient financial delega-
tion is given to mission commanders to procure supplies and equipment
locally or regionally; all purchasing orders and requisitions must be chan-
nelled through New York.” Commanders have traditionally spent valuable
time devising creative ways to subvert this cumbersome system.

Co-ordination of UN agencies in the field also remained problematic
throughout 1993. In Cambodia, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Somalia, civil-
military relations were at times ‘strained’.” Serious problems were also identi-
fied in the relationship between the UN’s multiple humanitarian agencies and
its political and peacekeeping structures.’ Jan Eliasson, Under Secretary-
General for Humanitarian Affairs, was frustrated in his attempts to improve
co-ordination even among the humanitarian agencies themselves.”

The failures of peacekeeping in 1993 were for the most part not operational,
however, but political. They ranged from failure at the highest level, the
Security Council, which lacked the political will to implement its decisions on

70 Durch (note 36), p. 67.

71 Equipment from the Cambodia mission was sent to Liberia. See Phnom Penh Post, 11-24 Feb.
1994, p. 17; United Nations, ‘UN Peacekeeping Operations Information Notes’, update no. 2, 1993,
p. 108.

72 Wall Street Journal Europe, 29 Dec. 1993, p. 1.

73 Berdal (note 26), p. 34. The Fifth Committee is the General Assembly’s committee on finance,
membership of which is open to all UN members, unlike the ACABQ which has a limited, elected mem-
bership of 16.

74 Berdal (note 26), p. 34.

75 Berdal (note 26), p. 15.

76 Weiss, T. G., et al., Humanitarian Action in the Former Yugoslavia: The UN’s Role, 1991-1993,
Occasional Paper 18 (Thomas J. Watson Institute for International Studies: Providence, R.I., 1994).

71 The Independent, 24 Nov. 1993, p. 13. Moreover, he has not been mandated to deal with Bosnia
and Herzegovina, which is the exclusive responsibility of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR). One observer likened this to ‘being the England football manager and responsible for every-
thing but the matches’.
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former Yugoslavia and Somalia, through to the failure of guerrilla groups like
Cambodia’s Khmer Rouge and Angola’s UNITA (Unido Nacionale para a
Independéncia Total de Angola) to seize the opportunity offered by UN inter-
vention to give their nations a new beginning. There is little the UN can do
when warring parties have no real desire for peace.

Peacekeeping reforms

In response to heightened expectations and demands,’® problems in the field
and widespread criticism, the United Nations began a series of reforms of its
peacekeeping operations, especially focused on its headquarters in New York.

The Secretariat’s Department of Peace-keeping Operations (DPKO), estab-
lished in March 1992 and headed after March 1993 by Under Secretary-
General Kofi Annan, has been continually reorganized and expanded.” After
declining in 1988-89 from around 12 to 8 professional officers, it has grown
since 1991 to around 25 civilian professionals and an equal number of military
officers, the latter mostly on secondment from governments. The target is to
almost double the number of professionals in the division to 80 or 90. The
Department has been organized into geographical divisions for the first time
(Africa, Asia/Middle East and Europe/Latin America) to make tracking and
co-ordination of operations in particular regions easier, although this may
have the perverse effect of detracting from efforts to improve vertical integra-
tion in UN peacekeeping decision-making.®

A major, long-advocated reform and potentially the most significant was the
integration of the Field Operations Division into the DPKO.8! This promised
to attenuate administrative and communication difficulties and bureaucratic
rivalry caused by the previous physical and administrative separation of the
operational and policy-making arms of UN peacekeeping. According to
F. T. Liu of the International Peace Academy in New York, the old arrange-
ment had had two negative effects: it downplayed the importance of logistical
support, which is essential for successful peacekeeping operations, and it
weakened the Secretary-General’s control in this area.s

78 The Security Council called for proposals from the Secretary-General to enhance UN peacekeeping
capabilities, including: strengthening and consolidation of the peacekeeping and military structure of the
Secretariat; the feasibility of maintaining a limited revolving reserve of equipment commonly used in
peacekeeping or humanitarian operations; elements for inclusion in national military or police training
programmes for peacekeeping operations, including the feasibility of multinational peacekeeping exer-
cises; refinement of standardized procedures to enable forces to work together more effectively; devel-
oping non-military elements of peacekeeping operations; and measures designed to place peacekeeping
operations on a more solid and durable financial basis (UN Security Council Resolution $/25859,
28 May 1993).

79 The following details were obtained in an interview conducted by the author with Ms Hisako
Shimura, Director, Department of Peace-keeping Operations, UN, New York, 23 Nov. 1993,

80 Berdal, M., “Peacekeeping after the cold war: new opportunities and challenges’, paper presented to
the SIPRI/Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung conference on ‘Challenges for the New Peacekeepers’, Bonn,
21-22 Apr. 1994, p. 9.

81 The Field Operations Division was absorbed into a new Office of Planning and Support in the
DPKO.

82 Liu, F. T., ‘United Nations peace-keeping: management and operations’, Occasional Papers on
Peace-keeping, no. 4, International Peace Academy, New York, 1990, p. 11.
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Another much needed reform was the establishment of a ‘Situation Centre’
(formerly ‘Room’) for UN peace operations in a modest building across from
the UN in New York.®* While it initially had only one fax and an open-line
telephone and was assigned only to UNOSOM II and UNPROFOR, the
Centre is a precursor to a global situation room for both early warning and for
handling all UN field operations. Unfortunately the US Congress in 1993
rejected an Administration request for $10 million to finance a more sophisti-
cated UN command centre.8

To improve the future availability of peacekeeping forces, a Standby Forces
Planning Team, comprising seven military officers seconded from member
states, led by a French colonel, visited national capitals during 1993 to elicit
pledges of contributions of military force components which will be placed on
standby availability for future UN operations. The task force was also asked to
define the various components of UN forces (for example, ‘helicopter squad-
ron’, ‘mechanized unit’) to introduce some standardization into contribu-
tions.®

The military advice available to UN headquarters was substantially boosted
by expansion of the Office of the Military Advisor (MILAD) in the DPKO to
more than 40 officers,% including secondment of a de-mining expert, a civil-
ian police adviser and a military officer responsible for training and co-
ordination.®” To facilitate long-range planning for its overseas operations a
Policy and Analysis Cell (comprising one person) was also established.

In addition to these initiatives taken by the UN itself, member states took up
other reform issues. New Zealand, a non-permanent member of the Security
Council, and Ukraine initiated the establishment of an Ad Hoc Committee of
the UN General Assembly to negotiate an international convention on the
safety and security of peacekeepers, ‘with particular responsibility for attacks
on such personnel’.#

83 Wall Street Journal Europe, 29 Dec. 1993, p. 5.
84 International Herald Tribune, 23 Sep. 1993, p. 6.
85 Memoranda of Understanding will be negotiated with contributors of personnel, matériel and fund-
ing.
86 Berdal (note 26), p. 54.
87 Initiatives of the Training and Coordination Office in 1993 included:
L. A Peacekeeping Training Manual (based on the Nordic model);
2. Six training videos and handbooks (published by the UN Institute for Training and Research,
UNITAR);
3. A draft training curriculum for UN military observers;
4. A study commissioned from the Washington-based Henry L. Stimson Centre on ‘Training for
Peacekeeping: Alternative Means of Strengthening Current Standards’;
5. An analysis of the role of regional organizations in peacekeeping;
6. The drafting of a military operations (milops) handbook; and
7. The drafting of a Code of Conduct for military and civilian peacekeepers.
88 General Assembly Resolution 48/37. The first round of negotiations were scheduled for 28 Mar.—
8 Apr. in New York. For details see ‘Safety of United Nations Troops and Personnel’, statement by
Ambassador Colin R. Keating, Permanent Representative of New Zealand to the United Nations, to Par-
liamentarians for Global Action, The Hague, 20-22 Jan. 1994. Draft conventions were tabled by New
Zealand (A/C.6/48/L.2) and Ukraine (A/C.6/48/L.3) (information from the New Zealand Embassy, The
Hague).
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The UN'’s financial crisis

Throughout 1993 the United Nations remained in severe financial crisis, a
consequence of exponential growth in the demands made of the organization
and a failure by almost all UN member states to pay their share of UN
expenses in full and on time. By the end of 1993 only 19 member states had
fully paid their assessed contributions to the regular budget and to peacekeep-
ing operations.®

In August Boutros-Ghali revealed that the UN had cash reserves for less
than two months’ operations and warned that all UN activities were at risk.%
By October arrears for normal UN operating expenses amounted to $794
million, while arrears for peacekeeping operations (which are assessed separ-
ately) were $1.6 billion.”! The largest UN debtors overall were the USA,
Russia, Ukraine, South Africa and Belarus.” The largest peacekeeping debtors
were: Russia, the USA, Ukraine, Italy, Spain, South Africa, Japan, France,
Belarus and Germany %

There were many different reasons for states being in debt. The former
Soviet republics were in financial crisis, South Africa had accumulated debts
during its ostracism by the General Assembly over apartheid, while Germany
was gradually paying off the former German Democratic Republic’s debt for
its assessed contribution to UNIFIL in Lebanon.** Almost all UN members
experience difficulty paying their assessed dues because their budgetary pro-
cesses do not coincide with those of the UN and because their dues for peace-
keeping operations can be assessed at any time during the financial year.

Several peacekeeping missions experienced severe cash shortages during
1993, for which temporary advances were made from the Peace-keeping
Reserve Fund established by the General Assembly in December 1992.%5
Other cash shortfalls were overcome by internal borrowing from UN funds
with a cash surplus. Dick Thornburgh, a former US Attorney-General, author
of a critical report on the UN after a year as Under Secretary-General for
Management, described UN peacekeeping as a financial bungee jump, under-
taken in the blind faith that funding would eventuate.® As a consequence of

8 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 34; and Jane’s Defence Weekly, 5 Feb. 1994, p. 15. The operations of
the UN are funded by its member states according to a ‘scale of assessment’ which for the richest states
is proportional to their gross national product (GNP), but which for the poorer is heavily discounted for
their paucity of GNP and high external debt. Peacekeeping contributions are assessed separately for each
new mission, the contribution of the poorer states being even more heavily discounted in such
assessments. See Durch (note 36), p. 45.

90 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), pp. 34-35.

91 Time, 4 Oct. 1993, p. 45.

92 See note 91.

93 Wall Street Journal Europe, 29 Dec. 1993, p. 1. By Feb. 1994 all but Brazil, Russia, Ukraine and
the USA of the 15 major contributors had paid their past assessed contributions (both regular and for
peacekeeping) in full. See United Nations, ‘Status of Contributions to the Regular Budget and Peace-
Keeping Operations as at 28 February 1994°, UN Information Centre for the Nordic Countries, Copen-
hagen, 28 Feb. 1994.

94 United Nations (note 93).

95 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 34.

96 Note 40, p. 44.
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the escalating cost of existing missions, all new peace operations established
in 1993 were given relatively small budgets of $100 million or less.%”

In August 1993, responding to charges of financial irregularities, waste and
laxness which the United States in particular has used as a reason for not pay-
ing its dues, Boutros-Ghali established the position of Assistant Secretary-
General for Inspections and Investigations to head an independent office
incorporating previously separate UN units dealing with audit, management
advisory services, evaluation and monitoring.’® An Integrated Management
Information System (IMIS) was also established to enhance monitoring and
audit capabilities through electronic audit trails. It is not clear what effect
these new measures will have, as the main problem remains the unpaid dues
of member states and the under-funded nature of many of the UN’s efforts.

In February a report entitled Financing an Effective United Nations, com-
missioned by the UN and prepared by an international advisory group of
experts co-chaired by Shijuro Ogata and Paul Volcker, was published by the
Ford Foundation.!® It recommended reforms to UN financing, none of which
was implemented in 1993. These included the payment of assessed dues in
four instalments rather than one lump sum, the imposition of interest charges
on late payments and charging states with above-average per capita gross
national product (GNP), except for Security Council permanent members, at
the same rate for peacekeeping as for their contributions to the regular UN
budget.

Ending dysfunctional missions

Stimulated by Security Council concern, the year saw growing debate over
how the UN should end those missions of long duration which, although
effective in stemming or ending violence, have contributed over time to stulti-
fication of the peace process. The outstanding examples of such missions were
to be found in Cyprus, Kashmir and the Middle East. In the case of Cyprus,
national contributions to UNFICYP, established in 1974, have been whittled
down and in some cases completely withdrawn because of frustration over the
20-year political stalemate between the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot
communities. To its credit the UN has actively sought a settlement for years,
its efforts in 1993 including the appointment of former Canadian Foreign
Minister Joe Clark as the Secretary-General’s Special Representative and the
initiation of confidence-building measures between the two communities.'!
Meanwhile the various long-standing UN operations in the Middle East
were likely to be affected by the peace process that gained momentum in
1993.102 In particular there was speculation that the UN Disengagement

97 Jane’s Defence Weekly, S Feb. 1994, p. 16.

98 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 25. Former UN auditor, Mohammed Aly Niazi, an Egyptian, was
appointed to the position; see also note 91, p. 45.

99 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 25.

100 Ogata and Volcker (note 66).

101 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), pp. 11214,

102 See chapter 3 in this volume.
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Observer Force (UNDOF) on the Golan Heights between Israel and Syria
might be replaced by a US buffer force in the event of a Syria—Israel peace
agreement.!® The UN Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO), largely
overtaken by previous wars, cease-fires and peacekeeping operations, contin-
ued to suffer from ‘political benign neglect’, in part because it remained a
training ground for peacekeepers used in more important UN missions.!%4

Another old UN mission, the UN Military Observer Group in India and
Pakistan (UNMOGIP), has been present along the Line of Control in con-
tested Kashmir since 1949.1% In 1993 India continued both to provide facili-
ties for UNMOGIP and to dispute its legal basis on the grounds that the origi-
nal 1949 cease-fire line had been obliterated by subsequent India—Pakistan
wars. It is not clear how long the Security Council will continue to support
this $7 million per year operation, although UNMOGIP’s supporters claim
that it signals continued UN interest in Kashmir and a rejection of India’s
claim that the issue is purely its own internal affair.106

Peacekeeping and human rights

The UN attracted unprecedented criticism in 1993 over its human rights
record in relation to peacekeeping, both in allegedly failing to promote and
enforce human rights as part of its comprehensive peacekeeping missions and,
more disturbing, failing to comply with such standards in its own activities.
Amnesty International accused the UN of a ‘disastrous’ neglect of human
rights in six African countries where peacekeeping missions were under
way—Angola, Liberia, Mozambique, Rwanda, Somalia and Western Sahara.
It deplored the killing of Somali civilians during UN military operations and
the detention of Somalis without charge or trial or access to lawyers or
relatives. Amnesty noted that ‘the UN has so far failed to build essential
measures for human rights protection and promotion consistently into its
peacekeeping activities’.!”” According to Human Rights Watch: ‘while severe
human rights abuses often play a critical part in fuelling armed conflict and
aggravating humanitarian crises, they have been given a low priority by the
officials who oversee UN field operations. This lost agenda handicaps the UN
in its new and ambitious undertakings, as it sells short one of the central ideals
on which the UN was founded.’ 108

While some of the reports of UN failings in the human rights area may have
been exaggerated or misreported, human rights organizations have done the
international community a service by alerting the UN to the need to pay
greater attention to the issue as it vastly expands its activities in the field.
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National efforts and difficulties

More peacekeepers served in UN operations in 1993 than in any previous
year. The number of UN member states participating was also unprecedented.
Among them were the forces of all five permanent members of the UN Secu-
rity Council—a development that has only been possible since the end of the
cold war. There were also a number of countries participating for the first time
in peacekeeping operations in 1993, including the Republic of Korea, Roma-
nia, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Uganda and the United Arab Emirates.

The performance of national contingents came under unprecedented scrutiny
during 1993. While most served with dedication and enthusiasm, there were
disturbing allegations about the behaviour of, among others, Bulgarians and
Tunisians in Cambodia, Ukrainians and Kenyans in the former Yugoslavia
and Italians in Mozambique.'® A UN investigation of UNPROFOR con-
tingents revealed evidence of black marketeering and theft by some troops,
while clearing others of allegations that they had run brothels.!'® A combina-
tion of poor training and equipment, low pay, lax disciplinary structures and
the high-stress environment were undoubtedly contributing factors to the poor
performance of some peacekeeping contingents.

On the positive side, by the end of 1993 over 20 UN member states had
introduced peacekeeping training into their military training programmes,
some of which are open to participants from other states.!!! The Nordic coun-
tries (Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden) remained the most advanced,
each training a particular component of their joint Nordic peacekeeping con-
tingents as well as their own infantry battalions and foreign peacekeepers.!2 In
1993 Australia established a Peacekeeping Centre which will train both
Australian and New Zealand peacekeepers.!!? Several US military academies
and war colleges incorporated peacekeeping components into their training
courses. The USA and Russia concluded a bilateral agreement committing
them to co-operate in peacekeeping exercises.!!4 Ichiro Ozawa, the Diet’s most
influential member, proposed the establishment of a standing Japanese UN
peacekeeping unit,!!s while think-tanks closely associated with the Association
of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) governments floated the idea of an
ASEAN peacekeeping centre with its own earmarked troops.!!6
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There was, however, growing evidence of ‘peacekeeping fatigue’ among
states contributing to UN operations. As Boutros-Ghali reported to the
General Assembly in September: ‘In June 1992, I was able to report that
Member States were keen to participate in peace-keeping operations and that
military observers and infantry were invariably available. This is no longer
generally the case. Difficulties which were previously encountered only when
specialized units were sought now arise also in the case of infantry and mili-
tary as well as police observers.’!!” By the end of the year the Kuwait-Iraq
mission had been waiting six months for 4000 more peacekeepers, while
Bosnia and Herzegovina had been waiting for 8000 more since May 1992.118
An appeal from Burundi for assistance after an outbreak of tribal massacres
elicited stony silence from the Security Council.it

Many states, especially the United States and other Western countries,
evinced a greater cautiousness about contributing to peacekeeping operations
in part because of frustration with the performance of the UN in establishing
and running such operations, especially in Somalia and former Yugoslavia.

Some governments were responding to public sentiment. Russian opinion
polls revealed that 85 per cent of respondents opposed Russian involvement in
peacekeeping in the former Yugoslavia and Somalia.'?® In the UK, while 48
per cent supported the British presence in Bosnia and Herzegovina under the
existing mandate, only 34 per cent supported sending British troops to
Somalia.'?! In Canada polls indicated that 57 per cent of respondents favoured
withdrawal of Canadian peacekeepers from the former Yugoslavia.!??

Others with relatively small military forces became concerned that their nor-
mal defence activities were beginning to suffer. Australia withdrew its United
Task Force (UNITAF) contingent from Somalia rather than contributing it to
UNOSOM 11, in part because of its heavy peacekeeping commitments else-
where, notably Cambodia and Western Sahara. Developed states with larger
armed forces were being asked to contribute more troops and equipment to
peacekeeping operations at a time when budget cut-backs resulting from the
end of the cold war were leading to a downsizing of their military capabilities.
The UK and Canada found themselves in this situation. On the other hand,
some military establishments, seeing peacekeeping as the wave of the future,
began using such operations to push for increased budgetary allocations.

Some developing countries, such as Fiji and Tunisia, expressed reluctance
to continue contributing to peacekeeping unless they received large back
payments owed to them by the UN. Others could not afford to provide contin-
gents without assistance from other countries with equipment and transport.
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Many contributing states became concerned at the possibility of politically
unsustainable fatalities and other casualties among peacekeeping forces. The
death toll among peacekeepers in 1993 was the highest in UN history, Somalia
being the greatest contributor.!>* National concern over peacekeeping casual-
ties was not necessarily a function of numbers, since while Pakistan sustained
the greatest losses, those incurred by US and Italian forces caused the greatest
domestic political difficulties for their respective governments. The Spanish
public reportedly accepted with equanimity the high death toll among Spanish
soldiers serving in former Yugoslavia.!?4 In Cambodia the loss of a single
Japanese volunteer almost precipitated a Japanese withdrawal, such was the
pressure of public opinion. Japan subsequently turned down a request to pro-
vide troops for the preventive deployment force in Macedonia.! As Canadian
General Maurice Baril, the DPKO’s chief military adviser, put it: ‘the message
is that countries won’t send their sons and daughters to die unless a vital
national interest is at stake. And it’s hard to show that humanitarian relief is a
vital national interest.’” 26

Despite bittgr constitutional wrangles and court proceedings in 1993
Germany contributed troops to a peacekeeping mission for the first time in its
history (this was also its first deployment of troops abroad since World War
IT). This began inauspiciously, when the Indian troops the Germans were
meant to support in Somalia failed to arrive, and ended in precipitate with-
drawal following the disastrous events in Mogadishu. Although lightly armed
and under instructions not to engage in combat, German soldiers killed a
Somali intruder in January 1994—the first casualty of German military action
since World War II, prompting calls at home for an immediate withdrawal.!?’
While the German peacekeepers did not themselves suffer casualties and they
accomplished an impressive range of civic action tasks around their base town
of Belet Uen, they left Somalia frustrated at the inconclusiveness of the
UNOSOM II mission.'2

Even Canada, the only country to have participated in all UN peacekeeping
missions, and with a national commitment to peacekeeping outstripping all but
the Nordic states, felt the pinch. It withdrew its contingent from UNFICYP in
Cyprus in frustration at the lack of progress in settling the dispute which gave
rise to the peacekeeping operation in the first place. (It was replaced by
Argentinian troops, operating alongside the British for the first time since the
1982 Falklands/Malvinas War, a fine demonstration of one of the collateral
benefits of peacekeeping).'?® Towards the end of 1993 debate raged over
whether Canadian troops should be withdrawn from Bosnia and Herzegovina,
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especially after drunk Bosnian Serb fighters terrorized 11 Canadian peace-
keepers.130

The role of the United States

While US involvement in peacekeeping operations is not absolutely
essential—the operation in Cambodia for instance succeeded without a major
US contribution on the ground—US support and involvement can nevertheless
be fundamental to success when a rapid response is required, as UNITAF in
Somalia demonstrated. Where peace enforcement is mandated, US involve-
ment is probably essential.

In 1993 the USA made a record financial, material and personnel contribu-
tion to UN peacekeeping operations, with 300 troops in Macedonia, more than
4000 in UNOSOM 1I in Somalia, and numerous other contributions ranging
from provision of observers and equipment to airlift'*! and communications.
As in Namibia, the USA often also assisted in unheralded ways, particularly in
emergency situations, to ensure the success of peacekeeping operations.!3?

The Clinton Administration was initially enthusiastic about ‘assertive’ or
‘muscular’ multilateralism, whether in the form of peacekeeping or peace
enforcement, even to the extent of envisaging placing US troops under UN
command. During his election campaign Clinton had supported the establish-
ment of a small, permanent UN rapid deployment force.!** However, after the
traumatic events in Mogadishu in 1993, including the deaths of several US
soldiers, the Administration, under pressure from public opinion and Con-
gress, retreated from its previous position. It not only announced a withdrawal
from Somalia, but resiled from a previous offer to contribute half of a UN
force to supervise a peace settlement in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

By the end of 1993 the Administration had toughened its general criteria for
US involvement in multilateral peacekeeping and peace enforcement, propos-
ing a three-tiered approach.!* US approval of a UN mission and contribution
to its funding would depend on there being a genuine threat to international
security, a major humanitarian disaster requiring urgent action, a sudden threat
to an ‘established democracy’ or a gross violation of human rights. The USA
would also ask whether there was a shared international interest in proceeding
with such a mission, whether there was an agreed cease-fire in cases of
monitoring missions, whether estimated force requirements were reliable and
if there existed a clear plan for ending the operation.

US involvement on the ground in a UN mission would entail additional con-
siderations: including US national interests, domestic political support, a
clearly defined end-point and the likelihood that the mission would not suc-
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ceed without US help. For the USA to agree to participate in a mission involv-
ing substantial use of force, it would need to identify a vital national or allied
interest and a clear commitment to win, among other factors.

Under the new policy the USA would be ready to place its forces under the
day-to-day operational control of foreign commanders in a UN mission on a
case-by-case basis, but it would never surrender ultimate command authority
over the discipline and administration of US forces.!3s US Ambassador to the
UN, Madelaine Albright, told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in
October that US contributions to future UN peacekeeping operations would
most likely take the form of ‘logistics, intelligence, public affairs, and com-
munications, rather than combat’.!3

Critics argued that the new criteria were deliberately designed to rule out US
participation in any but the most innocuous of UN peace operations and that
as the remaining superpower the USA had a special responsibility to the inter-
national community to set an example and exert leadership in multilateral
endeavours. Others wondered about the morality of letting other countries’
forces undertake the riskiest peacekeeping tasks, while the USA took the safer
supportive roles. Pakistan’s Foreign Minister bluntly asked: ‘Are Pakistani
personnel’s lives cheaper than those that came from the West?” 137 In response,
Administration spokespersons were at pains to stress that the new policy
would establish guidelines rather than strict criteria. But they also admonished
those who expected the USA to become the world’s ‘policeman’.!*® Whatever
the practical import of the new policy the USA will in future pay closer
attention to whether its national interests are served by support for and
participation in UN peacekeeping or peace-enforcement operations.

Much will depend on Congress. While congressional support for US
involvement in peacekeeping and peace enforcement became progressively
less steady as 1993 wore on, Congress failed to pass resolutions that would
have limited the President’s authority to send US troops on peacekeeping mis-
sions to Somalia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Haiti and which would have
mandated that US peacekeeping troops always remain under US command.!%

Congressional opposition to UN funding was more effective. In October it
voted only $401.6 million for the US contribution to all peacekeeping opera-
tions for fiscal year 1993-94, compared with the assessed contribution of
around $1.23 billion.™° It also cancelled the 1994 instalment of a five-year
Bush Administration plan to pay off US accumulated debts by 1995. Finally,
Congress cut 10 per cent from the US contribution to the UN regular budget
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until the Secretary-General appointed an inspector-general to fight waste and
corruption.

These decisions will lead to rapidly accumulating US debts to the UN just
when the Administration was beginning to reduce them. By October 1993 the
USA had paid all its regular budget arrears except for $284.5 million of its
1993 assessment. Its outstanding debt for peacekeeping stood at just $166.6
million. Future US indebtedness may be somewhat eased if the Administration
(as mandated by Congress) obtains a cut in the US share of peacekeeping
costs from 31.7 per cent to 25 per cent.!4!

V. UN peace enforcement

The two principal means which the UN Charter envisages the UN using to
‘enforce’ peace are sanctions and the threat or use of military force.!4? Both
were used in 1993, sometimes in combination. ‘Enforce’ is used here in the
sense of coercing a state or sub-state group to do something it would other-
wise not wish to do or to refrain from doing something it does wish to do. The
difference between an enforcement activity and a non-enforcement activity
turns on the question of consent. If the consent of all the parties involved is
not forthcoming then the action taken is necessarily an enforcement activity.

The clearest case of peace enforcement through military means is its use to
redress a violation of a member state’s sovereignty, the most recent example
being the UN’s authorization of the use of force against Iraq in order to liber-
ate Kuwait. In this, as in other cases of peace enforcement, it is not ‘peace’
that is being enforced so much as the will of the international community or
more narrowly that of the UN Security Council. Ironically to some, the level
of violence might actually increase during a peace-enforcement operation. At
the other end of the spectrum, the mere threat of violence, or even of sanc-
tions, may be sufficient to achieve the enforcement goal.

Sanctions

Sanctions may be imposed either by the Security Council, in which case they
can be either mandatory or voluntary for UN member states, or by the General
Assembly, which can only recommend that UN members impose sanctions.
Throughout 1993 mandatory Security Council sanctions of some descrip-
tion imposed in previous years remained in place against Bosnia and Herze-
govina, Croatia, Iraq, Liberia,'¥* Libya, Macedonia, Somalia, South Africa and
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. With the exception of Iraq, the former
Yugoslavia and Libya these sanctions were in the form of arms and/or
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petroleum embargoes.!* While a non-compulsory ‘moratorium’ on petroleum
products (deliberately not described as a form of ‘sanctions’ to avoid a
Chinese veto) was imposed on Cambodia’s Khmer Rouge in November 1992
because of its non-compliance with the Paris Peace Accords,'# this appears to
have lapsed after the UN peacekeeping mission, UNTAC, left the country in
November 1993.

During 1993 sanctions were also imposed on Haiti and, for the first time
ever, against a warring faction, Angola’s UNITA.146 An arms and petroleum
products embargo was placed on Haiti and the overseas economic assets of the
de facto authorities frozen,'4” while a petroleum and arms embargo was placed
on UNITA..148

General Assembly sanctions against South Africa were dropped in October
1993 in recognition of its moves to end apartheid.!* No other states were the
subject of General Assembly sanctions.

In 1993, as sanctions became the Security Council’s ‘enforcement measure
of choice’ and as their limitations became more apparent, criticism
increased.!s® One criticism which gained greater plausibility from the cases of
Iraq, former Yugoslavia and Haiti, was that sanctions have unintended conse-
quences, hurting not just the governments whose policies they are directed at,
but innocent people, particularly the most vulnerable sectors of society—
women, children, the sick, the poor and the elderly.’s! This argument was
cynicaily used by some governments in 1993 to pressure the UN to lift sanc-
tions. Iraq, which continued to refuse a UN offer to sell Iraqi oil to raise funds
for social welfare purposes, was particularly vocal in this regard.’’> Neigh-
bouring ‘front-line’ states also suffer the unintended consequences of sanc-
tions, as Bulgaria, Romania and other neighbours of former Yugoslavia bit-
terly complained. A second criticism of sanctions is that they are an easy,
largely cost-free option for the Security Council to take when it is unable or
unwilling to adopt more dramatic measures, such as military action. A final
argument is that they simply do not work, or at least not quickly enough. It
was almost impossible to make them watertight, as the case of former Yugo-
slavia illustrated. Advocates of sanctions responded that the pain inflicted by
sanctions did not have to be overwhelming, simply persuasive. There were
cases, moreover, such as sporting sanctions against South Africa imposed
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through the Gleneagles Agreement, where sanctions were arguably quite
effective.!s3

There appeared, however, to be an emerging consensus in 1993 that sanc-
tions should be more carefully targeted and used less indiscriminately than in
the past if the UN is to avoid being seen as violating its own humanitarian
precepts.'>* While Boutros-Ghali recommended in An Agenda for Peace that a
system be established to assist states confronted with the unintended conse-
quences of sanctions, little had been done by the end of 1993.155

Use of military force

In 1993 the UN itself used military force in a peace-enforcement operation (in
contrast to simply authorizing it, as in the case of Operation Desert Storm
against Iraq) for the first time since its Congo mission in the early 1960s. As
in the Congo, this took place in the context of a traditional peacekeeping
operation, UNOSOM II in Somalia, which was expanded beyond its original
goals—not as a pure peace-enforcement operation. Events during the year in
Somalia, Yugoslavia and Cambodia reinforced the impression that, as a US
Institute for Peace report noted, ‘The traditional distinction between peace-
keeping and peace enforcement for new, largely internal conflicts is erod-
ing_’156

In Somalia, in a civil war situation, when UNOSOM 1 failed to protect the
delivery and distribution of humanitarian aid, both UNITAF (a non-UN force)
and UNOSOM II were authorized to use force to carry out such a mission.
The latter was also authorized to use force to disarm the Somali factions.
Hence these peacekeeping missions contained both extended ‘second-
generation’ characteristics and enforcement elements. In contrast, in Cam-
bodia UNTAC was not authorized to use military force except in self-defence
and to protect the electoral process. There were however elements of enforced
peacemaking invested in the head of UNTAC, notably the power to override
the decisions of the Supreme National Council and to enforce human rights
standards, including the arrest of violators.

In former Yugoslavia the peace-enforcement elements in UNPROFOR’s
evolving mandate in 1993 included the right to use military means to enforce
the no-fly zone over Bosnia and Herzegovina, declared by the Security Coun-
cil in October 1992, and to protect humanitarian relief convoys, the UN Pro-
tected Areas (UNPAs) in Croatia and the so-called ‘safe areas’ around several
Bosnian cities and towns. In practice, however, UNPROFOR, throughout
1992 and 1993, relied exclusively on the threat of force, eschewing its use
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except in self-defence in very localized situations—and even then extremely
selectively.!5?

It is in civil war situations that the question of the use of force by peace-
keepers arises most urgently but in which the use of force is so problematic. In
such conflicts:

1. Peacekeeping forces are under greater physical risk because of the lack of cen-
tralized government authority.

2. The impartiality and international identity of a peacekeeper is not universally
recognized.

3. ‘Interposition’ is often impossible because of constant cease-fire violations, the
lack of front lines and the denial of right of freedom of manceuvre for peacekeepers.

4. The peacekeeping operation is unable to fulfil its fundamental objectives relat-
ing to military arrangements and security for the population.!58

Major General Indar Jit Rikhye, former commander of the UN Emergency
Force (UNEF I) in the Sinai and military adviser to past UN secretaries-
general, advocates broadening peacekeeping mandates and capabilities to
enable peacekeeping forces to better protect themselves.!s® This does not
mean, he says, that peacekeeping should evolve into enforcement actions, but
rather that ‘self-defence’ be redefined to include effective defence of the mis-
sion. It may also be possible to use limited force when all significant parties
agree on the cease-fire or settlement but unauthorized groups such as renegade
units or bandits create a security problem. For instance in Bosnia and Herze-
govina, British Coldstream Guards, reportedly with the tacit approval of the
local Croat commander, attacked ‘freelance’ Croat fighters after they fired
shots at a UN convoy.!® Any enforcement measures beyond that, such as
enforced disarmament of all or some of the parties to a conflict, as in Somalia,
transforms a peacekeeping mission into a peace-enforcement one, for which
an appropriate mandate, rules of engagement and much more capable forces
are required. In essence the United Nations force then becomes a party to the
conflict and must act as if it were at war. To fail to do so is to risk the lives of
its peacekeepers, jeopardize the success of the mission and damage the credi-
bility of the UN. While consent of the parties may be overlooked at a tactical
level, at the strategic level its establishment or re-establishment is essential to
successful peacekeeping.

Boutros-Ghali’s proposal for establishment of ‘peace-enforcement units’
and experience in several missions during the year touched off a debate in
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1993 about force options for the United Nations itself.'s! Former UN Under
Secretary-General Sir Brian Urquhart reversed his previous long-standing
position by advocating, in an article in the New York Review of Books, a
‘highly trained international volunteer force, willing, if necessary, to fight
hard to break the cycle of violence at an early stage in low-level but dangerous
conflicts, especially ones involving irregular militias and groups’.!62 In sub-
sequent editions of the Review '¢* and elsewhere!* critics pointed to the costs
and political difficulties associated with such an idea and the danger that it
would lead to escalation requiring deployment of a much larger force. At least
one observer suggested using the Ghurkas as a UN force.!5 Consensus
appeared to coalesce around the less risky option—which the UN began
implementing—of governments, in a comprehensive, planned fashion, ear-
marking standby military capabilities of all types for rapid assignment to the
UN when needed.

VI. The role of regional organizations

Like the UN, regional organizations were often restrained by the cold war
from resolving regional conflicts. With the breakdown of bipolarity, some of
these organizations have begun examining afresh the political, practical and
financial benefits of becoming directly involved in conflict prevention,
management and resolution in their regions, especially as the UN has strug-
gled to handle all contingencies.

Conflict prevention and resolution

In An Agenda for Peace Boutros-Ghali supported a greater role for regional
organizations in preventing and resolving regional conflicts, partly on the
assumption that regional states know their region best, but also as a form of
burden-sharing. In 1993 the UN increasingly involved regional organizations
in the negotiation of peace settlements, In Somalia it co-operated with the
OAU, the League of Arab States and the Organization of the Islamic Confer-
ence in attempting to draw the Somali factions into a peace settlement. The
UN and the Organization of American States (OAS) jointly appointed Dante
Caputo as Special Envoy for Haiti and both mandated the International Civil-
ian Mission in Haiti which they attempted to deploy in March 1993. Negotia-

161 The Trilateral Commission, an independent, non-governmental body formed in 1973 by citizens of
Europe, Japan and North America to foster co-operation between the three regions, also supported the
idea of a peace enforcement force. See Trilateral Commission, Keeping the Peace in the Post-Cold War
Era: Strengthening Multilateral Peacekeeping (Trilateral Commission: New York, Mar. 1993).

162 Urquhart, B., ‘For a UN volunteer military force’, New York Review of Books, 10 June 1993, p. 3.

163 See ‘A UN volunteer military force—four views’, New York Review of Books, 24 June 1993,
pp- 58-60; and ‘A UN volunteer force—the prospects’, New York Review of Books, 15 July 1993,
pp- 52-56.

164 gee, e.g., Rosenfeld, S. S., ‘For the UN, a volunteer peace force’, International Herald Tribune,
12 July 1993, p. 8.

165 Altbach, P. G., ‘Ghurkas as the UN peace-keepers’, Times of India, 26 Nov. 1993, p. 12.
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tions on a Bosnian peace settlement were conducted jointly by co-chair-
persons Thorvald Stoltenberg (successor to Cyrus Vance) and Lord Owen,
representing the UN and EU respectively.

The Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe and the European
Union

Outside the UN system the most impressive conflict-prevention and resolution
machinery, at least on paper, remained that of the CSCE. It has a Conflict Pre-
vention Centre in Vienna, a Valletta Mechanism for Peaceful Settlement of
Disputes, an Emergency Mechanism for calling CSCE meetings during crises,
an Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights in Warsaw and a
High Commissioner for National Minorities. It will soon also have an Arbitra-
tion Court in Geneva. Most of these remained grossly under-utilized in 1993.

From 1992 the CSCE mounted an impressive series of rapporteur, fact-
finding and good offices missions to the new states that emerged from the
collapse of the USSR. These included so-called Long-Term Missions to
Estonia, Georgia, Latvia, Moldova and Tajikistan.!6 Meanwhile the CSCE’s
High Commissioner for National Minorities proved to be a quiet success in
helping prevent the outbreak or escalation of communal conflict involving
minorities, such as Russian-speakers in the Baltic states.!¢?

The CSCE’s modest successes in these areas were overshadowed in 1993 by
its continuing failure in the former Yugoslavia, despite having been engaged
in Balkan politics from at least 1989. In September 1992, the CSCE dis-
patched observer missions to the region—its so-called Missions of Long
Duration to Kosovo, Sanjak and Vojvodina—but these were withdrawn in
July 1993 when the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia refused to renew the
agreement permitting them to stay.

The CSCE Spillover Mission to Skopje (Macedonia) had been the first inter-
national conflict prevention presence in that country. The CSCE also dis-
patched Sanctions Assistance Missions to Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hun-
gary, Macedonia, Romania and Ukraine. These were neither conflict-preven-
tion nor conflict-resolution efforts but measures in support of a form of peace
enforcement—sanctions—against Serbia and Montenegro. Moreover, none of
these initiatives could disguise the CSCE’s abject failure to prevent or signifi-
cantly contribute to resolving the Yugoslav imbroglio.

The European Union, for its part, deployed a 300-person Monitoring Mis-
sion in 1992 to oversee the implementation of cease-fire agreements signed by

166 Rapporteur missions have been dispatched to Albania; Armenia and Azerbaijan; Ukraine, Mol-
dova and Belarus; Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan; Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan; Georgia; and
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Fact-finding missions have been sent to Kosovo, the region of the Georgia—
Ossetia conflict, and Georgia. Various other short-term missions have been dispatched to Kosovo,
Vojvodina and Sanjak; Nagorno-Karabakh; Macedonia; Yugoslavia and Croatia; Azerbaijan and
Armenia; Moldova; Romania; Ukraine; Russia; Estonia; and Latvia. List compiled from informal CSCE
Secretariat indexes, CSCE documents and Survey of CSCE Long-Term Missions and Sanctions Assis-
tance Missions, CSCE Conflict Prevention Centre, Vienna, 20 Dec. 1993.

167 Huber, K. J., “The CSCE and ethnic conflict in the East’, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty,
RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2, no. 31 (July 1993), p. 32.
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Serbia with Slovenia and Croatia. It played a useful reporting and conflict-
dampening role.!$® However, although it is not a security organization, the EU,
being more coherent and better-resourced than the CSCE, also bore
responsibility for Europe’s failure to prevent the Yugoslav conflict.!s9

The Organization of African Unity

One of the few regional organizations outside Europe with any substantial
record in peace operations, the OAU has been involved in observer missions
in over 20 of its member states. These have been mostly for election-monitor-
ing purposes, some of them under UN auspices.

In 1993 the OAU was involved with the UN in facilitating peace negotia-
tions on Liberia, Rwanda and Somalia.!™ Its biggest success in 1993 was in
securing a peace agreement between the Uganda-based Rwandan Patriotic
Front and the Rwandan Government, brokered with Tanzanian assistance and
signed at Arusha on 4 August.'”! An OAU Neutral Military Observer Group—
with technical and financial assistance from the UN, Belgium, France,
Germany and the United States—was already in place to monitor a 1992
cease-fire agreement.!”? In June 1993 the UN established the UN Observer
Mission Uganda/Rwanda (UNOMUR) to monitor the Uganda/Rwanda border
to verify that no infiltration of military assistance was occurring.!” In October
the Security Council integrated UNOMUR into a new, expanded UN Mission
for Rwanda (UNAMIR), to help implement the Arusha Peace Agreement.!’

In an attempt to become more systematic and professional, and prompted by
the realization that conflict prevention is cheaper and, if done by Africans,
politically less fraught than international intervention as in Somalia, the OAU
in 1993 established an embryonic Conflict Prevention, Management and
Resolution Mechanism in Addis Ababa.!”> The mechanism comprises a secre-
tariat as its working arm and a central organ with representatives of all OAU

168 Sjajkowski, B., ‘European Community Monitoring Mission’, Encyclopedia of Conflicts, Disputes
and Flashpoints in Eastern Europe, Russia and the Successor States (Longman: Harlow, 1993), p. 112.

169 Some argue that, worse than this, the then EC helped ignite the conflict by hastening the dis-
solution of Yugoslavia through premature recognition of the independence of its components.

170 1 Jan. 1994 the warring army factions in Lesotho heeded an OAU call for a cease-fire and nego-
tiations, while the government called for deployment of an African peacekeeping force in the country.
The Guardian, 26 Jan. 1994, p. 6.

171 Ocaya-Lakidi, D., ‘Regional conflicts, regional coalitions and security cooperation in Africa and
the Middle East: the roles of the UN and the US military’, paper presented to the 1993 Topical Sympo-
sium on ‘Military Coalitions and the United Nations: implications for the US Military’, National Defense
University, Washington, DC, 2-3 Nov. 1993, p. 20. This cease-fire broke down in early 1994, resulting
in massive tribal blood-letting.

172 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 136.

173 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 136.

174 Report of the Secretary-General on the UN Assistance Mission for Rwanda, UN Security Council
document 8/26927, 30 Dec. 1993.

175 OAU document AHG/Decl.3 (XXXIX) Rev. 1, ‘Declaration of the Assembly of Heads of State
and Government on the Establishment Within the OAU of a Mechanism for Conflict Prevention,
Management and Resolution’, Assembly of Heads of State and Government, 29th Ordinary Session,
28-30 June, 1993, Cairo. A previous OAU Commission on Conflict Resolution was a complete failure.
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members meeting mostly at ambassadorial level.}? It is intended at this stage
to fulfil essentially an early-warning function as well as helping organize
OAU good offices and observer missions. Funding, as in all OAU activities,
remains a critical barrier to success.

The first undertaking of the OAU Centre was to organize a good offices
mission to the Congo. Being solely an OAU initiative this was described as a
significant breakthrough. In addition Togo requested assistance in supervising,
rather than simply monitoring, its election, another unprecedented African
initiative.

Despite these activities, however, the OAU has been singularly unsuccessful
to date in either foreseeing, preventing or resolving armed conflicts in Angola,
Burundi, Liberia, Mozambique, Somalia, Sudan, Western Sahara, Zaire and
elsewhere on the conflict-ridden African continent. The tendency has been to
leave it to the international community as a whole, through the UN, to shoul-
der the major responsibility.

The Organization of American States

The OAS, lacking its own conflict prevention and resolution mechanisms, was
in 1993 for the most part involved in such activities in league with the UN,
rather than on its own. Haiti was the prime example. The OAS continued to
play a role in promoting peace in Nicaragua and El Salvador as it had done for
many years through the Contadora process.!”” In 1993 several OAS mem-
bers—Colombia, Mexico and Venezuela—along with Spain formed a so-
called Group of Friends to work with the UN in promoting agreement between
the parties in the longest-running war in Central America, the Guatemalan
Government and the Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca.!”

Peacekeeping and peace enforcement

Peacekeeping missions conducted by regional organizations have so far not
been common. One difficulty is a simple lack of capacity. Most regional
organizations do not possess the organizational, technical or financial capa-
bilities to mount such operations. NATO is the sole exception, although it
does not regard itself as a regional organization under the UN Charter. More-
over, while regional peacekeepers may have the advantage of being familiar
with the climate, terrain, politics, social and economic conditions and culture
of their region, their very proximity to the conflict in question and one or more
of the parties involved may render them inappropriate as peacekeepers.

176 The following is based on oral presentations at the Executive Seminar on Conflict Prevention and
Conflict Resolution, Uppsala, Sweden, 23-29 Sep. 1993 (organized by the Department of Peace and
Conflict Research, Uppsala University) by Mr Christopher Bakwesegha and Ms Adwoa Coleman, res-
pectively Head and Chief of Research, Division of Conflict Management, Organization of African Unity,
Addis Ababa. See also Ocaya-Lakidi (note 171), pp. 24-26.

177 See Goldblat, J. and Milldn, V., “The Central American crisis and the Contadora search for
regional security’, SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1986: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford Univer-
sity Press: Oxford, 1986).

178 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 117.
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The Economic Organization of West African States

The disadvantages of regional peacekeeping were graphically illustrated by the
only purely regional peacekeeping operation under way in 1993—that
mounted by the Economic Organization of West African States (ECOWAS) in
Liberia. The so-called ECOWAS Ceasefire Monitoring Group (ECOMOG)
was established in 1990. After negotiation of the Yamoussoukro IV Accord in
October 1991 it was expanded into a self-described ‘peacekeeping/peace-
enforcement’ operation. The bulk of the force—12 naval vessels and three
infantry battalions—was Nigerian, with smaller contributions from Ghana,
Guinea, Sierra Leone, Gambia, Mali and Senegal (later withdrawn).!?
Accused of being a tool of Nigerian foreign policy, the force became a party
to the civil war when it undertook enforcement action against the National
Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) led by Charles Taylor.!8 It also suffered
from changing and unclear mandates, the lack of support of all ECOWAS
members (especially Cote d’Ivoire and Burkina Faso) and a succession of dif-
ferent (Nigerian) commanders.'8! By mid-1993 there had been significant
casualties among the ECOMOG forces.

On 25 July 1993, after talks in Geneva and Benin jointly sponsored by the
UN, the OAU and ECOWAS, the Cotonou Peace Agreement was signed by
the parties to the Liberian conflict. It envisaged a cease-fire, establishment of
an interim government, demobilization and disarmament of the faction’s
armed forces and an election in 1994.182 The process would be monitored by
an expanded ECOMOG, including troops from East African countries—Tan-
zania, Uganda and Zimbabwe—to dilute its domination by Nigeria (a key
demand of the NPFL).!83 The UN Security Council subsequently authorized a
UN Observer Mission in Liberia (UNOMIL) and an advance team of 30 mili-
tary advisers to participate in the work of the accord’s Joint Ceasefire Moni-
toring Committee.!® The UN mission, comprising 300 military and 200
civilian personnel,'s5 became the first UN peacekeeping mission undertaken in
co-operation with a mission established by another organization. '8

According to the OAU, future African peacekeeping missions, although not
ruled out, are not a priority given the expense involved and African nations’
sensitivities about their sovereignty—even in the face of national calamity.
The OAU itself had its fingers burned when its peacekeeping force in Chad,
deployed in 1991, was withdrawn a year later suffering acute shortages of

179 Oladimejji, Capt. O. A., ‘Behold, African peacekeepers’, US Naval Institute Proceedings, Mar.
1993, p. 66.

180 Ankomah, B., “UN: taking sides in Liberia’, New African, no. 313 (Nov. 1993), pp. 16-17.

181 Alao, A., ‘ECOMOG in Liberia—The anaemic existence of a mission’, Jane’s Intelligence
Review, Sep. 1993, pp. 429-30.

182 Unjted Nations, ‘UN Peace-Keeping Operations Information Notes’, update no. 2, 1993, p. 106.

183 Alao (note 180), p. 431.

184 Boutros-Ghali (note 20), p. 129.

185 In Mar. 1994 a government comprising all the warring factions was installed in the capital, Mon-
rovia, after which disarmament of the factional forces was to commence. The Australian, 9 Mar. 1994,

p.7.
186 United Nations (note 181), p. 105.
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expertise, logistics and finance.'®? African states have contributed successfully
to UN peacekeeping missions over the years, however, particularly Nigeria,
Ghana, Senegal, Tunisia, Kenya and Egypt. In 1993 African states were repre-
sented in each of the largest multi-dimensional UN peacekeeping operations—
UNTAC, UNPROFOR and UNOSOM IL

The CSCE, NATO, the North Atlantic Cooperation Council and the Western
European Union

In the 1992 Helsinki Document the CSCE promised itself a peacekeeping role
in future conflicts but established a policy so hedged with qualifications and
conditions as to make such a role unlikely to eventuate in the near future.!8®
Moreover the CSCE would have to rely on NATO or the WEU since it has no
military forces of its own. NATO undertook in 1992 to provide such forces to
the CSCE on a ‘case by case basis’.!3? Since this may not be a comforting
prospect to non-NATO members of the CSCE, especially those formerly in
the Soviet bloc, NATO began planning for task forces of NATO and non-
NATO troops to conduct joint exercises to be ready to move quickly on peace-
keeping or humanitarian relief missions.!® Work on the practicalities of joint
peacekeeping operations was also included as a goal of the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC, comprising NATO member states and former
WTO states!®!) and the Partnership for Peace arrangement offered to all the
former Soviet republics and Soviet bloc states of Eastern Europe by NATO in
1993.192 However, by the end of the year NATO’s political authorities had yet
to agree on guidance for determining conditions, procedures and policies for
NATO involvement in peacekeeping operations.!?

Meanwhile, the fact that France still does not participate in the military
structure of NATO and harbours ambitions for a peacekeeping role for the
Paris-based Western European Union (WEU) does not augur well for the unity
of future attempts at European peacekeeping operations. Continuing US reluc-
tance, despite earlier undertakings, to commit itself to providing peacekeeping

187 Berdal (note 26), p. 68.

188 Helsinki Document 1992: The Challenges of Change, Helsinki, 10 July 1992, Helsinki Decisions,
chapter III, reproduced in appendix 5A in SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Dis-
armament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), pp. 198-200.

189 NATO press communiqué, M-NACC-1 (92)53, Oslo, 5 June 1992.

190 International Herald Tribune, 7 Jan. 1994, p. 1.

191 NATO Review, Dec. 1993, pp. 27-30.

192 See chapter 7 in this volume.

193 This was despite its Military Committee’s agreement on strategic guidance in NATO Military
Planning for Peace Support Operations, NATO Military Committee document, Apr. 1993; the establish-
ment of a peacekeeping office at Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE); and the North
Atlantic Assembly’s Oct. 1993 report on co-operation in peacekeeping and peace enforcement. See
Rader, S., ‘NATO and Peacekeeping’, paper presented to SIPRL/Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung conference on
‘Challenges for the New Peacekeepers’, Bonn, 21-22 Apr. 1994; and North Atlantic Assembly, Defence
and Security Committee, Sub-Committee on Defence and Security Cooperation Between Europe and
North America, Co-operation in Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement, AK230, DSC/DC (93), 6 Oct.
1993.



CONFLICT PREVENTION, MANAGEMENT AND RESOLUTION 49

troops to Bosnia and Herzegovina in the event of a peace settlement there,
further calls into question NATO’s future peacekeeping role in Europe.!%

Notwithstanding these difficulties, NATO, at its ministerial meetings in
December 1992 and June 1993, also expressed a willingness to participate in
UN peace operations.!s In 1993 its involvement in support of UN, WEU and
EU peacekeeping and peace-enforcement operations in former Yugoslavia
increased. It was already helping enforce the no-fly zone over Bosnia and
Herzegovina and sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro by providing
fighter aircraft, reconnaissance and airborne warning aircraft and naval vessels
in the Adriatic in co-operation with the WEU.!% After July 1993, NATO
member states, operating within the NATO framework, for the first time pro-
vided protective air cover for UNPROFOR troops and to deter air attacks
against UN Protected Areas and Safe Areas.’” NATO also provided staff and
equipment for UNPROFOR’s Bosnia and Herzegovina Command headquar-
ters in Kiseljak. In early 1993 NATO became involved in planning for peace-
enforcement measures that the Security Council was threatening to take
against Bosnian Serb positions and supply elements in central Bosnia and
Herzegovina. France, the Netherlands, the UK and the USA stationed aircraft
in Italy and on aircraft-carriers in the Adriatic for this purpose. No raids were
authorized in 1993.1% With its involvement in Yugoslavia NATO crossed a
Rubicon: although originally conceived as a defensive alliance to protect its
members from attack, NATO for the first time operated out-of-area, in
defence of broader security values.

The Commonwealth of Independent States'®®

Peacekeeping agreements were signed by the Commonwealth of Independent
States (CIS) member states at their 1992 Kiev and Tashkent summits, but by
the end of 1993 no coherent peacekeeping doctrine had been agreed upon and
no standing peacekeeping force (as envisaged) yet established.2®

There were, however, three Russian-led military deployments in conflict
zones in the CIS area which described themselves as peacekeeping operations,
but which were notable, in contrast to UN operations, for their domination by
one state and by their preparedness to use force (although they had so far been
relatively restrained in using it).2! These missions were located in South
Ossetia, eastern Moldova and Tajikistan.

194 Drozdiak, W. and Williams D., ‘US role in Europe shrinks in wake of Yugoslav War’, Inter-
national Herald Tribune, 27 Dec. 1993, p. 1.
195 Annan, K., “UN peacekeeping operations and cooperation with NATO’, NATO Review, Oct. 1993,

p. 6.

196 Ayigtion Week & Space Technology, 7 Dec. 1992, p. 62.

197 Annan (note 194), p. 6; and Berdal (note 26), pp. 69-70.

198 In contrast, in 1994 NATO has used force on several occasions to enforce the no-fly zone and to
protect UNPROFOR and safe havens.

199 For further details on the security situation of Russia and the CIS, see chapter 6 in this volume.

200 See Greene, J. M., “The peacekeeping doctrines of the CIS’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Apr.
1993, p. 159.

201 Hil, J. and Jewett, P., ‘Back in the USSR: Russia’s intervention in the internal affairs of the for-
mer Soviet republics and the implications for United States policy toward Russia’, Strengthening Demo-
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In the Trans-Dniester Republic in Moldova, Russia had almost 2000 peace-
keeping troops—with the letters MS (the Russian abbreviation for Peace
Forces) on their sleeves, headgear and equipment to distinguish them from the
14th Russian Army also stationed in that republic.2?2 The Russians, along with
contributions from the Trans-Dniester Republic and Moldova, were under the
supervision of the CSCE as part of a trilateral ‘Moldova Joint Force’.
Meanwhile, in South Ossetia, the ‘South Ossetia Joint Force’ was deployed,
comprising units from Russia, Georgia and North Ossetia.?? It was intended to
co-ordinate its activities with the CSCE mission to Moldova. In these two
cases the Russian peacekeepers were reported to be largely successful in
maintaining their neutrality between the warring parties.2%4

In Tajikistan, Russian peacekeepers were drawn from the approximately
18 000 Russian frontier troops engaged in assisting the government forces
fight rebel groups. Although they were combined in a joint peacekeeping
force—the ‘Tajikistan Buffer Force’—with units from Uzbekistan and
Kazakhstan, the CIS ‘cover’ for the operation was more symbolic than real.20s
Since there was no cease-fire and Russia was officially supportive of the Tajik
Government, some observers regarded this operation as more a case of peace
enforcement or low-intensity conflict than peacekeeping.2¢

Given the legacies of Russian and Soviet history, all three Russian ‘peace-
keeping’ efforts were perceived in some quarters as part of the problem rather
than part of the solution. In terms of the traditional peacekeeping ethos—
impartiality, consent of the conflicting parties and non-use of force except in
self-defence—some questioned whether such missions could be described as
peacekeeping at all. For instance, in Georgia some Russian officials supported
Abkhazian territorial claims and Russian military equipment was supplied
both to the separatists and the government.2?

Throughout 1993 Russia repeatedly asked for its ‘peacekeeping operations’
in the CIS to be given blanket endorsement by the UN and the CSCE, in part
to secure financial assistance for such efforts.2%® In an interview with Izvestia
in October Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev increased suspicions of Russian
motives by declaring that if Russia did not intervene in its ‘near abroad’ it
would be in danger of ‘losing geographical positions that took centuries to

cratic Institutions Project (John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University: Cambridge,
Mass., Jan. 1994); and Greene (note 199), p. 156.

202 nternational Herald Tribune, 30 Nov. 1993, pp. 1 and 8.

203 International Herald Tribune, 30 Nov. 1993, pp. 1 and 8; and Defence & Economy, 16 June 1993,
p. 871.

204 See Greene (note 199), p. 159.

205 International Herald Tribune, 30 Nov. 1993, pp. 1 and 8; and Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty,
RFE/RL News Briefs, vol. 2, no. 2 (1993), p. 9 and vol. 2, no. 11 (1993), pp. 8-9. Border troops from
Kyrgyzstan which were originally part of the force were withdrawn in Apr. 1993, apparently because of
inadequate training for mountain terrain. See RFE/RL News Briefs, vol. 2, no. 16 (1993), p. 9.

206 Trenin, D., ‘Russians as peacemakers’, paper presented to the SIPRI-Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung con-
ference on ‘Challenges for the New Peacekeepers’, Bonn, 21-22 Apr. 1994.

207 New Times International, no. 48 (1993), pp. 25-26. On 13 Jan. 1994 Georgia and Abkhazia signed
an accord calling for deployment of an international peacekeeping force authorized by the Security
Council to monitor their cease-fire. Financial Times, 14 Jan. 1994, p. 3.

208 See New Times International (note 206).
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conquer’.2® At the UN General Assembly in September, while denying that
Russia had ‘neo-imperialistic’ ambitions, Kozyrev firmly rejected the involve-
ment of any outside power in peacekeeping in these areas.2!® The US view is
that Russian peacekeeping operations in the ‘near abroad’ should only be con-
ducted with the agreement of the international community and the country
involved and, preferably, in conjunction with troops from other CIS member
states.2!! In December the CSCE postponed giving its endorsement to Russian
peacekeeping missions, instead requesting its secretariat to draft guidelines for
approving such missions.2!2

Other peacekeeping missions

The only other multilateral organization involved in peace operations in 1993
was the Commonwealth,2'® which had observers in South Africa monitoring
political violence and the electoral process, along with those from the OAU,
the UN and the EU.24 In addition an ad hoc multilateral mission, the Multi-
national Force and Observers (MFO), remained in the eastern Sinai under the
1979 Egypt-Israel peace treaty.2!s Finally, a relic of the Korean War, the
Neutral Nations Supervisory Commission (NNSC) for Korea, remained stoic-
ally in place to supervise the 1953 Armistice Agreement and cease-fire line
along the 38th parallel.2!6

VII. Conclusions

Multilateral efforts in 1993 to prevent, manage and resolve international con-
flict reached a new intensity, but also confronted difficulties that the euphoria
of the immediate post-cold war years had ill-prepared them for. While success
in Cambodia symbolized the possibilities, failure in former Yugoslavia and
Somalia were grim reminders that much work needed to be done. Conceptual
issues, especially the relationship between peacekeeping and peace enforce-
ment, continued to be tackled, including in ongoing debate over Boutros-
Ghali’s An Agenda for Peace. The United Nations began a long process of
reform and restructuring to cope with the new demands being made on it,
while regional organizations struggled to overcome some of their traditional
limitations and share the burden. In addition to signs of peacekeeping fatigue
among member states there were also encouraging moves to professionalize

209 Cited in Hill and Jewett (note 200), p. 6.

210 tnternational Herald Tribune, 30 Sep. 1993, p. 8.

21 International Herald Tribune, 30 Nov. 1993, pp. 1 and 8.
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216 ‘Ipternational Peacekeeping Operations 1947-1993°, Defense & Economy, no. 1277 (16 June
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and co-ordinate national peacekeeping contributions. Above all there was a
growing recognition that, while the international community might be more
willing than ever before to consider peace indivisible and to widen its defini-
tion of threats to the peace, there were limits to what could be achieved with
the multilateral instruments and resources currently available to it.



Appendix 1A. International observer and peacekeeping operations, 1993

PAUL CLAESSON

This table lists international observer and peacekeeping operations terminated (in italic), initiated (in bold) or continuing in 1993, by international
organization and by starting date. Cost figures are in current US $m. Purely civilian and electoral observation missions are excluded.

Acronym/ Name/type of mission Troops/ Deaths:* Cost:
(Legal (O: observer) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ To date Yearly’
instrument!) (PK: peacekeeping) Location date and/or civilian police in 19932 Civ. police? In 1993 Unpaid®

United Nations (UN)? (20 operations) June (79 countries; contingents on rotation) 66 6798 1027 3600°
(UN Charter, Chapters VI and VII) 1948 2250 168 122010

1032

UNTSO UN Truce Supervision Egypt/Israel/  June Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Chile, China, - 28 31

(UNSC 50) Organization (O) Lebanon/Syria 1948 Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, New 216 - -
Zealand, Norway, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, USA -

UNMOGIP UN Military Observer  India/Pakistan Jan. Belgium, Chile, Denmark, Finland, Italy, Norway, Sweden, - 6 7

(UNSC91) Group in India and (Kashmir) 1949 Uruguay 37 - -
Pakistan (0)) -

UNFICYP  UN Peace-keeping Cyprus Mar. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Finland, 1174 165 4512

(UNSC 186) Force in Cyprus (PK) 1964 Hungary, Ireland, Sweden, UK!! 12 6 197
35

UNDOF UN Disengagement Syria (Golan  June Austria, Canada, Finland, Poland 1027 31 364
(UNSC 350) Observer Force  (O) Heights) 1974 -13 - 33

UNIFIL UN Interim Force in Lebanon Mar. Fiji, Finland, France, Ghana, Ireland, Italy, Nepal, Norway, 5241 193 146
(UNSC 425, Lebanon (PK) (Southemn) 1978 Poland, Sweden -5 3 232
426) -

OSGAP Office of the Secretary- Afghanistan/  Mar. Austria, Canada, Denmark, Fiji, Finland, Ghana, Ireland, -~ -

(UNSG 12 General in Afghanistan Pakistan 1990 Nepal, Poland, Sweden 10V -

Mar. 1990'%) and Pakistan ) _




Acronym/ Name/type of mission Troops/ Deaths:* Cost:
(Legal in- (O: observer mission) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ To date Yearly®
strument') (PK: peacekeeping)  Location date and/or civilian police in 19932 Civ. police®  In 1993 Unpaid®

UNIKOM UN Irag-Kuwait Irag/Kuwait Apr. Argentina, Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, China, Denmark, Fiji, 36720 1 75
(UNSC 689) Observation (Khawr ‘Abd 1991 Finland, France, Ghana, Greece, Hungary, India, Indonesia, 254 - 31

Mission (O) Allah water- Ireland, Italy, Kenya, Malaysia, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, -
way and UN Poland, Romania, Russia, Senegal, Singapore, Sweden,
DMZ!'8) Thailand, Turkey, UK, USA, Uruguay, Venezuela!®

UNAVEM II UN Angola Angola June Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Congo, Egypt, 142 3 372

(UNSC 696) Verification Mission II 1991 Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, India, Ireland, Jordan, Malaysia, 46 2 3023
((0)) Morocco, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Sene- 23
gal, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Former Yugoslavia, Zimbabwe

ONUSAL UN Observer Mission  El Salvador July Argentina, Austria, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, 4% 2 35
(UNSC 693, in El Salvador (®)) 1991 France, Guyana, India, Ireland, Italy, Mexico, Spain, Sweden, 30 1 26%%
729) Venezuela 276

MINURSO UN Mission for the Western Sep. Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Canada, 10126 4 37
(UNSC 690) Referendum in Western Sahara 1991 China, Egypt, France, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, 225 2 20

Sahara ()] Honduras, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan, 21
Poland, Russia, Switzerland, Togo, Tunisia, USA, Venezuela

UNPROFOR UN Protection Former Mar. Argentina, Australia, Bangladesh, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 25 69428 59 1020%°
(UNSC 743, Force (PK) Yugoslavia 1992 Colombia, Czech Rep., Denmark, Egypt, Finland, France, 587 30 325
776, 795) (Croatia; Ghana, India, Indonesia, Ireland, Jordan, Kenya, Luxembourg, 675

Bosnia and Malaysia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway,
Herzegovina; Pakistan, Poland, Portugal, Russia, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden,
Macedonia??) Switzerland, Tunisia, Ukraine, UK, USA, Venezuela

UNTAC UN Transitional Cambodia Mar. Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, 9354 55 741

(UNSC 745) Authority in 1992 Brunei, Bulgaria, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, .. 28 409%
Cambodia (PK) Egypt, Fiji, France, Germany, Ghana, Hungary, India, 3600

Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia,
Morocco, Namibia, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nigeria,Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Russia,
Senegal, Singapore, Sweden, Thailand, Tunisia, UK, USA,
Uruguay
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UNOSOM I UN Operation in Somalia Apr. Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Canada, 500 - 1083
(UNSC751) Somalial (PK) 199233 Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, Indonesia, Jordan, 50 - ..
Morocco, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Zimbawe -
ONUMOZ  UN Operation in Mozambique  Dec. Argentina, Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazil, Canada, Cape Verde, 6 325% 6 290
(UNSC 797) Mozambique (PK) 1992 China, Czech Rep., Egypt, Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, India, 341 6 92
Italy, Japan, Malaysia, Netherlands, Portugal, Russia, Spain, -
Sweden, Uruguay, Zambia
UNOSOM II UN Operation in Somalia May Argentina, Australia, Bangladesh, Belgium, Botswana, 25 7473 81 947
(UNSC Somalia IT (PK) 1993 Canada, Egypt, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, India, - 81 14277
814) Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Jordan, Kuwait, Malaysia, -
Morocco, Namibia, Nepal, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway,
Pakistan, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, South Korea,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, UAE, USA, Zambia, Zimbabwe
UNOMUR UN Observer Mission Uganda/ June Bangladesh, Botswana, Brazil, Canada, Hungary, - - 49
(UNSC Uganda-Rwanda (O) Rwanda 1993  Netherlands, Senegal, Slovakia, Zimbabwe 78 -
846) (Border area) -
UNOMIG  UN Observer Mission Georgia Aug. Denmark® - - 23
(UNSC 849, in Georgia (0) (Abkhasia) 1993 54 -
858) —
UNOMIL  UN Observer Mission Liberia Sep. Austria, Bangladesh, China, Congo, Czech Rep., Egypt, 6542 - 403
(UNSC in Liberia (V)] 1993 Guinea-Bissau, Hungary, Jordan, Kenya, Malaysia, 260 -
866) Pakistan, Poland, Slovakia, Uruguay -
UNMIH UN Mission in Haiti Sep. -4 -4 - 50
(UNSC Haiti (PK) 1993 - -
867) -
UNAMIR  UN Mission for Rwanda Oct. Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Canada, Congo, Fiji, Ghana, 1012%7 - 98
(UNSC 872) Rwanda (PK) 1993 Guyana, Mali, Netherlands, Poland, Senegal, Togo, Tunisia, 166 -
Uruguay, Zimbabwe*s 2
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Acronym/ Name/type of mission Troops/ Cost:
(Legal in- (O: observer mission) Start Countries contributing troops, military observers (mil. obs) Mil. obs/ Yearly’
strument!) (PK: peacekeeping)  Location date and/or civilian police in 19932 Civ. police? Unpaid$

Conference on Security and

Co-operation in Europe (CSCE)* (5 operations*®)

- CSCE Missions of Long Fed. Rep. of  Sep. .. - 1.9%
(CSO 14 Duration (0) Yugoslavia®® 199252 2053

Aug. 1992%) -

- CSCE Spillover Former Sep. .. - 0.797
(CSO 18 Mission to Skopje (O) YugoslavRep. 1992 7%

Sep.19925%) of Macedonia -

- CSCE Mission to Georgia Dec. - 0.8%0
(CSO 6 Nov. Georgia (O) (8. Ossetia; 1992 10%

199258) Abkhasia) -

- CSCE Mission to Moldova Apr. .. - 0.452
(CSO 4 Feb. Moldova (0) 1993 8 -
199351) -

- CSCE Mission to Tajikistan 64 .. -

(CSCE 1 Tajikistan ()] 4

Dec. 199363) -

Other (9 operations)

NNSC Neutral Nations North Korea/  July Czech Republic, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland -

(Armistice  Supervisory South Korea 1953 4
agreement5’) Commission (9)) -

MFO Multinational Force Egypt (Sinai)  Aug. Australia, Canada, Colombia, Fiji, France, Italy, Netherlands, c¢. 2 100 5657
(Protocol to  and Observers in the 1982 New Zealand, Norway, Uruguay, USA ..
treaty%) Sinai 0) ..

ECOMOG ECOWAS® Cease- Liberia Aug. Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Mali, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone  c. 8 0007 80
(ESMC7  Fire Monitoring 1990 . ..

Aug. 1990%) Group PK)

9¢
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ECMM European Community ~ Former July Belgium, Canada, Czech. Rep., Denmark, France, Germany, - 6 247
(Brioni Monitoring Mission™ Yugoslavia 1991 Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Sweden, 152 - ..
Agreement™) ©) Slovakia, Spain, UK -

NMOG Rwanda Neutral Rwanda July Nigeria, Mali, Senegal, Zimbabwe - 8
(Cease-fire Military Observer 1992 1307
agreement’™¥) Group” ©) -

_ ‘South Ossetia Joint Georgia July Georgia, Russia, North Ossetia 1453 1980
(Bilateral  Force’™® PK) (S. Ossetia) 1992 - 2
agreement”’) -

- ‘Moldova Joint Moldova July Moldova, Russia, ‘Trans-Dniester Republic’ 3 99583 1284
(Bilateral  Force’®? (PK) (Trans- 1992 - 7
agreement®!) Dniester) -

UNITAF Unified Task Somalia Dec. Australia, Belgium, Botswana, Canada, Egypt, France, ¢. 37 000% .. L B8
(UNSC 794) Force®® (PK) 19928 Germany, India, Italy, Kuwait, Morocco, New Zealand, _

Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Tunisia, _
Turkey, UAE, UK, USA, Zimbabwe

- CIS ‘Tajikistan Tajikistan Mar. Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia,” Uzbekistan ¢c. 1500 .. .3
(CIS 22 Buffer Force’ (PK) (Afghan 1993 _

Jan. 1993%% border®®) _

1 CIS = Commonwealth of Independent States; CSCE = Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe; CSO = CSCE Council of Senior Officials; ECOWAS =
Economic Community of West African States; ESMC = ECOWAS Standing Mediation Committee; OAU = Organization of African Unity; UNSC = UN Security Council;
UNSG = Office of the UN Secretary-General. Acronyms refer to resolution adopted (UNSC) or date of decision taken by respective body or organization.

2 Countries ending their participation in the course of 1993 in italics. Countries participating for the first time in 1993 in bold.

3 Civilian observers and international and local civilian staff are not included.

4 Number of mission fatalities. To date: from beginning of conflict until last reported date for 1993.

% Approximate or estimated annual cost.

¢ Approximate value of outstanding contributions to operation fund at the close of 1993 budget period (closing date varies from operation to operation).

7 Unless otherwise noted, UN data on contributing countries and on number of troops, military observers and civilian police are as of 31 Dec. 1993; on deaths as of 14 Oct.
1993; and on costs as of 31 Oct. 1993.

8 Operational strength varies from month to month because of rotation.

% 16 of the 20 UN peacekeeping operations ongoing in 1993 are financed from their own separate accounts on the basis of legally binding assessments on all member states in
accordance with Article 17 of the UN Charter. UNTSO and UNMOGIP are funded from the UN regular budget. OSGAP is funded through the UNTSO, UNDOF and UNIFIL
budgets and through special allocations from the UN regular budget. UNFICYP was until 15 June 1993 financed by voluntary contributions (see note 12). Since the mandates of
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most forces are renewed periodically on different dates, UN annual cost estimates for comparative purposes are approximate.

10 Qutstanding contributions to UN peacekeeping operations as of 28 Feb. 1994.

! Restructuring and reorganization of UNFICYP commenced on 16 Nov. 1992. Troop strengths have been cut by approximately 28%; operational sectors have been cut from
4 to 3; and permanently occupied observation posts have been cut from 51 to 39. The Danish battalion was withdrawn and Austrian, Canadian and British contingents reduced
in Dec. 1992. Further reductions followed in 1993. The Canadian battalion was withdrawn in June 1993, and was replaced in Sep. by an Argentinian battalion.

12 Estimated 1993 cost. Prior to 15 June 1993, force costs were met by the governments providing the military contingents, and by voluntary contributions received for this
purpose by the UN; land-use costs by the Government of Cyprus; and administrative, logistic and other extraordinary costs by the UN. The voluntary contributions from
member states have consistently fallen short of costs accrued by the UN. As a result, reimbursement claims from the troop-contributing countries have been paid only up to Dec.
1981. General Assembly Resolution 47/236 (1993) established that for the period beginning 16 June 1993 the costs not covered by voluntary contributions will be borne by the
UN member states in accordance with Article 17 of the UN Charter. The Government of Cyprus has pledged to cover, on a continuing basis, one-third of the annual operation
cost. More than half of the expected annual cost has been pledged in voluntary contributions for the period beginning 16 June 1993.

13 Supplemented by seconded UNTSO military observers.

14 Initially financed from special account established for UNEF II (Second UN Emergency Force, Oct. 1973-July 1979). At the termination of UNEF II, the account remained
open for UNDOF.

15 Supplemented by 57 UNTSO military observers. In the course of 1992 the strength of UNIFIL was reduced by 10%.

16 The decision to establish the mission was taken by the UN Secretary-General, with reference to UNSC 647 (1990), to UN General Assembly Resolution 44/15 (1989) and
to consultations with the signatories to the Agreement on the Settlement of the Situation Relating to Afghanistan and Pakistan, signed at Geneva on 14 Apr. 1988 (letter to the
President of the UNSC dated 12 Mar. 1990). The decision was upheld by the UNSC (letter from the President of the UNSC to the Secretary-General dated 15 Mar. 1990).

17 Temporarily detached, with the concurrence of the respective governments, from UNTSO, UNDOF and UNIFIL.

18 UNSC 687 (1991) established a demilitarized zone (DMZ) stretching about 200 km along the Irag—Kuwait border, extending 10 km into Iraq and 5 km into Kuwait.

19 Additional logistic support from Chile and Switzerland.

20 Initially supplemented by 5 infantry companies drawn from UNFICYP and UNIFIL (withdrawn by the end of June 1991). Authorized strength: 3345 troops and 300
military observers. In response to incidents along the DMZ, UNSC 806 (1993) calls for a phased deployment of additional troops to strengthen UNIKOM.

21 Authorized strength: 718 troops, 350 military observers and 126 civilian police.

22 For the period 1 Nov. 1992-15 Sep. 1993.

3 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNAVEM I (Jan. 1989-June 1991) and UNAVEM II.

24 Authorized strength: approximately 1000 troops, military observers and civilian police.

25 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to ONUCA (UN Observer Group in Central America, Nov. 1989-Jan. 1992) and ONUSAL.

26 Authorized strength: 1700 troops and military observers and 300 civilian police.

%7 Force divided into three separate operational commands: UNPROFOR 1 (Croatia); UNPROFOR II (Bosnia and Herzegovina); and UNPROFOR Il (Macedonia).

28 Authorized strength: 26 595 troops, 578 military observers and 716 civilian police. Deployments were as of 31 Oct. 1993: UNPROFOR I: 12 610 troops, 240 military
observers and 600 civilian police; UNPROFOR II: 11 120 troops, 311 military observers (including 76 posted at airfields in Serbia and Montenegro to monitor compliance with
‘no-fly’ zone) and 45 civilian police; UNPROFOR III: 1005 troops, 20 military observers and 25 civilian police.

2 Military personnel, equipment and logistic support for UNPROFOR protection of humanitarian convoys in Bosnia and Herzegovina are provided at no cost to the UN by
the contributing countries.

30 UNTAC was terminated 15 Nov. 1993. By UNSC Resolution 880 (1993), the period of withdrawal of the UNTAC mine clearance and training unit was extended to
30 Nov. 1993, and of military police and medical components to 31 Dec. 1993. Also by UNSC Resolution 880, a team of 20 liaison officers was established, for a single period
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of six months, with a mandate to report on matters affecting security in Cambodia, to maintain liaison with the Government of Cambodia and to assist the Government in
dealing with residual military matters relating to the Paris Agreements. These liaison officers are separate from UNTAC. On 21 Nov. 1993, the Secretary-General informed the
UNSC that he proposed to form the Military Liaison team of 20 military officers from contributions offered by 15 nations: Austria, Bangladesh, Belgium, China, France, India,
Indonesia, Malaysia, New Zealand, Pakistan, Poland, Russia, Singapore, Thailand and Uruguay.

3! Number of all military personnel, including troops and observers, as of 30 Sep. 1993,

32 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNAMIC (UN Advance Mission in Cambodia, Nov. 1991-Mar. 1992) and UNTAC.

33 Absorbed by UNOSOM 1I on 4 May 1993.

34 Total appropriation by the UN General Assembly for UNOSOM I (1 May 199230 Apr. 1993).

35 Authorized strength: 7000-8000 military and civilian personnel.

36 Authorized strength: 28 000 troops. In addition, there remained in 1993 following the termination of UNITAF approximately 17 700 troops in the US Joint Task Force in
Somalia, which did not form part of UNOSOM II and were not under the operational command of the UNOSOM II Force Commander. This number includes the Quick
Reaction Force, which was deployed in support of UNOSOM II.

37 Total approximate value of outstanding contributions to UNOSOM I and UNOSOM II.

38 Integrated into UNAMIR in Jan, 1994.

3 Estimated cost for period June-Dec. 1993.

40 The following other countries expressed their willingness in principle to make the necessary personnel available: Austria, Bangladesh, the Czech Republic, Germany,
Greece, Poland, Sierra Leone, Sweden and Switzerland.

41 Authorized strength: 88 military observers.

42 Authorized strength: 65 troops (20 military medical staff and 45 military engineers) and 303 military observers.

43 A portion of the cost may be defrayed by using certain surplus equipment and supplies from UNTAC.

4 Deployment was halted following an incident on 11 Oct. 1993 in which armed civilians, unimpeded by the security forces of the acting military government, prevented the
landing of a ship carrying an UNMIH advance unit of 220 military personnel. Military personnel are to be provided by Argentina, Canada and USA. Civilian police personnel
are to be provided by Algeria, Austria, Canada, France, Indonesia, Madagascar, Russia, Senegal, Spain, Switzerland, Tunisia and Venezuela.

45 Authorized strength: 700 military personnel and 567 civilian police.

46 The following countries participate in UNAMIR but did not contribute personnel in 1993: Argentina, Ecuador, Egypt, Malawi, Nigeria, Pakistan, Russia and Tanzania.

47 Authorized strength: 2217 troops, 331 military observers and 60 civilian police personnel. The mission also incorporated elements of NMOG II (see note 76).

48 While serving a peacekeeping role, and numbering some military observers, the CSCE missions are not military operations. Figures on number of staff are total for
mission, and include both military and civilian staff in 1993.

49 In addition to the five missions listed here, the CSCE maintained in 1993 two long-term missions in Estonia and in Latvia. The CSCE also maintained a Sanctions Assist-
ance Mission (SAM) in each of the following countries: Albania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Romania and Ukraine. The function of
the SAMs is to oversee the implementation operation of the sanctions and embargoes imposed on the republics of former Yugoslavia in accordance with relevant UN Security
Council Resolutions, in particular UNSC 713, 757, 787 and 820. They were in 1993 staffed by 126 customs officers from various CSCE member states.

%0 The decision to establish the mission was taken at the 15th CSO meeting, 14 Aug. 1992. The mission was authorized by the Government of the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) through an MOU of 28 Oct. 1992. The mandate was extended to 28 June 1993 through a Protocol to the MOU signed on 29 Apr. 1993.

1 Kosovo, Sandzak and Vojvodina.
52 The mission was withdrawn after the expiration of the MOU on 28 June 1993. For the remainder of 1993 the mission was non-operative but not terminated.
33 Authorized strength: 40.
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34 Total budget adopted for the period 1 Sep. 199231 Aug. 1993,

33 The decision to establish the mission was taken at the 16th CSO meeting, 18 Sep. 1992. The mission was authorized by the Government of the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia through Articles of Understanding (corresponding to an MOU) agreed by an exchange of letters on 7 Nov. 1992.

36 Authorized strength: 8 members. Supplemented by 2 ECMM monitors under the operational command of the CSCE Head of Mission.

37 Total budget adopted for the period 18 Sep. 1992-31 Dec. 1993.

58 The decision to establish the mission was taken at the 17th CSO meeting, 6 Nov 1992, The mission was authorized by the Government of Georgia through an MOU of
23 Jan. 1993 and by the ‘Leadership of the Republic of South Ossetia’ by an exchange of letters on 1 Mar. 1993.

5% Authorized strength: 11 members, including the Personal Representative of the CSCE Chairman-in-Office.

 Total budget adopted for the peried 1 Dec. 199231 Dec. 1993.

6! The decision to establish the mission was taken at the 19th CSO meeting, 4 Feb. 1992. The mission was authorized by the Government of Moldova through an MOU of
7 May. An ‘Understanding of the Activity of the CSCE Mission in the Pridnestrovian Region of the Republic of Moldova’ came into force on 25 Aug. 1993 by an exchange of
letters between the Head of Mission and the ‘President of the Pridnestrovian Moldovan Republic’.

62 Total budget adopted for the period 20 Apr. 1993-31 Dec. 1993.

63 Decisions of the Rome Council Meeting (CSCE/4—C/Dec. 1), Decision 1.4, 1 Dec. 1993,

¢ Not deployed in 1993.

65 Agreement conceming a military armistice in Korea, signed at Panmunjom on 27 July 1953 by the Commander-in-Chief, UN Command; the Supreme Commander of the
Korean People’s Army; and the Commander of the Chinese People’s Volunteers. Entered into force on 27 July 1953.

% 1981 Protocol to Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel of 26 Mar. 1979. Established following withdrawal of Israeli forces from Sinai. Deployment began 25 Apr. 1982.

¢ Funded by Egypt, Germany (since 1992), Israel, Japan (since 1989) and the USA.

¢ The decision to establish the force was taken by the ECOWAS Standing Mediation Committee (ESMC) at its first session on 7 Aug. 1990. The ESMC was composed of
representatives of Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Nigeria, Sierra Leone and Mali.

% Economic Community of West African States membership: Benin, Burkina Faso, Cape Verde, Cote d'Ivoire, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali,
Mauretania, Niger, Nigeria, Senegal, Sierra Leone and Togo.

70 Initial deployment numbered 2500 troops. Troop figure reached c. 10 000 (incl. 5000 Nigerian and 1500 Ghanaian troops) in autumn 1991, and c. 16 000 in spring 1992.

" The mission was established through the Brioni Agreement, signed at Brioni (Croatia) on 7 July 1991 by representatives of the EC and the govemments of Croatia, the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and Slovenia. The mission mandate was confirmed by the EC foreign ministers meeting in The Hague on 10 July
1991. The mission was authorized by the governments of Croatia, the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and Slovenia through an MOU of 13 July 1991.

72 While established by the EC, the mission is maintained with the co-operation of the CSCE, and includes the participation of monitors from five CSCE countries not
members of the EC/EU: Canada, the Czech Republic, Poland, Slovakia and Sweden.

73 Not including national expenditures.

74 Cease-fire agreement between the Rwandan Govemment and the Rwanda Patriotic Front, mediated by the Tanzanian Government and the OAU, concluded July 1992,

75 Elements of NMOG II (see note 76) were incorporated into UNAMIR in August 1993 under the terms of the Arusha peace accord, mediated by the Tanzanian Government
and the OAU and signed in Arusha, Tanzania, on 4 Aug. 1993 by representatives of the Rwandan Government and the Rwanda Patriotic Front.

76 Initial deployment: 55. Replaced 1 Aug. 1993 by an expanded force (NMOG II) of 250 military observers.

7 Agreement on the Principles Governing the Peaceful Settlement of the Conflict in South Ossetia, signed on 24 June 1992 by Georgia and Russia. According to the terms of
the Agreement, a four-party Joint Monitoring Commission was established with representatives from Russia, Georgia and North and South Ossetia. Also according to the terms
of the Agreement, the Force Commander is a Russian. NB: ‘The Russian-dominated peacekeeping effort currently under way in South Ossetia [and] Moldova cannot be
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described accurately as CIS peacekeeping operations, owing to the fact that peacekeeping agreements for the operation were bilateral, were undertaken by CIS and non-CIS
states, or came into being before general CIS peacekeeping agreements had been implemented.” Crow, S., ‘Russia promotes CIS as an international organization’, RFE/RL
Research Report, vol. 3, no. 11 (18 Mar. 1994), p. 35, note 11.

78 Figures provided by the Embassy of the Russian Federation in Stockholm, 15 Feb. 1994,

" Including 503 Russian troops. According to July press reports, initial deployment involved c. 1000 Russian troops, c. 200 Georgian troops and c. 600 North Ossetian
troops. Authorized strength: 2000 troops plus 1000 reserve troops.

%0 Fatality figures apply to Russian troops only.

81 Agreement on the Principles Goveming the Peaceful Settlement of the Armed Conflict in the Trans-Dniester region, signed on 21 July 1992 by representatives of the
governments of Moldova and Russia. NB: not a CIS operation (see note 77).

%2 Figures provided by the Embassy of the Russian Federation, Stockholm, 15 Feb. 1994.

83 Including five Russian battalions, numbering 1778 troops, three Moldavian battalions and three battalions of the “Trans-Dniester Republic’.

84 Fatality figures apply to Russian troops only.

85 Multi-state force established on the initiative of the USA on the invitation of the UN Security Council (UNSC 794). Under US command, with liaison with UNOSOM.

8 UNITAF terminated 4 May 1993. Bulk of US troops withdrawn; command of remaining troops, and mission mandate, transfered to UNOSOM 1.

87 Peak figure, including 24 000 US military personnel.

8 Rinanced through voluntary contributions, in cash and kind, by UN member states. Bulk of cost borne by the USA.

% CIS collective security agreement on Tajikistan’s border with Afghanistan signed at CIS Heads of State Meeting at Minsk on 22 Jan. 1993 by representatives of the gov-
emments of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. Signed with reference to Part III, Articles 11 and 12, of the Charter of the Commonwealth of Independ-
ent States, also adopted at the Heads of State Meeting at Minsk on 22 Jan. 1993. These provisions are based on the Agreement on Groups of Military Observers and Collective
Peacekeeping Forces in the CIS, signed at Kiev on 20 Mar. 1992. The operation in Tajikistan is the first application of the procedures provided for in this Agreement.

% The mandate of the CIS operation is limited specifically to guarding the Afghan border. Russian and other CIS forces stationed or operating elsewhere in Tajikistan do not
form part of the CIS peacekeeping operation.

%1 The Russian contribution to the CIS force was drawn from Russia’s 201st Motor Rifle Division, numbering some 18 000 troops in Tajikistan in 1993, by far the largest
military force in the country. The CIS forces were supplemented in 1993 by some 3000 Tajik border guards, effectively under Russian command.

92 Initial deployment included a battalion each from Kyrgyzstan (286 troops), Russia (430 troops), Uzbekistan (350 troops) and Kazakhstan (unreported number of troops).

93 According to a cost-sharing agreement signed by the participating countries on 24 Sep. 1993, operation costs are shared as follows: Kyrgyzstan 10%; Tajikistan 10%;
Kazakhstan 15%; Uzbekistan 15%; Russia 50%.

Sources: SIPRI peacekeeping and regional security data base. UN material provided by the UN Department of Public Information in New York and by the
UN Information Centre for the Nordic Countries in Copenhagen (special thanks to Rea Hoberg). Material pertaining to Russian participation in peacekeeping
operations in the former USSR provided by the Embassy of the Russian Federation in Stockholm. Material relating to the Commonwealth provided by the
Commonwealth Secretariat, London.
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Appendix 1B. Case studies on peacekeeping:
UNOSOM II, UNTAC and UNPROFOR

PAUL CLAESSON and TREVOR FINDLAY*

I. UNOSOM I

In December 1992 the UN Security Council took the historic step of authorizing, for
the first time, a multilateral military mission by its member states solely for humanitar-
ian purposes.! A Unified Task Force (UNITAF), led by the United States, arrived in a
blaze of publicity later that month to establish a secure environment for the delivery of
humanitarian assistance to Somalia, suffering from famine induced by drought and
prolonged by warfare. Clans and sub-clans? battled for control of the country, which
had been left without a government after President Siyad Barre fled in January 1991. A
collapse of civil society, law and order, and government services made Somalia the
model ‘failed state’. The multinational force, which numbered 24 000 US troops and
13 000 of other nationalities at its peak in February 1993, replaced UN Operation in
Somalia (UNOSOM 1), a small UN mission, comprising 550 Pakistani troops,* which
had been unable to establish control beyond Mogadishu airport.

UNITAF was highly successful in creating the conditions for the safe delivery of
humanitarian assistance to Somalis in need. Deaths from famine dropped dramatically
by March 1993 and the rudiments of a civil society were being reconstructed, espe-
cially outside Mogadishu. Despite urgings by UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali,
UNITAF did not attempt to systematically disarm the Somali factions, even though
many observers regarded that step as crucial for returning Somalia to peace. UNITAF
commanders argued that disarmament was impossible given the vast number of
weapons present in the country, the pervasive gun culture and the fact that Somali law
had traditionally not banned private ownership of weapons. In fact, limited disarma-
ment of the factions did take place, particularly focused on the so-called ‘technicals’,
four-wheel drive vehicles mounted with an array of weapons, which had terrorized the
Somali capital. US forces on several occasions deliberately attacked factional forces to
achieve these limited disarmament goals.

Negotiations conducted by the US Special Envoy to Somalia, Ambassador Robert
Oakley, succeeded in producing, in December 1992, an agreement between two of the
most powerful sub-clans, led by Ali Mahdi Mohamed and General Mohamed Farah

! For a full account of the background to the UN intervention in Somali see Sahnoun, M., ‘Somalia: the
missed opportunities’, ed. J. Goodby, SIPRI, Regional Security after the Cold War (Oxford University
Press: Oxford, forthcoming 1994).

2 For an explanation of the Somali tribal structure see Sahnoun (note 1).

3 Africa Watch, vol. 5, no. 2 (7 Mar. 1993), p. 14.

4 The Security Council had authorized the deployment of 4200 troops for UNOSOM I but the Secre-
tariat had been unsuccessful in persuading states to contribute the additional numbers (see letter of UN
Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali to the Security Council, 29 Nov. 1992).

* Paul Claesson wrote the case study on UNPROFOR (the former Yugoslavia), while Trevor
Findlay wrote those on UNOSOM II (Somalia) and UNTAC (Cambodia).
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Aideed, to halt hostilities and pull back their weapons from a type of ‘green line’
dividing Mogadishu.’

With conditions in Somalia improving but still unstable, the UN was however
obliged in early 1993 to organize a replacement force for UNITAF. The mission had
been conceived in the twilight of the Bush presidency as a limited-term operation. The
Clinton Administration shared President Bush’s fears, reflecting the legacy of the Viet
Nam War and perhaps also the bombing of marines at the US Embassy in Beirut in
1983, about the USA becoming bogged down in a quagmire or suffering politically
unacceptable casualties.

In May 1993, UNOSOM II, with a smaller, less coherent force under UN command
and with a more ambitious mandate, replaced UNITAF. It was the first explicitly
authorized UN peace-enforcement mission since the Congo operation (ONUC) in the
early 1960s. Its mission was to: continue the restoration of peace, stability and law and
order; assist in the re-establishment of the Somali police force; provide security and
assistance in the repatriation of refugees and the resettlement of displaced persons;
assist in the development of a mine clearance programme; monitor the arms embargo
and facilitate disarmament; and assist in the provision of relief and in the economic
development of Somalia. The USA retained key positions in UNOSOM II, providing
both the mission’s overall head, the Special Representative of the UN Secretary-
General, retired Admiral Jonathan Howe, and the deputy military commander, Major
General Thomas Montgomery. The USA also contributed 4000 troops, left in Somalia
after the departure of UNITAF. Montgomery doubled as tactical commander of a
small US Quick Reaction Force which was intended to carry out some operations on
behalf of UNOSOM II. The force commander was from Turkey, a NATO ally of the
USA.S

Trouble began when UNOSOM II, as mandated, attempted the systematic disarma-
ment of the factions in the capital.” Action was focused on the faction led by General
Mohammed Farrah Aideed, based in south Mogadishu, which refused to surrender its
weapons, permit UN access to its territory and desist from harassing UN and non-
governmental humanitarian efforts. A major crisis occurred when Somali gunmen on
5 June ambushed and killed 23 Pakistani peacekeepers and wounded 54—the highest
single day toll in UN peacekeeping history.® A controversial UN investigation later
implicated the Aideed faction. UNOSOM II subsequently took stronger action against
the faction, including bombing raids on its command, control and supply headquarters
and radio station. A reward was posted for Aideed’s arrest as UNOSOM forces
attempted to find and detain him. The USA reinforced its presence with 400 Rangers
and a handful of Delta Force commandoes to help capture Aideed. These forces were
entirely outside the UN chain of command—the Ranger Task Force took its orders

S Africa Watch (note 3), p. 6. These talks built on previous efforts by Mohamed Sahnoun, Special Rep-
resentative of the Secretary-General for Somalia, a group of regional states (Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia,
Kenya and Sudan), the President of Ethiopia, Meles Zinawi, and the Swedish Life and Peace Institute,
which organized a conference in the Seychelles in Oct. 1992. See Sahnoun (note 1).

6 Berdal, M., International Institute for Strategic Studies, Whither UN Peacekeeping?, Adelphi Paper
no. 281 (Brassey’s: London, 1993), p. 73.

7 For a useful explanation of the roots of the UN’s conflict with Aideed see Farer, T., *United States
Military Participation in UN Operations in Somalia: Roots of Conflict with General Mohamed Farah
Aideed and a Basis for Accommodation and Renewed Progress’, testimony for submission to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, US House of Representatives, US Congress, 14 Oct. 1993.

8 Independent, 8 June 1993, p. 15.
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directly from US Special Forces Headquarters in Florida.? Aideed’s response was
further attacks on UNOSOM forces, including one on 3 October, which killed 15
peacekeepers, among them 12 US soldiers.!? One US soldier was captured but later
released, while the body of another was dragged through the streets of Mogadishu.
Hundreds of Somalis, civilians and factional fighters, were killed in these peace-
enforcement operations, turning Somali public opinion, to the extent it could be
gauged, against the UN presence.!!

Public and congressional outrage in the United States led the USA quickly to recon-
sider its Somali policy and eventually its entire peacekeeping and peace-enforcement
policy.!? It subsequently announced that US troops would be withdrawn by March
1994—regardless of the situation on the ground. Following the US lead all other West-
ern contributors—Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Spain and Sweden—announced
that they would withdraw by March. Italy had already clashed with the UN when the
Italian force commander, General Bruno Loi, insisted on clearing UN military instruc-
tions with Rome.!? Boutros-Ghali sought his removal. Italy in turn accused the UN of
incompetence and blamed it for not seeking Italian advice (Italy being the former
colonial power) in dealing with the Somali factions.

Faced with these difficulties the Security Council set March 1995 as the cut-off
point for UNOSOM IL.14 Although the aim was to signal that the Council did not see
its Somalia operation as open-ended, its effect was to remove a major incentive for the
Somali factions to reach a political settlement. Both the USA and the UN dropped their
goal of capturing Aideed and facilitated his participation in peace talks sponsored by
Ethiopia and Eritrea. Their forces also ended their attempted forcible disarmament of
the factions, bunkered down in fortified areas and sharply curtailed their presence on
the streets of Mogadishu. While outside Mogadishu conditions continued by and large
to improve, inside the city law and order began to deteriorate again, with international
aid agencies once more targeted. Inter-factional skirmishes resumed, including in the
previously relatively peaceful southern port of Kismayu. After holding several key
Aideed supporters in custody for several months without charge and without legal pro-
ceedings being instituted, the UN released them in January 1994 to facilitate the out-
come of peace talks.!> UNOSOM’s mandate meanwhile was overhauled; coercive
disarmament was abandoned.!6

US troops began their staged withdrawal in mid-December.!7 Although two of the
remaining large troop contributors, India and Pakistan, decided to remain, the UN was
forced by the Western abandonment of UNOSOM II to seek contributions from other
developing states, particularly from Africa, for a scaled-down force of only 15 000.

9 Information from Mats Berdal, International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), London.

10 See Atkinson, R., ‘US expedition in Somalia: the making of a disaster’ and ‘Somalia: the battle that
changed US policy’, International Herald Tribune, 1 and 2 Feb. 1994.

' Makinda, S., ‘Seeking peace from chaos: Humanitarian intervention in Somalia’, Occasional Paper
(US International Peace Academy: New York, 1993), p. 81. While no reliable figures exist, at least 300
Somalis were killed, while total casualties may have been 1000.

12 Ocaya-Lakidi, D., ‘Regional conflicts, regional coalitions and security cooperation in Africa and the
Middle East: the roles of the UN and the US military’, paper presented at 1993 Topical Symposium on
‘Military coalitions and the United Nations: Implications for the US Military’, National Defense College,
Washington, DC, 2-3 Nov. 1993, p. 5.

13 The Independent, 17 July 1993, p. 10.

14 Security Council Resolution 865, 22 Sep. 1993.

15 The Independent, 19 Jan., 1994, p. 12.

16 See Security Council Resolution §/1994/12, 6 Jan. 1994.

17 International Herald Tribune, 18-19 Dec. 1993, p. 5.
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Egypt, Morocco, Nigeria, Tunisia, Uganda and Zimbabwe were reportedly considering
participating, subject to the availability of UN funds.!8

The experience of Somalia—in which an estimated 800 largely urban guerrillas
were able to frustrate and severely harass a UN force of up to 28 000—caused a fun-
damental reconsideration of the feasibility of UN peace enforcement in a civil war
situation, particularly as a component of a peacekeeping operation. In Somalia the UN
had abandoned both its impartiality and its aloofness and become a party to the civil
war. Several lessons should be drawn from the experience.

One is that purely military solutions should not be attempted in such situations;
political negotiations must be given the best possible chance. As Okaya-Lakidi notes,
‘Military action is not irrelevant to peace enforcement, even to peacemaking when
used as a form of compellence; but the US military [and the UN have] yet to work out
the appropriate doctrine for this.’1?

A second lesson is that forces operating under UN command must either obey orders
from UN commanders or withdraw. A related issue is the inherent difficulty of a
multilateral UN force operating in the same theatre as an independent national force (in
Somalia’s case the US force) also engaged in peacekeeping/peace enforcement, a
dilemma also faced in the former Yugoslavia by UNPROFOR and NATO. Either the
national force must be under UN command or co-ordination between them must be
extraordinarily tight. Ultimately, however, the UN must have overriding authority in
view of the vulnerability of its lightly armed peacekeepers on the ground.

A third lesson from Somalia is that if there is to be an enforcement operation the UN
force must be properly equipped for such a mission. In some respects the UN used too
little and too much force in Somalia—too little in the early days when a show of force
might have hastened disarmament and too much indiscriminate force when pursuing
Aideed.

A final lesson from Somalia, one reiterated by outgoing UNOSOM II Commander
Lt General Cevik Bir in an open letter to Boutros-Ghali, is that a well-conceived plan
and timetable are essential.20 Unlike the more successful mission in Cambodia, the
Somali operation from the outset lacked a strategic plan, other than the goal of safely
delivering humanitarian aid. One result was differences within the UN Secretariat
about the balance of military and humanitarian efforts.?!

Blame for the failures in Somalia does not, however, lie solely with the UN. The
United States was highly influential in UNOSOM II. In keeping its Quick Response
Force under its own command, the USA militarized the operation and helped propel
the UN towards a policy of forcibly seeking to capture General Aideed.?? Although
Boutros-Ghali was strongly in favour of this strategy, reportedly out of personal
animus towards Aideed, Admiral Howe and the US Ambassador to Somalia, April
Glaspie,?? were also leading advocates, as was the State Department. (The UNITAF
commanders and the US military adviser in Somalia were opposed.)

Moreover, the United States had declined to systematically disarm the factions when
it was in charge of UNITAF, but helped craft a Security Council mandate which

18 International Herald Tribune, 7 Jan. 1994, p-2.

19 Okaya-Lakidi (note 12), p. 14.

20 Jane’s Defence Weekly, 29 Jan. 1994, p. 6.

21 Under Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs Jan Eliasson pointed out that for every dollar
spent on the humanitarian operation, $10 went to the military. The Independent, 24 Nov. 1993, p. 13.

22 See Ocaya-Lakidi (note 12), pp. 7-15.

23 Cockburn, P., ‘Glaspie faulted over Somali role’, The Independent, 22 Sep. 1993, p. 12.
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authorized UNOSOM 11, with fewer and less capable forces, to do so. It then criticized
the UN when it failed in this task, despite the fact that it was US Rangers who had
blundered in their attempts to capture Aideed.

The other members of the Security Council were also exerting strong pressure for
tough tactics in Somalia.?* Confusingly, both for UNOSOM forces and the UN Secre-
tariat, by the end of 1993 there had been 12 Security Council resolutions on Somalia,
the last of which completely overturned its predecessor by dropping the peace-
enforcement operations against General Aideed.?

The failure in Mogadishu should also be placed in context. Elsewhere UNOSOM II
made commendable progress. Somalia continued to be free of the starvation and
hunger that were prevalent in 1992. Law and order were largely re-established in the
countryside. Progress was made in establishing local government councils (although
some would argue that these were artificial structures at cross-purposes with Somali
tradition and culture which would collapse once the UN withdrew) and in training a
Somali police force. Somalia’s provincial cities were relatively calm and orderly.

However, with the commencement of the withdrawal of the Western components of
UNOSOM II after December and the adoption of the mission’s new low profile, law-
lessness and clan warfare were beginning to return to Mogadishu, the clans reportedly
re-arming for the future struggle for power. The hard-won gains of the year in
Somalia, such as they were, remained in grave jeopardy as 1993 ended.?¢

II. UNTAC

The UN operation in Cambodia, carried out by the UN Transitional Authority in Cam-
bodia (UNTAC) in 1992-93, was at the time the UN’s largest, most ambitious and
most expensive ever. Although it did not entirely extinguish the Cambodian civil war,
it de-escalated and de-internationalized it, politically isolating the Khmer Rouge and
permitting the Cambodian people for the first time in almost 40 years to choose their
government in a comparatively free, fair and democratic manner.?” This undertaking
was carried out in fulfilment of the 1991 Paris Peace Accords,?® designed to end Cam-
bodia’s civil war. The Accords provided for a cease-fire between the four Cambodian
‘factions’,? the withdrawal of foreign forces (the Vietnamese) from Cambodian terri-

24 According to the UN’s chief military adviser, Canadian General Maurice Baril, ‘There was a ot of
war paint in the Council—a feeling that enough is enough. Nobody ever stood up and said, “This peace
enforcement is bull. It won’t fly”” (Wall Street Journal Europe, 29 Dec. 1993, p. 5).

25 Wall Street Journal Europe, 29 Dec. 1993, p. 5.

26 A peace accord signed between elders of the main Somali clans on 16 Jan. 1994 seemed unlikely to
hold. Richburg, K., ‘60 die in Somalia as West pulls back and chaos returns’, International Herald
Tribune, 14 Feb. 1994, p. 1.

27 For an excellent up-to-date history of Cambodia see Chandler, D. P., A History of Cambodia, 2nd
edn (Westview Press: Boulder, Colo., 1993).

28 The Paris Peace Accords (UN documents A/46/608, S/23177, 30 Oct. 1991) signed on 23 Oct. 1991
in Paris by the four contending Cambodian factions, the five permanent members of the Security Council
and 12 other interested regional states, comprised: (@) the Final Act of the Paris Conference on Cambodia;
(b) the Agreement on a Comprehensive Political Settlement of the Cambodia Conflict, with Annexes;
(c) the Agreement Concerning the Sovereignty, Independence, Territorial Integrity and Inviolability,
Neutrality and National Unity of Cambodia; and (d) the Declaration on the Rehabilitation and Reconstruc-
tion of Cambodia.

29 The four Cambodian parties were: the Hun Sen Government, the so-called State of Cambodia (SOC);
the Party of Democratic Kampuchea (PDK) (widely known as the Khmer Rouge); the republican Khmer
People’s National Liberation Front (KPNLF); and FUNCINPEC, the Front Uni National Pour Un
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tory, the cessation of external military assistance, the disarmament, cantonment and
demobilization of military forces and their eventual incorporation into a new national
army, and the release of all prisoners of war and civilian political prisoners. Elections
would be held for a Constitutional Assembly which would write a new cggistitution
before becoming Cambodia’s new National Assembly. A new government would be
drawn from the Assembly’s ranks.

The role of UNTAC in this process was unprecedented in the history of UN peace
operations.?® Although commonly called a ‘peacekeeping’ mission and although it
included elements of traditional UN peacekeeping operations such as cease-fire moni-
toring, UNTAC was charged with implementing something much more ambitious: a
comprehensive, staged plan to bring peace, democracy, constitutionality, recon-
ciliation and reconstruction to Cambodia. To this end UNTAC would ‘directly control’
those government activities that could most influence the outcome of an election—
foreign affairs, defence, finance, public security and information—and ‘supervise and
control’ any other elements deemed necessary. UNTAC had seven key components:
military, police, human rights, electoral, civil administration, repatriation and recon-
struction.

The Accords also established a Supreme National Council (SNC), comprising the
Cambodian factions, under the chairmanship of then Prince Sihanouk, to embody
Cambodian sovereignty during the transitional period. The SNC was required to dele-
gate to UNTAC ‘all powers necessary’ to implement the Paris Accords, and to advise
UNTAC on policy. If the SNC was unable to provide agreed advice, the head of
UNTAQC, the Special Representative of the Secretary-General, Yasushi Akashi, had the
power to act as he saw fit.3!

Despite these unprecedented powers, UNTAC was dogged from the outset by the
non-cooperation of two of the ‘factions’, the Khmer Rouge and the Hun Sen Govern-
ment. The guerrilla group repeatedly violated the cease-fire, refused to allow UNTAC
into its jungle bastions, declined to permit its forces to be disarmed and cantoned and
decided not to participate in the elections. It demanded unreasonable proof that there
were no Vietnamese forces left in Cambodia and the virtual dismantling of the Hun
Sen Government before it would co-operate. It also began massacring Vietnamese
Cambodians in an attempt to drive them from the country and to appeal to long-
standing Khmer antagonism towards Viet Nam. For its part the Hun Sen Government
failed to fully co-operate with UNTAC’s attempts to assert administrative oversight
over its operations, especially its security forces. In addition to harassing (in scores of
cases murdering) its electoral opponents, especially pro-Royalist FUNCINPEC candi-
dates, government forces, like the Khmer Rouge, also violated the cease-fire and com-
mitted human rights violations.

Faced with these developments the UN Security Council abandoned disarmament
and cantonment, imposed (largely symbolic) ‘embargoes’ on the Khmer Rouge and
switched the role of UNTAC military forces to one of protecting and helping prepare
for the elections, which the Council decided should proceed. Electoral enrolment had

Cambodge Indépendent, Neutre, Pacifique et Coopératif (the United National Front for an Independent,
Neutral, Peaceful and Co-operative Cambodia).

30 Although the UN had in the past been responsible for former colonial territories under the trusteeship
system, as in Namibia, or those in transition from the suzerainty of one power to another, as in West Irian,
this ‘supervision and control’ of a sovereign, independent, UN member state was unprecedented.

31 Ratner, S. R., “The Cambodia settlement agreements’, American Journal of International Law,
vol. 87, no. 1 (Jan. 1993), p. 12.
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gone well (4.6 million people,2 over 90 per cent of eligible voters, had enrolled),
repatriation of 350 000 refugees from the Thai-Cambodian border had been accom-
plished relatively smoothly and electoral rallies and information flow were contribut-
ing to the electoral momentum. None the less, the Council’s decision to proceed with
the election without the disarmament of all the factions and without the creation of a
neutral and safe political environment was a high-risk strategy.

Yet the elections were a triumph. Almost 90 per cent of enrolled electors voted
enthusiastically and peacefully in the 23-28 May ballot, an astonishing result given the
political environment, poor transportation and infrastructure and driving rains in many
parts of the country.?® Such momentum was created early in the election, and so
powerful and moving was the signal from the Cambodian people that they genuinely
wanted peace and national reconciliation through democratic means, that by the end of
the polling period even elements of the Khmer Rouge were voting. Militarily, the week
was one of the quietest since UNTAC’s arrival. On 29 May a relieved Akashi pro-
claimed the elections ‘free and fair’.34

The outcome was a close finish between FUNCINPEC, led by Prince Sihanouk’s
son Prince Ranariddh, which gained 58 seats in the 120-seat Constituent Assembly,
and the Hun Sen Government’s Cambodian People’s Party (CPP), which gained 51.3
The remainder went to two minor parties. After initial difficulties, including a threat-
ened territorial secession by one of the CPP’s factions, a provisional government was
formed by all the parties which had gained seats. Bizarre even by Cambodian stan-
dards, it was headed by two Prime Ministers, Prince Ranariddh and Hun Sen, erstwhile
enemies. Amazingly the Constituent Assembly was able to complete its drafting and
approval of a new Cambodian Constitution by the required date in September. It estab-
lished a democratic, constitutional monarchy, with Prince Sihanouk returning to the
throne as head of state. At the end of September, on schedule, the Constituent Assem-
bly became the National Assembly, the provisional government became the new Cam-
bodian Government, to which the SNC formally handed back sovereignty, and King
Sihanouk ascended the throne.® The mandate of UNTAC was formally ended, its last
personnel leaving by November.3?

The key to the success of the Cambodian operation was clearly the May elections.
They created a sense of national purpose, isolated the Khmer Rouge and produced an
essentially two-party parliamentary system which was then transformed, Cambodian-
style, into a government of national unity. Within UNTAC responsibility for this out-
come lies largely with the efficiency and dedication of the UNTAC Electoral Compo-
nent.3® UN volunteers, low-paid, enthusiastic amateurs from many countries, were
highly successful in enrolling voters and disseminating electoral information in remote
and hazardous areas. The military’s role in protecting and facilitating the election pro-
cess was also crucial. Critical to the success of the mission as a whole was the support
given at key junctures by the five permanent members of the UN Security Council and

32 Phnom Penh Post, 29 Jan.~11 Feb. 1993, p. 16.

33 Akashi, Y., “The challenge of peace-keeping in Cambodia: lessons to be learned’, speech to the
School of International and Public Affairs, Columbia University, New York, 29 Nov. 1993, p. 6.

34 Phnom Penh Post, 6-12 June 1993, p. 3.

35 Phnom Penh Post, 18 June-1 July 1993, p. 4.

36 Phnom Penh Post, 24 Sep.~7 Oct. 1993, p. 1.

37 The UN retained some personnel in Cambodia after Nov. but they were no longer under UNTAC
augPices. See appendix 1A, note 31.

32 See Hayes, M., ‘UN advance team sets stage for elections’, Phnom Penh Post, 24 July 1992, p. 1.
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regional states (especially Australia, France, Indonesia and Japan). Finally, Prince
Sihanouk’s role at precarious moments in the peace process must be acknowledged,
especially his arrival in Phnom Penh the day before the elections and his pivotal role in
the formation of the new Cambodian coalition government and the reaching of agree-
ment on a new constitution. He continued to play a central, if capricious, role in hold-
ing the fractious coalition government together in the crucial months after the elec-
tions.

One factor in the success of the Cambodia mission was that it operated, unlike the
coincident missions in Somalia and the former Yugoslavia, according to a staged plan.
However a major flaw of UNTAC was its late deployment, a situation which embold-
ened the Cambodian factions to violate the Paris Accords and jeopardized the entire
mission.?® This was in part the result of lack of experience and capacity at the UN
Secretariat in New York in handling the planning for and logistics of a mission of such
complexity. Criticism should also be directed at the international community and the
Security Council for not equipping the Secretariat with a greater capacity before
entrusting such a mission to it.

UNTAC has also been criticized for not asserting its authority forcefully from the
moment it was established. Deployed late and piecemeal, it failed to take advantage of
the elements of surprise, unfamiliarity of the combatants with the UN, the deterrent
effect of its technical capabilities (especially its mobility and communications) and the
moral and political authority inherent in its mandate.

The UNTAC civilian police (CivPol) component was widely perceived as disas-
trous. A large number of very small units from a wide range of countries resulted in
language difficulties, an enormous diversity of styles and ethical standards, and poor
disciplinary structures. The CivPol element in any peacekeeping mission is critical to
good relations with the local populace and must be the subject of greater UN attention.

Another lesson to be learned from Cambodia is that the protection of human rights
should be paramount in cases where government authority has collapsed (as in Soma-
lia) or when an attempt is being made to establish a neutral political environment for
electoral purposes. In Cambodia the UN did well in propagating human rights infor-
mation and encouraging the establishment of local human rights groups, but was much
less successful in detecting, arresting and prosecuting human rights violators.*® In
seeking to rescue so-called failed states the UN may have to supply an entire legal sys-
tem or at least significant components.

The UN and the Paris negotiators also failed to realize the importance of de-mining
to the peace process. Without extensive de-mining (Cambodia probably being the most
heavily mined country on earth*!) repatriation and resettlement efforts were jeopar-
dized, electioneering was rendered more difficult and scores of Cambodians continued

39 Wamer, N., ‘Cambodia: lessons of UNTAC for future peacekeeping operations’, paper presented at
Australian Government/International Peace Academy seminar on ‘UN Peacekeeping at the Crossroads’,
Canberra, 21-24 Mar. 1993, p. 4.

40 See Asia Watch, ‘Political control, human rights, and the UN mission in Cambodia’, New York, Sep.
1992 and ‘Cambodia: human rights before and after the elections’, Asia Watch, vol. 5, no. 10 (May 1993)
and the UN response, ‘Statement by the Director of UNTAC Human Rights Component on Political
Violence’, Phnom Penh, 23 May 1993.

41 See Asia Watch and Physicians for Human Rights, Land Mines in Cambodia: The Coward’s War
(Asia Watch and Physicians for Human Rights: New York, Sep. 1991); and Aitkin, S., Getting The
Message About Mines: Towards a National Public Information Strategy and Program on Mines and Mine
Safety, vol. 1 (UNESCO Cambodia: Phnom Penh, Sep. 1993).
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to be maimed and killed during the peace process. The UN is now seized of this prob-
lem and is beginning long-range planning for future de-mining programmes.

The United Nations and the international community could however be well pleased
with UNTAC, a complex multilateral operation which to date has brought stability,
constitutional legality, a good measure of democracy and, finally, optimism to Cam-
bodia for the first time in decades.

III. UNPROFOR

The UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in the former Yugoslavia was established in
early 1992 as an interim measure to create the conditions of peace and security
required for the European Community (EC)-initiated negotiation of an overall settle-
ment of the Yugoslav crisis. Within its first year of operation it had already evolved
into three distinct missions: a traditional disengagement mission in contested areas of
Croatia; a major humanitarian support mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina; and a much
smaller observation mission in Macedonia.*2 While UNPROFOR’s tasks multiplied,
mainly in response to the rapidly deteriorating situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
the resources at its disposal lagged behind and the political process on which it relied
for authority and direction all but disintegrated. Developments in 1993 reflect this dis-
crepancy of resolve between the UN forces on the ground and their national and inter-
national political leaderships.

While the EC and the UN both assumed an early and active role in the search for a
peaceful settlement, initial friction between the two bodies set a lasting precedent of
disunity, contradictory policies and disrupted initiatives in the international communi-
ty’s response to the conflicts. Efforts to reach a negotiated settlement, by the UN/EC-
sponsored International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY) in Geneva,
failed three times in the course of 1993.4* Reflecting the persistent unwillingness of the
warring parties to reconcile their territorial claims, the failures also reveal discord
between the EC and the USA on the mediating effort and on the envisaged terms of a
settlement. While the EC, represented by ICFY Steering Committee Co-Chairman
Lord Owen,* pursued in the first instance a policy of containment,* the USA, acting

42 In 1993 Macedonia was accepted as a member state of the United Nations under the name of the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM). For a discussion of the evolution of the three
UNPROFOR commands, see Eknes, A., Blue Helmets in a Blown Mission? UNPROFOR in Former
Yugoslavia, NUPI Research Report no. 174 (Norwegian Institute of International Affairs: Oslo, Dec.
1993), pp. 16-33. For UNPROFOR 1993 deployment figures, see appendix 1A.

43 The initial EC effort, in the framework of the 1991-92 EC Conference on Yugoslavia chaired by
Lord Carrington, was closely linked with that of the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe
(CSCE), and included the establishment of a 337-man EC Monitoring Mission (ECMM). Lord Carrington
resigned on the eve of the joint EC/UN London Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (26-27 Aug. 1992)
following a dispute with UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali over negotiating authority. For an
assessment of the initial EC/CSCE effort, see Gow, J. and Smith, J. D. D., Peace-making, Peace-keeping:
European Security and the Yugoslav Wars, London Defence Studies no. 11 (Centre for Defence Studies:
London, May 1992). For a discussion of the history, mandate, structure and activities of the ECMM, see
Schmidl, E. A., “Eisverkdufer” im Feuer: die EG-Beobachtermission im ehemaligen Jugoslawien
(ECMM) seit 1991°[*“Ice-cream salesman” in the fire: the EC Observer Mission in the former Yugo-
slavia’], Osterreichische Militirische Zeitschrift, vol. 32, no. 1 (Jan./Feb. 1994), pp. 41-50. For material
on the London Conference, initiating the joint UN/EC effort in the context of the ICFY, see ‘Material
relating to the London Conference (August 26-27,"1992) and the crisis in the former Yugoslavia’, US
Department of State Dispatch, vol. 3, Supplement no. 7 (Sep. 1992).

4 The other Co-Chairman was former US Secretary of State Cyrus Vance, acting in his capacity as UN
Secretary-General Javier Pérez de Cuellar’s (later Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s) Special Representative. Vance
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through the UN Security Council, pursued at times a more assertive policy, in response
to domestic as well as international pressures to attain greater concessions from the
Bosnian Serbs.#

The lack of progress in Geneva left the UNPROFOR Bosnia-Herzegovina Command
without a peacekeeping mandate. At the same time, the continuing spread and escala-
tion of the conflict, and the need to co-ordinate UNPROFOR activities with those of
the UN High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR), the International Red Cross and
other humanitarian relief efforts, meant that the UN Security Council was continuously
called on to respond. By August 1993, 42 resolutions and 15 mandate enhancements
had been adopted since UNPROFOR was established by UN Security Council (UNSC)
Resolution 743 of 21 February 199247 to help implement the so-called Vance Plan.4®
With a peacekeeping budget already strained beyond its limits, the UN lacked the
means to back these resolutions with a commensurate increase in forces and logistic
support.#’ The UN member states were also reluctant to commit more forces to Bosnia
and Herzegovina out of fear of escalating the conflict. In the words of one analyst, this
‘placed impossible demands on UNPROFOR and has generated legitimate criticisms
from field personnel to the effect that the Security Council treats resolutions as if they
are “self-executing’ .>

UNPROFOR in Croatia

By the time of the UN-brokered January 1992 cease-fire agreement,>! Serb forces had
occupied about one-third of Croatian territory. Under the terms of the Vance Plan, a
UN peacekeeping force was deployed to conflict areas in Croatia’s Slavonia and

was succeded on 1 May 1993 in both capacities by Norwegian Foreign Minister Thorvald Stoltenberg. On
3 Dec. 1993, Yasushi Akashi, until recently the Secretary-General’s Special Representative for Cambodia,
replaced Stoltenberg as Special Representative for the former Yugoslavia. While Stoltenberg retained the
ICFY Co-Chairmanship, Akashi was appointed UNPROFOR Chief of Mission.

45 Criticized by many as a policy of ‘peace at any price’, legitimizing and consolidating Bosnian Serb
territorial claims, the EC’s position reflected the unwillingness of its member states in 1993 to commit
more troops to enforce a settlement. At an emergency meeting on the former Yugoslavia requested by
Lord Owen at the EC summit meeting in Copenhagen on 20 June, the use of military force was ruled out
by all EC member states. See Lambert, S., ‘Owen seeks new mandate’, The Independent, 21 June 1993,
p.- L.

46 These included pressures to revoke the UN arms embargo on the republics of former Yugoslavia
(UNSC Resolution 713 of 25 Sep. 1991) as it applies to the Bosnian Government, and pressures for out-
right US intervention. For a discussion of the UN arms embargo, see chapter 13, section VIIL, in this
volume.

47 Berdal (note 6), p. 31.

48 The Vance Plan was named after Cyrus Vance, the main architect of the UN-brokered settlement for
Croatia.

4% ‘With outstanding contributions to UN peace-keeping accounts totalling $1260 million in mid-June
and unpaid assessments amounting to some $2236 million, it was “highly probable that in the coming
months the Organization will not be able to meet its day-to-day obligations™. Report of the Secretary-
General Pursuant to Security Council Resolution 838 (1993), UN document S/26018, 1 July 1993, p. 7,
citing the Secretary-General’s report to the General Assembly of 24 June 1993, UN document
A/C.5/47/13/Add. 1. Appendix 1A, last column, gives approximate values of outstanding contributions to
UN (Peacekeeping operations in 1993.

50 Berdal (note 6), p. 31.

51 The Jan. 1992 agreement was the 15th cease-fire negotiated by Vance since his appointment as
Special Representative in Oct. 1991.
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Krajina,’? claimed and controlled by Yugoslav National Army (YNA) and Krajina
Serb paramilitary forces. The original mandate involved the deployment of some
14 000 troops and military observers to oversee the demilitarization of specially desig-
nated ‘United Nations Protected Areas’ (UNPAs), later expanded to include the
monitoring of so-called ‘pink zones’ of predominantly ethnic Serb settlement, within
Croatia’s borders. In March 1992 Force Headquarters were established in Sarajevo,
capital of neighbouring Bosnia and Herzegovina, which until then had remained rela-
tively free of violence. By May 1992, 12 UNPROFOR battalions had been deployed to
the four designated UNPAs within the Serb-occupied areas shown in figure 1B.53
While all YNA units were gradually withdrawn to Serbia, many troops, some heavily
armed, remained in Croatia, transferred to local Serb police forces.>

The resulting stalemate remained unresolved at the close of 1993, partly as a result
of the formulation of the 1992 accord. The Vance Plan is ambiguous on the role of
UNPROFOR in Croatia and the future status of the UNPAs. In the Croatian view, the
role of the UN forces is to disarm the Serbs, facilitate the return of Croatian refugees
and gradually enable the Croatian authorities to reassert their authority in Serb-held
areas. In the Serb view, the role of the UN forces is to guarantee the security of the
Serb enclaves and to safeguard the autonomy of the local Serb population. As
UNPROFOR’s authority swayed under the strain of having to supervise a peace agree-
ment which it had neither the mandate nor the resources to enforce, the Serb position
was strengthened. UNPROFOR failed not only to resettle Croatian refugees or re-
establish Croatian local administration but could not even extend its own authority
within the UNPAs, which remained under the control of local Serb forces.™

These tensions notwithstanding, political rather than military considerations domi-
nated Croatian—Serbian relations in 1993, leaving UNPROFOR somewhat outside the
equation. On 22 January 1993, Croatian forces broke the cease-fire agreement and
launched an attack on Serb positions controlling the Maslenica Gorge, in an attempt to
re-establish the severed road link to Dalmatia, cut off from the rest of Croatia by Serb-
held southern Krajina. While the territorial issue was given much prominence, the
planned February presidential election in Croatia seems to have been a more important
factor behind President Franjo Tudjman’s decision to launch the attack.’¢ Similarly, in
subsequent months both Belgrade and Zagreb recognized that complementary interests
in Bosnia and Herzegovina argued against allowing their disagreements over the
UNPAs to take precedence over the Geneva peace talks, especially following the col-
lapse of the Croat-Bosnian alliance in Bosnia and Herzegovina in April. In the autumn
of 1993, following the demise of the Owen—Stoltenberg Peace Plan (see below), the

52 Slavonia, between the Drava and Sava rivers in north-eastern Croatia, borders on Hungary to the
north, on Bosnia and Herzegovina to the south and on the former Yugoslav Autonomous Province of
Vojvodina (incorporated by Serbia in 1989) to the east. Krajina (Serbo-Croat: border) is a name applied to
areas on both sides of the Croatian-Bosnian border. In Croatia it applies to the area along the eastern
border (roughly corresponding to UNPAs N and S, see figure 1B) historically settled by Serbs.

53 For a summary of the UNPROFOR deployment to Croatia, see Shoup, P., ‘The UN force: a new
actor in the Croatian—Serbian crisis’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 1, no. 13 (27 Mar. 1992), pp. 17-22.

54 Vego, M., ‘The army of Serbian Krajina’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 5, no. 10 (Oct. 1993),
pp. 442—44; Moore, P., ‘A return of the Serbian—-Croatian conflict’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2,
no. 42 (22 Oct. 1993), p. 17.

55 Moore, P., ‘The shaky truce in Croatia’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2, no. 21 (21 May 1993),
p. 46.

56 See Moore, P., ‘Croatia and Bosnia: a tale of two bridges’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 3, no. 1
(7 Jan. 1994), p. 112.
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convergence of Serb and Croat interests in settling their respective territorial disputes
with the Bosnian Government at the latter’s expense set the tone for the continued
talks.5?

UNPROFOR in Bosnia and Herzegovina

By the time the first contingents were in place in Croatia in April 1992, war had spread
to Bosnia and Herzegovina. Sarajevo immediately became the target of shelling by
Bosnian Serb forces, placing the UNPROFOR command in the front line of the new
conflict. By June 1992 the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina had deteriorated to
such a degree that UN humanitarian intervention became compelling. With UNSC
Resolutions 761 of 29 June and 770 of 13 August 1992, UNPROFOR’s mandate and
strength were enlarged to ensure the security and functioning of Sarajevo’s inter-
national airport and the delivery of humanitarian assistance to Sarajevo and its envir-
ons. With UNSC Resolution 776 of 14 September 1992, its mandate was further
enlarged to protect the delivery by the UNHCR and other relief agencies of humanitar-
ian supplies throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Diplomatic efforts

Following the London Conference in August 1992,5 Vance and Owen initiated, in the
context of the Geneva peace talks, the search for a long-term solution for Bosnia and
Herzegovina. On 2 January 1993, the three warring parties met face to face in Geneva
for the first time since March 1992. As a basis for negotiation, Vance and Owen pre-
sented the parties with a map dividing Bosnia and Herzegovina into 10 autonomous
provinces, with special status for Sarajevo. The Bosnian Serbs, controlling about 70
per cent of the Republic’s territory at the time, were allotted 43 per cent.5® The pro-
posal was quickly accepted by Bosnian Croat leader Mate Boban. The Bosnian
Government, under President Alija Izetbegovic, objected that the plan amounted to the
endorsement of ‘ethnic cleansing’, but succumbed to strong US pressure to accept a
slightly modified draft following a six-point US initiative by the new Clinton Adminis-
tration, presented by US Secretary of State Warren Christopher on 10 February. This
included a declaration of US preparedness to participate in the implementation and
enforcement of a settlement that left the door open to the use of military force.®® Izet-
begovic signed the plan on 25 March. The Bosnian Serbs, under Radovan Karadzic,
succumbed, after several months of hard negotiations, to pressures from the inter-
national community and, not the least, from Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic,
and signed the agreement following a special meeting in Athens on 1-2 May. How-

57 Sheridan, M., ‘Muslims denounce Bosnia carve-up’, The Independent, 24 June 1993, p. 1; Tanner,
M., ‘Serbs and Croats meet for secret peace talks’, The Independent, 3 Nov. 1993, p. 12; Silber, L. and
Tett, G., ‘Bosnian foes peer into the abyss’, Financial Times, 3 Sep. 1993, p. 3; “Two factions report on
pact for partition of Bosnia’, International Herald Tribune, 22 Dec. 1993, p. 1; Moore (note 56), p. 113.

58 See note 43.

59 For a summary of the plan, including a map of the proposed division, see ‘Bosnia and Herzegovina:
peace negotiations’, IBRU Boundary and Security Bulletin, vol. 1, no. 1 (Apr. 1993), pp. 2-3.

60 Other key provisions in the US initiative were: the redrawing of provincial boundaries; the strength-
ening of the central authority of the Bosnian Government; and the establishment of a war crimes commis-
sion. See ‘New steps toward conflict resolution in the former Yugoslavia’, US Department of State Dis-
patch, vol. 4, no. 7 (15 Feb. 1993), pp. 81-82.
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ever, the plan was subsequently rejected by the Assembly of Serbs in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, meeting in the Bosnian Serb ‘capital’ of Pale on 5 May.5!

The diplomatic failure to carry through the momentum of the Athens meeting was
augmented by the failure of the UN to agree to deploy new forces in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, to begin what the Russian Foreign Minister, Andrei Kozyrev, in a joint
statement with Lord Owen, called a ‘progressive implementation’ of the Vance-Owen
Plan.®? This depended on the presence of US troops, but an emergency meeting in
Washington of the foreign ministers of France, Russia, Spain, the UK and the USA
resulted in a virtual abdication of US responsibility. On 22 May, the five ministers
agreed on a ‘Joint Action Program’, formulated as a policy instrument for the UN
Security Council, that limited any enforcement provisions to apply only to the military
protection of the six ‘safe areas’ established by UNSC Resolutions 819 and 824 (see
below), in effect killing the Vance-Owen Plan.* In part this turn-about reflected US
disagreement with the EC over the arms embargo against the Bosnian Government.
According to an unnamed EC source, ‘[tfhe Europeans obtained America’s agreement
to ditch its proposal to arm the Muslims. The US obtained the European’s agreement
to ditch Vance—~Owen.’64

On 27 July a new round of negotiations began in Geneva. In the new proposal pre-
sented by Stoltenberg and Owen, Bosnia and Herzegovina would be declared a ‘union’
of three republics, with a Serb republic controlling 52.8 per cent of the territory, a
‘Muslim’ republic controlling 30.0 per cent (including Sarajevo) and a Croat republic
controlling 17.2 per cent. While the Serb republic would form a contiguous whole with
borders abutting Serbia and Serb-controlled areas of Croatia, and the Croat republic
would consist of two areas with borders abutting Croatia, the ‘Muslim’ republic would
consist of a land-locked patchwork of six distinct parts: a main area centred on Zenica
and Tuzla; a Krajina enclave in the west centred on Bihac; two eastern enclaves
centred on Srebrenica/Zepa and on Gorazde; and the Sarajevo and Mostar areas, under
UN and EC control, respectively. Special agreements with Croatia would guarantee
free transit for the “Muslim’ republic to the Croatian seaports of Rijeka and Ploce, and
a corridor arrangement with the Serb republic would provide access to the river port at
Brcko. Disputes with the Croats over access to the Adriatic,55 with the Serbs over
access to the eastern enclaves and to the Sava River,56 and dissatisfaction over the dis-

61 ‘Tragedy continues with “no sign of abatement™, UN Chronicle, vol. 30, no. 3 (Sep. 1993), p. 16.

2 ‘Kozyrev notes “unprecedented” consensus on Vance—-Owen Plan’ (transcript), Moscow Mayak
Radio Network, 16 May 1993, and ‘Seeks “progressive implementation™ (transcript), Moscow ITAR-
TASS World Service, 16 May 1993, both in Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report-Central
Eurasia (FBIS-SOV), FBIS-SOV-93-093, 17 May 1993, pp. 10-11.

63 For the text of and Secretary of State Christopher’s commentary on the ‘Joint Action Program’, see
US Department of State Dispatch, vol. 4, no. 21 (24 May 1993), pp. 368-70. See also Lambert (note 45).

64 Savill, A. and Brown, C., ‘Owen reviews role as Bosnia mediator’, The Independent, 25 May 1993,
p. 1. .

65 While the Bosnian Croat side agreed to a transit road policed by an international access authority,

and the Croatian Government agreed to sell the Bosnian Government land for a sovereign port on the
Dalmatian coast, Croatian President Tudjman refused to relinquish control over Bosnia and Herzegovina’s
Neum corridor, long held by Croat militias, even though Croatia has no legal claim to the territory. See
Sheridan, M., ‘Negotiations founder on Bosnian demands’, The Independent, 3 Sep. 1993, p. 10; Moore
(note 56), p. 113.

66 See Traynor, L., ‘Bosnian peace talks collapse’, The Guardian, 2 Sep. 1993, p. 16.
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tribution of territory led the Bosnian Government to reject the proposed terms for a
settlement.57

In late November, France and Germany presented a third proposal for a settlement,
involving the gradual lifting of UN economic sanctions on the rump Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) in return for more territory to the ‘Muslim’
republic. The proposal was given a guarded reception by the other EU governments,
torn between the need to take action to head off a humanitarian disaster and the danger
of becoming embroiled in the civil war.%® The negotiations foundered on disagreement
over territory, and over the settlement on Sarajevo concluded in the previous round.s®

UNPROFOR deployments and activities in 1993

While the failure of the successive peace plans was reflected in the changing geo-
graphy of the conflict, the lack of progress towards a settlement meant that the various
diplomatic initiatives had little impact on UNPROFOR's activities on the ground.
While mission headquarters were moved to Zagreb in May 1992, after the initial Serb
attack on Sarajevo, an UNPROFOR presence was re-established in the city in June,
with Egyptian, French and Ukrainian units. Command headquarters for Bosnia and
Herzegovina were established at Kiseljak, some 35 km to the west. A 7000-strong
multinational force of mainly NATO units redeployed under national command
formed the bulk of the Bosnia-Herzegovina Command, which in staffing, equipment
and command structure effectively became a NATO operation.” National contingents
were deployed as follows: British, with Belgian and Dutch transport units, at Vitez;
Spanish at Mostar; French and Portuguese at Bihac; Danish and Norwegian at Kisel-
jak; and Canadian and Dutch at Banja Luka. Later in 1993 a Nordic battalion, compris-
ing Danish, Norwegian and Swedish troops, was deployed to Tuzla, and a Malaysian
battalion was deployed to Konjic, on the Sarajevo—Mostar road (see figure 1B).

A ‘no-fly zone’, banning unauthorized military flights in the airspace of Bosnia and
Herzegovina, was established by UNSC Resolution 781 of 9 October 1992. At the
request of the UN Secretary-General, NATO air forces, including a multinational Air-
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) force as well as a Western European
Union (WEU) air/sea force operating in the Adriatic, were tasked with monitoring

67 While Stoltenberg and Owen stressed that the proposal was a compromise, in effect it confirmed
Serb territorial gains. Most of the ‘ethnically cleansed’ areas, before the war largely populated by Muslims
or Croats, were allocated to the Serb republic. See ‘Bosnia Hercegovina: Geneva agreements’, JBRU
Boundary and Security Bulletin, vol. 1, no. 3 (Oct. 1993), pp. 2-4. Bosnian protests followed consultations
between President Izetbegovic and Charles Redman, US President Bill Clinton’s special envoy. According
to Redman, it was the US view that the proposal was urfair to the Muslims and that it had to be changed in
their favour. According to press reports, he again told Izetbegovic that the USA did not rule out lifting the
arms embargo. See Sheridan (note 65), p. 10; Graham, G., ‘US blames failure on Croats and Serbs’,
Financial Times, 3 Sep. 1993, p. 3. For a critical appraisal of the package of terms contained in the Owen—
Stoltenberg Plan, including a map of a proposed flyover complex for the Brcko corridor, see Zumach, A.,
‘How the West forced Izetbegovic to sign’, Balkan War Report, no. 21 (Aug./Sep. 1993), pp. 6-7.

68 ‘European Union proposal on Bosnia assessed’, Wireless File, 26 Nov. 1993, p. 2; Barber, L.,
‘Franco-German plan to end Bosnian war’, Financial Times, 9 Nov. 1993, p. 2.

69 IBRU Boundary and Security Bulletin (note 67), p. 2.

70 Command headquarters in Kiseljak were established from a section of a NATO Army Group HQ
(NORTHAG in Germany), transferred with all necessary support elements. However, despite the links to
NATO, the Command was and is not a NATO force. Officers were disengaged from NATO service and
re-engaged as national officers before assuming their new commands. Eknes (note 42}, pp. 25-26.
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compliance with the ban.”! The ban had primarily a symbolic function, given the
limited contribution by air forces to the fighting on the ground.”

In the first months of 1993, UNPROFOR’s efforts targeted mainly eastern and
northern Bosnia and Herzegovina, where Bosnian Serb forces engaged in an aggres-
sive policy of ‘ethnic cleansing’. UNSC Resolution 819 of 16 April condemned the
Serbian aggression and declared the besieged, predominantly Muslim, town of
Srebrenica in eastern Bosnia a ‘safe area’, but calls made to increase the UNPROFOR
presence in Bosnia and Herzegovina met with little enthusiasm. UNSC Resolution 824
of 6 May expanded the number of ‘safe areas’ to six (to include Bihac, Gorazde, Sara-
jevo, Tuzla and Zepa, all under siege and bombardment by Bosnian Serb forces), again
to little or no avail, as UNPROFOR was given neither the mandate nor the resources to
defend the areas with armed force. In April the uneasy alliance between local Croat
forces and forces loyal to the Bosnian Government collapsed, as fighting shifted to
central and southern Bosnia and Herzegovina. During the summer and autumn, fight-
ing occurred on two fronts. To the east and north of Sarajevo, Serb forces were con-
tinuing the siege of the city and of the eastern Muslim enclaves, and were massing
forces around the strategic Brcko corridor linking Serbia with the Serb-controlled areas
in western Bosnia and in Croatia, as Bosnian Government forces pushed north to gain
access to the Sava River. To the west and south of Sarajevo, Bosnian Government
forces were laying siege to Croat enclaves around Vares, Vitez and Travnik, and were
pushing south toward territory held by forces of the self-proclaimed Croat ‘Republic
of Herzeg-Bosna’. Croat forces laid violent siege, with heavy bombardment, to the
partly Muslim city of Mostar, claimed as the ‘capital’ of ‘Herzeg-Bosna’.”?
UNPROFOR forces in the area witnessed extreme acts of violence. The Croat
massacre of Muslim peasants in the village of Stupni Do, near Vares, in October was
only one in a series of atrocities committed by all three sides during the year. In
several instances, notably in Mostar, local UNPROFOR units served a passive role as
hostages, protecting by their presence the local population from shelling. Spanish and
British construction units attempted, in vain, to repair and maintain the Sarajevo-
Mostar road, an essential route for aid convoys to and from Sarajevo, Mostar and the
Adriatic coast.

71 Couvault, C., ‘Russian instability draws NATO’s attention’, Aviation Week & Space Technology,
23 Nov. 1992, pp. 28-29; Couvault, C., ‘NATO seeks upgrades, presses air/sea blockade’, Aviation Week
& Space Technology, 7 Dec. 1992, pp. 62-63; ‘NATO support for the “no-fly” zone in the former Yugo-
slavia’, US Department of State Dispatch, vol. 3, no. 52 (28 Dec. 1992), pp. 925-26. For a description of
the NATO/WEU operation in the Adriatic (‘Sharp Guard’), see Assembly of the Western European Union,
‘An operational organisation for WEU: naval co-operation—part one: Adriatic operations, Report submit-
ted on behalf of the Defence Committee by Mr Marten and Sir Keith Speed, Joint Rapporteurs’,
Document 1396, 9 Nov. 1993, Proceedings, thirty-ninth ordinary session, second part, Nov.-Dec. 1993,
vol. II: Assembly documents (WEU: Paris, 1994), pp. 241-42.

72 Despite the NATO/WEU air presence, the ‘no-fly zone’ was continuously violated. Between Nov.
1992, when monitoring began, and June 1993, 624 flights were recorded as apparent violations. UN
Chronicle (note 61). Croatian supply flights into Bihac and Bosnian Serb aircraft operating out of Banja
Luka accounted for most of these violations. However, according to testimony by Rear Admiral Mike W.
Cramer, US Navy, Director of Current Intelligence, Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ‘even if the
coalition were to completely enforce the no fly zone with no planes flying . . . it would not make an
appreciable military difference’. See Joint Chiefs of Staff Briefing on Current Military Operations in
Somalia, Iraqg, and Yugoslavia, Hearing before the Committee on Armed Services, US House of Rep-
resentatives, 103rd Congress (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1993), pp. 76-77.

73 For a summary of the military situation at the year’s end, see Collinson, C., ‘Bosnia this winter—a
military analysis’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 5, no. 12 (Dec. 1993), pp. 547-50.
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The issue of enforcement came to a head in July—August, as the bombardment of
Sarajevo increased in concert with the Serb diplomatic offensive in Geneva. While
NATO prepared for UN-sanctioned air strikes against Serb artillery positions around
the city, UNPROFOR argued that such strikes would put UN forces on the ground at
grave risk of retaliatory attack.” The notion of air strikes found critics on both sides of
the intervention debate, one side arguing that such strikes would only serve to defuse
criticism of the USA and its NATO allies for not putting more forces on the ground,”
the other insisting that they risked precipitating the West into an unwanted, full-scale
military intervention.’s Wary of the Somali experience, the latter view held sway as the
West again pinned its hopes on the Geneva talks.

UNPROFOR in Macedonia

Under UNSC Resolution 795 of 11 December 1992, a separate Macedonian command
was set up with headquarters in the capital city of Skopje to monitor the Republic’s
borders with the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and
Albania. Although formally part of UNPROFOR, it is in effect a separate operation,
deployed at the invitation of the Macedonian Government to prevent a southward
spread of the Yugoslav conflict. Initial deployment of 147 Canadian military observers
began on 6 January 1993. These were replaced on 2 March by a Nordic battalion,
numbering 700 Danish, Finnish, Norwegian and Swedish troops. In July these were
supplemented by some 300 US Marines, for a complete force of about 1000 troops.

While not large enough to prevent even a small-scale cross-border incursion, the
force (particularly in its inclusion of US troops) was intended to demonstrate that the
Security Council regarded Macedonian sovereignty seriously. So far this unpreceden-
ted UN mission has achieved its goal, although it is not clear what the UN would do if
it fails. Some observers claim that the deployment is simply an attempt by the Council
to assuage its guilt over its lack of action in the main Yugoslav arena—Bosnia and
Herzegovina. Others allege that it has worked so far simply because Serbia has been
preoccupied with its involvement in Croatia and in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Others
point to the danger that in authorizing preventive deployments on only one side of a
border the UN risks abandoning its neutrality.

Conclusions

While the disengagement operation in Croatia presented the UN with a task much in
keeping with traditional UN peacekeeping efforts elsewhere, such as UNMOGIP in
Kashmir, UNFICYP in Cyprus or UNDOF in Syria,”” UNPROFOR’s mandate in
Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1993 involved neither the implementation, monitoring or
enforcement of a negotiated peace settlement, nor the protection of the civilian popula-
tion—an omission puzzling to the local population and to Western public opinion
alike. The failure of the warring parties to reach such an agreement, and the unwilling-

74 Air strikes may cause more problems, UN chief warns’, Sydney Morning Herald, 31 July 1993;
Giovanni, J. and Adams, J., ‘Sarajevo’s besiegers sneer at international disarray’, Sunday Times, 8 Aug.
1993, p. 13.

75 Eyal, 1., *. . . Or will air strikes only make it worse?’, Sunday Times, 8 Aug. 1993, p. 12.

76 O’Brien, C. C., “Two UNs at war with each other’, The Independent, 14 Aug. 1993, p. 18.

77 See appendix 1A for details on these operations.
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ness of the UN, the EC, NATO or the USA to commit their political authority and suf-
ficient troops to enforce a peace, meant that UNPROFOR was forced to operate in
Bosnia and Herzegovina without a medium- or long-term plan. With limited resources,
its mission was instead to attend to a growing number of localized, short-term tasks,
leaving its commanders with little room for manceuvre. At the same time, the military
situation on the ground was far from simple. It involved in the first instance support of
relief efforts during, and in the midst of, a tripartite war, involving largely irregular
forces not always responsive to national or even local authorities.”® In the words of one
analyst, ‘the principal military lesson from Bosnia . . . is that in the midst of continuing
civil war any kind of support operation by the military is exceptionally difficult’.”

One strategy pursued by the UNHCR to partly overcome these difficulties was to
airdrop supplies into Sarajevo and other besieged areas. In stark contrast to relief
efforts using land convoys, which were dogged by road blocks, sniper fire, inhospit-
able terrain and bureaucratic and diplomatic snags, the airdrop campaign was an
undeniable—if largely unrecognized—success. Between July 1992 and February 1994,
NATO transport aircraft operating under UNHCR supervision out of airfields in
Germany and Italy delivered in nearly 11 000 flights more than 100 000 t of supplies,
at a cost of about $124 million. According to UNHCR officials, had it not been for the
airdrops, Sarajevo would have faced starvation.8? Sadly, the success of the UNHCR
airdrop campaign only highlights the failure of UNPROFOR in its main task in Bosnia
and Herzegovina: to provide protection and support for UNHCR and other agencies’
aid convoys and other relief efforts on the ground.

Inevitably, the unsatisfactory military situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina led to
friction between the UN Headquarters in New York and the UNPROFOR commands
in Zagreb and Kislejak. This was exacerbated by the Secretary-General’s irritation
over the tendency of Force commanders to pay more heed to their governments than to
him.®! Nothing illustrates better this tension than the ‘waltz of the generals’, the rapid
turnover of Force commanders, that in late 1993 became the mission command’s
haunting leitmotif 32 Disagreements between the Secretary-General’s office and previ-
ous UNPROFOR commanders—Lieutenant General Lars-Eric Wahlgren of Sweden
and General Philippe Morrillon of France—led to their replacement. Wahlgren’s suc-
cessor as UNPROFOR Commander, French General Jean Cot, was summarily dis-
missed by Boutros-Ghali in January 1994 for having openly criticized the Secretary-
General’s decision not to cede air-strike authority to military commanders on the
ground.® In February 1994 it was announced that French Lt General Bertrand de
Lapresle would replace Cot as UNPROFOR Commander. According to a press report

78 Whether or not claims by local military authorities, that unresponsive forces are irregular, can be
trusted is debatable. See Williams, I., ‘United Nations: the Security Council’s rubber-stamp resolutions’,
Balkan War Report, no. 21 (Aug./Sep. 1993), p. 27.

79 Berdal (note 6), p. 22.

80 The recovery rate of parcels delivered by airdrop has been estimated at 20-100%, depending on the
accuracy of the drop and the ability of the besieged townspeople to scavenge under fire. Atkinson, R.,
‘Feeding Bosnia by air: one program that worked’, International Herald Tribune, 18 Mar. 1994, p. 1.

8! Eknes (note 42), pp- 35-40, 42; Traynor, I, “‘UN military and political chiefs fall out over resumption
of convoys to Bosnia’, The Times, 16 Nov. 1993, p. 9.

82 See Isnard, 1., “Valsc des généraux 2 I'ONU’, Le Monde, 21 Jan. 1994, pp. 1, 3.

83 ‘Commander of UN Force removed’, Jane's Defence Weekly, 29 Jan. 1994, p. 11. While the issue of
air-strike authority was the immediate cause for Cot’s dismissal, relations between him and the UN politi-
cal leadership, in particular Stoltenberg, had bcen strained for some time. Buchan, D., ‘Friction with UN
fails to deter French’, Financial Times, 12 Jan, 1994, p. 2; ‘France recalls UN general’, The Independent,
19 Jan. 1994, p. 10.
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citing French military sources, de Lapresle represented a ‘last chance’ to improve
relations between UNPROFOR and UN Headquarters.8 Morrillon’s successor as
UNPROFOR Commander in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Belgian General Francis
Briquemont, resigned in January 1994 in frustration over lack of resources and support
from UN headquarters. He had commented that he no longer bothered to read UN
resolutions because he lacked the troops and resources to carry them out.®’
Briquemont’s successor, British General Sir Michael Rose, signalled a greater willing-
ness to make do with what there was, but also indicated his agreement in principle
with Cot on the issue of air strike authority.® While Rose’s ‘can-do’ attitude raised
expectations of a more resolute handling of UNPROFOR’s limited mandate in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, the essential problem remained unresolved. The main theme of the
‘generals’ waltz’ was not the authority of the UNPROFOR commanders but the
credibility of the mission itself.

84 ‘De Lapresle to head UNPROFOR’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 5 Feb. 1994, p. 3.
85 Tett, G., ‘Red tape tangles up UN troops in Bosnia’, Financial Times, 12 Jan. 1994, p. 2.
8 Bellamy, C., ‘British commander takes over in Bosnia’, The Independent, 25 Jan, 1994, p. 10.



2. Major armed conflicts

PETER WALLENSTEEN and KARIN AXELL

1. Introduction

In 1993, 34 major armed conflicts were waged in 28 locations around the
world. In comparison to 1992, when there were 33 major armed conflicts in 29
conflict locations, these figures show a slight increase in the number of
conflicts but a slight decrease in the number of conflict locations.! All the
conflicts in 1993 were intra-state conflicts.

A ‘major armed conflict’ is defined here as prolonged combat between the
military forces of two or more governments, or of one government and at least
one organized armed group, and incurring the battle-related deaths of at least
1000 people during the entire conflict.2 A conflict ‘location’ is the territory of
a state. Since certain countries are the location of more than one conflict, the
number of conflicts reported is greater than the number of conflict locations.3

The two new locations for major armed conflicts in 1993 were Georgia and
Algeria, while three locations—India—Pakistan, Laos and Mozambique—were
dropped from the list (see section II).

New conflicts arose in some locations, for instance in Bosnia and Herze-
govina (with a new conflict between the Bosnian Government and Bosnian
Croat forces) and in South Africa (where old conflicts between the South
African Government and anti-apartheid forces became transmuted into one
between the new Transitional Executive Council and the Freedom Alliance).

Appendix 2A provides information on the locations, contested incompati-
bilities, warring parties, and figures for active armed forces and deaths
incurred in the conflicts. Major armed conflicts resulting in over 1000 battle-
related deaths in 1993 alone were recorded in 13 locations: Afghanistan,
Algeria, Angola, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Colombia, Georgia,
India, Peru, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Tajikistan and Turkey. The conflict in
Angola was the most devastating war in terms of human costs, with a high
number of civilian war-related casualties. The conflicts in Azerbaijan and
Georgia escalated most rapidly in 1993, resulting in both governments having

1 In the SIPRI Yearbook 1993, 30 conflict locations were recorded for calendar year 1992. However,
Chad was subsequently reclassified as a minor conflict and therefore excluded from the list of conflict
locations for both 1991 and 1992. See Amer, R., Heldt, B., Landgren, S., Magnusson, K., Melander, E.,
Nordquist, K.-A., Ohlson, T. and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major armed conflicts’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993:
World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), chapter 3.

2 See appendix 2A in this volume for definitions of the criteria. See also Heldt, B. (ed.), States in
Armed Conflict 1990-91 (Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University: Uppsala,
1992), chapter 3, for the full definitions.

3 Some countries are also the location of minor armed conflicts, but the table in appendix 2A presents
only the major armed conflicts in those countries.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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Table 2.1. Regional distribution of conflict locations with at least one major armed
conflict, 1989-93¢

Region 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Africa 9 10 10 7
Asia 11 10 8 11 9
Central and South America 5 5 4 3 3
Europe 2 1 2 4 5
Middle East 5 5 5 4 4
Total 32 31 29 29 28

¢ Note that the figures for 1989-92 which appeared in the SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (table 3.1,
p. 86) have been revised.

Source: Uppsala Conflict Data Project.

to relinquish control over substantial amounts of territory and in an increase in
casuaities.

Table 2.1 shows the decline in the number of conflict locations during the
past five years, 1989-93. In terms of the regional distribution of conflict loca-
tions, Europe is the only region with an upward trend, with a sharp rise from
two conflicts in 1989 to five in 1993. In Asia, the number of conflict locations
fell in 1993, with no reports of conflict activity in the Indian—Pakistani and
Laotian conflicts, even though no solutions to the incompatibilities were
found. In Central and South America, three protracted conflicts continued—in
Colombia, Guatemala and Peru.

All the major armed conflicts waged in 1993 were intra-state, concerning
openly declared contested ‘incompatibilities’ of control over either govern-
ment or particular areas or regions (territory). In 1993, 19 of the 34 major
armed conflicts were over territory, as shown in table 2.2, confirming the
tendency since 1991 for territorial issues to gain increasing salience as a
source of conflict; 1993 marks the first year in which conflicts over autonomy
or independence markedly outnumbered conflicts over the type of political
system or government composition. Of the newer conflicts, several concerned
territorial issues. The dissolution of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union con-
tinued to produce major armed conflicts over borders and the extension of the
state (in Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Georgia). The conflicts in
Algeria and Tajikistan clearly concerned government issues, whereas the new
developments in South Africa concerned a mixture of territorial and govern-
ment issues. Demands for a White state and Zulu autonomy arose in response
to fears of an African National Congress (ANC)-dominated majority govern-
ment.

Interestingly, most of the incompatibilities in Africa and Central and South
America in the period 1989-93 concerned control over government, whereas
issues of territory dominated in other regions. Even in disputes over gov-
ernment, ethnic distinctions may be important despite the conflict issues being
expressed in the struggle for government control.
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Table 2.2. Regional distribution, number and type of contested incompatibilities in
the major armed conflicts, 1989-93¢

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Region Govt Terr  GovtTerr  Govt Terr Govt Terr Govt  Terr
Africa 7 3 8 3 8 3 6 1 6 2
Asia 6 8 5 10 3 8 5 9 4 7
Central and South America 5§ - 5 - 4 - 3 - 3 -
Europe 1 1 - 1 - 2 - 4 - 6
Middle East 1 4 1 2 5 2 3 2 4
Total 20 16 19 18 17 18 16 17 15 19
Total 36 37 35 33 34

¢ Note that the figures for 1989-92 which appeared in the SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (table 3.2,
p. 87) have been revised. The total number of conflicts for 1993 does not necessarily cor-
respond to the number of conflict locations in table 2A, appendix 2A, since there may be more
than one major armed conflict in each location.

Source: Uppsala Conflict Data Project.

The conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina particularly captured the attention
of the international community. Despite international peace efforts, the num-
ber of casualties continued to rise. Bosnian Serbs and Bosnian Croats initially
made considerable territorial gains, later meeting determined government
resistance, with the Bosnian Government regaining some territory towards the
end of the year. Bosnia and Herzegovina was the internationally recognized
state, and the peace efforts in 1993 were aimed at restoring the country as one
unit, albeit with considerably diffused authority for the central government.
The contested incompatibility thus concerned territorial control within this
state. In that sense, it was an intra-state conflict. However, supplies and
personne] were clearly coming in across borders for all sides. It is inconceiv-
able that Bosnian Serb advances could have been made without support from
Serbia. There were also reports of the participation of regular troops from
Croatia. Bosnian Serbs and Bosnian Croats also continue to contest each
other’s territory within Bosnia and Herzegovina.

II. Changes in the table of conflicts for 1993
Conflicts recorded in 1992 that did not appear in 1993

Three conflict locations for 1992 did not reappear in 1993: India—Pakistan,
Laos and Mozambique. In Mozambique, a mediated peace accord brought the
civil war to an uneasy peace, which was supported by UN peacekeeping
operations. In contrast, there were no political agreements among the parties
in the Indian-Pakistani and Laotian conflicts. However, neither were there
reports of direct conflict activity.
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New conflict locations in 1993

In 1993 the new conflict locations of Algeria and Georgia were recorded.
Algeria witnessed the rise of Islamic militancy after the government
cancellation of the 1991 elections which would have brought Islamic parties to
power. In Georgia, troops fighting for the independence of Abkhazia evicted
government soldiers from the region. While both conflicts were active in
1992, they did not cross the 1000-deaths threshold until 1993.

Inter-state tensions

Although no major armed conflict between states was reported in 1993, there
was continued tension along some contested international borders. The Iraq—
Kuwait border and the India-Pakistan Line of Control in Kashmir were the
scenes of minor hostilities although in neither case was there regular military
action.# The United Nations was active along both frontiers, with an observa-
tion mission supervising the new border between Iraq and Kuwait and being
given a strengthened mandate to prevent minor border incursions, while UN
military observers continued monitoring the lines in Kashmir.

Involvement of foreign forces in conflicts

In 1993 foreign troops were involved militarily in a number of conflict loca-
tions. Troops from Russia intervened in several conflicts emanating from the
dissolution of the Soviet Union,’ and troops from Croatia and Serbia in
conflicts emanating from the dissolution of the former Yugoslavia. Armenian
troops were also involved in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in Azerbaijan.
Russian troops were directly involved in the fighting in Georgia and
Tajikistan, in both cases supporting government forces against internal rebels;
the Russian presence was in accordance with agreements between the
governments. Neither Armenia, Croatia nor Serbia admitted regular military
involvement outside their borders.

Conflicts with lowered intensity and peace efforts

In a number of major armed conflicts there was an abatement in military
intensity in 1993 compared to 1992. This was true for the conflicts in
Guatemala, Liberia, Myanmar, the Philippines and Somalia.

In Guatemala, conflict activities continued at a low level during the year.
Peace talks broke down in April 1993 but were resumed in January 1994. The
parties to the conflict in Liberia signed a peace agreement in July, and the
number of deaths was significantly reduced compared to 1992. In the case of
Mpyanmar, the Government was apparently trying to improve its international

4 For details, see chapter 1 in this volume.
5 For the conflicts on the territory of the former Soviet Union, see chapter 6 in this volume.



MAJOR ARMED CONFLICTS 85

image by refraining from conducting its normal dry-season offensive. Nine
different rebel groups concluded agreements with the Government, and
remaining groups were under pressure to do the same. In the Philippines,
where the Government reached agreements with right-wing military rebels
and was interested in negotiating with the New People’s Army (NPA), the
NPA was internally divided on the issue. In the case of Somalia, the heavy
international presence initially had an impact in reducing the level of fighting.
In Cambodia, despite the presence of an international peacekeeping operation
(UNTAC), fighting continued between the Khmer Rouge and the Cambodia
Government.®

The year 1993 was also one of steps towards peace in three of the world’s
most protracted conflicts.

In South Africa, progress was made through direct negotiations, leading to
an agreement in November between 21 parties. A new constitution was
approved, granting equal rights to the entire population, and an interim
government (the Transitional Executive Council) was formed, including the
ANC and the Nationalist Party, to guide the country to its first democratic
elections. A second case of rapprochement occurred between Israel and the
Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).” With the mediatory assistance of
the Norwegian Foreign Ministry, Israel and the PLO negotiated an autonomy
and recognition agreement that was signed in Washington in September 1993.
There was also movement in the conflict in Northern Ireland, where the
British and the Irish Prime Ministers issued a statement opening the door for
direct talks with Sinn Fein, the political wing of the Irish Republican Army
(IRA). The agreement was contingent on the IRA renouncing terrorism and
observing a cease-fire. In all three cases, it remains to be seen if the
developments will have an impact on the intensity of the conflicts. In none of
these cases have the peace efforts had any major influence on reducing the
number of casualties during the year.

6 See also appendix 1B in this volume.
7 See also chapter 3 in this volume.



Appendix 2A. Major armed conflicts, 1993

KARIN AXELL, BIRGER HELDT, ERIK MELANDER, KJELL-
AKE NORDQUIST, THOMAS OHLSON and CARL ASBERG*

The following notes and sources apply to the locations listed in table 2A:!

¢ The stated general incompatible positions. ‘Govt’ and ‘Territory’ refer to contested
incompatibilities concerning government (type of political system, a change of central
government or in its composition) and territory (control of territory [inter-state conflict],
secession or autonomy), respectively.

b “Year formed’ is the year in which the incompatibility was stated. ‘Year joined’ is the year
in which use of armed force began or recommenced.

¢ The non-governmental warring parties are listed by the name of the parties using armed
force. Only those parties which were active during 1993 are listed in this column.

4'The figures for ‘No. of troops in 1993’ are for total armed forces (rather than for army
forces, as in the SIPRI Yearbooks 1988—1990), unless otherwise indicated by a note (*).

¢The figures for deaths refer to total battle-related deaths during the conflict. ‘Mil.” and
‘civ.’ refer, where figures are available, to military and civilian deaths, respectively; where
there is no such indication, the figure refers to total military and civilian battle-related deaths
in the period or year given. Information which covers a calendar year is by necessity more
tentative for the last months of the year. Experience has also shown that the reliability of
figures improves over time; they are therefore revised each year.

f The ‘change from 1992’ is measured as the increase or decrease in the number of battle-
related deaths in 1993 compared with the number of battle-related deaths in 1992. Although
based on data that cannot be considered totally reliable, the symbols represent the following
changes:

++ increase in battle deaths of > 50%
+ increase in battle deaths of > 10 to 50%
0 stable rate of battle deaths (+ or — 10%)
- decrease in battle deaths of > 10 to 50%
—~—  decrease in battle deaths of > 50%

n.a. not applicable, since the major armed conflict was not recorded for 1992.

Note: In the last three columns (‘Total deaths’, ‘Deaths in 1993’ and ‘Change from 1992°),
‘..’ indicates that no reliable figures, or no reliable disaggregated figures, were given in the
sources consulted.

1 Note that although some countries are also the location of minor armed conflicts, the table lists only
the major armed conflicts in those countries. Reference to the tables of major armed conflicts in previous
SIPRI Yearbooks is given in the list of sources.

* Birger Heldt was responsible for the data for the conflict locations of Liberia, Rwanda,
Sudan and Northern Ireland. Erik Melander was responsible for Azerbaijan, Croatia, Georgia,
Tajikistan, and Bosnia and Herzegovina. Thomas Ohlson was responsible for Angola and
South Africa. Kjell- -Ake Nordquist was responsible for Colombia, Guatemala, Peru and Israel.
Carl Asberg was responsible for India; Ashok Swain and Sarbajit Pattnaik provided assistance
in the case of India. Karin Axell was responsible for the remaining conflict locations. Ylva
Nordlander and Kajsa Larsson provided assistance in the data collection.
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Sources: For additional information on these conflicts, see chapters in previous editions of the
SIPRI Yearbook: Amer, R., Heldt, B., Landgren, S., Magnusson, K. Melander, E., Nordquist,
K-A., Ohlson, T. and Wallensteen, P., “Major armed conflicts’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World
Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), chapter 3; Heldt, B.,
Wallensteen, P. and Nordquist, K.-A., ‘Major armed conflicts in 1991°, SIPRI Yearbook 1992
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1992), chapter 11; Lindgren, K., Heldt, B., Nordquist, K-A.
and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major armed conflicts in 1990°, SIPRI Yearbook 1991 (Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 1991), chapter 10; Lindgren, K., Wilson, G. K., Wallensteen, P. and
Nordquist, K.-A, ‘Major armed conflicts in 1989°, SIPRI Yearbook 1990 (Oxford University
Press: Oxford, 1990), chapter 10; Lindgren, K., Wilson, G. K. and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major
armed conflicts in 1988°, SIPRI Yearbook 1989 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1989),
chapter 9; Wilson, G. K. and Wallensteen, P., ‘Major armed conflicts in 1987°, SIPRI
Yearbook 1988 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1988), chapter 9; and Goose, S., ‘Armed
conflicts in 1986, and the Irag-Iran War’, SIPRI Yearbook 1987 (Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 1987), chapter 8.

The following journals, newspapers and news agencies were consulted: Africa Confidential
(London); Africa Events (London); Africa Reporter (New York); Africa Research Bulletin
(Oxford); AIM Newsletter (London); Asian Defence Journal (Kuala Lumpur); Asian Recorder
(New Delhi); Balkan War Report (London); Burma Focus (Oslo); Burma Issues (Bangkok);
Conflict International (Edgware); Dagens Nyheter (Stockholm); Dialog Information Services
Inc. (Palo Alto); The Economist (London); Facts and Reports (Amsterdam); Far Eastern
Economic Review (Hong Kong); Financial Times (Frankfurt); The Guardian (London); Horn
of Africa Bulletin (Uppsala); Jane’s Defence Weekly (Coulsdon, Surrey); Jane’s Intelligence
Review (Coulsdon, Surrey); The Independent (London); International Herald Tribune (Paris);
Kayhan International (Teheran); Keesing’s Contemporary Archives (Harlow, Essex); Latin
America Weekly Report (London); Le Monde Diplomatique (Paris); Mexico and Central
America Report (London); Middle East International (London); Moscow News (Moscow);
Newsweek (New York); New Times (Moscow); New York Times (New York); RFE/RL (Radio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty) Research Report (Munich); Pacific Report (Canberra); Pacific
Research (Canberra); S.A. Barometer (Johannesburg); Selections from Regional Press
(Institute of Regional Studies: Islamabad); Southern African Economist (Harare); Southern
Africa Political & Economic Monthly (Harare); SouthScan (London); Sri Lanka Monitor
(London); The Statesman (Calcutta); Svenska Dagbladet (Stockholm); Teheran Times
(Teheran); The Times (London); World Aerospace & Defense Intelligence (Newtown, Conn.).
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Incompat- Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths® Deaths Change
Location ibility? year joined? Warring parties® in 19934 (incl. 1993)  in 1993 from 1992/
Europe
Azerbaijan Govt of Azerbaijan 42 600 4 000~ >2000 ++
Territory 1988/1990 vs. Republic of Nagorno- 10 000 10 000
Karabakh,
Armenia 20 000
Bosnia and Govt of Bosnia and 60 000 20 000- 10 000- +
Herzegovina* Herzegovina 50 000 30000

Territory 1992/1992 vs. Serbian Republic (of 80 000
Bosnia and Herzegovina),
Serbian irregulars,

Yugoslavia 136 500
Territory 1991/1993 vs. Republic of 50 000

Herzeg-Bosna,

Croatia 103 500

* Fighting between the Army of the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and the Bosnian Croat Defence Council (or Bosnian HVO, the armed forces of the Croat
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina) is not included as a conflict since neither of these parties is a national government.

£661 ‘SLOITANOD ANV ALIYNDHS

Croatia Govt of Croatia 103 500 6 000~ 100-500 ++
Territory 1990/1990 vs. Serbian Republic 16 000 10 000*
of Krajina,
Yugoslavia 136 500

* This figure includes the fighting during 1991 in which not only the two parties participated (see SIPRI Yearbook 1992, chapter 11).




Georgia Govt of Georgia 20 000 2500 2000 ++

Territory ~ 1992/1992  vs. Republic of 5000
Abkhazia
United Kingdom Govt of UK 274 800 3 100* 86 0
Territory 1969/1969  vs. Provisional IRA 200-400

Provisional IRA: Provisional Irish Republican Army.
* Approximately half of these deaths were related to the conflict between the Govt of the UK and the IRA. The remaining deaths were nearly exclusively caused by
sectarian violence by other paramilitary organizations.

Middle East

Iran Govt of Iran 473 000* .. 50-200
Govt 1970/1991 vs. Mujahideen e-Khalq
Territory  1972/1979  vs. KDPI

KDPI:  Kurdish Democratic Party of Iran.

* Including the Revolutionary Guard.

ITraq Govt of Irag 350 000400 000
Govt 1980/1991 vs. SAIRI* 10 000**
Territory 1977/1980 vs. PUK, 36 000***

1961/1980  DPK

SAIRI: Supreme Assembly for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq.
PUK: Patriotic Union of Kurdistan.

DPK: Democratic Party of Kurdistan.

* Most of the Shia rebels belong to this group.

>k Total strength of Shia rebels.

*hk Total strength of both Kurdish groups.
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Incompat-  Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths¢ Deaths Change
Location ibility® year joined? ~ Warring parties® in 19924 (incl. 1993)  in 1993 from 1992/
Israel Govt of Israel 176 000 1948-:

Territory 1964/1964 vs. PLO* .. > 12 300

vs. Non-PLO groups**

* The Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) is an umbrella organization; armed action is carried out by member organizations. The main groups represented on the

Executive Committee are Al-Fatah, PFLP (Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine; George Habash), DFLP (Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine; Branch of
Nayef Hawatmeh), DFLP (Democratic Front for the Liberation of Palestine; Branch of Yassar Abed Rabbo), ALF (Arab Liberation Front), PPSF (Palestine Popular Struggle
Front; Samir Ghosheh), PLP (Palestinian Liberation Front; Mahmoud Abul Abbas) and PPP (Palestinian People’s Party, formerly PCP Palestinian Communist Party). Apart
from these groups, 10 other members of the Executive Committee are not affiliated with any particular political party, ideology or organization.

** Examples of these groups are Hamas and PFLP-GC (Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine—General Command).
Turkey - Govt of Turkey 600 000 9200~ 3000 0
Territory 1974/1984 vs. PKK 7 000-10 000 10 500
PKK: or Apocus, Kurdish Worker’s Party.
Asia
Afghanistan Govt of Afghanistan .. >1000000 2000-
Govt 1978/1978 vs. Hezb-i-Islami, .. Apr. 1992- 3000
Hezb-i-Wahdat .. Dec. 1993:
1992/1992 vs. Uzbek militia (Dostum) .. > 10000
Bangladesh Govt of Bangladesh 107 000 1975-: <25
Territory 1971/1982 vs. JSS/SB 2 000-5 000 3 000-3 500
JSS/SB: Parbatya Chattagram Jana Sanghati Samiti (Chittagong Hill Tracts People’s Co-ordination Associatior/Shanti Bahini (Peace Force).
Cambodia Govt of Cambodia 135 000 > 25 500%*

Govt 1979/1979 vs. PDK 8 000-10 000

06
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PDK:  Party of Democratic Kampuchea (Khmer Rouge).

* For figures for battle-related deaths in this conflict prior to 1979, see SIPRI Yearbook 1990, p. 405, and note p, p. 418. Regarding battle-related deaths in 197989, that
is, not only involving the Govt and PDK, the only figure available is from official Vietnamese sources, indicating that 25 300 Vietnamese soldiers died in Cambodia. An
estimated figure for the period 1979-89, based on various sources, is >50 000, and for 1989 >1000. The figures for 1990, 1991 and 1992 were lower.

India Govt of India 1265 000 33 600*** > 3 000**** -
Territory  ../.. vs. Kashmir insurgents*
Territory  ../1981 vs. Sikh insurgents**

Territory .. 11992 vs. ATTF
.. 11992 vs BSF
1982/1988 vs. ULFA
1978/.. vs. NSCN
../1991 vs. PLA
ATTF: All Tripura Tribal Force.
BSF: Bodo Security Force.

ULFA: United Liberation Front of Assam.
NSCN: National Socialist Council of Nagaland.

PLA: People’s Liberation Army.

* A number of groups are active, some of the most important being the Jammu and Kashmir Liberation Front (JKLF) and the Hizbul Mujahideen.

** A number of groups are active, some of the most important being the Khalistan Liberation Force (KLF) and the Khalistan Commando Force (KCF).

¥ Only the Kashmir and Punjab conflicts. Of these deaths, approximately 25 200 were killed in the Sikh conflict and at least 8200 in the Kashmir conflict.

*HEE Of these, 2600 were killed in the Kashmir conflict.

Indonesia Govt of Indonesia 279 900 15 000- <50 -
Territory 1975/1975 vs. Fretilin 150-200 16 000 (mil.)

Fretilin: Frente Revoluciondra Timorense de Libertag@o e Independéncia (Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor).
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Incompat- Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths® Deaths Change
Location ibility® year joined?  Warring parties¢ in 19924 (incl. 1993)  in 1993 from 1992f
Myanmar Govt of Myanmar 286 000 1948-49:
Territory 1948/1948 vs. KNU 4 000 3000
1950: 5 000
1981-84: 400-600 yearly
1985-87: 1 000 yearly
1988: 500-3 000
KNU: Karen National Union.
The Philippines* Govt of the Philippines 106 500 21 000~ 523%%* -
Govt 1968/1986 vs. NPA 8 400-12 500 25 000 **
NPA:  New People’s Army.
* Clashes between the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF) and the Govt have been reported. However, it is unclear whether MNLF controls the groups that carry
out these attacks. MNLF has split into several factions.
*x Official military sources claim that 6 500 civilians were killed during 1985-91.
i 523 is the figure for total insurgency activity for the first six months of 1993.
Sri Lanka Govt of Sri Lanka 110 800 > 26 000 >2 000
Territory 1976/1983 vs. LTTE 7 000
LTTE: Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam.
Tajikistan Govt of Tajikistan, 2 000-3 000 20 000- 16 000- 0
Russia, 2 030 000 50 000 20 000
Uzbekistan 40 000
Govt 1991/1992 vs. Popular Democratic

Army

6
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Africa

Algeria Govt of Algeria 139 000 1700~ 1100~ ++
Govt 1992/1992  vs. FIS* 10 00015 000** 3000 2400
1993/1993  vs. GIA ..

FIS: Front Islamique du Salut, Jibhat al-Ingath (Islamic Salvation Front).

GIA:  Groupe Islamique Armé (Armed Islamic Group). It is unclear whether there are ties between GIA and FIS.
* Several armed Islamic groups are brought together under the command structure of the FIS military wing.
*x Total strength of all armed militants.

Angola Govt of Angola > 50 000* > 36 000 (mil.) 4 000 (mil.)** ++
Govt 1975/1975 vs. UNITA > 45 000* > 86 000 (civ.) 16 000 (civ.)**

UNITA: Unido Nacional para a Independéncia Total de Angola (National Union for the Total Independence of Angola).

* Troop estimates refer to end-1993. Both sides recruited heavily throughout the year. UN estimates govt forces 65-70% demobilized prior to Sep. 1992 elections,
while UNITA’s demobilization rate is estimated at only 25%.
*x When estimating all war-related deaths, incl. victims of war-induced starvation or disease, the UN suggests 450 000-500 000 deaths in Angola in Oct. 1992-Dec.

1993, During most of 1993, the UN estimates 1000 war-related deaths per day.

Liberia Govt of Liberia, 200400 20 000* <2000 -
ECOMOG 15 000-17 000
Govt 1989/1989 vs. NPFL 10 000
ECOMOG: Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group.
NPFL: National Patriotic Forces of Liberia.
* Excluding 1993. Note that this figure includes the fighting in 1990-91 (incurring 15 000 deaths) in which other than only the two parties participated.
Rwanda Govt of Rwanda 40 000 5500 <1000
Govt 1987/1990 vs. FPR 10 000-15 000
FPR: Front Patriotique Rwandais (Rwandan Patriotic Front).
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Incompat-  Year formed/ No. of troops Total deaths® Deaths Change
Location ibility« year joined? Warring parties¢ in 19924 (incl. 1993)  in 1993 from 1992/
Somalia Govt of Somalia*

Govt 1991/1991 vs. USC faction/SNA
USC: United Somali Congress.
SNA: Somali National Alliance.
* There was no effective central government in Somalia in 1993; ‘Govt of Somalia’ here represents the issue over which the parties fought.
South Africa Govt of South Africa 70 000 1984-93: 4 400* 0

Govt 1948/1961 vs. ANC .. 18 900+

1963/1992 vs. PAC
1977/1992 vs. AZAPO

Govt/ 1990/1993 vs. FA
Territory**
ANC: African National Congress (armed wing: MK, Umkhonto we Sizwe).
PAC: Pan-Africanist Congress (armed wing: APLA, Azanian People’s Liberation Army).
AZAPO: Azanian People’s Organisation (armed wing: AZANLA, Azanian National Liberation Army).
FA: Freedom Alliance (Conservative Party, Inkatha Freedom Party, Afrikaner VolksFront, and the leaders of the homeland governments of Bophuthatswana and Cisket).
* Victims of ‘political violence’, according to Jan. 1994 statistics from the South African Human Rights Commission.
** The nature of the incompatibility changed as the actors in the negotiation process, including the Nationalist Party govenment and the ANC, agreed upon and in Dec.

effectuated a partial transition of political power from the government to the Transitional Executive Council (TEC), pending the outcome of the Apr. 1994 elections. The
incompatibility thus shifted to being between those in favour of the negotiated path to democracy, as laid down in the interim constitution adopted in Dec. 1993, and those
against it. The new incompatibility includes claims for autonomy and secession by various groups that do not accept the content of the interim constitution.
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Sudan Govt of Sudan 72 800 37 000- ..
Territory 1980/1983 vs. SPLA (Garang faction)* .. 40 000 (mil.)**



SPLA: Sudanese People’s Liberation Army.
* There were no reports on fighting between the Riek Machar faction and the Govt of Sudan.
** Figure for 1991.

Central and South America

Colombia Govt of Colombia 139 000 L 1 500 (mil.)
Govt 1949/1978 vs. FARC ..
1965/1978 vs. ELN 8 000*=

FARC: Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias Colombianas (Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia).
ELN: Ejército de Liberacién Nacional (National Liberation Army).

* In the last three decades the civil war of Colombia has claimed a total of some 30 000 lives.

ok Total forces of all anti-government guerrillas.

Guatemala Govt of Guatemala 43900 <2 800 (mil.) <200
Govt 1967/1968 vs. URNG 800-1 100 < 43 500 (civ.)

URNG:  Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca (Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity).

Peru Govt of Peru 115 000 > 28 000 <1700
Govt 1980/1981 vs. Sendero Luminoso 5 000-8 000
1984/1986 vs. MRTA 500

Sendero Luminoso: Shining Path.
MRTA: Movimiento Revolucionario Tupac Amaru (Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement).
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3. The Middle East: the peace and security-
building process

RICHARD EISENDORF

1. Introduction

1993 will stand as a landmark in the history of the Middle East. It was a year
of historic local diplomatic initiatives in a new international environment. The
most important development of the year was the signing on 13 September of
the Declaration of Principles by Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion (PLO), the result of secret negotiations held in Norway since January
1993. This was followed by the signing of an Israeli—Jordanian Common
Agenda on 14 September.! Throughout 1993, the official peace talks between
Israel and Jordan, Lebanon, the Palestinians and Syria provided a framework
in which bilateral relations and multilateral issues of Middle East security,
economic co-operation, water resources and the environment, among other
issues, continued to be discussed. The year ended with continuing negotiation
on implementation of the Israel-PLO agreement and an expected resumption
of bilateral and multilateral negotiations concerning other fronts.

Although the Declaration represents significant progress in the peace pro-
cess, the final outcome of negotiations is still unclear. Several promising
signs, including discussions addressing regional co-operation on the social,
environmental and economic levels, indicate that the steps already taken
towards achieving peace will yield lasting results, but the road ahead still pre-
sents many obstacles. On one level, there are numerous practical administra-
tive issues to be resolved; on another level, there are serious unresolved ten-
sions which have plagued the region for generations and will continue to exist
in the region.

IL. Principal issues
Israel and the Palestinians

Since the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948, the core Arab-Israeli
conflict has been over control of a relatively small piece of land. Successive
attempts to negotiate a settlement of Arab-Israeli conflicts did not resolve the
crucial issue of establishing a Palestinian homeland, the lack of which gives
rise to the ‘Palestinian problem’. The recent talks, which may indeed lead to a
successful resolution, have come closer than any other to realizing this goal,

! The complete texts of the Israeli-PLO Declaration of Principies and the Israeli-Jordanian Common
Agenda are reproduced in appendix 3A.
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even if to a far more limited degree than would have been acceptable in the
past.

The principal issues under negotiation between Israel and the Palestinians
include: (a) the definition of the territory that is to be included in a settlement;
(b) the degree of autonomy of a Palestinian administrative body; (c) the
security structures to be established in the autonomous Palestinian territories
and in Israel; and (d) a timetable for both implementing the Declaration and
negotiating issues still under contention. The Declaration of Principles not
only provides a detailed outline for an agreement between Israel and the PLO;
it is also a declaration of the signatories’ commitment to resolve outstanding
issues in direct bilateral discussions. Although it has been characterized as a
‘sellout’ by some and as offering more than the Balfour Declaration gave
Israel by others,? it stands as a monumental achievement.

Israel and Syria

On the Israeli—Syrian front, the primary issue is control of the Golan Heights.
Lost to Israel in the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, the Golan is considered a strategic
asset by both Israel and Syria. The territory overlooks much of southern Syria
and northern Israel, as well as southern Lebanon, giving its occupiers a geo-
strategic advantage over its neighbours.? Syria insists on its return to Syrian
sovereignty as a prerequisite for normalizing relations with Israel. Israel under
Likud Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir was adamantly opposed to relinquish-
ing the Golan: Israel, in fact, took steps in 1981 formally to annex the terri-
tory.* When Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin assumed office in July 1992, how-
ever, Israeli negotiators acknowledged that United Nations Security Council
Resolution 242, which calls for Israeli withdrawal from territory occupied
during the 1967 War,’ applies to all fronts in the Arab-Israeli conflict—a
message which has been read to mean that the Golan is negotiable territory.
Syria historically has linked its position regarding the Golan to a compre-
hensive Arab-Israeli peace settlement. Syrian President Hafez al-Assad has
defined a ‘just and comprehensive’ settlement as one which achieves ‘Israel’s
total withdrawal from all Arab occupied land, primarily Jerusalem, the Golan

2 Nusseibeh, S., ‘Battle of the egos’, Jerusalem Report, no. 13 (Jan. 1994), p. 19. The Balfour
Declaration was the 1917 communication that demonstrated British support for the establishment of a
Jewish national homeland in Palestine. It also required that safeguards be reached for the rights of non-
Jewish communities in Palestine.

3 Muslih, M., “The Golan: Israel, Syria and strategic calculations’, Middle East Journal, vol. 47, no. 4
(autumn 1993), pp. 611-32.

4 Migdalovitz, C., The Middle East Peace Conference, CRS Issue Brief (Library of Congress,
Congressional Research Service: Washington, DC, 1 Dec. 1993), p. 9. The Begin Government extended
Israeli law over the Golan Heights in a de facto act of annexation, but no other country, including the
USA, recognized it as legal or binding.

5 Tomeh, G., ‘UN resolution 242: stating the principles of a just and lasting peace in the Middle East’,
The United Nations Resolutions on Palestine and the Arab—Israeli Conflics, vol. 1, 1947-1974 (Institute
for Palestine Studies: Washington, DC, 1975), p. 143.
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Heights and southern Lebanon’.¢ Israel on the other hand has consistently
sought to address the different fronts separately, long avoiding an international
conference in which all Arab-Israeli issues would be open to inquiry.

Israel and Jordan

Since the Arab-Israeli War of 1973, Israeli-Jordanian relations have been less
contentious than other fronts in the conflict. Official Jordanian policy advo-
cates creative solutions to problems of regional security and has shown more
flexibility vis-a-vis the Israeli-Palestinian problem.” Although Israel has long
favoured a joint Jordanian—Palestinian solution, Jordan formally disengaged
from the West Bank in 1988, giving Palestinians greater responsibility in the
territory and in their relations with Israel. In spite of this, neither Israel nor
Jordan abandoned the idea of confederation in which Jordan would have
administrative links to a Palestinian entity. As it is neither a military nor an
economic power in the region, Jordan poses less of a physical threat to Israel.
Its importance in the peace process lies in its relationship with the Pales-
tinians. As a country with a population of about 60 per cent Palestinian origin8
(official Jordanian figures give 40 per cent?) and close geographical, institu-
tional and familial links to the West Bank, Jordan will no doubt have a
significant relationship with a future Palestinian entity. Official Israeli-
Jordanian talks have fared well, but they take a back seat to those with the
Palestinians and Syria, partly because Jordan aims to be part of a comprehen-
sive settlement and partly, perhaps more importantly, because Jordan does not
have the confidence to make a separate peace with Israel.

Israel and Lebanon

Since the start of the civil war in 1977, Lebanon has been a battleground on
which many of the Middle East’s conflicts are played out. Syria’s presence
and enduring influence in Lebanon, Israel’s control of its self-declared secur-
ity zone in the south and the numerous militias divided along sectarian lines
have created a Lebanon without a central sovereign authority. Viewed by

6 *Saudi, Syria say comprehensive Mideast peace vital’, Reuter, 19 Oct. 1993.

7 Before the beginning of the official Arab—Israeli peace talks, Jordanian Crown Prince Hassan,
brother and likely successor of King Hussein, presented a concept for a ‘Helsinki-type’ approach to the
Middle East in a number of speeches to international audiences. He proposed an alternative definition of
the term ‘security’ which addresses the root causes of conflict, including questions of demography,
human rights, the environment and ideology. The speeches outline a plan which identifies democracy,
security and prosperity as interrelated elements of stability in the Middle East. See El Hassan Bin Talal,
‘Looking beyond the Gulf War: reconciliation and reconstruction’, Paper presented at the National
Conference in Response to the Gulf War, Tamalpais Institute, San Francisco, Calif., 23 Mar. 1991;
Hassan, ‘After war what?’, Paper presented at the International Development Conference, Washington,
DC, 1991.

8 Tal, L., ‘The Israeli-PLO accord: is Jordan doomed?’ Foreign Affairs, vol. 72, no. 5 (Nov./Dec.
1993), p. 55.

9 Muasher, M., ‘Implications of the accord for Jordan’s demographic, economic and political
interests’, Jordan: Issues and Perspectives, no. 16 (Nov./Dec. 1993), p. 14.
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many as a virtual pawn of Syria, Lebanon’s fate is inextricably linked to the
dynamics of the Israeli—Syrian relationship.!®

Lebanese officials have declared a readiness to settle with Israel on the basis
of UN Security Council Resolution 425, which calls for Israeli withdrawal
from southern Lebanon.!! Israel, which has maintained a military presence in
southern Lebanon since its invasion in 1982, is most concerned about the
Iranian-backed Hizbollah, the strongest force of resistance in Lebanon, which
the Lebanese Government has been unable to control. Prime Minister Rabin
has declared that Israel has no territorial interest in Lebanon, characterizing
Israel’s problem with Lebanon as ‘limited to security’.!? He has outlined a
plan by which Lebanon would disarm Hizbollah and bring it under control for
a period of time. Given a stable northern border, Rabin has declared, Israel
would withdraw its forces from southern Lebanon.!3

Lebanon is positioned between two more powerful states, neither of which
sets a high priority on its interests, and settlement for Lebanon is strongly
dependent on the outcome of Israeli-Syrian conflicts.

III. The international and regional context

The Arab-Israeli conflict has led to five wars and numerous diplomatic initia-
tives to resolve the long-standing disputes in the region. The most recent ini-
tiative, the Arab—Israeli talks begun in Madrid in 1991, was the result of inter-
national diplomatic efforts as well as of developments on the international and
regional stage.

The Middle East Peace talks began with an international conference in
Madrid from 30 October 1991 to 1 November 1991 with the structure of a
two-track approach. One track convenes bilateral meetings between Israel on
the one part and Syria, Lebanon and a joint Jordanian—Palestinian delegation
on the other. The second track, initiated at a conference held on 28-29 January
1992 in Moscow, addresses regional issues in multilateral meetings. Five
working groups were formed to address the questions of arms control, the
environment, economic development, refugees and water. These meetings are
attended by representatives of each of the principal countries and the Pales-
tinians, as well as representatives from a host of other Arab and European
states, China, Japan, Russia, the USA, Canada and Australia. The multilateral
talks supplement the bilateral by delving deeper into some issues, and they
provide an opportunity for outside powers to help foster an atmosphere for the

10 Norton, A., [in] ‘Security zones in South Lebanon’, Journal of Palestine Studies, vol. 23, no. 1
(autumn 1993), p. 76.

HyUN Security Council Resolution 425, 19 Mar. 1978 (UN document S/12610, 19 Mar. 1978), repro-
duced in Yearbook of the United Nations 1978, vol. 32, p. 312; Nader, G., ‘Prime Minister Rafiq B.
Hariri of Lebanon’, Middle East Insight, vol. 9, no. 2 (Jan./Feb. 1993), pp. 21-23, an interview.

12 Rabin, Y., ‘Israeli Prime Minister calls for “An Era of Peace” in the Middle East’, Middle East
Insight, vol. 10, no. 1 (Nov./Dec. 1993), p. 18, excerpts from an address by Yitzhak Rabin delivered on
16 Nov. 1993.

13 Rabin (note 12), p. 18.
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development of peace. From the start, Syria and Lebanon have boycotted the
multilateral meetings.

It is valuable to consider the events of 1993 in the context of changes in the
regional and international environment which led up to them. These develop-
ments include (a) the collapse of the Soviet Union and with it Soviet support
for Syria, Iraq and the PLO, among others, (b) the alliances formed in the
1991 Persian Gulf War and the resulting impact of the war on the region,
(c) the shift in Israeli domestic politics, and (d) the rise of Islamist groups in
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. As discussed below, each of these factors
had far-reaching effects on the entire region, including the Arab-Israeli and
Arab-Palestinian conflicts.

Collapse of the Soviet Union

The dissolution of the Soviet Union had serious implications for the region,
particularly for the PLO and those Arab states which had maintained close ties
to Moscow. Soviet support of the hard-line Arab states and US support of
Israel and moderate Arab states gave the Middle East supra-regional impor-
tance as a battleground for superpower conflicts. With the decline of
Moscow’s support, the hard-line states and the PLO lost more than economic
aid: they also lost political patronage in the international arena. The new
Russian state assumed a new role when it aligned itself with the USA in
sponsorship of the Arab—Israeli peace talks.

The Persian Gulf War

The Gulf War gave rise, for the first time in the region’s history, to an Arab-
US coalition aligned against another Arab state. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait
and the inter-Arab conflict that followed confirmed for Arabs and for the
world at large the decline of Arab nationalism and its further weakening as a
unifying force in the Arab world. Since 1948, the Palestinian cause had been
the cause célébre of the Arab world and Israel had come to symbolize the root
of all the region’s troubles. In the Gulf War, interests of security and political
and economic alliances took precedence over these long-held associations.

Seeking to make the war into an ideological battle, Iraq turned its guns
against Israel. The Arab—US coalition remained intact, however, and Israel did
not respond to Iraq’s attacks. It was clear that the once unified alliance of the
Arab states against Israel had begun to crumble.!

The alliance of PLO Chairman Yasser Arafat with President Saddam
Hussein in this war had detrimental effects on the PLO. As a result, the PLO

14 Joffé, G., ‘Iraq and Kuwait: the invasion, the war and the aftermath’, The Middle East and North
Africa, 1993 (Europa Publications, Ltd.: London, 1992), pp. 14-19.
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and Palestinians became outcasts as Gulf funds were cut,!s and amid accusa-
tions that they had colluded with the invading Iraqi forces more than 250 000
Palestinians were expelled from the Gulf region.!¢ The PLO, known for its
‘cradle to grave’ economic and social services, faced serious economic crisis
by late 1991. As an indication, the budget of the Palestine Union of Charitable
Organizations, which receives funding from the PLO and other Arab and
international sources, was cut by approximately 70 per cent.!” Other PLO-
funded institutions reported similar cuts, while social services and subsidies
were also reduced.!8 One result of the economic crisis was that the PLO
suffered a dramatic loss of popular political support.

Election of the Israeli Labour Government

After almost one year of the peace negotiations, the Israeli Labour Party won
the June 1992 election and formed a coalition government. In contrast to
Shamir’s intention to let the talks drag on without resolution,!® one of Yitzhak
Rabin’s campaign promises was to settle the Palestinian question within nine
months. Labour’s victory opened the door to new possibilities. Even before
the election, the idea of ‘Gaza first’, by which Israel would withdraw from
Gaza unilaterally or as part of a negotiated settlement, had already been
gaining currency in Labour circles. Such a plan was not accepted by Likud.
Another factor distinguishing Rabin’s Labour Party was its position on
Israeli settlements in the West Bank and Gaza. At a time when domestic
economic concerns were paramount, with a severe housing shortage and 11.5
per cent unemployment (about 40 per cent among new immigrants),? the
government’s expenditure on settlements was becoming increasingly unpop-
ular and economically untenable. Determined to improve Israel’s economic
well-being and under pressure from the international community, one of
Rabin’s first steps upon taking office was to stop the building of new settle-
ments in the West Bank and Gaza, While projects already under way contin-
ued, the Rabin government gave less indication of continued support for them.

15 Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates cut all aid to Fatah (Arafat loyalists in the
PLO) but resumed funding at a reduced level in 1993. See Gazit, S. (ed.), The Middle East Military
Balance: 1992—1993 (Westview Press: Boulder, Colo., 1993), p. 351.

16 Peretz, D., Palestinians, Refugees and the Middle East Peace Process (United States Institute of
Peace Press: Washington, DC, 1993), p. 102.

17 Gubser, P., ‘Middle East trip report: 25 Oct.—14 Nov. 1990’ (American Near East Refugee Aid:
Washington, DC, Nov. 1990), pp. 6-7.

18 Abu Taomeh, K., ‘Intifadah on a shoestring’, Jerusalem Report, 11 Mar. 1993, p. 25. PLO-
affiliated newspapers and journals were reportedly forced to cut their budgets by 30-40% in early 1991
in response to worsening economic conditions, and some Palestinian welfare services were reportedy cut
by as much as 75%.

19 Susser, L., “Rabin’s master plan’, Jerusalemn Report, 16 July 1992, p. 12.

20 Carnegy, H., ‘Rabin will be no pushover for the peace process’, The Guardian, 25 June 1992, p. 4.
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Islamic radicalism

The decline of the secular nationalist PLO contributed to the emergence of
politically oriented Islamic organizations in the West Bank and Gaza. Hamas,
founded with the start of the intifada, was one of the most popular of the
groups claiming adherents among a growing portion of the Palestinian popu-
lation. Part of Hamas’ appeal arose from the PLO’s own inability to improve
the Palestinians’ situation after years of upheaval. In 1988, the PLO had
declared its commitment to a negotiated settlement and renounced the use of
violence.2! The Islamists, on the other hand, remained committed to armed
struggle, which appealed to the young population of the territories, many of
whom identified with the Islamists’ image of strength and resistance.?? The
conflict between the secular, moderate PLO and the theologically based, more
radical Hamas continues, with an estimated 40-60 per cent of Gazans and 25—
40 per cent of West Bank Palestinians sympathetic to the Islamist groups.??
The rise of Islamic extremism in the territories had a dual effect on Israeli
diplomacy. On the one hand, it fuelled reductionist claims that the Palestinians
are bent on the destruction of Israel. On the other hand, it forced Israel to look
more closely at internal Palestinian dynamics. Israel’s refusal to enter into
negotiations with the PLO for years had indirectly played into the hands of the
Islamists, contributing to their popularity. Compared to the Islamists, the PLO
represented a more moderate position and, although Israel was loath to deal
directly with the PLO, there was little alternative. The local leadership in the
territories lacked authority to negotiate, and Hamas was a far less appealing
option. By entering into secret negotiations with the PLO in Norway, Rabin
was taking advantage of Arafat’s weakened position and, paradoxically, was
arguably negotiating with the only Palestinian who could strike a deal.

IV. The official peace negotiations

In 1993, two rounds of bilateral talks took place in Washington. The ninth
round was held from 27 April to 13 May and the tenth from 15 to 30 June.
These meetings, taking place in ignorance of the secret talks that were going
on between Israel and the PLO, worked to narrow the differences on all fronts
in the Arab-Israeli conflict. For over a year the bilateral and multilateral talks
had served to identify areas of difference between the parties, but had pro-
duced no tangible results.

Since the breakdown of the previous round in December 1992, the atmo-
sphere had been tense. Round eight stopped short when Arab delegations

21 Mark, C., Palestinians and Middle East Peace: Issues for the US, CRS Issue Brief (Library of
Congress, Congressional Research Service: Washington, DC, 17 Dec. 1993), p. 14.

22 Wilkinson, P., ‘Hamas—an assessment’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, July 1993, p. 313. A poll held
in late 1991 found that only 55% of Palestinian youths supported the peace negotiations. See Peretz
(note 16), p. 38.

23 Wilkinson (note 22).
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walked out after Israel expelled 415 suspected Hamas activists to southern
Lebanon. The Arab states, eager to resume talks and cognizant of the threat of
Islamists to their own societies, condemned the expulsion but did little more.
Palestinians sided with Hamas in condemning the expulsion and refused to
return to the negotiating table without a satisfactory resolution. In the end,
helped by Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, the Palestinians and Israel came
to a compromise. Israel agreed to a timetable for the return of the expelled
Palestinians,* and Faisal Husseini became the head of the Palestinian negotia-
ting team. Husseini’s Jerusalem residency and overt ties to the PLO had pre-
viously kept him off the delegation and relegated him to an advisory capacity.
As one of the most popular Palestinians in the territories, his promotion to
chief negotiator was a boon for the Palestinians. In addition to satisfying them,
this agreement also averted UN-invoked sanctions against Israel by securing a
US commitment to block such a move.’ All parties agreed to return to the
negotiating table for the ninth round of bilateral talks in April 1993.

The Israeli-Palestinian track

When the make-up of the Palestinian delegation was established before the
opening of the Madrid conference, it was agreed that representatives must be
residents of the West Bank or Gaza, excluding Jerusalemites and members of
the PLO. After a stand-off between Israeli and Palestinian negotiators in the
second round of talks, this formula was modified. Two joint delegations were
formed, one with nine Palestinians and two Jordanians, the other with nine
Jordanians and two Palestinians. Still without direct PLO representation, this
formula was again modified when Faisal Husseini became leader of the
Palestinian team. After the revelation of the secret Norway talks at the end of
1993, Israel and the PLO formally opened direct bilateral negotiations.

In the early months of 1993, Israel sealed off the West Bank and Gaza after
an increasing number of attacks within Israel. Israelis were feeling the tension
before the closure as day after day brought reports of incidents in different
cities and towns throughout Israel. The closure also cut East Jerusalem off
from the rest of the West Bank. For the Palestinians, this sparked concern that
Israel was making policy by creating facts on the ground, and they hardened
their negotiating stance on Jericho. %

As the first talks of 1993 began, the Isracli and Palestinian delegations
established working groups on water and land, self-government and human
rights better to address some of their outstanding differences. A comparison of
a proposed 10-point declaration of principles presented by the Palestinians in
this meeting with Israel’s draft proposal on interim self-government arrange-

24 “The reporter’, Jerusalem Report, 13 Jan. 1994, p. 4. By the end of 1993, all the deportees were
brought back except 18 who chose to remain in Lebanon, fearing imprisonment if they returned.

25 susser, L., ‘More please’, Jerusalem Report, 25 Feb. 1993, p. 20.

26 Migdalovitz (note 4), p. 8.
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ments presented at the December 1992 round of talks highlights many of these
differences.?’

Concerning jurisdiction, the Palestinians sought authority over all of the
West Bank and Gaza as defined by the pre-1967 borders, while Israel insisted
on retaining control of Jerusalem and direct authority over Israeli settlements
and main thoroughfares. Both sides agreed to the formation of a legislative
body or ‘self-government authority’. However, whereas the Palestinian plan
called for a body with about 180 delegates and full executive, judicial and
legislative powers,? Israel envisioned only a 12- to 20-member council with
limited legislative powers. The Palestinian negotiators called for the Israeli
civil administration and military government to be disbanded, while Israel
insisted on maintaining the military government and subordinating a Palestin-
ian political authority to it. Concerning a timetable for implementation, the
Palestinians would have liked to see negotiations on the final status of a
Palestinian authority start within 18 months, but the Israelis preferred them to
begin three years after the establishment of Palestinian self-rule. Recalling the
age-old differences Israelis and Palestinians have over the implementation of
UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, in their proposal Palestinians
emphasize Israeli withdrawal from all the territories occupied in 1967. Israelis
have insisted on talking about the principle of exchanging land for peace,
interpreting the resolutions to be referring to some of the territories occupied
in 1967.

Towards the end of the ninth round, the USA sought to synthesize the Israeli
and Palestinian positions in a draft statement of principles, but this brought no
further progress in the talks. At the 10th round of talks, Israeli and Palestinian
negotiators continued to work on a declaration of principles. They made little
progress and were deadlocked over whether the issue of Jerusalem would be
addressed in the interim or the final status negotiations. The Palestinians
wanted to discuss Jerusalem in the interim phase, and Israel refused to discuss
the issue at all.¢ Another proposal presented by US negotiators to bridge
Israeli and Palestinian positions did little to bring the parties closer together.

27 The text of the Israeli plan and a discussion of differences appear in Peacewatch Anthology:
Analysis of the Arab-Israeli Peace Process from the Madrid Peace Conference to the Eve of President
Clinton’s Inauguration (Washington Institute for Near East Policy: Washington, DC, 1993), pp. 161-69.
The points of disagreement are also discussed in Susser, L., ‘Back to the shuttle? Israel hopes the
personal touch of a visiting US envoy can end the peace talks stalemate’, Jerusalem Report, 3 June
1993, p. 17.

28 Israeli negotiator Itamar Rabinovich, in a speech to Arab journalists on 14 Apr. 1993, pointed out
that ‘180 is the number of representatives from the West Bank and Gaza in the Palestine National
Conference’, the PLO’s governing authority. See Rabinovich, I., ‘The prospects for peace’, Middle East
lnsight, vol. 9, no. 3 (May/June 1993}, p. 28.

2 UN Security Council Resolution 242, 22 Nov. 1967 (UN document S/8247, 22 Nov. 1967), repro-
duced in Yearbook of the United Nations 1967, vol. 21, pp. 257-58; UN Security Council Resolution
338, 22 Oct. 1973 (UN document S/11036, 22 Oct. 1973), reproduced in Yearbook of the United Nations
1973, vol. 27, p. 213; Tomeh (note 5), pp. 143, 151.

30 Migdalovitz (note 4) p. 8.
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The Israeli-Syrian track

Before 1993, little progress was made in talks between Israel and Syria.
Although they are reported to have been working on a draft declaration of
principles, their negotiations produced no tangible results. A text of a Syrian-
proposed statement of principles, printed in an Arabic weekly in late 1992,
reinforces Syria’s public positions on the questions of the Golan and Middle
East peace. It restates Syria’s desire for a comprehensive solution which
‘requires a settlement on all fronts’ and calls for ‘total Israeli withdrawal from
the Golan Heights and the evacuation and dismantling of various settlements
from occupied Syrian lands’. These two requirements, which consistently
characterize Syrian negotiating positions, were repeated throughout 1993.3!

Until September 1993, Syria enjoyed a great deal of attention as one of the
principal parties setting the tone in the Arab-Israeli peace talks. Recognized as
the most likely area of conflagration, the Israel-Syria front is given significant
importance in the talks. Although overshadowed by Israeli-Palestinian events
in the latter part of 1993, Syria is likely to regain its prominence when nego-
tiations resume in early 1994,

Israel’s position vis-a-vis Syria shifted when, with the Labour election vic-
tory in July 1992, Itamar Rabinovich was appointed to head its delegation to
the Israeli-Syrian talks. Although Israel then acknowledged a willingness to
discuss an exchange of land for peace on the Golan, it fell short of Syria’s re-
quirement for full withdrawal. For its part, Israel insists on a full peace which
entails open borders, embassies, diplomatic relations, normal cultural and
commercial relations, and mutual security arrangements.*

After the Declaration of Principles was signed and passed by a large major-
ity in the Israeli Knesset (Parliament), Rabin reported on the Syrian front that
‘there is a draft declaration of principles, but it has not yet passed the prob-
lematic clause of the depth of withdrawal and the clause on the substance of
peace’.’® With implementation likely to take some time, Rabin is playing a
balancing game, shoring up support for the Israel-PLO deal before forging
ahead on another front. Already declaring his intention to put the question of
withdrawal from the Golan to a referendum, Rabin is not likely to move too
quickly on the Syrian front. Polls in Israel indicate that a great majority do not
favour withdrawing from the Golan. In May 1993, 62 per cent (a figure
slightly lower than that of January 1993) thought that Israel should not give up
any of the Golan. Thirty-six per cent of respondents thought that Israe] should
withdraw from some of the territory, with the majority of them (19 per cent)
agreeing to ‘a small part’.34 It is worth noting that among military officials
familiar with the defensibility of Israel a different line of thinking is apparent.

31 The text of the proposed statement of principles is reproduced in appendix 3A.

32 Migdalovitz (note 4), p. 10.

33 Ma’ariv, as reported in Mideast Mirror, 24 Sep. 1993, p. 2.

34 Results of a Jerusalem Report/Smith Research Center poll conducted while the ninth round of talks
was under way, reported in ‘Exclusive poll: 62 per cent oppose a land-for-peace deal on the Golan
Heights’, Jerusalem Report, 3 June 1993, p. 4.
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Polls of Israeli reserve generals indicate that 71 per cent think that security
arrangements are possible if much of the Golan is returned to Syria.?

The Israeli-Jordanian track

The Jordanian track has proved to be less contentious than the Israeli-Pales-
tinian or Israeli-Syrian negotiations. However, progress has been tempered by
the pace of talks on the other fronts. Early on in the Madrid process, Israel and
Jordan had been negotiating a common agenda. They had reached an agree-
ment on the agenda in principle in the October/November 1992 round of bilat-
eral talks, and came to full agreement in the ninth round in June 1993. Jordan,
however, would not sign the agenda until progress was made in the other
bilateral talks. On 14 September, one day after the signing of the Israeli—
Palestinian Declaration of Principles, Israel and Jordan initialled their Com-
mon Agenda. While simply stating the intentions of both parties to conclude a
peace agreement, the Common Agenda is notable in so far as it delineates the
common interests of Israel and Jordan. Both agree to the goal of achieving a
‘just, lasting and comprehensive peace’, and they commit themselves to
address a number of issues including security, water, refugees and displaced
persons, borders and territorial matters.36

V. The Norway talks

The secret talks held over the course of eight months in Norway were a sur-
prise to the world. Taking place at a time when the official negotiations were
all but stalled, they shocked even the Arab and Israeli delegations meeting in
Washington when it was revealed that these contacts had been going on with-
out their knowledge and had resulted in a Declaration of Principles which by
August 1993 had been initialled by Israel and the PLO.

The Norwegian Institute for Applied Social Science (FAFO) in Oslo was
instrumental in facilitating the secret contacts between the Israelis and
Palestinians. What began as exploratory discussions between Israeli academic
and political activist Yair Hirschfeld and PLO aide Ahmed Krai turned into
serious direct negotiations between Israel and the PLO, engaging the atten-
tions of, and in the later stages the direct involvement of, Yitzhak Rabin and
Yasser Arafat. The talks took place in secluded villas, private homes and
apartments in Norway, Sweden and France under the sponsorship of the then
Norwegian Foreign Minister, Johan Jgrgen Holst, and key figures in FAFO.
Without the involvement of third-party interests of a superpower such as the
USA, this small Norwegian group helped set the stage for a successful out-
come.

35 Rabin, E., ‘A survey: about 70 per cent of the senior reserve officers believe in conceding most of
the territories’, Ha'aretz, 21 June 1992, as translated by Project Nishma, Washington, DC.
36 Appendix 3A gives the complete text of the Common Agenda.
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In the history of Middle East relations, adversaries and mediators have used
both public negotiations and private ‘back channels’ to resolve regional con-
flicts. Although the fact of such talks is rarely publicized, Arab and Israeli
interlocutors have met in private forums over the years. Some such contacts
have been official while others were unofficially initated by non-governmental
organizations or private citizens. As the Israeli—Palestinian negotiations held
in Norway reveal, secret talks offer certain benefits, but also face a number of
challenges.

One advantage is that private talks can be more informal and can allow for a
free exchange of ideas. At the start of the Norway talks, Hirschfeld and Krai
worked together, seeing their conflict as a shared problem, and ‘brainstormed’
about ways to solve it. Operating beyond public scrutiny, ideas can be pre-
sented and discussed without participants losing face or damaging their nego-
tiating stature. This atmosphere allows participants to explore options that
official delegations may not even consider on principle. For such discussions
to be effective, it is necessary for participants to operate with realistic assess-
ments of the limits of what is acceptable to their respective leaders. In
Norway, the first meeting between Hirschfeld and Krai had many of these
characteristics. Coming together to find a solution, they were able to explore
scenarios without making them negotiating postures.

Another advantage of back-channel talks is the benefit that can come from
extended stays in secluded settings. As with the Norway talks and other such
forums, the long hours spent in sessions, over meals and during breaks can
contribute to creating a congenial atmosphere and to breaking down the per-
sonal animosity that often colours public negotiations. In private, talks which
necessarily go through a negotiation process can develop at a comfortable
pace. They are not driven, as public forums can be, by expectations fuelled in
part by an active press eager for a story or a need to demonstrate results or
advantage to constituencies back home. Israelis and Palestinians met in the
Norway talks in about 14 sessions over more than eight months. Their meet-
ings at times produced results, and at times were deadlocked, but they per-
sisted without interruption until they reached agreement. Meanwhile the
focusing of public attention on the official talks caused negotiators at times to
walk out, at times to downgrade their delegations and to prevent even the ex-
ploration of certain issues.

Despite numerous advantages, there are also disadvantages to secret talks.
Being in the public arena can add to the momentum of progress, and their visi-
bility can further encourage participants to achieve results. Public gestures can
play a role in breaking a deadlock or shifting perceptions in a way that secret
talks cannot. A striking example is former Egyptian President Anwar Sadat’s
trip to Jerusalem to address the Israeli Knesset in 1977. This single act had a
transformational effect on the region, allowing what did not seem possible one
day to be seen in a different light the next.

Another challenge of secret negotiations is that negotiators do not have the
opportunity to cultivate a base of support among their constituencies. With the
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discussions in Norway, when they arrived at an agreement, Arafat and Rabin
then had to sell the agreement to their home constituencies. The internal dis-
cord that resulted among the Palestinian leadership led to the resignation of
several members of the official negotiating team, as well as to conflict within
the PLO. In Israel, the disclosure served to deepen the rift between Labour and
Likud.

The negotiations that resulted in the Declaration of Principles were remark-
able, occurring at a time when the official talks were so visibly gaining little
ground. Their success has encouraged Israel and its other interlocutors to pur-
sue other opportunities for direct discussions.

The Declaration of Principles

The signing of the Declaration of Principles on 13 September 1993 was the
result of more than eight months of secret negotiations. Four days earlier, on
9 September, Arafat and Rabin had exchanged letters of mutual recognition.?
Arafat recognized Israel’s right to exist, reinforced his acceptance of UN
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338 and of the peace process, and
declared his commitment to the peaceful resolution of conflicts. He declared
that articles of the Palestinian Covenant which contradict these commitments
were invalid and pledged himself to submit changes to the Palestine National
Council. He also called upon the Palestinians of the West Bank and Gaza to
reject the use of violence. Rabin, departing from long-standing Israeli policy,
recognized the PLO as the representative of the Palestinian people and agreed
to conduct direct negotiations.

Committing the signatories to a ‘comprehensive peace settlement’, the Dec-
laration has the central purpose of establishing a Palestinian Interim Self-
Government Authority in the West Bank and Gaza. It allows for a five-year
process during which specific details are to be resolved. The issues to be
addressed include the type of Palestinian representation, the holding of elec-
tions, the breadth of authority of the representation and continued negotiation
to settle the outstanding issues of Jerusalem, refugees, Israeli settlements and
borders. After entry into force on 13 October, the first phase of the Declara-
tion was supposed to be initiated on 13 December. At the end of 1993, how-
ever, high-level delegations of Palestinian and Israeli negotiators had still not
resolved the details of the interim phase. Among the points under contention
for the first phase are the size of the Jericho area from which Israel will with-
draw, control over the border crossings between the West Bank and Jordan
and between Gaza and Egypt, and Israel’s authority concerning security
matters in the territories.

Although the 13 December deadline for initiating the transfer of power
passed without any movement of forces, observers are generally confident that

37 Reproduced in appendix 3A.
38 See note 29.
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the first steps of withdrawal are close at hand. In the first months of 1994,
negotiations have yielded agreement on a number of the outstanding issues.
Nevertheless, the later stages, during which some of the most contentious
issues will be addressed, still pose a formidable challenge to Israel and the
PLO.

Implementation of the Declaration of Principles: the challenges

The Declaration allows for a phased process, each stage of which is contingent
on negotiation over progressively more difficult issues. It initiates an interim
period in which a Palestinian authority gains limited control over a portion of
Gaza and the West Bank. Although the PLO has billed it as the first step
towards independence, the protocols of the Declaration do not guarantee more
than limited autonomy. The signatories have only committed themselves to
negotiate with one another on the final status. The issues put off until ‘final
status’ negotiations, scheduled to begin by the beginning of 1996, include
some of the most contentious—Jerusalem, refugees and Israeli settlements.

The Declaration calls for steps to be taken by states in the region and by the
international community to ensure its successful implementation. The World
Bank has taken a leading role in co-ordinating the international development
effort by securing from the international community an estimated $2.5 billion
for the first five years after the signing of the Declaration and by establishing
oversight bodies to help co-ordinate economic and social development of the
territories. Jordan and Egypt have been training Palestinian police officers to
assume responsibility for internal security in the territories. The delay in the
transfer of authority is not only a matter of the inability of Israel and the PLO
to reach agreement on the outstanding issues; it also highlights the practical,
logistical difficulties the Palestinians face in assuming this responsibility.
Three months after the signing of the Declaration a sufficient police force had
not yet been trained to take on their duties and the formation of institutions to
implement the agreement on the ground was incomplete and had become a
divisive issue for the PLO and the Palestinians on the West Bank and in Gaza.

This conflict between ‘external’ and ‘internal’ Palestinians resulted in the
resignation of several of the principal delegates to-the peace negotiations.
After her resignation, Hanan Ashrawi, one of the most prominent of the dele-
gates, announced the establishment of an organization to monitor the new
Palestinian authority and its respect for Palestinians’ human rights.

Within Israel and the Palestinian communities there are elements of both
opposition to and support for the Declaration of Principles. In Israel, opposi-
tion parties including Likud, the radical Moledet and Tsomet parties and some
of the settler movements have long expressed their lack of confidence in
Labour’s intention to make peace with the Palestinians.’* Benyamin
Netanyahu, the new head of Likud, at first reacted strongly against the Declar-

39 Susser, L., ‘Ready to fight’, Jerusalem Report, 3 June 1993, p. 16.
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ation. Members of his party and others vowed that a new Israeli government
would not honour the peace, and some called for a referendum on the Declara-
tion. However, after a three-day debate in the Knesset during which most of
the 120 members spoke, it was approved with 61 votes for, 50 against and 6
abstentions. Although Labour, with a coalition majority, was destined to win,
three Likud members broke party ranks and voted for the Declaration.# Polls
taken shortly after the signing of the Declaration also showed approval among
the general population, with 62 per cent of Israelis ‘for’ or ‘definitely for’ the
plan.#!

Arafat is faced with opposition not only from radical elements of the Pales-
tinian community but also from the political leadership within the PLO and
the local leadership in the territories. Conflict between the PLO and West
Bank and Gaza Palestinians is not new. Originally official PLO representa-
tives were excluded from the official negotiations because Israel refused to
meet directly with them. Ad hoc arrangements with unofficial PLO advisers,
later formalized in a joint negotiating committee, thus characterized the nego-
tiations. Although sometimes at odds with Arafat, local leaders regularly
declared their loyalty to the PLO. As the talks concerning the details of the
Declaration continued into 1994, however, the conflict became more marked.
Questions remain as to who will administer the development funds and local
institutions and what degree of democratic participation Arafat will allow.
Arafat has been criticized by other members of the PLO for not sharing
power* and by the leadership in the territories for ‘dictating negotiating posi-
tions’.** A poll taken in July 1993 in the West Bank and Gaza indicated that
more than 87 per cent of the Palestinians thought that there was a need for
democratic reform in the PLO.* As one assessment of these results concludes,
it ‘implies an overwhelming Palestinian demand that the one-man rule of PLO
Chairman Yasser Arafat come to an end’.4

Some observers feel that Arafat gave away too much in the Declaration of
Principles and the letters of recognition exchanged a few days earlier. In one
sober assessment of the accord, it is described as having ‘no clear end point,
no final ground, no agreement on a two-state solution or self determination . . .
also having played all his cards, Arafat no longer has chips with Syria, Egypt,
and Jordan’.46 The disparity between the actual agreement and expectations
will continue to present problems to the Palestinian leadership. The transition
from revolutionary movement to governing authority presents many chal-

40 «Arabs and Israel: talk and travel’, The Economist, 25 Sep. 1993, pp. 53-54.

41 Poll conducted by the Guttman Institute of Applied Social Research, cited in ‘62 per cent of Israelis
support “Gaza-Jericho first”’, Mideast Mirror, 13 Sep. 1993.

42 perry, M., ‘“The PLO’s civil war: Arafat-Hassan conflict bares internal divisions’, Middle East
Insight, May-June 1993, pp. 22, 24.

43 Mark (note 21).

44 The poll was conducted by the Jerusalem Media and Communications Center in association with
CNN and Netherlands TV. See Mideast Mirror, 4 Aug. 1993, pp. 8-9.

45 Commentary in the Arabic daily Asharq al-Awsat, reported in Mideast Mirror, 4 Aug. 1993, p. 10.

46 ‘Deadlines for peace’, Christian Science Monitor, 14 Dec. 1993, p. 22, editorial.
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lenges to the PLO. Since the interim period in many ways will be held up as a
test in future negotiations, Palestinians have little time to make the adjustment.

Some ‘rejectionist’ Palestinian groups based in Lebanon and Syria still pose
a potential threat to the PLO and the success of the Declaration. They are now
presumably being reined in by Assad, but a change in the political atmosphere
could bring about a different reaction from these groups. Hamas and ‘rejec-
tionist’ groups within Israel similarly pose a challenge to the success of the
agreement.

VI. Co-operation

Bilateral peace efforts are strengthened by progress in multilateral and private
initiatives. Although political agreements are required before real changes can
take place on the ground, developments particularly in the areas of economic
co-operation and regional environmental protection have contributed to insti-
tuting a culture of Arab-Israeli and international co-operation in the Middle
East. Likewise, once political agreements are implemented, the resulting sta-
bility is likely to allow considerable economic benefits.

The international commitment to fund the development of the West Bank
and Gaza provides a strong motivation for other countries in the peace talks.
With the financial commitment also comes access to international markets and
a long-term interest in the development of the region. Additionally, according
to several analyses, countries in the region stand to benefit considerably from
the integration of their own markets and trade into a regional system. As one
study prepared by economists at the World Bank for use by the multilateral
Working Group on Regional Economic Development shows, the benefits are
both financial and political. ‘Regional co-operation in the areas of trade,
labour, capital and especially multi-country projects will contribute to region-
wide prosperity and will help strengthen interaction in political and social
spheres’, says the study.4” The authors counsel, however, that co-operation
needs to be combined with domestic reforms and with creating a more wel-
coming environment for private investment.

At present, the region is not highly integrated in the areas of trade, commu-
nications, water utilization, environmental management or energy use. These
are areas in which co-operation is likely and can be very beneficial. In 1993,
only 6 per cent of trade in the region was between countries of the region.*® In
the field of communications, it is impossible to make direct telephone calls be-
tween many countries in the region. There are no telephone links between

47 Diwan, 1. and Squire, L., ‘Economic Development and Cooperation in the Middle East and North
Africa’, World Bank Discussion Paper (World Bank: New York, Nov. 1993). Note: ‘The findings and
conclusions of the paper are entirely those of the author(s) and should not be attributed to the World
Bank, its affiliated organizations, or to members of its Board of Directors or the countries they repre-
sent.’

48 Diwan and Squire (note 47).
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Israel and any of its neighbouring countries except Egypt, and even telephone
lines between some Arab countries are routed through Europe.

In October 1993, Jordan and the PLO initialled an economic agreement
which established a framework for co-operation in the fields of banking and
finance, trade, labour, investment, tourism, customs and tariffs. (The agree-
ment was subsequently signed with few amendments in January 1994.)%°
Focusing first on banking and trade, Jordan in particular is eager to secure the
economic benefits expected to result from the implementation of the Declara-
tion of Principles.

As contentious political questions begin to be resolved, one finds that busi-
ness people are eager to make contact with one another and are taking advan-
tage of the change in political climate. Jordanian and Israeli business and eco-
nomic leaders have been meeting formally and informally since the September
1993 agreement.® Once the Jordanian—PLO economic agreement was signed,
Jordan and Israel came to an understanding on the establishment of Jordanian
banks in the territories, Jordan’s first priority in the accord. In the field of
energy, Egyptian and Israeli engineers and business people are exploring the
possibility of linking the electricity grids of Israel and Egypt to improve their
own systems and to be able to service Gaza as well.>! These are examples of
the activity and opportunity that a peace agreement can generate.

Such economic activity contributes to the stability of the region by estab-
lishing shared interests and, at the same time, can make the region more pros-
perous and self-sustaining. One study suggests ‘a potential after-peace market
for US$2.2 billion a year in Israeli goods to Syria, Jordan, Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates’.52 Another assessment predicts that
Jordanian access to West Bank and Gazan markets alone will provide Jordan
with an estimated $300 million in annual revenues.s

In the environmental field, Arab and Israeli delegations have had cordial
meetings about the region’s problems. Since the first multilateral meeting on
the environment in May 1992 in Tokyo, protection of the Gulf of Agaba has
been emphasized as a major negotiating topic. In the first year of talks numer-
ous proposals were introduced concerning joint projects to tackle environmen-
tal problems. However, without agreement on the political front, little progress
was made until after the signing of the Declaration. Shortly afterwards, in the
15-17 November meeting of the working group delegates from 40 countries
and international as well as regional organizations reached agreement on

49 ‘Jordan-PLO Economic Agreement, January 7 1994, reproduced in Near East Economic Progress
Report, no. 1 (Harvard University, Institute for Social and Economic Policy in the Middle East: Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Mar. 1994), appendix 4, pp. 26-27; Amr, W., ‘Jordan and PLO sign economic agree-
ment’, Jordan Times, 8 Jan. 1994,

50 Ma’ariv, 21 Dec. 1993, transliated in *Economic survey from the Hebrew press’, Embassy of Israel
Washington, DC, Dec. 1993, p. 3.

51 Globes, 1 Dec. 1993, translated in “Economic survey from the Hebrew press’ (note 50), p. 4.

52 Sandler, N., ‘Best deal forward’, Jerusalem Report, 9 Sep. 1993, p. 39. The article cites a study by
the Armand Hammer Fund of Tel Aviv University and discusses the readiness of some businessmen in
Israel and the Arab world to meet and do business with one another.

53 Tal (note 8), p. 53.
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approximately 20 environmental projects concerning oil spills and other
ecological disasters in the Gulf of Agaba. The agreements marked the first
negotiated settlement between Israel and Jordan in the more than two years of
peace talks. Co-operation in the environmental sector and the contact that it
entails contribute to the web of interdependent relations and thus to the
stability of the region.>* '

VII. Conclusion

The progress that has been made in terms of agreements signed, relationships
forged and perceptions transformed is not irreversible, but events have shown
the advances to be durable. In March 1994, a serious challenge was presented
to the parties engaged in the Arab-Israeli negotiations when a US-born Israeli
fanatic opened fire on Palestinians as they prayed at a mosque in Hebron on
the West Bank. This act deeply affected both Muslim and Jewish communities
in and outside the region. Yasser Arafat received numerous telephone calls
from Israeli leaders, as did many of those involved in the official and unoffi-
cial negotiations. The personal bonds, political commitments and political
investment that have already been made have strengthened the cause of a
peaceful settlement in the region and the peace talks have survived the
tragedy. Other efforts to sabotage the agreement can be expected and it is im-
possible to predict whether a future incident will reverse the progress that has
been made.

The Arab-Israeli peace talks are premised on the need for a comprehensive
settlement of Arab—Israeli conflicts. One dynamic apparent in these negotia-
tions is the cross-fertilization among the various bilateral and multilateral
tracks. Progress in one area affects developments in others, contributing to the
momentum towards a comprehensive peace. The Declaration of Principles,
then the Israeli-Jordanian Common Agenda, then the economic and environ-
mental relationships that emerged attest to this trend. Success in these areas
puts pressure on other tracks, and successive agreements could spur further
agreement again. In the vocabulary of the Middle East, the cycle of violence
that has characterized the region for the past 45 years could, since the steps
taken in 1993, begin to be replaced by a cycle of peace.

54 Eisendorf, R. and Gerstein, M., ‘Focus: environmental cooperation in the Middle East’, Bulletin of
Regional Cooperation in the Middle East, vol. 3, no. 1 (spring 1994), p. 12.



Appendix 3A. Documents on the Middle East

peace process

LETTERS BETWEEN ISRAELI PRIME
MINISTER RABIN, PLO CHAIRMAN
ARAFAT AND NORWEGIAN
FOREIGN MINISTER HOLST,

9 SEPTEMBER 1993

Letters reprinted from press reports,
Washington, DC, 10 September 1993

Mr Chairman,

In response to your letter of Sept. 9, 1993, 1
wish to confirm to you that in light of the
PLO commitments included in your letter
the Government of Israel has decided to rec-
ognize the PLO as the representative of the
Palestinian people and commence negotia-
tions with the PLO within the Middle East
peace process.

Yitzhak Rabin
Prime Minister of Israel

Mr Prime Minister,

The signing of the Declaration of Principles
marks a new era in the history of the Middle
East. In firm conviction thereof, I would like
to confirm the following PLO commitments:

The PLO recognizes the right of the State
of Israel to exist in peace and security.

The PLO accepts United Nations Security
Council Resolutions 242 and 338.

The PLO commits itself to the Middle
East peace process and to a peaceful resolu-
tion of the conflict between the two sides
and declares that all outstanding issues relat-
ing to permanent status will be resolved
through negotiations.

The PLO considers that the signing of the
Declaration of Principles constitutes a his-
toric event, inaugurating a new epoch of
peaceful coexistence, free from violence and
all other acts which endanger peace and sta-
bility. Accordingly, the PLO renounces the
use of terrorism and other acts of violence
and will assume responsibility over all PLO
elements and personnel in order to assure
their compliance, prevent violations and dis-
cipline violators.

In view of the promise of a new era and
the signing of the Declaration of Principles
and based on Palestinian acceptance of
Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338,
the PLO affirms that those articles of the
Palestinian Covenant which deny Israel’s
right to exist and the provisions of the Cov-
enant which are inconsistent with the com-
mitments of this letter are now inoperative
and are no longer valid. Consequently, the
PLO undertakes to submit to the Palestinian
National Council for formal approval the
necessary changes in regard to the Pales-
tinian Covenant.

Sincerely,

Yasir Arafat

Chairman

Executive Committee

Palestine Liberation Organization

Dear Minister Holst,

I would like to confirm to you that upon the
signing of the Declaration of Principles I will
include the following positions in my public
statements:

In light of the new era marked by the
signing of the Declaration of Principles the
PLO encourages and calls upon the Palestin-
ian people in the West Bank and Gaza Strip
to take part in the steps leading to the nor-
malization of life, rejecting violence and ter-
rorism, contributing to peace and stability
and participating actively in shaping recon-
struction, economic development and co-
operation.

Sincerely

Yasir Arafat
Chairman
Executive Committee

Palestine Liberation Organization

Source: US Department of State, Dispatch Sup-
plement, vol. 4, no. 4 (Sep. 1993), p. 24.




DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES ON
INTERIM SELF-GOVERNMENT
ARRANGEMENTS

Washington, DC, 13 September 1993

The Government of the State of Israel and
the PLO team (in the Jordanian—Palestinian
delegation to the Middle East Peace
Conference) (the ‘Palestinian Delegation’),
representing the Palestinian people, agree
that it is time to put an end to decades of
confrontation and conflict, recognize their
mutual legitimate and political rights, and
strive to live in peaceful coexistence and
mutual dignity and security and achieve a
just, lasting and comprehensive peace settle-
ment and historic reconciliation through the
agreed political process. Accordingly, the
two sides agree to the following principles:

Article I. Aim of the negotiations

The aim of the Israeli-Palestinian negotia-
tions within the current Middle East peace
process is, among other things, to establish a
Palestinian Interim Self-Government Auth-
ority, the elected Council (the ‘Council’), for
the Palestinian people in the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip, for a transitional period not
exceeding five years, leading to a permanent
settlement based on Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338.

It is understood that the interim arrange-
ments are an integral part of the whole peace
process and that the negotiations on the per-
manent status will lead to the implementa-
tion of Security Council Resolutions 242 and
338.

Article I1. Framework for the interim
period

The agreed framework for the interim period
is set forth in this Declaration of Principles.

Article ITI. Elections

1. In order that the Palestinian people in
the West Bank and Gaza Strip may govern
themselves according to democratic prin-
ciples, direct, free and general political elec-
tions will be held for the Council under
agreed supervision and international obser-
vation, while the Palestinian police will en-
sure public order.

2. An agreement will be concluded on the
exact mode and conditions of the elections in
accordance with the protocol attached as
Annex 1, with the goal of holding the elec-
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tions not later than nine months after the
entry into force of this Declaration of Prin-
ciples.

3. These elections will constitute a signifi-
cant interim preparatory step toward the
realization of the legitimate rights of the
Palestinian people and their just require-
ments.

Article IV. Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction of the Council will cover West
Bank and Gaza Strip territory, except for
issues that will be negotiated in the perma-
nent status negotiations. The two sides view
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip as a single
territorial unit, whose integrity will be pre-
served during the interim period.

Article V. Transitional period and
permanent status negotiations

1. The five-year transitional period will
begin upon the withdrawal from the Gaza
Strip and Jericho area.

2. Permanent status negotiations will com-
mence as soon as possible, but not later than
the beginning of the third year of the interim
period, between the Government of Israel
and the Palestinian people representatives.

3. It is understood that these negotiations
shall cover remaining issues, including:
Jerusalem, refugees, settlements, security
arrangements, borders, relations and co-
operation with other neighbors, and other
issues of common interest. .

4. The two parties agree that the outcome
of the permanent status negotiations should
not be prejudiced or pre-empted by agree-
ments reached for the interim period.

Article VI. Preparatory transfer of
powers and responsibilities

1. Upon the entry into force of this Dec-
laration of Principles and the withdrawal
from the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area, a
transfer of authority from the Israeli military
government and its Civil Administration to
the authorised Palestinians for this task, as
detailed herein, will commence. This transfer
of authority will be of a preparatory nature
until the inauguration of the Council.

2. Immediately after the entry into force of
this Declaration of Principles and the with-
drawal from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area,
with the view to promoting economic devel-
opment in the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
authority will be transferred to the Palestin-
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ians on the following spheres: education and
culture, health, social welfare, direct taxa-
tion, and tourism. The Palestinian side will
commence in building the Palestinian police
force, as agreed upon. Pending the inaugura-
tion of the Council, the two parties may
negotiate the transfer of additional powers
and responsibilities, as agreed upon.

Article VIL Interim agreement

1. The Israeli and Palestinian delegations
will negotiate an agreement on the interim
period (the ‘Interim Agreement’).

2. The Interim Agreement shall specify,
among other things, the structure of the
Council, the number of its members, and the
transfer of powers and responsibilities from
the Israeli military government and its Civil
Administration to the Council. The Interim
Agreement shall also specify the Council’s
executive authority, legislative authority in
accordance with Article IX below, and the
independent Palestinian judicial organs.

3. The Interim Agreement shall include
arrangements, to be implemented upon the
inauguration of the Council, for the assump-
tion by the Council of all of the powers and
responsibilities transferred previously in ac-
cordance with Article VI above.

4. In order to enable the Council to pro-
mote economic growth, upon its inaugura-
tion, the Council will establish, among other
things, a Palestinian Electricity Authority, a
Gaza Sea Port Authority, a Palestinian
Development Bank, a Palestinian Export
Promotion Board, a Palestinian Environmen-
tal Authority, a Palestinian Land Authority
and a Palestinian Water Administration
Authority, and any other Authorities agreed
upon, in accordance with the Interim Agree-
ment that will specify their powers and res-
ponsibilities.

5. After the inauguration of the Council,
the Civil Administration will be dissolved,
and the Israeli military government will be
withdrawn.

Article VIII. Public order and security

In order to guarantee public order and inter-
nal security for the Palestinians of the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip, the Council will
establish a strong police force, while Israel
will continue to carry the responsibility for
defending against external threats, as well as
the responsibility for overall security of
Israelis for the purpose of safeguarding their
internal security and public order.

Article IX. Laws and military orders

1. The Council will be empowered to leg-
islate, in accordance with the Interim Agree-
ment, within all authorities transferred to it.

2. Both parties will review jointly laws
and military orders presently in force in
remaining spheres.

Article X. Joint Israeli-Palestinian
Liaison Committee

In order to provide for a smooth implemen-
tation of this Declaration of Principles and
any subsequent agreements pertaining to the
interim period, upon the entry into force of
this Declaration of Principles, a Joint Israeli—
Palestinian Liaison Committee will be estab-
lished in order to deal with issues requiring
coordination, other issues of common inter-
est, and disputes.

Article XI. Israeli-Palestinian cooperation
in economic fields

Recognizing the mutual benefit of coopera-
tion in promoting the development of the
West Bank, the Gaza Strip and Israel, upon
the entry into force of this Declaration of
Principles, an Israeli-Palestinian Economic
Cooperation Committee will be established
in order to develop and implement in a co-
operative manner the programs identified in
the protocols attached as Annex III and
Annex IV.

Article XII. Liaison and cooperation with
Jordan and Egypt

The two parties will invite the Governments
of Jordan and Egypt to participate in estab-
lishing further liaison and cooperation arr-
angements between the Government of Israel
and the Palestinian representatives, on the
one hand, and the Governments of Jordan
and Egypt, on the other hand, to promote co-
operation between them. These arrangements
will include the constitution of a Continuing
Committee that will decide by agreement on
the modalities of admission of persons dis-
placed from the West Bank and Gaza Strip
in 1967, together with necessary measures to
prevent disruption and disorder. Other mat-
ters of commeon concern will be dealt with
by this Committee.

Article XITI. Redeployment of Israeli
forces

1. After the entry into force of this Dec-
laration of Principles, and not later than the



eve of elections for the Council, a re-
deployment of Israeli military forces in the
West Bank and the Gaza Strip will take
place, in addition to withdrawal of Israeli
forces carried out in accordance with Article
XIV.

2. In redeploying its military forces, Israel
will be guided by the principle that its mili-
tary forces should be redeployed outside
populated areas.

3. Further redeployments to specified
locations will be gradually implemented
commensurate with the assumption of
responsibility for public order and internal
security by the Palestinian police force pur-
suant to Article VIII above.

Article XIV. Israeli withdrawal from the
Gaza Strip and Jericho area

Israel will withdraw from the Gaza Strip and
Jericho area, as detailed in the protocol
attached as Annex IL

Article XV. Resolution of disputes

1. Disputes arising out of the application
or interpretation of this Declaration of Prin-
ciples, or any subsequent agreements per-
taining to the interim period, shall be
resolved by negotiations through the Joint
Liaison Committee to be established pur-
suant to Article X above.

2. Disputes which cannot be settled by
negotiations may be resolved by a mechan-
ism of conciliation to be agreed upon by the
parties.

3. The parties may agree to submit to arbi-
tration disputes relating to the interim period,
which cannot be settled through conciliation.
To this end, upon the agreement of both par-
ties, the parties will establish an Arbitration
Committee.

Article XVI. Israeli-Palestinian
cooperation concerning regional
programs

Both parties view the multilateral working
groups as an appropriate instrument for pro-
moting a ‘Marshall Plan’, the regional pro-
grams and other programs, including special
programs for the West Bank and Gaza Strip,
as indicated in the protocol attached as
Annex IV.

Article XVII. Miscellaneous provisions

1. This Declaration of Principles will enter
into force one month after its signing.
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2. All protocols annexed to this Declar-
ation of Principles and Agreed Minutes per-
taining thereto shall be regarded as an inte-
gral part hereof.

For the Government of Israel: (Shimon
Peres)

For the PLO: (Mahmoud Abbas)

ANNEX 1

Protocol on the mode and conditions of
elections

1. Palestinians of Jerusalem who live there
will have the right to participate in the elec-
tion process, according to an agreement
between the two sides.

2. In addition, the election agreement
should cover, among other things, the
following issues:

(a) the system of elections;

(b) the mode of the agreed supervision and
international observation and their personal
composition; and

(¢) rules and regulations regarding elec-
tion campaign, including agreed arrange-
ments for the organizing of mass media, and
the possibility of licensing a broadcasting
and TV station.

3. The future status of displaced Palestin-
ians who were registered on 4th June 1967
will not be prejudiced because they are
unable to participate in the election process
due to practical reasons.

ANNEX I

Protocol on withdrawal of Israeli forces
from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area

1. The two sides will conclude and sign
within two months from the date of entry
into force of this Declaration of Principles,
an agreement on the withdrawal of Israeli
military forces from the Gaza Strip and
Jericho area. This agreement will include
comprehensive arrangements to apply in the
Gaza Strip and the Jericho area subsequent
to the Israeli withdrawal.

2. Israel will implement an accelerated
and scheduled withdrawal of Israeli military
forces from the Gaza Strip and Jericho area,
beginning immediately with the signing of
the agreement on the Gaza Strip and Jericho
area and to be completed within a period not
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exceeding four months after the signing of
this agreement.

3. The above agreement will include,
among other things:

(a) Arrangements for a smooth and peace-
ful transfer of authority from the Israeli
military government and its Civil Ad-
ministration to the Palestinian representa-
tives.

(b) Structure, powers and responsibilities
of the Palestinian authority in these areas,
except: external security, settlements,
Israelis, foreign relations, and other mutually
agreed matters.

(¢) Arrangements for the assumption of
internal security and public order by the
Palestinian police force consisting of police
officers recruited locally and from abroad
(holding Jordanian passports and Palestinian
documents issued by Egypt). Those who will
participate in the Palestinian police force
coming from abroad should be trained as
police and police officers.

(d) A temporary international or foreign
presence, as agreed upon.

(e) Establishment of a joint Palestinian—
Israeli Coordination and Cooperation Com-
mittee for mutual security purposes.

() An economic development and stabil-
ization program, including the establishment
of an Emergency Fund, to encourage foreign
investment, and financial and economic sup-
port. Both sides will coordinate and co-
operate jointly and unilaterally with regional
and international parties to support these
aims.

(g) Arrangements for a safe passage for
persons and transportation between the Gaza
Strip and Jericho area.

4. The above agreement will include arr-
angements for coordination between both
parties regarding passages:

(a) Gaza-Egypt; and

(b) Jericho—Jordan.

5. The offices responsible for carrying out
the powers and responsibilities of the Pales-
tinian authority under this Annex II and
Article VI of the Declaration of Principles
will be located in the Gaza Strip and in the
Jericho area pending the inauguration of the
Council.

6. Other than these agreed arrangements,
the status of the Gaza Strip and Jericho area
will continue to be an integral part of the
West Bank and Gaza Strip, and will not be
changed in the interim period.
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ANNEX III

Protocol on Israeli-Palestinian
cooperation in economic and development
programs

The two sides agree to establish an Israeli-
Palestinian Continuing Committee for Econ-
omic Cooperation, focusing, among other
things, on the following:

1. Cooperation in the field of water,
including a Water Development Program
prepared by experts from both sides, which
will also specify the mode of cooperation in
the management of water resources in the
West Bank and Gaza Strip, and will include
proposals for studies and plans on water
rights of each party, as well as on the equit-
able utilization of joint water resources for
implementation in and beyond the interim
period.

2. Cooperation in the field of electricity,
including an Electricity Development
Program, which will also specify the mode
of cooperation for the production, mainten-
ance, purchase and sale of electricity re-
sources.

3. Cooperation in the field of energy,
including an Energy Development Program,
which will provide for the exploitation of oil
and gas for industrial purposes, particularly
in the Gaza Strip and in the Negev, and will
encourage further joint exploitation of other
energy resources. This Program may also
provide for the construction of a Petro-
chemical industrial complex in the Gaza
Strip and the construction of oil and gas
pipelines.

4. Cooperation in the field of finance, in-
cluding a Financial Development and Action
Program for the encouragement of inter-
national investment in the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip, and in Israel, as well as the
establishment of a Palestinian Development
Bank.

5. Cooperation in the field of transport and
communications, including a Program,
which will define guidelines for the estab-
lishment of a Gaza Sea Port Area, and will
provide for the establishing of transport and
communications lines to and from the West
Bank and the Gaza Strip to Israel and to
other countries. In addition, this Program
will provide for carrying out the necessary
construction of roads, railways, communica-
tions lines, etc.

6. Cooperation in the field of trade, includ-
ing studies, and Trade Promotion Programs,



which will encourage local, regional and
inter-regional trade, as well as a feasibility
study of creating free trade zones in the Gaza
Strip and in Israel, mutual access to these
zones, and cooperation in other areas related
to trade and commerce.

7. Cooperation in the field of industry,
including Industrial Development Programs,
which will provide for the establishment of
joint Israeli-Palestinian Industrial Research
and Development Centers, will promote
Palestinian—Israeli joint ventures, and
provide guidelines for cooperation in the
textile, food, pharmaceutical, electronics,
diamonds, computer and science-based
industries.

8. A program for cooperation in, and regu-
lation of, labor relations and cooperation in
social welfare issues.

9. A Human Resources Development and
Cooperation Plan, providing for joint Israeli—
Palestinian workshops and seminars, and for
the establishment of joint vocational training
centres, research institutes and data banks.

10. An Environmental Protection Plan,
providing for joint and/or coordinated mea-
sures in this sphere.

11. A program for developing coordina-
tion and cooperation in the field of commun-
ication and media.

12. Any other programs of mutual interest.

ANNEX IV

Protocol on Israeli-Palestinian
cooperation concerning regional
development programs

1. The two sides will cooperate in the con-
text of the multilateral peace efforts in pro-
moting a Development Program for the
region, including the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip, to be initiated by the G-7. The
parties will request the G-7 to seek the par-
ticipation in this program of other interested
states, such as members of the Organisation
for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, regional Arab states and institutions,
as well as members of the private sector.

2. The Development Program will consist
of two elements:

(a) an Economic Development Program
for the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.

(b) a Regional Economic Development
Program.

A. The Economic Development Program for
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip will con-
sist of the following elements:
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(1) A Social Rehabilitation Program, in-
cluding a Housing and Construction Pro-
gram.

(2) A Small and Medium Business Devel-
opment Plan.

(3) An Infrastructure Development Pro-
gram (water, electricity, transportation and
communications, etc.).

(4) A Human Resources Plan.

(5) Other programs.

B. The Regional Economic Development
Program may consist of the following ele-
ments:

(1) The establishment of a Middle East
Development Fund, as a first step, and a
Middle East Development Bank, as a second
step.

(2) The development of a joint Israeli—
Palestinian-Jordanian Plan for coordinated
exploitation of the Dead Sea area.

(3) The Mediterranean Sea (Gaza)-Dead
Sea Canal.

(4) Regional Desalinization and other
water development projects.

(5) A regional plan for agricultural devel-
opment, including a coordinated regional
effort for the prevention of desertification.

(6) Interconnection of electricity grids.

(7) Regional cooperation for the transfer,
distribution and industrial exploitation of
gas, oil and other energy resources.

(8) A Regional Tourism, Transportation
and Telecommunications Development Plan.

(9) Regional cooperation in other spheres.

3. The two sides will encourage the multi-
lateral working groups, and will coordinate
towards their success. The two parties will
encourage inter-sessional activities, as well
as pre-feasibility and feasibility studies,
within the various multilateral working
groups.

AGREED MINUTES TO THE
DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES ON
INTERIM SELF-GOVERNMENT
ARRANGEMENTS

A. General understandings and
agreements

Any powers and responsibilities transferred
to the Palestinians pursuant to the Declara-
tion of Principles prior to the inauguration of
the Council will be subject to the same prin-
ciples pertaining to Article IV, as set out in
these Agreed Minutes below.
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B. Specific understandings and
agreements

ARTICLE IV

It is understood that:

1. Jurisdiction of the Council will cover
West Bank and Gaza Strip territory, except
for issues that will be negotiated in the per-
manent status negotiations: Jerusalem, settle-
ments, military locations, and Israelis.

2. The Council’s jurisdiction will apply
with regard to the agreed powers, responsi-
bilities, spheres and authorities transferred to
it.

ARTICLE VI(2)

It is agreed that the transfer of authority will
be as follows:

1. The Palestinian side will inform the
Israeli side of the names of the authorised
Palestinians who will assume the powers,
authorities and responsibilities that will be
transferred to the Palestinians according to
the Declaration of Principles in the following
fields: education and culture, health, social
welfare, direct taxation, tourism, and any
other authorities agreed upon.

2. It is understood that the rights and obli-
gations of these offices will not be affected.

3. Each of the spheres described above
will continue to enjoy existing budgetary al-
locations in accordance with arrangements
to be mutually agreed upon. These arrange-
ments also will provide for the necessary ad-
justments required in order to take into
account the taxes collected by the direct tax-
ation office.

4. Upon the execution of the Declaration
of Principles, the Israeli and Palestinian del-
egations will immediately commence nego-
tiations on a detailed plan for the transfer of
authority on the above offices in accordance
with the above understandings.

ARTICLE VII(2)

The Interim Agreement will also include
arrangements for coordination and coopera-
tion.

ARTICLE VII(5)

The withdrawal of the military government
will not prevent Israel from exercising the
powers and responsibilities not transferred to
the Council.

ARTICLE VIII

It is understood that the Interim Agreement
will include arrangements for cooperation
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and coordination between the two parties in
this regard. It is also agreed that the transfer
of powers and responsibilities to the Pales-
tinian police will be accomplished in a
phased manner, as agreed in the Interim
Agreement.

ARTICLE X

It is agreed that, upon the entry into force of
the Declaration of Principles, the Israeli and
Palestinian delegations will exchange the
names of the individuals designated by them
as members of the Joint Israeli-Palestinian
Liaison Committee. It is further agreed that
each side will have an equal number of
members in the Joint Committee. The Joint
Committee will reach decisions by agree-
ment. The Joint Committee may add other
technicians and experts, as necessary. The
Joint Committee will decide on the frequen-
cy and place or places of its meetings..

ANNEX II

It is understood that, subsequent to the
Israeli withdrawal, Israel will continue to be
responsible for external security, and for
internal security and public order of settle-
ments and Israelis. Israeli military forces and
civilians may continue to use roads freely
within the Gaza Strip and the Jericho area.

For the Government of Israel: (Shimon
Peres)

For the PLO: (Mahmoud Abbas)

Source: US Department of State, Dispatch Sup-
plement, vol. 4, no. 4 (Sep. 1993), pp. 2-6.

ISRAEL-JORDAN COMMON AGENDA

Washington, DC, 14 September 1993
A. Goal:

The achievement of a just, lasting and com-
prehensive peace between the Arab States,
the Palestinians and Israel as per the Madrid
invitation.

B. Components of Israel-Jordan [Jordan—
Israel] Peace Negotiations:

1. Searching for steps to arrive at a state of
peace based on Security Council Resolutions



242 and 338 in all their aspects.
2. Security:

(a) Refraining from actions or activities
by either side that may adversely affect the
security of the other or may prejudge the
final outcome of negotiations.

(b) Threats to security resulting from all
kinds of terrorism.

(¢) (1) Mutual commitment not to threaten
each other by any use of force and not to use
weapons by one side against the other in-
cluding conventional and non-conventional
mass destruction weapons.

(ii) Mutual commitment, as a matter
of priority and as soon as possible, to work
towards a Middle East free from weapons of
mass destruction, conventional and non-con-
ventional weapons; this goal is to be
achieved in the context of a comprehensive,
lasting and stable peace characterized by the
renunciation of the use of force, reconcilia-
tion and openness.

Note: The above (item c-ii) may be re-
vised in accordance with relevant agree-
ments to be reached in the Multilateral
Working Group on Arms Control and
Regional Security.

(d) Mutually agreed upon security
arrangements and security confidence build-
ing measures.

3. Water:

(a) Securing the rightful water shares of
the two sides.

(b) Searching for ways to alleviate water
shortage.

4. Refugees and displaced persons:

Achieving an agreed just solution to the bi-
lateral aspects of the problem of refugees
and displaced persons in accordance with
international law.

5. Borders and territorial matters:

Settlement of territorial matters and agreed
definitive delimitation and demarcation of
the international boundary between Israel
and Jordan {Jordan—Israel] with reference to
the boundary definition under the Mandate,
without prejudice to the status of any terri-
tories that came under Israeli Military
Government control in 1967. Both parties
will respect and comply with the above
international boundary.

6. Exploring the potentials of future bilat-
eral cooperation, within a regional context
where appropriate, in the following.
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(a) Natural resources:

— Water, energy and environment
— Rift Valley development

(b) Human resources:

— Demography

—Labor

— Health

— Education

— Drug control

(¢) Infrastructure:

~ Transportation: land and air

— Communication

(d) Economic areas including tourism

7. Phasing the discussion, agreement and
implementation of the items above including
appropriate mechanisms for negotiations in
specific fields.

8. Discussion on matters related to both

tracks to be decided upon in common by the
two tracks.
C. It is anticipated that the above endeavor
will ultimately, following the attainment of
mutually satisfactory solutions to the ele-
ments of this agenda, culminate in a peace
treaty.

Source: US Department of State, Dispatch Sup—
plement, vol. 4, no. 4 (Sep. 1993), p. 17.

REPORTED TEXT OF SYRIA’S
PROPOSAL FOR A JOINT
STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES WITH
ISRAEL

26 October 1992

1. The aim of peace: a just and compre-
hensive peace based on Security Council
Resolutions 242 and 338.

2. A comprehensive solution in the region:
The goal is the establishment of a just peace.
This requires a settlement on all fronts.

3. Mutual security.

4. Holding continuous and serious negoti-
ations because Syria is interested in peace.

5. The mechanism of implementation:

A. Pursuant to the first clause, the two
sides will begin drawing up mechanism for
implementing Resolution 242 within a deter-
mined timetable that takes into account the
two sides’ commitments to agreements in
accordance with UN resolutions.

B. Total Israeli withdrawal from the
Syrian Golan Heights and the evacuation and
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dismantling of various settlements from
occupied Syrian lands, since this contravenes
international law and the Geneva Conven-
tion.

C. Proclaiming an end to the state of war
or the allegation of the existence of such a
state.

D. The two sides’ acknowledgement of
and respect for each other’s sovereignty, pol-
itical independence, and regional peace as
well as for their mutual right to live in peace
within secure and recognized borders in ac-
cordance with the principles of international
legitimacy.

6. Formation of executive working groups
as well as military and technical committees.
7. Security arrangements and guarantees:

A. Security guarantees will be issued by
the UN Security Council and the sponsoring
states.

B. As a manifestation of goodwill and in
commitment to and as a guarantee of secur-
ity and political independence, demilitarized
areas will be set up, with monitoring posts,
to be manned by UN, Russian, or US forces.

8. The two sides pledge to respect inter-
national charters and principles.

9. The agreement will be documented at
the United Nations.

Source: Al-Manar, Jerusalem, 26 Oct. 1992,
quoted in FBIS-NES, 28 Oct. 1992.




4. South-East Asia and the new Asia—Pacific
security dialogue

TREVOR FINDLAY*

I. Introduction

For a part of the world that had hitherto lacked formal structures for conduct-
ing a dialogue on security issues, Asia-Pacific in 1993 witnessed a momen-
tous development—the creation of an ASEAN Regional Forum, designed to
eventually encompass all the states of the region. The year also saw the first
informal Asia—Pacific summit meeting, held in Seattle, Washington, following
a meeting of the Asia—Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum. This
chapter examines the evolution of an Asia—Pacific regional security dialogue
and the key role played by South-East Asia, a subregion of growing economic
importance, relative peace and largely co-operative international relations.
Particular attention is paid to the role of the subregion’s most economically
and politically buoyant segment, the six states which form the Association of
South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN).!

For the purposes of this chapter, South-East Asia is taken to comprise
Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar (formerly Burma),
the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet Nam. The Asia—Pacific region
is taken to denote all the states of South-East Asia and those of North-East
Asia (China, Hong Kong, Japan, the two Korean states, Macao, Mongolia,
Russia and Taiwan) plus Australia, Canada, New Zealand, Papua New
Guinea, the USA and the island states of the South Pacific.

IL. South-East Asian security

South-East Asia, once a region of chronic instability and economic backward-
ness, is emerging not only as an economic powerhouse but also as a locus of
efforts to create a broader Asia—Pacific regionalism, in both the economic and
security fields. This is partly because, politically and economically, South-
East Asia is the most coherent of the Asia—Pacific subregions.

South-East Asia has also been stirred to new regional co-operation by the
end of the cold war, an historic sea-change that has brought with it innumer-
able security benefits but which has also created strategic uncertainty.

1 ASEAN was founded in the 1967 Bangkok Declaration by Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines,
Singapore and Thailand. Brunei joined in 1984.

* Olga Hardardéttir of the SIPRI Project on Peacekeeping and Regional Security assisted in
researching this chapter.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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Benefits of the end of the cold war

Apart from generally easing global tensions and ending the stand-off between
the two nuclear superpowers, the end of the cold war and collapse of the
Soviet Union have had numerous direct and indirect effects on South-East
Asia, some of which have taken time to work themselves through the sub-
regional security system.

One early strategic benefit was the retreat of Soviet military power from
Asia—Pacific. Most of its military presence at Cam Ranh Bay in Viet Nam had
been removed and its naval deployments in the Pacific Ocean dramatically
curtailed by the time the Soviet Union itself disappeared in late 1991.2 Neither
is likely to be reinstated by Russia in the near future. Soviet economic and
military assistance to the three Indochinese states—Cambodia, Laos and Viet
Nam—also ceased, leading to modification of their hard-line domestic and
foreign policies.

Other direct results of the end of the cold war—the unilateral withdrawals of
British, Russian and US tactical and short-range nuclear weapons from naval
platforms and cuts in the number of Russian and US strategic submarine-
launched nuclear weapons as part of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
(START) process—are also of direct benefit to South-East Asian security.?
These remove the danger of a surface nuclear weapon incident at sea, lessen
the chance of an accidental launch of a sea-based nuclear weapon and
decrease the possibility of nuclear contamination of the sea.* Combined with
the closure of US bases in the Philippines at Clark Field and Subic Bay in
1992, these developments have helped to achieve de facto one of the long-
standing arms control goals of the ASEAN states, a South-East Asian Nuclear
Weapon-Free Zone (SEANWEFZ). The closure of the US bases has also
removed one of the long-standing obstacles to ASEAN’s Zone of Peace, Free-
dom and Neutrality (ZOPFAN), declared in 1971. However, neither of these
declaratory measures is likely to be formally implemented by the ASEAN
countries—history has passed them by.

Another product of the end of the cold war, the 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC),5 which all the South-East Asian states have signed, also

2 See Kelly, R. J. (Admiral), ‘Changing superpower maritime roles’, eds R. Babbage and S. Bateman,
Maritime Change: Issues for Asia (Allen & Unwin: Sydney, 1993).

3 As a result of the 1991 START I Treaty, the 1993 START II Treaty and the demise of the Soviet
Union, there have also been cuts in numbers and a geographical contraction of land-based nuclear
weapons deployed in the vicinity of South-East Asia. Of particular benefit to the subregion will be the
removal of nuclear weapons from the closest former Soviet republic, Kazakhstan (which borders China,
Russia and Mongolia), and its assumption of the status of non-nuclear weapon state through accession to
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. See also chapter 16 in this volume.

4 Strategic nuclear weapons continue to be deployed on submarines in Asia—Pacific, although their
numbers will decline. All US submarines remain nuclear-powered. The USA also retains the right to
redeploy nuclear weapons, including bombs and cruise missiles, to the region at short notice as part of a
‘nuclear expeditionary force’.

5 For details of the CWC and its negotiation, see Findlay, T., Peace Through Chemistry: The. New
Chemical Weapons Convention, Monograph no. 14 (Peace Research Centre, Australian National Univer-
sity: Canberra, 1993); and chapters on chemical and biological weapon developments in previous SIPRI
Yearbooks. See also chapter 17 in this volume.
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promises security benefits for the region, perhaps leading to greater accep-
tance of disarmament and arms control in the region in future.

One of the most significant products of the end of the cold war has been the
peace settlement in Cambodia, which although not perfect, has de-inter-
nationalized and marginalized the civil war and returned the country to demo-
cratically elected, constitutional and civil government for the first time in
decades. The situation in Cambodia had been a major obstacle to peace and
security in the region since the end of the Viet Nam War in 1973. The mur-
derous rule of the Khmer Rouge, its overthrow by Viet Nam and the installa-
tion of the Hun Sen regime left the country diplomatically and economically
isolated from the rest of the region and delayed Viet Nam’s reconciliation
with both South-East Asia and the West. Armed resistance to the Phnom Penh
regime, including that by the Khmer Rouge, permitted continuing inter-
national interference in Cambodia. The refugee situation on the Thai border,
extensive laying of mines by all sides, environmental degradation and
economic deprivation added to the miseries of the Cambodian people.

With the end of the cold war, the dissolving Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact
ended aid to both Viet Nam and the Hun Sen Government, while Thailand and
other members of ASEAN concluded that Indo-China was more lucrative as a
marketplace than as a battlefield. Viet Nam, economically distressed and eager
to pursue doi moi (economic ‘restructuring’) at home, withdrew its troops in
1989. The resulting possibility of a Khmer Rouge revival stimulated Western
and other states to seek a negotiated settlement among the battle-weary Cam-
bodian parties. China began winding down support for the Khmer Rouge,
while the USA began overtures to Viet Nam and the Hun Sen Government
and withdrew support for the anti-government coalition occupying Cambo-
dia’s seat at the United Nations. Australia, France, Indonesia and Japan, with
the backing of ASEAN and a reinvigorated UN Security Council, were ulti-
mately able to forge the Paris Peace Accords between the Cambodian factions
in October 1991.

While the peace process almost came unstuck when the Khmer Rouge vio-
lated the cease-fire, refused to disarm and canton its forces and attacked ethnic
Vietnamese, the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC) was able
to guide Cambodia successfully through its May 1993 elections, the writing of
a new democratic Cambodian Constitution and the installation of a new gov-
ernment and monarch, King Sihanouk, on 24 September 1993.

These developments are leading to the political and economic re-integration
of Cambodia and the rest of Indo-China into South-East Asia. Viet Nam and
Laos, for instance, acceded to the 1976 ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Co-
operation in July 1992. Malaysian Finance Minister Anwar Ibrahim has pro-
posed that the three Indochinese states and Myanmar should all eventually
join ASEAN.S A direct improvement in South-East Asian security resulting
from the Cambodian settlement is the repatriation of 360 000 Cambodians
back to Cambodia from the Thai border by the UN High Commission for

6 Phnom Penh Post, 22 Oct.—4 Nov. 1993, p. 14.
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Refugees (UNHCR). The flow of so-called ‘boat people’ from Viet Nam has
also ended as economic conditions there have improved. These developments
have eased tensions with neighbours such as Malaysia and those further afield
such as Australia, Hong Kong and Japan.”

Economic success and internal stability

Most of the states of South-East Asia have in the past two decades experi-
enced both a marked decline in internal instability and rising economic pros-
perity.® Singapore is already considered one of Asia’s economic ‘dragons’,
while Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand are precocious ‘little dragons’. Esti-
mated growth rates for 1993 are: Indonesia 6 per cent, up from 5.5 per cent in
1992; Malaysia 7.6 per cent, down from 8 per cent; Thailand 7.3-8.3 per cent,
up from 7.4 per cent; and Singapore 5.5-6.5 per cent, up from 5.6 per cent.’
Even the ‘sick man of ASEAN’, the Philippines, is beginning to turn its econ-
omy around, its projected growth rate rising in 1993 to 3 per cent from zero in
1992. Oil-rich Brunei, meanwhile, continues to have one of the highest per
capita incomes in the world. As Viet Nam, whose economy grew by an esti-
mated 7 per cent in 1993,1° emerges from economic isolation, its potential is
widely judged to be comparable to that of Thailand and Malaysia. This leaves
Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar as the ‘Third World’ of South-East Asia,
although none is without economic promise.

The collapse of Soviet communism has reinforced a long-term decline in the
fortunes of communist insurgencies in the region dating from the withdrawal
of Chinese support following US President Richard Nixon’s visit to Beijing in
1972. Today the communist insurgency in the Philippines is the only one of
any note and is itself waning. Democracy, however, is still fragile or only par-
tially realized in many parts of South-East Asia—Indonesia and Thailand
being cases in point. The transition to a post-Suharto era in Indonesia is
fraught with uncertainties. In Indonesia and elsewhere in South-East Asia,
human rights are only partially ensured.

Despite the decline or demise of the various communist insurgencies that
plagued the region in the 1950s and 1960s, some states remain threatened by
armed rebellion on the part of religious, ethnic or ethno-nationalist groups.!!
In Indonesia alone these include the Pemerintahan Revolusioner Republik (in
central and West Sumatra), the Permesta revolt (southern Sulawesi), the
Organisai Papua Merdeka (Irian Jaya), Aceh Merdeka (Aceh) and Fretilin

7 The UNHCR decided in Feb. 1994 to phase out immediately the special treatment accorded to Viet-
namese boat refugees; in future they will not be resettled in third countries but will be encouraged to
return home to Viet Nam. International Herald Tribune, 15 Feb. 1994, p. 2.

8 See Hewison, K., Robison, R. and Roden, G. (eds), Southeast Asia in the 1990s: Authoritarianism,
Democracy and Capitalism (Allen & Unwin: Sydney, 1993).

9 ‘Bconomic indicators, selected Asian countries’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 11 Nov. 1993,
p. 71.

10 Newsweek, 21 Feb. 1994, p- 24.

1 The following details are from Acharya, A., International Institute for Strategic Studies, A New
Regional Order in South-East Asia: ASEAN in the Post-Cold War Era, Adelphi Paper no. 279
(Brassey’s: London, 1993), p. 19.
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(East Timor). The Philippine Government confronts both a Moro National
Liberation Front and a Moro Islamic Liberation Front (in Mindanao), while
Thailand has its Pattani United Liberation Organization (in southern Thai-
land). Cambodia is still not free of the Khmer Rouge, although defections are
weakening its strength, and negotiations with the new government may yet
lead to political compromise and an end to the conflict.

Myanmar, in contrast, has several ethnic insurgencies (the biggest involving
the Karens and Kachins) which have been seeking to secede ever since the
country gained independence in 1947. Peace talks in 1993 with several
groups!? resulted in an historic cease-fire agreement with the Kachin rebels,
the strongest insurgent force, in October, reportedly after pressure from China
on the group.!* Myanmar’s authoritarian State Law and Order Restoration
Council (SLORC) government also continued to face pro-democracy rebels
dating from its nullification of election results in 1990, its detention of elec-
tion winner and Nobel Prize laureate Aung San Suu Kyi and its violent crack-
down on dissent. In self-imposed isolation for most of its post-independence
history under the autarchic policies of General Ne Win’s ‘Burmese Way to
Socialism’, Myanmar remained in 1993 the state most removed from main-
stream South-East Asian economics and politics. Economically decimated by
past government policies, it is the only state in South-East Asia not to have
adopted free market reforms, although it tentatively began opening up its
economy to outside influences in 1993. Myanmar also continued to have one
of the worst human rights records in South-East Asia, although in 1993 it
made modest improvements.! It also attempted to improve relations with its
neighbours by negotiating with Bangladesh over the thousands of Rohingya
Muslims it had previously expelled into that impoverished country!Sand
moving towards re-establishing diplomatic relations with Cambodia after a
30-year break.!6

External security problems

South-East Asian states are not of course devoid of external security prob-
lems, some of which have their origins in the end of the cold war. Strategic
uncertainty characterizes the current security discourse in the subregion,
particularly regarding the future roles of China, Japan and the USA.17 As
Malaysian Defence Minister Najib Razak has put it, the end of the cold war
has made the security environment in the region ‘fluid and unpredictable’, and
states should therefore ‘prepare for the worst scenario’.!

12 The Independent, 19 Jan. 1994, p. 12.

13 Jane’s Defence Weekly, 23 Oct. 1993, p. 16; Far Eastern Economic Review, 21 Oct. 1993, p. 32.

14 Amnesty International, ‘Myanmar: Human Rights Developments July to December 1993’
(Amnesty International: London, Jan. 1994),

15 See Lawson, S., ‘Sins of the SLORC’, Pacific Research, May 1992, pp. 13-14.

16 The Independent, 19 Jan. 1994, p. 12; Phnom Penh Post, 11-24 Feb. 1994, p.- 4.

7 Ker, P. and Mack, A., “The evolving security discourse in Asia~Pacific’, Paper presented at the
Conference on Economic and Security Cooperation in the Asia—Pacific: Agendas for the 1990s,
Australian National University, Canberra, 28-30 July 1993, p. 12.

18 The Age (Melbourne), 13 July 1993, p. 9.
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A major fear of many states is the emergence of a ‘power vacuum’ in the
region as the result of a US retreat from the Western Pacific—spurred by the
declining Russian threat, US domestic problems, the determination of the
Clinton Administration to give these problems priority over foreign policy and
the reappearance of the isolationism that has been a recurring theme of US
politics.

The unexpectedly sudden US withdrawal from Subic Bay and Clark Field in
the Philippines, precipitated by a volcanic eruption and completed by
31 December 1992, was, however, tempered by agreements with Indonesia,
Malaysia and Singapore for access to air fields and ship berthing and repair
facilities. The Philippines, Thailand and even Brunei subsequently also
offered the USA increased military co-operation.!® Other US military installa-
tions, in addition to those in the Philippines, have been closed as part of gen-
eral restructuring and budget cuts (most notably in South Korea and Oki-
nawa), and the US naval presence in the Pacific Ocean is scheduled to decline
further. Planned troop cuts in South Korea have, however, been halted and
there appears to be no inclination, at least prior to a comprehensive peace
settlement in Korea, to withdraw entirely US forces from South Korea and
Japan. The USA retains its bilateral defence alliances and agreements with the
Philippines and Thailand—and in the broader Asia—Pacific region with Aus-
tralia, Japan and South Korea. With one of its component states, Hawaii,
located in the mid-Pacific and with continuing responsibilities to its territories
and former territories in the Western Pacific, the United States will necessarily
remain a Pacific power. Whether this would translate into a willingness to
intervene militarily in Asia—Pacific is questionable. Since the Viet Nam War,
US intervention in mainland South-East Asia has been highly improbable.

South-East Asian fears of a US retreat are compounded by concerns that
South-East Asia might now be open to power projection by China, Japan
and/or India. China is the most enigmatic and feared of South-East Asia’s
neighbours. It is perceived as creating ‘leaner and meaner’ military forces,
including a blue-water naval capability.? It is beginning to project its military
power beyond the South China Sea, its navy making port calls to Myanmar
and Pakistan. Although it has ended its support for the Khmer Rouge in Cam-
bodia, China is now a major arms supplier to Myanmar and is helping to
upgrade that country’s air and naval capacity, including that on the Coco
Islands just north of India’s Andaman Islands.2! China continues to repress
dissidents, Tibetans and other minority peoples and is involved in a bitter dis-
pute with Britain over the democratization of Hong Kong prior to 1997, when
the British colony reverts to Chinese rule.

On the other hand, China has embarked on economic reforms that have cre-
ated astounding economic growth (estimated to be 12 per cent in 1993), par-

19 International Defense Review, Nov. 1993, p. 878.

20 You Ji and You Xu, ‘In search of blue water power: the PLA Navy’s Maritime Strategy in the
1990s’, Pacific Review, vol. 4, no. 2 (1991), pp. 137-49; Yihong Zhang, ‘China heads toward blue
water’, International Defense Review, Nov. 1993, pp. 879-80.

2! Far East Economic Review, 16 Dec. 1993, p. 26; Ashton, W., “The Burmese Navy’, Jane’s Intelli-
gence Review, Jan. 1994, pp. 36-37.
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ticularly in its southern and maritime provinces, resulting in increasingly close
and complex economic ties with South-East Asia. China has also demon-
strated a willingness to assume some of its great-power responsibilities by
refraining from exercising its veto in the UN Security Council in order to
permit widely supported resolutions to be adopted,? participating for the first
time in peacekeeping operations, acceding to the Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) and signing the Chemical Weapons Convention. All these develop-
ments are reassuring to South-East Asia. None the less, China’s volatile com-
bination of an ageing communist leadership and a booming quasi-capitalist
economy causes South-East Asians justifiable concern about the future stabil-
ity of China.

For less tangible reasons, Japan is also a security concern to some South-
East Asians. Its high net level of military spending, although comparatively
low as a percentage of gross national product (GNP), is now the third highest
in the world. This is producing an impressive Japanese military force, whose
deployment even for peacekeeping duties in Cambodia has revived memories
of Japanese aggression and atrocities in South-East Asia in World War .
However, Japan has neither power-projection capabilities, such as aircraft-
carriers and long-range strike aircraft, nor weapons of mass destruction. The
Japanese polity, by and large anti-militarist and anti-nuclear, is extremely sen-
sitive to the problems that such capabilities would bring. It is also increasingly
prepared to acknowledge the historical legacy of World War II—although the
thorough rewriting of Japanese school textbooks would be welcomed by
South-East Asians. The Japanese Government’s willingness to provide in-
creasing amounts of foreign aid to the poorer South-East Asian states and run
the political risks of deploying peacekeepers in Cambodia can be viewed as
positive symbols of Japan’s desire to play a role in world politics that is com-
mensurate with its economic strength. A seat on the UN Security Council and
its close involvement in the Asia—Pacific regional security dialogue would
provide further reassurance to South-East Asia of Japan’s honourable inten-
tions.

India, geographically closer than China or Japan to the heart of South-East
Asia—its naval and air facilities on the Andaman and Nicobar islands are
closer to Myanmar, Thailand, Malaysia and Indonesia than to India—is
occasionally, but without much evidence or conviction, cited as a possible
future threat. Although it is a nuclear weapon-capable state and a perennial
great-power contender, India is dogged by enormous economic problems and
security difficulties on its western and northern flanks, issues that are suffi-
cient to keep it preoccupied for decades. India has not developed a power
projection capability (one able to reach beyond Sri Lanka and the Maldives)
and is not expected to do so in the near future.?® India’s declining military
spending, slowing naval modernization and the initiation of joint naval exer-

22 China, despite its own political or ideological qualms, has permitted or acquiesced in UN Security
Council decisions to authorize Desert Storm, dispatch to and extend peacekeeping deployments in Cam-
bodia, Somalia, Yugostavia and elsewhere, criticize the Khmer Rouge and impose sanctions on Libya.

23 See chapter 10 in this volume for details.
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cises and military exchanges with Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore have
reportedly helped ease ASEAN fears.

In addition to intra-state security problems, South-East Asia also has a
multitude of territorial or border disputes, most of them quiescent. Malaysia
has territorial disputes with all its ASEAN partners, the most serious being
with the Philippines over Sabah:2s Cambodia has disputes with Thailand and
Viet Nam, including a maritime dispute with the latter. Maritime boundary
disputes have increasingly arisen as Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) and
territorial seas deriving from the 1982 UN Law of the Sea Convention have
been mapped out and resources within them identified. South-East Asian
states, with the exception of land-locked Laos, have acquired comparatively
large EEZs which they desire to exploit and feel obliged to defend.? South-
East Asian waters are troubled by widespread piracy, one factor which has
driven the affected states into closer co-operation in maritime matters.?’

Potentially the most dangerous territorial issues affecting South-East Asia
are those centred on the Spratly Islands in the South China Sea.2® Located
between Malaysia, the Philippines and Viet Nam, these comprise scores of
poorly delineated, uninhabited, largely barren islets, rocks and coral reefs,
some of them permanently under water. China claims all of them, on the basis
of its view of the South China Sea as historically Chinese waters (as does
Taiwan), while the other claimants—Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines and
Viet Nam—claim only parts of the Spratlys. All claimants except Brunei mili-
tarily occupy certain islands. China and Viet Nam clashed militarily over their
respective claims in 1973 and 1988. The Paracel Islands north-west of the
Spratlys, which were seized from Viet Nam by China in 1974, are also still
claimed by Viet Nam and Taiwan.?

The situation is exacerbated by the reputed presence of major oil deposits in
the area, although the physical evidence for this is slight. Indonesia has
organized a series of informal workshops on the Spratlys issue, attended by all
claimants, including China, but without any negotiated outcome. In July 1992
ASEAN agreed to a Joint Declaration on the South China Sea, which called
on the claimants to establish a code of conduct to resolve all jurisdictional dis-
putes without resort to the use of force. Viet Nam wholeheartedly endorsed

24 According to Satu P. Limaye, Japan Institute of International Affairs, Tokyo, reported in
Richardson M., ‘ASEAN nations and India warm up’, International Herald Tribune, 29-30 Jan. 1994,
p-5.

25 See Acharya (note 11), pp. 30-31.

26 According to the Malaysian Maritime Enforcement Co-ordinating Centre, of the 15 maritime
boundaries in the South China Sea (excluding the Gulf of Thailand), 12 are disputed, 2 have been agreed
(1 partially) and 1 has been resolved through a joint exploration agreement. Cited in Acharya (note 11),
p. 32.

27 The International Maritime Organization has reported that attacks in the Molucca Straits between
Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore have virtually ceased but that attacks in the South China Sea between
China and the Philippines are increasing. James, B., ‘Paramilitary pirates reported raiding ships in South
China Sea’, International Herald Tribune, 10 Mar. 1994, p. 8.

28 For details, see Findlay, T., ‘Spratlys arise as flashpoint’, Defense News, vol. 7, no. 48 (30 Nov.—
6 Dec. 1992); Thomas, B. L., ‘The Spratly Islands imbroglio: a tangled web of conflict’, Working Paper
no. 74 (Peace Research Centre, Australian National University: Canberra, Apr. 1990).

29 Hamzah, B.A., The Spratlies: What Can Be Done to Enhance Confidence, ISIS Research Note
(Institute of Strategic and International Studies (ISIS) Malaysia: Kuala Lumpur, 1990}, p. 4.
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the document, while China concurred with ‘some of its basic principles’.?
While reiterating its claims, Beijing has repeatedly attempted to reassure
South-East Asian states, including Viet Nam, of its peaceful intentions and its
willingness to set these aside in the interests of peaceful co-operation. How-
ever, tensions are likely to recur as China’s naval power and oil exploration by
competing claimants expand.

While none of South-East Asia’s territorial disputes—including that over
the Spratlys—is likely to lead to major armed conflict, their potential for dam-
aging intra-regional relations remains. It is partly as a result of such disputes
and potential disputes, and the general air of strategic uncertainty in the region
at large, that all the ASEAN states are turning away from their previous pre-
occupation with internal security and ‘nation building’ to concentrate more on
external security. This has led them to modernize their regular armed forces,
inter alia through the acquisition of high-technology weaponry. Naval and air
capabilities, some of them suitable for power projection, have received par-
ticular attention, prompting some observers to fear an incipient arms race.’!
The acquisition of such forces may itself be a source of regional insecurity un-
less properly managed.3?

On the other hand, there have been moves by some South-East Asian states,
most notably Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore, towards attenuation of their
‘security dilemma’ through collective or common security approaches, such as
confidence-building measures (CBMs) and security dialogue. Their economic
success has, moreover, given these states the confidence and clout to put them
in the vanguard of Asia—Pacific regionalism.

The role of ASEAN in South-East Asia

The role of South-East Asia in the advancement of Asia—Pacific regionalism is
greatly facilitated by the existence of ASEAN, the most notable subregional
organization in the Asia—Pacific region. Although it has not succeeded in
achieving its original goals of close-knit economic integration—only recently
has it been able to agree on the goal of an ASEAN free trade area by 2007—
ASEAN has given a political coherence to the subregion that other parts of
Asia—Pacific sorely lack. This has afforded the ASEAN states a springboard,
collectively and individually, from which to influence the security architecture
of the broader Asia—Pacific region.

ASEAN had traditionally refrained from dealing with security or military
issues. While its founding 1967 Bangkok Declaration included as a goal the

30 [ ewis, P., ‘Vietnam nears ASEAN pact amid Spratlys claim’, Defense News, 28 Sep.—4 Oct. 1992,

p. 8.
31 For a discussion of arms acquisitions in the Asia—Pacific region and allegations of an arms race, see
appendix 13E in this volume.

32 As far as is known, no South-East Asian states have acquired weapons of mass destruction. All
(except Brunei and Singapore) are party to the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the 1972 Biological Weapons
Convention (Myanmar has signed but not ratified), and all have signed the 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention. All are party to the 1968 NPT (in 1992 Myanmar became the last to accede) and have
signed safeguards agreements with the IAEA where required (the exceptions being Cambodia, Laos and
Myanmar). See annexe A in this volume for parties to all the major multilateral arms control agreements.
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promotion of ‘peace and stability’, its 1976 Concord specifically excluded
security issues from ASEAN’s purview.3? Discussion of such issues ran the
risk of reviving intra-ASEAN territorial disputes, such as the Philippines—
Malaysia conflict over Sabah, and revealing differences in strategic outlook,
notably over the presence of US bases in the Philippines. Regional defence co-
operation among ASEAN members, such as joint exercises, occurred only on
a bilateral basis or, in the case of Malaysia and Singapore, through the 1971
Five Power Defence Arrangement (FPDA) with Australia, New Zealand and
the United Kingdom.

Despite such self-imposed limitations, ASEAN dealt with some broader
security concepts, notably ZOPFAN and SEANWFZ.* It also began to move
into more day-to-day security issues with its involvement in the Cambodia
question after Viet Nam’s invasion in 1989. Subsequently, ASEAN played a
key part in the Cambodia peace plan, including the deployment by all of its
members of peacekeeping contingents. Individual ASEAN members also
began to take regional security initiatives, such as Indonesia’s Spratly dispute
workshops, Singapore’s hosting of bilateral talks between China and Taiwan
and talks between the Philippine Government and Muslim insurgency leaders
held in Jakarta in 1993.%

In 1979 ASEAN established the ASEAN Post Ministerial Conference
(ASEAN-PMC) with a number of ‘dialogue partners’: Australia, Canada,
Japan, South Korea, New Zealand, the United States and the European Com-
munity (EC). This forum has engaged in a multilateral political and security
dialogue—on issues of ASEAN’s choosing. ASEAN further enhanced its
broader regionalist credentials when China (which has requested dialogue
partner status) and Russia were granted guest status by the ASEAN Minis-
terial Meeting in 1991, meaning that they could have separate consultations
during the ASEAN-PMC but not observe the actual PMC meetings. Laos and
Viet Nam received ASEAN-PMC observer status when they signed the 1976
Treaty of Amity and Co-operation in 1992.36 It was this network of dialogue
partnerships that provided the foundation for ASEAN to establish the ASEAN
Regional Forum in 1993. ASEAN, seemingly more secure than ever in its own
South-East Asian subregionalism, had by this time clearly begun to see itself
as the centre of gravity of an Asia-Pacific security dialogue.

ITI. Evolution of an Asia—Pacific security dialogue

The Asia—Pacific region sprawls across the globe from far eastern Russia to
the South Island of New Zealand and from Myanmar to Hawaii. The region is
also sometimes taken to encompass the west coasts of Canada and the United

33 wanandi, J., “Asia—Pacific security forums: rationale and options from an ASEAN perspective’,
D. Ball, W. L. Grant and J. Wanandi, Security Cooperation in the Asia—Pacific Region, Significant
Issues Series, vol. 15, no. 5 (Center for Strategic and International Studies: Washington, DC, 1993),
p-17.

34 See Natalegawa, M., ‘De-nuking Southeast Asia’, Pacific Research, Feb. 1993, pp. 8-10.

35 International Herald Tribune, 8 Nov. 1993, p. 2.

36 See Wanandi (note 33), p 11.
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States and sometimes the micro-states of the South Pacific. When referred to
as the Pacific Rim, the region is assumed also to include the Pacific seaboard
states of Latin America. The geographical spread and divergent definitions of
the Asia—Pacific region in part explain why regionalism—in the political, eco-
nomic and security fields—has been so slow to develop. Other factors include
the great economic and cultural diversity of the region—compare Mongolia
with Australia, for instance—and the weakness and self-absorption of many of
the region’s newly independent states after World War II. The naval superior-
ity of the USA and the presence in the North Pacific of its cold war antagonist,
the Soviet Union, an Asia—Pacific power in its own right, also served to
dampen regionalist sentiment. Furthermore, an array of wars, conflicts and
disputes—the Korean War and the Viet Nam War being the most destruc-
tive—prevented the emergence of region-wide co-operative arrangements.

Hence, unlike Europe, Latin America, Africa, South Asia and the Arab
world, Asia—Pacific has no regional organization to approximate the Confer-
ence on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), the Organization of
American States (OAS), the Organization of African Unity (OAU), the South
Asian Association for Regional Co-operation (SAARC) or the Arab League.
Until now there has never been a region-wide multilateral security dialogue in
Asia—Pacific. Even at a subregional level such dialogue has, until very re-
cently, been rare. Regional security issues have been almost exclusively dealt
with bilaterally or in global forums such as the United Nations.

The establishment of a multilateral security dialogue in the Asia—Pacific
region has therefore been a painstaking process. General Secretary Mikhail
Gorbachev first proposed such an idea as far back as 1986, in a speech in
Vladivostok, subsequently in an interview with the Indonesian journal
Merdeka in 1987 and in further speeches in Krasnoyarsk (1988) and Beijing
(1989). Proposals were later made by Australia, Canada and Mongolia, the
latter two only in respect of the North Pacific. Australian Foreign Minister
Gareth Evans went so far as to coin a name—the Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Asia (CSCA)—for his proposed forum.

All these proposals were met with widespread scepticism and suspicion—
partly because they came from states located on the fringes of the region.
South-East Asians were especially wary of ideas that appeared to suggest the
emulation of non-Asian models such as the CSCE.?" Asia was seen as strate-
gically, politically, economically and culturally different from Europe. Post-
colonial sensitivities were also a factor, particularly on the part of Indonesia
and Malaysia. Additionally, most Asian states denied that there was a need for
a regional security dialogue, arguing that they had other priorities, such as
economic development and internal stability, and a different notion of secu-
rity. Others, notably Japan, felt that regional security initiatives should not

37 See Evans, G. and Grant, B., Australia’s Foreign Relations in the World of the 1990s (Carlton:
Melbourne University Press, 1991), pp. 110-12; Evans, G., ‘What Asia needs is a Europe-style CSCA’,
International Herald Tribune, 27 July 1990, p. 5. For analysis of the CSCA proposal, see Findlay, T.,
Asia/Pacific CSBMs: A Prospectus, Working Paper no. 90 (Peace Research Centre, Australian National
University: Canberra, 1990), pp. 2—4.
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precede the settlement of outstanding issues, namely, Japan’s dispute with the
Soviet Union over the Northern Territories. China was extremely wary and
unresponsive.

Under the Reagan and early Bush Administrations, the US attitude towards
Asia—Pacific security was ‘if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it’. The USA suggested
that its bilateral connections, including alliances, with key states of the region
were sufficient to ensure regional security. It also saw a regional security
forum as a potential platform for the USSR to exert greater influence over the
region. Finally, as the pre-eminent naval power in Asia—Pacific, the USA
feared that such a forum might be tempted to negotiate naval CBMs—seen as
a ‘slippery slope’ towards naval arms control.

APEC paves the way

In the meantime, the economic dynamism of Asia—Pacific was creating a
growing economic regionalism which led to the establishment of several eco-
nomically oriented regional organizations, which in turn paved the way for a
regional security dialogue. US cold war strategy in the region (including sub-
stantial military and economic support for Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and
Thailand) and Japan’s burgeoning economic might, increasingly apparent in
regional trade, investment and the transfer offshore of Japanese manufacturing
capability, were fashioning an increasingly coherent economic region.
Added to these trends were the familial ties of the Chinese business commu-
nity throughout South-East Asia. The result was a rapidly expanding web of
economic relationships between the five Asian economic ‘dragons’ or
‘tigers’—Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea, Singapore and Taiwan—and the
rapidly growing ‘young dragons’ or ‘tiger cubs’—southern China, Indonesia,
Malaysia and Thailand. Trade among these countries now accounts for about
half of their total trade.* Intra-Asian trade doubled between 1988 and 1992.40
So-called ‘growth triangles’ (China-Taiwan—-Hong Kong and Malaysia—
Indonesia—Singapore) are forging particularly strong economic interdepen-
dencies.*!

Governments entered the trade field relatively late. Non-governmental and
mixed co-operative bodies had long been operating, such as the Pacific Basin
Economic Council (PBEC) since 1967, the Pacific Trade and Development
(PAFTAD) conferences, beginning in 1968, and the Pacific Economic Co-
operation Council, formerly Conference (PECC), a tripartite mix of gov-
ernmental officials, business leaders and academics, since 1980. Finally, in
1989, a governmental-level body, Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation
(APEC), was established at a meeting in Canberra, at the suggestion of

38 Stubbs, R., ‘Geo-politics, geo-economics and the foundations of Asia—Pacific Cooperation’, Paper
presented at the Conference on Economic and Security Cooperation in the Asia—Pacific: Agenda for the
1990s, Australian National University, Canberra, 28-30 July 1993, p. L.

3% Manning, R. A., ‘The Asian paradox: toward a new architecture’, World Policy Journal, vol. 10,
no. 3 (fall 1993), p. 60.

40 Time, 22 Nov. 1993, p. 48.

4! Time (Australia), 17 Jan. 1994, pp. 24-25.
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Australia. An informal group of Asia—Pacific ‘economies’, APEC aims to pro-
mote trade and economic growth in the region.#? The designation ‘economies’
rather than states was designed to entice the three Chinese entities—China,
Hong Kong and Taiwan—to join.** They did so in 1991, in a move described
by the Asian Wall Street Journal as ‘a triumph of pragmatism over politics’.4

APEC has to date been a loosely structured forum for discussion of a broad
range of economic issues, initially through annual ministerial meetings but
more recently through working groups of senior officials on specific eco-
nomic, educational and environmental issues. In January 1993 APEC took a
critical step towards institutionalization by establishing a Secretariat, headed
by an Executive Director, in Singapore.*s

The ASEAN states were initially reluctant to join APEC, seeing it as a
potential rival to ASEAN. ASEAN fears have been somewhat assuaged by the
location of the Secretariat in Singapore and a realization that ASEAN as a
bloc carries considerable weight in APEC decision making (for instance, it
provides the Chair for APEC Senior Officials and Ministerial Meetings every
other year).4 However, Malaysia continued to promote its proposed East Asia
Economic Grouping (EAEG) as an alternative to APEC.#” Only in 1993,
through intra-ASEAN compromise, was this parlayed into an East Asian Eco-
nomic Caucus within APEC, although Malaysia undoubtedly continues to
harbour more ambitious designs for its brain-child.

At its Seattle Ministerial Meeting in November 1993, APEC admitted Mex-
ico and Papua New Guinea to membership, while Chile was promised mem-
bership in 1994.4¢ Macao, Mongolia, Peru, Russia, and Viet Nam have also
expressed interest in joining. Although it placed a three-year moratorium on
new members after 1994, APEC is moving inexorably towards encompassing
the entire Pacific Basin—a development unlikely to be emulated in the
security field, given the irrelevance of Latin America to Asian security.

Agreement was not reached, however, on changing the name of APEC to
‘Community’.4® Australia, whose Foreign Minister, Gareth Evans, has de-
scribed APEC as ‘four adjectives in search of a noun’,% remains the most en-
thusiastic advocate of such a development, followed closely by the United
States. The Seattle meeting also rejected a recommendation by APEC’s Group
of Eminent Persons for a faster track towards an Asia—Pacific free trade zone.
The smaller APEC members fear being drawn into a free trade area with three
of the world’s largest economies—those of China, Japan and the USA—as

¢

42 Information provided by the APEC Secretariat, Singapore.

43 The ‘participating economies’ are: Australia, Brunei, Canada, China, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan,
South Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand, Philippines, Singapore, ‘Chinese Taipei’ (Taiwan), Thailand and
the USA.

44 Asian Wall Street Journal, 15 July 1993, p. 8.

45 The first Executive Director is former US Ambassador William Bodde, Jr. He will be succeeded by
Professor Hendra Esmara of Indonesia in 1994.

46 Wwillliam Bodde describes APEC as giving ASEAN influence a ‘multiplier effect’; Bodde, W., Jr,
‘APEC: an idea whose time has come’, Address to the East-West Centre, Honolulu, 24 Sep. 1993, p. 6.

4T Canberra Times, 25 July 1993.

48 New York Times, 21 Nov. 1993, p. 14.

49 Far Eastern Economic Review, 2 Dec. 1993, p. 12.

50 Time, 29 Nov. 1993, p. 25.
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well as the possibility of trade-linked pressure over human rights. This group,
which includes Indonesia and Thailand, favours a slower rate of evolution of
APEC, especially since ASEAN’s own free-trade area will not be established
until 2007, even if all goes according to plan. Malaysia, idiosyncratically,
opposes any enhancement of APEC’s role at this stage.5!

Despite these intra-APEC differences about its future role in the economic
field, APEC is seen by some observers as a framework in which security
issues might ultimately be considered. Both Australia and Japan’2 have made
such suggestions. Apart from Malaysian opposition, the China-Taiwan ques-
tion will, however, continue to be a barrier to such a development. It is one
thing to have China and Taiwan discuss economic co-operation, in which they
are increasingly heavily involved bilaterally, but quite another to expect them,
under the polite fiction of being ‘economies’ rather than states, to discuss
sensitive political issues such as the Spratly Islands dispute or missile prolifer-
ation.

While it is unlikely that APEC will ever evolve into a multi-faceted CSCE-
type forum, its survival and growth in the face of widespread scepticism and
opposition have proved that an Asia—Pacific dialogue in at least one field is
feasible. Moreover, as Winston Lord, the Clinton Administration’s Assistant
Secretary of State for East Asia, has admitted, APEC helps ‘anchor’ the USA
in Asia, the implication being that this may have a spillover effect in the
security field.s?

‘Second track’ diplomacy

In addition to the growth of economic regionalism, so-called ‘second track’
diplomacy seems to have been critical in stimulating the evolution of a gov-
ernment-level regional security dialogue in Asia—Pacific.>* Beginning in the
late 1980s, this intensive series of informal consultations, research projects
and conferences on Asia—Pacific security, involving a mix of academic and
governmental representatives, appears to have been seminal in turning
regional opinion around. Many of the members of ASEAN-ISIS (the ASEAN
Institutes of Strategic and International Studies), an umbrella organization
which brings together the international and strategic studies institutes of the
ASEAN states, have close links with government. Among the most important
examples of ‘second track’ diplomacy were the annual Kuala Lumpur round-
table talks organized by the Institute of Strategic and International Studies
Malaysia, the Kathmandu conferences organized by the UN Department (now
Centre) for Disarmament Affairs, the North Pacific Co-operative Security

Sl nterview with William Bodde, International Herald Tribune, 8 Nov. 1993, p. 2.

52 Johnson, T., ‘Japan low-key in regional security debate’, Mainichi Daily News, 31 Dec. 1992.

33 Interview with William Bodde, Asian Wall Street Journal, 20 May 1993.

54 A survey by Paul Evans discovered 16 ‘trans-Pacific’ dialogue channels for multilateral discus-
sions on Asia—Pacific security issues. See Evans, P. M., ‘The Council for Security Cooperation in Asia
Pacific: context and prospects’, Paper presented at the Conference on Economic and Security Coopera-
tion in the Asia—Pacific: Agenda for the 1990s, Australian National University, Canberra, 28-30 July
1993, pp. 15-17.



140 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1993

Dialogue (NPCSD) programme run by York University with Canadian
Government funding,’® and the early work of the Australian National
University Peace Research Centre on CBMs and regional security in the North
Pacific.%

Eventually, this second-track movement set an example to governments by
establishing, in November 1992 in Seoul, a forum for conducting a non-gov-
ernmental regional security dialogue, the Council for Security Co-operation in
the Asia—Pacific (CSCAP).5” CSCAP preceded the establishment of the
ASEAN Regional Forum by six months. As in the evolution of the
government-level regional security dialogue, it was ASEAN players which led
the way, with ASEAN-ISIS being instrumental in CSCAP’s foundation.

Key policy shifts

In 1992 and 1993 the prospects for an institutionalized regional security dia-
logue improved markedly as a result of changes in Japanese and US policies
and the evolution of ASEAN thinking.

By 1991 Japan was vocally supporting an institutionalized dialogue, its for-
eign ministry officials having carefully studied the ideas aired in the second-
track diplomacy deliberations. Japan’s search for a political role in the region
commensurate with its economic might was also a factor in its policy change.
In July 1991 Japan surprised the ASEAN-PMC in Kuala Lumpur by propos-
ing that political and security issues be added to its agenda,®® an idea already
recommended by ASEAN-ISIS in June and accepted by the Kuala Lumpur
Ministerial Meeting which had preceded the PMC.5® A further proposal that
each PMC be preceded by meetings of senior officials to give the forum more
depth was not immediately accepted.

In July 1992, Japanese Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa told the National
Press Club in Washington that he favoured a ‘two-track approach’ involving a
dialogue on specific subregional disputes (undoubtedly a reference to its
Northern Territories dispute with Russia) presumably among the parties
directly involved and an Asia-Pacific-wide dialogue on broader politi-
cal/security issues.®® In the same month Japan and ASEAN agreed to trans-
form their Japan—~ASEAN forum, established in 1977 to enhance co-operation

55 See Henderson, S., ‘Canada and Asia Pacific security: the North Pacific cooperative security dia-
logue——recent trends’, Working Paper no. 1 (North Pacific Cooperative Security Dialogue Research
Programme, York University: North York, Ont., Nov. 1991).

56 Mack, A., ‘Dialogs for defence’, Asia—Pacific Defence Reporter, Feb./Mar. 1993, p. 15.

57 CSCAP was founded by a group of 10 non-govemnmental research institutes from the region
(Australia, Canada, Indonesia, Japan, South Korea, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and
the USA), meeting under the auspices of the Pacific Forum/Center for Strategic and International
Studies (CSIS). It was officially launched on 9 June 1993 at ISIS Malaysia’s annual Asia~Pacific round-
table talks in Kuala Lumpur. China and Russia are notable absentees. See Jordan, A. A., ‘Foreword’ in
Ball et al. (note 33), p. xi.

58 International Defense Review, Nov. 1993, p. 875.

59 ASEAN-ISIS, ‘A time for initiative: proposals for the consideration of the Fourth ASEAN
Summit’, 4 June 1991.

60 Findlay, T., ‘Dialogue about dialogue continues’, Pacific Research, Nov. 1992, p. 24.
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in non-political fields, into a forum for discussion of political issues, including
security.®!

As for the United States, with the end of the cold war, cuts in its overseas
military deployments, the closure of its Philippine bases and the long-term
prospect of a further pullback across the Pacific, it began slowly to appreciate
the potential value of a regional security dialogue. It was goaded in this direc-
tion by Australia, Canada and at a later stage Japan. Towards the end of the
Bush Administration, the US bureaucracy had swung around to restrained sup-
port. Winston Lord signalled the shift in US policy in April 1993 by calling
for the development of ‘new mechanisms to manage or prevent’ emerging
regional problems.s2

China eventually added its voice to those supporting a regional security dia-
logue, although seemingly more as a result of not wishing to be left out than
from conviction.®? In his first major foreign policy address, in May 1993,
South Korean President Kim Young Sam also called vaguely for ‘the promo-
tion of multilateral security dialogue in the Asia—Pacific region’.6* Russia
continued the support for a regional security dialogue that the Soviet Union
under Gorbachev had so persistently advocated. Although its preoccupation
with European security and with its own grave internal problems left scant
political or diplomatic capacity to devote to Asia—Pacific, Russia none the less
continued to propose specific measures for enhancing security in the region.
For instance, Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev proposed the establishment of
regional conflict prevention and strategic research centres.

ASEAN takes charge

It was ultimately ASEAN which seized the initiative and brought the regional
security dialogue concept to fruition. The dramatic shifts in US and Japanese
policy seemed to have coincided with a realization by ASEAN that the USA
would not be permanently engaged militarily in the region. A regional security
dialogue could at least help retain US political involvement in South-East
Asian security. The extensive ‘dialogue about a dialogue’, at both official and
‘second-track’ levels, had, moreover, convinced ASEAN policy makers that
they were not being asked to copy the European model slavishly and rush into
arrangements that did not suit them.5¢ With greater exposure to the concept of
common security, regional policy makers seemed to see a genuine need for
managing their security dilemmas—such as the Spratly Islands dispute—to

61 Soeya, Y., ‘The evolution of Japanese thinking and policies on cooperative security in the 1980s
and 1990s’, Paper presented at the Conference on Economic and Security Cooperation in the Asia—
Pacific: Agendas for the 1990s, Australian National University, Canberra, 28-30 July 1993, p. 8.

62 Findlay, T., ‘Regional dialogue hots up’, Pacific Research, May 1993, pp. 19-20.

63 Wu Kesheng, ‘Round-up of the Conference of Research Institutes in Asia and the Pacific’, Peace
(Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament, Beijing), no. 26 (June 1992), pp. 6-9.

64 “Text of Pacific era and Korea’s new diplomacy by President Kim Young Sam’, Korea Annual
1993 (Yonhap News Agency: Seoul, 1993), p. 394.

65 Ryan, S. L., ‘ASEAN’s regional security forum: giving Southeast Asia a voice in world affairs’,
Asian Defence Journal, Sep. 1993, p. 58.

66 For details, see Mack (note 56).
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avoid creating misperceptions of intention, instigating a regional arms race or,
in the worst case, triggering armed conflict.s?

Perhaps the most important factor driving ASEAN to seize the initiative,
however, was its realization that if such a development was as inevitable as it
now seemed, then it would be in ASEAN’s interest to be in the vanguard.
ASEAN could thereby protect its individual and collective interests, vet mem-
bership invitations, and shape the content and form of the dialogue (such con-
tentious items as East Timor and Malaysia’s treatment of its Indian and
Chinese minorities could, for instance, be excluded).

Moreover, the ASEAN states had come to realize that their organization was
beginning to enhance their influence and stature both individually and collec-
tively. The proof lay in ASEAN’s role in the Cambodia settlement (especially
through the Jakarta Informal Meetings, JIMs), the decision to locate the APEC
Secretariat in Singapore, ASEAN’s bloc influence on APEC decisions and the
growing role of its individual members in wider Asia—Pacific diplomacy. Fur-
thermore, ASEAN already had its PMC, in which most of the key regional
players were already represented, on which to base a more thorough-going
regional security dialogue.

At the fourth annual ASEAN summit meeting in Singapore in January 1992
there was agreement on an enhanced dialogue on security issues taking place
at the ASEAN-PMC.¢¢ In February 1992, at a meeting in Tokyo, ASEAN
agreed to Japan’s proposal for a Senior Officials Meeting (SOM) prior to each
ASEAN-PMC.® The first SOM was held in Singapore in May 1993, with an
extensive agenda including preventive diplomacy and conflict management,
non-proliferation, UN peacekeeping, the UN Conventional Arms Transfer,
exchanges of information among defence planners, prior notification of mili-
tary exercises and ZOPFAN and SEANWEFZ.7™

Within ASEAN itself, security discussions would also assume a more
prominent place. At the annual ASEAN Ministerial Meeting in July 1993 it
was agreed that the dialogue on security co-operation involving ASEAN
foreign and defence ministers that had begun in Manila in June 1992 (notably

67 A key influence was ASEAN-ISIS, with its close links to government and the policy recommenda-
tions contained in its timely June 1991 ‘A time for initiative’ (see note 59). According to Stewart
Henderson, ‘A collective decision was reached (driven by Indonesia, Malaysia and Thailand) that some
serious re-thinking of ASEAN’s approaches to regional security was needed and that ASEAN should
counter ‘out-of-region’ security issues with its own proposals. The result was an increase in government-
directed research by the major think-tanks, paralleled by policy papers from several foreign ministries.’
See Henderson (note 55), p. 12. Amitav Acharya contends that another key factor was the attempt by the
Aquino Government in the Philippines—as part of its campaign to avoid the Philippine legislature ban-
ning the US bases—to have ASEAN endorse the US military presence as a stabilizing factor in the
region. Although this attempt failed, Manila’s hosting of a semi-official conference in June 1991, where
ASEAN security co-operation was extensively discussed, appears to have been influential in putting
forward alternative ideas. Thailand followed with a similar meeting in Nov. 1991. See Acharya
(note 11), p. 59.

68 Quoted in Acharya (note 11), p. 3.

%9 Soeya (note 61), p. 8.

70 The SOM agreed to undertake further research in 4 areas: non-proliferation regimes and their
application at the regional level; conflict prevention and management, including peacekeeping; security
co-operation in North-East Asia; and confidence-building measures applicable to the region. See Chair-
man’s Statement, ASEAN Post-Ministerial Conferences, Senior Officials Meeting, Singapore, 20—
21 May 1993.



SOUTH-EAST ASIA AND ASIA-PACIFIC SECURITY 143

on the Spratlys issue) should continue.” These ministers are scheduled to meet
next in Bangkok in late January or early February 1994 to discuss a wide
range of issues, including arms transfers and procurement, notification of mili-
tary exercises, refugees and piracy.

The ASEAN Regional Forum

In July 1993 the ASEAN Ministerial Meeting surprised observers by agreeing
to establish an ASEAN Regional Forum for the wider Asia—Pacific region.
The new Forum will include five new countries in addition to the ASEAN—
PMC group: China, Laos, Papua New Guinea, Russia and Viet Nam will join
Australia, Canada, the European Union (EU), Japan, South Korea, New
Zealand, the United States and the six ASEAN members. The 18-member
group will meet for the first time in July 1994. Australian Foreign Minister
Gareth Evans, whose own proposal for a CSCA had been rejected several
years before, called the establishment of the Forum an ‘historic milestone’.”

While the agenda for the Regional Forum is at this stage unclear, a pressing
requirement in Asia—Pacific is for transparency, a phenomenon still largely
alien to the defence culture of the region. It should be possible to begin with
relatively basic transparency measures (such as military doctrine seminars)
while working gradually towards more sophisticated measures (such as reveal-
ing the capabilities of newly acquired equipment) as confidence builds, as has
occurred in Europe. A beginning was made in June 1993 when Malaysia
hosted a ‘defence dialogue’, a forum for defence officials from ASEAN, Aus-
tralia, the USA and other states to discuss such transparency issues as threat
assessment, doctrine and acquisitions.” Even more significant would be the
establishment of an Asian Arms Transfers Register as proposed by the
Malaysian Defence Minister.” So far there has been a reasonable response by
Asia—Pacific states to the new UN Register of Conventional Arms.”

A second agenda item would comprise more wide-ranging confidence- and
security-building measures (CSBMs). Such measures, widely practised in
Europe, are designed to reduce or eliminate mutual misperceptions, suspicions
and fears by making military intentions more explicit. Such measures are
relatively rare in South-East Asia, although they have been increasingly
adopted elsewhere in the Asian region, especially between India and China,’

71 International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), The Military Balance 1993-1994 (Brassey’s:
London, 1993), p. 146.

72 See Ryan (note 65), p. 60.

3 See Manning (note 39), p. 59.

74 Mohamed Najib bin Tun Abdul Razak, ‘Towards cooperative security and regional stability: the
Malaysian view’, ed. D. Horner, The Army and the Future: Land Forces in Australia and South-East
Asia (Department of Defence, Army Office: Canberra, 1993), p. 137.

75 Laurance, E. J., Wezeman, S. T. and Wulf, H., SIPRI, Arms Watch: SIPRI Report on the First Year
of the UN Register of Conventional Arms, SIPRI Research Report no. 6 (Oxford University Press:
Oxford, 1993), p. 18. Those which submitted returns in the first year (1993, with data for 1992) were:
Australia, Canada, China, Fiji, Japan, Malaysia, Mongolia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Philip-
pines, Russia, Singapore, Solomon Islands, South Korea and the USA. States in the vicinity which
replied were India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Kazakhstan.

76 McGirk, T., ‘India and China sign pact to ease Himalayan dispute’, The Independent, 8 Sep. 1993.
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India and Pakistan, and China and Russia’ on their respective frontiers. Such
measures include advance notification of military manceuvres, so-called ‘hot-
lines” between political and military leaders and co-operation in avoiding
airspace violations. Given the importance of sea traffic in the region, a multi-
lateral incidents at sea agreement’® is one important possibility for Asia—
Pacific. Quasi-military co-operation regimes have also been suggested, includ-
ing a regional maritime surveillance and safety regime and a regional airspace
surveillance and control regime.” A concern will be to match specific propos-
als to the strategic culture of the region.

A third item, a favourite of the USA, is the implementation of regional
measures to stem the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their
delivery systems. The Regional Forum could be used to support the NPT
(especially in view of the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference®!) and
the CWC (especially in the early days of its implementation). Japan is cur-
rently leading moves to establish a uniform Asian dual-use technology control
regime. Senior officials from ASEAN, Australia, Hong Kong, South Korea
and the USA met in Tokyo in October 1993 for an initial seminar on export
controls on such technology.82For an Asian regime to work properly, the par-
ticipation of China, North Korea and Taiwan will be essential.

A fourth role for a regional forum would be the discussion of regional dis-
putes involving a wide range of states, such as the Spratlys issue. Bilateral
conflicts (such as the Northern Territories dispute) are likely to be kept out of
the Forum by the parties involved. In such cases the Regional Forum could,
however, extend a ‘good offices’ function to the parties. In the longer term a
regional conflict prevention centre is a possibility.

A fifth role would be the integration of the states of Indo-China—Cam-
bodia, Laos and Viet Nam—back into the Asia—Pacific security system after a
long absence. Their membership of APEC and ASEAN would assist this pro-
cess. Their involvement in meaningful regional security discussions would—
given Indo-China’s history—be an extremely positive development.

Sixth, the Regional Forum will have to deal with ‘problem’ states in Asia—
Pacific, at present North Korea and Myanmar. Addressing the North Korean
issue in the Forum would be problematic given the presence of China. As for
Myanmar, in view of the sensitivity of the South-East Asian states to Western
concern about human rights violations in the region—a concern which they
regard as interference in their internal affairs—the question of how to engen-
der change in Myanmar and reintegrate it into the region will be a major chal-

77 International Herald Tribune, 6 Dec. 1993, p. 6.

78 For a discussion of incidents at sea agreements and the text of early agreements, see Fieldhouse, R.,
SIPRI, Security at Sea (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1990), pp. 203-19, 256-64.

79 See Ball (note 33), pp. 20-21, for a list of proposed regional confidence- and security-building
measures for the Asia—Pacific region.

80 See Ball (note 33), pp. 23-24.

81 See also chapter 15 in this volume.

82 Burgess, L. and Usui, N., ‘Japan leads quest for Asian export control’, Defense News, 1-7 Nov.
1993, pp. 1, 36.
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lenge for the Forum and for ASEAN itself. Clearly, Myanmar’s admission to
ASEAN and the Regional Forum cannot at this stage be countenanced.

Finally, the Forum will provide an opportunity simply for states to exchange
views on the concept of security itself. It is likely that vastly different and con-
flicting notions will be aired. Indeed, neither ASEAN nor any other participant
seems at present to have any idea of what the basic conceptual assumptions of
Forum discussions are likely to be, whether those of ‘common security’, ‘co-
operative security’, ‘collective security’, ‘comprehensive security’ or some
other formulation.8* None the less such an exchange will be unprecedented
and may lead to a greater appreciation of each other’s national perspectives.

The ASEAN Regional Forum is likely to be complemented by what may
become annual APEC heads of government meetings, the first of which was
held in Seattle in November 1993. The idea of an Asia—Pacific summit meet-
ing, bringing together the heads of government of all the APEC members, was
first proposed by Australian Prime Minister Paul Keating in July 1991. Sup-
ported by Indonesia and Japan, the idea was taken up in July 1993 by Presi-
dent Clinton, who proposed an Asia—Pacific ‘informal leadership conference’
summit meeting following the fifth APEC Annual Ministerial Meeting.?* The
summit meeting, the largest Asia~Pacific heads of government gathering since
1966,85 was held in closed-door sessions, without advisers, on Blake Island
near Seattle. In addition to the Taiwanese President, who bowed to Chinese
sensibilities and stayed away, Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir bin
Mohamad was the only APEC leader not to attend. The only visible result of
the summit meeting was an economic ‘Vision Statement’, directed mostly at
the then deadlocked General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Yet,
the gathering arguably ushered in the beginnings of an Asia-Pacific
‘community’ and launched a series of Asia~Pacific gatherings at the highest
levels that can only be conducive to the growth of co-operative regionalism.?
A second summit meeting will be held in Jakarta in 1994, while a third is
mooted for Japan in 1995.

Many obstacles to a productive regional security dialogue in Asia—Pacific
remain, not least of which is the region’s diversity. This includes a ‘North—
South’ dimension, pitting developing (in many cases rapidly developing)
states such as China, Indonesia and Malaysia against the region’s developed
states—Australia, Canada, New Zealand and the USA. Differences are
especially acute over trade and human rights. Moreover, there are profound
dissimilarities between the security situations of two of Asia—Pacific’s sub-
regions—North-East Asia and South-East Asia. These differences have been
compounded by the location between them of Indo-China—for decades war-

83 For a useful discussion of various concepts of security in the Asia-Pacific context, see Mack, A.,
Concepts of Security in the Post-Cold War, Working Paper 1993/8 (Department of International Rela-
tions, Australian National University: Canberra, 1993).

84 Asian Wall Street Journal, 15 July 1993, pp. 1, 8.

85 In that year President Johnson convened an Asia—Pacific summit meeting in Manila to enlist sup-
port for US policy in Viet Nam. New York Times, 21 Nov. 1993, p. 14.

86 Bergsten, C. F., ‘Sunrise in Seattle’, International Economic Insights, vol. 5, no. 1 (Jan./Feb. 1994),
pp. 18-20.
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torn and today economically backward. Some observers fail to detect any
region-wide security problems that might be considered by an Asia—Pacific
security dialogue and remain unconvinced that involving all states in the
region will necessarily improve the prospects for resolving subregional con-
flicts. '

What this new regional security dialogue will mean for Asia—Pacific’s
various components is not yet entirely clear. For ASEAN it will probably
mean greater influence and a reinforcement of intra-ASEAN efforts to
enhance its security environment through co-operative means. Indeed, there is
a danger that ASEAN will have too much influence on the agenda and out-
come of deliberations in its Regional Forum. For Indo-China, its involvement
in the regional dialogue could mean a new beginning in its tortured relation-
ships with its neighbours and great powers further afield. For Australia,
Canada, New Zealand and the USA, often regarded as essentially outsiders,
the new dialogue will help consolidate their place in the security affairs of the
region. For Papua New Guinea, the lone Melanesian member so far, it is an
opportunity to inject South Pacific island concerns—for the first time—
directly into the broader Asia-Pacific debate.

For North-East Asia, however, the benefits are not so obvious. The Forum
may have difficulty focusing on issues specific to North-East Asia since
ASEAN’s agenda is likely to be focused on its own subregion of Asia—Pacific.
In addition, the Forum does not include two key players from North-East
Asia—Taiwan and North Korea—a situation which will take some time to
resolve. Nor are Hong Kong and Macao represented as separate ‘entities’, as
they are in APEC. Mongolia is also missing from the current list of invitees.
Until these membership gaps are resolved, crucial security-related problems
such as those facing the Korean peninsula cannot be fully addressed. Even
broader topics such as nuclear weapon proliferation and military transparency
may meet with resistance if participants, such as China, sense that discussions
are directed against them or are contrary to their national security interests.?’
Domestic preoccupations, particularly in China, South Korea and Russia, may
preclude the active participation of some North-East Asian powers. Finally,
relationships between some of the subregion’s key members, such as those
between Russia and Japan and Japan and China, are so sensitive that they may
only be willing to engage in perfunctory talks in the context of a region-wide
security dialogue. Hence, while the ASEAN Regional Forum shows great
promise in broadening the regional dialogue generally, its contribution to a
multilateral security dialogue relevant to North-East Asia is as yet unclear. It
is in North-East Asia that the implantation of habits of dialogue on security
issues—and broader regional co-operation—will be most difficult to
achieve.®

87 Ferguson, G., ‘ASEAN broadens base for regional stability: concern over China is focus of new
forum’, Defense News, 2-8 Aug. 1993.
88 See chapter § in this volume.
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IV. Conclusions

The nascent regional dialogue that has emerged in Asia—Pacific in the past
decade, in both the economic and security areas, is a welcome development
for global security. As the fastest growing region of the world in economic
and trade terms, it is heartening that Asia—Pacific is moving towards dis-
cussion of its region-wide security problems in a co-operative framework
rather than towards using the weapons which it is increasingly able to afford.

Although the original ideas on regionalist co-operative structures for Asia—
Pacific came from the region’s periphery—Australia, Canada and the Soviet
Union—it is ASEAN that has provided most of the regionalist momentum of
the past few years. In contrast, North-East Asia, lacking subregional structures
and plagued by major continuing security challenges, has been largely
passive—with the important and relatively recent exception of Japan.

While it remains to be seen how effective the new ASEAN Regional Forum
and future APEC summits will be in helping to create true regionalism, in
producing practical regional security benefits or in tackling specific security
problems, the fact that the states of Asia—Pacific are developing a ‘habit of
dialogue’ is in itself no mean feat.






5. North-East Asia and multilateral security
institutions

BATES GILL

I. Introduction

While much of the current optimism regarding the future of multilateral
security institutions focuses on the Asia—Pacific region, participation in such
institutions by countries in the subregion of North-East Asia remains highly
problematic. At a first glance, relations among North-East Asian governments
lack certain critical prerequisites for the establishment of such institutions: a
modicum of trust and mutual confidence and consensus on what the means of
co-operation should be.! Moreover, the absence of such institutions is rooted
in complex factors of culture, history and geography, upon which must be
overlaid the more contemporary complexities of post-World War II animosi-
ties, territorial disputes, cold war legacies, domestic political transitions and
uncertainties in the strategic climate.

An assessment of North-East Asia which includes a close reading of its
history, its contemporary developments and its record thus far in developing
multilateral security institutions highlights the difficult challenges which lie
ahead for such arrangements. This chapter considers these challenges in three
principal sections, beginning with a brief historical summary of security rela-
tions in the subregion, followed by an account of current developments influ-
encing multilateral security institutions and concluding with a review of past,
current and possible future multilateral security efforts in North-East Asia.

For the purposes of this chapter, North-East Asia includes China (the
People’s Republic of China), Hong Kong, Japan, North Korea (the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea), South Korea (the Republic of Korea),
Macao, Mongolia, Russia and Taiwan (the Republic of China).

IL. Challenges of history
Strategic culture

Identifiable cultural traits infuse the conduct of foreign relations, influence
decision making, help identify and define threats and responses to them, and
thus affect the dynamics of international relations in important ways. This
notion of ‘national character’ or ‘strategic culture’ has been most often

! In this chapter, ‘multilateral security institutions’ are defined as formal inter-governmental organiza-
tions which serve to prevent or reduce the likelihood of conflict through multilateral efforts of preventive
diplomacy, development and co-ordination of confidence-building measures and conflict resolution.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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addressed in the literature of international relations in the context of the cold
war as a way of understanding the international behaviour of the great powers,
particularly the superpowers. Until recently, little work had considered the
impact of Asian or Chinese strategic culture upon the conduct of Asian
foreign policy.?

A number of aspects of strategic culture in North-East Asia have an impor-
tant influence on the establishment of multilateral security structures in the
subregion. These include: a preference for face-to-face, informal, private dis-
cussions over many-sided, structured, highly public meetings; a preference for
preserving an image of consensus and avoiding the more adversarial approach
inherent in the Western practice of majority rule; a proclaimed resistance to
interference in the internal affairs of other countries; a more fatalistic rather
than progressivist understanding of humanity’s place in and impact on history;
a preference for hierarchical structures as opposed to the universalist and
egalitarian structures which are familiar in the West; and a greater tolerance
for involvement of the military in politics as well as in socio-economic deci-
sion making.

With the dynamism and economic success of Asia have come a greater con-
fidence and willingness to question Western values and influence. This mood
is reflected in Asian strategic culture and views about regional security. One
prominent Chinese analyst, in discussing the possibilities of multilateral
security co-operation in North-East Asia, rejects what he views as Western
notions of the international order and calls for an ‘Oriental Renaissance’ as the
foundation for international relations and regional security.> More broadly,
there is a growing movement in Asia to reappraise the organizing concepts of
Western political life more critically, questioning the role of democratic pro-
cesses as necessary prerequisites for long-range stability and expressing con-
cern for the threat posed to Asia by Western values of democracy and exces-
sive freedom.* As one diplomat from North-East Asia concludes, only ‘an

2 See the the classic discussion of ‘national character’ as it relates to ‘national power’ in Morgenthau,
H. 1., Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 4th edn (Alfred A. Knopf: New York,
1967), pp. 122-29. See also Snyder, I., The Soviet Strategic Culture (Rand Corporation: Santa Monica,
Calif., 1977). Historical approaches to understanding Chinese culture and strategic issues include
Johnston, A. L, An Inquiry into Strategic Culture: Chinese Strategic Thought, the Parabellum
Paradigm, and Grand Strategic Choice in Ming China, Ph.D. dissertation (University of Michigan: Ann
Arbor, 1993). A very useful initial effort to link culture to current issues of security in the Asia—Pacific
region is Ball, D., Strategic Culture in the Asia—Pacific Region (With Some Implications for Regional
Security Cooperation), Strategic and Defence Studies Centre Working Paper no. 270 (Australian
National University: Canberra, 1993). See also Wang Jisi, Comparing Chinese and American Concep-
tions of Security, North Pacific Cooperative Security Dialogue Research Programme Working Paper
no. 17 (York University: North York, Ont., Sep. 1992); Wang Yong, Chinese Confucian Thought and
Post-Cold War Asian Pacific Security Cooperation, North Pacific Cooperative Security Dialogue
Research Programme Working Paper no. 18 (York University: North York, Ont., Oct. 1992).

3 Lu Zhongwei, ‘Security of Northeast Asia and prospects for multilateral consultation’, Contem-
porary International Relations (Beijing), Nov. 1992. The ‘Oriental Renaissance’ calls for adherence to
the ‘Five Principles of Peaceful Co-Existence’ developed by China in the 1950s: mutual respect for terri-
torial integrity and sovereignty, non-aggression, non-interference in other countries’ internal affairs,
equality and mutual benefit, and peaceful co-existence.

4 Kishore Mahbubani, “The dangers of decadence: what the West can learn from the rest’, Foreign
Affairs, Sep.—Oct. 1993, pp. 10-14; Koh, T., ‘The 10 values that undergird East Asian strength and
success’, International Herald Tribune, 11-12 Dec. 1993, p. 6.
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Figure 5.1. Map of North-East Asia

Asiatic approach based on gradualism and patience’ will contribute to shaping

a new security order for that part of the world.’

Historical lack of ‘normal’ relations

Gerald Segal notes that North-East Asia has had no ‘natural’ or ‘normal’
international relations for nearly two centuries. As a result of the historical

5 Hee Kwon Park, ‘Multilateral security cooperation’, Pacific Review, vol. 6, no. 3 (1993), p. 264.
6 This argument is developed in Segal, G., Rethinking the Pacific (Clarendon Press: Oxford, 1990).
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traditions and upheavals in the region’s security relations, it has only been in
the past 10-20 years that all of the countries in the subregion have begun to
reach an historical point at which their leaders could more deeply consider the
possibility of ‘normalized’ relationships. The unfolding of history in North-.
East Asia has thus not included a broad experience with multilateralism for
the countries of the subregion. One respected Chinese analyst, James T. H.
Tang, argues that the centuries-old Chinese tributary system up until the mid-
19th century, followed by 100 years of imperialism, revolution and world war
and the subsequent cold war era, has meant that ‘historical development in
East Asia . .. does not augur well for multilateralism in Northeast Asia’.” The
complex shifts of power and influence which inevitably attend realignments to
a new order will present difficult challenges to the institutionalization of
regional order. At the very least, what this ‘normal pattern’ should reflect will
remain unclear for some time.

Post-World War II problems

In the context of forging multilateral security institutions, several aspects of
the subregion’s post-war history merit closer scrutiny: wartime memories and
suspicions, territorial disputes and bilateral alliances.

Nearly 50 years after World War II, bitter memories continue to poison
relations between Japan and its neighbours in spite of efforts on all sides to
ease these tensions. While in high-level politics there is at least a rhetorical
effort to come to grips with remaining hatreds and painful memories, sus-
picions and animosity persist to a degree not fully appreciated outside the
region. One long-time observer of international affairs in the region notes that
the mutually felt acrimony between Japan and Korea ‘could eventually prove
to be a key catalyst in a confrontation between the two countries’.® Warfare
and confrontation in North-East Asia during the post-war period also recall
painful memories. Millions of lives were lost in the Chinese civil war of
1945-50 and in the wars in Korea (1950-53) and Viet Nam (1961-73). The
latter two conflicts involved a number of North-East Asian states, including
China, North Korea, South Korea and Taiwan, in addition to the United
States.

Indeed, today, several countries in the region remain officially at war with
one another. In spite of improved bilateral relations across the Taiwan Strait,
the two Chinese governments are still officially in a state of civil war. The
White Paper on the ‘Taiwan question’ issued by Beijing in August 1993 states
that China is ‘entitled to use any means it deems necessary, including military

7 Tang, J. T. H., Multilateralism in Northeast Asian International Security: An lllusion or a Realistic
Hope?, North Pacific Cooperative Security Dialogue Research Programme Working Paper no. 26 (York
University: North York, Ont., Oct. 1992), p. 8.

8 Hisayoshi Ina, A New Multilateral Approach for the Pacific: Beyond the Bilateral Security Network,
Foreign Policy Institute Papers (Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins
University: Washington, DC, 1993), p. 10.
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ones, to uphold its sovereignty and territorial integrity’.® It also stipulates that
China opposes the participation of delegates from Taiwan in either inter-
governmental or non-governmental organizations in which they would repre-
sent Taiwan as a sovereign entity.!

Russia and Japan have not officially declared an end to their World War II
hostilities, which began with the Soviet declaration of war against Japan in
August 1945. The two Korean states, while having formally signed an
armistice agreement in 1953, are still technically ‘at war’ and face one another
across the world’s most heavily militarized border, both sides forward
deployed and constantly prepared for all-out conflict. These disputes not only
intensify the substantive problem of reaching agreements under highly
strained and sensitive conditions, but in some cases, such as between the two
Korean governments and the two Chinese governments, fundamental matters
of legitimacy and representation are at stake as well.

Territorial disputes and clashing claims of sovereignty are connected to the
continuing ‘state of war’ among countries in the subregion. A peace treaty
between Japan and Russia is unlikely to be concluded before the two countries
can resolve their conflicting claims to the Kuril Islands, a process which in
itself faces difficult prospects because of political pressures on both sides.!!
Russian President Boris Yeltsin’s long-awaited visit to Japan in October 1993
did little to resolve the issue, and Russian and Japanese actions and statements
before and after the summit meeting may have hardened positions rather than
softened them.!2 While the two Chinese governments do not dispute that the
Spratly and Paracel Islands of the South China Sea are Chinese territory, they
independently assert themselves through the deployment and stationing of
military forces in the region as the legitimate representative for those claims.!3
China, Taiwan and Japan all lay claim to the Senkaku (Chinese name,
Diaoyutai) Islands in the East China Sea. Japan and South Korea have dis-
puted claims over the Liancourt Rocks in the Sea of Japan (Japanese name,
Takeshima; Korean name, Tak-do). The latter two disputes are currently dor-
mant, but they remain symbolically important to all the claimants.!4

Finally, the post-war history of bilateral security ties in the subregion raises
two important points. First, the endurance of and apparent success in main-
taining peace in the region may give pause to those wishing to revamp the

9 The Taiwan Question and Reunification of China (Taiwan Affairs Office & Information Office,
State Council: Beijing, Aug. 1993), p. 15.

10 The Taiwan Question and Reunification of China (note 9), pp. 21-22.

T According to Russian and Japanese polls taken in 1993, 84% of the Japanese support a return of the
Kurils while 72.2% of the Russians support retaining the islands in Russia. ‘Tokyo’, Asian Defence
Journal, Jan. 1993, p. 154.

12 See ‘Declaration on Japan-Russia relations’, in British Broadcasting Corporation, Summary of
World Broadcasts: Asia—Pacific (hereafter cited as SWB), FE/1819, 14 Oct. 1993, pp. D/6-D/8; and
Foye, S., ‘Russo-Japanese relations: still traveling a rocky road’, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty,
RFE/FL Research Report, 5 Nov. 1993, pp. 27-34.

I3 The Paracel Islands are claimed by China, Taiwan and Viet Nam. The Spratly Islands are claimed
by Brunei, China, Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan and Viet Nam. China and Viet Nam also dispute
their boundaries in the Gulf of Tonking. Anderson, E., An Atlas of World Political Flashpoints (Pinter
Reference: London, 1993), pp. 211-13.

14 See Anderson (note 13), pp. 116~17, 173-75.
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system, although, as the experience of the Conference on Security and Co-
operation in Europe (CSCE) has shown, multilateral security relationships can
develop side-by-side with pre-existing security commitments. In Japan, a
foreign policy rooted in the US—Japanese relationship will for the foreseeable
future have the upper hand over a more independent regionalist or multilateral
approach to foreign relations.!> Furthermore, not only is the US presence seen
as a guarantee against ‘outside’ aggression, but it is also viewed as containing
‘inside’ aggression, that is, containing Japanese and South Korean ambitions.

Second, bilateralism may slow the process of independent, indigenously
developed foreign policy. In the past, the policies of the United States and the
former Soviet Union often directed or heavily influenced the conduct of the
international relations of countries in North-East Asia. Now, with the end of
the cold war, these relationships are undergoing significant change. As these
countries seek to define their security roles more independently in the region
and internationally, they assume a role that is not customary for them to play.
Also, under the direction of the former superpowers, leaders in North-East
Asia were very clear about the origin and nature of national security threats
and this facilitated the development of well-defined alliance structures to
address those threats. Today, security threats in the subregion are not so easily
identified but rather are diffuse, ill-defined and not readily framed within neat
ideological concepts. Multilateralism in security affairs will present new and
difficult rules and roles for the states in this region.

III. Current developments influencing multilateral security

This section summarizes some of the most significant recent developments in
North-East Asia and their impact on the establishment of multilateral security
institutions in the subregion. These developments can be categorized in three
principal areas: international uncertainties, domestic transitions and improve-
ments in bilateral relations.

International uncertainties

Recent developments at the international level within the subregion suggest a
lack of certainty as to the strategic intentions of countries in North-East Asia.
This in turn undermines the development of mutual trust, which is so neces-
sary for the formation of effective security institutions.

The future intentions of Japan are a long-standing concern of the subregion.
However, in a speech before the Diet (Japanese Parliament) in August, and
again before the UN General Assembly in September, Prime Minister
Morihiro Hosokawa assuaged doubts about Japan’s nuclear intentions by
declaring his country’s full support for an indefinite extension of the 1968

15 Levin, N., Lorell, M. and Alexander, A., The Wary Warriors: Future Directions in Japanese
Security Policies (Rand Corporation: Santa Monica, Calif., 1993), pp. 106-23; Brown, E., ‘The debate
over Japan’s strategic future: bilateralism versus regionalism’, Asian Survey, vol. 33, no. 6 (June 1993),
pp. 543-59.
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Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).!6 Doubts surrounding Japan’s nuclear policy
are also balanced by the strong pacifist and anti-nuclear sentiment within
Japanese society and the expectation that strong international reaction would
follow any Japanese decision to ‘go nuclear’.

At the level of conventional power, the suspicions of Japan’s neighbours
were fuelled in September 1993 when Japan held its largest military
manceuvres since World War IL.!17 At approximately $42.5 billion, the Japan
Defense Agency’s 1994 budget request continued to make the country one of
the world’s leaders in military expenditure. The Japanese military is a fully
modernized and highly sophisticated conventional force, although it is consti-
tutionally restricted to operate only in a defensive role. The decisive defeat of
Japan’s Socialist Party in the 1993 legislative elections signals the weakening
of one of Japan’s most powerful advocates of pacifism and a strengthening of
conservative political forces, calling for a reappraisal of the country’s post-
war constitution, particularly with regard to Japan’s future international role in
political, military and security affairs.!® The debate over Japan’s future inter-
national role intensified when Hosokawa’s Defence Minister, Keisuke
Nakanishi, resigned under pressure after stating in December that the constitu-
tion was outdated and required amendment to allow Japan’s full participation
in UN peacekeeping missions.!?

The activities of North Korea in 1993 did little to resolve the many ques-
tions its neighbours have about its strategic intentions. The enigma of the
North Korean nuclear weapon development programme raises the greatest
concern and contributed to bringing the Korean peninsula to the highest level
of tension since the mid-1970s.2 Some doubts remained as to exactly how
much Pyongyang had achieved in its projects to develop nuclear weapons and
the means to deliver them. The Director of the US Central Intelligence
Agency, Robert Gates, stated in January 1993 that North Korea could have
enough fissile material to build one bomb; his successor, James Woolsey,
confirmed this assessment in later statements in 1993.2! The South Korean

16 Japanese officials, including the Foreign Minister, had suggested publicly in mid-1993 that Japan
was reconsidering its endorsement of an indefinite extension of the NPT, scheduled to be settled at the
1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference. ‘Non-proliferation treaty: chronology’, Institute for
Defense and Disarmament Studies, Arms Control Reporter (IDDS: Brookline, Mass.), sheet 602.B.251,
Oct. 1993; ‘Non-Proliferation Treaty: chronology’, Arms Control Reporter, sheet 602.B.252, Oct. 1993;
Smith, C., ‘Unclear signals: nuclear weapons’ policy shrouded in ambiguities’, Far Eastern Economic
Review, 30 Sep. 1993, p. 24. See also McCarthy, T., ‘Tokyo soothes fears over its nuclear aims’, The
Inde_:[)endent, 2 Feb. 1994, p. 11; and chapter 15 in this volume.

1 “Tokyo holds massive exercises’, Asian Defence Journal, Nov. 1993, p. 60; ‘Les plus importants
manoeuvres militaires de 1’aprés-guerre’, Le Monde, 3 Sep. 1993, p. 6.

18 Even before the July 1993 elections in which the Socialists lost nearly half of their seats in the 511-
seat lower house of the Diet (from 134 seats to 70), the Party considered revising its platform to give up
its claims that the Japanese military is unconstitutional. ‘Socialist reversal’, Far Eastern Economic
Review, 13 May 1993, p. 14.

19 ‘La démission du ministre de la défense crée une bréche dans la coalition’, Le Monde, 4 Dec. 1993,
p- 7; Sanger, D. E., “Hosokawa cuts loose his defense chief’, International Herald Tribune, 3 Dec. 1993,
p. 5.

20 See also chapter 15 in this volume.

21 Statements are cited in ‘Korean peace zone: chronology’, Arms Control Reporter, sheet 457.8.127,

Feb. 1993; and sheet 457.B.179, Sep. 1993. See also Albright, D., Berkhout, F. and Walker, W.,
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Defence Ministry claimed in a report in October 1993 that North Korea had
successfully tested detonators and that they would be capable of producing
one or two weapons by 1995.22

In addition to the nuclear weapon issue, other disturbing developments in
North Korea raise strategic concerns. In response to the US—South Korean
“Team Spirit’ military exercises in March 1993, North Korean authorities
announced a state of high military alert and placed the country on ‘semi-war’
footing, saying that ‘all-out war can break out at any moment’, although some
questioned the true extent of these ‘alerts’.?> In May, North Korea successfully
test-launched its 1000-km range Rodong I ballistic missile, displaying its
capability to reach targets in South Korea and in Japan.

China has been especially active in the past several years in building up its
military capabilities, as evidenced by steadily increasing military budgets and
a stepped-up programme of weapon and weapon technology acquisition from
abroad, especially from Russia. Between 1988 and 1993, the official Chinese
military budget grew nominally by nearly 100 per cent and by 60 per cent in
real terms.2* However, while the official budget may give some indication as
to overall trends of military spending, it reveals nothing about vast ‘off-
budget’ revenues which augment military spending. These include monies dis-
persed by the government to ‘non-military’ lines in the budget, such as mili-
tary-related research and development, construction projects or costs covered
at the provincial and local levels. More importantly, no reliable figures
account for the earnings generated by arms sales or by increasingly lucrative
activities and investments of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) in the
commercial civilian sector in China and abroad. These funds allow the PLA to
purchase advanced weaponry and weapon technology from abroad to signifi-
cantly enhance its military capabilities.

The future role of Russia as an important player in North-East Asia remains
uncertain and is, in the words of one Russian analyst, ‘in search of a con-
cept’.? President Yeltsin made three important visits to the region in less than
one year: to South Korea in November 1992, to China in December 1992 and
to Japan in October 1993. During his visit to South Korea, he set the tone for
Russia’s Asia policy when he stated that by ‘declaring our desire to become a
full member of the community of Asia—Pacific countries, we are following—I
am not hiding this—our national interests’. He added that Russia’s foreign

‘Countries of concern: Iraq, North Korea, Iran and Algeria’, in SIPRI, World Inventory of Plutonium and
Highly Enriched Uranium 1992 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), chapter 10.

22 Report cited in “U.S. and Seoul give North a warning’, International Herald Tribune, 14 Oct. 1993,
p. 2.

23 See ‘South’s white paper outlines North’s nuclear and military capability’, SWB, FE/1810, 15 Oct.
1993, p. D/8; reports cited under “War at any time’, Asian Recorder, 2-8 Apr. 1993, p. 23027; and Asian
Defence Journal, Mar. 1993, p. 84.

24 Kristof, N. D., “The rise of China’, Foreign Affairs, Nov.—Dec. 1993, p. 65; ‘Chinese military
spending soaring, CIA reports’, International Herald Tribune, 31 July—1 Aug. 1993, p. 4. See also
chapter 12, section V in this volume.

25 Bogaturov, A. D., “The Yeltsin Administration policy in the Far East: in search of a concept’,
Harriman Institute Forum, vol. 6, no. 12 (Harriman Institute, Columbia University: New York, Aug.
1993).



NORTH-EAST ASIA AND SECURITY INSTITUTIONS 157

policy was ‘turning from’ the West to the Asia—Pacific region.?® However, the
domestic crises of Russia in 1993 have slowed Russia’s activist agenda in
North-East Asia. Nevertheless, Russia remains a key player, even if compara-
tively dormant at present. In particular, Russia’s military forces in the sub-
region continue to cause concern. The 1993 Japanese defence White Paper
states that Russia ‘still presents a destabilizing factor’ in the Asia—Pacific
region, with 320 000 troops, 70 major surface combatants, 75 submarines and
some 1400 combat aircraft in North-East Asia.?” The imperatives of Russian
economic survival, Russia’s continued military presence in the subregion and
geopolitical realities suggest that the Russian role in the region will remain
critical, although its exact outlines are at present unclear.

Domestic transitions

Countries in North-East Asia are undergoing a period of domestic political
transition. For Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, the transition brings a poten-
tially raucous period of political transparency and democratization. For China,
Hong Kong and North Korea, it brings an historic and possibly rocky period
of succession. For Russia, the economic, social and political turbulence that
already prevails in the country will continue for the foreseeable future.

In Taiwan, the reform and democratization process of the past several years
has contributed to more open political factionalism, which reveals itself in
increasingly influential opposition parties on the one hand and as widening
rifts within the ruling Nationalist Party (Kuomintang or KMT) on the other.
Significantly, KMT divisions involve not only opposing viewpoints about
continued KMT power, party corruption and the pace of domestic political
reform but also Taiwan’s future role in the world, including sensitive issues of
Taiwan’s relationship to the mainland, membership in the United Nations and
participation in regional security institutions.

Not unlike former Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) Prime Minister Kiichi
Miyazawa of Japan, President Lee Teng-hui of Taiwan must face opposition
from both sides of the political spectrum, while he tries to hold together the
weakening centre. Lee comes to this task as only the third major leader of
Taiwan and the KMT since 1928. He heads a party which has been in power
longer than any other in the world, which may be its greatest weakness.
Taiwan plans to hold its first direct presidential elections in 1996. The strong

26 Quotations drawn from ‘Addresses ROK National Assembly’, Foreign Broadcast Information
Service, Daily Report-Central Eurasia (FBIS-SOV), FBIS-S0V-92-224, 19 Nov. 1992, p. 12.

27 Defence of Japan 1993, the Japanese Defense Agency White Paper, quoted in Naoaki Usui,
‘Japanese emphasize readiness in JDA plan’, Defense News, 2-8 Aug. 1993, p. 1. These figures for
Russian military power in the subregion differ markedly from Russian estimates. According to General
Gennadiy Dmitrievich Ivanov, director general of the Russian armed forces’ construction and reform
bureau, Russian troop strength in the Far East has been reduced to 120 000. See Kensuke Ebata, ‘Russia
announces halving of Far East forces’, International Defense Review, Apr. 1993, p. 267. Other analyses
suggest that Russian military capability in the Pacific is limited by the economic and political chaos in
the country. Young, P. L., “What future for the Russian Pacific Navy?’, Asian Defence Journal, May
1993, pp. 32-36.
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probability that the Nationalist Party will face a stiff and well- orgamzed
opposition will keep it focused on domestic politics.

For China, the positive future promised by economic reform is clouded by
the combination of post-Deng succession uncertainties and the effects of rapid
socio-economic change. The passing of Deng Xiaoping will mark an historic
generational transition of the kind China has not known in its 45-year history.
Deng, whose 90th birthday is in 1994, was quite ill in 1993 and rarely
appeared before the general public.2® Anticipating the delicate manceuvring
that will follow Deng’s passing, and wishing to ensure that the transition will
be a smooth one, the Chinese officially promote the notion of ‘collective lead-
ership’. The long-term domestic political importance of this transition lies in
the understanding that the legitimacy of future Chinese leaders will not be
judged in the dimming light of revolutionary achievements and ideological
struggles, but rather in the harsher light of nation building and progress in the
livelihoods of Chinese people.

Within the larger society, a varied set of domestic problems arose in asso-
ciation with economic reform: official corruption, divisive regionalism,
scattered uprisings among the peasantry, separatism in the west, renewed dis-
sident movements and difficulties connected with an overheated economy.?
The Communist Party admits to its own set of related problems: paraphrasing
an important speech made by Communist Party head Jiang Zemin in August
1993, the People’s Daily wamned, ‘if we are inattentive and allow [corruption]
to spread, then it will be the death of our party, the death of the people’s
regime, and the death of our great task of socialist modernization’.3® Other
reports, largely based on Chinese economic prospects, presented a more
optimistic outlook—the so-called ‘Hong Kong school’—on China’s future
stability.3! Yet, economic reforms and growth call into question the very legit-
imacy of the Party and undermine the traditional relationship between the
communist state and society in China. The Chinese leadership walks a precar-

28 In 1993, Deng made only one appearance before the general public, in Jan. Tyler, P. E., ‘Deng,
gaunt and frail, appears on TV for the first time in a year’, International Herald Tribune, 10 Feb. 1994,
p- 2; ‘Kaye, L., ‘Bribery bandwagon’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 2 Sep. 1993, p. 11.

2% For example, see Deron, F., ‘Le président du Kazakhstan s’est inquiété du déploiement de troupes
chinoises en Asie centrale’, Le Monde, 21 Oct. 1993, p. 5; Kristof, N. D. ‘China’s Muslims look to break
away’, International Herald Tribune, 16 Aug,. 1993, p. 1; ‘Muslim rage’, Far Eastern Economic Review,
28 Oct. 1993, p. 15; Segal, G., ‘Cracks in China’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Sep. 1993, pp. 427-28;
‘Beijing keeps pressure on Tibet dissenters’, Asian Defence Review, July 1993, p. 84; ‘Des dissidents
codrdonnent leurs efforts’, Le Monde, 29 Nov. 1993, p. 6; ‘Peace plea to Peking’, The Independent,
15 Nov. 1993, p. 12; Tyler, P. E.,, ‘China’s economy: out of control or only a mess?’, International
Herald Tribune, 4 Oct. 1993, p. 1; ‘Can the centre hold?’, The Economist, 6 Nov. 1993, p. 78.

30 Renmin Ribao [People’s Daily], 23 Aug. 1993, p. 1, translated in Inside China Mainland, vol. 15,
no. 10 (Oct. 1993), p. 5; see also Kaye, L., ‘Bribery Bandwagon’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 2 Sep.
1993, p. 11; Walker, T., ‘Chinese shot in corruption purge’, Financial Times, 1 Nov. 1993, p. 4.

31 An excellent example of this optimism is found in Morgan Stanley International Investment
Research, China!: Report on the Morgan Stanley Tour of China (Morgan Stanley International: New
York, autumn 1993). The head of the Morgan Stanley Tour, Barton Biggs, was quoted as saying, ‘After
eight days in China, I'm tuned in, over-fed and maximum bullish’. Far Eastern Economic Review,
14 Oct. 1993, p. 11. See also the comments of the director and chief executive of the Bank of East Asia
Ltd in Li, K. P, ‘Watch for a prosperous China soon’, International Herald Tribune, 5 Oct. 1993, p. 4;
and Overholt, W. H., China: The Next Economic Superpower (Weidenfeld & Nicolson: London, 1993).
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ious tightrope, a situation which will require the most nuanced and subtle
political balancing act.?2

In an historic political development for post-war Japan, the LDP in July
1993 suffered its first legislative defeat since 1955 in the lower house of the
Diet, thus ushering in a coalition under the leadership of Prime Minister
Morihiro Hosokawa. The new Prime Minister was sworn in on 9 August 1993
and, in presentations before the Diet, stressed the importance of domestic
reform. His efforts to clean up politics in Japan, to reform the electoral
system, and to open up and stimulate the lagging Japanese economy, while at
the same time maintaining the solidarity of his diverse coalition, will divert
Japan’s political energy inward, rendering significant manceuvres at the inter-
national level difficult. The reconstitution of the Japanese electoral system
will do much to dismantle one-party dominance and will give Japan a more
fractious and less cohesive political party system than it has known for the
past 40 years.??

In South Korea, President Kim Young Sam, who was elected in December
1992 and assumed office in February 1993, wasted little time in launching
political and economic reforms. In major addresses to the nation in 1993, Kim
continuously stressed the importance of domestic reforms, which formed the
principal base of his campaign platform and the principal focus of his first
year in office.* The reforms exposed politicians, officials and bureaucrats to
charges of corruption and misuse of power—by the end of the year, some
1000 senior officials had been sanctioned, fired or imprisoned by the govern-
ment3—and called into question the way in which politics have been handled
in South Korea for over 40 years. Some questioned whether Kim’s ‘New
Korea’ campaign was in fact a veiled political attack on his political, military
and corporate adversaries, those past, present and future.3¢ Either way, Kim’s
bold efforts display a concerted attempt to change the South Korean political
system in ways which will crowd the domestic agenda for the foreseeable
future.

In North Korea, President Kim Il Sung, 82 years old in 1994, has groomed
his son, Kim Jong Il, to take the reins of power in the country’s first succes-
sion. The younger Kim, 53 years of age in 1994, has for many years served at
the uppermost reaches of North Korean circles of power: he is second only to
his father in terms of the official positions he holds, including Vice-President
of the Republic and Supreme Commander of the Armed Forces. In a move in

32 Deron, F., ‘Le parti communiste entend maintenir son pouvoir dans une économie en march vers le
capitalisme’, Le Monde, 16 Nov. 1993, p. 3.

33 “Transparence électorale au Japon’, Le Monde, 18 Nov. 1993, p. 1.

34 See Kim Young Sam’s inaugural address, ‘Full text of presidential inauguration address’, Korean
Journal of International Studies, vol. 24, no. 1 (spring 1993), pp. 120-24; ‘President Kim Young-Sam’s
remarks at the opening of press conference marking his first 100 days in office’, Korea Annual 1993
(Yonhap News Agency: Seoul, 1993), pp. 395-96; and Kim's first address as President to the South
Korean legislature, ‘President addresses National Assembly’, SWB, FE/1801, 23 Sep. 1993, pp. D/8-
D/11.

35 ‘Role reversal’, The Economist, 13 Nov. 1993, p. 63.

36 Young Il Choi, ‘Kim Young Sam’s reforms and people’s response’, Korea Report (Washington,
DC), fall 1993, pp. 3-6; Shim Jae Hoon and Paisley, E., ‘“Whirlwind honeymoon’, Far Eastern
Economic Review, 24 June 1993, pp. 18-19.
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1993 seen as an effort to solidify his ties to the army, he succeeded his father
as head of the National Defence Commission.?” It is extremely difficult, how-
ever, to gauge with certainty the extent of Kim Jong II’s popularity and influ-
ence inside and outside of the centres of power.

The nature of these domestic political circumstances affects multilateralism
in North-East Asia in at least three ways. First, the management of political
developments at home diverts energy from participation in international
structures. Second, the political fragility described here weakens leaders’
abilities to conduct bold initiatives abroad, both because they may not enjoy
sturdy political backing domestically and because counterparts on the inter-
national stage may question the legitimacy and long-term commitment which
certain current leaders in the region can bring to the negotiating table. Third,
when new generations of leaders come to power with little experience, they
may be less skilled in balancing domestic and international pressures and at
the same time may have trouble successfully bringing their country’s interests
to bear on the difficult negotiation process which will characterize discussions
of regional security mechanisms.

Improvements in bilateral relations

In recent years, the most encouraging developments concerning security in
North-East Asia have largely resulted from bilateral initiatives.

North and South Korea reached a series of important agreements in early
1992, their first formal agreements in nearly 20 years: the Agreement on
Reconciliation, Nonaggression, and Exchanges and Co-operation; the Joint
Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula; and agreements
to establish a joint military commission, liaison offices and a commission on
exchanges and co-operation.? In March 1992 the two sides held the first meet-
ings of the Joint Nuclear Control Commission and the Inter-Korean Military
Commission, and liaison offices were set up by the two sides in May, in the
truce village of Panmunjom, to facilitate official contacts. However, while
these developments may provide the groundwork for future talks, continuing
disputes between the two sides—largely related to North Korea’s suspected
nuclear ambitions and to the continued US-South Korean ‘Team Spirit’ mili-
tary exercises—sidetracked substantive progress towards reconciliation.

As noted above, Russian bilateral initiatives in the subregion were quite
active in 1992 and 1993. During his visit to South Korea in November 1992,
President Yeltsin expressed ‘profound regret’ for the downing of Korean Air
Lines Flight 007 by a Soviet fighter aircraft in 1983, rejected the ‘logic of
Stalin’s policy’ which contributed to the Korean War, and promoted an
across-the-board improvement in Russian-South Korean political, military,
economic and cultural ties. During his visit, Russian—-South Korean relations
were codified in the Treaty on Basic Relations between the Republic of Korea

37 Asian Defence Journal, May 1993, p. 76.
38 Statements on and texts of these agreements can be found in Korea Annual 1992 (Yonhap News
Agency: Seoul, 1992), pp. 85-90, 392-97, 400—402.
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and the Russian Federation, signed to govern the friendly expansion of their
relationship.3® Similarly, Yeltsin’s visit to Japan in October 1993 was indica-
tive of improved relations between Moscow and Tokyo, in spite of numerous
unpleasant incidents leading up to the visit.* Yeltsin apologized to Japan for
the inhumane treatment of Japanese prisoners-of-war suffered at the hands of
the Soviet Army following World War II and stated that the Kuril Islands
issue ‘exists and must be resolved someday’. Both statements were seen as
significant improvements over previous Soviet intransigence on these issues.4!
In a declaration on Japanese—Russian relations concluded at the end of
Yeltsin’s visit, the two sides agreed that the Kuril Islands issue ‘must be over-
come’, on the basis of ‘principles of law and justice’.2 However, the two sides
were unable to reach agreement on two contentious issues: a peace treaty to
formally end World War II hostilities and a resolution to their disputed claims
to the Kuril Islands.

Sino-Russian relations also improved markedly, building upon Soviet Presi-
dent Mikhail Gorbachev’s ground-breaking visit in May 1989 and the April
1990 decision by the two former antagonists to work towards the reduction of
troops along their common border.4? Since then, the Sino-Russian relationship
has achieved a number of bilateral commitments, including efforts to establish
a demilitarized zone extending 100 km on either side of their border, closer
military-to-military ties, a five-year agreement governing military visits and
the exchange of force level and doctrinal information, and the plan to sign an
agreement in 1994 intended to reduce the likelihood of military conflict
between the two countries.* Much of this progress came in the wake of Presi-
dent Yeltsin’s visit to China in December 1992. At that time, the two sides
solidified friendly relations with the signing of over 20 documents on co-
operation, including agreements not to take part in alliances aimed against one
another, on military and technological co-operation, on space exploration, on
nuclear power generation, and on trade and economic co-operation. They also
signed an agreement to govern the reduction of military forces on the Sino-
Russian border to strictly defensive levels by 2000.45 In November 1993,
during a visit to Beijing by Russian Defence Minister Pavel Grachev, the two

39 Examples of Yeltsin’s statements during his visit to South Korea are found in FBIS-SOV-92-224,
19 Nov. 1992, pp. 9-14; and FBIS-SOV-92-225, 20 Nov. 1992, pp. 9-12.

40 For details of Russia~Japan relations and the Yeltsin-Hosokawa summit meeting, see Foye, S.,
‘Russo-Japanese relations: still traveling a rocky road’, RFE/RL Research Report, 5 Nov. 1993, pp. 27—
34.

41 Smith, C. “The bear hug’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 21 Oct. 1993, p. 12.

42 “Declaration on Japan-Russia relations’, SWB, FE/1819, 14 Oct. 1993, pp. D/6-D/8.

43 In 1993 similar bilateral agreements were signed between China and its two other principal antag-
onists in Asia, Viet Nam and India. See Agreement between the Government of the Republic of India
and the Government of the People’s Republic of China on the Maintenance of Peace and Tranquility
Along the Line of Actual Control in the India-China Border Areas, signed in Beijing on 7 Sep. 1993;
‘China and Vietnam sign border pact’, International Herald Tribune, 20 Oct. 1993, p. 2.

44 Tyler, P. E., ‘China and Russia act to avoid conflicts’, International Herald Tribune, 6 Dec. 1993,
p. 6; ‘Terms trip “very successful”’, FBIS-SOV-93-217, 12 Nov. 1993, p. 17; ‘China near Russian
defense pact’, International Herald Tribune, 9 Nov. 1993, p. 2; Karniol, R., ‘Treaty between China and
Russia in sight’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 18 Sep. 1993, p. 8.

45 On agreements reached during the Yeltsin visit to China, and on the visit generaily, see FBIS-SOV-
92-243, 17 Dec. 1992, pp. 16-19; and FBIS-SOV-92-244, 18 Dec. 1992, pp. 6-9.
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sides agreed to boost their number and level of military exchanges and com-
munication channels and to inform one another about military doctrine and
manceuvres.* Following his visit, Grachev said that the two sides had ‘agreed
[that] security in the Asian—Pacific region will be more durable, if [their] bi-
lateral relations are strong’.4?

In 1993, China and Taiwan launched a series of historic bilateral discus-
sions, beginning in April with the unprecedented talks held in Singapore
between the Association for Relations Across the Straits (ARATS) from the
mainland and the Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF) from Taiwan. ARATS
and SEF were established by their respective governments as unofficial bodies
to generate greater contacts between the two sides and to reach practical reso-
lutions to certain bilateral issues. Both ARATS and SEF agreed that the April
1993 talks would be practical in nature, addressing largely economic ques-
tions. The April talks resulted in preliminary agreement regarding mail deliv-
ery and notarial matters in cross-Straits activities and on the exchange of
youth, media and scientific delegations, and set out practicalities and future
plans for continuing dialogue at this level.*® At the Singapore meeting, the two
sides agreed that the agenda for future talks would include: discussions on the
repatriation from Taiwan of illegal mainland immigrants; smuggling and
piracy in the Taiwan Strait; resolution of fisheries disputes; intellectual prop-
erty rights; and cross-Straits co-operation between the two sides’ judicial sys-
tems.

Direct mail delivery across the Taiwan Strait began on 1 June 1993, and the
two sides signed an initial agreement regarding copyright protection in
August.#® However, the ARATS-SEF talks stalled during their meetings in
late August, with the Taiwan side claiming that its counterparts were unpre-
pared to discuss that which had been agreed upon in April. This temporary
suspension also coincided with the publication of China’s White Paper on ‘the
Taiwan question’, which, among other things, reiterated the mainland’s claims
to Taiwan and asserted China’s sovereign right to use military means, if nec-
essary, to achieve reunification.50 Talks resumed on 2-7 November, and the
two sides discussed items on a three-part agenda: the return of illegal immi-
grants from the mainland, fisheries disputes, and procedures governing the
exchange of SEF and ARATS delegates. The talks are scheduled to continue
in 1994.

China’s reports on the progress and future of the talks tended to be much
more optimistic and placed high economic and political expectations on the
dialogue. On the other hand, Taiwan’s response to the talks tended to be more

46 Tyler, P. E., “‘China and Russia act to avoid conflicts’, International Herald Tribune, 6 Dec. 1993,

p. 6.
4T Grachev, quoted in “Terms trip “very successful™ (note 44).

48 The texts of these initial agreements are found in ‘Association for relations across the Straits
(ARATS) (Established in the People’s Republic of China)—Straits Exchange Foundation (SEF)
(Established in the Republic of China): agreements concerning cross-Strait activities’, International
Legal Materials, vol. 32, no. 5 (Sep. 1993), pp. 1221-27.

49 ‘Direct mail between mainland and Taiwan’, Beijing Review, 2127 June 1993, p. 5; Free China
Journal, 3 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

50 The Taiwan Question and Reunification of China (note 9).
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cautious, not wishing to rush toward closer ties on Beijing’s terms, a reflection
of the more conservative stance taken by the official Taiwan agency which
oversees the SEF, the Mainland Affairs Council.5!

Traditionally wary bilateral relations between China, Japan and South Korea
took more positive turns in recent years as well. Sino-Japanese relations were
given a great boost in November 1992, when the Japanese Emperor visited
China for the first time in history. In May 1993, China and Japan agreed to
initiate a bilateral security dialogue; in supporting this move, Chinese Foreign
Minister Qian Qichen said that it was premature to begin building regional
security institutions.52 South Korea and China established diplomatic relations
in August 1992, and the two countries’ relationship has blossomed, particu-
larly in the economic sphere. In 1993, as a result of their improved relation-
ship, China and South Korea held bilateral talks to reach understandings and
approaches on the increasingly tense situation on the Korean peninsula.s?
Japanese Prime Minister Hosokawa and South Korean President Kim held a
fruitful summit meeting in South Korea in November 1993 in an atmosphere
much improved over previous high-ranking meetings between the two coun-
tries. In contrast to previous summit meetings, the issues of Japanese wartime
atrocities and economic differences were addressed openly and satisfactorily,
while the two sides expressed common positions on certain regional prob-
lems.* Official Japanese apologies in 1993 to the peoples of North-East Asia
subjected to cruelties by imperial Japan also helped to defuse tensions and
soothe bilateral relations between Japan and its neighbours.

In the absence of multilateral security institutions for North-East Asia, these
developments in bilateral ties made significant contributions toward establish-
ing and maintaining greater confidence and stability within the subregion.

IV. The record for North-East Asian multilateralism

In North-East Asia no multilateral security institutions have been established
that are comparable to such organizations as the CSCE or collective defence
arrangements such as NATO or the now-defunct South-East Asia Treaty
Organization (SEATO). North-East Asia is one of the few major subregions
that are not organized within some kind of regional multilateral security
regime. In fact, multilateralism in general is not as prevalent in North-East
Asia as it is elsewhere in Asia—Pacific.

51 Baum, ., ‘Strait line’, Far Eastern Economic Review, 28 Oct. 1993, pp. 18-19. The results of two
polls taken in Taiwan, one in the midst of the first ARATS—SEF talks on 28 Apr. and another taken on
1 Sep., revealed a decrease in the number of respondents who viewed the mainland’s attitude to Taiwan
as ‘friendly’; as compared with the first poll, the second poll also showed a decrease in the number of
persons who wished to see unification with China, and an increase of those who preferred either
independence or a maintenance of the status quo. See Free China Journal, 3 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

52 Arms Control Reporter, sheet 850.367, June 1993.

53 ‘Beijing and Seoul hold secret talks over North’, International Herald Tribune, 17 Nov. 1993, p. 5.

54 ‘Role reversal’, The Economist, 13 Nov. 1993 p. 63; Smith, C., ‘New men, old ghosts’, Far East-
ern Economic Review, 11 Nov. 1993, p. 20; ‘Korea, Japan open future-oriented ties’, Newsreview
(Seoul), 13 Nov. 1993, p. 4.
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Numerous proposals made during the cold war period attempted to establish
such institutions for the region, although most of these proposals came from
countries peripheral to North-East Asia and tended to be directed at the entire
Asia—Pacific, not just North-East Asia. The Soviet Union was considered to be
the most vocal and avid proponent of multilateral security institutions, with
declarations of support for such arrangements dating back to proposals put
forward by General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev in the late 1960s. Soviet
leader Mikhail Gorbachev made several proposals for an Asian security sys-
tem, but they tended to imply a broader region than just North-East Asia.

In a separate initiative, in early 1990 the Mongolian Deputy Foreign Minis-
ter called for the creation of a ‘permanent machinery for holding regular con-
sultations and negotiations on pressing international issues’ and suggested
convening an official gathering to discuss security-related issues with repre-
sentatives from China, Japan, North Korea, South Korea, Mongolia, the Soviet
Union and the United States.’> Such a meeting has not been convened.
Canadian efforts, first put forward by former Foreign Minister Joe Clark in his
1990 speeches in Tokyo, Jakarta and Victoria, focused mainly on the North
Pacific region and resulted in the establishment of the semi-official North
Pacific Co-operative Security Dialogue (see below).%

Current developments

More recently, in September 1992, South Korean President Roh Tae Woo
took up before the United Nations a proposal he first made to that body in
1988: a ‘Consultative Conference for Peace in North-East Asia’. He called for
dialogue aimed at establishing ‘mutual understanding and a forum of
cooperation’ to achieve a peaceful North-East Asia.’” During President
Yeltsin’s visit to South Korea in November 1992, he expressed support for
Roh’s idea of dialogue in North-East Asia to build confidence and mutual
understanding in the region and called for ‘multilateral consultations by
experts on issues of strengthening security’ and for the creation in South
Korea of a multilateral centre for prevention of conflict on the Korean penin-
sula.s® In September 1992, Taiwan leader Lee Teng-hui expressed support for
‘a system for protecting the collective security of the region’, while Foreign
Minister Frederick Chien believes that ‘a regional collective security system

55 Quoted in Findlay, T., Asia/Pacific CSBMs: A Prospectus, Peace Research Centre Working Paper
no. 90 (Australian National University, Peace Research Centre: Canberra, 1990), p. 13, citing ‘Statement
by Khumbagyn Olzvoy, Deputy Foreign Minister of Mongolia’, United Nations Meeting on Confidence-
Building Measures in the Asia/Pacific Region, Kathmandu, Nepal, 29-31 Jan. 1990.

56 For a discussion of past initiatives aimed at security dialogue for the entire Asia—Pacific region, see
ch%pter 4 in this volume.

7 ‘President Roh Tae Woo’s address to the United Nations General Assembly’, Korea Annual 1993
(Yonhap News Agency: Seoul, 1993), pp. 396-401.

58 <Addresses ROK National Assembly’, FBIS-SOV-92-224, 19 Nov. 1992, p. 13. See also ‘Korean-

Russian joint statement’, Korea Annual 1993 (Yonhap News Agency: Seoul, 1993), p. 402.
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should be considered’.s? Other regional leaders, such as former Japanese
Prime Minister Kiichi Miyazawa and South Korean President Kim Young
Sam, have recently voiced their support for multilateral security dialogue for
the entire Asia—Pacific region.® China has expressed support for ‘diversified
forms of bilateral or regional dialogue at various levels and through various
channels’.®!

In 1993 both Japan and the United States, traditionally recalcitrant about
multilateral security institutions in North-East Asia, gave their clearest indica-
tions yet that they favoured the further development of such discussions for
the region. For example, the Japanese Defense Agency annual White Paper
suggested that Japan should encourage security dialogue with its neighbours
in Asia—Pacificé? and, in its first year in office, the Clinton Administration
advocated a more open US policy regarding multilateral approaches to
security in the region.®* However, Japan and the United States continued to
emphasize the fundamental importance of upholding and improving US bilat-
eral security ties in the region over formal multilateral security dialogue. In
the tradition of his LDP predecessors, Hosokawa emphasized the importance
of bilateral security ties with the United States.5* On the eve of the Asia—
Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit meeting in November 1993,
Hosokawa said that ‘it is neither necessary nor realistic to have a collective
security set-up like NATO in the region’, but he added that ‘there must be
political and security dialogue among countries in the region to further
increase a sense of reassurance’.s5 In March 1993, a senior US diplomat
denied reports that the United States wanted to create an Asian version of the
CSCE, saying that it did not ‘see the need for a highly structured body such as
the CSCE’ in Asia—Pacific.6 Nevertheless, the USA and Japan exhibited small
but significant changes in policy, which may signal a greater willingness on
the part of regional players to explore more seriously the possibilities of multi-
lateral security institutions for North-East Asia.

Non-governmental initiatives for security forums—such as the Council for
Security and Co-operation in the Asia—Pacific (CSCAP) and the North Pacific
Co-operative Security Dialogue (NPCSD)—are principally ‘second-track’ or
quasi-official processes which bring together scholars and regional officials

59 Lee, quoted in Regional Security and Economic Cooperation: The Case for the Asian—Pacific
Region (Government Information Office: Taipei, Oct. 1992), p. 13; Chien quoted in ‘ROC in forefront of
Far East development’, Free China Journal, 10 Dec. 1993, p. 7.

60 Japanese Prime Minister’s Asia policy speech in Bangkok’, SWB, FE/1589, 18 Jan. 1993,
p. A/2-1; ‘Text of Pacific Era and Korea’s new diplomacy by President Kim Young Sam’, Korea Annual
1993 (Yonhap News Agency: Seoul, 1993), p. 394.

61 See ‘Jiang Zemin gives views on foreign and trade policy to Japanese newspaper’, SWB, FE/1763,
10 Aug. 1993, p. Al/2.

62 See ‘Japan’, Asia—Pacific Defence Reporter, Oct.—Nov. 1993, p. 21.

63 See President Bill Clinton’s 10 July 1993 speech before the National Assembly of the Republic of
Korea, ‘Fundamentals of security for a new Pacific community’, US Department of State Dispaich,
19 July 1993, pp. 509-12; Munro, N., ‘U.S. opens scope of Asian accords’, Defense News, 22-28 Nov.
1993, p. 3.

64 See the speech by Prime Minister Hosokawa in SWB, FE/1801, 23 Sep. 1993, p. D/1.

65 Prime Minister Hosokawa offered these remarks in a Nov. 1993 interview: ‘The view from Japan’,
Far Eastern Economic Review, 2 Dec. 1993, p. 14.

66 Quoted in Arms Control Reporter, sheet 850.363, Mar. 1993.
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acting in their private capacities.s” The NPCSD programme, which was sup-
ported by the Canadian Department of External Affairs and International
Trade, brought together scholars and officials from seven North Pacific coun-
tries—Canada, China, Japan, North Korea, South Korea, Russia and the
United States (Mongolia and Taiwan were not included)—for workshops and
conferences. This programme has officially ended but claims to have facili-
tated a ‘habit of dialogue’ for the region and carries on the work of NPCSD in
the form of follow-on studies.®® A ‘first-track’ or official element of the
NPCSD is a less structured and open-ended process, which serves to explore
the possibilities of dialogue on security issues without imposing a predeter-
mined framework on the region. In the words of Canada’s Ambassador for
Disarmament, the emphasis is on ‘consultation, not negotiation’.%® It remains
to be seen how successful second-track efforts will be in developing an
official multilateral security institution for North-East Asia.™

One of the most promising recent developments regarding security institu-
tions for the countries of North-East Asia has taken place outside the region,
in the newly formed Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN)
Regional Forum. While the ASEAN Regional Forum offers great promise, its
contribution to forming a multilateral security institution for North-East Asia
is as yet unclear and remains in its nascent stages.

Future possibilities

The most serious security question in the subregion—the stability of the
Korean peninsula and particularly the question of nuclear weapons in North
Korea—appears amenable to a multilateral solution. Japan, South Korea and
the USA already work closely on security-related questions, talks which
intensified over the course of 1992 and 1993, particularly in response to
developments on the Korean peninsula.”! In March 1993, Japan went a step
further in expressing the idea that Washington, Seoul and Tokyo consider
forming a multilateral security dialogue.” At the urging of South Korea and
Japan, and with the assistance of China, North Korea and the USA came

67 See chapter 4 in this volume for more detailed discussion of the ASEAN Regional Forum and the
role of North-East Asia within it, as well as the role of APEC and CSCAP in Asia-Pacific regionalism.

68 Programmes and Activities, 1992-94 (Centre for International and Strategic Studies, York
University: North York, Ont., Oct. 1993); and ‘Changing conceptions of conflict and security in a post-
Westphalian world order’, unpublished research programme (Centre for International and Strategic
Studies, York University, Ont., 1993). See also Sa Benwang, ‘An analysis of the Canadian initiative for
a North Pacific cooperative security dialogue’, Contemporary International Relations (Beijing), Dec.
1992, pp. 16-19.

9 Mason, P., ‘Asia Pacific security forums—rationale and options—Canadian views’, ed.
K. Clements, Peace and Security in the Asia Pacific Region: Post-Cold War Problems and Prospects
(United Nations University Press: Tokyo, 1993), p. 293.

70 Mack, A., ‘Dialogs for defence’, Asia—Pacific Defence Reporter, Feb.—Mar. 1993, p. 15.

71 Pons, P., ‘La politique nucléaire nord-coréenne inquiéte 2 la fois Toyko, Séoul et Washington’, Le
Monde, 6 Nov. 1993, p. 3; Fic, V., ‘Japan and US plan joint defence against threat’, Asian Defence
Journal, Sep. 1993, p. 46; Naoaki Usui, ‘U.S., Japan monitor Korean missiles’, Defense News,
9-15 Aug. 1993, p. 28.

72 Young Sun Song, ‘Prospects for a new Asia—Pacific multilateral security arrangement’, Korean
Journal of Defense Analysis, summer 1993, p. 197.
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together in mid-1993 and held high-level talks aimed at resolving their differ-
ences.” More formally, many prominent observers envision the establishment
of a ‘two plus four’ arrangement in which China, Japan, Russia and the USA
work together with the two Korean states to resolve the security dilemmas of
the divided peninsula.’ If a ‘two plus four’ arrangement were to succeed, it
could evolve into a security-oriented forum for the region as a whole.

However, even on the clearly urgent issue of Korean peninsula security,
there remain a number of unresolved issues which divide the prospective
members of a multilateral forum addressing the problem, even among those
which are currently allies. South Korea has reason to fear that such a process
will either bog down and delay unification, or, should the process move for-
ward, that Seoul would be limited in its ability to fully determine its direction
and outcome. In discussions in 1993 held in response to the nuclear and bal-
listic missile threat posed by North Korea, the USA and Japan exposed their
differences on issues of burden-sharing and technology transfer.’ In propos-
ing a ‘two plus four’ arrangement, then US Secretary of State James Baker
clearly emphasized the primacy of US bilateral security partnerships and sug-
gested that the arrangement be ‘ad hoc’ rather than formalized in nature. Fur-
thermore, extremely delicate diplomacy will be required to convince North
Korea that such an arrangement is not simply a collective security pact aimed
at Pyongyang.

V. Conclusions

In the face of the challenges presented by the cultural, historical and contem-
porary political realities attending this subregion’s complex domestic and
international relationships, the aims of past efforts to create an effective and
functioning regional security institution for North-East Asia remain un-
realized. The development of effective regional or subregional multilateral
security institutions in Asia~Pacific will be a long and drawn-out process even
under the best of conditions. Here, one may take a page or two from the
lengthy experience of such organizations as the CSCE or ASEAN, which,
after decades of discussions and negotiations, continue to grapple with their
roles as multilateral security institutions.

The 1993 successes of the APEC Seattle summit meeting and the establish-
ment of the ASEAN Regional Forum were encouraging developments, but
they should not bring false hope to the tasks of multilateralism in Asia—Pacific
as a whole and in North-East Asia in particular. Level-headed and rational
multilateral security initiatives will surely bear fruit over the long term in

73 ‘Beijing offers to mediate in Korea’, International Herald Tribune, 21 Oct. 1993, p. 2; Moffett,
G. D. and Grier, P., ‘Persuading North Korea not to build the bomb’, Christian Science Monitor, 29 Apr.
1992, p. 3.

74 For example, see Geng Huicheng, ‘Multi-national co-ordination: feasibility in Asia-Pacific’, Con-
temporary International Relations (Beijing), Nov. 1992; Baker, J. A., ‘America in Asia: emerging archi-
tecture for a Pacific community’, Foreign Affairs, winter 1991/92, p. 13.

75 Reid, T. R., ‘Aspin calms Tokyo fears on defense’, International Herald Tribune, 3 Nov. 1993,

p. 1.
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developing a more secure environment for North-East Asia and should be
welcomed and supported. However, such efforts must bear in mind and main-
tain due respect for the challenging task they seek to address.



6. Conflict developments on the territory of
the former Soviet Union

VLADIMIR BARANOVSKY*

I. Introduction

The former Soviet Union remained the scene of domestic instability and inter-
state conflict in 1993. These problems stem from the transition from totalitar-
ianism to democracy, from a state-owned economic system to market econ-
omies and from a single centralized state to multiple state entities. The estab-
lishment of a new, stable balance of forces within the former Soviet Union is a
formidable challenge for the newly independent states, which are seeking to
consolidate their international position while being increasingly aware of their
deep interdependence.

II. Background

The main conflict-related factors affecting overall stability within the former
Soviet Union can be summarized as: (a) domestic power struggles; (b) eco-
nomic crises; (c) separatism; (d) the issue of the rights of ethnic minorities;
and (e) the Soviet military legacy.

Domestic power struggles

Domestic power struggles, sometimes involving armed confrontation, charac-
terized 1993. Civil wars continued in Georgia and Tajikistan. In most of
Central Asia the political opposition was severely suppressed. In Russia, the
confrontation between President Boris Yeltsin and the predominantly anti-
reformist Supreme Soviet resulted in mass riots, the use of regular armed
forces and numerous casualties in September—October 1993 in Moscow.! The
national referendum on 12 December 1993 confirmed Russia’s new constitu-
tion, but in simultaneous parliamentary elections over 40 per cent of the vote
went to populist, nationalist and traditional communist candidates—a clear
sign of increasing political polarization.

! See SIPRI, “Crisis in Russia: facts and figures, people and data’, SIPRI Fact Sheet, Oct. 1993
(available from SIPRI).

* Shannon Kile, Research Assistant on the SIPRI Project on Russia’s Security Agenda and
Georgi Otyrba of Abkhazian State University, Sukhumi, Visiting Researcher at SIPRI, assis-
ted in researching this chapter.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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is estimated at 7-9 million people.? The future of the reformist course is in
danger, as evidenced by the dramatic civil unrest in the autumn of 1993 in
Moscow. The price to be paid for inconsistency in carrying out necessary
reforms could be high indeed if a failure to adopt significant changes results in
an economic standstill, as it has in Ukraine. Coupled with civil or inter-state
wars, an economic collapse could quickly lead to political chaos, as it has in
Georgia. The consequences of the economic crisis for conflict development
are twofold: domestically, extremist and anti-reformist forces could gain
increasing public support and the power to influence (either directly or
indirectly) official policy; and, internationally, the newly independent states
could become more vulnerable to external pressures, on the one hand, and
more responsive to the idea of some sort of reintegration, on the other.

Separatism

The most explosive manifestation of separatism in the former Soviet Union
continues to be found in the Transcaucasus (Nagorno-Karabakh in Azerbaijan
and Abkhazia in Georgia). In Moldova, the so-called Trans-Dniester Republic
remains a de facto independent entity. In Russia, the trend towards disintegra-
tion has been deflected by the constitution of December 1993, which denies
sovereignty and the right of secession to autonomous republics and basically
equates these entities with Russian territorial-administrative regions. How-
ever, the new constitution failed to receive 50 per cent of the vote in 8 repub-
lics (out of 21), while one republic—Chechnia—persists in asserting self-
proclaimed independence. The potential for separatism also exists in Ukraine
(with respect to Crimea), Kazakhstan (in the northern areas) and Estonia (in
the north-eastern part of the country). In all three cases, the core issue con-
cerns the rights and the status of the Russian-speaking population.

The rights of ethnic minorities

This issue of protecting the rights of ethnic minorities is either the cause of or
one of the major elements involved in most post-Soviet conflicts. Indeed,
ethno-nationalism seems to have replaced communism as the quasi-official
ideology. Protection of the rights of 25 million Russians in the ‘near abroad’4
has been officially proclaimed as one of the main priorities of Russian foreign
policy—to the serious concern of the other post-Soviet states. The flow of
refugees also contributes to further tensions both within and between the new

3 See, for example, Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 23 Dec. 1993, p. 4. The official figure for unemployment is
below 1 million.

4In Russian political parlance, the term ‘near abroad’ refers to the other post-Soviet states. Some
prominent Russian experts include them in the “first circle’ of Moscow’s security policy interests. See
Goodby, J. E. and Morel, B. (eds), SIPRI, The Limited Partnership: Building a Russian-US Security
Community (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), p. 76.
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states.> In Russia alone, the influx of refugees increased to about 2 million
people in 1993,

The Soviet military heritage

The withdrawal of Russian armed forces proceeded unevenly in 1993. Russian
troop levels in the Baltic area have been substantiantially reduced but remain,
however, a matter of political tension and diplomatic negotiation. In the con-
flict zones of Transcaucasus and Central Asia, the direct participants compete
both in seeking the involvement of the Russian military and in blaming them
for supporting the opposing side. Meanwhile, Russia has been advancing the
argument that its military presence is essential for stability. In Ukraine, the
dispute with Russia over control of nuclear weapons® and ownership of the
Black Sea Fleet continues. Both issues—which seem to be deliberately manip-
ulated by Ukraine and dramatized by Russia—remain a source of serious
conflict between the two largest former republics of the USSR.

The Commonwealth of Independent States

In 1993 the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) continued its ephem-
eral existence as a structure for minimizing conflict between its members and
providing them with a type of legal framework for mutual interaction. During
its second year of operation, the CIS expanded its membership’ and broadened
its focus, recognizing the importance of economic factors for the post-Soviet
states and the crucial role played by Russia in the search for solutions.

Arguably, Russia won the undeclared economic war against the other post-
Soviet states in 1993. The inherent predominance of the Russian sector of the
former Soviet economy was reinforced by Russia’s more radical reformist
course, while the other CIS states have in fact preserved inherited and out-
dated economic systems. Dependence upon Russia became the most important
element of interaction between Russia and the other CIS states in 1993, giving
Russia powerful leverage on non-economic issues as well.

At the same time, Russia is reluctant to shoulder the huge financial burden
to ensure the survival of the traumatized economies of the CIS.® A ‘rouble
zone of a new type’ (agreed in September 1993) was designed according to
rigid terms so as to protect Russia from the hyper-inflation experienced by
other CIS members.® These countries were required to introduce their own

5 Argumenty i Fakty, no. 34 (Aug. 1993), p. 12.

6 See chapter 16 in this volume.

7 At the time of writing the CIS consisted of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan.

8In 1992 Russia’s de facto financial assistance to the other CIS members was estimated at $17.2
billion. See Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 19 Nov. 1993, p. 4.

9 On 6 Sep. 1993, Armenia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan joined Belarus, Russia and Ukraine in a plan to
make the rouble their common currency. The terms of the accord gave strong powers to the Russian
Central Bank, which would be the only authority allowed to issue roubles. See ‘Five nations plan to join
Russia in ruble zone’, International Herald Tribune, 8 Sep. 1993, p. 5. See also Le Monde, 10 Sep.
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currencies and to limit their financial interaction within the CIS through a
‘payment union’ under which Russia will be free from excessive economic
constraints while retaining the rouble as by far the strongest currency. This
approach made possible the agreement on an ‘economic union’ on
29 September 1993, which was aimed at re-establishing the links between the
goods producers within the former Soviet Union. Still it seems that the econ-
omic rationale has not necessarily prevailed over political considerations—as
in the entry of Belarus and Tajikistan into the Russian currency zone.!?

In 1993 the CIS opted for a more realistic military strategy, abandoning the
ambitious goal of creating joint armed forces which remained largely an
organization on paper. Over 70 decisions concerning the formation of joint
armed forces had come to nothing, as national defence authorities were
increasingly opposed to even the idea of military integration. In June 1993 the
CIS Joint Armed Forces High Command was formally abolished and replaced
by the Headquarters for the Co-ordination of Military Co-operation, with
clearly much more limited functions.

On 24 September 1993 the CIS participants agreed to establish collective
peacekeeping forces which would consist of national units with joint supply
and logistical support. The initial size of the forces was set at 25 000, with the
immediate task being to perform peacekeeping duties in Tajikistan.!! Whether
the establishment of peacekeeping forces does more than provide Russia with
multilateral legal coverage of its military presence in the area remains to be
seen.

A possible Russian military role has apparently been the most significant
incentive (apart from economic factors) for Georgia to join the CIS (as ratified
in March 1994), although Georgia had earlier vigorously rejected member-
ship. The decision to join was dramatic and was perceived as a matter of
national survival—to choose between a Russia-led alliance and complete
collapse. Azerbaijan also decided to join the CIS in October 1993. Moldova
has reconsidered its non-ratification of the CIS documents after parliamentary
elections in February 1994. As a result, the CIS has been substantially
enlarged to embrace virtually all of the territory of the former USSR, with the
exception of the Baltic states.

Moreover, Georgia and Azerbaijan decided to accede to the Treaty on
Collective Security, signed on 15 May 1992 in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, by six
CIS members.!2 This resulted in Azerbaijan and Armenia—two states at war
against each other—becoming members of the same alliance, although it must
be noted that in many respects the alliance remains more of a political frame-

1993, p. 1; and the interview with Russian Vice Prime Minister Alexander Shokhin in Moscow News,
no. 47 (Nov. 1993).

10 The initial “price’ for Moscow for uniting the currency systems of Russia and Belarus is estimated
at $1.4 billion. See Vek, no. 16 (85) (29 Apr.—5 May 1994), p. 4.

W Krasnaya Zvezda, 28 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

12 The members were Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. See
Izvestia, 22 Sep. 1993, p. 2.
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work than a multilateral military structure. Significantly, Belarus has also
opted to accede to the Treaty while continuing to maintain its neutrality.'?

The above changes within the CIS in 1993 were possible largely because of
the renunciation by Russia of formal supranationalism, which is perceived by
nearly all of Russia’s partners as threatening the restoration of the former
Tsarist/Soviet empire. However, these countries also appear to be willing (or
pressed) to acknowledge both their interdependence with and the leadership of
Russia in many areas. Significantly, the first chairmanship of the CIS, inaugu-
rated at the heads of state meeting in Ashkhabad, Turkmenistan, on 24—
25 December 1993, was conferred on Russian President Boris Yeltsin.

II1. The Baltic area

Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania in 1993 were quiet compared with zones of
more overt instability in the former Soviet Union. However, several conflict-
related issues deserve close attention. These concern: (a) the withdrawal of
Russian troops;!4 (b) the protection of the civil rights of Russian-speaking
populations; (c) territorial issues; (d) the Kaliningrad region; and (e) the
changing international status of the area.

The Russian-speaking populations

Russia is seriously concerned about the problem of civil rights for the
Russian-speaking populations in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, although the
situation and its conflict-generating potential are not identical in all three
countries.

In Lithuania, citizenship was extended to all residents, including ethnic non-
Lithuanians (approximately 20 per cent of the population; 9 per cent are
Russians). This served to reduce Russian concern and contributed to a more
co-operative approach concerning the issue of troop withdrawals.

The legislation in Estonia and Latvia concerning citizenship is considered
by many observers to be discriminatory against non-titular ethnic groups (38
and 48 per cent of the total population in Estonia and Latvia, respectively;
Russians comprise 30 and 34 per cent, respectively).!> According to some
overly dramatic assessments, the new norms could open the way to ethnic
cleansing,'¢ a local variant of apartheid!” or an ethnic explosion.!®* Both
Estonia and Latvia justify their restrictive measures by the necessity of pre-
serving (or rather restoring) their ethno-national identities; at the same time

13 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 1 July 1993, p. 3; 14 July 1993, p. 3.

14 The debate over and the process of withdrawal of Russian troops are the subject of a detailed
presentation in chapter 14 in this volume.

I5 These figures are taken from the 1989 Soviet census.

16 See, for example, the interview with Russian Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev, ‘Caging Russia’s
monsters’, Newsweek, vol. 73, no. 7 (14 Feb. 1994), p. 56. See also Krasnaya Zvezda, 24 June 1993,
p.- 1.

17 Krasnaya Zvezda, 26 June 1993, p. 1.
18 J7vestia, 3 July 1993, p. 4.
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fested by stern official statements (up to the level of the President), indirect
linkage with troop withdrawal (although this linkage has been denied by
Russia) and economic pressure (as with the suspension of natural gas deliver-
ies to Estonia in June 1993).22 Russia expressed its concerns in various impor-
tant political bodies in 1993, including the Baltic Co-operation Council, the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), the Council of
Europe and the UN.? This contributed to making these international institu-
tions more responsive to Russian arguments. Special CSCE missions were
sent to both Estonia and Latvia, and CSCE High Commissioner on national
Minorities Max van der Stoel addressed letters to high officials in Estonia and
Latvia containing specific recommendations for improving laws concerning
citizenship and alien status.?* Although almost all recommendations were
accepted and resulted in some softening of the legislation,?> Russia still con-
siders the progress achieved to be insufficient.2

Territorial issues

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the ‘internal’ borders in the Baltic area
were upgraded to the status of inter-state frontiers. However, these borders do
not correspond to those which existed when Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
were annexed by the USSR in 1940. Estonia had a large area of borderland
territory (2449 km?) which it had received from Russia under the 1920 Tartu
(Yuryev) Treaty and was officially returned to Russian administration in 1994,
while Latvia possessed the Pytalovskiy district of Russia’s Pskov region
(1293.5 km?2).2” These areas are populated overwhelmingly by Russians (over
90 per cent of the population), and both countries have apparently opted not to
raise any territorial claims. In addition, a return to the status quo ante in the
Baltic area would mean a substantial reduction in the territory of Lithuania
(part of its present territory belonged to Poland prior to World War II).
Nevertheless, the conflict potential of the territorial questions should not be
ignored. The validity of the Tartu Treaty is confirmed by the 1992 constitution
of Estonia, and Estonia has repeatedly protested against the alleged attempts
of Russia ‘to turn the administrative line into a state frontier’.28 Not surpris-
ingly, this has been vigorously rejected by Russia. Although the issue could

22 e Monde, 28 June 1993, p. 3; Lucas, E., “Troops to stay?’, Baltic Independent, vol. 4, no. 196
(21-27 Jan. 1994), p. 1.

23 See the article by Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Vitaliy Churkin in Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 3 July
1993, p. 1.

24 Moscow News, 10 Aug. 1993, p. 7; British American Security Information Council, BASIC
Reports, no. 32 (1993), pp. 3—4; CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 on CSCE Activities
(CSCE: Vienna, 31 Oct. 1993), p. 10.

25 Izvestia, 31 July 1993, p. 8; Literaturnaya Gazeta, 1 Dec. 1993, p. 9.

26 Jzvestia, 3 Dec. 1993, p. 3.

27 Krasnaya Zvezda, 27 May 1992, p. 1.

28 Izvestia, 22 July 1992, p. 2; Izvestia, 24 July 1992, p. 1; Krasnaya Zvezda, 19 Jan. 1993, p. 3. The
Estonian Government has claimed that under the terms of the Tartu Treaty, in which Soviet Russia
recognized Estonia’s independence, it has a right to border territories annexed by the USSR in 1994. See
‘Estonia may give up territorial claims, opposition asserts’, Baltic Independent, vol. 4, no. 165 (11—
17 June 1993), p. 3.
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remain essentially one of a symbolic diplomatic disagreement, it could be in-
strumental in blocking the negotiation process, thus contributing to increased
tension in the Baltic area.

Even more destabilizing is the prospect of a chain reaction with respect to
the frontiers which were changed after World War II. Significantly, in Finland
the territorial issue (which had long been considered a taboo subject) became a
matter of public debate in the 1994 presidential campaign.?

Paradoxically, the territorial problem could be turned around—taking into
account the success of nationalist candidates in the parliamentary elections in
Russia in December 1993. It is not surprising that the declared intention of
right-wing political leader Vladimir Zhirinovsky to re-establish Russia within
the borders of the former Soviet Union has given rise to serious concern in the
Baltic states.’® Indeed, Zhirinovsky’s earlier statements on the restoration of
the pre-1917 borders, even if not regarded as realistic, provoked a similar
reaction in Finland.

Kaliningrad

The Kaliningrad region, which became an exclave of Russia after the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union and the independence of the Baltic states, has
acquired special strategic value for Russia because most of the other military
ports and facilities in the area are ‘lost’ to Russian use. On the other hand, the
concentration of Russian military might in the Kaliningrad region will
inevitably generate concern among neighbouring states, especially Lithuania
and Poland.*!

The overall population of the Kaliningrad region is about 1 million. The
strength of the armed forces—estimated at about 200 000 (Russian sources
give 100 000), with some 600 tanks, 900 armoured combat vehicles and 700
artillery pieces—is considered by many observers to be excessive.?2 The total
combat potential is equivalent to eight divisions and corresponds, for example,
to about 70 per cent of the entire Polish armed forces.?* However, the over-
concentration is to a great extent the result of the withdrawal of Russian troops
from Germany and Poland and numbers will probably be reduced to about
60 000.3¢ At the same time, some observers assume that a certain level of
Russian military presence in Kaliningrad would be a necessary element in the

2 Izvestia, 27 Apr. 1993, p. 3.

30 Herbert, D., ‘Baltic leaders alarmed by Russian elections’, Baltic Independent, vol. 4, no. 192
(17-23 Dec. 1993), pp. 1-2.

31 Gee Boye, R., ‘Kaliningrad stirs fear among Poles’, The Times, 15 May 1992, p. 9. See also
Izvestia, 20 Apr. 1992, p. 7; and Izvestia, 5 May 1993, p. 3.

32 See Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2, no. 36 (10 Sep. 1993),
p- 40.

33 See Kochanowski, F., ‘A Polish perspective on the future of the Baltic sea region’, Unpublished
paper submitted to the Conference on the Future of Kaliningrad and Baltic Security, Centre for Defence
Studies, King’s College, University of London, 4 June 1993.

34 I7vestia, 9 Apr. 1994, p. 3.
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emerging new balance of forces in the Baltic area.’s Otherwise, according to
this logic, excessive militarization of the Gulf of Finlandcould hardly be
avoided, and Russia’s security concerns would be focused upon Finland.?

Of special importance for Russia is the establishment of reliable communi-
cation links between the ‘mainland’ and Kaliningrad—which in itself is a
delicate problem because of the important military component of such links.
In 1993 Russia and Lithuania commenced negotiations on an agreement on
transit to and from the Kaliningrad region across Lithuanian territory. Another
agreement will deal with the transit across Lithuania of Russian troops with-
drawing from Germany.¥

The collapse of the cold war order opens the possibility of considering a
number of theoretical (and often highly unrealistic) options with respect to
Kaliningrad. Under one option it would become an autonomous republic
within the Russian Federation. Another possibility is for it to serve as an entity
with special links to a Baltic ‘Euroregion’ or a ‘Hanseatic region’. Other
options include partition, the establishment of a condominium by its two
neighbouring states, Latvia and Poland, independence or reunification with
Germany.? Clearly, some of these scenarios could result in an international
crisis with the threat of destabilizing more than just the immediate vicinity. In
terms of practical policy, however, none of the international actors in the
Baltic area (and least of all Germany) seems interested in changing or under-
mining the status quo.

In the economic field, on the contrary, maintaining the status quo would
mean a disaster for the province, which has been kept for almost half a century
in complete isolation as a Soviet military outpost. Kaliningrad’s far-reaching
demilitarization, the establishment of a special economic zone in the region,
its extensive involvement in co-operation among the Baltic littoral states,? as
well as financial and technical assistance from abroad are the most important
elements of a would-be economic renascence. The major challenge consists in
opening the region up to the outside world, on the one hand, and preventing it
from being transformed into an arena of competing political interests, on the
other. An adequate balance between the two remains to be found.

International balance

In 1993 the public debate in the Baltic states has been increasingly focused on
the issue of their global orientation in the international arena. The concerns

35 See Borodin, M. and Trenin, D., ‘Perspektivy Kaliningrada’ [‘Perspectives from Kaliningrad'],
Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 5 Nov. 1993, p. 1.

36 See Voennaya Mys!’, nos 6-7, 1992, p. 12.

37 See Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 16 Dec. 1992, p. 2.

38 See Hoff, M. and Timmermann, H., ‘Kaliningrad: Russia’s future gateway to Europe?’, RFE/RL
Research Report, vol. 2, no. 36 (10 Sep. 1993), pp. 37-43; Petersen, P. A. and Petersen, S. C., “The
Kaliningrad garrison state’, Jane's Intelligence Review, Feb. 1993, pp. 59-62.

39 In 1992 Russia signed agreements with Poland and Lithuania on co-operation with respect to the
Kaliningrad region. See Diplomaticheskiy Vestik, no. 13-14 (15-31 July 1992), p. 78; Diplomaticheskiy
Vestnik, no. 17-18 (15-30 Sep. 1992), pp. 57-59.
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about ‘the existentia] threat’ from the East which were predominant during the
first year of independence are gradually being supplemented with realistic
assessments about the geopolitical situation and the importance of co-opera-
tive economic and political relations with Russia. This issue, however,
remains a matter of serious domestic controversy as, for example, in
Lithuania, where the post-Sajudis political leadership is reproached by the
opposition for unwarranted rapprochement with Moscow.

Simultaneously, and as a matter of another interpretation of geopolitical
realities, the option of getting Western institutions involved in the ‘security
vacuum’ in the region is being given increased attention. This includes raising
the question of participation in NATO—this being allegedly the only reliable
guarantee against unpredictable developments in and around the post-Soviet
Baltic area.*0 Whatever the arguments in favour of such a scenario might be
(especially in the light of the December 1993 parliamentary elections in
Russia), it seems obvious that the reaction of Russia would not be neutral—
which could become the most serious conflict-generating factor in the foresee-
able future in this region.

IV. Russia and Ukraine

Russia and Ukraine are the two largest former republics of the USSR, far ex-
ceeding the other successor states in terms of population, economic potential
and military might. The character of their interaction is of crucial importance
for conflict developments in the post-Soviet geopolitical region.

The context

In 1993 the Ukrainian economy deteriorated to the verge of collapse. Mean-
while, Russia—all its hardships of economic transformation notwithstand-
ing—is regarded by the vast majority of Ukrainians as a land of prosperity.
Compared with the Ukrainian currency unit (the karbovanets) the rouble is
strong and reliable.#! Ukraine’s economic dependence on Russia has become
obvious and overwhelming.

In Ukraine the issue of relations with Russia has become a matter of special
importance, generating sharp debates and creating a specific background for
policy-making with respect to any conflict-related problems. A pragmatically
oriented part of the political class is increasingly advocating a more co-opera-
tive (and, by extension, a more concessionist) line with respect to Russia—
even at the expense of some symbolically important features of sovereignty.
The other side of the coin has been the rising sensitivity of the ‘nation state’-
oriented political forces, anxious that any deals with Russia would inevitably

40 [zvestia, 2 Nov. 1993, p. 3; Krasnaya Zvezda, 9 Nov. 1993, p. 3. Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
have applied to participate in NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme. See Baltic Independent, vol. 4,
no. 198 (4-10 Feb. 1994), p. 1.

41 The annual inflation rate in 1993 was 1000% in Russia and 38 000% in Ukraine.
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be made ‘from a position of weakness’, thus damaging the independence of
Ukraine, making it a junior partner and even threatening to turn it into a kind
of protectorate.

This domestic polarization in Ukraine has been aggravated by regional
imbalances with some ethnically related aspects. The record of Kiev’s policy
with respect to ethnic groups could be seriously damaged by the economic
crisis since among the most heavily affected regions are those in the eastern
part of Ukraine, populated predominantly by Russian speakers.

As a result, Ukraine’s ability to pursue a coherent policy towards Russia
seems to have been seriously disturbed. Any compromise between Moscow
and Kiev has been conditioned (and limited) by compromises within Ukraine
that had to be reached either before or after the deal. The failure to reach these
nullified some of the conflict-minimizing steps agreed to by the two sides in
1993.

Russia, on the contrary, seemed to have become more confident in 1993—in
striking contrast with 1992, when the prevailing feeling in Moscow was that
of having been deceived by a Ukraine which had ‘opted out’ instead of
making good its expected acceptance of the CIS pattern as a substitute for the
Soviet Union. The initial frustration gradually gave place to a rational consid-
eration that the policy of Ukraine would be inevitably constrained by its own
self-generated problems. This, however, did not mean that inelegant attempts
at direct pressure were completely renounced and replaced by a laissez-faire
approach.

The Russian Government also had to face its own domestic opposition to
the official policy with respect to Ukraine, with critics arguing for a more
aggressive approach (in particular on the issue of territorial claims). This has
certainly contributed to making Russia more demanding and belligerent. The
enforced dissolution of the Supreme Soviet in September—October 1993 per-
mitted Moscow to get rid of the most objectionable political aspects of delib-
erations on the ‘Ukrainian question’ without, however, renouncing some ele-
ments of rigidity resulting from its perceived ability and declared intention of
playing a leading role within the post-Soviet geopolitical area as a whole.

Nuclear weapons

During 1993 Russia continued its energetic efforts to consolidate its position
as the only nuclear weapon successor state to the Soviet Union, being
extremely vigilant of any perceived attempts to the contrary, especially on the
part of Ukraine. The latter was desperately trying to get political, economic
and security gains for its de facto nuclear weapon status. These overlapping
interests of the two countries have created grounds for serious conflict.
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Ownership of nuclear weapons

In July 1993, Ukraine proclaimed itself the owner of the strategic nuclear war-
heads deployed or stored on Ukrainian soil.42 The move was most obviously
dictated by economic considerations (coupled with demands for compensation
for tactical nuclear weapons removed to Russia in 1992). Moscow saw in
those steps a clear indication that Ukraine intends to delay the weapon transfer
to Russia, in flagrant violation of its earlier commitments;** according to
Russian Defence Minister Pavel Grachev, Ukraine had actually proclaimed
itself a nuclear state.*

Control over nuclear weapons

The personnel servicing the Ukrainian nuclear weapons had been made
accountable to Kiev in April 1992 when the 43rd Rocket Army and the 46th
Airborne Army were incorporated in the Ukrainian national armed forces; in
May 1992 the flight crews of all strategic bombers were ordered to take an
oath of allegiance to Ukraine.*s However, the missiles are still under the oper-
ational control of Moscow, as confirmed by, among others, Grachev. Russia is
reported to have broken its promise to provide Kiev with technical negative
control. Intelligence sources both in Russia and in the West consider that
Ukraine is working on breaking the codes for the missiles to be able not only
to veto their use but also to activate the flight plans on the missiles and to fire
them.* According to some estimates, Ukraine could establish partial control
over nuclear charges in something between a few months and a year and a
half 47

Ukraine and the START I Treaty

Under the 1991 US—Soviet Treaty on the Reduction and Limitation of Stra-
tegic Offensive Arms (the START I Treaty) and the 1992 Lisbon Protocol,
Ukraine was to transfer all 176 strategic nuclear missiles to Russia for destruc-
tion. In 1993 Kiev stated that those agreements cover only one of two missile
types deployed on Ukrainian soil—the SS-19,% maintaining that the 46 SS-24
multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRVed) warhead mis-
siles should be excluded from the agreement and negotiated separately by
Ukraine, the United States and Russia.* Interestingly, this would not directly
affect Russia’s security since the SS-24s, whose shortest range in testing was
over 3000 km, would by no means enable Ukraine to threaten European

41 See chapter 16 in this volume.

43 “The Statement of the Government of the Russian Federation, 5 Feb. 1993, Diplomaticheskiy Vest-
nik, no. 9-10 (May 1993), pp. 9-14. See also chapter 16 in this volume.

4 Izvestia, 23 July 1993, p. 1.

45 Krasnaya Zvezda, 7 Apr. 1993, pp. 1 and 3.

46 Financial Times, 17 Aug. 1993, p. 2

47 Moscow News, no. 45 (5 Nov. 1993), p. 10.

48 Izvestia, 12 Aug. 1993, p. 1.

49 International Herald Tribune, 31 July 1993, p. 2.
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Russia; instead, a nuclear deterrent role might be performed by the SS-19s,
which were tested at slightly more than 1000 km, but they are scheduled to be
dismantled. Moscow, however, insists that all the nuclear warheads be trans-
ferred to Russia within two years after Ukrainian ratification of the START I
Treaty.®

Safety of nuclear devices

Russia has repeatedly expressed serious concerns about the technical state of
nuclear weapons on Ukrainian soil—both because of inadequate conditions of
storage and because Russian servicing personnel were denied access.’! The
Ukrainian side initially rejected those allegations but later was reported to be
applying for the assistance of Russia’s nuclear specialists in dealing with dan-
gerously increased temperature and radiation levels in the storage facilities in
Pervomaisk.5? Asserting that nuclear warheads in Ukraine were deteriorating,
Russian Foreign Minister Andrey Kozyrev couched his warnings in almost
apocalyptic terms, predicting a ‘tragedy much worse than Chernobyl’.5?

On most of those issues of contention, a breakthrough seemed to have been
achieved on 3 September 1993 at the Russian—Ukrainian summit meeting in
Massandra, Crimea, where the premiers of the two states signed three proto-
cols on guarantees of surveillance over nuclear weapons deployed in Ukraine
and on the utilization of nuclear charges. It was envisaged that the nuclear
warheads would be transferred to Russia for dismantling in exchange for ade-
quate financial compensation and supply of uranium for power stations in
Ukraine.>* However, upon completion of the official ceremony, the Ukrainian
side introduced some hastily hand-written amendments (stipulating their
intention to retain the SS-24 missiles) into the signed documents under the
pretext that they were not fully consistent with prior understandings.>

The conflict between Russia and Ukraine reached its apex with the adoption
by the Ukrainian Parliament of 13 conditions within the framework of the
long-awaited ratification of the START I Treaty and the Lisbon Protocol
(18 November 1993).5¢ Moscow’s official reaction was one of extreme ner-
vousness;5? Foreign Minister Kozyrev claimed ‘we assist . . . the emergence of
a new nuclear state’,>® whereas Russian diplomacy tried to sensitize the inter-
national community, pointing to the fact that the nuclear non-proliferation
regime would be irreparably damaged if Ukraine were allowed to go nuclear.

However, some prominent experts in Russia consider that Moscow should
avoid over-reaction, which could only damage the prospects of resolving the

30 fzvestia, 6 Nov. 1993, p. 3.

51 Izvestia, 7 Apr. 1993, p. 5; Izvestia, 15 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

52 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 15 Sep. 1993, p. 2.

53 The Independent, 6 Nov. 1993; International Herald Tribune, 7 Nov. 1993, p. 1.
54 Financial Times, 5 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

55 Moscow News, no. 45 (5 Nov. 1993), p. 10.

56 See chapter 8 in this volume.

57 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 20 Nov. 1993, p. 1 and 3; Izvestia, 23 Nov. 1993, p. 1.

58 Krasnaya Zvezda, 23 Nov. 1993, p. 3.
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issue. Since missiles are almost the only trump-card of Ukraine in its disas-
trous economic and explosive political situation, it is natural that Kiev should
attempt to use them as a bargaining-chip for keeping Russia at bay and draw-
ing Western political attention and economic aid. There are serious grounds
for believing that the nuclear weapon problem depends on the overall context
of Russian—Ukrainian relations, rather than vice versa. If so, Moscow should
pay more attention to Kiev’s demand for effective security guarantees in order
to improve the chances for Ukraine’s acceptance of non-nuclear weapon
status.>®

Another factor affecting the Ukrainian stand on nuclear weapons in the most
direct way was domestic developments in Russia. Significantly, after the
departure of the bellicose Vice-President Alexander Rutskoy in September
1993 and the dissolution of the Supreme Soviet (where the most antagonistic
voices prevailed), Ukrainian ‘intransigence’ could no longer refer to ‘hostile’
and ‘neo-imperialist’ trends in the Russian Parliament to justify the need to
retain nuclear weapons on Ukrainian territory. This contributed to advancing
ratification of the START I Treaty by six months: it had been expected to be
delayed until at least April 1994. When, two months later, the elections in
Russia brought success to nationalists and the USSR-nostalgic forces, the pro-
nuclear lobby in Ukraine obtained the most convincing argument in favour of
its approach.

Finally, Russia’s efforts aimed at denuclearizing Ukraine brought results
only because of the catastrophic state of the Ukrainian economy and with the
assistance of the USA. In January 1994 Ukraine agreed to sign the Trilateral
Statement which reiterated the pledge to get rid of nuclear weapons. The
move, reluctantly approved by the Ukrainian Parliament, does not, however,
guarantee acceding to the NPT.<

The Black Sea Fleet

The dispute over ownership and control of the Black Sea Fleet remained one
of the main irritants in Russian—Ukrainian relations in 1993. Both sides have
developed a set of strategic, historical, economic and technical arguments to
support their claims. The issue of the Fleet has become one of symbolic
importance both for Ukraine and for Russia, generating sharp domestic
debates and causing the political élites to be extremely sensitive towards
possible compromises.6! A number of approaches have been tried without
resulting in a permanent settlement. These included joint command, division
of the Fleet and selling the Fleet to Russia.

59 Arbatov, A., ‘Nuclear missile prestige or real security?’, Moscow News, no. 49 (3 Dec. 1993), pp. 1
and 6.

60 Jrvestia, S Feb. 1994, p. 3. For the text of the Trilateral Statement, see appendix 16A.

61 Clarke, D. L., ‘Rusting fleet renews debate on navy’s mission’, RFE/RL Research Report, no. 25
(18 June 1993).
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Joint command

Joint command of the Black Sea Fleet was decided upon at the Russian—
Ukrainian summit meeting held in Yalta on 3 August 1992. It was a transi-
tional measure intended to last until the end of 1995. However, both sides
seemed to prefer postponing rather than addressing tough concrete issues; in
fact, the only reported case of their successful co-operation was the joint nom-
ination of the new commander—Vice-Admiral Eduard Baltin of Russia. In
principle, both sides could see some advantages in keeping the joint command
over the long run: for Ukraine, this might be the only way to maintain its
claims concerning the Fleet, even if only symbolic, since they could by no
means be supported financially;2 for Russia this would permit preservation of
the unity of the Fleet, which is strongly advocated by the military. However,
joint command as a definite settlement would be possible only on the basis of
the broader military integration of Russia and Ukraine, which has been unac-
ceptable for the latter.

Division of the Fleet

At the summit meeting of 17 June 1993 Presidents Boris Yeltsin and Leonid
Kravchuk agreed to split the Fleet evenly.® This decision, however, was criti-
cized by nationalists in both countries, but more importantly it met with a
stern protest from the Fleet officer corps. Significantly, only 2 per cent of the
officers had decided to transfer to the Ukrainian Navy, while the majority
refused to subordinate themselves to the decision of the presidents. This latter
move was reportedly supported by the military establishment in Russia, in-
cluding Defence Minister Pavel Grachev.® President Kravchuk later conceded
that the decision on splitting the Fleet ‘no longer corresponds to the real situa-
tion’ .85

Selling the Fleet to Russia

On 3 September 1993, at the summit meeting in Massandra, Crimea, between
Presidents Yeltsin and Kravchuk, the latter agreed to exchange Ukraine’s
share of the prized Black Sea Fleet to Russia in return for debt relief. The deal
was dictated by the rapidly worsening economic position of Ukraine, which
was unable to cover the soaring cost of gas and oil supplied from Russia,
which in turn had refused to continue delivery without being paid.®

The agreement reached in Massandra generated strong opposition in
Ukraine as being humiliating and damaging the country’s sovereignty.5’ The

62 See Moscow News, no. 46 (12 Nov. 1993), p. 12.

63 ITAR-TASS, 17 June 1993. For an analysis of the agreement, see Lepingwell, J. W. R., “The
Black Sea Fleet agreement: progress or empty promises?’, RFE/RL Research Report, no. 28 (9 July
1993), pp. 48-55.

64 Financial Times, 11 July 1993, p. 24; Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 14 Sep. 1993, p. 2.

65 Financial Times, 5 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

66 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 4 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

67 Krasnaya Zvezda, T Sep. 1993, p. 3; Izvestia, 8 Sep. 1993, p. 4; 9 Sep. 1993, p. 2.
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nationalist-oriented forces considered the concession unjustified, since one-
sixteenth of the total former Soviet Navy on which Ukraine allegedly has the
right to insist would be at least twice the size of the Black Sea Fleet.s8
Significantly, the very fact of a specific agreement having been reached in
Massandra was later denied by the Ukrainian side—just as in the case of
earlier agreements on nuclear weapons.*

As for the economic parameters of the deal, the concrete figures have never
been discussed officially but will be a matter of serious disagreement.
According to some estimates, the total value of the Ukrainian part of the Fleet
is three times the Ukrainian debt to Russia (equivalent to $15 billion and
$5 billion respectively).” If so, it remains an open question whether Russia
would be ready to pay such a sum of money for military assets of doubtful
strategic importance, which might in any event be claimed without paying any
compensation.

Another issue left unresolved by the Massandra agreement is that of
Sevastopol, the home port of the Black Sea Fleet. The problem is not only
more important than the ownership of 300 ships (which would literally ‘float
around’ without a home port) but also more of a conflict-generating one, since
the city, which now finds itself in an independent Ukraine, has historically
belonged to Russia, is mainly populated by Russians and was officially
reclaimed by the Supreme Soviet in July 1993.7 Yeltsin and Kravchuk dis-
cussed the possibility of Russia renting Sevastopol—which is in fact the only
realistic option because no other Black Sea port is large enough to support the
Fleet. However, the idea reportedly floundered on objections from too many
direct and indirect actors—Russian supporters of territorial claims renouncing
any acknowledgement of Ukrainian ownership, Ukrainian nationalists reject-
ing the concept of foreign armed forces on Ukrainian soil and Crimean local
authorities seeking a share of any rent.”

Meanwhile, throughout 1993 the Ukrainian Ministry of Defence repeatedly
issued orders aimed at capturing units and facilities of the Black Sea Fleet,
whereas on numerous occasions ship crews hoisted the flag of Saint Andrew
(the ensign of the Russian Navy) and addressed ultimatums to both presidents.
The tension has reached such a level that an accident or a deliberate action
could result in an explosion and prompt both sides to take measures fraught
with serious consequences.

Crimea

During the Soviet era the sudden decision of General Secretary Nikita
Khrushchev in 1954 to turn over Crimea to Ukraine to mark the 300th

68 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 8 Sep. 1993, p. 2; Krasnaya Zvezda, 9 Sep. 1993, p. 3.

69 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, T Sep. 1993, p. 1; Izvestia, 9 Sep. 1993, p. 2; Moscow News, no. 46 (12 Nov.
1993), p. 12.

0 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 8 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

7! Financial Times, 11 July 1993, p. 24; The Guardian, 4 Sep. 1993, p. 1.

72 International Herald Tribune, 4-5 Sep. 1993, p. 1.
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anniversary of its ‘reunification’ with Russia (in 1654 according to a decision
of the Pereyaslav Rada) did not have any practical importance. However, after
the dissolution of the USSR, the issue has become a source of tension between
Ukraine and Russia. The latter seemed to have an understandable psychologi-
cal reluctance to accept the ‘loss’ of territory incorporated into Russia over
two centuries ago and which had never been connected to Ukraine—either
culturally or ethnically.” However, Russia finally opted for the principle of
inviolability of former Soviet internal borders—thus recognizing the territorial
integrity of Ukraine and Crimea as a part of it.

This approach has contributed to minimizing the Russian—~Ukrainian conflict
over Crimea. It should be noted that the Russian Government has distanced it-
self from extremist claims initiated by the dissolved Supreme Soviet. This has
permitted the Ukrainian side to become more co-operative since its territorial
integrity was not officially questioned; significantly, the idea of leasing
Sevastopol was first raised at the political level on 11 August 1993 by Prime
Minister Leonid Kuchma of Ukraine.”™ Ivan Yemelyanov, the representative of
the President of Ukraine in Sevastopol at the time, even mentioned the possi-
bility of establishing in the future a joint Russian—Ukrainian protectorate over
Crimea.’

Nevertheless, the potential for conflict between Russia and Ukraine over
Crimea remains. It is sustained both by active local pro-Russian irredentism
and through links with a number of other disputes between the two states.

Increasingly sceptical about the virtues of Ukrainian independence and
frustrated by the deteriorating economic situation, voters gave strong support
to the representative of the pro-Russian lobby, Yuriy Meshkov, during the
Crimean presidential election of 30 January 1994.7 Meshkov, however, seems
since to have opted for a more cautious approach with respect to the idea of
reunification with Russia—taking into account both the overwhelming depen-
dence of Crimea on Ukraine for vital supplies (including electricity and fresh
water) and Russia’s reluctance to allow its relations with Ukraine to become
hostage to the peninsula’s politics.

For Ukraine, the pro-independence trend in Crimea, even if it is (for the
time being) relatively marginal and contained at the local level, is a matter of
serious concern. The growing autonomy of Crimea with respect to institutions,
laws on ownership of private property, the legislature, and so on is perceived
as creating de facto a basis for a future independent sovereign state.”

In fact, capitalizing on Russian—Ukrainian disagreements is only rational on
the part of the local authorities of Crimea. However, keeping those disagree-
ments within certain limits is essential for avoiding an overall destabilization
of the peninsula—and even more so for resolving its economic and social

73 Over 70% of the population of the peninsula are Russian.

74 Krasnaya Zvezda, 12 Aug. 1993, p. 1.

75 Krasnaya Zvezda, 17 Sep. 1993, p. 3.

76 Voter turnout was 75%, of which 73% voted for Yuriy Meshkov. See Moscow News, no. 5
(4-10 Feb. 1994), p. 5.

71 Izvestia, 11 Aug. 1993, p. 2.
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problems. For example, the establishment of a free economic zone in Crimea
will probably require demilitarization of the area—which would be impossible
without a consensus between Ukraine and Russia.”® Sometimes apparent
moves towards a more co-operative approach by Ukraine and Russia could be
interpreted as blackmail—as, for example, in the case of the statement by a
Crimean official that if Ukraine refuses to join the CIS economic union,
Crimea should do so separately.” Whether this could serve as a factor of rap-
prochement between Russia and Ukraine is an open question; nevertheless, the
appeal of Nikolay Bagrov, the former head of the local legislature in Crimea,
inviting Ukraine and Russia to act as ‘collective guarantor’ of Crimea’s secur-
ity, deserves mention.8® The newly elected Crimean President, Yuriy
Meshkov, reportedly intends to suggest to both Ukraine and Russia that they
agree upon demilitarization of the peninsula and its defence in the framework
of the CIS collective security system.8!

The situation in Crimea is aggravated by the problem of reintegrating
Crimean Tatars who are returning to the area from Soviet-era exile and are
insisting on representation in the local legislature.8? Their total number has
increased from about 40 000 in 1989 to 250 000 in 1993, that is, 8 per cent of
the population.®* Significantly, their leaders stress the idea of Crimean state-
hood within Ukraine and reject any prospect of reunification with Russia
(some radicals have even expressed a preference for joining Turkey).8

The potential Russian—Ukrainian territorial dispute has from the beginning
been connected to the overall context of relations between the two states.
Ukraine insists on unambiguous recognition of territorial integrity, suspecting
that Russia is looking for leverage in order to impose closer integration at the
expense of Ukrainian independence. It is unacceptable to Ukraine that official
Russian renunciation of territorial claims, as well as proposed ‘security guar-
antees’, should be conditional on the participation of Ukraine in the CIS.8
Incidentally, influential political forces within Crimea claim that the issue
could be resolved only on the basis of establishing confederative links
between Russia and Ukraine resulting in ‘removal of customs barriers and
frontiers, creation of united armed forces, introduction of a joint currency and
taxation policy, development of a co-ordinated foreign policy’.%

The link between the ‘Crimean problem’ and the dispute over the Black Sea
Fleet is obvious. It is true that the causal relationship, from Russia’s perspec-
tive, might be interpreted in both ways: access to the Crimean peninsula is
vital because of claims over the Fleet, or the Fleet is only an effective instru-
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ment to highlight the territorial ambitions as retroactive compensation for all
the ‘losses’ resulting from the collapse of the USSR. From Ukraine’s point of
view, the linkage might provide some additional room for manceuvre in the
bargaining process.

The issue of Crimea is of primary importance for some other aspects of
Russian—Ukrainian relations as well. For example, the Crimean issue is
strongly connected with the future of nuclear weapons on Ukrainian territory.
Unless other states recognize the territorial integrity of Ukraine and undertake
a commitment to defend it in case of aggression, stated a prominent parlia-
mentarian and one of Kiev’s foreign policy makers, Dmitro Pavlychko, ‘to
transfer the nuclear weapons to the country which addresses territorial claims
to us would be a betrayal without any justification’.#?

V. The Trans-Dniester region of Moldova

The area on the left bank of the Dniester River had the status of autonomous
republic within Ukraine until 1940, when it was united with Bessarabia, taken
by the USSR from Romania. The status of the new entity was upgraded, and
Moldova became one of the constituent republics of the USSR. After Moldova
(with two-thirds of the population being ethnic Romanians) became indepen-
dent, its reunification with Romania was put on the political agenda, although
not as a matter of immediate priority. This created a strong incentive for sepa-
ratism in the Trans-Dniester region, which proclaimed independence. During
the spring and summer of 1992 armed clashes, reportedly with the active par-
ticipation of the Russian (formerly Soviet) 14th Army, resulted in numerous
casualties and brought about an acute crisis—which ended only after external
political involvement, first of Russia and then of the CSCE.?8 In 1993 the
conflict remained relatively quiet, and there was modest progress towards a
settlement.

International efforts

On the basis of conclusions formulated by the personal representative of the
CSCE Chairman-in-Office, the CSCE established a Mission of Long Duration
to Moldova.®® Aimed at initiating consultations with all interested parties and
reaching a peaceful solution, it developed a package of documents and
decided to send observers to monitor elections in Moldova (27 February
1994).% Russia also aspires to play an active role as mediator. Trilateral

87 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 30 July 1993, p. 3. See also his statement quoted in Financial Times, 11 July
1993, p. 24.

88 Russian press reports have claimed that the activities of the 14th Army in Moldova were authorized
by the Russian Ministry of Defence. See Socor, V., ‘Russian daily says attack on Moldova authorized by
Moscow’, RFE/RL News Briefs, vol. 3, no. 6 (31 Jan.—4 Feb. 1994), p. 20.

8 See ‘Report on the conflict in the Left-Bank Dniester areas of the Republic of Moldova’, CSCE
Communication no. 43, 2 Feb. 1993, Prague; ‘Decision taken by the Committee of Senior Officials’,
CSCE/19-CSO/Journal, no. 3 (4 Feb. 1993), Prague, Annex 3.

90 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 11 Nov. 1993, p. 3.
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peacemaking forces (Moldovan, Russian and Trans-Dniestrian), deployed in
the area of conflict in 1992, have remained, although giving rise to contro-
versial assessments of their efficiency.

Status of the region

Several rounds of negotiations have not brought any significant results. The
Moldovan Government has expressed its readiness to offer special status to
the Trans-Dniester region (up to economic autonomy), but only if based on the
principle of territorial integrity (confirmed by the CSCE and the Russian—
Moldovan agreement of 21 July 1992).9' The self-proclaimed ‘Trans-Dniester
Republic’ insists on continuation of the status quo, recognition of indepen-
dence, confederative links to the future Moldova, the right to create its own
armed forces and inter-state negotiations.”

Russian troop withdrawal®

From the 30 000 Soviet troops originally stationed in Moldova, the strength of
the 14th Russian Army deployed in the Trans-Dniester region has dropped
below the level of a standard mechanized division.* In May 1993 President
Yeltsin and Moldovan President Mircea Snegur reached an agreement in
principle according to which the 14th Army will withdraw from the region. By
the end of 1993, seven rounds of negotiations on the practicalities of with-
drawal had been conducted. Moldova has reportedly agreed to cover part of
the expenses of withdrawal (as demanded by the Russian side) but insists that
funds should be provided by selling military equipment and stores, whereas
the 14th Army command would like to have the material transferred to the
Trans-Dniester region. The ‘principle of synchronization’ accepted at the
negotiations connects withdrawal with a political settlement; Moldova would
like to set a time-limit for the withdrawal (1 July 1994) whereas Russian
specialists’ assessments envisage that the withdrawal will take not less than
two or three years.%

Although in 1993 the conflict was basically contained, overall stability in
the region is tenuous. The Moldovan Government claims that the Trans-
Dniester authorities are delaying negotiations and seeking to expand their
control over contested areas. Their political unco-operativeness and irrecon-
cilability were also manifested by the severe sentences imposed on some

91 Diplomaticheskiy Vestnik, no. 15-16 (15-31 Aug. 1992), pp. 33-36; Socor, V., ‘Moldova accepts
CSCE conflict settlement plan’, RFE/RL News Briefs, vol. 3, no. 6 (31 Jan.—4 Feb. 1994), p. 15.

92 Izvestia, 5 Mar. 1993; Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 25 June 1993, p. 3; Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 8 Dec.
1993, p. 3.

93 See chapter 14 in this volume.

94 As of Jan. 1993, the Russian 14th Army’s manpower strength, according to the Russian Ministry of
Defence, was 6081. See Rotfeld, A. D., Final Report on the Conflict in the Left-Bank Dniester Areas of
the Republic of Moldova, 31 Jan. 1993, Prague, pp. 15-16. Another estimate gives 8500. See
International Observer, no. 7 (21 July 1993), p. 889.

95 Krasnaya Zvezda, 13 Nov. 1993, p. 2.



190 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1993

Moldovan activists by the court in Tiraspol at what was widely regarded as an
unfair trial, provoking a strong political reaction in Romania.

In Moldova, Trans-Dniester separatism is widely believed to be politically
backed by Russia and organizationally supported by the 14th Army. General
Alexander Lebed, the commander of the 14th Army, has repeatedly stated that
it would take at least 10-15 years to redeploy all the Russian units because 60
per cent of his troops are from the Trans-Dniester area or have found a home
there.? The Russian peacekeepers have also been reproached for partiality.®?
Moldova seems to be interested in securing the more active involvement of
the CSCE—in particular, in the negotiations with Russia on troop withdrawal.
However, the Russian side has insisted on holding bilateral talks, ruling out
the presence of CSCE observers at the negotiations, as requested by Moldova
and the CSCE mission.%

Russia’s role as peacekeeper and Moldova’s overall relations with Russia
have apparently been issues of acute domestic debate in Moldova. Signifi-
cantly, at the United Nations General Assembly the Moldovan Foreign
Minister resolutely objected to Russia’s search for a UN peacekeeping man-
date on the former Soviet territory—only to be fired immediately afterwards.?
Non-ratification of the CIS agreement resulted in the interruption of economic
links and cost Moldova 40 billion roubles over a three-month period; not sur-
prisingly a co-operative approach towards Moscow has been gradually gaining
increasing support,'® manifested convincingly in the parliamentary elections
on 27 February 1994, Economic factors also play an extremely important role
in the whole ‘Trans-Dniestrian problem’ since the rebel area accounts for
57 per cent of industrial production in Moldova.0!

The ‘Trans-Dniester Republic’ had active supporters in the Russian Sup-
reme Soviet. Volunteers from the region reportedly participated in the riots in
Moscow on the side of the dissolved parliament. Whether the defeat of the
latter could reduce the ambitions of the Trans-Dniestrians and make them
more conciliatory remains an open question. However, this might be the
hidden cause of the reported disagreements between the 14th Army command
and Tiraspol’s local authorities.!02

VI. The Caucasus

During 1993 the Caucasus was the scene of the heaviest fighting on the terri-
tory of the former Soviet Union. Over 40 current or potential ethnic and terri-

9 International Observer, no. 7 (21 July 1993), p. 889.

97 Vecherniy Kishinev, 3 Nov. 1993, p. 1.

98 Izvestia, 28 Oct. 1993, p. 2; Socor, V., ‘Moldova; democracy advances, independence at risk’,
RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 3, no. 1 (7 Jan. 1994), p. 47.

9 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 29 Oct. 1993, p. 3.
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101 17yestia, 3 Nov. 1993, p- 2.

102 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 15 Sep. 1993, p. 3; Krasnaya Zvezda, 21 Jan. 1994, p. 3.
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torial conflicts!®® make the Caucasus extremely unstable, in a period of deep
transformation when old political structures have substantially eroded but new
ones often lack legitimacy and efficiency.

Most of the ongoing conflicts in the Caucasus fall into three broad cate-
gories, being generated by: (a) power struggles between competing political
forces; (b) local demands for greater autonomy (up to independence) from the
central authorities; or (¢) unsettled borders and conflicting territorial claims
between different state entities or constituent ethnic groups. In many cases,
different types of conflict overlap and reinforce each other. At stake are also
broader geostrategic interests of in- and out-of-area international actors and
the emerging political orientations of newly independent states in the Cauca-
sus.

Nagorno-Karabakh

Developments in Nagorno-Karabakh in 1993 were characterized by ongoing
military activities on the part of the secessionist forces, on the one hand, and
by diplomatic efforts to achieve a political settlement, on the other.

The armed forces of Nagormo-Karabakh established control over the so-
called Lachin corridor, thus creating a territorial link with and a channel for
supply from Armenia. Later on, the offensive started to develop both in
eastern and in southern directions, with the aim of establishing a kind of
extended security zone in the immediate proximity of the Nagorno-Karabakh
territory and resulting in unquestionable military success for the secessionists.
The Azerbaijani armed forces failed to organize any serious resistance and
were reported to have started a counter-offensive only by the end of 1993104
when Baku had lost control of about 20-25 per cent of the territory of the
country.'% The number of refugees and ‘displaced people’ from the occupied
territories totalled at least 1 million,'% that is over 10 per cent of the country’s
population (some estimates are even higher).1%?

Against the background of mounting battlefield defeats, a coup staged in
Baku on 4 June 1993 toppled the year-old Azerbaijani Popular Front Govern-
ment and President Ebulfez Elcibey, the last former dissident in power in the
former Soviet Union, and returned ex-communist leader Geidar Aliev to
power. The event marked not only the loss of the democratic option and the
establishment of a ‘normal’ third world-type authoritarian regime,'%® but also a
fundamental change of direction in foreign and security policy, to an openly

103 See Kolossov, V., Ethno-Territorial Conflicts and Boundaries in the Former Soviet Union,
Territory Briefing 2 (Intemational Boundaries Research Unit, University of Durham: Durham, UK,
1992).
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pro-Russian orientation. Presumably, this could not help but affect Russia’s
view of the conflict.

During 1993, the parties directly involved in the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict
intensified their diplomatic efforts. Azerbaijan oriented its international activ-
ity towards compensating for military defeats; Armenia attempted to play
down the threat of UN condemnation and isolation in the region; and the
secessionist leadership of Nagorno-Karabakh sought to translate its military
achievements into political ones (‘land for peace and political status’). The
efforts of the CSCE Minsk Group (which had been set up in order to organize
a conference on the political status of Nagorno-Karabakh) were aimed at stop-
ping the hostilities and resulted in a peace plan accepted by Armenia and
Nagorno-Karabakh.!9 Azerbaijan, however, rejected the plan, insisting on
unconditional troop withdrawal from all occupied territories and expressing
reluctance to accept the secessionists as a direct party to the conflict.!

An important new dimension of the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh has
been the increased involvement of external actors. Turkey has actively helped
Azerbaijan in training its military, provided it with diplomatic support and
played an important role in maintaining a de facto blockade of Armenia.!!!
Iran has expressed serious concerns that the Armenian—Karabakh offensive
would result in a massive flow of refugees into its northern provinces,
resulting in separatist demands by millions of Iranian Azeris. Indeed,
uncontrolled passage across the border by refugees (although on a relatively
limited scale) took place in September 1993, and limited preventive actions by
the Iranian armed forces were reported (provoking official concern in
Moscow).!12 Significantly, ideas of a possible intervention aimed at preventing
further deterioration of the situation in the area and externalization of the
conflict have become a matter of public (although not official) debate,
including the most ‘exotic’ and unrealistic forms of interference—such as
joint military action by Iran and Turkey.!!?

Not surprisingly, Russia reacted nervously to the prospect of external inter-
vention, which could explain the increased Russian activism in the area.
Russia initiated contacts between the parties in the conflict, pressured for an
extension of a temporary cease-fire and expressed a readiness to involve itself

109 The Minsk Group, when set up in Mar. 1992, comprised 9 members—Belarus, Czechoslovakia,
France, Germany, Italy, Russia, Sweden, Turkey and the USA—and developed an ‘Adjusted Timetable
of Urgent Steps to Implement Security Council Resolutions 822 and 853°, setting out a comprehensive
set of measures to end the conflict, including troop withdrawals and the establishment of a permanent
cease-fire. See Annual Report 1993 on CSCE Activities (note 24), p. 9.

110 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 26 Nov. 1993, p. 1. A diplomatic breakthrough may be in sight, however,
as the defence ministers of Armenia and Azerbaijan have agreed to a Russian-mediated cease-fire and a
withdrawal of the forces of both sides to predetermined positions; a complete withdrawal of Armenian
forces will depend on further negotiations. Lloyd, J., ‘Nagorno-Karabakh peace plan’, Financial Times,
21 Feb. 1994, p. 1.
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ers being pushed out of the city.!’®¢ Numerous atrocities were committed
against the civilian population (several thousand were reportedly killed) and
up to 120 000-150 000 Georgians fled the area.!"?

The role of Russia in the developments in and around Abkhazia seems to
have been a result of conflicting interests and perceptions within Russia itself.
Reports indicate that logistical support from the Russian armed forces was
essential for the military success of the Abkhazian side, which was assisted
also by numerous volunteers from the autonomous republics in Russian North
Caucasus.!'8 Georgian President Eduard Shevardnadze repeatedly and fiercely
criticized Russia for its lack of neutrality and unwillingness to guarantee the
cease-fire agreement to end the fighting. At the same time Russia officially
condemned the violation of the agreement by Abkhazia and imposed broad
economic sanctions, including a cut-off of electricity supplies from Russian
power plants—at the risk of provoking a strong negative reaction in North
Caucasus. Moreover, rejecting an option of accepting the Abkhazian con-
quests as a fait accompli, the Russian Foreign Ministry stated unambiguously
that settlement was only possible on the basis of returning to the cease-fire
agreement.!1?

As a result of these apparently incoherent actions, Georgia was in fact
forced to recognize that the key to settlement is in Russian hands. Signi-
ficantly, after Shevardnadze opted to join the CIS and acknowledged the vital
importance of close relations with Russia, the latter started to highlight the
idea of preserving the territorial integrity of Georgia as the only possible way
to re-establish peace in the republic—provided it accepts a federation-type
constitutional order and raises the status of the constituent entities.

The meeting of the conflicting parties in Geneva, initiated by UN decision
and mediated by Russia, resulted on 1 December 1993 in the signing of a
memorandum of understanding stipulating a cease-fire, an increase in the
number of international observers,!?0 an exchange of prisoners and the return
of refugees. It was agreed that an expert group on the status of Abkhazia with
participation of specialists from the UN, the CSCE and Russia would meet in
Moscow.!2! However, the return of refugees scheduled to begin on
10 February 1994 was prevented by intensified fighting within the breakaway
republic.'22 Later, on 4 April 1994, both sides agreed in Moscow upon a cease-
fire, renunciation of the use of force and the repatriation of refugees.!?> How-

16 Fuller, E., ‘Russia’s diplomatic offensive in the Transcaucasus’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2,
no. 39 (10 Oct. 1993), pp. 30-31.
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ever, the whole process of settlement seems to be seriously complicated by the
absence of both mechanisms for implementing the agreements and effective
peacekeeping measures to separate the parties to conflict.

Georgia

Georgia’s defeat in Abkhazia was coupled with the renewal of the rebellion
staged by the loyalists of former Georgian President Zviad Gamsakhurdia,
who had been forced from office in January 1992. Hoping that the power base
and popular support which Shevardnadze had enjoyed would collapse after the
spectacular loss of Sukhumi, the loyalists started an offensive in Mengrelia,
the western area of the country from where Gamsakhurdia had come.

The hostilities, which lasted two months, can be characterized as a civil war,
with some qualifications. According to reports, it was a strange war, closer to
farce than to large-scale tragedy. The triumphant movement of Gamsa-
khurdia’s supporters at the first stage and later the no less triumphant counter-
offensive of government forces did not meet serious resistance; in both cases
opposing forces disappeared just as ephemerally. ‘Landing units’ arriving in a
half dozen or so private Zhiguli automobiles were able to ‘conquer’ whole
towns. Only two towns were actually stormed, with the total number of vic-
tims being less than two dozen.!? The worst estimates of the overall casualties
during the civil war do not exceed several hundred.!?s

In fact, Shevardnadze’s opponents were contesting control of a system
which had almost completely fallen apart and was in a state of virtual paraly-
sis. Shevardnadze managed to keep control mainly because the competing
forces were no less anarchic and lacked any meaningful unifying ideas, let
alone serious political alternatives. The power struggle is quite revealing when
viewed against the overall situation in the country—unprecedented adminis-
trative chaos, an explosion of criminality, and marauding and pillaging by
armed irregulars.!26 Georgia faces economic collapse, with 80 per cent of
industries not functioning; the living standard of 90 per cent of the population
has fallen below the poverty level, the average monthly wage by the end of
1993 being equivalent to the market cost of a few eggs.1??

Against this background, the decisive move of Eduard Shevardnadze to opt
for Georgian membership in the CIS and a kind of ‘special relationship’ with
Russia might have been motivated by a quite rational consideration to involve
Russia on its side against both political opponents and separatists as the only
chance for Georgia’s political and economic survival.!2® One of the first
actions along this line was the legalization of the Russian military presence
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(estimated at about 20 000): the terms of the military co-operation agreement
(9 October 1993) were that Russia would keep its garrisons in Tbilisi and two
other cities and rent the naval base at Poti and several airfields.

To re-establish minimal order on the main lines of communications and to
restore control over the vital flows of supply, the Russian armed forces were
asked in October 1993 to place under protection the ports and the railroads in
the western part of the country.'?® Azerbaijan and Armenia, connected to the
Black Sea shore by the railroad going via Tbilisi, were also invited to take part
in the mission.!*® Russia also used the naval infantry of the Black Sea Fleet,
which landed on 4 November 1993 in the port of Poti; significantly, the whole
operation required only minimal forces (about 500 personnel) which were
withdrawn by the end of the month.!!

The official visit of President Yeltsin to Georgia in February 1994 resulted
in the emerging co-operative status of bilateral relations being legalized.!32
The parties agreed to take measures for ensuring mutual security and defence
and to jointly protect the external borders of Georgia; Russia will create three
military bases in Georgia and assist it in establishing a national army
(including arms transfer). It should be noted that the very fact of military co-
operation with Georgia was strongly criticized by the newly elected Russian
Parliament, which was concerned that this would give Tbilisi a free hand in
Abkhazija.!?

North Caucasus

Instabilities in the North Caucasus area of the Russian Federation, comprising
seven autonomous republics (Adygei, Chechnia, Dagestan, Ingushetia,
Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachai-Circassia and North Ossetia), are generated by
the cumulative legacy of numerous border changes and ethnic persecutions
during the Soviet era and reinforced by territorial grievances and ethno-
nationalist extremism of the post-Soviet period. In 1993, the conflict potential
in the North Caucasus largely centred around two issues: (a) the relations
between the republics of North Ossetia and Ingushetia; and (b) the situation in
and status of another republic, Chechnia.

The conflict between North Ossetia and Ingushetia

The first challenge consisted in containing the conflict between North Ossetia
and Ingushetia and minimizing the consequences of an outbreak of violence in .

129 [zvestia, 30 Oct. 1993, p. 1; Izvestia, 3 Nov. 1993, p. 1; Izvestia, 5 Nov. 1993, p. 1; Le Monde,
6 Nov. 1993, p. 4.

130 1o Monde, 22 Oct. 1993, p. 5; Le Monde, 27 Oct. 1993, p. 3.

131 Krasnaya Zvezda, 18 Nov. 1993, p. 1; Krasnaya Zvezda, 2 Dec. 1993, p. 1.

132 The Russian-Georgian Treaty of Friendship, Neighbourly Relations and Co-operation was signed
on 3 Feb. 1994, together with several military-related agreements. The agreements allow Russia to
maintain 3 military bases in Georgia until the end of 1995. See Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 2 Feb. 1994, p. 1;
Segodnia, 10 Feb. 1994, p. 1; Moscow News, no. 6 (6-13 Feb. 1994), p. 6; and Hiatt, F., ‘Georgia signs
military accord and re-enters Russian sphere’, International Herald Tribune, 4 Feb. 1994, pp. 1 and 4.

133 zvestia, 4 Feb. 1994, pp. 1 and 4.
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November 1992. In that instance, a dispute over territory resulted in numerous
casualties and the taking of hostages, pushed thousands of refugees out of the
region and compelled Russia to impose a state of emergency and to deploy
regular armed forces into the area.

Despite the continuation of the state of emergency, the instability continued
in 1993. There were numerous reports of shootings, explosions and illegal
arms transfers involving armoured combat vehicles, machine-guns, grenade
launchers, and so on.!3* During the first 11 months of 1993, casualties in the
emergency zone numbered 75 killed and 88 wounded.!?s The temporary
administration established by the central government has been trying to dis-
arm irregulars and to organize the return of refugees, but without any substan-
tial results. In an attempt to achieve a breakthrough, President Yeltsin held
talks with North Caucasian leaders on 6 December 1993 in Nal’chik. A com-
promise of sorts was reached between North Ossetia and Ingushetia—the for-
mer accepted that Ingushi refugees which had been forced out of its territory
could return, whereas the latter renounced its territorial claims. Whether the
deal opens the way out of the standstill remains to be seen.

Chechnia

The autonomous republic of Chechnia declared full independence from Russia
in 1991. It did not sign the Federal Treaty (defining the status of Russia’s
constituent territories) in 1992 and refused to participate in parliamentary elec-
tions or in the December 1993 referendum on the new Russian constitution.
The initial reaction of the authorities in Moscow to these developments could
be described as one of nervousness, but the forces favouring non-interven-
tionism seemingly prevailed—apparently in the hope that the situation would
change after the anticipated peaceful or forceful removal of Chechnian Presi-
dent Dzhokhar Dudayev. Meanwhile, numerous reports pointed to increasing
economic and political chaos in the republic, which also affected adjacent
areas, disturbing lines of transit (especially railroads) and communication and
turning Chechnia into a safe haven for criminals inaccessible to Russia’s
police and judicial systems.

Both of the above-mentioned conflict areas in the North Caucasus are not
only adjacent to each other but also closely interrelated as far as Russia’s
policy is concerned. According to some observers, Russia, either directly or
indirectly, gave a ‘green light’ to violence in North Ossetia in order to have a
pretext for a concentration of forces against Chechnia.!%

By the end of 1993, Moscow seemed to be politically and psychologically
ready for tough decisions leading up to sealing the borders and isolating
Chechnia—without, however, recognizing its independence.!3” Dudayev, for

134 Krasnaya Zvezda, 17 Nov. 1993, p. 1.

135 Krasnaya Zvezda, 24 Nov. 1993, p. 3.

136 Dementyeva, 1., ‘Voyna i mir Prigorodnogo Rayona’ [*War and peace in “Prigorodniy rayon™],
Izvestia, 25 Jan. 1994, p. 6; Izvestia, 26 Jan. 1994, p. 10; Izvestia, 27 Jan. 1994, p. 6; Izvestia, 28 Jan.
1994, p. 7; Izvestia, 29 Jan. 1994, p. 10.

137 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 8 Dec. 1993, p. 1.
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his part, declared that sending in troops to protect the railway line that crosses
the republic amounted to a declaration of war which would inevitably spread
inside Russija.!?

VII. Tajikistan

In 1993 Tajikistan remained one of the most unstable of the new independent
states, suffering the effects of a two-year civil war. With a population of 5.6
million before the war, Tajikistan has suffered over 300 000 casualties. The
overall number of refugees is estimated to be over 1.5 million, with half of
them having to flee the country.!*

An unfinished civil war

The claim of the head of parliament and effective head of state, Imomali
Rakhmonov, that the civil war in Tajikistan is over'® could not help but meet
with serious scepticism. Despite its declared intention to proceed with national
reconciliation, the Tajik Government reportedly persecutes its opponents in
the most severe way—from banning opposition parties and suppressing any
signs of public political disagreements!#! to assassination of and use of the
death penalty against opposition politicians.!#? Significantly, the Tajik Minis-
try of the Interior reacted to reports by Amnesty International on civil rights
violations in Tajikistan by describing the human rights group as a ‘terrorist
organization’.!4?

The authorities in Dushanbe denounce the opposition as threatening the
country with Islamic fundamentalism. Indeed, the extremist part of the anti-
government political spectrum does fit into that category. However, the exten-
sive use of the anti-fundamentalist argument seems primarily aimed at getting
rid of any opposition to the current political leadership. Fundamentalist trends
might indeed be reinforced by the belligerence and atrocities being practised
against opponents to the regime.

Another consequence is violence directed against the Government. Resort-
ing extensively to force, the Tajik Government managed to suppress massive
armed resistance in the country. Nevertheless, by the end of 1993, over 500
guerrillas reportedly were continuing to fight in the mountains.!4¢ More
importantly, a significant base of armed opposition still exists, since over half
of the refugees which had fled to neighbouring Afghanistan are reluctant to
return because of political persecution and threats to their lives.!4> Such irre-

138 The Guardian, 9 Dec. 1993, p. 6.

139 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 4 Nov. 1993, p. 2.

140 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 20 Nov. 1993, p- L.

181 Irvestia, 23 June 1993, p. 1.

142 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 28 Aug. 1993, p. 3.

143 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 8 Dec. 1993, p. 3.
Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 11 Nov. 1993, p. 3.

145 1 ¢ Monde, 25 Nov. 1993, p. 6.
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concilable opposition provides broad opportunities for recruiting militia
among the refugees.

The passage of the Mujahideen over the Tajik—Afghan frontier (which is
over 1000 km long and often cuts across high mountains) has become routine,
generating border conflicts and involving uncontrolled armed groups in fight-
ing. Because of the lack of viable political structures in both countries, border
control has become extremely ineffective. However, a number of local cease-
fire agreements have reportedly been concluded and observed by lower-level
field commanders. 146

The situation in Tajikistan is complicated by local rivalries between élites
from different regions which often tend to develop into armed clashes.!4?
Neither is it clear to what extent the Gorno-Badakhshan autonomous region
(in the mountainous Pamir area) will remain loyal (or at least neutral) to the
central Tajik Government. The aerial bombardments reportedly organized by
Dushanbe within the offensive started in August 1993 will hardly serve to
increase support for the current regime in this largely inaccessible area in
which opposition forces could establish a basis for long-lasting resistance.!48

Russia’s involvement

In 1993, Russia’s policy towards Tajikistan changed from one of hesitation to
one of active and decisive involvement. The initial reluctance seems to have
been caused by, among other factors, the debate within the Russian policy-
making community. Finally, Russia opted decisively for active engagement in
developments in Tajikistan, which may indicate a change in Russian policy
towards its other neighbours in the near abroad.

The current regime is widely believed to have been unable to come to power
without support from the Russian military deployed in the republic.!#® The
perceived threat of ‘Islamic extremism’ (or of overall chaos) was apparently
viewed as outweighing the risks of a scenario similar to Soviet aggression in
Afghanistan (although the latter scenario has been assessed by a number of
analysts and politicians as having seriously damaged Russia’s security
interests).!® Indeed, the Russian military deployed in Tajikistan has continued
to play an active (if not predominant) role in preventing a new outbreak of
large-scale civil war and may be the only force able to fulfil this mission.!5!
This, however, will only be so if Russia is prepared forcibly to suppress the

146 1 ¢ Monde, 25 Nov. 1993, p. 6.
147 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 28 Dec. 1993, p. 3.
148 J7vestia, 5 Aug. 1993, p. 1; Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 3 Aug. 1993, p. 1; Le Monde, 10 Aug. 1993,
p.- 4.

149 See ‘Helsinki Watch report addressed to President Yeltsin’, Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 9 Nov. 1993,
p. 5. See also the article by Chairman of the opposition Democratic Party Shodmon Yusupov in Neza-
visimaya Gazeta, 25 Aug. 1993, p. 1. See also the testimony of the Russian military in Nezavisimaya
Gazeta, 9 Feb. 1994, pp. 1 and 3.

150 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 9 July 1993, p. 3; 20 July 1993, p. 2; 21 July 1993, pp. 1, 3.

151 Orr, M., “The civil war in Tajikistan’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Apr. 1993, pp. 181-84.
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armed opposition—which makes Moscow increasingly hostage to its political
choice, thus risking involving Russia in a new ‘alien’ war.

It should be noted, however, that Russia, using diplomatic means, has been
pressuring the leadership in Dushanbe to resolve the conflict through political
rather than military means and to open a dialogue with the opposition. Indeed,
such a dialogue was even presented as the main condition of support from
Moscow. It is also true that this highly publicized pressure has not borne any
discernible results, but this did not prevent Russia from concluding in May
1993 a bilateral Treaty on Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual Assistance
with Tajikistan.!s? The first negotiations between the parties finally began in
April 1994 in Moscow under the aegis of the UN and with Russian media-
tion.!53

The protection of the ‘external border’ of Tajikistan is perceived as being of
vital importance to Russian security. Alternatively, it is argued that Russia—
in order to prevent a mass influx of drugs, arms and criminals from the
south—would have to ‘close’ its newly established (and so far unmanned)
frontier with Kazakhstan, which is several times longer than the external bor-
der of Tajikistan. In July 1993, a Mujahideen attack against one of the border
troop posts, manned mainly by Russian military personnel, killed about 24 and
wounded 18. This attack provided a decisive incentive for Moscow to take
serious measures in order to keep the border under strict control.!** Moreover,
retaliatory and even preventive aerial and artillery strikes against Mujahideen
bases in the border areas of Afghanistan have been reported, risking further
escalation and internationalization of the conflict.!ss

One of Russia’s concerns is the fate of the Russian-speaking population in
Tajikistan (since the time of independence their total number has reportedly
fallen from 300 000 to 80 000).16 However, the problem is much broader and
affects all of Central Asia, even if no dramatic ‘exodus’ has so far taken place
in other republics. Foreign Minister Kozyrev considers that the situation in
Central Asia is better than in the Baltic states since no official discrimination
is practised—on the contrary, authorities are allegedly doing their best to keep
the Russian specialists.!s” However, other sources (also from the Foreign
Ministry) give a quite different assessment: cultural incompatibility and
increasing pressure from regional élites create ‘absolutely unacceptable condi-
tions’ for the everyday life of the Russian-speaking peoples, forcing them out.
Paradoxically, migration (according to the same source) from such ‘oases of
democracy’ in Central Asia as Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan is even higher than
from Tajikistan,!s® whereas the idea of double citizenship strongly advocated

152 Martin, K., ‘Tajikistan: civil war without end?’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2, no. 33 (20 Aug.
1993), p. 27.

153 [zvestia, 6 Apr. 1994, p. 1.

154 See Sherr, J., ‘Escalation of the Tajikistan conflict’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Nov. 1993,
pp. 514-16; Korolov, M., ‘Russians thrown into Tajik breach’, The Guardian, 6 Sep. 1993, p. 5.

155 Izvestia, 31 July 1993, p. 3; Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 16 Nov. 1993, p. 3.
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157 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 11 Nov. 1993, p. 3.
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by Moscow was accepted in December 1993 only by Turkmenistan (which
has the lowest percentage of Russians living in the country).

Devastated by a large-scale civil war, Tajikistan has found itself in the worst
economic situation of any post-Soviet state. There have hardly been any sig-
nificant attempts at ensuring economic survival. Not surprisingly, Tajikistan
was the only CIS member to accept all the conditions presented by Moscow
with respect to financial integration—and the only one to renounce intro-
ducing its own currency, with the new Russian roubles being delivered by the
Central Bank of Russia. Remaining in the rouble zone would certainly be
helpful for preserving the economic links between the two states, the price for
Russia being some additional financial burden and for Tajikistan that of a de
facto status as an economic protectorate. Economic dependence, however, is
quite in accordance with the political and military aspects of the situation in a
country which has become a loyal, if extremely unstable and thus not very
reliable, ally of Russia in Central Asia.!®®

A multilateral pattern

As a signatory to the 1992 Tashkent Treaty on Collective Security, Tajikistan
is eligible for military assistance from the other CIS members—provided they
assess the situation as a threat from ‘external aggression’. The neighbouring
states do have reason to be concerned with instabilities in Tajikistan, but even
more threatening for most of the Central Asian regimes could have been the
example of a challenge addressed to the ‘renewed’ communist/Soviet élites.
Not surprisingly, they have substantially contributed to ‘antifundamentalist
alarmism’ in and beyond Central Asia.

Russia, for its part, is certainly interested in not operating alone. The
political (as well as military and financial) support from Tajikistan’s neigh-
bours is not only essential, but in fact a sine qua non since any Russian actions
beyond its borders would be extremely vulnerable if not endorsed by the other
CIS members. Those states, in turn, were probably seeking to off-load military
costs on to Russia, while at the same time attempting to create a precedent of
using Russian forces to suppress internal opponents.

Negotiations on the multilateral CIS efforts continued during much of 1993,
the allies of Russia being reluctant to share costs or to send their own troops.
Of the ‘collective peacekeeping forces’ of 25 000 troops (see above) in Tajiki-
stan, the Russian contribution (the 201st Motorized Rifle Division deployed in
the area since the Soviet times) is by far the most substantial, and the partici-
pation of four other Central Asian states, even if only symbolic, gives the
intervention some legitimacy.

This legitimacy is, however, relatively limited. This might change if peace-
keeping activities in Tajikistan are allowed to operate under the UN flag and
efforts to protect the Tajik borders are secured by the CSCE or North Atlantic
Cooperation Council (NACC). Russian diplomatic moves (for example, a

159 See Moscow News, no. 49 (3 Dec. 1993), p. 4.
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suggestion for a joint CSCE/UN peacemaking and crisis-management mission
to be tested in Tajikistan)!é® have so far failed to achieve any substantial
results, but they could hardly be criticized for incoherence or inconsistency.

VIII. Conclusions: Russia’s role in conflict management

Instability on the territory of the former USSR seems set to become a lasting
phenomenon fraught with the danger of serious conflicts. No universally
effective means exist to settle the conflicts, but reducing their scope and
containing them within certain limits may be a realistic prospect, provided that
the parties involved are ready to devote the necessary political, financial and
military resources.

During 1993 Russia substantially consolidated its position within the post-
Soviet geopolitical area. Russia’s economic potential, although severely
damaged over the past two years, has become one of the strongest factors
affecting most of the post-Soviet states. In fact, they have come to recognize
that economic realities make partnership with Russia essential for their sur-
vival. This undoubtedly has important implications for conflict management
throughout the former USSR, highlighting in particular the CIS pattern of
peacekeeping.

Russia’s direct and indirect role in the development of armed conflicts has
become more prominent. Criticized for taking sides in a number of domestic
conflicts (such as in Abkhazia, Tajikistan and the Trans-Dniester region), the
Russian armed forces have operated as the most important or only available
factor for minimizing chaos and preventing hostilities on a larger scale.

Responding to increasing domestic criticism of its alleged inability to pro-
tect the interests of Russians in the near abroad, Russia in 1993 began emph-
asizing the importance of a special peacemaking mission within the former
Soviet Union to head off the development of a scenario resembling that of the
former Yugoslavia.!é! Russia’s security and other interests in the near abroad
have also been highlighted as the reason (or the pretext) for more active
involvement and even as a justification for assuming a kind of ‘neo-imperial’
‘regional superpower’ role in its immediate vicinity.

Arguing that ‘nobody could replace Russia in making peace’ (in the former
Soviet Union),!62 Russia attempted to obtain a mandate from the international
community for peacekeeping within the post-Soviet area. This might legit-
imize a Russian military presence in neighbouring states, elicit political and
possibly financial support, and provide for the sharing of responsibility in case
of failure. Significantly, the Russian approach received a relatively tolerant
hearing from the leading Western countries (France, Germany, Italy, the UK
and the USA) but was vigorously rejected by a number of other international
actors—most importantly by the countries of the near abroad themselves.

160 Krasnaya Zvezda, 24 Nov. 1993, p. 3.
161 See Financial Times, 2 Dec. 1993, p. 2.
162 Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 22 Sep. 1993, p. 1.
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Russia’s increasing activism in the near abroad could be easily interpreted
as a new form of covert or even open colonialism.!6? Russia is also suspected
of creating (or re-creating) a sphere of influence in which access to other inter-
national actors will be denied; its proclaimed desire to involve the inter-
national community (which apparently does not fit a ‘new Monroe doctrine’
pattern) allegedly testifies that Moscow wants to have the West’s blessing
rather than letting it in; its impartiality in domestic or inter-state conflicts is
also questioned. Not surprisingly, some UN officials reacted negatively as
well, pointing out that peacekeepers cannot be taken from adjacent countries
suspected of having too keen an interest in the outcome of a particular con-
flict.

However, because non-engagement in CIS affairs remains the prevailing
approach in most Western countries and the UN is by no means in a position
to provide peacekeepers for conflicts on the territory of the former Soviet
Union, the choice might come down to a Russian-held peace or no peace at
all. If so, Moscow can hardly be blamed for the lack of alternatives.

163 See Eyal, J., ‘Russia’s covert colonialism’, The Independent, 16 Nov. 1993, p. 19.






7. Europe: towards a new regional security
regime

ADAM DANIEL ROTFELD

I. Introduction

The end of the cold war started the process of a fundamental transformation of
the security regime in Europe. These changes were not only desired but also in
various ways initiated, promoted and supported by various parties for various
reasons. At first, their aim was to overcome the division of Europe' and to
establish a system of common and co-operative security.2 However, when the
changes took place, they came as a surprise: in the event neither politicians
nor experts were prepared to absorb them, so fast and radical were they. Dom-
estically, they were not expected peacefully to change the foundations of the
totalitarian system and undermine the legitimacy of one-party government.
Externally, the dissolution of the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and the
breakup of the Soviet Union brought a complete change of the environment
determining European security. New prerequisites were created for shaping a
regional security regime based on a common system of values—respect for
the rule of law, democracy, pluralism, human rights and the reintroduction of
the market economy. The final document of the Paris summit meeting of the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) of November
1990 stated: ‘The era of confrontation and division of Europe is ended . . .
Ours is a time for fulfilling the hopes and expectations our peoples have
cherished for decades: steadfast commitment to democracy based on human
rights and fundamental freedoms; prosperity through economic liberty and
social justice; and equal security for all our countries’.? The signatories of the

! For example, the Final Act of the CSCE formulated as one of the goals to be pursued by the partici-
pating states ‘overcoming the confrontation stemming from the character of their past relations’.
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, Final Act (Helsinki, 1975), reproduced in Rotfeld,
A. D. (ed.), SIPRI, From Helsinki to Helsinki and Beyond: Analysis and Documents of the Conference
on Security and Co-operation in Europe, 1973~93 (Oxford University Press: Oxford, forthcoming
1994).

2 The objectives and the terminology formulated in the Palme Report (Independent Commission on
Disarmament and Security Issues, Common Security, A Programme for Disarmament (Pan Books:
London, 1982) were taken over in NATO documents. For example, the London Declaration on a
Transformed North Atlantic Alliance (6 July 1990) stated: ‘We recognize that, in the new Europe, the
security of every state is inseparably linked to the security of its neighbours. NATO must become an
institution where Europeans, Canadians and Americans work together not only for the common defence,
but to build new partnerships with all the nations of Europe. The Atlantic Community must reach out to
the countries of the East which were our adversaries in the Cold War, and extend to them the hand of
friendship.” The text is reproduced in Rotfeld, A. D. and Stiitzle, W. (eds), SIPRI, Germany and Europe
in Transition (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1991), p. 150.

3 The Charter of Paris for a New Europe, reproduced in SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1991: World
Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1991), appendix 17B, pp. 603-10.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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Charter of Paris also recognized ‘the freedom of States to choose their own
security arrangements’.* These declarations were reaffirmed two years later, in
the CSCE Helsinki Summit Declaration of 10 July 1992. In that document the
new experience of instability, conflicts and new threats had already found
expression: ‘Still, the legacy of the past remains strong. We are faced with
challenges and opportunities, but also with serious difficulties and disappoint-
ments’.

The transformation of the security regime in Europe has encountered funda-
mental problems. Formulation of the goals and the programme has been found
to be much easier than putting the accords into effect, for three reasons.

First, it emerged that, although the WTO has ceased to exist, the division of
Europe into two zones has not been overcome. An invisible line separates the
European states of greater and assured security, united within the framework
of NATO and the European Union (EU), from the Central and East European
(CEE) states, which are not anchored in any security structures and are
effectively left outside the main current of the integrating world. Moreover,
some of these countries have found themselves in conflict with others or
involved in national and ethnic tensions and conflicts.

Second, European security is determined in equal measure by international
and by domestic circumstances. The main challenges for European security in
1993 are the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina and the crisis developing in
Russia and on other former Soviet territories. The economic recession in the
West in 1993 has been accompanied by a deep slump in the East, particularly
in the Baltic states, Belarus, Russia, Ukraine and other countries which
declared their independence after the collapse of the Soviet Union. The situa-
tion in this part of Europe, including Albania, Bulgaria and Romania, in many
respects bears analogy with that of the Weimar Republic after World War 1.
This is a conflict-engendering, even explosive state of affairs, the origins of
which are not external but internal threats.

Third, the existing multilateral security structures in Europe, however
numerous and well-functioning, are not fully adequate to the new require-
ments and challenges. Even more important, in the ongoing political debate a
new strategy or new organization of regional security has not yet emerged to
which the main actors would be ready to subordinate or entrust their own
national security.

In this context, some basic questions were raised in 1993. How should the
European security system be transformed? Could Russia and the CEE states
be integrated into the existing West European security structures, and if so
how?¢ What kind of relations would develop between NATO and Russia?

4 See note 3.

5 CSCE, Helsinki Document 1992: The Challenges of Change, partly reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook
1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), appendix SA,
pp. 190-209. In this context, it is worth mentioning that the programme adopted at Helsinki has no
longer declared the goal of equal security, but promised to intensify co-operation for democracy, pros-
perity and ‘equal rights of security’ (para. 4).

6 Central and Eastern Europe includes Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and
Slovakia.
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Should the CEE states be kept out of NATO and be recognized as a zone of
special security interest for Russia? What kind of US or transformed NATO
involvement in the security of CEE was possible—common defence or a co-
operative security organization? What role was to be played by the CSCE in
the functioning of a new European security system?

II. The main determinants

The process of shaping a regional security system abounds in internal contra-
dictions. In 1993, tendencies towards integration were dominant in Western
Europe, culminating in the entry into force of the Treaty on European Union
(the Maastricht Treaty) and the provisions for a ‘common foreign and security
policy’.” Numerous differences notwithstanding, within this group of states the
search for a common denominator has been paramount.8

In the area described today as the CEE states, disintegration has progressed.’
Divergencies have been increasing and clashes of interest have reappeared
between the former WTO members and Russia, between the participants in
the Visegrad Group (the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia), and
between the states formed on the territory of the former Soviet Union. A sort
of race began among the CEE states for a better starting position in the run-up
to joining the EU and NATO.!® Russia has counteracted this tendency in vari-
ous ways, directly and indirectly. The political fragmentation of the CEE
states is demonstrated by their attitude to basic security challenges. It was
highlighted in their responses to the development of events in Russia, in their
complete inaction and helplessness in the face of the war in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and in their inability to formulate a common position on funda-
mental security issues during the visit of US President Bill Clinton to Europe
in January 1994.!! In their turn, the Western states have pursued a dual-track
political strategy towards their eastern neighbours, on the one hand encourag-
ing the states of the subregion to get closer to each other,’2 and on the other

7 European Communities, Treaty on European Union (European Communities, Office for Official
Publications: Luxembourg, 1992), Title V: Provisions on a Common Foreign and Security Policy,
pp. 123-29. The Provisions on a Common Foreign and Security Policy are partly reproduced in
appendix 7A. See also figure 7.1 and section VI in this chapter.

8 George, B., ‘European and transatlantic security in a revolutionary age’, North Atlantic Assembly,
Political Committee, 1993 Reports, Oct. 1993, p. 6.

9 For a broader discussion of the causes of this state of affairs, see Cowen Karp, R. (ed.), SIPRI,
Central and Eastern Europe: The Challenge of Transition (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993),
pp. 9-11.

10 The Prime Minister of the Czech Republic, Vaclav Klaus, openly came out against co-operation
within the Visegrad Group, ‘for fear of the Czech Republic being held back in its own drive to obtain
membership in the EC and NATO. The Czech Republic’s shift toward a go-it-alone approach since 1992
has not ended co-operation altogether, but it has cast doubt on how much the Visegrad Group can
accomplish.” See Security for Europe Project: Final Report, Dec. 1993 (Center for Foreign Policy
Development of the Thomas J. Watson, Jr Institute for International Studies, Brown University:
Providence, R.L., 1993), pp. 50-51.

11 US Information Service, Stockholm, ‘Clinton European trip, news background’ (Special Edition),
9-14 Jan. 1994.

12 *The tendency for the West to handle the region as a bloc strengthened in 1993 . . . A group of six
instead of three is being mentioned, so underlining the view that a bloc approach will make the region’s
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hand under various pretences putting off a decision on the inclusion of those
states in the West European political, military and economic structures.!?

The centrifugal tendencies and a kind of re-nationalization of security poli-
cies have not, however, hindered the process of institutionalization initiated
four years ago on the pan-European level within the CSCE. This involves both
the process of political consultation and the development of new structures
and missions. They serve early-warning, conflict-prevention, conflict-manage-
ment and conflict-resolution functions and are known in the European context
as the tools of preventive diplomacy.!

It remains to be seen which of the existing institutions is willing and to what
extent it is willing to fill the security vacuum left after the dissolution of the
WTO and the collapse of the bipolar system. The question is on what founda-
tions the future regional security system in Europe will rest. Will it be a
restructured and expanded North Atlantic Alliance, a developed concept of
security identity within the EU or a pan-European organization for security as
agreed in CSCE negotiations and covering the area from Vancouver in the
west to Vladivostok in the east?

III. Towards an expanded NATO

The question of expanding NATO eastward has dominated the political debate
on the future of the North Atlantic Alliance. Three principal attitudes have
come to the fore: (a) determined opposition to expansion, (b) advocacy of
accepting new members into the Alliance, particularly those from the CEE
region, and (¢) support for a middle-of-the-road course such as postponing the
decision, formulating preconditions or providing for associate status or other
step-by-step solutions. The attitude of the main NATO powers to the CEE
countries’ wish to join NATO was differentiated and evolved during 1993.
Germany has stood for expanding NATO eastward; the UK has been against
this; the USA has oscillated between these two extremes; and France intro-
duced a draft Pact for Stability in Europe (the ‘Balladur Plan’, described in
section IV). The debate which in previous years had been rather theoretical

problems easier to handle and help the small countries of the region to enter the institutions of European
integration of secondary importance.” See a report published by three Hungarian research institutes—the
Center for Security and Defence Studies, the Institute for World Economics and the Hungarian Institute
of Foreign Affairs: The World in 1993, A Hungarian View (Budapest, Dec. 1993), p. 16.

13 Latawski, P., ‘Droga Polski do NATO—problemy i perspektywy’ [Poland’s road to NATO—prob-
lems and perspectives], Sprawy Migdzynarodowe, no. 3 (1993), pp. 8ff.; Parzymies, S., ‘Unia
Europejska a Europa Srodkowa [The European Union and Central Europe), Sprawy Miedzynarodowe,
no. 3 (1993), pp. 89-110. For the causes of NATO’s reluctance to accept the CEE states, see also
Taylor, T., ‘NATO and Central Europe’, NATO Review, Oct. 1991, pp. 18-19.

14 CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 on CSCE Activities (CSCE: Vienna, 31 Oct. 1993),
reproduced in Rotfeld (note 1). See also the three relevant chapters by A. D. Rotfeld in the SIPRI
Yearbooks 1991-1993: ‘New security structures in Europe: concepts, proposals and decisions’, SIPRI
Yearbook 1991 (note 3), pp. 585-600; ‘European security structures in transition’, SIPRI Yearbook
1992: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1992), pp. 563-82; ‘The
CSCE: towards a security organization’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (note 5), pp. 171-218, and the introduc-
tory chapter in this volume.
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and concerned rather vague hypothetical situations!s in 1993 has had to deal
with specific operational decisions and political developments.

Different countries’ positions concerning a future security system in Europe
have been mainly shaped following political events in Russia and the war in
Bosnia and Herzegovina.!¢ One view is that ‘NATO is the true Great Power in
Europe today’!? and should guarantee ‘existing frontiers in the Balkans and
Eastern Europe, so as to deprive transnational ethnic rivalry of its political and
military explosiveness’.!® Opponents of such a political concept asserted that
‘such a course reflects philosophical inertia, an inability or unwillingness to
jettison old concepts and models of thought in the face of utterly changed cir-
cumstances’.!® Some US analysts argued that the political West (i.e., NATO)
‘is not a natural construct but a highly artificial one . . . It is extremely doubt-
ful whether it can now survive the disappearance of that enemy’ (a hostile
East).2¢ In their opinion the question of expanding NATO is of much less
importance than that of its continued existence in the shape in which it has
functioned over the past 45 years.

The Western view

The plans to expand NATO membership have provoked contradictory
responses both in the East and in the West. The obstacles for new CEE states
on the road to NATO membership generally fall into two categories, political
and functional 2!

The political obstacles are mainly consideration for Russia and fears of
entangling NATO in national and ethnic conflicts among CEE nations.
Moving NATO to the east would—in the view of the opponents of expanding
the Atlantic Alliance—hinder democratic changes in security policy inside
Russia, separate Russia from Europe and deepen its sense of threat and isola-
tion. In effect, it would facilitate an enhancement of the role and impact of
nationalist—conservative forces and in the longer run contribute to a new mili-
tarization of Russian foreign policy.

NATO politicians have expressed an opinion that admission of CEE states
to the Atlantic Alliance will be interpreted in Russia as an attempt to isolate,
encircle and separate it from the West. For the West, for many reasons the

15 Some examples of this are the discussions initiated by articles such as: Snyder, J., ‘Averting an-
archy in the new Europe’, International Security, vol. 14, no. 4 (spring 1990), pp. 5-41; Mearsheimer,
J.J., ‘Back to the future: instability in Europe after the cold war’, International Security, vol. 15, no. 1
(summer 1990), pp. 5-56; van Evera, S., ‘Primed for peace: Europe after the cold war’, International
Security, vol. 15, no. 3 (winter 1990-91), pp. 7-57.

16 Two essays on NATQ’s future in Foreign Affairs, Sep.—Oct. 1993, presented opposing views.
Three analysts from the Rand Corporation (R. D. Asmus, R. L. Kugler and F. S. Larrabee) argued that
NATO is the only potentially effective security organization for an enlarged Europe. See Asmus, R. D.
et al., ‘Building a new NATO’, Foreign Affairs, Sep.—Oct. 1993, pp. 28-40. Another concept was pre-
sented in the same issue by O. Harries: ‘The collapse of “the West™, pp. 41-53.

17 pfaff, W., ‘Invitation to war’, Foreign Affairs (summer 1993), p. 99.

18 pfaff (note 17), p. 107.

19 Harries (note 16), p. 41.

20 Harries (note 16), p. 42.

21 Some of those obstacles were characterized in a systematic way by Latawski (note 13), pp. 67-88.
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Russian position on the issue of expanding NATO was essential in making a
decision. The Western states’ attitude has been contingent upon the transfor-
mation taking place in Russia and on caution about anything that could even
potentially harm the process of democratic reform or strengthen the conser-
vative camp there. President Clinton addressed the following questions to the
North Atlantic summit meeting in Brussels on 10 January 1994: ‘Why should
we now draw a new line through Europe just a little further east? Why should
we now do something which could foreclose the best possible future for
Europe?’ He went on to answer: ‘The best possible future would be a demo-
cratic Russia committed to the security of all its European neighbours. The
best possible future would be a democratic Ukraine, a democratic government
in every one of the newly-independent states of the former Soviet Union, all
committed to market co-operation, to common security and to democratic
ideals. We should not foreclose that possibility’.22 It has remained unclear to
what extent admission of Central European states to NATO would close or
make difficult the road to democratic change and the market economy in the
East.

Russia, however, was not the only reason for the Atlantic Alliance’s unwill-
ingness to give any security guarantees to Central and Eastern Europe. Among
the reasons for Western restraint, caution and sometimes overt reluctance on
the part of the West European security structures to embrace the new democ-
racies in Eastern Europe is above all the lack of an overall future-oriented
vision or concept of security. In such a situation the only response is the
rationalization of the prevailing conservative policy, accompanied by declara-
tions about the need for change, adjustment to new challenges and threats, and
so on. Most often the solution to the problems of today is being sought in the
concepts which were tried and tested in the past. In effect, the new rhetoric,
new institutions and procedures were to revive the old concept of the balance
of power. A conservative approach has gained the upper hand, directed at
maintaining NATO’s functions and mandate in their present shape. The
rationale for this was fear that basic reforms can only promote centrifugal ten-
dencies, lead to the Alliance’s disintegration, and shift tensions to the western
part of the continent.

NATO states have not definitely determined their attitude towards the con-
cept of expanding the Alliance. Various views have been voiced, but doubts
and reservations have been predominant and there is widespread awareness
that a decision with respect to one of the CEE states or the Visegrad Group
would open the question of membership of other states.?* The admission to
NATO of such a large group of former adversaries when the Alliance has no
clear enemy would change both the area covered by the guarantees of the

22 See President Clinton’s remarks to the North Atlantic Council Summit, Brussels, 10 Jan. 1994: US
Information Service, Stockholm, Wireless File, 10 Jan. 1994, p. 4.

23 At various stages such a wish has been expressed by almost all the states of the region—Bulgaria,
Romania and the 4 members of the Visegrad Group—and by Albania, Slovenia, Ukraine and Lithuania,
which formally applied for membership in Jan. 1994.
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1949 North Atlantic Treaty?* and, more importantly, the character and ways of
managing and functioning of the Alliance. The institutions shaped to suit the
needs of its 16 members would have to be substantially rebuilt. The Alliance
would turn into a system of collective security, a role for which it is not pre-
pared.

The functional obstacles include the necessity of major restructuring—
changes in training, command and equipment of the armed forces of the for-
mer WTO members—requiring new infrastructure and heavy expenditure
both by the states applying for membership and by existing members. The
fundamental obstacle, however, is connected with the fact that the majority of
Alliance members do not identify their individual and collective security
interests with NATO’s shift to the east. At the same time the line of division
between proponents and opponents of NATO expansion runs not between
individual states but inside the states members of the Alliance which have
political decisions to take on this matter.

The inclusion of the CEE states in NATO would mean a fundamental
change of the Alliance. This is why a definition of criteria for membership of
NATO is essential. These criteria would include in particular a commitment
on the part of new members to respect the principles of democracy in their
internal order, civil political control over the armed forces, renunciation of any
territorial claims, respect for human rights and the rights of minorities in these
states and full participation in various forms of NATO activity, from peace-
keeping to armed defence.

Specific recommendations presented by the proponents of radical transfor-
mation of NATO have been confined to the enlargement of Alliance? and
institutional reforms.2

One particular question is that of a new role for the USA and the extent to
which it identifies its own national security interests with the security of
Europe as a whole. In this context two positions in the ongoing debate deserve
attention. The proponents of limited US involvement in European affairs ar-
gue that the Clinton Administration ‘has an ambitious domestic agenda and
little interest in or feel for foreign policy’;?” opponents interpret it as a ‘poss-
ible US retreat from global leadership in the name of multilateralism’2? and
see a new strategic bargain between Europe and the USA in a quite different
way: new strategic challenges emerging throughout Europe ‘could directly
impact vital American national interests’.?* From that point of view the debate
on military involvement in Bosnia and Herzegovina is a conflict about allied

24 North Atlantic Treaty, Washington, DC, 4 Apr. 1949, reproduced as appendix I in NATO Handbook
(NATO, Office of Information and Press: Brussels, 1992), pp. 143—-46.

25 See more on this in the report published by the Windsor Group, NATO: The Case for Enlargement
(Institute for European Defence and Strategic Studies: [London], Dec. 1993), pp. 7-12.

26 Asmus ez al. (note 16), p- 39.

27 Harries (note 16), p. 52.

28 Lugar, R., ‘NATO: out of area or out of business,” Address given by a member of the US Senate
Foreign Relations and Intelligence Committees and Co-Chairman of the Senate Arms Control Observers
Group before the Overseas Writers Club on 24 June 1993. See US Information Service, Stockholm,
Wireless File, 7 July 1993, pp. 24-28.

29 See Lugar (note 28), p. 24.
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unity and the willingness of Europeans and Americans to adjust their cold war
political and security institutions and missions to the changing geostrategic
circumstances in and around Europe.

Senator Richard Lugar has criticized the US Administration concept which
classifies Western Europe as a vital interest of the USA, while the CEE coun-
tries are not. ‘This narrow American definition of American interests is
becoming a kind of new conventional wisdom. It is wrong and needs to be
corrected.”® The present Administration strategy, he argues, mostly amounts
to a new rhetoric and some amendments to the existing institutions and proce-
dures; Senator Lugar demands changes in the very nature of NATO. ‘The
choice is not between an old NATO and a new NATO, but rather between a
new NATO and no NATO.’*! The gist of his proposal and the arguments of
other proponents of radical change® can be summarized as follows. In the
light of new threats, the concept of security cannot be confined to maintaining
old structures, the aim of which was the defence of Western Europe, but must
be to forge a more balanced alliance capable of dealing with the new instabil-
ity to the east and the south. Along with the end of the cold war, the strategic
distinction between Europe’s centre and its periphery has been wiped away.*
Instability in the East threatens to revive old rivalries between Germany and
Russia. The distinction between what were known during the cold war as ‘in
area’ and ‘out of area’ crises has become ambiguous and artificial. Further-
more, the majority of future conflicts will probably fall into what was in the
past considered ‘out of area’. In other words, what was formerly on the margin
should be seen now and in the future as a central issue.

Russia’s view

The Russian position on this matter was until 1993 ambiguous. During his
visit to Warsaw on 25 August 1993, President Boris Yeltsin stated that he
sympathized with Poland’s desire to join NATO. A formula in the Joint
Polish—Russian Declaration of 25 August 1993 reflected this.** However, hav-
ing returned to Moscow, Yeltsin revised his position. On 15 September 1993
he wrote a letter to President Clinton and other Western leaders in which he
opposed the possible admission of the CEE states to NATO. He pointed out
that such a decision would provoke a negative response on the part of Russian
society. ‘Not only the opposition, but the moderates, too, would no doubt see
this as a sort of neo-isolation of the country, as opposed to its natural introduc-

30 See Lugar (note 28), p. 25.

31 See Lugar (note 28), p. 29. Prof. Michael Mandelbaum also described the choice as that ‘between a
new NATO and no NATO’, Washington Post, 6 Sep. 1993. See also Odom, W. E., ‘Strategic realign-
ment in Europe: NATO’s obligation to the East’, in NATO: The Case for Enlargement (note 25).

32 See the view expressed by the group of senior analysts at the RAND Corporation in Asmus et al.
(note 16).

33 Asmus et al. (note 16), p. 29.

3 ITAR-TASS carries Russian—Polish Joint Declaration’, Foreign Broadcast Information Service,
Daily Report—Central Eurasia (FBIS-SOV), FBIS-SOV-93-164, 26 Aug. 1993, pp. 13-15. President
Yeltsin said: ‘[sJuch a move would not be counter to Russian interests nor to the pan-European integra-
tion process’. See International Herald Tribune, 26 Aug. 1993.
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tion into the Euro-Atlantic space’.’ He drew attention to the fact that the
Treaty on the Final Settlement with Respect to Germany?¢ prohibited the
stationing of foreign troops in Germany’s eastern Lénder, thus ruling out any
possibility of expansion of the NATO area to the east. Russia, asserted
Yeltsin, favoured a situation in which its relations with NATO would be ‘by
several degrees warmer than those between the Alliance and Eastern
Europe’.3” In other words, Russia did not treat NATO as an enemy—on the
contrary, it wished to move closer to the Alliance—but it did not wish CEE
states to become NATO members, since that would mean that they could not
be seen either as a Russian security zone or as a zone of Russian special inter-
est and rights. At the end of his letter, President Yeltsin expressed Russia’s
readiness, ‘together with NATO, to offer official security guarantees to the
East European states with a focus on ensuring sovereignty, territorial integrity,
inviolability of frontiers, and maintenance of peace in the region. Such guar-
antees could be stipulated in a political statement or co-operation agreement
between the Russian Federation and NATO’.* In this way Russia signalled
that it seeks a droit de regard over the decision on expanding the Alliance, on
the one hand, and pretends to determine the ways and forms of ensuring the
security of its close neighbours, on the other.

The will and positions of the CEE states were simply ignored in the letter. It
is telling that they had not expressed any interest in guarantees by Russia. The
Yeltsin letter clearly referred to the NATO debate on the further evolution of
the Atlantic Alliance and its role in new circumstances.* The overtly stated
goal was to stave off decisions which would prejudge the matter of NATO’s
eastward expansion. It is worth recalling here that, in accordance with
Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949, admission to NATO is
decided only by the member states.® Furthermore, Principle I of the Final Act
of the CSCE (1975) provides that participating states ‘have the right to belong
or not to belong to international organizations, to be or not to be a party to
bilateral or multilateral treaties including the right to be or not be a party to
treaties of alliance; they also have the right to neutrality’.*! Russia’s inter-
pretation is that those rights may be exercised under the conditions defined by
it as being in accordance with Russia’s national security interests.

35 See the letter of Russian President Boris Yeltsin to US President Bill Clinton, 15 Sep. 1993, repro-
duced in appendix 7A.

36 Treaty on the Final Settlement with Respect to Germany (Moscow, 12 Sep. 1990), reproduced in
Rotfeld and Stiitzle (note 2), pp. 183-85.

37 See note 35.

38 See note 35.

39 In his letter, Yeltsin wrote: “We know that at present preparations are under way for a special
NATO summit meeting which will be discussing strategic aspects of the Alliance’s evolution and its role
in new conditions’ (note 35).

40 “The Parties may, by unanimous agreement, invite any other European State in a position to further
the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North Atlantic area to accede to this
Treaty.” See NATO Handbook (note 24) p. 145.

4! Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, Final Act (note 1), p. 10.
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The Central and East European view

In 1993, the choice was made and officially declared by all states of the
region. The reasons for this choice were the changes in the domestic system,
the will to make themselves permanently independent from Russia, irrespec-
tive of whether it is a communist or anti-communist power, and the need for
political stability rather than any military threat.*> The increased interest of the
new democracies in joining the Atlantic structures and, even more, the Euro-
pean ones—the EU and the Western European Union (WEU)—results from
the fear that in the face of the dramatic development of the situation in Russia
they might find themselves in a zone of increased threat or of ‘thinned-out’
security.® Given the vacuum which was left after the dissolution of the
Warsaw Pact, they might be treated by Russia as a ‘buffer zone’ or an area of
Russian security interest. In particular, their interest also arises from the poss-
ibility of power in Russia being taken by proponents of neo-imperial, mili-
taristic and nationalist policy. Internally, NATO membership would promote
stability of system transformation, the strengthening of political pluralism,
respect for democratic freedoms and human rights, and the development of a
market economy. From this point of view, the setting of criteria—political and
economic stability—which would qualify states for membership of NATO
was demanded.+ Externally, the Atlantic Alliance has become a priority in the
security policies of the CEE states and is no longer seen as one of the
dilemmas.*

An open question remains the premises and time-scale of implementation of
the new West-oriented policy. For many analysts it was obvious that admiss-
ion cannot take place immediately. The debate which started and the com-
ments of politicians have rather aimed to usher in a process and outline a time-
table for NATO membership. In this context, it has been pointed out that there
is a distinction between the status of signatory of the North Atlantic Treaty
(France is among the 16) and being part of the integrated military structure
(which France is not). A step-by-step process of inclusion of the CEE states in
NATO is sought: at first, countries of the region would be given a kind of
‘soft’ security guarantee, accompanied by increasing direct co-ordination and
co-operation with the Alliance.*6 The second phase, after signing the North
Atlantic Treaty, would lead to the finalization of adjustment actions initiated
earlier, including the adoption of new military doctrines, organizational and
logistic changes, rearmament and the development of new defence infrastruc-

42 The opinions of representatives of the Visegrad Group, for instance, were systematically presented
in NATO: The Case for Enlargement (note 25) in contributions by Svetoslav Bombik (Slovakia), Pavel
Bratinka (Czech Republic), Jerzy M. Nowakowski (Poland), W. E. Odom (USA) and Tamas Waschler
(Hungary).

43 Kuzniar, R., ‘Jak wyj$¢ ze strefy rozrzedzonego bezpieczeristwa® [How to get out of the zone of
thinned-out security], Rzeczpospolita, 18 Oct. 1993, p. 19.

44 Bratinka (note 42).

45 Report on the State of National Security: External Aspects (Polish Institute of International Affairs:
Warsaw, 1993), p. 60.

46 Kuzniar (note 43), p. 19.
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tures adequate to NATO standards. The third and last phase would be incorp-
oration into the military organization of the Atlantic Alliance.

In Central Europe, such institutional links with the West have been sought
as would make the process of transformation irreversible. ‘Since full member-
ship in the EU is realistically not available until the end of this decade, NATO
is the only structure able to help us reach this objective rapidly and safely.’+?
These words of the Hungarian Foreign Minister were echoed by numerous
politicians of the Visegrad Group and other states of the region.*® For those
states a main threat is uncertainty about the situation and the sense of isolation
vis-a-vis the reviving neo-imperial ambitions of Russia.

Their calls addressed to NATO, the WEU and the EU were not left
unanswered.

IV. Towards a security partnership

The essential transformations and changes in the security landscape in 1993
forced all the relevant Western structures and pan-European institutions
painfully to confront their identity crisis. The process of transformation started
earlier has been speeded up in the light of the new situation—the develop-
ments in Russia, the war in Bosnia and Herzegovina, mounting ethnic con-
flicts and CEE expectations. After an intense debate, a number of decisions
taken by NATO (October 1993-January 1994) and the WEU (November
1993) aimed at an institutional rapprochement with the CEE countries. Con-
sidering them together with the relevant decisions and organizational changes
which were adopted at the fourth meeting of the Council of the Ministers of
the CSCE in Rome in November—December 1993, one can speak of a prelimi-
nary outline of a new regional security system in Europe.

The NATO Travemiinde meeting

An informal discussion meeting of the defence ministers of the Atlantic
Alliance in Travemiinde (20-21 October 1993) was a reaction equally to the
mounting crisis in NATO® and to the demands of Central and Eastern Europe.

47 Jeszensky, G., ‘Central Europe: slow return to the West’, Hungarian Observer, vol. 7, no. 2
(Feb. 1994), p. 2.

48 See, e.g., the article by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland, Andrzej Olechowski, ‘Polska
chce zostaé czlonkiem NATO: Jak wyj$¢ z szarej strefy bezpieczeristwa’ [Poland wants to be a NATO
member. How to get out of the grey zone of security], Rzeczpospolita, 29 Dec. 1993: ‘[US Secretary of
State Warren) Christopher called Central Europe “a vacuum in terms of security and stability”. Life
abhors a vacuum. Therefore a question arises who will fill it and when and how. Indeed, in this context
one must see our strivings to consolidate the relations with the USA and other institutions responsible
for Western security.” Zbigniew Brzezinski in ‘“The way forward for an inspired NATO”, International
Herald Tribune, 2 Dec. 1993, answering the question how NATO should respond to the security vacuum
in CEE, contended that a NATO-sponsored ‘coalition for regional security’ could involve tighter co-
ordination and integration by stages of Central European states into NATO’s command, logistic, plan-
nin4g and training systems.

9 Summarized by Scott Sullivan: ‘When the Soviet empire collapsed in 1989, the North Atlantic
Organization lost the best enemy it ever had. In Western defence circles, cynics suggested that it had also
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They focused their two-day discussion on five subjects: (a) the situation in the
former Yugoslavia; (b) wider perspectives of NATO’s role in peacekeeping;
(c) transatlantic solidarity and the development of a European Security and
Defence Identity; (d) the future of defence-related co-operation with countries
of CEE; and (e) the danger of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and ballistic missiles.5

It was the first meeting of this kind. Although the subjects for discussion
were official US proposals, it was not intended to make any decisions in
Travemiinde, but to prepare a joint position before the NATO summit meeting
in Brussels (10 January 1994). One of the proposals concerned a Partnership
for Peace (PFP) with CEE countries, and another aimed at giving US concerns
about the proliferation of nuclear and other weapons and missiles a higher pri-
ority on the NATO agenda and particularly that for the January 1994 summit
meeting.’! Discussions on extending security co-operation to CEE countries
and statements by NATO Secretary General Manfred Worner, US Secretary of
Defense Les Aspin and German Defence Minister Volker Riihe sought to
explain that, while the proposed partnership—joint training, exercises and
consultation—would exclude immediate membership or NATO security
guarantees, they would not rule them out forever.52 The Travemiinde meeting
took up ‘the broad topic of relations, with a view toward defining a new and
closer net of contacts with neighbours and institutions’.5? Wérner’s concept of
‘affiliate membership’ for the CEE countries in NATO—a link with the
Alliance in the form of political consultations but without the security
guarantees under Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty—was also discussed.>*

The Aspin plan and statements made by other ministers stressed the need for
a ‘strategic relationship’ with Russia and Ukraine. Other issues of high prior-
ity for NATO’s long-term future under consideration in Travemiinde included
the forms of a closer relationship between NATO and the emerging European
Security and Defence Identity and ties with the WEU, intended to avoid dupli-
cation on the one hand and to improve the climate between the two pillars of
the Alliance on the other.s

lost its reason for being and should be discreetly disbanded. Four years later NATO’s future is more of
an issue than ever.” ‘NATO’s identity crisis’, Newsweek, 1 Nov. 1993, p. 8.

30 See NATO Press Communiqué M-DM-1(93)64, Brussels, 21 Oct. 1993.

31 Atlantic News, no. 2564, 22 Oct. 1993.

52 See note 51.

53 See note 51.

54 Article S of the Washington Treaty of 4 Apr. 1949 defines the security guarantees as follows: ‘The
Parties agree that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North America shall be con-
sidered an attack against them all, and consequently they agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each
of them, in exercise of the right of individual or collective self-defence recognised by Article 51 of the
Charter of the United Nations, will assist the Party or Parties so attacked by taking forthwith, individ-
ually, and in concert with the other Parties, such action as it deems necessary, including the use of armed
force, to restore and maintain the security of the North Atlantic area. Any such armed attack and all
measures taken as a result thereof shall immediately be reported to the Security Council. Such measures
shall be terminated when the Security Council has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain
international peace and security.” NATO Handbook (note 23), p. 144.

55 See note 51.
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The EU and the WEU

The Treaty on European Union entered into force on 1 November 1993.56 In
this document the 12 member states committed themselves to ‘define and
implement a common foreign and security policy’.5” The objectives of this
policy were defined as follows:

—to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests and independence of the
Union;

— to strengthen the security of the Union and its Member States in all ways;

—to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final
Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter;

— to promote international co-operation;

— to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms.5?

The Maastricht Treaty obliged the member states to support ‘the Union’s
external and security policy actively and unreservedly in a spirit of loyalty and
mutual solidarity’.? It determines unambiguously the scope of obligations of
the present and future participants of the EU: irrespective of whether those
states were formerly neutral, upon ratification of the Treaty on European
Union they are bound to accept its provisions ‘unreservedly’. The body co-
ordinating the common security policy is the Council which ‘shall define a
common position’. Member states have to ensure that their national policies
conform to the common positions;® they have to co-ordinate their actions in
international organizations and at international conferences, ‘including the
eventual framing of a common defence policy, which might in time lead to a
common defence’.6!

The WEU is, under the Maastricht Treaty, an integral part of the develop-
ment of the Union. It is requested to elaborate and implement decisions and
actions of the Union which have defence implications. The necessary practical
arrangements will be adopted by the Council in agreement with the WEU
institutions.s? The policies of the EU have to respect obligations undertaken by
the member states under the North Atlantic Treaty.®* In other words, EU deci-
sions should be compatible with the common security and defence policy
established within the framework of NATO and the WEU. This does not

56 Commonly known as the Maastricht Treaty, it was agreed by the Heads of State or Government of
the European Community at Maastricht on 11 Dec. 1991, was signed on 7 Feb. 1992 and entered into
force on 1 Nov. 1993 after ratification by all member states.

57 Treaty on European Union (note 7), Article J.1, p. 123.

58 Treaty on European Union (note 7), Article J.1.2, pp. 123-24.

59 A member of the Union, reads Article J.1.4, ‘shall refrain from any action which is contrary to the
interests of the Union or likely to impair its effectiveness as a cohesive force in international relations’.
See Treaty on European Union (note 7), p. 124.

60 Treaty on European Union (note 7), Article 1.2.2, p. 124.

61 Treaty on European Union (note 7), Article 1.4.1, p. 126.

62 Treaty on European Union (note 7), Article J.4.2, p. 126.

63 Treaty on European Union (note 7), Article J.4.4, p. 126.
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exclude or prevent the development of closer co-operation between two or
more states on a bilateral level in the WEU and the Atlantic Alliance. An illus-
tration of this type of bilateral co-operation is the agreement governing rela-
tions between NATO and the Franco-German corps, signed in Brussels on
21 January 1993 by the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR) and
the German and French chiefs of staff.®4It should be noted that under this
agreement the Franco-German corps, decided upon in October 1991 by
President Francois Mitterrand of France and Chancellor Helmut Kohl of
Germany, will be under NATO operational command in the event of attack—
a sign that French defence and security policy moved closer towards that of
the Atlantic Alliance during 1993.65

On 29 October 1993, on the eve of the Treaty’s entry into force, the Euro-
pean Council confirmed in its conclusions that the Union’s common policy
will embrace all aspects of security.5¢ European security, the adopted docu-
ment states, will strive to reduce the risks and uncertainties that could impair
the territorial integrity and political independence of the Union and its mem-
ber states, their democratic character and economic stability or the stability of
neighbouring states. In this context, the task of the WEU is to put fully into
effect the provisions of the Treaty as soon as possible. The WEU Council of
Ministers reaffirmed that the WEU was fully prepared to play its new role
under the Treaty on European Union and the Maastricht Declaration of the
WEU member states.” The ministers also stressed their resolve to develop the
WEU as a European pillar of the North Atlantic Alliance.

The declared goals have not been restricted to Western Europe. On
12 November 1993, almost two weeks after the Maastricht Treaty came into
force, the foreign ministers of France and Germany visiting Warsaw supported
Poland and other CEE states in their search for ‘a closer association with
European and transatlantic security structures’.® France and Germany consid-
ered it ‘a natural extension of the increasingly close co-operation of those
states with the European Union’ given the prospect of their accession. During
the Warsaw meeting, ministers Alain Juppé and Klaus Kinkel informed their
Polish counterpart, Andrzej Olechowski, that the NATO summit meeting in
January 1994 would neither make a decision regarding the admission of
Poland and other CEE states to the North Atlantic Alliance nor set a timetable
for their accession.® For this reason a specific form of co-operation in defence

64 The agreement itself was not published. During the signing ceremony, NATO Secretary General
Manfred Wormer expressed the view that that agreement was ‘a cornerstone in the building of a new
Euro-Atlantic security order’. Atlantic News, no. 2492 (22 Jan. 1993); Le Monde, 12 Mar. 1993.

65 France accepted this provision in Mar. 1993: Le Monde, 12 Mar. 1993. Since Apr. 1993, France
has garticipated in the debates in the NATO Military Committee.

66 Conseil européen de Bruxelles, Conclusions de la Présidence, 29 Oct. 1993.

67 WEU, Luxembourg Declaration of the WEU Council of Ministers, 22 Nov. 1993 (WEU Press
notice). The Maastricht Declaration is the Declaration on Western European Union by Belgium,
Germany, Spain, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and the UK on the role of the
WEU and its relations with the EU and the Atlantic Alliance, published as part of the Final Act of the
Treaty on European Union. See Treaty on European Union (note 7), pp. 242-46.

68 Réunion des Ministres des affaires étranggres d’ Allemagne, de Pologne et de France, Déclaration
commune, Warsaw, 12 Nov. 1993.

69 Stuttgarter Zeitung, 13 Nov. 1993,
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and security matters with Poland and other CEE states could be an association
with the WEU; however, this would not give any guarantees of security.
France and Germany did not consult the UK or other WEU members about the
promises given in Warsaw. In effect, their common position was the lowest
common political denominator. Consequently, the WEU Council of Ministers
declaration adopted 10 days later in Luxembourg cut back even the Warsaw
promise and boiled down to a general statement on the need for closer consul-
tation on security issues between the WEU and Central European partners.™

Two German researchers from the International Bertelsmann Forum were
right in saying: ‘In the present interim period, the foreign policy of many
European states tends to make use of well-tried political devices. Balance-of-
power policies that aim to preserve or restore an equilibrium have once again
become a dominant feature of European politics’.”! A return to balance-of-
power politics would generate a re-nationalization of security policy against
all commitments undertaken within the Atlantic Alliance, the EU and the
WEU. On the other hand, it would be erroneous to ignore the reality that
national interests are still a priority and of decisive importance in decision
making. Multilateralism should determine forms and procedures for harmoniz-
ing national security policies rather than replace them. ‘In fact, integration has
become a survival recipe for nation states.’”? The paradox is that the success of
integration will be determined by taking duly into account the differences
between states and regions, divergent cultural traditions and varying levels of
development. This also applies—and is not seldom the main factor—to
allowing for divergent national interests and premises in Europe’s common
defence and security policy.

Out of the need to overcome the contradiction between respect for national
interests and the elaboration of a broad pan-European vision of security, the
French concept of a Pact for Stability in Europe was born.

The Pact for Stability in Europe

This French initiative was a follow-up to the ideas of President Mitterrand of
December 1989 concerning a European Confederation, developed and elabo-
rated in the proposals of then Foreign Minister Roland Dumas of May 1991.7
The draft of a confederation was contrived as a surrogate pan-European settle-
ment. Addressed mainly to CEE states which were left outside the structures
unifying the rest of Europe, it was too general and superficial to inspire a seri-
ous political debate. In fact, it offered a loose mechanism for political consul-
tations but failed to address the new threats and other security problems which
also face the CEE states.

70 See Luxembourg Declaration (note 67), para. 5.

71 Weidenfeld, W. and Janning, J., ‘New patterns of balance for Europe’, International Herald
Tribune, 28 Oct. 1993,

72 Weidenfeld and Janning (note 71).

73 A detailed draft model of a European Confederation was presented on 10 May 1991 in the form of
a French memorandum to the other governments concerned.
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The draft Pact for Stability in Europe, known as the Balladur Plan, was sub-
mitted for consideration to the European Council in Copenhagen on 22 June
1993.7 Its significance would be in complementing the economic might of the
EU with elements of political and military security and stability covering all
the European continent. France proposed to call a special conference for this
purpose to carry on the work initiated and partly carried out by the CSCE.”

It is worth considering the content, participants and other modalities of the
Stability Pact. The content would be (a) to determine and put into effect prin-
ciples concerning the inviolability of borders and respect for the rights of
minorities, and (b) to co-ordinate the activities of numerous institutions and
structures which aim at ensuring the effectiveness and the implementation of
those principles. In other words, the essence of the Pact would be not to draw
up new tenets or call into being new institutions, but to agree on new forms
and ways of putting into effect the already binding norms through the existing
institutions. It would in practice make admission of the CEE states to the EU
conditional on settling such issues as might constitute a potential threat to sta-
bility in Europe, and therefore would require the conclusion of new agree-
ments to make possible monitoring of the observation of commitments on
borders and national minorities. The conference, as proposed under the
Balladur Plan, would consider what kind of associated measures could per-
form a preventive function in ensuring stability. In this context, such measures
as (a) association of the CEE states with the WEU, (b) military co-operation
between the CEE states and the members of the EU, NATO and the WEU,
and (¢) strengthening of the CSCE institutions are taken into account.

Participation in the Pact would be determined by its content. In the first
place, this is a project addressed mainly to the CEE states which, in some
senses, are considered as future members of the EU. It is also aimed (a) at the
existing members of the EU, the USA and Canada, whose importance for
maintaining security in Europe is evident, at the very least because of their
participation in NATO and the CSCE; (b) at some East European states, such
as Belarus, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine, which have problems of frontiers
and minorities that affect other states of the region; and (¢) at the Baltic states
which do not belong to the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and
have declared their wish to join the EU.” The Balladur Plan also envisages a

74 The text is reproduced in appendix 7A. The Copenhagen meeting of the European Council of 21~
22 June 1993 decided to examine the proposal and report back at its meeting in Brussels in Dec. 1993.
This meeting adopted a synthetic report on the Pact with a view to convening a preparatory conference.
La politique étrangére de la France, Textes et documents (published by the French Ministry of Foreign
Affairs), Nov./Dec. 1993, pp. 228-29.

75 The first conference to discuss the draft Pact which France is proposing to its Community partners
should convene on 26-27 May 1994 in Paris.

76 The French memorandum envisages the participation of 40 states in the Pact: (a) members of the
EU (12); (b) North America (2); (c) North, Central and Eastern Europe—Albania, Austria, Belarus,
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Iceland, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Norway,
Poland, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey and Ukraine (21); and (d) of the fol-
lowing states of the former Yugoslavia which would be eligible to join, depending on the development
of the situation at the London Conference and on their territories, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
Macedonia, former Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro), and Slovenia (5).



222 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1993

list of incentives which the EU might use in favour of states which agreed to
observe the principles that the conference would adopt.

Preparation of the special conference could take place with the help of the
CSCE framework. At the same time, EU members would provide a draft dec-
laration reaffirming the principles concerning frontiers and national minorities
and a list of problems connected with frontiers and minorities in the CEE
region. The preparatory conference for the Pact would determine its attitude to
the declaration prepared by the members of the EU and establish ‘negotiating
tables’; a preliminary meeting of the conference would be held after six
months to give an incentive to or sanction the results of the individual ‘tables’.
A concluding conference would approve the individual agreements and pre-
sent proposals for the strengthening of the CSCE under the Pact for Stability
in Europe.

What is new in the French plan is, on the one hand, a considerable promo-
tion of preventive diplomacy for ensuring stability in Europe, and, on the
other hand, the taking up of the delicate and sensitive issue of peaceful change
of frontiers. The plan also constitutes an attempt to overcome the deadlock in
which both the security policy of France and that of the EU have found them-
selves. Although it pays attention to two key issues—frontiers and minori-
ties—it proceeds from the conviction that they may be solved if the modalities
for entering negotiations can be ensured. There are, however, other no less
important sources of tension and instability—economic collapse in Central
Europe and other phenomena related to system transformation—and the mili-
tary aspects of security such as arms transfers, proliferation, and so on.

Procedural issues and formal logic in the proposed Pact prevailed over the
political implications of the expected solutions. It is an example of model
thinking in terms of a Grand Design. Ominously, threats of a revision of Euro-
pean frontiers to which the Plan might throw open the gates would be counter-
productive. Instead of stabilization it could lead to serious instability; instead
of tensions being reduced, the risk of conflict could increase. From the point
of view of some CEE states, it is difficult to accept the assumption that they
would be parties at the proposed conference while the Western states played
the role of arbiter. Finally, the proposed method of non-discrimination among
the states of the region—except for former Yugoslavia (Serbia and Monte-
negro)—however formally correct, may do more harm than good from the
political point of view, since there are still tensions between some states and
some minority issues are unresolved (although other states, such as Poland
and the Czech Republic, have settled the matter of their borders and respect
for the minorities on their own territories). Also unclear are relations between
the conference and the Pact for Stability on the one hand and the CSCE on the
other. The question can be asked whether it would not be better to make use of
the existing CSCE structures, all the more so since they are agreed with a view
to the new needs of security after the end of the cold war.
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The CSCE and the new Europe

The decisions taken during the Council of Ministers meeting in Rome in
November-December 1993 can be assessed as a qualitatively new element in
that they impart to the whole process initiated at Helsinki the character of an
international security organization.”” Because of its origins, the CSCE is a
unique organization: its functions, forms, structures and procedures are not
contained in any single document. They have undergone and will continue to
undergo a certain evolution and change, adjusting to the new situation. The
qualitatively new element is that, while preserving the flexibility and openness
of the CSCE process, decisions were taken during 1993 to enhance the ability
of the institutions to accomplish their tasks better and more effectively. This
concerns both CSCE decision making and structures.

The decision-making process

In the past, all CSCE decisions were taken by consensus.” Changes in this
respect were initiated at the First Meeting of the CSCE Council of Ministers in
Berlin (19-21 June 1991).7In practice, all general norms of a political nature
were to be adopted by consensus, while their implementation in specific situ-
ations did not require this. The Rome meeting of the Council of Ministers
decided to confirm that existing practice should take the form of a new pro-
cedural rule—direct action to be undertaken ‘through agreed mechanisms
activated by a limited number of participating States’.22This type of decision
making undoubtedly enhanced the operability and efficiency of the CSCE.

New operational structures

Following the mandate from the Stockholm Council meeting of December
1992, an ad hoc group on CSCE structures and operations was established to
prepare decisions on a single organizational structure.8! The subject under con-
sideration was the consolidation and development of the CSCE structures.
With the aim of making the work more efficient and improving the CSCE’s
capabilities for day-to-day operational tasks, the Rome meeting created a
permanent body for political consultation and strengthening decision making
in Vienna, the Permanent Committee of the CSCE.82 This Committee should
review the relevance and operation of existing mechanisms ‘with a view to
increasing their effectiveness’. In May 1993, the Council decided on the

71 CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council, Rome, 1993, CSCE and the New Europe: Our Security is
Indivisible, Decisions of the Rome Council Meeting (Rome, Dec. 1993), reproduced in appendix 7A.

78 In accordance with the Rules of Procedure (para. 69) defined by the Final Recommendations of the
Helsinki Consultations, as adopted in Helsinki, 8 June 1973, reproduced in Rotfeld (note 1), pp. 1-9.

79 For an analysis of the process in 1990-92, see Rotfeld, 1992 (note 14 ).

80 CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council, Rome 1993, Decisions of the Rome Council Meeting,
CSCE document CSCE/4-C/Dec. 1 (Rome, Dec. 1993), para. VIL.2, p. 13, reproduced in appendix 7A.

81 See figure 7.2.

82 This new institution replaced the Vienna Group, which had functioned since the Helsinki summit
meeting as an informal, permanent operational CSCE organ. See also the diagram of the single
organization structure of the CSCE, figure 7.2.
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appointment of the first CSCE Secretary General, Wilhelm Hoynck
(Germany).8

Legal capacities

At its Rome meeting (30 November—1 December 1993), the CSCE Council
took some decisions based on the report prepared by the CSCE Ad Hoc Group
of Legal and Other Experts on the relevance of an agreement granting an
internationally recognized status to the CSCE institutions.8* From the very
beginning the governments hosting the CSCE institutions (the Secretariat, the
Conflict Prevention Centre and the Office for Democratic Institutions and
Human Rights, the ODIHR) offered them treatment comparable to that
accorded to the UN and its personnel. In Rome, the Ministers agreed on the
usefulness of legal capacity being granted to the CSCE institutions and
missions in the territories of all participating states. As a result of the Rome
Council Meeting the CSCE has ‘the capacity to contract, to acquire and dis-
pose of movable and immovable property, and to institute and participate in
legal proceedings’.8

CSCE activities

At the third meeting of the CSCE Council in Stockholm on 15 December
1992, the ministers of foreign affairs agreed to pursue a strategy of active
diplomacy. The Chairman-in-Office (CIO), the Swedish Minister for Foreign
Affairs Margaretha af Ugglas, received a clear mandate: (g) to make innova-
tive use of the tools of preventive diplomacy and crisis management; (b) to
strengthen the CSCE as a community of values; (¢) to improve the co-
operation of the CSCE with other international organizations; and (d) to
review the internal structures of the CSCE. Remarkable progress was achieved
in accomplishing all these objectives.8 The CSCE Secretary General pointed
out in his first Annual Report that particular attention was given to the new
operational capabilities of the CSCE established by the 1992 Helsinki summit
meeting and reconfirmed and specified by the Stockholm Council Meeting,
‘focusing on early warning, conflict prevention and crisis management’.” The
concrete and practical CSCE contributions to these areas are not publicized
and therefore often underestimated. The CSCE Forum for Security Co-opera-
tion (FSC) in November 1993 adopted four important documents and con-
tinued negotiations on the other items of the Programme of Immediate

83 The CSCE Secretary General took up office in Vienna on 15 June 1993.

84 CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council, Rome, 1993, Legal Capacity and Privileges and Immunities,
CSCE document CSCE/4-C/Dec. 2, Rome, 1 Dec. 1993, reproduced in appendix 7A.

85 See note 84.

86 Statement made at the Fourth CSCE Council Meeting in Rome by the outgoing CIO, the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of Sweden, Margaretha af Ugglas, Rome, 30 Nov. 1993.

87 CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14).
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Action.® It is expected that FSC negotiations will bring concrete decisions to
be approved by the CSCE Budapest summit meeting in the autumn of 1994.

CSCE missions

Important examples of the CSCE’s work in this context are the eight CSCE
missions with conflict prevention and crisis management mandates deployed
in the Balkan, Baltic and Caucasus areas. For the efficiency of those missions,
patience and flexible, discreet and authoritative advice were essential. Three
missions of long duration were deployed before the end of 1992: in former
Yugoslavia to Kosovo, Sanjak and Vojvodina® and a spillover monitor mis-
sion to Skopje (Macedonia);*® and a mission to Georgia with the main task of
promoting negotiations between the conflicting parties and seeking a peaceful
political settlement. In August 1993, this mission developed a ‘CSCE Concept
for a Settlement of the Georgian—Ossetian Conflict’.%!

On the basis of the accumulated experience, the following new CSCE
missions of long duration were deployed in 1993: to Moldova ‘in order to
facilitate the achievement of a lasting, comprehensive political settlement of
the conflict in all its aspects’;®2 to Estonia with a view to promoting stability,
dialogue and understanding between the communities in the country; and to
Latvia to advise the Latvian Government and authorities as well as institu-
tions, organizations and individuals, mainly on citizenship issues and related
matters.** The Rome Council meeting decided to establish a new CSCE

88 CSCE, Special Committee of the Forum for Security Co-operation, Programme of military contacts
and co-operation; Stabilizing measures for localized crisis situations; Principles concerning conventional
arms transfers; Defence planning. CSCE, Forum for Security Co-operation, 49th Plenary Meeting of the
Special Committee, Journal, no. 49 (24 Nov.—1 Dec. 1993), p. 1 and Annexes 1-4. See also chapter 14
in this volume. On the original FSC agenda, see also Rotfeld, A. D., “The CSCE: towards a security org-
anization’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (note 5), pp. 182-84; Walker, 1., Security and Arms Control in Post-
coréfrontation Europe, SIPRI (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1994).

9 The mission, deployed on 8 Sep. 1992, comprised 12, later 20, CSCE monitor-members. For its
mandate, see Decision on Missions of Long Duration, Fifteenth Meeting of the Committee of Senjor
Officials, Prague, 1992, Journal, no. 2 (14 Aug. 1992), Annex 1, reproduced in Rotfeld (note 1).

90 The mission, deployed in Sep. 1992 by decision of the 16th CSO Meeting, comprised 7 CSCE
monitor-members (8 were authorized). Two EC Monitor Mission members are under the operational
command of the CSCE Head of Mission. It has also established co-ordination between the CSCE and
UNPROFOR-Macedonia Command. See CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14);
Sixteenth Meeting of the Committee of Senior Officials, Prague, 1992, Journal, no. 3 (18 Sep. 1992),
Annex 1.

91 The mission to Georgia was deployed on 3 Dec. 1992. Its mandate covers both the South Ossetian
and the Abkhazian conflicts; in practice, however, this mission has focused its activities on South
Ossetia, while the leading role as regards Abkhazia is played by the UN. The size of the mission was
8 members. CSCE, Seventeenth Meeting of the Committee of Senior Officials, Prague, 1992, Journal,
no. 2 (6 Nov. 1992), Annex 2.

92 Mandate of the CSCE Mission to Moldova (deployed 25 Apr. 1993) based on the Final Report on
the Conflict in the Left Bank Dniester Area of the Republic of Moldova by the Personal Representative
of the Chairman-in-Office of the CSCE Council, Adam Daniel Rotfeld, Prague, 31 Jan. 1993; CSCE,
Nineteenth Meeting of the Committee of Senior Officials, Prague, 1993, Journal, no. 3 (4 Feb. 1993),
Annex 3.

93 This mission was deployed on 15 Feb. 1993 with 6 members. For its mandate, see CSCE,
Eighteenth Meeting of the Committee of Senior Officials, Stockholm, 1992, Journal, no. 3 (13 Dec.
1992), Annex 2.

94 The mandate was adopted at the 23rd meeting of the CSO, 23 Sep. 1993. See CSCE, Twenty-third
Meeting of the Committee of Senior Officials, Prague, 1993, Journal, no. 3 (23 Sep. 1993), Annex 3.
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Mission to Tajikistan. Its mandate, in a country where an ugly civil war is
going on, seems euphemistic: to maintain contact with and facilitate dialogue
and confidence building between regionalist and political forces and actively
promote respect for human rights.%

Seven Sanctions Assistance Missions were also launched to advise the auth-
orities of the host countries on the implementation of sanctions carried out in
accordance with the UN Security Council resolutions® and to provide practi-
cal assistance to help these authorities to enforce sanctions rigorously. CSCE
missions in the field co-operate closely with the EU. On 4 February 1993, the
Committee of Senior Officials appointed a Sanctions Co-ordinator who was
tasked to ensure the oversight of sanctions, to assess the implementation and
to advise both missions and countries in the region how to implement sanc-
tions more effectively.?

On 614 October 1993 the CIO dispatched to the conflict area of Nagorno-
Karabakh her personal representative who, assisted by a team of experts, pre-
pared a detailed report with an analysis of the political and military situation,
conclusions and recommendations. This report spoke in favour of establishing
permanent representations in the region to demonstrate specific CSCE
involvement and to help prepare the ground for a monitor mission. In May
1993 the Initial Operation Group started practical preparations for a permanent
CSCE Mission to Nagorno-Karabakh. The Minsk Group,® after extensive
negotiations, developed an ‘Adjusted Timetable of Urgent Steps to Implement
Security Council Resolutions 822 and 853’ based on a step-by-step approach
consisting of a mutually responsive series of measures.”

The Head of the Mission and one member started to work in Riga on 19 Nov. 1993. As of 21 Dec. 1993,
the number of mission members was increased to 6.

95 Decisions of the Rome Council Meeting (note 80), p. 6. This Mission was initially composed of 4
persons and was instructed to co-operate and co-ordinate with the UN representation in Dushanbe in the
fulfilment of its tasks.

96 UN Security Council Resolution no. 713 of 25 Sep. 1991 on an arms embargo against all the for-
mer Yugoslav republics; Resolution no. 757 of 30 May 1992 on sanctions against Serbia and Monte-
negro (UN document S/RES/757); Resolution no. 787 of 16 Nov. 1992 interdicting the transshipment of
sensitive goods (UN document S/RES/787); and Resolution no. 820 on the further tightening of sanc-
tions, including the services sector.

971n 1993, 7 Sanctions Assistance Missions were operating in Albania (established 5 Apr. 1993),
Bulgaria (10 Oct. 1992), Croatia (27 Jan. 1993), Hungary (4 Oct. 1992), Macedonia (8 Nov. 1992),
Romania (29 Oct. 1992) and Ukraine (17 Feb. 1993). More than 160 experts were working for the mis-
sions and the central structure in Brussels (the Sanctions Co-ordinator’s Office and the Sanctions
Assistance Missions Communications Centre, the latter being financed and partly staffed by the EU).
See CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14), p. 8.

98 The decision to prepare the Minsk Conference on the situation in Nagorno-Karabakh under the
auspices of the CSCE was taken at the first additional meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in
Helsinki on 24 Mar. 1992,

9% CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14). It includes withdrawal of troops from the
districts of Kubatli, Agdam, Fizuli, Djebrail, Kolbadjar and Aartakert, the restoration of all communica-
tions and transportation, the establishment of a permanent and comprehensive cease-fire with CSCE
monitoring and the opening of the Minsk Conference. The cease-fire established at the end of Aug. 1993
was interrupted on 21 Oct. 1993.
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The High Commissioner on National Minorities

The creation of the office of the High Commissioner on National Minorities
(HNCM) by decision of the Helsinki summit meeting stemmed from the fact
that the situation of national and ethnic minorities emerged as the most impor-
tant conflict-generating factor. The first HCNM!® has made a ‘real success
story’ of this new CSCE tool.!°! His activities were addressed to Albania, the
Baltic states, Hungary, Macedonia, Romania and Slovakia. He discussed the
sensitive minority issues in those countries with both the competent auth-
orities and representatives of the minorities. Since January 1993, he has been
involved in the search for ways of managing the situation of the Russian popu-
lations of Estonia and Latvia; his activities were focused both on seeking
acceptable solutions for the conflicting parties and on drafting legislation on
citizenship and naturalization in the respective countries. He also offered his
support in reducing the tensions between Romania and Hungary: the Council
for Ethnic Minorities in Romania was provided with international expertise
and experience on specific issues. He recommended that the Romanian Gov-
ernment take action to combat expressions of ethnic hatred and to investigate
and prosecute perpetrators of violent attacks on other ethnic groups, partic-
ularly against Roma.!*2 He consulted the Government of Macedonia and
Albanian representatives on a number of conflict-generating issues such as the
arrest of a number of Albanians in connection with an arms find.!%* Macedonia
accepted his report and recommendations. In Albania, the HCNM’s recom-
mendations focused on the plight of the Greek minority, in particular educa-
tion in the Greek language, the setting up of a minority office within the gov-
ernment and the resolution of the issue of confiscated church property.
Similarly the High Commissioner submitted two sets of recommendations,
with respect to the Hungarian minority in Slovakia and the Slovak minority in
Hungary. All his recommendations were accepted by the governments to
which they were addressed. His report on the Roma was also presented to the
CSO meeting in Prague (21-23 September 1993).104

The human dimension

In the past, this sphere of CSCE activities concerned the adoption of a com-
mon system of values, principles and norms. In 1993, CSCE work in this res-
pect focused on implementation. Institutionally, the ODIHR tackles the prob-
lems in this field. The first Implementation Meeting on Human Dimension

100 Mr Max van der Stoel, former Foreign Minister of the Netherlands, was appointed to the post of
the CSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities on 15 Dec. 1992 by the Council meeting in
Stockholm. The Office of the HCNM was set up in The Hague and became operational in Jan. 1993.

101 A5 expressed by delegates to the CSO and by the CSCE Secretary General: Address by the
Secretary General of the CSCE, Wilhelm H6ynck, to the Royal Association for Military Science and the
Netherlands Society for International Affairs on the Role of the CSCE in the new European security
environment, The Hague, 4 Oct. 1993.

102 ODIHR Bulletin, Warsaw, vol. 2, no. 1 (winter 1994), p- 46.

103 See note 101.

104 On the HCNM’s activities, see also the ODIHR Bulletin, vol. 1, nos. 2-3 (1993).
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Issues (27 September—15 October 1993) provided a comprehensive review of
the situation in the CSCE area. The new tasks in this regard concern not so
much the need to agree new joint documents as the practical and continuous
integration of the human dimension into the political consultation process of
the CSCE.!1% One of the tasks of the ODIHR is its responsibility for managing
the Moscow Human Dimension mechanism. This Mechanism has been suc-
cessfully activated four times.106

The ODIHR has also monitored elections and referenda in various CSCE
states: the federal, republican, regional and local elections in the former
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro, December 1992), the nationwide referen-
dum in Russia (25 April 1993), the parliamentary election (June 1993) and
referendum (August 1993) in Latvia, the presidential election in Azerbaijan
(October 1993) and the parliamentary election in Russia (December 1993).

The CIO, accompanied by a team of experts, visited the newly admitted
member states in Central Asia and Transcaucasia. Discussions with the repre-
sentatives of those countries were focused on explaining the full range of
CSCE standards and on ways and forms of activating the role of the new par-
ticipating states in the Helsinki process.!%? These activities should be seen in
the broader context of the efforts of the UN, the EU, the Council of Europe,
the WEU and NATO.

The CSCE and other international organizations

The Helsinki summit meeting declared that the CSCE is a regional arrange-
ment in the sense of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter and ‘as such provides an
important link between European and global security’.!% The Helsinki Docu-
ment recommended that the CSCE participating states should improve con-
tacts and practical co-operation with appropriate international organizations.
Following these recommendations as well as the decisions of the Stockholm
Council (15 December 1992), the CIO took a series of initiatives. The most
important one resulted in an exchange of letters between the CIO and the UN
Secretary-General in May 1993, which constitutes a framework for co-opera-
tion between the UN and the CSCE. Under this arrangement, the CSCE and

105 See also CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14), pp. 11-13. Specific aspects of
the human dimension were discussed at a series of seminars organized by the ODIHR, such as the
Seminars on Tolerance (16-20 Nov. 1993), on Migration, Including Refugees and Displaced Persons
(20-23 Apr. 1993), on Case Studies on National Minority Issues (2428 May 1993) and on Free Media
(2-5 Nov. 1993).

106 It was set in motion (1) by the 12 EC countries and the United States on the question of reports of
atrocities and attacks on unarmed civilians in Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina (Sep.-Oct. 1992);
(2) by Estonia in order to study its legislation and compare it and its implementation with universally
accepted human rights norms (Dec. 1992); (3) by Moldova to investigate legislation and implementation
of minorities rights and inter-ethnic relations on the territory of Moldova (Jan.—Feb. 1993); and (4) by
the CSO to investigate reports of human rights violations in Serbia and Montenegro (specifically the
beating up and imprisonment of Vuk and Danica Draskovi¢ and the banning of the Serbian Renewal
Party). As the CSCE Secretary General noted, this mission was unable to fulfil its task because of lack of
Serbian co-operation. CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14), p. 13.

107 The Chairman-in-Office visited Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia (24-27 Oct. 1993), seeking to
offer a CSCE contribution to end the conflicts in the Transcaucasus.

108 CSCE, Helsinki Document 1992 (note 5), p. 32.
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the UN are committed ‘to maintain close contact to ensure co-ordination,
complementarity, possible mutual support and to avoid duplication in the
planning and carrying out of activities’.!® This relates in particular to conflict
prevention and the political settlement of conflicts. The UN General Assembly
on 13 October 1993 also unanimously adopted a resolution inviting the CSCE
to participate in the sessions and work of the General Assembly in the capa-
city of observer.!!® The CIO represented the CSCE at the UN World Con-
ference on Human Rights (Vienna, 14-25 June 1993).

In this context closer contacts and co-operation being developed between
the CSCE, the Council of Europe and the UN office on human rights in
Geneva should also be noted. Last but not least, mention should be made of
contacts established between the CSCE and NATO ensuring mutual exchange
of information on their respective activities.!!!

An assessment

The CSCE’s activities were developing in 1993 mainly in three fields: (a) pre-
ventive diplomacy and crisis management; (b) integration of the human
dimension (democracy, human rights and the state of law) into a broader secu-
rity and political process; and (c) the strengthening and rationalization of
CSCE structures, transforming them into a regular international organization
and developing mutually reinforcing co-operation between the new CSCE
institutions and the UN and other intergovernmental organizations of a
regional character—the Council of Europe, NATO and NACC (the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council) and the WEU. Undoubtedly, consistent efforts
were made in 1993 to achieve these objectives.!!? Remarkable results,
although not broadly publicized, were achieved in putting in motion two new
instruments of preventive diplomacy—local CSCE missions in potential con-
flict areas and the activities of the HCNM. Crucial for CSCE efficiency were
commitment and devotion, flexibility and discretion as well as authoritative
advice based on broad international support. In all cases, the personal qualifi-
cations and prestige which the HCNM and the heads of mission enjoy are diff-
icult to overestimate. The CSCE has proved to be instrumental in searching
for consensus among the parties involved in various disputes.!!3

Although the list of CSCE accomplishments in 1993 looks impressive, the
general assessment is also determined by its shortcomings and failures. It is
true that the CSCE, together with the UN and the WEU, deserves the credit
for staving off a spillover of the conflict in the Balkans into the Kosovo area
and Macedonia as well as enforcing the UN sanctions against former Yugo-

109 Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Framework for co-operation and co-ordination between the
United Nations Secretariat and the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, Press release
(New York, 26 May 1993), reproduced in appendix 7A.

10 UN General Assembly resolution 48/5 (13 Oct. 1993), UN document A/48/L.6 and Add. 1.

IV CSCE, Secretary General, Annual Report 1993 (note 14), p. 16.

112 Statement (note 86).

113 For instance, an agreement on the speedy and complete withdrawal of Russian troops from all
Baltic states was made possible by the active role played by the CSCE. See Statement (note 86).
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slavia (Serbia and Montenegro). However, neither the CSCE nor any other
multilateral regional and universal organization has managed definitively to
end the armed conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Nagorno-
Karabakh and other regions of the former Soviet Union. The experience of
1993 confirms the view that CSCE institutions are appropriate to preventive
diplomacy but inadequate to enforcing peace. It should be remembered that
the CSCE does not possess a military power or any other tools of that ilk!* but
has only its own prestige to persuade the parties involved to end a conflict,

The importance of the fact that the CSCE required the newly admitted
countries to adopt the principles and norms determining the common system
of values can hardly be overestimated. However, the observation of these
norms in practice calls for strenuous efforts in shaping new democratic institu-
tions and procedures. It is much easier to reach agreement on abstract tenets
and formulae than to apply them in practice.

The role of the CSCE is determined in remarkable measure by the great
powers’ attitude to the newly established institutions and participation in their
activities. It is in the nature of great powers to take advantage of multilateral
organizations as an instrument for their own policies. The CSCE is no excep-
tion to that rule. Examples are Russia’s demands in 1993 for the ‘blessing’ of
the international community, and the UN and the CSCE in particular, on the
operation of its armed forces on the territory of the CIS. On 28 February 1993,
President Yeltsin stated: ‘I believe the time has come for authoritative inter-
national organizations, including the UN, to grant Russia special powers as
guarantor of peace and stability in this region’.!’s Russian representatives
repeated calls for international legitimization of Russia’s peacekeeping and
peacemaking operations.

Russia’s efforts to obtain an extensive mandate to operate on CIS territories
on behalf of international organizations and with appropriate financial support
from the international community prompted numerous reservations, chiefly
from the Central European delegates. Positive though the Russian representa-
tives’ way of referring to UN and CSCE authority was, in that it declared
respect for the principles and norms of both organizations, any mandate to act
on their behalf should be strictly defined for every case and its implementation
subject to provisions for international control and supervision agreed in ad-
vance. The right of a great power to ensure its own security cannot be allowed

114 Col Richard M. Connaughton, formerly the British Army’s Head of Defence Studies, wrote
recently: “Those who envisage the CSCE emerging as a pan-European security body utilizing collective
security mechanism in lieu of NATO’s collective defence paradigm are excessively optimistic. The
CSCE is at best a forum of states which will never enjoy the strength or power to become an executive
body’. See “The European organizations and intervention’, ed. D. J. Quinn, Peace Support Operations
and the US Military (National Defense University Press: Washington, DC, 1994), p. 190.

115 Reported by ITAR-TASS, 1 Mar. 1993. See also Crow, S., ‘Russia seeks leadership in regional
peacekeeping’, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 2, no. 15 (9 Apr.
1993). On 3 Mar. the Russian Government presented an official document to the UN discussing Russia’s
role in peacekeeping on the territory of the CIS. In his appeal to the CIS leaders on 17 Mar., Yeltsin said
‘the experience of international operations in keeping the peace, especially direct support for our joint
efforts by the UN, the CSCE and other organizations, will also be useful’. See Nezavisimaya Gazeta,
18 Mar. 1993, p. 1; Crow, S., ‘Russia promotes the CIS as an international organization’, RFE/RL
Research Report, vol. 3, no. 11 (18 Mar. 1994),
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to give legitimacy to a special role for Russia while ignoring the sovereignty
of the states described by it as the ‘near abroad’. The outgoing CIO, Minister
af Ugglas, said in her last statement on the one hand that key members of the
CSCE community should be called upon to play a full and active role, but on
the other that ‘[the] CSCE must use their influence without becoming their
instrument . . . The CSCE must not give legitimacy to any action which is not
completely in line with its principles’.!!¢ Truly, the CSCE has neither means
nor power nor even intention to take upon itself a role as peacekeeper in the
various conflicts springing up across the area from Vancouver to Vladivostok.

The Council of Ministers meeting in Rome agreed to strengthen the CSCE
role ‘as a pan-European and transatlantic forum for co-operative security as
well as for political consultation on the basis of equality’. The Rome Docu-
ment declared that, irrespective of the histories and backgrounds of the CSCE
states, ‘their security is truly indivisible’.!"” Developments in 1993 did not
bear out this declaration. One of the main weaknesses of the CSCE, like the
UN and many other international organizations, is taking programme docu-
ments and the institutions and structures called into being on their basis as a
new reality in the field of security. Consequently, structural change is becom-
ing an aim in itself. In fact, decisions and institutions seldom lead to desirable
changes and solutions, and often create an illusion of transformation. They are
there to satisfy the public expectation that governments will not ignore or look
idly on at the numerous conflicts taking place. An awesome gap opens wider
between declared intentions and the capability to realize them.!!8

The effectiveness of the organization of security is determined by the extent
to which its basic documents are convergent with operational activity. The gap
between words and deeds, between the broad goals and the very limited means
at the disposal of the CSCE, ignores and undermines the importance of credi-
bility.

In the past (1975-89), the CSCE played an important role in changing the
character of the relations between the East and the West. It contributed to
overcoming the divisions between the power blocs, to emphasizing the great
importance of the human dimension, particularly respect for the rights of the
individual, and to promoting the ‘free flow of people, information and ideas’.
After the end of the cold war (1990-91), the CSCE was an irreplaceable and
unique forum for the finalization of the unprecedented agreements in arms
control and military confidence and security building. At that time the Treaty
on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty), the documents on the
third generation of confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs), the
Treaty on Open Skies and other arrangements were agreed, which turned the

116 Statement (note 86).

117 CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council (note 77).

118 I his critical analysis of President Clinton’s foreign policy, Henry Kissinger addressed the fol-
lowing comments to the US Administration: ‘The disparity between avowed purpose and actual policy
threatens US foreign policy with growing irrelevance.’ See ‘The growing irrelevance of US foreign
policy’, New York Post, 1 Mar. 1994.
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concept of military-related openness, transparency and predictability into
operational policy among the 53 participating states.

A new task, tackled in Helsinki in July 1992 and elaborated at Stockholm
and Rome, is to ensure that Europe’s security is indivisible not only in decla-
rations but also in reality. Although 1993 has brought about some progress in
this respect, the fragmentation of European security still prevails. The new
challenge is that of preventing Europe from splitting into various areas with
fundamentally different security interests and turning ‘into a mosaic of incom-
patible security arrangements’.!!® Fulfilling this task depends in greater mea-
sure on whether the great powers will extend their political and financial sup-
port to the CSCE than on new decisions of an organizational and procedural
nature; more on collaboration with the multilateral security structures already
existing in Europe than on taking over their tasks for which they are not suit-
able. The fact that the 1993 Rome decisions recommended deepening of
CSCE co-operation with the UN as well as with the EU and NATO bears wit-
ness to the unique role the CSCE has to play, but the assessment of that role is
possible only in a broader context and in correct proportions as part of the
regional security system in Europe as a whole.!20 Indeed, critical opinions con-
cerning the limited effectiveness of the CSCE may and should be addressed to
the same, or a greater, extent to those multilateral structures which deal with
military security aspects in Europe. This is why the preparations for and the
decisions made at the NATO Brussels meeting on 10-11 January 1994 were
of particular importance.!2!

The Partnership for Peace

In creating a regional security system in Europe, the best hopes have been
based on the Partnership for Peace. That programme, opened to all the former
WTO countries, along with other non-NATO nations, initiates a new stage in
building a new type of co-operative security system in Europe.

The NATO states set off on the journey towards inviting other European
states to join the PFP more than three years ago. The documents of the NATO
summit meetings in London (July 1990) and Copenhagen (June 1991)
reflected its new interest in the security of CEE.!?2 In October 1991 US
Secretary of State James Baker and German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich

119 gee Address by the Secretary General of the CSCE (note 101).

120 Ambassador Wilhelm Hoynck noted in this regard: “The CSCE cannot do it alone. And with
regard to most scenarios even not in the first place . . . Asking too much of the CSCE will hurt, and is
actually hurting, its real potential’. See Address by the Secretary General of the CSCE (note 101).

121 NATO Press Communiqué M-1(92)3, Brussels, 11 Jan. 1994, reproduced in appendix 7A.

122 < Any form of coercion or intimidation’ of the CEE states would be regarded as a matter of *‘direct
and natural concern’ to NATO: NATO, Partnership with the countries of Central and Eastern Europe,
Statement issued by the North Atlantic Council meeting in Ministerial Session in Copenhagen, 6 June
1991. Published in NATO Review, June 1991, pp. 28-29. See also the document of the London summit
meeting: London Declaration on a transformed North Atlantic Alliance, issued by the Heads of State and
Government participating in the Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in London, 6 Juty 1990, pub-
lished in NATO, The Transformation of an Alliance: The Decisions of NATO’s Heads of State and
Government (NATO: Brussels, [1992]), pp. 5-14.
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Genscher jointly proposed the establishment of NACC.!?* The decision to do
this was taken by the NATO summit meeting in Rome (November 1991)!24
and implemented by the North Atlantic Council meeting in Brussels (Decem-
ber 1991).125 The membership of NACC was originally open to the CEE
states, including the Baltic states and the Soviet Union; after its dissolution the
membership was extended to all the former Soviet republics. In April 1992,
the defence ministries of NACC states decided to concentrate on co-operation
in the following areas: military strategies, defence management, the legal
framework for military forces, harmonization of defence planning and arms
control, exercises and training, defence education, reserve forces, environ-
mental protection, air traffic control, search and rescue, the military contribu-
tion to humanitarian aid and military medicine.!2

In December 1992, the NACC meeting decided to supplement this list by
adding peacekeeping operations. A special NACC Ad Hoc Group on Cooper-
ation in Peacekeeping elaborated in its Report to the Ministers (Athens, June
1993) conceptual guidelines and a programme for future co-operation.!?’ This
programme involved the CEE countries in NATO peacekeeping activities; on
the other hand, some of those countries offered NATO a possibility of using
their facilities for peacekeeping training.!® NACC provided a useful forum for
discussion of the current security issues and for acquainting the CEE states
with NATO procedures and plans. However, NACC membership fell short of
the most important expectations of those states in the sphere of security. An
optimal solution for them would be admission to NATO or the offer of secur-
ity guarantees by the Alliance. Russia perceived such a scenario as tending to
isolate it. In turn, the states of the Atlantic Alliance proceeded from the
assumption that the fundamental change of circumstances in Europe calls not
only for a new vision of security but also for adequate measures to realize it
without detriment to NATO’s collective interests. A flexible solution was
therefore sought which would enable NATO to control the situation or give it
a kind of droit de regard over the changes taking place in all armies of the for-
mer WTO, and particularly the Russian Army, and would open up new per-
spectives for negotiating the membership of the Alliance in future, while not

123 Larrabee, F. S., ‘East European security after the cold war’, RAND National Defense Research
Institute, Santa Monica, Calif., 1993, p. 68. See US Department of State, Joint Statement by Secretary of
State James A. Baker III and Hans-Dietrich Genscher, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Washington DC, 2 Oct., 1991.

124 NATO, Rome Declaration on Peace and Cooperation, Press Communiqué (Brussels, 8 Nov.
1991). Published in NATO, The Transformation of an Alliance (note 122), pp. 15-28.

125 NATO, Final Communiqué issued by the North Atlantic Council Meeting in Ministerial Session,
Press Communiqué M-NAC-2(91)110, Brussels, 19 Dec. 1991; NATO, North Atlantic Cooperation
Council statement on dialogue, partnership and cooperation, Press Communiqué M-NACC-1(91)111,
Brussels, 20 Dec. 1991. Both reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1992: World Armaments and Disarmament
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1992), pp. 587-92.

126 NATO Press Communiqué M-DMCP-1(92), Brussels, 1 Apr. 1992.

127 Report to Ministers by the NACC Ad Hoc Group on Co-operation in Peacekeeping. NATO Press
release, M-NAC-1(93)40, 11 June 1993, reproduced in appendix 7A and in Rotfeld (note 1).

128 B Stephen Larrabee noted that ‘Poland, for instance, has extensive peacekeeping experience . . .
However, the participation of many East European countries in peacekeeping activities is likely to de-
pend on their ability to overcome current economic difficulties and develop healthy economies.” See
note 123.
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committing NATO to immediate expansion. Such a solution would not draw
new lines of division, although the conditions of co-operation of NATO and
the individual new partners would differ. Finally, the essential thing was that
the growth of the imperial ambitions of Russia and the unpredictable devel-
opment of events there made NATO realize that closer and more specific ties
than NACC’s are necessary for the CEE states.

Given this, the programme of the PFP was launched, which could be termed
NACC-2 were it not that: (a) it is open for all states outside the Alliance,
including the former neutral and non-aligned European states, and not only for
the former WTO members as was the case with NACC; () it goes beyond
dialogue and co-operation to forge a real partnership; and (c¢) it initiates an
enlargement of NATO ‘when other countries are capable of fulfilling their
NATO responsibilities’.!? Like NACC, the programme does not give security
guarantees. The Invitation offered to non-NATO states contains a promise:
‘NATO will consult with any active participant in the Partnership if that part-
ner perceives a direct threat to its territorial integrity, political independence or
security’.’* Within the scope set as the result of individual negotiations with
the interested states, NATO will work in concrete ways towards transparency
in defence budgeting, promoting democratic control of defence ministries,
joint planning, joint military exercises and creating an ability to operate with
NATO forces in such fields as peacekeeping, search and rescue and humani-
tarian operations, and others as may be agreed. The states participating in this
programme are invited to send permanent liaison officers to NATO headquar-
ters and a separate Partnership Coordination Cell at Mons in Belgium which
would ‘under the authority of the North Atlantic Council, carry out the mili-
tary planning necessary to implement the Partnership programmes’.

The PFP is an answer to two questions: (a) how NATO perceives the neces-
sity of adapting to the new challenges to security; and (b) how it will expand
its relations with the European states remaining out of the Alliance. A number
of outstanding issues still remain. For instance, it is not clear whether the
initiators intend the main functions of the PFP to be those of a sui generis
clearing-house or those of a framework for operational collaboration, partic-
ularly in solving ethnic conflicts; whether it will contribute to shaping a
common security area or will be a new form of institutionalizing a division of
Europe into states which have full security guarantees and those that are
devoid of such guarantees; or whether for non-NATO members the PFP

129 Statement by US President Bill Clinton at the NATO Council summit meeting, Brussels, 10 Jan.
1994 (note 22).

130 Reproduced in appendix 7A and in Rotfeld (note 1). The appendix attached to the nvitation is the
Partnership for Peace Framework Document which was adopted by all states interested in acceding to
the programme. The formula of acceptance reads: ‘In response to the Partnership for Peace Invitation
issued and signed by the Heads of State and Government of the member States of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council held at NATO Head-
quarters, Brussels, on 10th and 11th January 1994, I, the undersigned, Head of Government of . . .
hereby accept the invitation to the Partnership for Peace and subscribe to the Partnership for Peace
Framework Document’. By 9 May 1994, 17 states had signed—Albania, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden and Ukraine.
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means an initial step on the road to the expansion of the Alliance!3! or a step
towards a basic transformation of the regional security system.!3? Lastly, it is
not clear whether all states will have an equal status and role to play, or
whether, as demanded by Russia, some of them will obtain special status
within the PFP.133

V. Conclusions

The problems facing Europe after the end of the cold war can only partially be
solved with the measures, institutions and procedures relevant to the time of
the division of Europe into blocs and confrontation among them. The new
threats call not only for new instruments of action but, first of all, for a new
philosophy and a new political strategy adequate to the new challenges. The
issue is not only to create new institutions or to agree on new political declara-
tions, however necessary and useful both often prove: it is rather the sufficient
adjustment of the mandate and functions of the European security institutions
to the new requirements.

The multilateral security structures are tools which work of the will of
member states, commensurate with their political and military commitment. In
other words, the operation of NATO, the EU/WEU and the CSCE cannot be
analysed and assessed without an understanding of the policies of the main
powers—France, Germany, Russia, the UK and the USA—as well as numer-
ous other small- and medium-sized states. The fact that the members of the
EU undertook under the Maastricht Treaty to conduct a common European
security and defence policy does not mean that such a common policy has
automatically become a reality. The fact that NATO as early as 1990 adopted
a declaration on the Alliance’s transformation does not mean that a radical
change of the organization has followed. The fact that numerous documents
were devoted to the programmes of co-operation between the CSCE and
NATO, NACC, the PFP, EU/WEU and other organizations does not mean that
the system based ‘on mutually reinforcing institutions’ announced at Helsinki
has taken on real political form. Regrettably, international organizations and
states which belong to them attached much more weight to their own areas of
action and responsibility than to declarations on ‘common’, ‘co-operative’ and
‘indivisible’ security.

131 The NATO leaders confirmed in their Invitation addressed to non-members that ‘the Alliance, as
provided for in Article 10 of the Washington Treaty, remains open to the membership of other European
states in a position to further the principles of the treaty and to contribute to the security of the North
Atlantic area. We expect and would welcome NATO expansion that would reach to democratic states to
our East, as part of an evolutionary process, taking into account political and security developments in
the whole of Europe.’

132 Worner, M., ‘Shaping the alliance of the future’, NATO Review, Feb. 1994.

133 See also Mihalka, M., ‘NATO’s Partnership for Peace, squaring the circle: NATO’s offer to the
East’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 3, no. 12 (25 Mar. 1994); Lippman, T. W., ‘Partnership for Peace’s
new look: a protective shield against Moscow’, Washington Post, 8 Feb. 1994; Lynch, A., ‘After empire:
Russia and its western neighbours’, RFE/RL Research Report, vol. 3, no. 12 (25 Mar. 1994); van
Heuven, M., ‘Partnership for Peace: an American view’, RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif.,
1993.
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This does not mean that in 1993 no essential and positive changes have
taken place in shaping the regional security system in Europe as laid down in
Chapter VIII of the UN Charter. These changes are part and parcel of the pro-
cess which is evolutionary, and not revolutionary.

The most serious challenge for the system of regional security in Europe is
conflicts—ethnic, national and religious. Some of them can be solved through
preventive diplomacy and by means of the peaceful settlement of disputes.
Others require determined joint action by the international community if the
latter wishes to maintain its credibility. In extreme cases this entails armed
intervention. However, acting on behalf of and on the mandate of the inter-
national community should not mean legitimizing a carve-up into new zones
of influence of the great powers or a policy of hegemonism. The main task of
the system that emerges after the breakup of the bipolar world is the final
overcoming of the existing divisions, not the creation of new ones.

Neither the Partnership for Peace nor NATO expansion nor the strengthen-
ing of new CSCE mechanisms will in themselves solve Europe’s security
problems. Institutional improvements can contribute to the alleviation of ten-
sions and to co-operation between states, but the factors determining security
remain the stabilization of the economic and social situation in the region as
well as power politics. 1993 brought a foretaste of the opening up of Western
structures towards the CEE states. Putting into effect the concept of ‘expanded
security’'** would require the adoption of decisions which would cause impo-
tent institutions to become so important that they would be able not only to
take new resolutions but even to stave off armed conflicts and aggression.

The rationale of a European security arrangement does not consist in the
elimination of conflicts of interests. They are natural and will exist in relations
between states. The essence of the system of co-operative security is to have
conflicts settled on the basis of agreed norms and procedures, within the
framework of common institutions.!* 1993 did not bring ready-made solu-
tions, but opened up a new beginning.

134 See Klaus Kinkel, Federal Minister of Foreign Affairs of Germany, in his article ‘Das Konzept der
erweiterten Sicherheit—Baustein einer europdischen Sicherheitsarchitektur’ [The concept of expanded
security: building blocks for a European security architecture], Frankfurter Rundschau, 16 Dec. 1993.

135 Nolan, J. E., “The concept of co-operative security in the 21st century’ (Brookings Institution:
Washington, DC, 1994), p. 5.
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security

NORTH ATLANTIC COOPERATION
COUNCIL, WORK PLAN FOR
DIALOGUE, PARTNERSHIP AND
COOPERATION 1993

Brussels, 18 December 1992

Introduction

The Foreign Ministers and Representatives
of the member countries of the North Atlan-
tic Cooperation Council have agreed to the
following Work Plan for 1993 building on
the foundations of dialogue, partnership and
cooperation already established.

Political and security-related matters
Topics:

— Political and security related matters;

— Conceptual approaches to arms control
and disarmament;

— Conceptual and operational aspects
related to peacekeeping;

— Nuclear disarmament and the security of
new non-nuclear weapon states;

Activities:

— Consultations of the Political Committee
with cooperation partners, including as
appropriate with experts, as a rule every two
months;

— Consultations on specific issues in brain-
storming format at Ambassadorial level;

— Consultations on peacekeeping and rel-
ated matters, starting in a brainstorming for-
mat at Ambassadorial level followed by ad
hoc meetings of political-military experts, as
agreed by Ambassadors, leading to coopera-
tion among interested NACC members in
preparation for peacekeeping activities, in-
cluding: joint sessions on planning of peace-
keeping missions; joint participation in
peacekeeping training; and consideration of
possible joint peacekeeping exercises;

— Special consultations with cooperation
partners on regional security issues, includ-
ing enlarged Political Committee meetings
focused on such issues;

— Meetings of each Regional Experts
Group with experts from partner countries
once a year;

Defence planning issues and military
matters
Topics:

— Principles and key aspects of strategy
including crisis management, defensiveness,
sufficiency and flexibility;

- Issues of defence planning;

— Force and command structures;

- Military contribution to conceptual ap-
proaches to all arms control and disarma-
ment issues;

— Views on military exercises;

— Democratic control over armed forces;

— Planning, management and analysis of
national defence programmes and budgets;

— Concepts and methods of training and
education in the defence field;

— Consultations on concepts of modernisa-
tion of command and control systems, inclu-
ding communications and information sys-
tems;

— Reserve forces including mix of active
and reserve forces, force structures, training,
categories, operational readiness and mobili-
sation;

— Conceptual discussion on the potential
role of the armed forces in natural and tech-
nological disaster clean-up;

Activities:

— Consultations of the Military Committee
in a cooperation session at Chief of Staff
level, and other MC meetings with the coop-
eration partners and consultations in other
appropriate fora;

— Military contacts including high-level
visits, staff talks and other exchanges, such
as port visits;

— Exploratory team and expert team visits;

— Participation by cooperation partners in
special and/or regular courses at the NATO
Defence College and at the NATO School
(SHAPE) at Oberammergau;

— Continuation of invitations to MNC
Seminars like SHAPEX and to NAC Sea
Day;

—~ Workshop on training and education,
early 1993;

—~ Seminar on Defensive Military Strategy
Structures and Posture;
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— A special course to be held in Russia,
similar to those taking place in NATO insti-
tutions in Rome and Oberammergau;

Defence conversion
Topic:

— Defence conversion, including its
human dimension.
Activities:

— Definition of pilot projects supported by
nations on the basis of a mechanism and pro-
cedures established by the Economic Com-
mittee;

— Establishment of a data base on techni-
cal expertise and studies on examples of
defence industry conversion in the NATO
countries;

— Exploratory study of the need and feasi-
bility for establishing a data base on defence
industry to be converted in cooperation part-
ner countries.

Economic issues
Topic:

— Inter-relationship of defence expenditure
and budgets with the economy.

Activities:

— Consultations of the Economic Commit-
tee in sessions reinforced by experts with co-
operation partners every 3 months;

— Participation of partner countries in the

annual NATO colloquium on economic
developments.

Science
Topic:

— Participation of cooperation partners’
scientists in NATO science programmes giv-

ing emphasis to priority areas of interest to
NATO and Cooperation Partners.
Activities:

— Meeting of the Science Committee with
counterparts from cooperation partner coun-
tries once a year;

— Attendance of scientists from coopera-
tion partner countries in the new Advanced
Research Perspective Programme activities
(ARPP) and in Advanced Study Institutes
(ASI) and Advanced Research Workshops
(ARW) (approximately 2000 scientists from
cooperation partner countries);

— Holding ARPP, ASI and ARW meetings
in cooperation partner countries (approxi-
mately 25 meetings);

— Participation of scientists from coopera-
tion partner countries in the Collaborative
Research Grants Programme (approximately
130 grants);

— Sending proceedings of NATO’s scien-
tific meetings to a central library in each co-
operation partner country;

— Sponsoring visits of experts to coopera-
tion partners’ laboratories (approximately
15 visits);

— Sponsoring linkage grants between
NATO and cooperation partners’ laborato-
ries (approximately 70 grants);

— Participation of scientists from coopera-
tion partner countries in the Science Fellow-
ships Programme (approximately 150-200
participants);

— Assisting cooperation partners in the as-
sessment of research proposals through the
use of the NATO peer review network of ref-
erees and experts; .

— Disseminating literature on the Science
programme to scientists in cooperation part-
ner countries;

— Ways should be sought to involve Coop-
eration Partners in some Phase ITI projects of
the Science for Stability Programme.

Challenges of modern society (CCMS)
Topics:
— Defence-related environmental issues;

— Pilot studies of interest to cooperation
partners.
Activities:

— Meeting of the Committee on the Chal-
lenges of Modern Society with counterparts
from cooperation partner countries once a
year;

— Participation of cooperation partners’
experts in pilot study meetings;

— Participation of cooperation partners’
experts in workshops, conferences and semi-
nars related to CCMS pilot studies;

— Dissemination of information on CCMS
pilot studies, workshops, conferences and
seminars, as well as approved reports to co-
operation partners;

— Pilot study on defence base cleanups;

—Pilot study on protecting civil popula-
tions from toxic material spills during move-
ments of military and other dangerous,
defence-related goods;

—Pilot study on existing cross-border
environmental problems emanating from
defence-related installations and activities.
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Dissemination of information
Topic:

— Dissemination of information about
NATO in the countries of cooperation part-
ners.

Activities:

— A meeting of the Committee on Infor-
mation and Cultural Relations (CICR) with
cooperation partners;

— Information about NATO will be dis-
seminated as widely as possible in the coun-
tries of cooperation partners, in particular to
the relevant institutions and organisations,
inter alia through embassies of NATO mem-
ber countries serving as contact points and
other diplomatic liaison channels;

— Close cooperation with information cen-
tres established by those cooperation partner
countries interested and able to provide the
necessary facilities, support personnel and
services;

— Visits to NATO by groups;’

— Sponsorship of a number of cooperation
partners’ representatives to attend seminars
in Allied countries;!

— Co-sponsorship with cooperation part-
ners of seminars/workshops;

— NATO speakers’ tours to cooperation
partner states;!

— Expansion of Democratic Institutions
Fellowships programme (individual and
institutional);!

— Increased dissemination of NATO docu-
mentation in cooperation partner states, inc-
luding specialised brochures and video clips.

Policy planning consultations
Topic:

— A mid- and long-term foreign and secu-
rity policy issue; such an issue might include
the formulation of foreign policy in a demo-
cratic state.

Activity:

— A meeting of NATO’s Atlantic Policy

Advisory Group with cooperation partners.

Air traffic management
Topic:
— Civil-military coordination of air traffic
management.
Activity:
— Two enlarged CEAC plenary sessions

! Specific numbers of activities will be decided
later.

and, as appropriate, subordinate group meet-
ings to discuss civil-military coordination.

Source: NATO, Press Communiqué M-NACC-
2(92) 110 (revised), 18 Dec. 1992.

FRAMEWORK FOR CO-OPERATION
AND CO-ORDINATION BETWEEN
THE UNITED NATIONS
SECRETARIAT AND THE
CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND
CO-OPERATION IN EUROPE

New York, 26 May 1993

The Secretary-General of the United Nations
and the Chairman of the Council of the Con-
ference on Security and Co-operation in
Europe,

Desirous of continuing and further streng-
thening the co-operation and co-ordination
between the United Nations and the Confer-
ence on Security and Co-operation in Europe
in all fields of mutual interest, in particular
those relating to maintaining international
peace and security and promoting respect for
human rights within the CSCE area, and in
accordance with the Charter of the United
Nations and relevant United Nations General
Assembly and Security Council resolutions
as well as decisions by the CSCE Council
and the CSCE Committee of Senior
Officials,

Have, as part of the continuing develop-
ment of mutual relations, agreed to the fol-
lowing:

(1) The Secretary-General of the United
Nations and the Chairman-in-Office of the
CSCE Council and their respective represen-
tatives will hold consultations on a regular
basis in particular on co-operation and co-
ordination of activities of common interest.

(2) The Permanent Mission to the United
Nations of the CSCE participating State
holding the Office of Chairman will serve as
the point of contact of the CSCE and as the
representative of the Chairman-in-Office in
contacts with the United Nations Secretariat
in New York and in Geneva on appropriate
activities of common interest. The CSCE
delegation of the CSCE participating State
holding the Office of Chairman, the CSCE
Secretary-General and other CSCE institu-
tions in Vienna will serve as points of con-
tact in Vienna.

(3) Official information on relevant issues,
including documents and decisions as well
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as specific reports, will be exchanged as ap-
propriate between the United Nations and the
CSCE.

(4) The Secretary-General of the United
Nations and the Chairman-in-Office of the
CSCE, assisted or represented as appropriate
by the Secretary-General of the CSCE and
other institutions of the CSCE, undertake to
maintain close contact to ensure co-ordina-
tion, complementarity, possible mutual sup-
port and to avoid duplication in the planning
and carrying out of activities. This relates in
particular to long-term efforts to prevent
conflicts and promote political settlement of
conflicts.

(5) Such contacts should take the form of

— consultation on the preparation, initia-
tion and implementation of fact finding and
other missions e.g. timing, composition,
terms of reference

— exchange of information between UN
and CSCE representatives in the field on the
situation in the area of their responsibility
including movements and other activities of
missions.

(6) In addition co-operation may cover

—exchange of information in preparing
reports of missions

— examination of the possibility of joint
reports

— examination of the possibilities of vari-
ous kinds of mutual assistance in the field

— examination of the possibility of joint
missions.

(7) The forms of co-operation referred to
above (paras. 5 and 6) may be applicable to
peacekeeping operations in the CSCE
region.

(8) The CSCE, in planning and carrying
out peacekeeping activities, may, as appro-
priate, draw upon the technical assistance
and advice of the United Nations.

(9) In principle the United Nations and the
CSCE will bear their respective costs related
to joint activities. Whenever necessary a pre-
cise division of costs related to a joint activ-
ity will be agreed upon.

(10) Letters of Understanding should be
concluded as appropriate for each co-ord-
inated area of activity.

Source: Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs,
Agreement concerning cooperation and coordina-
tion between the UN and the CSCE, Press
Release, 26 May 1993.

REPORT TO MINISTERS BY THE
NACC AD HOC GROUP ON
COOPERATION IN PEACEKEEPING

Athens, 11 June 1993

In accordance with the decision taken at the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council meeting
on 18th December 1992, an Ad Hoc Group
on Cooperation in Peacekeeping was estab-
lished with the aim of developing a common
understanding on the political principles of
and the tools for peacekeeping, and to share
experience and thereby develop common
practical approaches and cooperation in sup-
port of peacekeeping under the responsibility
of the UN or the CSCE.

PART I: CONCEPTUAL APPROACHES
1. Definitions

There is no single, generally accepted defini-
tion of peacekeeping. There is a need to
develop a common understanding of peace-
keeping, proceeding from the definitions and
concepts of peacekeeping contained in the
relevant UN and CSCE documents, includ-
ing the UN Secretary General’s Agenda for
Peace. Traditionally, peacekeeping has been
used to describe operations based on Chap-
ter VI of the UN Charter. Operations similar
to those conducted under Chapter VI may be
carried out under the authority of the CSCE
on the basis of the 1992 Helsinki Document.
Operations based on recent extensions of the
concept of peacekeeping, aimed at the pro-
tection or establishment of peace and based
on Chapter VII of the UN Charter, have
been carried out under the authority of the
UN Security Council.

In considering NACC cooperation in
peacekeeping, the following definitions may
be useful:

Conflict prevention

Includes different activities, in particular,
under Chapter VI of the UN Charter, ranging
from diplomatic initiatives to preventive
deployment of troops, intended to prevent
disputes from escalating into armed conflicts
or from spreading. Conflict prevention can
include fact-finding missions, consultation,
warnings, inspections and monitoring. Pre-
ventive deployments normally consist of
civilians and/or military forces being de-
ployed to avert a crisis.

Peacemaking

Diplomatic actions conducted after the com-
mencement of conflict, with the aim of
establishing a peaceful settlement. They can
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include the provision of good offices, media-
tion, conciliation and such actions as diplo-
matic isolation and sanctions.

Peacekeeping

Peacekeeping, narrowly defined, is the con-
tainment, moderation and/or termination of
hostilities between or within States, through
the medium of an impartial third party inter-
vention, organised and directed internation-
ally; using military forces, and civilians to
complement the political process of conflict
resolution and to restore and maintain peace.
Peacekeeping operations based on Chapter
VI of the UN Charter have traditionally in-
volved the deployment of a peacekeeping
force in the field, with the consent of the
parties, including supervising demarcation
lines, monitoring ceasefires and controlling
buffer zones, disarming and demobilising
warring factions and supervising borders.
Over the past few years, the UN has signifi-
cantly expanded the type of military opera-
tions carried out under ‘peacekeeping’, to in-
clude for example protection of humanitarian
relief and refugee operations. Peacekeeping
operations may also contain substantial civil-
ian elements, usually under the command of
a civilian head of mission, such as civilian
police, electoral or human rights monitors.

Peace-enforcement

Action under Chapter VII of the UN Charter
using military means to restore peace in an
area of conflict. This can include dealing
with an inter-State conflict or with internal
conflict to meet a humanitarian need or
where state institutions have largely col-
lapsed.

Peace-building

Post-conflict action to identify and support
structures which will tend to strengthen and
solidify a political settlement in order to
avoid a return to conflict. It includes mecha-
nisms to identify and support structures
which will tend to consolidate peace, ad-
vance a sense of confidence and well-being
and support economic reconstruction, and
may require military as well as civilian
involvement.

2. General principles!

The following general principles served as
guidelines for the preparation of the more

! These principles were agreed on 15th March
by Ambassadors in the meeting of the North
Atlantic Council with Cooperation Partners.

detailed criteria and operational principles
outlined further in Section 3.

Peacekeeping can be carried out only
under the authority of the UN Security
Council, or of the CSCE in accordance with
the CSCE Document agreed in Helsinki in
July 1992 and other relevant CSCE docu-
ments.

Peacekeeping will be carried out on a
case-by-case basis and at all times in con-
formity with the purposes and principles of
the Charter of the United Nations.

Decisions of concerned States or organisa-
tions on participation in peacekeeping activi-
ties are taken in each specific case in res-
ponse to a request by the UN or the CSCE.

1t is for the UN or CSCE, through consul-
tations with contributing States and organisa-
tions, to define in each case the arrangements
for the conduct of a peacekeeping operation,
including command relationships.?

Peacekeeping is undertaken in cases of
conflict within or among States in support of
ongoing efforts to restore peace and stability
by a political solution.

Peacekeeping is intended to complement
the political process of dispute resolution
and is not a substitute for a negotiated settle-
ment.

Peacekeeping requires a clear political ob-
jective and a precise mandate, as decided by
the UN or the CSCE.

3. Criteria and operational principles

The following are intended to apply equally
to preventive deployment, peacekeeping and
peace-enforcement, unless otherwise indi-
cated.

a. Criteria
Clear and precise mandate

The basis for any mission is a clear and pre-
cise mandate of the UN or the CSCE, devel-
oped through consultations with contributing
States and organisations and/or interested
parties, covering all of the essential elements
of the operation to be performed.

2n developing Section 3, the Ad Hoc Group
has taken the view that this should not be inter-
preted as giving the mandating body the power to
make unilateral decisions on command relatio-
nships. Contributing States and organisations will
themselves remain responsible for deciding
whether command arrangements are appropriate
before contributing forces.

31t is the common understanding that these
efforts can also be undertaken in order to maintain
peace or address potential conflicts.
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Consent of the parties to the conflict

Consent and cooperation of the parties to the
conflict are essential prerequisites for a UN
peacekeeping operation based on Chapter VI
of the UN Charter or for a CSCE peacek-
eeping operation. Exceptions are possible
only if an operation has been based on
Chapter VII of the Charter by the UN
Security Council.

Transparency

The goals and means of implementation of
an operation and the relationship between
them need to be as transparent as possible,
compatible with operational requirements.
An active information policy should be
conducted to improve the awareness and un-
derstanding of international public opinion.

Impartiality

All aspects of an operation need to be con-
ducted impartially, in a manner compatible
with the nature of the operation, as defined
by its mandate.

Credibility

The contributors to the mission should have,
and be seen to have, the political will and
capability to accomplish the objectives of the
mandate.

Credibility is essential for the success of
an operation, and depends, inter alia, on the
political determination demonstrated by the
international organisations and States con-
cerned and on clear and achievable military
and/or other aims, on the availability of suf-
ficient material resources and on the quality
and training of the personnel involved.

The planning and execution of a mission
need to be at all times consistent with the
aims and objectives to be achieved.

It will ultimately be up to the mandating
body (UN or the CSCE), together with those
implementing the operation, to assess respect
for the two latter criteria.

b. Operational principles
Command and coordination

Unity of command of military forces is
essential.

In its organisation, the command structure
of a peacekeeping operation should take ac-
count of the specificity of each operation and
of the assets, including command structures,
which are made available to carry it out by
the contributing States or organisations,
keeping in mind the key requirement for
military efficiency.

To be fully effective and efficient, there
should be close coordination of all aspects of
an operation, including political, civilian, ad-
ministrative, legal, humanitarian and mili-
tary.

Use of force

In all types of operations, the extent to which
force can be used needs to be clearly defined
either in the mandate or in the terms of refer-
ence.

If authorised, use of force must be care-
fully controlled, flexible and, at the lowest
level consistent with the execution of the
mandate.

Forces involved in any operation retain
the inherent right of self-defence at all times.

Safety of personnel

A commitment to the protection of personnel
involved in an operation should be inherent
in the decision to conduct an operation.

Participation

All member states of the mandating body
(UN or CSCE) are eligible to volunteer.

The mandating body (UN or CSCE) may
invite states or organisations to provide
forces or resources.

The mandating body (UN or CSCE) is not
obliged to accept all offers but may choose
which offers to accept.

The choice of contributors should take ac-
count of cultural, historical and political sen-
sitivities and provide for multinationality of
an operation.

When States or organisations have been
invited to provide forces or resources, the
nature or composition of them should be
determined in consultation with the mandat-
ing body (UN or CSCE).

Financial considerations

Missions should have adequate financing. In
general, costs are the collective responsibil-
ity of the member States of the mandating
body (UN or CSCE) and will be shared on
the basis of the rules applied by that body.

PART II: GUIDELINES FOR NACC
COOPERATION IN PEACEKEEPING

4. Principles of cooperation

NACC cooperation in peacekeeping, as de-
fined in the annual NACC Work Plans, may
include recent extensions of this concept.

Conceptual and practical aspects of
NACC cooperation in peacekeeping are
based primarily on the relevant documents
and practices of the UN and the CSCE.
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Participation of NACC members in co-
operation activities is voluntary. All NACC
members are eligible to take part in all co-
operation activities.

As a general rule, participation in activi-
ties on cooperation in peacekeeping should
be open to interested non-NACC CSCE
members who could, on the basis of specific
experience and expertise in this area, make
important contributions in:

(a) meetings of the Ad Hoc Group as ob-
servers; and

(b) information sessions of the Groups and
in cooperative activities decided by it.

5. NACC cooperation with other
international institutions and fora, in
particular the UN and the CSCE

The following guidelines apply to program-
mes and activities of the Ad Hoc Group.

— Maximum transparency and cooperation
with the UN and CSCE.

— Coordination of specific activities to
avoid duplication of work and to encourage
complementarity.

— Invitation, as appropriate, to a represen-
tative of the CSCE Chairman-in-Office to
attend meetings of the Ad Hoc Group.

— Tasking of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Group or his representative to inform the
CSCE regularly and to address relevant
CSCE fora, as appropriate.

6. Financial considerations

Cooperative activities in peacekeeping can-
not be conducted if they are not properly
funded. The initial measures set out in
Part III below, as far as they concern cour-
ses, seminars or workshops organised by
member countries of the North Atlantic Co-
operation Council, are based on the
following pattern: unless otherwise agreed,
the organising country bears the cost for the
local expenses, including board and lodging,
while the travelling expenses will be borne
by the participants. The Ad Hoc Group will,
as the need arises, develop financial consid-
erations as appropriate.

PART III: MEASURES FOR
PRACTICAL COOPERATION IN
PEACEKEEPING

7. Development of a common
understanding of operational concepts
and requirements for peacekeeping

a. Objectives:
To develop a common understanding of

operational concepts and requirements for
peacekeeping by exchanging experiences,
ideas, and doctrines; to examine concepts
and doctrine with a view to the development
of common guidelines in support of peace-
keeping.

b. Actions:

(1) To exchange national concepts and
doctrine on peacekeeping within the Ad Hoc
Group.

(2) To consider jointly conceptual aspects
of peacekeeping, to exchange experiences in
peacekeeping operations and to compare
peacekeeping doctrines at a conference of
high level political and military representa-
tives, which is now scheduled for the period
30th June to 2nd July 1993 and will be
hosted by the Czech Republic. A detailed
report on the seminar will be prepared by the
NATO Secretariat and the NATO Military
Authorities and will be submitted to the Ad
Hoc Group in September 1993. Lessons
drawn from this conference and future action
will be considered by the Group.

(3) To exchange experiences in peace-
keeping, taking into account experiences in
operations related to the former Yugoslavia,
making use, inter alia, of all available oppor-
tunities of meetings of high level military
representatives. A first such exchange took
place during the meeting of Chiefs of
Defence Staff in Cooperation Session, on
28th April 1993. The Ad Hoc Group wel-
comed the written report provided by the
Chairman of the Military Committee in
Chiefs of Staff Session with Cooperation
Partners.

¢. Element for further development:

Continuation of an organised exchange of
experiences within the Ad Hoc Group build-
ing on the results of the Prague seminar, with
a view to the further development of com-
mon guidelines in support of peacekeeping,
set out in paragraphs 1 to 6 of this report.

8. Cooperation in planning for
peacekeeping activities

a. Objectives:

To identify and examine principal planning
issues, commencing initially with key issues
such as command and control; to compare
and harmonise planning methods and proce-
dures, so as to facilitate the ability of Part-
ners to cooperate practically in peacekeeping
and to develop an understanding of assets
required and resources available for contri-
butions both to preparations for peace-
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keeping and to peacekeeping operations
themselves.

b. Actions:

To facilitate cooperative peacekeeping plan-
ning activity, starting with a discussion in
the Ad Hoc Group. Discussions should cover
initially:

(1) assets and capabilities required for
peacekeeping.

(2) the possibility and utility of developing
a data base of available resources (e.g. per-
sonnel, equipment, forces, infrastructure, and
supplies), perhaps using an appropriate ques-
tionnaire.

(3) the requirements for forces, procedures
and equipment to facilitate cooperation in
peacekeeping.

¢. Elements for further development:

Each of the areas set out at b. above should
be the subject of reports to the Ad Hoc
Group by the Military Authorities. There
were valuable results in this respect at the
meeting of the MCCS with Cooperation
Partners on 28th April. Further reports
should cover:

(1) Identification of capabilities which
could be made available to the UN or CSCE,
subject to consideration on a case-by-case
basis

(2) developing a common understanding
on planning areas (command, control, com-
munication and information systems, sup-
port, logistic military information, rules of
engagement, education, etc.) on the basis of
the general principles, criteria and guidelines
set out in Parts I and II.

9. Development of a common technical
basis in peacekeeping

a. Objectives:

To identify technical aspects of peacekeep-
ing in order to develop a common basis and
understanding. These might include, inter
alia, terminology, interoperability issues, and
procedural matters.

b. Actions:

(1) To create an Ad Hoc Technical Sub-
Group reporting to the Ad Hoc Group and
with the participation of the Military Auth-
orities, under the chairmanship of ASG
DDP, to identify issues and methods of co-
operation on the basis of national contribu-
tions and a report by the NATO Military
Authorities building on their own contacts
with Cooperation Partners.

(2) One action that has already been com-
pleted was a workshop, held in, and organ-
ised by, the Netherlands, on ‘Communica-
tions for Peacekeeping Operations’. A sum-
mary of the report of that workshop is
attached as Annex A [not reproduced here].

(3) As further steps,

(a) To hold a workshop to cover addi-
tional technical aspects, such as infra-
structure in support of peacekeeping and
equipment interoperability, and

(b) to conduct research into technical as-
pects of peacekeeping, inter alia, peacekeep-
ing terminology, interoperability issues and
procedural matters, based on proposals to be
developed further by the United States and
other delegations.

c. Elements for further development:

The following are areas on which the group
might focus initially in considering inter-
operability issues

(1) Equipment

— Communications

— Transportation

— Petrol, Oil and Lubricants

— Ammunition

(2) Organisation and Procedures

— Command and Control

— Communications

— Transportation

— Materials Handling

— Medical Support

Further details on a number of these areas
are dealt with in paragraphs 10 and 11. Pro-
posals for development of these elements
will be considered by the Ad Hoc Technical
Sub-Group.

10. Peacekeeping training, education and
exercises

a. Objectives:

To share experiences and to develop practi-
cal cooperation in the fields of training, edu-
cation and exercises, in order to develop
common training standards, enhance inter-
operability and improve operational effec-
tiveness.

b. Actions:

(1) As a first step, information will be ex-
changed in the Ad Hoc Technical Sub-Group
on national training programmes for peace-
keeping. The exchange will include, inter
alia, information on the structure of training,
training facilities and the subjects covered in
the training programmes. On this basis, the
Ad Hoc Group will consider the scope for
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common training programmes and standards
for national individuals and forces involved
in peacekeeping, and the feasibility of peace-
keeping exercises, including objectives,
character and financial and other resources
implications.

(2) To conduct a pilot course for unit
commanders on peacekeeping, with an initial
course to be organised by the Czech Repub-
lic at Cesky Krumlov from the 17th May
until the 11th June.

(3) The seminar on training, scheduled to
take place in Bucharest, 18th-21st October
1993, as part of the Military Cooperation
Programme, may also focus on Peace-
keeping.

(4) To conduct a workshop of civil and
military experts to explore the feasibility of
joint exercises in peacekeeping, concentrat-
ing initially on humanitarian missions, in-
cluding the management of refugee move-
ments, the distribution of essential supplies,
and the organisation of medical assistance.

(5) To conduct a course on peacekeeping
at the SHAPE school in Oberammergau,
Germany from 8th to 11th November 1993.

(6) To conduct a seminar in Copenhagen,
17th—19th November 1993, on ‘Peace-
keeping Experiences: Generation, Training
and Education, and Planning—the Applica-
bility of the Nordic Approach to Cooperation
in Peacekeeping’.

(7) To make places available to NACC
members, whenever practicable, on national
specialised peacekeeping courses.

(8) To expand the national logistics peace-
keeping training course in Norway to include
additional places for officers from NACC
members.

c. Elements for further development:

It is proposed that discussions and exchanges
on peacekeeping training use the following
framework. For Units, Commanders and
Staff Personnel:

(1) Basic Military Training

(2) Specialised Training (specific training
for any peacekeeping mission)

(3) Orientation Training/Education (for a
particular mission).

Further detail on (1) to (3) is attached as
Annex B [not reproduced here].

The Ad Hoc Technical Sub-Group should
examine these issues further in the light of
the seminars and courses which have now
been arranged.

11. Logistics aspects of peacekeeping
a. Objectives:

To identify specific logistics issues within
peacekeeping operations and to consider pos-
sibilities for cooperation in the logistics area.

b. Actions:

(1) The International Secretariat will pre-
sent proposals for a specific programme in
this area to the Ad Hoc Group, taking into
account national contributions and the work
of the NATO Military Authorities.

(2) To organise a seminar on logistics in
Norway. This seminar has been scheduled
for 1st-5th November 1993 and a detailed
programme has been presented to the Ad
Hoc Group.

c. Elements for further development:

(1) Canada is considering organising a
workshop on logistics support for peace-
keeping which would be conducted after
completion of its current work on a new UN
Logistics Peacekeeping Manual. The Ad Hoc
Group may consider the follow-on require-
ment for a training course for logisticians in-
corporating elements of this and other simi-
lar endeavours.

(2) Logistics experts will contribute
actively to all endeavours under paragraphs 7
to 10, which have logistical implications.

(3) Possible approaches to increased
effectiveness of logistic support in coopera-
tive peacekeeping to be discussed by Ad Hoc
Group building on common logistic planning
principles:

—~ UN field service

— National responsibility

— Multinational pools

—Mutual assistance, role specialisation

— Lead nation

— Host nation.

The International Staff will submit
detailed proposals to the Ad Hoc Group for
taking these issues further, on the basis of
contributions by NACC member states and
NATO’s military authorities, taking into ac-
count the results of the logistics seminar to
be held in Norway. In this context considera-
tion might be given to the need to establish
an Ad Hoc Logistics Sub-Group.

Source: NATO, Press Release M-NACC-1(93)
40, 11 June 1993.
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FRENCH PROPOSAL FOR A PACT ON
STABILITY IN EUROPE

Submitted to the summit meeting of the
European Council, Copenhagen, 22 June
1993

1. Why a European initiative for a Pact on
stability?

The end of the division of Europe has made
it possible for all countries on the continent
(notably in the CSCE) to adopt common
principles concerning borders or minority
rights. The many institutions existing in the
political, economic or military arenas have
developed their action and have
endeavoured to support implementation of
these principles.

The break-up of Yugoslavia into several
states and the war which has torn Bosnia-
Herzegovina apart have revealed the acute-
ness of the problem of minorities and the
powerlessness of the international commun-
ity, including the Europe of the Twelve, to
apply the principles to which they have ad-
hered.

It is urgent today to learn lessons from this
experience. It is incumbent upon the Euro-
pean Community to do so with all interested
partners in order to address the most serious
problems facing the European continent.
Should it fail to carry out this exercise or
should it fail to do so successfully, it is clear
that the Community’s international authority
would be at stake. On the contrary, restoring
peace on the European continent would con-
tribute to the success of the difficult transi-
tion being experienced by the Central and
Eastern European countries and those of the
former Soviet Union; it could have a de-
cisive effect on growth.

The Twelve have a major interest in the
stability and security of a continent in which
they are the most solid element. They have
the economic weight to encourage this stabil-
ity and, if they have the political will, the
means to consolidate it with their allies. Ac-
tively seeking this result should be the first
task of the Common Foreign and Security
Policy provided in the Maastricht Treaty.
Such is the object of the conference France

! [The Buropean Council examined the French
proposal at the Copenhagen meeting and adopted
a synthetic report on the issue at its next meeting
in Brussels, 11 Dec. 1993. La politique étrangére
de la France, Textes et documents, Nov./Dec.
1993, pp. 228-29.]

is proposing to its Community partners and
which it places within the continuity of work
already carried out in the framework of the
CSCE. This conference should result in the
signature of a European Pact, made up of
several agreements between the countries
concerned which would create with each
other a process of entente and cooperation
likely to encourage European stability.

2. What content shall be given to the Pact?

The principal objective of the Pact would be,
pragmatically speaking:

— to set out in detail and implement, in the
countries whose relations are not yet stabil-
ized by membership in one of the main Euro-
pean political bodies, the principles already
defined in regard to borders and minorities;

— to organize and coordinate the action of
the many existing institutions to provide the
best possible guarantee for these principles.

A. Consolidation of borders

The preparatory conference should not limit
its action to solemnly reaffirming the inviol-
ability of borders in Europe. It must lead to
the conclusion of friendship agreements
founded on respect for the rights of minori-
ties, since the violation of these rights risks
causing international complications.

Without taking sides a priori, the possibil-
ity cannot be ruled out that these agreements
may lead to minor rectifications of borders,
the intangibility of which would then be est-
ablished by the conference. The states par-
ticipating in the conference would thus col-
lectively serve as guarantors of these bi-
lateral agreements.

B. Minorities

With respect to principles, existing texts
have gradually evolved from a purely indi-
vidual conception of the rights of persons
belonging to minorities towards a conception
taking account of their collective aspect and
the very close tie linking them to security
problems.

At the present time, nationals of Council
of Europe member countries have the right
of individual appeal in regard to the
European Convention on Human Rights. The
‘Court of Conciliation and Arbitration’, rati-
fication of which by the interested countries
must be hastened, can deal with disputes be-
tween states. Finally, the High Commission-
er [on] National Minorities existing within
the CSCE can examine the collective rights
of a minority.

Pursuing this evolution, the conference
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preparing the Pact would examine a report
requested by the Twelve of the High Com-
missioner [on] National Minorities and
would set as an objective to be attained with-
in a given period (eight months):

— leading the Eastern and Central Euro-
pean countries to set out among themselves
agreements of a nature to provide practical
solutions on a case-by-case basis to their
minority problems. This examination would
take place by regional sub-units, the states
directly concerned associating other mem-
bers of the conference whose presence
would be accepted as moderators.

— setting out preventive procedures capa-
ble of keeping violations of rights of minori-
ties from leading to security problems. The
role and powers of the High Commissioner
[on] National Minorities should be reap-
praised. Should the High Commissioner play
a role of adviser for minorities so as to make
better known all the institutional mechan-
isms capable of ensuring their satisfactory
presentation (means of election, presence in
the administrative hierarchy, arrangements
for coexistence between religions, etc.)?
How can preventive action be more effect-
ive? Should the Commissioner also have a
right of appeal and before what body?
(Would the Summit of the Heads of State of
the Twelve agree to hear the Commissioner
once a year?)

C. Incentives and flanking measures

The preparatory conference should examine
the best way to lead European countries to
respect the principles to which they adhere
and propose flanking measures that could be
taken to encourage peace and stability in
Europe. The incentives and flanking mea-
sures depending essentially on the will of the
Twelve are:

— political: to respond to the expectations
of Central European countries and certain
Eastern European countries, the Community
would contemplate eventual new member-
ships, on the express condition that, within
the framework of the conference, the prob-
lems likely to threaten European stability are
resolved. This condition would, of course, be
necessary but not sufficient. The Community
would have to determine whether these
countries are in a position to become mem-
bers.

— economic: can the Community decide to
provide specific assistance to countries tak-
ing particular care to solve their problems
relating to minorities (for accompanying

projects in specific regions), immigration or
refugees (setting up resettlement pro-
grammes)? In the opposite case, can it also
decide to cut off all cooperation ties with a
country flagrantly violating the rights of
minorities or calling existing borders into
question? The Yugoslav experience shows
that such incentives have their limits when
they are not implemented in timely fashion.

The preparatory conference should exam-
ine the flanking measures that could be taken
to encourage this stability in a preventive
way.

More precisely, it could:

— study the possibility for the WEU to ad-
mit as associate members the countries ad-
hering to a European agreement whose mem-
bership in the European Union is an eventual
possibility and to develop military coopera-
tion with them, notably in the area of peace-
keeping. Could units available rapidly for
this type of operation be designated in ad-
vance?

— foster military cooperation among
Central and Eastern European countries, the
Twelve, NATO and the WEU.

— propose practical measures to strengthen
the CSCE institutions.

3. What participants, what procedure,
what timetable?

Participation in preparation of the Pact

The list of countries invited is naturally link-
ed to the objective of the conference, which
is to stabilize the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries which may eventually be
associated to varying degrees with the Euro-
pean Union. The United States and Canada,
which have an interest in European balance,
on the one hand, Russia, Belarus, Ukraine
and Moldova, which have problems relating
to borders or minorities with the Central
European or Balkan countries, on the other,
and the Baltic countries, which do not
belong to the CIS and are not excluded from
the perspective of European Union, should
logically be invited.

The definition of the objective of the pre-
paratory conference would make it possible
not to exclude the CIS countries closest to
us, without encroaching upon debate within
this body which is not within the competence
of the Twelve. It would also explain how this
initiative does not duplicate the CSCE.

The draft Pact could be prepared as
Jollows:

(a) The Twelve, based on the work of
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senior officials of the CSCE and the prepara-
tory conference for the definition of a ‘code
of conduct’, would prepare:

— a draft declaration reaffirming the prin-
ciples concerning borders and minorities;

— a list of problems relating to borders
and minorities in the Central and Western
European countries which would justify the
creation of a negotiating table. If such a
group already exists in the CSCE, it would
be reactivated by the conference;

— a list of incentives the Community could
implement in favour of countries agreeing to
respect the principles approved by the con-
ference.

(b) The Pact preparatory conference
would then meet for several days in plenary
session. It would issue its position on the text
prepared by the Twelve and would set up
negotiating tables which would be given six
months to depose their conclusions.

The preparatory conference is clearly an
exercise in preventive diplomacy very differ-
ent in nature from the curative measures re-
quired in ex-Yugoslavia. In these conditions,
the possible links between the London Con-
ference on ex-Yugoslavia and the Confer-
ence on Stability will be dependent on devel-
opments on location.

(¢) An interim meeting would be held at
the end of a six-month period to sanction the
achievements of certain negotiating tables or
to give new impetus to those progressing
more slowly.

(d) A final conference, two months later:

— would establish, in a ‘European Pact’,
the particular agreements concluded in the
regional negotiations, including those setting
out possible rectifications of borders;

— would agree on flanking measures;

— would make proposals designed to in-
crease the authority of the CSCE (role of the
Secretary General, the High Commissioner
[on] National Minorities, etc.);

— would agree to support the activity of
the Court of Arbitration.

A summary version of the timetable for the
preparation and unfolding of the prepara-
tory conference could be as follows:

—21-22 June: presentation of the memor-
andum to the Copenhagen European
Summit, which is expected to give a
mandate to the competent bodies under the
authority of the Council of Ministers to
prepare the documents necessary for the
convening of the conference;

— within four months: convening of the
preparatory conference by the Twelve and

the start of work (around six months);
—second half of 1994: interim meeting re-
viewing the progress of work;
~ two months later; final conference.

Possible participants

1. The Twelve 12

2. Countries interested in stability in
Europe:

— United States

—Canada 2

3. The countries of Northern, Central and
Eastern Europe concerned:

— Russian Federation

— Austria

—Norway

— Sweden

—Iceland

— Switzerland

— Finland

—Poland

— Hungary

— Czech Republic

— Slovakia

- Bulgaria

— Romania

— Albania

—Estonia

—Latvia

— Lithuania

— Ukraine

— Belarus

— Moldova

— Turkey 21

4. The countries of ex-Yugoslavia will be
associated in terms of developments of the
London Conference and of the situation on
location:

— Croatia

— Slovenia

— Bosnia-Herzegovina

— Serbia Montenegro

—Ex-Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 5

Source: Agence Europe, Europe Documents,
no. 1846 (26 June 1993), pp. 1, 5. Reproduced by
kind permission of Agence Europe, Brussels.

RUSSIAN PRESIDENT BORIS
YELTSIN’S LETTER TO US
PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON
15 September 1993

Dear Bill:

By way of continuing our frank exchanges
on pressing international issues I would like
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to share with you some of my thoughts
prompted, in particular, by my recent conver-
sations with the leaders of Poland, Czechia,
and Slovakia.

The present attitudes of these countries, as
well as some other states of Central and
Eastern Europe, are indicative of their rather
clearly expressed desire to get closer to
NATO, to achieve a certain form of integ-
ration with the alliance. Of course, we ex-
pressed understanding for the sovereign right
of each state to choose ways of ensuring its
own security, including through participation
in politico-military alliances. We are sympa-
thetic to the less-than-nostalgic sentiments of
the East Europeans about the past ‘coopera-
tion” within the framework of the Warsaw
Pact. Our general impression is that they do
have grounds for certain apprehensions
about their security.

At the same time I cannot fail to express
our concern over the fact that the debate
about possible evolution of NATO increas-
ingly dwells on the option of quantitative
build-up of the Alliance by adding East
European countries to it.

Frankly, we support a different approach,
one which would lead to a truly pan-Euro-
pean security system, which envisions col-
lective actions (but not under the bloc mem-
bership criterion) for the purpose of prevent-
ing and resolving crises and conflicts raging
presently in Europe. Security must be indi-
visible and must rest on pan-European struc-
tures.

The main threat to Europe now is posed
not by the East—West confrontation, but by
inter-ethnic conflicts of a new generation. A
quantitative increase of NATO will hardly
resolve the task of countering them effec-
tively. What we need to do is build up the
anti-crisis, peace-making potential encom-
passing the whole continent.

We understand, of course, that a possible
integration of East European countries with
NATO will not automatically produce a
situation where the Alliance would somehow
turn against Russia. We do not see NATO as
a bloc opposing us. But it is important to
take into account how our public opinion
may react to such a step. Not only the oppo-
sition, but the moderates, too, would no
doubt see this as a sort of neo-isolation of the
country as opposed to its natural introduction
into the Euro-Atlantic space.

I would also like to call your attention to
the fact that the Treaty on the Final
Settlement with Respect to Germany signed

in September 1990, particularly those of its
provisions that prohibit stationing of foreign
troops within the FRG’s eastern lands,
excludes, by its meaning, the possibility of
expansion of the NATO zone to the East.

We know that at present preparations are
under way for a special NATO summit
meeting which will be discussing strategic
aspects of the Alliance’s evolution and its
role in new conditions. We in Russia have an
interest in constructive decisions by this
summit adequate to the radical changes
which have occurred in Europe and in the
world. We hope that it is this prudent, un-
hurried approach that will prevail in making
the choice of new parameters of the ‘East
politics’.

And generally, we favor a situation where
the relations between our country and NATO
would be by several degrees warmer than
those between the Alliance and Eastern
Europe. NATO-Russia rapprochement, in-
cluding through their interaction in the
peace-making area, should proceed on a
faster track. The East Europeans, too, could
be involved in this process.

Over [the] longer term one should not,
perhaps, rule out our joining NATO. But for
the time being, this is a theoretical proposi-
tion.

Today, I would like to suggest to you and
our other NATO partners to jointly reflect
about the possibilities to meet security needs
of the East Europeans.

For example, we would be prepared, to-
gether with NATO, to offer official security
guarantees to the East European states with a
focus on ensuring sovereignty, territorial in-
tegrity, inviolability of frontiers, and mainte-
nance of peace in the region. Such guaran-
tees could be stipulated in a political state-
ment or cooperation agreement between the
Russian Federation and NATO.

Naturally, we are open to discussion of
other proposals and would welcome intensi-
fication of the Russian—-American dialogue
in this respect during the period prior to the
upcoming NATO summit.

Sincerely,
Boris Yeltsin

Source: SIPRI archive.
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TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION
(MAASTRICHT TREATY):
PROVISIONS ON EUROPEAN
SECURITY

Signed in Maastricht, The Netherlands, on
11 Decemberl1991. Entered into force on
1 November 1993

Excerpts

TITLE 1. COMMON PROVISIONS
Article A

By this Treaty, the High Contracting Parties
establish among themselves a European
Union, hereinafter called ‘the Union’.

This Treaty marks a new stage in the pro-
cess of creating an ever closer union among
the peoples of Europe, in which decisions
are taken as closely as possible to the citizen.

The Union shall be founded on the Euro-
pean Communities, supplemented by the pol-
icies and forms of cooperation established by
this Treaty. Its task shall be to organize, in a
manner demonstrating consistency and sol-
idarity, relations between the Member States
and between their peoples.

Article B

The Union shall set itself the following ob-
jectives:

— to promote economic and social progress
which is balanced and sustainable, in par-
ticular through the creation of an area with-
out internal frontiers, through the streng-
thening of economic and social cohesion and
through the establishment of economic and
monetary union, ultimately including a
single currency in accordance with the
provisions of this Treaty;

—to assert its identity on the international
scene, in particular through the implementa-
tion of a common foreign and security policy
including the eventual framing of a common
defence policy, which might in time lead to a
common defence;

— to strengthen the protection of the rights
and interests of the nationals of its Member
States through the introduction of a citizen-
ship of the Union;

—to develop close cooperation on justice
and home affairs;

— to maintain in full the acquis commun-
autaire and build on it with a view to con-
sidering, through the procedure referred to in
Article N (2), to what extent the policies and
forms of cooperation introduced by this
Treaty may need to be revised with the aim
of ensuring the effectiveness of the mechan-

isms and the institutions of the Community.

The objectives of the Union shall be
achieved as provided in this Treaty and in
accordance with the conditions and the time-
table set out therein while respecting the
principle of subsidiarity as defined in
Article 3b of the Treaty establishing the
European Community.

Article D

The European Council shall provide the
Union with the necessary impetus for its
development and shall define the general
political guidelines thereof.

The European Council shall bring together
the Heads of State or Government of the
Member States and the President of the
Commission. They shall be assisted by the
Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the Member
States and by a Member of the Commission.
The European Council shall meet at least
twice a year, under the chairmanship of the
Head of State or Government of the Member
State which holds the Presidency of the
Council.

The European Council shall submit to the
European Parliament a report after each of
its meetings and a yearly written report on
the progress achieved by the Union.

Article F

1. The Union shall respect the national
identities of its Member States, whose sys-
tems of government are founded on the prin-
ciples of democracy.

2. The Union shall respect fundamental
rights, as guaranteed by the European Con-
vention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms signed in Rome
on 4 November 1950 and as they result from
the constitutional traditions common to the
Member States, as general principles of
Community law.

3. The Union shall provide itself with the
means necessary to attain its objectives and
carry through its policies.

TITLE V. PROVISIONS ON A
COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY
POLICY

Article J

A common foreign and security policy is
hereby established which shall be governed
by the following provisions.
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Article J.1

1. The Union and its Member States shall
define and implement a common foreign and
security policy, governed by the provisions
of this Title and covering all areas of foreign
and security policy.

2. The objectives of the common foreign
and security policy shall be:

— to safeguard the common values, funda-
mental interests and independence of the
Union;

— to strengthen the security of the Union
and its Member States in all ways;

—to preserve peace and strengthen inter-
national security, in accordance with the
principles of the United Nations Charter as
well as the principles of the Helsinki Final
Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter;

— to promote international cooperation;

—to develop and consolidate democracy
and the rule of law, and respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms.

3. The Union shall pursue these objec-
tives:

— by establishing systematic cooperation
between Member States in the conduct of
policy, in accordance with Article J.2;

— by gradually implementing, in accor-
dance with Article J.3, joint action in the
areas in which the Member States have im-
portant interests in common.

4. The Member States shall support the
Union’s external and security policy actively
and unreservedly in a spirit of loyalty and
mutual solidarity. They shall refrain from
any action which is contrary to the interests
of the Union or likely to impair its effective-
ness as a cohesive force in international rela-
tions. The Council shall ensure that these
principles are complied with,

Article J.2

1. Member States shall inform and consult
one another within the Council on any matter
of foreign and security policy of general in-
terest in order to ensure that their combined
influence is exerted as effectively as possible
by means of concerted and convergent
action.

2. Whenever it deems it necessary, the
Council shall define a common position.

Member States shall ensure that their
national policies conform to the common
positions.

3. Member States shall coordinate their
action in international organizations and at
international conferences. They shall uphold
the common positions in such forums.

In international organizations and at inter-
national conferences where not all the Mem-
ber States participate, those which do take
part shall uphold the common positions.

Article J.3

The procedure for adopting joint action in
matters covered by the foreign and security
policy shall be the following:

1. The Council shall decide, on the basis
of general guidelines from the European
Council, that a matter should be the subject
of joint action.

Whenever the Council decides on the
principle of joint action, it shall lay down the
specific scope, the Union’s general and spe-
cific objectives in carrying out such action, if
necessary its duration, and the means, proce-
dures and conditions for its implementation.

2. The Council shall, when adopting the
joint action and at any stage during its devel-
opment, define those matters on which deci-
sions are to be taken by a qualified majority.

Where the Council is required to act by a
qualified majority pursuant to the preceding
subparagraph, the votes of its members shall
be weighted in accordance with Article
148(2) of the Treaty establishing the Euro-
pean Community, and for their adoption,
acts of the Council shall require at least 54
votes in favour, cast by at least eight mem-
bers.

3.If there is a change in circumstances
having a substantial effect on a question sub-
ject to joint action, the Council shall review
the principles and objectives of that action
and take the necessary decisions. As long as
the Council has not acted, the joint action
shall stand.

4. Joint actions shall commit the Member
States in the positions they adopt and in the
conduct of their activity.

5. Whenever there is any plan to adopt a
national position or take national action pur-
suant to a joint action, information shall be
provided in time to allow, if necessary, for
prior consultations within the Council. The
obligation to provide prior information shall
not apply to measures which are merely a
national transposition of Council decisions.

6. In cases of imperative need arising from
changes in the situation and failing a Council
decision, Member States may take the neces-
sary measures as a matter of urgency having
regard to the general objectives of the joint
action. The Member State concerned shall
inform the Council immediately of any such
measures.
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7. Should there be any major difficulties
in implementing a joint action, a Member
State shall refer them to the Council which
shall discuss them and seek appropriate solu-
tions. Such solutions shall not run counter to
the objectives of the joint action or impair its
effectiveness.

Article J.4

1. The common foreign and security pol-
icy shall include all questions related to the
security of the Union, including the eventual
framing of a common defence policy, which
might in time lead to a common defence.

2. The Union requests the Western Euro-
pean Union (WEU), which is an integral part
of the development of the Union, to elabo-
rate and implement decisions and actions of
the Union which have defence implications.
The Council shall, in agreement with the
institutions of the WEU, adopt the necessary
practical arrangements.

3. Issues having defence implications
dealt with under this Article shall not be sub-
ject to the procedures set out in Article J.3.

4, The policy of the Union in accordance
with this Article shall not prejudice the spe-
cific character of the security and defence
policy of certain Member States and shall
respect the obligations of certain Member
States under the North Atlantic Treaty and
be compatible with the common security and
defence policy established within that frame-
work.

5. The provisions of this Article shall not
prevent the development of closer coopera-
tion between two or more Member States on
a bilateral level, in the framework of the
WEU and the Atlantic Alliance, provided
such cooperation does not run counter to or
impede that provided for in this Title.

6. With a view to furthering the objective
of this Treaty, and having in view the date of
1998 in the context of Article XII of the
Brussels Treaty, the provisions of this
Article may be revised as provided for in
Article N(2) on the basis of a report to be
presented in 1996 by the Council to the
European Council, which shall include an
evaluation of the progress made and the
experience gained until then.

Article J.5

1. The Presidency shall represent the
Union in matters coming within the common
foreign and security policy.

2. The Presidency shall be responsible for
the implementation of common measures; in

that capacity it shall in principle express the
position of the Union in international organi-
zations and international conferences.

3. In the tasks referred to in paragraphs 1
and 2, the Presidency shall be assisted if
need be by the previous and next Member
States to hold the Presidency. The Commis-
sion shall be fully associated in these tasks.

4. Without prejudice to Article J.2(3) and
Article 1.3(4), Member States represented in
international organizations or international
conferences where not all the Member States
participate shall keep the latter informed of
any matter of common interest.

Member States which are also members of
the United Nations Security Council will
concert and keep the other Member States
fully informed. Member States which are
permanent members of the Security Council
will, in the execution of their functions, en-
sure the defence of the positions and the
interests of the Union, without prejudice to
their responsibilities under the provisions of
the United Nations Charter.

Article J.6

The diplomatic and consular missions of the
Member States and the Commission Delega-
tions in third countries and international con-
ferences, and their representations to inter-
national organizations, shall cooperate in en-
suring that the common positions and com-
mon measures adopted by the Council are
complied with and implemented.

They shall step up cooperation by ex-
changing information, carrying out joint
assessments and contributing to the imple-
mentation of the provisions referred to in
Article 8c of the Treaty establishing the
European Community.

Article J.7

The Presidency shall consult the European
Parliament on the main aspects and the basic
choices of the common foreign and security
policy and shall ensure that the views of the
European Parliament are duly taken into con-
sideration. The European Parliament shall be
kept regularly informed by the Presidency
and the Commission of the development of
the Union’s foreign and security policy.

The European Parliament may ask ques-
tions of the Council or make recommenda-
tions to it. It shall hold an annual debate on
progress in implementing the common for-
eign and security policy.

Article J.8
1. The European Council shall define the



254 SECURITY AND CONFLICTS, 1993

principles of and general guidelines for the
common foreign and security policy.

2. The Council shall take the decisions
necessary for defining and implementing the
common foreign and security policy on the
basis of the general guidelines adopted by
the European Council. It shall ensure the
unity, consistency and effectiveness of action
by the Union.

The Council shall act unanimously, except
for procedural questions and in the case
referred to in Article 1.3(2).

3. Any Member State or the Commission
may refer to the Council any question relat-
ing to the common foreign and security pol-
icy and may submit proposals to the Council.

4. In cases requiring a rapid decision, the
Presidency, of its own motion, or at the re-
quest of the Commission or a Member State,
shall convene an extraordinary Council
meeting within 48 hours or, in an
emergency, within a shorter period.

5. Without prejudice to Article 151 of the
Treaty establishing the European Commun-
ity, a Political Committee consisting of
Political Directors shall monitor the inter-
national situation in the areas covered by
common foreign and security policy and
contribute to the definition of policies by
delivering opinions to the Council at the
request of the Council or on its own initi-
ative. It shall also monitor the implementa-
tion of agreed policies, without prejudice to
the responsibility of the Presidency and the
Commission.

Article J.9

The Commission shall be fully associated
with the work carried out in the common
foreign and security policy field.

Article J.10

On the occasion of any review of the security
provisions under Article J.4, the Conference
which is convened to that effect shall also
examine whether any other amendments
need to be made to provisions relating to the
common foreign and security policy.

Article J.11

1. The provisions referred to in
Articles 137, 138, 139 to 142, 146, 147, 150
to 153, 157 to 163 and 217 of the Treaty
establishing the European Community shall
apply to the provisions relating to the areas
referred to in this Title.

2. Administrative expenditure which the
provisions relating to the areas referred to in
this Title entail for the institutions shall be

charged to the budget of the European Com-
munities.

The Council may also:

— either decide unanimously that opera-
tional expenditure to which the implementa-
tion of those provisions gives rise is to be
charged to the budget of the European Com-
munities; in that event, the budgetary proce-
dure laid down in the Treaty establishing the
European Community shall be applicable;

— or determine that such expenditure shall
be charged to the Member States, where
appropriate in accordance with a scale to be
decided.

FINAL ACT

DECLARATIONS

27, Declaration on Voting in the Field of
the Common Foreign and Security Policy

The Conference agrees that, with regard to
Council decisions requiring unanimity,
Member States will, to the extent possible,
avoid preventing a unanimous decision
where a qualified majority exists in favour of
that decision.

28. Declaration on Practical
Arrangements in the Field of the Common
Foreign and Security Policy

The Conference agrees that the division of
work between the Political Committee and
the Committee of Permanent Representatives
will be examined at a later stage, as will the
practical arrangements for merging the
Political Cooperation Secretariat with the
General Secretariat of the Council and for
cooperation between the latter and the
Commission.

29. Declaration on the Use of Languages
in the Field of the Common Foreign and
Security Policy

The Conference agrees that the use of lan-
guages shall be in accordance with the rules
of the European Communities.

For Coreu communications, the current
practice of European political cooperation
will serve as a guide for the time being.

All common foreign and security policy
texts which are submitted to or adopted at
meetings of the European Council and of the
Council as well as all texts which are to be
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published are immediately and simultane-
ously translated into all the official Commu-
nity languages.

30. Declaration on Western European
Union

The Conference notes the following declara-
tions:

I. Declaration by Belgium, Germany,
Spain, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Portugal and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, which are members of the
Western European Union and also
members of the European Union on

The Role of the Western European Union
and its Relations with the European
Union and with the Atlantic Alliance

Introduction

1. WEU Member States agree on the need
to develop a genuine European security and
defence identity and a greater European res-
ponsibility on defence matters. This identity
will be pursued through a gradual process
involving successive phases. WEU will form
an integral part of the process of the devel-
opment of the European Union and will en-
hance its contribution to solidarity within the
Atlantic Alliance. WEU Member States
agree to strengthen the role of WEU, in the
longer term perspective of a common
defence policy within the European Union
which might in time lead to a common
defence, compatible with that of the Atlantic
Alliance.

2. WEU will be developed as the defence
component of the European Union and as a
means to strengthen the European pillar of
the Atlantic Alliance. To this end, it will for-
mulate common European defence policy
and carry forward its concrete implementa-
tion through the further development of its
own operational role.

WEU Member States take note of
Article 1.4 relating to the common foreign
and security policy of the Treaty on Euro-
pean Union which reads as follows:

‘1. The common foreign and security pol-
icy shall include all questions related to the
security of the Union, including the eventual
framing of a common defence policy, which
might in time lead to a common defence.

2. The Union requests the Western Euro-
pean Union (WEU), which is an integral
part of the development of the Union, to
elaborate and implement decisions and

actions of the Union which have defence im-
plications. The Council shall, in agreement
with the institutions of the WEU, adopt the
necessary practical arrangements.

3. Issues having defence implications
dealt with under this Article shall not be
subject to the procedures set out in Article

4. The policy of the Union in accordance
with this Article shall not prejudice the spe-
cific character of the security and defence
policy of certain Member States and shall
respect the obligations of certain Member
States under the North Atlantic Treaty and
be compatible with the common security and
defence policy established within the frame-
work.

5. The provisions of this Article shall not
prevent the development of closer coopera-
tion between two or more Member States on
a bilateral level, in the framework of the
WEU and the Atlantic Alliance, provided
such cooperation does not run counter to or
impede that provided for in this Title.

6. With a view to furthering the objective
of this Treaty, and having in view the date of
1998 in the context of Article XII of the
Brussels Treaty, the provisions of this Article
may be revised as provided for in Article
N(2) on the basis of a report to be presented
in 1996 by the Council to the European
Council, which shall include an evaluation
of the progress made and the experience
gained until then.’

A—WEU’s relations with European
Union

3. The objective is to build up WEU in
stages as the defence component of the
European Union. To this end, WEU is pre-
pared, at the request of the European Union,
to elaborate and implement decisions and ac-
tions of the Union which have defence
implications.

To this end, WEU will take the following
measures to develop a close working rela-
tionship with the Union:

— as appropriate, synchronization of the
dates and venues of meetings and harmon-
ization of working methods;

— establishment of close cooperation
between the Council and Secretariat-General
of WEU on the one hand, and the Council of
the Union and General Secretariat of the
Council on the other;

— consideration of the harmonization of
the sequence and duration of the respective
Presidencies;
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— arranging for appropriate modalities so
as to ensure that the Commission of the
European Communities is regularly informed
and, as appropriate, consulted on WEU
activities in accordance with the role of the
Commission in the common foreign and
security policy as defined in the Treaty on
European Union;

~encouragement of closer cooperation
between the Parliamentary Assembly of
WEU and the European Parliament.

The WEU Council shall, in agreement
with the competent bodies of the European
Union, adopt the necessary practical arr-
angements.

B—WEU’s relations with the Atlantic
Alliance

4. The objective is to develop WEU as a
means to strengthen the European pillar of
the Atlantic Alliance. Accordingly WEU is
prepared to develop further the close work-
ing links between WEU and the Alliance and
to strengthen the role, responsibilities and
contributions of WEU Member States in the
Alliance. This will be undertaken on the
basis of the necessary transparency and com-
plementarity between the emerging Euro-
pean security and defence identity and the
Alliance. WEU will act in conformity with
the positions adopted in the Atlantic
Alliance.

— WEU Member States will intensify their
coordination on Alliance issues which repre-
sent an important common interest with the
aim of introducing joint positions agreed in
WEU into the process of consultation in the
Alliance which will remain the essential
forum for consultation among its members
and the venue for agreement on policies
bearing on the security and defence commit-
ments of Allies under the North Atlantic
Treaty.

— Where necessary, dates and venues of
meetings will be synchronized and working
methods harmonized.

— Close cooperation will be established
between the Secretariats-General of WEU
and NATO.

C—Operational role of WEU

5. WEU’s operational role will be streng-
thened by examining and defining appropri-
ate missions, structures and means, covering
in particular:

— WEU planning cell;

— closer military cooperation complemen-
tary to the Alliance in particular in the fields

of logistics, transport, training and strategic
surveillance;

—meetings of WEU Chiefs of Defence
Staff;

— military units answerable to WEU.

Other proposals will be examined further,
including:

—enhanced cooperation in the field of
armaments with the aim of creating a Euro-
pean armaments agency;

— development of the WEU Institute into a
European Security and Defence Academy.

Arrangements aimed at giving WEU a
stronger operational role will be fully com-
patiblc with the military dispositions neces-
sary to ensure the collective defence of all
Allies.

D—Other measures

6. As a consequence of the measures set
out above, and in order to facilitate the
strengthening of WEU’s role, the seat of the
WEU Council and Secretariat will be trans-
ferred to Brussels.

7. Representation on the WEU Council
must be such that the Council is able to exer-
cise its functions continuously in accordance
with Article VIII of the modified Brussels
Treaty. Member States may draw on a
double-hatting formula, to be worked out,
consisting of their representatives to the
Alliance and to the European Union.

8. WEU notes that, in accordance with the
provisions of Article J.4(6) concerning the
common foreign and security policy of the
Treaty on European Union, the Union will
decide to review the provisions of this
Article with a view to furthering the objec-
tive to be set by it in accordance with the
procedure defined. The WEU will re-exam-
ine the present provisions in 1996. This re-
examination will take account of the
progress and experience acquired and will
extend to relations between WEU and the
Atlantic Alliance.

1I. Declaration by Belgium, Germany,
Spain, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Portugal, and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland which are members of the
Western European Union

‘The Member States of WEU welcome the
development of the European security and
defence identity. They are determined, taking
into account the role of WEU as the defence
component of the European Union and as
the means to strengthen the European pillar



EUROPE: A NEW REGIONAL SECURITY REGIME 257

of the Atlantic Alliance, to put the relation-
ship between WEU and the other European
States on a new basis for the sake of stability
and security in Europe. In this spirit, they
propose the following:

States which are members of the
European Union are invited to accede to
WEU on conditions to be agreed in accor-
dance with Article XI of the modified
Brussels Treaty, or to become observers if
they so wish. Simultaneously, other Euro-
pean Member States of NATO are invited to
become associate members of WEU in a way
which will give them the possibility of
participating fully in the activities of WEU.

The Member States of WEU assume that
treaties and agreements corresponding with
the above proposals will be concluded
before 31 December 1992.”

Source: European Communities, Treaty on Euro-
pean Union (Office for Official Publications of
the European Communities: Luxembourg, 1992).

DECISIONS OF THE ROME CSCE
COUNCIL MEETING

Fourth Meeting of the CSCE Council, Rome,
1 December 1993

1. Regional issues

1. Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and the
situation in the region.

1.1. War motivated by aggressive nation-
alism and territorial gains is still raging in
Bosnia-Herzegovina causing further im-
mense suffering to the civilian population.
At the same time danger of war persists in
Croatia.

Violations of basic human rights continue
unabated and the policy and practice of eth-
nic cleansing is being pursued unhindered.
All hostilities must stop immediately. Efforts
of the international community to stop the
war must be continued in order that a dur-
able, fair and just political solution could
urgently be found along the principles
agreed by all parties at the ICFY.

The Ministers reaffirmed their commit-
ment to a comprehensive solution of all
issues dealt with by the ICFY.

The Ministers welcomed the resumption
of the peace talks in Geneva, which resulted
from presentation of an Action Plan by the

European Union. They urged the parties to
take advantage of the initiative represented
by the European Union Action Plan to reach
a political solution to the conflict.

The Ministers reconfirmed their support
for the sovereignty, territorial integrity and
independence of the Republic of Bosnia-
Herzegovina and of all countries in the
region, and refuse to recognize any territorial
acquisition by force.

They reaffirmed their earlier decisions
which have yet to be implemented, espe-
cially, in the light of the onslaught of winter
conditions, those concerning the need to re-
open airports and establish humanitarian
corridors and safe areas.

The current situation in UNPA zones jeop-
ardizes the territorial integrity of Croatia.
These territories should be peacefully reinte-
grated into the political and legal system of
Croatia. Tension and armed incidents con-
tinue there, threatening the renewal of hos-
tilities. An agreed modus vivendi in UNPA
zones should be achieved. Mutual recogni-
tion of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro)
and Croatia would be an essential element
for stability in their relations and in the re-
gion as a whole.

Those responsible for brutal violations of
human rights must be held accountable. The
Ministers in this context welcome that the
International War Crimes Tribunal has
begun its work. They expressed particular
concern over violations of human rights
committed by paramilitary troops.

1.2. The Ministers underlined the impor-
tance of continued CSCE focus on Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro) and man-
dated continued monitoring of compliance
with CSCE norms and principles, promotion
of respect for human rights and protection of
national minorities in the whole of Yugo-
slavia (Serbia and Montenegro).

They continued to believe that an inter-
national presence in Kosovo, Sandjak and
Vojvodina would help to prevent the spill-
over of the conflict to these regions. They
called for the early and unconditional return
of the Missions of Long Duration to Kosovo,
Sandjak and Vojvodina as part of the overall
CSCE efforts to ease local tensions, guard
against violations of human rights,
encourage dialogue and reconciliation
between the communities. They called for
the establishment and promotion of
democratic rights, processes and institutions
as well as for the renewal of talks on the
future status of Kosovo.
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1.3. They stressed that a decisive condi-
tion for participation in the CSCE is the full
compliance by Yugoslavia (Serbia and
Montenegro) with all CSCE principles, com-
mitments and decisions.

1.4. Concerned about the risks for a spill-
over of the conflict to the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia the Ministers in-
structed the CSCE Spillover Monitor Mis-
sion to Skopje to continue its activities un-
abated.

1.5. The Ministers agreed that the impor-
tant work of the Sanctions Assistance Mis-
sions (SAMs), set up to monitor the imple-
mentation of United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolutions on sanctions, will continue un-
diminished.

The Ministers recognized that States in the
region bear a major economic burden of the
implementation of the sanctions. In order to
help ease the unintended negative conse-
quences of the sanctions for States in the re-
gion, the Ministers decided to hold a special
ad hoc meeting of senior officials which will
focus on identifying priorities for various
international projects to assist affected States
in the region to better cope with the effects
of the sanctions. The EU/CSCE Sanctions
Co-ordinator will invite relevant inter-
national organizations to participate and con-
tribute to this meeting. It will be held before
the end of January 1994.

1.6. Looking to the future, the Ministers
affirmed their intention to participate active-
ly in efforts to build a just and lasting peace
in the region. They stressed that the CSCE
stands ready, in co-operation with others, to
contribute to a future process of reconcilia-
tion, rehabilitation and rebuilding of demo-
cratic institutions and processes and the rule
of law.

The Ministers requested the Permanent
Committee of the CSCE to examine how the
CSCE institutions, CSCE missions and other
instruments, expertise and regional experi-
ence could best be utilized in future con-
certed international efforts to this end, in co-
ordination with the United Nations and
ICFY.

1.7. The Ministers affirmed that military
security and stability in South Eastern
Europe is important for peace and stability in
the CSCE area as a whole.

The Ministers agreed that, as a comple-
ment to the continuing efforts towards
achieving a comprehensive settlement to the
conflict and issues dealt with by the ICFY, a
CSCE contribution to regional security

through arms control and disarmament as
well as confidence- and security-building
should be examined by the CSCE Forum for
Security Co-operation.

2. Georgia

2.1. Faced with the alarming situation in
Georgia the Ministers stressed that the terri-
torial integrity and sovereignty of the Repub-
lic of Georgia must be preserved. They
pledged to respond with generosity to the ap-
peals for humanitarian assistance, in
particular by the United Nations, and to
intensify the efforts of the CSCE to help sta-
bilize the situation in the country.

2.2. The Ministers welcomed the begin-
ning of talks with the parties to the Abkhas-
ian conflict in Geneva under the United
Nations auspices and with the participation
of the CSCE. The CSCE stands ready to con-
tribute to the negotiations of a stable cease-
fire and a political solution to the conflict, as
well as to co-operate with the United Nations
efforts in Abkhazia, for example by dispatch-
ing observers or providing liaison officers.

2.3. The Ministers strongly urged the par-
ties to the Georgian—Ossetian conflict to
break the present stalemate and begin, with-
out preconditions, a political dialogue that
would lead to the convening of an inter-
national conference under CSCE auspices
and with United Nations participation, to
negotiate a solution to the conflict. They also
requested the Personal Representative of the
Chairman-in-Office and the CSCE mission
on the basis of the report by the Chairman-
in-Office of the Council on her visit to the
Transcaucasian States to elaborate a pro-
posal, for the consideration by the CSO, for
possible arrangements for liaison with the
Joint Peacekeeping Forces established under
the Sochi Agreement of 24 June 1992. The
existing mandate and rules of engagement of
these forces would be examined by the Per-
sonal Representative and the CSCE Mission
with a view to establishing more compre-
hensive monitoring and oversight of the
activities of the Joint Peacekeeping Forces.

2.4. The Ministers decided that the respon-
sibilities of the CSCE Mission should be
widened to include also the promotion of re-
spect for human rights in the whole of
Georgia and the rendering of assistance for
the development of legal and democratic in-
stitutions and processes, including the elab-
oration of a new constitution for Georgia.
Administrative and financial implications of
these additional tasks should be decided by
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the Permanent Committee of the CSCE on
the basis of a proposal by the Personal Rep-
resentative of the Chairman-in-Office.

The Ministers also requested the ODIHR
to identify, where possible in co-operation
with the Council of Europe, specific projects
to develop the legal and democratic founda-
tions of the Republic of Georgia.

2.5. The Ministers asked the Chairman-in-
Office to pursue with the United Nations, as
a matter of urgency, the recommendation by
the Chairman-in-Office of the Council that a
joint CSCE/United Nations Special Repre-
sentative at high level be appointed with a
mandate to address the whole range of prob-
lems facing the country and to co-ordinate
the efforts of the CSCE and United Nations
in Georgia. They requested the Chairman-in-
Office to inform the CSO or the Permanent
Committee of the CSCE on the results of his
efforts.

3. Moldova

3.1. While welcoming that there had been
no fighting over the past year, the Ministers
expressed concern that the lack of progress
in finding a political solution to the problems
related to the Trans-Dniester region impeded
the development of stability and democracy
in the Republic of Moldova. The Ministers
also stressed that the use of military forces to
stabilize the situation cannot be a substitute
for a political solution of the problems.

3.2. The Ministers called on all parties in-
volved urgently to speed up negotiations on
a special status for the Trans-Dniester region
within the context of independence, sover-
eignty and territorial integrity of the Repub-
lic of Moldova and bring them to a mutually
acceptable solution. They urged the parties
to address the language problems and to
make full use of the confidence-building and
other proposals made by the CSCE mission
to facilitate the negotiating process. They
instructed the CSCE Mission to seek to play
an even more active role in maintaining con-
tact with the parties and promoting an early
political settlement.

The Ministers also called for early pro-
gress in negotiations on the early, orderly
and complete withdrawal of the Russian 14th
Army from Moldova. They stressed that pro-
gress on the withdrawal of these troops can-
not be linked to any other question, with due
regard to existing agreements. They called
on the parties concerned to facilitate the
work of the CSCE Mission by allowing it to
follow closely the negotiations, to participate

in the meetings of the Joint Control Commis-
sion and to move freely in the security zone.
The Ministers expressed their own full sup-
port for the achicvement of these objectives.

3.3. The Ministers agreed that long-term
peace and stability in Moldova also required
the development of democratic structures
and processes and the implementation of
commitments to human rights for the whole
of Moldova. They therefore welcomed the
decision of the government to hold elections
for a new parliament and its intention to
draft a new constitution. They also instructed
the CSCE Mission to continue to promote
the full respect for human rights and the rule
of law, including in individual cases such as
the trial of the so-called ‘Tlascu group’.

The Ministers requested the ODIHR to
continue and expand its co-operation with
the Government of Moldova on legal and
human rights issues and to prepare for a
central role in monitoring the forthcoming
electoral process in all parts of the Republic
of Moldova.

4. Tajikistan

4.1. The Ministers reiterated their concern
over the situation in Tajikistan. They ex-
pressed their determination to help stabilize
the situation within Tajikistan in close co-
operation with the United Nations and to
create favourable conditions for progress to-
wards democracy. They noted collective
efforts in this regard by a group of member
countries in the CIS.

4.2. The Ministers decided to establish a
CSCE Mission to Tajikistan. The Mission
will maintain contact with and facilitate dia-
logue and confidence-building between re-
gionalist and political forces in the country;
actively promote respect for human rights;
promote and monitor the adherence to CSCE
norms and principles; promote ways and
means for the CSCE to assist in the develop-
ment of legal and democratic political insti-
tutions and processes; keep the CSCE
informed about further developments.

4.3. The CSCE Mission will initially be
composed of four persons. It will co-operate
and co-ordinate with the United Nations rep-
resentation in Dushanbe in the fulfilment of
its tasks. The Chairman-in-Office will re-
main in contact with the United Nations on
these matters. The Head of Mission will ex-
plore practical ways and means to co-ordi-
nate the efforts in the field, including the
possibility of joint office facilities. He/She
will submit a proposal for administrative and
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financial modalities for the mission to the
Permanent Committee of the CSCE for
decision not later than 15 January 1994.

5. Baltic States

The Ministers recalled the commitments
undertaken under paragraph 15 of the
Helsinki Summit Declaration 1992 and in
the Stockholm Summary of Conclusions.

They stressed the political significance of
the speedy withdrawal of the remaining Rus-
sian troops from the territories of the Baltic
States. They welcomed the completion of the
withdrawal of Russian troops from Lithuania
by 31 August 1993.

They concluded that it is necessary to fur-
ther intensify the ongoing pullout of troops
and called upon the participating States con-
cerned promptly to conclude appropriate
agreements, including timetables, which will
allow to complete the orderly withdrawal of
troops, including settlement on the military
installation in Skrunda.

1I. Further development of the capabilities
of the CSCE in conflict prevention and
crisis management

1. The Ministers stressed the importance
of actively pursuing the deliberations which
have been initiated by the CSO on the further
development of the capabilities of the CSCE
in conflict prevention and crisis man-
agement.

2. The Ministers agreed that the CSCE
could consider, on a case-by-case basis and
under specific conditions, the setting up of
CSCE co-operative arrangements in order
inter alia to ensure that the role and func-
tions of a third party military force in a con-
flict area are consistent with CSCE prin-
ciples and objectives.

3. The Ministers mandated the CSO and
the Permanent Committee to further elabo-
rate conditions and necessary provisions for
possible CSCE arrangements of this nature.
In carrying out this task they will bear in
mind the proposals examined by the CSO
and be guided inter alia by the following
principles and considerations essential to the
CSCE arrangements as well as to the activi-
ties of a third party military force: Respect
for sovereignty and territorial integrity; con-
sent of the parties; impartiality; multinational
character; clear mandate; transparency; inte-
gral link to a political process for conflict
resolution; plan for orderly withdrawal.

4. The Ministers requested the CSO to
take a decision on this matter if possible at

its 25th meeting.

111, High Commissioner on National
Minorities

Bearing in mind the close interrelationship
between questions relating to national min-
orities and conflict prevention, the Ministers
encouraged the High Commissioner on
National Minorities (HCNM) to pursue his
activities under his Mandate. They recog-
nized the HCNM as an innovative and effec-
tive asset in early warning and preventive
diplomacy. The Ministers stressed the im-
portance of participating States co-operating
fully with the High Commissioner and sup-
porting follow-up and implementation of his
recommendations. They welcomed the deci-
sion by the CSO to increase the resources
available to the HCNM.

IV. The human dimension

1. The Ministers reiterated that human di-
mension issues are fundamental to the com-
prehensive security concept of the CSCE.
They noted that adherence to human dimen-
sion commitments remains to be consoli-
dated in large parts of the CSCE area, and
expressed particular concern that civilians
continue to be the victims of atrocities in on-
going conflicts in the CSCE area. Concerned
by the root causes of tension stemming from
historical prejudices, the Ministers called for
efforts, inter alia, through education, to pro-
mote tolerance and consciousness of belong-
ing to a system of common values. The Min-
isters stressed that implementation of human
dimension commitments must be a focus of
attention in the CSCE’s conflict prevention
efforts.

2. To this end the Ministers decided to
strengthen the instruments of conflict pre-
vention and early warning which are avail-
able within the human dimension of the
CSCE. They emphasized the need in this
context for enhanced co-operation and co-
ordination with relevant international org-
anizations such as the Council of Europe, as
well as with non-governmental organiza-
tions.

The following decisions were taken:

3. The political consultation process and
CSCE missions

—In order to further political consideration
and action under the human dimension, the
decision-making bodies of the CSCE will
consider human dimension issues on a regu-
lar basis as an integral part of deliberations
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relating to European security. Resources and
information will be made available by the
ODIHR in support of such consideration.

— Further emphasis will be given to human
dimension issues in mandates of CSCE mis-
sions as well as in the follow-up of mission
reports. To this end the ODIHR will be given
an enhanced role in the preparation of CSCE
missions, inter alia, in providing information
and advice to missions in accordance with its
expertise.

— In the context of conflict prevention and
crisis management, the issue of mass migra-
tion, namely displaced persons and refugees,
will be addressed, as appropriate, by the
CSO and the Permanent Committee of the
CSCE, taking into account the role of other
relevant international bodies.

4. Office for Democratic Institutions and
Human Rights

The Ministers decided to strengthen the
ODIHR’s functions and operations. Inter
alia, the ODIHR will enhance its activities
under its mandate in the following areas:

— the building of an expanded database of
experts in fields relevant to the human
dimension. Participating States and non-gov-
ernmental organizations are requested to in-
form the ODIHR of experts available in
fields relevant to the human dimension;

— enhancement of its role in comprehen-
sive election monitoring;

— strengthened co-operation with relevant
international organizations in order to co-
ordinate activities and identify possible areas
of joint endeavour;

—receiving information provided by
NGOs having relevant experience in the
human dimension field;

— serving as a point of contact for informa-
tion provided by participating States in ac-
cordance with CSCE commitments;

— disseminating general information on
the human dimension, and international
humanitarian law.

The Ministers determined that in order to
fulfil its new tasks, the ODIHR should be
granted additional resources. They requested
the CSO to consider the financial and admin-
istrative implications of strengthening the
ODIHR as outlined above.

5. Streamlining the Moscow Mechanism

Recognizing the Moscow Mechanism as a
significant inter-governmental instrument for
follow-up within the human dimension, the
Ministers agreed to develop its effectiveness

and promote its use, by expanding the re-
source list and shortening time-frames under
the mechanism. Also the Permanent Com-
mittee of the CSCE will be empowered to
trigger the mechanism as well as to take fol-
low-up action based on rapporteur’s reports.
To this end it was decided to modify the
mechanism in accordance with annex A.

6. Building on the work of the Implementa-
tion Meeting on Human Dimension Issues
and the Human Dimension Seminars

— The Ministers attached significance to
the outcome of the first Implementation
Meeting on Human Dimension Issues, as
well as the human dimension seminars con-
ducted. The results of the Implementation
Meeting on Human Dimension Issues were
welcomed and the CSO and the Permanent
Committee of the CSCE were tasked to con-
sider relevant follow-up to them.

— Enhanced follow-up by the political
bodies of the CSCE based on summaries of
meetings and seminars in the human dimen-
sion will be sought. The ODIHR, in consul-
tation with interested participating States, is
invited to present further proposals for ap-
propriate follow-up action resulting from
human dimension seminars to forthcoming
CSO or Permanent Committee meetings.

— The Ministers expressed their apprecia-
tion of the work carried out at the Seminar
on Free Media to stimulate editorially inde-
pendent broadcast media and a free press.
They reiterated their commitment to safe-
guard freedom of expression, a basic human
right, and stressed the necessity of indepen-
dent media for a free and open society. To
this end the Ministers decided that better use
should be made of the CSCE human dimen-
sion instruments to promote open and
diverse media, including exploring the possi-
bility of utilizing CSCE missions.

— Human dimension seminars will be held
before the Budapest Review Conference on
the subjects of migrant workers, local demo-
cracy and, if time and the resources of the
ODIHR permit, on Roma in the CSCE re-
gion. Other topics proposed in the course of
the Implementation Meeting on Human
Dimension Issues should be considered for
inclusion in the programme of seminars for
1995 and thereafter.

V. The economic dimension

1. The Ministers recalled the basic impor-
tance of economic transformation, develop-
ment and co-operation to the realization of
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the CSCE’s comprehensive concept of secu-
rity. This concept emphasizes the interrela-
tion between developing democratic institu-
tions and market economics. Economic co-
operation is essential to strengthening secur-
ity and stability in the CSCE area. The Mini-
sters agreed that the CSCE, with its broad
participation, should play an active role in
promoting co-operation in the economic
dimension, which should be developed, inter
alia, by working closely with relevant econ-
omic, financial and developmental organiza-
tions. They requested the Permanent Com-
mittee of the CSCE to integrate more fully
the economic dimension into its considera-
tion of tasks facing the CSCE.

2. To ensure that the CSCE complements
efforts by other international and non-
governmental organizations, the Ministers
requested the Permanent Committee to iden-
tify practical means of deepening dialogue
and expanding co-operative projects with
such organizations.

3. They agreed that the CSCE should con-
tribute to contacts and dialogue which help
expand mutual understanding of the require-
ments for sustainable economic develop-
ment. They also considered practical pursuit
of the economic dimension to be an impor-
tant aspect of the Programme of Co-ord-
inated Support for newly admitted States.

4. The Ministers expressed satisfaction
with the first session of the CSCE Economic
Forum, held in Prague 15-17 March 1993
and welcomed the prospect of the second
annual Economic Forum in March 1994, To
ensure continuity of the work on the econ-
omic dimension, the Ministers agreed to pro-
vide permanent support for the Economic
Forum and its follow-on activities through
the CSCE Secretariat operating within exist-
ing resources. In this connection, the Mini-
sters decided to designate an existing posi-
tion for an economic expert to pursue such
tasks.

5. They welcomed the Government of
Kyrgyzstan’s decision to host the first
follow-up seminar to the Forum in February
1994. They called upon participating States,
the Chairman-in-Office and the CSCE Sec-
retariat to co-operate in organizing this and
future such meetings.

VI. Co-operation and contacts with the
United Nations as well as with European
and transatlantic organizations and
institutions

1. The Ministers agreed that to pursue the

CSCE objective of a stronger commitment to
short and long term conflict prevention and
crisis management requires improved con-
sultations and co-ordination with inter-
national organizations.

2. They agreed that, to achieve this, CSCE
efforts to further improve relations with the
United Nations should be continued. The
basis will be the ‘Framework for co-oper-
ation and co-ordination between the United
Nations Secretariat and the Conference on
Security and Co-operation in Europe’, and
CSCE’s recently obtained observer status to
the United Nations General Assembly. Fur-
thermore, the Ministers agreed that establish-
ing organized forms for consultations and
co-operation with other European and Trans-
atlantic institutions and organizations is
essential to encourage a sense of wider com-
munity, as referred to in the Helsinki Summit
Declaration. They also encouraged sub-
regional organizations and arrangements to
explore ways of supporting the CSCE.

3. The Ministers requested the Chairman-
in-Office, assisted by the CSCE Troika and
the Secretary General, as appropriate, to pur-
sue talks with these institutions and organiz-
ations with a view to establishing improved
arrangements for consultations and for co-
ordination of activities. The Ministers re-
quested the Chairman-in-Office to report to
the Committee of Senior Officials on the
evolution of these talks and to submit as ap-
propriate proposals for co-operation arrange-
ments.

VIIL CSCE structures and operations

1. The Ministers reaffirmed that signifi-
cant enhancement of the political effective-
ness and operational capability of the CSCE
is critical to achieving the goals they have
defined for it.

2. They recalled the two mutually support-
ing forms of action by the CSCE: those joint
political decisions taken in accordance with
consensus rules and direct action through
agreed mechanisms activated by a limited
number of participating States.

3. To ensure improved capabilities for
day-to-day operational tasks of the CSCE,
the Ministers created a permanent body for
political consultations and decision-making
in Vienna, the Permanent Committee of the
CSCE.

4. The Ministers decided that the Perma-
nent Committee should review the relevance
and operation of existing mechanisms with a
view to increasing their effectiveness.
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5. The Ministers also endorsed the deci-
sion to establish a CSCE Secretariat in
Vienna as an important step towards further
efficiency in administrative and secretariat
support services. Further evolution of
CSCE’s operational capabilities will be
based on the overriding objective of a non-
bureaucratic, cost-efficient and flexible ad-
ministrative structure which can be adapted
to changing tasks.

6. The Ministers considered also problems
which have arisen because of a shortage of
economic and human resources for CSCE
operations, especially preventive diplomacy
missions. They decided that the question of
providing adequate resources, in the form of
expertise as well as of finance, for the CSCE
to fulfil its promise will be vigorously pur-
sued.

7. Institutional arrangements for political
consultation and decision-making

7.1. In order to enhance the capacity of the
CSCE to respond to challenges in the CSCE
area, the Ministers decided to create a per-
manent body consisting of representatives of
the participating States for political consul-
tations and decision-making in Vienna. The
new body will be responsible for the day-to-
day operational tasks of the CSCE under the
chairmanship of the Chairman-in-Office and
will meet under the name of the Permanent
Committee of the CSCE. The Permanent
Committee will conduct comprehensive and
regular consultations and, when the CSO is
not in session, take decisions on all issues
pertinent to the CSCE. The Permanent Com-
mittee will be responsible to the CSO, and
undertake preliminary discussion of iiems
suggested for the agenda of the CSO. The
CSO will continue to lay down political
guidelines and take key decisions between
Council meetings.

7.2. With a view to strengthening the
interrelation and complementarity of the
CSCE decision-making process in the fields
of arms control, disarmament and confidence
and security-building, security co-operation
and conflict prevention, the Ministers de-
cided to dissolve the Consultative Commit-
tee of the Conflict Prevention Centre as set
up by the Paris supplementary document and
transfer its competence to the Permanent
Committee and the Forum for Security Co-
operation in the following way:

7.3. The Permanent Committee will, in
addition to the mandate as above, hold the
meetings of the participating States which

may be convened under the mechanism on
unusual military activities.

7.4. The Forum for Security Co-operation
will, in addition to current tasks

— assume responsibility for the implemen-
tation of CSBMs,

— prepare seminars on military doctrine
and such other seminars as may be agreed by
the participating States,

— hold the annual implementation assess-
ment meetings,

— provide the forum for discussion and
clarification, as necessary, of information ex-
changed under agreed CSBMs.

8. CSCE Secretariat

The Ministers endorsed the decision by the
CSO to establish a CSCE Secretariat in
Vienna with an office in Prague. The Secre-
tariat will include departments for confer-
ence services, administration and budget,
Chairman-in-Office support and the Conflict
Prevention Centre.

9. Ensuring necessary resources and
expertise for the CSCE

11. The Ministers have taken note with
appreciation of the report of the ad hoc
Group of Legal and Other Experts. The Min-
isters adopted a decision on legal capacity
and privileges and immunities that recom-
mends implementation of the following three
basic elements (CSCE/4-C/Dec.2):

— The CSCE participating States will, sub-
ject to their constitutional, legislative and
related requirements, confer legal capacity
on CSCE institutions in accordance with the
provisions adopted by the Ministers;

— The CSCE participating States will, sub-
ject to their constitutional, legislative and
related requirements, confer privileges and
immunities on CSCE institutions, permanent
missions of the participating States, repre-
sentatives of participating States, CSCE offi-
cials and members of CSCE missions in ac-
cordance with the provisions adopted by the
Ministers;

—The CSCE may issue CSCE Identity
Cards in accordance with the form adopted
by the Ministers.

VIII. Integration of recently admitted
participating States

1. The Ministers commended the steps
that had been taken to improve the integra-
tion of the recently admitted participating
States. They expressed appreciation for the
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visits to several of these States undertaken
by the Chairman-in-Office and recommen-
ded that the programme of visits be contin-
ued. In this task, the Chairman-in-Office will
be assisted by members of the Troika. They
requested the Secretary General to ensure
continued effective follow up of the visits of
the Chairman-in-Office to the Central Asian
and Transcaucasian participating States. In
this connection, they welcomed the establish-
ment, since they last met in Stockholm, of
permanent representations in Vienna by
Armenia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Lithuania
and Tajikistan and commended the financial
support that is being rendered by the Gov-
ernment of Austria to some of these repre-
sentations. They also emphasized the im-
portance of having all recently admitted par-
ticipating States represented in Vienna at the
earliest possible date.

2. The Ministers underlined the import-
ance of the Human Dimension in the further
integration of the recently admitted partici-
pating States. While many of these States are
in a difficult period of political and econ-
omic transition, the Ministers expressed their
expectation that the recently admitted partici-
pating States would do their utmost to ensure
the implementation in their countries of all
CSCE principles and commitments, also in
times of crisis. They commended the role
played by the ODIHR in helping to build
democratic institutions in the recently admit-
ted participating States. They requested the
ODIHR to intensify its efforts to identify and
implement co-operation projects with these
States within the framework of the Programe
of Co-ordinated Support. They noted also the
important contribution made by the Human
Dimension seminars organized by the
ODIHR to increased understanding of the
problems arising from the process of integra-
tion. They agreed on the importance of mak-
ing full use of the experience gained at these
seminars.

IX. Relations between non-participating
Mediterranean States and the CSCE

The Ministers, welcoming the further devel-
opment of contacts between the CSCE and
non-participating Mediterranean States
which share the principles and objectives of
the CSCE, called on the Chairman-in-Office
and, as appropriate, the Secretary General to
promote the full use of the exchange of in-
formation and views recently agreed upon by
participating States.

X. Declaration on aggressive nationalism,
racism, chauvinism, xenophobia and anti-
semitism

1. Recalling their decisions taken at the
Stockholm Council Meeting, the Ministers
noted with deep concern the growing mani-
festations of aggressive nationalism, such as
territorial expansionism, as well as racism,
chauvinism, xenophobia and anti-semitism.
These run directly counter to the principles
and commitments of the CSCE.

2. The Ministers also noted that these phe-
nomena can lead to violence, secessionism
by the use of force and ethnic strife, and in
their worst instances to the barbaric practices
of mass deportation, ethnic cleansing and
violence against innocent civilians.

3. Aggressive nationalism, racism, chau-
vinism, xenophobia and anti-semitism create
ethnic, political and social tensions within
and between States. They also undermine
international stability and worldwide efforts
to place universal human rights on a firm
foundation.

4. The Ministers focused attention on the
need for urgent action to enforce the strict
observance of the norms of international
humanitarian law, including the prosecution
and punishment of those guilty of war crimes
and other crimes against humanity.

5. The Ministers agreed that the CSCE
must play an important role in these efforts.
The clear standards of behaviour reflected in
CSCE commitments include active support
for the equal rights of all individuals in ac-
cordance with international law and for the
protection of national minorities.

6. The Ministers decided to keep this issue
high on the agenda of the CSCE and there-
fore decided:

—to task the Permanent Committee to
study possible follow-up actions;

—to invite the High Commissioner on
National Minorities, in light of his mandate,
to pay particular attention to all aspects of
aggressive nationalism, racism, chauvinism,
xenophobia and anti-semitism;

— to request the ODIHR to pay special at-
tention to these phenomena and to apply
resources as necessary . . .

Source: CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council,
Rome, 1993, Decisions of the Rome Council
Meeting, CSCE document CSCE/4-C/Dec.1,
1 Dec. 1993.
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LEGAL CAPACITY AND PRIVILEGES
AND IMMUNITIES

Fourth Meeting of the CSCE Council, Rome,
1 December 1993

1. At its Rome Meeting from 30 Novem-
ber to | December 1993, the CSCE Council
considered the report submitted to the 24th
CSO Meeting by the CSCE ad hoc Group of
Legal and Other Experts on the relevance of
an agreement granting internationally recog-
nized status to the CSCE institutions.

2. The Ministers reaffirmed the impor-
tance of enhancing the ability of the institu-
tions to better accomplish their functions,
while preserving the flexibility and openness
of the CSCE process. They agreed that, in
order to help achieve a firmer basis for
security and co-operation among all CSCE
participating States, the CSCE would benefit
from clearer administrative structures and a
well defined operational framework.

3. The Ministers were encouraged by the
fact that the Governments hosting the CSCE
Secretariat, the Conflict Prevention Centre
(CPC) and the Office for Democratic Institu-
tions and Human Rights (ODIHR) have
taken steps under their laws to confer upon
these institutions and CSCE personnel as
well as representatives of the CSCE partici-
pating States treatment comparable to that
accorded to the United Nations and its per-
sonnel and to the representatives to it.

4. The Ministers noted the expanded oper-
ations within CSCE participating States of
CSCE institutions and their personnel and of
CSCE missions and the importance that all
participating States provide for those institu-
tions and individuals appropriate treatment.

5. The Ministers agreed on the usefulness
of legal capacity being granted to the CSCE
institutions in the territories of all the CSCE
participating States, in particular the capacity
to contract, to acquire and dispose of mov-
able and immovable property, and to insti-
tute and participate in legal proceedings.

6. The Ministers further agreed that it was
appropriate that certain privileges and immu-
nities be granted to the CSCE institutions
and their officers and staffs, as well as to the
Secretary General of the CSCE and the High
Commissioner on National Minorities and
their staffs, members of CSCE missions and
the representatives of the participating States
to the extent necessary to the exercise of
their duties.

7. In most participating States, however,
the competence to make rules concerning the

legal status of the CSCE institutions and
privileges and immunities rests with the leg-
islature.

8. In view of these considerations and in
order to assist in harmonizing the rules to be
applied, the Ministers adopted the provisions
set out in Annex 1. They recommend that
participating States implement these provi-
sions, subject to their constitutional and
related requirements.

The participating States will inform the
Secretary General of the CSCE of the steps
taken in this respect no later than 31 Decem-
ber 1994,

9. The Ministers agreed that the present
decision supersedes paragraph I.1 (Legal
Basis) of Recommendations of the ad hoc
Group of Experts of the participating States
on administrative, financial and personnel
arrangements for the CSCE institutional
structures created by the Paris Summit,
adopted by the Committee of Senior Offi-
cials on 29 January 1991 (document CSCE/
HB/Dec. 1), and that it does not apply to
other undertakings with respect to privileges
and immunities made within the framework
of the CSCE.

1t is understood, however, that this deci-
sion does not affect the treatment conferred
upon the CSCE institutions referred to in
paragraph 3 above, to the CSCE personnel as
well as to the representatives of the CSCE
participating States by legislation or admin-
istrative measures taken by the host States in
accordance with the above decision adopted
by the Committee of Senior Officials (docu-
ment CSCE/HB/Dec.1).

ANNEX 1

Provisions concerning the Legal Capacity
of the CSCE Institutions and Privileges
and Immunities

Legal capacity of the CSCE institutions

1. The CSCE participating States will,
subject to their constitutional, legislative and
related requirements, confer such legal
capacity as is necessary for the exercise of
their functions, and in particular the capacity
to contract, to acquire and dispose of mov-
able and immovable property, and to
institute and participate in legal proceedings,
on the following CSCE institutions:

— The CSCE Secretariat,

— The Office for Democratic Institutions
and Human Rights (ODIHR),

— Any other CSCE institution determined
by the CSCE Council.
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Privileges and immunities
GENERAL

2. The CSCE participating States will,
subject to their constitutional, legislative and
related requirements, confer the privileges
and immunities as set out in paragraphs 4-16
below.

3. Privileges and immunities will be ac-
corded to the CSCE institutions in the inter-
ests of those institutions. Immunity may be
waived by the Secretary General of the
CSCE in consultation with the Chairman-in-
Office.

Privileges and immunities will be accor-
ded to individuals not for the personal bene-
fit of the individuals concerned, but in order
to safeguard the independent exercise of
their functions. Immunity will be waived in
any case where the immunity would impede
the course of justice and can be waived
without prejudice to the purpose for which
the immunity is accorded. Decision to waive
immunity will be taken:

— with respect to officers and staff of the
CSCE institutions and to members of CSCE
missions, by the Secretary General of the
CSCE in consultation with the Chairman-in-
Office; .

— with respect to the Secretary General
and the High Commissioner on National
Minorities, by the Chairman-in-Office.

The Government concerned may waive
immunity with respect to its representatives.

CSCE INSTITUTIONS

10. The CSCE institutions will enjoy for
their official communications the same treat-
ment as that accorded to diplomatic mis-
sions.

PERMANENT MISSIONS OF THE
PARTICIPATING STATES

REPRESENTATIVES OF
PARTICIPATING STATES

CSCE OFFICIALS

MEMBERS OF CSCE MISSIONS

CSCE identity card

17. The CSCE may issue a CSCE Identity
Card to persons on official duty travel for the
CSCE. The document, which will not substi-
tute for ordinary travel documents, will be
issued in accordance with the form set out in
Annex A [not reproduced here] and will en-
title the bearer to the treatment specified
therein.

18. Applications for visas (where requir-
ed) from the holders of CSCE Identity Cards
will be dealt with as speedily as possible.

Source: CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council,
Rome, 1993, Legal capacity and privileges and
immunities, CSCE document CSCE/4-C/Dec.2,
1 Dec. 1993.

CSCE AND THE NEW EUROPE—OUR
SECURITY IS INDIVISIBLE

DECISIONS OF THE ROME CSCE
COUNCIL MEETING

Fourth Meeting of the CSCE Council, Rome,
I December 1993

The CSCE Council held its Fourth Meeting
in Rome from 30 November to 1 December
1993.

The Ministers expressed deep concern that
threats to peace and stability proliferate and
that crises, widespread violence and open
confrontations persist. They strongly con-
demned the increasing violations of human
rights and humanitarian law and the attempt
of countries to acquire territories by the use
of force. The increasing flow of refugees and
appalling human suffering caused by armed
conflicts must be urgently alleviated. The
Ministers reiterated the personal accountabil-
ity of those responsible for crimes against
humanity.

Despite these events, there is encouraging
progress in human rights, democracy and the
rule of law in several parts of the CSCE area.
The Ministers expressed satisfaction with the
spread of free elections and development of
democratic institutions registered in many
participating States. The Ministers intended
to ensure that the CSCE provides appropriate
support for these efforts.

To promote the process of democratic
change, the Ministers reiterated their deter-
mination to base their common action on
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solidarity, the comprehensive concept of
security and freedom of choice of security
relations. By utilizing the CSCE agreed set
of standards and principles, participating
States can demonstrate their unity of purpose
and action and thus help to make security
indivisible,

The Ministers agreed to strengthen the
CSCE role as a pan-European and trans-
atlantic forum for co-operative security as
well as for political consultation on the basis
of equality. The CSCE can be especially val-
uable as the first line of joint action on the
underlying causes of conflict. At the heart of
the CSCE efforts is the struggle to protect
human rights and fundamental freedoms in
the CSCE area.

The Ministers stressed the need to make
wider use of CSCE capabilities in early
warning and preventive diplomacy and to
further integrate the human dimension in this
endeavour. They commended the contribu-
tion of the High Commissioner on National
Minorities to the development of these capa-
bilities. They furthermore welcomed an in-
creased role of the Office for Democratic
Institutions and Human Rights in the human
dimension, as well as the contributions of the
CSCE missions in the field of conflict pre-
vention and crisis management. The goal of
further efforts should be to improve abilities
to address potential crises at an early stage.

The Ministers also welcomed proposals to
undertake jointly specific action to enhance
stability.

In this respect the Ministers expressed ap-
preciation for the presentation of the initia-
tive for a Pact for Stability made by the
European Union.

They also welcomed the proposed Part-
nership for Peace initiative being worked out
among participants in the North Atlantic Co-
operation Council.

The Ministers agreed to pursue the possi-
bility of enhancing capabilities to apply
CSCE crisis management arrangements on a
case-by-case basis to situations involving
third party forces when such arrangements
are determined to be supportive of CSCE ob-
jectives.

The Ministers agreed to commit the neces-
sary political, human and financial resources
to the expanding operational tasks of the
CSCE. They pledged to utilize the in-
novative means which the CSCE can bring
to bear in dealing with the day-to-day chal-
lenges of change.

The Ministers also agreed to deepen the

CSCE co-operation with the United Nations,
as well as with European and transatlantic
organizations. They welcomed all co-oper-
ative efforts by such organizations to make
contributions toward stability.

The Ministers underlined the importance
of the work of the Forum for Security Co-
operation. They encouraged completion of
the Programme for Immediate Action, in-
cluding the proposal to establish a Code of
Conduct.

Looking towards the Budapest Summit in
December 1994, the Ministers determined to
make their co-operation more concrete and
effective through the action programme
below. In so doing, the CSCE participating
States will demonstrate that however varied
their histories and backgrounds, their secur-
ity is truly indivisible.

To give substance and direction to their
commitments, the Ministers have agreed on
an action programme to be implemented
through the decisions which they have
adopted today.

These decisions, inter alia, address the
following issues:

(a) The situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Croatia and Yugoslavia (Serbia and Monte-
negro). Examination, as a complement to the
efforts of the ICFY, of a CSCE contribution
to regional security.

The responsibilities of the CSCE Mission
in Georgia will be widened to include the
promotion of human rights and the develop-
ment of democratic institutions. A proposal
will be elaborated on possible arrangements
for CSCE liaison with and monitoring of the
Joint Peacekeeping Forces established under
the Sochi Agreement of 24 June 1992.

In Moldova, the work of the CSCE Mis-
sion will be intensified.

A new CSCE Mission will be sent to
Tajikistan, to help build democratic institu-
tions and processes there.

The remaining Russian troops will shortly
complete their orderly withdrawal from the
territories of the Baltic States as agreed.

(b) CSCE crisis management capabilities
regarding situations involving third party
military forces will be further considered.

(¢) The role of the High Commissioner on
National Minorities will be enhanced.

(d) The human dimension will be further
integrated into the CSCE political consulta-
tion process; the ODIHR will be reinforced.

(e) The CSCE will play a more active role
in promoting co-operation in the economic
dimension.
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() Co-operation and contacts with the
United Nations and European and trans-
atlantic organizations shall be improved.

(g) A Permanent Committee of the CSCE
for political consultations and decision
making will be created in Vienna, where also
a new CSCE Secretariat with comprehensive
tasks will be established. A decision on
CSCE legal capacity was taken.

(h) Integration of recently admitted par-
ticipating States will receive new impetus.

(i) Relations between the CSCE and non-
participating Mediterranean States will be
further developed.

(J) The role of the CSCE in combating
aggressive nationalism, racism, chauvinism,
xenophobia and anti-semitism will be
strengthened.

Source: CSCE, Fourth Meeting of the Council,
Rome, 1993, CSCE and the New Europe—Our
Security is Indivisible, Decisions of the Rome
Council Meeting, CSCE document, Rome, 1993.

DECLARATION OF THE HEADS OF
STATE AND GOVERNMENT
PARTICIPATING IN THE MEETING
OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC
COUNCIL, 11 JANUARY 1994

Brussels, 11 January 1994

1. We, the Heads of State and Government
of the member countries of the North
Atlantic Alliance, have gathered in Brussels
to renew our Alliance in light of the historic
transformations affecting the entire continent
of Europe. We welcome the new climate of
cooperation that has emerged in Europe with
the end of the period of global confrontation
embodied in the Cold War. However, we
must also note that other causes of instabil-
ity, tension and conflict have emerged. We
therefore confirm the enduring validity and
indispensability of our Alliance. It is based
on a strong transatlantic link, the expression
of a shared destiny. It reflects a European
Security and Defence Identity gradually
emerging as the expression of a mature
Europe. It is reaching out to establish new
patterns of cooperation throughout Europe.
It rests, as also reflected in Article 2 of the
Washington Treaty, upon close collaboration
in all fields.

Building on our decisions in London and
Rome and on our new Strategic Concept, we
are undertaking initiatives designed to con-

tribute to lasting peace, stability, and well-
being in the whole of Europe, which has
always been our Alliance’s fundamental
goal. We have agreed:

— to adapt further the Alliance’s political
and military structures to reflect both the full
spectrum of its roles and the development of
the emerging European Security and
Defence Identity, and endorse the concept of
Combined Joint Task Forces;

—to reaffirm that the Alliance remains
open to the membership of other European
countries;

—to launch a major initiative through a
Partnership for Peace, in which we invite
Partners to join us in new political and mili-
tary efforts to work alongside the Alliance;

— to intensify our efforts against the prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction and
their means of delivery.

2. We reaffirm our strong commitment to
the transatlantic link, which is the bedrock of
NATO. The continued substantial presence
of United States forces in Europe is a funda-
mentally important aspect of that link. All
our countries wish to continue the direct in-
volvement of the United States and Canada
in the security of Europe. We note that this is
also the expressed wish of the new democra-
cies of the East, which see in the transat-
lantic link an irreplaceable pledge of security
and stability for Europe as a whole. The
fuller integration of the countries of Central
and Eastern Europe and of the former Soviet
Union into a Europe whole and free cannot
be successful without the strong and active
participation of all Allies on both sides of the
Atlantic.

3. Today, we confirm and renew this link
between North America and a Europe
developing a Common Foreign and Security
Policy and taking on greater responsibility
on defence matters. We welcome the entry
into force of the Treaty of Maastricht and the
launching of the European Union, which will
strengthen the European pillar of the
Alliance and allow it to make a more coher-
ent contribution to the security of all the
Allies. We reaffirm that the Alliance is the
essential forum for consultation among its
members and the venue for agreement on
policies bearing on the security and defence
commitments of Allies under the
Washington Treaty.

4. We give our full support to the develop-
ment of a European Security and Defence
Identity which, as called for in the
Maastricht Treaty, in the longer term
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perspective of a common defence policy
within the European Union, might in time
lead to a common defence compatible with
that of the Atlantic Alliance. The emergence
of a European Security and Defence Identity
will strengthen the European pillar of the
Alliance while reinforcing the transatlantic
link and will enable European Allies to take
greater responsibility for their common
security and defence. The Alliance and the
European Union share common strategic
interests.

5. We support strengthening the European
pillar of the Alliance through the Western
European Union, which is being developed
as the defence component of the European
Union. The Alliance’s organisation and
resources will be adjusted so as to facilitate
this. We welcome the close and growing co-
operation between NATO and the WEU that
has been achieved on the basis of agreed
principles of complementarity and trans-
parency. In future contingencies, NATO and
the WEU will consult, including as neces-
sary through joint Council meetings, on how
to address such contingencies.

6. We therefore stand ready to make col-
lective assets of the Alliance available, on
the basis of consultations in the North Atlan-
tic Council, for WEU operations undertaken
by the European Allies in pursuit of their
Common Foreign and Security Policy. We
support the development of separable but not
separate capabilities which could respond to
European requirements and contribute to
Alliance security. Better European co-
ordination and planning will also strengthen
the European pillar and the Alliance itself.
Integrated and multinational European
structures, as they are further developed in
the context of an emerging European
Security and Defence Identity, will also
increasingly have a similarly important role
to play in enhancing the Allies’ ability to
work together in the common defence and
other tasks.

7. In pursuit of our common transatlantic
security requirements, NATO increasingly
will be called upon to undertake missions in
addition to the traditional and fundamental
task of collective defence of its members,
which remains a core function. We reaffirm
our offer to support, on a case by case basis
in accordance with our own procedures,
peacekeeping and other operations under the
authority of the UN Security Council or the
responsibility of the CSCE, including by
making available Alliance resources and ex-

pertise. Participation in any such operation
or mission will remain subject to decisions
of member states in accordance with national
constitutions.

8. Against this background, NATO must
continue the adaptation of its command and
force structure in line with requirements for
flexible and timely responses contained in
the Alliance’s Strategic Concept. We also
will need to strengthen the European pillar of
the Alliance by facilitating the use of our
military capabilities for NATO and Euro-
pean/WEU operations, and assist par-
ticipation of non-NATO partners in joint
peacekeeping operations and other contin-
gencies as envisaged under the Partnership
for Peace.

9. Therefore, we direct the North Atlantic
Council in Permanent Session, with the
advice of the NATO Military Authorities, to
examine how the Alliance’s political and
military structures and procedures might be
developed and adapted to conduct more effi-
ciently and flexibly the Alliance’s missions,
including peacekeeping, as well as to
improve cooperation with the WEU and to
reflect the emerging European Security and
Defence Identity. As part of this process, we
endorse the concept of Combined Joint Task
Forces as a means to facilitate contingency
operations, including operations with par-
ticipating nations outside the Alliance. We
have directed the North Atlantic Council,
with the advice of the NATO Military
Authorities, to develop this concept and
establish the necessary capabilities. The
Council, with the advice of the NATO
Military Authorities, and in coordination
with the WEU, will work on implementation
in a manner that provides separable but not
separate military capabilities that could be
employed by NATO or the WEU. The North
Atlantic Council in Permanent Session will
report on the implementation of these
decisions to Ministers at their next regular
meeting in June 1994.

10. Our own security is inseparably linked
to that of all other states in Europe. The
consolidation and preservation throughout
the continent of democratic societies and
their freedom from any form of coercion or
intimidation are therefore of direct and
material concern to us, as they are to all
other CSCE states under the commitments of
the Helsinki Final Act and the Charter of
Paris. We remain deeply committed to fur-
ther strengthening the CSCE, which is the
only organisation comprising all European
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and North American countries, as an instru-
ment of preventive diplomacy, conflict
prevention, cooperative security, and the
advancement of democracy and human
rights. We actively support the efforts to
enhance the operational capabilities of the
CSCE for early warning, conflict prevention,
and crisis management.

11. As part of our overall effort to pro-
mote preventive diplomacy, we welcome the
European Union proposal for a Pact on
Stability in Europe, will contribute to its
elaboration, and look forward to the opening
conference which will take place in Paris in
the Spring.

12. Building on the close and long-
standing partnership among the North
American and European Allies, we are com-
mitted to enhancing security and stability in
the whole of Europe. We therefore wish to
strengthen ties with the democratic states to
our East. We reaffirm that the Alliance, as
provided for in Article 10 of the Washington
Treaty, remains open to membership of other
European states in a position to further the
principles of the Treaty and to contribute to
the security of the North Atlantic area. We
expect and would welcome NATO
expansion that would reach to democratic
states to our East, as part of an evolutionary
process, taking into account political and
security developments in the whole of
Europe.

13. We have decided to launch an imme-
diate and practical programme that will
transform the relationship between NATO
and participating states. This new pro-
gramme goes beyond dialogue and co-
operation to forge a real partnership—a
Partnership for Peace. We invite the other
states participating in the NACC, and other
CSCE countries able and willing to con-
tribute to this programme, to join with us in
this Partnership. Active participation in the
Partnership for Peace will play an important
role in the evolutionary process of the
expansion of NATO.

14. The Partnership for Peace, which will
operate under the authority of the North
Atlantic Council, will forge new security
relationships between the North Atlantic
Alliance and its Partners for Peace. Partner
states will be invited by the North Atlantic
Council to participate in political and
military bodies at NATO Headquarters with
respect to Partnership activities. The Part-
nership will expand and intensify political
and military cooperation throughout Europe,

increase stability, diminish threats to peace,
and build strengthened relationships by pro-
moting the spirit of practical cooperation and
commitment to democratic principles that
underpin our Alliance. NATO will consult
with any active participant in the Partnership
if that partner perceives a direct threat to its
territorial integrity, political independence,
or security. At a pace and scope determined
by the capacity and desire of the individual
participating states, we will work in concrete
ways towards transparency in defence bud-
geting, promoting democratic control of
defence ministries, joint planning, joint
military exercises, and creating an ability to
operate with NATO forces in such fields as
peacekeeping, search and rescue and
humanitarian operations, and others as may
be agreed.

15. To promote closer military co-
operation and interoperability, we will
propose, within the Partnership framework,
peacekeeping field exercises beginning in
1994. To coordinate joint military activities
within the Partnership, we will invite states
participating in the Partnership to send
permanent liaison officers to NATO
Headquarters and a separate Partnership
Coordination Cell at Mons (Belgium) that
would, under the authority of the North
Atlantic Council, carry out the military plan-
ning necessary to implement the Partnership
programmes.

16. Since its inception two years ago, the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council has
greatly expanded the depth and scope of its
activities. We will continue to work with all
our NACC partners to build cooperative
relationships across the entire spectrum of
the Alliance’s activities. With the expansion
of NACC activities and the establishment of
the Partnership for Peace, we have decided
to offer permanent facilities at NATO
Headquarters for personnel from NACC
countries and other Partnership for Peace
participants in order to improve our working
relationships and facilitate closer
cooperation.

17. Proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their delivery means consti-
tutes a threat to international security and is
a matter of concern to NATO. We have
decided to intensify and expand NATO’s
political and defence efforts against pro-
liferation, taking into account the work
already under way in other international fora
and institutions. In this regard, we direct that
work begin immediately in appropriate fora
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of the Alliance to develop an overall policy
framework to consider how to reinforce
ongoing prevention efforts and how to
reduce the proliferation threat and protect
against it.

18. We attach crucial importance to the
full and timely implementation of existing
arms control and disarmament agreements as
well as to achieving further progress on key
issues of arms control and disarmament,
such as:

— the indefinite and unconditional exten-
sion of the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, and work towards an en-
hanced verification regime;

— the early entry into force of the Conven-
tion on Chemical Weapons and new mea-
sures to strengthen the Biological Weapons
Convention;

— the negotiation of a universal and verifi-
able Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty;

—issues on the agenda of the CSCE
Forum for Security Cooperation;

— ensuring the integrity of the CFE Treaty
and full compliance with all its provisions.

19. We condemn all acts of international
terrorism. They constitute flagrant violations
of human dignity and rights and are a threat
to the conduct of normal international rela-
tions. In accordance with our national legis-
lation, we stress the need for the most effec-
tive cooperation possible to prevent and sup-
press this scourge.

20. We reaffirm our support for political
and economic reform in Russia and welcome
the adoption of a new constitution and the
holding of democratic parliamentary
elections by the people of the Russian Feder-
ation. This is a major step forward in the
establishment of a framework for the devel-
opment of durable democratic institutions.
We further welcome the Russian govern-
ment’s firm commitment to democratic and
market reform and to a reformist foreign pol-
icy. These are important for security and
stability in Europe. We believe that an
independent, democratic, stable and nuclear-
weapons-free Ukraine would likewise con-
tribute to security and stability. We will
continue to encourage and support the
reform processes in both countries and to
develop cooperation with them, as with
other countries in Central and Eastern
Europe.

21. The situation in Southern Caucasus
continues to be of special concern. We con-
demn the use of force for territorial gains.
Respect for the territorial integrity, indepen-

dence and sovereignty of Armenia, Azerbai-
jan and Georgia is essential to the establish-
ment of peace, stability and cooperation in
the region. We call upon all states to join
international efforts under the aegis of the
United Nations and the CSCE aimed at solv-
ing existing problems.

22. We reiterate our conviction that secu-
rity in Europe is greatly affected by security
in the Mediterranean. We strongly welcome
the agreements recently concluded in the
Middle East peace process which offer an
historic opportunity for a peaceful and
lasting settlement in the area. This much-
awaited breakthrough has had a positive im-
pact on the overall situation in the Medi-
terranean, thus opening the way to consider
measures to promote dialogue, understand-
ing and confidence-building between the
countries in the region. We direct the
Council in Permanent Session to continue to
review the overall situation, and we encour-
age all efforts conducive to strengthening
regional stability.

23. As members of the Alliance, we
deplore the continuing conflict in the former
Yugoslavia. We continue to believe that the
conflict in Bosnia must be settled at the
negotiating table and not on the battlefield.
Only the parties can bring peace to the for-
mer Yugoslavia. Only they can agree to lay
down their arms and end the violence which
for these many months has only served to
demonstrate that no side can prevail in its
pursuit of military victory.

24. We are united in supporting the efforts
of the United Nations and the European
Union to secure a negotiated settlement of
the conflict in Bosnia, agreeable to all par-
ties, and we commend the European Union
Action Plan of 22 November 1993 to secure
such a negotiated settlement. We reaffirm
our determination to contribute to the imple-
mentation of a viable settlement reached in
good faith. We commend the front-line states
for their key role in enforcing sanctions
against those who continue to promote vio-
lence and aggression. We welcome the co-
operation between NATO and the WEU in
maintaining sanctions enforcement in the
Adriatic.

25. We denounce the violations by the
parties of the agreements they have already
signed to implement a ceasefire and to per-
mit the unimpeded delivery of humanitarian
assistance to the victims of this terrible
conflict. This situation cannot be tolerated.
We urge all the parties to respect their agree-
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ments. We are determined to eliminate
obstacles to the accomplishment of the
UNPROFOR mandate. We will continue
operations to enforce the No-Fly Zone over
Bosnia. We call for the full implementation
of the UNSC Resolutions regarding the rein-
forcement of UNPROFOR. We reaffirm our
readiness, under the authority of the United
Nations Security Council and in accordance
with the Alliance decisions of 2 and
9 August 1993, to carry out air strikes in
order to prevent the strangulation of
Sarajevo, the safe areas and other threatened
areas in Bosnia-Herzegovina. In this context,
we urge the UNPROFOR authorities to draw
up urgently plans to ensure that the blocked
rotation of the UNPROFOR contingent in
Srebrenica can take place and to examine
how the airport at Tuzla can be opened for
humanitarian relief purposes.

26. The past five years have brought his-
toric opportunities as well as new uncertain-
ties and instabilities to Europe. Our Alliance
has moved to adapt itself to the new circum-
stances, and today we have taken decisions
in key areas. We have given our full support
to the development of a European Security
and Defence Identity. We have endorsed the
concept of Combined Joint Task Forces as a
means to adapt the Alliance to its future
tasks. We have opened a new perspective of
progressively closer relationships with the
countries of Central and Eastern Europe and
of the former Soviet Union. In doing all this
we have renewed our Alliance as a joint en-
deavour of North America and Europe per-
manently committed to their common and in-
divisible security. The challenges we face
are many and serious. The decisions we have
taken today will better enable us to meet
them.

Source: NATO, Press Communiqué M-1 (94) 3,
11 Jan. 1994,

PARTNERSHIP FOR PEACE:
INVITATION

Issued by the Heads of State and
Government participating in the meeting
of the North Atlantic Council

Brussels, 10 January 1994

We, the Heads of State and Government of
the member countries of the North Atlantic
Alliance, building on the close and long-
standing partnership among the North

American and European Allies, are commit-
ted to enhancing security and stability in the
whole of Europe. We therefore wish to
strengthen ties with the democratic states to
our East. We reaffirm that the Alliance, as
provided for in Article 10 of the Washington
Treaty, remains open to the membership of
other European states in a position to further
the principles of the Treaty and to contribute
to the security of the North Atlantic area. We
expect and would welcome NATO ex-
pansion that would reach to democratic
states to our East, as part of an evolutionary
process, taking into account political and
security developments in the whole of
Europe.

We have today launched an immediate
and practical programme that will transform
the relationship between NATO and par-
ticipating states. This new programme goes
beyond dialogue and cooperation to forge a
real partnership—a Partnership for Peace.
We therefore invite the other states participa-
ting in the NACC and other CSCE countries
able and willing to contribute to this pro-
gramme, to join with us in this partnership.
Active participation in the Partnership for
Peace will play an important role in the
evolutionary process of the expansion of
NATO.

The Partnership for Peace, which will
operate under the authority of the North
Atlantic Council, will forge new security
relationships between the North Atlantic
Alliance and its Partners for Peace. Partner
states will be invited by the North Atlantic
Council to participate in political and
military bodies at NATO Headquarters with
respect to Partnership activities. The
Partnership will expand and intensify
political and military cooperation
throughout Europe, increase stability, dimin-
ish threats to peace, and build strengthened
relationships by promoting the spirit of prac-
tical cooperation and commitment to demo-
cratic principles that underpin our Alliance.
NATO will consult with any active partici-
pant in the Partnership if that partner per-
ceives a direct threat to its territorial
integrity, political independence, or security.
At a pace and scope determined by the
capacity and desire of the individual partici-
pating states, we will work in concrete ways
towards transparency in defence budgeting,
promoting democratic control of defence
ministries, joint planning, joint military
exercises, and creating an ability to operate
with NATO forces in such fields as peace-
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keeping, search and rescue and humanitarian
operations, and others as may be agreed.

To promote closer military cooperation
and interoperability, we will propose, within
the Partnership framework, peacekeeping
field exercises beginning in 1994. To co-
ordinate joint military activities within the
Partnership, we will invite states par-
ticipating in the Partnership to send
permanent liaison officers to NATO
Headquarters and a separate Partnership
Coordination Cell at Mons (Belgium) that
would, under the authority of the North
Atlantic Council, carry out the military
planning necessary to implement the
Partnership programmes.

Since its inception two years ago, the
North Atlantic Cooperation Council has
greatly expanded the depth and scope of its
activities. We will continue to work with all
our NACC partners to build cooperative
relationships across the entire spectrum of
the Alliance’s activities. With the expansion
of NACC activities and the establishment of
the Partnership for Peace, we have decided
to offer permanent facilities at NATO
Headquarters for personnel from NACC
countries and other Partnership for Peace
participants in order to improve our working
relationships and facilitate closer
cooperation.

ANNEX

Partnership for Peace: Framework
Document

1. Further to the invitation extended by the
NATO Heads of State and Government at
their meeting on 10th/11th January, 1994,
the member states of the North Atlantic
Alliance and the other states subscribing to
this document, resolved to deepen their
political and military ties and to contribute
further to the strengthening of security
within the Euro-Atlantic area, hereby
establish, within the framework of the North
Atlantic Cooperation Council, this
Partnership for Peace.

2. This Partnership is established as an ex-
pression of a joint conviction that stability
and security in the Euro-Atlantic area can be
achieved only through cooperation and com-
mon action. Protection and promotion of
fundamental freedoms and human rights, and
safeguarding of freedom, justice, and peace
through democracy are shared values funda-
mental to the Partnership. In joining the
Partnership, the member States of the North
Atlantic Alliance and the other States sub-

scribing to this document recall that they are
committed to the preservation of democratic
societies, their freedom from coercion and
intimidation, and the maintenance of the
principles of international law. They reaffirm
their commitment to fulfil in good faith the
obligations of the Charter of the United
Nations and the principles of the Universal
Declaration on Human Rights; specifically,
to refrain from the threat or use of force
against the territorial integrity or political in-
dependence of any State, to respect existing
borders and to settle disputes by peaceful
means. They also reaffirm their commitment
to the Helsinki Final Act and all subsequent
CSCE documents and to the fulfilment of the
commitments and obligations they have
undertaken in the field of disarmament and
arms control.

3. The other states subscribing to this doc-
ument will cooperate with the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization in pursuing the follow-
ing objectives:

(@) facilitation of transparency in national
defence planning and budgeting processes;

(b) ensuring democratic control of defence
forces;

(c) maintenance of the capability and
readiness to contribute, subject to constitu-
tional considerations, to operations under the
authority of the UN and/or the responsibility
of the CSCE;

(d) the development of cooperative mili-
tary relations with NATO, for the purpose of
joint planning, training, and exercises in
order to strengthen their ability to undertake
missions in the fields of peacekeeping,
search and rescue, humanitarian operations,
and others as may subsequently be agreed;

(e) the development, over the longer term,
of forces that are better able to operate with
those of the members of the North Atlantic
Alliance.

4, The other subscribing states will pro-
vide to the NATO Authorities Presentation
Documents identifying the steps they will
take to achieve the political goals of the
Partnership and the military and other assets
that might be used for Partnership activities.
NATO will propose a programme of Partner-
ship exercises and other activities consistent
with the Partnership’s objectives. Based on
this programme and its Presentation Docu-
ment, each subscribing state will develop
with NATO an individual Partnership Pro-
gramme.

5. In preparing and implementing their in-
dividual Partnership Programmes, other sub-
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scribing states may, at their own expense and
in agreement with the Alliance and, as neces-
sary, relevant Belgian authorities, establish
their own liaison office with NATO Head-
quarters in Brussels. This will facilitate their
participation in NACC/Partnership meetings
and activities, as well as certain others by
invitation. They will also make available
personnel, assets, facilities and capabilities
necessary and appropriate for carrying out
the agreed Partnership Programme. NATO
will assist them, as appropriate, in formu-
lating and executing their individual Partner-
ship Programmes.

6. The other subscribing states accept the
following understandings:

— those who envisage participation in mis-
sions referred to in paragraph 3(d) will,
where appropriate, take part in related
NATO exercises;

— they will fund their own participation in
Partnership activities, and will endeavour
otherwise to share the burdens of mounting
exercises in which they take part;

— they may send, after appropriate agree-
ment, permanent liaison officers to a sepa-
rate Partnership Coordination Cell at Mons
(Belgium) that would, under the authority of
the North Atlantic Council, carry out the
military planning necessary to implement the
Partnership Programmes;

— those participating in planning and mili-
tary exercises will have access to certain
NATO technical data relevant to interoper-
ability;

— building upon the CSCE measures on
defence planning, the other subscribing
states and NATO countries will exchange
information on the steps that have been taken
or are being taken to promote transparency
in defence planning and budgeting and to en-
sure the democratic control of armed forces;

— they may participate in a reciprocal ex-
change of information on defence planning
and budgeting which will be developed
within the framework of the NACC/Part-
nership for Peace.

7. In keeping with their commitment to
the objectives of this Partnership for Peace,
the members of the North Atlantic Alliance
will:

— develop with the other subscribing states
a planning and review process to provide a
basis for identifying and evaluating forces
and capabilities that might be made available
by them for multinational training, exercises,
and operations in conjunction with Alliance
forces;

— promote military and political coordina-
tion at NATO Headquarters in order to pro-
vide direction and guidance relevant to Part-
nership activities with the other subscribing
states, including planning, training, exercises
and the development of doctrine.

8. NATO will consult with any active par-
ticipant in the Partnership if that Partner per-
ceives a direct threat to its territorial integ-
rity, political independence, or security.

Source: NATO, Press Communiqué M-1(94)2,
10 Jan. 1994,
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8. Nuclear weapon developments

DUNBAR LOCKWOOD

I. Introduction

All of the five declared nuclear weapon states continued to deploy, or at least
develop, new nuclear weapon systems in 1993. With the possible exception of
China, they also continued to retire older nuclear weapons, scale back earlier
modernization plans or cancel weapons that were under development. Con-
fronted with weak economies and the difficulty of defining a clear and present
security threat, the British, French, Russian and US governments found that
they could not justify allocating scarce resources to their respective nuclear
weapon programmes at the levels maintained in the recent past.

The end of the confrontational relationship with the USSR, progressively
declining defence budgets and the negotiation of the two Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaties (START) have compelled the United States to continue
reducing the size of its nuclear weapon arsenal. The number of US strategic
nuclear weapons accordingly declined by about 440 in 1993. In drawing down
its strategic nuclear forces, the USA has generally retained the most modern
strategic weapon systems in its inventory, retired the oldest systems and con-
tinued to build only the new systems for which Congress has already appro-
priated funding, for example, B-2 bombers and Trident submarines. In addi-
tion, the 1991 START I and 1993 START II treaties have provided clear
guidelines for the composition of future US strategic forces, encouraging
some force structure options while limiting or foreclosing others.

With respect to its remaining tactical nuclear weapons, almost all of which
were withdrawn between September 1991 and June 1992, the USA plans to
dismantle all ground-launched warheads, retain some relatively small number
of the naval warheads in storage in the USA while dismantling the remainder,
and keep several hundred gravity bombs for delivery by aircraft, stored in the
USA and deployed in Western Europe.

Neither the Russian nor the US government provided much new information
in 1993 on nuclear weapons on the territory of the former USSR. The data that
were available suggested that the size and composition of Russian nuclear
forces did not change much in 1993. The development and production of new
nuclear weapon systems in Russia have ground to a virtual halt, and the retire-
ment of older, existing weapons has been carried out at a relatively slow pace.
As for the non-Russian former Soviet republics, Belarus and Kazakhstan gave
clear signs that they are willing to eliminate the nuclear weapons now located
on their respective territories, but as of early 1994 the Ukrainian Parliament

SIPR] Yearbook 1994
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(Rada) had not yet approved the government’s earlier commitment to become
a non-nuclear weapon state.!

As in 1992, the United Kingdom decided in 1993 to scale back some of its
non-strategic nuclear weapon programmes and has cut its overall nuclear
weapon stockpile to the lowest level since the early 1960s. The planned intro-
duction of Trident submarines during the rest of the 1990s, however, will
actually increase the total number of British nuclear weapons as well as vastly
improve the accuracy and range of the British submarine-launched ballistic
missile (SLBM) force.

France, unlike Russia, the UK and the USA, has several new nuclear
weapon programmes under development, including a new class of submarine,
two types of SLBM—one of which could also be deployed as an inter-
continental ballistic missile (ICBM)—a nuclear-capable fighter aircraft and an
air-to-surface missile (ASM). However, some of these French programmes
may be scaled back or scrapped altogether because of budget constraints.

China’s nuclear weapon programme remains shrouded in secrecy, but it
appears that China is continuing slowly to upgrade and expand its forces with
the development of new types of ballistic missile and the acquisition of
nuclear-capable aircraft from Russia. China, unlike the other nuclear weapon
powers, has steadily increased its defence budget since the end of the cold
war. According to US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) estimates, China’s
defence expenditures in 1992 increased by nearly 14 per cent, for the fourth
consecutive year of nominal double-digit increases.? Furthermore, the US
intelligence community estimates that the Chinese military ‘can expect signif-
icant budget increases by the end of this decade’.? Presumably, these increases
will make more resources available for the development of new nuclear
weapons. According to some analysts, China’s ultimate goal is to build up its
nuclear capabilities to the extent that it can settle regional security issues on its
own terms without concern that it could be politically coerced by Russia or the
United States.*

I For details, see chapter 16 in this volume.

2 US Central Intelligence Agency, ‘China’s economy in 1992 and 1993: grappling with the risks of
rapid growth’, a research paper submitted to the Subcommittee on Technology and National Security of
the Joint Economic Committee, 30 July 1993, p. 10; see also International Institute for Strategic Studies
(11SS), The Military Balance 1992~1993 (Brassey’s: London, 1992), p. 144; IISS, The Military Balance
1993-1994 (Brassey’s: London, 1993), p. 152; Oxnam, R., ‘China in transition: military might’,
MacNeil Lehrer News Hour, WNET, New York, N.Y., show #4800, 17 Nov. 1993; Senator Larry
Pressler, Congressional Record, 20 Nov. 1993, p. $16655. See also chapter 12, section V, in this
volume.

3 Lt-General James R. Clapper, Jr, Director, US Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Written state-
ment submitted to the Senate Select Intelligence Committee, 25 Jan. 1994, p. 7.

4 Godwin, P. and Shulz, J. J., ‘Arming the dragon for the 21st century: China’s defense modernization
program’, Arms Control Today, Dec. 1993, pp. 6-7; Ball, D., MacNeil Lehrer News Hour (note 2). For a
detailed discussion of China’s nuclear strategy, see Xue, L., ‘Evolution of China’s nuclear strategy’, eds
J. C. Hopkins and W. Hu, Strategic Views from the Second Tier: The Nuclear Weapons Policies of
France, Britain, and China (University of Califomia Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation: San
Diego, Calif., 1994), pp. 167-92.
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II. US nuclear weapon programmes
The Nuclear Posture Review

At a 29 October 1993 press conference, then US Defense Secretary Les Aspin
announced that the US Department of Defense (DOD) planned to conduct ‘the
first nuclear [weapon] policy review in 15 years and . .. the first Defense
Department review ever to incorporate revisions of policy doctrine, force
structure, operations, safety, and security and arms control all in one look’.’
The review, which is scheduled for completion in the late spring or early
summer of 1994, will address six issues related to US nuclear weapons:
(a) the role of nuclear weapons in security; (b) the nuclear force structure
needed to carry out required missions; (c) nuclear force operations and alert
levels; (d) security and safety of nuclear weapons; (¢) the relationship between
the nuclear posture and counter-proliferation policy; and (f) the nuclear pos-
ture and its relationship to ‘threat reduction policy with the former Soviet
Union’.

Two of the most controversial and important issues which the new study
will grapple with are whether the USA should maintain its policy of providing
‘negative security assurances’ to non-nuclear weapon states and whether to
adopt a new ‘no-first-use’ policy.®

ICBMs

As of late 1993, the USA had removed some 250 of its 450 Minuteman II
missiles from their silos,” a process started in late 1991.%8 The remaining
missiles, which have been off alert since September 1991, are scheduled for
withdrawal by 1995, irrespective of the status of the two START treaties.®
Consistent with the START I Treaty rules for removing an ICBM from
accountability, the first Minuteman II missile silo was blown up at Whiteman
Air Force Base (AFB), Missouri, on 8 December 1993.10

The Minuteman III missile, which was first deployed in 1970, remains on
alert,!! and the USA intends to extend its service lifetime until at least the year

5 Les Aspin, US Secretary of Defense, Press Conference, 29 Oct. 1993, Federal News Service (FNS)
Transcript; see also Les Aspin, US Secretary of Defense, Annual Report to the President and the
Congress (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, Jan. 1994), p. 147.

6 For a discussion of the implications of these issues for nuclear arms control and nuclear weapon
non-proliferation, see chapters 15 and 16 in this volume.

7 Public Affairs offices for Malmstrom AFB, Montana, Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota, and Whiteman
AFB, Missouri, private communications with the author, Dec. 1993.

8 Fiscal Year 1994 Arms Control Impact Statements (US Government Printing Office: Washington,
DC, 1993), p. 4.

9 Dr William Perry, Deputy Secretary of Defense, Testimony before the Senate Committee on Gov-
ermnmental Affairs, 10 June 1993, p. 3; US Department of Defense, Report of the Secretary of Defense
Dick Cheney to the President and the Congress (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC,
1993), pp. 67, 149.

10 Associated Press, “US destroys missile silo; 499 to go’, New York Times, 10 Dec. 1993, p. A23;
Levins, H., ‘Goodbye to old cold warriors’, St. Louis Post Dispatch, 9 Dec. 1993, p. 1.

W Fiscal Year 1994 Arms Control Impact Statements (note 8), p. 4.
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2010.2 As part of the Minuteman III service lifetime extension programme,
the Air Force would like to improve its capability to quickly re-target these
missiles and to upgrade their guidance systems in the next decade to give them
an accuracy similar to that of the MX (Peacekeeper) missile.!3 Assuming that
the START II Treaty is ratified, the USA will download all of its Minute-
man IIIs from three warheads each to one each. Once the Treaty is fully
implemented, the US ICBM force would consist of a total of 500 single-
warhead Minuteman III missiles deployed at three bases. Under current plans,
if the START 1II Treaty enters into force, the S0 MX ICBMs will remain on
alert status until the beginning of their scheduled draw-down, which would
begin in the year 2000 and should be completed by 1 January 2003. The US
Air Force plans to keep flight-testing the MX missile through the mid-1990s.14

SSBNs

The United States withdrew seven Poseidon submarines from service in cal-
endar year 1993 and will retire the remaining three by the end of fiscal year
(FY) 1994.15 These submarines, which were built in the 1960s, were retired to
save money, to comply with the START I Treaty (whose entry into force is
anticipated in 1994) and to provide W-76 warheads for the Trident II missiles
deployed on Trident SSBNs (strategic, ballistic-missile, nuclear-powered
submarines) based at King’s Bay, Georgia.

The 14th Trident submarine, the USS Nebraska, was commissioned in July
1993 and became the sixth Trident submarine to be armed with the Trident II
missile; all six submarines are based at King’s Bay. (The other eight
operational Trident submarines, which are armed with the Trident I missile,
are based at Bangor, Washington.) The remaining four Trident submarines are
under various stages of construction at the Electric Boat Company in Groton,
Connecticut, which plans to deliver one new submarine to the US Navy each
year until 1997. At that point, the USA would have a total of 18 SSBNs—10
in the Atlantic Ocean carrying 24 Trident II missiles each and 8 in the Pacific
Ocean carrying 24 Trident I missiles each. (However, some Pentagon analysts
have advocated that some of the older Trident submarines in the Pacific Fleet,
which were initially deployed in the early 1980s, be retired early rather than
undergo an expensive replacement of their nuclear reactor cores.!s) To get

12 US Department of Defense, Report of the Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney (note 9), pp. 69-70.

13 Department of Defense Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1994, Hearing before the Subcommittee on the
Department of Defense of the Committee on Appropriations, US House of Representatives, 103rd
Congress (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1993), Part 5, pp. 313-14.

14 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 5, p. 254; see also Fiscal Year 1994 Arms
Control Impact Statements (note 8), p. 4.

!5 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 4, p. 186; ‘Ships’ status changes: 1 Jan.
1992-31 Dec. 1992°, US Naval Institute Proceedings, Sep. 1993, pp. 107-109; ‘Notebook’, US Naval
Institute Proceedings, Dec. 1993, p. 111; ‘Bidding farewell to the fleet’, Navy Times, 15-19 Nov. 1993,
pp. 42, 44.

16 Hitchens, T. and Munro, N., ‘Pentagon review might terminate nuclear, spy plans’, Defense News,
18-24 Oct. 1993, p. 3; see also Mosher, D., Rethinking the Trident Force (Congressional Budget Office:
Washington, DC, July 1993), pp. xv—xvi.
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below the START II Treaty limit of 1750 SLBM warheads, the Navy plans to
download its 432 Trident SLBMs from 8 warheads each to 4, for a total of
1728 warheads.!”

Through FY 1994, Congress has appropriated funding for a total of 319 Tri-
dent IT missiles. In order to outfit all 10 submarines in the Atlantic Fleet and
maintain its flight-test programme, as of 1993 the Navy planned to purchase
an additional 109 missiles through FY 1999, making a total purchase of 428.18
The decision on whether to retrofit the eight Trident submarines based in the
Pacific Ocean with the Trident II missile will not be made until early 1995,!°
and even if the USA does decide to go forward with the retrofit, it would not
be carried out until the first decade of the next century. If the retrofit is carried
out, the Navy would require approximately 200 additional Trident II
missiles.2

Bombers

The US Air Force plans to retire the remaining B-52G bomber aircraft, all of
which are dedicated to a conventional mission, in 1994.2! It has also decided
to give 47 of the existing 95 B-52H bombers enhanced conventional capabili-
ties. In explaining its decision to retire all of the B-52Gs and upgrade some of
the B-52Hs, the Air Force pointed out that the latter aircraft is newer, more
fuel-efficient and significantly less expensive to maintain.22 The other half of
the B-52Hs are slated for retirement in 1995, pending the outcome of the
Nuclear Posture Review.2

The Air Force has decided that all the B-1Bs will be ‘reoriented to a purely
conventional role’ by 1998.2¢ This decision to make the B-1B the ‘backbone’
of the US conventional heavy bomber force was based on the fact that the
B-1B has more modern capabilities than the B-52 (e.g., it can fly faster and
lower and is more difficult to detect by radar) and that the number of B-1Bs
will vastly exceed the number of B-25.

In their new role, the B-1B bombers would still be accountable under the
START I Treaty but would be exempted from the START II Treaty limit of
3500 deployed strategic warheads. The START II Treaty does not require that

17 Mosher (note 16), p. xii.

18 Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1994, Hearing before the
Committee on Armed Services Subcommittee on Nuclear Deterrence, Arms Control and Defense Intelli-
gence, US Senate, 103rd Congress (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1993), Part 7,
p- 8.

19 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13) Part 4, p. 179; Aspin, Annual Report to the Presi-
dent and the Congress (note 5), p. 149.

20 Mosher (note 16), p. xii.

21 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 5, p. 268.

22 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 5, p. 268; Department of the Air Force, The
Bomber Road Map, June 1992, p. 8.

23 Aspin, Annual Report to the President and the Congress (note 5), pp- 27, 147.

24 General Lee Butler, Commander-in-Chief of the US Strategic Command, Testimony before the
Senate Armed Services Committee, 22 Apr. 1993, Federal News Service transcript, p. 5; Aspin, Annual
Report to the President and the Congress (note 5), p. 27.

25 Department of the Air Force, The Bomber Road Map (note 22), p. 9.
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Table 8.1. US strategic nuclear forces, January 1994

No. Year first Range Warheads Warheads

Type Designation deployed deployed (km)< x yield in stockpile
Bombers
B-52-H* Stratofortress 95 1961 16 000 ALCM 5-150 kt 1200
B-1B¢ Lancer 95 1986 19 000 ACM 5-150 kt 460
B-24 Spirit 1 1993  11000J)  Bombs, various 1400
Total 191 3060
ICBMs*
LGM-30Ff  Minuteman II 200 1966 11300 1x1.2Mt 200
LGM-30G¢ Minuteman III

Mk 12 200 1970 13000 3x170 kt 600

Mk 12A 300 1979 13000 3x335kt 900
LGM-118 MX/Peacekeeper 50 1986 11 000 10 x 300 kt 500
Total 750 2200
SLBMs
UGM-96A* Trident1C-4 240 1979 7 400 8 x 100 kt 1920
UGM-133A¢ Trident Il D-5 144 1990 7 400 8 x 100475 kt 1152
Total 384 3072

4 Range for aircraft indicates combat radius, without in-flight refuelling.

b B-52Hs can carry up to 20 ALCMs/ACMs each, but only about 1000 nuclear ALCMs and
460 ACMs are available for deployment; the 95 B-52Hs listed above include 2 test planes at
Edwards AFB, California. The DOD now plans to reduce the B-52H fleet to 48 in FY 1995,
but the ongoing Nuclear Posture Review could lead to a decision to retain a higher number.

¢ The B-1B can carry the B53/B62/B83 bombs. Rockwell built 100 B-1Bs. Four have
crashed, and 1 is used as a trainer at Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota, and is not considered
‘operational’. The USA plans to ‘reorient’ all of its B-1Bs to conventional missions. These
aircraft will count towards START I Treaty limits, but not towards START II Treaty limits.

4 The B-2 can carry the B61/B83 bombs. The first operational B-2 was delivered to White-
man AFB, Missouri, on 17 Dec. 1993. Four additional B-2s are scheduled for delivery in
FY 1994, and the Air Force plans to field a total of 20 operational B-2s by the late 1990s.

¢ The criterion for whether an ICBM is included in this table (e.g., Minuteman IIs) is
whether the missile is still in the silo; that is, once a missile has been removed from its silo, it
is considered, for the purposes of this table, to be retired. This is not the same as being
START-accountable. The START I Treaty requires that the silos are blown up; for example,
if the strict START Treaty counting rules were applied, nearly 450 Minuteman IIs are still
accountable.

f Approximately 250 Minuteman II missiles had been removed from their silos by Jan.
1994, The remaining 200 missiles (90 at Malmstrom AFB, Montana; 90 at Whiteman AFB,
Missouri; and 20 at Ellsworth AFB, South Dakota) are scheduled to be removed from their
silos by 1995. The first Minuteman II silo was destroyed in Dec. 1993 at Whiteman AFB.

& During this decade, the Air Force plans to consolidate its Minuteman III missiles at 3
bases. To this end, it has begun to deploy Minuteman III missiles in empty Minuteman II silos
at Malmstrom AFB, Montana. (Consequently, the current number of Minuteman III missiles
now exceeds 500 but will decline again to 500 when 1 of the 3 other existing Minuteman III
bases is closed.) Eventually, Malmstrom AFB will have 200 Minuteman I1Is and the other 300
Minuteman IlIs will be divided between the 2 remaining bases.
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4 In calendar year 1993, 7 Poseidon submarines were deactivated. The remaining 3 Posei-
don SSBNs will be removed from service in FY 1994. The 240 Trident I C-4 missiles are
deployed on 3 16-missile Poseidon submarines and on the 8 24-missile Ohio Class submarines
in the Pacific Fleet. (The 3 remaining Poseidon submarines—the USS Simon Bolivar, the USS
Stonewall Jackson and the USS Vallejo—based in Charleston, South Carolina, are scheduled
to be decommissioned in FY 1994.)

"The 144 Trident II D-5 missiles are deployed on 6 Ohio Class submarines stationed at
King’s Bay, Georgia, the newest of which, the USS Nebraska, is scheduled to begin patrols in
1994. By 1997, 4 more Ohio Class submarines are scheduled to be delivered to King’s Bay,
providing the Navy with a total of 10 SSBNs in the Atlantic Fleet carrying 240 Trident IT D-5
missiles and 8 SSBNs in the Pacific Fleet carrying 192 Trident I C-4 missiles.

Sources: Les Aspin, Secretary of Defense, Annual Report to the President and the Congress,
Jan. 1994, p. 7; Dick Cheney, Secretary of Defense, Annual Report to the President and the
Congress, Jan. 1993, p. 68; US Air Force Public Affairs, personal communications; US Navy
Public Affairs, personal communications; Department of Defense, ‘The Bottom~Up Review:
forces for a new era’, 1 Sep. 1993, p. 17; Mosher, D., Rethinking the Trident Force
(Congressional Budget Office (CBO): Washington, DC, July 1993), p. 11; Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC); Department of Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1994, Hearing before
the Subcommittee on the Department of Defense of the Committee on Appropriations (US
Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1993), Part 4, p. 186; US Naval Institute
Proceedings, Dec. 1993, p. 111; US Naval Institute Proceedings, Sep. 1993, pp. 107-109;
author’s estimates.

aircraft that have been reoriented to a conventional role be physically altered,
but it does prohibit the storage of nuclear bomber weapons at bases for such
aircraft. In addition, their crews may not train or conduct exercises for nuclear
missions. The DOD now plans to put 24 of the 96 B-1Bs in ‘attrition reserve’,
starting in 1995.26 Although these aircraft would still fly on a regular basis,
they would require fewer personnel and less maintenance to support them.

Currently, six B-2s are being flight-tested at Edwards AFB, California.?’ In
October 1993, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin asked Congress to release $2.2
billion in procurement funds that had been placed in escrow for the B-2,
submitting documentation that the bomber was meeting performance require-
ments specified by Congress. (At that time, about one-third of the 4000-hour
flight-test programme had been completed.)?® Subsequently, Congress voted to
release the money for building the last five aircraft. In addition, Congress,
which has complained about the cost of the B-2 for many years, limited the
number of B-2s that may be built to 20 operational aircraft and one test
aircraft and capped the total amount that may be spent on research, develop-
ment, testing, evaluation and procurement at $44.4 billion.?

The first operational B-2 bomber was delivered to Whiteman AFB,
Missouri, in December 1993.30 Four additional B-2s will be delivered in

26 Aspin (note 5), p. 27.

27 Five of the six B-2 test aircraft will eventually be converted to operational status.

28 <Aspin seeks release of delayed B-2 funds’, Aviation Week & Space Technology, 25 Oct. 1993,
p. 28.

29 Congressional Record, 10 Nov. 1993, p. H9191. (The figure $44.4 billion is in current US dollars.)

30 5ia, R. H. P., ‘Air Force accepts first B-2 bomber’, Baltimore Sun, 18 Dec. 1993, p. 1; ‘Air Force
prepares to operate B-2 bomber’, Aviation Week & Space Technology, 13-20 Dec. 1993, pp. 29-~30.
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1994,% and by the late 1990s the USA will have deployed all 20 operational
B-2 bombers.

In accordance with a 28 January 1992 unilateral initiative taken by then
President George Bush, the USA terminated the production of the Advanced
Cruise Missile (ACM) in the summer of 1993.32 A total of 460 of these
missiles are now stored at K. I. Sawyer AFB, Michigan, and Minot AFB,
North Dakota,*® where they are available for deployment on B-52Hs, which
can carry up to 12 ACMs each.* Bush’s 1992 decision to cancel the ACM
programme was based on several factors. The programme was plagued with
technical problems and cost overruns, the Air Force already had approxi-
mately 1000 relatively new nuclear-armed air-launched cruise missiles
(ALCMs), the former Soviet air defence network had basically collapsed, and
US force structure plans and START I and START II bomber counting rules
effectively preclude the deployment of ACMs on the B-1B bomber.

III. Former Soviet and CIS nuclear weapon programmes
Russia

ICBMs

In anticipation of the implementation of the START I Treaty, Russia has
begun retiring some older ICBMs.* During the course of 1993, there were
sporadic reports on the status of these ICBM deactivations. In October 1993,
the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) reported that ‘during the
last 12 months, 100 SS-11s have been withdrawn’ from their silos.?¢ In the
summer of 1993, Russia began the process of blowing up the 60 SS-11 ICBM
silos at Bershet; all the SS-11 ICBMs are scheduled for dismantlement by
1995.%7 Colonel-General Igor Sergeyev, Commander-in-Chief of the Strategic
Rocket Forces (SRF), reported in May 1993 that 10 SS-13s had been removed
from ‘combat status’ at Yoshkar-Ola® A ‘60 Minutes’ television report

31 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 4, p. 324.

32 Douglas, E., ‘San Diego assembly line rolls out its final advanced cruise missile’, San Diego Union
Tribune, 5 Aug. 1993, p. C-1; Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 5, p. 268. For the
text of the Bush initiative, see SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1992: World Armaments and Disarmament
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1992), appendix 2A, pp. 88-89. The ACM is designed to be
‘stealthier’ (i.e., harder to detect by air defence radars) than older cruise missiles.

33 Opall, B., ‘New cruise missile is ready, US Air Force is not’, Defense News, 26 July-1 Aug. 1993,
p- L.

34 B.52Hs can also carry 8 ALCMs internally in a rotary launcher, making a total of 20 cruise
missiles.

35 Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union, Hearing before the Committee on Armed Ser-
vices, US Senate, 103rd Congress, Senate hearing 103-242 (US Government Printing Office: Washing-
ton, DC, 1993), p. 38.

36 [1SS, The Military Balance 19931994 (note 2), p. 96.

37 ‘Destruction of Kama region ICBM silos under way’, Pravda, 12 Aug. 1993, p. 1, in Foreign
Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report-Central Eurasia (hereafter FBIS-SOV), FBIS-SOV-93-
155, 13 Aug. 1993, p. 40.

38 ‘Interview with Colonel-General I. Sergeyev, Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Rocket Forces’,
Izvestia, 14 May 1993, pp. 1-2. (The Izvestia article indicated that the phrase ‘removed from combat
status’ meant that the 10 $S-13 missiles had been removed from their silos.)
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broadcast on CBS on 31 October 1993, which included video footage and
interviews at the Vypolozovo base, indicated that Moscow has not yet retired
any of the remaining 47 SS-17 ICBMs it declared in the START I Treaty
Memorandum of Understanding. Russia also retired six SS-18s in 1993,
according to the IISS.»

Russian ICBM production continues to decline. The US Defense Intelli-
gence Agency (DIA) estimated that Russia produced 45-75 strategic ballistic
missiles in 1992-—down by at least 60 per cent from the 190-205 that the
USSR produced in 1990.4¢ In February 1993 the CIA National Intelligence
Officer for Strategic Programs, Dr Lawrence Gershwin, said: ‘today the only
strategic missile in production at all is the SS-25 road mobile ICBM, and that
production is down from what it historically has been. We are really at a rather
low point in missile production’.*!

New ICBMs

The US intelligence community now expects Russia, over the next 10 years,
to develop and deploy two new types of ICBM—a silo-based single-warhead
SS-25 type missile and a road-mobile single-warhead SS-25 type missile.42
Gershwin testified in early 1993 that neither of these missiles had been flight-
tested** and, as of the end of the year, there were no new reports to the con-
trary.

SSBNs

Admiral Felix Gromov, Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Navy, said in
1993 that ‘the construction of new strategic submarines is not planned for the
near future, although designers continue to work in this field’.4 Admiral
Gromov added that, by the year 2000, Russia would reduce the number of its
SSBNs to 24:45 presumably 6 Typhoon, 7 Delta IV and 11 Delta III Class
submarines. US intelligence officials echoed Gromov in their public state-
ments to the US Congress in 1993. In February CIA analyst Gershwin stated
that, for the first time since the 1960s, Russia has stopped producing ballistic
missile submarines and that the US intelligence community does not
‘anticipate a resumption of the production of ballistic missile submarines until

¥ 1SS, The Military Balance 1993-1994 (note 2), p. 96.

40 William Grundmann, Director for Combat Support, Defense Intelligence Agency, Testimony
before the Joint Economic Committee, 11 June 1993, p. 18; see also Shaposhnikov, Y., ‘The armed
forces: to a new quality’, eds T. P. Johnson and S. E. Miller, Russian Security After the Cold War
(Brassey’s: McLean, Va., 1994), p. 192.

4 Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 30.

42 Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 8; Proliferation Threats of the
1990s, Hearing before the Committee on Governmental Affairs, US Senate, 103rd Congress, Senate
hearing 103-208 (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1993), p. 41; ‘CIA expects Russia
to deploy three new bailistic missiles by 2000°, Aerospace Daily, 4 Feb. 1993, p. 195.

43 Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 30; Proliferation Threats of the
1990s (note 42), pp. 40-41.

44 Admiral Felix Gromov, Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Navy, ‘Reforming the Russian Navy’,
Naval Forces, vol. 14, no. 4 (1993), p. 7.

45 Gromov (note 44), p. 10.
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... sometime after the year 2000’.4 Three months later, Rear Admiral Edward
Sheafer, Director of US Naval Intelligence, said that ‘the Russians will still
retain nearly two dozen SSBNs . . . after the year 2000’.47 According to the
IISS, Russia has begun dismantling Delta I and Yankee Class submarines.*
Russian SSBN alert rates have dropped significantly in the past few years.
In May 1993, Admiral Sheafer told Congress that in 1992 ‘the average num-
ber of Russian SSBNs at sea on patrol at any given time declined to approxi-
mately one third of 1991 levels’.#® Unclassified sources suggest that Sheafer
was estimating six SSBNs at sea at any given time in 1991 and two in 1992.5°

SLBMs

Russia is developing a new SLBM for deployment on Typhoon Class sub-
marines.5! This follow-on to the SS-N-20 missile had not been flight-tested as
of early May 1993, but US naval intelligence projects that ‘the missile should
begin flight testing soon’.52 According to an April 1993 Russian press report,
the SS-N-20 follow-on development is scheduled to be completed by 1996.53
US Naval intelligence expects that all six of the Typhoon SSBNs will be retro-
fitted with the follow-on to the SS-N-20 by the late 1990s.5

Bombers

Moscow’s strategic bomber production has steadily declined in recent years.
The US DIA estimated that Russia produced 20 bombers in 1992—down by
more than 40 per cent from the 35 bombers that the USSR produced in 1990.5
Furthermore, statements from Russian President Boris Yeltsin,’¢ former
Commander-in-Chief of Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) military
forces Yevgeny Shaposhnikov,5? US intelligence projections®® and press

46 Cyrrent Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 31.

47 Rear Admiral Edward Sheafer, Director, US Naval Intelligence, Posture Statement, 3 May 1993,
p- 40.

48 [ISS, The Military Balance 1993-1994 (note 2), p. 96; Handler, J., Private communications with
the author, Jan. 1994. (Handler’s observations, while touring the Severodvinsk and Pavlovskoye ship-
yards in Oct. 1991, also seem to confirm that Delta I dismantlement is under way.)

49 Sheafer (note 47), p. 46.

30 Cushman, J. H., Jr, ‘US Navy’s periscopes still follow Soviet fleet’, New York Times, 23 Feb. 1992,
p- Al4; Blair, B. G., The Logic of Accidental Nuclear War (Brookings Institution: Washington, DC,
1993), p. 103; see also ‘No new subs’, Aviation Week & Space Technology, 23 Nov. 1992, p. 25.

51 Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 8; Sheafer (note 47), p. 44.

52 Sheafer (note 47), p. 44.

53 Sheafer (note 47), p. 44.

54 Sheafer (note 47), p. 44.

35 Grundmann (note 40), p. 18.

56 “Yeltsin delivers statement on disarmament’, Moscow Teleradiokompaniya Ostankino Television
First Program Network, FBIS-SOV-92-019, 29 Jan. 1992, p. 1; SIPRI Yearbook 1992 (note 32), p. 90.

57 Shaposhnikov (note 40), p. 191.

38 | t-General James Clapper, Jr, Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, Statement before the Senate
Armed Services Committee, 22 Jan. 1992, in Threat Assessment, Military Strategy, and Defense Plan-
ning, Hearing 102-755 (US Government Printing Office; Washington, DC, 1992), p. 33.
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reports®® all suggest that Russia has not produced any new strategic bombers
since the summer of 1992.

In addition to the cessation of strategic bomber production, it has been
reported that Russian strategic bomber crews have now cut back their training
from 100-110 flight hours per year to 70. (By comparison, US bomber crews
log approximately 300 hours per year.)s

Despite the cutbacks in resources allocated to bombers, Russia continued to
maintain at least half a dozen Tu-160 Blackjack bombers in 1993. The
continued maintenance of these aircraft is presumably relatively costly, given
the long list of technical problems that need to be addressed to make the
Blackjacks a viable fleet.6! It appears that these six aircraft divide their time
between the Zhukovsky Flight Research Centre just south of Moscow?? and
Engels AFB on the Volga River near Saratov.5

Reportedly, the Russian strategic bomber force has recently been restruc-
tured in order to conform with the new military doctrine which stresses prepa-
ration for tactical missions around Russia’s periphery. Blackjack, Bear and
Backfire bomber crews have begun training as a ‘composite force’ to deliver
conventional weapons to targets near Russia’s borders.%

Tactical nuclear weapons

Russia has begun dismantling some of the tactical nuclear warheads that were
withdrawn from Ukraine in 1992, according to both Russian and Ukrainian
officials. Reportedly, half of these warheads (1000-1500) had been dis-
mantled as of the spring of 1993.65

Consistent with commitments made by then Soviet President Mikhail Gor-
bachev in October 1991 and Russian President Yeltsin in January 1992, the
Russian Ministry of Defence announced in February 1993 that all tactical
nuclear weapons had been withdrawn from its ships and submarines.5

9 Velovich, A., ‘Kazan produces final batch of Blackjacks’, Flight International, 12-18 Aug. 1992,
p. 22; Covault, C., ‘Russia debates doctrine, bomber, fighter decisions’, Aviation Week & Space Tech-
nology, 31 May 1993, p. 23.

60 Covault, C., ‘Russian bomber force seeks tactical role’, Aviation Week & Space Technology,
15 Nov. 1993, p. 44.

61 See, for example, ‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, July/Aug. 1990, p. 48.

62 Covault, C., ‘Russian Zhukovsky facility shows flight test diversity’, Aviation Week & Space
Technology, 14 June 1993, p. 67.

63 Covault (note 60), p. 49; Covault, C., ‘Russia launches exercise of composite strike force’, Aviation
Week & Space Technology, 15 Nov. 1993, p. 51; Velovich (note 59), p. 22; ‘New long-range cruise
missile launched from Tu-160’, Moscow Russian Television Network, 31 Oct. 1992, in FBIS-SOV-92-
216, 6 Nov. 1992, p. 2.

64 Covault (note 60), p. 44.

65 Management and Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium (National Academy Press: Washing-
ton, DC, 1994), p. 105; see also Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 38.

66 Shapiro, M., ‘Russian Navy rids itself of tactical nuclear arms’, Washington Post, 5 Feb. 1993,
p- A31; ‘Tactical nuclear arms removed from vessels’, ITAR-TASS, 4 Feb. 1993, in FBIS-SOV-93-022,
4 Feb. 1993, p. 1.
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Table 8.2. CIS strategic nuclear forces, January 1994

NATO No. Year first Range  Warheads Warheads
Type designation deployed deployed (km)® x yield in stockpile
Bombers
Tu-95Mb Bear-H6 27 1984 12800 6 x AS-15A 162
ALCMs, bombs
Tu-95M? Bear-H16 57 1984 12800 16x AS-15A 912
ALCMs, bombs
Tu-160¢ Blackjack 25 1987 11000 12x AS-15B ALCMs 300
or AS-16 SRAMs,
bombs
Total 109 1374
ICBMs!
S8-17¢ Spanker 40 1979 10000 4 x 750kt 160
5S-1% Satan 290 1979 11000 10 x 550-750 kt 2900
SS-19# Stiletto 280 1979 10000 6x550kt 1 680
$S-24 M1/M2* Scalpel 36/56 1987 10000 10x 550 kt 920
$8-25¢ Sickle 405 1985 10500 1x550kt 405
Total 1051/1 071 6 065
SLBMsi
SS-N-8 M2 Sawfly 64 1973 9100 1x1.5Mt 64
SS-N-18 M1  Stingray 224 1978 6500 3x500kt 672
SS-N-20* Sturgeon 120 1983 8300 10x200kt 1200
SS-N-23 Skiff 112 1986 9000 4x100kt 448
Total 520 2384

¢ Range for aircraft indicates combat radius, without in-flight refuelling.

b All 40 Bear-H bombers (27 Bear-H6s and 13 Bear-H16s) that were based in Kazakhstan
have now been withdrawn to Russia; there are still 21 Bear-H16s in Ukraine, at Uzin.

¢ 19 Blackjacks are based in Ukraine at Priluki; 6 Blackjacks in Russia appear to divide
their time between the Zhukovsky Flight Research Centre just south of Moscow and Engels
AFB near Saratov. The Blackjacks at Priluki are not ‘fully operational’, according to US intel-
ligence.

4 The criterion for whether an ICBM is included in this table (e.g., $S-19s in Ukraine and
SS-18s in Russia and Kazakhstan) is whether the missile is still in the silo; that is, once a
missile has been removed from its silo, it is considered, for the purposes of this table, to be
retired. This is not the same as being START-accountable. The START Treaty requires that
the silos are blown up; for example, if the strict START Treaty counting rules were applied,
308 SS-18s and 300 SS-19s would still be accountable.

¢ All of the remaining SS-17s are based at Vypolozovo in Russia and are scheduled for
retirement in the near future.

fIn the START I Treaty MOU, the Soviet Union declared 104 SS-18s in Kazakhstan and
204 in Russia. Based on unofficial but reliable resources, this table assumes that 12 SS-18s in
Kazakhstan and 6 in Russia had been removed from their silos as of early 1994. Under the
START I Treaty, Russia would be permitted to retain 154 SS-18s. If the START II Treaty is
fully implemented, all SS-18 missiles will be destroyed, but Russia may convert up to 90
SS-18 silos for deployment of single-warhead ICBMs.
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£1In the START I Treaty MOU, the Soviet Union declared 130 SS-19s in Ukraine and 170
in Russia. During 1993, Ukraine removed 20 SS-19s from their silos at Pervomaysk.

B Of the 56 silo-based SS-24 M2s, 46 are in Ukraine at Pervomaysk and 10 are in Russia at
Tatishchevo. During 1993, Ukraine removed the warheads from 20 of the 46 SS-24s and
pledged to remove the warheads from the remaining 26 by mid-Nov. 1994. All 36 rail-based
SS-24 M1s are in Russia—12 each at Bershet, Kostroma and Krasnoyarsk.

£85-25s are deployed in both Russia and Belarus. SS-25 deployment in Belarus peaked in
Dec. 1991 at 81 missiles. In Dec. 1993, the Belarussian Defence Ministry announced that 27
S$S-25s had been withdrawn to Russia, where they will become part of Russia’s ICBM forces.
It is expected that the remaining 54 SS-25s in Belarus will be transferred to Russia in the next
year or two. The SS-25, which is assembled at Votkinsk in Russia, is the only CIS strategic
weapon system still under production. US intelligence estimates that Russia will flight-test
and deploy a follow-on to the SS-25 during the next decade.

I Although there is little information available on the status of Yankee and Delta I Class
SSBNG, it is assumed here that they are in the process of being withdrawn from operational
service because of budgetary pressures and in anticipation of START I Treaty
implementation. The 64 SS-N-8s are deployed on 4 Delta IT Class SSBNs; the 224 S-N-18s
are deployed on 14 Delta IIIs; the 120 SS-N-20s are deployed on 6 Typhoons; and the 112 SS-
N-23s are deployed on 7 Delta IVs. All of these SSBNs are based on the Kola Peninsula
except for 9 Delta IlIs which are based at Petropavlosk on the Kamchatka Peninsula. No
additional SSBN production is expected before the year 2000.

k US intelligence estimates that Russia will flight-test and deploy a follow-on to the
SS-N-20 during this decade.

Sources: START I Treaty Memorandum of Understanding, 1 Sep. 1990; US Department of
Defense, Military Forces in Transition, Washington, DC, Sep. 1991; Congressional testimony
by Dr Lawrence Gershwin, National Intelligence Officer for Strategic Programs, US Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA); Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC); ‘Nuclear notebook’,
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Mar./Apr. 1994, p. 63; International Institute for Strategic
Studies (IISS), The Military Balance 1993-1994 (Brassey’s: London, 1993), pp. 96, 99;
Starr, B., Jane’s Defence Weekly, 27 Mar. 1993, p. 7; author’s estimates.

Command and control

The continued political and economic turmoil in Russia intensified inter-
national concerns in 1993 about: (a) the possible breakdown of central control
over strategic nuclear weapons; (b) the potential for the ‘leakage’ of warheads
or fissile material to terrorists or potential proliferators outside Russia; and
(¢) the prospect for a ‘brain drain’ in which former nuclear weapon scientists
sell their expertise to the highest bidder.

CIA Director James Woolsey told the US Congress on 28 July 1993: ‘The
Russians continue to maintain strong centralized control of their nuclear
forces, and we think that under current circumstances, there is little prospect
of a failure of control. But we are concerned about the future’.s” DIA Director
Lt-General James Clapper added on 25 January 1994 that ‘all strategic nuclear
weapons [in the former Soviet Union] remain under control of President
Yeltsin and the [Russian] General Staff’.®8 Regarding ‘leakage’, Woolsey said

67 US Security Policy Toward Rogue Regimes, Hearing before the Foreign Affairs Committee, Sub-
committee on International Security, International Organizations and Human Rights, US House of Rep-
resentatives, 103rd Congress (US Government Printing Office; Washington, DC, 1994), p. 83.

68 Clapper (note 3), p. 4.
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on 25 January 1994 that ‘to date, reports of illegal transfers of [nuclear]
weapons do not appear credible. As for weapons-grade material, we are not
aware of any illegal transfers in quantities sufficient to produce a nuclear
weapon’.® Viktor Mikhailov, head of the Russian Federation’s Ministry of
Atomic Energy (MINATOM), told NUKEM Market Report on 9 September
1993: ‘As far as Russia is concerned, atomic weapons have never disappeared
and controls are strong ... As far as nuclear materials are concerned, three
cases of theft were reported to our Ministry. Two cases involved low enriched
uranium and one involved high enriched uranium that was stolen from our
fuel fabrication facilities’.” Mikhailov did not say how much highly enriched
uranium (HEU) was stolen or whether it was ever recovered.

On the ‘brain drain’ issue, Woolsey said in his July 1993 testimony that
‘delays in pay, deteriorating working conditions, and uncertain futures are
apparently spurring Russian specialists to seek emigration despite official
restrictions on such travel’.”? However, he tempered that statement by noting
that most of the scientists emigrating from the former Soviet Union had not
been involved in the actual design of weapons of mass destruction and that
most of them were emigrating to the West. He added that China has been
‘aggressively recruiting’ weapon scientists from the CIS and that India, Iraq,
North Korea and Pakistan have all expressed interest in hiring them as well.”2
Amplifying this in his January 1994 testimony, Woolsey said that the ‘combi-
nation of declining morale in the military, increased organized crime, and
efforts by states like Iran seeking to purchase nuclear material or expertise will
make these matters a major concern . . . through this decade and beyond’.”

Belarus

The number of SS-25 ICBMs in Belarus—missile systems which have been
and remain under Russian control—peaked at 81 in 1991.7* By September
1993 the Strategic Rocket Forces had begun withdrawing SS-25 ICBMs from
Belarussian territory to Russia,” where they are expected to be incorporated

69 James Woolsey, Director, US Central Intelligence, Written statement submitted to the Senate
Select Intelligence Committee, 25 Jan. 1994, p. 12; sce also US Security Policy Toward Rogue Regimes
(note 67), p. 79; Aspin (note 5), p. 60; Office of Technology Assessment, Technologies Underlying
Weapons of Mass Destruction (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, Dec. 1993), pp. 4,
128.

70 Martin, E., ‘A conversation with Viktor Mikhailov’, NUKEM Market Report, Oct. 1993.

TV US Security Policy Toward Rogue Regimes (note 67), p. 79. In Jan. 1992, then CIA Director Robert
Gates said that ‘of about 1 million people involved in the Soviet nuclear weapons program overall, we
[US intelligence] calculate only about 1,000 or 2,000 of those really have the critical skills necessary to
dcsifn nuclear weapons’; Threat Assessment . . . (note 58), p. 37.

72 US Security Policy Toward Rogue Regimes (note 67), p. 33.

73 Woolsey (note 69), p. 12.

74 ‘Belarus approves schedule for withdrawal of nuclear missiles’, INTERFAX, 26 Oct. 1992, in
FBIS-SOV-92-208, 27 Oct. 1992, p. 3; Robert Gates, Director, US Central Intelligence, Statement
before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 25 Feb. 1992, p. 4 (Gates said that the USSR was still
dcgloying SS-25s in Belarus as late as Dec. 1991).

5 Ashton Carter, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Security and Counterproliferation, Tes-
timony before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, 21 Sep. 1993, p. 3.
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into Russia’s ICBM forces rather than dismantled.” (In November 1992 it was
reported that some or all of these SS-25 missiles will be based at Vypolozovo
in Russia, where SS-17 ICBMs are currently based.””) In December 1993 the
Belarussian Defence Ministry announced that three regiments (27 missiles)
had been withdrawn.” Reportedly, all the remaining 54 SS-25s will be
transferred to Russia by 1995.7

Kazakhstan

All of the approximately 1400 warheads based in Kazakhstan remain under
Russian control. By the end of 1993, the SRF had removed a dozen of the 104
SS-18 ICBMs located in Kazakhstan from their silos and transferred them to
Russia.® It was reported in late February 1994 that the last 4 of the 40 Bear-H
bombers based at Semipalatinsk had been withdrawn to Russia.8!

Kazakhstan appears to be firmly committed to eliminating all of the nuclear
weapons on its territory. It ratified the START I Treaty on 2 July 199282 and
deposited the instruments of accession to the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) with the United States on 14 February 1993.83

UKkraine

In the START I Treaty Memorandum of Understanding, the USSR declared
that it had 176 ICBMs based in Ukraine—46 10-warhead SS-24s and 130
SS-19s. The liquid-fuel SS-19s, which were first deployed in the 1970s, are
now nearing the end of their service lifetime and are considered to be a poten-
tial safety hazard. Since July 1993, Ukraine has removed at least two regi-
ments of SS-19s (20 missiles with 120 warheads) from their silos at Pervo-

6 Current Developments in the Former Soviet Union (note 35), p. 20.

77 ‘Russian Deputy Defense Minister on nuclear missile forces’, Izvestia, 13 Nov. 1992, p. 1, in FBIS-
SOV-92-220, 13 Nov. 1992, p. 2; ‘Defense official assesses missile forces future’, Krasnaya Zvezda,
14 Nov. 1992, p. 1, in FBIS-80V-92-221, 16 Nov. 1992, pp. 2-3; ‘Deputy Defense Minister views
future missile forces’, Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 19 Nov. 1992, pp. 1-2, in FBIS-SQV-92-235, 7 Dec. 1992,
p. 11. ]

78 Markus, U., ‘Strategic missiles withdrawn from Belarus’, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty
Research Institute, Military Notes, no. 245 (23 Dec. 1993).

79 Markus, U., ‘Belarussian disarmament’, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (hereafter RFE/RL),
RFE/RL Daily Report, no. 54 (18 Mar. 1994).

80 Morrison, D. C., ‘Uke nukes’, National Journal, 18 Dec. 1993, p. 3026; Hiatt, F., ‘US reward
sought for ceding A-arms’, Washington Post, 14 Feb. 1994, p. A17; Sieff, M., ‘US arms-control official
notes progress with former foes’, Washington Times, 15 Oct. 1993, p. A15; Ashton Carter, Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Nuclear Security and Counterproliferation, Written statement submitted to the
House Appropriations Committee, Subcommittee on Defense, 9 Mar. 1994, p. 5.

81 Foye, S., “All strategic bombers out of Kazakhstan’, RFE/RL Military Notes, no. 37 (23 Feb. 1994);
‘Strategic bombers leave Kazakhstan’, Washington Times, 1 Mar. 1994, p. A13; Radio Moscow, ‘Last
strategic bombers leave Kazakhstan’, 1 Mar. 1994, in FBIS-SQV-94-041, 2 Mar. 1994, p. 49.

82 “Lisbon Protocol: START I and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty’, Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency (ACDA), Office of Public Information, Fact Sheet, 11 Jan. 1994, p. 1.

83 President Bill Clinton, Press Conference, 14 Feb. 1994, Federal News Service Transcript, p. 2; see
also Ifill, G., ‘US will triple its foreign aid to Kazakhstan’, New York Times, 15 Feb. 1994, p. A3. (The
Kazakh Parliament voted to accede to the NPT on 13 Dec. 1993. See Smith, R. J., ‘Kazakhstan ratifies
nuclear control pact, will get US aid’, Washington Post, 14 Dec. 1993, p. A20; Berke, R. L., ‘Prodded by
Gore, Kazakhstan signs arms accord’, New York Times, 14 Dec. 1993, p. Al5.)



292 WEAPONS AND TECHNOLOGY PROLIFERATION, 1993

maysk and appears to be committed to retiring all of the remaining SS-19s.8
In November 1993 Ukrainian President Leonid Kravchuk announced that
Ukraine would deactivate at least 50 missiles, including some SS-24s, by
March 1994.85

On 20 December 1993, Ukrainian Deputy Prime Minister Valery Shmarov
announced that Ukraine had deactivated 17 of the more modern solid-fuel
SS-24 ICBMs by removing the warheads from the missiles® and would
deactivate a total of 20 SS-24s by the end of 1993.87 On 14 January 1994, the
presidents of Russia, Ukraine and the USA signed a Trilateral Statement in
Moscow, committing Ukraine to deactivate all 46 SS-24s within 10 months
(i.e., by 14 November 1994). In addition, the Statement committed Ukraine to
withdraw a combined total of at least 200 SS-19 and SS-24 warheads to
Russia within 10 months. Finally, all warheads on Ukrainian territory would
be transferred to Russia ‘during the seven-year period as provided by the
START I treaty’, but press reports said that Kravchuk agreed in a confiden-
tial letter to Yeltsin that all the warheads would be withdrawn within three
years.® In the first week of March 1994, Ukraine transported a total of 60
SS-19 and SS-24 warheads to Russia by railway.*®

The CIA has told Congress that it estimates that there are 42 strategic
bombers in Ukraine.”' These apparently include 19 Blackjacks at Priluki, 21
Bear-Hs at Uzin and two older Bear aircraft in storage at Uzin.”? However,
these bombers are not considered to be fully operational.”> CIA analyst
Gershwin, for example, told the US Congress in February 1993 that the
Blackjack bombers at Priluki do not fly. He added, ‘we don’t think that there
is much chance at all today that Ukraine could, in fact, use the bombers that it
has with nuclear warheads on board’.% A December 1993 New York Times

84 Gee, for example, Mann, P., ‘Ukrainian SS-24s slated for prompt deactivation’, Aviation Week &
Space Technology, 24 Jan. 1994, p. 39.

85 Reuter, Paris, ‘Kravchuk proposes defusing Ukraine nuclear arsenal’, 29 Nov. 1993; Smith, R. J.,
‘Ukraine to deactivate 50 missiles by spring’, Washington Post, 10 Dec. 1993, p. A52; Morrison
(note 80), p. 3026.

86 "The $$-24 missiles, whose warheads were removed in late 1993, were apparently left in their silos.

87 Gordon, M., “Kiev acts quickly on pledge to remove warheads’, New York Times, 21 Dec. 1993,
p.-Al4.

88 The text of the 14 Jan. 1994 Trilateral Statement and its annex is printed in Arms Control Today,
vol. 24, no. 1 (Jan./Feb. 1994), pp. 21-22; see also appendix 16A in this volume.

89 Smith, R. J., ‘US, Ukraine, Russia near deal on arms’, Washington Post, 9 Jan. 1994, p. A33;
Smith, R. J. and Belliveau, J., ‘Dismantling Ukraine's warheads’, Washington Post, 15 Jan. 1994,
p. AlS. For details on the Trilateral Statement, see chapter 16 in this volume.

90 Carter (note 80), p. 5.

91 Proliferation Threats of the 1990s (note 42), p- 144; Current Developments in the Former Soviet
Union (note 35), p. 20.

92 An Apr. 1993 ‘trip report’ from a congressional delegation led by Representatives Gephardt and
Michel said that there were 19 Blackjacks and 21 Bear-Hs in Ukraine. The START I Memorandum of
Understanding also lists a Bear-A and a Bear-B in storage at Uzin. Another breakdown that is sometimes
given for the 42 bombers in Ukraine is: 20 Blackjacks and 22 Bear-Hs; see, for example, International
Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 1993-1994 (note 2), p. 99; and Starr, B., Jane’s
Defence Weekly, 27 Mar. 1993, p. 7.

93 Proliferation Threats of the 1990s (note 42), p. 144.

94 Proliferation Threats of the 1990s (note 42), p. 38.
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account reported that the Bear-Hs at Uzin ‘have only rarely been able to leave
the ground’.

Command and control

Although a number of press reports have suggested that Ukraine could (and
may be trying to) gain operational control over the nuclear weapons on its
territory, the obstacles to gaining control over and maintaining these forces
have generally been understated.’® With respect to ICBMs, it is widely
believed that missile crew officers who are loyal to Russia still operate the
launch control centres.”” Personnel loyal to Ukraine would therefore probably
have to gain access to these facilities by force. They would then have to break
or circumvent the codes for the permissive action links (PALs), electronic
locks intended to prevent unauthorized launch. According to Bruce Blair, a
senior fellow at the Brookings Institution:

any attempt to pick the lock would be automatically reported to Moscow (the General
Staff war room as well as the Strategic Rocket Force headquarters). The General
Staff can then send special commands that isolate the deviant launch centres and
transfer launch control to other loyal command posts. If the lock is somehow picked,
the General Staff can transmit a command . . . that negates the local action and
restores the blocking function. The General Staff has the technical ability to instruct
all the unmanned missiles to disregard any commands from any command post in
Ukraine.?®

In addition, a Ukrainian move to break or circumvent the codes could risk
precipitating a Russian military attack against Ukraine. Even if Ukraine could
gain access and defeat the PALs, it would still have to re-target the ICBMs
from the USA to Russia. This would be difficult for several reasons. First,
without satellite imagery, Ukraine probably lacks the precise geographical
data necessary to re-target the systems. Second, the guidance systems for the
more modern solid-fuel SS-24s are built in Russia.*

Even if Ukraine could obtain the geographical data and build its own guid-
ance system, there would be other hurdles to clear. Since the SS-24 is cur-
rently designed to have intercontinental range (5500 km or more) and has a
minimum range of 3000 km, it would have to be completely redesigned to
strike any targets west of the Ural mountains, such as Moscow or St Peters-
burg.!% The liquid-fuel SS-19s, for their part, are seen as nearly obsolete and

95 Jehl, D., ‘Ukraine: a nuclear power, but untested loyalties’, New York Times, 2 Dec. 1993, p. A16.

96 See, for example, Coll, S. and Smith, J., ‘In fight over warheads, Kiev seeks upper hand’, Inter-
national Herald Tribune, 4 June 1993, pp. 1, 4.

97 Bruce Blair, Brookings Institution, Written statement submitted to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee subcommittee on Europe, 24 June 1993, p. 3; Blair (note 50), p. 87.

98 Blair (note 97), p- 5; see also Morrison (note 80), p. 3026.

99 Blair (note 97), p. 4, 6.

100 Bjair (note 97), p. 6; Blair (note 50), p. 89; Kincade, W. H., ‘Nuclear weapons in Ukraine: hollow
threat, wasting asset’, Arms Control Today, July/Aug. 1993, p. 15.






NUCLEAR WEAPON DEVELOPMENTS 295

Bombers: 36 Tu-95 Bear-Hs (equipped to carry 16 nuclear cruise missiles each); 27 Tu-95
Bear-Hs (equipped to carry six nuclear cruise missiles each); 5 Tu-160 Blackjacks.

Post-START II strategic nuclear forces, projected *

US delivery vehicles

ICBMs: 500 Minuteman IIIs downloaded to one warhead each:

SLBMs: 192 Trident Is (C-4) downloaded to four warheads each; 240 Trident IIs (D-5)
downloaded to four warheads each.

Bombers: 47 B-52-Hs (equipped to carry 20 ALCMs/ACMs each); 20 B-2s.

Russian delivery vehicles

ICBMs: 500 SS-25s (road-mobile); 100 SS-25s, mod. 2 (road-mobile); 300 SS-25s, mod. 2
(silo-based, including 90 based in converted SS-18 silos); 105 SS-19s downloaded to one
warhead each.

SLBMs: 176 SS-N-18s; 120 SS-N-20s downloaded to six warheads each; 112 SS-N-23s.

Bomber aircraft: 36 Tu-95 Bear-Hs (equipped to carry 16 nuclear cruise missiles each); 27
Tu-95 Bear-Hs (equipped to carry six nuclear cruise missiles each); 5 Tu-160 Blackjacks.

*Assumptions for Russian strategic forces under START I and START II.

ICBMs: 1t is assumed that Russia will give its Strategic Rocket Forces enough priority to
find sufficient economic resources eventually to build and deploy 400 SS-25s, mod. 2 (100
road-mobile and 300 silo-based). Alternatively, Russia could deploy a modified version of its
SS-N-20 follow-on SLBM (downloaded to one warhead each) in existing ICBM silos or
simply deploy a significantly smaller number of ICBMs than estimated in this figure.

SLBMs: Although Russia could retain 192 SS-N-18 SLBMs on 12 Delta III ballistic missile
submarines under the provisions of both START I and START II, Admiral Felix Gromoyv,
Commander-in-Chief of the Russian Navy, indicated in 1993 that Russia now plans to retain
176 SS-N-18 SLBMs on 11 Delta III submarines.

Bombers: 1t is assumed that all 40 Tu-95 Bear-H bombers based in Kazakhstan have been
withdrawn to Russia, but that Ukraine will not return to Russia any of the approximately 19
Tu-160 Blackjack or 21 Tu-95 Bear-H bombers currently based on its territory.

It is also assumed that Russia will maintain 5 Tu-160 Blackjack bombers and one Blackjack
test aircraft.

Sources: For US forces: START I Treaty Memorandum of Understanding, Sep. 1990;
Department of Defense Fact Sheet, ‘US strategic nuclear forces’, June 1992; Arms Control
and Disarmament (ACDA) Fact Sheei, ‘The Joint Understanding on the Elimination of
MIRVed ICBMs and Further Reduction in Strategic Offensive Arms’, 2 July 1992, p. 2; Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee, Report on the START Treaty, Executive Report 102-53,
pp. 18-19; Dick Cheney, Report of the Secretary of Defense to the President and the
Congress, Feb. 1992, p. 60; Dick Cheney, Report of the Secretary of Defense to the President
and the Congress, Jan. 1993, p. 68; Les Aspin, Report of the Secretary of Defense to the
President and the Congress, Jan. 1994, p. 147; US Air Force Public Affairs; US Navy Public
Affairs; author’s estimates.

 For Russian forces: Arbatov, A. (ed.), Implications of the START Il Treaty for US-Russian
Relations (Henry L. Stimson Center: Washington, DC, 1993), p. 6; Statement of Ted Warner,
Senior Defense Analyst, RAND Corporation, before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
3 Mar. 1992, as cited in The START Treaty, Senate Hearing 102-607, Part 1 (US Government
Printing Office: Washington, DC, 1992), pp. 228-29; Department of Defense, Military Forces
in Transition, Sep. 1991; START I Treaty Memorandum of Understanding, Sep. 1990;
Gromov, F., ‘Reforming the Russian Navy’, Naval Forces, vol. 14, no. 4 (1993), p. 10;
author’s estimates.
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potentially a safety hazard. In addition to all of the above, Ukraine has no
flight-test facility to test these ICBMs. 10!

It is not entirely clear who controls the nuclear warheads associated with the
Bear-H and Blackjack aircraft located on Ukrainian territory,!2 and develop-
ing a nuclear force with aircraft-delivered weapons might actually be a more
feasible option for Ukraine than an ICBM force. Nevertheless, it would not be
easy for Ukraine to field an operational nuclear bomber force. For example,
Blair maintains that, while Ukrainian conscripts patrol the perimeter of the
two bomber bases where nuclear weapons are stored, the officers that have
actual custodianship of the storage areas probably report to the Russian
General Staff.! In any case, it has been widely reported that Russian troops
removed the cassette tapes with the guidance software from the AS-15 cruise
missiles stored in Ukraine.!®* The PALs on the cruise missile warheads, albeit
relatively primitive, are believed to remain intact.!® In addition, as noted
above, the bomber force, which suffers from a shortage of fuel, spare parts and
air crew training, is less than fully operational.

In addition to these difficulties, Ukraine lacks a nuclear weapon infra-
structure!®s and appears to lack the money to build one. For example, Ukraine
does not have any facilities to produce tritium. Since tritium decays rapidly,
the yield of the nuclear warheads on Ukrainian territory would fall (and may
have already fallen) precipitously without tritium replenishment from Russia.
Ukraine also lacks uranium enrichment, plutonium reprocessing, and missile
and warhead test facilities. Finally, Ukraine’s nuclear forces, concentrated at
four bases and lacking an early-warning network, would be extremely vulner-
able to a pre-emptive Russian attack.!9?

IV. British nuclear weapon programmes

SSBNs

The UK’s three remaining Polaris submarines are scheduled to be replaced by
four new Trident submarines by the turn of the century. The first Trident

101 See the START I Treaty Memorandum of Understanding in ‘Treaty between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic
Offensive Arms’, Dispatch (US Department of State, Bureau of Public Affairs), vol. 2, supplement no. 5
(Oct. 1991), pp. 120-45.

102 proliferation Threats of the 1990s (note 42), p. 38.

103 Blair, B., private conversation with the author, Feb. 1994; see also Morrison (note 80), p. 3026.

104 B1air (note 97), p. 5; Kincade (note 100), p. 15.

105 B1air (note 97), p. 6.

106 For a detailed discussion of the infrastructure that Ukraine lacks to sustain a credible nuclear
force, see Kincade (note 100), pp. 13-18; Arbatov, A. (ed.), Implications of the START Il Treaty for US—
Russian Relations, Report no. 9 (Henry L. Stimpson Center: Washington, DC, 1993), pp. 30-32. See
also ‘Radetsky addresses Supreme Council on START’, Radio Ukraine, 3 Feb. 1994, in FBIS-SOV-94-
025, 7 Feb. 1994, p. 41.

107 For a comprehensive discussion of the dangers attending the creation of an independent Ukrainian
nuclear force, see Miller, S. E., ‘The case against a Ukrainian nuclear deterrent’, Foreign Affairs,
vol. 72, no. 3 (summer 1993), pp. 67-80.
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submarine, the HMS Vanguard, completed sea trials in January 1993.18 It was
accepted into Royal Navy service on 14 September 1993,1% and according to
British Defence Minister Malcolm Rifkind ‘remains on course for entering
into operational service on schedule around the end of 1994 or the beginning
of 1995°.110 The second Trident submarine, the HMS Victorious, was rolled
out of the Devonshire Dock Hall at Barrow-in-Furness on 29 September
1993.111 Rifkind said in October 1993 that construction on the other two
submarines, the HMS Vigilant and the HMS Venerable, ‘is proceeding well’.112
The keel of the Venerable was laid down in February 1993.113

As late as October 1993, British officials had said that each Trident sub-
marine would carry no more than 128 warheads. (Since British Trident sub-
marines carry 16 missiles each, a Trident missile could carry an average of up
to 8 warheads under this plan.) However, in a significant policy change,
Rifkind announced in November that each Trident submarine will carry ‘no
more than 96 warheads, and may carry significantly fewer’!1—an average of
no more than 6 warheads per missile. He added that, based on current British
plans, ‘the total explosive power carried on each Trident submarine will not be
much changed from [that of the] Polaris’. Therefore, he argued, the decision to
reduce the maximum number of warheads per submarine ‘should lay to rest
comments and speculation about Trident representing a major growth in the
size of the United Kingdom’s nuclear armoury’.115

Rifkind’s statement is misleading because the deployment of the Trident II
will constitute a significant increase in capability over the Polaris missile, both
in quantitative and qualitative terms. The Polaris missiles carried multiple re-
entry vehicles (MRVs) while the Trident II missiles will carry multiple
independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVs). Therefore, even under the
new plan, a Trident submarine could, at least theoretically, launch missiles
against up to as many as six times more targets than a Polaris submarine.
Furthermore, the yield of the warheads on the Trident IT missile will be more
than twice the yield of the warheads on the current SLBM. Since 1982, under
the Chevaline programme, the UK has armed its Polaris missiles with two
A-3TK warheads, each with an estimated yield of 40 kt, plus devices to assist
warhead penetration of the Russian anti-ballistic missile (ABM) system.
However, the Trident II is expected to carry warheads with yields of 100 kt.!16

108 Statement on the Defence Estimates 1993 (Her Majesty’s Stationery Office: London, July 1993),
p. 63.

109 parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, Official Report (Her Majesty’s Stationery Office:
London, 1993), 18 Oct. 1993, column 33.

110 Malcolm Rifkind, UK Defence Minister, Address before the Centre for Defence Studies, London,
16 Nov. 1993.

m Official Report (note 109), column 33.

112 oficial Report (note 109), column 33,

13 ISS, The Military Balance 1993—1994 (note 2), p. 32.

114 Rifkind (note 110); Miller, C., ‘Britain to cut nuclear firepower 25 percent’, Defense News,
22-28 Nov. 1993, p. 32.

115 Rifkind (note 110).

116 Howard, S. and Ionno, S., “The U.K. Trident programme: secrecy and dependence in the 1990s’,
BASIC Report 93-5 (British American Security Information Council (BASIC): London, Sep. 1993),
p. 5; ‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the American Scientists, Sep. 1993, p. 57; Mosher (note 16), p. 4.
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Table 8.3. British nuclear forces, January 1994«

No. Date Range  Warheads Warheads
Type Designation deployed deployed  (km)? X yield in stockpile
Aircraft€
GR.1 Tornado 72 1982 1300  1-2 x 200-400 kt} 100¢
S2B Buccaneer 27 1971 1700 1 x 200400 k4
SLBMs
A3-TK  Polaris 48 1982/ 4700 2x40kt 100¢

¢ The US nuclear weapons for certified British systems have been removed from Europe
and returned to the USA, specifically for the 11 Nimrod ASW aircraft based at RAF
St Magwan, Cornwall, UK, the 1 Army regiment with 12 Lance launchers and the 4 Army
artillery regiments with 120 M109 howitzers in Germany. Squadron No. 42, the Nimrod
maritime patrol squadron, disbanded in Oct. 1992, but St Magwan will remain a forward base
for Nimrods and will have other roles. The 50 Missile Regiment (Lance) and the 56 Special
Weapons Battery Royal Artillery were disbanded in 1993.

b Range for aircraft indicates combat radius, without in-flight refuelling.

¢ The Royal Air Force will eventually operate 8 squadrons of dual-capable strike/attack
Tornados. The 3 squadrons at Laarbruch, Germany (Nos 15, 16, 20) were disbanded between
Sep. 1991 and May 1992. A fourth squadron there (No. 2) was equipped with the Tornado
reconnaissance variant and went to RAF Marham to join a reconnaissance squadron already
there (No. 13). The 2 squadrons previously at Marham (Nos 27 and 617) will redeploy to
Lossiemouth, Scotland, in 1993-94, replacing Buccaneer squadrons Nos 12 and 208 in the
maritime/strike role. The Tornado squadrons will be redesignated Nos 12 and 617. The 4
squadrons at RAF Bruggen, Germany (Nos 9, 14, 17, 31) will remain. All 8 squadrons,
including the 2 reconnaissance squadrons, will be nuclear-capable, down from 11.

4 The US Defense Intelligence Agency has confirmed that the RAF Tornados ‘use two
types of nuclear weapons, however exact types are unknown’. The DIA further concludes that
each RAF Tornado is capable of carrying 2 nuclear bombs, 1 on each of the 2 outboard fuse-
lage stations.

¢ The total stockpile of WE-177 tactical nuclear gravity bombs was estimated to have been
about 200, of which 175 were versions A and B. The C version of the WE-177 was assigned
to selected Royal Navy (RN) Sea Harrier FRS.1 aircraft and ASW helicopters. The WE-177C
existed in both a free-fall and depth-bomb modification. There were an estimated 25 WE-
177Cs, each with a yield of approximately 10 kt. Following the Bush-Gorbachev initiatives of
27 Sep. and 5 Oct. 1991, British Secretary of State for Defence Tom King said that ‘we will
no longer routinely carry nuclear weapons on our ships’. On 15 June 1992 the Defence Minis-
ter announced that all naval tactical nuclear weapons had been removed from surface ships
and aircraft, that the nuclear mission would be eliminated and that the ‘weapons previously
earmarked for this role will be destroyed’. The 1992 White Paper stated that ‘As part of the
cut in NATO’s stockpile we will also reduce the number of British free-fall nuclear bombs by
more than half’. A number of British nuclear bombs were returned to the UK. In table 8.4, a
total inventory of strike variants of approximately 100 is assumed, including those for training
and for spares. The 1993 White Paper stated that the WE-177 ‘is currently expected to remain
in service until well into the next century’.

f The 2-warhead Polaris A3-TK (Chevaline) was first deployed in 1982 and has now com-
pletely replaced the original 3-warhead Polaris A-3 missile, first deployed in 1968.

# It is now thought that the UK produced only enough warheads for 3 full boatloads of
missiles, or 48 missiles, with a total of 96 warheads. In Mar. 1987 French President Mitter-
rand stated that Britain had ‘90 to 100 [strategic] warheads’.
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Source: Norris, R. S., Burrows, A. S. and Fieldhouse, R. W., Nuclear Weapons Databook
Vol. V: British, French and Chinese Nuclear Weapons (Westview: Boulder, Colo., 1994),
p. 9; ‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Sep. 1993, p. 57.

Therefore, in addition to the ability to target warheads independently and the
dramatic improvements in missile range and accuracy, Trident II missiles will
also carry far more explosive power than the current British Polaris force,
contrary to Rifkind’s contention.

The decision to reduce the number of warheads on Trident submarines was
based on several factors. First, with the evaporation of the Soviet threat, fewer
warheads are required. Second, with US and Russian nuclear cutbacks, there is
significant international and domestic political pressure on the UK to scale
down its planned deployment. Third, Britain’s problems with its nuclear war-
head production complex may preclude it from producing a sufficient amount
of fissile material for more Trident warheads. Finally, there are no signs that
Russia is planning to upgrade its ABM system to an extent that would justify
more British Trident warheads.

SLBMs

As of 1993, the UK had purchased 44 Trident II missiles from the USA.1Y7
Reportedly, the Royal Navy intends to purchase more than two dozen addi-
tional missiles, making a total of about 70.118 The UK has already begun pro-
duction of warheads for these missiles.!!?

Bombers

The Royal Air Force has reduced the number of squadrons of dual-capable
Tornado strike/attack aircraft from 11 to 8: four Tornado squadrons will
remain at their base in Bruggen, Germany; two more squadrons are now based
at Marham, UK, in a reconnaissance role; and two more squadrons will be
used in a maritime anti-ship role at Lossiemouth, Scotland.!?® The remaining
27 Buccaneers, an aircraft that was initially deployed in 1971, will be retired
in 1994.12! In a major policy shift, the UK announced in October 1993 that it
had decided to cancel the nuclear tactical air-to-surface missile (TASM) pro-
gramme.!? Since the WE-177 gravity bomb, which the TASM was intended
to replace, is scheduled for retirement sometime after ‘the first few years of
the next century’,'?* the decision to scrap the TASM will, in effect, take the

117 Department of Defense Appropriations (note 13), Part 4, p. 192.

118 Miller (note 114), p. 32; ‘Britain’s Trident cuts won’t affect Lockheed’s D-3 totals, Rifkind says’,
Aerospace Daily, 18 Nov. 1993, p. 289

119 sNyclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Sep. 1993, p. 57.

120 “Nyclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Sep. 1993, p. 57.

121 Rifkind (note 110).

122 official Report (note 109), column 34.

123 Official Report (note 109), column 35.
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Royal Air Force out of the nuclear weapon business in the next decade,
leaving the Trident forces as the UK’s sole nuclear deterrent.

The British Government offered several reasons to explain its decision to
cancel the TASM programme. The TASM, which entered development in the
mid- to late 1980s, was intended to counter ‘increasingly effective’ Warsaw
Pact air defence systems. With the dissolution of the USSR and the Warsaw
Pact, the British Ministry of Defence, which is now under pressure to cut its
budget, concluded that the requirement for a nuclear stand-off weapon was not
a sufficiently high priority to justify the expense of procuring a new nuclear
delivery system.!?* Estimates for the savings resulting from termination of the
TASM programme range from £750 million to £2 billion ($1-3 billion).!% In
addition, the Defence Ministry said that its Trident submarines will have the
flexibility to provide a sub-strategic deterrent—currently provided by Tornado
aircraft—‘at little additional cost’.126 According to press reports, some Trident
missiles would be armed with a single warhead for this ‘sub-strategic’
deterrent role.?” In a 16 November 1993 speech to the Centre for Defence
Studies in London, Rifkind made his case for a ‘sub-strategic deterrent’ as
follows:

. . . the ability to undertake a massive strike with strategic systems is not enough to
ensure deterrence. An aggressor might, in certain circumstances, gamble on a lack of
will ultimately to resort to such dire action. It is therefore important for the credibility
of our deterrent that the United Kingdom also possesses the capability to undertake a
more limited nuclear strike in order to induce a political decision to halt aggression
by delivering an unmistakable message of our willingness to defend our vital interests
to the utmost.!28

In addition to the above reasons, US President Clinton’s 3 July 1993 deci-
sion to extend the moratorium on nuclear testing at the Nevada Test Site—
where the UK conducts its tests—combined with the limits imposed on British
testing by a US law enacted in October 1992,!% may have precluded Britain
from developing a new warhead for the TASM.

124 Official Report (note 109), column 34; Rifkind (note 110).

125 «Cost doubts linger as tactical Trident terminates TASM’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 30 Oct. 1993,
p. 21; Miller, C. and Witt, M. J., ‘Britain’s budget war intensifies’, Defense News, 25-31 Oct. 1993,
p. 16.

126 Official Report (note 109), column 34; Rifkind’s address (note 110).

127 Miller and Witt (note 125); Cook, N., ““Tactical” Trident set to kill RAF's TASM’, Jane’s
Defence Weekly, 3 July 1993, p. 5; Brown C., ‘Scaled-down Trident to replace new missile’, The
Indezpendent, 15 Apr. 1993, p. 8.

128 Rifkind (note 110).

129 The text of the ‘Hatfield Amendment’, which limits the UK to one test in Nevada per fiscal year
through 1996, is printed in the Congressional Record, 24 Sep. 1992, p. H9424. See appendix 8A for the
yield, date and location of the nuclear explosion conducted in 1993; see also chapter 16 in this volume.
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V. French nuclear weapon programmes
SSBNs

In May 1992 France announced that it would reduce the number of new
SSBNs it plans to build from six to four. The first of these submarines, Le
Triomphant, was rolled out of the construction facility in Cherbourg on
13 July 1993. It was scheduled to begin sea trials by the end of 1993 and to go
on its first operational patrol in March 1996. The second Triomphant Class
submarine, Le Téméraire, is under construction; the third, Le Vigilant, was
authorized by the French Defence Minister in May 1993 and is scheduled to
enter into service in 2001.12 The fourth and final Triomphant Class submarine
is expected to enter service in the year 2005.13!

SLBMs

Le Foudroyant, the last of the Inflexible Class submarines to be equipped with
the six-warhead M-4 SL.LBM, returned to service in February 1993.132 Previ-
ously, Le Foudroyant had carried the single-warhead M20 SLBM. Now all
five of France’s operational submarines are armed with the MIRVed M-4
SLBM.

The new Triomphant Class SSBNs will carry the M-45 SLBMs, missiles
that are expected to carry six warheads each, until the M-5 missile, currently
under development, becomes operational in about 2005. However, the intro-
duction of the M-5 could be postponed because of budgetary constraints. US
Naval Intelligence Director Sheafer told the US Congress in May 1993 that
France may ‘delay development of the new longer-ranged M-5 SLBM until
well into the next century’.!33 Subsequently, some press accounts suggested
that France may decide to scrap the M-5 SLBM programme altogether in
order to save money.!** The fate of the M-5 will have implications for
France’s land-based ballistic missile forces, since some French officials have
advocated using a modified version of the M-5 to replace the 18 ageing land-
based S-3 intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs). Among others,

130 Jannsen Lok, J., ‘New SSBN “walks out” amid cuts protest’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 24 July
1993, p. 6; ‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Oct. 1993, p. 56; de Briganti, G.,
‘France plans sub buy amid cuts in budget’, Defense News, 31 May—6 June, 1993, p. 6.

131 “Nyclear notebook”’ (note 130), p. 56.

132 Lewis, J.A.C., ‘M4 now carried on all French SSBNs’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 27 Feb. 1993,
p. 18. French President Mitterrand, however, has not yet ruled out the deployment of a land-based ver-
sion of the M-5; see ‘Mitterrand does not rule out M-5 missile deployment’, Le Monde, 11 Jan. 1994,
p- 3, in FBIS-West Europe (FBIS-WE), 31 Jan. 1994, p. 36. For a detailed discussion of French force
structure and strategy issues, see Yost, D. S., ‘Nuclear weapons issues in France’, eds Hopkins and Hu
(note 4), pp. 18-104.

133 Sheafer (note 47), p. 23.

134 See, for example, ‘Key projects threatened as France weighs up its options’, Jane's Defence
Weekly, 24 July 1993, p. 19.
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Table 8.4. French nuclear forces, January 1994

No. Year first Range  Warheads Warheads
Type deployed deployed (km)*  x yield in stockpile
Land-based aircraft
Mirage IVP 18 1986 1570 1 x 300kt ASMP 18
Mirage 2000N 45b 1988 27500 1 x 300kt ASMP 42
Carrier-based aircraft
Super Etendard 24 1978 650 1 x 300kt ASMP 20¢
Land-based missiles
S3D 18 1980 3500 1x1Mt 18
Hadgs? (30) 1992 480 1x80kt 30
SLBMs®
M-4A/B 64 1985 6000 6x 150kt 384

¢ Range for aircraft indicates combat radius, without in-flight refuelling, and does not
include the 90- to 350-km range of the ASMP air-to-surface missile (where applicable).

b Only 45 of the 75 Mirage 2000Ns have nuclear missions. On 11 Sep. 1991 President
Mitterrand announced that as of 1 Sep. the AN-52 gravity bomb, which had been carried by
Jaguar As and Super Etendards, had been withdrawn from service. Forty-two ASMPs are
allocated to the 3 squadrons of Mirage 2000Ns.

¢ The Super Etendard used to carry 1 AN 52 bomb. At full strength, the AN 52 equipped 3
squadrons of Super Etendards (24 of the 36 nuclear-capable aircraft): Flottilles 11F, 14F and
17F based at Landivisiau and Hyéeres, respectively. From mid-1989 these squadrons began
receiving the ASMP missile. By mid-1990, all 24 aircraft (to be configured to carry the
ASMP) were operational. Although originally about 50-55 Super Etendard aircraft were in-
tended to carry the ASMP, because of budgetary constraints the number fell to 24.

4 France has decided to store 15 Hads launchers and 30 Hadés missiles at Suippes.

¢ Upon returning from its 58th and final patrol on 5 Feb. 1991, Le Redoutable was retired
along with the last M-20 SLBMs. The 5 remaining SSBNs are all deployed with the M-4A/B
missile. Although there are 80 launch tubes on the 5 SSBNs, only 4 sets of SLBMs were
bought and thus the number of TN 70/71 warheads in the stockpile is assumed to be 384,
probably with a small number of spares.

Source: Norris, R. S., Burrows, A. S. and Fieldhouse, R. W., Nuclear Weapons Databook
Vol. V: British, French and Chinese Nuclear Weapons (Westview: Boulder, Co., 1994), p. 10;
‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Oct. 1993, p. 56.

General Vincent Lanata, the French Air Force Chief of Staff, has argued that
France can only afford to maintain bombers along with its SSBNs. 135

135 1 ewis, J. A. C., ‘France “should keep airborne option™, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 14 Aug. 1993,
p- 6.
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Bombers

France now plans to retire its 18 Mirage IV aircraft in 1996 or 1997.136 The
Mirage IV’s 300-km range Air-Sol Moyenne Portée (ASMP) nuclear ASMs
will eventually be deployed on the Rafale D, which is scheduled to become
operational in 2005.1%7 France currently maintains 45 Mirage 2000Ns in three
squadrons with the ASMP as well as 30 more in two squadrons equipped with
conventional weapons. In the interim period between the retirement of the
Mirage IV and the introduction of the Rafale D, some of the ASMP missiles
may be deployed on a fourth squadron of Mirage 2000 aircraft. A production
decision on the 1300-km range Air-Sol-Longue Portée (ASLP) is not expected
for several years.!* The British October 1993 announcement terminating the
TASM programme may damage prospects for procurement of the ASLP.
France had hoped to defray its costs by developing the new nuclear-armed
ASM jointly with the UK. A spokesman for the French company Aérospatiale
said on 16 October: ‘It is unlikely that the French government will continue
with the project alone’.!%

Reportedly, French officials were disappointed by the British decision, and
some said that it may have dealt a severe blow to plans for greater co-
ordination of French and British nuclear forces.!* Less than a month before
the UK announced its decision to cancel the TASM, British and French
defence officials met in Paris in a forum called the Anglo-French Joint
Commission on Nuclear Policy and Doctrine to discuss, inter alia, co-
ordination of SSBN patrols, monitoring nuclear forces in the former Soviet
Union and developing new nuclear delivery vehicles.!4!

Short-range tactical nuclear weapons

The remaining Pluton missiles, which have a range of only 120 km, were
retired by the end of 1993.142 In June, the French Government publicly con-
firmed for the first time that France has retained 30 short-range Hadés missiles
and 15 mobile launchers in storage at Suippes.!4

VI. Chinese nuclear weapon programmes

Relatively little new information surfaced in 1993 about Chinese nuclear
weapon programmes, but most of the available data suggest that China contin-

136 “Nuclear notebook’ (note 130), p. 56; Le Monde, 24 June 1993, in FBIS-WE, 30 June 1993, cited
in Arms Control Reporter 7/93, sheet 611.E-4.4, July 1993.

137 “Nuclear notebook’ (note 130), p. 56. The Rafale M is slated to be deployed with conventional
weapons on the new Charles de Gaulle aircraft-carrier in 1998,

138 ‘Nuyclear notebook’ (note 130), p. 56.

139 MacLeod, A., ‘With deficit looming, Britain aims for leaner armed force’, Christian Science
Monitor, 20 Oct. 1993, p. 3.

140 prodziak, W., “‘Britain scraps missile project’, Washington Post, 23 Oct. 1993, p. 20A.

141 de Briganti, G. and Witt, M. J., ‘France, Britain pursue nuclear ties’, Defense News, 27 Sep.—
3 Oct. 1993, p. 1.

142 1188, The Military Balance 1993—1994 (note 2), p. 32; ‘Nuclear notebook’ (note 130), p. 56.

143 1 ¢ Monde, 24 June 1993 (note 136).
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ued to modernize and augment its forces slowly during the year. A number of
systems appear to be under development, including two new mobile ICBMs—
a single-warhead system and a MIRVed system which could also be used as
an SLBM.

ICBMs

China currently deploys only a handful of land-based missiles with inter-
continental range, all of which are liquid-fuelled and based in fixed silos.!# In
order to improve the reliability and survivability of its land-based forces,
China is now trying to develop solid-fuel, mobile ICBMs.145

Many US analysts believe that China is also trying to develop new land-
based missiles with increased range and with the capability to carry MIRVed
warheads. In order to accomplish these goals, it appears that China would
have to decrease the size and weight of its current warheads. According to US
Government officials and private analysts, China’s 5 October 1993
underground nuclear test at Lop Nor was probably part of a series of tests to
develop more compact warheads for its new mobile ICBMs, possibly for the
single-warhead DF-31 ICBM or for the DF-41, which is expected to carry
MIRVs.147 (Some have compared the DF-31 and DF-41 to the Russian single-
warhead SS-25 and 10-warhead SS-24 ICBMs, respectively.!#8) China’s
commitment to negotiate a comprehensive test ban (CTB) only by 1996—a
commitment undertaken in 1993—may represent its estimate of how long it
will take the country to complete the test programme for the development of
new warheads for these ICBMs. (Chinese officials, however, claim that the
purpose of planned tests is to incorporate safety features into their nuclear
warheads, such as insensitive high explosives.!4?)

It appears that, as part of its effort to develop solid-fuel, mobile ICBMs,
China has actively recruited former Soviet weapon scientists and engineers to
work in China. James Woolsey, CIA Director, told Congress on 28 July 1993
that China is ‘the country that is probably most aggressively recruiting CIS
scientists to help with a wide number of weapons programs’.!5¢ Woolsey
added that ‘there is substantial movement along those lines’.!s' Subsequent to

144 | ewis, J. W. and Hua, D., ‘China’s ballistic missile programs: technologies, strategies, goals’,
International Security, vol. 17, no. 2 (fall 1992), p. 19.

145 [ ewis and Hua (note 144), pp. 28-29; Yan, K. and McCarthy T., ‘China’s missile bureaucracy’,
Jane’s Intelligence Review, Jan. 1993, p. 41; Mann, I, ‘China upgrading nuclear arms, experts say’, Los
Angeles Times, 9 Nov. 1993, p. 2C; Godwin and Schulz (note 4), p. 7.

146 Mann (note 145), p. 2C; Taylor, R. A., “Test ban flouted by China’, Washington Times, 6 Nov.
1993, p. Al; Sun, L. H,, ‘China resumes nuclear tests; US prepares to follow suit’, Washington Post,
6 Oct. 1993, p. A23; Gupta, V., ‘Assessment of the Chinese nuclear test site near Lop Nor’, Jane’s Intel-
ligence Review, Aug. 1993, p. 380; Lewis and Hua (note 144), p. 30; Godwin and Schulz (note 4), p. 7.

147 Lewis and Hua (note 144), p. 11; ‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Nov. 1993,
p. 57.

148 pressier (note 2), p. S16655.

149 The Comprehensive Test Ban: Views from the Chinese Nuclear Weapons Laboratories (Natural
Resources Defense Council: Washington, DC, 1993), pp. ii, 26; see also Shen, D., “Toward a nuclear-
weapon-free world: a Chinese perspective’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Mar./Apr. 1994, pp. 52-53.

130 woolsey (note 67), p. 33.

131 Woolsey (note 67), p. 33.
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Table 8.5. Chinese nuclear forces, January 1994

NATO No. Year first Range Warheads Warheads
Type designation deployed deployed (km) X yield in stockpile
Bombers“
H-5 B-5 30 1968 1200 1 x bomb
H-6 B-6 120 1965 3100 1 x bomb 150
Q-5 A-5 30 1970 400 1 x bomb
H-7 ? 0 1994? ? 1 x bomb
Land-based missiles®
DF-3A CSS-2 50 1971 2 800 1x1-3Mt 50
DF-4 CSS-3 20 1980 4750 1x1-3Mt 20
DF-5A CSS-4 4 1981 13 000 1x3-5Mt 4
DF-21 CSS-6 36 1985-86 1 800 1 x 200-300 kt 36
DF-31 - 0 Late 1990s? 8 000 1 x 200-300 kt ?
DF41 - 0 2010? 12 000 MIRV ?
SLBMs¢
JL-1 CSS-N-3 24 1986 1700 1 x 200-300 kt 24
JL-2 CSS-N-4 0 Late 1990s 8 000 1 x 200-300 kt ?

¢ All figures for bomber aircraft are for nuclear-configured versions only. 150 bombs are
assumed for the force. Hundreds of aircraft are deployed in non-nuclear versions. The aircraft
bombs are estimated to have yields between 10 kt and 3 Mt.

b The Chinese define missile ranges as follows: short-range, < 1000 km; medium-range,
1000-3000 km; long-range, 3000-8000 km; intercontinental-range, > 8000 km.

¢ Two SLBMs are presumed to be available for rapid deployment on the Golf Class sub-
marine (SSB). The nuclear capability of the M-9 is unconfirmed and thus not included.

Source: Norris, R. S., Burrows, A. S. and Fieldhouse, R. W., Nuclear Weapons Databook
Vol. V: British, French and Chinese Nuclear Weapons (Westview: Boulder, Colo., 1994),
p. 11; ‘Nuclear notebook’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Nov. 1993, p. 57; Lewis, J. W.
and Hua D., ‘China’s ballistic missile programs: technologies, strategies, goals’, International
Security, vol. 17, no. 2 (fall 1992), pp. 5-40.

Woolsey’s statements, a spate of press reports indicated that the flow of CIS
weapon designers to China continued on a large scale in late 1993.152

China is interested in acquiring technology from the CIS, particularly from
Russia, to improve the range and accuracy of its ballistic missiles, especially
technology that would help China build a missile similar in design to Russia’s
SS-25 mobile, solid-fuel ICBM.'s* China has also approached Ukraine, seek-
ing help to improve Chinese ballistic missile technology.!** (The former
Soviet Union’s SS-18 and SS-24 ICBMs were both built in Ukraine.)

152 See, for example, Fialka, J. J., ‘US fears China’s success in skimming cream of weapons experts
from Russia’, Wall Street Journal, 14 Oct. 1993, p. 12; Atlas, T., ‘Russia’s brain drain has fallout’,
Chicago Tribune, 24 Oct. 1993, p. 7; Tyler, P., ‘Russia and China sign a military agreement’, New York
Times, 10 Nov. 1993, p. AlS5.

153 Fialka (note 152), p. 12; Sieff, M., ‘Missile buildup in China could threaten US’, Washington
Times, 12 Nov. 1993, p. Al6; Atlas (note 152), Section 1, p. 7; Mann (note 145), p. 2C; Tyler
(note 152), p. Al13.

154 ge Selding, P. B., ‘China seeks Ukraine’s expertise’, Space News, 29 Nov.—5 Dec. 1993, p. 1.
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SSBNs and SLBMs

The US intelligence community now believes that China has halted or slowed
SSBN production, at least for the near future. In May 1993 Admiral Sheafer
told Congress that China’s ‘nuclear-powered submarine construction program
effort has probably at least temporarily ended at the current half dozen
ballistic missile and attack units, although designs for new units in both
categories are undoubtedly in preparation’.!sS China currently has one Xia
Class SSBN and five Han Class SSNs, according to the IISS.!5¢ The slow pace
of SSBN production may be due, infer alia, to the technical difficulties China
has experienced in developing nuclear reactors for its submarines and solid
fue] for its SLBMs.!57

The JL-2 SLBM, which is currently under development and expected to be
operational as early as the mid-1990s, is a variant of the DF-31 ICBM.!58

Bombers

China may have decided to purchase nuclear-capable aircraft from Russia and
other foreign countries rather than continuing indigenous development of new
aircraft. Reportedly, the Hong-7 bomber, which was first flight-tested in 1988,
still remains under development, but China has purchased a number of Su-27
‘Flanker’ fighter aircraft from Russia. Jane’s Defence Weekly reported in early
1994 that China was operating a squadron of 26 Su-27s at Wuhu, a base near
Shanghai.!*® According to press accounts, China has ordered a total of 50-75
Su-27s (including those that have already been delivered) plus four or more
Tu-22M ‘Backfire’ bombers.!® China has also demonstrated interest in
purchasing Soviet-built Su-24 ‘Fencers’ and MiG-29 ‘Fulcrums’ from Iran.!¢!

Land-based tactical nuclear weapons

Although there is no official confirmation that Chinese tactical nuclear war-
heads exist, Robert S. Norris, a Senior Staff Analyst at the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC), estimated in 1993 that the Chinese nuclear arsenal
includes up to 150 tactical nuclear weapons, composed of artillery shells,
short-range rockets and atomic demolition munitions. Given the deterioration
of relations between China and the USSR in the 1960s and 1970s and the fact
that tactical nuclear weapons would have sufficient range to strike Soviet
forces crossing the Sino-Soviet border, China may well have had an incentive
to develop such weapons. In addition, Norris pointed out that China reportedly

155 Sheafer (note 47), p. 30.

156 11SS, The Military Balance 1993-1994 (note 2), p. 152.

157 ‘Nuclear notebook’ (note 147), p. 57; Lewis and Hua (note 144), pp. 26-27.

158 1 ewis and Hua (note 144), pp. 28-29.

159 Rirst picture of Chinese “Flanker”, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 12 Feb. 1994, p. 6.

160 Ackerman, J. A. and Dunn, M. C., ‘Chinese airpower revs up’, Air Force Magazine, July 1993,
p- 39; see also ‘Chasing the 20th century’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 19 Feb. 1994, p. 26.

161 “Nuclear notebook’ (note 147), p. 57.
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conducted a large military exercise in June 1982, simulating the use of tactical
nuclear weapons by both the Soviet Union and China.!62

VII. Conclusions

With the demise of the Soviet Union and the disbandment of the Warsaw Pact,
the most likely scenario for the use of nuclear weapons by the major powers—
the escalation of an East—-West conflict in Central Europe—has disappeared.
In the wake of this transformation of the strategic environment, the arms
control community has redoubled its efforts to stigmatize and delegitimize
nuclear weapons, arguing that their political and military utility are extremely
limited. These efforts include a push for a CTB, a ban on the production of
fissile material for weapons and deeper reductions in strategic warheads than
those required by the START II Treaty. Despite these efforts, one central fact
remains: nuclear weapons are not going to disappear soon. Although there
appears to be a consensus among the five declared nuclear powers that the role
of nuclear weapons in international relations has diminished to a large degree,
there is no indication that the USA, Russia, China, France or the UK plan to
abandon modernization plans for their nuclear weapons in the foreseeable
future. In general, these governments continue to make four broad arguments
for maintaining nuclear weapons: (a) to deter existing nuclear threats (even
though these threats are sometimes difficult to identify); (b) to provide a
‘hedge’ against the re-emergence of an old nuclear threat (e.g., an imperialistic
Russia); (¢) to deter new nuclear threats (e.g., nuclear proliferation in the
developing world); and (d) to maintain or increase international status,
prestige and influence. In 1993, the USA and the UK began to consider adding
a fifth broad argument to this list: nuclear weapons may be needed to deter or
respond to the threat of chemical or biological weapons.!s* This new
rationale—subsumed in the phrase ‘deterring weapons of mass destruction’—
could prove highly controversial because all five of the declared nuclear
weapon powers currently have a long-standing policy of not using or threaten-
ing to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear parties to the NPT. In any
event, if the arms control community wishes to build an international consen-
sus that continued development and testing of nuclear weapons are
unacceptable, it must be prepared to respond to all five of these arguments.

162 “Nuclear notebook’ (note 147), p. 57.

163 Ror sources for the USA, see Aspin, Annual Report to the President and the Congress (note 5),
p. 61; ‘Targeting rethink may lead to non-nuclear STRATCOM role’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 22 May
1993, p. 19; Schmitt, E., ‘Head of nuclear forces plans for a new world’, New York Times, 25 Feb. 1993,
p. B7. For sources for the UK, see Rifkind (note 110). See also chapter 16 in this volume.



Appendix 8A. Nuclear explosions,
1945-93

RAGNHILD FERM

L. Introduction

After the first nuclear weapons were developed and tested, nuclear tests were con-
ducted primarily to validate refinements in the design of weapons, to develop new
warhead designs, to achieve efficiency and economy in the use of fissionable materi-
als and to make the weapon assembly compatible with the means of delivery. Designs
which have not been fully tested through explosions have not been considered to be
reliable.

Many weapon designers, at least in the United States, claim that explosive testing
is necessary to have confidence in a new design. Security and safety tests are claimed
to be necessary when protective devices for nuclear weapons change the nuclear
assembly or its components significantly enough to modify the design of the weapon.
Finally, many assert that tests are needed to retain a core of experienced weapon
designers, whose accumulated knowledge is indispensable for maintaining confi-
dence in the nuclear weapon stockpile.

While simulation tests can be conducted in laboratories, most experts agree that for
developing new weapon designs simulation tests cannot completely replace nuclear
explosions.!

The only nuclear explosion carried out in 1993 was that conducted by China.
France, Russia and the USA abided by their unilaterally announced test moratoria
throughout the year.

I1. The United States and the United Kingdom

On 3 July 1993, President Bill Clinton announced that he had decided to extend the
US moratorium on nuclear tests which was introduced nine months earlier. The
extended moratorium would last at least through September 1994, as long as no other
state conducted a nuclear test. President Clinton also called on the other nuclear
weapon states to do the same. If another state did conduct a test during the US mora-
torium, the President would ‘direct the Department of Energy (DOE) to prepare to
conduct additional tests while seeking approval to do so from Congress’.2 The DOE
is expected to maintain a capability to resume testing. On 14 March 1994, Clinton
extended the US moratorium through September 1995.3

The US Congress had decided in 1992 that the US testing programme should be
terminated by 30 September 1996 ‘unless a foreign state conducts a nuclear test after
this date’ but after a limited number of safety tests had been conducted. Three of

1 For a discussion of the progress in negotiations at the Conference on Disarmament on a compre-
hensive test ban, see chapter 16 in this volume.

2 “Moratorium extended on US nuclear testing’, US Department of State Dispatch, vol. 4, no. 28
(12 July 1993), p. 501.

3 ‘US extends moratorium on nuclear testing’, Wireless File (United States Information Service, US
Embassy: Stockholm, 15 Mar. 1994), p. 7.
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these tests were probably earmarked for the UK. President Clinton stated in July 1993
that his Administration had now determined that the US nuclear weapons are safe and
reliable.*

As the UK has since 1962 conducted its nuclear tests jointly with the USA, at the
Nevada Test Site, the US moratorium also prevents the UK from carrying out tests.
The UK has over the years held the view that, since it needs to carry out limited test-
ing to maintain the safety of its nuclear arsenal, it supports a nuclear comprehensive
test ban treaty (CTBT) only as a long-term goal. However, in August 1993 the British
delegate to the Conference on Disarmament (CD) stated that the UK is now fully
committed to negotiations on a comprehensive test ban.3

In December 1993, when releasing classified information on the US nuclear
weapon programme of the preceding 50 years, the US DOE disclosed that the USA
had conducted 204 more nuclear weapon tests than had been reported officially.s All
these tests were carried out underground, at the Nevada Test Site, after the signing of
the 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT). According to DOE officials, all data on
nuclear tests carried out at the Nevada Test Site have now been declassified. The
reason given for not previously having announced all the tests was that the USA
wanted to inhibit Soviet monitoring of US testing activities.

The DOE reported that all these tests were weapon-related and conducted in shafts.
One of them, carried out in 1964, was a joint US—British test. The DOE did not give
exact yields, ‘in order to protect nuclear weapon design capabilities’.” Accidental on-
site release of radioactivity from the explosions was reported. No information on off-
site radiation was provided, since all such releases of radiation, it was claimed, were
announced when the releases occurred. Additional information regarding the depth of
burial and exact time of the tests was also made available.?

Of these previously unannounced tests, 111 were already known to both US and
Soviet/Russian seismologists who have studied data and seismic records on tests for
many years.? The clandestine, unannounced tests reported by these experts have over
the years been entered in the SIPRI tables on nuclear explosions. Tables 8A.2-8A 4
below include all the 204 declassified tests.

Together with the US Department of Defense, the DOE also released classified
information on the yields of the tests conducted in the Pacific Ocean—all
atmospheric, or in four cases carried out under water—prior to the US—Soviet test
moratorium of 1958-61.

III. Russia

The Soviet Union/Russia has not conducted a nuclear explosion since October 1990.
President Boris Yeltsin extended earlier Soviet/Russian test moratoria, and on
21 October 1993, as a reaction to the Chinese test, the Russian Government made a
statement that it did not plan to resume its nuclear testing programme but reserved the

4 US Department of State Dispatch (note 2).

5 Conference on Disarmament document CD/PV.658, 5 Aug. 1993, pp. 12-14.

6 Openness Press Conference, Fact Sheets (US Department of Energy: Washington, DC, 7 Dec.
1993).

7 Openness Press Conference, Fact Sheets (note 5).

8 Openness Press Conference, Fact Sheets (note 5).

9 The original research was carried out by Riley R. Geary, Seismological Laboratory of the California
Institute of Technology.
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right to reconsider its decision ‘if the situation in this sphere continues to develop
unfavourably’.10

IV. France

In a speech held at the Chemical Weapons Convention signing ceremony in Paris in
January 1993, President Frangois Mitterrand stated that France would maintain the
test moratorium announced in April 1992, as long as other states refrained from test-
ing. He repeated this statement in early July, after President Clinton’s announcement
of the extended US moratorium. However, the French Prime Minister as well as the
National Assembly (Parliament) is not in favour of a test ban, and the Atomic Energy
and Defence Departments are pushing for a resumption of the French testing
programme, arguing that an extended moratorium would delay the new M-45
submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) warhead and development of the
warhead for the M-5 SLBM and the ASLP (Air-Sol-Longue Portée) missile. In
December 1993, a parliamentary group established by the Defence Committee of the
National Assembly to study the implications of a permanent cessation of testing on
the French nuclear force presented a report stating that, since the French simulation
technique is not yet sufficiently developed to replace ordinary testing, France cannot
guarantee the function of its nuclear force if its nuclear testing programme is can-
celled. The group envisages approximately 20 more French nuclear tests.!!

V. China

According to intelligence reports, China had been preparing for a nuclear explosion
for over a year when it conducted an explosion on 5 October 1993. Reconnaissance
satellite pictures had shown that construction work for an underground nuclear
explosion was going on at the Chinese test site in the Lop Nor area, in north-western
China.!2 The 1993 Chinese test was the 39th nuclear explosion conducted by China
since its nuclear testing programme started in 1964. The blast was detected by over
70 seismic stations throughout the world. According to the Swedish National Defence
Research Establishment (FOA), the body wave magnitude was 6.4, which in this
environment would be equivalent to a yield of approximately 80—160 kt.

The Chinese explosion raised strong criticism from all over the world, especially
from the other acknowledged nuclear weapon states. However, none of them termi-
nated its moratorium.

10 ‘Government statement on China’s nuclear test, Text of Statement’, FBIS-SOV-93-203, 22 Oct.
1993.

11 e Monde, 17 Dec. 1993.

12 Tryust and Verify, Bulletin of the Verification Technology Information Centre (VERTIC), Oct.
1993.
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Table 8A.1. Registered nuclear explosion in 1993

Origin time ~ Latitude Longitude . Body wave
Date (GMT) (deg) (deg) Region magnitude*
China
5 Oct. 020000.0 41. N 8. E Lop Nor 6.4

¢ Body wave magnitude (m;) indicates the size of the event. In order to be able to give a
reasonably correct estimate of the yield it is necessary to have detailed information, for
example, on the geological conditions of the area where the test is conducted. Giving the m;
figure is therefore an unambiguous way of listing the size of an explosion. mj data were
provided by the Swedish National Defence Research Establishment (FOA).

Table 8A.2. Estimated number of nuclear explosions 16 July 1945-5 August 1963
(the signing of the Partial Test Ban Treaty)

a = atmospheric; u = underground

USA USSR UK France

Year a u a u a u a u Total
1945 3 0 3
1946 2¢ 0 2
1947 0 0 0
1948 3 0 3
1949 0 0 1 0 1
1950 0 0 0 0 0
1951 15 1 2 0 18
1952 10 0 0 0 1 0 11
1953 11 0 5 0 2 0 18
1954 6 0 9 0 0 0 15
1955 17¢ 1 6¢ 0 0 0 24
1956 18 0 8 0 6 0 32
1957 27 5 18¢ 0 7 0 57
1958 62k 15 35 0 5 0 117
1959 0 0 0 0 0 0 0c
1960 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3¢
1961 0 10 52¢ 1 0 0 1 1 65¢
1962 39¢ 57 71 1 0 24 0 1 171
1 Jan—~

5Aug. 1963 4 25 0 0 0 0 0 2 31
Total 217 114 207 b 21 2 4 571

¢ One of these tests was carried out under water.

b Two of these tests were carried out under water.

¢The UK, the USA and the USSR observed a moratorium on testing in the period
Nov. 1958-Sep. 1961.

4 These two tests were conducted jointly with the USA at the Nevada Test Site. They are
not included in the column for the USA.
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Table 8A.3. Estimated number of nuclear explosions 6 August 1963—
31 December 1993

a = atmospheric; u = underground

USA¢ USSR/Russia UK¢ France  China India

Year a u a u a u a u a u a u Total
6 Aug.—31 Dec.

1963 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 1 19
1964 0 45 0 10 0 2 0 3 1 0 61
1965 0 38 0 14 0 1 0 4 1 0 58
1966 0 48 0 18 0 0 5 1 30 75
1967 0 42 0 17 0 0 3 0 2 0 64
1968 0 55 0 18 0 0 5 0 1 0 79
1969 0 46 0 18 0 0 0 0 1 1 66
1970 0 38 0 14 0 0 8 0 1 0 61
1971 0 24 0 23 0 0 5 0 1 0 53
1972 0 26 0 25 0 0 3 0 2 0 56
1973 0 24 0 17 0 0 5 0 1 0 47
1974 0 22 0 21 0 1 8 0 1 0 0 1 54
1975 0 22 0 19 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 44
1976 0 20 0 21 0 1 0 4 3 1 0 0 50
1977 0 20 0 23 0 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 52
1978 0 19 0 29 0 2 0 8 2 1 0 0 61
1979 0 15 0 32 0 1 0 9 1 0 0 0 58
1980 0 14 0 25 0 3 0 11 1 0 0 0 54
1981 0 16 0 21 0 1 0 12 0 0 0 0 50
1982 0 18 0 21 0 1 0 9 0 1 0 0 50
1983 0 18 0 28 0 1 0 9 0 2 0 0 58
1984 0 18 0 29 0 2 0 8 0 2 0 0 59
1985 0 17 0 124 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 38
1986 0 14 0 o4 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 23
1987 0 14 0 26 0 1 0 8 0 1 0 0 50
1988 0 15 0 16 0 o0 0 8 0 1 0 0 40
1989 0 11 0 8 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0 28
1990 0 8 0 1 0 1 0 6 0o 2 0 0 18
1991 0 7 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 14
1992 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o 2 0 0 8
1993 0 0 0 0 0o 0 0 O 0 1 0 0 1
Total 0 698 0 506 0 22 42 141 23 16 0 1 1449

¢ See note a, table 8A.4.

b Five devices used simultaneously in the same explosion (a peaceful nuclear explosion,
PNE, to develop peaceful uses for atomic energy) are counted here as one explosion.

¢ Three devices used simultaneously in the same explosion (a peaceful nuclear explosion,
PNE, to develop peaceful uses for atomic energy) are counted here as one explosion.

4The USSR observed a unilateral moratorium on testing in the period Aug. 1985-Feb.
1987.
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Table 8A;4. Estimated number of nuclear explosions 16 July 1945-
31 December 1993

USA“ USSR/Russia UK« Franceb China India Total
1029 715 45 191 39 1 2020

4 All British tests from 1962 have been conducted jointly with the United States at the
Nevada Test Site. Therefore, the number of US tests is actually higher than indicated here.
This total includes tests for safety purposes, irrespective of the yields and irrespective of
whether they have caused a nuclear explosion or not.

b This total, unlike that for the USA, does not include tests for safety purposes (of which
there were 12, not yet identified by date).

Sources for tables 8A.1-8A .4

Swedish National Defence Research Establishment (FOA), various estimates; Reports from
the Australian Seismological Centre, Bureau of Mineral Resources, Geology and Geophysics,
Canberra; New Zealand Department of Scientific and Industrial Research (DSIR), Geology
and Geophysics, Wellington; Krasnaya Zvezda, 13 Sep. 1990; Pravda, 24 Oct. 1990; US
Department of Energy (DOE), Summary List of Previously Unannounced Tests (DOE:
Washington, DC, 1993); Norris, R. S., Burrows, A. S. and Fieldhouse, R. W., ‘British, French
and Chinese nuclear weapons’, Nuclear Weapons Databook, Vol. V (Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC): Washington, DC, 1994); Assemblée Nationale, Rapport
d’information, 15 Dec. 1993; Norris, R. S. and Cochran, T. B., ‘United States nuclear tests
July 1945 to 31 December 1992, Nuclear Weapons Databook, Working Paper NWD 94-1
(Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC): Washington, DC, 1 Feb. 1994).






9. Chemical weapon developments
THOMAS STOCK and ANNA DE GEER*

I. Introduction

The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) was opened for signature in Paris
in January 1993, and the broad support for it is manifested by the 154 signa-
tories as of 10 December 1993. There is optimism that the CWC will enter
into force in 1995, after at least 65 nations have ratified it. The current chal-
lenge is to transform the provisions of the Convention into operational proced-
ures.!

The CWC bans all activities related to possession, acquisition, development,
transfer and use of chemical weapons (CW); the 1925 Geneva Protocol earlier
established the prohibition on CW use.

The crucial questions for 1993 were: Has the overwhelming support for the
CWC begun to affect the behaviour of states in the CW area? Are there signs
of decreasing CW proliferation?

This chapter focuses on events and developments related to CW such as:
proliferation and non-proliferation, accusations of alleged use, allegations of
acquisition of CW capability, destruction programmes, new discoveries of old
and abandoned chemical weapons, and new developments in protection and
detection.? It also presents information on relevant disarmament undertakings
in 1993.

I1. Proliferation

Chemical weapon proliferation is seen by many as one of the major security
concerns of the 1990s. However, the number of countries alleged to have CW
programmes has not changed significantly in recent years.*In May 1993 the
Deputy Assistant to the US Secretary of Defense claimed that at least 24 coun-
tries have a CW capability.* It is very difficult to prove such allegations owing

! Institutionalization of the CWC, including national and international implementation measures, is
discussed in chapter 17 in this volume.

2 Biological weapon (BW) disarmament is discussed in chapter 18 in this volume. The activities of
the United Nations Special Commission on Iraqg (UNSCOM) in 1993 are reported in chapter 19 in this
volume.

3 See Stock, T., ‘Chemical and biological weapons: developments and proliferation’, SIPRI, SIPRI
Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1993), p. 268.

4 Statement by Dr B. Richardson, Deputy Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Chemical Matters),
before the Subcommittee on Defense Committee on Appropriations, US House of Representatives,

* References were gathered from the SIPRI CBW Programme Data Base and were also kindly
provided by J. P. Perry Robinson, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex, UK,
from the Sussex—Harvard Information Bank.

SIPRI Yearbook 1994
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to the manner in which the information on which such claims are based is
acquired and analysed.® CW capability may be determined on the basis of
whether a country: (a) has chemical weapons; (b) is seeking to build up a CW
programme; (c) has the necessary technology, know-how and material to start
CW production (even if it has not yet done so); or (d) has access to CW deliv-
ery systems. A country’s decision to obtain chemical weapons is first and
foremost a political one that is influenced by various factors.¢ To some extent
the CWC will improve the ability to verify allegations of such activity, but a
perfect arms control regime in the CW field is an impossibility. It may be
more important to change the political behaviour of states by delegitimizing
CW acquisition.

In 1993 two major reports were published which assess the CW prolifera-
tion risk. The first, a Russian Foreign Intelligence Service report on the prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction, mentions 9 countries that are alleged
to have CW or a CW capability.” The report is the first such study published
by Russia. The second, Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction:
Assessing the Risk® by the US Office of Technology Assessment (OTA)
makes similar claims about 11 countries. Only 6 of the 9 countries mentioned
in the Russian report correspond with the OTA report.® Although the reports
should not be viewed uncritically, they indicate countries that deserve
particular attention as regards CW proliferation.!©

The control of exports of CW precursors and dual-use chemical technology
and equipment as well as their re-export is a serious proliferation problem. An
example of this is the new information which appeared in 1993 in the UK that
indicated that 26 tons of hydrogen fluoride were permitted to be shipped to
Egypt in May 1986 despite accusations that Egypt was helping Iraq to build
up its CW arsenal.!! The British company involved had previously shipped 60
tons of hydrogen fluoride to Egypt.

In early 1993 the proposed sale of a chemical plant by British Petroleum
(BP) America to Iran caused debate in the United States. The plant was
intended to produce acrylonitrile for subsequent use in the production of syn-

5 May 1993, Department of Defense Appropriations for 1994 (US Government Printing Office:
Washington, DC, 1993), p. 609. According to Richardson, 24 countries have ‘some kind of chemical
warfare program’ where ‘chemicals’ are defined as lethal agents (mustard gas, nerve agents, etc.) He
estimates that 9 nations have a biological warfare capability.

5 See Lundin, S. J., Stock, T. and Geissler, E., ‘Chemical and biological warfare and arms control
developments in 1991°, SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1992: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford
University Press: Oxford, 1992), p. 161.

6 See Lundin, Stock and Geissler (note 5); Stock, T., ‘Chemical weapons proliferation: some lessons’,
asien afrika latinamerika, vol. 20 (1992), pp. 1-8.

7 Russian Federation Foreign Intelligence Service Report, A New Challenge After the Cold War:
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, JPRS-TND-93-007.

8 US Congress, Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruc-
tion: Assessing the Risks, OTA-ISC-559 (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, Aug.
1993).

9 The six countries are Iran, Iraq, Israel, North Korea, Libya and Syria.

10 The countries mentioned in the Russian report as having CW programmes are: Chile, India, Iran,
Iraq, Israel, Libya, North Korea, Pakistan and Syria. The US report lists the following countries: China,
EgyPt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Libya, Myanmar, North Korea, Syria, Taiwan and Viet Nam.

1 Connett, D., ‘Ministers permitted export of nerve gas’, The Independent, 21 Sep. 1993, p. 4.
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thetic fibres. However, there was great concern about the large quantity of
hydrogen cyanide that the plant would inevitably produce as a by-product.!2
The BP director of patents and licensing indicated that the proposed export
had been approved by the US Department of Defense (DOD) on condition that
the plant be modified to prevent diversion of hydrogen cyanide,!* and that Iran
allow BP to monitor the plant.!* The sale was not permitted.!s

The construction of an alleged CW plant in Tarhuna, Libya created contro-
versy in Germany. German companies had previously been implicated in the
construction of Pharma-150, a CW facility in Rabta, Libya,! and it was
acknowledged that German firms had also supplied equipment to the Tarhuna
plant. However, the equipment supplied was of ambiguous nature (primarily
drilling equipment and cables) and had been used to build a tunnel at the
alleged CW factory.!” Two companies immediately ceased delivery and will
not face prosecution, but charges may be brought against a third company.!8
Germany has since modified its export laws to prevent any future such
~ deliveries.!® Trials continued involving the companies which had earlier
assisted Libya and Iraq to construct CW plants.?0 Legal proceedings at
Darmstadt had to be suspended after an expert witness was relieved of his
duties by the court. A new trial will have to be held.?!

Thailand was also alleged to be involved in the construction of the Tarhuna
plant. Three private Thai companies had supplied workers and equipment to
Libya. The same companies had been involved in supplying technology and
workers for construction of the Rabta Pharma-150 plant.22 The Secretary-
General of the Thai National Security Council stated that it was impossible to
impose a ban on the companies as Thailand is a ‘free democratic country’.?* In
September 1993 the USA, Thailand’s largest export market, increased pres-

12 Smith, J. R., ‘A chemical plant for Iran? Poison gas at issue as U.S. weighs sale’, International
Herald Tribune, 6 Jan. 1993, p. 1.

13 Hydrogen cyanide is listed on Schedule 3 of the CWC. The CWC schedules list chemicals regu-
lated by it.

14 Smith, J. and Behr, P., ‘Administration bars chemical plant sale to Iran, two other controversial
export proposals are left unresolved by meeting’, Washington Post, 6 Jan. 1993, p. A23.

15 “Proposed sales of equipment to Iran under study’, Wireless File, no. 2 (United States Information
Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 5 Jan. 1993), p. 1.

16 See Lundin, S. J., ‘Chemical and biological warfare: developments in 1988°, SIPRI, SIPRI
Yearbook 1989: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1989), p. 111;
Lundin, S. J., ‘Chemical and biological warfare: developments in 1989’, SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 1990:
World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1990), pp. 119-22; Lundin, S. J.
and Stock, T., ‘Chemical and biological warfare: developments in 1990°, SIPRI, SIPR! Yearbook 1991:
World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1991), pp. 91-93.

17 *German firm tied to Libya gas plant’, International Herald Tribune, 17 Mar. 1993, p. 2.

18 Associated Press, ‘Germany says firms aid Libya on gas plant’, Washington Post, 17 Feb. 1993,
p- A22.

19 Smith, J. R., ‘Libya’s new poison gas effort assailed, foreign assistance to plant violates U.N.
embargo, U.S. says’, Washington Post, 19 Feb. 1993, p. A27.

20 Feuck, J., ‘Darmstidter Irak-Giftgas-Proze8 ist nach 15 Monaten geplatzt’ [ ‘Darmstadt Iraq poison
gas trial collapses after 15 months’), Frankfurter Rundschau, 13 July 1993, p. 2.

21 “German executive admits selling rocket technology to Iraq’, Aerospace Daily, 13 Sep. 1993,
p. 424.

22 “Thai participation in chemical weapons projects noted’, in Foreign Broadcast Information Service,
Daily Report-Near East and South Asia (FBIS-NES), FBIS-NES-93-059, 30 Mar. 1993, p. 29.

23 *Security chief, minister view situation’, in Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report—
East Asia (FBIS-EAS), FBIS-EAS-93-059, 30 Mar. 1993, p. 49.
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sure on Thailand to force it to withdraw the 200 workers involved in con-
struction of the plant.2* Under US pressure the Thai Government arrested one
of the owners of a company involved in construction of the plant on charges
of contracting Thai workers abroad without government consent.2s Two job-
placement firms which were involved were also closed.? In retaliation, Libya
threatened to expel several thousand of the 25 000 Thais working in the con-
struction business in Libya.?” The threat was later revoked and attributed to a
misunderstanding between the two countries.?

In August 1993 relations between China and the USA were strained by US
allegations that a Chinese cargo vessel bound for Iran was carrying thiodigly-
col and thionyl chloride, chemical precursors that can be used for the produc-
tion of mustard and nerve gas.?? The USA, which based its information on
intelligence sources, demanded that the ship, the Yin He, be inspected.*® China
refused to allow such an inspection, denied that the ship was carrying chem-
icals and accused the USA of interfering. For almost three weeks the Yin He
was not allowed to dock at any port until Saudi Arabia allowed it to dock in
Dammam for inspection.’! Representatives from China, Saudi Arabia and the
USA inspected the vessel and found nothing, confirming China’s repeated
denials to be true. China subsequently demanded an official apology and com-
pensation from the USA.3?2 The USA refused but praised China for its co-
operation.® The incident caused debate about the right of the USA to demand
inspection. The CWC allows such ‘challenge inspections’, but since the CWC
has not yet entered into force and neither the USA nor China are states parties,
the US demand for inspection had no basis in international law.*

24 Tasker, R., “The Libyan connection, US puts pressure on Thais building chemical plant’, Far East-
ern Economic Review, 16 Sep. 1993, p. 27.

25 Shenon, P., “US tries to stop Thai work on Libyan chemical arms plants’, The Guardian, 27 Oct.
1993,p. 4.

26 “Thailand targets 3 firms over Libya’, International Herald Tribune, 28 Oct. 1993, p. 2.

27 Shenon, P., ‘Libya expels Thais in chemical weapons dispute’, New York Times, 10 Nov. 1993,
p. Al4.

28 “Thais won’t be expelled Libyan says’, International Herald Tribune, 24 Nov. 1993, p. 5.

29 Kristof, N. D., ‘China says U.S. is harassing ship suspected of taking arms to Iran’, New York
Times, 9 Aug. 1993, p. A6.

30 Carlson, B. K., ‘Illegala kemikalier jagas, kinesiskt containerfartyg genomsoks i saudisk hamn’
[‘Illegal chemicals are hunted: Chinese container ship is searched in Saudi harbour’], Svenska Dagbladet
(Stockholm, Sweden), 27 Aug. 1993, p. 4

31 Duke, L., “China seeks apology in ship search, poison gas material not found by U.S.’, Washington
Post, 5 Sep. 1993, p. A43.

32 Tyler, P. E., ‘China wants U.S. apology over ship’, International Herald Tribune, 6 Sep. 1993,
p. I; ‘Statement by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China on the “Yin He”
Incident, dated 4 September 1993’, PrepCom document PC-1V/12, 27 Sep. 1993.

33 Ember, L., ‘Search of Chinese ship fails to find chemicals’, Chemical & Engineering News,
vol. 71, no. 37 (13 Sep. 1993), p. 8; ‘Statement by the Delegation of the United States of America to the
Preparatory Commission for the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, dated
29 September 1993’, PrepCom document PC-IV/16, 29 Sep. 1993.

3 Ember, L., ‘U.S. alleges China ships chemical agents to Iran’, Chemical & Engineering News,
vol. 71, no. 33 (16 Aug. 1993), p. 6.
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III. Non-proliferation measures

The possible entry into force in 1995 of the CWC combined with the new
security environment that developed after the end of the cold war has created a
changed climate for international control regimes. Export control regimes
either have had to change their policies or, in some cases, have ceased to exist.
The two groups most relevant to CW are the Australia Group* and the
Coordinating Committee on Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM). States
which are CWC signatories have voiced concern about the restrictions of the
Australia Group on the trade of chemicals. The perception that COCOM’s
policies have discriminated against certain countries coupled with the desire of
COCOM member countries to promote international trade forced COCOM to
reconsider its agenda. In November 1993 the decision was taken to dissolve
COCOM and replace it with a new body that would not discriminate against
Eastern Europe or Russia.

The Australia Group

The Australia Group must also reconsider its future under the CWC. Three
main approaches have been suggested: (a) to dissolve the group, (b) to con-
tinue work on export control until states parties to the CWC are confident that
the CWC functions properly, and (c) to formalize the group, thereby creating a
legal mandate.?” Option b may be the best solution.’® The Australia Group is
most likely to make a difference to CW proliferation in the areas of national
implementation and export control. The experience gained by the Australia
Group in co-ordinating export controls between its member countries and pro-
viding export control measures with effective procedures cannot readily be
found elsewhere. The states parties and the Organisation for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons (OPCW) can both benefit from the experience of the Aus-
tralia Group.®

The Australia Group met in Paris on 7-10 June 1993; working group meet-
ings were held starting 2 June to discuss export lists controlling biological
weapons (BW), CW dual-use equipment, CW precursors and more effective
export controls.® A final version of the Group’s Control List of Dual-Use

35 The Australia Group is a group of states which meets twice a year to monitor the proliferation of
chemical and biological products. For its activities in 1993, see chapter 17 in this volume.

36 <Obsolete COCOM to be dissolved’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, vol. 20, no. 22 (27 Nov. 1993), p. 8.
COCOM was completely dissolved in Mar. 1994.

37 Ad Hoc Working Group on Non-Proliferation and Arms Control, Non-Proliferation and Arms Con-
trol: Issues and Options for the Clinton Administration, Jan. 1993, as outlined by the ad hoc group
which was established during Clinton’s election campaign to advise Clinton on non-proliferation and
arms control issues.

38 Although option b was recommended by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Non-Proliferation and
Arms Control, the future of the Australia Group will be decided and agreed by all members of the
Australia Group.

39 “The Australia Group and the Chemical Weapons Convention’, editorial comment, Chemical
Wetg)ons Convention Bulletin, no. 21 (Sep. 1993), p. 5.

40 Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, Arms Control Reporter (IDDS: Brookline, Mass.,
1993), sheet 704.B.552, Oct. 1993.
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Chemical Manufacturing Facilities and Equipment, and Related Technology
to control the transfer of equipment was presented.! A second meeting, held
on 6-9 December 1993, addressed inter alia the problem of streamlining
licensing procedures in order to facilitate international trade under the CWC
without contributing to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.+2

The Australia Group expanded its membership in 1993 with the addition of
Argentina, Hungary and Iceland as permanent members.** Hungary, with its
large chemical equipment industry,* is an important addition. The Australia
Group retained 54 chemicals on its export control list as agreed at its June
1992 meeting.*

The European Union

In 1993 there was intense debate on export controls, including those relevant
to CW, in the European Union (EU). Debate centred on issues related to the
will to move towards integration while simultaneously retaining national
sovereignty. In Germany, for example, recession and structural change led to
debate about the possibility of less stringent export controls at the end of
1993.4¢ If CW-related export controls between member states are removed—
as is allowed for by the Australia Group—one country might be able to export
goods through another country with weaker controls, since external export
control systems vary widely among EU member states. Article 223 of the
Treaty of Rome contributes to the problem; it states that ‘defense-related
goods are exempted from Common Market regulations’.*” Dual-use goods can
be seen as defence-related products and are thus excluded from control.*® The
list under Article 223 also explicitly includes CW and BW materials.*

41 Australia Group, Press Release, Australian Embassy, Paris, 2-10 June 1993. The Proposed List of
Plant Pathogens for Export Controls and a revised version of the Proposed List of Biological Agents for
Export Control were also presented.

42 Australia Group, Press Release, Australia Group Meeting, Australian Embassy, Paris, 6-9 Dec.
1993, Australia Group document AG/Dec93/Press/Chair/12. The importance of early ratification of the
CWC was stressed.

43 Current members are: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK and the USA. The European Union (EU) is an
observer.

44 Qdessey, B., ‘Biological export controls list agreed’, Wireless File, no. 111 (United States
Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 11 June 1993), p. 20.

45 See Stock (note 3), p. 269.

46 Kanzleramt befiirwortet einfachere Waffenexportrichtlinien® [‘Chancellor’s office favouring
simpler guidelines for arms exports’], Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 10 Jan. 1994, p. 1; ‘Euro-
Exportkontrollen in der Sackgasse’ [‘Euro export controls in a dead end street’], Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, 12 Nov. 1993, p. 15.

47 Miiller, H., “The export control debate in the “new” European Community’, Arms Control Today,
vol. 23, no. 2 (Mar. 1993), pp. 10-14.

48 See Miiller (note 47).

49 Brzoska, M. and Lock, P. (eds), SIPRI, Restructuring of Arms Production in Western Europe
(Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1992), appendix E, p. 219.
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Export controls under the CWC

The CWC provisions for the transfer of chemicals suggest that each state party
will have to revise trade regulations and export controls as regards declara-
tions of quantities exported, end-user statements, control of re-exports, and the
like.5® The existing control policies of some countries may be sufficient; others
will have to be improved or adjusted. The chemical industry will carry most of
the burden of reporting and requesting licences for the export and transfer of
Schedule 2 and 3 chemicals to countries which are not parties to the CWC.5!
Other industries such as those which produce textiles, leather and plastic could
also be affected.’2 Surveys of the chemical industry in Japan and the USA
have, for example, made clear that a wide range of facilities will be covered
by CWC regulations.

In January 1993 Japan announced that up to 1000 factories would be
affected by international inspections when the CWC enters into force.s* Later
estimates suggest that only 100 chemical factories would be subject to inter-
national inspections, although the assessment of the Japanese Trade Ministry
is that 2000-3000 chemical plants would need to submit regular reports to the
government.’ The Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI) has
asked Japanese corporations to conduct a review of their export systems.5s

The United States also has a large chemical industry. An August 1993 OTA
study estimated that 200-300 US facilities ‘produce, process, or consume
more than the threshold quantity’ of Schedule 2 chemicals.’¢ For Schedule 3
chemicals the number is about 1000; approximately 10 000 plants produce
discrete organic chemicals.5” The OTA also noted that a few biotechnology—
pharmaceutical companies produce Schedule 1 chemicals.

The Clinton Administration is aware of the importance of maintaining and
strengthening export controls on CW precursors and technology as the USA is
a member of the Australia Group. However, there are conflicting pressures
within the US Government both to strengthen export controls in order to
enhance non-proliferation measures and to relax these same controls to

50 See Stock (note 1); Robinson, J. P. P., Stock, T. and Sutherland, R. G., “The Chemical Weapons
Convention: the success of chemical disarmament negotiations’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (nois 3),
pp. 705-34; ‘The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of
Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction’, SIPRI Yearbook 1993 (note 3), pp. 735-56.

51 Three years after entry into force of the CWC only states parties will be allowed to transfer and ex-
port Schedule 2 chemicals. See Annex 2, Part VIL.C of the CWC . The transfer of Schedule 1 chemicals
is allowed only between states parties. The provisions for Schedule 3 chemicals will be revised five
years after entry into force of the CWC. See Annex 2, Part VIIL.C of the CWC.

52 gutherland, R. G., Chemical Weapons Convention Verification: Handbook on Scheduled Chem-
icals, Ottawa, Aug. 1993, mimeo.

53 *Law on international checks of chemical plants’, in FBIS-EAS-93-008, 13 Jan. 1993, p. 4.

54 *About 100 Japanese chemical factories would be subject to international inspections’, Arms
Control Reporter, sheet 704.E-2.87, May 1993.

55 *MITI to tighten weapons-telated exports’, in FBIS-EAS-93-069, 13 Apr. 1993, p. 9.

56 OTA, The Chemical Weapons Convention; Effects on the U.S. Chemical Industry, OTA-BP-ISC-
106 (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, Aug. 1993), p. 15.

57 Ember, L., ‘Chemical arms treaty’s effect on industry noted’, Chemical & Engineering News,
vol. 71, no. 33 (16 Aug. 1993), p. 17. The CWC defines a discrete organic chemical as ‘any chemical
belonging to the class of chemical compounds consisting of all compounds of carbon except for its
.oxides, sulfides and metal carbonates’; discrete organic chemicals will be limited under the PSF.
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promote US exports. This creates confusion about the implementation of
export control policies. The 1993 Military Critical Technologies List
stipulates that ‘export controls should cover and be limited to militarily critical
goods and technologies’; it aims to achieve ‘protection of critical technologies
and products while removing restrictions on technologies and products that
are not critical’ .5 However, the proper application of US export control regu-
lations is suffering owing to budget restrictions and strategies designed to
increase US exports. Then Deputy Secretary of Defense William J. Perry
noted that ‘technological developments are widely dispersed and that there are
no effective means of controlling them. Therefore it serves no purpose to
continue impeding American industrial exports’.5 Close advisers to former
US Secretary of Defense Les Aspin favoured lifting 98 per cent of the existing
controls, and the DOD is studying the creation of a $1 billion fund to en-
courage arms exports.®® The scheme would streamline export controls by
‘requiring clearer identification of controlled items and firm guidelines for
licensing” while easing other controls that impede US exports.6!

In the USA and throughout the world substances and materials which can be
used in the production of CW are under tighter export control than ever
before. However, the effect of an easing of export control policies must be
monitored for its potential effect on proliferation of CW-related materials and
technology.62

In 1993 much concern about CW proliferation related to the unstable situa-
tion in the successor states to the former Soviet Union. Although no reports
surfaced to prove that chemicals or CW-related material had been transferred
from the territory of the former Soviet Union, the threat of such an occurrence
appears realistic.®* According to the Director of the US Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), ‘the lure of large illegal profits’ combined with ‘legal, person-
nel and funding problems’ could tend to slow the Russian Government’s
attempts to hinder proliferation of Russian arms and military know-how.t On
31 May 1993 in Almaty (Alma-Ata), the heads of the Foreign Economic Rela-
tions Ministries of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) approved
an agreement setting up the CIS Export Control Council under the Russian
Export Control Commission.®® The CIS states agreed:

38 Ropelewski, R., ‘Export control shifts aim to convert, diversify’, SIGNAL, June 1993, pp. 69-70.

59 «Sensitive exports: an era of “decontrol™, Intelligence Newsletter, no. 228 (11 Nov. 1993), pp. 1, 6.

60 See ‘Sensitive exports: an era of “decontrol”” (note 59).

61 Le Sueur, S. C., ‘Lawmakers press to ease U.S. export controls’, Defense News, vol. 8, no. 43
(1-7 Nov. 1993), pp. 3, 36.

62 The International Seminar Against the Proliferation of Chemical and Biological Weapons in Oslo,
Norway, on 13-14 Dec. 1993 is illustrative of attempts to contribute to the control of exports.

63 Countering the Chemical and Biological Weapons Threat in the Post-Soviet World, Report of the
Special Inquiry into the Chemical and Biological Threat of the Committee on Armed Services, US
House of Representatives, 102nd Congress, 2nd session, 23 Feb. 1993 (US Government Printing Office:
Washington, DC, 1993), p. 18.

64 Smith, J. R., “Nuclear-export control in Russia called weak’, International Herald Tribune, 26 Feb.
1993, p. 2.

65 ‘CIS to control exports of “dangerous technologies™’, in Foreign Broadcast Information Service,
Daily Report-Central Eurasia (FBIS-SOV), FBIS-SOV-93-107, 7 June 1993, p. 1.
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To bring national export control systems in line with existing international regimes;

To complete the work on creating operating national export control systems in CIS
countries;

To hold at least twice a year regular conferences of CIS countries’ representatives
on matters related to control over the export of raw and other materials, export, tech-
nologies, and services, which may be used for the creation of the weapons of mass
destruction;

In the period leading up to the next conference, scheduled for the end of the year in
Minsk, representatives of the Republic of Belarus will act as coordinators of the
organization of national export control systems within the CIS.5

On 30 August 1993, Russia took measures to improve its own export control
system with the signing of an agreement to organize the exchange of informa-
tion between the Ministry of Foreign Economic Relations and the Economy
Ministry.§” The data bases of the ministries, which register quotas and licences
for controlled products, will be pooled to enable Russia to better detect poten-
tial violators.

Armenia is also setting up an export control commission to cover inter alia
dual-use products, including those used in the production of CW.%

IV. Allegations of the use and possession of chemical weapons
Alleged use of CW

Any discussion of the alleged use of chemical weapons must consider the
specific circumstances of the situation in question and of the parties involved.
An allegation of CW use could be used to attempt to gain international politi-
cal support or to create sympathy. The threat of CW use, as in the former
Yugoslavia, might serve as a political tool to deter military action by enemy
forces. Evaluation of claims of alleged CW use and threats of CW use must
therefore take into account the country’s domestic and international political
situation and its CW capability.

In 1993 Iraq was again accused of using CW. In May 1993 reports alleged
that Iraq had dumped ‘tens of tonnes’ of chemical substances in its marsh-
lands, in an attempt to hide them from United Nations inspectors, thereby
poisoning the inhabitants in that area.®® By September 1993 the allegations had
escalated to accusing Iraq of killing ‘hundreds of Marsh Arabs using chemical
weapons’.” Emma Nicholson, a member of the British Parliament who has
been active in bringing the fate of the Marsh Arabs to public attention,

66 See “CIS to control exports of “dangerous technologies™ (note 65).

67 ‘New export control system created’, in FBIS-SOV-93-168, 1 Sep. 1993, p. 27. The agreement’s
official name is On Organizing the Exchange of Information Between the Russian Federation Ministry
of Foreign Economic Relations and the Russian Ministry of the Economy Within the Framework of the
Creation of a Single Automated System of Control (SASC) Over the Export of Strategic Goods.

68 «Commission to oversee export control of weapons materials’, in FBIS-SOV-93-085, 5 May 1993,
p. 62.

69 «Chemicals dumped in marshes, many poisoned’, in EBIS-NES-93-087, 7 May, 1993, p. 28.

0 “Iraq use of chemicals in doubt’, The Independent, 23 Oct. 1993, p. 14.
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obtained information about a CW attack in the marshlands on 28 and
29 September 1993. She gave this information to the United Nations Special
Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM),” which assembled a team to investigate the
situation.” According to Nicholson, ‘it appears that the gas was phosgene’.”
The UNSCOM investigating team took samples of the soil, water and fauna,
but by the end of 1993 analysis of these samples had not yet determined
whether or not CW agents were used.™ A period of two months had passed
between the alleged use and the investigation, and traces of chemicals could
thus have disappeared. In early 1994 information was presented which did not
confirm the alleged CW use.”

There have been numerous allegations that Irag used CW in the 1980-88
Irag—Iran War, but only a few of these allegations have been proved.”s In June
1992 US scientists from Physicians for Human Rights had collected soil
samples from craters in the Kurdish village Birjinni in Irag, where a CW
attack was said to have taken place in 1988.77 In May 1993 it was reported that
the samples which had been sent to the British Chemical & Biological
Defence Establishment at Porton Down had been analysed using gas
chromatography-mass spectrometry with selected ion monitoring.”® The
samples were found to contain traces of mustard gas, the nerve agent sarin and
various degradation products.” Proof of CW use is generally regarded as diffi-
cult to establish unless the site can be checked within hours or at least days
after a CW attack. Detection in 1993 of traces of CW use in 1988 is thus
remarkable. This example of detection long after use may facilitate CWC veri-
fication procedures for detecting or confirming alleged CW use.8® CW
proliferation may also be discouraged if the use of CW can be detected years
afterwards.8!

In 1993 there were many claims of the alleged use or threat of use of CW in
the former Yugoslavia. In February 1993 Muslim forces in Tuzla announced
their decision to use CW. Official government sources stated that ‘By
preventing us from obtaining the necessary weapons to defend ourselves, the
international community is breaching the main principles of international law,
leaving us no other alternative but to use all available means to save the lives

71 See chapter 19 in this volume.

72 Hansard (Commons), Foreign Affairs and Defence, 19 Nov. 1993, p. 168; see also chapter 19 in
this volume.

73 See Hansard (note 72).

74 UNSCOM, Press Release, 22 Nov. 1993,

75 See chapter 19 in this volume.

76 See Robinson, J. P. P., ‘Chemical and biological warfare: developments in 1986°, SIPRI, SIPRI
Yearbook 1987: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1987), p. 106;
Urquhart, B., ‘The United Nations and the Irag—Iran War’, SIPRI Yearbook 1988 (note 16), pp. 509-10;
Lundin (note 16), pp. 102-3.

77 Webb, J., ‘Iraq caught out over nerve gas attack’, New Scientist, vol. 138, no. 1871 (1 May 1993),
p- 4.

78 Ember, L., ‘Chemical weapons residues verify Iraqi use on Kurds’, Chemical & Engineering News,
vol. 71, no. 18 (3 May 1993), pp. 8-9.

79 See Ember (note 78).

80 ‘Chemical analysis, assured access and open publication’, editorial comment, Chemical Weapons
Convention Bulletin, no. 20 (June 1993), p. 7.

81 Macilwain, C., ‘Study proves Iraq used nerve gas’, Nature, vol. 363, no. 6424 (6 May 1993), p. 3.
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of more than 1 million people facing the threat of destruction by the Serbian
and Montenegrin aggressor. . . . Qur decision to use chemical resources is
final’.82 There continues to be uncertainty about who is in possession of the
CW arsenal of the former Yugoslav National Army.83

Reports appeared in both February and March 1993 of alleged use by Serbs
of ‘toxic gases’ in Brcko, Bosnia.8* In June 1993 reports began to appear of
alleged use by Croats of CW against the Republic of Serb Krajina.? In:
Bosnia, Muslim forces again threatened to use CW if the Serb attack on
Gorazde was not stopped.?s In July 1993 media reports emerged of Muslim
forces using what was called a ‘riot control gas with some other noxious agent
mixed in’#” against Bosnian Croats. Following several reports of Muslim use
of CW against Croats, Bosnians and Serbs the UN launched an investigation
of a Serb military position in Boskovici, where the Bosnian Serb Army
claimed that three attacks had occurred. The CW agents were suspected to be
chlorine gas and in some instances tear-gas.® In October Muslims were again
accused of using chlorine gas against Serb forces.8 In the United Nations Pro-
tection Force (UNPROFOR) report submitted to the UN Security Council in
October 19939 it was reported that Bosnian Muslims have admitted using
CW—primarily chlorine gas and in some instances tear-gas.”* Although there
is no definite proof of chemical warfare agent use in the former Yugoslavia, it
appears likely that at least chlorine gas was used.’? However, the UNPROFOR
report did not provide evidence of the use of chlorine gas or any other agent.”
Again the time which elapsed between the alleged use and the investigation
may be significant.

New allegations of CW use by various factions in Angola were reported in
1993. In January 1993 the Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola

82 “Tuzla fighters to use “chemicals” against Serbs’, in Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily
Report~East Europe (FBIS-EEU), FBIS-EEU-93-024, 8 Feb. 1993, p. 51.

83 Allegations of CW possession by the former Yugoslav National Army is discussed below in the
subsection on ‘possession and alleged possession of CW’.
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‘Commander accuses Serbs of using chemical weapons’, in FBIS-EEU-93-028, 12 Feb. 1993, p. 30;
Ottaway, D. B., ‘Serbs batter Sarajevo with artillery fire, fiercest barrage in months rains down as
blockade of Eastern Muslim enclaves continues’, Washington Post, 19 Mar. 1993, p. A47.

85 ‘Croats reportedly shelling RSK with chemical weapons’, in FBIS-EEU-93-093, 17 May 1993,
p. 37.

86 TT-Reuter, ‘Hot om kemisk krigsforing’ {*Threat of chemical warfare’], Dagens Nyheter (Stock-
holm, Sweden), 20 June 1993, p. 10.

87 Bellamy, C., ‘Muslim forces hurl improvised gas grenades at Croats’, The Independent, 12 July
1993, p. 10.

88 ‘Chemical weapons claims probed’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, vol. 20, no. 8 (21 Aug. 1993), p. 5.
The use of tear-gas is prohibited under the CWC if it is used as a means of warfare.

89 “Muslims reportedly use poisonous gases on Serbs’, in FBIS-EEU-93-203, 22 Oct. 1993, p. 21;
‘Muslims accused again of using CW rounds’, Jane’s Defence Weekly, 23 Oct. 1993, p. 8.

90 “Muslims admit use’, in FBIS-EEU-93-204, 25 Oct. 1993, p. 34; United Nations Security Council,
‘Letter dated 27 October 1993 from the Chargé d’Affaires A. D. of the Permanent Mission of the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to the United Nations addressed to the President of the Security Coun-
cil’, United Nations Security Council document S$/26672, 31 Oct., 1993.

91 See TT-Reuter (note 86); ‘Chemical weapons claims probed’ (note 88).

92 ‘Chemical weapons used by Bosnian Army’, Croatian Voice, 29 Oct. 1993, p. 15.

93 See UN Security Council document $/26672 (note 90).
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(MPLA) was accused of dropping CW bombs on the city of Ndalatando,*
while the Unido Nacional Para a Independéncia Total de Angola (National
Union for the Total Independence of Angola, UNITA) accused the Angolan
Government of using CW against civilians in the city of Huambo.%

In 1993 attention focused on the cases of so-called ‘steppage-gait’ syndrome
(in which partial paralysis of the lower limbs occurs) that had been reported
by UNITA forces between 1986 and 1990.% Although no samples had been
collected from the immediate area where the syndrome manifested itself, a
number of hypotheses, including CW use, were put forward to explain the
symptoms of those affected.”” A satisfactory scientific investigation has not
been able to be conducted, and no apparent link between CW and the syn-
drome can be established. Nevertheless, it is apparent that once symptoms
occur which are perceived as CW-related, it is difficult to assuage fears of CW
use.

Possession and alleged possession of CW

Allegations of possession of CW by North Korea continued to be made in
1993. In May 1993 the US DOD announced its strong belief that North Korea
has a CW capability.®® Eight production sites® and six storage sites!?® were
alleged to be located in North Korea. According to the CIA, North Korea is
capable of producing nerve gas, blood agents and mustard gas.!®!

There have been allegations of a large CW industry in Iran since the Irag—
Iran War. The Director of the CIA also testified in early 1993 that there is evi-
dence of an Iranian CW programme which includes choking, blister and blood
agents, some of which were purchased from Hungarian firms.!% Estimates of
the size of the Iranian CW stockpile range from several hundred tons to 2000
tons.!03 These allegations are disputed by the President of Iran, who has stated
that they are ‘baseless and incorrect’.!* The USA demonstrated its cautious

94 *Use of chemical weapons charged’, in Foreign Broadcast Information Service, Daily Report—
Sub-Saharan Africa (FBIS-AFR), FBIS-AFR-93-001, 4 Jan. 1993, p. 15.
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(10 June, 1993), p. 14.

97 Davey, B. J., ‘Chemical warfare in Angola? Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 5, no. 6 (June 1993),
pp. 280-83.

98 Proliferation Threats of the 1990°s, Hearing before the Committee on Governmental Affairs, US
Senate, 103rd Congress, 1st session (US Government Printing Office: Washington, DC, 24 Feb. 1993).

99 The production sites are said to be: Anju, Aoji-ri, Ch’ongiin, Hamhung-Hungnam, Manpo, Sin-
hung, Sinuiju and Sunch’on. Bermudez, J. S., Jr, ‘North Korea’s chemical and biological warfare arsen-
al’, Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 5, no. 5 (May 1993), p. 228; ‘Germany: BND analyses DPRK chem-
ical warfare capability’, West Europe Intelligence Report: Focus, 30 April 1993.

100 Two storage sites are said to be located in Sanumni; the others in Hwangchon, Samsandong,
Sariwon and Wangjabong. See Bermudez (note 99).

101 See Proliferation Threats of the 1990’s (note 98).

102 White, D., ‘Iran may soon have N-weapons’, Financial Times, 9 Mar. 1993; Spector, L., ‘Iranian
N-program featured on US documentary’, Nuclear Non-Proliferation Network Bulletin Board, 4 Apr.
1993, item 42.
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of World Broadcasts (SWB), 2 Apr. 1993. In addition, Iran is a signatory to the CWC.
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approach to Iran when it stopped a Chinese cargo vessel bound for a port in
Iran and opposed the sale of a US BP chemical plant.!%

There were numerous threats of CW use in the war in the former Yugoslavia
in 1993, but whether or not chemical weapons actually exist in the former
Yugoslavia continues to be disputed. CW production is reported to have
occurred primarily at Potoci, north of Mostar, in what is now Bosnia and
Herzegovina.!% It is also claimed that the facility produced several different
chemical agents. Before the Yugoslav National Army withdrew from Bosnia,
it is alleged that all equipment from the plant was relocated to Serbia. Another
report mentions a plant in Baric, Serbia, which supposedly produces phos-
gene.!97 The same report lists CS, BZ, sarin and mustard gas as domestically
produced CW agents in the former Yugoslavia.!® Another source of concern
is the large chemical complex in Tuzla and the threat by Muslims to blow up
the complex.!® In addition to the reports that the former Yugoslav National
Army conducted a CW programme, there is also evidence that ammunition
was filled with CW.110

Libya is alleged to be attempting to acquire or add to a CW arsenal. Allega-
tions in 1993 claimed that a CW plant is located near the town of Tarhuna,
64 km south-east of Tripoli.!!! The plant—a copy of the Pharma-150 plant in
Rabta, which was apparently destroyed by fire in 1990—is alleged to be a
subterranean facility capable of producing and storing ‘poison gas’.!1? Libya
claims that the plant is part of ‘the Great Man-Made River’ project which is
designed to provide water to the desert nation’s North Africa coast.!' It is
claimed that Libya has produced at least 100 tons of CW agent, mostly mus-
tard gas!!¢ as well as some sarin.!!5

In Russia the case of the scientist Vil Mirzayanov, who is accused of dis-
closing state secrets, continued to make headlines,!!¢ and his trial began on

105 gee the discussion of proliferation in section IT above.
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24 January 1994.17 Mirzayanov’s colleagues voiced support by giving inter-
views about their work at the national Organic Chemistry and Technology
Institute (GSNIIOKhT). One of them, Vladimir Uglev, claimed that he took
part in the testing of a new Russian nerve agent, Novichok-8, at Shikhany.!#
According to Uglev, an undetermined quantity of the agent was produced and
is currently stored somewhere in the Bryansk region.!'® While there has been
international support for the scientists,'? the Director of GSNIIOKhT has
officially stated that his institute is a pharmacology complex.!2! Several Rus-
sian officials have expressed concern that Mirzayanov has caused Russia
political, moral and economic damage.!22

V. The ‘Gulf War syndrome’

More than two years after the end of the 1991 Persian Gulf War new allega-
tions of the possible release of CW agents were made in the USA. In June
1993 testimony was given to the Veterans Affairs Subcommittee of the House
of Representatives on the so-called ‘Gulf War syndrome’ in response to the
health complaints of veterans of the Gulf War.!2? These veterans suffer a
variety of symptoms including fatigue, loss of memory, body sores, hair loss,
and intestinal and heart problems and believe that these symptoms were
caused by contact with war-related contaminants.!? There were also reports in
the UK that some British soldiers who served in the Coalition forces suffer
similar symptoms.!2

In September US Senator Donald W. Riegle, Jr, reported on a staff investi-
gation of the Gulf War syndrome,!2 which states ‘Despite the Department of
Defense’s position that no evidence exists for exposure to chemical warfare
agents during the Gulf War, this investigation indicates that there is substan-
tial evidence supporting claims that US servicemen and women were exposed
to low level chemical warfare agents and possibly biological toxins from a
variety of possible sources’.'?’ The report describes two episodes in which US
forces may have come under Iraqgi chemical and biological warfare (CBW)
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attack and mentions a July 1993 Czechoslovak Government report on the
detection of traces of sarin in the air in an area near the Saudi-Iraqi border.!2
The report suggests the need for further investigation to clarify the issue.

As of November 1993 the DOD continued to maintain that US forces had
not found evidence of Iraqi use of CW during the Gulf War; nevertheless the
Army is reviewing the Czechoslovak report.!? On 10 November 1993 the US
Secretary of Defense stated that after preliminary review no link had been
found between the small amounts of CW agents reported and the health prob-
lems suffered by some veterans.!* He pointed out that reports of the detection
of chemical warfare agents by a Czechoslovak military unit appear reliable,
but that the USA could not confirm the validity of the three incidents of detec-
tion (sarin, twice and mustard gas, once). This statement can be interpreted as
contradicting earlier ones that no chemical warfare agents were detected at all
during the Gulf War.!3! In October 1993 a US team visited Prague and
concluded that the training of the former Czechoslovak unit was adequate and
the detection equipment satisfactory.!* The Secretary of Defense announced
the formation of an independent panel of scientific experts to conduct further
examinations and to review the Pentagon’s preliminary report. The US Coali-
tion allies, particularly Saudi Arabia, which had troops in the area where the
agents were detected, are to be questioned as to whether they had CW or
related materials in the region.!**In December 1993 a French officer revealed
that during the war nerve agents and mustard gas had been detected in the area
in question.!* A US Marine Corps chemical warfare officer said that his unit
twice detected blister agent during the ground war. '35

In December 1993 it was suggested that Gulf War syndrome may be a side-
effect of anti-nerve gas pills containing pyridostigmine bromide that soldiers
were required to take.3 If the US Government refuses to accept the syndrome
as war-related, compensation will be denied to veterans who suffer from it.
There are some similarities to the denial of claims by veterans who were
exposed to Agent Orange in the Viet Nam War.!3? Nevertheless, the 1994
Defence Bill includes $1.2 million to study the possible health effects on Gulf
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1993, p. A18.

129 “Defense Department Report, Tuesday, November 2: DOD reviews reports of Gulf War chemical
use’, Wireless File (United States Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 2 Nov. 1993), pp. 2-3.

130 Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, ‘No health linkage found in chemical agent
detection’, News Release, Washington, DC, 10 Nov. 1993.

131 McAllister, B., ‘Chemical agent exposure in Gulf War acknowledged’, Washington Post, 11 Nov.
1993, p. A33; ‘U.S. is unsure of toxic agent use in Gulf War’, International Herald Tribune, 11 Nov.
1993, p. 1.

132 porth, J. S., ‘Pentagon finds Gulf War chemical agent report valid’, Wireless File (United States
Information Service, US Embassy: Stockholm, 10 Nov. 1993), pp. 34.

133 Starr, B., ‘USA to quiz Saudis on Gulf War CW traces’, Jane's Defence Weekly, vol. 20, no. 21
(20 Nov. 1993), p. 7.

134 “France says Gulf troops detected chemicals’, Washington Post, 5 Dec. 1993, p. A24.

135 ‘Marines detected gas in Gulf War’, International Herald Tribune, 17 Nov. 1993.

136 Tisdall, S., ‘Gulf syndrome victims point to nerve gas pills’, The Guardian, 24 Dec. 1993.

137 Hilts, P. J., ‘In medical dispute, it’s Gulf War veterans vs. the Pentagon’, International Herald
Tribune, 24 Nov. 1993, p. 3.



330 WEAPONS AND TECHNOLOGY PROLIFERATION, 1993

War veterans ‘of exposure to low levels of oil smoke and other chemicals’.138
The Gulf War syndrome is likely to continue to receive attention owing to its
political implications.

VI. CW destruction

The destruction of CW stockpiles is required of all states parties to the CWC.
In 1993 the focus was on the US and Russian destruction programmes. Owing
to the possible entry into force of the CWC in 1995, the disarmament com-
munity is greatly concerned about the possibility that the two major CW
possessor states may be unable to meet the CWC time-schedule and conclude
destruction within 10 years despite the fact that destruction of the US
stockpile has already begun. Under the detailed CWC destruction schedule a
possessor state must destroy at least 1 per cent of its stock within 3 years after
entry into force, 20 per cent within 5 years, 45 per cent within 7 years, and the
remaining stock within 10 years.!?

The situations of the USA and Russia differ. In the USA, with just over
30 000 tons of chemical agent at eight continental locations, a destruction pro-
gramme is currently being implemented. However, environmental problems
and budgetary constraints could slow the process.!* Russia has some 40 000
agent tons to destroy. It is still in the process of setting up its destruction pro-
gramme and has major problems associated with funding and carrying out the
programme.

There may be other nations with smaller CW stockpiles which must also be
destroyed under the CWC.

The 1990 US-Soviet agreement

The 1989 Wyoming Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)!*! and the 1990
Agreement between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on Destruction and Non-Production of Chemical Weapons
and on Measures to Facilitate the Multilateral Convention on Banning
Chemical Weapons!'#? include two phases of data exchange, reciprocal visits
and inspections which were to have been implemented before the CWC was
signed.!#* Phase I was successfully completed; however, the details of Phase II
remain unresolved and are still under discussion. The US Interagency has
approved the wording of the 1990 Agreement, while the Russian Government
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