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Preface

The purpose of this volume is to make a concrete contribution to the debate on
a future agenda for arms control that has been carried out in recent years. The
book contains the proceedings of the Nobel Symposium on A Future Arms
Control Agenda, held on 1-2 October 1999, and the SIPRI Arms Control
Survey. It is supplemented with the SIPRI report The Stockholm Agenda for
Arms Control.

The idea of elaborating such an arms control agenda came from the late
Frank Blackaby, SIPRI Director in 1981-86. At the discussion of the panel of
former SIPRI directors held at SIPRI’s 30th Anniversary Conference, Frank
proposed that SIPRI undertake and publish a Comprehensive World Arms
Control and Disarmament Overview. In a letter addressed to me after the con-
ference he wrote: “This is very badly needed, and SIPRI is the ideal institute to
do it’. Inspired by Frank’s words, SIPRI applied to the Nobel Foundation for a
grant in order to convene a meeting of prominent researchers, scientists and
practitioners in the field of international relations from more than 20 countries
and representatives of various national and multilateral security organizations.
The papers they produced for the symposium provide an overview of an arms
control agenda, with suggestions for ways in which progress in arms control
could be renewed. Our intention was to focus on how international political
relations could be demilitarized. The major underlying assumption in defining
a new agenda was that arms control should not be seen as an artificial process
in which producing agreements would be a value per se. Rather, a new agenda
should constitute one of the instruments for establishing a new cooperative
security order.

The present volume consists of five parts, the first four of which reflect the
organization of the symposium discussions: 1. The security environment and
arms control, II. The role of major powers, III. Arms control in transition: in
search of a new organizing principle and IV. Compliance with arms control
commitments. Parts [-IV contain the papers presented at or commissioned for
the symposium in 1999; a number of them have been updated to reflect devel-
opments in 2000. They contain extensive references to arms control and dis-
armament agreements, the full titles and brief summaries of which are pre-
sented in chapter 30, Part V. It should be noted that all the papers published in
this volume reflect the authors’ own views and do not necessarily represent the
views of any organization or institute with which they are or have been
affiliated.

Part V, the SIPRI Arms Control Survey, was prepared by a group of SIPRI
researchers—Ragnhild Ferm, Shannon Kile, Zdzislaw Lachowski and
Jean Pascal Zanders. Some of the findings of the symposium are reflected in
The Stockholm Agenda for Arms Control, a report prepared by lan Anthony,
rapporteur of the symposium. The draft of this report was discussed with the
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members of the International Programme Committee, and all the participants
of the symposium were consulted. The report was presented to numerous
heads of states represented in the Conference on Disarmament; to the heads of
mission accredited by NATO, the European Union, and the Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe; and to the United Nations missions. The
results of the Nobel Symposium were also presented at a panel discussion
hosted by the UN Department for Disarmament Affairs and SIPRI on Arms
Control and Disarmament: A New Conceptual Approach, held at the United
Nations on 1 May 2000.

In his introduction to that panel discussion, Jayantha Dhanapala, UN Under-
Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, noted that the Nobel Symposium
and its report had ‘made a significant contribution to the intellectual and polit-
ical debate on the subject in the light of the new world security environment’.
In his view, the publication of the ideas and proposals presented at the Nobel
Symposium brainstorming sessions will help sustain long-term thinking in the
next century. In a letter addressed to me, NATO Secretary General Lord
Robertson welcomed ‘the specific suggestions included in The Stockholm
Agenda for Arms Control on revitalizing the institutional framework for
making and implementing arms control policies. . . . Your Report on the Nobel
Symposium constitutes a very useful contribution to ongoing discussions on
this important matter’. The results of the symposium have since then been
translated into several languages and received with interest by numerous
politicians and practitioners in foreign affairs.

I would like to express my gratitude to the members of the International Pro-
gramme Committee of the Nobel Symposium: Dr Ian Anthony (UK), Dr Hans
Blix (Sweden), Professor Bo Huldt (Sweden), Dr Catherine Kelleher (USA),
Dr Sverre Lodgaard (Norway), Professor Lothar Riihl (Germany) and Profes-
sor Daniel Tarschys (Sweden). My special thanks go to Dr Michael Sohlman,
Executive Director of the Nobel Foundation, without whose support the sym-
posium and the publication of this volume would have been impossible. I am
grateful to SIPRI researchers Ian Anthony, Shannon Kile and Zdzislaw
Lachowski, who have supported the project beyond the call of duty. All the
manuscripts benefited from the editorial work of Connie Wall, Head of the
SIPRI Editorial and Publications Department, and Anna Lundeborg, Editorial
Assistant.

This book is addressed to policy makers, governmental experts and security
analysts, researchers and journalists as well as all those who are interested in
the subject, with an intention to encourage further debate on new conceptual
approaches to arms control and disarmament as an important dimension of the
building of a cooperative security regime.

Adam Daniel Rotfeld
Director of SIPRI
December 2000
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1. The future of arms control and international
security

Adam Daniel Rotfeld*

I. Introduction

It is a truism that today, with the end of the bipolar world order, the role of
arms control and disarmament has changed fundamentally. The international
security system based on bipolarity and mutual nuclear deterrence was one of
high military threat and at the same time of relatively high stability. As a
result, in the cold war period arms control and disarmament were seen as the
highest priority in the policies of the global powers. Arms control was con-
sidered to be a pillar that supported strategic stability and maintained the bal-
ance of power between the superpowers and their respective allies. The pre-
dominant goals of traditional arms control theory, as developed in the late
1950s and early 1960s, was to enhance security, and the major powers shared
an interest in avoiding global nuclear annihilation.! These twin goals helped
the powers to transcend their deep ideological and political differences and
engage in a strategic dialogue. Thus the main objectives of arms control were
to reduce the risk of nuclear war between the two great antagonists, maintain
the equilibrium of forces, reduce the costs of the arms race, and seek to limit
the damage should war occur.

Arms control has become connected and interrelated with disarmament.
During the First Hague Conference, held in 1899, steps were taken that are
regarded as the beginning of arms control in Europe. At that time the issue of
disarmament was absent from the security agenda since the contemporary
major powers saw armies as not only instruments of defence but also tools of
conquest and imperial expansion. Since then the situation has altered radically.

Today, none of the European states is seriously threatened from outside. The
quest for territorial expansion that, 60 years ago, was the main engine propel-
ling the European arms race is no longer a determinant of states’ policies. In a
nutshell, it is fair to state that interstate territorial conquest no longer deter-
mines the essence of conflicts in Europe.

I Schelling, T. C. and Halperin, M. H., Strategy and Arms Control (Twentieth Century Fund: New
York, 1961), pp. 1-6.

* This chapter is a composite of the author’s preliminary draft and contributions by Ian
Anthony, Shannon Kile and Zdzislaw Lachowski. The final content remains the responsibility
of the author.
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At the same time, however, the use of force to address territorial and border
disputes still influences policies at the periphery of Europe and in Africa, Asia,
Latin America and the Middle East.

With the profound changes that have taken place in the world, we are seek-
ing answers to the questions: What is the importance of arms control today?
To what extent does arms control help shape the international order? To what
degree does it meet the challenges of the new reality?

The search for answers to these and other questions was the impetus for the
convening of a group of prominent specialists, experienced politicians and
negotiators at the symposium on A Future Arms Control Agenda, held on
1-2 October 1999 under the auspices of the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute (SIPRI) and organized in cooperation with the Nobel Foun-
dation. The views presented during the symposium discussions and the SIPRI
Arms Control Survey are reproduced in this volume.2

II. Arms control: a new scope, new goals

In the cold war period, the specific objectives of arms control were to monitor,
manage and regulate the competition between the antagonistic blocs. Thomas
Schelling and Morton Halperin observed that arms control ‘involves strong
elements of mutual interest in the avoidance of a war that neither side wants,
in minimizing the costs and risks of the arms competition, and in curtailing the
scope and violence of war in the event it occurs’.? In practice arms control did
not tackle the roots of conflict—whether the central competition between the
superpowers or conflicts between other parties. Arms control also assumed
that the main actors in international relations and armed conflicts were and
would continue to be states.

If, in theory, arms control embraced all types of armaments and all states, in
practice it was dominated by discussion of nuclear armaments among a small
number of states—and in many cases among only the two superpowers, which
were concerned first and foremost with maintaining the stability of the strate-
gic nuclear balance. Thus, participation in the arms control regime was
restricted in the number of actors and the scope of discussions. Within the
framework of the East—West confrontation, arms control had both a military
and a political dimension in that since, where channels of communication were
limited, the discussions, negotiations and agreements were often both the
thermometer and barometer of the political climate.

2 The SIPRI Arms Control Survey is reproduced in Part V of this volume. See also SIPRI, The
Stockholm Agenda for Arms Control: Report based on the Rapporteur’s Statement at the Nobel Sympo-
sium on A Future Arms Control Agenda, 1-2 October 1999 (SIPRI: Stockholm, 1999), a publication
inspired by the debate at the Nobel Symposium on A Future Arms Control Agenda. A draft of the report
was presented by the members of the Nobel Symposium’s International Programme Committee, and all
the participants in the symposium were consulted during the preparation of the report. It is reproduced in
annexe B in this volume.

3 Schelling and Halperin (note 1), p. 1.
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Security in the past was based on a balance of power, equilibrium of forces
and parity. At the beginning of the 21st century neither balance nor parity
exists in Russian—US relations, and this bilateral relationship is no longer the
central point of reference for other states in the international system. More-
over, the world has seen the proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional
states, and other states are suspected of harbouring ambitions to develop or
otherwise acquire them.

In the new circumstances, what might arms control come to mean? Whereas
in English the term ‘arms control’ is interpreted to mean managing, adminis-
tering or steering military capacities, in other European languages—French,
German and Russian—the term is associated with increasing levels of knowl-
edge about military capacities through verification, inspection and monitoring.
At its broadest the term covers different forms of cooperation among states in
military matters, particularly in the field of the limitation, elimination or
reduction of weapons, their use and verification of arms-related agreements.

An important element of arms control in this broad sense seems certain to be
transparency, that is, better knowledge and understanding of the true state of
military capabilities in the world and their distribution. Outside Europe, many
basic questions about the size and structure of national armed forces, the way
in which they are organized and the economic resources devoted to maintain-
ing them cannot be answered in a satisfactory way. In Europe, where an
unprecedented network of overlapping transparency and confidence-building
measures is in place, there are certain subregions where levels of information
are inadequate. As the military capacities of non-state actors have become a
more significant element of the discussion of international security, so has the
realization that levels of knowledge about armed formations of this type are
even more inadequate.

A second element of arms control is likely to involve safeguarding many
past achievements. The main merit of previous arms control agreements was
that they created a situation that facilitated peaceful transformation in Europe
and in the rest of the world. Along with the treaties on the elimination of
intermediate-range nuclear weapons and the reduction of strategic nuclear
weapons, these agreements include: the system of rules and export controls
designed to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapon-usable
material, of which the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) forms the legal
basis; substantial reductions of conventional armed forces and manpower in
Europe (the 1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe—
CFE Treaty—and the 1992 CFE-1A Agreement); the system of confidence-
and security-building measures, including the 1992 Treaty on Open Skies and
the advanced inspection and information exchange mechanisms; the total
elimination of chemical weapons (the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention);
and the elimination and prohibition of anti-personnel landmines (the 1997
Anti-Personnel Mines Convention).

These and other agreements have enabled the elimination of more than
60 000 heavy conventional weapons in Europe and in the Asian area of the
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former Soviet Union on the basis of accords reached in peacetime, not
imposed by the victors on the vanquished. In recent years, a total of 20 000
nuclear warheads have been dismantled; thus their number was reduced from
some 58 000 to 38 000. The process of destroying chemical weapons has been
launched, although, because of the costs, it will last longer than expected.

Despite these accomplishments, there remains much ‘unfinished business’
on the arms control agenda.

First, with the exception of the NATO and European Union (EU) member
states, the security of the territories extending ‘from Vancouver to Vladivos-
tok’ is not based on a collective, common or cooperative security system.
Threats and armed conflicts have moved to Europe’s peripheries (the Balkans
and the Caucasus) and to Central Asia.

Second, neither the continuous step-by-step reduction of nuclear weapons in
those states that possess them nor diminishing the likelihood that new nuclear
weapon states will emerge can be ensured at present.

Third, the legally binding ban on nuclear explosions has yet to enter into
force, amidst signs that the no-testing norm codified in the 1996 Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty is not universally accepted.

Finally, the level of confidence in the implementation of treaties and agree-
ments to eliminate biological and chemical weapons remains low in many
quarters.

Different approaches to arms control

Against this background, it is possible to discern three broad approaches to
arms control, as reflected in the discussions at the Nobel Symposium.* One
group of analysts and practitioners has argued that fundamental changes in the
existing arms control framework should be avoided. Radical changes could
put at risk existing processes that are not yet completed without any assurance
that a new framework can be constructed to substitute for them. In the view of
this group, the future of arms control will consist of implementing, strengthen-
ing and further developing existing agreements and processes.

A second group of analysts and practitioners accepts the objectives of the
current arms control agenda but argues that these objectives cannot be realized
through existing agreements and processes under the present conditions. An
extension of this view is the argument that focusing narrowly on existing
agreements in conditions where political relations are strained may diminish
security by amplifying disagreements. The impact of the debate over the rela-
tionship between the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) and
missile defences on relations between China, Russia and the USA could be
pointed to as an example. For this second group, arms control processes need

4 There are of course other views of arms control which were not represented at the Nobel Sympo-

sium. See, e.g., Schlesinger, J., ‘The demise of arms control?’, Washington Quarterly, vol. 23, no. 2
(spring 2000), pp. 179-91.
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to be supplemented by other types of political, economic and even, under cer-
tain conditions, military initiatives if the objectives of arms control are to be
achieved.

Finally, a third group of analysts argues that the current objectives of arms
control processes are too narrow and fail to address new challenges and prob-
lems that represent the primary threat under the new international conditions.
For this group, the arms control agenda should be expanded to include more
types of weapons (small arms and light weapons), more types of equipment
(non-lethal ‘high technology’), more issues (humanitarian issues, economic
issues and governance issues) and more actors (international organizations and
non-governmental actors). In their view, this widening of the arms control
agenda is a paramount task, even if the consequence is that existing processes
are scaled back or discontinued to release resources for reallocation.

1. Current problems and new challenges

The different approaches to arms control described above are not mutually
exclusive. The task of finding common ground among the groups supporting
them will be facilitated if arms control can make progress in solving problems,
demonstrate its relevance to the new security environment and adapt itself to
new challenges.

The central problems of arms control today

The central problems facing the arms control process at present can be sum-
marized as follows.

Defining the role of the major powers

First, there is the problem of deciding who are the ‘players’ that need to be
assembled at the table when arms control is discussed. Arms control tradition-
ally has been the preserve of those states that possess the weapons. It has
depended on the ability of major powers to work together in pursuit of particu-
lar objectives. The cold war demonstrated that arms control does not require
that the interests and policies of these powers are aligned, but there has to be a
willingness to cooperate.

The special role assigned to the United Nations Security Council in matters
of peace and security and the fact that the five NPT-defined nuclear weapon
states are permanent members of the Security Council tended to cement the
impression that military power and major power status were two sides of the
same coin. However, other states now claim to have a legitimate stake in the
arms control process without either being in possession of extensive military
capabilities or intending to develop such capabilities. The exclusion of coun-
tries such as Germany, India and Japan from a central place in discussions of
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issues affecting global peace and security may undermine the credibility of
those discussions. While each of these countries will react differently to the
fact of its exclusion, no doubt they will all react in some manner.

In addition, there is an important new actor on the international scene for
which arms control is a crucial concern. With the establishment of the EU in
1993, a group of states (moreover, a group that is expected to expand in num-
ber) are developing, step-by-step, a more integrated approach to foreign and
security policy that is likely to become increasingly influential in the future.

Need for a new organizing principle

A second problem arises from the need to consider the organizing principle for
arms control in conditions where there is no longer any meaningful balance or
symmetry between military capabilities.

Past treaties usually conferred equal obligations and status on participating
states in line with the principle of sovereign equality. This often translated into
a carefully calibrated balance in numbers of agreed items that were the objects
of control. This balance may have been set at zero in the framework of disar-
mament treaties or at higher levels in other agreements. This organizing prin-
ciple no longer applies at the global level, given the power of the USA. More-
over, agreements based on parity are not feasible at the regional level. They
may not even be applicable at the subregional or bilateral level, where ‘dyads’
at the centre of conflict and instability have very different force structures and
force levels.

Responding to non-compliance

A third major problem for arms control is the need to develop responses to
unambiguous evidence that some states are cheating on their legally binding
obligations and commitments. Cheating does not include inadvertent or acci-
dental failures to implement an agreement or differences of interpretation
about the obligations contained in an agreement. These issues are important
but manageable within the framework of arms control processes because the
good faith of the parties is not disputed. Rather, cheating means that a state
promises to take a course of action while at the same time intending to behave
in ways known to be proscribed and that violate the basic principle of the
agreement.

None of the main ‘compliance crises’ revealed in the 1990s—the Iraqi vio-
lation of its NPT commitments, the North Korean violation of its safeguards
agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the Soviet vio-
lation of the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention—has been fully
resolved. This fact remains a serious problem and has contributed to under-
mining the international community’s confidence in the efficacy of multi-
lateral arms control instruments.
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The challenges of the post-cold war period

After the end of the cold war the progressive downgrading of the importance
attached to arms control and disarmament reflected the reduced emphasis on
strategic and politico-military matters. In the 1990s greater priority has been
given to a range of questions in the economic, financial, constitutional, envi-
ronmental and social spheres. In the absence of a greater recognition that the
international security system will not run on ‘auto-pilot” without engagement
from senior leaders, there is a risk that, over time, strategic and politico-
military issues will play a negative role in international relations.

The current situation may bring us to the paradoxical conclusion that nuclear
weapons are gaining in importance not only in Asia but also in the northern
hemisphere. Concerned with the high technology of the Western world and its
advantage in conventional weapons, Russia places increasing emphasis on its
nuclear potential. This is the leverage by which, as Russia’s new military doc-
trine and new national security concept of January 2000 bear witness, it seeks
to restore its world power status.> Members of the Atlantic Alliance and the
EU that engage in peace-enforcement operations far from their countries may
find nuclear weapons a future guarantee of their security.

The relatively easy availability of nuclear dual-use technologies to non-
European states that also seek missiles that could deliver nuclear weapons
makes the USA seek more effective defensive devices. The debate over mili-
tary defences and the ABM Treaty (often called ‘the cornerstone of strategic
stability”) risks becoming a proxy for a discussion about the distribution of
power in the international system.

In Central and Northern Europe the priority is no longer defence in the tradi-
tional form but political and socio-economic preventive activities aimed at
preventing and removing the sources of potential conflicts. However, of
importance for arms control is not only the military restraint of states but also
the role and implications of military collaboration and the creation of joint
multinational units to respond to crisis situations.

Conflicts in the 1990s have demonstrated that small states and even non-
state armed groups can accumulate offensive military capabilities that are
formidable in the context of their specific strategic environment. These capa-
bilities can be acquired covertly and their use can lead to a loss of control by
the state over part or even all of the territory where it exercises legal sover-
eignty.

5 President Vladimir Putin formally approved the new Russian military doctrine in his decree of
21 Apr. 2000. The full text is published in Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 22 Apr. 2000, p. 5.
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IV. From deterrence to regulation

The new security environment presupposes a new role for arms control in the
emerging international security system. For many states, effective arms con-
trol during the coming period will not be based on codifying a balance of
power but on shaping a cooperative security regime with regulatory means.

Although many politicians and military officers in Asia and Russia still
assume that some balance-of-power arrangement could be engineered, this
thinking is wrong because there are no states or group of states which could
uphold such a balance. Neither China, Russia nor any other state can aspire to
balance the power of the rest of the world. In turn, even if the EU strove to
strike a balance with the USA in new technologies and modern armaments, it
would not be able to do so. For the USA to try to translate its military predom-
inance into a direct instrument of coercion would be counter-productive in
terms of achieving its own primary objectives.

Another determinant of the new security premises today should be that
states which deliberately violate the widely accepted principles and norms of
the international system are bound to face political, economic and even mili-
tary coercion to respect those principles and norms. The recent past has seen
the imposition by force of respect for the rules and norms of international law.
This includes the solidarity displayed by many states and organizations
towards Albania and Bosnia and Herzegovina and the introduction of UN
peace forces in Macedonia and other states in several regions outside Europe.
Finally, there was the NATO intervention in Kosovo.

This calls for rethinking some of the fundamental tenets of international law.
With reference to human rights and the respect for minorities’ rights, the prin-
ciple of sovereignty needs to be redefined. Sovereignty is often interpreted in
an abstract and absolute way. The principles of non-intervention in internal
affairs, territorial integrity of states and self-determination of peoples also call
for deeper reflection. As far as the latter is concerned, the question arises
whether the main form of implementation should be secession; if so, then what
are the limits on the formation of new states, the number of which has grown
more than three times since the signing of the United Nations Charter? If it is
deemed advisable and legitimate to draw up a new principle of cooperative
international intervention or principle of international solidarity, the situations
in which this is necessary should be clearly identified, and procedures and
mechanisms should be set for respecting proportionality and not inflicting
unnecessary harm and suffering.® Who would be entitled to take decisions and
under which circumstances in cases where the Security Council has become

6 SIPRI, A Future Security Agenda for Europe, Report of the Independent Working Group established
by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI: Stockholm, Oct. 1996), pp. 6-7.
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hamstrung by a veto because of the political interests of one or more of its
members?’

In other words, arms control can play a significant role by becoming an inte-
gral part of the new international security system. However, it cannot be
boiled down simply to international legal instruments (treaties and conven-
tions); rather, it should constitute a part of security policy and defence at the
national level and of conflict resolution at the global level. Treaties and con-
ventions remain central because they provide clarity about the obligations of
states and an institutional framework within which resources can be mobilized
and organized. However, treaties and conventions need to be supplemented
with a habit of dialogue and discussion that assists in making actions consis-
tent with agreed norms.

The current binding normative order is the point of reference for seeking
solutions that would tackle the challenges and situations of today and tomor-
row. This normative order provides a platform on which to build but should
not itself be placed in question. It must then be asked how the activities of
those states which for different reasons have found themselves outside the cur-
rent order can be regulated—in particular, how the world community should
respond to the activities of states which violate important norms codified in
arms control agreements to which they are not parties. Ways must be consid-
ered for including in the arms control process those states which have an erod-
ing influence on it.

The states whose leaders believe that the current normative order is inade-
quate or even wrong will not participate in cooperative arrangements on an
official level. However, individuals from this group of states can and should
participate in the wider discussion of the role and impact of arms control.
Moreover, in these states public information can play a valuable role in
making possible a debate on the merits and demerits of cooperation.

This discussion may lead those who are hostile to arms control to change
their view. At the least it may induce them to formulate their objections to
arms control clearly and explicitly. If these arguments can be shown to be
weak or incorrect, this may help shape the views of undecided actors, leading
them to engage in cooperation. If the arguments put forward by critics are
correct, then they can be incorporated in a revised normative framework.

V. New priorities

In these circumstances, the SIPRI report presented at the Nobel Symposium on
A Future Arms Control Agenda set out a new list of priorities with regard to
arms control in the context of the emerging international security system.®

7 Rotfeld, A. D., ‘Rethinking the contemporary security system’, SIPRI Yearbook 1999: Armaments,
Disarmament and International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1999), pp. 2-5.
8 SIPRI, The Stockholm Agenda for Arms Control (note 2), p. 1.
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1. To initiate a focused dialogue on the political and strategic context in
which arms control is being carried out. While it is often said that the world
has changed dramatically in the past decade, these changes are seldom
reflected in political and legal decision making. It is particularly important to
consider the implications of changes in the relative political, economic and
military power of states. Against the background of a growing number of
independent states and the emergence of new centres of economic growth and
technological innovation, the arms control agenda needs to be responsive to
the interests of a wider group of states.

2. To revitalize the institutional framework for making and implementing
arms control policy without assuming the primacy of any single institution.
Overemphasizing the legal dimensions of treaties at a time of rapid political
change has proved to be sub-optimal as a means of achieving the broad objec-
tives of arms control and disarmament. A mix of unilateral, bilateral and
multilateral processes, including both politically binding and legally binding
instruments, in the pursuit of agreed goals may prove to be a better way of
building cooperative security.

3. To organize the relations between major powers in ways that minimize
the risk of war. The major powers need to supplement their existing general
commitment to the peaceful resolution of disputes with strengthened consulta-
tion mechanisms, in particular in those regions and around those issues where
their disagreements are the sharpest. Two issues that stand out are: (@) the
need for a new security dialogue among the nuclear weapon states—in partic-
ular Russia and the USA—to coordinate nuclear plans and deployments in
order to minimize the role of deterrence in their mutual relations; and (b) the
need for a new security forum in North-East Asia to consider the implications
of theatre missile defences and related nuclear issues.

4. To engage the USA in the international system on the basis of responsible
leadership within a common framework. With the collapse of the bipolar
security system, the entire concept of bilateralism in arms control had to
change radically. A key part of the international political and strategic context
of arms control is the enormous political, economic and military weight of the
USA. If the USA is to continue to see a self-interest in multilateral coopera-
tion (and it is only on this basis that US engagement can be ensured) then
other states should accommodate many US interests in multilateral forums.
The special position of the USA within the international security system has
opened a new possibility for a more cooperative approach. This implies for the
USA a more ambitious and integrated approach both to nuclear arms control
and to control of other weapons of mass destruction than has been witnessed
in the past. It requires a comprehensive scheme for the revitalization of the
reduction and dismantlement process as well as for the prohibition of the pro-
duction of fissile material for military purposes. It requires the acceptance of
the new realities by the USA and of a new role for the USA based on the
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mutual interests of the other actors. For the USA it means a need to consider
arms control as an integral part of a broad conception of the US national inter-
est. The failure to manage multilateral processes without US participation has
spurred other states and organizations to make greater efforts to raise their
capacities for individual and collective action. This is a welcome develop-
ment, but it should be accompanied by continuous and structured dialogue
between the USA and its partners.

5. To manage relations with the few states outside the normative framework
for nuclear, biological and chemical weapons-related arms control and dis-
armament. Recent experience in North Korea suggests that relations with
states that have placed themselves outside the normative framework for arms
control by violating their commitments under existing arms control and disar-
mament treaties can be managed effectively outside the UN Security Council
but under general Security Council authorization. Far from reducing cohesion
among the permanent members of the Security Council, this more decentral-
ized approach has made it easier to build a political coalition that engages not
only the five major powers but also other relevant actors in a common search
for a solution to the problem of compliance. By contrast, the attempt to man-
age the response to Iraqi non-compliance directly through the Security Council
has amplified disagreements between the five permanent members. The cri-
teria for Security Council membership do not necessarily facilitate participa-
tion by all relevant actors in a search for a common solution to the problem.
The experience after the nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in 1998
suggests that managing relations with states that have chosen not to join the
nuclear arms control regime would be facilitated by an informal but high-level
multilateral dialogue on the role of nuclear weapons in national and inter-
national security. Such a dialogue may produce a new consensus that would
have no direct legal implications, but it could provide a platform for progress
in revitalizing existing nuclear arms control processes.

6. To establish a rule-based agreed framework for the legitimate use of force
in the new security environment. The main priority of security policy should
be to ensure peaceful political changes. However, with limited exceptions—
notably in Western and Central Europe and in North America—the perception
that the use of force ‘works’ continues to undermine the willingness of states
to rely exclusively on peaceful means to resolve their political differences. An
important priority in these conditions is to stimulate dialogue on the principles
and organization of national military and paramilitary establishments. The dia-
logue should include discussion of the constitutional processes by which deci-
sions are taken on the use of force as well the rights, tasks and duties of armed
forces. Recent events in, for example, the former Yugoslavia and East Timor
have underlined the utility of force as an instrument of political change in the
eyes of sub-state or non-state groups with political objectives. The 1996
Florence Agreement on Sub-Regional Arms Control, which includes the
constituent entities of Bosnia and Herzegovina as parties along with the states
of Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, has demonstrated that it is
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possible to regulate the military potential of sub-state groups with political
objectives. General principles and practical arrangements that can regulate the
military potential of sub-state groups should be elaborated through an informal
international dialogue that includes the participation of representatives of sub-
state armed groups.

These priorities reflect a pragmatic and informal approach. Arms control is
not a value per se. It is part of the common and cooperative security system.
The dimensions and rules of arms control are changing. These changes con-
cern: (a) its military relevance; (b) its legally binding character; (c) the scope
and content of the obligations undertaken; and (d) the verifiability of agree-
ments. In this context, several issues remain open. The search for appropriate
solutions calls for not only a revitalization of the institutional framework for
reforming the existing arms control and security system but also a creative and
unconventional approach.

The new arms control strategy is taking shape in an environment for which a
functioning security system has not yet been worked out. As long as such a
system does not exist, there will be no arms control strategy; it will be bound
merely to react to specific situations. In short, an organizing principle for the
new system is needed. The political philosophy of mutual assured destruction
of the past should be replaced by a future-oriented concept of cooperative
threat reduction which would tackle both conventional armaments and
weapons of mass destruction. In the past, arms control became more effective
and comprehensive when its political significance was on the wane. Today it
can only gain significance if it constitutes an integral part of the emerging
international cooperative security system.



Part I

The security environment and arms control
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2. Arms control: an endangered species in the
new security environment?

Alyson J. K. Bailes

I. Introduction

At a time when Europe is reunited, has remained fairly united in tackling its
remaining ‘rogue state’ and has cut its collective defence spending by
40 per cent since 1990, it may seem strange to talk of arms control as being in
danger. However, while arms control had a clear role in ending the cold war,
its place in winning the new peace is less certain. As Lawrence Freedman
predicted long ago, more arms have been cut by finance ministers this decade
than under any arms control regime. The thoughts and actions of those
actually building security and making peace today have drifted far from the
traditional arms control agenda, and arms control specialists are at some risk
of moving in a direction that widens the gap. The obvious danger is of a mar-
ginalization of arms control as a subject and atrophy of its measurable results.
The real nightmare would be if its efforts and effects were unwittingly har-
nessed for ultimately destabilizing ends.

One part of the problem I shall mention only to abandon it, as it needs a
speech in itself, is the economic costs and disincentives attached to arms con-
trol and its increasing technical complexity. What I do want to talk about is
what is happening in the field of what might loosely be called “positive’ secur-
ity and the challenges it presents for some traditional arms control assump-
tions.

The northern hemisphere and Europe are where the world’s two largest mili-
tary powers interact, so I hope I may without cultural prejudice start drawing
the picture from here. It is hardly worth the name of cliché any more to point
out that the old East—West two-bloc system has broken down. From the
balanced deterrence which provided such fertile fields for arms control we
have moved to an environment dominated by enlargement or, in more general
terms, by the integration dynamic and the challenge of its borderlands, and to
a Western concept of security making which is increasingly expeditionary,
that is, based on the use of one’s own forces away from home to prevent, limit
or resolve third-party crises. Among countries which are involved in or
attached to integration processes, confidence and security building is no longer
carried on through self-restraint and non-interference but by a highly intrusive
process of familiarization and sharing, including the creation of multinational
forces to practice or actually carry out crisis management. Verification sys-
tems originally set up for East—West stabilization have been redirected jointly



18 THE SECURITY ENVIRONMENT AND ARMS CONTROL

by their Western and ex-Eastern participants to the control of remaining
‘problem states’ such as the former Yugoslavia.

All this is good news in positive security terms, but it hides a number of sub-
trends which are at best ambivalent for arms control and of which I shall here
sketch only four.

II. Four contemporary trends in arms control

1. The Defence Capabilities Initiative adopted by NATO this spring and par-
allel efforts to strengthen an autonomous European defence potential imply a
growing pressure in the West for conventional rearmament or at least a halt in
the taking of ‘peace dividends’. Finance ministers will of course put limits on
this and we may see some European countries still making what look like
large cuts, but some of these will involve cutting away bits of territorial
defence that no longer serve the expeditionary goal and will reflect a general
trend to raise the equipment : manpower ratio. Another upward pressure will
be the USA’s insistence on using the highest available levels of conventional
technology, which partly reflects a specifically US preference for remote
delivery and minimal human risk, but which the Europeans cannot simply
brush aside because expeditionary missions make such high demands on inter-
operability. Parts of Central and Eastern Europe which are now in NATO or
want to join it cannot help but be affected by the same pressures.

2. In superficial paradox, this situation may increase rather than reduce
nuclear reliance in the northern hemisphere. Western states which deploy the
cream of their forces abroad for altruistic goals may come to value nuclear
forces more as a kind of burglar alarm on their vulnerable homes. Russia feels
threatened, or at least disadvantaged, by the new stress on Western conven-
tional superiority and for some time has been showing the signs of an
increased nuclear emphasis. There is a potential vicious circle with non-
European nuclear-capable states because they will feel vindicated in seeking
nuclear protection by the North’s seemingly hopeless addiction to it, but any
new signs of proliferation will only increase the Northerners’ determination to
keep a convincing nuclear superiority. The nasty twist to look out for will be
the temptation, especially for the less secure powers, to move away again from
the idea of relatively simple, defensive arsenals and to toy with hopes of tac-
tical break-out through the development of more flexible, inevitably also more
usable systems. Another kind of break-out is of course the revived attempt by
some in the USA to create a perfect anti-missile shield, which has all the same
things wrong with it as in the old days, including the undermining of the 1972
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty), but could be far more destabiliz-
ing nowadays if it offers strategic immunity to the remaining superpower
(with or without its chosen friends). One of its incidental effects would be to
tempt the protected powers more or less to give up on non-proliferation: and
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one of the worrying things about the revival of the idea is that it could imply
that they already have.

3. When the handling of rogue states becomes challenge number one and
when these states happen to be on the fringe of or outside the established secu-
rity systems, the first casualty is the traditional idea of deterrence and the
second may be the approach to security through universal regulation. Cold
war-style deterrence based on visible balance cannot work between highly
asymmetrical or between ad hoc opponents. The West would never use nuclear
weapons against Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic. The only way to
stop such saboteurs of the peace is by active dissuasion, which almost always
means a demonstration of superior power: actually making war to end war,
rather than the cold war principle si vis pacem para bellum. Now, in such a
world of shifting battlefields and expeditionary actions, one kind of arms con-
trol might seem more relevant than ever, that is, the notion of universally
applicable ‘laws of war’ which are generally reflected today in formal global
regulation. However, as we have seen in both Iraq and the former Yugoslavia,
the experience of fighting a completely unprincipled opponent while one’s
home population is at peace and expects to limit its losses accordingly puts
heavy strains on the most high-minded coalition’s respect for international
legality. The question of a legal mandate is the first that may have to be
blurred, followed by the classic definitions of proportionality and collateral
damage and the inhibition against pre-emptive strikes. Up to this point West-
ern actions may still be within the letter of arms control law as such, but laws
can be weakened in other ways than by directly breaking them: notably, by
giving up any hope of their enforcement and destroying the other side’s illegal
capacities by force instead. The messages about arms control and security
conveyed by all this to other regional actors are going to be mixed at best. Too
often now when local arms control regimes are set up they are presented only
as part of the tidying up after a conflict and as a kind of punishment reparation
inflected on the guilty party. Non-guilty countries which aspire to be makers
of security themselves can hardly be blamed for following what the West does
rather than what it preaches and for fighting free of all limitations on the
growth of their own intervention capability. This is the more likely because
their own regional concerns do not always give the same salience to isolated
rogues that we do; their military targets are set by reference to long-term,
perhaps quite respectable rivals, and the knocking out or down of the rogue is
no reason for them to cut back—especially with our own arms salesmen
knocking harder than ever at their door.

4. The kind of global disarmament that focuses on outlawing inhumane,
destabilizing technologies may also become harder to achieve in this situation
just as it becomes more relevant. The West, having sold its best conventional
arms freely to regions of potential intervention, is now highly motivated to
keep whatever high-technology edge it can to limit the vulnerability of its sup-
posedly superior peacekeepers and above all to give them the chance of finish-
ing their mission fast. It will therefore prefer to push for the abolition of low
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technologies which it no longer needs itself and which make expeditionary
environments harder, such as anti-personnel mines and small arms. The
trouble is that the control of such items by export restriction alone is almost
hopeless and the traditional approach by international convention merely
ensures that the regions most prone to use such devices will opt out. There is
an obvious risk here of an asymmetrical arms race where Western superiority
will force rogue or recalcitrant states to use ever more illicit arms from ever
more illicit sources and where, consequently, the danger of a break-out into
use of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons will grow even as the moral
majority are congratulating themselves on having outlawed far milder tech-
niques.

II1. Conclusion

I have deliberately not left much time to discuss solutions for all this because |
do not know what they are. I can only suggest some possible shifts in percep-
tion or approach that might help the true arms control experts to find them.
The first and most obvious is to see security processes as a continuum, in any
given region or any domain of regulation: arms production, defence structure
and doctrine, military action, disarmament and arms destruction are all parts of
a single cycle and the goals of arms control may be met just as well by inter-
vention at some other point in the cycle, just as they will be frustrated by
narrowly conceived actions that misread the dynamics of the whole.

A simple question to ask about security building is what works: where are
potential crises that have not happened? A lot of them today are in Europe but
they are also in places like Central and South America or South-East Asia, and
they mostly have to do with the growth of multilateral integration. In Europe, I
am personally convinced, the often violent crises of the borderlands can only
be overcome in the long run by integrating them, whether we are thinking of
the Balkans or Russia or even the Caucasus. We may have to stick with some
of the traditional methods and conundrums of arms control until we can clear
the obstacles that stand in the way of starting this process, but it could still be
a useful mental exercise to ask ourselves what the military posture of an
extended European Union free trade area including Russia would be, and what
we should be doing with Russia if we were working towards that structure
now. Some of the logic of Western positions on the 1990 Treaty on Conven-
tional Armed Forces in Europe look a bit different and in the nuclear field I
suspect a reliable joint deterrent force without war-fighting frills would seem
much more worth striving for than any kind of missile shield.

In other regions we need an approach to arms control and confidence build-
ing that recruits the good states for all parts of the security cycle, rather than
risking distortion by over-concentration on the bad. One part of this problem is
how to persuade a player as influential as China that its interests are best met
by arms control and non-proliferation even before it has fully become a status
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quo power. Another is how to pursue the idea of local peacekeeping and mili-
tary cooperation groupings in full awareness of the pitfalls while digesting the
first round of inevitable disappointments. Another is to set aside Euro-
centricity and look more seriously at the reasons for the success of local
initiatives that have worked, like disengagement along the Chinese—Russian
border. A general point to ponder here is whether the transition to cooperative
security always needs to be made via a stage of balance and stand-off as in
cold war Europe or whether some regions might be able to jump directly to an
added-value-creating multilateralism. Certainly 1 would say that any Western
initiative that has the effect of making security relationships in another region
more bilateralized must be a questionable one: this is one of several errors we
thankfully managed not to commit when responding to the nuclear break-out
of India and Pakistan.

Finally, I would argue that if we believe in the universal regulatory approach
to arms control—and it is hard not to believe in it when globalization has
become a fact in so many other dimensions—we must accept that the West,
too, will have to pay a price for it. That is clear in questions of method like
accepting intrusive inspections or sharing data, and it applies to the questions
of agenda, where we cannot go on much further with curbing the indulgences
of the weak while ignoring the temptations of the strong. It will sometimes
also mean denying ourselves the quickest military solution to a particular
problem, and that in turn will demand patient explanation to the public, media
and sometimes importunate allies. However, if we can face up to all these
challenges and, incidentally, solve a few other problems like the economics of
arms control and its application to non-state players, we have the chance now
to open up new battlefields for arms control that will leave the cold war look-
ing like hardly more than a skirmish.



3. A security strategy for the 21st century

William J. Perry

I. Introduction

We are approaching the end of this century, and what a century it has been—
one of both triumphs and tragedies. The tragedies included two world wars
and a cold war. The world wars resulted in the deaths of tens of millions,
soldiers and civilians alike. As tragic as these wars were, the cold war would
have been even more tragic if the ‘balance of terror’ which characterized it had
failed. Indeed, the failure of deterrence would have resulted in a supreme
tragedy—no less than the end of civilization. Deterrence did work, however,
and now the cold war is over. The whole world breathes easier.

The century has also seen the collapse of the great European monarchies and
the rise and fall of fascism and communism. Finally, it has seen an explosion
of democracy, especially in Eastern Europe and Latin America. This explosion
of democracy is surely one of the great triumphs of our time and a most hope-
ful note on which to end the century. These new democracies are fragile, how-
ever, so it is a mistake to believe that we have reached ‘the end of history’—
the end of security problems. Indeed, one of the great challenges of this new
era is to formulate a new security strategy that can deal adequately with the
daunting problems facing us. I will describe the need for a new security strat-
egy to deal with the new security problems that the world will face in the
21st century. In particular, I will argue that this strategy should be based on
preventive defence—the actions we take to create the conditions for peace,
thereby minimizing the likelihood of war.

Because I believe that the past is truly prologue, I will begin by asking you
to take your minds back more than 50 years, to the period after World War II,
when our nations faced an analogous problem in formulating a new security
strategy. At that time Europe lay in ruins, shattered both physically and psy-
chologically. At this critical point in history the USA did something never
done before in the history of the world. We created the Marshall Plan, which
sought to prevent a future war by assisting the devastated nations of Europe,
friends and foes alike, in rebuilding their economic infrastructure. George
Marshall saw this as a way to prevent a third world war, and indeed, the
enlightened economic programmes that resulted contributed to the prosperous
and peaceful nations developed in Western Europe and Japan. Joseph Stalin
turned down the Marshall Plan and embarked on a programme to bring Central
and Southern Europe under his control. This problem was described famously
by George Kennan, in a seminal article in Foreign Affairs published over
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50 years ago.' Kennan argued that, as the wartime cooperation with the Soviet
Union was replaced with a struggle for the heart of Europe, we would be in for
a protracted period of confrontation. The Truman Administration accepted this
analysis and formulated a security strategy for getting us through the cold war:
containing the Soviet Union, while at the same time deterring another global
war. Deterrence thus supplanted prevention as the predominant security strat-
egy for more than four decades. The whole world lived with the threat of
nuclear holocaust every day of that dangerous period, but deterrence worked,
and today, for the first time this century, there is no threat of a global war. The
Soviet Union is gone, and Russia and the other successor states, although
undergoing economic and political trauma, are nonetheless cooperating with
Western nations economically, politically and even militarily. In short, the
threat that inspired our cold war security strategy is gone. While we rejoice at
this outcome, we must also ask ourselves two fundamental questions. In the
absence of a threat of global war, what dangers do we face today? What secur-
ity strategies do we need to deal with these dangers?

I1. Prevention of war

This paper will focus on the security need that is least understood by the pub-
lic—the need to prevent the re-emergence of the threat of major war. In the
book Preventive Defense, which I co-authored with Ashton Carter, we argue
that it is time to return to the prevention strategy pioneered by George
Marshall, which succeeded in Western Europe and Japan but failed in Eastern
Europe.2 We described what we called a ‘type A threat’—a threat to national
survival of the type that many of our nations faced three times this century, in
World War I, World War II and the cold war. Today the USA is in the happy
circumstance that it faces no threats to its national survival and the world is in
the happy circumstance that it faces no threat of a global war, a threat that
characterized much of the 20th century. What are the dangers that could
emerge as ‘type A threats’—threats to national survival or threats of global
war—in the future? Unfortunately, they are not academic; indeed, they are
very real. I can characterize some of these dangers by asking three ‘what if’
questions. What if, in the next decade, Russia should go the way of Germany
in the 1930s? What if, in the next decade, China should go the way of Japan in
the 1930s? What if, in the next decade, rogue nations or terrorists should
obtain weapons of mass destruction (WMD)?

By asking the questions this way, I am suggesting that a primary goal of our
security strategy should be to keep these dangers from transforming them-
selves into type A threats and to achieve this goal with a programme of pre-

! [Kennan, G. F.], “The sources of Soviet conduct’, Foreign Affairs, July 1947, published under the
pseudonym ‘X’ and reprinted as ‘The sources of Soviet conflict’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 65, no. 4 (spring
1987), pp. 852-68.

2 Perry, W. J. and Carter, A. B., Preventive Defense: A New Security Strategy for America (Brookings
Institution Press: Washington, DC, 1999).
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ventive defence. It is clear that this challenge requires diplomatic and eco-
nomic initiatives as well as defence initiatives—but defence does play a crit-
ical role in implementing such a strategy. It is also clear that the USA or even
all the Western nations acting in concert cannot control the outcomes—but we
can influence them, and it is imperative that we try. I will give brief examples
of some of the preventive defence programmes on which the USA and other
nations have already embarked in an attempt to keep these dangers from
becoming threats.

The most dramatic example of preventive defence in action is the Nunn—
Lugar Programme, by which the USA has assisted the nations of the former
Soviet Union in dismantling over 4000 nuclear weapons, destroying over
800 launchers and converting three nations—Belarus, Kazakhstan and
Ukraine—into non-nuclear weapon states.

In addition, the USA joined with Russia to create the Gore—Chernomyrdin
Programme to help Russia in its economic restructuring efforts by facilitating
joint ventures between Russian and US companies which bring desperately
needed capital to Russian businesses. The USA also joined with Germany in
establishing the Marshall Center, which provides education in how a military
functions in a democracy. Twice each year a new class of 60 officers of East
European countries gather for six months in Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Ger-
many—these officers will be among the leaders of these countries as they
struggle to establish democratic societies and market economies. The USA
joined other NATO nations in establishing the Partnership for Peace (PFP), in
which 26 Central Asian and East European nations joined the then 16 NATO
nations to build in practice the elements of a common European security. The
most dramatic success of the PFP to this date is the NATO peace enforcement
operation in Bosnia, where 26 partner nations, including Russia, joined 16
NATO nations in this action, critical to sustaining security and stability in
Europe. Earlier this year a similar coalition was formed to facilitate the safe
return of nearly 1 million displaced Kosovars. In both of these military coali-
tions, Russia joined NATO nations in forming the peace enforcement military
force—a critically important decision that will have a positive effect on the
security of Europe into the 21st century.

Now let me turn to the second ‘what if” question I asked. What if China,
early in the 21st century, were to go the way of Japan in the 1930s? In the
1930s Japan was a rising power in the Pacific—rising as an economic, polit-
ical and military power—and this inevitably brought it in conflict with the
other great Pacific power, the USA, resulting ultimately in the bloody Pacific
phase of Word War II. Today China is a rising power in the Pacific, rising
economically, politically and militarily, and this leads inevitably to conflicts
of interest with the USA. The goals of preventive defence are to resolve these
conflicts constructively and peacefully.

The USA, under its past six presidents, has tried to protect our long-term
security through a preventive defence programme with China, which we call
engagement. We believe that continuing and extending engagement serves the
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security interests of both countries and minimizes the risk that the inevitable
conflicts of interest between China and the USA will degenerate into military
conflict. However, this engagement policy has had its ups and downs since the
signing of the Shanghai Communiqué by President Richard Nixon and
Premier Chou En-lai in 1972.

The most serious flashpoint in Chinese—US relations is Taiwan, illustrated
most dramatically by the crisis engendered by the Chinese firing of missiles
near Taiwan in March 1996. In response to those missile firings, and with the
authority of President Bill Clinton, I ordered two carrier battle groups (CBGs)
sent to the Taiwan Strait. We had some tense days over that decision, but in
fact China stopped its firings and exercises before the CBGs arrived, so the
crisis passed without incident. The Taiwan issue can be settled only by the
parties themselves, of course, but the USA can play a constructive role by
encouraging both sides to engage in serious talks leading to enhanced com-
munications and traffic across the Taiwan Strait.

II1. Major crises and potential threats

Now let me go to the third ‘what if” question. What if rogue nations or terror-
ists were to get their hands on WMD?

The vital security interests of all nations are threatened by the potential of
terrorists or rogue nations acquiring nuclear weapons and their delivery
means. The USA has defence programmes designed to deter or defend against
such a threat, but our security is clearly better served if we can prevent this
threat from emerging. We have established programmes designed to prevent
the proliferation of WMD. Nevertheless, we are seeing the emergence of a
dangerous proliferation of nuclear weapons, particularly in Asia. Iraq contin-
ues to pursue the development of WMD and has succeeded in curtailing the
United Nations Special Commission on Iraq inspections designed to contain
these programmes. Iran proceeds with a high-priority programme to build
long-range ballistic missiles and has a robust reactor programme that could
produce the fissile material needed to provide nuclear warheads for these
missiles. Last year, India and Pakistan tested nuclear weapons and declared
themselves to be nuclear weapon nations. They have under way programmes
to adapt this nuclear capability to delivery systems, including ballistic
missiles, and to produce these weapons in some quantity. I believe it is only a
matter of time until they deploy nuclear-tipped ballistic missiles, and I believe
that this greatly increases the danger that they will be used, either in anger or
through a failure of command and control. Both nations insist on their right to
possess WMD. Neither nation, I believe, has reflected seriously enough on the
danger that these weapons will bring down on their heads a nuclear catas-
trophe.

For the past five years, the USA has focused on another example of prolifer-
ation in Asia—one that could be even more dangerous. For the 45 years since
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the end of the Korean War, the Korean peninsula has had not peace, but an
armed truce. North Korea maintains an army of 1 million men, most of whom
are based near the border. These forces are deterred by South Korean and US
forces, which are only half the size of the North Korean forces but are backed
up by the highly ready US forces in Japan, Hawaii and Alaska and on the west
coast of the USA. As a consequence, deterrence is strong and peace has been
maintained on the peninsula for the past four decades.

Five years ago, the USA came close to a military conflict with North Korea
over its nuclear programme. The North Korean nuclear facility at Yongbyon
was about to begin processing nuclear fuel, which would have provided North
Korea with enough plutonium to make about half a dozen nuclear bombs. We
believed that the introduction of those nuclear weapons would upset the deter-
rence posture on the peninsula and were within a day of imposing severe
sanctions. North Korea said that it would consider the imposition of sanctions
as an act of war and proclaimed that it would turn Seoul into a ‘sea of flames’.
Some argued that this was only rhetoric, but we believed that we had to take it
seriously. We therefore undertook a detailed review of our war contingency
plan, and the USA began preparations for sizeable troop reinforcements in
South Korea. In the event of a war, we were confident of a decisive allied vic-
tory, but not without high casualties on all sides.

Fortunately, that crisis was resolved not by war, but by a diplomatic agree-
ment known as the Agreed Framework (AF). The AF provided for a freeze at
Yongbyon, to be followed in time by the dismantlement of those facilities.
Today, the nuclear facilities at Yongbyon remain frozen. That result is critical
for security on the peninsula, since during the past five years those facilities
could have produced enough plutonium to make dozens of bombs. The dis-
mantlement of Yongbyon awaits construction of the light water reactor (LWR)
called for in the AF, but that construction is still several years away. There-
fore, production of plutonium could restart in a few months if the AF were to
be aborted.

About a year ago we appeared to be headed for another crisis like the one in
1994. US intelligence had reported the construction of a number of under-
ground sites in North Korea. Our most serious concern was centred on an
underground site under construction at Kumchang-ni, which was large enough
to house a reactor and a processing facility. At the same time, North Korea
had begun serial production and deployment of the No Dong, a medium-range
ballistic missile capable of reaching all of Japan. Additionally, North Korea
had under way the design of two long-range missiles, the Taepo Dong I and
the Taepo Dong II, both of which used the No Dong missile as their first stage.
These missiles, which could reach targets in parts of the USA as well as Japan,
aroused major concern in both countries, because it was believed that they
would use warheads employing WMD. This concern came to a head a year
ago, when North Korea flew a Taepo Dong I over Japan in a failed attempt to
launch a satellite. This test-firing provoked a strong reaction in both the USA
and Japan, where there were calls for termination of the funding which sup-
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ported the AF (LWR construction and heavy fuel oil). If the AF were to be
aborted, there is no doubt that North Korea would respond with a reopening of
the nuclear facility at Yongbyon. This in turn would put North Korea in the
position of being able to produce the plutonium that would allow it to put
nuclear warheads on its missiles.

During this turbulent and dangerous period, the US Congress called for, and
President Clinton agreed to establish, an outside Policy Review. President
Clinton asked me to head this review, and I agreed, believing that the time had
come for a serious, solid review. Much had changed in the five years since we
had resolved the last crisis with the AF, and I believed that the stakes had
become even higher—for the Americans, for the Koreans and for the
Japanese.

During the course of the study, we had extensive consultations with our
allies, beginning the very first week of the study, which I believe made a very
significant contribution to our success. In addition, we consulted with and got
some support from China, the European Union and Russia.

The first conclusion of the study is that the military correlation of forces on
the Korean peninsula strongly favours the allied forces, even more than during
the 1994 crisis, and I believe that this is understood by North Korea. There-
fore, deterrence is strong, unless it is upset by the introduction of nuclear
weapons, especially nuclear warheads on ballistic missiles.

Our second conclusion is that there has been no production of fissile
material in North Korea since the AF came in force, but that production at
Yongbyon could restart in a few months if the AF were aborted.

Our third conclusion is that a security strategy based on the AF has worked
these past five years but is unsustainable in the face of continued North
Korean firings of long-range missiles, since these firings undermine the nec-
essary support for the AF.

Finally, we concluded that, while North Korea is undergoing terrible eco-
nomic hardship, these hardships are unlikely to cause the regime to be under-
mined anytime in the foreseeable future. Therefore, we must deal with the
North Korea regime as it is, not as we would wish it to be.

The primary recommendation of the Policy Review was that the allies
should establish two alternative strategies. If North Korea is willing to forgo
its LRM programme as well as its nuclear weapon programme, we should be
willing to move in a step-by-step path to a comprehensive normalization of
relations, including the establishment of a permanent peace. Alternatively, if
North Korea demonstrates by its actions that it is not willing to remove the
threat, we must take actions to contain the threat.

Threat containment is expensive and dangerous, so obviously the first strat-
egy is preferred, but the USA cannot unilaterally enforce the first strategy.
This strategy requires continued support of the AF by the US Congress and the
Korean and Japanese Parliaments, and I believe that we will get that support,
as long as North Korea continues to exercise restraint on LRMs as well as
nuclear weapons. Also, successful execution of either strategy requires full
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participation of the governments of Japan and South Korea, and I believe that
we will have that full participation. During the course of this policy review,
our three governments have worked together more closely than ever before,
and I believe that this tripartite cooperation will endure into the future and be
applied to other problems in the region as well.

Of course, the viability of the first strategy depends on full cooperation from
North Korea. To determine whether that cooperation would be forthcoming,
our policy team scheduled a trip to North Korea in late May. We were
received with great courtesy and held extensive and serious discussions. While
we disagreed on many issues, the talks were constructive and entirely without
polemics.

Our visit had four goals.

Goal 1—Make meaningful contact with senior North Korean officials, to
establish a base for future discussions. That goal was achieved.

Goal 2—Nail down a continuation of the nuclear restraint which had been
established in the AF. That goal was achieved, with both sides reaffirming the
principles of the AF. Critical to that agreement was the visit by an expert team
to Kumchang-ni, which established that this site was not suitable for the instal-
lation of a nuclear reactor and processor.

Goal 3—Explore whether North Korea had an interest in going down a path
to normalization. That goal was partially achieved since it was clear that it was
interested but not clear that it was prepared to take that step.

Goal 4—Explore whether North Korea was willing to forgo its LRM pro-
gramme and begin moving with us down a path to normal relations. North
Korea was not able to agree to that goal while we were in Pyongyang. It was
clear that they regarded their LRM programme as important, for reasons of
security, prestige and, of course, hard currency. It was also clear that they
understood our position that these missiles were an impediment to normal
relations.

As we departed Pyongyang, we left North Korea with an explicit proposi-
tion: we were willing to take a first step—the easing of certain sanctions to
create the right environment for normalization talks. Would they be willing to
take a critical first step, forgoing the Taepo Dong II test that was then in
preparation? We explained that our goal was to negotiate the Missile Technol-
ogy Control Regime for North Korea, but suspending missile testing was the
logical first step.

The answer to this proposition was given just two weeks before this paper
was written in a meeting in Berlin where the first positive step was taken. It
was a small step, but it was positive, and I believe that it will lead to definitive
actions in the weeks ahead. Let me be clear: much more remains to be done,
but we have started, and I believe that this step could, in time, lead to a pre-
vention of war, by facilitating the removal of WMD from the Korean penin-
sula. I also believe that, as this threat is being removed, a better environment
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will be created which will make all other problems on the Korean peninsula
easier to resolve. Indeed, I believe that the small step forward we are taking is
the beginning of a path to normalization, which after decades of insecurity will
finally lead to a Korean peninsula that is secure, stable and prosperous.

IV. Conclusion

These three examples of major security problems make the point that there are
real, not academic dangers that threats of global war could re-emerge and that
we need a new way of thinking about our security; new security policies
which focus on preventing major threats—threats like those we faced in the
cold war—from re-emerging.

As we rethink our security objectives, we should be guided by Elie Wiesel,
who wrote: ‘Peace is not God’s gift to his creatures. Peace is our gift to each
other’. That is, peace will not just happen. It is not the natural order of things.
We have to work together to make it happen—to build a secure and safe world
for our children.



4. Observations on arms control in a new
security environment

Anders Bjurner

I. Introduction

It is trite to say that our security environment has changed greatly since the
end of the cold war. The main change is that there is no longer the threat of a
global war. While not necessarily ended, the adversarial relationship between
the main actors of that period has softened, and communications and coopera-
tion between them have improved fundamentally. Between actors on the two
sides of the cold war divide, the relationship has, in most cases, radically
changed to one of a pronounced community of interests and often even values.
Cooperation and integration are partly replacing deterrence as the basis for
security. The concept of common and comprehensive security is gradually and
in some regions actually becoming a reality. The fear of nuclear devastation
has faded.

In the past decade an unprecedented number of arms control and disarma-
ment agreements have been achieved, for example, the 1991 and 1993 Strate-
gic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and II, respectively), the indefinite
extension of the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the conclusion of the
1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and the actual mora-
toria on testing observed by the five declared nuclear weapon states, the
nuclear weapon-free zone treaties for Africa and South-East Asia, and the
1993 Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and its ground-breaking
mechanisms for verification. The 1997 Anti-Personnel Mines Convention and
the International Atomic Energy Agency’s safeguards agreements are other
agreements of the greatest value to our global and human security.

In Europe, the 1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe is
already well on its way to being adapted, the confidence- and security-building
regime has been further developed, and the Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe has been set up. The new subregional cooperation
arrangements have enhanced confidence and security in Europe, not least in
our own region of Northern Europe.

I1. Old and new challenges

So why is this positive picture not complete or, I might say, not true? The fear
of nuclear devastation may have faded, but the risks of the possible use of
nuclear weapons are still a grim reality. Thousands of strategic nuclear
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weapons remain on hair-trigger alert. The START process has partly stalled
because of the reluctance on the part of the Russian Duma to ratify the
START II Treaty. The ratification process has lately been further complicated
by developments relating to inter alia Iraq and Kosovo. Plans for national
missile defence systems cause great concern. Deployment of such systems in
the future would have a negative impact on disarmament and non-
proliferation. Moreover, a most disquieting tendency has appeared in recent
years whereby nuclear weapons are assigned new roles. In the wake of declin-
ing conventional capabilities, Russia has given more prominence to these
weapons in its defence planning. In other quarters, the notion has surfaced of
possible retaliation with nuclear weapons against attacks involving other
weapons of mass destruction.

At the same time, India and Pakistan have openly engaged in a dangerous
pursuit of nuclear weapons and missile development. This is a serious setback
to the international nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation efforts. It con-
trasts starkly with such positive previous developments as the conclusion of
the CTBT and the adherence of Argentina, Brazil and South Africa to the
NPT. Furthermore, in the fragmenting and multipolar world of today other
states, marked by unstable and/or obscure one-man rule structures, may be
tempted to follow suit. Two cases in point are Iraq and North Korea, and new
actors have joined in. The eroded power and loss of control of central govern-
ment, corruption or inadvertent dispersal of nuclear materials, technology and
scientists constitute a significant threat that nuclear weapons will end up in the
hands of states not complying with their international non-proliferation obliga-
tions.

There is also a considerable new danger that nuclear capabilities and actual
possession of workable devices will spread to groups of terrorists, drug lords
and other organized criminal groups that are often already well supplied not
only with small arms and light weapons but also with more sophisticated
heavy equipment. New technologies and more open borders have added to that
danger.

Large numbers of conventional arms continue to be transferred to, above all,
developing countries. In particular the destabilizing accumulations and uncon-
trolled spread of small arms and light weapons today fuel an alarming number
of ongoing conflicts, most of them internal in nature but often with serious
external effects.

Protection against external aggression naturally continues to be an essential
objective of governments, but the challenges to the security of perhaps most
states today are more complex and often have to do with threats that affect
human security, such as access to and use of natural resources, resource deple-
tion, extreme deprivation, large-scale flows of migrants or refugees, ethnic
conflicts, and gross violations of human rights and democratic principles.

While the fear of large-scale interstate conflicts and use of nuclear arms
have faded, the number of ‘limited’” armed conflicts—mostly intra-state—have
caused immense human suffering. It has been calculated that no fewer than
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6 million people, mainly civilians, have died in armed conflicts since the end
of the cold war. Preventing armed conflicts is thus a human, economic, polit-
ical and, indeed, moral imperative. We need a new culture of prevention and
new institutions, instruments and probably norms. A broad range of diplo-
matic, political, economic, legal and even military measures of prevention
have to be developed. Arms control has been and should be one of the major
instruments of conflict prevention.

While it seems clear that a more sophisticated security analysis is needed in
this new environment and, I believe, is in fact being made in a number of
countries, states continue to rely primarily on military hardware for their
security. The impression that states with nuclear weapons intend to continue to
rely on possessing them has contributed to the assessment by others—states or
non-state actors—that they are useful and to their ambition to acquire them.
We do not believe this has improved anyone’s security. Nor has it helped non-
proliferation.

Undoubtedly, much progress has taken place in the global security system
and in various parts of the world. However, we have experienced many set-
backs, and new concerns and risks are added at both the domestic and inter-
national level. On the whole it is difficult to state that international security
has made significant progress since the end of the cold war—in particular if
one looks at the daily human realities. The end of the cold war seems to be
over. We must, I believe, more seriously and more structurally adapt to that
reality.

III. Towards a comprehensive and global non-proliferation
regime

I am convinced that there is broad agreement about the importance of keeping
non-proliferation alive and making it universal. There is a distinct relationship
between a nuclear disarmament process and the successful maintenance and
extension of a global non-proliferation regime. As long as there are nuclear
weapons, evidently the risk of proliferation is there. The only complete
defence is the elimination of nuclear weapons. A prerequisite for progress
towards the total elimination of nuclear weapons is the existence of a strong,
comprehensive, global non-proliferation regime. We must, therefore, continue
to strengthen the NPT, the CWC and the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BTWC).

The close relationship between nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation
works both ways. This is particularly clear when it comes to the credibility of
the NPT. The political essence of that treaty is that 183 states have undertaken
to refrain from nuclear weapons and, in return, the five nuclear weapon states
have committed themselves to a process of nuclear disarmament. This process
must be more visible. Above all, it must not be allowed to stop. In the New
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Agenda Coalition' we wish to highlight this political relationship between
non-proliferation and the need for an ongoing nuclear disarmament process—a
need for new momentum with realistic, balanced and concrete steps. Our reso-
lution was a breakthrough at last year’s UN General Assembly.2 It will be fol-
lowed up this year.

It is important to do everything we can to bring the CTBT into force as soon
as possible. Ratification by the three nuclear weapon states which have not yet
done so would be of particular importance. The upcoming Article XIV Con-
ference offers a timely opportunity to renew international efforts for the early
entry into force of the treaty. I believe that a lot of political effort will be
needed. Even before the entry into force is formally achieved, however, we
need to ensure that the verification machinery is in place and operational and
that the organization set up to monitor treaty implementation is able to work
smoothly.

IV. A new agenda

In the same vein, the highest priority should be attached to finally getting the
negotiations started on a nuclear fissile material cut-off agreement. Sweden
considers that the negotiation modalities agreed upon last year, based on the
Shannon mandate, were sufficient and regret that, owing to artificial linkages,
negotiations on that agreed basis have not been allowed to move forward in
the Conference on Disarmament (CD) since then.

Both politically and technically, the call for de-alerting as an interim meas-
ure has been controversial. However, as a minimum a serious examination by
the nuclear weapon states to find possible balances and a verifiable process of
de-alerting are important. We are convinced that there is a way forward to
taking important steps on de-alerting.

Another area where I believe we have to find a way forward concerns the
need for an agreement to protect our outer space assets. We all depend on both
civilian and military assets in that environment. For instance, there is a need to
preserve our space-based capability to verify that arms control, disarmament
and non-proliferation agreements are complied with. The inability to start any
discussion on this vital theme at the CD is very discouraging. Without having
an answer, | ask myself if there are other ways to move in this area.

Progress in the CD and other disarmament forums is also jeopardized by the
volatile situation in the Far East region, which causes several countries to pur-
sue the development and acquisition of missiles for stated defensive purposes.
This, in turn, threatens the delicate balance that forms the basis for such fun-
damental arms limitation and disarmament treaties as the 1972 Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty and the START treaties. This situation calls for maximum

! See, e.g., URL <http://www.acronym.org.uk/4lunga.htm>.
2 The text of the resolution is available at URL <http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/54/a54r054.
pdf>.
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restraint by the countries concerned and an appropriate handling of the prob-
lematic situation involving North Korea, where the recent progress in this
regard should be welcomed. Sweden is participating, along with our partners
in the European Union, in the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organi-
zation programme.

The connection between non-proliferation and disarmament is also illus-
trated by the CWC. Reaching agreement on it was indeed a great advance in
both respects. Now we are in the early days of implementing it. Apart from
obvious humanitarian reasons, we, for our part, were guided through the many
years of negotiations by overarching security policy objectives. Although the
security environment has changed in many ways, these objectives still pertain.
The functioning of the organization set up for the implementation of the CWC
must not be hobbled by a loss of vision among some of its most important
member states. Nuclear weapons also cast a shadow over the CWC. Several
important countries, particularly in the Middle East, have remained outside it.
Making the CWC truly universal, and ensuring the timely implementation by
all parties of all their commitments, must be high priorities.

Another sign of the loss of disarmament momentum is the difficulties we are
experiencing in the Geneva negotiations on a verification protocol to the
BTWC. Admittedly, verification in this area is a complex undertaking but it is
of utmost importance. The lack of an effective verification regime seriously
hampers it. Technological developments, new unscrupulous terrorist organiza-
tions and more liberal trans-border movements during recent years have
underscored this vital aspect of the convention. We must do all we can to
design a verification regime that will help to minimize the risk of proliferation.
Sweden believes four key elements to be vital in the protocol: declarations,
visits, investigations and a small, cost-effective organization. It is essential
that the protocol comprises on-site measures with respect to declared facilities.
A careful balance has to be struck between credible verification of compliance
with the convention and the need to avoid an undue burden on industry and
protecting proprietary information. I am convinced that, in order to achieve a
credible regime, it is necessary to include a transparency system of randomly
selected visits to declared facilities as a follow-up to declarations. Without a
mechanism of that kind we doubt that compliance with the BTWC can be
monitored.

Serious security as well as humanitarian problems arise in connection with
the proliferation and unrestrained use of small arms and light weapons.
According to some estimates, there are more than 500 million small arms and
light weapons in existence worldwide, and more than 70 countries manu-
facture them. While the largest numbers are still manufactured on an industrial
scale in the developed countries, most of the manufacturing countries are in
the developing world. A large number of these weapons are in uncontrolled
circulation around the world. These weapons are the primary or sole tools of
violence in the majority of the armed conflicts taking place today, particularly
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in conflicts involving irregular troops and where a high proportion of the
casualties are civilians, including large numbers of children among the
victims. This year, more than 300 000 children under 16 years of age are
estimated to have been exploited as participants in armed conflicts using these
weapons. Apart from millions of deaths, this has resulted in the displacement
of populations and large flows of refugees, severely impacting on the security
of neighbouring countries and whole regions. The uncontrolled accumulation
and circulation of small arms and light weapons are a major source of
insecurity also because they seriously undermine the credibility and realization
of peace agreements.

From the perspective of the Swedish Government there are, in particular,
four areas of small arms in which we should like to pursue further work:
(a) practical, concrete support for national or regional prevention and reduc-
tion measures; (b) the management of small arms in post-conflict management
and conflict prevention situations—in the context of peace settlements it is
vital to be able to collect, safely store and preferably destroy small arms and
light weapons for the consolidation of peace, the restoration of citizen security
and post-conflict reconstruction; (¢) normative work in different international
forums, inter alia to ensure that small arms and light weapons are transferred
for legitimate purposes only and that they only end up in the hands of legit-
imate authorities; and (d) transparency measures, for instance, an international
database on various methods of marking small arms and weapons.

With these few observations I have only skimmed part of the complex and
dangerously slowed down disarmament and arms control agenda for the next
couple of years. I look forward to the discussion in this forum.



5. Objective and limits of arms control in the
new security environment

Vladimir Baranovsky

I. Introduction

In the most general sense, the objectives of arms control are by and large
always the same—at the time of the Hague Conferences 100 years ago, during
the four decades of the global East—West confrontation and in the post-cold
war era. Indeed, at the level of the international system, arms control efforts
are aimed at making this system more stable, both globally and in its separate
segments. At the national level, the goal is to make military security less
expensive and more reliable by cooperative measures, that is, together with
potential opponents rather than unilaterally and against them.

It is also clear that no state would consider arms control policy as a value
per se; it is inscribed in the broader framework of the state’s national strategy,
with the latter having indisputable priority. This means that arms control could
be sacrificed to more important national goals, such as ensuring a higher level
of security for the state or promoting its international influence. There could
always be arguments in favour of achieving such goals unilaterally rather than
in cooperation with potential external opponents. How perceived national
goals and the international environment interact is a crucial question for the
development of arms control.

The overcoming of the cold war has certainly created a new international
environment, as well as strong incentives for reconsidering national goals. In
other words, both parts of the arms control equation have been affected. This
requires reassessment of both the focus of arms control and its main vectors.
The problem is that, even before such reassessment took place (or, at least,
before it was accomplished and began to be implemented in practical policy),
the international environment seemed to be beginning to change, this time in
the opposite direction.

In fact, the window of opportunity for launching a new arms control agenda
that seemed open at the beginning of the post-cold war era was not fully used.
Indeed, approximately from the mid-1990s, relations between Russia and the
West started to experience serious (and increasing) strains, with confronta-
tional elements becoming more and more prominent again. Whatever the
sources of such a development might be, one of its first victims could become
(or has already become) the area of arms control.

Moreover, not only the future of arms control is under threat, but also its
considerable achievements. Using the notion of acquis communautaire in the
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practice of the European Union (EU), we can say that the arms control acquis
could erode significantly, if not irreversibly. The troublesome uncertainty
about the future of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty)
clearly exemplifies the prospect of such an erosion.

To prevent such developments from occurring, it is expedient to focus arms
control efforts on a number of key issues. Three major themes seem to be of
primary importance in this respect: the nuclear dimension, the regional dimen-
sion and international regulation.

I1. The nuclear dimension

The first theme concerns the situation in the area of nuclear weapons, where
the international community is facing a real crisis. The two main components
of this crisis concern (a) relations between former nuclear opponents, and
(b) nuclear proliferation.

There is a troubling paradox in the recent development of relations between
Russia and the USA in the sphere of nuclear weapons. On the one hand, they
seem to have entered a new era, orienting towards non-confrontational inter-
action. Within this model, the very logic of nuclear deterrence or mutual
assured destruction is irrelevant (just as it is absent in the relations between the
UK and the USA, or between France and the USA, or between France and the
UK). On the other hand, it is not clear to what extent this transition to a post-
confrontation era is irreversible (and whether it is irreversible at all). Recent
developments around Kosovo have given substance to speculation in this
regard.

The result is that both Russia and the USA appear to be living simultane-
ously both in the past and in the future. Each of them declares (and may
increasingly believe) that the former nuclear opponent is no longer considered
as an enemy par excellence; at the same time, both know that they are able to
destroy each other completely, and both prefer to maintain nuclear weapons
and effective means of delivering them as an ultimate guarantee against this
eventuality. Remarkable ‘old thinking’ in prioritizing the consolidation of the
second-strike potential goes in parallel with the interest in the idea of joint
global protection against nuclear strikes, which may be clearly interpreted as a
sign of future-oriented ‘new thinking’ in this area.

However, these two models, or two ways of thinking, clearly contradict each
other. They could coexist for some time, but only against the benign overall
background of the political relations between the two countries. Meanwhile,
this background seems to become increasingly unfavourable. In any case, such
‘coexistence’ is only possible as a transitional phenomenon, and maintaining it
is fraught with increasing confusion, both conceptual and in terms of strategic
planning.

In the case of Russia, this confusion is only aggravated by uncertainty about
the role of nuclear weapons. At the beginning of the 1990s, it was fashionable
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to predict that this role was becoming marginal. Then, the trend turned
180 degrees: it was concluded that the relative weight of the nuclear factor
should be increased in order to compensate for the dramatic weakening of
general-purpose forces. This reassessment was only reinforced by the develop-
ments around Kosovo: in Russia (and not only in Russia) many people believe
that, if Yugoslav President Slobodan Milosevic had had nuclear weapons,
teaching him democracy with air strikes might have been much more problem-
atic, if possible at all.

This brings us to another source of increasing confusion—the issue of
nuclear proliferation. Indeed, if the declared nuclear states still consider
nuclear weapons as an important tool ensuring their security, it is not clear
why other states should refrain from possessing nuclear weapons. Even if this
logic goes back to the early years of the nuclear era and may be considered
simplistic, this does not make it irrelevant. Unfortunately, the results of this
simplistic logic do not amount to pure speculation; on the contrary, they are
very real and indeed dramatic.

Warnings about the threat of nuclear proliferation go back to the time when
the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was being negotiated and concluded.
However, these warnings remained unconfirmed for so long that the sensitiv-
ity of the problem almost evaporated. Indeed, for three decades we have
become accustomed to living with this threat, up to the point of considering it
as a kind of ‘virtual reality’.

The fact that this reality ceased to be “virtual’ represents the most spectacu-
lar failure in all the history of arms control efforts and the most serious chal-
lenge to its future since there is nothing to prevent the list of nuclear states
from becoming longer. Nor are there any reasons to expect that nuclear
weapons will be marginalized, as has happened in Europe. The validity of this
argument is dubious because it is crystal clear that nuclear trends are different
in various regional contexts.

It is true that the role of the nuclear factor has diminished in Europe (where
the total number of nuclear weapons has decreased by 70 per cent), as well as
on the level of Russian—US relations. In Asia and the Middle East, however,
the developments go in the opposite direction: China is increasing its nuclear
potential, India and Pakistan have become de facto nuclear weapon states,
Israel maintains this status unofficially, Iraq and North Korea are blamed for
not abiding by their NPT commitments, Iran is suspected of aiming to go
nuclear, Japan and Taiwan have a latent capability to produce nuclear weapons
quickly (and might have incentives to do so), and so on. In fact, if in Europe
the 20th century has ended with the fall of the Berlin Wall, in Asia the nuclear
tests conducted in May 1998 have marked the beginning of the 21st century,
which has considerable chances to become the century of the nuclear arms
race in Asia.!

I See, e.g., Delpech, T., ‘Nuclear weapons and the “new world order”: early warning from Asia?’,
Survival, vol. 40, no. 4 (winter 1998/99), pp. 57-76.
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Against this background, what should be the objectives of arms control in
the nuclear field? They may be defined in the following way: (a) in the
immediate future, maintaining the nuclear arms control pattern; (b) expanding
it in the medium-range perspective; and (c) reassessing the fundamental
elements of nuclear deterrence in the longer run.

First, it is expedient to prevent the collapse of the arms control regime that
has structured, even if not in a sustainable way, the situation in the field of the
nuclear arms race. This includes: (@) ratifying and implementing the 1993
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START II) and the 1996 Comprehensive
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (or at least, and more realistically, observing their
provisions); (b) negotiating a START III accord; (c) preserving the coopera-
tive regime in the area of strategic ballistic missile defence (even if this
requires adaptation of the ABM Treaty); and (d) addressing the issue of tacti-
cal nuclear weapons (which have only been subject to unilateral commitments
rather than any negotiated agreements, and even these commitments seem to
be eroding). It is clear that the ultimate responsibility here lies with Russia and
the USA.

Second, nuclear arms control should cease to be the exclusive domain of
two powers. It is true that this exclusivity provides Russia and the USA with a
special international status that both seem to be reluctant to give up. However,
they should assess their interest in involving other nuclear weapon states; fail-
ure to do so might gradually destroy nuclear arms control irreversibly. Indeed,
some of the existing or prospective measures for regulating developments in
the area of nuclear weapons will soon be irrelevant if the ‘junior members’ of
the nuclear club are not involved. Even more important is promoting their
accountability, responsibility and self-restraint as the price to be paid for over-
coming their second-rank status.

In this sense, the primary task is to engage China in negotiations and efforts
aimed at preventing destabilizing developments in the nuclear weapons-related
area. Whatever the implications might be of the forthcoming rise of China to
the status of superpower in the 21st century, this process will be more smooth
and less challenging if it is not coupled with the country’s non-participation in
nuclear arms control.

Finding appropriate arrangements with India and Pakistan represents another
serious task in the context of expanding nuclear arms control efforts. Indeed,
this is no longer an issue of non-proliferation: the ‘old’ nuclear weapon states
have no choice but to accommodate to the new situation and acknowledge
reality. Whether (and how) to react to the challenging policy of those who
have preferred to disregard all non-proliferation warnings is another question.
The option of reacting does not seem very practical and has no solid founda-
tion in international law; the option of not reacting would nullify the validity
of the non-proliferation regime and call into question the ability of its propo-
nents to implement it.

There is no way of squaring this circle other than inscribing the task, both
politically and analytically, into a broader and longer-term objective, the third
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one in the context of the present analysis—to reassess in a fundamental way
the issue of nuclear weapons and their role in maintaining international secur-
ity. Such reassessment, if defined in a very general way, should go along the
following lines: (a) developing unprecedented transparency of nuclear
arsenals; (b) making them mutually compatible, up to establishing joint com-
mand structures (at the beginning, with respect to some elements of nuclear
arsenals); and (¢) introducing (even if slowly) a regime of internationalization
with respect to nuclear weapons.

However absurd and unrealistic such recommendations might seem now,
they represent the only means of stopping proliferation and preventing it from
becoming epidemic. More importantly, they open the way towards overcom-
ing the existential absurdity of nuclear weapons by turning them into an
instrument for maintaining international stability rather than ensuring the
security only of those who possess them.

II1. The regional dimension

The second big theme for reflections about the future of arms control could be
defined as the necessity of its de-globalization. Re-focusing arms control
along this line seems to become increasingly imperative.

Indeed, numerous challenges, both actual and potential, are emerging on the
regional level and even in the local context rather than in the global system.
These are interstate low-intensity conflicts, trans-border conflict-generating
activities, intra-state conflicts, regional arms races, and so on. There are at
least two reasons for paying special attention to such conflicts: (@) they are
becoming more numerous and less contained by external factors in the post-
cold war world, less structured and more poorly organized than in the period
of the global East—West confrontation; and (b) because they are relatively lim-
ited in terms of magnitude and eventual international implications, the ‘large-
format’ arms control agreements affect them to a very insignificant extent (if
at all).

To make arms control efforts more practical, they have to be concentrated
on the concrete contentious issues that generate or aggravate regional instabili-
ties. Failure to do so carries the very real risk of undermining any conflict
settlement below the global level. Noteworthy in this respect is the example of
the 1996 Florence Agreement. True, it has not become a panacea and has not
made the 1995 Dayton Agreement invulnerable to criticism; but the Florence
Agreement, by establishing limits on five categories of weapons and personnel
for three post-socialist Yugoslavian states (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia), effectively prevented a military
imbalance in the region which would almost certainly have had significant
destabilizing consequences. In the case of Kosovo, this component is miss-
ing—which might become one of the factors undermining the sustainability of
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the settlement. Nagorno-Karabakh is another notorious example where
regional arms control is needed to reinforce eventual political arrangements.

Meanwhile, regional arms control efforts are by no means a subject of
excessive attention on the part of politicians and analysts. It is true that the list
of successes is not long, but there are some interesting cases giving some
ground for optimism. One of them is represented by the 1996 and 1997
confidence-building and troop reduction agreements between China, Russia
and three Central Asian states; the fact that this ‘five-lateral’ pattern has con-
tinued afterwards points to a certain sustainability of the model, which starts
with regional arms control, to pave the way for broader cooperative inter-
action. In this context, similar bilateral patterns also deserve attention, such as
the Agreement on Confidence-Building Measures in the Military Field along
the Line of Control in the India—China Border Areas reached between China
and India in 1996.

Other examples are less inspiring. Thus, there have been a number of
regional arms reduction, arms control and confidence-building measures
negotiated and even agreed upon in Central America, but the question of their
implementation remains open. The same is to be said about the arms control
dimension of the peace negotiations in the Middle East. The Association of
South-East Asian Nations Regional Forum seems to be more coherent in its
orientation towards developing regional confidence-building measures. In this
last case, however, regional efforts go in parallel with the unprecedented arms
race that is taking place in the region. This indicates a traditional dilemma in
the context of arms control: should it be aimed at minimizing the scope of
confrontation or rather at preventing the arms race?

IV. Moving towards international regulation

This brings us to the third major theme, touching on control of the arms trade
and military technology supplies with the obvious objective of preventing
eventual destabilizing effects. Here, the situation seems quite paradoxical. On
the one hand, there is significantly developed international cooperation, with
various patterns and institutions; six multilateral structures (if the EU proce-
dures are included) represent a more developed framework than in any other
single arms control area. On the other hand, the result of their functioning is
not very clear, if not disappointing.

Saddam Hussein’s Iraq is the best example of the poor effectiveness of this
cooperation; indeed, Baghdad turned out to be much closer to possessing a
militarily significant weapons of mass destruction potential than was antic-
ipated. Regrettably, whether this lesson has been adequately learned is by no
means obvious. Technological advances may open the way for circumventing
eventual restrictions and obstacles and aggravate the situation: rapid develop-
ments in biotechnology and genetic engineering facilitate the possession of
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biological weapons within one to two years, although they are banned by the
1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention.

Each of the existing multilateral structures represents a framework for con-
sultations and some coordination, rather than a regime in the making. They
may set principles and define guidelines, without, however, producing joint
policy. Even when there is something approaching collective decisions, their
implementation is left to the discretion of the member states (even in the case
of the EU).

Meanwhile, it is clear that concrete decisions on the national level would
inevitably have various components. Each state may proceed from its own
legitimate interests concerning, for instance, defence policy, foreign policy,
economic policy or industrial policy; but the eventual compromise between
them does not necessarily reflect the requirements for strengthening inter-
national security. On the contrary, it may directly conflict with such require-
ments. In other words, the existing paradigm does not give priority to efforts
aimed at minimizing the destabilizing consequences of the arms trade and
military technology supplies, making the erosion of such efforts almost
inevitable.

To stop this trend, there is a need to gradually move from consultation and
exchange of information towards international regulation, with decisions
becoming more binding and more intrusive. This is not only a complicated
task—it is also a very unpopular one. Everywhere, both in Russia and in the
Western countries, corporate interests are strongly oriented against making
decisions more transparent and internationally accountable. It is the responsi-
bility of the political leaderships to inscribe these particular interests into a
broader context; and not all political regimes, even the most democratic ones,
are able to pass this test of political maturity.

If they do not move in this direction, the suppliers of arms and military tech-
nologies to the world market are doomed to cultivate new strains within the
emerging international system. Afterwards, some will be using air strikes
against new Saddam Husseins, rightly considering them potential aggressors,
whereas others will be regarding this as a violation of international law—and
with full justification.

By and large, there is a risk that arms control may be entering a gloomy
period. The trend towards prioritizing national goals, alongside worrisome
symptoms of multiplying regional tensions and global neo- (or quasi-)
confrontation, might erode the whole logic of cooperative efforts. In order to
make such efforts successful, there is a need to inscribe them into a new
paradigm of arms control. The key words of such a paradigm should be
transparency, accountability, intrusiveness, binding commitments and inter-
national regulation, gradually evolving towards transnational and even supra-
national regulation. This may seem excessively ambitious and unrealistic, but
setting ambitious goals may be expedient in order not to lose what has already
been achieved and to move on.



6. Good guys, bad guys and arms control

Richard N. Perle

I. Introduction

I should like to begin my remarks by thanking Dr Adam Daniel Rotfeld and
his colleagues for including me in this important gathering. It is a tribute to the
open-mindedness—I am tempted to say courage—of SIPRI’s current leader-
ship that you have seen fit to invite a long-time critic of the theory and practice
of arms control to address you on the objectives and limits of arms control in
the new security environment. I hope you will not consider it an act of ingrat-
itude if I approach the subject with the same doubts and reservations that |
have harboured—with increasing conviction—for many years.

From my student days in California in the early 1960s, when my friend and
mentor Albert Wohlstetter sparked my interest in strategic policy and arms
control, I have been sceptical of agreements aimed at regulating conflicts
among adversaries. It has seemed to me that when agreements were most use-
ful—that is, when the danger of hostility leading to war was greatest, they
were least obtainable, and when they were most attainable, they were least
useful. (The current Russian—US impasse over the 1993 Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty—START II Treaty—may contradict this principle: an
agreement there may not be very useful and difficult to attain.)

Many advocates of arms control acknowledge its limitations but argue that it
is far better to reach imperfect agreements than to have none at all. Indeed, the
conventional wisdom about arms control has held that any agreement was
better than none, that deadlocked arms negotiations meant failure, and that
‘tough’ and demanding negotiating proposals were a form of disguised oppo-
sition to arms control itself. I will never forget the anger with which the vast
majority of arms control enthusiasts greeted President Ronald Reagan’s ‘zero
option’ in 1981. They were convinced that the USA had disingenuously
offered the Soviet Union a deal it could never accept because the USA was
opposed to reaching any agreement with Moscow. Proposals for deep cuts in
the Soviet and US strategic forces in the 1970s, by such tough-minded figures
as the late Senator Henry M. Jackson, were similarly dismissed as mere ploys
intended to wreck the prospects for arms control. Even now, opposition to
arms control agreements that are unverifiable, like the 1993 Chemical
Weapons Convention (CWC) or the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty, is frequently characterized as disguised opposition to the very process
of arms control.
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II. The cold war period

If we are to think clearly about arms control in the ‘new’ security environ-
ment, it is essential that we understand how arms control has worked in the
immediate past, in the ‘old’ security environment. Happily, our prospects for
understanding the results of arms control agreements in the half-century of the
cold war are greatly improved by the end of the cold war and the collapse of
the Soviet Union.

The end of the cold war opens the way to objectivity and perspective in
judging a subject that has been afflicted by every manner of ideological
passion, official dissembling and political manipulation. The collapse of the
Soviet Union has freed at least some participants in the process to speak and
write openly about the past. Thus we can review the recent history of arms
control with the certain knowledge that Soviet strategic forces grew rapidly
following the 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I Agreement)
‘freeze’, that the radar at Krasnoyarsk was indeed a violation of the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty), and that the deaths in Sverdlovsk in
1984 resulted from an accident at a Soviet biological weapons facility, not
from a natural outbreak of anthrax.

Let me be clear about my own view. I believe that the most important arms
control agreements of the cold war failed to achieve their principal intended
purpose, which I take to have been the mitigation of a competition in amassing
weapons, especially nuclear weapons.

The agreements reached in the last few years of the cold war, especially the
1991 and 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and II, respec-
tively), largely codified the decline in the number of strategic weapons that the
USA and the USSR considered—arms control apart—necessary for their
security. There is little evidence, if any, that the underlying capability of the
strategic weapon programme of either the USA or the USSR was significantly
affected by either START treaty. There were reductions, to be sure, but the
level to which the sides agreed to make reductions was comfortably within the
level each thought was necessary. What was given up, in short, was surplus,
often older weapons that it would have been wise to abandon in any case.

The 1987 Treaty on the Elimination of Intermediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles (INF Treaty) may well have been the most useful agreement of
the cold war period, but mainly for political rather than military reasons. Ironi-
cally, the Soviet SS-20 missile, the deployment of which touched off bitter
controversy over the countervailing deployment by NATO of Pershing and
cruise missiles, was itself a creature of another arms control arrangement, the
SALT I Agreement.

The failure of the ABM Treaty, the SALT I Agreement and the 1979
SALT II Treaty to restrain the growth of nuclear forces was total: in fact, they
worsened the military balance by making it more unstable; and these once her-
alded agreements actually led to—that is, in a significant sense caused—an
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intensified competition that channelled the growth of nuclear forces into new
areas.

The theoretical desirability of agreements to restrain competition in arma-
ments, to say nothing of their actual use, was, and remains, theoretical; in
practice, agreements could, and often did, have unexpected consequences,
some of which were quite the opposite of what their proponents desired. Let
me give some examples.

First, by banning strategic defences, the ABM Treaty almost certainly
encouraged the Soviet Union to increase its strategic offensive forces. With
the treaty in place, the USA could not offset Soviet increases in offensive
forces by deploying defensive ones. Because the SALT I Agreement, signed
the same day as the ABM Treaty, prohibited the building of new inter-
continental strategic missiles, the only option open to the USA was to rely on
such passive defences as sheltering and mobility—which it did. The Soviet
increase in strategic forces following the 1972 agreements was immense:
thousands of new warheads deployed on several types of new land- and sea-
based missiles. Was it wise to ban defensive systems entirely, leaving the only
open avenue of competition a menacing race to develop more effective inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)? Would Moscow have gone on such a
building spree if the USA had been able to respond with interceptors capable
of neutralizing it? The USA lowered the bar and in so doing encouraged the
Soviet Union to jump.

Second, the SALT I Agreement limited only ballistic missiles of inter-
continental range; and it allowed the then existing missiles to be modernized
and significantly enlarged. Unable to go on adding ICBMs to its arsenal, the
USSR more than doubled the size of its ICBM force by modifying existing
missiles to carry much bigger payloads and by replacing smaller missiles with
much bigger ones. The USSR also replaced several hundred SS-11 missiles
targeted on Europe with a new ICBM, the SS-19. To compensate for the con-
version of the SS-11s to multiple-warhead missiles with intercontinental range,
the USSR developed and began to deploy the medium-range SS-20 missile—
and the rest, as they say, is history.

The development of the SS-20 as a way around the limit on the total number
of intercontinental-range missiles is a classic case of arms control producing a
result quite the opposite of what one side, at least, had in mind. When Henry
Kissinger returned from Moscow with the 1972 agreement, he could not have
imagined that it would lead to both the SS-20 and the massive expansion of
the Soviet intercontinental missile force.

Third, there can be little doubt that the rapid growth of modern cruise mis-
siles was stimulated by the failure of the SALT II Treaty to limit them as it
limited ballistic missiles. ‘OK’, the reasoning went, ‘if we can’t have an unre-
stricted number of missiles that follow a ballistic trajectory to reach their tar-
gets, we’ll develop missiles that get to the same targets without leaving the
earth’s atmosphere.’
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Thus was the modern cruise missile launched. The point worth remember-
ing is that there are always ways around the strictures and limitations imposed
by treaties—and where a matter as sensitive as national security is involved,
states will find and use them.

There would be no reason for cataloguing the failures of arms control in the
old security environment if past failures were unlikely to be repeated in the
new security environment. However, it seems far more likely that the failures
of the past resulted from fundamental defects inherent in the nature of arms
control. So while the new security environment is different from the old, so
must the approach to arms control be different—and in ways that recognize its
limitations.

III. The post-cold war period

The end of the cold war has fundamentally changed the security environment
in which future arms control agreements may be reached. Gone is the over-
arching struggle between the communist and non-communist worlds. Gone,
for that matter, is communism itself—a now thoroughly discredited approach
to the organization of society. Gone with it, and its Soviet patron, is the fer-
vour that once energized a failing empire with a militarized economy and a
willingness to sacrifice well-being at home to the prospect of influence abroad.

What remains is a world far better poised to contain interstate violence,
which is no longer so readily fuelled by the exigencies of the cold war. While
new and sometimes large-scale brutality continues to beset mankind, seem-
ingly intractable conflicts in Africa and the Middle East have proved amenable
to peaceful resolution after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the conse-
quent change in Russian leadership.

The world is much safer today—even though many nuclear weapons remain
in the arsenals of the nuclear weapon states—because the Soviet Union no
longer exists. With its disappearance, the threat of a global conflagration
involving large numbers of nuclear weapons has declined sharply. In the end,
what matters are not so much the weapons themselves, but the political con-
text in which they are created and deployed and the character of the regimes
that control them. While there is reason to fear smaller, localized conflicts
with disastrous consequences for hundreds or thousands of victims, the danger
of tens or hundreds of millions perishing in a global war is past. The instru-
ments of mass destruction about which we have become increasingly con-
cerned, especially chemical and biological agents, which are so much easier to
obtain than nuclear weapons, lack the scope, reach and reliability of the
massive nuclear arsenals that became the most awesome expression of the
cold war.
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Bilateral arms control

For now at least, the new security environment is marked by the absence of a
great-power rivalry. There is nothing in prospect like the half-century-long
titanic struggle between the Soviet Union and the USA. For the foreseeable
future there is one superpower, the USA, which has shown no inclination to
use military force to advance selfish interests. For this reason bilateral arms
control no longer commands the attention it did in the old, bipolar security
environment, and attention is now focused on multilateral arms control affect-
ing such matters as nuclear testing, the proliferation of chemical and bio-
logical weapons, the use of landmines, and the like.

Multilateral arms control

Multilateral arms control differs in several important respects from bilateral
arms control as the latter was practised during the cold war. For one thing, the
large number of participants who negotiate treaties intended to bind most or
even all the countries of the world cannot possibly comprehend the intricacies
equally. Some will be better, some less well informed. Those whose plans are
such that they will be unaffected by the treaty or convention are bound to see
things differently from those whose plans and programmes are impinged upon
by the agreements being negotiated.

In multilateral negotiations, some of the participants have interests to protect
while others do not—or if they do, those interests may be only remotely
affected by a treaty’s terms. In one sense, all states have an interest in a con-
vention banning chemical weapons. There is, however, a vast difference
between, say, Iceland’s interest in such a convention and the interest of, say,
Iran, which has been both a victim and a producer of such weapons. The
interest of my country is different from that of many others for which the pos-
sibility of a chemical weapon attack, or the use of chemical weapons against
their forces or installations abroad, is remote. This difference in the depth and
salience of one state’s interest compared to that of another helps explain why
the USA sometimes seems cautious in its approach to multilateral arms con-
trol: as a source of wealth and influence and an object of anger and envy, it is
invariably more deeply affected than most other countries.

Among the participants in any multilateral arms control negotiation, there
will be states which believe that this term or that limitation or some
verification provision will enhance their security, while others may believe
that their security would be diminished by the same provision. Iraq, for
example, may well consider itself threatened by an intrusive verification
provision that would not trouble Finland in the least and might be applauded
by Kuwait.

It is characteristic of global agreements—which is what those limiting
nuclear testing and chemical and biological weapons aspire to be—that they
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lump together, under a unitary set of constraints, states that can be counted
upon to comply and those which intend to find and use loopholes—or, if that
does not work, actually to cheat—to defeat the purpose of the agreement. To
make matters worse, states joining global conventions, even if they do so in
bad faith, obtain the same treatment as those which join in order to advance
the proper purposes of the agreement.

While it was not a treaty as such, there can be little doubt that Indian partic-
ipation in the Atoms for Peace programme facilitated India’s acquisition of
nuclear weapons by legitimating the construction of a Canadian-designed
reactor from which nuclear material was extracted. We now know that
Saddam Hussein made full use of the information provided by Iraqi inspectors
under the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to evade detection in
Iraq’s clandestine nuclear weapon programme. By learning the sources and
methods by which the TAEA attempts to ferret out cheating, Iraqis in the IAEA
were better able to circumvent the purpose of the 1968 Non-Proliferation
Treaty and the IAEA.

During the US Senate debate on the CWC, a number of senators argued that,
by becoming parties to a largely unverifiable agreement, potential violators
could expect to learn a great deal about how to conceal their chemical weapon
programmes. This concern is bound to recur as agreements are proposed that
include both ‘the good guys and the bad guys’—if you will allow me to use a
term not common in diplomatic parlance but helpful in defining the classes of
participants in multilateral agreements.

Good guys and bad guys do not equate exactly to democratic and non-
democratic states, but the correlation is close. For one thing, democracies with
a political opposition and an inquiring, free press find it difficult if not impos-
sible to violate agreements. Since international agreements achieve legitimacy
by the adherence of states, the citizens in states that are parties to agreements
are unlikely to approve violations. Totalitarian states, by contrast, have little
trouble organizing clandestine cheating. Iraq, North Korea and the Soviet
Union, in the old days, all found it easy to violate arms control agreements
without fear that they would be found out by the press or the opposition.

In domestic affairs no one would seriously propose that the police and crim-
inals come together and sign agreements according to which they would
accept the same set of constraints on their freedom of action. Yet that is the
underlying logic of many multilateral arms control arrangements: a compact
among nation-states, some of which are current or likely criminals, others—
the majority—respectful of international law and their treaty obligations. The
importance of this anomaly lies in the increasing extent to which the subjects
of arms control in the new security environment—chemical, biological and
nuclear weapon proliferation—are largely unverifiable.

The infrastructure necessary for the production of non-military pharmaceu-
tical and chemical products is so similar to that necessary for the production of
biological and chemical weapons that it is not difficult to conceal a weapon
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programme within an otherwise innocent activity. For this reason, compliance
with treaties banning the manufacture of chemical or biological weapons can-
not be reliably determined although treaties banning their use probably can be
verified. Yet when Iraq used chemical weapons against Iran and then unarmed
villagers in the north of Iraq, the international community did nothing. In fact,
the response was less than nothing: an urgent international conference in Paris
was adjourned after a few days of passionate speeches with no formal mention
whatsoever of Iraq’s use of nerve gas.

IV. The new role of arms control

What role should arms control play in making the world safer? I have four
answers.

1. It should do no harm. However, harm is the inevitable result if arms con-
trol becomes a substitute for other means of containing threats to the security
of nations. The negotiation of elaborate multinational arms control regimes
must not become a substitute for individual nations acting to make the world
safer, even if such action is unilateral. A good example is Israel’s destruction
of an Iraqi nuclear reactor in 1981. Had Israel not taken that action, Saddam
Hussein’s army might still be in Kuwait and possibly well beyond Kuwait.

We should be mindful of the danger that the formal process of arms control
may actually diminish the efficacy of informal, ad hoc activities by countries
in a position to forestall or disrupt or otherwise contain the threat of prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction. Quiet arrangements to embargo critical
equipment, or diplomatic or economic pressure exerted bilaterally or by a
small number of like-minded states, may well prove more effective than the
cumbersome machinery of the international community as a whole, especially
when there is controversy and facts are difficult to establish openly. A formal
treaty regime must not be allowed to pre-empt other activities to prevent or
punish violations. The claim by a possible violator that the only legitimate
recourse lies in the formal procedures of an international regime must be
firmly rejected. If arms control arrangements are to do no harm, we must not
repeat the mistake of inviting obvious offenders, like Iraq, to participate in
ways that would help them undermine the purposes of the agreements they
may choose, for tactical reasons, to sign.

2. We must understand that limitations on the use or manufacture of specific
weapon systems have broad and varied implications, some of which may
argue for treaty constraints while others may argue against them. Where the
weapons in question elicit powerful emotions, we may do things that make us
feel good but have potentially damaging consequences.

Take the case of a ban on landmines, for example. Anti-personnel landmines
can certainly do terrible damage; and the idea of civilians killed and maimed
by landmines was so abhorrent that the international community was propelled
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towards a convention banning them. However, this is a ban that is almost cer-
tain to be violated and it cannot possibly be verified.

Had it agreed to be bound by a convention, the USA would unquestionably
have honoured its commitment. This would have precluded us from using
mines in a variety of ways that have the potential to discourage military
actions—providing perimeter defences of refugee areas, for example—or to
reduce casualties in combat situations or otherwise save lives. The USA is
certainly responsible enough to remove landmines when they no longer serve
a useful military purpose. Indeed, the USA, concerned about the potential of
unintended damage from landmines, has developed a class of such mines that
disarm themselves after their military mission has ceased.

Unsophisticated landmines are cheap and easy to produce and a ban on their
production cannot be adequately verified. Those who have used landmines in a
way that gave rise to the concern about them will not be constrained by an
international convention banning them. Moreover, they will have no incentive
to turn to advanced-technology mines of the sort the USA provides for itself
and could provide to others. A multilateral convention that of necessity treats
all states alike with respect to the manufacture and use of landmines is another
instance of the pitfalls of arms control that fails to distinguish between the
effects of international legislation on good guys and bad guys.

The ABM Treaty is another example of a treaty that precludes action that
could make the world safer. Signed nearly three decades ago, it prohibits the
deployment of national defences. Yet the new security environment, in which
such outlaw states as Iraq and North Korea and other dangerous states like
Iran are aggressively trying to acquire ballistic missiles, makes it prudent for
us to build defensive systems to protect ourselves. The ABM Treaty was never
intended by either of its original parties to prevent such prudent protection.
Legal scholars have made a powerful case that the ABM Treaty—as a two-
party agreement—Iapsed automatically when the Soviet Union became
extinct. In any event, it is time to recognize that the new security environment,
whatever one thought about the old, requires that we deploy a robust defence
against ballistic missiles.

3. We should recognize that many treaty constraints that would be desirable
if honoured are not desirable where there can be no assurance of compliance.
Treaties that cannot be verified are in general a bad idea.

4. We must recognize that the world will be a safer place when countries
that respect the rights of others are more powerful than those that do not.
However high-minded their purpose, agreements that weaken the Western
democracies relative to states that support terror or launch wars of aggression
are foolish excursions that allow statesmen to feel good while they are actually
doing bad.
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The intellectual architecture of arms control is dominated by theories in
which the behaviour of ‘Country A’ is examined in relation to that of
‘Country B’. Most often A and B are, implicitly at least, substitutable, one for
the other, but in the real world there is no ‘Country A’ and there is no
‘Country B’. There are states with distinctive histories, traditions, character
and power. Some are peaceful, others not. Theories that obscure this distinc-
tion are wrong and policies built on those theories will surely fail.

The real problem in world affairs is aggression. It is, in important respects,
similar to that terrible problem in domestic affairs, violent crime. In both cases
the essence of the problem is not weapons as such but power in the hands of
aggressors and criminals. The failure to distinguish between guns in the hands
of the cops and guns in the hands of the robbers is not just a practical absurd-
ity; it is a profound moral failure.
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7. Major powers and arms control: a Russian
perspective

Yuri K. Nazarkin

I. Which states are ‘major powers’ today?

New realities change old notions. What do we mean today by ‘major powers’?

Until recently, major powers were equivalent to the five permanent mem-
bers of the UN Security Council (the P5), with two superpowers among them.
Today, certain corrections and clarifications need to be made. The dissolution
of the Soviet Union and the end of the cold war, as well as the current weak-
ness of Russia, have put an end to the bipolar world. What model of the world
do we have now? Is it a unipolar world? Or is it a multipolar world, where one
pole is much stronger than the others and where some other poles are growing
fast? The latter option looks closer to the reality, particularly if we take into
account the trend which dominates now.

It is a fact that, besides the ‘official’ five nuclear weapon powers, we now
have two ‘self-proclaimed’ nuclear weapon states—India and Pakistan—and
one ‘clandestine’ nuclear weapon state—Israel. The term ‘self-proclaimed’,
which is usually attributed to India and Pakistan, seems inadequate because
they did not proclaim themselves nuclear but have become in reality nuclear,
exactly as the other five did. The non-recognition of nuclear weapon status for
India and Pakistan reflects only the intention to prevent their further
‘weaponization’ but does not change the fact that they possess nuclear
weapons. Reference to the definition of a nuclear weapon state in the 1968
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is not valid proof of their illegitimate nuclear
status because the NPT, in Article IX, defines a nuclear weapon state ‘for the
purposes of this Treaty’ (‘For the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear weapon
state is one which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other
nuclear explosive device prior to 1 January, 1967°). India and Pakistan, as
non-parties, are obviously not covered by this definition. On the other hand,
they have no juridical contradictory evidence for their accession to Additional
Protocol 11 of the 1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco in their capacity as states possess-
ing nuclear weapons, as defined by this treaty (Article 5). An indirect recogni-
tion of the nuclear weapon status of India and Pakistan might be found in the
fact that the entry into force of the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty depends on their ratification of the treaty.

It was in the spirit of the cold war to regard a state as a major power by its
military strength, with nuclear weapons as the main factor. Today, political
weight and economic power play a much more important role than in the past.
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The formation of the Group of Seven (G7) industrialized nations, which has
become the most influential political and economic forum in the world, proves
this.

Following unification, Germany has become the biggest country in Europe
and is developing as a large pole of political and economic power, in coopera-
tion with other countries of the European Union. It therefore belongs to the
category of major powers. The same is true for Japan, whose political and
economic weight puts it in the same category.

There are big changes also among the P5. Russia has lost its status as a great
power, at least for the time being, although it retains its enormous nuclear
arsenal, which exceeds by far those of China, France and the UK. If and when
Russia recovers economically, it might regain its great power status, but this
cannot be expected to occur in the next decade. On the other hand, China
demonstrates very successful and stable economic growth, which creates a
strong and solid base for its military build-up.

The USA is, no doubt, the undisputed lone superpower because of its mili-
tary, political and economic might. No individual state can counterbalance it at
present. However, two or three states together could do so if they combined
their efforts. If the development of political, economic and military relations
between Russia and its ‘natural geopolitical partner’—India—continues, this
could create a very influential new ‘pole’. It is premature to speak of a China—
India—Russia triangle (although this possibility is under discussion in Russia),
but the positive and intensive development of Chinese—Russian relations, in
parallel with Indian—Russian relations, establishes a certain basis for such a
triangle.

The category of ‘major powers’ can also include some other states apart
from those mentioned above. This depends on the context, particularly on the
issue under consideration. One of the most important new dimensions of arms
control is that it has obtained much stronger regional significance than it had
during the cold war. This means that regional powers play the role of ‘major
powers’ in consideration of regional arms control and disarmament problems.

Thus, in the context of arms control and disarmament it is hardly possible or
desirable to elaborate a definitive list of the ‘major powers’. It is much more
important to analyse each specific case with a view to exploring whether all
states which should be regarded as ‘major powers’ in this context play an ade-
quate role or not.

II. Assessments of arms control today

The euphoria of the first years of the post-cold war period has provoked a
trend to underestimate the importance of ‘classical’ arms control and disarma-
ment, particularly nuclear, in the current international security agenda. How-
ever, the existing realities deny this approach.
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Nuclear arms remain the most dangerous weapon in existence. The post-
cold war world has inherited enormous nuclear arsenals, which have to be
reduced in order to decrease the nuclear threats. Moreover, regional nuclear
risks are increasing, as emphasized by the Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests
conducted in 1998. Such risks are growing in the Middle East (Israel and,
possibly, Iran and Iraq) and in the Far East (North Korea).

The enlargement of NATO aggravated the situation in Europe. Russia con-
siders NATO enlargement, particularly with reference to the possible member-
ship in the alliance of some former Soviet republics, such as the Baltic states
and Ukraine, as a direct threat to its security and as a major obstacle to a fur-
ther reduction of its nuclear forces.

The uses of military force by NATO against Iraq and in Bosnia and Herze-
govina, and then the NATO air strikes against Yugoslavia, undertaken without
a UN Security Council mandate, seriously complicated the prospects for
nuclear arms control and disarmament and damaged the non-proliferation
regime. This effect has been enhanced by the new NATO Strategic Concept,
which has taken this practice as a new element of NATO strategy. In fact, the
USA and NATO officially proclaimed their intention to change the inter-
national system based on the UN Charter and existing international law.

Some non-NATO states interpret this factor as an impetus to acquire, keep
or strengthen nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction. They
conclude that, as soon as the international security system based on the UN
Charter does not work, they should rely on their own force. Nuclear weapons
are regarded as the most reliable deterrence.

Another stimulus, at least for the nuclear endeavours of Russia, has become
the preparation for the deployment of a national missile defence (NMD) sys-
tem in the USA. Although President Bill Clinton will not make a deployment
decision until June 2000, in January 1999 the US Administration pledged to
spend $6.6 billion over the next six years for a network of radars and intercept
missiles. This raises the budget for NMD in the years 1999-2005 to
$10.5 billion. So far the USA has already spent at least $55 billion for national
missile defences. The bill on deployment adopted in March 1999 by the
Senate and the House of Representatives confirmed that no retreat from this
purpose is expected.

A significant part of the Russian political-military establishment is gen-
uinely concerned about the use of force or the threat of force by the USA and
NATO. At issue is not fear of a real large-scale war, but rather a limited use of
force over limited political objectives along the lines of the force used in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iraq and Kosovo. One could imagine a variety of
scenarios in Russia or in close proximity to its territory, but nonetheless
involving its troops. This would include a deteriorating situation in the North
Caucasus, the conflict in Abkhazia, separatist movements inside the country,
nuclear cooperation with Iran, and so on.

For its part, Russia reacts to these developments by seeking cooperation
with non-Western countries in the military field (with China and India) or in
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the nuclear field (with Iran). Another implication for Russia is that those
developments have stimulated its own military build-up.

In view of the sharp deficit of financial resources and poor shape of its con-
ventional armed forces, Russia depends more heavily now than in the past on
its nuclear armaments, which are much more cost-effective than modern
conventional arms.

On 29 April Russia’s Security Council considered the issue of the military
security of Russia and, according to then Secretary of the Security Council
Vladimir Putin and Defence Minister Igor Sergeyev, took decisions on the
development and deployment of new tactical nuclear weapons and the
strengthening of Russia’s strategic arsenal.

According to a recent official statement, Russia will produce 30-40
Topol-M (SS-27) single-warhead intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)
per year. This statement would have come as a surprise to anyone who
expected that Russian nuclear weapon production would be scaled down or
even discontinued after August 1998. This seemingly paradoxical policy begs
an explanation.

There are two major factors behind this figure. First, the announced number
will allow for replacement of missiles whose service lives are beginning to
expire. Second, the figure of 30—40 is also the most cost-effective rate of pro-
duction. A somewhat lower figure of around 20 (the rate of production in the
mid-1990s) would have yielded no significant savings: for about the same
money Russia would obtain fewer missiles. A significantly lower rate
(12—15 missiles per year), which could theoretically achieve noticeable
savings, is impossible because the minimum network of about 200 suppliers
cannot be sustained. There is also a technically feasible possibility of the
extension of the service life of SS-18s and of the Delta III submarine.

As for tactical nuclear weapons, two options are being considered
(according to the Russian mass media): a return of such weapons to ships and
submarines and deployment of new short-range missiles as a replacement for
the SS-23 eliminated under the 1987 Treaty on the Elimination of
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty).

Although such steps would involve additional expenditures, the required
amount of spending is still lower than what would be necessary to deploy
high-precision ‘smart” weapons to match the expected NATO force that might
be employed in a limited strike.

Modernization of nuclear weapons is cheaper than that of conventional
armed forces, and sustaining the relatively small (in terms of military person-
nel and facilities) strategic triad is cheaper than sustaining much larger, even if
reduced, general-purpose forces and the navy.

A nuclear arms race, which has already started in South Asia, is going to
begin in other regions as well as globally. The regime of the non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction suffers serious damage both directly from the
negative factors mentioned above and indirectly because of the lack of
progress in arms control and disarmament, particularly in the nuclear field.
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The nuclear arms control process is in a deadlock at both the bilateral and
multilateral levels. In order to find the right approaches to such a gloomy sit-
uation it is important to evaluate the role of the major powers in the process of
arms control and disarmament, as well as in non-proliferation.

It seems that the dominant role which the USA, as the lone superpower,
plays in world affairs, including arms control and non-proliferation, dwarfs
some other major powers’ possibilities to be more positive and constructive in
this sphere. An examination of the situation in the areas of (a) non-
proliferation, (b) bilateral arms control and (¢) multilateral nuclear arms con-
trol follows below.

1. Non-proliferation

As long as India and Pakistan are not parties to the NPT, they are not legally
bound by the non-proliferation norms, with all the possible negative implica-
tions. However, it is not feasible to expect that they will eliminate their
nuclear weapons and join the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states. The only
way to involve them in the treaty is to recognize them as nuclear weapon
states and change the definition of a nuclear weapon state embodied in the
NPT. The complicated procedures provided for the adoption of amendments to
the NPT make such a revision very problematic. However, some other, easier
ways for India and Pakistan to commit themselves to similar obligations might
be found, but this would in any case require their recognition as nuclear
weapon states.

The proliferation of missile technologies is the weakest point in the whole
non-proliferation regime. The Missile Technology Control Regime is not
legally binding and does not include all the major powers capable of prolif-
erating such technology. China, India, Pakistan, Ukraine and other states
remain outside this regime. Different reasons that have nothing to do with the
interests of non-proliferation keep them outside. This is another aspect of
increasing the responsibility of major powers.

The counter-proliferation policy proclaimed by the USA means that it is
inclined to rely upon itself in non-proliferation and to underestimate the value
of the common efforts of other major powers. From the point of view of US
national interests, it would be fine if this policy is really effective. However,
the possibility of the use of military force, which is one of the elements of this
policy, did not prevent India and Pakistan from ‘going nuclear’. The use of
military force against a proliferant country might even be counterproductive,
as in the case of the Israeli bombardment of the Iraqi reactor in 1981 (having
lost the plutonium reactor, Iraq took the uranium enrichment route, which
appeared to be more successful).

The real solution would be better coordination of non-proliferation efforts
by the major powers. Otherwise, they might be tempted to use non-
proliferation as a cover for actions which have nothing to do with non-
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proliferation and pursue such purposes as commercial competition or intelli-
gence missions. Serving the narrow self-interests of one state, such misuse of
non-proliferation discredits its basic concept and undermines the joint efforts
of major powers in this field. Current practical policy on non-proliferation
should correspond to proclaimed long-term priorities.

An increase in the responsibilities of all the major powers in the field of
non-proliferation and better coordination of their efforts constitute the most
effective approach to the problem. Another sphere where accomplishments
could facilitate the strengthening of the non-proliferation regime is the imple-
mentation of Article VI of the NPT, that is, arms control and disarmament.
The situation in this field is also not encouraging at all.

IV. Bilateral arms control

Despite its current weakness, Russia continues to retain an enormous nuclear
arsenal which is comparable with that of the USA and exceeds by far the
nuclear arsenals of other states. That is why the Russian—US bilateral dialogue
does not lose its importance and remains the key for multilateral efforts.

The negative developments described in section II of this paper had a direct
impact upon the fate of the 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START II
Treaty). A brief chronology follows below.

In late 1998 supporters of the START II Treaty in the Duma had included in
the bill on ratification conditions which met Russian concerns regarding
NATO enlargement and NMD deployment. Everything was ready for ratifica-
tion by last Christmas. However, as a result of the air strikes against Iraq on
17 December, ratification was postponed. After the recess, the Duma was
prepared to come back to the ratification, but the US decision on an additional
$6.6 billion for preparation for deployment, declared on 20 January 1999,
spoiled the situation for ratification again. On 22 March President Boris
Yeltsin submitted the amended bill to the Duma and the vote on ratification
was scheduled for 2 April. The first air strikes against Yugoslavia, on
24 March, resulted in indefinite postponement of the vote.

After the summer recess, deputies were occupied with their electoral cam-
paign (the elections were to be held in December 1999) and there was no
chance for ratification this year. Theoretically, a new Duma will be ready to
take up the ratification issue in May—June 2000, but will it do so in practice? It
is highly unlikely to do so for two reasons: (a) in view of the forthcoming
presidential elections in June 2000, ratification will not be a priority issue for
the president, for the government or for the Duma; and () START II is widely
regarded as outdated and not meeting the existing security requirements.
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START III and the ABM Treaty

Some hopes for a way out of the deadlock emerged as a result of the Russian—
US statement made in Cologne in June 1998. The two presidents agreed to
begin discussions on both further nuclear reductions under a START III
agreement and ‘possible proposals for increasing the viability of the [1972
Anti-Ballistic Missile, ABM] Treaty’. At the same time they committed their
respective governments to ‘do everything in their power to facilitate the suc-
cessful completion of the START II ratification process in both countries’.
They also reaffirmed their commitment to the ABM Treaty, which they recog-
nized as a ‘cornerstone of strategic stability’, that is, of ‘fundamental impor-
tance’ for achieving further reductions in strategic offensive arms.

The discussions, which started soon after the Cologne meeting, have not yet
brought any results, according to published information. This is not surprising
because, although Russia for the first time agreed to discuss the ABM Treaty,
the Russian delegation was evidently guided by the confirmation of the impor-
tance of the ABM Treaty made in the statement. Another valid reason for such
an unpromising beginning is that both countries are approaching the year of
their presidential elections.

Below are the present author’s personal thoughts about what should be done
to break the deadlock.

1. Both sides should admit that the START II Treaty is dead and forget
about ratification. The signing of the treaty by Russia was attached with con-
ditions regarding the compliance by both sides within the ABM Treaty as a
cornerstone of strategic stability. The bill on the ratification of START II pre-
pared in the Duma in 1998-99 provides that Russia should withdraw from
START 1II in case (among other cases) the USA withdraws from the
ABM Treaty or violates it. When it became clear that the USA would go
ahead with the deployment of NMD in contradiction with the ABM Treaty,
START II lost significance and became outdated. Of course, if Russia agrees
to amend the ABM Treaty in a manner that would permit the USA to deploy
NMD, the USA could not withdraw from the treaty or violate it, but this
option looks most unlikely. Bound by START II provisions banning multiple
independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) ICBMs, Russia will not
agree to amend the ABM Treaty.

2. Instead, Russia and the USA should concentrate on negotiating a
START III accord, which would lower warhead levels to 1000-1500, be based
on the infrastructure of the START I Treaty and borrow those elements of
START II which might be acceptable to both sides.

3. Russia should admit that the USA would not drop its plan to deploy
NMD. Formally, the decision on the deployment (or, theoretically, on non-
deployment) will be taken next year. However, this decision depends solely on
technical issues. Hence, it might postpone the deployment for one or two
years, but not longer. The amount of $55 billion, which the USA has already
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invested in missile defence projects, is too large for it to retreat from the pur-
pose. If Russia ignores the inevitability of the deployment of US NMD and
continues to stick to the ABM Treaty ‘as it was signed in 1972’, the USA will
withdraw from the ABM Treaty and will be free to deploy and then to develop
NMD. In the long run this might lead to a great US strategic superiority over
Russia. That is why it is in the interests of Russia to put certain legally binding
limits on US NMD. If the USA wants to protect itself against ‘rogue states’, as
they say, it may do so, within appropriate limits, which would be fixed in an
amended ABM Treaty. This treaty would prohibit the USA from going beyond
this limit and prevent it from changing the strategic balance with Russia more
drastically.

4. The USA, in turn, should recognize, if it still agrees to play this game
under the existing legal rules, that Russia has the right to something in com-
pensation for the strategic imbalance resulting from the deployment of US
NMD. Today, Russia has no material resources to deploy its own NMD; it has
only the possibility of giving an ‘asymmetrical response’. This might include
the means to penetrate, at least partially, through NMD. MIRVed ICBMs,
which are prohibited by START II, are such means. That is why the USA, if it
wants to deploy NMD in congruence with Russia, should drop its insistence
on prohibiting MIRVed ICBMs (a limit of three to five warheads for one
missile is negotiable, in my view).

These two basic concessions by each side might constitute a solid basis for
further negotiations on strategic weaponry, although the question of the dura-
tion of the ABM Treaty and START III would be very sensitive.

Limitations on the parameters of NMD, on the one hand, and MIRVs, on
the other hand, are to be negotiated. In view of the present financial, economic
and political handicap of Russia there are hardly any doubts that the result
would be in favour of the USA. That is why the USA would not lose anything
and Russia would keep as much as it could (otherwise it would lose every-
thing).

One might ask why the USA would not make concessions to Russia, giving
Russia back the possibility to have MIRVed ICBMs and accepting limits on
US NMD. The USA is strong enough to go ahead without such concessions. It
undoubtedly can, but what would be the implications of this position of
strength? That would lead to confrontation with Russia, and confrontation
would influence domestic developments in Russia in favour of the growth of a
nationalistic trend, isolation from the West and rapprochement with some
states which the USA regards as sources of threats to itself. It is worthwhile to
take this possibility into account. Fortunately, some prominent strategists in
the USA understand this. Sam Nunn, Brent Scowcroft and Arnold Kanter, in
their article in The Boston Globe of 13 September 1999, wisely wrote: ‘We
should not yield to the temptation to exploit [Russia’s] short-term weakness at
the expense of reaping its enduring enmity, for if we do, then history indicates
that our children will pay the price’.
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If the first option, based on mutual concessions, is adopted, it would be log-
ical if Russia and the USA agreed to start negotiations following the same pat-
tern as they adopted for START, INF and outer space.

1. Each side should be represented at the negotiating table by one delegation
under the ‘super-head’, who would coordinate and guide the negotiations.

2. There should be three tracks of the negotiations: (@) further reduction of
strategic weapons (START 111, which would partially encompass START I1I);
(b) revision of the ABM Treaty; and (c) possible measures relating to nuclear
long-range sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) and tactical nuclear sys-
tems, to include appropriate confidence-building and transparency measures
(as was agreed at Helsinki in 1997).

3. Each track should be dealt with by sub-delegations, which would report to
their respective ‘super-heads’.

A breakthrough in the bilateral field might stimulate multilateral efforts.

V. Multilateral nuclear arms control

Multilateral efforts (negotiations on a fissile material production cut-off and
preliminary discussion of the future involvement of all the nuclear weapon
states in limitations on and reduction of nuclear weapons) should be exerted in
parallel with the bilateral process.

Meanwhile, a deadlock exists also in the multilateral field.

At present, the Conference on Disarmament (CD) is the only forum for
negotiations on matters relating to nuclear disarmament. All the key players,
including the nuclear weapon states and the nuclear ‘threshold’ countries, are
represented there. The CD has a clear-cut mandate as ‘a single multilateral dis-
armament negotiating forum’ whose agenda contains as its first item
‘Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race and Nuclear Disarmament’.

In 1998 the CD established an ad hoc committee to negotiate the cut-off on
fissile material production. However, this year the re-establishment of this
committee was linked with the issue of nuclear disarmament. Because of the
consensus rule, this linkage has blocked the CD in 1999.

The explanation for this paralysis might be found in the fact that the nuclear
weapon states (not only the five ‘official’ nuclear weapon states, but also all
de facto nuclear weapon states) have no special responsibility in the CD. Of
course, equality of rights is a democratic rule, but equality of responsibilities
just diminishes the responsibilities of those which can and should do more
than others.

It is quite feasible to negotiate measures on fissile materials now, while gen-
eral and complete nuclear disarmament is a utopia, at least for the observable
future. However, this does not mean that preparatory steps leading to future
negotiations on nuclear disarmament could not be taken.
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The bilateral dialogue focuses on strategic weaponry. The START III man-
date, as stated in the Helsinki Joint Statement, does not provide for negotia-
tions on the reduction of tactical nuclear weapons. It only says that ‘experts
will explore, as separate issues, possible measures relating to nuclear long-
range SLCMs and tactical nuclear systems, to include appropriate confidence-
building and transparency measures’. This cautious approach to tactical
nuclear weapons is quite understandable. A more radical approach requires the
involvement of other nuclear weapon states.

At what forum could preliminary discussions on multilateral measures in the
field of nuclear weapons be held? Those states which are supposed to be
covered by such measures should have a more decisive voice in comparison
with those which have nothing to limit or reduce. The CD does not seem to be
such a forum, not to mention the impasse existing in the CD. There is no doubt
that the Soviet Union and the USA would have achieved no results if the 1972
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty, the START treaties and the INF Treaty had
been negotiated at the CD.

Some other ways to negotiate nuclear issues should be explored.

VI. Conclusion

The key point is how to raise the responsibility of the ‘major powers’ and,
particularly with regard to nuclear issues, how to increase the responsibility of
the de facto nuclear weapon states.

The solution might be a forum with the participation only of those states
which will be involved in future measures. Another option is a forum with a
broader participation, which would also include representatives (coordinators)
of regional groups. In this case, however, decisions should be taken with the
consent of the nuclear weapon states, which would be covered by future meas-
ures.

Such a system, based on the veto power of the major powers, could raise
their responsibility. They would not be able to cover their negative positions
with the ‘no’ of some other states, as happens in the CD. If a major power says
‘no’, it would immediately put itself in the limelight.

Of course, a comparison with the UN Security Council, with the P5 veto
power, easily occurs, but it is easier to have five to eight states with a power of
veto than 60 states with the same right. It is difficult to reach consensus even
among five states, but this is the only way to negotiate realistic arms control
measures and to raise the responsibility of major states in the field of arms
control and disarmament. The increase of responsibility of all major powers in
the field of arms control and disarmament would create more favourable con-
ditions for progress in this field.



8. Major powers and arms control: a US
perspective

James E. Goodby*

I. Introduction

The role of the major powers in the arms control and disarmament process
could be addressed from many perspectives and, without some sense of prior-
ities and policy choices, could easily become an all-encompassing analysis of
the whole field of arms control. I have chosen to address the subject with the
ancient proverb in mind ‘Physician, heal thyself’. I mean by this that I have
chosen to speak of the lessons that can be learned from the experiences of the
major powers in their dealings with one another. From that foundation, I shall
discuss those issues and policies that I believe should form the future agenda
in arms control and disarmament among the major powers themselves. This
choice means that I will not be focusing on nuclear weapon proliferation
among the present non-nuclear weapon states, nor on the resolution of con-
flicts that drive regional arms races, nor on the implications of new technology
for arms control and disarmament—three topics that are of enormous impor-
tance for international peace and security and where the major powers clearly
have a role to play. I will have to pass over these subjects with the observa-
tions that global norms and cooperation on a global scale are more important
than ever; that cooperation among the major powers in promoting regional
efforts to prevent or limit regional nuclear arms races is essential; and that
information disruption, space and non-lethal weapons and a variety of new
technologies call out for attention. Chemical and biological weapons also pre-
sent serious threats.

Having said what I do not intend to discuss in any detail, I will explain what
I do propose to say about the role of the major powers. First, I agree whole-
heartedly with a comment that Dr Adam Daniel Rotfeld, Director of SIPRI,
made in his letter of invitation to this symposium: ‘Our aim is to consider a

* In preparing these remarks, I drew on some ideas I have written about in the past. For a
fuller exposition, consult Goodby, J. E., Loose Nukes: Security Issues on the Russian—US
Agenda, CISAC Working Paper (Stanford University Center for International Security and
Arms Control (CISAC): Stanford, Calif., 1997); Goodby, J. E., Feiveson, H., Shultz, G. and
Perry, W. J., Ending the Threat of Nuclear Attack, CISAC Report (Stanford University Center
for International Security and Arms Control: Stanford, Calif., 1997); Goodby, J. E., Europe
Undivided: The New Logic of Peace in US—Soviet/Russian Relations (US Institute of Peace
Press: Washington, DC, 1998); and Goodby, J. E., ‘Preventing global security disasters: arms
control in US—Soviet/Russian relations’, ed. I. W. Zartman, Preventive Negotiation: Avoiding
Conflict Escalation (Rowman & Littlefield: Lanham, Md., 2001).
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new agenda as an instrument for establishing a new cooperative security
order’. Indeed, I believe that the role of the major powers in arms control
should be a function of their relation to each other; arms control should not be
an artificial and disconnected factor in international relations. Therefore, my
intention is to address future relations among the major powers, which I will
somewhat arbitrarily define as China, the European Union, Japan, Russia and
the USA. I recognize that several other nations, arguably, could be included in
this list but, for me, this list has the advantage of defining the globe’s primary
strategic axis, running from North America through Eurasia to Japan. For con-
venience, [ will call this the Eurasian system.

Ambiguity and ambivalence concerning the nature of the cooperative secur-
ity order that might be established within the Eurasian system of states are
commonplace even among those who think about it. So long as such funda-
mental uncertainties exist, a stable peace will be difficult to attain. We have
been spared the worst effects of these uncertainties because the major nations,
without exception, have been preoccupied with their own internal affairs for
the past few years. That is beginning to change and, as it does, the absence of
clarity about basic common interests may generate tensions and instabilities.
This is why it is so important for us to think now about long-term structural
aspects of relations among the major power centres.

Looking ahead to the 21st century we are likely to see a powerful global
economy, the continents more interconnected than ever before but, paradoxi-
cally, with stronger local autonomy in many cases. Despite a global economy
and more local self-determination, we are likely to see nation-states continuing
to exert whatever influence they possess—and they will possess a great deal—
in defence of national interests. We may see a USA that will be the strongest
militarily and economically of the major power centres of Eurasia but by no
means strong enough to impose its will on the other major power centres and
not much disposed to use force to do so, in any event. It will be a world unlike
the world of the past half-century, a bipolar structure dominated by the
Soviet-US competition.

A parallel can be found in the Europe of roughly 1815-90, when there were
five major power centres: Austria, England, France, Prussia—later Germany—
and Russia. It was a multipolar world, as the 21st century is likely to be; a
world of rising powers and declining powers, as the 21st century may be; a
world of economic growth fuelled by new technologies, as the 21st century
could be. However, 19th century Europe was more self-contained than the
world of the 21st century will be: diplomatic stratagems and alliance structures
in 19th century Europe could come and go with little reference to the rest of
Eurasia, which was not yet a system of states. That is no longer so and it was
ceasing to be so as early as the 19th century. Autonomous policies for the
major power centres of Eurasia will not work very well in the world of the
21st century because of the extent of interdependence that already exists and
which will probably continue to intensify.
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The question that preoccupied the statesmen of multipolar Europe in the
19th century has posed itself again. How can the major power centres jointly
or severally create an equilibrium among themselves, a framework for advanc-
ing their own individual interests while managing their inevitable differences?
In the 19th century the formula used by the dominant states of Europe was the
balance of power, but the mechanisms they constructed to regulate their rela-
tions took different forms and were not always tightly linked to estimates of
power balances. Some of their methods may be relevant to the needs of the
21st century.

II. A stable peace and equilibrium

Several years ago Professor Stanley Hoffmann of Harvard University wrote
about the shift from a world dominated by the strategic—diplomatic chessboard
to a world dispersed into a variety of chessboards. This image is even more apt
today in light of the new global agenda—trade and finance, the environment,
ethnic conflicts, the terrorist threat, humanitarian and human rights issues, and
the spread of democracy. However, Professor Hoffmann also pointed to the
need for a synthesis in foreign policy between the hard realities of power poli-
tics and the demands of the other chessboards. Finding the right balance
between policies that concern the direct interaction of the big powers and poli-
cies that deal with the newer global agenda is, I think, one of the profound
conceptual challenges that the major nations now face. It is not being handled
as well as it needs to be. For the USA, as indeed for most of the major powers,
the situation in Kosovo was dramatically illustrative of the dilemmas inherent
in finding the right balance.

European statesmen of the 19th century discovered for a time that an equi-
librium, rather broadly defined, among the major powers met their fundamen-
tal national requirements. So today, equilibrium among the world’s power
centres is almost self-evidently preferable to a world resentful of US unilater-
alism. From my perspective, a 21st century equilibrium among the great
powers of Eurasia should be focused more on common objectives and shared
expectations about national behaviour and less on military balances. This, I
take it, is the essence of a cooperative security order. In any case, relations
among major power centres have become too complex and too much influ-
enced by non-military factors to allow military calculations to dominate.

The basic requirement throughout the Eurasian system of states is to under-
stand that mutual nuclear deterrence cannot be, in the long run, the fulcrum for
achieving equilibrium. Accommodation and restraint must be the foundation
on which to build cooperation and trust. Furthermore, moving beyond a condi-
tional peace among the major powers requires direct engagement among these
centres, not just on issues of global concern but also on specific matters that
affect their own security, often in some unique way. The diplomacy deployed
to construct an equilibrium and a stable peace among the major power centres



68 THE ROLE OF MAJOR POWERS

has to be motivated by the desire to create some kind of predictable, orderly
relationship among them—a cooperative security order, or a security commu-
nity. Arms control can play a role in this.

II1. The present relevance of arms control

If we think of the end of the cold war as a time of relative peace among the
major powers, we should ask ourselves whether arms control could survive
peace. Seemingly not. There have been no Russian—US negotiations on deeper
reductions in strategic nuclear weapons essentially since the end of the cold
war. The 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) is in jeopardy.
Nuclear issues are beginning to dominate the security agenda in East Asia.
India and Pakistan have blown a large hole in the 1968 Non-Proliferation
Treaty. The 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty has had hard sled-
ding in the US Senate, and elsewhere. Outside of the arms control community
there has been no public outcry about this in the USA or elsewhere. The
imminent demise of arms control is not an issue in US politics and evidently
not in other countries either. It is seen as an elite issue that has little effect on
ordinary folk.

This attitude, I think, misjudges the nature of the present peace among the
major powers. Peace has several definitions, and I thank Professor Alexander
George of Stanford University for bringing this to my attention. Between two
states or groups of states at peace, at least three forms can be distinguished:
(a) a precarious peace, where war may be imminent; (b) a conditional peace,
where war may be unlikely but is not excluded as a policy option; and (c) a
stable peace, where war is simply not considered as a method of resolving dis-
putes and deterrence by military means is not a part of the bilateral relation-
ship. Arms control has little relevance in a case where a stable peace exists
between two countries since in such a situation there is no reason for an arms
race. It is true that arms control is next to impossible in a situation of precari-
ous peace. The case of the Korean peninsula illustrates just how difficult, but
under a conditional peace such as that which prevailed between the USA and
the Soviet Union throughout most of the cold war, and which still exists today
between the USA and Russia and China, arms control can be a key element of
the relationship, not only in constraining an arms race but also in a broader
preventive diplomacy role. Those critics who have dismissed the relevance of
arms control have failed to consider the various forms of peaceful relations
and they ignore the contributions that arms control negotiations can make to
political relationships between two states.

A great lesson of the cold war, not always heeded today, was that decision
making by one superpower that was truly autonomous generally miscalculated
the interests of the other superpower and led to results that no one liked.
Summing up cold war experiences with arms control as preventive diplo-
macy—which were mainly Soviet-US experiences—it can be said that the
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agreements, even though quite limited in the early years, provided both safety
nets and ratchets. Even when Soviet—US relations went through rough patches,
the arms control agreements, and even the negotiations themselves, saved the
relationship from being damaged beyond repair. Successive agreements and
the experience in cooperation ratcheted up the belief in the possibility and
feasibility of cooperation so that the relationship never went back to the place
where it had started.

IV. The priority task of the major powers

Despite all the other doomsday machines invented in the past half-century, the
main threat to the survival of human civilization remains the nuclear weapon.
The preponderance of nuclear weapons in the world is held by Russia and the
USA. All the other nuclear weapon states together represent a distant third
behind the two nuclear giants. Therefore, Russia and the USA have a special
responsibility for leading the way to deep reductions in nuclear weapons.
Equally important would be steps each could take to reduce the threat of unin-
tended nuclear conflict. The outlook for a continuation of the process symbol-
ized by the Reykjavik summit meeting of 1986, however, is bleak. That meet-
ing stretched the envelope of the imaginable beyond anything that had gone
before and set the stage for the nuclear arms reduction treaties that followed.
The revolution in nuclear disarmament started by Presidents Ronald Reagan
and Mikhail Gorbachev in the mid-1980s has long since ground to a halt. In
fact, it could be argued that the counter-revolution has begun.

In Asia, the long-dormant nuclear weapon issue has forced itself to the top
rank of security issues confronting the major powers of that region and hence
of the world. China has maintained a minimum deterrent-style nuclear force
for years. Now there are signs that China may be considering more seriously
than before a new generation of solid-fuelled, multiple-warhead inter-
continental ballistic missiles. North Korea’s brinkmanship regarding nuclear
weapons and nuclear delivery systems has created a backlash in Japan. The
result has been pressure on Japanese political leaders to pursue a policy of
jointly developing with the USA a missile defence capability. China sees this,
in turn, as a threat to the deterrent effect of its present nuclear force structure.
China also is directly affected by India’s nuclear weapon tests, especially since
the Government of India declared that its weapon programme was designed to
counter China. In the midst of these nuclear developments, Russia has gone
out of its way to announce that it would use nuclear weapons against a con-
ventional attack on Russian territory; the Government of Taiwan has decided
to drop the ‘one China’ policy; Kashmir brought India and Pakistan close to a
major war; North Korea and South Korea fought a small-scale naval engage-
ment; and the 1994 North Korean—US Agreed Framework that headed off
North Korea’s nuclear weapon programme is in serious danger because of
North Korea’s ballistic missile test.
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In the balance of this paper, I will discuss Russian—US nuclear relations and
nuclear weapon developments in the Asian—Pacific region as they affect
China, Japan, and the USA, and finally I will speak of the common enemy
they all face—the threat of sub-state nuclear terrorism.

V. Russian—US nuclear relations

Although other issues have come to the fore in Russian—US relations, eco-
nomic and political issues are more often at the top of the agenda than nuclear
arms control—in nuclear affairs a special relationship still exists between
Russia and the USA. Why is this so? Russia and the USA are no longer adver-
saries, and arms control is not generally a feature of relations among friendly
states. However, Russia and the USA have not yet become friends and allies;
nuclear weapon plans and deployments continue to infect Russian—US rela-
tions nearly 10 years after the end of the cold war. The nuclear legacy of the
cold war still troubles their relations; it undermines nuclear non-proliferation
efforts and it constitutes a real and direct danger to all the major powers and to
others.

If the negotiations on a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (a START III
accord) between Russia and the USA ever begin, the issues they will face are
not really different, as technical matters, from corresponding issues in the cold
war days. Negotiations will be required to resolve differences and to create a
legally binding basis for implementing the results, and the resemblance to
arms control negotiations of the past will be strong.

Russian—US arms control treaties are still necessary because of the need for
predictability, for a legal basis for intrusive monitoring in some cases, and
because of the obligatory nature of actions to be taken. The list of subjects that
are appropriate to negotiate and codify in a legally binding and verifiable
agreement looks like this.

1. Aggregate ceilings on strategic nuclear warheads. The 1993 START II
Treaty provided for reductions to 3000-3500 deployed warheads. Presidents
Boris Yeltsin and Bill Clinton agreed to try for a treaty—START III—that
would bring these numbers down to 2000-2500 apiece. Because of the decline
in Russia’s financial means to deploy nuclear weapons, 1500 warheads would
be a reasonable target. At levels below that, codified in a treaty, the problem
of non-deployed, possibly concealed warheads, must be addressed; very
intrusive monitoring would be required to deal with this issue.

2. Dismantling of strategic nuclear warheads to promote the irreversibility
of deep reductions including prevention of a rapid increase in the number of
warheads—the ‘breakout’ problem. This requires a formula for mandatory
dismantlement, plus rigorous methods of accountability plus, at least, jointly
monitored storage of dismantled nuclear components to ensure irreversibility.
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3. Limits and reductions in tactical nuclear systems. As strategic warheads
decline in number, short-range systems become more important. Deep cuts in
strategic weapons could not omit tactical warheads.

4. Amendments to the ABM Treaty. A limited system providing some
defence of the United States against a small missile attack might be achieved
through a more permissive approach to ground-based defence systems. In
other areas of the Russian—US nuclear relationship where the issues need not,
and probably should not, be the subjects of formal Russian—US arms control
negotiations, cooperation is lagging or is non-existent.

5. Early warning. The Russian system for detecting incoming re-entry
vehicles has deteriorated badly.

6. Less reliance on prompt launch procedures. A mutual stand-down would
relieve stress on the Russian command and control system.

7. Transparency in warhead dismantlement to enhance confidence. The pur-
pose here would be to provide increasing levels of confidence that dismantling
is taking place; to increase mutual understanding concerning the size and
nature of each other’s stocks of weapons and fissile material; and to enhance
security of fissile materials against theft.

8. Transparency in holdings of operational warheads for short-range sys-
tems. The purpose would be to build confidence that tactical warheads are in
safe and secure storage; and to enhance transparency regarding numbers and
locations of tactical nuclear weapons.

VI. New nuclear problems in Asia

In East Asia several events mentioned above have combined to push the issue
of nuclear weapons closer to the top of the international agenda. Unless each
of these issues is managed very skilfully, the nuclear restraint regime built up
so painstakingly over many years and which has served the cause of inter-
national peace and security so well could be severely damaged.

The main question to be faced is whether nuclear weapons will play a more
or less important role in the future of East Asia. Their role may increase,
especially if nations continue to pursue essentially unilateral policies instead
of basing their policies on regional security concerns. This could result in a
costly, destabilizing and dangerous arms race, but things do not have to turn
out that way. The saliency of nuclear weapons in East Asia could be attenu-
ated through systematic and imaginative efforts to cooperate, especially
through the relatively untried methods of multilateral diplomacy. China,
Japan, the two Korean states and Russia, as well as the USA, may have to
create a new security mechanism in North-East Asia.

The development of missile defence systems is certainly one area that
requires increased multilateral discussion and collaboration. The rationale for
US theatre missile defences is to discourage states like North Korea from
thinking that ballistic missiles will give them some advantage over the USA or
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its allies. These defences are not directed against China or Russia. Indeed, in
the absence of cooperation from China and Russia the basic purpose of theatre
missile defence (TMD) could be thwarted. However, China and Russia both
have expressed serious concerns about TMD, in part because they see a
connection to a US national ballistic missile defence system. They evidently
see TMD as a first step in a broader US strategy to develop an effective dis-
arming first-strike capability.

It is imperative, therefore, that China, Russia and South Korea be brought
into discussions about missile defence systems, and soon. Considerations that
need to be discussed include the rationale for cooperation, core capabilities,
deployment plans and system architecture. Alternative ways to reduce the
threat of ballistic missiles should also be explored. Former US Secretary of
Defense William J. Perry has been exploring such possibilities with North
Korea but, as of this writing, answers have not yet been forthcoming from
Pyongyang.

Shared early warning of ballistic missile launches could be a potentially
important area for international cooperation in Asia. A Russian—US pro-
gramme of cooperation is just beginning to be worked out. A similar pro-
gramme could be put together in Asia. The model for early-warning coopera-
tion that Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin have agreed to pursue consists of three
parts: (a) a continuous exchange of available information on the launches of
ballistic missiles and space launch vehicles; (b) establishment of a Joint Warn-
ing Centre to monitor launches; and (c¢) development of a regime for prior
notification of planned launches of ballistic missiles and space launch vehicles
in which other interested countries could participate.

The time may come, within the next few years, to multilateralize strategic
nuclear weapon negotiations. Once negotiations with Russia pass beyond the
model of START III, the theme of the talks may more aptly be described as
nuclear disarmament and transforming nuclear deterrence than as reductions in
nuclear forces. Even before then, other nations should become at least loosely
connected to the Russian—US negotiating process. There are many operational
issues that do not rely on the reduction process but which could make the
world safer: de-alerting, de-activation, early warning and, perhaps, use doc-
trines. At a minimum, these discussions should embrace China, France and the
UK. I think they should also include India, Israel and Pakistan and that it
would be advisable to seek the inclusion of a selected number of those non-
nuclear weapon states, such as Japan and Germany, that have a stake in the
outcome of nuclear negotiations, either because of alliance relationships or
because they could easily become nuclear weapon states if they opted for that
status.
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VII. Responding to the ‘new medievalism’

Perhaps the most threatening of post-cold war developments stems not from
the ambitions or fears of states contending in an international system but from
the changing character of sub-state units and the possibility that they can
acquire weapons of mass destruction (WMD). How well a government safe-
guards its holdings of fissile materials and its technological expertise now is a
matter of international concern. In these matters, the adversary is no longer
another state. The goal, in fact, is to work with other governments in a com-
mon struggle against nuclear theft, nuclear smuggling and nuclear terrorism.
In the age of globalization, diplomacy may increasingly deal with a very new
problem—that states no longer have a monopoly over the use of force on a
devastating scale. If the states are to win this fight they will have to cooperate
increasingly in areas that are still thought of as sovereign prerogatives and pri-
marily matters of internal concern.

How governments can mobilize their resources to confront this new situation
has become a central problem for diplomacy. It comes down to the question of
how joint action by governments can combat the rise of what the late Hedley
Bull called ‘the new medievalism’. Nearly a quarter of a century ago, Hedley
Bull, professor at Oxford University, explored alternatives to the contempo-
rary state system in his classic book The Anarchical Society.! He examined
whether the state system might be giving way to a secular reincarnation of the
system of overlapping authority and multiple loyalty that was the central char-
acteristic of medieval Europe. He thought not, partly because all the actors in
these trends were ‘intellectually imprisoned by the theory of the states sys-
tem’. The World Trade Center bombing in New York, the Oklahoma City
bombing and the Aum Shinrikyo’s nerve gas attack in Tokyo, however, do not
fit the patterns of the past. Some observers of these events have suggested that
they represent a new kind of terrorism, one aimed at retribution or eradication
of what alienated groups define as evil. Such groups are not constrained by
concerns about losing popular sympathy for their cause. The net result of this
development is that the use of weapons of indiscriminate destruction—chemi-
cal, biological and nuclear weapons—may become more attractive to groups
interested in mass violence.

Perhaps the time has come to consider a joint statement of the UN Security
Council that the use of WMD by any nation or sub-state group is a serious vio-
lation of international norms and that such use would require them to consult
immediately among themselves regarding action against the transgressor. The
dilemma here is that, while the use of chemical and biological weapons is pro-
hibited by international agreements, the use of nuclear weapons is not. Nuclear
deterrence during the cold war, as perceived by the USA, depended on an
assumption that the USA might be the first to use nuclear weapons if neces-
sary. Now Russia is trying to create the same perception, but the logic of a

U Bull, H., The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (Macmillan: London, 1977).
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policy of joint sanctions against a nation or sub-state group that used WMD
would lead inexorably to a policy among the five declared nuclear weapon
states that they would not be the first to use nuclear weapons. This would
leave open the right of ‘belligerent reprisal’, a legal doctrine which, broadly
speaking, entitles a country to respond to another country’s violation of an
agreement without being bound by the limitations the two countries had
jointly accepted. Such a policy should be adopted only if, after serious reflec-
tion, it appeared that joint sanctions against terrorists or rogue states would
help to deter a threat that is now much more likely than any attack by one of
the current nuclear weapon states against another. It would be a flimsy barrier
against terrorists and criminals, but we need to erect all the barriers we can
find, to deter the threat that most experts think is the most serious we face and
against which, under the best of circumstances, we will have very little real
defence.

VIII. Conclusion

The next few years are likely to be a watershed time in human history. Either
we will move on to deeper reductions in nuclear weapons or the downward
trend we have seen in recent years will be halted and perhaps reversed. There
is even the possibility of a global nuclear arms race if we take the wrong road
in relations among the major powers. A safer strategic environment with pro-
gressively less reliance on nuclear weapons is a valid objective and would
contribute to a stable peace. It would be a tragedy beyond words if the major
powers not only squandered this historical opportunity but also missed the
chance to thwart their common enemy, terrorists armed with weapons of
indiscriminate destruction. Nuclear weapons remain an apocalyptic threat to
civilization. It is a dangerous illusion to think that new international relation-
ships following the end of the cold war have somehow freed the world from
that threat. All the ingredients for a catastrophe are still there.



9. Major powers and arms control: a Chinese
perspective

Li Changhe

I. Introduction

The major powers play a key role in the process of international arms control
and disarmament. Their policies and actions have a direct bearing on the suc-
cess or failure of this process.

By definition, the major powers are those countries that possess significant
political, economic, technological and military capabilities. They may exert an
important impact on the stability of international relations and confidence
among nations. In the cold war period, the Soviet Union and the USA were the
two superpowers with strong comprehensive national strength, and each was
aligned with a military bloc. After the cold war, the USA is the only super-
power left, and both Russia and the USA still possess the largest and most
sophisticated nuclear and conventional arsenals, far exceeding other countries
in terms of military strength. As permanent members of the UN Security
Council, China, France and the UK, together with Russia and the USA,
assume important responsibilities in maintaining world peace and security in
accordance with the UN Charter. At the same time, the three are also nuclear
weapon states. Besides, there are some other countries which are the most
developed, in terms of economy and science and technology, thus having sub-
stantial political influence and military capability or potentials. Such countries
can also play important roles in international or regional affairs.

II. The arms control and security policies of great powers

The foreign policies and military doctrines adopted by the major powers could
have a profound influence on international peace, security and stability, which
in turn affects arms control and disarmament. A favourable international peace
and security environment is the prerequisite and foundation for progress in
disarmament and arms control. Only with a stable and relaxed international
situation, as well as mutual trust and assurance of security among major pow-
ers, would it be possible to achieve progress in disarmament. Progress in dis-
armament and arms control would in turn promote international peace,
security and stability. These two elements are mutually promoting and posi-
tively interactive.

During the cold war, the two superpowers were in dangerous confrontation
with each other and the two military blocs were at the sword’s point, resulting
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in tense and turbulent international relations. Under these circumstances, no
real progress in disarmament was possible. On the contrary, there was a con-
tinuous escalation of the arms race, with both conventional and nuclear arma-
ments reaching a horrifying level. At that time, even though the two super-
powers sometimes engaged in arms control negotiations and reached certain
agreements, these negotiations and agreements were of limited significance.
However, there were exceptions, such as the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT), the conclusion of which was driven by the common interests of the two
superpowers.

In the wake of the cold war, international relations moved to a relaxation.
Peace and development have become the trend of the time. Against this back-
drop, the disarmament process encountered an unprecedented ‘window of
opportunity’ in the first half of the 1990s and some major achievements were
made. Apart from the bilateral progress marked by the conclusion of the 1991
and 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and II, respectively),
breakthroughs were also achieved multilaterally. The 1993 Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC) and the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty
were concluded, the NPT was extended indefinitely, and the negotiations on a
protocol to strengthen the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention
(BTWC) commenced.

However, in recent years the cold war mentality, hegemonism and power
politics have been on the rise. The military alliances formed during the cold
war, instead of being dissolved, have been enlarged and further strengthened.
In order to gain absolute military supremacy, one major power, despite its pos-
session of the most sophisticated offensive weapons, is still seeking new and
even more advanced weapon systems, including a missile defence system.
What is more, there has been the occurrence of military strikes against a sover-
eign country, bypassing the UN and in violation of the universally acknowl-
edged principles guiding international relations. These developments have had
a serious negative impact on international relations, while distrust among
some major powers has increased and geopolitics and military factors in inter-
national relations have been on the rise. The security perceptions of the
medium-size and small countries have been affected negatively as well. Inevi-
tably, these complicated and drastic changes in the international situation have
led the disarmament process to a standstill. For example, the ratification of
START II has been delayed time and again, and the bilateral nuclear
disarmament process between Russia and the USA has been stalled and may
even be reversed. If the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, the cornerstone of
international nuclear disarmament, is amended or even abolished, global and
regional strategic stability will be undermined. The international nuclear non-
proliferation regime is facing serious challenges, and negotiations on a Fissile
Material Cut-Off Treaty are still pending.

In view of the above, and in order to promote arms control and disarma-
ment, the major powers should play a positive and constructive role in improv-
ing international relations and the security environment, and commit them-
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selves to establishing a new, fair and rational international order and forging a
new security concept. Specifically, they should promote the establishment of
state-to-state relations on the basis of the UN Charter and other widely recog-
nized norms governing international relationships. They should take the lead
in adhering to the principles of respect for each other’s sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity, mutual non-aggression, non-interference in each other’s inter-
nal affairs, and not using or threatening to use force against each other. They
should resolve international disputes and regional conflicts by peaceful means,
through dialogue, consultation and negotiation on an equal footing. They
should do away with the cold war mentality and the obsolete security concept
based on military alliances and military build-ups, forge a new concept with
mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and cooperation as its core, seek security
on the basis of common security for all countries, and refrain from enhancing
their own security or that of only a handful of countries at the expense of other
countries’ security.

II1. The agenda ahead

The important role played by the major powers in the arms control and disar-
mament process is also underlined by the fact that their policies in this field
exert a profound impact on this process. In this regard, it is essential that the
major powers work to enhance security for all countries by adopting a fair,
rational, comprehensive and balanced approach to disarmament. Any other
approach would not be conducive to disarmament and arms control.

1. Disarmament and arms control should not become a tool for stronger
nations to control weaker ones, still less should it be an instrument for a hand-
ful of countries to optimize their armament in order to seek unilateral security
superiority. The major powers should not attempt to reduce only the arma-
ments of others while keeping their own intact, to reduce the obsolete while
developing the state-of-the-art, or even to sacrifice the security of others for
their own security.

2. The major powers should in particular implement in real earnest the exist-
ing disarmament and arms control treaties and safeguard the effectiveness and
authority of international legal instruments. It is an act of double standards to
require other countries to scrupulously abide by treaties while giving oneself
freedom of action by placing domestic laws above international law. This act
runs counter to the fundamental purposes and objectives of disarmament and
will lead to the loss of confidence of countries in disarmament.

3. The major powers should commit themselves to the promotion of the
economic development of all countries, especially the developing countries,
and to the strengthening of international scientific and technological coopera-
tion. No disarmament measure will be able to garner universal support or have
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lasting viability if it is taken at the expense of the economic or scientific devel-
opment of most countries.

4. The major powers should pursue a policy of responsibility and exercise
restraint in exporting and transferring arms and relevant technology so as not
to add to regional tensions and turbulence and still less to use arms and tech-
nology export as a means to interfere in the internal affairs or undermine the
territorial sovereignty of other countries. Some export control regimes com-
prising a small group of countries can in no way compare with international
treaties, either in impartiality or in universality. Maintaining bloc arrange-
ments after the conclusion of multilateral treaties and even placing the former
above the latter will only lead to the weakening of the authority and universal-
ity of multilateral treaties and subsequently affect the healthy development of
the international disarmament process.

5. With regard to the nuclear weapons issue, while maintaining the nuclear
non-proliferation regime the nuclear weapon states should also respond posi-
tively to the just demand by the non-nuclear weapon states for nuclear disar-
mament and security assurances against nuclear weapon threats. The nuclear
superpowers should take the lead in substantially cutting down their large
nuclear arsenals.

6. On the issue of armaments, the major powers should exercise restraint,
drastically reduce military expenditures and, in particular, not conduct
research, develop, deploy or proliferate much more sophisticated or more
destructive weapons or weapon systems. The research, development, deploy-
ment and proliferation of missile defence systems by a certain major power are
not conducive to global and regional strategic equilibrium and stability and
will trigger a new round of the arms race. This has caused worldwide concern
and will in the end prove detrimental to that country itself.

IV. China’s approach

China actively promotes international disarmament and arms control.

As a big developing country, China is still at an early stage in terms of eco-
nomic and social development. Economic development is China’s primary and
central task and will continue to be so for a long time to come. China needs
and highly treasures a peaceful, secure and stable international environment
for its socialist modernization drive. Proceeding from its aspiration for main-
taining world peace and promoting the development of all countries, China
pursues an independent foreign policy of peace and is ready to establish and
develop friendly relationships with all countries on the basis of the Five Prin-
ciples of Peaceful Coexistence. China stands for the settlement of international
disputes by peaceful means and opposes the threat or use of force, hege-
monism and power politics. China advocates the establishment of a new, fair
and rational international political and economic order.
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China’s national defence policy is defensive in nature, with its basic objec-
tive being to consolidate national defence, resist aggression, defend national
territorial sovereignty, and safeguard national unity and security. China subor-
dinates its defence to and places it in the service of the nation’s overall eco-
nomic development. It does not seek regional or global hegemonism, nor does
it station troops or set up any military bases in foreign countries. China’s
defence is not directed against nor constitutes any threat to any other country.

China has made substantial efforts towards unilateral disarmament. As early
as the mid-1980s, before the end of the cold war, China announced that it
would reduce its military personnel by 1 million. In 1997 the Chinese Gov-
ernment announced that it would again reduce its military personnel by
another 500 000.

China’s expenditure on national defence has over the years been kept at the
lowest level necessary to ensure that the requirements for national security are
met. In 1997, China’s expenditure on national defence totaled $9.8 billion,
only 3.67 per cent of that of the USA, 27.53 per cent of that of the UK,
26.7 per cent of that of France, 22.79 per cent of that of Japan and 56.98 per
cent of that of South Korea.

The amount of China’s 1998 national defence budget was 91.59 billion yuan
(c. $11 billion), accounting for 1.1 per cent of the gross domestic product.
Meanwhile, the defence budgets of the USA and Japan the same year were
$254.9 billion and $39.4 billion, respectively, far exceeding that of China.

As a permanent member of the UN Security Council, China opposes any
arms race, and supports and attaches great importance to the efforts made by
international community to promote arms control and disarmament. China
always stands for promoting global peace, security and stability by means of
reducing and eliminating the danger of war. China has positively and compre-
hensively participated in international arms control and disarmament activi-
ties, putting forward many practical and rational proposals according to fair,
rational, comprehensive and balanced principles and has made its due contri-
bution to the arms control and disarmament process.

As a nuclear weapon state, China supports and participates in international
nuclear non-proliferation efforts, promotes the process of nuclear disarma-
ment, and strongly advocates the complete prohibition and complete destruc-
tion of nuclear weapons. China opposes the policy of nuclear deterrence based
on the first use of nuclear weapons. China is the only nuclear weapon state
which has undertaken and abided by the commitment not to be the first to use
nuclear weapons at any time and under any circumstances and not to use
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states or nuclear weapon-free
zones. China supports the efforts of the countries concerned to establish
nuclear weapon-free zones on a voluntary basis.

Having been a victim of both chemical and biological weapons, China
always stands for the complete prohibition and destruction of chemical and
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biological weapons. China is an original party to the CWC and has fulfilled
the obligations under the convention in a serious and earnest manner. China
supports the purpose and objective of the BTWC and has adopted an active
and responsible approach in the negotiations on the protocol to strengthen the
effectiveness of the convention.

China stands for the peaceful use of outer space and opposes any arms race
in outer space. It maintains that the international community, the major powers
with outer space capability in particular, should take practical steps to prevent
the weaponization of and an arms race in outer space, banning all kinds of
outer space weapons, including anti-missile and anti-satellite weapons, so as to
keep outer space free of weapons. Measures should also be taken to ban the
use of force or hostile actions in, from or to outer space, and to this end legally
binding international agreements should be negotiated and concluded as soon
as possible.

The Chinese Government agrees that necessary measures should be adopted
to apply effective international control on the transfer of sensitive materials
and technologies in order to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and their means of delivery. At the same time, China holds that
international efforts to prevent such proliferation should follow the principles
of fairness and rationality and opposes a double standard whereby anti-
proliferation is used as a pretext to infringe upon the sovereignty of other
countries and harm normal international cooperation and exchanges in the
fields of economy, trade, and science and technology.

Humankind is about to enter the 21st century of its history. It is the common
aspiration of all the peace-loving countries and peoples to lead a peaceful,
stable and prosperous world into the new millennium. The major powers
should, on the basis of historical experiences and lessons, look ahead into the
future, shoulder their due responsibilities and obligations, and make unremit-
ting efforts to preserve world peace, international security and stability.



10. Major powers and arms control: a Japanese
perspective

Hisashi Owada

I. Introduction

As the cold war period came to an end, expectations for nuclear disarmament
continued to rise to new heights. In fact, until recently, we have witnessed
some positive and encouraging signs of nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation. The indefinite extension of the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) was decided upon in 1995 amid the strong expectations on the part of
the non-nuclear weapon states that nuclear disarmament will continue, leading
ultimately to the elimination of nuclear weapons. The Comprehensive Nuclear
Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) was opened for signature in 1996. New nuclear
weapon-free zones were created in South-East Asia (the 1995 Treaty of
Bangkok) and in Africa (the 1996 Treaty of Pelindaba). Russia and the USA
agreed in 1997 at Helsinki on a framework for a new Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (a START III accord). Also in that year, the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards Additional Protocol was adopted
and the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention entered into force.

The report of the Canberra Commission, announced in 1996 and completed
in 1997, reflected the positive atmosphere prevailing at that time based on the
assumption that the momentum for nuclear disarmament would continue, hand
in hand with strengthened efforts for non-proliferation.! One could also argue
that at the level of the policy makers of the nuclear weapon states, the actual
driving force for nuclear disarmament was the fear of instability in the former
Soviet Union which could jeopardize its ability to keep nuclear weapons under
control. According to this argument, the unprecedented unilateral withdrawal
of all sea- and land-based tactical nuclear weapons, announced by President
George Bush and reciprocated by President Mikhail Gorbachev in 1991, was
achieved under those circumstances.

Only three years after the Canberra Commission Report was completed,
however, a new report on disarmament and non-proliferation came to present a
much more sober picture. Often referred to as a ‘wake-up’ call, this report,
adopted in July 1999 by the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament, points out that ‘the fabric of international security is showing
signs of unraveling’. The all-important ‘US—Russia nuclear disarmament pro-
cess is stalled, with adverse consequences for the global disarmament

! Canberra Commission, ‘Report of the Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons’, Report presented at the Conference on Disarmament, Canberra, 30 Jan. 1997, available at
URL <http://www.dfat.gov.au/cc/cchome.html>.
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agenda’.? With hindsight, a cynic may argue that there never was a true
momentum for nuclear disarmament. I would argue that there was a chance to
develop the popular expectations of the time into a true momentum for nuclear
disarmament, but that governments failed to seize that moment.

Today, it would seem that the sense of urgency is gone. A real political will
for nuclear disarmament among the major nuclear weapon states is missing
and, in some cases, there is even a feeling of complacency for the status quo.
Perhaps content with the power game that they can now play with their
nuclear weapon power status, the nuclear weapon states seem to fail to recog-
nize the transformation of the global strategic vista of the world.

The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan came as a tremendous
shock in this situation, and suddenly the issue of horizontal proliferation has
become, for the moment, ‘the issue’. It is high time that the nuclear weapon
states break loose from their preconception with ‘the common interest of the
nuclear weapon states’ and recognize the adverse effects of their inaction. The
inaction of the nuclear weapon states with regard to nuclear disarmament
undermines the efforts by the international community to strengthen the inter-
national regime of non-proliferation. The central bargain struck in the NPT
between nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear weapon states must be kept
and pursued vigorously for the cause of nuclear non-proliferation. Without the
stepped-up efforts of the nuclear weapon states, we are likely to see a much
more dangerous world with the spectra of irresponsible actors posing a gen-
uine threat to our common security with nuclear proliferation.

In this paper, I wish to focus, first, on how we may rebuild the momentum
for nuclear disarmament among the major nuclear weapon states, including
China. Then I shall refer to some of the regional nuclear issues which have
global implications. With regard to North-East Asia, I shall deal in particular
with the implications of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
and their delivery systems and the countermeasure that it provokes in terms of
ballistic missile defence.

II. Nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament

Russia and the USA, the world’s two foremost nuclear weapon states, bear the
principal role in moving the world towards the ultimate goal of total nuclear
disarmament.

Even during the cold war, the two nuclear superpowers were engaged in the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), established the 1972 Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) and negotiated the 1991 START I Treaty. This
led to greater predictability in the behaviour of the two states and, at the
demise of the cold war, a partnership was forged to enhance nuclear disarma-

2 Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, ‘Facing Nuclear Dangers: An Action
Plan for the 21st Century: The Report of the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarma-
ment’, Report presented at the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation, Tokyo, 23-25 July 1999,
available at URL <http://www.stimson.org/clusters/tokyoforum.html>.



A JAPANESE PERSPECTIVE 83

ment, leading to the successful conclusion of the 1993 START II Treaty.
Today, we see a deterioration in this partnership with widening policy differ-
ences between the two powers. This has led to the refusal of the Russian
Duma to ratify START II, thus paralyzing progress on START III. Yet, the
accumulated build-up of cold war nuclear arsenals is no longer necessary and
is detrimental for both powers. The fact that the two powers recognize this to
be so, and yet do not take further action, can only be lamented. Formal nego-
tiations on START III must commence immediately, and the target level of
deployed warheads should be reduced dramatically. Ambitious initiatives are
awaited to give credibility to the continuum for nuclear disarmament. In this
regard, the Tokyo Forum recommended that Russia and the USA ‘begin
immediate reductions by dismantling deployed nuclear forces through parallel
steps’ and that ‘both countries pledge to use this process to reduce down to
1000 deployed warheads on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles’.

Once Russia and the USA reduce their deployed nuclear warheads below
1000, China, France and the UK could be compelled to participate in global
nuclear reduction negotiations. Such global nuclear disarmament discussions
could proceed, on an informal basis, even in parallel with START III negotia-
tions. The parallel responsibilities of China, France and the UK should not go
unmentioned. The three nuclear weapon states should refrain from conducting
nuclear weapon-related development activities or increasing their nuclear
arsenals. The initiatives of France and the UK to reduce their nuclear arsenals
are to be commended in this regard, as setting a good example to be followed
by China.

The first step for the five nuclear weapon states should be agreement on and
adherence to a moratorium on the production of fissile materials for nuclear
weapons. In addition, the five nuclear weapon states should commence with
preliminary talks to map out approaches for proportional reductions leading to
‘one step before zero’ and, thereafter, to ultimate elimination. At the outset,
such preliminary talks may not produce meaningful proposals because of dif-
ferences over nuclear strategy and doctrines. Nevertheless, such talks will at
least enhance transparency and build confidence. Only when the five nuclear
weapon states fully understand each other’s capabilities and doctrines will
realistic programmes for a drastic global-scale nuclear weapon reduction even
take place.

Expanding our discussion to multilateral means for nuclear disarmament and
non-proliferation, we have two important agenda items: the CTBT and the
Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT).

The CTBT must be ratified urgently by those key states which are still
holding out—China, India, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan, Russia and the USA.
The success of the Conference to Accelerate the Ratification of the CTBT to
be held in Vienna this October is going to be the key event in this regard.

The early start and conclusion of negotiations on the FMCT are the next
urgent item after the CTBT, as clearly prescribed in the ‘Principles and Objec-
tives’ adopted at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference. Indeed,
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this is the most crucial measure for nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament
to the extent that it can effectively cut off the production of fissile materials
for nuclear weapons.

FMCT negotiations may be complex and difficult both politically and tech-
nically. Such issues as the main scope of the treaty, the scope of the fissile
materials to be covered by the treaty, the content of possible verification
regimes, and the handling of existing stocks of such materials are the hardcore
issues not easily susceptible to facile resolution. I can see no grounds for
optimism with respect to the prospect for the FMCT negotiations. However, [
can envisage pessimistic consequences if the treaty is not concluded soon. The
international community should note that progress in nuclear disarmament
negotiations has always been possible only through a step-by-step process but
that success in concluding the FMCT will indeed be a major step forward for
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation.

III. Response to the nuclear tests by India and Pakistan

The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in May 1998 created a
totally new security situation by seriously undermining the credibility of the
international non-proliferation regime. Their security implications go far
beyond the confines of the peace and stability of South Asia. Not only will this
new development affect the security environment of East Asia as well, to the
extent that it could have an impact on the strategic vista of this region by
lowering the threshold of nuclear weapons as the ultimate means which should
never be used; far more important, this development, if left unattended, could
lead the international community to drift into an uncontrollable world of
nuclear proliferation.

The international community has condemned their nuclear testing and many
nations, including Japan, have taken countermeasures. To see both India and
Pakistan renounce their nuclear weapons would be extremely important,
although this may not be easy to achieve in a short time. Nevertheless, inter-
national efforts to secure India’s and Pakistan’s adherence to the relevant
international norms must be sustained. In particular, they should not be
regarded as nuclear weapon states. This means that any exports of nuclear-
related materials and technology to India and Pakistan should be subject to
their acceptance of IAEA full-scope safeguards. India and Pakistan should
never be rewarded with an international status of any privilege for what they
have done.

While we must never allow India to rationalize its nuclear development pro-
gramme by invoking the inertia of the global nuclear disarmament process, it
is important to work towards facilitating the reconciliation process among the
parties concerned on the subcontinent to reduce nuclear dangers.

It is not hard to imagine that an important factor affecting India’s decision
for nuclear development is its broader regional security concerns, including
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China. In fact, the newly proposed nuclear doctrine of India does indicate that
India is seeking nuclear parity with China. In order to meet the security con-
cerns of India in this broader context, going beyond the confines of the Indian
subcontinent, it would seem essential that some framework of mutual reassur-
ance on the non-use of nuclear weapons, involving both China and India, be
consolidated through intensified dialogues and greater transparency about their
nuclear weapons and intentions.

It is true that China has declared the no-first-use of nuclear weapons, as well
as its pledge on unconditional negative security assurances to non-nuclear
weapon states. That in and of itself, however, will not be enough to create the
kind of framework for such mutual reassurance that I have mentioned. In any
case, the problem that China poses to the world is its lack of transparency
regarding its nuclear deployment and capabilities. China insists that its nuclear
policy as a nuclear doctrine is very transparent and that, owing to the small
size of its nuclear forces, a degree of lack of transparency regarding nuclear
capabilities is inevitable in order to maintain its nuclear deterrence capability.
Whatever validity such logic may have had during the cold war era, when
China was placed in the midst of the confrontation between the two over-
whelming nuclear giants, the logic cannot claim any degree of credibility in
the present circumstances. Today, China is the only nation of the five nuclear
weapon states that has not reduced its nuclear weapons. It is submitted that the
challenge by India and Pakistan to the international regime of nuclear non-
proliferation can only be resolved in a conclusive manner in the context of
solving the strategic dilemma that the two countries have to face in the broader
setting of a regional security framework, including China.

IV. Regional issues of global implications

Fears of further nuclear proliferation are growing, ignited by the nuclear tests
by India and Pakistan. There is a pressing need for measures to stop and
reverse the penchant for nuclear proliferation in the Middle East and North-
East Asia. The causes and characteristics of this penchant are different for
each region, and thus the international community must weigh in these differ-
ences to find the right responses.

In the Middle East, the continuation of a successful Arab—Israeli peace pro-
cess is of crucial importance for the stability of the region and for the future of
nuclear non-proliferation. Here, the process of peace and that of WMD
disarmament should proceed in parallel. In the case of North-East Asia, on the
other hand, the international community has had to address the threat of pro-
liferation of WMD, including their delivery systems, as posed by North Korea.

The nuclear development issue was addressed in the 1994 North Korean—-US
Agreed Framework (AF). A product of the AF, the Korean Peninsula Energy
Development Organization (KEDO) agreement provides the most realistic and
effective basis for preventing North Korea’s nuclear weapon development.



8 THE ROLE OF MAJOR POWERS

This is the reason why Japan decided to offer financial support for KEDO
even after the North Korean missile launch on 31 August 1998.

The importance of KEDO in the global context is under-appreciated. Were
this to fail, the spillover would naturally be global. Our European colleagues
should keep their active interest in, and provide full support for, KEDO.

It is in the same context that the ballistic missile development programme of
North Korea poses a major security concern for the region. North Korea fired
a medium-range Taepo-Dong missile over Japan on 31 August 1998, which
stunned Tokyo, and the USA as well. Thus the USA has been insisting on the
stopping of further launches of ballistic missiles by North Korea. A bilateral
agreement was reached in Berlin in mid-September whereby North Korea
agreed to freeze test-launches of its missiles while negotiations between North
Korea and the USA continue.

There is as yet, however, no final commitment to forgo missile launches and
the issue of exports of missile technology has not yet been addressed. It is
against this clear and present danger that Japan and the USA have agreed to
engage in the joint study of a ballistic missile defence system. A programme
for joint technology research is to start for Navy Theater Wide Missile
Defense based on their bilateral Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement.

This new development in a ‘missile defence system’ in the Far East is
attracting wide attention among disarmament experts. The argument for the
validity of nuclear deterrence during the cold war ran, in layman’s language,
along the line of the doctrine of ‘the invincible sword without the shield’. The
‘sword’ here represented the highly survivable second-strike retaliation capa-
bility, and the ‘shield’, in the form of a missile defence system deployment,
was strictly regulated under the ABM Treaty. This logic provided the basis for
the strategy of mutual assured destruction between the Soviet Union and the
USA.

In strategic terms, Japan’s security has been dependent upon the US nuclear
umbrella and the US forward deployment of well-equipped armed forces.
However, the prospect for proliferation of WMD and ballistic missiles
especially to North Korea gives rise to the question of how to defend Japan
from such asymmetrical threats where the nuclear shield offered by the USA
may not be totally effective as deterrence. In this situation, Japan, lacking in
any deterrent capability of its own, may have to consider as an option the
introduction of ‘the shield without having any sword’.

Furthermore, we have to consider seriously the co-relation between the
deployment of missile defence systems and disarmament in this particular
case. It is being argued that theatre missile defence (TMD) is detrimental to
disarmament efforts and should therefore be abandoned. The argument goes
that, given the technological limitation of the interception ratio of TMD
(“hitting the bullet by the bullet’), opposing states are likely to increase their
missile strike capability to penetrate the defence system and this would lead to
further arms development.
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It could be argued with equal force, however, that TMD might even be an
incentive for disarmament. If technologically well-developed TMD is
deployed, it may become pointless for neighbouring countries to have a ballis-
tic missile capability or to pursue their further development. Two experiences
during the cold war are often mentioned in this regard. One is NATO’s ‘dual-
track approach’ which combined intermediate-range nuclear forces (INF)
deployment and arms control, leading in the end to the ‘zero—zero option’ of
the INF Treaty in 1987. Another is the Strategic Defense Initiative pro-
gramme, which is believed to have pressured the Soviet Union to give up its
military rivalry with the USA.

It is submitted that it is as yet too early to judge the validity of these argu-
ments in the concrete context of the East Asian setting. The arguments are
dependent on how much progress can be expected on technological develop-
ment of TMD and on how we assess the results of these developments in the
concrete situation. At this stage, China and North Korea are critical of TMD
research by Japan and often insist that its future deployment will lead to a
regional arms race. It should be kept in mind, first of all, that the situation that
has led to the current decision on TMD research was not created by Japan. It
would indeed be a curious argument to insist that TMD research, and not the
initial nuclear development which triggered this defensive reaction, is to be
blamed as the root cause for a regional arms race.

I also wish to stress that TMD technology does not yet exist and that Japan
has only started joint research with the USA. Naturally, through this joint
research, Japan and the USA should study not only the technical feasibility of
such a defence system against missile attacks but also the strategic and diplo-
matic implications of such TMD deployment. The effectiveness and viability
of TMD would have to take into account the political and psychological reac-
tion of neighbouring countries. Dialogue among the experts of these countries
would be important in coming to a final decision on this matter.

I submit that it would be assuming the conclusion at this stage to argue that
TMD deployment will inevitably undermine regional security, before a thor-
ough examination is made of the technological feasibility as well as strategic
and diplomatic impact of such TMD deployment. We should avoid basing
arguments on speculation and hypotheses. It should be possible to promote
both technological research and political dialogue with neighbouring countries
on the TMD issue, in parallel with each other.

V. Conclusion

The most important point in our discussion on the issue of nuclear disarma-
ment is for us to be sufficiently tenacious not to lose our ultimate goal, while
at the same time sufficiently realistic not to drive the nuclear weapon states
totally to reject the proposed solutions. It is obvious that a proposal on which
the nuclear weapon states have no room for consideration cannot become a
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feasible agenda for nuclear disarmament. On the other hand, without tenacious
efforts to press forward towards further nuclear disarmament, we are likely to
see no progress on nuclear disarmament on the part of the nuclear weapon
states and further erosion of the non-proliferation regime. In this respect, the
major non-nuclear weapon states can play an important positive role in
strengthening the non-proliferation regime while pressuring the nuclear
weapon states to make more serious efforts for nuclear disarmament.

In facing the new millennium, we must renew our hope to eliminate the
threat of weapons of mass destruction to human security. Needless to say, the
disarmament process is closely and inseparably linked with the national secur-
ity of the countries involved in the process. In that sense, efforts for disarma-
ment can never succeed if we forget or ignore the essential factors of the vital
national security considerations of the parties involved, especially those of the
major players in the process. At the same time, however, progress in disarma-
ment must not be held hostage to such factors. The political will of states to
pursue disarmament will have to be inspired through the tenacious process of
persuasion that such a course will be in their long-term interest and that of the
international community as a whole.



11. Towards a cooperative arms control regime

Sergey Rogov

I. Introduction

The existing arms control regimes were inherited from the cold war. We are
now at a crossroads. Either we form a new concept of arms control to replace
the one that was created during the cold war era of bipolar conflict, or the
entire set of existing arms control agreements may become irrelevant and
ineffective.

During the cold war arms control was understood as a set of rules accepted
by the two superpowers, which were engaged in a global confrontation, to
ensure that their competition would be less risky, more predictable and less
costly and at the same time to fix their special status in the international sys-
tem.

Arms control was never meant to end the Soviet-US global rivalry; it had a
much more limited purpose, namely, to regulate the competition between the
Soviet Union and the USA by technical arrangements, establishing equal ceil-
ings for certain weapon systems. Sometimes this ceiling could be as low as
‘zero’, but for the most part the limits were rather high, although still limiting
the build-up of these weapons. Other agreements regulated not numbers but
certain types of military activity, for instance, non-deployment of nuclear
weapons in space and non-deployment of territorial anti-ballistic missile
(ABM) systems, a ban on nuclear tests in three environments or the limitations
on military exercises.

By agreeing on ‘what is not to be done’, Moscow and Washington created
the negative rules of the game, because they felt free to engage in anything
which was not specifically prohibited or restricted by these arrangements. The
process of arms control negotiations after the late 1960s dominated the
Soviet-US diplomatic agenda. There was not much else for the two super-
powers to talk about during the cold war era.

The mutual deterrence paradigm

During the cold war, nuclear weapons acquired the function of deterrence—
preventing the use of the nuclear weapons and military force in general against
each other. Nuclear deterrence was recognized as the only politically meaning-
ful nuclear posture, at least at the declaratory level. Instead of a war-fighting
function, deterrence became the cornerstone rationale for nuclear weapons.
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It is not always recognized that the model of mutual nuclear deterrence and
a ‘pure’ nuclear deterrence posture are not exactly the same thing. A nuclear
deterrence posture may not be directed against a particular country, even if
this country possesses nuclear weapons. For instance, while France and the
UK rely on nuclear deterrence, they are not engaged in mutual nuclear deter-
rence vis-a-vis each other, even if they may sometimes strongly disagree on
some issues. Nor is there mutual nuclear deterrence between the USA and
each of these two countries.

The nuclear deterrence model based on mutual assured destruction (MAD)
is unique in that it exists only in Russian—US relations, not at the other layers.
Both superpowers subscribed to the mutual deterrence model, which was
developed after the Cuban missile crisis and was accepted by the USA and the
USSR at the beginning of the 1990s. Both sides codified the rules for man-
aging the nuclear arms race between them.

The main elements of this system are: (@) a preoccupation with numerical
parity; (b) a reliance on counter-force weapons; (c) the theoretical possibility
of a pre-emptive strike; (d) dependence on early warning; (e) launch on
warning; (f) the possibility of horizontal and vertical escalation; (g) the
assumption that a strategic offensive capability is stabilizing and a defensive
capability destabilizing; (%) a decoupling of conventional from nuclear weap-
ons; and (7) ‘uncertainty’ or a lack of transparency.

The cold war brinkmanship required well-calculated strategic measures to
permanently maintain the threat to the other side. Mutual nuclear deterrence is
based on the dubious philosophical premise that you posture nuclear weapons
in a way that demonstrates your ability to act irrationally, for by threatening to
act irrationally you force the other side to behave rationally and not to cross a
certain threshold. This is ‘a dialectical contradiction’: you demonstrate that
you can cross this threshold as a means to prevent the other side from doing
SO.

The MAD concept was accepted and adopted as the highest wisdom. It was
formalized and fixed by the 1991 and 1993 Strategic Arms Limitation Treaties
(START I and START II, respectively) and the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty (ABM Treaty).

The system of strategic stability

At the end of the cold war we had a regime that had been imposed by the USA
and the USSR and supported by arms control agreements. The discipline of
the bipolar world rigidly maintained the inequality of the participants in inter-
national relations—the great majority of them were forbidden to do what was
allowed for the nuclear superpowers. Any effort to openly violate these rules
was both senseless (who could compete in an arms race with the Soviet Union
and the USA?) and dangerous (the superpowers could launch a preventive
attack). Furthermore, regional conflicts were immediately transformed into
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areas of confrontation of the superpowers, supporting opposing parties but
guaranteeing that conventional conflicts would not escalate into nuclear war.

The system of strategic stability during the cold war established different
rules of the game for different countries—a hierarchy of strategic stability
with three levels.

At the top level of the cold war nuclear strategic stability were the USA and
the USSR, whose posture was based on the MAD concept or mutual nuclear
deterrence. The two superpowers developed the notion of their special priv-
ilege as the owners of 98 per cent of the nuclear weapons of the world.

The middle level consisted of three other declared nuclear weapon states
(China, France and the UK), which were restricted in their holding of nuclear
weapons. A completely different set of rules applied to them, ensuring that
they could not challenge the two superpowers.

The third group comprised the rest of the world, which by the 1968 Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was prohibited from acquiring nuclear weapons.

Although a dozen medium-size and small states had begun their own nuclear
programmes, none of them decided to openly cross the nuclear threshold—the
door to the nuclear club for them was tightly closed. The NPT regime legally
consolidated the double standards of the superpowers and made it impossible
to upgrade the status of all other countries—not only the dozen threshold
nuclear states, but also Japan and the Federal Republic of Germany, which had
restored their economic power but were deprived of the opportunity to build
up corresponding military muscle.

II. New challenges for arms control
Managing a polycentric world

Russia and the USA are no longer engaged in the ideological and political
rivalry which produced the need for mutual nuclear deterrence. Today and for
the foreseeable future, they do not have any reasons to engage in a nuclear
confrontation. The threat of a global nuclear war, which was quite real at the
height of the cold war, is now close to zero.

The end of the cold war produced the end of the bipolar system. The world
has become much more polycentric than before and Russian—US relations do
not play the central role in the post-cold war international system. Other forms
of interaction in the international sphere, reflecting the growing economic
might of the new centres of power in the world, have replaced Soviet-US
competition as the dominant relationship.

In world history, with rare exceptions (Carthage and Rome, the USSR and
the USA), international relations have practically always had a polycentric
character. The constant change in the balance of power among the largest
states and coalitions regularly resulted in infringements of the geopolitical bal-
ance and in military conflicts, causing a rearrangement of the world in accor-
dance with the new distribution of power.
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New approaches

New centres of power are no longer willing to forever reconcile themselves to
a minor status in the international arena. The end of the bloc opposition has
undermined the rigid discipline which the bipolar system imposed on all other
countries. In its wake there has been a largely uncontrolled diffusion of power.
The changes in the balance of economic power are beginning to be more and
more obviously reflected in a correlation of forces in the military sphere. This
may result in new attempts to redivide the world in accordance with a new
geopolitical reality. The maintenance of stability in a multipolar world, where
instead of the two superpowers a dozen centres of power actively defend their
interests, is by definition a much more difficult task.

It is necessary to take into account the main present challenges to interna-
tional security: (a) the disorderly diffusion of power, especially the prolifera-
tion of nuclear, chemical, biological and sophisticated conventional weapons;
(b) abrupt changes in the global balance of power; and (c) efforts to use mili-
tary force for political purposes.

Today this three-level hierarchy is under pressure. India and Pakistan have
violated the old regime by testing their nuclear weapons, and China is engaged
in a serious effort to modernize its nuclear forces. At the same time other
nuclear weapon states do not even want to join Washington and Moscow in
any formal nuclear arms control reductions.

There is a race against time. Will we be able to establish a new system to
manage the multipolar balance of power, or will this diffusion of power con-
tinue in a disorganized way and sooner or later undermine the post-cold war
world order?

The Revolution in Military Affairs

Another challenge for arms control is related to the technological progress of
the so-called Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). The RMA concept has
been actively promoted by the US military as the foundation for US military
strategy at the beginning of the 21stcentury. The USA is focused on global
power projection, based on US technological superiority. The notion of the
RMA goes beyond just spectacular improvements in military technology. It
relies on the application of new information technologies to create ‘the system
of systems’ to achieve comprehensive battlefield dominance. The RMA can be
defined as a fundamental change in doctrine, weapons, equipment, force struc-
ture organization and training of the military, which produces a decisive
advantage in warfare methods to achieve strategic objectives in a minimum
time with minimum losses. The RMA is intended to integrate all components
of combat power into a system of systems to provide the Pentagon with ‘full
spectrum dominance’.
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The new military doctrine, reflecting the RMA, relies on new intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance technologies and weapon systems, on the one
hand, and on sophisticated and innovative war-fighting and flexible logistics
concepts, on the other hand. It also includes technological breakthroughs in the
collection, processing and analysis of information, which allows for a drastic
reduction in (but not elimination of) the fog of war. The new means to
improve battlefield awareness are supposed to produce a constant and com-
plete three-dimensional picture of the battlefield. Information superiority is for
the first time recognized as the key factor for achieving battle dominance
through the ability to find, track and precisely target any military objective,
worldwide.

The RMA aims at a complete transformation of military notions of time and
space—the traditional concepts of manoeuvre, firepower, protection and sus-
tainment. It accelerates the pace of movement and engagement and reduces the
importance of concentration of forces in space because new long-range
weapons could be used from a greater distance with a high degree of accuracy.
It allows widely dispersed forces to apply decisive firepower against enemy
targets through precision engagement.

The RMA emphasizes the need to develop capabilities for full-dimensional
protection, which is achieved through passive means (e.g., dispersion and
rapid movement of forces) and active means (air and missile defences). Pro-
tection of military assets also includes defence of globally distributed sensors,
communications and processing networks, but the main method of protection
of military and economic/civilian assets is the destruction of enemy forces so
that they are not able to fight back—outside the range of enemy firepower.

The RMA presents major challenges to the fundamental elements of arms
control.

The USA seems to be the only country willing to allocate a large portion of
its national resources for both development and procurement of RMA military
systems. Neither its West European allies nor Japan commit a great deal of
resources to this purpose. Russia is engaged in RMA-related research and
development to a very small extent, while China and India spend money on
the procurement of state-of-the-art fourth-generation weapons. The USA is
engaged in the new arms race alone and has no incentives to make unilateral
concessions.

The cost of the new generation of weapons and equipment, combined with
budget limitations, will make it very difficult to modernize the military in
accordance with the requirements of the RMA. Thus the focus will be on an
evolutionary strategy in which, instead of replacing fourth-generation
weapons, they will be updated with new information technologies (digital sub-
systems) so that they can remain in service for several decades. The procure-
ment of totally new weapon systems will be protracted for several decades.

The RMA makes traditional military-balance calculations irrelevant. The
1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and other arms control
limitations (with the exception of the ABM Treaty) do not take into account
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the command, control, communication, computers, intelligence, surveillance
and reconnaissance (C#ISR) capabilities which are becoming crucial for war-
fighting purposes. The efforts to control the military implications of new
information technologies hardly promise much success. The emphasis on dis-
persion of forces and the extension of weapon ranges also reduces the impor-
tance of deployment limitations, buffer zones, and so on.

Apparently, the RMA permits a bridging of the gap between nuclear and
conventional weapons but, as the Kosovo air campaign demonstrated,
precision-guided munitions (PGMs) are much less efficient against military
than against urban economic targets. The NATO operation in Kosovo (90 per
cent US forces) was able to destroy the economic infrastructure of Yugoslavia,
while delivering only limited damage to the military machine of President
Slobodan Milosevic. RMA systems, however, can threaten many strategic tar-
gets, including early-warning systems, which are crucial for the maintenance
of credible nuclear deterrence.

The use of PGMs against non-hardened strategic targets, attacks against the
CA4ISR capabilities of the other side and ballistic missile defence (BMD) plans
may lead to the temptation to pre-emptively use nuclear forces, especially if
the other side lacks the conventional means to resist the RMA power. The
ABM Treaty limitations on ground-based phased-array radars lose all meaning
with the deployment of space sensors.

Naturally, the USA is not enthusiastic about giving up unilateral advantages
in the new military technologies, which no one else is able to match. Of
course, the goal of absolute invulnerability, or as Cohen put it, ‘freedom from
attack and freedom to attack’,! is totally incompatible with arms control. There
is a growing trend in Washington to act unilaterally, which is reflected not
only in the US refusal to ratify the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty and the threat to withdraw from the ABM Treaty, but also in military
operations, including the war against Yugoslavia.

The RMA may encourage greater reliance on nuclear weapons by other
countries. This is reflected by Russia’s growing emphasis on early use of
nuclear weapons. China and India give top priority to their build-up of nuclear
forces. Some other countries may also do so in the future or may create incen-
tives for other countries to acquire them. Thus the RMA can completely
undermine the cold war-period arms control regimes, which were based on
selective choice of weapons and the notion of parity.

III. The last stage of mutual nuclear deterrence?

At the present time, the relations between Russia and the West include contra-
dictory components: on the one hand, we carry a strong legacy of the cold war
(including the built-in MAD inertia); and, on the other hand, we have accumu-

I 'William S. Cohen, Secretary of Defense, Annual Report to the President and the Congress 1999,
p. 124.
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lated some limited experience in military and political cooperation. The task is
to reduce and eliminate the competitive elements and to build up an institu-
tionalized framework for cooperation. This can be achieved through a step-by-
step process.

The arms control situation presents immediate and long-term challenges.
The immediate problem is to preserve and advance the arms control regime we
inherited from the cold war but failed to modernize in the 1990s. The long-
term task is to develop a strategy to change the fundamental elements of
Russian—US security interaction and replace strategic stability based on MAD
with a more cooperative relationship.

The model of mutual nuclear deterrence survived the end of the Soviet-US
ideological and political rivalry, the collapse of the USSR and the end of the
cold war. It has turned out that MAD has a life of its own, even when the
sources of conflict between the two countries have withered away. The weap-
ons, their deployment and operation, the command and control systems, the
training of personnel, and so on cannot be changed as quickly as the political
factors. Nuclear policy apparently has a stronger inertia and in fact a life of its
own. So a decade after the end of the cold war Russia and the USA continue to
maintain readiness at any moment to eliminate each other as civilized nations
within 30 minutes.

What is wrong with the present model of Russian—US interaction in the stra-
tegic nuclear field? The ideological sources of the conflict between Moscow
and Washington disappeared when the Soviet Union was dissolved and Russia
initiated reforms aimed at a transition to a market economy and political
democracy. This opened the possibility for a new, much more positive rela-
tionship between Russia and the USA, based on a new set of positive rules of
the game (‘what should be done’) and the creation of an effective mechanism
to coordinate the policies of the two countries.

Cooperative threat reduction, arms control agreements, presidential initia-
tives and numerous confidence-building measures (CBMs) have brought about
many positive changes in the strategic posture of both Russia and the USA. In
1993 Russia and the USA proclaimed a strategic partnership, but this declara-
tion has had little effect—probably because a strategic partnership is simply
incompatible with mutual assured destruction. Any agreement to de-target the
weapons is only a gimmick because they can probably be re-targeted within a
few minutes.

Meanwhile, the Russian—US arms control process of the mid-1990s lost
momentum. In January 1993 Russia and the USA signed the START II Treaty,
which was supposed to bring the Russian and US strategic nuclear forces
down from 6000 warheads, as envisaged by the START I Treaty, to
3000-3500 warheads and eliminate all the intercontinental ballistic missiles
equipped with multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles. The
proposed START III ceilings seemed to be the only way to synchronize
Russia’s inevitable unilateral reductions with the parallel and proportionate
decrease of the nuclear potential of the USA. However, if the START II
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Treaty is not implemented, the USA may choose another approach—to keep
its nuclear forces at the START I level, quietly observing how the Russian
nuclear potential will decrease to minimum levels.

A much more serious challenge to the existing arms control regime is posed
by the US effort to remove the limitations on strategic defences imposed by
the ABM Treaty. In 1999 the USA announced its new approach to national
BMD and accelerated the deployment of theatre missile defences. The Clinton
Administration claimed that its missile defence plans have the narrow aim of
foiling the limited threat from ‘rogue states’, not of altering the strategic bal-
ance between Russia and the USA.

The US domestic debate, echoing the arguments of the mid-1980s about
President Ronald Reagan’s ‘Star Wars’ initiative, is not only about the scope
and imminence of the ballistic missile threat from such countries as Iran and
North Korea, but also about whether Russia should be accommodated as a
potential strategic partner of the USA or rebuffed as a still-threatening rival.
The hawks—mostly conservative Republicans, but some Democrats as well—
see the two issues as inextricably linked because in their view any attempt to
accommodate Russia increases the US’ vulnerability to attack by other coun-
tries.

In 1999 the US Congress passed a bipartisan bill that would make it the pol-
icy of the USA ‘to deploy as soon as it is technologically possible an effective
National Missile Defense [NMD] system capable of defending the territory of
the United States against limited ballistic missile attack’. US deployment of
NMD can present an immediate threat to the mutual nuclear deterrence model.
The situation may change, however, if Russia and the USA again enter into a
protracted confrontation. The fact is that even a ‘limited” NMD system will
contradict the key provision of the ABM Treaty, which prohibits creating any
territorial ABM defence.

The BMD issue is not going to disappear from the US agenda. The next
administration will begin deployment of both theatre and national ballistic
missile defences. If this is done without an agreement with Russia, the out-
come might be not only no START III accord but also a Russian decision not
to adhere to the START II and START I treaties or the 1987 Treaty on the
Elimination of Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles.

New parameters for the Russian—US arms control regime

It is time to begin preparing for difficult, serious talks which may go beyond
the bounds of updating the ABM Treaty provisions and require a reinterpreta-
tion of the entire system of measures for ensuring military—strategic stability.
Russia and the USA have to agree on the new parameters of the offensive—
defensive equation or the entire arms control regime will collapse. It is
possible to reach a compromise which would include a new configuration for a
START III accord and modest modification of the ABM Treaty. This package
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may be perceived as the last arms control agreement within the mutual nuclear
deterrence model. Further arrangements would require Russia and the USA to
go beyond the model of mutual nuclear deterrence.

The two sides have to agree on the lowest possible level of nuclear weapons
that does not require a fundamental change in the existing nuclear postures,
which have been based on MAD.

What could be the possible components of the new strategic arms control
agreements? Russia will probably be interested in a low, affordable ceiling for
strategic nuclear missile warheads, that is, 1000. Russia cannot accept the
level of 2500 for START III that was tentatively agreed by Clinton and
Yeltsin at the 1997 Helsinki Summit and will insist on much deeper reduc-
tions. The entire set of strategic missile and bomber warheads should be not be
more than 1500.

The problem of tactical nuclear warheads must also be addressed, but it
would overload the upcoming time-constrained negotiations to include them in
a START III-ABM Treaty modification package. We can agree to parallel
political commitments—along the lines of the unilateral reductions announced
by Presidents George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev in 1991—for example, to
establish ceilings of 1500-2500 for tactical nuclear weapons.

The new agreements should deal with both deployed and non-deployed
nuclear weapons. A possible new approach to START III might include a
combination of lower traditional numerical ceilings and different levels of
alert.

The first layer could be, for instance, no more than 500 nuclear weapons on
‘high alert’ (high alert could be defined as a capability to launch within a few
seconds or minutes).

The second layer might be 500 or 1000 ‘low alert’ nuclear weapons, which
could be launched within several days or weeks.

The third layer might include another 1000 nuclear weapons on ‘zero alert’,
which are stored by the military and kept as their ‘strategic reserve’.

The final group will be the components of nuclear warheads maintained at
industrial facilities for assembly and disassembly. The number of weapons
there can hardly be strictly defined, but the perimeter of these facilities can be
easily controlled so that movement of warheads in and out will be verified.

All these components would be subject to verification and (except the indus-
trial facilities) on-site inspection, which effectively prevents the clandestine
transfer of nuclear weapons from one layer to another. Any effort to raise the
number of high-alert weapons without an agreement between the parties will
be tantamount to a declaration of intention to pre-empt.

This approach permits a drastic reduction of the prompt counterforce hard-
target capabilities to the extent that a surprise disarming and decapitating
attack becomes unfeasible. It is impossible to exercise any rational pre-
emptive counterforce strike with only 500 high-alert nuclear weapons. At the
same time, the relatively large number of weapons on ‘low’ and ‘zero’ alert
creates a robust Russian and US nuclear posture that sends a message to China
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and any other possible challenger not to try to catch up with the nuclear super-
powers.

These steps would not change the essence of mutual nuclear deterrence but
would allow it to be maintained at a relatively low level and prepare the condi-
tions for a fundamental change in strategic interaction.

The elimination or drastic reduction of the counterforce strike scenario
allows for a compromise on the ABM Treaty while maintaining its essence—
the prohibition of territorial missile defences. These prohibitions include both
the interceptors and battle management systems.

The US proposals for two sites and 200-250 interceptors may be too high,
but in principle it is possible to achieve an agreement, for instance, to change
the 1974 Protocol to the ABM Treaty and agree on two sites and 100 or 150
interceptors.

A possible solution may require the establishment of a common ceiling for
offensive missiles and ABM interceptor missiles. For instance, Russia and the
USA can agree to have no more than 600 launchers of both types. Thus, if the
USA wants to deploy more than 100 interceptors it has to reduce accordingly
the number of its offensive missiles. This would create predictability and
would restrain the USA from pursuing a ‘thick’ territorial defence.

It is absolutely necessary to maintain the prohibition on space-based inter-
ceptors, and sea-based ‘tactical’ interceptors should not be allowed to be inte-
grated into an NMD battle management system.

It is crucial to limit the capabilities of the battle management system, which
will include new X-band radars and space-based sensors—Space-Based Infra-
Red System (SBIRS)-High and especially SBIRS-Low. Only new technical
restrictions on the battle management system could permit limitation of the
capabilities of ‘limited’ national ballistic missile defences. The perceived
threat from North Korea or Iran does not require the elaborate architecture of
battle management that is envisaged today in the USA. These restrictions can
limit the numbers and the characteristics of X-band radars and SBIRS-Low
and prevent the USA from quickly moving from limited defences to ‘thick’
strategic BMD. For instance, the USA will agree to put into orbit 4 or 6
instead of 24 SBIRS-Low satellites, which will be technically limited in their
lifetime and not permitted to manoeuvre.

Without trying to immediately overcome the legacy of mutual deterrence,
we can begin to rethink the relationship between offensive and defensive sys-
tems and go as far as this model permits. The arrangement proposed above can
work until the end of the next decade. It will help to stabilize Russian—US
relations while Russia will be moving to institutionalize political democracy
and a market economy.
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IV. Beyond arms control

The immediate agenda is to stop the deterioration of relations between Russia
and the West, to prevent the arms control regimes from collapse and to
achieve operational mechanisms for cooperation in the security field.

Agreements on lower levels of nuclear weapons and verified warhead dis-
mantlement will be on the arms control agenda for the next 10 years, roughly
through 2010. During this period, bilateral mutual nuclear deterrence will con-
tinue. After this point, it might be possible to look more carefully at the pos-
sibilities for transition to a different model of relationship between the Russian
and US nuclear postures.

The idea of security partnership is incompatible with the reality of mutual
nuclear deterrence as it exists today between Russia and the USA, although it
need not be incompatible with the concept of nuclear deterrence per se. For
Russian—US cooperation and coordination to become a true partnership it will
be necessary to dismantle mutual nuclear deterrence and move towards
generalized nuclear deterrence. Making this transition would be difficult, but
the relationship between France and the UK showed that the mere ability of
these two states to destroy each other did not necessarily lead to mutual deter-
rence. The key to this relationship is the commonality of political and eco-
nomic goals.

In 10 or 15 years Russia and the USA may reach the end-point—the stage at
which the features of mutual nuclear deterrence can be abandoned. The new
cooperative strategic nuclear relationship may require not an arms control
treaty but agreements of a qualitatively different type—something more like a
mutual security treaty, regulating positive interaction between close partners.
That will also be the stage at which the premises of the ABM Treaty may be
radically reconsidered.

Institutionalizing cooperation on strategic issues is a very important first
step towards replacing mutual nuclear deterrence with general nuclear deter-
rence. Transparency and CBMs could address some of the current problems,
for instance, the concern about rapid reload capabilities. In the future, steps
such as de-alerting rather than restructuring and reducing deployed forces
would be a more fruitful course for bilateral nuclear arms control. The
structure of existing nuclear arsenals would have to be revised. The
organization of strategic forces and the nuclear doctrines of both sides would
have to be modified. Naturally, Russia and the USA will maintain their
nuclear deterrence but, like France and the UK, they will not be locked into an
adversary model of mutual nuclear deterrence.

An arms control regime might still be necessary but then it will have to be
multilateral and include not only Russia and the USA but also other major
international players such as China. By that time it will also become possible
to involve other nuclear weapon states in a legally binding arms control pro-
cess. Deeper reductions will depend on the willingness of China and the other
declared nuclear weapon states to join a multilateral regime and on the results
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of international efforts to roll back the nuclear postures of the non-declared
nuclear weapon states (India, Israel and Pakistan).

By definition, the management of arms control in a polycentric world will
be a more difficult task than the maintenance of strategic stability during the
cold war. The arms control regime of the 21st century will require new
principles and methods.

There is a need to create a new international security system, bringing
together the former cold war rivals and the new contenders for power. Recent
developments have demonstrated that, without the creation of a reliable inter-
national security system, events in the world arena could go in an extremely
dangerous direction. However dangerous the present situation is, it is not
hopeless.

Thus the present crisis of the arms control regime inherited from the cold
war era presents not only a challenge but also an opportunity—to maintain and
strengthen the positive achievements of the previous period, to get rid of the
institutionalized rules of rivalry and, step-by-step, to build new mechanisms
for the maintenance of peace and stability, based on strong positive coopera-
tion.



Part III

Arms control in transition: in search of a new
organizing principle







12. The future arms control agenda: escaping
the prison of the past

Terence Taylor

I. Introduction

In examining a future arms control agenda any analysis cannot escape the
domination of the existing treaties and their regimes. However, the treaties
themselves are prisoners, in important respects, of the time in which they were
negotiated. A clear understanding of the constraints of this factor is essential
for enhancing their successful implementation and adaptation. Such an under-
standing will help not only with existing treaties but also with the negotiation
of new ones. A failure to appreciate the limits of treaties—in their political,
economic, scientific and technical dimensions—can result in less security
rather than more. At its extreme, the most dangerous aspect is an almost ideo-
logical drive to enforce the implementation or negotiation of a treaty without
taking full account of these limits. For example, the possibilities for effective
verification of compliance with a treaty depend on the scientific and technical
nature of the subject of the treaty. It is easier to verify the presence or absence
of a missile with clearly defined characteristics than to monitor a wide range
of activities in the chemical or biotechnology industry.

II. Revival of arms control

At the end of the cold war it seemed as if arms control had become an unfash-
ionable phrase. In the perception of some, it even acquired pejorative over-
tones. Books and articles appeared with such titles as House of Cards—Why
Arms Control Must Fail or, perhaps with a title more apt for this conference,
Arms Control—What Next?' These authors were rightly challenging the con-
ventional wisdom, but unfortunately some of the cold war era attitude to trea-
ties still prevails. This is particularly true in the sense of seeing treaties as
global instruments at the leading edge of arms reduction or elimination
detached from the deep-rooted regional security concerns such as those in the
Middle East, South Asia and the Korean peninsula. However, the second half
of the 1990s, despite setbacks, has seen a revival of arms control in some
important respects. This is illustrated by such developments as the indefinite
extension of the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) along with its increase

! Gray, C. S., House of Cards—Why Arms Control Must Fail (Cornell University Press: Ithaca, N.Y.,
1992); and Dunn, A. L. and Squassoni, S., Arms Control—What Next? (Westview Press: Boulder, Colo.,
1993).
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in membership and the entry into force of the 1993 Chemical Weapons Con-
vention (CWC) and its increasing number of adherents. Also, with the events
in South Asia and North Korea, it is easy to overlook the fact that there are
now fewer states with active nuclear weapon programmes than at the start of
the decade. When arms control regimes are perceived to have failed it can be
the result of a failure to appreciate the limits of treaties and their place in
international security policy. Some would see the opening for signature of the
1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty and the 1997 Anti-Personnel
Mines Convention as successes—others would point to failure of certain
important states not joining these treaties as serious setbacks which undermine
the norms set out in these accords.

In thinking about the future arms control agenda there is a danger in falling
into compartmentalized thinking about the treaties themselves. This is particu-
larly true of the nuclear treaties. A sound analysis must encompass both
legally and politically binding arrangements, non-proliferation and
confidence-building measures (CBMs). These arrangements might be multi-
lateral, bilateral or unilateral. Limits must be set somewhere; thus, for the pur-
pose of my remarks, excluded are policy and plans for war-fighting and the
destruction of weapons and their production facilities by military action. As
always, the real world undermines attempts to draw conceptual boundaries in
thinking about arms control and security policy. In addition to disarmament or
arms limitation by military action and negotiation, there is a third means,
which is by imposition. The 1919 Versailles Treaty is an early 20th century
example, but a more recent one is the UN Security Council’s mandate for the
United Nations Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) and the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to dismantle Iraq’s weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) and missile programmes. This task is astride the boundary
described above. On the one hand, the mandate derives from a ceasefire
arrangement imposed on a losing side after a war; on the other hand, it deals
with breaches of arms control treaty obligations to which Iraq is a party.
However, this does not undermine the utility of a conceptual boundary. On the
contrary, it can enhance understanding by making clear the limits of arms
control treaties and agreements. It also helps make clear which lessons from
Iraq are relevant for arms control and which are not. It is important to take into
account activities outside but related to the treaties. For example, the 1994
Framework Agreement, involving Japan, the European Union, South Korea
and the USA, is an important part of the process by which North Korea may
be brought back into compliance with the NPT. Also legitimately part of the
arms control agenda is the bilateral leverage exercised very recently by the
USA in stemming North Korea’s long-range missile programme—which,
while its relationship to WMD is obvious, is not an activity directly related to
a legally binding treaty regime. In dealing with these difficult cases, extra-
treaty arrangements, perhaps associated with a regional or bilateral agreement,
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may be more successful than attempting to modify treaties or working solely
through the treaty organizations.

To expand on the thought that treaties are prisoners of their time a brief
examination of the three principal WMD treaties—the 1972 Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC), the CWC and the NPT—will serve to
illustrate this perspective. The discussion is confined to three aspects: political,
economic and technical (or scientific). Before doing so a cautionary reminder
is necessary that these weapon treaties deal almost entirely with the supply
side of the weapon proliferation problem. They take second place to resolution
of the political, ethnic and social conflicts that give rise to weapons of all
kinds.

The implementation of the NPT has a particular political and historical diffi-
culty to overcome in that the treaty recognizes five nuclear weapon states,
while all other parties undertake not to develop or acquire nuclear weapons.
Many non-nuclear weapon states view this as an inequity and seek to redress
this through the NPT provisions and the Statute of the IAEA. The compliance
monitoring provisions of the NPT are conducted on behalf of the treaty parties
by the IAEA through separate bilateral agreements. At least two-thirds of the
IAEA’s resources are taken up by activities other than compliance monitoring.
There are legitimate reasons for this, which flow from its primary purpose in
the original mandate to promote the peaceful uses of nuclear energy through
technical cooperation and assistance and advice on safety. The safeguards sys-
tem focuses on materials accounting and does not have a state-to-state chal-
lenge inspection provision. The Director General initiates all types of inspec-
tion activity. This contrasts sharply with the CWC, in which the implementa-
tion organization, the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(OPCW), is devoted solely to the treaty and is under the direct control of the
member states. Nearly three-quarters of the personnel of the CWC organiza-
tion, and two-thirds of its financial resources, are devoted to verification of
compliance. While the routine inspection system under the CWC is the most
costly element, and has some of the drawbacks of the IAEA system, there is a
state-to-state challenge inspection provision, which is a valuable deterrent to
would-be violators. These stronger compliance provisions could only be nego-
tiated in the immediate post-cold war political and security environment.

III. The economic incentives and a verification challenge

With regard to the economic incentives these lie not so much within the NPT
as in the IAEA, which acts as an agent for the treaty members in operating the
safeguards system. In the case of the CWC, negotiated some 20 years later, it
was possible to incorporate the economic element more directly into the con-
vention. Parties to the CWC are precluded from trading with non-members in
certain widely traded chemicals listed in schedules that are an integral part of
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the convention. There is a strong economic incentive for states to join the
CWC in order not to suffer trading disadvantages by being on the outside of
the treaty regime. Unlike the nuclear industry, the chemical industry is largely
in the private sector and in dollar terms vastly greater and, particularly at the
low technology end, involves production in a much greater number of coun-
tries.

While this factor is an incentive for joining the convention it also represents
a verification challenge. The routine inspection system under the CWC can
look at only a small fraction of this industry and unless these inspections are
targeted to places of particular concern it does not represent a strong deterrent.
The targeted parts of the verification system are the short-notice inspection
provisions, which can be initiated by any member state. Also, these inspection
provisions are an integral part of the convention and do not require a separate
protocol with the OPCW.

The BTWC is a stark example of a treaty that sets a global norm banning a
weapon as a legal arrangement without any verification provisions. After
1975, when the convention entered into force, one of the three depositaries,
the Soviet Union, continued an illegal offensive biological weapon pro-
gramme, even expanding it in the 1980s with the investment of substantial
additional resources. The Soviet Union exploited developments in biotechnol-
ogy to gain a technical military advantage that it could not achieve in other
strategic military capabilities. The UK and the USA are engaged with Russia,
under a trilateral agreement, in what has become a protracted confidence-
building process to gain assurance that this programme has ended. This pro-
cess involved intrusive visits to biological facilities in Russia and, as part of
the bargain, reciprocal visits in the UK and the USA. While the trilateral pro-
cess is stalled for the time being, it represents a method by which investiga-
tions can take place using national resources.

Concerns about non-compliance in Russia and elsewhere have led to efforts
to negotiate a verification protocol for the BTWC, which has been under con-
sideration by parties to the convention for the past six years. There are particu-
lar technical challenges in going beyond a CBM regime to enhance compli-
ance with the BTWC. To stand a chance of being an effective deterrent to
cheating, a verification regime would have to be even more demanding than
that of the CWC, which is generally recognized to represent the limits of what
was politically possible in the political and security environment of the early
1990s. For a determined violator it is possible to hide an offensive programme
in a small clandestine facility or in an otherwise legitimate commercial or aca-
demic activity. A routine inspection system would stand little chance of being
effective. A challenge inspection system would work only if it were conducted
with a strong state-to-state element enabling the use of intelligence resources
available from national sources.
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IV. What kind of verification measures?

The use of intelligence from national sources, as the recent UNSCOM experi-
ence shows, is understandably a particularly sensitive issue in multilateral
compliance monitoring activities. Nevertheless, it is an aspect that needs to be
dealt with directly and does not apply only in the BTWC context. It is hard to
see, in the difficult cases where states are determined to avoid their obliga-
tions, particularly in areas such as biotechnology that are relatively easy to
hide, how multilateral inspection activities can be successful without this kind
of assistance. This conference could discuss objectively the use of intelligence
in multinational verification processes. In scientific and economic terms the
biotechnology industry has experienced phenomenal growth in the past
decade. The verification protocol under negotiation in Geneva is in danger of
being overtaken by events. The industry has spread well beyond the traditional
pharmaceutical industry into agriculture and the food industry and may even
enter the information technology sector before long. Billions of dollars and
substantial proprietary stakes are involved. A global verification system even
with very intrusive rights and a very large inspection organization would face
a daunting task.

It is a much easier task to point to the difficulties in the effective implemen-
tation of multinational treaties than to propose solutions. Beyond the important
role of establishing international legal norms there is a limit to what the
treaties and their organizations can do. The parties to a treaty are ‘bound only
by ropes of paper’, as a distinguished ambassador to the Conference on Dis-
armament once said. Treaties depend on a confluence of interests between the
state parties for their implementation and evolution. It is easier, but still often
difficult, to achieve such a confluence at the bilateral or regional levels. The
major advantage of a regional approach is that it can take place in the context
of a security discussion that deals directly with the security concerns of the
states involved. It can also help free the treaties from the political and security
constraints of the past. This approach can draw on the existing treaties and
establish regional compliance and verification systems that could have more
intrusive rights and obligations than a global regime. In particular, regional
approaches can more easily accommodate national inspectors. Regional
arrangements can and should be supported by the appropriate treaty organiza-
tion if one exists, as is the case with the NPT and the CWC. Perhaps, for
example, in the case of the Middle East it is not too optimistic to look forward
to a revival of the Arms Control and Regional Security Working Group. Tech-
nological developments will increasingly favour states playing a role with
national surveillance means on a more equal basis than in the past at the
regional level. In particular the enhanced capabilities of remotely piloted
vehicles are likely to be more generally available within the next decade. They
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will provide an overhead surveillance capability on a par (or perhaps better in
terms of response time and in certain weather conditions) with that enjoyed by
major powers with satellite capabilities.

Regional arrangements can be an integral part of either a regional or sub-
regional security agreement or a peace settlement, and are not a new idea.
Examples include the Multilateral Force Organization in the Sinai and, more
recently, the arms control arrangements under the 1995 Dayton Agreement.
The dismantling of WMD programmes and reductions and limits on the
deployment of conventional weapons are likely to form part of security
agreements for the Middle East and the Korean peninsula, in the event of the
unification of the two Korean states. In these situations what would be needed
is an oversight organization or commission which integrates all the disarma-
ment and arms limitation activities. The single-issue organizations (such as the
IAEA, the OPCW and other bodies that in the future may be operating under
the BTWC and the CTBT) should be called upon to support an organization of
this kind as appropriate. Such an organization could be set up as part of a
regional agreement or by the UN Security Council.

In this regard there are a number of valuable lessons, both political and tech-
nical, which should not be lost sight of in the fog of current events. One of the
many political lessons is that the task of disarming Iraq of all three types of
WMD, and its missile programmes, was dogged by divided responsibilities
between the IAEA and UNSCOM. The recent difficulties with Iraq should not
obscure the remarkable achievements by UNSCOM and the IAEA in finding
and dismantling major portions of Iraq’s nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons and missile programmes by non-military means—although from time
to time being backed by the threat of the use of force. The technical lessons
from the experience are many and some have already been taken on board, for
example, the improved IAEA safeguards (the ‘93 + 2’ agreement) have incor-
porated environmental monitoring procedures. One of the more challenging
lessons for standing organizations to deal with is the wide range of up-to-date
scientific and technical capabilities required of inspectors in order to uncover a
clandestine programme. I can recall one of UNSCOM’s more successful bio-
logical weapons inspections, which included a civil engineer, a veterinary sur-
geon, a chemical engineer, a medical doctor and an explosives expert. This
spread of expertise within an inspection team was not uncommon. It would be
too much for an international organization to be able to keep such a range of
current expertise within its permanent staff. At least arrangements should be
made to call on such people when needed. They would have to be designated
and declared to the inspecting organization in advance to make such a system
work.
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V. Conclusion

No treaty can escape the prison of the past entirely. Greater empowerment of
and investment in treaty organizations will not necessarily improve the
implementation of the treaty regimes and enhance the security interests of
their members. There are dangers in expecting too much of the global treaties
in trying to deal with the more difficult cases at the expense of their vital role
in reinforcing global norms. To deal more directly with the interests of mem-
ber states, and to overcome some of the anachronisms in them, support should
be given to processes that deal with the total regional security environment.
The existing treaty organizations can have an important role in this regard,
provided they have sufficient flexibility to interoperate with the regional
arrangements in a coordinated way, particularly if a range of different
weapons is involved. An important issue that should not be ducked because of
the recent difficulties over UNSCOM is the use of information from a variety
of sources to support verification and monitoring activities. In analysing the
arms control agenda for the future, however, the leading edge of arms elim-
ination and reduction is the resolution of the major political differences in the
various regions of the world. The arms are not necessarily the problem but
rather the deadly symptom of the failure to resolve these differences.



13. Transition from balance of power to a
cooperative system

David Ivry

I. Introduction

In order to discuss the transition from one system of arms control to another, it
is necessary to relate first to the cold war system of arms control under which
we lived for about 40 years.

The cold war

What we refer to today as a voluntary cooperative system of arms control did
not exist during the cold war. Each superpower controlled the proliferation of
weapons technology within the regions under its influence. Each superpower’s
political and strategic interests determined its proliferation and non-
proliferation policy—the most significant of these interests being the struggle
to increase the number of regions or states under its influence. Another was to
deny the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to countries
under its zone of influence.

In certain areas of the world the arms race was dictated by one of the super-
powers when it would decide to bring a specific region into its sphere of influ-
ence. One clear example of this was the large-scale entrance of the Soviet
Union into the Middle East in the 1950s. Until that time, the Middle East was
the domain of Western and European arms supplies, as the UK, France and
Italy were the primary suppliers of arms to the region. Then the Soviet Union
entered the scene, offering new, cheap and effective equipment such as the
MiG-15 aircraft and the T-34 tank.

The psychological barriers posed by the differences in culture and tradition
between Arabs and Soviet Communists were overcome by the favourable
terms of purchase and credit extended to the Middle Eastern countries. Many
contended that this partnership could not last for long given the vast differ-
ences between Islam and the values of the communist regime. Yet, we see
how powerful the Soviet offer was—powerful enough to influence even the
political culture of the countries in this region.

The goal of the Soviet Union was to gain a new sphere of influence in this
region—and it succeeded in meeting that goal. It did not prevent an arms race,
but it did monitor and control the types of arms that were supplied to the
region. It acted in a generally responsible manner in order to further its own
global interests. The Soviet Union did not supply the most advanced technol-
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ogy to the Middle East and thus prevented any advanced technology from
being revealed to the enemy.

This pattern was followed all over the world. The latest equipment was only
introduced into the theatre of operations where direct conflict between the
superpowers—between NATO and the Warsaw Pact—was potentially to
occur—in Europe. In all other regions an attempt was made to supply only
older equipment, primarily to prevent it from being revealed to the adversary
but also to prevent, as much as possible, local conflicts. This is the reason why
defensive equipment was always easier to procure from a superpower than
offensive weaponry.

Economic factors also played a large role in setting policy. Oil, as the
world’s primary energy source, succeeded in changing the rules of the game
and led to competition between the arms suppliers. A prime example of this
phenomenon was Irag—which prior to the 1991 Persian Gulf War managed to
secure weapons and technology from the Eastern and Western blocs.

Iraq also received assistance from the West in its conflict with Iran in the
1980s. The strategic decision was made that Iran posed a greater threat to the
West than Iraq did.

Another field, a particularly sensitive one, gave a start to the process of
regulating the flow of arms—the prevention of leaks in new and sensitive tech-
nological information. Each side closely guarded its assets while at the same
time attempting to uncover its opponent’s secrets. The Western side estab-
lished a monitoring system called COCOM (the Coordinating Committee on
multilateral export controls) which set forth categories and guidelines for tech-
nologies not to be exported. For example, restrictions were placed on the
export of super-computers. This system of export controls was an indirect way
of gaining an edge on the adversary and not any real attempt at disarmament.

In fact, there was no real arms control to speak of during this cold war
period. Rather, we can speak of control of the arms race in various regions of
the world by the two superpowers as dictated by their strategic interests.

In essence, there was never any intention on the part of either side to achieve
any meaningful arms control. There was a very deep mistrust between the
parties. The intention of each was to calm the enemy while at the same time
improving its own strategic capabilities—be it with multi-warhead missiles or
nuclear-armed submarines.

The post-cold war period

Since the end of the cold war, developments in the field of arms control have
gone in a completely different direction. There is a greater tendency towards
voluntary cooperative arms control systems in which the benefit of all nations
is put forward as the reason for participating. The reasoning here is quite
logical.
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1. The proliferation of WMD and surface-to-surface missiles (SSMs) is a
real threat to all countries that simply cannot be ignored.

2. The decline of defence spending in democratic countries at the end of the
cold war left these countries searching for ways to compensate for their
reduced military capabilities.

Since the end of the bipolar conflict, most of the democratic regimes have
reduced their defence spending. Recent democratic elections have focused on
social and economic issues while defence issues are no longer high on the
agenda.

The need to find a way to compensate for reduced military capabilities pro-
vided the push to develop new military thinking (the Revolution in Military
Affairs)}—to build small, smart armies and so on.

There is a consensus that the reformulation of military concepts is not
enough in the light of growing threats. There is a need to develop ways of
stopping these threats, particularly the spread of WMD and SSMs.

II. Voluntary cooperative arms control

Today the primary tool for fighting this threat is the use of international con-
ventions, treaties and suppliers’ regimes to prevent proliferation. These are
essentially voluntary tools that depend on the willingness of a country to join
and then abide by the obligations of the conventions and regimes.

In most of the non-democratic countries there has been no change in the
national agenda since the end of the cold war. Their defence budgets are set
according to very different priorities than those in democratic countries. In
some of the countries, the army constitutes the power that maintains the
regime, given the lack of any real democratic elections. Social and economic
issues are given lower priority than defence on the national agenda.

Some of these non-democratic countries sign international conventions with
the intention of reaping the benefits of being parties. Such benefits might
include access to civilian nuclear technology or dual-use (civilian and mili-
tary) technologies relevant to weapons and delivery systems. This was clearly
the case in Iran, Iraq and North Korea. An imbalance has been created
between those democracies that are in the process of disarming themselves
from WMD, and those non-democratic countries which violate the conven-
tions they have signed and keep their WMD in their backyard. Of course there
are those countries that have never signed a convention, and therefore are not
breaking it, yet still have not started any process of disarmament.

This past year has not been a particularly good one for arms control agree-
ments. The nuclear tests in India and Pakistan, as well as the missile tests in
India, Iran, North Korea and Pakistan, all raise serious questions as to the
effectiveness of arms control conventions, and that is without going into the
nuclear and other capabilities discovered in Iraq after the Gulf War or those
uncovered in North Korea.
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The lack of balance, however, is not the central problem. We have witnessed
the difficulty of dealing with a country that violates international treaties. It
has been difficult to achieve any kind of consensus on how to deal with Iraq’s
violations. Democratic countries tend to shy away from complicated con-
frontations as long as there is no direct threat to them.

This was the situation that arose between the two world wars and allowed
Nazi Germany to develop its offensive capabilities despite its obligations
undertaken at the end of World War I not to do so. The European countries
reacted too late and thus were forced to fight a five-year war at a terrible cost.

Uncovering the violations is an even more difficult aspect of the problem. In
the 1930s intelligence could uncover developments and violations. Todays, it is
very difficult to uncover hidden technology used for WMD. The United
Nations Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) has spent over seven years
in Iraq. They have had all the means available to monitor and uncover
WMD—far more than any voluntary convention allows for (UNSCOM
received its mandate from the UN Security Council). Yet, UNSCOM itself is
convinced that it did not succeed in uncovering all the chemical and biological
capabilities of Iraq.

The world faces a serious dilemma with regard to the possible response to
interim situations, particularly with regard to limited conflicts in which the use
of maximum force cannot be justified. That is to say, the nuclear umbrella
cannot protect a country even though that country was promised such protec-
tion precisely because of the limit on the use of power in limited conflicts.

The logical conclusion is that at the end of the day international conventions
unfortunately cannot prevent arms proliferation, especially proliferation of
non-conventional weapons. Does this mean that we should stop our efforts to
maintain these conventions? The answer is that there really is no better alter-
native. Yet we cannot fool ourselves as to their effectiveness. Thus we must
strive for both the technological advances and the procedural improvements
that can increase the effectiveness of these treaties.

Technological advances are aimed at improving compliance and verifica-
tion. Procedural advances include the improvement of cooperation between
intelligence and verification. Even then, those who want to violate a conven-
tion will do so. Concealment is simply that much easier in non-democratic
countries than it is in open societies with governments subject to accountabil-
ity. Regional cooperation on arms control can in some cases be an improving
effort, when it is followed by the reduction of regional mistrust and by
regional confidence-building measures.

III. Surface-to-surface missiles

Another important subject for discussion is the Missile Technology Control
Regime, which has had little success. However, this was not the case before
1990, when it was counted as a real success in South America and North
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Africa. The arms race for SSMs received a real boost as a result of the Gulf
War and is now in full swing. Many countries have acquired SSMs with a
range of hundreds of kilometres. Some countries have even acquired the
means for production of such missiles. This is not the place to discuss intelli-
gence assessments of the capabilities of specific countries, but we do need to
examine the phenomenon and its impact on regional and global stability.

The main argument posed here is that procurement of SSMs leads to the
procurement of WMD.

Allow me to explain. We know that the use of SSMs does not require a com-
mon border between enemies. Therefore:

1. Intelligence is more valuable, yet harder to procure.

2. In order to carry out any response, one must cross over neighbouring
countries’ borders.

3. Ground forces, the decisive force in conventional warfare, can no longer
play a role—the exception being special forces.

War conducted between countries through the use of conventional SSMs
cannot be won decisively by either side. The only logical step is to arm the
warheads with WMD and thereby achieve the decisiveness and victory that
normally only comes with the introduction of ground forces. Chemical agents
are the most accessible and suitable materials with which to arm the warheads
initially. Later stages may include biological or even nuclear weapons,
depending on the technological advancement of the country and the resources
it devotes to the task.

Procurement of strategic SSMs drives forward the procurement of chemical
warheads, thereby increasing both regional and global instability. The race for
SSMs leads to the race for chemical and other WMD.

The same understanding that tells us that in limited conflicts there is a limit
on the use of power also tells us that it is not necessarily the stronger side that
dictates the rules of the game. There is an interim stage in which, even if the
means to decisively stop the aggressor in a conflict exists, it may not be pos-
sible to use those means and exert that force.

There is a need to prepare ways to prevent hasty responses and decisions
from being made while under the pressure of an attack.

IV. Proposals
We can do the following.

1. There is a need to prepare for passive self-defence at the national level.
2. There is a need to develop the ability for early warning and active
defence, preferably at the regional level.
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3. There is a need to develop the capability to respond to the launch of
SSMs—for example, the ability to intercept missiles close to the point of ori-
gin so that they fall on the launch area territory. This last task is one that
should be carried out at the international level—Boost Phase Interception.

Activities of this sort will provide the needed alternative to ground forces
that is currently missing from the equation of conventional deterrence. The
development of these capabilities will allow for the return of stability through
strengthened deterrence.

During the Gulf War, many weaknesses were exposed. Even the most mod-
ern forces could not stop the launch of Iraqi missiles against Israel and Saudi
Arabia. Here began the erosion of the existing deterrence which in turn led to
the current race to procure SSMs capabilities, which has only furthered insta-
bility in the region.

V. Conclusion

If we return to the subject of arms control in the light of what I have explained
here, the conclusion is that neither voluntary cooperative conventions nor the
most effective monitoring and verification programmes alone can offer effec-
tive arms control. We must ensure that the third and complementary element is
included in the equation—deterrence, the same element that during the cold
war motivated the superpowers to create balances in the conventional arms
races in different parts of the world. This would convince aggressive nations
that the power to retaliate and punish exists, and then maybe they will think
twice before violating the conventions they have signed.

We must strive for technological and procedural improvements to increase
the efficiency of international conventions and divert some attention and effort
towards regional cooperation on arms control.



14. Arms control in transition: building a new
security order

Carlo Jean

I. Introduction

This paper addresses the following issues: (a) a new framework for arms con-
trol in the post-bipolar world and its possible contribution to overcoming the
current phase of transition so as to build a new security order; (b) the consoli-
dation of the results achieved by arms control during the cold war; (c) the new
challenges for arms control owing to the fragmentation of the ‘Westphalian
states’ and the security systems, and to the enlargement of the concept of
security (and hence of arms control) from the ‘hard’ to the ‘soft’ dimensions
(‘broad’ or ‘comprehensive’ security and arms control); and (d) the relation-
ship between the local and subregional levels, as well as the regional and
global ones, of both arms control and security.

The discussion is focused on Europe and its surrounding areas. The prob-
lems of other regions, such as South-East Asia, are completely different, not
only because of their insufficient institutionalization but also—and mainly—
because of the dominance of ‘interstate’ over ‘intra-state’ wars, the lesser rele-
vance of the non-military dimensions and the greater importance of the con-
frontational as opposed to the cooperative approach to security.

II. A new geopolitical framework for arms control

Arms control played a major role at the end of the cold war. It can be debated
whether the end was the outcome of détente (or, better, of Soviet President
Mikhail Gorbachev’s decision to fundamentally change the Soviet foreign,
security and defence policies) or whether arms control itself produced détente.
In my opinion, US President Ronald Reagan’s rearmament was the reason for
the end of the cold war, but undoubtedly arms control consolidated it.

The geopolitical discontinuities resulting from the collapse of the Warsaw
Pact and the Soviet Union had a great impact on the security system in
Europe, which is still in transition, with the NATO enlargement process, the
Partnership for Peace (PFP) programme, the new Revolution in Military
Affairs (RMA), and the new relationship between NATO and Russia. This
relationship is in the process of being transformed, with the 1997 NATO-
Russia Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security, but it is
still unclear whether this is only a means to reconcile Russia with the new
strategic political landscape—and for Russia an instrument to participate in
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some way in the NATO decisions—or whether it is also the basis for a new
cooperative security system ‘from Vancouver to Vladivostok’.

Arms control, to maintain its relevance if not to regain the central role it
enjoyed from 1987 to 1992, must adapt itself to the new geopolitical situation.
Apart from the RMA, which could make some basic previous concepts and
models of arms control obsolete, arms control should also take into account
the fragmentation of European security, the growing importance of internal
conflicts, the centrality of qualitative as opposed to quantitative factors of mili-
tary power and the practical impossibility of developing reliable models of
stability. The qualitative (uncountable) factors of military power (nationalism,
training, morale, paramilitary factors, and mobilization of light infantry with a
remarkable offensive potential), as the experiences in Bosnia and Herzegovina
show, play a crucial role in the assessment of military potential. It is increas-
ingly evident that it is irrational to deal with arms control as if it were only of
a techno-military or quantitative nature and undifferentiated in the various
geopolitical subregions. A more sophisticated approach, and maybe a new
logic, is required. A subregional approach, with a specific geopolitical iden-
tity, could link the new arms control to the political and strategic realities.
However, the fragmentation of arms control in subregions is conceptually
opposite to the central idea of the indivisibility of security. It could produce an
‘ad hoc’ political strategy, which could destabilize the very basis of regional
and global security. Moreover, the subregional arms control approach requires
the abandonment of the ethnocentric and mainly technological logic which
was dominant in the elegant simplicities of the bipolar world and nuclear
deterrence. From an aesthetic of simplicity, arms control has to convert to an
aesthetic of complexity in order to maintain its contact with the political—
strategic reality.

Moreover, the former logic of arms control was mainly static and reduction-
ist. It should be supplemented by a dynamic logic that accepts the inevitable
ambiguities related to the unpredictability of the evolution of relevant factors.
The same applies to the crucial role of the flexibility of the intervention forces
of the ‘status quo’ powers, which is essential to maintain stability in regions
like the Balkans or the Mediterranean basin and which is substantially oppo-
site to the parity paradigm of arms control during the cold war. Only flexibility
permits effective risk-reduction and crisis-management mechanisms, which
follow a logic similar to that of extended deterrence.

Arms control should no longer be required to have elaborate verification
procedures since the qualitative factors that should be emphasized in the future
are not verifiable by traditional means. Unilateral measures and political-
strategy dialogues are likely to gain in importance. From a ‘hard’, capabilities-
oriented approach (based essentially on ‘bean counting’), the new arms control
has to take the ‘soft’ factors more into account, to build and reinforce political,
strategic, economic and cultural cooperation, thereby reinforcing the span of
practical arms control measures.
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To sum up, arms control must shift from an approach that assesses the con-
cepts of security and stability in terms of a balance of technical capabilities
towards a new approach, centred on the balance of strategic—political capabili-
ties. It has to move from a capability-oriented to a mission-oriented approach,
taking into account all the strategic dimensions, including space, time and the
links between military forces and the socio-political systems that produce
them. Passing from a balance-of-forces approach to one based on the prin-
ciples of cooperative security, arms control is no longer only a consequence
but also a constructor of peace, strictly integrated with other military, cultural,
economic and other instruments of security policy and stability.

While the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE)
concentrates on consolidation of the pan-European balance, and global nuclear
stability continues to be managed bilaterally between Russia and the USA,
NATO has met the challenge of cooperative security in Europe with its
enlargement process, the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, the PFP pro-
grammes and the projection of stability on to neighbouring areas. The new
strategic concept and the actual political behaviour of NATO, for instance in
the Kosovo crisis, have created a challenge not only to the United Nations but
also to the OSCE. The most critical issue in this new situation arises from the
link between local and subregional security and arms control agreements and
the larger pan-European security architecture. Only NATO, in effect, has the
necessary power to ensure those links, because stability at the local and sub-
regional levels requires the presence of external forces. These implicit or
explicit guarantees are not imposed by the West. They are requested and legit-
imized by the general will of all the Central and East European countries to be
integrated into the Euro-Atlantic community. This represents one of the most
relevant aspects of the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe, which is based
on the engagement and enlargement of both the European Union (EU) and
NATO and on the synergies of both. In this sense, arms control should be an
instrument for both ‘horizontal” integration (in the subregion) and ‘vertical’
integration into Europe.

III. Consolidation of arms control achievements during the
cold war

The central political-strategic importance and media visibility of arms control
disappeared after 1992 for several reasons: (a) the disappearance of the threat;
(b) the new RMA, which makes many previous arms control quantitative para-
digms irrelevant; and (c) the enlargement of NATO, in terms not only of its
membership but also of its influence ‘from Vancouver to Vladivostok’, with
the PFP and the implicit transformation of its very nature, incorporating col-
lective security goals in addition to its basic common defence missions. The
Kosovo intervention represents quite a watershed for the new roles of NATO.
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The only sector in which an approach very similar to that of the cold war is
still maintained is that of nuclear weapons, both to reach an existential mini-
mum deterrence between Russia and the USA and to prevent the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction. The major problems in this field are related to
the involvement of the other nuclear weapon states in the bilateral negotiations
between Moscow and Washington and to the elaboration of more efficient
devices of both non-proliferation (in the areas of verification and enforcement)
and crisis prevention/management and deterrence/defence in the case of prolif-
eration.

On the global agenda of security, there are also other issues of common
interest: terrorism, international crime involving drugs, weapons and human
trafficking, illegal immigration, ecological hazards, conflict prevention in the
non-military sectors like state-, nation- and democracy-building, human and
minority rights, economic development, and so on. Political leaders and insti-
tutions are trying to cope with the new risks to broad security, to reduce the
probability of conflict, and to augment the incentives for and potential of
cooperation between states required by growing interdependence and global-
ization.

The logic of cooperation and inclusion, overcoming that of confrontation
and exclusion, leads us to consider arms control as an instrument to build
cooperative security systems—in the directions elaborated by the Independent
Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues (Palme Commission)! or by
the Brookings Institution.2 Cooperation could be based not only on the inter-
ests of all states in maintaining the status quo (especially from the economic,
cultural and strategic points of view) but also on their material inability to
challenge the Western superiority and to modify a status quo which, in any
case, is acceptable to and often also beneficial for them. It is therefore possible
to overcome the confrontational logic of the security dilemma.

As far as conventional armed forces are concerned, the reserves of consen-
sus to extend regional agreements—the 1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty), the Vienna Document 1994 on Confidence-
and Security-Building Measures (CSBMs), and so on—from a balance-of-
power approach to a cooperative security one seem nearly exhausted. The
efforts to complement the dominant quantitative approach with qualitative
factors and to take more into account the force-multipliers or aspects such as
sustainability and the space and time dimensions (warning times, etc.) have
also been largely unsuccessful.

The limits of traditional arms control are to a great extent a result of its past
successes. Hence, the new negotiations exhibit mainly a routine and bureau-
cratic character and are, strategically, of marginal importance. The real forum

! Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues, 4 World at Peace: Common
Security in the Twenty-first Century (Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues:
Stockholm, 1989).

2 Nolan, J. E. (ed.), Global Engagement: Cooperation and Security in the 21st Century (Brookings
Institution Press: Washington, DC, 1994).
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of the most relevant discussions about the future architecture of Europe has
been re-located from the OSCE to NATO (which enjoys the necessary military
might to project stability) or to the Contact Group, similar to an informal
‘concert’ of European powers, and sometimes to the Group of Eight industrial-
ized nations.

The essential elements of European stability were reached by 1995 through
the huge reduction of heavy weapons under the CFE Treaty. Since then, the
pan-European (OSCE-centred) security system has envisaged maintaining the
status quo to continue mutual trust, confidence, transparency and political dia-
logue. The importance of pan-European arms control is mainly, indirectly, to
cope with the Russian preoccupations with NATO enlargement and interven-
tions.

The likelihood of a new continental war has decreased dramatically. With
the lack of a threat, it is infeasible to proceed with bold arms control initiatives
and further reductions. Reductions and force restructuring are driven by
finance ministers and by the RMA. More realistic, and therefore relevant, are
the subregional, local and internal conflicts. As they cannot be dealt with
solely at the subregional level, they require the intervention of external actors
that possess the power to effectively intervene militarily and economically.
Good cooperation between the EU and NATO is hence crucial, maybe under
the roof (and ‘auspices’) of the normative experiences of the OSCE, which is,
for instance in the Balkans, in a position to involve both Russia and Turkey.

The OSCE, although enlarging its interests to broad or comprehensive
security and to conflict prevention (state building, democratization, human
rights, freedom of the media, etc.), has no adequate power to build a link
between the subregional and the continental systems. It can only conduct
negotiations on pan-European agreements. For instance, the Stability Pact for
South-Eastern Europe is ‘under the auspices’ of the OSCE but, in effect, under
the control of NATO and the EU, with some ‘turbulence’ owing to the some-
times excessive activism of other institutions, like the UN, the Council of
Europe, and so on, whose power to disturb is growing with their lack of effec-
tiveness.

IV. From ‘hard’ to ‘broad’ and from ‘confrontational’ to
‘cooperative’ approaches to security

No existential threat has existed in Europe on a continental scale since the end
of the cold war. The consolidation of the achievements of arms control negoti-
ations reinforces this status quo situation, which is also based on the absolute
superiority—not only military, but economic, cultural, technological, ideologi-
cal, and so on—of the West. The instruments of this dominance are especially
those of ‘soft” power, which is legitimized and accepted by all the European
peoples who, in one way or another, want to join the Euro-Atlantic institutions
as respectable and respected members. Soft dominance is very different from
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imperial hegemony. It creates, as Fernand Braudel said about the Mediter-
ranean basin, ‘a system of world-economy’ based on interdependency, not on
a territorial empire. Hence, it does not produce anti-hegemonic coalitions,
which have characterized European history since the 16th century, is less
costly, and is compatible with the values, principles and demographic trends of
the West.

The conflicts are mainly internal to the states which are eroded internally by
local, tribal and ethnic—nationalistic forces and externally by transnational
forces (international crime, multinational corporations, religious sects, finan-
cial groups, etc.) or by regional and international institutions. The latter have
absorbed a part of the traditional Westphalian state sovereignty (allowing, on
the other hand, the state to restore it, facing the challenges of globalization, for
instance with the European Monetary Union).

The forces of integration are opposed to those of fragmentation. Finding a
common interest in coping with the latter creates new incentives to cooperate,
thereby overcoming the security dilemma. The vested interests of fragmenta-
tion (from populist and nationalist leaders to the links between criminality and
politics) have to be neutralized by a broad integration policy with ‘partnership-
building measures’, for instance, confidence-building measures (CBMs) in the
search for identity and in the cultural and religious fields, democratization,
human rights, economic development, and so on, tailored to the peculiarities
of the various subregional situations. On the other hand, it is impractical to
attempt to develop new common arms control measures on the European
scale. The reality is too heterogeneous and asymmetric, for instance in the
Balkans or in the Mediterranean basin, between the West on the one side and
the South and the East on the other.

Internal and external security are increasingly intertwined and inter-
dependent. It is sufficient to look at the situations of Bosnia and Herzegovina
and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) to understand
that the problems of stability and security, and hence of arms control, must be
dealt with at the local and subregional level. This is also because of the exis-
tence of dangerous links between organized crime and politics, sources of
aggressive external and nationalist (in effect tribal-nationalist) internal
behaviour.

Specifically, in the field of hard security, a number of elements that were
irrelevant in a broader pan-European context—where the goal of arms control
was to reduce the possibility of a surprise, large-scale attack and the instru-
ment for reaching strategic stability was mainly parity in heavy weapons—are
now particularly relevant. These include: (a) mobility (also taking into account
the offensive power of light infantry in rough and woody terrain);
(b) democratic control of armed forces; (c) risk-reduction provisions, the
effectiveness of which depends on the possibility of a ‘robust’ external arbitra-
tion; (d) police and paramilitary forces; (e) arms production facilities;
(f) control of ammunition stocks (e.g., a large distance between weapons and
ammunition) and of the import and export of military equipment; (g) regula-
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tions on foreign military deployments, permanent or temporary, and on foreign
defence assistance; (/) ceilings on military spending as a proportion of gross
national product and on the proportion of soldiers in the total population;
(i) aerial observation and inspections at the subregional level (the Hungarian—
Romanian model) without all the sophistications and costs associated with the
Open Skies regime; and (j) defensive military doctrine, posture and training
(some concepts of non-offensive defence might be usefully implemented, in
association with external guarantees).

Furthermore, in order to complement and integrate the confrontational
aspects of arms control, based on a balance-of-forces approach, a series of
cooperative activities are now under consideration, not only in the framework
of the PFP programmes but also, for instance, in the 1996 Agreement on
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures in Bosnia and Herzegovina
(negotiated under Article II of Annex 1-B of the 1995 Dayton Agreement).3
These activities can be of a different nature: (@) the political dialogue and the
constitution of inter-parliamentary committees and working groups, also to
promote the democratic control of armed forces and further transparency and
understanding; (b) the link between arms control and stability-building
measures in non-military fields of security (democratization, human rights,
economic development, free market, history books, etc.); (c) the participation
of armed forces in international cooperative activities, in fields like peace
support and humanitarian and disaster relief operations; and (d) the establish-
ment of military liaison missions and a network of institutes of international
and security studies (like the Euro—Mediterranean Study Commission,
EuroMeSCo), which are important measures to increase transparency and
mutual understanding.

All these initiatives are self-reinforcing and are also instrumental, in an open
process, to the deepening and enlarging of cooperation.

V. Subregional versus regional arms control

The links between the subregional and regional levels are crucial for the
coherence, cohesion and indivisibility of security, and hence of arms control.
The security systems and the arms control concepts and strategies should real-
istically take into account the limits of the effectiveness of conflict prevention.
These limits are also a result of the growing inability of the ‘status quo’ states
to employ military force in a timely and decisive fashion in order to prevent or
resolve conflicts (‘post-heroic’ or ‘zero-dead’ warfare; the erosion of the
power of representative democracies to intervene militarily; and, when they
intervene, the inability to reach a complete military victory and a consequent
definite political peace).

3 The 1995 Dayton Peace Agreement is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1996: Armaments, Dis-
armament and International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1996), pp. 232-50.
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The fragmentation of security, and the difficulties in coping with it, have
many impacts on arms control theory and praxis: (a) the above-mentioned
importance of the local and subregional dimensions as well as the need not to
jeopardize the indivisibility of security; () the need to take political, social,
economic and cultural factors into account; and (c) the need for a new concept
of stability that takes into account the impossibility of elaborating new reliable
models.

At the subregional level, for example in the Balkans, the concept of stability
cannot be based only on a balance of forces, especially if it refers only to
standing units and heavy weapons. On the contrary, it must incorporate polit-
ical and strategic considerations. In other words, from a capabilities-oriented
arms control (expressed mainly in the reductionist terms of ‘bean counting’), it
is necessary to follow more sophisticated approaches, essentially mission-
oriented, in not only techno-military but also political terms. They have to take
into account the militarization of societies (and their huge mobilization poten-
tial, typical of ethnic conflicts) and the growing military potential of civil
economies (not only dual-use technologies, but also direct military employ-
ment of civil systems and equipment). They also have to consider the political,
cultural, demographic and geo-strategic asymmetries between potential ene-
mies.

As said above, subregional stability is generally not self-sustaining. It can
only exist with an external guarantee and incentives to cooperate. These must
be imposed employing the conditionality of economic assistance or the per-
spective of integration. In other words, we must move towards a politicization
and ‘strategization’ of arms control, in which the management of agreements
is more important than negotiations and the content of agreements.

An example of this is Annex 1-B of the Dayton Agreement, which considers
the local level (Article [CSBMs in Bosnia and Herzegovina), the sub-
regional level (Article [V—subregional arms control involving Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Croatia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia) and the
regional level (Article V—regional arms control, involving the former
Yugoslavia and neighbouring countries).* This is the intermediate phase
towards pan-European systems (the Vienna Document 19945 and the CFE
Treaty). Annex 1-B of the Dayton Agreement is vital and effective because it
is linked to Annex 1-A, which regulates the stabilizing presence of NATO (in
the Implementation Force, IFOR, now the Stabilization Force, SFOR) in
Bosnia and Herzegovina.® The existence of this NATO security guarantee
allows the employment of arms control as a means to achieve results that were
not reached during the conflict and to transform the truce into a more sustain-
able and permanent peace. One instrument is the implementation of the pro-
gramme of military contacts and cooperation of the Vienna Document 1994,

4 Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues (note 1).

5 The Vienna Document 1994 is reproduced in SIPRI Yearbook 1995: Armaments, Disarmament and
International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1995), pp. 799-820.

6 Independent Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues (note 1).
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which should facilitate the building of a more cooperative security system in
Bosnia and Herzegovina and hence reduce the huge, expensive NATO mili-
tary presence so that it can be prolonged for as long a time as is necessary. The
main problems arise from the lack of coordination between the different civil
and military aspects of the stabilization process; that is, they arise from the
management of the agreements, not from the Dayton Agreement itself.

The impact of the new Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe could permit
an approach based on clearer and more effective cooperative concepts, with a
synergy between the internal and interstate levels and between the political,
socio-economic and military aspects. It should capitalize on the common
national interest of all South-East European countries in integration into the
Euro-Atlantic community. Moreover, the positive ‘fallout’ of the NATO oper-
ation in Kosovo has reinforced the political will for cooperation both within
Bosnia and Herzegovina and between the South-East European countries.

In more general terms, the subregional approach to arms control exhibits the
following advantages.

1. The main advantage consists in linking arms control to the real problems
of conflict prevention and crisis management, which—being subregional—
should also be treated at the subregional level.

2. The creation of incentives to cooperate, by linking the political and eco-
nomic assistance with the military factors of security, is a second advantage.

3. Subregional agreements are effective because they can provide for more
stringent measures, impossible to agree at the global or pan-European level
(i.e., in the risk-reduction field).

4. A subregional agreement can be supported by an external guarantee at the
regional level.

The limitations and difficulties of the subregional as opposed to the regional
approach may be the following.

1. It still seems to be impossible to develop credible models of stability lim-
ited to a subregion, especially when the soft and dynamic aspects of security
dominate over the hard and static ones.

2. Subregional approaches may create interstate tensions, because participa-
tion in the subregion could be considered a hindrance to vertical integration
(e.g., the Stability Pact for Slovenia and Croatia).

3. There is a lack of sufficient resources and expertise at the subregional
level.

4. Most important, subregional approaches could produce confusion or a
watering down of the cohesion of the European-wide political, economic and
security institutions.

Nevertheless, all the above-mentioned difficulties could be neutralized or
decreased.



BUILDING A NEW SECURITY ORDER 125

With respect to the first type of difficulty, with the above-mentioned provi-
sion of external stability guarantees, from military to judicial and police guar-
antees, the existence of an effective international court for war crimes could
represent an important deterrent factor, limiting some of the most brutal
aspects of civil wars and ethnic cleansing. Moreover, the complexity of com-
prehensive security could be dealt with by flexible management of all aspects
of the agreements and with the establishment of a coordinator with sufficient
powers, also to avoid competition between the international institutions that
overlap in the same area.

The second difficulty—the possibility of provoking interstate tensions—
requires the provision of a clear conditionality between the will to cooperate
and integration, and between socio-politico-military stabilization and eco-
nomic assistance. This approach will undoubtedly introduce elements of
ambiguity and unpredictability, and therefore of instability, but it could also
promote strong incentives to cooperate inside the subregion, as in the
Hungarian—-Romanian case.

The third and fourth difficulties—the lack of resources and the danger of
further fragmentation—could be reduced with the establishment of clear prin-
ciples of subsidiarity, complementarity, cooperation and coordination between
the regional and the subregional levels.

VI. Conclusion

To be relevant, arms control has to adapt its basic logic and approaches to the
post-bipolar world. First, there must be a new definition of stability, more
‘comprehensive’ and not only ‘hard’. It has to be linked more to the concept of
cooperative security than to that of balance of forces. Second, arms control has
to take into account the trend towards the fragmentation of conflicts at the
internal, local and subregional levels, without jeopardizing the broader secu-
rity systems which emerged at the end of the cold war. Third, arms control
should constitute a pivotal aspect of the strategies of conflict prevention, crisis
management and post-conflict reconstruction. It has to maintain the acquis of
the arms control ‘golden age’ (1987-92). To this end, it must cope both with
the preoccupations of Russia with NATO enlargement and with the needs of
NATO to maintain the necessary flexibility to project stability in the different
conflictual subregions on the periphery of Europe. Fourth, arms control has to
take into account, within a coherent framework and exploiting all the possible
synergies between the military and non-military aspects of security, the
dynamic more than the static components of the correlation of forces. There-
fore, it must attenuate the rigid conditionality of any agreement to its stringent
verifiability.

For this reason the essential contribution of arms control to the new Euro-
pean order is based on the implementation, more than on the negotiation, of
arms control agreements, taking into consideration that cooperative security
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has to be continuously adapted to the contingent and unpredictable evolutions
of the situation. Robust risk-reduction provisions (arbitration, security guaran-
tees, etc.) will constitute pivotal aspects of any effective new subregional arms
control agreement. On the other hand, cooperation has to materialize in
‘partnership- and membership-building measures’, which should constitute an
integral part of any future arms control agreements. This will enlarge the span
of cooperation and the possibility of further agreed or voluntary measures,
from transparency to force reduction. It will be particularly important in post-
war reconstruction, when a war has ended without a clear-cut victory. Arms
control should support the transformation of temporary truces into permanent
peace. It is a logic of arms control which is very different from that followed
during the cold war, in which arms control was a product of peace, more than
peace a product of arms control. In other words, arms control must often
become the continuation of military intervention with other means, to trans-
form an unstable truce into a stable peace.



15. Structural and cultural challenges to arms
control in intra-state and post-conflict
environments

Keith Krause

I. Introduction

The topic for this panel of the SIPRI Nobel Symposium deals with two distinct
but related issues: the prospects for arms control after post-conflict peace
settlements, and the challenges posed to the development of arms control and
security-building mechanisms by sub-state or non-state actors.! In both cases
the record is mixed, as the international community has attempted to grapple
with issues that go beyond the original context of the ‘arms control paradigm’
that developed over the past 40 years through various negotiations, treaties,
regimes and informal arrangements.

The attempt to extend arms control and disarmament to new arenas should
come as no surprise. It is by now a truism that the international security envi-
ronment has changed dramatically since the end of the cold war. Commonly
listed changes include the shift from an overriding concern with interstate
conflict to a concern with internal and regional conflicts; the rise of ‘new’
issues such as anti-personnel landmines, small arms and light weapons, child
soldiers and information warfare; the increased role of the international com-
munity in ‘managing’ (or mismanaging, in many cases) non-strategic con-
flicts, especially in so-called ‘collapsed states’; and the fairly dramatic
declines in global levels of military spending, arms production and the number
of soldiers in uniform.

Thus it seems only natural to adapt and use the same mechanisms that
served to build security and reduce distrust in the cold war to the new conflicts
and insecurities now faced by the international community. Examples of this
would include the cooperative security dialogue in the Asia—Pacific region,
including confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs), the attempt to
catalyse an arms control process in the Middle East, and the various post-
conflict disarmament provisions included in the 1995 Dayton Agreement and
other UN or internationally supervised post-conflict peace settlements.2

! Parts of this paper draw upon the author’s previous work with Andrew Latham (cited in footnotes
below) and on Krause, K. (ed.), Culture and Security: Multilateralism, Arms Control and Security
Building (Frank Cass: London, 1999). The author wishes to thank Kai Kenkel for providing editorial
assistance for the paper.

2 On the Asia—Pacific see Acharya, A., ‘A concert of Asia?’, Survival, vol. 41, no. 3 (autumn 1999),
pp. 84-101; and Buzan, B. and Segal, G., ‘Rethinking Asian security’, Survival, vol. 36, no. 2 (summer
1994), pp. 3-21. On the Middle East see Jones, P., ‘Arms control in the Middle East: some reflections on
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Yet there are reasons for scepticism about the applicability and relevance of
the ‘arms control paradigm’ to these new contexts. Although most analysts
and many policy makers have been quick to recognize the changing nature of
international conflict and security challenges, they have been less quick to
grasp the implications of these changes for arms control, disarmament and
security-building policies. In many cases, the taken-for-granted assumptions
on which policies have been based have proved to be wrong, with the result
that well-intentioned arms control proposals have often failed to take root.
Arguably, the main reason for this has been a failure to recognize that, in order
for arms control policies to deal successfully with sub-state actors and post-
conflict situations, they must be ‘embedded’ within, or linked to, a broader
range of social, political, cultural and economic policies than was the case in
their original formulation. We do not need more finely tuned or better arms
control policies, but more and better thought-out overarching security-building
efforts. I will make this argument in four steps: (a) a brief overview of the cen-
tral premises of the arms control paradigm that has shaped Western policy for
the past few decades; (b) a presentation of the structural problems encountered
in applying this paradigm in the new international security environment; (¢) a
discussion of some cross-cultural issues that pose particular challenges to the
development of arms control policies in many post-conflict environments; and
(d) some concluding suggestions for overcoming structural and cross-cultural
challenges to arms control in intra-state and post-conflict situations.

Before beginning, however, let me issue a caveat. This paper is too brief to
support some of its claims with detailed evidence, especially concerning the
underpinnings of the Western arms control paradigm.’ Like all overviews, it
also generalizes at the expense of capturing the subtlety and complexity of
many contemporary conflicts. There is not one challenge posed by intra-state
and communal conflicts, but a cluster of challenges that vary widely by region,
conflict and context. Nevertheless, the challenges are sufficiently different
from those we faced during the cold war to require a serious rethinking of the
heritage of (and limitations of) the arms control paradigm.

ACRS’, Security Dialogue, vol. 28. no. 1 (Mar. 1997); Levite, A. and Landau, E., ‘Confidence and
security-building measures in the Middle East’, Journal of Strategic Studies, vol. 20, no. 1 (Mar. 1997);
Evron, Y., ‘Confidence- and security-building measures in the Arab—Israeli context’, Contemporary
Security Policy, vol. 16, no. 1 (Apr. 1995), pp. 152—72; and Karsh, E. and Sayigh, Y., ‘A cooperative
approach to Arab—Israeli security’, Survival, vol. 36, no. 1 (spring 1994), pp. 114-25. On the UN efforts
see the case studies of the UNIDIR Disarmament and Conflict Resolution Project directed by Virginia
Gamba, Sep. 1994—Mar. 1996 (a complete list of publications produced for this project is available at
URL <http://www.unog.ch/unidir/E-RAPP.HTM>).

3 Fora longer discussion, see Krause, K. and Latham, A., ‘Constructing non-proliferation and arms
control: the norms of Western practice’, ed. Krause (note 1), pp. 23-54; and Adler, E., ‘The emergence
of cooperation: national epistemic communities and the international evolution of the idea of nuclear
arms control’, International Organization, vol. 46, no. 1 (winter 1992), pp. 101-46.
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II. The Western ‘arms control paradigm’

Western policies on issues of non-proliferation, arms control and disarmament
have been shaped by several enduring and widely shared beliefs, assumptions
and symbols that emerged from attempts to cope with the risks of the nuclear
era. The idea of ‘arms control’ itself was born out of the failure of interwar
disarmament efforts and the need to develop practical policies to deal with the
dilemmas of nuclear deterrence. It focused on the regulation and stabilization
of conflicts, and in particular on reducing the risk of war.* By the mid-1970s,
East-West arms control had crystallized around a coherent set of practices or
beliefs: (a) a belief in the necessity of nuclear deterrence and acknowledge-
ment of the non-utility of major war; (b) a commitment to an ongoing step-by-
step negotiating process that put a premium on rational, technocratic and man-
agerial negotiating strategies; (c) an emphasis on formal negotiated arms con-
trol agreements that incorporated such ideas as ‘balance’ or ‘parity’; (d) an
acceptance of the need for transparency and robust verification or compliance
monitoring as stabilizing measures; and (e) a willingness to engage in
confidence- and security-building processes that might transform threat per-
ceptions and even political relations.’

Virtually every treaty and agreement of the 1970s and 1980s embodied
some version of these five beliefs or practices and, whether or not the entire
edifice of arms control contributed to ending the cold war, most of us would
agree that it did at least provide a measure of stability in a relationship that
was fraught with danger. As Strobe Talbott noted, arms control ‘talks went on
and on, producing, if they went well, agreements along the way, but even if
they went badly, they provided a forum in which Soviet and American offi-
cials sat across from each other and discussed military matters that used to be
the stuff that spies were paid and shot for. The process served as a kind of
deep-water anchor in Soviet—American relations’.

I will return to the implications of these five beliefs for contemporary inter-
national security challenges; for now I want to highlight two issues.

First, the various arms control agreements that embodied these five beliefs
rested in turn on a series of assumptions about the nature of the confrontation
between East and West and the character of the opposing political systems.
Civilian control of the military was assumed to be complete on both sides, in
the sense that political authorities on both sides were the appropriate inter-
locutors and ultimate decision makers. Governments were assumed to enjoy at
least some legitimacy in the eyes of their people, not to pose a direct physical

4 One of the classic discussions of arms control described it as having 3 goals: (@) reducing the risk of
war, (b) reducing its destructiveness should war break out, and (c) redirecting the resources devoted to
armaments to other ends. Schelling, T. C. and Halperin, M. H., Strategy and Arms Control (Twentieth
Century Fund: New York, 1961), p. 2. See also Bull, H., The Control of the Arms Race (Weidenfeld &
Nicolson: London, 1961); Daedalus, Special issue on arms control, vol. 89, no. 4 (fall 1960); and
Brennan, D. et al., Arms Control, Disarmament and National Security (Braziller: New York, 1961).

5 For a discussion of these, see Krause and Latham (note 3).

6 Talbott, S., Endgame: The Inside Story of SALT II (Harper and Row: New York, 1980), pp. 19-20.
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threat to their citizens, and to accommodate (even if only to a limited extent)
competing bureaucratic interests and views. Destruction of the adversary, or its
state and system, was also considered ‘out of bounds’ (with rare, and note-
worthy, exceptions) since the risk of nuclear war was too great.

Second, this ‘arms control paradigm’ emerged only very slowly, based upon
the fundamental realization that the East—West security dilemma needed to be
addressed cooperatively. It generated a large body of negotiation, analysis and
debate that created a community of experts who developed the essential con-
cepts (such as arms control, deterrence, mutual assured destruction, parity,
confidence building, transparency and verification) around which substantive
agreements were constructed.” A great deal of learning and adaptation took
place for all parties engaged in the negotiations and various dialogues, and this
learning was not confined to the narrow diplomatic circle of negotiators and
policy makers, but reached deep into the broader domestic political context
and involved a wide range of relevant actors (bureaucracies, parliaments and
interest groups). Most contemporary attempts to catalyse arms control in dif-
ferent contexts (Bosnia, the Middle East, etc.) have, however, tended to leap to
the end-products of this process (architectures, security building and broad or
formal agreements), without paying attention to the importance (or laborious
and time-consuming nature) of the process itself.

III. Structural constraints on exporting arms control practices
to post-conflict and sub-state contexts

Perhaps the most straightforward way to illustrate the difficulties in develop-
ing arms control for the new security context is simply to list the ways in
which the core assumptions underpinning the arms control paradigm do not
hold in post-conflict and sub-state situations. Before doing this, however, it
should be noted that at least some analysts argue that there are few, if any,
conceptual problems posed in translating the arms control and security-
building paradigm to sub-state conflicts. Barry Posen, for example, argues that
the security dilemma faced by ethnic groups in conflict does not differ signifi-
cantly from that between states and that similar steps must be taken to over-
come it.® Communal or intra-state tensions often stem from uncertainties
regarding the offence—defence balance between ethnic groups and the inability
to distinguish between preparations (including military ones) for the legitimate
defence of group members or interests and preparations for ‘offensive’ action
(such as an independence struggle). These are exacerbated in situations where

7 Adler (note 3).

8 Posen, B., ‘The security dilemma and ethnic conflict’, Survival, vol. 35, no.1 (1993), pp. 27-47. Of
course, there may still be profound practical difficulties in developing arms control mechanisms, but the
‘recipe’ to follow is similar. For other contributions in this vein, see Kautmann, C., ‘Possible and
impossible solutions to ethnic civil wars’, International Security, vol. 20, no. 4 (spring 1996),
pp- 136-75; Mearsheimer, J., ‘Shrink Bosnia to save it’, New York Times, 31 Mar. 1993; and
Mearsheirner J. and van Evera, S., “When peace means war’, New Republic, 18 Dec. 1995.
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formal mechanisms for conflict resolution or the protection of individual and
group rights are weak or non-existent. For these analysts, the prescription is
usually some form of communal separation (which ensures that potential ‘fifth
columns’ cannot pose a credible threat), followed by the establishment of
stable non-offensive military balances between states, regulated by formal
arms control agreements (or military alliances).

Leaving aside the questionable morality, desirability or practicality of such
projects, I want to draw attention to the way in which they systematically
ignore how different the arms control and security-building context is in most
contemporary conflicts. In this section, I will concentrate on four ‘structural’
constraints posed by post-conflict situations and sub-state actors; in the next
section I will take up some more ‘socio-cultural’ constraints.

‘Winner takes all’ perceptions and the legacy of conflict

At its most basic, arms control requires that conflicting parties accept the right
of the other party to exist and to share in the division of political, economic
and social ‘goods’.? In many contemporary conflicts, however, this is the issue
to be resolved, since at least one party often has a legitimate fear that its sur-
vival (as a society or social group) or its access to power and resources (as a
leadership elite) is at stake. The perceptions of the various actors in a conflict
are often shaped by long-standing and directly violent confrontations in which
the identity and contours of the political community are precisely what is at
stake. Guarantees of power sharing and access to ‘goods’ (money, educational
opportunities, government jobs and contracts, and import or export
monopolies), especially for minorities, are seldom respected, and in some
cases the spoils are so small as to make a division of them unfeasible.!* As a
result, the costs of engaging in post-conflict arms control or disarmament pro-
cesses that might restrict the freedom of action of the leadership elite are often
seen as too great, potentially involving its complete subordination to the
‘winner’ in a conflict. Under such circumstances, third-party intervention and
guarantees of protection have seldom proved sufficient to overcome this fear,
whether they are offered to East Timorese, Kosovar Albanians, Rwandan or
Burundian Tutsis, different parties in the Angolan or Sierra Leonese conflicts,
and so on.

Inability to establish a stable deterrent

It is difficult to overemphasize the tight linkage between arms control and
stable deterrence. Successful arms control requires a belief in the non-utility of

9 “‘Goods’ can be anything from access to political power, prestige and legitimacy, to more concrete
things (money, jobs, patronage networks, etc.). On the interstate level, shared ‘goods’ would include
recognition of spheres of influence, great-power status, client states, etc.

107 am thinking in particular about predatory elites that control the (however limited) resources of
their states and distribute them to various ‘clients’ who in turn support them in power.
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the resort to war, either because its costs are too high or because its chances of
success are too low. In many contemporary conflicts, however, the costs of
resorting to violence are relatively low: the worst one can suffer is the status
quo ante, with little or no loss in political power (perhaps even a consolidation
of it) for ruling elites. Of course, it is true that wars end when the costs of
continuing them become too great for one side (or both sides), but that does
not necessarily mean that the costs of restricting one’s future potential to go to
war are also great. In fact, in many protracted or enduring conflicts (whether
inter- or intra-state), the end of one war is merely a prelude to preparations for
the next confrontation. In such circumstances, the conflict is not stable, and
arms control would be seen as pointless or harmful by at least one party.

Inapplicability of ideas of balance or parity

Parity or balance, often at equal numbers, has also been a central element of
almost every formal negotiated arms control agreement.!! Yet in most contem-
porary conflicts, ranging from the Middle East, to the Balkans, to South-East
Asia or Africa, there is no balance to be struck. Not only do conflicting parties
seldom exist in roughly equal balance, but in many cases there is an implied
understanding of a hierarchical or subordinate relationship between them that
would make an explicit acknowledgement of ‘parity’ unacceptable. This is
especially a problem in minority communal conflicts (such as East Timor),
where a bid for equal rights or recognition (often, but not always, including
sovereign rights) is seen as undermining the stability or legitimacy of the
broader political community. Advanced industrial states such as Belgium and
Canada have encountered grave difficulties in dealing with this question, so it
is no surprise that in less resilient political systems the resort to arms should be
seen as a legitimate option. The problem also exists in a slightly different form
at the interstate level, in regions such as the Middle East or South-East Asia,
where disparities in size and military power between the parties, and different
perceptions of appropriate regional roles and status, make it difficult to
determine the kinds of arms control that could be put in place.

Low political legitimacy makes confidence and security building
impossible

At least some level of political legitimacy is required for conflicting parties to
engage in confidence- and security-building processes that might transform
threat perceptions and political relations. This is so for the simple reason that
confidence building and transparency can often lead to a flow of information

T To such an extent that when the SALT I Agreement did not actually contain numbers (which would
have revealed a lack of numerical equivalence between the USA and the USSR) the US Senate insisted
that future agreements contain such equality.
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and ideas (within governments, and between governments and their citizens)
that can undermine the existing order. As a result, there are at least three par-
ticular difficulties that hinder the development of confidence- and security-
building processes and measures in many post-conflict or sub-state contexts.
The first is that in many states the military is often only weakly (or not at all)
subordinated to civilian authorities and has a disproportionate claim on
national resources that is not subject to oversight, scrutiny or criticism. Any
CSBMs that shed light on military activities are thus likely to be resisted, as is,
for example, the case in the Middle East. The second is that many regimes
often pose grave threats to the human or societal security of their citizens
(repression, political violence and predation), threats that are only mitigated by
slow processes of political change, not by formal mechanisms such as arms
control (this is frequently the case in sub-Saharan Africa). The third is that
powerful economic interests are often implicated in the ‘war economy’ of
many states and societies. These economic interests often benefit from perpet-
uating the conflict (through sanction busting, control of the black market,
profiteering, control of valuable resources, etc.), are connected to the ruling
elites (e.g., in Angola, Iraq and Serbia), and have little or no interest in partici-
pating in arms control and security-building processes that might reduce their
power and wealth.

These four ‘structural’ problems directly challenge the very foundations of
the arms control paradigm. The problem is not simply that the actors in intra-
state conflicts are not states, or that they fail to behave rationally, or that they
have too little exposure to arms control ‘doctrines’. In fact, these actors are
often perfectly rational but are faced with a range of incentives and threats that
are unlike those of the world of arms control planners. Hence attempts to
apply the recipes of arms control without taking account of these different
interests and incentives, or without adequate groundwork and long prepara-
tion, are likely to fail quickly.

IV. Cross-cultural dimensions of new arms control challenges

In addition to these ‘structural’ constraints, one can also identify a set of
‘cross-cultural’ challenges to the translation of the arms control paradigm into
new security contexts. Of course, the deployment of ‘cultural’ explanations for
security policies is fraught with the dangers of oversimplification, reduc-
tionism and shoddy thinking. ‘Culture’ can be (and has been) used to erect
barriers against criticism or to fend off unwanted interference in regional
affairs: witness the ‘Asian values’ debate of recent years.!? Yet there is also a

12 For an overview of the debate on the Asian way, see Dupont, A., ‘Is there an Asian way?’,
Survival, vol. 38, no. 2 (summer 1996), pp. 13-33; and Acharya, A., ‘Culture, security, multilateralism:
the “ASEAN way” and regional order’, ed. Krause (note 1), pp. 55-84.
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strong consensus that cultural issues matter in some way in strategic and secu-
rity affairs and, by extension, they should also matter in arms control and
security-building policies.!* While I cannot discuss here all the intricacies of
the cultural dimension of arms control and security building, I can at least
highlight four ways in which cultural differences can present serious
challenges to arms control in post-conflict contexts or in dealing with intra-
state conflicts and sub-state actors.!

Orientations towards regional and multilateral relations

Mental ‘maps’ that demarcate the boundaries of regions and define relations
among members of a given region can affect orientations towards non-
proliferation, arms control and disarmament. Thus, for example, Indonesian
resistance to a leadership role for Australia in the recently established multi-
lateral force in East Timor stemmed in part from a perception that Australia
was not part of the regional security community embodied in the Association
of South-East Asian Nations.!s Similarly, in the African context the leadership
role that Nigeria or South Africa wishes to assert often clashes with neigh-
bouring states’ perceptions that these states are making a bid for regional
hegemony rather than playing the role of an ‘honest broker’ in conflicts.

On a broader level, the Western tendency to label states or regimes as
‘rogues’ or ‘pariahs’ complicates the pursuit of arms control between conflict-
ing parties. Why should one make (or broker) a deal with a ‘rogue’, or with a
regime that is responsible for various atrocities, and why should such an
‘outcast’ participate in multilateral security-building processes?!® What passes
as the consensus of the ‘international community’ today is seldom more than a
fairly limited consensus among advanced industrial states, constrained by
domestic political and economic considerations. This is well recognized in
most post-colonial parts of the world, and the resistance to the import of yet
another ‘Western’ product (however well-intentioned) is great. This is
especially so where norms of multilateralism are only weakly developed and
where bilateral (such as in South America) or hierarchical (such as in Asia)

13 On strategic culture see, e.g., Klein, Y., ‘A theory of strategic culture’, Comparative Strategy,
vol. 10, no. 2 (Jan.—Mar. 1991), pp. 3-23; Lain Johnston, A., ‘Thinking about strategic culture’, Inter-
national Security, vol. 19, no. 4 (spring 1995), pp. 32—64; Katzenstein, P. (ed.), The Culture of National
Security (Columbia University Press: New York, 1996); and the longer studies by many of the authors in
that collection (in particular those by Elizabeth Kier and Alistair Lain Johnston).

14 These are taken from Krause, K., ‘Conclusions: security culture and the non-proliferation, arms
control and disarmament agenda’, ed. Krause (note 1), pp. 219-39. I define ‘security culture’ as ‘those
enduring and widely shared beliefs, traditions, attitudes and symbols that inform the ways in which a
state’s/society’s interests and values with respect to security, stability and peace are perceived, articu-
lated and advanced by political actors and elites’.

15T recognize that Indonesia also regarded Australia as partisan on the issue of Timorese indepen-
dence, but in that case Australia only mirrored the stance of the international community.

16 Mutimer, D., The Weapons State: Proliferation and Visions of Security (Lynne Rienner: Boulder,
Colo., 1999); and Klare, M., Rogue States and Nuclear Outlaws: America’s Search for a New Foreign
Policy (Hill and Wang: New York, 1995).
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relations are much more significant and where Western powers have left an
ugly legacy of colonialism.

Concepts of negotiation and diplomacy

Another sweeping generalization that contains at least a germ of truth would
be that the successes of East—West arms control resulted in part from the sub-
ordination of intensely political and subjective problems (such as assessing the
nature of the ‘Soviet threat’ or the stability of ‘rational deterrence’) to a
rational, technocratic, step-by-step process of decision making and negotia-
tion. This ‘bureaucratic rationality’ is so deeply ingrained in our mindsets that
it is often difficult to recognize its cultural or social roots. As John Shy puts it,
a rational and systematic approach to problems of war and peace ‘has become,
during almost two centuries, so deeply embedded in Western consciousness
that many adherents refuse to accept it as a “mode” of thinking at all’.'” Two
examples can be offered to illustrate the problem. First, in some cultural con-
texts, the Western penchant for ‘closing the deal’ simply does not resonate: no
agreement is often considered a better outcome than an agreement in which
one’s weakness has been openly acknowledged.!® Second, in some cultural
contexts, the logic of ‘step-by-step’ negotiation, in which one focuses first on
the smallest practical obstacle that can be overcome, is countered by a negoti-
ating style that concentrates on first negotiating the overarching principles or
framework for the relationship and only then moving to the details once the
overall principles have been put in place.! While neither of these differences
creates insurmountable barriers to arms control and confidence-building pro-
cesses in some form, they do render efforts to translate particular ‘successes’
problematic. They also help explain persistent frustration in some Western
quarters with negotiating practices that are seen as purely dilatory or for-
malistic, yet which may be crucial to the processes of ‘making a deal’ in a dif-
ferent cultural context, especially when both (or all) participants have shared
socio-cultural norms (as is often the case in intra-state conflicts).

17Shy, J., ‘Jomini’, eds P. Paret et al., Makers of Modern Strategy (Clarendon Press: Oxford, 1986),
pp. 184-85.

18 The Harvard-developed ‘Best Alternative to No Agreement’ (BATNA) negotiating technique illus-
trates this perfectly. Fisher, R., Ury, W. L. and Patton, B., Getting to Yes: Negotiating Agreement With-
out Giving In (Penguin Books: New York, 1991); Zartman, I. W. and Berman, M., The Practical Nego-
tiator (Yale University Press: New Haven, Conn., 1982); and Hopmann, P. T., Programme on
Negotiation at Harvard Law School, ‘Arms control on Cobia: an eight-party, multi-issue arms control
negotiation’, URL <http://www.pon.org/product.cfm?productid=cs-arms> (‘BATNA’ figures in 64 of
the programme’s 92 simulations). During the Reagan years, it was also often argued that this pressure to
‘make a deal’ worked against the interests of the USA.

19 This has particularly been an issue in the Middle East or in negotiations with China. Ben-Dor, G.,
‘Regional culture and the NACD in the Middle East’ and Jing-Dong Yuan, ‘Culture matters: Chinese
approaches to arms control and disarmament’, ed. Krause (note 1), pp. 189-218 and 85-128,
respectively.
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Domestic political cultural norms

The way in which particular arms control and security-building practices
‘resonate’ (or are dissonant) with domestic political cultural norms and prac-
tices can have a significant impact on whether or not they are accepted as a
foundation for post-conflict security building. This is perhaps even more the
case in an intra-state than in an interstate context, where the various actors
often (although not always) share a wide repertoire of common socio-cultural
‘referents’. Again, only anecdotal examples can be offered, but they highlight
the depth of the problem. For example, ideas such as openness and
‘transparency’ (usually understood as a cornerstone of arms control efforts)
are regarded in many regions of the world as completely alien. This is not just
because of traditional ideas of military secrecy, which are widespread, but
because there may be (e.g., in South-East Asia) few domestic political tradi-
tions in which the idea of openness or transparency could be seen as a positive
political and social goal, to set against the need for some level of secrecy.

In a related way, issues of ‘face’, honour, prestige and status can often pose
significant obstacles to a host of arms control and security-building initiatives.
For example, an insistence on effective and intrusive verification can also run
up against norms of trust and honour. In simple terms, how can one sign an
agreement while at the same time insisting that one does not trust the other
side to implement it by insisting on intrusive verification? On a deeper level,
in some contexts ‘an extreme preoccupation with honour and shame
[makes] . . . it difficult to concentrate on rational accommodations to end con-
flict, without the satisfaction of revenge’.20 Similar issues of ‘face’ are impor-
tant in Asia, where a failure to reach an agreement is often more acceptable
than reaching one in which face has been compromised. By contrast, it is
worth underlining that ‘ American negotiators [and Westerners more generally]
do not display the obsession with face so characteristic of collectivist cultures,
and hence often follow “the maxim that any agreement is better than no agree-
ment”’ 2!

The place of violence and norms of conflict resolution

Underlying societal norms of conflict resolution and negotiation, and the role
and place of violence in everyday life, can also have a great impact on the
prospects for arms control in several ways. Most basically, in states and soci-
eties characterized by a ‘gun culture’ in which it is relatively unthinkable for a
family or clan leader not to have ready access to a variety of weapons, sys-
tematic and comprehensive post-conflict disarmament efforts are almost cer-

20 Ben-Dor (note 19), p. 201.

21 Cohen, R., Negotiating Across Cultures (US Institute for Peace: Washington, DC, 1991), p. 132.
See also Ting-Toomey, S. and Cole, M., ‘Intergroup diplomatic communication: a face negotiation per-
spective’, eds F. Korzenny and S. Ting-Toomey, Communicating for Peace: Diplomacy and Negotiation
(Sage: London, 1990), pp. 77-95.
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tainly doomed to failure.?2 In these cases, efforts should concentrate more on
channelling disputes into appropriate avenues for conflict resolution or on
providing the basic human or societal security that will reduce the personal (or
group) need for self-defence. Although protracted wars often reinforce these
cultures of violence (as the many recent images of child soldiers attest), the
post-conflict environment is often one characterized by a certain degree of
war-weariness that might facilitate the erosion of so-called ‘cultures of vio-
lence’. This cannot be a mere act of will, however, since the most basic secur-
ity needs of peoples and communities must imperatively be met in order to
remove the threat of violence from public space.

V. Conclusion

Neither the structural nor the cultural challenges to arms control in post-
conflict and sub-state contexts should be seen as insurmountable obstacles to
the development of practical and useful arms control and security-building
measures. They do, however, suggest several constraints (and sometimes
opportunities) that must be kept in mind when attempting to catalyse or assist
post-conflict peace-building processes. Overall, the goal must be to anchor or
‘embed’ arms control within the broader economic, political and socio-cultural
framework of the conflict. Sometimes this will require no more than a good
dose of humility, recognizing that formal arms control may have limited appli-
cability in many complex conflicts and that the conflicting parties have a
greater engagement and longer endurance that allow them to outlast and over-
turn even the most persistent and best-intended of outside efforts. It would
also not hurt if the cost, complexity and long gestation period of the Western
‘arms control paradigm’ were also more often acknowledged.

More proactive and thoughtful policies are also not beyond imagining. Per-
haps the most immediate measure would be to take explicit account of the
economic costs and incentives for perpetuating conflict and war for the
various actors. Negotiators are quick to grasp the political and security costs
and incentives of various arms control measures; they have been less attentive
to designing explicit measures to put pressure on the main beneficiaries of the
‘war economy’ or to offering inducements to other actors. The recent attempt
by the UN Security Council to deal with the Angolan situation by establishing
a special sanctions committee is evidence of progress in this direction, as it
highlights that the economic power of aggressive and/or nationalistic elites
(such as in the Balkans) and the provision of economic incentives to other
actors (such as nascent entrepreneurial elites) to engage in security-building
efforts may be crucial to their long-term success.

22 The example most often cited is that of the clan ‘blood feud’ tradition in various parts of the
Balkans. One must not, however, exaggerate the ubiquity of violent cultures: several so-called ‘gun cul-
tures’ are of relatively recent origin, and there is a great difference between the carrying of symbolic
weaponry (e.g., a Sikh knife or weapon in Yemen) and the carrying of an AK-47.
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A second positive measure would be to link arms control and security-
building measures more closely to broader and longer-term conflict-resolution
and -management efforts that work at a social and grassroots level. Again,
there is a lesson to be drawn from the East—West experience: as long as arms
control was perceived as a positive value among a large enough segment of the
population, there was some possibility to overcome the suspicion and fear
inherent in conflictual relationships (even those as deeply held as in the East—
West conflict). Without this bedrock of support, arms control advocates and
experts would have had a difficult time legitimizing their position and advanc-
ing their proposals, given the impressive array of obstacles and opponents that
exist. Similarly, formal post-conflict security-building measures that take hold
only at the politico-diplomatic level are unlikely to endure unless they can
‘resonate’ with a large and politically relevant segment of the population.

A third important step would be to incorporate an explicit humanitarian and
‘human security’ dimension into post-conflict security-building efforts. The
language of ‘human security’ has become relatively common recently, but its
implications for things such as arms control are seldom spelled out (the impor-
tant exception being the 1997 Anti-Personnel Mines Convention).23 Perhaps
the main threat in a post-conflict (and especially sub-state conflict) situation is
not that of renewed violence between the warring parties, but the the use of
violence and predation on the hapless population before, during and after the
conflict.2* States and regimes often pose greater threats to their citizens than
any external threats. Thus explicit attention to the human and humanitarian
dimension of conflicts would force arms controllers to choose sides, not
between combating parties but between the people and the elites that have
betrayed, manipulated or oppressed them. This would mean, in concrete terms,
that a principal goal of post-conflict arms control should be to remove the
threat of organized violence from social, political and economic life.

Of course, it is easy to preach the need for continued engagement and
thoughtful policy development and difficult to implement them in practice.
One has to also recognize that, too often, the exit strategy of the international
community consists of two steps: the holding of an election that can be certi-
fied as ‘free and fair’ (whether or not the minimal conditions of healthy demo-
cratic politics can be met) and the establishment of some formal peace settle-
ment that may or may not contain arms control provisions. Yet time and again

23 Human security has been pushed most forcefully by the Canadian Government and by the associ-
ated group of ‘like-minded’ states. ‘Human security: safety for people in a changing world’, available at
URL <http://dfaitmaeci.gc.calHumanSecurity/secure.htm>.

24 Two important recent field studies by the International Committee of the Red Cross pointed out that
casualties from small arms and light weapons remained high in both Afghanistan and Cambodia, even
though active fighting had ended. Of course, other less concrete manifestations of insecurity also persist.
Meddings, D. and O’Connor, S., ‘Circumstances around weapons injury in Cambodia after departure of
a peacekeeping force: prospective cohort study’, British Medical Journal, no. 319 (1999), pp. 412-15;
and Michael, M. et al., ‘Incidence of weapons injuries not related to interfactional combat in Afghanistan
in 1996: prospective cohort study’, British Medical Journal, no. 319 (1999), pp. 415-17.
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it has been demonstrated that an ongoing engagement by the international
community is required in order to diminish or eliminate the threat of renewed
hostilities. This engagement needs to go beyond the politico-diplomatic sphere
to encompass the humanitarian, social and economic dimensions of post-
conflict security building. Despite a great deal of positive rhetoric, most con-
temporary post-conflict security-building efforts of the international
development and humanitarian communities (both governmental and non-
governmental) are only weakly coordinated with those of the diplomatic, mili-
tary and security-building communities. There are no easy ways to bring these
communities together, but a careful rethinking and redesigning of arms control
policies and proposals to meet the requirements of post-conflict and intra-state
situations would be a step in the right direction.



16. Arms control as a conflict management
tool

Nicole Ball*

I. Introduction

During the cold war, the objective of arms control was to manage arms com-
petition among antagonistic states. The hope, as expressed by Thomas
Schelling and Morton Halperin in their volume Strategy and Arms Control,}!
was that arms control measures could reduce the likelihood of war, its scope
and violence if it occurs, and the political and economic costs of being pre-
pared for it. Cold war arms control efforts were not designed to address the
underlying causes of conflict, and it was presumed that the parties involved
were legitimate state actors. Furthermore, although arms control efforts could
have included a broad range of countries and weapons or weapon systems,
most arms control efforts during the cold war involved nuclear weapons and
were framed in the context of reducing the likelihood of war between the USA
and the USSR.

At the same time as the attention of the arms control community was
focused on negotiating treaties aimed at minimizing the risk of East—West
confrontation, some 40 million people died as a result of violent conflict. In
the decade since the end of the cold war, an additional 6 million are estimated
to have died.2 Most of these conflicts involved minor powers and conventional
weaponry—often quite unsophisticated conventional weaponry. Many of these
wars had their roots in internal disputes and involved non-state actors as well
as state actors of dubious or weak legitimacy.

Some of the most persistent of these conflicts—such as those in Angola,
Cambodia, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Liberia, Mozambique, Namibia,
Nicaragua, Palestine, Sierra Leone and South Africa—have officially been
declared settled during the 1990s. In most cases, these settlements involved
peace agreements defining the obligations of the parties to the conflict in the

! Halperin, M. H. and Schelling, T. C., Strategy and Arms Control (Twentieth Century Fund: New
York, 1961), p. 2.

2 Data for 1945-90 were compiled by Nicole Ball with the assistance of Milton Leitenberg. See
appendix I, in McNamara, R. S., The Post-Cold War World: Implications for Military Expenditure in the
Developing Countries, Proceedings of the World Bank Annual Conference on Development Economics
1991 (World Bank: Washington, DC, 1992), pp. 108—13. Data for 1990-99 were compiled by Milton
Leitenberg.

* The author wishes to thank Ivo Daalder, Brookings Institution, Washington, DC, and Milton
Leitenberg, Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland (CISSM), University of
Maryland, for their assistance in the preparation of this paper.
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security, political and economic realms. Not all of these peace agreements
have prevented the recurrence of conflict, however. In addition, new internal
conflicts have emerged—for example, in the Democratic Republic of Congo,
Indonesia, Nigeria, a number of the successor states to the Soviet Union, and
the former Yugoslavia. Other long-running internal wars, such as those in
Burundi and Sri Lanka, have yet to be resolved. In consequence, internal con-
flicts continue to sap the economic and political vitality of a significant num-
ber of countries and are threatening the stability of entire regions.

In a 1992 essay outlining a new arms control agenda for the post-cold war
world, Ivo Daalder argued that it was necessary ‘to rethink arms control in a
manner that makes it relevant not just to situations characterized by antagonis-
tic relations, but also to those where relations are improving and becoming
more cooperative in character’.? In 1993, the disintegration of Yugoslavia led
Daalder to take his analysis a step further.

Recent years have been a golden age for traditional arms control in Europe, as exem-
plified by the conclusion of historic agreements cutting conventional and nuclear
forces and covering the whole gamut of military activities. Notwithstanding this
notable progress, however, the post-cold war period has also been witness to the first
indiscriminate and long-lasting use of arms [in Europe] since the end of the last world
war. This contrast between the return of large-scale violence on the one hand and the
unprecedented success of negotiated agreements controlling military forces on the
other demonstrates that traditional forms of arms control have little to offer in mitigat-
ing the sources of conflict, violence, and war in post-cold war Europe, which today
are to be found within rather than between states.*

It is also clear that the traditional forms of arms control have had little to
offer the many countries outside Europe that have experienced internal wars or
been drawn in to such wars since 1945. In view of the high costs these con-
flicts have exacted in term of lives lost or damaged, economic and develop-
ment opportunities forgone, and societal disintegration, it is worth considering
whether arms control can become more relevant in these environments and, in
particular, whether it can help reduce the likelihood of war by addressing the
underlying causes of conflict.

This paper examines the opportunities for arms control in countries where
civil wars have been settled by peace agreements. The information it contains
suggests that arms control is relevant in these situations but that the range of
arms control activities needs to be expanded to incorporate the requirements of
post-civil war conditions. It also suggests that arms control efforts following
civil wars can make a modest contribution to addressing the causes of conflict
when they form part of a comprehensive approach to conflict management.

3 Daalder, 1. H., Cooperative Arms Control: A New Agenda for the Post-Cold War Era, CISSM
Papers 1 (Center for International Security Studies at Maryland, School of Public Affairs, University of
Maryland: College Park, Md., Oct. 1992), pp. 7-8.

4 Daalder, 1. H., ‘From arms control to conflict control: reflections on the Yugoslav crisis’, Paper pre-
sented at a conference on ACFE and the Future of Conventional Arms Control in Europe, London,
12—14 July 1993, p. 1 (cited by permission of the author).
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II. Characteristics of the security sector following civil wars

Countries emerging from prolonged periods of internal conflict are character-
ized by bloated security establishments that can no longer be supported by
peacetime budgets but remain a major political force, by an armed opposition
and paramilitary forces that need to be disarmed and disbanded, and by an
over-abundance of small arms. In contrast to democratic societies, where the
armed forces are responsible for defending the country against external
aggression and internal security is a civilian police function, police forces in
conflict-affected counties are frequently controlled by the armed forces. The
armed forces have, in turn, been primarily concerned with internal security.
Paramilitary forces and other armed groups of civilians further complicate this
equation.

The security forces often have a long history of human-rights abuses, are
among the dominant political institutions in society, and may be major players
in the economic sphere as well. They are unaccustomed to being held account-
able by civil institutions; rather, executive, legislative and judicial agencies are
frequently subservient to them. Furthermore, although politically and econom-
ically strong, security forces are often professionally quite weak. The police
are incapable of guaranteeing law and order, and the armed forces cannot ade-
quately protect the country against external aggression. There is consequently
a need to redefine the roles and missions of the different elements of the secur-
ity forces and to strengthen their capacity to fulfil these missions. Creating a
professional, apolitical police force is a particularly urgent and challenging
task given the uncertain political and economic environment in conflict-
affected countries.

Countries that have experienced civil wars commonly lack a tradition of
transparency in military affairs. Civilians in the executive and legislative
branches of government often have a very imperfect idea of the size of the
security forces, their equipment and the amount of money they spend annu-
ally. Few civilians have the capacity to manage security matters, and the
defence ministry may be weak or not exist at all. Where defence ministries
exist, they are frequently staffed by active-duty or retired military officers.
Military personnel are highly suspicious of the motives of civilians, civilians
are extremely fearful of military personnel, and there is likely to be a near-
complete absence of civil-military dialogue.

These characteristics are not unique to countries that have experienced civil
wars. Dealing with them is, however, particularly crucial and complex in these
circumstances. Peace agreements often address some of these needs. None
addresses them all. Where post-civil war peace processes attempt to deal with
these issues, implementation is frequently uneven. Governments often do not
have adequate the financial, human and institutional capacity to fully imple-
ment provisions of peace agreements and frequently lack the political will as
well. The former armed opposition also may resist full implementation for
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political reasons and is generally heavily dependent on the resources of the
state or external actors for implementation. External actors frequently do not
provide the level or consistency of support required, although it is clear that
the commitment of external actors can be crucial in the success of peace
agreements.’

III. Peace agreements and the security sector

Peace agreements typically contain a range of provisions relating to the secur-
ity forces.® These can be divided into six categories for analytical purposes.
These categories are not mutually exclusive, and some items cut across two or
more categories.

1. Terminate violent conflict: implement ceasefire agreements; separate
forces; exchange information on force size, location and weaponry and on
minefields; and reposition weaponry in defensive configurations.

2. Reduce force size: disband all informal armed groups, including the
armed opposition, militias and paramilitary groups; downsize the state security
forces; abolish specified units within the state security forces, particularly
those closely associated with severe human-rights abuses; withdraw foreign
troops and terminate contracts with mercenaries; and terminate extra-legal
forms of recruitment.

3. Limit access to weapons: disarm all informal armed groups, including the
armed opposition, militias, and paramilitary groups; sequester arms of infor-
mal armed groups, with ultimate disposition the responsibility of new, elected
governments; destroy weapons belonging to informal armed groups; reduce
the armaments available to the state security forces; establish time-limited
restrictions on the acquisition of new military equipment; and provide infor-
mation on the location of weapon caches.

4. Restructure and reform the security forces: review and reformulate the
doctrines, roles, missions and structures of the armed forces and the police;
and restructure the armed forces and the police.

5. Enhance citizen security: separate the police from the military, which
may involve creating an entirely new police force; train the police in methods
of democratic policing; strengthen the judicial system; vet members of and
recruits for the security forces for previous human-rights abuses; reform the
military and police education systems with a view to providing training in
appropriate attitudes and behaviours in democratic societies; and strengthen
civilian management and oversight of the security forces.

5 Hampson, F. O., Nurturing Peace: Why Peace Settlements Succeed or Fail (US Institute of Peace:
Washington, DC, 1996).

6 The formal security forces of the state may include the armed forces, intelligence services, police
forces and various paramilitary-type forces, such as customs police and border guards. Countries that
have experienced civil wars will also have one or more armed opposition groups and informal para-
military forces which may or may not be linked to the official security forces or opposition groups.
Additionally, many civilians have access to weapons.
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6. Normalize political relations: transform the armed opposition into a polit-
ical party; and incorporate former members of the armed opposition into the
armed forces and the police.

IV. Arms control in post-civil war environments

Several categories of arms control mechanisms are particularly well suited to
post-conflict environments: disengagement, demilitarization, disarmament and
confidence-building measures (CBMs).”

Disengagement. Disengagement involves physically separating the parties to
the conflict to reduce the likelihood of a resumption of hostilities. Peace
agreements routinely provide for a separation of forces as part of ceasefire
arrangements. Members of the armed opposition and frequently the states’
security forces may subsequently be confined to barracks or demobilization
centres. Militias and informal paramilitary forces, however, may not be
required to undergo the cantonment process. Some peace agreements, such as
those for Bosnia and Sierra Leone, also require the withdrawal of foreign
troops, including mercenaries.

For normal life to be resumed, however, the disengagement period following
an internal war should be of limited duration. Although cantonment periods
usually exceed the time frame specified by peace accords, the armed opposi-
tion and any government soldiers leaving the armed forces must eventually be
reintegrated into society. Long disengagement processes are likely to be a
symptom of a failing peace agreement. The cantonment process in Angola
prior to the most recent resumption of war dragged on for nearly two years
after the signing of the Lusaka Protocol, with both the government and the
Unido Nacional Para a Independéncia Total de Angola (UNITA) but particu-
larly the latter continually creating roadblocks to progress. This was a clear
indication that one or both of the parties were not fully committed to imple-
menting the agreement.

Demilitarization. Demilitarized zones have been used frequently in the reso-
lution of interstate wars, and much less often in internal wars. In most post-
civil war environments, sizeable demilitarized areas have not been created
because the peace agreements have assumed that a legitimate government has
the right to occupy the entire territory of the country. What is more, the inter-
national community—whether in the form of the UN or of regional bodies—is
unlikely in most instances to provide the resources necessary to support demil-
itarized zones. Even in the Brcko area of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which was
under the direct control of the Office of the High Representative because of a
dispute over the Inter-Entity boundary, local police forces were not disbanded.

7 Tanner, F., Arms Control in Times of Conflict: A Contribution to Conflict Management in the Post-
Cold War World, PRAC Paper no. 7 (Center for International and Security Studies, University of Mary-
land: College Park, Md., Oct. 1993); and Daalder (note 4), pp. 15-18.
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Recent experience in Kosovo indicates that the creation of demilitarized
areas can be of value in post-civil war environments when it is impossible for
the parties to reach agreement on the disposition of territory and the interna-
tional community is willing to play an active role in keeping the peace in these
zones. The Military Technical Agreement that was signed on 9 June 1999
between the International Security Force (KFOR) for Kosovo and the govern-
ments of Serbia and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia essentially turned
Kosovo into a demilitarized zone under the protection of KFOR. The demili-
tarization of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) was required under the terms
of UN Security Council Resolution 1244, although there have been problems
in disarming the KLA forces.®

Temporary buffer zones—a more limited form of demilitarized zone—have
been created on occasion around demobilization centres, along contested
transport corridors, and near other key areas such as airports in order to mini-
mize the risks of conflict among the parties. The most frequent use of buffer
zones in the past decade has been to protect demobilization centres. The
Guatemala peace accord, for example, established a security zone with a
radius of 6 kilometres around each assembly area for the members of the
armed opposition, the Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca
(URNG). No members of the URNG, the Guatemalan armed forces or the
paramilitary Volunteer Civil Defence Committees which had been created by
the armed forces were allowed access to these zones. Policing activities in
coordination with UN verification units were allowed. Similar zones have
been set up in Angola, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Somalia and Zimbabwe.°

Disarmament. Peace treaties generally require the parties to provide peace-
keeping forces with inventories of weapons. All peace treaties require the
armed opposition to be disbanded and disarmed. Some peace treaties include
provisions for the demobilization and disarmament of portions of the armed
forces, national police forces, militias and paramilitary units. The Guatemala
accords committed the government to request that Congress repeal the decree
creating the Voluntary Civil Defence Committees (Comités Voluntarios de
Defensa Civil, CVDC) and required the CVDCs to be demobilized and dis-
armed within 30 days of the repeal. The El Salvador peace accords called for
the disbanding of all civil defence units and the National Police. The latter,
which had been under the command of the armed forces, was replaced by a
civilian police force overseen by the Interior Ministry. The July 1999 peace

8 Military Technical Agreement Between the International Security Force (KFOR) and the Govern-
ments of FRY and the Republic of Serbia, signed 9 June 1999; and UN Security Council Resolu-
tion 1244 (1999), 10 June 1999, paras 9 (b), 15. Both documents are available in the US Institute of
Peace Library Digital collection of Peace Agreements, URL <http://www.usip.org/library/pa/kosovo>.

9 On Guatemala, see Agreement on the Definitive Ceasefire, 4 Dec. 1996, available in the US Institute
of Peace Library Digital collection of Peace Agreements, URL <http://www.usip.org/library/
pa/guatemala>. For other countries, see Tanner (note 7), pp. 20-21.
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agreement for Sierra Leone required the armed opposition, the Civil Defence
Forces and paramilitary groups to be disarmed.!°

To be effective, provisions concerning the disarmament of warring parties
need to be implemented fully and impartially by multilateral peacekeeping
forces. This means that all weapons have to be collected and properly disposed
of, that known weapon caches need to be confiscated and unknown ones iden-
tified, and that the purchase of replacement weapons should be prevented.
These functions have rarely, if ever, been adequately fulfilled. Although peace
agreements routinely require members of the armed opposition and members
of militias and paramilitary units to turn over personal weapons to peace-
keepers on entering demobilization centres, many either do not turn in any
weapons or turn in non-functional weapons.

The implementation of the Lusaka Protocol in Angola was perhaps one of
the most egregious examples of the failure to disarm soldiers. Fully one-third
of those entering UNITA quartering areas turned in no weapons and another
one-third turned in non-functional weapons. Many of the individuals regis-
tered for demobilization were not even soldiers, and perhaps as many as
20 000 UNITA crack troops remained under UNITA control during the entire
Lusaka Protocol period.

Even if soldiers turn in one functional weapon, the chances are strong that
arms caches containing additional personal weapons and heavier armaments
remain. Complete inventories of arms holdings may be impossible under con-
ditions of civil war, but the parties are not eager to report what they do know
they have. One of the more spectacular examples of the discovery of a hidden
arms cache was when weapons belonging to the Salvadoran Farabund Marti
National Liberation Front guerrillas exploded in central Managua, Nicaragua,
several years after the El Salvador peace accord had been signed. Peacekeep-
ing forces routinely decline to search for weapon caches. In some cases, they
have declined to confiscate arms caches that have been brought to their atten-
tion or have allowed armed fighters to leave their area of responsibility.!! In

10 For El Salvador, ‘New York Act I’, 13 Jan. 1992, Chapter 1.10(b) and Chapter II; Peace Agree-
ment Between the Government of Sierra Leone and the Revolutionary United Front of Sierra Leone,
Lomé, 7 July 1999, Article XVI; and for Guatemala, Agreement on the Strengthening of Civilian Power
and on the Role of the Armed Forces in a Democratic Society, 19 Sep. 1999, para. 61. The latter docu-
ment can be found in the US Institute of Peace Library Digital collection of Peace Agreements, URL
<http://www.usip.org/library/pa/guatemala>.

1A study of disarmament following the Mozambican civil war argued that ‘Disarmament, which at
first had been the prerequisite to holding elections, eventually became little more than an
afterthought. . . . The weapons and ammunition that ONUMOZ recorded and returned [to the Mozam-
bican Defence Force, FADM] were enough to arm the FADM many times over. Moreover, what
ONUMOZ recorded is known to represent only a small portion of what the UN and the average Mozam-
bican know to exist in barracks and warehouses and in caches hidden under the ground’. Berman, E.,
Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Mozambique, UNIDIR/96/22 (United Nations Institute for Disar-
mament Research: Geneva, 1966), pp. 72-75. According to the General Peace Agreement (GPA) which
ended the Mozambique civil war, ‘As of E-Day + 31, all collective and individual weapons, including
weapons onboard aircraft and ships, shall be stored in warehouses under United Nations control’. Proto-
col VLIL.10 (a) 3. The GPA did not include any provision for the destruction of these weapons.
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some cases, notably Somalia, peacekeepers have even returned confiscated
weapons.

The failure of warring parties to turn in all weapons and of peacekeepers to
compel them to do so has led to the proliferation of light weapons, both locally
and regionally, and complicated efforts to implement peace agreements or
otherwise terminate civil wars. In consequence, there has been an upsurge of
efforts to control the proliferation of small arms and light weapons. Some of
these involve weapon buy-back schemes at the national and sub-national
levels, but there has been considerable debate about the utility of such pro-
grammes. Various bilateral, regional and international efforts have also been
discussed or are in the process of being implemented.

The South African and Mozambican governments, for example, concluded
an anti-crime agreement in 1995 which allows the police forces of the two
countries to undertake joint operations in response to common safety and
security problems. Specifically, the two countries have cooperated on identify-
ing and destroying arms caches in Mozambique to prevent the weapons from
being smuggled into South Africa. Individuals with information about hidden
weapons have sometimes been paid for helping to locate those caches. Some
of the resources to pay informants have come from private companies.
Between 1996 and September 1998, South African and Mozambican police
collected and destroyed over 300 tons of firearms and some 4 million rounds
of ammunition from southern Mozambique. In October 1998 they began
operations in central Mozambique and collected over 100 tons of weapons,
including cannons and rocket launchers.!2

At the international level, a number of governments and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) have recently stepped up efforts to reduce the flow of
small arms and light weapons worldwide. The Norwegian Government, for
example, has established the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers
(NISAT), headed by a former senior Foreign Ministry official. NISAT’s core
group includes the Norwegian Red Cross, the Norwegian Church Aid, the
International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, and the Norwegian Institute of
International Affairs. Their mandate is to initiate a joint international effort to
study, control and limit global small arms transfers. Together with inter-
national and Norwegian partners, this core group expects to cooperate closely
with the Norwegian Ministry for Foreign Affairs. A broad group of NGOs
have formed the International Action Network on Small Arms (IANSA) to
facilitate NGO action aimed at enhancing human security by preventing the

12 Chachiua, M., Arms Management Programme: Operations Rachel, 1996-1999, 1SS Monograph
no. 38 (Institute for Security Studies: Pretoria, 1999). On buy-back schemes, see Meek, S., Buy or
Barter: The History and Prospects of Voluntary Weapons Collection Programmes, ISS Monograph
no. 22 (Institute for Security Studies: Pretoria, Mar. 1998). On regional aspects of light weapons
proliferation, see, e.g., Institute for Security Studies and Saferworld, Southern Afiica Regional Action
Programme on Light Arms and Illicit Arms Trafficking (Institute for Security Studies and Saferworld:
Pretoria and London, May 1998).
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proliferation and misuse of small arms.!* The EU adopted the Programme for
Preventing and Combating Illicit Trafficking in Conventional Arms in June
1997 and the Code of Conduct on Arms Exports in May 1998.

Confidence-building measures. By enhancing trust among the parties to a
conflict, arms control CBMs can contribute to reducing the likelihood of civil
war and may indirectly address some of the sources of conflict. Following a
civil war, a wide variety of arms control CBMs can be applied at both the
national and regional levels.

Nationally, disengagement functions both as a means of limiting the oppor-
tunities for a resumption of conflict and as a confidence-building measure. By
withdrawing its forces to their barracks, the government demonstrates its
intention to abide by the terms of the agreement and encourages the armed
opposition to canton its soldiers as well. Armed opposition groups typically
test the commitment of the government by sending older soldiers and the dis-
abled first. By submitting to encampment, the armed opposition indicates its
commitment to the peace process.

Joint monitoring of security forces has also proven to be an effective
national-level CBM. In South Africa, following the signing of the National
Peace Accord, peace committees were established at both the regional and the
local levels in an effort to stem the violence that was threatening to disrupt the
process of reaching agreement on new constitutional arrangements between
1991 and 1994. It became evident that a major problem was the tendency on
the part of police forces throughout South Africa to act with impunity. The
creation of Joint Operations Communications Centres (JOCCs) was intended
to enhance police accountability. The military representatives on regional
peace committees set up JOCCs. They were manned by a regional peace
committee staff member, representatives of political parties and other organi-
zations represented on the regional peace committee, members of the South
African Police and, where appropriate, members of the army and the traffic
police. The centres had access to maps, aerial photographs, computers and
dedicated toll-free telephone lines, and cars used by field workers attached to
the regional peace committees were equipped with radios.

The police were expected to provide the JOCCs with regularly updated
information on their activities such as the deployment of police officers and
vehicles (including registration numbers), major security-force operations,
arrests, shooting incidents involving the security forces and attacks on security
forces. When police carried out an operation, the JOCCs coordinated all infor-
mation, feedback, action and evaluation. Even in areas of intense violence, the
JOCCs—along with other peace committee activities—helped reduce police
impunity and increase the transparency and accountability of police actions. !4

13 Information on NISAT can be found at URL <http://www.nisat.org>. Information on IANSA can
be found at URL <http://www.iansa.org>. Brief profiles of all IANSA members are available on this
Internet site.

14 See, e.g., Ball, N. and Spies, C., Managing Conflict: Lessons from the South African Peace Com-
mittees, USAID Evaluation Special Study Report no. 78 (US Agency for International Development:
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Civil wars frequently affect more than the country in which they occur.
Neighbouring countries are often drawn into civil wars, making regional arms
control efforts an important component of the peace process. By reducing
regional tensions that have been engendered or heightened by civil wars,
regionally based arms control efforts can make it more difficult for the govern-
ment that emerges following the civil war to justify devoting a substantial por-
tion of the national budget to maintaining large security forces. They can also
strengthen the hand of civil institutions and civilians in government vis-a-vis
the security forces if conscious efforts are made to ensure that the civilians are
in charge of the process.!* Because so many civil wars have their roots in poor
governance practices, including impunity, lack of accountability to elected,
civilian-led governments, and financial autonomy on the part of the security
forces, processes which help to reduce the economic and political power of
security forces can help reduce the likelihood of a recurrence of civil war.

Washington, DC, Nov. 1998), especially pp. 27-29, also available at URL <http://www.dec.org/
usaid_eval> under the heading ‘USAID Evaluation Special Study Reports’.

15 See, e.g., United Nations, Department of Political Affairs, Confidence- and Security-Building
Measures in Southern Africa, Topical Papers 14 (UN: New York, 1993); and Regional Approaches to
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures, Topical Papers 17 (UN: New York, 1993).



17. Arms control and peace settlements and the
challenges of sub-state activities

Leonard T. Kapungu

I. Introduction

I will begin by acknowledging the apt inclusion of the question of arms con-
trol in the framework of peace settlements and sub-state activities among the
topics of discussion at this symposium. It is a subject that fully reflects the
palpable desire of the international community to safeguard world peace and
security by promoting peace and stability in individual nation-states. It is, by
the same token, a topic that rightly recognizes the growing anxiety of all
peace-loving nations over the proliferation of conflict in various regions, the
related excessive availability of weapons, and the ever crucial need for effec-
tive arms control arrangements on the platform of peace plans.

II. Disarmament, demobilization and reintegration processes

This is a topic that truly sums up what we must agree is a sad and frightening
feature of the international strategic landscape today, and one that I am very
happy to discuss in this presentation. In this context, it is my pleasure to
inform you that we in the Lessons Learned Unit of the United Nations
Department of Peacekeeping Operations have just completed a study on
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration of Ex-Combatants in a
Peacekeeping Environment. The study captures the core issues working both
in favour of and against arms control measures, relative to peace settlements in
general terms. I shall share them with you in this presentation.

Arms control is an inherently challenging and difficult process. Even under
the most favourable conditions, it entails an intricate and cost-intensive proce-
dure, in socio-political and economic terms. For successful implementation, it
demands thorough and realistic preparatory plans, and the most decisive factor
for its success is the genuine willingness of the affected parties to subject
themselves, with visible transparency, to a process that will regulate their
acquisition and usage of armaments. This often proves elusive.

The relationship between arms control, peace settlements and sub-state
activities is a crucial one. Peace settlements rarely work unless they are totally
accepted and respected by all parties to a conflict. In the same vein, such set-
tlements rarely lead to durable peace and stability unless they provide for
comprehensive arms control, effectively implemented through a compelling
and thorough disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) process.
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Furthermore, it is impossible for an arms control exercise to succeed unless all
parties involved in a conflict fully abide by its prescriptions and regulations.
This applies to state forces, as it does to sub-state groups.

III. Peace processes

This was illustrated by the peace processes in Guatemala, Mali, Mozambique
and Croatia, which are among the DDR success stories of this decade.

In Guatemala, a protracted 36-year conflict which claimed over 50 000 lives
was brought to an end by a 1996 peace accord involving the UN, the govern-
ment and the insurgents. The accord was preceded by an eight-month ceasefire
period, which witnessed no incidents of violation—a clear demonstration of
the mutual acceptance of the peace settlement and of the political will for sus-
tainable peace between the parties to the conflict. This facilitated the arms
control element of the settlement through the standard DDR process, under
which the Guatemalan Army substantially reduced its strength as the
ex-guerrillas willingly surrendered their weapons. The exercise was monitored
by the UN and is acclaimed as a great arms control success in the aftermath of
a conflict, although problems still persist regarding civilian possession of
roughly 1 million weapons.

The case of Mali, regarded as the model for other areas of conflict in Africa,
also demonstrated the importance of the mutual acceptance of a peace settle-
ment and of the desirability of real peace between erstwhile enemies. Follow-
ing a peace agreement of 1995, which ended the conflict of many years
between the Tuareg rebels and the Malian Government, their common quest
for peace facilitated an impressive disarmament process. Most of the rebels
surrendered their arms willingly in a weapon collection exercise. Thereafter,
the government made a symbolic bonfire of some of those weapons, in the
now famous ‘flame of peace’ of 27 March 1996. The international community
acknowledged that symbolism as an exemplary arms control initiative in the
search for a solution to the increasing proliferation of small arms in the world.

The success story of Mozambique was rooted in a similar shared interest and
political will between the Frente de Libertacdo de Mocambique (FRELIMO)
Government and the opposing Resistencia Nacional Mocambicana
(RENAMO) guerrillas to end their relentless war of 15 years on the platform
of the General Peace Agreement of 1992. The United Nations Operation in
Mozambique took full charge of the planning, execution and verification of
the arms control provisions of the agreement. Under the applicable prescrip-
tions, ex-combatants on both sides were registered, assembled, disarmed,
demobilized and rehabilitated through reintegration programmes that provided
vocational training and similar schemes to help them settle into normal civil-
ian life.

Similarly, in Croatia immense cooperation between the Croatian and Yugo-
slav leaderships enabled the successful implementation of the arms control



152 ARMS CONTROL IN TRANSITION

provisions of the Basic Agreement of November 1995, under the direction of
the UN Transitional Administration for Eastern Slovenia, Baranja and Western
Sirmium. The agreement had called for the demilitarization of the region and
for the peaceful integration of Eastern Slovenia, Baranja and Western Sirmium
into the Croatian territory. The exercise went smoothly, ensured the dissolu-
tion of the Army of Republic Serb Krajina and the disarmament of the
residents in the area. The weapons were deactivated, destroyed or handed over
to the Croatian Government. At the end of the operation, Eastern Slovenia,
which had been an armed camp organized for war, was transformed into a
region of relative peace.

IV. The failure of the peace terms

Unfortunate conflict situations in which no such success attended peace
initiatives because of the intransigence of sub-state opposition groups include
the cases of Angola, Liberia, Cambodia, Colombia, Nicaragua and
El Salvador, among others. The Angolan conflict has been one of the most
severe and intractable conflicts the world has witnessed since the 1970s.
Continuing mutual distrust between the government and Unido Nacional Para
a Independéncia Total de Angola (UNITA), owing to years of bitter fighting,
led to the lack of political will to truly accept and respect the series of peace
agreements that had been negotiated to end the conflict. The arms control
provisions of the Lusaka Protocol (the peace agreement signed in November
1994) failed woefully, as the leadership of UNITA did not cooperate. They
were not prepared to disclose accurate information regarding the strength,
location and weapons in the possession of their troops, nor were they willing
to allow the verification and observation tasks of MONUA—the now
withdrawn UN Peacekeeping Mission to Angola. That thoroughly undermined
the disarmament and demobilization elements of the peace agreement. The
country returned to war.

The case of Liberia was not much different. The series of political and diplo-
matic initiatives conceived to bring peace to the country had all provided for
comprehensive arms control, none of which succeeded owing to the failure of
a mutual acceptance of the peace terms by the warring factions. Between 1993
and 1995, Liberia readily slid back to war. Eventually, under the Abuja Peace
Agreement, concluded in 1995, the Economic Community of West African
States Monitoring Group, in conjunction with the UN Observer Mission in
Liberia, implemented relatively reasonable DDR measures.
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V. Some case studies

Turning to Cambodia, the Paris Accords, signed on 23 October 1991, led to
the establishment of the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC).
The mission was charged with supervising, monitoring and verifying the
ceasefire and other arms control-related provisions of the peace settlement.
Under the accords, the four Cambodian factions had agreed to undergo a
phased and balanced process of demobilizing at least 70 per cent of their mili-
tary forces in order to create a neutral and secure political environment for the
benefit of the elections. UNTAC planned to accomplish this through a cease-
fire programme for assembling, disarming and demobilizing the soldiers. Its
efforts came to nought because one of the factions—the Party of Democratic
Kampuchea—decided after all not to cooperate with the process. Its soldiers
remained heavily armed and repeatedly violated the ceasefire. Consequently,
only 52 292 soldiers were disarmed—a negligible percentage of the estimated
203 300 armed troops. The demobilization process had to be abandoned. The
elections were eventually held successfully but the country remained haunted
by the presence of thousands of armed dissident combatants and the abun-
dance of deadly weapons. Here again, the country reverted to war.

Regarding Colombia, the conflict between that country’s government and
guerrilla groups—mainly the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias Colombianas
(FARC) and the Ejército de Liberacion Nacional (ELN)—is one of the oldest
in the world and is exacting a terrible socio-political and economic toll from
the people. The conflict, which has displaced and killed over 1 million
Colombians, is closely linked to the problem of illegal drug-trafficking in the
country, which in turn is interconnected with a shocking influx of arms and
ammunition there. The conflict remains resistant to peace initiatives by the
Pastarana Administration largely because the guerrillas rejected ceasefire pro-
posals and unilaterally demanded the demilitarization of certain municipal-
ities, which foreclosed any serious arms control exercise.

In the case of Nicaragua, following the provisional ceasefire that ended the
conflict between the Sandinista Government and the Nicaraguan Resistance
(Contras), the UN Observer Group in Central America was deployed. Among
other tasks, it was to verify the voluntary disarmament, demobilization and
reintegration of the Contras. The exercise began in Honduras, which had
served as a sanctuary and operational base for a substantial number of the
Contras. Subsequently, it moved into Nicaragua itself and later to Costa Rica.

In the end, there was widespread disenchantment among the soldiers on both
sides and among the population at large. As did conscripts and reservists
among the government’s forces, many of the Contras complained that they did
not receive the kind of demobilization packages they had expected. Similarly,
the disenchanted public, especially those in the rural areas, lost faith in the
peace process, pointing out that they felt left out and that there were far too
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many unfulfilled expectations. Consequently, most of the demobilized Contras
regrouped and rearmed as the Recontras, which drove a good number of their
counterparts among the Sandinistas back to the gun as the Recompas (Partner).
The scenario was further complicated by some 15 000 armed civilians in the
country. It is estimated that there are up to 40 armed groups in the northern
part of the country, making violence and criminal activities a way of life there.

Considering the case of El Salvador, the implementation of the arms control
element of the peace plan for the settlement of the 11 years of conflict between
the government and the group of opposition forces (Farabundo Marti National
Liberation Front, FMLN) was also seriously undermined by the peoples’ lack
of faith in the process. The UN Observer Mission in El Salvador did not have
the mandate to enforce weapons collection and had to rely on the trust of the
people to make the process work. The lack of that trust was manifested with
the realization that there were up to 300 000 weapons still held by
unauthorized people at the end of the disarmament period, which had been
extended three times. This was blamed on the inadequacy of the integration
programmes and of plans designed to ease the smooth return of the ex-
combatants to civilian life. As in the case of neighbouring Nicaragua,
El Salvador is caught in the fangs of a weapon proliferation among its civilian
population. Violence and crime remain a major cause of insecurity and the
biggest concern for the authorities. Both countries are exploring special incen-
tives (a ‘goods for guns’ programme in El Salvador and a ‘gun buy-back’ pro-
gramme in Nicaragua) to inspire the voluntary surrender of weapons by their
people.

It is apparent that the greatest challenge which opposition forces, or
so-called sub-state groups, pose to peace settlements is their tendency to
scuttle integral arms control provisions. The consequences are of monumental
economic and social proportions, not only for the country directly affected but
also for their regions and for the international community at large. When the
arms control provisions of a peace plan fail, even if all other aspects of the
plan succeed, real peace is seldom achieved. Chances are that renewed fight-
ing will break out among the parties addressed and/or the society itself will
remain dangerously militarized.

Angola and Colombia are two ready examples in this regard. Renewed
fighting in Angola led to the distribution of at least 700 000 weapons to civil-
ians. The gun culture that has flourished in the country is best illustrated by
the fact that guns can be exchanged for a bag of old clothes there. Colombia is
faring much worse, with an estimated 3—5 million weapons in civilian hands
and one of the world’s highest murder rates, exacerbated no doubt by the con-
nection between those weapons and the narcotics syndicates in the country.

Cambodia, El Salvador and Nicaragua are all equally traumatized by the
excessive number of weapons among their people. This has fuelled the forma-
tion of other criminal armed gangs that operate with impunity, engaging in
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armed robbery, kidnapping, extortion, arms trafficking and a variety of similar
criminal activities that have severely undermined their socio-economic reha-
bilitation and any hopes for stability. Given the porous nature of the land bor-
ders of many of these countries, direct implications for international peace and
security lie in the rife potential for the illicit movement of weapons from these
countries to their neighbours, where latent conflicts and criminal activities can
easily be ignited.

By their very nature, and by the basic and generic principle usually govern-
ing their operation as ‘invincible and uncompromising freedom fighters’,
insurgent groups or guerrillas, or sub-state groups as the case may be, are not
often easy to deal with. In the framework of peace settlements, it can be quite
hard to identify every member of such organizations. Some of them, unwilling
to be disarmed, could quietly and easily slip away at the end of a conflict,
while many of those who present themselves as ex-combatants may not really
be what they claim to be. Thus, even in cases where arms control provisions
may be said to have been implemented with reasonable success, as in
Mozambique, a good number of former soldiers are still found with their arms.
For example, one ex-RENAMO soldier who refused to turn in his arms during
the DDR exercise in the 1992 peace process was quoted by a source from the
British American Security Information Council (BASIC) as having noted that
‘guns can mean food. We do not want to go hungry’. That perceived potential
value of the gun was also consistent with the thinking of their FRELIMO
counterparts, one of whom similarly told BASIC, ‘we knew that guns make
good business. So we kept the best for ourselves’. Continuing, he reportedly
acknowledged, ‘I have sold some to dealers. I keep others for the future’. The
intractable problem for the DDR process then is how to ensure that as many of
the real ex-combatants as possible are identified and effectively disarmed. It
should be emphasized, however, that the process is by no means easy.

The challenge which recalcitrant opposition forces pose to peace initiatives
and integral arms control prescriptions is a challenge to international peace
and security. It is indeed a challenge that should actively engage the inter-
national community, and one that should be jointly addressed with total
commitment and a resolute sense of purpose. The satisfactory fulfilment of the
arms control element of peace settlements, through the DDR process, demands
the utmost assistance of the international community. The findings of the
Lessons Learned Unit study of the DDR process in a peacekeeping environ-
ment, mentioned above, are reinforced by the several messages conveyed by
the failure of such measures in the cases I have discussed briefly here. These
messages help to explain what went wrong and where the international com-
munity can help. Let me emphasize, however, that these messages signify that
sub-state activities do not constitute the only challenge undermining the arms
control prescriptions of peace settlements.
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VI. Lessons learned
The main lessons we should learn are the following.

1. Peace agreements and their arms control elements would not work if the
root causes of the conflict they addressed were not tackled. This was true of
the case of El Salvador. The end of an armed conflict does not always translate
into the end of its consequences. It is, therefore, as crucial to end a conflict as
it is to resolve the issues that sparked it in the first place.

2. Arms control and disarmament measures must be clearly and specifically
outlined in peace agreements as the cornerstone of national reconstruction pro-
grammes. Their successful realization will largely depend on the establishment
and operation of timely and efficient planning, implementation, and supervi-
sory structures and institutions. A delay of the process in Liberia considerably
hampered this.

3. If opposition groups are assured of the wherewithal to pursue a military
settlement to their advantage, they are likely to resist a peace settlement and
arms control measures, no matter how reasonable those measures are. This is
true of UNITA in Angola, which counts on the diamond resources of its
stronghold, and of the FARC/ELN in Colombia, which count on the proceeds
from the drug trade. The challenge to the international community is to effec-
tively neutralize such means through a credible regime of sanctions and isola-
tion, coupled with humanitarian aid to alleviate the suffering of the people.

4. The arms control provisions of peace agreements should be conceived to
address the entire population and their implementation facilitated through a
comprehensive rehabilitation strategy that also caters to the needs of the
people as a whole. To recall the observation of the UN Secretary-General,
civil society has a vital role to play in peace processes. They must be given
their due stake in the exercise and need to be fully mobilized in that regard
through vigorous sensitization programmes at the grassroots level. It must be
acknowledged that, as does the incomplete disarmament of ex-combatants, the
substantial number of weapons left in the hands of civilians undermines the
arms control dimension of peace plans and the potential for peace building in
affected countries. The experiences of El Salvador and Nicaragua are perfect
examples here.

5. The reintegration and rehabilitation packages offered by peace settlements
must be reasonable and satisfactory relative to the needs of ex-combatants. It
goes without saying that peace plans and their arms control provisions would
thrive only with attractive socio-political and economic programmes that
would make a return to arms a losing proposition in comparative terms. The
failure of the arms control process in Nicaragua, following the rearmament of
the Contras and some of their Sandinista counterparts, as well as the unwill-
ingness of armed civilians in the country to surrender their arms, underlined
the dissatisfaction of many of the ex-combatants and of the people with the
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reintegration/rehabilitation package offered by the peace plan. The reference
to food by the ex-RENAMO soldier in Mozambique interviewed by BASIC
conveys signals to the same effect. In this context, the international commu-
nity can help facilitate arms control measures through generous cash donations
and by the provision of socio-economic facilities, including vocational train-
ing, for example, required for securing compelling rehabilitation packages that
would work. It needs to be underscored that arms control processes in peace
settlements need readily available adequate financial and logistical support to
succeed. Nonetheless, it should be noted that the offer of incentives in this
regard needs to be carefully made in a way that would not seem to be reward-
ing those who choose violence as a way of settling disputes.

6. Above all, the effective implementation of arms control measures in
peace settlements demands the establishment of regional and subregional
mechanisms that would help stem the illegal flow of arms across national
boundaries, either through the activities of opposition groups and other crimi-
nal gangs or possibly through official national conduits. This requires the par-
ticipation of regional and subregional organizations, backed by the moral force
of the UN and its agencies, non-governmental organizations, other inter-
national groupings and governments.

World peace is a collective responsibility—our collective responsibility. The
quality of the world peace we get is directly or indirectly affected by conflict
situations in individual states. The problem which sub-state groups pose to
peace agreements and arms control today is a challenge to world peace as a
whole. We must tackle this challenge together, in strength.



18. Transparency and verification: a Swedish
perspective

Staffan Sohlman

I. Introduction

My approach to the subject of this symposium differs from that of most speak-
ers heard here, in spite of the fact that I deal on a daily basis with arms con-
trol—arms export controls, to be more precise. I consider myself as a prac-
titioner, in the words of Dr Adam Daniel Rotfeld.

I am head of the Swedish National Inspectorate of Strategic Products, the
governmental agency that approves or denies licences for the export of mili-
tary equipment and strategic products. The inspectorate is also the National
Authority under the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC).

My decisions regarding exports of military equipment and dual-use products
are based on Swedish laws and regulations, on European Union (EU) direc-
tives and on agreements in international arrangements for the non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG),
the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the Australia Group and the
Wassenaar Arrangement.

Swedish laws stipulate the prohibition of exports of military equipment—
exceptions, that is, licences, are granted only after close scrutiny. This scrutiny
is still national but account is also taken of the 1998 EU Code of Conduct for
Arms Exports. I think that, over time, we will see a harmonization of policies
within the EU. A factor in this process is the reconstruction, indeed integra-
tion, of the European defence industry.

Licences for exports of dual-use goods are normally granted, as the bulk of
the products have perfectly legitimate destinations and users. Only in excep-
tional circumstances are licences not granted. This is the case when the end-
user is considered unreliable—either supposedly associated with the produc-
tion of the weapons of mass destruction or suspected of passing the products
on to another destination.

Decisions regarding dual-use goods are frequently very difficult. Equipment
for the production of vaccines can also be used for producing biological
weapons, as mentioned by Ambassador Rolf Ekéus. For a small country with a
strong wish not to contribute to the dissemination of WMD but without a large
intelligence network, an important element is getting a sufficient basis for a
decision to seek advice from among the other, better informed members of the
arrangements. One group, the Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control,
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publishes a Risk Report on the Internet.! The Risk Report lists suspect persons,
companies and WMD programmes.

This is by way of a very short background. What struck me in reading a
number of the papers for this symposium and in listening to the debate so far
was the almost total absence of the whole international structure against which
my daily work takes place. I was pleased to see that Rolf Ekéus in his paper
mentioned both the MTCR and the Australia Group, without any pejorative
adjectives. In the discussion I have not heard the Wassenaar Arrangement or
the NSG mentioned. I mention the Wassenaar Arrangement in particular,
because I am currently the chairman of its Plenary.

II. The Wassenaar Arrangement

The Wassenaar Arrangement is an interesting product of the cold war era,
having been established when the Coordinating Committee on Multilateral
Export Controls was terminated. It is worth its own intervention.?

What I discern, reading the documents, are two cultures: one the high culture
of foreign policy, UN policy, UN conventions and arms treaties; and the other
a more pedestrian arms export control activity taking place in a number of
countries. I will talk about two cultures but I am aware that there are activities
which really belong to both cultures. I am referring to the Organization for
Security and Co-operation in Europe in particular. There are, for all these
activities, common basic objectives, fundamentally to lessen the risks for
armed conflict.

The basic document of the Wassenaar Arrangement states that its basic aim
is to ‘contribute to regional and international security and stability by promot-
ing transparency and greater responsibility in transfers of conventional arms
and dual-use goods and technologies, thus preventing destabilising accumula-
tions’. The Australia Group, the NSG and the MTCR are more specifically
aimed at the non-proliferation of WMD but their basic objectives are very
similar.

The United Nations non-proliferation efforts and the export control arrange-
ments named above have similar basic objectives. Moreover, there are some
similarities in their approach to achieving these objectives. The differences in
approach, however, are more obvious than the similarities.

Membership. In the UN context, the natural tendency is to try to achieve
universal participation. In the arrangements there is no limit to the number of
member states, but universal participation is not sought. Relevant membership
is restricted to those countries that fulfil certain criteria such as effective
export control or production of products covered by the arrangement.

Legal status. A second difference relates to the legal status. UN conventions
are basically legally binding and ratified by parliaments. The arrangements are

I See URL <http://www.wisconsinproject.org/risk.html>.
2 The Wassenaar Arrangement Internet site address is URL <http://www.wassenaar.org>.



160 ARMS CONTROL IN TRANSITION

not ratified. In my view, they are primarily of a political character. However,
an interesting doctoral thesis by a Swede, Christer Ahlstrom, entitled ‘Status
of Export Control Regimes’, argues that the distinction is less clear.

Obligations. A third distinction relates to the obligations entered into. In UN
conventions states agree not to use, produce or acquire certain weapons—
chemical weapons or anti-personnel mines. In the regimes the obligations
relate to export controls.

Methods. A fourth distinction is the methods. The conventions have as an
important tool declarations concerning production and inspections. The
regimes essentially deal with reported transfers or denied transfers.

Finally, the cultures are characterized by different languages and different
representation.

The concept ‘developing world” would hardly appear in discussions within
the arrangements.

II1. Conclusion

Permit me to end by indicating a few items that from my perspective should
figure on a future arms control agenda.

1. The first is regional disarmament or stabilizing pacts. One example is the
Moratorium on Arms Imports in Western Africa. One must not overestimate
the results, but the initiative deserves support. I am glad that Dr Leonard
Kapungu mentioned this initiative of the President of Mali in his paper.

2. Small arms is a subject in focus, and rightly so. Many have pointed out
their role in conflicts in the past decades. This is a difficult area, given the
large number of producing countries.

3. The regimes should be more transparent. There is suspicion among non-
participants that could be dissipated early if basic documents were published
or at least made available to interested countries. Transparency could also be
achieved through more intensive outreach activities towards non-participants.

4. The regimes should be expanded to include all major actors on the world
scene. There are, unfortunately, still a few major actors not present in several
of the regimes. Some of them have expressed interest but their presence is held
up by a lack of consensus.

5. There should be close cooperation between the arrangements. It is almost
absurd that three of them should arrange seminars on the intangible transfers
of technology. I fear that this is due to sphere of interest in capitals rather than
any differences between the arrangements. Outreach activities could be
streamlined to the benefit of those reached out to.

6. There is an obvious relationship between the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention, the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention and the Australia
Group. Could it be improved? More transparency would probably help.

7. Finally, I hope that we will see more challenge inspections under the
CWC than we have seen so far.



19. Arms export controls

lan Anthony

I. Introduction

Although both can have an impact on the military capabilities of states, export
controls have different characteristics from other arms control instruments.
Arms control has normally been defined as a process by which states develop
a common instrument that can be applied in order to address a mutually agreed
security problem. Export controls offer a state an instrument with which it can
act on concerns it may have about the security policy implications of behav-
iour by other states. Whereas arms control is normally conceived as a process
by which states place limits on their own military capabilities, export controls
can, under certain conditions, place limits on the capabilities available to other
states.

Export controls have both a political and a military dimension. By applying
export controls to a particular target, a state is signalling a potential concern
about the behaviour of that target. Denying an exporter permission to transfer
specific items to a particular recipient can have an impact on the military
capabilities of the state in which that end-user is located.

These characteristics have made export controls a sensitive and controver-
sial topic. The supporters of export controls have argued that the particular
characteristics of export controls that make them sensitive also make them a
valuable instrument in the present security environment. The fact that they can
be applied to a particular state or military programmes of concern and the fact
that they do not require consent from the target increases the efficiency of
decision making and eliminates the burden of implementation on states that
are not targets. Opponents of export controls argue that the same characteris-
tics undermine the legitimacy of the instrument. A system in which the target
is excluded from decision making and has no right to explain its actions or to
appeal any decision is argued to be unfair. The target will have strong incen-
tives to try to undermine such a system and may find sympathetic partners
willing to help. Ultimately, therefore, lack of legitimacy will undermine effec-
tiveness.

At this point it is useful to provide clarification about what export controls
are. An export control system allows a choice to be made about whether or not
to allow a particular export to take place. In general terms, an export has usu-
ally been considered to mean the actual shipment or transmission of an item
out of the customs jurisdiction of a state. An item in this context can mean a
commodity, a technology or a service. It should be noted that there is no
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agreed definition of an export and different states use the term differently
within their national export control systems.

During the 1990s a growing number of states have cooperated in the discus-
sion of export controls. However, no multilateral regimes have decision
authority over specific transfers.

There are regimes and arrangements in which governments come together to
discuss export control issues.! However, in each case any agreed position or
rule is put into effect through a national export control system. The way in
which particular rules and principles are interpreted is a matter for national
authorities.

Although there is no treaty or law that requires states to establish a national
export control system, it can be argued to be an indirect obligation arising out
of the UN Charter. In Article 2.5 of the Charter members have pledged ‘to
give the UN every assistance in any action it takes in accordance with the pre-
sent Charter, and shall refrain from giving assistance against which the United
Nations is taking preventive or enforcement action’ (emphasis added). To
ensure that they can comply with UN embargoes, states need to have in place
standing mechanisms to establish and control the flow of arms and related
equipment from their countries.

The establishment of an export control system by states should be differenti-
ated from the discussion of how that system is implemented. The fact that data
are gathered on exports and permission is required before certain items can be
exported does not by itself imply that governments are attempting to deny any
specific item to any specific end-user.

Export controls are not the same as an embargo, which is the total suspen-
sion of commercial activity either in a specified area (e.g., an arms embargo)
or more generally (in a trade embargo). Through an export control system a
state can (and very often does) authorize a particular export.

Export controls are not the same thing as sanctions. Sanctions are penalties
that are imposed in order to punish disobedience. They are intended to bring
about compliance with a particular law or agreement. As such, sanctions (and
in particular unilateral sanctions) are seen as being inconsistent with the sov-
ereign equality of states unless they are imposed under very particular condi-
tions—usually by the UN Security Council and until recently in response to a
breach of international peace and security.

A decision taken by a state to deny permission for a particular export is an
expression of the sovereign right of the exporter to make a judgement about
international security matters. The export control authority that denies permis-
sion for an export is not punishing the target state or seeking to bring about
compliance. Rather, the authority is saying that this is an activity in which it
does not wish to participate. This act of denying permission to export does not
in itself say that the activity in question is illegal or inappropriate. The authori-
ties of the exporting state may in fact believe the particular activity to which a

I See chapter 18 in this volume, by Staffan Sohlman.
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denied export is connected to be illegal or inappropriate, but that is a separate
matter.

II. The content and organization of export control discussions

During the 1990s the architecture of export controls has changed fundamen-
tally in response to a range of factors. Moreover, this process of change is
dynamic and continuous. At present there are 30—35 states that participate in
the various multilateral regimes and arrangements where export controls are
discussed.? In his chapter in this volume, Ambassador Staffan Sohlman points
to the existence of two separate cultures: a ‘high culture’ of foreign policy, UN
policy, UN conventions and arms treaties, and a ‘more pedestrian’ arms export
control activity along with other substantive differences in the participation,
legal status, obligations, and methods of arms control and export control.3

In the first half of the 1990s, the most important factors stimulating a dis-
cussion of export controls were the end of bipolar competition in the inter-
national system, a recognition that the drawing down of military capacities in
Europe should be managed in ways that did not lead to a militarization of
other regions, and an increased emphasis on the need to find mechanisms for
conflict resolution between states at a regional level.

In the second half of the 1990s additional and different pressures came to
bear on the export control debate. In particular, during this period states
expanded their definition of international security to include not only armed
conflicts between states but also armed conflicts within states. At the end of
the 1990s a further expansion of the definition of international security was
taking place as the actions of states towards their own citizens—the safeguard-
ing of individual and group human rights along with the constitutional and
political arrangements of states—came to be seen as legitimate issues for a
wider international community to discuss.

A common factor across the period after 1990 has been the strong interest of
the United States in cooperation in the development of multilateral export
control. This strong interest has been found in both the executive branch of
government and increasingly in the Congress. The interest in cooperation has
also reflected pressures exerted by US exporters concerned about the implica-
tions of US unilateral approaches to export control on their own commercial
operations in other countries.

The multilateral export control discussions and the development of national
export control systems, as instruments that governments can apply to policy
questions, inevitably reflected this background.

In the first half of the 1990s the main element of discussion within the multi-
lateral arrangements was how export controls might help create stability in

2 Anthony, 1., ‘Multilateral weapon and technology export controls’, SIPRI Yearbook 2000: Arma-
ments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 2000), p. 668.
3 Sohlman (note 1).
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conflict-prone regions such as the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. Coopera-
tion between exporters was seen as one of a range of instruments that could be
used to address security threats, including the proliferation of nuclear, biologi-
cal and chemical (NBC) weapons along with missile delivery systems for such
weapons as well as the potentially destabilizing imbalance of conventional
military capabilities across the Middle East and Persian Gulf regions.

Export controls were conceived as complementary to other processes for
which expectations were high in the early 1990s. First, it was hoped that polit-
ical and economic cooperation would develop in the framework of a regional
peace process that included normalization of relations between Israel and other
states (in particular its neighbours) and the settlement of outstanding disputes.
Second, it was hoped that the global arms control and disarmament instru-
ments then being negotiated would include full participation from states in the
Middle East and Persian Gulf. Third, it was hoped that this regional peace
process would lead to the development of regional arms control arrangements
that could be supported and implemented by states outside the region through
export controls.

One reason why export controls have not been more fully integrated into this
broader security system has been the successive failure of other processes. The
Middle East peace process has not progressed as had been hoped, some impor-
tant global arms control instruments of relevance to the region have not been
concluded (including additional protocols to the 1972 Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention, BTWC, and anticipated further steps in nuclear arms
control). Key Middle Eastern countries remain outside important treaties that
have been concluded (the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention, CWC, and the
1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT). Moreover, with the exception of the
Americas, conflict-prone regions and sub-regions have so far resisted the
development of regional security building.

As a result, although the export control regimes and arrangements have con-
tinued their work and have progressed, the overall end result has, to a certain
degree, been ‘the sound of one hand clapping’.

As noted above, in the second half of the 1990s export control measures
have been applied to issues that are new and non-traditional in their scope.
Traditional questions addressed by export control (what should be controlled
and to whom?) are now being posed in a different context.

The application of export controls to internal armed conflict created a new
set of challenges for some techniques that are central to the implementation of
export controls. To give one example, the main participants in an internal
armed conflict may be paramilitary or police forces rather than regular armed
forces. Implementing export controls that allow exports to the regular armed
forces for purposes of national self-defence but deny exports to forces engaged
in prosecuting a civil war require mechanisms for differentiating between end-
users and end-uses within the same state.

The application of export controls to cases where a violation of individual or
group human rights is taking place also introduces new complexities. Muni-
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tions and commodity control lists have been developed in the past to include
items that are relevant to military end-uses. Items that are used to violate indi-
vidual or group human rights may have no military application but may have
been developed for use within the police or criminal justice system. As such, it
is necessary for export control authorities to agree additional control lists or to
supplement existing ones to include civilian items that have no specific mili-
tary end-use.

In developing these new techniques and documents export control authori-
ties are often faced with controversial questions to which there is as yet no
agreed answer. For example, what is a violation of individual or group human
rights? To illustrate with a concrete question, if the security services of a state
are using surveillance or eavesdropping devices to monitor the activities of
political opponents of the governing party, should the export of all such
devices be controlled? Should exports of such devices be controlled globally
(i.e., should exports to all countries require permission) or should controls be
applied only to a sub-set of countries? If the controls apply to a sub-set of
countries, which particular countries should be on this country control list?

As the export control regimes have, to a certain extent, been hindered by
adverse developments in the wider environment in which they must operate,
they have devoted a lot of their attention to what Ambassador Sohlman calls
the ‘pedestrian issues’. These include the drafting of export control laws and
regulations, the development of control lists, the processes that are essential to
implementing laws and regulations (i.e., licensing and enforcement).

In what can be thought of as an export control system (consisting of the
regimes and arrangements along with the states that participate in them) an
interesting series of interactions, cross-pressures and influences can be
observed between the different constituent parts.

The group discussion is shaped and informed by national interests and
capacities). This is in line with what could be predicted about the activities of
a regime operating without a set of legally binding rules. However, without
wishing to overstate what has been accomplished, another dynamic can also be
observed.

Through their continuous work within cooperative regimes and arrange-
ments it is possible to see the development of what has been called a
‘no-undercut attitude’ among states that participate. That is to say, countries
are prepared to discuss a collective approach to export control rather than
seeking to exploit the policies of other countries to create opportunities for
domestic exporters.*

4 Haupt, D. R., ‘Europeisk exportkontrollharmonisering: rittsliga och politiska synpunkter’ [European
export-control harmonization: legal and political standpoints], Forvaltningsrdttslig tidskrift, vol. 62
(1999), p. 222 (in Swedish). Haupt points to the European Union Code of Conduct on Arms Exports as
evidence of the gradual emergence of ‘a previously unknown culture of openness’ on arms export ques-
tions. This openness could in time lead to the development of common norms that could in turn help
shape national policies and procedures.
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This attitude in turn has been reflected by changes in national practices—in
particular in the field of laws and regulations. In modifying their national laws
and regulations states do appear to take into account what they have learned
from discussions with partner authorities in other countries (a process that
could be called the establishment of international ‘best practice’).

Within each of the participating states the national export control bodies will
not have the authority to modify national laws or procedures unilaterally. At a
minimum the export control authorities will have to discuss proposed changes
(that have been informed by information learned from other regime partners)
horizontally across government with other interested parties. If a change in the
law is required, it will be necessary to discuss the implications of the proposed
changes with the national legislative assembly. The export control authority is
also likely to have to discuss the implications of the proposed changes outside
government—with exporters whose activities may be affected. Finally,
although in fewer cases, there may be a discussion of the implications of pro-
posed changes with other interested parties in what is often called ‘civil
society’.

During the course of this internal debate over proposed changes the original
proposal may be modified in important ways. The national export control
authority will report these changes back to its partners in the regime or
arrangement. Partners have an opportunity to offer their own comment on the
manner in which the original proposal has been implemented. The views of
partners could be fed back into the national debate in the state concerned.

This process of a continuous feedback loop between the regime or arrange-
ment and the states that participate in it can lead to important changes over
time. It is not a harmonized or centrally directed process, nor does it lead to
rapid change.

Although the regimes do offer participating states a forum in which they can
discuss events of relevance or concern, they are not adapted for crisis
response. The pattern of regime meetings (often annual meetings supple-
mented with expert meetings on an ‘as needed’ basis) and the nature of the
individual participants (specialists in export control) mean that the regimes are
not likely to be ‘event-driven’. The regimes can develop instruments through
which decisions taken elsewhere can be implemented more effectively.

The role of the United States

The United States has the most highly developed export control system of any
state. Moreover, it devotes far more human, financial and technical resources
to implementing its export controls than any other state. This level of attention
reflects the important position of non-proliferation and international security
within the US Government—which in turn reflects the global and comprehen-
sive scope of US foreign and security policy.
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Given the high priority that the executive branch places on export control, it
is likely that US administrations would have sought to develop international
cooperation in this area in order to raise the overall effectiveness of US poli-
cies in this area. However, the US Congress has mandated in several laws that
the government must attempt to develop multilateral cooperation as a condi-
tion of congressional consent for further development of US export control.

This conditionality reflects the concern in Congress that countries other than
the USA apply less rigorous controls—to the extent that the sincerity of their
commitment to export control has sometimes been questioned. Under these
conditions the Congress has been sympathetic to the argument sometimes
made by US exporters that they are discriminated against in international mar-
kets by the rigorous nature of US legislation. According to this argument, if
other states do not apply equivalent standards to those of the United States, US
companies could lose commercial opportunities in other markets while the US
Government would fail to accomplish its policy objectives.

As policy and commercial arguments have pushed in the same direction, the
USA has invested heavily both in assisting other states to reform their national
export control systems and in the development of multilateral cooperation.

For other states, cooperation with the United States has also brought signif-
icant benefits of different kinds.

First, the USA has been prepared to provide advice and financial and techni-
cal assistance to states to help them implement policies that they would other-
wise have had to implement alone. With the revolution in Europe after 1989,
states in Central and Eastern Europe trying to make the transition from state
socialism and a command economy to democratic and market systems faced
the task of developing new export control systems from scratch.

Second, the US export control system applies not only to exports from the
USA but also to the re-export of items by those states that import them.
According to the United States Arms Export Control Act, written approval is
required from the Office of Defense Trade Controls (within the State Depart-
ment) before the authorized end-user of a defence article acquired from a US
supplier can re-export or retransfer that article. As a result, a failure to provide
US authorities with credible assurances that an effective national export con-
trol system is in place can lead to one of two consequences. Either the US
authorities will deny permission for US exporters to sell items (including
technology) into that particular market or the USA will try to implement its
national controls on the territory of the state concerned. Under conditions
where the USA is both the main source of many advanced technologies and a
state with many effective instruments that can be applied bilaterally, coopera-
tion in developing export controls may be seen as the most advantageous
alternative.

Cooperation on export control is also likely to become an important element
of discussions of armaments cooperation within the Euro-Atlantic area. These
discussions are being stimulated by the growing cooperation between what
were in the past predominantly national defence industries. At present the dis-
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cussions are taking place within informal sub-groups of states.> The NATO
Defence Capabilities Initiative and the European Union Common Security and
Defence Policy together with the need for these two processes to accommo-
date one another will stimulate discussion of how to adapt export controls in
ways that permit greater cross-border industrial cooperation.

III. Arms control and export control: convergence or
divergence?

The most important objective with regard to the relationship between arms
control and export control is to ensure that they do not pull in different direc-
tions. As noted by Ambassador Sohlman, the arms control community and the
export control community within the same state are often composed of differ-
ent actors and different individuals who may not inform one another regularly
about their respective activities. At the same time, as he also observes, there
can often be common objectives behind the activities of both arms controllers
and export controllers.

The idea of separate processes working towards common objectives is most
easily achieved through a flexible and ad hoc process by which the communi-
ties can communicate effectively. Information can be exchanged without
commitment or obligation on either side. This information can then inform the
separate activities of the respective groups.

At present agreement on common objectives is easiest within the area of
proliferation of NBC weapons. In this area the existing treaties and conven-
tions establish norms that export control authorities can work towards imple-
menting.

In other areas common objectives have proved more difficult to identify. In
the area of conventional armaments the Wassenaar Arrangement (WA) has
identified elements for objective analysis and advice concerning potentially de
stabilizing accumulations of conventional weapons.

In 1999 the WA began to discuss the ways in which these elements could be
utilized more effectively in decision making, including the preparation of
regional evaluations under the leadership of the Chairman of the General
Working Group. These regional evaluations, which would incorporate the
views and information provided by participating states as well as contributions
from reliable public sources, would over time be combined into a more com-
prehensive global view. These documents are expected to permit a more
focused discussion among participating states about global and regional arma-

5 Although these informal discussions have already led to a legally binding agreement. On 27 July
2000, 6 European countries signed the Framework Agreement between the French Republic, the Federal
Republic of Germany, the Italian Republic, the Kingdom of Spain, the Kingdom of Sweden and the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland Concerning Measures to Facilitate the Restruc-
turing and Operation of the European Defence Industry. The document is available at URL
<http://projects.sipri.se/expcon/loi/indrest01.htm>.
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ment dynamics that should in turn inform their export control policies and
procedures.

In other areas—such as developing a more common approach to the applica-
tion of export controls to achieve human rights policies—agreement on com-
mon objectives is some way off. In these areas approaches to export control
cannot be isolated from the wider and as yet unresolved debate between states
about the limits to intervention in internal affairs.

The differences between arms control and export control have sometimes
led analysts to advance them as alternatives rather than complementary pro-
cesses and to raise the question whether both can or should coexist over the
longer term. It is sometimes argued that as arms control expands, export con-
trol should logically contract—for example, it has been argued that full
implementation of the CWC and the BTWC would eliminate the need for the
Australia Group, while universal participation in the NPT would eliminate the
need for the Nuclear Suppliers Group.

While this may be argued from a theoretical standpoint, the conditions under
which it could be tested are far from being satisfied at present. Moreover,
although there are significant barriers to integrating arms control and export
control processes in this way, there may be good arguments for never seeking
such integration.

The differences and, on occasion, tensions that exist between the two pro-
cesses can be helpful in resolving problems. The tendency for arms control
discussions to seek general answers to problems rather than addressing them-
selves to specific cases can provide a valuable framework for export control-
lers as they seek to define common objectives. The tendency for export control
discussions to address very specific cases to determine whether or not a par-
ticular export should be authorized can lead to exchanges of information and
views that can be valuable in developing and supplementing the arms control
discussion.

To conclude, the arms control and export control communities each have a
large agenda of issues that need to be addressed and a long list of problems
that need to be solved. It is probably best that these activities do not try to add
further complexities by attempting a structural integration between depart-
ments or processes.






Part IV

Compliance with arms control commitments







20. Arms control in a world of cheating:
transparency and non-compliance in the
post-cold war era

Steven E. Miller

I. Introduction

Cheating is commonplace in human affairs, and the possibility of cheating is
ever-present in many human interactions. To these unpleasant but inescapable
realities must be added the fact that information about the behaviour of others
will sometimes (perhaps usually) be imperfect or inadequate: cheating may be
undetected or, worse, undetectable. There is, furthermore, often an irreducible
element of uncertainty about whether cheating is taking place: how can one be
absolutely sure that it is not? Suspicious minds will always wonder about what
is not known, about the invisible cheating that might be taking place. The
spectre of cheating casts an enormous shadow across almost all domains of
social interaction.

How, then, can states reach international agreements, especially in areas
such as arms control that involve core security interests? What is the value of
such agreements if compliance is not or cannot be assured? How can states
protect themselves against the possibility of cheating on international agree-
ments? In the context of arms control, how and why do states deal with the
risk that cheating by the other party may adversely affect, and possibly even
jeopardize, their national security? To ask such questions is to identify the
centrality of compliance as an issue in international negotiations and in inter-
national treaty regimes.

This problem arises in particularly acute form in the context of arms control
negotiations and agreements for at least three reasons. First, arms control is an
instrument of national security policy. It is employed to help shape and regu-
late the military environment. States are very sensitive to the impact of any
agreement on their security situation and often engage in agonizing internal
debates trying to resolve whether a given set of terms is compatible with their
security interests. Not only can cheating, or the prospect of cheating, or even
the expectation of cheating, tip the balance in such deliberations, but (as noted)
non-compliance by others can lead to unfavourable (and in the worst case, dis-
astrous) shifts in the military balance. The risks associated with cheating fig-
ure particularly prominently in the arms control context.

Second, many of the activities and items that might be regulated in arms
control agreements are easily hidden. Militarily relevant research and devel-
opment can take place in any laboratory. Most weapons are small enough to be



174 COMPLIANCE WITH ARMS CONTROL COMMITMENTS

hidden in many buildings, caves or underground facilities. Nuclear weapons
can be made small enough that they are portable even by a single human
being. Worrying quantities of weapon-usable fissile material for nuclear
weapons can be (and have been) transported in luggage aboard commercial
airline flights. Even intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), although
large, could be covertly stored in big warehouses such as might be found in
many major industrial facilities (and in fact some US arms control critics have
alleged that the Soviet Union was doing exactly that). Indeed, as demonstrated
by the discoveries after the 1991 Persian Gulf War about Iraq’s pursuit of
weapons of mass destruction, a determined cheater can keep even a consid-
erable military programme out of view. Cheaters will, of course, always run
some risk of detection, but the reality is that those with the intention to deceive
will have considerable ability to engage in duplicitous behaviour. As was sug-
gested some four decades ago, it is easier to hide than to find.! This is a core
dilemma for arms control verification.

Third, arms control, almost by definition, deals with sensitive military
matters. In military affairs, secrecy is the norm—especially in the context of
hostile relationships. Key capabilities and important deployments may be hid-
den from view. Any technology that might confer advantage is carefully pro-
tected from scrutiny. It is commonly thought unwise to be too free with infor-
mation about numbers of forces and location of deployments (although the
dissemination of misleading information may be regarded as useful). In fact,
excessive openness with military information can be regarded not simply as
undesirable, but as dangerous. For one thing, the spread of military ‘secrets’
may assist an opponent in strengthening its own forces or neutralizing one’s
own capabilities. For another, information may reveal or create military vul-
nerabilities that a rival might exploit. Any time that force survivability
depends partly or wholly on deception, information becomes the great enemy
of safety. In short, keeping the secrets is typically regarded as an essential
component of national security.

Obviously, this creates a collision between the need for information required
to verify compliance with an agreement and the wish to keep information hid-
den for the sake of national security. This collision is not easily avoided and
not easily overcome. Indeed, in the abstract, one could construct an argument
that states in a cheating world should not, and should not be able to, success-
fully negotiate arms control agreements. Given that the difficulties in verifying
compliance can be great and the national security consequences of cheating
could be severe, it would not be surprising if states seldom employed the
instrument of arms control.

In fact, however, we know that there exists a profusion of international
agreements, including numerous arms control treaties. Hence, although the
problem of cheating is an impediment in the pursuit of arms control, obviously

I Katz, A. H., ‘Hiders and finders: an approach to inspection and evasion technology’, ed. E. W.
Lefever, Arms and Arms Control (Praeger: New York, 1962), pp. 199-207.
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it has not been an insuperable barrier, even during the dark days of the cold
war. Why is this the case? How does one explain this somewhat puzzling
outcome? To what extent does the end of the cold war and the attendant
reduction in hostility at the core of the international system ease the problem
of cheating in arms control? Is more arms control, or more ambitious arms
control, now possible?

In what follows, I will endeavour to sketch answers to these questions. I will
first try to offer an explanation of how, in general, governments have coped
with the problem of cheating as it bears on arms control. I will then turn to an
examination of the impact that the end of the cold war has had on these con-
siderations. I suggest that, in broad terms, a framework for dealing with arms
control verification issues was developed in the second half of the 20th cen-
tury. This framework did not eliminate all risk, calm every doubter, answer
every uncertainty or preclude all criticism, but it was sufficient to facilitate the
unprecedented exploitation of the instrument of arms control in the decades
after World War II. Arms control became an acceptable and commonly used,
if often controversial, instrument of policy once a minimally sufficient verifi-
cation framework was within reach. Quite a lot was possible in arms control—
more than might have been expected—within the context of this framework.
On the other hand, while the end of the cold war may have eased the verifica-
tion burden in some contexts, in general it does not seem to have fundamen-
tally recast the verification issue.

I1. Will cheating happen? (or, the propensity to comply)

Yes, cheating might happen, but will it happen? Is it likely to happen? States-
men must assess the likelihood that the behaviour of signatories to a treaty will
conform to the terms of the treaty. A presumption of non-compliance would
seem likely to diminish the incentive to negotiate and to accept international
agreements.

In international diplomacy, however, the opposite presumption generally
prevails. As Abram Chayes and Antonia Chayes put it:

Foreign policy practitioners operate on the assumption of a general propensity of
states to comply with international obligations. Foreign ministers, diplomats, and
government leaders devote enormous time and energy to preparing, drafting, negotiat-
ing, and monitoring treaty obligations. It is not conceivable that they could do so
except on the assumption that entering into a treaty commitment ought to and does
limit their own freedom of action, and in the expectation that the other parties to the
agreement will feel similarly constrained.?

2 From the important and thoughtful book Chayes, A. and Chayes, A., The New Sovereignty: Com-
pliance with International Regulatory Agreements (Harvard University Press: Cambridge, Mass., 1995),
p. 3. I have found this volume particularly stimulating in thinking through the problems associated with
compliance issues in international agreements.
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Why might this be the case? Part of the logic rests on the proposition that
states would not enter into an arrangement that was not compatible with their
self-defined interests. If a state judges an agreement to be in its interest, how-
ever, then conforming to its terms should not be burdensome and there may be
little incentive to jeopardize the treaty by cheating. Signing and ratifying a
treaty involve the voluntary assumption of obligations. Furthermore, such
obligations are almost universally understood to be legally binding—that is,
requiring obedience—and these self-selected, legally binding commitments
become embedded in national bureaucracies whose normal disposition is to
comply with the rules.?> Moreover, most participants in treaty regimes are
probably well-intentioned, as evidenced by the fact that, in most treaty con-
texts, instances of non-compliance have been exceptional rather than wide-
spread or commonplace.

Those who do not accept this logic, whether in general or in connection with
a particular arms control regime, come to much more pessimistic conclusions
about the value of negotiations and treaties and about the likelihood of com-
pliance. In the Soviet-US context, for example, there was a school of thought
that believed that cheating was an inherent part of Soviet strategic and diplo-
matic culture. Colin Gray has written that ‘a cultural proclivity to try to
deceive is very much the Russian way in statecraft. Cheating for advantage or
simply for convenience is probably inalienably, though certainly far from
uniquely, Russian. . . . Moscow will cheat in matters small as well as great’.*
Those who hold such views about potential negotiating partners naturally
harbour enormous doubts about the effectiveness of treaties in restraining the
behaviour of the other side and advocate that extremely high standards of
verification be met. More fundamentally, a presumption of non-compliance—
that is, the premise that the other party or parties will cheat—undermines the
political and substantive case for pursuing arms control. As one critical
analysis of Soviet—-US arms control put it, accepting that negotiated
agreements would have little or no effect on the Soviet pursuit of unilateral
advantage ‘would make arms control impossible’.’

While dissenters rage at the folly of pursuing arms control in a world of
cheating, governments nevertheless appear to proceed with arms control
diplomacy based in part on acceptance of the premise that there exists among
states in international affairs a ‘propensity to comply’. This helps to explain
why governments pursue international treaties despite the risk of cheating, but
this is only part of the answer; this alone, surely, would not be enough to
permit arms control, not least because there will be loud doubters in most

31 have summarized very briefly here an argument more fully developed in Chayes and Chayes
(note 2), pp. 3-9.

4 Gray, C. S., House of Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail (Cornell University Press: Ithaca, N.Y.,
1992), p. 169. Gray also rejects the general argument for assuming compliance. He writes: ‘The basic
premise of modern arms control, that the self-interest of the high contracting parties will render treaties
self-enforcing, has been shown by events to be incorrect’, p. 167.

5 Wallop, M. and Codevilla, A., The Arms Control Delusion: How Twenty-Five Years of Arms Con-
trol has made the World Less Safe (ICS Press: San Francisco, Calif., 1987), p. 40.
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domestic contexts who will insist that compliance must be demonstrated if a
treaty is to be acceptable. This is why most treaties are accompanied by some
sort of verification scheme and why verification has been one of the central
preoccupations in the conduct of arms control.

III. Can cheating be detected? (or, systems of verification)

In order to assure themselves that other parties to a treaty are observing its
terms, states develop or negotiate mechanisms for verifying compliance. In
broad terms, this involves the creation of some arrangement that provides
enough information about the behaviour of signatories to a treaty that it is pos-
sible to judge whether or not they are acting within its restrictions. Some arms
control sceptics doubt whether satisfactory arrangements are possible to
achieve. A former Director of the US Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, Kenneth Adelman, writes, for example, ‘Verification simply cannot
be assured with much confidence’.¢ Although verification absolutists dispute
that adequate arrangements are feasible, governments often do judge
(sometimes with angst) that available arrangements are acceptable.

The process of verification involves three stages.” First is the accumulation
of information about the activities of the other signatories. Second, this infor-
mation must be assessed in relation to the regulations contained in the treaty.
A judgement must be rendered about the compatibility of the observed
behaviour with the content of the agreement. A third stage comes into play if a
state concludes that others are not compliant with a treaty. This then raises
difficult issues involving either adjudication of compliance disputes or
enforcement of treaties. Each stage of the verification process is fraught with
potential complications and limitations, which helps to account for the peren-
nial controversies associated with verification. From the point of view of
understanding how arms control became so much more prevalent in the latter
half of the 20th century, however, it is really improvements in the ability to
collect information that are the heart of the matter.

Arms control negotiations are often heavily shaped by a single large ques-
tion: Will the information necessary to verify compliance be available? A
related question often dominates the domestic debate about compliance: How
much information is necessary to provide confidence that a treaty is being
respected? Often there is no objective answer to such questions, which
explains the recurrence of fierce debates about the verifiability of agreements.
A common solution to this dilemma is to concentrate arms control on those
items that are easily observed and counted; as was often said of strategic arms

6 Adelman, K. L., “Why verification is more difficult (and less important)’, International Security,
vol. 14, no. 4 (spring 1990), p. 141.

7 On the verification process, see Schear, J. A., ‘Verification, compliance, and arms control: the
dynamics of domestic debate’, eds. L. Eden and S. E. Miller, Nuclear Arguments: Understanding the
Strategic Nuclear Arms and Arms Control Debates (Cornell University Press: Ithaca, N.Y., 1989),
pp. 266-73. Also relevant is Kessler, J. C., Verifying Nonproliferation Treaties: Obligation, Process,
and Sovereignty (National Defense University Press: Washington, DC, 1995), especially pp. 7-21.
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control during the cold war, it limited not what was important but what was
verifiable. Even then, there were allegations of Soviet cheating through vari-
ous duplicitous means. On the other hand, it is very difficult to confidently
verify limits on items or activities that are easily hidden or not easily counted.
There exist three basic sources of information for verifying compliance,
each of them imperfect: remote sensors, inspections and exchanges of data. Of
these, the most important in facilitating arms control verification has been the
development of remote sensors, particularly (although not only) satellite
reconnaissance capabilities.® Technological developments made it possible to
peer deeply and comprehensively into the territory of other states without their
cooperation. This provides an independent, nationally controlled source of
information about the behaviour of others within their own borders. Obvi-
ously, this did not mean that one could know everything, nor did this preclude
various kinds of cheating, but one could learn quite a lot and certain types of
activities and inventories would (especially over time) be difficult to hide from
the ubiquitous eye of the satellite. As the technologies developed, it became
possible to detect nuclear explosions, monitor missile tests, observe large mili-
tary construction projects, count certain kinds of military deployments, track
the movement of military formations and equipment, intercept various types of
communications, and in general monitor to a striking degree the characteristics
and behaviour of the military forces of a rival.® In recent years, it has become
openly evident that contemporary satellite reconnaissance capabilities can
provide remarkably detailed portraits of equipment, facilities and deployments
even in the remotest of locations.!? States may not be confident that they know
all that is relevant to verification, but those that possess satellite
reconnaissance capabilities can be assured that they will possess substantial
amounts of information about the military behaviour of other parties. This
greatly increases the likelihood that cheating (especially cheating on a large
scale) will be detected. This, in turn, makes it possible for a state to conclude
that it can know enough to protect its fundamental interests in the context of
an arms control treaty. As Walter Slocombe wrote, ‘In terms of the danger of
cheating, the standard for verification is not perfect information, but high con-

8 Great detail is available in Tsipis, K., Hafemeister, D. W. and Janeway, P. (eds), Arms Control Veri-
fication: The Technologies that Make it Possible (Pergamon-Brassey’s: Washington, DC, 1986). The
title of this book suggests the general point being made here. On the origins of US technical reconnais-
sance capabilities, see Ziegler, C. A. and Jacobson, D., Spying Without Spies: Origins of America’s
Secret Nuclear Surveillance System (Praeger: Westport, Conn., 1995).

9 See, e.g., Argo, H. V., ‘Satellite verification of arms control agreements’, eds Tsipis, Hafemeister
and Janeway (note 8), pp. 290-308. Jeffrey Richelson has written a series of books on US military
reconnaissance capabilities that provide extensive coverage of US space assets and their capabilities and
implications. The most recent of these is America’s Space Sentinels: DSP Satellites and National
Security (University of Kansas Press: Lawrence, Kan., 1999). For a concise and highly relevant
overview, see Richelson, J., “Technical collection and arms control’, ed. W. C. Potter, Verification and
Arms Control (Lexington Books: Lexington, Mass., 1985), pp. 169-216.

10 The capabilities of high-resolution imagery are suggested in Gupta, V., ‘New satellite images for
sale’, International Security, vol. 20, no. 1 (summer 1995), pp. 94—125. Revealing use of such imagery is
made by the Federation of American Scientists, which now routinely posts satellite photographs on its
Internet site. Consult URL <http://www.fas.org>.
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fidence that any . . . violation would be detected in time for us to react before
any militarily significant advantages could be gained’.!' Technologies that
assist in meeting that standard greatly increase the feasibility of arms control.
As one analysis concludes about the 1972 and 1979 Strategic Arms Limitation
Treaties (SALT I Agreement and SALT II Treaty, respectively) that initiated
the era of strategic arms control, ‘That the two agreements were signed at all
was largely the result of improvements in the capabilities of satellites on both
sides’.!2 It is not mere chance that, in the latter part of the 20th century, the age
of satellites and the age of arms control coincided.

Inspections represent a second potential source of information about
behaviour in relation to arms control regimes. Inspections can be an enormous
source of reassurance that international regulations are being observed.
Indeed, when states are eager to reassure others of their compliant behaviour,
they may expose themselves to a remarkable degree of outside inspection. In
connection with the nuclear non-proliferation regime, for example, the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) applies safeguards intended to ensure
that civil nuclear power facilities are not being used illicitly for military pur-
poses. A country like Japan, keen to display to the world the peaceful nature of
its extensive nuclear power programme, allows its nuclear facilities to be sub-
jected to continuous and intensive inspection. IAEA surveillance cameras are
installed in sensitive facilities, IAEA personnel live at some major installations
and IAEA inspectors routinely can be found in the control rooms of important
plants. Such a high degree of transparency is not typically offered by most
parties to treaties and is not common in most treaty regimes, but where it
exists it promotes confidence that the limits in question are being observed.

Although they can be extremely useful, the value of inspections is limited by
several realities. First, under normal circumstances, they require the consent of
the inspected party—that is, in the context of treaty negotiations, states must
agree to arrangements that involve inspection. States are willing to accept
inspection in many circumstances, but not always. Particularly in hostile rela-
tionships, states can be very uneasy about opening sensitive military facilities
to scrutiny by their rival. Thus, until the last years of the cold war, the Soviet
Union and the USA found it impossible to agree on a mutually acceptable
scheme of reciprocal inspection. Hence, for most of the cold war, Soviet-US
arms control verification had to take place without a contribution from
inspections. Second, even unfettered rights of inspection do not guarantee that
illicit activity will be discovered. When reasonable assumptions are made
about practical numbers of inspections and inspectors, and when realistic bud-
get constraints are taken into account, it becomes obvious that on-site inspec-
tion is not the complete answer to the problem of verifying the behaviour of
large states. There is no way that vast tracts of territory can be uniformly sub-

1T Slocombe, W., ‘Verification and negotiation’, ed. S. E. Miller, The Nuclear Weapons Freeze and
Arms Control (Ballinger Publishing: Cambridge, Mass., 1984), p. 81.

12 Lindgren, D. T., Trust But Verify: Imagery Analysis in the Cold War (Naval Institute Press:
Annapolis, Md., 2000), p. 134.
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jected to inspection. In the absence of information pointing to particular
suspect sites, inspection can amount to the proverbial hunt for the needle in the
haystack. Third, states may even refuse inspections to which they have previ-
ously agreed, whether for legitimate or for illegitimate reasons. It cannot be
assumed that a devious government intent on cheating will allow its suspicious
behaviour to be scrutinized.

Within these limits, inspections represent an augmentation of the
information-gathering capacities of states seeking to verify compliance with
treaty regimes.

A third potential source of information is exchanges of data between the par-
ticipants in a treaty (or, in some instances, even the unilateral provision of
information about or explanation of military activities!?). Many treaties or
regimes require such exchanges. Obviously, information provided by another
party—possibly a suspected cheater—is not going to be sufficient to verify
compliance. In a sense, this information must itself be verified. Nevertheless,
such exchanges can serve useful purposes. They can provide a baseline against
which future behaviour can be measured. They can provide a point of compar-
ison against which independently collected data can be compared. When
information provided by another party is judged to be truthful, this can
enhance confidence that its behaviour is compliant. Conversely, when such
data appear to be patently false, this can raise alarms and fuel doubt about the
intentions of the party in question.

To these three general sources of information must be added a fourth: intelli-
gence operations and espionage. This is a subject about which public knowl-
edge is inevitably murky, but it is well known that states spy on one another,
especially when they are rivals or enemies. The information gleaned from
spying is unpredictable, may be unreliable, and is probably incomplete most of
the time, but it seems plausible that by this means states will at least
occasionally obtain information that augments that provided by other sources.
This can further refine a state’s ability to monitor compliance. Indeed, in gen-
eral, states will wish to obtain as much information as possible about the mili-
tary capabilities and activities of their rivals whether or not there exists an
arms control treaty to be verified. As Slocombe has written, ‘Verification is a
special case of general strategic intelligence. . . . The information we need for
arms control verification is the same information we need for general strategic
intelligence purposes’.!4

While none of the available instruments can ensure perfect verification, it is
evident from the historical record that states and statesmen have judged that
there is an acceptable likelihood that cheating will be detected; it is widely
accepted that, in some combination, technical monitoring, inspection, data
exchange and espionage provide adequate protection against the risk of unde-

13 China’s recent publication of a Defence White Paper, e.g., has been hailed as a step towards greater
transparency. Shambaugh, D., ‘Here is a welcome shift by China toward military transparency’,
International Herald Tribune, 24 Oct. 2000.

14 Slocombe (note 11), p. 80.
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tected cheating. This conclusion has been decisively important in permitting
the practice of arms control as witnessed in the closing decades of the
20th century.!s

IV. Is all cheating the same? (or, varieties of non-compliance)

If states were equally sensitive to all cheating, then even a small risk of the
successful duplicity of other parties would probably be sufficient to preclude
or significantly inhibit arms control. In fact, the practice of arms control seems
to have been governed, implicitly if not explicitly, by a more nuanced view of
cheating. Non-compliance can take many forms, and some forms are much
more disturbing than others.

Cheating can vary along two dimensions. First, what sort of cheating is
taking place?

There are at least four possible types of cheating. The worst is purposeful
deceit, when a state intentionally seeks to covertly violate an agreement in
pursuit of unilateral advantage. Iraq, for example, was intentionally and
secretly violating its international obligations under the 1968 Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to facilitate its programme to acquire nuclear
weapons.

The second category might be described as inadvertent cheating. This can
arise when military bureaucracies pursue their plans with little input from
those charged with responsibility for arms control or when those making
national security policy single-mindedly focus on the solution to a particular
problem without paying heed to the arms control implications of their choices.
Modern governments are large, complex institutions in which the right hand
sometimes do not know what the left hand is doing. The result can be
unintentional non-compliance. Apparently harmless steps, taken for sensible
reasons, can transgress arms control regulations. Thus, environmental shelters
installed at ICBM silos to protect workers from winter weather turned out to
violate strategic arms control provisions that prohibited any interference with
satellite surveillance of ICBM silos. In some cases, in short, there may be no
intention to cheat but non-compliance may result nevertheless.

A third category of alleged cheating can derive from disputes over the
interpretation of agreements. What one signatory regards as compatible with
an agreement might be regarded by the other parties as a violation. This can
result from vague or ambiguous passages in treaties or from divergences
between the spirit and the letter of an agreement. Sometimes one side can dis-
cover loopholes in treaties. Sometimes there can be a wilful effort to discover
(or assert) ambiguities by parties that wish to move forward with some project
but not to explicitly violate an agreement (as was true of the Clinton Adminis-

15 As Robert Bowie wrote 40 years ago, ‘If . .. 100 percent certainty were required in the inspection
system, virtually no arms control would be feasible’. Bowie, R. R., ‘Basic requirements of arms control’,
ed. D. G. Brennan, Arms Control, Disarmament, and National Security (George Braziller: New York,
1961), p. 49.
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tration as it sought to reinterpret the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in a
way the would permit construction to begin on an ABM radar that collided
with treaty provisions).

Fourth, there can be what might be termed openly proclaimed non-
compliance. This refers to situations in which the non-compliant party
declares its failure to comply with treaty provisions. In such instances there is
no intention to deceive nor even necessarily a desire to abrogate the treaty in
question. The cause of such behaviour may be a change in circumstances or
the emergence of some new problem. In the early 1990s, for example, Russia
felt unable to comply with the regional flank limits contained in the 1990
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty) because there
existed a series of conflicts on its southern periphery. Moscow had no particu-
lar desire to destroy the treaty or to deceive anyone, but instead initiated a
series of discussions with the other signatories about modifying or temporarily
suspending the flank limits.

With regard to the second dimension, how significant is the cheating that is
taking place or might take place? Cheating can be large- or small-scale, major
or minor, strategically significant or strategically insignificant. Cheating can
breach core provisions or undermine the central purposes of a treaty or it can
represent so-called technical violations that are marginal to the essential aims
of an agreement. Accordingly, governments engaged in arms control
negotiations or arms control verification may be sensitive not only to whether
cheating can be detected and whether cheating is occurring, but also to the
importance of such cheating. Assessing the importance of potential undetected
breaches of an agreement can be decisively important in calculations about
‘How little verification confidence is too little?’'¢ During the cold war, for
example, the military significance of instances of alleged Soviet non-
compliance was seriously debated and, while some argued that any case of
cheating was sufficient to call a treaty into question, others took the view that
minor instances of non-compliance need not be particularly consequential.!’
Similarly, many advocates of strategic arms control believed that, with Soviet
and US nuclear force levels so high, it would take cheating on a very large
scale to make a strategic impact; such extensive cheating would almost surely
be detected. Cheating on a scale that is likely to remain undetected would be
strategically unimportant, and hence would not upset the military balance even
if it occurred. For arms controllers, the possibility of insignificant cheating
was a risk worth running.

In sum, not every instance of non-compliance jeopardizes the process of
arms control or the viability of a treaty regime. When cheating reflects acci-
dent rather than intention, the offending behaviour can be reversed or altered.

16 Dunn, L. A., ‘Arms control verification: living with uncertainty’, International Security, vol. 14,
no. 4 (spring 1990), p. 172.

17 See, e.g., Guertner, L. G., “The politics of Soviet arms control compliance: lessons of the Reagan
Administration’, eds J. Tower, J. Brown and W. Cheek, Verification: The Key to Arms Control in the
1990s (Brassey’s US: Washington, DC, 1992), especially pp. 51-53.
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When disputes over interpretation arise, discussion and mutually agreed clari-
fication can remedy the situation; indeed, some treaties create or require
dispute-resolution mechanisms.!®8 When a state openly announces that it finds
it necessary to breach a treaty or alternatively that it is unable to comply with a
treaty (for financial or other reasons), negotiations to modify, delay or tem-
porarily suspend the regulations may be a mutually acceptable solution. It is
really only intentional deceit for the purpose of seeking unilateral advantage
that represents the greatest challenge both to the treaty regime and, more
importantly, to the security and position of other signatories. Even then, not all
cheating is militarily significant. Governments often seem willing to accept
that minor cheating will be tolerable even if it occurs.

To verification absolutists, these refinements were never compelling; to
accept nuances about non-compliance for this group misses the point that any
cheating undermines the very basis for accepting agreements.!® For a wider
group, however, this more nuanced approach to the problem of cheating
reduced it to manageable or acceptable proportions and thereby facilitated the
utilization of arms control in national policy.

V. Does cheating matter? (or, living with non-compliance)

At first glance, it seems odd even to ask the question. Of course cheating
matters. This is why treaties must contain verification measures. This is why
compliance is so often a controversial issue. This is why the prospect of
cheating looms so large in treaty negotiations.

The reality, however, turns out to be more complicated. Although in prin-
ciple, and often in practice, there must exist some reasonable system for
detecting cheating if a treaty is to be viable, in fact states are occasionally will-
ing to sign treaties for which no meaningful system of verification has been
devised or to accept a high likelihood that cheating cannot be detected. Many
believe, for example, that the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention
(BTWC) is unverifiable; developing biological weapons is an easily hidden
activity that could take place in countless locations, and even with observation
this activity could be difficult to distinguish from ordinary biological research.
Furthermore, the convention does not include an impressive verification
scheme. As one assessment puts it, ‘The verification provisions of the Conven-
tion are visibly feeble’.20 Nevertheless, the BTWC has been signed and ratified
by numerous states. Similarly, although the 1993 Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion (CWC) does include arduously developed verification provisions, many
still doubt that it is verifiable and its verification system has yet to demonstrate

18 Duffy, V., ‘Improving arms control compliance dispute resolution’, eds Tower, Brown and Cheek
(note 17), pp. 139-53.

19 On the contending schools of thought and their views, see Gallagher, N. W., The Politics of Verifi-
cation (Johns Hopkins University Press: Baltimore, Md., 1999), pp. 3—14.

20 Karkoszka, A., ‘The convention on biological weapons’, ed. S. Sur, Verification of Current Disar-
mament and Arms Limitation Agreements: Ways, Means and Practices (UNIDIR: Geneva, 1991), p. 211.
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its effectiveness—yet, again, the treaty has attracted many signatories. Clearly,
in the actual practice of arms control, concern about verifiability is not the
only factor in play when governments make judgements about acceding to a
treaty. If high confidence in effective verification were an absolute prerequisite
for reaching, signing or ratifying treaties, there would be fewer arms control
agreements.

A parallel point can be made about tolerance of non-compliance. Although
in principle, and sometimes in practice, the discovery of cheating should have
dire consequences for a treaty regime and for relations between the parties, in
fact states are (perhaps surprisingly) often willing to tolerate or ignore
instances of non-compliance. A classic example is found in the Reagan
Administration, which issued sweeping formal allegations that the Soviet
Union cheated in multiple ways on its strategic arms control commitments, on
the one hand, but spent much of the 1980s negotiating new agreements (with
success in the case of the 1987 Treaty on the Elimination of Intermediate-
Range and Shorter-Range Missiles), on the other.?! This contradiction dis-
mayed some arms control critics. For example, Colin Gray complained bitterly
(in a chapter entitled ‘Verification without compliance’) that ‘The Reagan
Administration, which adopted an uncompromising rhetorical position on the
necessity for compliance with treaties, was willing to negotiate and sign new
agreements even while its negotiating partner still was found not to be in a
state of grace on compliance with old agreements’.2? (Another critic drew an
even wider conclusion, suggesting that democracies have a ‘seeming inability
to act upon evidence of a violation’.2?) With the Reagan Administration’s
impeccably hawkish credentials, one cannot attribute this result to the blind
eye often assumed of ardent arms controllers. Instead, it appears that even a
strong and publicly articulated belief that one’s negotiating partner is cheating
is not sufficient to preclude arms control even when hard-liners are dominant
in government. What this suggests is that even tough-minded governments can
find arms control, or particular arms control agreements, to be compatible with
their interests even when cheating is occurring (or is believed to be occurring).

Why might governments be prepared to accept inadequate verification or to
live with cheating? The main answer, in broad terms, must be that govern-
ments can come to the conclusion that they are better off with an agreement
than without it, even if compliance is uncertain or a certain amount of cheating
is occurring. Naturally, verification purists will find this suggestion objection-
able, but governments do regularly seem to arrive at that judgement or at least
behave as if they had done so.

Governments might justify this seemingly paradoxical conclusion on a
number of grounds.

21 An inventory of the major allegations against the USSR can be found in Guertner (note 17).

22 Gray (note 4), p. 165.

23 Berkowitz, B., Calculated Risks: A Century of Arms Control, Why it has Failed, and How it Can be
Made to Work (Simon & Schuster: New York, 1987), p. 84.
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1. Minor or militarily insignificant cheating probably does not undermine
the essential purpose of a treaty. If high value is attached to that purpose, then
the treaty can be regarded as worthwhile despite poor verification or instances
of cheating. One could argue, for example, that the US Government found it
preferable to squabble with the Soviet Union over non-compliance than to run
an unconstrained nuclear arms race. Hence, the strategic arms control regime
survived some clear instances of Soviet non-compliance as well as countless
additional allegations of Soviet cheating.

2. An agreement can lay the international legal foundation for objecting to
any prohibited behaviour that is detected, even if there is a good chance that
cheating can remain undetected. If the CWC or the BTWC did not exist, then
it would be perfectly legal to acquire and use such weapons and there would
be no legitimate basis for international reaction against their acquisition or use.
Similarly, although many are now critical of the NPT regime as a consequence
of its evident imperfections, there would have been no grounds for inter-
national interference in the North Korean nuclear weapon programme if it had
not been not a signatory of the NPT.

3. The verification provisions associated with a treaty regime—inspections,
data exchanges, monitoring of technology flows, and so on—can increase the
likelihood of obtaining information about undesirable developments even if
verification is imperfect. Thus, creating an agreement not only renders the
behaviour illegal but increases one’s awareness of potential illegal action on
the part of others. In the absence of an agreement, not only is the behaviour
legally acceptable but the outside world will have fewer ways of knowing
anything about it.

4. Even agreements that have weak verification can have a deterrent effect
on potential cheaters. While compliant parties will always worry about the
cheating that might remain undetected, the potential cheater must worry about
the risk of detection. The more extensive or grand the ambitions of a possible
violator, the greater the likelihood that he will be caught.

5. An agreement may be serving purposes that do not require high-
confidence verification or full compliance. This would be true in instances
where arms control was serving various diplomatic or political purposes. For
the USA, for example, the pursuit of Soviet-US arms control in various guises
was helpful in managing the NATO alliance and even in facilitating occasional
weapon deployments within NATO. For the Reagan Administration, arms
negotiations with Moscow, despite Soviet cheating, were very helpful in
coping with the domestic political challenge posed to its policies by the
nuclear freeze movement. The achievement of such purposes was not highly
sensitive to the details of verification and compliance associated with a given
negotiation or treaty.

None of this suggests that all cheating is acceptable. Clearly there will be
limits beyond which these arguments do not hold. Without a doubt, verifica-
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tion problems and compliance crises undermine the support for and the politi-
cal viability of arms control agreements. However, it is striking, and undoubt-
edly important in explaining the prevalence of arms control in a world of
cheating, that governments can and do find reasons to conclude that the bene-
fits of agreements outweigh a high risk of, or even the reality of, cheating.
Richard Perle has written that ‘treaty constraints that would be desirable if
honoured are not desirable where there can be no assurance of compliance.
Treaties that cannot be verified are in general a bad idea’.2* It is easy to see the
force of this logic. However, in the less black-and-white world in which arms
control diplomacy actually takes place, governments often disagree (including
the government in which Perle himself served).

VI. The end of the cold war and the limits of verification

Even when the world was riven into hostile armed camps, it was possible to
develop a framework for verification that permitted arms control to function
and occasionally even to flourish. As sketched above, this framework included
at least four major components: (a) a willingness on the part of governments
to operate on the assumption that state behaviour is governed by a ‘propensity
to comply’; (b) a growing ability to gather the information necessary to moni-
tor behaviour and verify compliance through exploitation of modern technol-
ogy and the expansion of inspection; (c¢) a willingness (de facto if not openly)
to differentiate between significant and insignificant cheating; and
(d) acceptance of arms control as an instrument whose utility is not wholly
dependent on high-confidence verification and full compliance. The most
important and indispensable of these is probably the increase in information-
gathering capacities, but since perfect verification is unattainable and the risk
of cheating persists, this factor alone cannot explain the upsurge in arms con-
trol witnessed in recent decades. It particularly cannot explain the existence of
treaties that lack high-confidence verification or that endure despite cheating.
It is the combination of these factors that seems to account for the rise of arms
control in the cold war and its immediate aftermath.

With the end of the cold war and the rise of a world no longer structured
around bipolar rivalry, it seemed plausible that a more cooperative and trans-
parent world might emerge. The secrecy, the deception, the dissembling that
marked the cold war were no longer necessary or even appropriate to the new
age. If a more transparent world were to become reality, this should ease the
problem of verification in arms control. As Chayes and Chayes write, ‘One of
the most important functions of transparency . . . is to generate information
that helps assess party performance and overall treaty effectiveness’.s More-
over, greater transparency in the context of greater cooperation might allow

24 See chapter 6, section IV, by Richard Perle, in this volume.

25 Chayes, A. and Chayes, A., ‘Regime architecture: elements and principles’, ed. J. E. Nolan, Global
Engagement: Cooperation and Security in the 21st Century (Brookings Institution Press: Washington,
DC, 1994), p. 90.
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regime monitoring to proceed in a substantially different fashion. John Stein-
bruner, for example, has suggested that it may be possible (and possibly neces-
sary) to shift from adversarial verification of treaties to collaborative oversight
of regimes in which key parties share a common interest.2¢ This would repre-
sent a conceptually different way of managing regulatory regimes. A world of
wider possibilities for arms control and transparency still seems within our
vision.

In fact, the past decade did witness some breakthroughs, especially in the
Russian—US context. Extensive mutual inspection was implemented as a
by-product of several different treaties. Formerly secret sites were opened to
outside visitors. Delegations at the highest levels of the respective defence
establishments met to exchange views and information. Perhaps most dramat-
ically, in connection with the US Cooperative Threat Reduction programme
the Russian nuclear complex was opened up to US personnel, far from com-
pletely, to be sure, but to unprecedented and once unthinkable degrees.

Despite these significant developments, on the whole the anticipated revolu-
tion in transparency and verification has not taken place. Nor, indeed, has a
great flowering of arms control occurred. Instead, treaties have languished,
negotiations have stalled, regimes have eroded, the adequacy of verification
and compliance mechanisms has been called into question in several treaty
contexts, and serious problems with non-compliance have bedevilled the NPT
and the BTWC. Arms control remains on familiar terrain and verification
remains a serious and difficult business. What has happened? Why has this
been the case?

Part of the answer would seem to be that the end of the cold war has pro-
duced some enlargement of the room for action within the verification frame-
work described above but it has not fundamentally transformed that frame-
work. There may now be more Americans prepared to apply the assumption of
compliance to Moscow. In certain treaty contexts, more inspection has become
feasible. Perhaps a wider spectrum of misbehaviour now can be regarded as
militarily inconsequential, but this has obviously not opened the door to more
extensive arms control that is more easily achieved and more confidently
monitored.

Another part of the answer is that the experiences of the 1990s have
revealed problems and limits as well as opportunities. Several developments in
particular stand out for the discouraging impact they have had on the hopes for
a new world of verification.

1. Greater transparency has proved difficult to achieve even in more coop-
erative circumstances. The key illustration here is the failure of the Russian—
US transparency talks of the mid-1990s. Despite numerous high-level asser-
tions that greater transparency is important, desirable and necessary to facil-

26 Steinbruner, J. D., Principles of Global Security (Brookings Institution Press: Washington, DC,
2000), pp. 192-93.
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itate the cooperative management of deep cuts and other measures, the formal
transparency negotiations, in the words of one careful assessment, ‘have
produced virtually nothing’.?” Even before Russian—US relations began to sour
in the second half of the 1990s, transparency remained a sensitive and
disappointing item on the Russian—US agenda. The US negotiator in the trans-
parency discussions, James Goodby, has written that these talks always had a
‘pre-Gorbachev’ feeling to them, and he observes that the key Russian min-
istries were never enthusiastic about moving towards greater transparency.?
The USA still harbours the aspiration to negotiate greater transparency across
a number of domains of nuclear activity, but the talks have been stagnant for
some five years, during which time Russian—US relations have deteriorated
significantly. Prospects are undoubtedly worse now than when the talks
began.?

2. The end of the cold war may have altered relations with Russia but it did
not eliminate other difficult or hostile parties—such as China, Iraq or North
Korea. In multilateral arms control contexts, it is necessary to contend with
such parties. There is little indication in the record of the past decade that the
arms control and verification challenges posed by such states have become
less serious. The USA, to cite just one example, remains extremely sensitive
about transparency in its relations with China, and even routine visits to US
installations by visiting delegations from Beijing become a source of political
controversy.3¢

3. In recent years, US attitudes towards transparency have been heavily
coloured by the protracted and politicized reaction to allegations that China
had stolen design information about nuclear weapons from US nuclear labora-
tories. This spying scandal has produced a backlash in the USA that has
resulted in a significant tightening of secrecy.?! Fear of further espionage has
led the US Government (and particularly the Congress) to crack down on
openness and to discourage international cooperation that involves outside
access to sensitive US facilities.3? This development has already had notable
inhibiting effects on collaborative programmes with China and Russia and
makes it difficult to envision how a more transparent system can be achieved.

27 Bunn, M., ‘The next wave: urgently needed steps to control warheads and fissile material’, Manag-
ing the Atom Project and the Carnegie Endowment Non-Proliferation Project, Washington, DC and
Cambridge, Mass., Apr. 2000, p. 46, available at URL <http://ksgnotes].harvard.edu/BCSIA/Library.nsf/
atom>. Bunn provides an excellent, concise overview of what he dubs ‘the transparency that never
happened’.

28 Goodby, J. E., ‘Transparency and irreversibility in nuclear warhead dismantlement’, ed. H. Feive-
son, The Nuclear Turning Point: A Blueprint for Deep Cuts and De-Alerting of Nuclear Weapons
(Brookings Institution Press: Washington, DC, 1999), pp. 181, 187.

29 For an overview of official US perceptions and objectives, see US Department of Energy, Office of
Nonproliferation and National Security, Warhead and Fissile Material Transparency Program: Strategic
Plan (US Department of Energy: Washington, DC, May 1999).

30 See, e.g., Gertz, B., ‘Chinese to tour sensitive facilities’, Washington Times, 24 Aug. 2000, p. 1;
and Gaffney, F. J., ‘Knowledge on China that needs airing’, Washington Times, 31 Oct. 2000.

31 For an excellent discussion, see Holdren, J. and Weeks, J., ‘Energy’s secrets: finding the balance’,
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. 56, no. 2 (Mar./Apr. 2000), pp. 20-21, 76-79.

32 Qee, e.g., Bonner, R., “White House gets a bill to tighten official secrecy’, New York Times, 31 Oct.
2000, p. 1.
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Ironically, as memories of the cold war fade, the US political system seems to
be growing more wary of openness and transparency. At a minimum, the
secrecy backlash of the late 1990s indicates how fragile and reversible trends
toward greater openness may be.

4. The protracted stalemate in nuclear arms control, which persisted
throughout most of the 1990s and continues today, prevented any serious
testing of where the new frontiers of transparency might lie and inhibited the
political or intellectual exploration of which new or more ambitious arms con-
trol measures might be possible. As Jonathan Schell has written, many of the
big questions about what sort of new security environment might be possible
in the post-cold war era have been neither seriously asked nor compellingly
answered.? With the halcyon days of the early post-cold war period long gone,
one suspects that they may never be tackled.

5. The unprecedented intrusiveness of the United Nations Special Commis-
sion on Iraq (UNSCOM) exercise in Iraq demonstrated the value, but also the
limits, of extensive inspection regimes. Much of importance was learned dur-
ing the UNSCOM inspections, but Iraq was able to thwart and frustrate the
UN inspectors for long periods of time. Without information from a key defec-
tor, much that was discovered in Iraq would have remained unfound. It
remains possible, and perhaps even likely, that the full extent of Iraq’s pro-
grammes for weapons of mass destruction was never completely exposed
(although it was substantially revealed). It may be that inspection can be used
much more regularly and extensively in the post-cold war era, but it is a lim-
ited instrument.

6. The severe compliance crises in the 1990s associated with North Korea
and, especially, Iraq have called into question how reliable and effective arms
control regimes can be over the long run. If, ultimately, the international
community cannot summon the will to enforce agreements when significant
cheating occurs, this is bound to undermine its value and effectiveness.
Cheating that directly undermines the purpose of a treaty should not be accept-
able.

In short, the experiences of the past decade suggest that we have not yet
entered a dramatically new world in which greatly enhanced transparency
opens up new vistas for arms control. Instead, the essentials of the cold war
verification framework seem to endure, although in a new and still more hope-
ful political context. This is disappointing news to those who hoped that a
more cooperative security order, built heavily around arms control, might be at
hand. The more fundamental point, however, is that the verification frame-
work that emerged in the late 20th century facilitated the emergence of arms
control as a useful instrument of policy and permitted a role for arms control
in international security that was unparalleled in history. There is ample room
within that framework for further contributions from arms control.

33 Schell, J., “The folly of arms control’, Foreign Affairs, vol. 79, no. 5 (Sep./Oct. 2000), p. 46.



21. Compliance or non-compliance with arms
control and disarmament

Rolf Ekéus

I. Introduction

By the end of the first decade after the end of the cold war, in the midst of
regional tension and conflict—in Africa, Asia and Europe—a threat of con-
siderable significance is looming, the pressure for proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD).

The 1999 NATO Kosovo operation demonstrated the possibility of high-
technology war-fighting at long distances without casualties for the technically
superior side. In the same conflict on the ground, ethnic cleansing took place
in a war against people, a sort of anti-people war. On the one side we can note
how the Revolution in Military Affairs is emerging, with all its implications
and capabilities, such as precision-guided munitions. New advances in tech-
nology are improving communications, command, control and intelligence,
which makes it possible in both air and ground wars to hit targets with exact-
ness, minimizing the collateral damage, especially avoiding massive killing of
civilians. On the other side, in the real wars of today, we witness how the
people, the civilians and their habitats become the target. In recent wars the
civilian causalities have been many times larger than the military. Increasingly
destructive means and methods of warfare are deployed. In wars aiming at
maximum destruction, WMD tend to become attractive. With growing cus-
tomer demand, the more important becomes supplier control.

Thus two major challenges are threatening the stability and status quo as
regards worldwide efforts to prevent the proliferation of WMD: first, the
increase of ethnically and racially based conflicts aiming at inflicting maxi-
mum casualties on the opponent; and second, the widening gap between the
high-technology military capacity of the technically advanced countries and
the standard and sometimes even rag-tag quality of the weapons and equip-
ment of most developing countries. This gap constitutes a temptation for major
developing countries to compensate for that difference by striving to acquire
massively destructive weapons. With these challenges in mind there are now,
therefore, compelling reasons to review the international complex of treaties
and norms which have been agreed upon with the aim of eliminating existing
WMD and preventing their proliferation and to examine the extent to which
the system constituted by this legal framework serves its purpose.

Knowledge of the science and technology in areas such as nuclear, chemical
and biological weapons has been widely disseminated over the past 10 years.
Still, however, the fine points in engineering, chemistry and biology are diffi-
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cult to master. The globalization of the world economy and technology also
means a globalization of the threats against our collective security, as govern-
ments’ control even of sensitive items is difficult to sustain. Like terrorism,
epidemics and diseases, the proliferation of nuclear weapons and other WMD
does not know any boundaries. With the weakening of national controls, the
enlightened response to these threats must be cooperation between states as a
part of dynamic internationalism.

The treaty framework relative to WMD combined with certain voluntary
cooperative arrangements appear in normative terms to address the threats
fairly well. The 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) is a complete
and comprehensive legislative system that includes arrangements for verifica-
tion and monitoring as well as an organization to oversee implementation of
and compliance with the provisions of the convention. The 1972 Biological
and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) contains all the necessary prohibi-
tions (the prohibition on use is covered by the 1925 Geneva Protocol) but
lacks provisions with regard to monitoring verification and institutional con-
trol mechanisms. A BTWC verification protocol is under negotiation but its
completion still remains distant. The safeguards-regime support of the 1968
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has gone through a necessary overhaul and is
now greatly improved but still does not correspond to a full monitoring and
verification arrangement.

The fact that these and other treaties and norms are not always fully com-
prehensive is, however, not the major problem. It is rather that there are short-
comings with regard to implementation and compliance which tend to put
these regimes under serious pressure.

II. Chemical weapons

To start with the CWC, there is a disturbing trend of erosion of the implemen-
tation of the verification provisions of the convention. This has tended to
diminish the effectiveness of the verification activities of the convention’s
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). The modifi-
cations of the rules for verification made by the decision-making body of the
OPCW have upset the delicate balance, originally negotiated when the CWC
was treated, between the rights of the OPCW inspectors and the rights of the
inspected state, making it more difficult to detect non-compliance. Such
approved modifications enable member states to review inspectors’ notebooks
and to confiscate and retain any piece of analytical equipment that the host-
country officials believe has not been satisfactorily cleared of proprietary data
unrelated to treaty compliance. These modifications make it possible for states
parties to evade detection by embargoing evidence that could document their
own non-compliance. Furthermore, of the two major states possessing chemi-
cal weapons, Russia appears to be far behind in implementing its obligations
to eliminate its large stocks of chemical weapons and the USA remains in
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‘technical violation’ of the CWC because of its failure to submit declarations
of chemical industry sites and consequently to accept OPCW inspections of
the sites.

A special case of non-compliance was Iraq’s use in the 1980s of chemical
weapons against its own population (Halabja) and massively against Iran dur-
ing the Iran—Iraq War. In this case it was a matter of a serious violation of the
Geneva Protocol, prohibiting the use of biological and chemical weapons,
which Iraq had signed and ratified. Hardly any state (Iran, obviously, and
Sweden were the exceptions) reacted against this outright violation of the
Geneva Protocol and the underlying norm against use. Political expedience
and the almost unanimous backing of Iraq in its war against Iran explain this
regrettable lack of defence of the Geneva Protocol.

In this context should be registered Iraq’s non-compliance with its obliga-
tions as regards chemical weapons (as well as biological weapons and nuclear
weapons) under Security Council Resolution 687 (1991), which constitutes the
ceasefire between Iraq and the victorious coalition in the Gulf War for the
liberation of Kuwait. In addition to being a mandatory resolution under the
UN Charter, the binding character of the provisions of the Security Council
resolution is manifest in the formal acceptance by Iraq of the resolution as a
condition for the ceasefire. This did not prevent Iraq from providing false
declarations and systematically blocking inspector activities.

I11. Biological weapons

Biological weapons were long considered not to pose any severe problems.
During the cold war the matter of security was seen through the prisms of
military adaptability and practicability. With delayed effect on the enemy, bio-
logical weapons could not be the battlefield weapon of choice. Therefore, the
BTWC was negotiated quickly with no one seriously bothering to load the
convention with verification, control and compliance provisions. However, a
few years after 1975, when the BTWC had entered into force, concerns,
although low-key at first, were raised whether the Soviet Union really took
seriously its obligations under the convention. The Sverdlovsk incident in
1973 raised suspicions, but they were flatly rejected by the Soviet side. How-
ever, after the collapse of the Soviet Union it was revealed that a massive bio-
logical weapons (BW) programme had been conducted by the country, starting
simultaneously with the moment when the Soviet signature was put to the
convention.

Iraq’s secret large-scale BW programme, disclosed by UN inspectors, sur-
prised the international community and added to a concern which led to an
agreement between the states parties to the BTWC to start serious negotiations
on drafting a protocol on verification and monitoring of compliance with the
convention. With the advent of the post-cold war era came a new type of
armed conflict—civil wars in which more civilians were targeted than uni-
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formed combatants. Terrorizing the population, mass murder and similar prac-
tices have tended to draw attention to the terror practice par preference—
biological warfare.

The disclosures of the large-scale BW development, testing and production
programmes in Iraq and Russia have thus added new urgency to the efforts to
strengthen the BTWC. With the dynamic development of bio-science and
DNA technology, the question of weapon applications in this context must be
given special attention. In spite of concern expressed on the highest levels
there has been a depressing foot-dragging by the major countries in the nego-
tiations on the new protocol. Russia’s continued unwillingness to open its bio-
logical weapon facilities to international inspectors poses a continuing chal-
lenge to the BTWC. The US Government’s hesitation in the negotiations on
the additional protocol to accept effective declarations and verification mea-
sures threatens to undermine the viability of a future protocol for verification
purposes. If we add Iraq’s refusal to re-admit UN inspectors to the country,
there is indeed reason to express concern with regard to the state of affairs in
the BW area.

With the potential for application of BW for terrorist use, export control
arrangements are important. Exporters of material and technologies, sensitive
from the point of the BTWC, have to cooperate on an export licensing regime.
The Australia Group, through which states engaged in trade of such items
coordinate their licensing procedures and policies, serves an important pur-
pose. However, the developing countries frequently complain about the prac-
tices of the Australia Group, which they see as discriminatory and aimed at
keeping material and technology, important for their economic development,
out of their hands. Similar complaints are heard about the role of the Australia
Group in the context of exports of dual-use chemical material and technology
to developing countries. It is, however, difficult to arrive at a meeting of minds
until the importing countries are ready to tolerate considerable transparency,
including international inspections, as regards the use and application of dual-
use items.

IV. Nuclear weapon proliferation

The analysis of the matter of compliance with the NPT must be divided into
two major categories, in conformity with the two types of undertaking which
are part of the treaty: first, the undertaking not to acquire nuclear weapons;
and second, the undertaking to negotiate the disarmament of the nuclear
weapon states in good faith.

In support of this second undertaking, the safeguards system plays a crucial
role. NPT safeguards have sometimes been classified as a verification system.
This is not completely accurate, as the safeguards, especially before the recent
reform, do not fully correspond to the criteria of verification. It is probably
better to characterize safeguards as confidence building. The safeguards
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inspections are focused on declared activities and facilities. However, they
serve well to sort out anomalies, misunderstandings and misinterpretation as
regards the civil nuclear programmes of the member states. There is little
scope for addressing non-declared activities and even less for non-declared
facilities; furthermore, as regards nuclear weapons, the safeguards do not
address such aspects as nuclear weapon design and delivery systems.

It came as something of a blow to the non-proliferation system when Iraq,
an NPT party in good standing, was exposed as a major violator of the funda-
mental undertaking not to acquire nuclear weapons. Iraq’s action was also in
violation of the principles governing relations between states. It had hitherto
been the assumption that, when a state wanted to preserve its option of even-
tually acquiring nuclear weapons, it would stay out of the treaty, not join it and
then try to acquire nuclear weapons. Iraq’s behaviour was a violation of the
trust which the parties to a treaty must have in each other and which is the
building block on which all treaty-based relations are founded.

The growing concern of the member states and increased scepticism as
regards the capability of the safeguards system became one driving element in
the efforts to strengthen the safeguards regime through the ‘93 + 2’ reform,
which was adopted with reasonable success. In spite of the indisputable
improvement of the safeguards regime, it still does not constitute a compre-
hensive verification arrangement. It is important that the new safeguards sys-
tem is not presented as such. The NPT must, in spite of Iraq’s behaviour, still
rest on the commitment by its parties not to acquire nuclear weapons.

The UN Security Council adopted in January 1992 a statement to the effect
that the proliferation of WMD constitutes a threat to international peace and
security. The Council, which on that unique occasion met at the level of heads
of state or government, referred to its obligations in relation to the UN Charter
and has indicated that it was its duty to address such events as proliferation.
The Council has also since then addressed three cases of proliferation in addi-
tion to Iraq, namely, India and Pakistan, following their nuclear test explosions
in May last year, and North Korea, a party to the NPT. In the first two cases
the Council adopted Resolution 1172, sharply critical of India and Pakistan.
With regard to North Korea, the Council limited itself to informal sessions in
support of the efforts of the USA to negotiate an arrangement with North
Korea, signed in 1994 by the USA and North Korea as the Agreed Frame-
work.

In 1997 the UN Secretary-General proposed a strengthening of the disarma-
ment capabilities of the Secretariat with inter alia a small number of weapon
experts in order better to serve the Security Council in its declared ambition to
prevent the proliferation of WMD. Only a modest improvement survived after
the General Assembly’s treatment of this proposal, during which India and
Pakistan stood out as the leading opponents of the Secretary-General’s initia-
tive.
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V. The obligations of the nuclear weapon states

As regards the compliance by the nuclear weapon states with their obligation
under NPT Article VI to negotiate disarmament in good faith, the most posi-
tive event is the attainment in 1996 of the long sought for Comprehensive
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT). Until 1996 all five nuclear weapon states
had de facto blocked the negotiations on such a treaty. The turn-around was a
consequence of determined efforts by the US Administration. This achieve-
ment, although it remains for China, Russia and the USA to ratify the CTBT,
has almost insulated the nuclear weapon states from criticism and scrutiny as
regards their implementation of Article VL.

In addition, implementation of the Soviet/Russian—US 1991 Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (START I) in the form of phased reductions, has been pro-
ceeding in a steady manner. There have, however, been some signs of com-
plaints from the Russian side against US implementation of START I. In addi-
tion, as is well known, the process of moving forward with the ratification of
the 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START II) has been stalled. The
reversal of the no-first-use policy of Russia and the Duma’s repeated refusals
on the flimsiest of pretexts to proceed with the ratification of START II are
ominous signs. A new complicating factor is the reintroduction of the matter
of national missile defence and its impact on the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty, the START II Treaty and the prospects for a START III accord.
Another and growing concern is the lack of any serious effort to bring tactical
weapons into an arms control and reduction process.

One consequence of the hesitating compliance with the disarmament provi-
sion of the NPT is a rapidly growing risk of violation of Article I. The problem
derives from weak internal controls, especially in Russia and other former
republics of the Soviet Union. There is no sign that the authorities are actively
violating any international obligation, but desperate financial needs and weak-
ening of law enforcement in combination with the lack of discipline in export
controls can lead to the proliferation of nuclear and missile technology and
material to states suspected of actively pursuing a nuclear weapon option, like
Iran and Iraq (now freed from international inspections). The inability of the
Russian authorities to investigate and prosecute violations of its export control
regulations gives rise to serious concerns. Article I not only addresses state
organs as exporters but obligates the state to prevent non-state actors such as
private companies and individuals from transferring nuclear weapon technol-
ogy.

The near stalling of the nuclear arms reduction process in combination with
last year’s events in South Asia has had an overall negative impact on the
political atmosphere surrounding the NPT. The great majority of the non-
nuclear weapon states have most certainly no intention of changing their pol-
icy of non-acquisition of nuclear weapons. It is a policy which serves their
respective national security interests. In spite of this, a development which is
perceived as non-compliance by some of the parties—whether nuclear or non-
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nuclear states parties—will undermine the sense of solidarity and loyalty
which has always been crucial for the stability of, adherence to and attractive-
ness of the NPT. A weakening of the non-proliferation regime in turn would
further weaken the resolve to cooperate against proliferation.

VI. Delivery systems

Although not weapons of mass destruction, ballistic missiles as delivery sys-
tems for such weapons are highly significant in any arms control context. For
decades in the strategic arms limitation and reduction talks, the number of
missiles has been the unit of accounting. Missiles with intermediate or strate-
gic range are so expensive items that it is unlikely that they would be used for
other purposes than to deliver nuclear warheads or at least biological or chemi-
cal weapons to the target. The unavoidable testing requirement makes it possi-
ble to detect missile development, which in turn would point to an ambition to
acquire nuclear, chemical or biological weapons. The Missile Technology
Control Regime (MTCR) is, like the Australia Group, a voluntary arrangement
between states with the aim of preventing the spread of ballistic missile tech-
nology. The member states undertake not to export certain specified dual-use
items and to notify each other about inter alia refusals of export licences in
order to prevent any other member state from exporting an item for which an
export licence has been denied. The voluntary character of the arrangement is
such that there are no compliance provisions linked to the MTCR.

VII. The UN Security Council and compliance

With regard to the three major multilateral disarmament treaties—the NPT,
the CWC and the BTWC—the Security Council has been given special
responsibilities and duties. The CTBT, which has not entered into force, con-
tains similar provisions with a referral to the Security Council.

The NPT ultimately relies on the Security Council to consider questions of
enforcement. Article X of the NPT requires parties that intend to withdraw
from the treaty first to notify the Security Council and provide a statement of
the ‘extraordinary events’ which necessitate such action. The NPT further
requires non-nuclear weapon parties to enter into safeguards arrangements
with the International Atomic Energy Agency, which has to refer any apparent
violation of the safeguards system to the Security Council. The first time such
a referral took place was 1993, when the case of North Korea was referred to
the Council. The CWC provides a special role for the Security Council in con-
sidering questions of enforcement and withdrawal, and the BTWC contains a
corresponding provision. In addition to the treaty-based authority, the Council
has the basic authority to deal with matters pertaining to proliferation derived
from the fundamental function and powers conferred on the Council by the
UN Charter. However, none of the treaties specifies what action the Council
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should take. It has decided on the appropriate action in each case in accor-
dance with its primary responsibility, maintenance of international peace and
security.

Proliferation of WMD may well turn out to become the major international
security threat for decades to come, as the Council itself noted in its January
1992 statement. The Council should have a role in this and other respects. The
global regime has serious gaps that are likely to persist, and no single state or
other institutional actor can adequately address the proliferation threat on its
own. The Security Council can and should play an enhanced role in attempting
to compensate for the shortcomings of the regime. It should give primary
emphasis to practical mechanisms for early warning and preventive diplo-
macy. The Council, with its inherent limitation as a body requiring political
consensus, at least among its five permanent members, will nonetheless
remain the only global institution with the scope, political legitimacy and legal
authority to enforce collective international decisions in response to prolifera-
tion threats. To be able to shoulder such responsibilities, the Council should
commit itself to enhancing its capability for early warning of proliferation
threats and to engaging in preventive diplomacy to address such imminent
threats. To this end, and especially to assist the non-permanent Council mem-
bers, the UN Secretariat should be given the resources to assemble and analyse
developments in the non-proliferation field. The Secretary-General could draw
the attention of the Council to potential proliferation problems. The Council
could consider its actions in the light of the seriousness of the situation.

Two major cases of treaty violation have during the past decade been
brought to the Council’s attention, North Korea and Iraq, and the two cases
have been treated in two different ways.

In the case of North Korea, as mentioned above, the Council supported the
process towards the establishment of the Agreed Framework, which aimed at
encouraging North Korea to steer away from a course which could have led it
to acquire nuclear weapons. In the case of Iraq, on the basis of the ceasefire
provisions of Security Council Resolution 687 (1991), the Council took the
responsibility for establishing a strong international inspection regime backed
up occasionally by the threat of the use of force.

These cases demonstrate that the Security Council is capable of choosing
from a wide range of remedies to address potential non-compliance—from
cooperative arrangements over sanctions to the use of force.

When in May 1998 India and Pakistan, neither of them a party to the NPT,
carried out nuclear weapon tests and made public their aspirations to become
or be regarded as nuclear weapon states, the Security Council reacted sharply
and established its credentials as responsible for the security implications of
the new development in two statements, on 14 and 29 May, and specifically in
Resolution 1172 (1998) reiterated its statement of January 1992—thus reaf-
firming that the proliferation of any WMD constitutes a threat to international
peace and security.
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Reflecting on this statement and accepting that in the multilateral disarma-
ment field the norm-creating process has essentially been accomplished, atten-
tion should now shift to implementation, compliance and enforcement as pri-
ority tasks for the international community. The urgency and complexity of
these tasks have increased, with new actors in addition to states, namely,
regional warlords, criminal syndicates and various terrorist groups, showing
signs of becoming involved in trading with and acquiring weapons of mass
destruction, related components and their means of production. These devel-
opments and trends constitute a new and unprecedented challenge to the UN
and require new thinking and new approaches.

Considering that the primary purpose of the United Nations, as stated in
Article 1 of its Charter, is the prevention and removal of threats to peace and
the suppression of acts of aggression, few other tasks than WMD non-
proliferation and disarmament can better serve this purpose.



22. Transparency, verification and safeguards

Thérese Delpech

I. Introduction

In the novel Remembrance of Things Past, Madame de Villeparisis always
uses three words to describe a situation or express a feeling.! The curious twist
of this habit is the choice she makes to start with the most emphatic word and
to end with the word that is more limited in scope, contrary to basic rules of
rhetoric. A similar gradation is present in the title of this paper, from the vague
concept of ‘transparency’ to the more technical one of ‘safeguards’.

The terms in the triad ‘transparency, verification and safeguards’, although
pertaining roughly to the same area of competence, have different meanings.

Transparency is undoubtedly the widest in scope. Not only does it refer to
information, the access to it and the reliability that can be associated with the
data obtained, but it also has a major political assumption: that openness is one
of the many dimensions of regional and international security. This assump-
tion is not universal. Opacity or at least ambiguity could be favoured in certain
regions or by some political regimes.

The importance and scope of verification have been steadily growing since
the end of the cold war. It essentially involves monitoring compliance with
treaties and agreements, but the verification tasks associated with peace
missions have also expanded dramatically. They now include not only the dis-
armament and demobilization of troops but their reintegration into society as
well. Multiple and increasingly sophisticated tools are now available to
implement verification which is supposed to demonstrate the bona fide of
parties and, to some extent, also to deter cheating.

The use of the term safeguards, finally, is even narrower in its usual mean-
ing as only one of the verification supplements or means, with frequent ref-
erence to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) verification
system.

Why is transparency such an important concept in arms control and inter-
national security today? Is there a continuum of levels of confidence deriving
from the information from these three different means? What are the priorities
of the future agenda in this respect? These are some of the questions addressed
in the sections below.

! Proust, M., 4 la recherche du temps perdu [Remembrance of things past], (Gallimard: Paris, 1947).
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II. Transparency in the post-cold war era

The reasons for the increased importance of transparency in arms control and
security matters are both political and technical.

The political dimension: openness and resistance to it

The political dimension has to do with the end of the cold war. Experience of
the cooperative security process in the East—West context suggests that trans-
parency has played a significant role in lessening the tension between the two
blocs. Transparency measures can even claim a significant share of credit for
the rapprochement that finally took place between them. The cooperative pro-
cess has relied heavily on an increasingly sophisticated set of confidence-
building measures and transparency measures designed to have significant
security benefits (whence the denomination ‘confidence- and security-building
measures’). The information exchanges on military forces, doctrines for
strategic planning and notification of military activities had major security
objectives: to ensure that the East—West competition would be less risky and
more predictable. Reducing the likelihood of the use of force, in particular of
surprise attack, was a sensible goal between the two military alliances, which
had the ability to completely destroy themselves and all of Europe, should
deterrence fail. An additional advantage was the lessening of the Soviet
pressure on the Central European countries reinforced by the permanent threat
to use force against them.

Commonly seen as uniquely valuable for Europe because of the unique
European conditions, transparency measures in the East-West context have
probably less to do with Europe and its peculiarities than with the enormous
threat and the risks arising from possible miscalculations and surprises. The
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE)? process took
place in the context of the most impressive political, ideological and military
confrontation known in human history, with a large part of Europe occupied
by Soviet forces and with a high level of distrust on both sides. What has been
achieved in such extreme circumstances is probably possible elsewhere, pro-
vided that the will to build confidence and stability exists.

Confidence, security and transparency measures are particularly relevant to
regions of tension, notably the Middle East, South Asia and above all East
Asia, where the risk of armed conflicts is significant. Asia is famous for its
reluctance to openly address security issues, but it is increasingly clear that
silence and ambiguity are not the best recipes to avoid crises, since they only
increase the possibility of misunderstanding and miscalculation. Transparency
measures concerning the size, doctrines and operational practices of the mili-
tary forces could make military behaviour more predictable in Asia and, in the

2 The CSCE was made a permanent organization—the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE)—on 1 Jan. 1995.
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best case, reassure concerned states of the non-threatening intentions of their
neighbours. For the time being, only the initial stages of transparency are
being contemplated there, but reluctance could be progressively overcome if
security benefits can be recognized.

In any case, the new emphasis on openness is no longer limited to the
so-called Western world, as the tragic accident of the Kursk in the Barents Sea
recently showed. International cooperation had to be accepted, even too late to
save lives, in order to open this ultra-secret nuclear attack submarine, the
largest in the world. The Russian public opinion only complained that the
acceptance of external intervention was so late. This story does illustrate the
new meaning national sovereignty is acquiring. It is progressively considered
less as a way of insulating the state against external scrutiny and more as a
normative concept of responsibility. Arms control and disarmament are only
part of the picture, but they do share the consequences of this emerging policy
framework.

The 1999 Tokyo Forum report on non-proliferation and disarmament places
a considerable emphasis on transparency.®> With such an approach, it is not
surprising that China was characterized as the least transparent of the nuclear
weapon states and became the focus of some attention, unlike in the 1996
Canberra Report on the same subject.* The staunchest opposition to the
widespread feeling that openness and transparency are significant for peace
and stability is coming from Beijing. China contends that transparency should
be offered only from a position of strength, a conception that is radically at
odds with the common view of transparency as a confidence-building meas-
ure. To some extent, it is even an opposite view, raising suspicion that trans-
parency is used only when a ‘show of force’ is deemed necessary, for instance
by deploying 150 short-range ballistic missiles across the Taiwan Strait. It
would also be consistent with this policy to use opacity to hide or protect a
military build-up. As Rebecca Johnson suggests in a recent article in Dis-
armament Diplomacy, ‘Beijing’s real objection centres on preserving the
culture of military secrecy, growing with interest in theories of asymmetric
and ‘unrestricted” warfare, which rely on ambiguity and unexpected response
configurations’.’

It is largely this suspicion that leads an increasing number of actors in and
outside the region to ask China to declare its capabilities and intentions, par-
ticularly in the ballistic missile and nuclear fields. The questions posed have
not yet received satisfactory answers. From time to time China expresses its

3 Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, ‘Facing Nuclear Dangers: An Action
Plan for the 21st Century: The Report of the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarma-
ment’, Report presented at the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation, Tokyo, 23-25 July 1999,
available at URL <http://www.stimson.org/clusters/tokyoforum.html>.

4 Canberra Commission, ‘Report of the Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons’, Report presented at the Conference on Disarmament, Canberra, 30 Jan. 1997, available at
URL <http://www.dfat.gov.au/cc/cchome.html>.

5 Johnson, R., ‘NPT 2000: implementing the disarmament pledges’, Disarmament Diplomacy, no. 48
(July 2000).
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irritation at the international community by saying that transparency only
makes the weak weaker, illustrating once again the notion of transparency as a
means of showing strength. This is probably misguided thinking, however,
since unless China improves transparency the perception of its threat is sure to
grow in East Asia, with all the possible unpleasant consequences for Beijing
itself, including growing interest in short-range missile defences and strength-
ened US military ties with Japan and Taiwan. Increased transparency in Asia
can be described as a major regional and international goal, but it will be a
hard-fought, hard-won battle.

The technical dimension: transparency and deception

Technical developments also play an important role in the current vogue of
transparency. For some time, the world has been circled by satellites in orbits
that transcend national borders. In the East—West context, at a time when the
competition was at its peak, satellites contributed to mutual confidence with-
out intrusiveness on the ground, always more difficult to obtain between ene-
mies, but they now provide information with increasing precision. Although
the available information still needs to be assessed correctly, as the 1999
NATO bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade has shown in a most
embarrassing fashion, the precision of modern satellites is a key element in the
centrality of transparency in security matters. Countermeasures are also at
hand, among them decoys and underground facilities. The air campaign in
Kosovo prompted the use of a significant number of decoys. They may have
been primitive (inflatable or wooden tanks, false bridges and roads) but far
from ineffective in deceiving the pilots and the so-called smart weapons.
Deception by a military adversary is an art that democratic societies seldom
understand. The strategic relationship between accountable and open countries
and opaque and deceitful ones is a complex subject, with many possible sce-
narios at hand. In the light of the cold war, openness has won, but no universal
rule can be written down. To predict permanent defeat of opacity and decep-
tion would be highly uncertain in practice. The importance of deception in the
outcome of World War II and the victory of the allies is a good contrary
example.

Concealment can be as valuable as deception in inhibiting surveillance from
space or air. The world champion in underground facilities is probably North
Korea, which has long been considered one of the most tightly closed, unpre-
dictable and dangerous countries in today’s world. It is not clear whether or to
what extent Pyongyang’s more open policy should be seen as a new strategy,
but the appearance of a thaw in North—South relations after the historic June
2000 Summit has caused less pessimistic assessments. It is true that no con-
crete concessions have been made so far by Pyongyang on any major security
concern: the moratorium on missile tests is coupled with numerous types of
cooperation abroad in the ballistic missile area; the amount of plutonium
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reprocessed by North Korea in 1989, 1990 and 1991 remains unknown; the
inspections of the Kumchang-ni site, where covert nuclear activities were
suspected and not found by US inspectors, could have been prompted by
astute North Korean deception—thousands of workers on this site were sure to
draw the attention of US satellites; hundreds or even thousands of tunnels
across the country continue to prevent any precise assessment of North Korean
capabilities, political intentions and military plans; and finally, according to
two non-proliferation experts, David Albright and Kevin O’Neill, new
constructions in Yongbyong remain unexplained.S Transparency, verification,
and safeguards are still unknown in North Korea but for the limited
verification of the freeze agreed to in October 1994 on the nuclear programme.

In sum, transparency provided by satellites, even with increasingly accurate
information, has to take into account the resort to countermeasures and con-
cealment techniques, improving as well. National technical means will also
remain more useful in a bilateral than in a multilateral context: the limited
availability of satellites to the majority of states, particularly in the developing
countries, is a significant shortcoming for the verification of multilateral
treaties, even if and when they are taken into account.

The revolution in information technology also stimulates ever greater trans-
parency with more and more information processed and distributed in today’s
world. One of the limitations of this evolution is the difficulty in screening the
amount of available information and the remaining qualitative difference
between information and knowledge or even between knowledge and wisdom.
On the other side, it is increasingly difficult to conceal information, and coun-
tries trying to block or delay such a technological evolution are most probably
fighting a lost battle. Also essential to the current evolution of verification
procedures is the use of remote monitoring techniques, which are becoming an
essential tool, since they ought to provide one of the major efficiency gains.
They should not replace on-site inspections, however, which remain the best
way to increase confidence and deter cheating. Therefore, to ensure success,
verification processes increasing reliance on remote monitoring have to prove
their effectiveness before contemplating actual reduction of on-site inspec-
tions.

II1. Transparency and verification: their complementarity

As compared to verification, the information obtained through transparency
measures is of more questionable value. However, the main lesson provided
by experience is probably that the whole may be more than the sum of its
parts—in other words, transparency and verification are more significant and
useful when they are associated with each other. Transparency without verifi-
cation has evident shortcomings. The development of transparency has been

6 Albright, D. and O’Neill, K. (eds), Solving the North Korean Puzzle (ISIS Press: Washington, DC,
2000).
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influenced by the challenges of verification over the past decades in many
ways. One is to use transparency measures as a step towards verification when
the latter is still out of reach. Such is the case up to now as far as fissile
material stocks for explosive purposes in nuclear weapon states are concerned.
Not subject to IAEA safeguards but marginally, due to the limitations of the
Russian and US initiatives in this respect, the amount of highly enriched ura-
nium and plutonium in the possession of nuclear states can be estimated, but
remains unknown. The call for transparency on this matter is supposed to
contribute to preparations for future negotiations concerning the cut-off con-
vention. France, Russia, the UK and the USA announced their decision to stop
production of plutonium and highly enriched uranium in the period from 1992
to 1996 with this perspective in mind. A similar reasoning has been adopted
for tactical nuclear weapons between Russia and the USA. Not included in
bilateral agreements so far, they were the subjects in 1991 and 1992 of major
unilateral announcements by Presidents George Bush, Mikhail Gorbachev and
then Boris Yeltsin. Although welcome and even significant at the time, the
limits of such declarations are now clear enough. When the Russian military
doctrine and even Russian military exercises put more emphasis on nuclear
weapons, particularly tactical ones, such unilateral commitments could be
abandoned, even without a public declaration. Transparency without verifi-
cation has some merits, therefore, but their limits are clear.

Conversely, verification without transparency poses delicate problems for
inspectors. In some specific cases, and precisely when it is most needed, veri-
fication has to be implemented in a more or less opaque or even hostile envi-
ronment, as the Iraqi case clearly shows. Iraq is also the best example of what
can be achieved with intrusive verification when there is no transparency. The
hardest test is provided by Iraq’s biological programme. Eight declarations
provided by Baghdad since 1991, and defined by Iraq as ‘full, final and com-
plete’, are still neither full, final nor complete. Lies and deception have been
constant features of the Iraqi strategy. In such a context, the considerable
amount of information gathered on the nuclear, chemical, biological and
ballistic missile programmes is a remarkable illustration of verification, even if
part of it has been acquired with the decisive help of Iraqi defectors. Verifica-
tion was an essential part of the ceasefire in 1991 and it remains so. The
absence of on-site inspections and verification activities in Iraq since Decem-
ber 1998 (but for the IAEA safeguards applied to nuclear materials remaining
on Iraqi territory and consisting of low enriched, natural and depleted
uranium) is therefore a major matter of concern.

Military action does not achieve much in terms of disarmament, but there
would be less unilateralism if there were more multilateralism within the
Security Council. A new beginning is now indispensable in Iraq with the
implementation of UN Security Council Resolution 1284 in order to finish the
job as defined by UN Security Council Resolutions 687, 705 and 715. It does
require the unanimous support of the five permanent members of the Security
Council (the P5), even if three of them have chosen abstention on Resolution
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1284. Their responsibility is at stake before the rest of the Council and the
international community as a whole to prevent Iraq from reconstituting its
weapons of mass destruction capabilities. Iraq’s neighbours most certainly
draw their own conclusions from the current situation and could also contem-
plate unilateral actions in the future. This is in no one’s interest. The new
international body of inspectors dealing with Irag—the UN Monitoring, Veri-
fication and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC)—will have to overcome
Iraq’s refusal to comply with the new resolution. The level of information
which might still be obtained in Iraq is unclear, but there is general agreement
concerning the inadequacy of what is available so far.

The main conclusion from these examples is probably that the shape of
things to come should increasingly rely, whenever possible, on both trans-
parency and verification. However, there is also a serious risk that trans-
parency will be used as a substitute for verification and that non-cooperative
partners will continue to challenge international willingness to enforce inter-
national law.

IV. Nuclear safeguards: the least imperfect tool?

The TAEA safeguards system has evolved over more than 30 years and this
long period of time and experience is a decisive part of their value. In the
1990s, under the pressure of challenges posed by Iraq, North Korea and South
Africa, the Board of Governors and the IAEA sought to adopt new measures.
The three cases are different, but they all tell the same story: the difficulty to
detect clandestine nuclear activities. More openness is needed from member
states in order to avoid a deep suspicion concerning safeguards adequacy to
fulfil their task under the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in the future.

South Africa acceded to the NPT in 1991 and, when President F. W.
de Klerk disclosed in 1993 the former South African nuclear military
programme, the IAEA was invited to verify its termination. The task was
unusually complex and far-reaching for the traditional IAEA verification
system. Access to all facilities that had been used for the programme was
granted and the history of the nuclear military project was disclosed as well. It
contained a number of sophisticated deception measures to fool verification
(in particular US satellites), including a large number of dual-use facilities.

In Iraq, the JAEA was granted extraordinary rights to fulfil its mandate:
under Resolution 687, the IAEA had to develop a plan ‘for the destruction,
removal, or rendering harmless’ of Iraq’s ‘nuclear weapons or nuclear-
weapon-usable materials or any subsystems or components or any research,
development, support or manufacturing facilities related to’ the weapons or
the nuclear-weapon-usable materials. Unrestricted freedom of entry into Iraq
and unrestricted freedom of movement in Iraq were granted to inspectors. The
disclosure of Iraq’s clandestine nuclear military programme in violation of its
obligations under the NPT was progressive. Only Hussein Kamel’s defection
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in August 1995 led the Iraqi Government to recognize that a ‘crash pro-
gramme’ had been planned to assemble a nuclear device. Clearly, no routine
inspection of declared nuclear material could have detected this significant
nuclear military programme.

In North Korea, the experience was different again. US satellite images
showed images of two structures not listed in North Korea’s initial report and
not open to inspectors, while the IAEA analyses revealed that several repro-
cessing campaigns had taken place and not a single one as contended by
Pyongyang. Additional access and additional information would have been
indispensable to answer the questions posed by inspectors (which still remain
pending today).

In 1995, the IAEA Board of Governors agreed to put into effect some new
measures that did not require additional legal authority. The second part of the
programme was approved two years later, in May 1997. From then onwards,
the traditional system has been supplemented by additional transparency from
member states, with more information on their nuclear programmes plus
increased access to their sites. More is expected from states regarding addi-
tional information generated by additional means, but the Agency also attaches
less unquestioning confidence to the information provided, using extra sources
to cross-check the extended declaration. The new measures allow more quali-
tative verification activities to be carried out to complement conventional
inspections. In combination with the safeguards agreement, the additional
protocol gives the IAEA a better ability to have a complete picture of a state’s
production and holdings. The verification function of the Agency under
strengthened safeguards will aim at the detection of any diversion of both
declared and undeclared nuclear material. The stronger verification regime has
three major pillars: (a) more information about locations and activities,
(b) more access to locations of interest and (c) more technology to support
verification.

V. Some priorities

Tactical nuclear weapons. There are no public data on the number and loca-
tion of tactical nuclear weapons (TNW). Nor are there any public data with
respect to the number of eliminated nuclear warheads. Unofficial estimates
vary widely, and doctrines fluctuate as well. Transparency measures regarding
the existing deployed and undeployed TNW would therefore be essential, par-
ticularly concerning countries advocating continued reliance on TNW, even
before discussions and negotiations, either bilateral or multilateral, could be
envisaged. The 1991 Russian and US unilateral commitments could be con-
firmed, formalized and extended with further withdrawal and elimination of
deployed TNW and the inclusion of verification measures.

Ballistic missile technology. The Missile Technology Control Regime needs
to be strengthened in order to address ballistic missile proliferation in a more
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effective manner. It could include a code of conduct comprising clear non-
proliferation commitments, notably from the P5, in this increasingly destabi-
lizing area, and an array of confidence-building measures (pre-notification of
missile tests and transparency measures).

Biological weapons. Compliance with the 1972 Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention (BTWC) by major powers, notably China and Russia,
with access to suspected facilities is a major objective along with the adoption
of the BTWC Verification Protocol.” The Protocol is and will remain imper-
fect, but failure to adopt it would give the dangerous signal that military bio-
logical programmes have a free ride at a time when new threats have emerged
in the field through the spread of recent scientific advances, requiring the
opposite policy. The Protocol could be supplemented by a number of other
measures, including a code of conduct for biologists and the criminalization of
scientists involved in military biological programmes.

Chemical weapons. Although 136 states had become parties to the 1993
Chemical Weapons Convention as of 1 September 2000, concern persists
about the transparency of chemical demilitarization in a number of key states
parties, including Iran and Russia.

IAEA safeguards. Implementation of the strengthened safeguards regime,
which was set up in 1997, is now the priority for the IAEA. It is still in the
initial stages of implementation. Its success will depend on the following fac-
tors: acceptance by member states of the additional protocol; the quality of the
evaluation process; the effectiveness of human resources; the equipment
acquisition; and the financing of safeguards.

Verification scenarios related to nuclear disarmament. They should in par-
ticular take into account the technical challenges of verifying actual reductions
of nuclear holdings without disclosing secret data which should remain secret:
verification must therefore permit authentication while protecting sensitive
information.

However perfect any future verification system might be, the backing of the
Security Council, in which the enforcement power of the UN resides, will
remain essential in case of violation. A suspension of the veto right in such
circumstances appears crucial to prevent possible abuse of this privilege to
support, even indirectly, proliferation. Such proposal would be consistent with
the statement of the President of the Security Council in January 1992 charac-
terizing nuclear proliferation as ‘a threat to international peace and security’.

V. Conclusion

Transparency could be an essential step towards effective verification. It
should not, however, become a substitute. Nor does it by itself necessarily
increase security, since it might also provide warning signals and even threats.

7 Documents on the BTWC can be found at URL <http://projects.sipri.se/cbw/docs/bw-btwc-
mainpage.html>.
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Verification measures are dramatically expanding. They will remain imper-
fect but are also constantly perfectible. It appears preferable to look at the per-
fectibility rather than at the imperfection.

Strengthened nuclear safeguards will enhance the nuclear non-proliferation
regime by increasing the confidence of NPT parties that the regime is imple-
mented. Enhanced possibility to identify or investigate cases of non-
compliance will not by itself, however, solve the question related to the ade-
quate response to blatant violation.

The issue of political will in case of violation was already strongly under-
lined in a seminal article published in 1961 by Fred Iklé in Foreign Affairs,
‘After detection—what?’: ‘Detecting violation is not enough. What counts are
the political and military consequences of a violation once it has been
detected, since these alone will determine whether or not the violator stands to
gain in the end’.
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I. The legacy of the cold war

During the cold war, the controv