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PART I: AN INTRODUCTION TO ARMS CONTROL


CHAPTER 1 Introduction: Arms Control’s Third Era

Robert E. Williams Jr.

Robert E. Williams Jr. is a professor of political science at Pepperdine University, Malibu, California.

A look back at the past century suggests that we may now be at the beginning of a third major era in the theory and practice of arms control. According to this way of assessing the modern history of arms control, the first of these three eras began with World War I. As a consequence of what that generation called “the Great War,” there developed the conviction that armaments were the problem (or at least a significant part of it) and, as a result, that disarmament had to be the solution. The League of Nations Covenant, with its call for “reduction of national armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common action of international obligations,” exemplified this belief that disarmament was an essential component of the quest for order in the international system. But so, too, did the Washington Naval Conference of 1921–1922, which produced an agreement to limit naval expansion; the 1925 Geneva Protocol, which prohibited the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons; and the report of the Nye Committee in the United States Senate, which, in 1936, concluded that weapons manufacturers had been instrumental in leading the United States to war in 1917.

World War II, and the Japanese and German militarization that preceded it, prompted a shift in the dominant view of the relationship between weapons and war. Many were convinced by the drift toward war in the 1930s that arming rather than disarming might be the most effective way to preserve peace or to make the wars that did occur less destructive. Given the lessons of World War II, disarmament—defined by some as a facile belief that reducing armaments would reduce the chances of war—might have been completely discredited had the Manhattan Project not succeeded in introducing nuclear weapons into the equation. For the first time in history, human beings had the potential to annihilate their own species. This, naturally, led some to the conviction that, whatever the evidence might suggest about the need for conventional weapons to preserve peace, disarmament as a strategy was more important than ever where the atomic bomb was concerned. Thus, well into the 1950s, the disarmament ethos of the 1920s persisted, although fractured by the new division of armaments into conventional and nuclear categories.

The second major era in the theory and practice of arms control appeared in the late 1950s and early 1960s as the strategic community—civilian and military policy makers and, importantly, a small group of scholars—developed what Hedley Bull later called the “new thinking.”1 Because a nuclear deterrence relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union had begun to develop, thus suggesting that nuclear weapons might help preserve peace rather than leading inevitably to ruin, the central objective of both bilateral negotiations and unilateral policies (at least in the United States) shifted away from the elimination of nuclear weapons toward their management. Stability, not disarmament, became the watchword in academic analyses and government policies related to nuclear weapons. The term “arms control” was adopted as being more descriptive than “disarmament” of the limited objectives associated with the “new thinking.” Out of the arms control approach came agreements to enhance the ability of Soviet and American leaders to communicate in a crisis, a grand bargain that placed modest caps on offensive nuclear forces but much more dramatic limits on antiballistic missile systems, and a variety of so-called confidence-building measures. The objective was never nuclear disarmament, which might be destabilizing, but an assured second-strike capability that, in theory, enhanced stability.

A third era seems to have begun, naturally enough, with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War. It is, thus far, an era marked by a dramatic reduction (although not the complete disappearance) of concern over the preservation of second-strike nuclear forces. This has made possible significant reductions in American and Russian strategic nuclear weapons. A world without nuclear weapons has been made more conceivable as a result, although many obstacles to that end persist.

But nuclear arms reductions—clearing away the accumulated detritus of the Cold War—are not likely to be the defining features of this new era in the theory and practice of arms control. At this stage, two other developments seem to be vying for preeminence on the arms control agenda.

In the 1990s, as attention shifted from the center to the periphery and security scholars and policy makers began to attend more persistently to the problem of nasty and persistent intrastate conflicts in the developing world, one aspect of arms control returned to its roots in international humanitarian law. Put another way, the new concept of human security began to exert some influence over the arms control agenda. At the same time, civil society began to play a more assertive role in arms control. Rather than merely pushing for arms control, as groups like Pugwash, Physicians for Social Responsibility, and the Union of Concerned Scientists had done during the Cold War, nongovernmental organizations in the 1990s began to gain a seat at the table. The means by which certain arms control agreements are achieved was altered significantly in the Ottawa Process, leading to the creation in 1997 of an international ban on antipersonnel landmines. A similar process—the Oslo Process—yielded the Convention on Cluster Munitions in 2008. In both cases, and in other efforts to limit small arms and light weapons or explosive remnants of war, the focus has been on the alleviation of the human suffering that has regularly accompanied war and its aftermath, especially in the developing world.

The other major development in arms control in this new era has been the shift toward measures designed to block nonstate actors from acquiring the worst of what is to be found in the world’s arsenals. Disarmament and arms control efforts have always required a certain amount of cooperation between or among states; the fact that the cooperation required involved states that perceived their negotiating partners as potential security threats complicated matters considerably. Today, however, some of the most important ongoing arms control negotiations involve efforts by states, acting collectively, to secure themselves against threats posed by nonstate actors. This, at least in theory, unites participating states behind the common objective of combating threats that, if not actually outside the borders of states, are at least outside state policies. The “in theory” caveat is necessary, of course, because negotiations like those aimed at the elusive Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty have demonstrated that even broad agreement on objectives such as keeping nuclear weapons components out of the hands of nonstate actors may not overcome specific disagreements over means.

These two developments in arms control both reflect a shift that is occurring in the international system as a whole toward a larger role, relative to states, for nonstate actors. Terrorist groups (now sometimes decoupled from state sponsors), nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), transnational criminal organizations (TCOs), private foundations, and even individuals have emerged as actors worth noting in international politics. At the same time, the spread of human rights, the rise of human security, and the codification of international criminal law all give individuals a degree of standing they have not previously had in the international system. Although states are far from being displaced from their privileged position at the center of security policy, there is in fact a new security paradigm emerging that requires states to give more attention to the needs and the interests of individuals, regardless of whether those individuals live within their own borders.2

It would be excessive to suggest that the new era in arms control will be the age of the individual; too much state-to-state business remains. Proliferation challenges, in which the principal actors are states such as Iran and North Korea, abound. New (and relatively new) domains of state-based military competition such as cyberspace and outer space require management. Emerging military technologies such as robotic weapons systems will generally be deployed first by states and thus will be subject to state-based arms control efforts. Nevertheless, the increased attention to nonstate actors cannot help but alter in some fashion the arms control agenda. It is already doing so.

The chapters that follow in these two volumes have a great deal to say about where arms control has been, where it stands at present, and where, within the limits of our foresight, it appears to be headed. Not all the authors of these chapters would accept the analysis presented in this introduction, nor do they all agree with each other. Collectively, however, they present a rich and stimulating survey of the history of arms control, its theoretical foundations, and its present and future challenges. Together with biographical sketches of some of those who have influenced the shape of modern arms control and a selection of recent treaties, these essays both illuminate and critique what may be a new era in arms control.

NOTES

1. Hedley Bull, “Arms Control: A Stocktaking and Prospectus,” in Problems of Modern Strategy, ed. Alastair Buchan (New York: Praeger Publishers for the Institute for Strategic Studies, 1970), 139–43.

2. See Dan Caldwell and Robert E. Williams Jr., Seeking Security in an Insecure World, 2nd ed. (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2012), 10–12.


CHAPTER 2 A Template for Understanding Arms Control

Paul R. Viotti

Paul R. Viotti is a professor in the Josef Korbel School of International Studies and executive director of the Institute on Globalization and Security (IGLOS), University of Denver.

Paul R. Viotti provides a three-part organizational frame for arms control that helps us understand conceptually what is at issue. The template accommodates provisions of particular arms control treaties, conventions, or other agreements that fall into one or more of the specified categories: (1) controls on armaments, both quantitative and qualitative; (2) spatial restrictions (regional, geographic, or zonal); and (3) functional measures.

For many policy makers, arms control is a means employed for diverse purposes—not an end in itself. For others it is a process—one that may bear fruit in building relations and establishing norms of conduct among states and within international organizations and other institutional settings.

Arms control may reduce tensions and thus the likelihood of war. Multilateral norms favoring peaceful or constructive engagement even among adversaries may be strengthened or institutionalized in the pursuit of arms control as a process for dealing effectively with competing interests. Consistent with these norms, sets of agreed rules (many with the standing of international law) constitute international regimes, usually accompanied by institutional arrangements or international organizations that states set up to govern their arms control activities. A prominent example of the latter is the Vienna-based International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), tasked and given authority by its member states to oversee the nuclear nonproliferation regime.

Military spending has substantial opportunity costs. Reducing outlays for armaments may free up resources that can be allocated to other projects or made available to the citizenry for private use—“swords into plowshares” in the biblical phrase. Quite apart from these purposes, arms control also may be part of a strategic calculus, as when policy makers use this means to improve their state’s position in relation to other states or even to buy time in this competition.

Given the failure to achieve the lofty and elusive goal of general and complete disarmament in the years immediately following World War II, by the 1960s the focus had shifted to arms control that more modestly puts limits or constraints on military capabilities. One still can draw a distinction between disarmament or reduction in numbers of military forces and associated weaponry on the one hand and arms control on the other, but as a practical matter the lines between the two have blurred substantially over the last half-century. The preference in these two volumes, then, is to include reductions in armaments as part of the larger arms control fabric.

A THREE-CATEGORY TEMPLATE OR TAXONOMY OF ARMS CONTROL MEASURES

The large number of arms control agreements—not to mention the diverse measures they contain—can be confusing in the absence of an organizing framework. One way to conceive of arms control is to see it categorically: (1) limits on armed forces and armaments; (2) spatial restrictions (regional, geographic, or zonal); and (3) functional measures.1 By using categories such as these, we bring some structure to the study of arms control.

Helpful as they may be conceptually, in practice these classifications do overlap. They are by no means mutually exclusive, airtight categories. Arms control treaties or other agreements often contain provisions identified with more than one of these categories. Specified limits on armaments, for example, may apply spatially within particular regions, thus combining the first and second categories. Likewise, it may be that functional measures also are regionally specified—a combination of categories three and two respectively. Nevertheless, the three categories do define conceptually what is at issue and thus give us a way to make some sense of the large number of arms control treaties or agreements and the diverse provisions they contain.

In the list of treaties and agreements in Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 we have placed a given agreement in the category to which the document most closely conforms. In some instances, however, the same agreement may be listed in more than one of these categories should the importance of its diverse provisions so dictate. The texts of these documents can be found in a two-volume, annotated Praeger set on Arms Control and Global Security: A Document Guide, ed. Paul R. Viotti (Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger/ABC-Clio, 2010).

The documents included in this volume are all in the public domain and are collected here as a reference or text for use in arms control or security-related courses. Treaties and conventions are presented for the most part in their full text, although we have had to omit some lengthy and detailed appendices and annexes used by those tasked with implementing these agreements. Although preference is given to printing the full text of treaties or conventions that are legally binding on the parties, volume length constraints led us to exercise editorial license on other, often politically binding executive agreements between or among governments—reducing their length to essential elements, with omissions marked by ellipses. Readers may find the full text of appendices, annexes, agreements, and other documents not reprinted here in archives maintained by the UN, other international organizations, and individual nations either online or as hard-copy documents of record.

Table 2.1 Quantitative and Qualitative Limits on Armed Forces and Armaments




	This most prominent of the three categories relates to armed forces and their armaments. Indeed, most arms control treaties, conventions, or other agreements reduce or place quantitative limits or qualitative constraints on military forces and their weapons or weapons systems—chemical, biological, nuclear, radiological, and conventional. Beyond limiting numbers of personnel, weapons, or weapons systems, qualitative restraints address not only types of armed forces and weapons, locations of deployments, and the readiness of these forces to engage in combat, but also the ability to modernize weaponry through research, development, and tests of new designs or components of weapons and weapons systems. Qualitative efforts also include prohibitions and restraints on the application or transfer of technologies subject to dual use between the civil and military sectors.




	Early Agreements




	St. Petersburg Declaration (1868), the formal title: Declaration Renouncing the Use, in Time of War, of Explosive Projectiles under 400 Grammes Weight




	The Hague Conventions (1899)




	A. Final Act of the International Peace Conference, The Hague, July 29, 1899




	B. Declaration (IV, 1), to Prohibit, for the Term of Five Years, the Launching of Projectiles and Explosives from Balloons, and Other Methods of Similar Nature




	C. Declaration (IV, 2) Concerning Asphyxiating Gases




	D. Declaration (IV, 3) Concerning Expanding Bullets




	The Hague Conventions (1907)




	A. Final Act of the Second Peace Conference




	B. Convention (VIII) Relative to the Laying of Automatic Submarine Contact Mines




	C. Declaration (XIV) Prohibiting the Discharge of Projectiles and Explosives from Balloons




	Washington Naval Treaty (1922)




	Washington Treaty Relating to the Use of Submarines and Noxious Gases in Warfare (1922)




	Chemical and Biological Weapons




	Geneva Protocol against Using Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons (1925), the formal title: Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous, or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare




	Biological Weapons Convention (BWC; 1972)




	Bilateral Destruction Agreement (1990)




	Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC; 1993): Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction




	Nuclear Weapons




	The Partial or Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT; 1963): Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, Outer Space, and Under Water




	The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT; 1974): Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests




	“Peaceful” Nuclear Explosions (PNE; 1976): Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes




	Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT; 1996)




	Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT; 1968)




	Zangger Committee’s Commitment (1975)




	Physical Protection of Nuclear Material Convention (1979)




	Prohibition of the Production of Fissile Material for Nuclear Weapons or Other Nuclear Explosive Devices (UN General Assembly Resolution 48/75 L; 1993)




	U.S.-Belize Proliferation Security Initiative Ship Boarding Agreement (2005; as an example applied to subsequent agreements of this genre)




	Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons: International Court of Justice Advisory Opinion (1996)




	U.S.-Russian (former USSR) Bilateral Agreements




	U.S.-Soviet Hot Line Agreements (1963, 1971, and 1984):




	A. Memorandum of Understanding between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establishment of a Direct Communications Link (1963)




	B. Agreement between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Measures to Improve the USA-USSR Direct Communications Link (1971)




	C. Agreement between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to Expand the U.S.-USSR Direct Communications Link (1984)




	Nuclear Incidents Agreement (1971): Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics




	Incidents on the High Seas (1972): Agreement between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Prevention of Incidents on and over the High Seas




	Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT I; 1972): Interim Agreement between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Certain Measures with Respect to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms




	A Strategic Defense Regime: The Nixon-Brezhnev Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and Its Abrogation by the George W. Bush Administration (1972, U.S. withdrawal announced in 2001)




	Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT II; 1979): Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, Together with Agreed Statements and Common Understandings




	Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty (1987): Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles




	Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START I; 1991): Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms




	Strategic Arms Reductions Talks (START II; 1993 and 1997): Treaty between the United States of America and the Russian Federation on Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms




	Clinton-Yeltsin Plutonium Disposal Agreement (1998)




	Joint Statement on Management and Disposition of Weapons-Grade Plutonium (2000)




	Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT; 2002): Treaty between the United States of America and the Russian Federation on Strategic Offensive Reductions




	New Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty (New START; 2010)




	Conventional Weapons




	Act of Helsinki: Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE; 1975)




	Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCWC; 1981): Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects




	A. Protocol on Nondetectable Fragments (Protocol I)




	B. Protocol on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Mines, Booby Traps, and Other Devices (Protocol II) as Amended on May 3, 1996




	C. Protocol on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Incendiary Weapons (Protocol III)




	D. Protocol on Blinding Laser Weapons (Protocol IV) Adopted in Vienna on October 13, 1995




	E. Protocol on Explosive Remnants of War (Protocol V) Adopted in Geneva on November 28, 2003




	Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE; 1986)




	Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE; 1990)




	Transparency in Armaments Transfers: The UN Registry (1991)




	Missile Technology Control Regime Guidelines (MTCR; 1996): Guidelines for Sensitive Missile-Relevant Transfers




	Wassenaar Arrangement (1996): The Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies




	Land Mines Convention (“Ottawa Treaty”; 1997)




	Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production, and Transfer of Antipersonnel Mines and on Their Destruction




	Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, (CIFTA; 1997)




	Mutual Reduction of Armed Forces in the Border Area (1997)




	United Nations Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in All Its Aspects (2001)




	Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (1999)




	Call for an Arms Trade Treaty: International Standards for the Import, Export, and Transfer of Conventional Arms (2008)




	United Nations, General Assembly, 61st Session, First Committee, Agenda Item 90: General and Complete Disarmament, Draft Resolution, October 12, 2006




	Convention on Cluster Munitions (2008)






Table 2.2 Spatial Restrictions: Regional, Area, or Zonal




	Arms control treaties, conventions, and other agreements that relate to particular regions, areas, or to air and space typically contain spatially defined restrictions. The particular restrictions, of course, may be quantitative or qualitative stipulations on armaments as contained in Table 2.1  or functional measures as found in Table 2.3. It is their geographic specifications, however, that qualify them for categorization here in this table. Examples in this genre are prohibitions against military activity in Antarctica, the placement of weapons of mass destruction in outer space, and the introduction of nuclear weapons or weapons-related materials into regions designated as nuclear-free zones—Latin America, the South Pacific, Southeast Asia, Africa, and Central Asia. Defining Europe as extending from the Atlantic Ocean to the Ural Mountains also delineates an area for arms reductions, constraints on deployment locations, and the construction of confidence- and security-building and other functional measures.




	Antarctic Treaty (1959)




	Seabed Treaty (1971): Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof




	Environmental Modification Convention (1977): Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques




	Law of the Sea Convention (1982)




	Air and Space




	Outer Space Treaty (1967): Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies




	Moon Treaty (1979): Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies




	Treaty on Open Skies (1992)




	Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zones




	Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (“Treaty of Tlatelolco”; 1967)




	South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty (“Treaty of Rarotonga”; 1986)




	Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (“Bangkok Treaty”; 1995)




	African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (“Treaty of Pelindaba”; 1996)




	Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia (2006)




	Europe (Atlantic to the Urals) and Central Asia




	Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE; 1975), Helsinki Final Act




	Conference on Disarmament in Europe (CDE; 1986): Document on Confidence-Building Measures and Certain Aspects of Security and Disarmament in Europe




	Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE; 1990)




	Vienna Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures (CSBMs; 1994)




	Mutual Reduction of Armed Forces in the Border Area (1997): Agreement between Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan (as a Joint Party), and China on the Mutual Reduction of Armed Forces in the Border




	The Americas




	Inter-American Convention against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other Related Materials (CIFTA; 1997)




	Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions (1999)






Table 2.3 Functional Measures




	Setting up telecommunications and other links between adversaries, providing for advance notification to other governments of military exercises and observation of such exercises by foreign representatives, rights to overfly another country’s territory for reconnaissance purposes, and the permission to conduct on-site inspections are examples of arms control through functional measures. Most of these are confidence- and security-building measures (CSBMs) designed to build the degree of trust essential to maintaining existing arms control commitments between or among parties as well as provide a foundation for follow-on agreements. There are security gains for all parties from mutual assurance of compliance not just through reconnaissance satellites, ground- or sea-based technical intelligence collection, and other national technical means (NTM) of verification, but also through improved telecommunications and routinization of contacts between or among adversaries. Bilateral CSBMs between the United States and the Russian Federation (the Soviet Union before 1992) include missile-launch notifications, a detargeting agreement, ways to manage incidents on the high seas or involving nuclear weapons, measures to prevent nuclear war, the hotline between Washington and Moscow, and Nuclear Risk Reduction and Joint Data Exchange Centers—all of which have been upgraded substantially over time as telecommunications technologies have advanced.




	Geneva Convention for the Amelioration of the Condition of the Wounded in Armies in the Field (Red Cross Convention; 1864)




	Covenant of the League of Nations (1919; esp. Article 8 that provided for pursuit of disarmament within a legally binding collective security arrangement)




	Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928; an unsuccessful effort to outlaw war)




	Charter of the United Nations (1945; esp. Articles 11 and 26—the disarmament and arms control provisions)




	U.S.-Soviet and U.S.-Russian Agreements




	Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the Establishment of a Standing Consultative Commission




	Prevention of Nuclear War (1973): Agreement between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Prevention of Nuclear War




	Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers (1987): Agreement between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Establishment of Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers




	Nunn-Lugar and Cooperative Threat Reduction (1991), the legal basis of the Statute on Cooperative Threat Reduction: Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act (H.R. 3807 and P.L. 102-228; 1991)




	Detargeting Agreement (1994): Moscow Declaration by President Clinton and Russian President Yeltsin, Moscow, Russia, January 14, 1994




	Joint Data Exchange Center Agreement (JDEC; 2000): Memorandum of Agreement between the United States of America and the Russian Federation on the Establishment of a Joint Center for the Exchange of Data from Early Warning Systems and Notifications of Missile Launches




	Missile Launch Notifications Agreement (2001): Statement by U.S. Ambassador David T. Johnson to the Permanent Council, Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, Vienna






Not all the treaties and conventions in this volume have been ratified by the requisite number of states for them to be in force. Conduct compliant with obligations in a treaty or convention not yet formally in force may create over time a customary basis in international law for making these provisions binding, but ratification by states called for by the agreement is the more concrete source for going beyond political concurrence to making the document legally binding. Rather than publish soon-outdated lists of which countries have or have not ratified treaties or conventions at issue, we direct readers to the aforementioned national and international archives.

Of course, the best single source for identifying treaties or conventions in force is the United Nations, which is required by Article 102 of its Charter to keep such records: “Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member of the United Nations after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possible be registered with the Secretariat and published by it.” The online gateway to the UN treaty archive is the “United Nations Treaty Collection” at http://untreaty.un.org/English/treaty.asp.

Since the late 1950s, the United States has played a leading role in advancing both bilateral and multilateral arms control agendas. Although deep skepticism concerning arms control was exhibited in the Bush-Cheney years (2001–2009), markedly slowing progress on global initiatives, the Obama-Biden administration has taken a different path more supportive of arms control both as a means to serve strategic ends and as a process that can contribute to improved relations across national borders. The documents included here serve as a benchmark of major arms control efforts completed toward the end of the first decade of the 21st century, with the promise of more agreements now on the drawing board or others still awaiting ratification.

NOTE

1. These categories were developed earlier (as armaments, geographic, and instrumental means) in my chapter on “International Relations and the Defense Policies of Nations,” in The Defense Policies of Nations, 2nd ed., ed. Douglas J. Murray and Paul R. Viotti (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989), 13–14. Compare the typology in the 3rd edition (1994), page 7, which differentiates regimes for controlling armaments from those that use geographic and instrumental means for controlling conflicts. Finally, chapters 14–16 in Paul R. Viotti, ed., American Foreign Policy and National Security: A Documentary Record (Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, 2005), follow respectively the same threefold classification of controlling armaments, arms control through geographic or spatial measures, and arms control through functional measures.


CHAPTER 3 Elements of a General Theory of Arms Control

Patrick M. Morgan

Patrick M. Morgan is the Tierney Chair in Global Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine.

Patrick M. Morgan sets forth elements of a general theory of arms control: (1) a definition of arms control, (2) a scheme for the classification of arms control measures, (3) an analysis of factors in international politics that shape arms control, (4) a preliminary treatment of domestic factors that also shape arms control, and (5) to illustrate the application of these elements, a brief interpretation of great power arms control in the 20th century. The article, originally published more than a quarter century ago, still has relevance in the 21st century, particularly for those seeking, if not a general theory, then at least a better understanding of arms control.

At one point in his account of the SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation Talks) I negotiations, Gerard Smith pauses for a brief review of the interesting parallels between SALT and the Washington Naval Conference of 1921–1922.1 He found intriguing similarities in the substance of the agreements, the bargaining strategies (including linkage), and the domestic and international political situations that shaped the negotiations and the results. Intriguing also is the possibility that these similarities reflect elements common to arms control endeavors that might be intellectually ordered and understood in a theory. As a policy maker, Smith had no opportunity or inclination toward reflection along these lines; policy makers are frequent consumers but rarely creators of theory. However, even after he left the government and turned to documenting his SALT experiences, Smith made no attempt to construct a theory of arms control.

This certainly puts him in good company. Despite the attention lavished on the subject, the profound importance many ascribe to it, and the widespread public support for arms control efforts (which certainly complicated life for the Reagan administration), no serious general theory has been devised. Not much progress has been made in this regard since the pioneering efforts of Schelling and Halperin, Bull, and others in the early 1960s.2 The available theoretical notions either derive from classic deterrence theory or from the view that arms control arises out of the periodic intersection of the national interests of states.3 We should be able to do better. It’s not as if arms control hasn’t been around for a long time or that we haven’t had much experience with it—it has and we have.

DEFINITION

For purposes of crafting a definition, the following things should be taken into account. To start with, the “arms” in arms control are much more than weapons. “Arms” is shorthand for the panoply of resources and arrangements by which weapons come into existence, are maintained and deployed, and are used. It takes elaborate means, processes, organizations, and decisions to create weapons (or to obtain them by purchase, gift, or theft); to prepare adequately for their use; or to actually use them. Thus arms control can be about quite a bit more than just weapons.

Another relevant consideration is that arms control concerns the military resources of states as those resources apply to relations among states. People and organizations other than states have weapons, and weapons exist for many purposes unrelated to interstate relations—hunting, crime, public order, political repression, and revolution, to name a few. There are numerous arrangements and practices for controlling these others and their weapons, and in principle arms control could be approached as something within as well as between societies. To confine the subject to states’ military resources associated with international relations is therefore a bit arbitrary. Also, there are nongovernmental groups (like al-Qaeda) that don’t fit—they are armed and, as such, affect international politics, but they don’t constitute states. And it is true that a state’s domestic forces can at times serve military purposes abroad; thus the French, in the l920s, fretted that German policemen could be mobilized for a surprise attack. Still, concessions must be made to convention, and there is the necessity to confine the subject to manageable dimensions. It is customary to limit arms control to matters pertaining to military resources in international politics and to place constraints dealing with domestic forces and weapons under other headings such as “gun control.”

A definition might also say something about purpose or function. What does arms control do? The answer is rooted in the nature of arms. Arms exist to inflict harm, and also to threaten harm, for the purposes of the state. They are instrumental in nature rather than ends in themselves. As instruments they are not free—they have costs of various kinds—and the harm they can inflict is extreme, which can lead to additional costs including those of a response in kind. This invites states to consider ways to contain the costs and harmful consequences associated with military resources, and it would seem that achieving such limits is the central purpose of arms control. To this can be added that military resources are supposed to sustain national security, however defined, and arms control can make a contribution here. This has led analysts to point out that arms control is ultimately about security.4 Arms control then becomes a preference for certain patterns of arming or uses of force over others because they offer a less burdensome route to security.

Finally, a definition could attend to the means employed. There are many ways to limit the costs and harmful consequences of arms, and arms control should be distinguished from the others. Disarmament, for instance, overlaps with arms control in its purposes, but they are not the same. Disarmament seeks to, more or less, eliminate arms as the way to deal with their costs and harm, while arms control operates within the continued existence of arms. The burdens of arming can also be eased by nonmilitary methods for settling disputes (diplomatic negotiations, a world government, world law), but such approaches seek to eliminate the need for and use of force while arms control arises out of the continuing existence of military forces and the prospect that they could be used. In addition, arms control differs from these alternatives in that it operates directly on military forces by deliberate design (like disarmament) rather than indirectly by tackling the causes of arming. (With this in mind, I am reluctant to consider the hot line as arms control in the way that the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency does.)

Pulling all these considerations together results in the following definition: arms control consists of measures, directly related to military forces, adopted by governments to contain the costs and harmful consequences of the continued existence of arms (their own and others), within the overall objective of sustaining or enhancing their security in international politics. The reference to “measures” covers both unilateral and multilateral steps. “Governments” are specified to distinguish official policies, actions, and arrangements from attempts to promote arms control carried on by subunits in the government or by people and organizations outside it. This also means arms control is a result in the sense of actions taken or measures adopted, rather than a process. (Seeing arms control as a process is often popular when there is little to show in the way of results.) The definition allows for tacit or informal agreements as well as formal ones. It does not specify that forces must remain the same or shrink in size or capabilities because arms control sometimes can involve an increase or improvement in those forces. Finally, reference to the continuing existence of forces is meant to exclude not only disarmament but also the use of a state’s forces to attack and destroy another’s military forces, which could perhaps reduce the costs and harm that could come from arms in the future but would not be in keeping with what arms control normally means to us. (I am reluctant to treat Israel’s attack on Iraq’s nuclear reactor in June 1981 as an arms control endeavor.)

CLASSIFICATION

There are a good many measures that governments can adopt under the heading of arms control, and they vary considerably in complexity, difficulty, and effects. It is valuable to have some way of sorting them out, and arms control actions have been categorized in a variety of ways—unilateral or multilateral, formal and informal, strategic versus theater versus conventional. Most of these do not appear very suitable for contributing to the development of theory. (Of course, they were not designed with that in mind.) One other way to tackle classification is to think in terms of ends and means, rather than to emphasize arenas or participants or techniques or the specific sorts of forces involved.

Concerning the ends or purposes of arms control, the aforementioned definition is pretty vague, merely referring to restrictions on the “costs and harmful consequences.” It should be possible to expand on this, to specify what those costs and harmful consequences are. Any arms control measure could then be described in part on the basis of its intended and actual effects.

One complication arises because arms control measures can be designed to achieve any number of objectives. A political leader might want progress in arms control largely or solely for domestic political purposes. Arms control agreements might be used to lull a government into a false sense of security, weakening its defenses against attack. Or they might be used mainly as political or diplomatic signals rather than to limit arms. These and other objectives have in common the fact that they are hardly peculiar to arms control; they can be pursued in any number of ways besides arms control, and any arms control involved is largely incidental. These kinds of objectives are not considered here. Our interest lies in the goals of arms control as arms control.

Elaborating on the costs and harmful consequences of arms, I think the following list covers, from the perspective of governments, the major ones involved:

 

Money and other economic costs: Armed forces have significant direct costs as well as indirect costs in terms of the alternative uses to which the resources could be put.

Damage to the environment: Certain weapons can damage the environment when used, some even when being tested, and thus harm people in various ways.

Accidents: Weapons may do unwanted and unplanned harm through accidents that can occur in their development, maintenance, and use.

Unauthorized use: This involves the deliberate use of weapons and forces by people not authorized to do so and in ways the government did not intend. This would include the theft, and later use, of weapons by terrorists, as well as the many ways armed forces may act contrary to a government’s orders and intentions.

Unintended suspicion, fear, and hostility: A government’s military might can arouse in others a harmful, undesirable degree of fear and suspicion, inciting hostility that may compromise other objectives of that government, or breed an arms race, an increased chance of war, and heightened insecurity. The ultimate form of this is instability in a crisis or confrontation, through which a government is drawn into a war in part because of the reactions stimulated by its own forces.

Deliberate choice of war: By their existence, military forces can make engaging in war a viable policy option. A government (or its citizens) may be uneasy about having this option available for fear that there will be too much temptation to use it, and concerns of this sort will be much greater about other governments having such an option.

Excessive death and destruction when armed forces are used: Arms may be more destructive and lethal than necessary or desirable when they are used. A war may be larger, or longer, or more intensive than a government wished, noncombatants may be unduly harmed, and so on. When these consequences are due to accidents or unauthorized use, they belong in those two categories; here the concern is with governments deliberately choosing or being drawn into modes of using force that are excessive.

With this list in hand we can fairly readily identify the objectives of any particular arms control measure. In fact, most measures do have several objectives. The list can be used to discuss the arms control implications of decisions and actions with other objectives in mind or the tradeoffs that arms control measures sometimes involve in which gains in one or more cost areas come at the expense of losses in others. It can also provide the basis for conclusions as to the success or failure of arms control.

There are a number of possibilities for categorizing arms control in terms of means. One that seems interesting involves thinking of arming and the use of force as a series of stages, and arms control as the attempt to intervene at one of those stages. This means that arms control measures might be usefully classified by the stage at which they are meant to work, which leads to the following set of categories:


	Arms control at the stage of development: Numerous forms of arms control are intended to bar or inhibit the development of weapons and armed forces. After World War I, the victorious allies imposed limits designed to prevent Germany from recreating a powerful military capability.5 In the 1920s, there were suggestions that conscription and other arrangements that made possible rapid mobilization of mass armies be eliminated so that no state could quickly go to war.6 The Baruch Plan sought to prevent any further development of atomic weapons, while the ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile) Treaty bans the development and testing of various ABM systems. Certain U.S. officials proposed that the United States not develop the hydrogen bomb as an arms control measure.

	Arms control at the stage of deployment: Once arms and forces have been developed, there are numerous forms of restraint on their deployment that have been adopted or proposed. The limits may pertain to the numbers, size, and types of specific weapons systems to be deployed, such as those imposed by the Washington Naval Agreements of 1921–1922 or the SALT interim offensive arms agreements. Then there are geographical limits on deployments like those in the Seabed and Outer Space treaties, nuclear-weapons-free zones, or the various proposals in the MBFR (Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction) talks over the years. There can be limits on the distribution of weapons and weapons-related technologies to other states as practiced with nuclear weapons and proposed for conventional arms transfers. I would also place in this category any unilateral efforts to prevent accidents with weapons, or unilateral and multilateral efforts to prevent the unauthorized use of weapons and forces, where deployments take the form of controlled storage areas, electronic safety devices, two-key systems, and the like.

	Arms control at the stage of decision to use force: One implication of the definition of arms control offered earlier is that the use of threats of military resistance and retaliation to deter an attack is very much a form of arms control. The object of deterrence is to prevent the outbreak of war, the most severe of the costs and harmful consequences of arms. It has been customary to treat certain types of arms control as handmaidens of deterrence. It is more appropriate to see deterrence itself as a major arms control endeavor, particularly deterrence via nuclear weapons where the overwhelming objective is never to have to use the weapons.7 With this in mind, the maintenance of appropriate forces for deterrence, coupled with suitable threats, is a form of arms control belonging in this category. So are steps to ensure that deterrence is stable, such as by restricting first-strike capabilities unilaterally or by agreements.

	Arms control at the stage where force is used: Once military forces are used, the costs and harmful consequences can mount precipitously, and there are many arms control measures that can be employed at this stage. The oldest systematic attempts at arms control, in the form of established rules of warfare, fall in this category. Also relevant here are the various ways states can act to limit a military action or an outright war—confining its geographical extent, containing its escalation, practicing restraint in the kinds of weapons used, and choosing targets selectively.



Certain comments are in order at this point about this four-category classification scheme. One is that it suggests that deterrence theory and escalation theory must be seen as subsets of a general theory of arms control. This means we should be able to perceive and comprehend recurrent patterns of state behavior in limiting war, in deterrence, and in the activities conventionally referred to as arms control within a single theoretical framework. A result would be a better theoretical basis for integrating arms control with the other areas of national security policy, something arms control advocates have long favored.

A second comment pertains to the relation between both of the classification schemes outlined here and a theory of arms control. That theory should help explain when arms control measures will be adopted, what sorts of measures will be adopted, and how effective they will be. In terms of the classification schemes, the theory should identify factors that affect the objectives of states in seeking arms control, determining where they fall in the first scheme, and the factors that determine their choice of the kinds of arms control to pursue, establishing where they fall in the second. A preliminary discussion along these lines follows.

ARMS CONTROL IN INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

A theory should attempt to lay out the connection between arms control and international politics, for it is international politics that constitutes the environment within which arming occurs and, therefore, within which arms control arises and is carried out. As indicated earlier, though it is possible to picture arms control as extending to purely domestic matters as well, the focus here is on states’ relations with each other. Since not everything pertaining to international politics is important or relevant, we must begin by specifying the key features of that environment, employing a radical simplification for purposes of theory by means of a set of starting assumptions.

The first assumption is that there exists a set of autonomous states, the interactions of which, and the factors that shape those interactions, constitute the essence of international politics. Whether this assumption sufficiently corresponds with contemporary reality is a much-debated question, and to adopt it requires some justification. Clearly the states of today are far from completely autonomous. However, when it comes to their physical security, states often seem less penetrated, less interdependent, more autonomous than on other matters. That is, the assumption seems a better fit for purposes of discussing states’ national security behavior than it would be for analyzing their interactions on economic matters, scientific knowledge, or communications and cultural affairs. It remains the common view in the field that when it comes to security and related military activities, the world is still dangerously anarchical, and that states often seem more resistant to encroachments on their autonomy in this area than in others. A final consideration is that the point of initial assumptions is not to capture reality in all its detail but to abstract from it in a strategic simplification that permits us to devise a useful theory.

The chief implication of this assumption, as myriads of analysts have pointed out, is that states are largely responsible for their own security. No supranational institutions or legal system exist to guarantee each state’s peace and security. States must make their own arrangements and look to their own efforts, confronting difficulties and bearing significant burdens as a result, one of which is a pervasive sense of insecurity.

To this we add a second assumption that the states in international politics cherish their autonomy, finding it so desirable that it is rare that some other objective or purpose is deemed more important. Explaining why states feel this way is probably unnecessary for a theory of arms control. It is sufficient to indicate that states in international politics like being autonomous. This is not to say that states will never willingly accept (or cannot be forced to accept) some loss of autonomy or will never exchange some of it for something else—the assumption does not make states unipurpose entities—only that autonomy is of very high value. An interesting implication is that not only are there no truly effective supranational institutions and arrangements to maintain peace and security, but it would be exceedingly difficult to create them. In effect, creating them would void both assumptions and, to the extent that the assumptions are valid, put an end to international politics.

The third assumption is one that can be readily applied to the history of international politics. This is that among states there regularly arise disagreements and conflicts about matters they consider so important that they are willing seriously to consider using force to have their way. Once again, it is not really necessary to explain why—or about what—such conflicts arise. (Some analysts have asserted that in fact they are explained by the first two assumptions.) With such conflicts as a regular part of interstate relations, states act accordingly whether they are involved in such conflicts or anticipate that they may be. They consider the possibility that they may have to use force to try to get their way, and they fear that other states may try to use force against them. This is the fundamental reason for the existence of arming and armed forces.

One more assumption brings us to the subject of arms control, which is that arms have significant costs and harmful consequences. Though states may have good reason to maintain military forces, they are also bound to see those forces as burdensome. It seems to follow that states have some incentive to try to limit arms burdens, which at least raises the possibility of arms control (as earlier defined). It is not the only possibility, but the four assumptions can help us comparatively assess the plausibility of other alternatives.

One possible response by states to the burdens of arms is to resolve their conflicts so as to make arms unnecessary. Nothing in the four assumptions precludes this, but the third assumption indicates that it will be of limited utility—if conflicts of a very serious nature are resolved, others will arise to take their place. If states anticipate this and act accordingly, arms will be retained. Another possibility is that states settle a conflict by war, after which arms are no longer necessary. Once again, the third assumption means that other conflicts will appear (or at least could appear), and, in anticipation, states will continue to face the burdens of arms. Warfare could lead to the elimination of autonomous states if one triumphed over all the others, but this would mean that the first assumption no longer applied. International politics would no longer exist, and a theory of arms control in international politics would no longer apply.

It is also possible that the burdens of arms could be deemed so onerous that states would agree to eliminate them. This would seem to be precluded by the first and third assumptions. If serious conflicts about vital matters regularly arise—conflicts that lead states to consider the use of force—then the use of force is difficult to rule out and disarmament is excluded as a practical alternative because states are ultimately responsible for their own security. Thus, it is often asserted that disarmament can take place only within an overarching institutional and legal framework or system that provides peace and security, something like a world government, but that would mean that the first two assumptions—that states are autonomous and clearly prefer to remain so—would no longer be applicable.

Another alternative response is when states work out cooperative arrangements to ease the burdens of arming by jointly pursuing their objectives—aggrandizement or security. Alliances are prominent in the history of international politics. We can readily see that an alliance is not fully compatible with the first two assumptions in that the parties give up some freedom of action and may accept a degree of dependence. In keeping with those assumptions, alliances would have to be explained as arrangements under which some loss of autonomy is accepted in order to preserve the greater part of it, out of fear that without the alliance an even greater loss of autonomy might occur or in the expectation that it will produce aggrandizement that in the long run will better preserve or enhance autonomy. Alliances would involve an acceptable exchange of some freedom of action in return for easing the burdens of arming. The two assumptions would also lead to the conclusion that an alliance is a sometime thing because, as entities desiring autonomy, states would not be fully reliable as partners. This does appear to be the case; alliances constrict autonomy in ways states can find uncomfortable, and states are far from consistent in upholding their alliance commitments.

When we turn to arms control, the fourth assumption suggests that states could be attracted to it, and it would not clash with the third assumption since states would continue to retain arms to cope with the serious conflicts that arise. But under the first two assumptions, when arms control measures involve instituting limits on autonomy, they would, like alliances, be problematic both to create and to sustain. Apart from that, the four assumptions do not exclude arms control; they invite the conclusion that it is an entirely plausible form of state behavior.

The next step is to use the four assumptions to probe the dynamics of arms control in international politics. Given these assumptions, what would we expect to be true about arms control? Perhaps the best place to begin is with the previous conclusion—that arms control is plausible in the relations among autonomous states. This being so, it should be possible to find evidence of arms control not only in this century, but also in the European state system in the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries and in the history of such other systems of autonomous states as existed in Renaissance Italy or among the ancient Greek city-states.

By calling attention to the costs and other burdens associated with arms, the fourth assumption leads to the conclusion that, other things being equal, the greater the perceived costs and harmful consequences of arms, the greater the attention states pay to arms control as a possible (and partial) way to cope with them. In a lengthy period or historical era when the perceived burdens of arming are severe, there should be more proposals for, efforts toward, recourse to, and even theorizing about arms control than in periods when they are not. In the same way, if states experience a marked increase in the burdens of arms during or within a given historical period or era, they should also display an increased interest in arms control. Individual states should display the same pattern; other things being equal, the state that perceives its burden of arms as greater than its neighbor’s should also be the one more attentive to arms control possibilities.

This line of thinking can be extended a bit further. Earlier, a list of costs and harmful consequences of arms was presented. The fourth assumption should mean that, other things being equal, those types of costs that appear most severe and immediate to states should get the most attention in arms control efforts. As a simple example, a state that sees it as quite possible that it will be involved in a war in the foreseeable future would be more concerned about arms control steps that offer a chance either to prevent that war or to limit it than about the peacetime monetary costs of arming, while a state that anticipates no war in the foreseeable future would be less interested in wartime arms control or deterrence and more concerned about the costs of its defense budget.

This sort of analysis shapes expectations about how the agenda for arms control develops and shifts over time. If states vary, as they seem to, in their degree of concern about the different costs and harms of arms, this should be reflected in their attitudes toward what kinds of arms control to pursue and why. However, the references to “other things being equal” are meant to keep us from confusing agendas with action. Interest in the benefits of arms control is no guarantee of achieving it. Other factors condition the perceived utility of arms control and the realistic possibilities for it, and the four assumptions can be used to detect and analyze these factors.

Recall that the first two assumptions characterize states as autonomous and desirous of remaining so. It was also suggested that many forms of arms control intrude on a state’s autonomy. It follows that, other things being equal, the less intrusive a form of arms control is, the more likely a state will adopt or accept it. Entirely unilateral measures that do not require any reciprocal or parallel steps by other states (for instance, controls to prevent the accidental firing of a nuclear weapon) should be the easiest for a state to adopt. Not only would such a unilateral step be more acceptable, it would also have the virtue of being more readily discarded if this were to seem necessary. Next in terms of feasibility would be steps intended to be in concert with actions of a similar sort by other states (“I won’t if you won’t”) but that do not involve formal, binding agreements specifying in detail what the state can and cannot do. They should be easier to develop than elaborate formal agreements, particularly those for which substantial verification is involved.

A further application of the assumptions involves returning to the four stages in which arms control measures work: development, deployment, decision to use, and force being used. Generally speaking, the degree of intrusiveness involved declines as one goes down the list. For example, limits at the development stage involve a greater sacrifice of state autonomy, including the elimination of military options those forces would have provided, than limits on deployments.

The first two assumptions also imply that forms of arms control that least require that states adjust, rearrange, or inhibit their traditional practices with respect to their armed forces are most likely to be adopted and adhered to. This is in keeping with what autonomy normally means in practice—the freedom to continue doing things as one is accustomed. Arms control must contend, like everything else in government, with the inertia of internal arrangements and standard practices. The point here is that the effects of inertia are reinforced by the autonomy of states and their reluctance to part with it. Looking again at the four categories of arms control measures, it appears that they are arranged in descending order in this respect; each category embraces measures that less disturb states’ traditional practices when it comes to arming less than the one above.

Thus, arms control limits on existing forces that are available for use in war or as part of a deterrence posture are more feasible, and therefore probably more widespread, than arms control at the development and deployment stages because the former can be more readily implemented unilaterally, are less likely to require intrusive formal agreements, and can fit more comfortably with states’ traditional practices. As a corollary, it can be suggested that when states do accept formal agreements that are intrusive, the agreements will seldom pertain to things states have been doing or really want to do. It should not be surprising to find that in most instances, states accept arms control that bars or inhibits only what they were not about to do anyway.

Out of this emerges a conception of arms control as essentially an extension of, or adjunct to, arms. Arms are seen as having their uses in international politics, and states have long experience and a considerable preoccupation with them. It follows that arms control should not be expected to and normally does not greatly alter states’ behavior when it comes to military policies and the use of force. This would make arms control inherently more attractive to states than disarmament or other approaches to peace and security that would involve more substantial departures from the status quo.

The third assumption—that conflicts regularly arise that raise the possibility of recourse to force—has a number of interesting implications. The most obvious is that the presence of a very serious political conflict among states, or their anticipation that one can or will arise, must have a significant impact on the incidence and nature of arms control. This is apparent when we consider that many arms control measures require cooperation. A serious political conflict can only hamper cooperation; it adds to as well as reflects suspicion and hostility, hardly an ideal climate. The view that the political situation must be suitable if efforts at arms control are to succeed is a familiar one, appearing in the suggestion that an easing of political tensions must come in advance, as a precondition for arms control, as well as in the “linkage” argument that arms control must be accompanied by other positive indications to include even substantive agreements on other issues.

But more than climate or atmosphere is involved. The fourth assumption traces arms control to the burdens of arming, and the perceived burdens should vary with the depth and intensity of a state’s conflicts with other states. In addition, to the extent that a state anticipates having to use force, it will have to view any arms control measure that reduces the potential utility and effectiveness of its military resources with suspicion and misgivings. It follows that an increase in the level of political conflict between two or more states will not only inhibit the prospects for arms control in which they might otherwise engage, but will particularly damage the chances for those arms control steps that would significantly curtail their military options.

Looking once more at the four types of arms control activities, it is apparent that they involve different degrees to which a state must accept intrusions on its freedom of action and reductions in its military options. Therefore, the seriousness of political conflict among states has a direct bearing on whether states will engage in one or another of these types. More specifically, the greater the political conflict among states (the more they anticipate war), the lower on the list their arms control efforts are likely to fall. Thus, a willingness to forego the creation and development of new weapons or armed forces requires better overall political relations among the states involved than a willingness merely to limit deployments. In turn, at a higher level of political conflict, states will have more recourse to deterrence than to restraint on deployments, and when political conflict is most severe, the arms control options that remain viable pertain to limiting wars. (Total political conflict means total war and no arms control at all.)

A similar conclusion applies within each type. If at any one time states have an arms control arrangement in one of the four categories and their political relations deteriorate significantly, further arrangements of that type will be difficult to establish, existing ones will tend to collapse or be discarded, and the states involved will be more likely to shift to arms control falling in the next, lower, category, if they pursue it at all.

We have already noted that as their political conflicts rise in intensity, states will display more resistance to steps that limit the utility and effectiveness of their military forces and thus their military options. In such circumstances, existing arms control arrangements may break down as there will be a considerable inclination for states to cheat, to design around those arrangements, or to abandon them. Real limits on development or deployment will be more subject to evasion or outright renunciation as conflict intensifies and the prospect of war rises. States in a deterrence relationship when political conflict is rising will likely seek to enhance their war-fighting capabilities in ways that undermine the deterrence effect of their rivals’ forces, particularly if they are planning to



	Recourse to arms control can be found in the history of all systems of autonomous states.

	Other things being equal, the greater the costs and harmful consequences of arms in the view of states, the greater the attention states pay to arms control.

	Other things being equal, the kinds of arms costs and harmful consequences perceived as most serious by states will receive the greatest attention in arms control efforts.

	Arms control is more appealing to states than other approaches to easing the burdens of arming that would be more intrusive on state autonomy.

	The less intrusive a prospective arms control measure is on a state’s autonomy, the more likely it will be adopted.

	The four categories of arms control measures are arranged in descending order in terms of the encroachments on state autonomy involved, which establishes the relative likelihood that the measures in these categories will be adopted.

	States will most likely adopt arms control measures that intrude on their autonomy when they pertain to military activities the states did not wish to undertake.

	The graver the political conflicts among states, the less likely they will implement and sustain arms control measures.

	The graver the political conflicts among states, the less they will be willing to adopt arms control measures that curtail their military forces and options.

	The four categories of arms control measures are arranged in descending order in terms of the extent to which they involve limits on military forces and options; therefore, the graver the political conflicts among states, the lower on the list their arms control practices will fall.

	Within any category of arms control measures, an increase in the political conflict among the states involved in such measures will increase the tendency for states to evade or discard those measures and shift their arms control activities to the next lower category.
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