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Web Link 

A valuable overview of 
disarmament is available at 
the UN Department for 
Disarmament Affairs Web site, 
http://disarmament.un.org/. 

Did You Know That: 

The first modern arms control 
treaty was the Strasbourg 
Agreement of 1675, banning 
the use of poison bullets, 
between France and the 
Holy Roman Empire. 

This review of the strategies and methods of arms control leads naturally to the 

question of whether they have been successful. And if they have not been successful, 

why not? To address these questions, in the next two sections we will look at the history 

of arms control, then at the continuing debate over arms control. 

The History of Arms Control 

Attempts to control arms and other military systems extend almost to the beginning 

of written history. The earliest recorded example occurred in 431 B.C. when Sparta 

and Athens negotiated over the length of the latter's defensive walls. Prior to the be- 

ginning of the 20th century, however, arms control hardly existed. Since then there 

has been a buildup of arms control activity. Technology, more than any single factor, 

spurred rising interest in arms control. Beginning about 1900, the escalating lethality 

of weapons left many increasingly appalled by the carnage they were causing on the 

battlefield and among noncombatants. Then in midcentury, as evident in Figure 11.1, 

the development of nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) weapons of mass destruc- 

tion (WMDs) sparked a growing sense that an apocalyptic end of human life had 

literally become possible. 

Arms Control through the 1980s 

Beginning in the second half of the 1800s there were several multilateral efforts 

to limit arms. The most notable of these were the Hague Conferences (1899, 1907). 

Although limited in scope, they did place some restrictions on poison gas and the use 

FIGURE 11.1 Arms Control Treaties 
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The development and use of increasingly devastating weapons has spurred greater efforts to limit 
them. This graph shows the number of treaties negotiated during various periods and the cumulative 
total of those treaties. The real acceleration of arms control began in the 1960s in an effort to restrain 
nuclear weapons. Of the 37 treaties covered here from 1675 to 2007, 26 (70%) were concluded 
between 1960 and 1999. 

Note: Treaties limited to those that went into force and that dealt with specific weapons and verification rather than peace in 
general, material that could be used to make weapons, and other such matters. 
Data sources: Web sites of the Federation of American Scientists, the UN Department for Disarmament Affairs, and the U.S. 
Department of Slate, and various historical sources. 
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of other weapons. The horror of World War 1 further increased world interest in arms 

control. The Geneva Protocol (1925) banned the use of gas or bacteriological war- 

fare, and there were naval conferences in London and Washington that set some lim- 

its on the size of the fleets of the major powers. Such efforts did not stave off World 

War II, but at least the widespread use of gas that had occurred in World War 1 was 

avoided. Arms control efforts were spurred even more by the unparalleled destruc- 

tion wrought by conventional arms during World War II and by the atomic flashes 

that leveled Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. One early reaction was the creation in 

1946 of what is now called the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to limit 

the use of nuclear technology to peaceful purposes. 

The bitter cold war blocked arms control during the 1950s, but by the early 

1960s worries about nuclear weapons began to overcome even that barrier. The first 

major step occurred in 1963 with the Limited Test Ban Treaty prohibiting nuclear 

weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, or under water. Between 1945 and 

1963, there were on average 25 above-ground nuclear tests each year. After the treaty 

was signed, such tests (all by nonsignatories) declined to about three a year, then 

ended in the 1980s. Thus, the alarming threat of radioactive fallout that had increas- 

ingly contaminated the atmosphere was largely eliminated. 

Later in the decade, the multilateral nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 

1968 pledged its parties (adherents, countries that have completed their legal process 

to adhere to a treaty) to neither transfer nuclear weapons to a nonnuclear state nor 

to help one build or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons. Nonnuclear adherents also 

agree not to build or accept nuclear weapons and to allow the IAEA to establish safe- 

guards to ensure that nuclear facilities are used exclusively for peaceful purposes. 

Overall, the NPT has been successful in that many countries with the potential to 

build weapons have not. Yet the NPT is not an unreserved success, as discussed 

below in the section on its renewal in 1995 and subsequent five-year reviews. 

During the 1970s, with cold war tensions beginning to relax, and with the U.S. 

and Soviet nuclear weapon inventories each passing the 20,000 mark, the pace of arms 

control negotiations picked up. The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM) of 1972 put 

stringent limits on U.S. and Soviet efforts to deploy national missile defense (NMD) 

systems, which many analysts believed could destabilize nuclear deterrence by under- 

mining its cornerstone, mutual assured destruction (MAD). As discussed in chapter 10, 

President Bush withdrew the United States from the 

ABM Treaty in 2002 to pursue the development of 

an NMD system. 

The 1970s also included important negotiations 

to limit the number, deployment, or other aspects of 

WMDs. The most significant of these with regard to 

nuclear weapons were the Strategic Arms Limitation 

Talks Treaty I (SALT I) of 1972 and the Strategic 

Arms Limitation Talks Treaty II (SALT II) of 1979. 

Each put important caps on the number of Soviet 

and American nuclear weapons and delivery vehi- 

cles. Moscow and Washington, already conhned to 

Two soldiers at a base near Little Rock, Arkansas, are 
attaching explosives to the nose cone of a U.S. Titan II ICBM 
in order to destroy it under the provisions of the SALT II Treaty. 
The nose cone once housed a nuclear warhead with a 
9-megaton explosive yield, a force about 60 times more 
powerful than the atomic bombs dropped on Japan in 1945. 
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underground nuclear tests by the 1963 treaty, moved to limit the size of even those 

tests to 150 kilotons in the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (1974). In another realm of 

WMDs, the Biological Weapons Convention (1972), which virtually all countries have 

ratified, pledges its adherents that possess biological weapons to destroy them, and 

obligates all parties not to manufacture new ones. 

Arms control momentum picked up even more speed during the 1980s as the 

cold war began to wind down. The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was 

established in 1987 to restrain the proliferation of missiles. The designation "regime" 

comes from the pact's status as an informal political agreement rather than a formal 

treaty. Under it, signatory countries pledge not to transfer missile technology or mis- 

siles with a range greater than 300 kilometers. The MTCR has slowed, although not 

stopped, the spread of missiles. The countries with the most sophisticated missile 

technology all adhere to the MTCR, and they have brought considerable pressure to 

bear on China and other noncompliant missile-capable countries. 

A second important agreement was the U.S-Soviet Intermediate-Range Nuclear 

Forces Treaty (INF) of 1987. By eliminating an entire class of nuclear delivery vehi- 

cles (missiles with ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers), it became the first 

treaty to actually reduce the global nuclear arsenal. The deployment of such U.S. 

missiles to Europe and counter-targeting by the Soviet Union had put Europe at 

particular risk of nuclear war. 

Arms Control since 1990: WMDs 

The years since 1990 have been by far the most important in the history of the con- 

trol of WMDs. The most significant arms control during the 1990s involved efforts to 

control nuclear arms, although progress was also made on chemical weapons. 

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I After a decade of negotiations, Presidents George 

H. W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev signed the first Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I 

(START I) in 1991. The treaty mandated significant cuts in U.S. and Soviet strategic- 

range (over 5,500 kilometers) nuclear forces. Each country was limited to 1,600 de- 

livery vehicles (missiles and bombers) and 6,000 strategic explosive nuclear devices 

(warheads and bombs). Thus, START I began the process of reducing the U.S. and 

Soviet strategic arsenals, each of which contained more than 10,000 warheads and 

bombs. 

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II Presidents Boris Yeltsin and George Bush took a 

further step toward reducing the mountain of nuclear weapons when they signed the 

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II (START II) in 1993. Under START II, Russia and 

the United States agreed that by 2007 they would reduce their nuclear warheads and 

bombs to 3,500 for the United States and 2,997 for Russia. The treaty also has a number 

of clauses relating to specific weapons, the most important of which was the elimination 

of all ICBMs with multiple warheads (multiple independent reentry vehicles, MIRVs). 

The U.S. Senate ratified START II in 1996, but Russia's Duma delayed taking up the 

treaty until 2000. Then it voted for a conditional ratification, making final agreement 

contingent on a U.S. pledge to abide by the ABM Treaty. When President George W. Bush 

did the opposite and withdrew from the ABM Treaty, Moscow announced its final rejec- 

tion of START II. As a result, the reduction of U.S. and Russian strategic nuclear 

weapons slowed, but it continued as both countries sought to economize. Cuts have 

continued under the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) discussed next, but 

the provision requiring elimination of all MIRV-capable ICBMs died, and both countries 

maintain a significant number of these missiles (U.S.-350; Russia-214). 

The lead U.S. office for arms 
control is the State Department's 
Bureau of Arms Control at 
http://www.state.gOv/t/ac/. 



Limited Self-Defense through Arms Control 349 

Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty Even while START II awaited Russia's ratifi- 

cation, Presidents Bill Clinton and Boris Yeltsin agreed in 1997 to a third round of 

START aimed at further cutting the number of nuclear devices mounted on strategic- 

range delivery systems to between 2,000 and 2,500. That goal took on greater sub- 

stance in May 2002 when President George W. Bush met with President Vladimir 

Putin in Moscow and the two leaders signed the Strategic Offensive Reductions 

Treaty (SORT), also called the Treaty of Moscow. Under its provisions, the two coun- 

tries agree to cut their arsenals of nuclear warheads and bombs to no more than 

2,200 by 2012. However, SORT contains no provisions relating to MIRVs. 

Most observers hailed the new agreement, and both countries' legislatures soon 

ratified it. There were critics, however, who charged that it was vague to the point 

of being "for all practical purposes meaningless." For one, there is no schedule of 

reductions from existing levels as long as they are completed by 2012. Second, the 

treaty expires that year if the two sides do not renew it. Thus the two parties could 

do nothing, let the treaty lapse in 2012, and still not have violated it. Third, either 

country can withdraw with just 90 days notice. And fourth, both countries will be 

able to place previously deployed warheads in reserve, which would allow them to be 

rapidly reinstalled on missiles and redeployed. 

Such concerns, although important, are somewhat offset by the fact that be- 

tween 2002 and 2006, the U.S. stockpile of deployed nuclear warheads and bombs 

declined 23% and Russia's arsenal dropped 30%. Moreover, these reductions are 

part of an overall trend that has lowered the mountain of global nuclear weapons by 

80% between 1986 and 2002, as Figure 11.2 illustrates. If the reductions outlined 

in the SORT are put into place, and if the nuclear arsenals of China and the other 

smaller nuclear powers remain relatively stable, the world total of nuclear weapons 

in 2012 will be further reduced by about 25%. Even now the silos at several 

former U.S. 1CBM sites are completely empty, some of the bases have even been 

sold, and part of the land has reverted to farming, bringing to fruition the words 

from the Book of Isaiah (2:4), "They shall beat their 

swords into plowshares, and their spears into prun- 

ing hooks." 

Did You Know That: 

START I is about 700 pages 
long. SORT is 3 pages long. 

FIGURE 11.2 Global Nuclear Arsenal, 

1945-2006 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Banning all 

tests of nuclear weapons has been another important 

arms control effort. Following the first atomic test 

on July 16, 1945, the number of tests mushroomed 

to 171 blasts in 1962. Then testing began to ebb in 

response to a number of treaties (see Table 11.2, 

p. 345), a declining need to test, and increasing 

international condemnation of those tests that did 

occur. For example, Australia's prime minister in one 

of the milder comments labeled France's series of un- 

derground tests in 1995 on uninhabited atolls in the 

South Pacific "an act of stupidity."2 Those tests, 

China's two in 1996, and the series that India and 

Pakistan each conducted in 1998 brought the total 

number of tests since 1945 to 2,051. Then in 2006, 

North Korea tested a weapon, taking the total to 

2,052, as shown in Figure 11.3. 

Those who share the goal of having nuclear tests 

totally banned forever have pinned their hopes on 
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The mountain of strategic and tactical nuclear warheads and bombs 
grew rapidly from 1945 to the mid-1980s when it peaked at just over 
70,000. Then it began a steep decline and in 2006 stood at about 
27,000. Furthering the reduction even more, the number of deployed 
weapons, which is indicated by the dotted line, is less than half the 
2006 total, with the balance of U.S. and Russian weapons in reserve 
(not deployed). 

Data source: Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, July/August 2006 for the United States, 
Russia, China, France, and Great Britain. Calculations by author for other nuclear 
weapons countries. 
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FIGURE 11.3 Nuclear Tests, 1945-2006 
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There have been 2,052 known nuclear weapons tests since the first by the United States in August 
1945. Perhaps the 2,052nd conducted by North Korea in 2006 will be the last. The goal of the 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty is to turn that hope into a universal international commitment, 
but the unwillingness of several of the existing nuclear-weapons countries to ratify the treaty leaves 
further tests possible. 

Data source: Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 45/6 (November/December 1998); author's calculations. 

the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). The treaty was concluded in 1996 and 

138 countries have become parties to it. Nevertheless, it has not gone into force. The 

reason is that it does not become operational until all 44 countries that had nuclear 

reactors in 1996 ratify it, and several of them, including the United States, have not. 

President Bill Clinton signed the treaty, but the Republican-controlled Senate rejected 

it in 1999. His successor, President Bush, is unwilling to try to resurrect the treaty, in 

part because his administration favors developing and possibly testing mini-nukes, as 

discussed earlier, and a new generation of "reliable replacement warheads" (RRWs) for 

the current inventory. Thus testing remains a possibility, and any new tests could set 

off a chain of other tests. As the Russian newspaper Pravda editorialized, "The Moscow 

hawks are waiting impatiently for the USA to violate its nuclear test moratorium. . . . 

If the USA carries out tests . . ., the Kremlin will not keep its defense industries from 

following the bad U.S. example. They have been waiting too long since the end of the 

cold war."3 

Chemical Weapons Convention Nuclear weapons were not the only WMDs to re- 

ceive attention during the 1990s. Additionally, the growing threat and recent use of 

chemical weapons led to the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) in 1993, The 

signatories pledge to eliminate all chemical weapons by the year 2005; to "never 

under any circumstance" develop, produce, stockpile, or use chemical weapons; to 

not provide chemical weapons, or the means to make them, to another country; and 

to submit to rigorous inspection. 

As with all arms control treaties, the CWC represents a step toward, not the end 

of, dealing with a menace. One issue is that the United Slates and many other coun- 

tries that are parties to the treaty have not met the 2005 deadline. Second, about a 
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dozen countries have not agreed to the treaty. Some, such as North Korea and Syria, 

have or are suspected of having chemical weapons programs, and they, along with 

others, view chemical weapons as a way to balance the nuclear weapons of other 

countries. Some Arab nations, for instance, are reluctant to give up chemical weapons 

unless Israel gives up its nuclear weapons. Third, monitoring the CWC is especially 

difficult because many common chemicals are dual-use (they have both commercial 

and weapons applications). For example, polytetrafluoroethene, a chemical used to 

make nonstick frying pans, can also be used to manufacture perfluoroisobutene, a 

gas that causes pulmonary edema (the lungs fill with fluid). 

Arms Control since 1990: Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Stemming the spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries has arguably been 

the greatest arms control challenge since the end of the cold war. A recent poll of 

Americans found that 76% of them believed that "preventing the spread of nuclear 

weapons" should be "a very important" U.S. foreign policy goal, a support level 2% 

higher even than combating international terrorism.4 

The centerpiece of the nuclear containment campaign, as noted earlier, is the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) of 1968. It obligates countries that have nuclear 

weapons not to transfer either any of them or the technology to make them to a non- 

nuclear weapons country. In turn, states are obliged not to try to produce or otherwise 

acquire nuclear weapons and to also submit to inspections by the IAEA to ensure no 

nuclear weapons program is under way. Under the terms of the NPT, its members 

met in 1995 to review it and, among other things, to determine how long, if at all, to 

continue it. They decided to not only extend it, but to make it permanent (Braun & 

Chyba, 2004). As of mid-2007, 189 countries had ratified the NPT, and one had 

withdrawn (North Korea in 2003), leaving 188 parties to the treaty. 

The Record of the NPT Clearly the record of the NPT is not one of complete success. 

In contrast to the decline in the number of nuclear weapons that has occurred since 

the end of the U.S.-Soviet confrontation in the early 1990s, the number of countries 

with nuclear weapons has increased. India, Israel, and Pakistan never agreed to the 

NPT, and, as noted, North Korea has withdrawn its ratification. All have developed 

nuclear weapons. This doubles the number of countries with nuclear weapons from 

the time the NPT was first signed. As the accompanying map indicates, there are now 

eight countries that openly possess nuclear weapons and one (Israel) whose nuclear 

arsenal is an open secret. Several other countries have or had active programs to 

develop nuclear weapons, and unless the diplomats from the European Union can 

persuade Iran to change course, it too will arm itself with nuclear weapons. Still fur- 

ther proliferation is not hard to imagine. For example, North Korea's acquisition of 

nuclear weapons may eventually push neighboring South Korea and Japan to develop 

a nuclear deterrent. The list could go on. 

Yet despite the proliferation that has occurred, it would be an error to depict the 

NPT as a failure. Now all but four countries are party to the NPT. Furthermore, 

somewhat offsetting the march of India, Pakistan, North Korea, and perhaps Iran to 

become nuclear weapons countries, other pretenders to that title have given up their 

nuclear ambitions. Libya ratified the NPT in 2004 and agreed to dismantle its nuclear 

weapons and missile programs and allow IAEA inspections. Why Libya abandoned 

its 30-year effort to develop nuclear weapons and the missiles to deliver them is un- 

certain, but among the reasons cited by various analysts were the negative impact of 

the long-term sanctions on the Libyan economy, the cost of continuing the faltering 

program, and fear that it would become a target of U.S. military action, as Iraq had. 

MAP 
The Spread of Nuclear 

Weapons 
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The Spread of Nuclear Weapons 
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*North Korea claims to have nuclear weapons and most experts believe this to be true. 

Efforts such as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty have slowed, but not stopped, the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. There are now nine declared and undeclared nuclear weapons countries. 
Numerous other countries have the ability and, in some cases, the desire to acquire nuclear 
weapons. 

'Israel has never acknowledged lhat il has nuclear weapons. 

Similarly, Argentina and Brazil halted their nuclear programs in the early 1990s and 

adhered to the NPT in 1995 and 1997 respectively. Algeria and South Africa both also 

had nuclear weapons programs, and South Africa may have even tested a weapon, 

before they both changed course and also became party to the NPT (1995 and 1991 

respectively). The agreement concluded by the Six Party Talks in 2006 may be a first 

step in getting North Korea to someday dismantle its nuclear weapons. Beyond these 

countries that once pursued nuclear weapons, there are many countries such as 

Canada, Germany, and Japan that long ago could have developed nuclear weapons 

and have not. 

Challenges to Halting Proliferation Although the parties to the NPT made it perma- 

nent in 1995, the difficult negotiations illustrate some of the reasons that proliferation 
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is hard to stop (Singh & Way, 2004). One stumbling block was that many nonnuclear 

countries resisted renewal unless the existing nuclear-weapons countries set a timetable 

for dismantling their arsenals. Malaysia's delegate to the conference charged, for in- 

stance, that renewing the treaty without such a pledge would be "justifying nuclear 

states for eternity" to maintain their monopoly.5 One important factor in overcoming 

this objection was a pledge by the United Slates and other nuclear-weapons states to 

conclude a treaty banning all nuclear tests. 

A second reason that nuclear proliferation is difficult to stem is that some 

countries still want such weapons. Israel developed its nuclear weapons soon after 

the NPT was first signed, India and Pakistan joined the nuclear club when each 

tested nuclear weapons in 1998, and North Korea became the newest member 

in 2006. 

Iran is yet another country that appears determined to acquire nuclear weapons. 

Even though it is a party to the NPT and claims that it is developing only a peaceful 

nuclear energy program, most outsiders believe that Tehran is nearing the ability to 

produce nuclear weapons. This has led to ongoing efforts since 2003 to pressure Iran 

to comply with the NPT. Whether by design or happenstance, the United States has 

acted as the "bad cop" by pressing for at least economic sanctions against Iran. The 

"good cop" role has been played by the European Union represented by the foreign 

ministers of France, Germany, and Great Britain. They have offered Iran various 

diplomatic carrots, including admission to the World Trade Organization and eco- 

nomic aid, in exchange for it permanently ending its nuclear enrichment program. 

Iran's continued refusal to cooperate finally led to the issue being taken up by the UN 

Security Council. The Europeans came to favor significant sanctions, but China and 

Russia opposed them, and each possesses a veto on the Council. The Council did call 

on Iran to halt all activities related to the production of nuclear weapons, and in late 

2006 imposed mild sanctions on Iran. These were increased in March 2007 in re- 

sponse to Iran's continued refusal to comply. Sanctions included a ban on Iranian 

weapons exports, and seizure of a very limited range of the country's foreign assets. 

Iran's President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad immediately rejected the UN action, calling 

the Security Council resolution "a lorn piece of paper" and vowing it would have no 

impact on either Iran's actions or its will.6 

The continuing challenges to the NPT were also highlighted in the stalemated 

quinquennial (five yearly) review meeting in 2005. Washington's complaints about 

the nuclear programs of North Korea and Iran were met by the countercharge by 

many other countries that the United States was seeking to keep its nuclear weapons 

advantage by reneging on its pledge in Article 6 of the NPT to seek "cessation of the 

nuclear arms race at an early date and . . . general and complete disarmament under 

strict and effective international control." A similar charge is that when the United 

States rejected the CTBT, Washington ignored its 1995 agreement to join a treaty bar- 

ring all nuclear weapons testing in return for an agreement by nonnuclear-weapons 

countries to support moves to make the NPT permanent. Muslim countries also ac- 

cused the United States of hypocrisy for condemning their acquisition of such 

weapons while accepting Israel's nuclear weapons. When the meeting adjourned 

with no progress, a frustrated Mohamed El Baradei, head of the IAEA, lamented, 

"The conference after a full month ended up where we started, which is a system full 

of loopholes, ailing, and not a road map to fix it."' 

Arms Control since 1990: Conventional Weapons 

Arms control efforts since the advent of nuclear weapons in 1945 have emphasized 

restraining these awesome weapons and, to a lesser degree, the other WMDs and 
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their delivery systems. In the 1990s, the world also began to pay more attention to 

conventional weapons inventories and to the transfer of conventional weapons. 

Conventional Weapons Inventories The virtual omnipresence of conventional 

weapons and their multitudinous forms makes them more difficult to limit than nu- 

clear weapons. Still, progress has been made. One major step is the Conventional 

Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE). After 17 years of negotiation, the countries of the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Soviet-led Warsaw Treaty Orga- 

nization (WTO) concluded the CFE Treaty in 1990 to cut conventional military 

forces in Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals (the ATTU region). In the aftermath 

of the cold war, adjustments have been made to reflect the independence of various 

European former Soviet republics (FSRs) and the fact that some of them have even 

joined NATO. Such details aside, the key point is that the CFE Treaty as amended re- 

duced the units (such as tanks and warplanes) in the ATTU region by about 63,000 

and also decreased the number of troops in the area. 

An additional step in conventional weapons arms control came in 1997 with the 

Anti-Personnel Mine Treaty (APM), which prohibits making, using, possessing, or 

transferring land mines. Details of the creation of the APM Treaty and directions for 

what you can do to support or oppose it can be found in the Get Involved box, 

"Adopt a Minefield." By early 2007, 153 countries had ratified the APM Treaty, and it 

has had an important impact. Since the treaty was signed, countries that had stock- 

piles of mines have destroyed about 40 million of them. Additionally, the associated 

effort to clear land mines has removed some 6 million of the deadly devices and mil- 

lions of other pieces of unexploded ordinance from former battle zones. The APM 

Treaty has not been universally supported, however. Several key countries (China, 

India, Pakistan, Russia, and the United States) are among those that have not adhered 

to it, arguing that they still need to use mines. For example, U.S. military planners 

consider land mines to be a key defense element against a possible North Korean 

invasion of South Korea. 

Conventional Weapons Transfers Another thrust of conventional arms control in the 

1990s and beyond has been and will be the effort to limit the transfer of conventional 

weapons. To that end, 31 countries in 1995 agreed to the Wassenaar Arrangement on 

Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies. 

Named after the Dutch town where it was negotiated, the "pact" directs its signato- 

ries to limit the export of some types of weapons technology and to create an organi- 

zation to monitor the spread of conventional weapons and dual-use technology, 

which has both peaceful and military applications. 

A more recent attempt to control conventional weapons is the work of the UN 

Conference on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons (2001). It is a huge 

task considering the estimated 639 million small arms and light weapons (revolvers 

and rifles, machine guns and mortars, hand grenades, antitank guns and portable 

missile launchers) that exist in the world, mostly (60%) in civilian hands. To address 

this menacing mass of weaponry, the conference called on states to curb the illicit 

trafficking in light weapons through such steps as ensuring that manufacturers 

mark weapons so that they can be traced, and tightening measures to monitor the 

flow of arms across borders. Most of these arms, initially supplied by the United 

States, Russia, and the European countries to rebel groups and to governments in 

less developed countries, eventually found their way into the multibillion-dollar 

global arms black market. Now there are some 92 countries making small arms and 
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GET INVOLVED 

Adopt a Minefield 

A common sight throughout the United States are roadside 
adopt-a-highway signs naming one or another group that has 
pledged to keep a section of the road clear of litter. Fortunately 
for Americans, a discarded beer can or fast-food wrapper is 
about the worst thing they might step on while working along 
the country's roadways or in its fields and forests. 

People in many other countries are not so lucky. In the 
fields of Cambodia, along the paths of Angola, and dotting 
the countryside in dozens of other countries, land mines 
wait with menacing silence and near invisibility to claim a 
victim. Mines are patient, often waiting many years to make 
a strike, and they are also nondiscriminatory. They care not 
whether their deadly yield of shrapnel shreds the body of 
a soldier or a child. Cambodian farmer Sam Soa was trying 
to find his cow in a field near his village when he stepped 
on a mine. "I didn't realize what had happened, and I tried 
to run away," he remembers.1 Sam Soa could not run away, 
though; his left lower leg was gone. Millions of land mines 
from past conflicts remain in the ground in over 50 countries. 
In 2005 alone these explosive devices killed or maimed 
7,328 civilians, one-third of them children, and unreported 
incidents almost surely put the toll of dead and injured 
over 10,000. 

The effort over the past three decades to ban land mines 
and clear existing ones has been a testament to the power of 
individuals at the grass roots. For example, Jody Williams of 
Vermont, a former "temp agency" worker in Washington, con- 
verted into action her horror at the toll land mines were taking. 
In 1991, she and two others used the Internet to launch an 
effort that became the International Campaign to Ban Land- 
mines (ICBL). "When we began, we were just three people 
sitting in a room. It was Utopia. None of us thought we would 
ever ban land mines," she later told a reporter.2 Williams had 
underestimated herself. The ICBL has grown to be a trans- 
national network of 1,400 nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs) based in 90 countries. More importantly, 79% of world 
countries have now ratified the Anti-Personnel Mine Treaty. 
Williams's work in fostering the 1997 pact won her that year's 
Nobel Peace Prize. 
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Reflecting the tragedy of many children, as well as adults, who 
are killed or maimed by old land mines each year, this sign, 
erected with the help of UNICEF, warns of a minefield in Sri 
Lanka. One of the many ways you can get involved in world 
politics is by supporting an NGO or IGO involved in the 
international effort to rid the world of land mines. 

Be Active! 

If you share Williams's view, much remains to be done to 
get the United States and other countries that have not 
agreed to the APM Treaty to do so and to clear existing mine- 
fields. Certainly the efforts of individual countries and the 
UN and other IGOs will be important. But individuals can 
also get involved through such organizations as the ICBL, a 
network of NGOs (http://www.icbl.org), or Adopt-A-Minefield 

(www.landmines.org). No pro-land mine NGOs exist, but you 
can find President Clinton's rationale for not signing the 
treaty at the Department of Defense site, www.defenselink.mil/ 
speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=785. The Bush administra- 
tion has followed Clinton's lead. Whatever your opinion, let 
your members of Congress and even the president know what 
you think. 
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light weapons for export. Often these manufacturers are an important part of the 

economy. For example, the plant in Eldoret, Kenya, that makes 20 million rounds 

of small arms ammunition each year is an important employer. Yet such produc- 

tion often exacts a toll elsewhere. A 2006 look at the black market in Baghdad 

found weapons for sale from Bulgaria, China, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, 

Russia, and Serbia. 

The UN program is nonbinding, but it does represent a first step toward regulat- 

ing and stemming the huge volume of weapons moving through the international 

system. Speaking at a UN conference to review progress in curbing the illicit arms 

trade, Chairperson Kuniko Inoguchi of Japan commented, "1 would not claim we 

have achieved some heroic and ambitious outcome," but she did point to heightened 

awareness of the problem and to the greater willingness of countries to cooperate on 

the issue as evidence that the world's countries had "started to implement actions 

against small arms and explore what the United Nations can do."8 

The Barriers to Arms Control 

Limiting or reducing arms is an idea that most people favor. Yet arms control has pro- 

ceeded slowly and sometimes not at all. The devil is in the details, as the old maxim 

goes, and it is important to review the continuing debate over arms control to under- 

stand its history and current status. None of the factors that we are about to discuss is 

the main culprit impeding arms control. Nor is any one of them insurmountable. In- 

deed, important advances are being made on a number of fronts. But together, these 

factors form a tenacious resistance to arms control. 

International Barriers 

A variety of security concerns make up one formidable barrier to arms control. Some 

analysts do not believe that countries can maintain adequate security if they disarm 

totally or substantially. Those who take this view are cautious about the current 

political scene and about the claimed contributions of arms control. 

Worries about the possibility of future conflict are probably the greatest security 

concern about arms control. For example, the cold war and its accompanying huge 

arms buildup had no sooner begun to fade than fears about the threat of terrorists 

and "rogue" states with WMDs escalated in the aftermath of 9/11. This concern has, 

for instance, accelerated the U.S. effort to build a national missile defense system, as 

discussed in chapter 10. 

At least to some degree, nuclear proliferation is also a product of insecurity. 

India's drive to acquire nuclear weapons was in part a reaction to the nuclear arms 

of China to the north, which the Indian defense minister described as his country's 

"potential number one enemy."9 India's program to defend itself against China raised 

anxieties in Pakistan, which had fought several wars with India. So the Pakistanis 

began their program. "Today we have evened the score with India," Pakistan's prime 

minister exulted after his country's first test.10 Similarly, North Korea has repeatedly 

maintained that it needs nuclear weapons to protect itself against the United States. 

Many Americans discount that rationale, but it is not all that far-fetched given the 

U.S. invasion of Iraq and other uses of force. 

Much the same argument about a dangerous world helps drive other military 

spending and works against arms reductions. The U.S. military is the most powerful 

in the world, with a bigger budget than the next five or six countries combined. Yet 

security worries drive U.S. spending even higher. Presenting Congress in 2007 with 

an approximately $700 billion annual and supplementary (for Iraq and Afghanistan) 
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FIGURE 11.4 Arms, Tension, and War 
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Theory A approximates the realist view, and Theory B tits the liberal view of the causal relationship 
between arms, tension, and use. Theory C suggests that there is a complex causal interrelationship 
between arms, tension, and war in which each of the three factors affects the other two. 

budget request, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates conceded that the request 

would cause "sticker shock" and that "the costs of defending our nation are high." 

But he also warned, "The only thing costlier, ultimately, would be to fail to commit 

the resources necessary to defend our interests around the world, and to fail to pre- 

pare for the inevitable threats of the future."11 

Doubts about the value of arms control are a second security concern that restrains 

arms control. Those who are skeptical about arms control and its supposed benefits 

begin with the belief that humans arm themselves and fight because the world is dan- 

gerous, as represented by Theory A in Figure 11.4. Given this view, skeptics believe 

that political settlements should be achieved before arms reductions are negotiated. 

Such analysts therefore reject the idea that arms control agreements necessarily rep- 

resent progress. In fact, it is even possible from this perspective to argue that more, 

not fewer weapons, will sometimes increase security. 

By contrast, other analysts agree with Homer's observation in the Odyssey (ca. 

700 B.C.) that "the blade itself incites to violence." This is represented by Theory B in 

Figure 11.4, and it demonstrates the belief that insecurity leads countries to have 

arms races, which leads to more insecurity and conflict in a hard-to-break cycle 

(Gibler, Rider, & Hutchison, 2005). From this perspective the way to increase secu- 

rity is by reducing arms, not increasing them. 

While the logic of arms races seems obvious, empirical research has not con- 

firmed that arms races always occur. Similarly, it is not clear whether decreases in 

arms cause or are caused by periods of improved international relations. Instead, a 

host of domestic and international factors influence a country's level of armaments. 

What this means is that the most probable answer to the chicken-and-egg debate 

about which should come first, political agreements or arms control, lies in a combi- 

nation of these theories. That is, arms, tension, and wars all promote one another, as 

represented in Theory C of Figure 11.4. 

Concerns about verification and cheating constitute a third international barrier to 

arms control stemming from security concerns. The problem is simple: Countries 

suspect that others will cheat. This worry was a significant factor in the rejection of 

the CTBT by the U.S. Senate. A chief opponent characterized the treaty as "not effec- 

tively verifiable" and therefore "ineffectual because it would not stop other nations 

from testing or developing nuclear weapons. . . . The CTBT simply has no teeth."12 

There have been great advances in verification procedures and technologies. 

Many arms control treaties provide for on-site inspections (OSI) by an agency such as 

the IAEA, but in some cases weapons and facilities can be hidden from OSI. National 

technical means (NTM) of verification using satellites, seismic measuring devices, 

and other equipment have also advanced rapidly. These have been substantially offset, 
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however, by other technologies that make NTM verification more difficult. Nuclear 

warheads, for example, have been miniaturized to the point where one could literally 

be hidden in a good-sized closet. Dual-use chemicals make it difficult to monitor the 

CWC, and the minute amounts of biological warfare agents needed to inflict massive 

casualties make the BWC daunting to monitor. Therefore, in the last analysis, virtually 

no amount of OS1 and NTM can ensure absolute verification. 

Because absolute verification is impossible, the real issue is which course is more 

dangerous; (1) coming to an agreement when there is at least some chance that the 

other side might be able to cheat, or (2) failing to agree and living in a world of un- 

restrained and increasing nuclear weapons growth? Sometimes, the answer may be 

number 2. Taking this view while testifying before the U.S. Senate about the Chemical 

Weapons Convention, former Secretary of State James A. Baker 111 counseled, "The 

[George H. W.) Bush administration never expected the treaty to be completely verifi- 

able and had always expected there would be rogue states that would not participate." 

Nevertheless, Baker supported the treaty on the grounds that "the more countries we 

can get behind responsible behavior around the world . . ., the better it is for us."13 

Ultimately, the decision with the most momentous international security impli- 

cations would be to opt for a world with zero nuclear weapons. Whether you favor 

overcoming the many barriers to that goal or would consider such an effort a fool's 

errand is asked in the debate box, "Is 'Zero Nukes' a Good Goal?" 

Did You Know That: 

Pakistan's biggest missile, 
the Ghauri, is named after 
Mohammad Ghauri, the 
12th-century leader who 
began the Muslim conquest 
of Hindu India. India's Agni 
missile bears the name of 
the Hindu god of fire. 

A PBS interactive site for the 
Global Security Simulator at 
which you try to reduce the 
danger from WMDs is at 
www.pbs.org/avoidingarmageddon/ 
getlnvolved/involved_01 .html. 

Domestic Barriers 

All countries are complex decision-making organizations, as chapter 3 discusses. Not 

all leaders favor arms control, and even those who do often face strong opposition 

from powerful opponents of arms control who, as noted above, are skeptical of arms 

control in general or of a particular proposal. Additionally, opposition to arms control 

often stems from such domestic barriers as national pride and the interrelationship 

among military spending, the economy, and politics. 

National pride is one domestic barrier to arms control. The adage in the Book of 

Proverbs that "pride goeth before destruction" is sometimes applicable to arms acqui- 

sitions. Whether we are dealing with conventional or nuclear arms, national pride is a 

primary drive behind their acquisition. For many countries, arms represent a tangible 

symbol of strength and sovereign equality. EXPLOSION OF SELF-ESTEEM read one 

newspaper headline in India after that country's nuclear tests in 1998.14 LONG LIVE 

NUCLEAR PAKISTAN read a Pakistani newspaper headline soon thereafter. "Five 

nuclear blasts have instantly transformed an extremely demoralized nation into a 

self-respecting proud nation," the accompanying article explained.17 Such emotions 

have also seemingly played a role in Iran's alleged nuclear weapons program. "1 hope 

we get our atomic weapons," Shirzad Bozorgmehr, editor of Iran News, has com- 

mented. "If Israel has it, we should have it. If India and Pakistan do, we should, too," 

he explained.16 

Military spending, the economy, and politics interact to form a second domestic 

barrier to arms control. Supplying the military is big business, and economic interest 

groups pressure their governments to build and to sell weapons and associated tech- 

nology. Furthermore, cities that are near major military installations benefit from 

jobs provided on the bases and from the consumer spending of military personnel 

stationed on the bases. For this reason, defense-related corporations, defense plant 

workers, civilian employees of the military, and the cities and towns in which they 

reside and shop are supporters of military spending and foreign sales. Additionally, 

there are often bureaucratic elements, such as ministries of defense, in alliance with 

the defense industry and its workers. Finally, both interest groups and bureaucratic 
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DEBATE THE POLICY SCRIPT 

Is "Zero Nukes" a Good Goal? 

Most of the commentary on nuclear weapons takes the view 
that they are dangerous and that reducing their number will 
create a safer world. By extension, a "zero-nuke" world, one 
with no nuclear weapons, would be even safer yet and, there- 
fore, is a worthwhile goal. The logic is straightforward. Nuclear 
weapons have horrific destructive power. Even a relative hand- 
ful could cause devastating casualties and damage to large 
countries and virtually wipe out many smaller ones. Because 
weapons that do not exist cannot hurt you, it would seem that 
if nuclear arms cuts are considered progress, then having no 
such weapons would be the ultimate success. Most people, 
even Americans with their powerful nuclear arsenal, agree with 
this line of thought, as Figure 11.5 shows. 

it is possible, though, that the majority is wrong on this 
issue. Nuclear weapons may actually provide safety by making 
war between nuclear-armed countries too terrible to fight. Taking 
this view, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill observed 
early in the atomic age, "It may be that we shall by a process 
of sublime irony" come to a point "where safety will be the 
sturdy child of terror and survival the twin brother of annihila- 
tion."1 Arguably Sir Winston's point was well taken; during the 
cold war, despite its intense hostility, the United States and the 
Soviet Union avoided war and its risk of nuclear counterstrikes 
and mutual destruction. That was the view of British Prime 
Minister Margaret Thatcher, who told Soviet President Mikhail 
Gorbachev in 1987 that, "A world without nuclear weapons 
would be less stable and more dangerous for all of us."2 

Some analysts make much the same point in the post-cold 
war world. For example, one top U.S. government nuclear 
weapons expert argues that "the world, in fact, would become 

more dangerous, not less dangerous, were U.S. nuclear 
weapons to be absent. The most important role for our nuclear 
weapons is to serve as a 'sobering force,' one that can cap the 
level of destruction of military conflicts and thus force all sides 
to come to their senses."3 

Not all top U.S. officials agree with this view. For instance, 
a number of former high-ranking U.S. military officers were 
among the 57 retired generals and admirals from countries 
with nuclear weapons who published a 1996 manifesto de- 
claring that nuclear weapons are "of sharply reduced utility" in 
the post-cold war world, calling for "substantially reducing their 
numbers," and proclaiming that "the ultimate objective... 
should be the complete elimination of nuclear weapons from 
all nations" (Schultz & Isenberg, 1997:87). 

What Do You Think? 

Do you favor a zero-nuke world? Assume this could be 
achieved by a treaty in which all the countries with nuclear 
weapons agreed to turn them over to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency for immediate destruction, in which 
all nonnuclear countries agreed not to develop nuclear 
weapons, and in which all countries agreed to unlimited and 
unscheduled IAEA inspections to verify treaty compliance. 
Do not debate the possibility of cheating. For our scenario 
here, the treaty is foolproof, and the issue is whether the 
world would be safer with zero nuclear weapons or if 
Churchill was right when he warned, "Be careful above all 
things not to let go of the atomic weapon until you are sure, 
and more sure than sure, that other means of preserving the 
peace are in your hands."4 

FIGURE 11.5 The Zero-Nukes Option 
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About two-thirds of all Americans favor a nuclear weapons-free world. 

Data source: AP Poll, March 2006. Data provided by The Roper Center for Public 
Opinion Research, University of Connecticut. 
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actors receive support from legislators who represent the districts and states that ben- 

efit from military spending. This alliance between interest groups, bureaucracies, and 

legislators forms a military-industrial-congressional complex that has been termed 

the iron triangle. 

INTERNATIONAL SECURITY FORCES 

The idea of forming international security forces to supplement or replace national 

military forces is a second approach to seeking security on the road less traveled by. 

This approach would enhance, not compete with, the hrst approach, arms control. 

Indeed, the creation of international security forces and the advance of arms control 

are mutually supportive. 

International Security Forces: Theory and Practice 

The idea of seeking security through an international organization is not new. Im- 

manuel Kant foresaw the possibility over two centuries ago in Idea for a Universal 

History from a Cosmopolitan Point of View (1784). "Through war, through the taxing 

and never-ending accumulation of armament. . . after devastations, revolutions, and 

even complete exhaustion," Kant predicted, human nature would bring people "to 

that which reason could have told them in the beginning": that humankind must 

"step from the lawless condition of savages into a league of nations" to secure the 

peace. These ideas have evolved into attempts to secure the peace through such in- 

ternational structures as the Concert of Europe, the League of Nations, and the 

United Nations (Price & Zacher, 2004). An increased UN peacekeeping role has been 

especially evident, and other international governmental organizations (IGOs) also 

have occasionally been involved in international security missions. 

An important point is that while our discussion here will focus on the UN as a 

global organization, much of what is said is also applicable to regional IGOs and their 

security forces. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is providing inter- 

national security forces in Afghanistan, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Kosovo province. 

Also in Europe, the European Union took on its hrst peacekeeping mission in 2003 

when it assumed that role in Macedonia from NATO, and a second EU initiative sent 

its peacekeepers to the Congo later that year. Additionally on the continent, the 

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) has taken on some 

functions of a regional security structure. Established in 1973, the OSCE now has 56 

members, including almost all the countries of Europe, Kazakhstan and several other 

states in Central Asia, and Canada and the United States. Operationally, it has begun 

limited held activities to prevent or settle conflicts. These efforts primarily involve 

sending monitors and other personnel to try to resolve differences, and in 2007, 

OSCE missions were operating along the border between Georgia and Russia, in 

Kosovo, and in more than a dozen other countries or hot spots. The largest OSCE 

peacekeeping effort involved the dispatch of 6,000 troops from eight countries to 

Albania in 1997 when that country's political system collapsed into anarchy amid 

factional hghting. 

Beyond Europe, the African Union has begun to take on peacekeeping duties. 

The AU was formed in 2001, succeeding the Organization of African Unity (founded 

in 1963). The AU's membership includes 52 of Africa's 53 generally recognized states 

and also the so-called Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic. This territory is also called 


