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Foreword

Human activity can in theory take two polar forms: pure anarchy and/or
randomness, and rule following. The relations of states have traditionally
" been regarded as operating more at the anarchic end of this spectrum
than through conformity to rules of behaviour, Nowhere has the accuracy
of these observations been assumed to be more correct than in the
; military relationships between states. And yet, as Stuart Croft has been at
pains to describe and analyse in this study, polities have sought from their
inception to make those relationships both more predictable and less
prone to stimulating contlict by embarking upon activities that have been
variously labelled arms limitation, arms regulation, disarmament or arms
control,

The study seeks to both place such activities in a historical perspective,
and to demonstrate that the US-USSR activities that were labelled ‘nuclear
arms control’ in the thirty year period from 1960 to 1990 were not unique,
nor solely a product of the advent of nuclear weapon technology. Yet it goes
beyond this, for it asks an increasingly significant question: how have these
arms conirol activities changed since the end of the cold war? By implica-
tion, this also means asking how past activities were conditioned by the
structures and behaviours attendant on the East-West conflict. Answers to
these questions are provided not by judgements on whether arms control
agreements have been ‘successful’ or not, but by reference to typologies of
the objectives sought by those agreements, and by analysing how both the
objectives and scope of those agreements have evolved over time and are
still evolving.

Central to this study is the argument that in the post-cold war era, arms
control has broadened its scope to encompass the disarmament by interna-
tional organisations, in particular the UN, of warring factions within states.
This emphasises a further key issue: that limitations and constraints on
armaments and the actions of military organisations are tools for reinforc-
ing political arrangements between and within states, not ends in them-
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Foreword

selves. In the period of the cold war, when the US-USSR dialogue on strate-
gic arms limitations was apparently one of the few channels of communi-
cations that were open between the two antagonistic armed blocs, this
tended to be obscured by the argument that ‘jaw, jaw’ was better than ‘war,
war’, which gave arms conirol the appearance of being an end in itself, In
the new era, it is useful to be reminded that arms control is merely a facil-
itator, not an objective.

Stuart Croft has produced a stimulating analysis which can be used in
several different ways. It offers a framework for thinking about how arms
might be constrained in the future, as well as a very comprehensive descrip-
tion of how they have been constrained in the past. It illuminates how, in
the modern world, those anarchic tendencies that may exist have been
overlain by webs of overlapping arms control agreements. These webs
increasingly demand conformity by all states to accepted rules of behaviour
in the area traditionally seen as the epitome of state sovereignty: security
policy and military activities, Above all it is a contribution to a task that is
now increasingly urgent: to think through the nature of the post-cold war
international system; how it differs from the past; and how a secure future
international order might be constructed around it.

John Simpson
University of Southampton

viii

Preface

The origin of this book lies in the mid-1980s, At that time, arms control
was the subject of great political and academic debate. With no arms con-
trol negotiations between the superpowers from the end of 1983 to 1985,
massive peace movements (broadly hostile to arms control) in many coun-
tries, and the Reagan administration apparently being convinced that secu-
ity could be found through a unilateral build up of weapons rather than
through arms control, the whole debate over the management of arms was
perhaps more vital than it had ever been,

In the midst of this debate, Lawrence Freedman published a short mono-
graph entitled “‘Why is Arms Control So Boring?"" This came as a great sur-
prise for not only had it not really occurred that arms control could be
boring, but also because the animated nature of the public and academic
debate seemed to imply the opposite. Freedman's critique was that there was

an inevitable tendency to become caught in the detail of arms contrel and

this was, to most people, boring. But he also argued that:

My own view is that the most effective work may also be the most scholarly,
Rather than seeking to second guess policy-makers or provide expert backing
for political campaigns, the most important coniributions may be those that
affect the overall conceptual framework within which these issues are consid-
ered and discussed.’

This call to reconsider the conceptual framework of arms control has at root
motivated the writing of this book. With the end of the cold war, and the
publication of various critiques of the whole enterprise of arms control, the
need for a re-evaluation seemed, if anything, that much greater. There is a
large and growing literature on arms control, reflecting the fact that, par-
ticularly since the mid-1980s, there has been a tremendous amount of arms

* Lawrence Preedman 'W!'ly. is Arms Control .So Boring?' Faraday Discussion Paﬁer No.9,
London: Counci for Arms Control, 1987.
2 Ipid., p. 5.
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Preface

control activity between states. Drawing on Freedman’s call, this book seeks
to add to that literature, but to do so in a novel fashion. The mass of arms
control agreements that have been negotiated and signed have rarely been
categorised. It is this process of developing a typology that forms the cen-
tral task of this book. Categorisation is important not simply for itself, but
in order to broaden our interpretation {and, therefore, to deepen our under-
standing) of arms control.

Too often, arms control is defined in a very narrow fashion. Both sup-
porters of arms control and opponents have argued that arms control has
sought to reduce the likelihood of war, and in the cold war East-West rela-
tionship, to do so by underpinning nuclear deterrence. Of course, this is so.
This book, however, will broaden the definition of arms control beyond this,
and will thereby produce a more cosmopolitan approach to arms control
than that derived from the theoretical framework designed by Thomas
Schelling, Morton Halperin, Hedley Bull and others in the late 1950s and
early 1960s. Arms control in the 1990s, as before, is also about influenc-
ing the nature of relations between polities that are between war and peace.
There is no scope for arms control during a bloody conflict; neither is there
any scope for arms control when staies are genuinely at peace, in the sense
in which Canada and the United States, for example, have been at peace
since before the Second World War. However, many states — and their pre-
modern equivalents ~ operate in a state of non-war; where cooperation is
at least as important as competifion, and where recourse to arms control
may be not only to make war less likely, but also to enhance the political
position of one state over another, or to affect the nature of government
within a target state. Thus, the broader definition of arms conirol must
include not only agreements such as START (Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty) and the NPT (Non-Proliferation Treaty) within its parameters, but
also the Geneva Conventions, and United Nations disarmament activity in
Somalia and Mozambigue, Of course, arms conirol affects strategic issues in
very important ways. However, security is essentially a political phenome-
non and, consequently, arms control has been a fundamentally political
behavioural pattern, one that the political leaders of many different polities

have repeatedly utilised over time. Tt is this political essence, this pattern of

political behaviour, that is at the core of this bock. _
In order to make the case that arms control must be seen in a broader

sense, it is important to see arms control in its true historical setting, a con-

text which can be traced back to the years before Christ. It may seem

strange that, in a book which largely focuses upon the arms control agree-
ments of the post-cold war era, a whole chapter is devoted to arms control -

history, However, this history is vital, for it will be argued that arms con-
trol was not invented at a particular point in time, be it 1960, or 1920;
rather, a behavioural pattern of arms control has evolved. Only by tracing

Preface

' that evolution can we understand the breadth of arms control in the 1990s
- and beyond, and only through comprehension of that evolution can the sig-
" nificance of relatively new developments in arms control, such as the
greater emphasis in the twentieth century on tis depth (defined here as the
= level of detail, the nature of the verification provisions, and the commitment
to regime formation or maintenance} be assessed.
This book produces a typology of arms control, one derived from the text
. of treaties. For many of the post-cold war treaties, texts have been located
“in a variety of places, as indicated in the present volume. However, sources
" of pre-1990 arms control texts are rather more limited. In this book there
has been a reliance on seven essential sources of these treaty texts: Richard
D. Burns {(editor) Encyclopedia of Arms Conirol and Disarmament New York:
Charles Scribner 1992; Leon Friedman (editor) The Law of War: A Docu-
mentary History New York: Random House 1972; Trevor Dupuy and Gay
Hammerman A Documentary History of Arms Control and Disarmament New
York and London: R. R. Bowker and Co., 1973; Geoflrey Symcox War, Diplo-
‘tnacy, and Imperialism, 1618—1763: Selected Documents London: Macmillan
1974; United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency Arms Control
“and Disarmament Agreements London: Transaction Books, 1984; Jozef Gold-
blat Agreements for Arms Control London: Tayler and Francis for SIPRI
(Stockholm International Peace Research Institute), 1982; and SIPRI Arms

Francis, 1978. Within this, the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Goldblat and SIPRI concentrate on the period from the very late nineteenth
century, and largely on the cold war period. The other four sources repro-
duce treaties from a much longer historical perspective.

It will be seen in the text, in particular of Chapter One, that Dupuy and
Hammerman, Friedman and Symcox have been widely referenced as
sources of the texts of treaties. Quotations used are directly from those vol-
umes, with translations {where appropriate) taken directly from those repro-
duced by the editors. However, of particular use as a source of treaty texts
was Richard D, Burns Encyclopedia of Arms Control and Disarmament. This is
an extraordinary work, contained within three volumes, The third volume
is dedicated to some five hundred pages of treaty texts.

However, the typology advanced in this book is not derived from any of
the above. Some are limited by time-reference (for example, Goldblat and
Symcox), while others by scope (such as Friedman). The closest typology,
perhaps, is that provided by Burns, and it is to this work that further
acknowledgement is due. Burns divides arms control agreements into six:
limitations of weapons and personnel; demilitarisation, denuclearisation and
neutralisation; regulating and outlawing weapons and war; controlling
arms manufacture and traffic; rules of war; and stabilising the international
environment, However, no justification is previded for this division. As will

xi
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Preface

be seen, in this book greater effort is made to substantiate a categorisation
of arms control. Acknowledgement must be made to these sources, without
which the arguments of Chapter 1, in particular, would have been much
more difficult to support.

Much of the documentary material for this book from Chapters 1 to 6 is

drawn from the arms control agreements of the post-cold war era. Dating.

the emergence of the post-cold war world could be a controversial issue.
However, it is not an important one for this book. For the sake of the analy-
ss, i is suggested that the cold war era came te an end in the period
between 1988 and 1991 — from the rise of glasnost to the fall of the Soviet
Union. Agreements reached in this period are examined in this book, for one
of the issues is the smgular nature of arms control agreements reached at
the end of major conflicts. The cold war, as will be seen in the text, is
deemed to be a major conflict that ended, uniquely, without violence.

However, the Preface to a work is not the place for a thorough theoreti-
cal examination of the nature of the book that is to follow. The themes
briefly introduced here will form the core of the argument and structure of
the analysis in the book. These themes will be explicitly addressed in the
Conclusion.

In a conceptual work of this kind, the author inevitably develops a series
of intellectual debts. I would like to take this opportunity to acknowledge
mine. In no particular order, I would like to thank: Michael' Clarke, David

H. Dunn, BDavid Armstrong, Theo Farrell, Michael E. Brown and Colin.

McInnes for trenchant comments on manuscripts; David Nicholls and
Andrew M. Dorman for forcing me to clarify obscure remarks, and to incor-
porate arguments and material that had originally escaped me; Jane Usher-
wood, for reading through many drafts, and for patiently improving my
grammar; and Shahin Malik and Stephen Hill, for helping me to trace useful
material. However, as usual, respousibility for errors and misjudgements
rest solely with the author,

- Stuart Croft
Birmingham, England
September 1995
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Introduction

- The arms control debate

The subject of arms control became one of the core sub-fields of strategic
‘studies during the last thirty years of the cold war. In this period, arms con-
+~trol theory and practice was developed as a means of regulating and explain-
~ing tensions and relations between the superpowers. Brilliant innovative
contributions were made on the subject by renowned analysts such as
Thomas Schelling, Morton Halperin, Hedley Bull, Denald Brennan and Louis
Henkin.' For these authors, arms control agreements could be reached in the
‘interests of all antagonistic states, for in the nueclear age, it was in the
‘common interest to avoid war. For the arms control scholars, war was not
only caused by deliberate attack. It could be caused as a result of the inter-
‘action of powerful forces, described by the term ‘security dilemma’. Instabil-
ities, particularly in bilateral relations, could lead one state to calculate that
it could best limit damage to itself by attacking first in a situation where war
was seen to be inevitable. Thus, by minimising crisis and arms race instabil-
ity in the interests of all rivals, arms control would develop an adversarial
partnership between hostile states, and reduce the likelthood of conflict.

‘. Yet arms control was always controversial, for many critics argued that
*these notions of arms control were flawed in both theory and practice.

- Indeed, by the late 1970s it was possible to identify two broad schools of
' thought hostile to arms control. The first school, largely based on the polii-
= ical right in the United States, suggesied that totalitarian states such as the
./ USSR would always have an advantage in negotiating arms control agree-
ments, for they would not be subject to public scrutiny and the democratic
process, while once agreements had been reached, totalitarian states would
not hesitate to covertly breach agreed limits. The second school, largely
- based on the political left in Western Furope and the northeast of the United
- States, and in the government statements in much of the developing world,
suggested that arms control was a sham, an example of great power con-
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dominium designed to legitimise the arms race. These argumenis were

tmportant not only intellectually, but also in terms of political practice in
the 1980s. The conservative arguments provided a major platform for the
first Reagan Administration’s approach to security matters, while the leftist
perspective provided a significant part of the intellectnal core of the West-
ern peace movements.

The conservative perspective suggested that arms conirol is flawed when-
ever there are negoliations and agreements between democratic countries
and totalitarian states. In such arms control arrangements, the totalitarian
state always has the advantage. During negotiations, the totalitarian state
can propose almost anything without facing domestic problems, while the
proposals of the democratic state will be subject to domestic scrutiny by the
legisiature, the media and, in certain circumstances, public opinion. In addi-
tion, the proposals of democratic states tend to be the products of political
negotiations within government, between and within foreign and defence
ministries and other governmental bodies. Thus, totalitarian states have a
major negotiating advantage, which prevents any truly equitable agree-
ments from being reached. Once an agreement is reached, totalitarian coun-
tries tend to cheat on the terms and, given the lack of freedom within their
societies, tend not to get caught. Cheating, however, is not an option for
democracies given the power and freedom of the media. Further, even if the
democratic state catches the totalitarian country cheating, litile will be done,
for arms control has a deadening effect upon democracies, who assume that
the strategic problem has been solved by the political agreement. In sum-
mary, asymmetric political structures produce advantages for non-democ-
rats.’ Some scholars would go further and suggest that great benefit would
be derived from recognising that arms races as such are not a problem, and
that unilateral measures would enhance national security more effectively
than any arms control option. Instead of managing weapons stocks through
explicit agreements, implicit arrangements through unilateral changes
would be the most effective strategy. This concept was, perhaps, most widely
applied to arguments in favour of deploying technologies associated with SDI
(the Strategic Defence Initiative) in the United States during the 1980s.’

The leftist perspective suggested that arms control has, largely, been a
sham. It has not affected the arms race in any decisive fashion, and has
proved to be a way for the great powers to ignore pressures for disarma-
ment. Arms control has been a tool of the major powers in maintaining
dangerous and threatening military postures, and those states have cooper-
ated over arms control rather than face the real problem: the competition
in arms which could in itself lead to warfare. Arms control has, therefore,
been a conservative tool, fooling the gullible, and preventing a reorientation
of national and international security policies. Arms contrel should be
rejected therefore, in favour of the logic of disarmament.*

2

Inireduction

with the end of the cold war, the arguments of the critics of arms con-
of-seemed to gain an advantage in the debate over the validity of arms
ontrol. However, it has largely been the conservatives who have been to
: th'é" fore. The major disarmament provisions contained in treaties such as
START and the CFE {Conventional Forces in Europe) Treaty may not have
--.b_éeﬁ deep enough for some on the left; however, they made it extremely dif-
It for such analysts to argue that there was a distinction between arms
itrol and disarmament in such a stark manner as they had argued had
sen’ the case with the SALT {Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty) treaties.
nideed, arguably from the signing of the INF (Intermediate Nuclear Forces)
Treaty in 1987, much of the intellectual force of the leftist argument against
“arms control in general, as opposed to arguments against particular treaties,
lost momentum. In contrast, the conservative critiqgue of arms control con-
fined into the post-cold war period unabated. Not only was arms control
awed, but in addition some analysts have interpreted arms control agree-
rents such as START and CFE as representing an end to arms control as it
“has been conceived in contemporary intellectual history.”> Arms control, in
this: sense, was a cold war creation — and failure — which has even less
‘applicability following the collapse of cold war political structures.

‘There may be much validity in many of the above arguments., And this
pproach seemed in accordance with a general view that arms control
ould be marginalised, given the end of the cold war.® However, they are
ot relevant to the central thesis of this book. This study is not concerned
ith the success or failure of arms control, in theory or in practice. Despite
‘all the above reservations, arms control practice has continued. Further,
‘records of such practice can be traced back to the ancient world. States and
‘polities in very different political and geopolitical circumstances have, over
‘time, regularly turned to the diplomatic and strategic tool of arms control.
1f this practice has been so common, should not some attention be paid to
‘understanding its breadth and complexity, to the range of issues that have
‘been subjected to arms control solutions?

. A central assumption of this book is that the post-cold war critics of arms
- control have not developed a damning indictment of arms control. They
:_'-.have not succeeded in invalidating the study of arms control. Essentially,
:~this has been because arms conirol has been defined in too narrow a fash-
~-ion. This is not only a fault on the part of the critics of arms control. The
- -emphasis on policy relevance in the strategic studies literature of the cold
war has led to a definition of arms control that seems, in historical per-
. spective, to have been something of an aberration. For in order to evaluate
. the role of arms control in the post-cold war world, it is important to under-
- stand the development of arms control from the earliest recorded.examples.
Although at the end of the twentieth century notions of arms control have
been understood very much in terms of the nuclear arms control experi-
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ences, arms comtrol was a commonly used iool in relations between states
long before the advent of nuclear weapons, and indeed well before the cre-
ation of strategic, and later, security, studies.

Arms conirel has a long history, as will be argued in Chapter One. It is
highly probable that throughout that long history, arms control has been
an extremely controversial activity. Statesmen and women, military leaders
and scholars have almost certainly faced a variety of options and differing
opinions leading to, at times, heated political argument with many highly
critical of the purpose and outcomes of arms control. This book is not con-
cerned with arguing either that arms control theory, by which it is usually
meant the ‘golden age’ of theorising from the late 1950s to the late 1960s,
or more generally arms control practice, have been uniformly beneficial or
successful. The argument of this book is that arms control has been, and
continues to be, a much broader activity than is usually taken fo be the
case, This Introduction will attempt to locate that argument in the more
critical literature on arms control. The purpose is nof to refute the argu-
ments put forward in this literature, nor to put forward a glowing endorse-
ment for arms control. Rather, the argument that will be developed in this
bogk is that, in a sense, much of the critical literature on arms control is
not relevant to the thesis of this book. Arms contrel may or may not be a
flawed tool of diplomacy and sirategy. However, the key point is that it has
always been seen to be a part of the diplomatic and strategic language of
polities engaged in political-strategic relations with adversaries. I it has
been such a central part of the diplomatic and strategic landscape, it is a
pattern of behaviour that needs greater understanding.

Yet such an argument is not always universally accepted. The criticisms
of arms control have grown with the end of the cold war, as already seen.
In many ways, Colin S. Gray's House of Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail
represents a culmination of the critique of arms control.” As such, it is an
extremely important volume, doubly so as it was published as part of the
prestigious Cornell Studies in Security Affairs series. Gray's argument in House
of Cards is of great significance for this vohune, for Gray presents arms con-
trol as a fundamentally flawed twentieth-century policy tool, aimed at pre-
venting war (when it has often made war more likely}), and based on fairly
simple propositions. No book on arms control can begin its analysis without
thoroughly assessing House of Cards, for Gray attempts not only to condemn
the practice of arms control, but also to invalidate its study in that his con-

demnation could be seen as the last word on the subject. Thus, rather than -

examine a school of thought on this subject, a lengthy consideration of House
of Cards follows. However, the purpose of this critique of Gray is not only to
fundamentally disagree with his propositions, but it is also to use this
extreme critique of arms control to illustrate three key problems with the lit-
erature on arms control in general, Too often, arms control is seen in too

4
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resmé:ted a historical perspective; in too narrow a sense in terms of its pur-

oses: and in too shallow a fashion in terms of its complexity.

The condemnation of arms control

‘Gray’s House of Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail is perhaps the most
e-ranging condemnation of arms contro! ever produced, For Gray, 'His-
v logic, and common sense all point to the futility of arms control.”
otigh the author tries to moderate his argument in places, it is clear
roughout the text that arms control is to be completely condemned.’ Arms
ntrol has an appeal which is ‘the appeal of a chocolate diet to chocoholics.
ike ‘chocolate, arms control is superficially attractive but is really bad for
W It is also ‘a mild virus that has infected the body politic and has proved
e resistant to antimicrobial drugs.”" Further, we learn that ‘Arms con-
bl;'theory and policy advocacy ... postulates a value — political, strategic,
conomic — for its ideas that powerful theory, historical evidence, and
imon sense condemn as unfounded’;'? that ‘any grand design for inter-
ational security which relies critically upon support from an arms control
céss is doomed to fail’;"* that ‘The historical record is so rich that any-
ody who would claim that the future of arms control will be noticeably dif-
nt from its past should be weighed down with the requirement of a very
Fge burden of proof’;" and that ‘the time is long overdue for arms control
udckery to be exposed’.'s

- The central problem with arms control is that it is riddled with five para-
oxes, although in House of Cards it is clear that one of these paradoxes is
{ overwhelming importance. Gray's ceniral arms control paradox is that 'if
arms control is needed in a strategic relationship because the states in ques-
qﬂ might go to war, it will be impractical for that very reason of need,
‘whereas, if arms control should prove to be available, it will be trrelevant’.'s
hizs:

'Arms confrol regimes worthy of the name are achievable only between states
‘who do not need them ... The motive to cooperate is overridden by the motive
'to compete. The arms control paradoy argues that the reasons why states may
require the moderating influence of an arms control regime are the very rea-
sons why such a regime will be unattainable."”

Gray's theory of the irrelevance of arms control revolves around four key
arguments. First, a view of international relations in which the stakes are
relatively clear cut, with an easy identification of states committed to order,
and those committed to revisionism. Second, a view of the nature of states
-which assessments of political culture are central in affecting strategy
‘and, by extension, their arms control policy. Third a view of the history of
‘arms control which is limited to the twentieth century. Fourth, a view of
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arms control that confuses diplomatic activity. theory and definition. Each
of these arguments will be taken in tarn.

The first assumption in House of Cards is that international relations can
best be approximated by a fairly crude, although obviously value-laden, Real-
ist perspective. Most explicitly, Gray claims that ‘High policy is not made by
an all but autonomous public mood; at least it was not in 1914, 1939, or
the early 1980s. Things were different in the direct democracy of ancient
Athens and the First French Republic, but such exceptions to the rules should
not guide theory and practice today."* The calculation of interests is key; and
in this calculation, Gray postulates that the opposite of arms control is
defence planning. Unilateral improvements in force posture can be under-
mined by cooperative arms control agreements which, when put to the test,
will fail under intense political pressure. Thus, states risk weakening their
military forces by entering into arms control, and those weaknesses may be
exposed when the arms control regime collapses under poiitical pressure.
There is no sense that arms control regimes can develop anty robustness, for
it is politics that leads states to war, not weapons. The scope for cooperation
between antagonistic states is, thus, all but non-existent."

The second assumption is that, in this world, one can identify revisionist
states, and those interested in order. In fact, implicit in the analysis is a fur-
ther assumption, which is that any combination of antagonistic powers can
be defined in this manner. Unsurprisingly, we find that in the infer-war
period the powers interested in order were Britain and the United States,
and the revisionist powers were Germany and Japan. In the post-war period,
those working for order were the United States and the Western powers,
and the revisionists were the Soviet Union and its allies. In the post-cold war
period, the ‘good guys' are the Americans, the West and Israel, the revi-
sionists the Russians, Iraq and Israel’s Arab foes. This is clearly where the
value-laden nature of the analysis bursts forth. One can argue over whether
the Soviet Union should be correctly identified as a revisionist or a status
quo power. This categorisation also ignores the security dynamics of the
non-aligned world. Equally significantly, Gray overlays the importance of
political culture onto this analysis, The problem with American culture is
that it devotes scant attention to strategy.” However, the problem with
Russian culture is much worse. We learn of ‘The proclivity of Russians to
evade and avoid what Washington believes it has settled’;*' that 'Notwith-
standing all of the new thinking that has so shaken the former Soviet
system, the scope and scale of Moscow's misbehaviour — both legal, if
improper, as well as illegal — toward compliance with the terms of the CFE
treaty of 1990, are wholly in the Russian tradition of caveat emptor’;* and
that ‘a cultural proclivity to cheat is very much the Russian way in state-
craft. Cheating for advantage or simply for convenience is probably inalien-

ably, though certainly far from uniquely, Russian ... Moreover, Moscow will
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heat in matters small as well as great’.”’ Importantly, Gray claims that
s people who recognise the practical force of Russian strategic culture
ipect the successor states of the Soviet Union to behave very much better
i 'the future.' :

Vhat is to be made of Gray’s first two assumptions? The world is starkly
o}n'petitive, with the forces of order arrayed against the revisionists, and
the latter are (for political and strategic—cultural reasons) liable to cheat and
.. This raises many qguestions, not only regarding the fit of this picture with
complexity of international relations involving a whole range of actors,
nd not just states, and a whole range of issues, not just strategic relations.
“Agsuming that the picture painted of political and strategic culture is cor-
vect, how does change occur? How did political culture change from the
"négative picture of Germany and Japan in the 1930s porirayed by Gray, to
‘tffe more positive picture of the latter half of the century? Without a theory
of political change, the order-revisionist picture of strategic military rela-
ions seem to be two-dimensional, unable to explain transformation.
~“Most centrally, these assumptions lead Gray to criticise and reject what
‘he calls the ‘fallacy of political engineering’ through arms control.” Behav-
iour cannot be changed by arms control: revisionist states remain revision-
t- cheats remain cheats. As Gray states, ‘arms control cannot be useful as
an intended means to change policy’.** If behaviour cannot be changed,

agreements by the United States in order to limit the scope of action of a
dture leadership in Moscow more hostile to the West has to be rejected. If
fiiture Russian, or other governments, want to threaten the United States,
they will do so regardless of agreements:

_The urge to compete for national advantage does not prec!ude arms controI as
a tool of grand strategy. Italy, Japan and Germany in the 1920s and 1930s,
;. and the Soviet Union since 1945 have all illustrated the point that predatory
. regimes, bent upon the radical revision of their national security circum-
-~ stances, can find value in, among other things, the cover of respectability pro—
~ vided by a formal arms confrol framework.”

This may be true. However, it is not applicable for most of the time. Between
- absolute war and absolute peace, states seek to influence one another over
.- the present and the future. The provisions of START II cannot be externally
~imposed on the signatories and if a future Russian leadership seeks to exceed
" those limits, they can do so. However, they would have to explain an act
‘that arms control had made illegal. This would not necessarily prevent
~action; but normative constraints, at the very least, complicate decision
- making, particularly if they are complemented by sanctions.

- Arms control has various purposes that can be served in relations
- between war and peace. The Lisbon Protocol attached to START would lead

ién the argument that post-Soviet Russia had to be locked in to a series of
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to the removal of nuclear forces from the territory of three states. Fach
might develop nuclear weapons, but the agreement moved any possible
nuclear status into the future. START I legitimised American help for the
destruction of large numbers of Russian nuclear weapons in circumstances
where there was great concern about the security of the storage of such
weapons inside Russia. Gray argues that the development of the. Iraqgi
nuclear programme, despite being a signatory of the NPT, is much more sig-
nificant than any notions of a taboo that the NPT might have helped create
regarding non-proliferation.” However, without the NPT could the United
Nations’ Security Council have legitimised the destruction of the Iragi pro-
gramme after the war over Kuwait? Without the NPT, what could even be
said about the North Kerean nuclear programme? Thus, arms control pro-
vides a legal as well as a moral framework for action.

The third assumption in House of Cards is that any examination of the his-
torical record of arms control in the twentieth century would reveal its failure:

The historical basis for the argument presented here comprises the better part
of a century of frequently renewed arms control negotiations. The enduring
character of the states’ systern and the nature of state behaviour toward secu-
rity ensure the persistence of the conditions which guarantee that arms con-
trol must fail.**

To demonstrate this argument, Gray examined two sets of arms control
activity: firstly ‘the Washington—-London naval arms control’ regime of the
inter-war period; and then that which Gray identifies as ‘the mystery tour
from SALT to START’. However, there are grave problems with Gray's use
of this material, as will be examined by looking at Gray’s ‘mystery tour’.*
Gray's argument that SALT and START add up to a mystery tour is based
on his assertion that arguments focusing on strategic stability have no
merit. Without that, there has been no strategic purpose to SALT and
START: they have licensed an increase in strategic arsenals; they have not
eliminated ‘destabilising’ weapons (with the one exception of strategic
defences); and they do not provide predictability, for arms control agree-
ments only reflect the state of the world when they are signed.’® There are
two fundamental problems with this analysis.

Firstly, Gray asserts that one of the problems with SALT and START is
that they have not led to reductions, Yet despite arguing that arms control
is political, Gray ignores the politics. It is extremely difficult to compare the
SALT agreements with START I, or with START II. The contexts are differ-
ent, and the latter two agreements have included significant reductions.
Gray retorts that reductions in START 11 reflect the new circumstances, in
which “if the superpowers are politically at peace, it will not matter where
the level of Russian treaty-accountable warheads eventually settles,”** How-
ever, this does not accord with his earlier condemnation of Russian politi-
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culture, and his inability to explain cultural change. More importantly,
. confuses end points with process. If Russian—American relations become
ilar to American—Canadian relations, the number of weapons that the
wo:states bave will not be a direct issue for those countries. But how do
¢ates move from cold war hostility to political friendship? Surely through a
cess of agreements over a variety of issues. Further, in a utopian Russ-
an-American world, the number of Russian nuclear weapons may matter
Russia and China are still rivals. Finally, the additional utility of the
TART agreements has been to disarm the new post-Soviet states, an argu-
ent ignored in House of Cards.*

The second problem with Gray’s analysis is his discomfort with restric-
ons on strategic defences. However, this argument seems coniradictory
nd il at ease with the thrust of the book. The United States, of course, has
ot-deployed strategic defences as Gray would want, preferring instead to
1ain bound by the narrow interpretation of the ABM (Anti-Ballistic Mis-
Y Treaty. Is this the example of successful arms control, even though
nwanted? Gray argues in favour of amendment of the ABM Treaty (should
hlS not be abolition?) in favour of defences against proliferators.” However,
he reader is also told that ‘Even in the absence of the ABM treaty the United
tes would not have deployed BMD (ballistic missile defence) in the 1970s
sor:1980s." Again, there is a strange separation of arms control and poli-
cs: why would the United States nolt have deployed ballistic missile
efences? Surely because the view that deterrence would be better served by
reventing ballistic missile defence (BMD) predominated, and the best way
for: achieving that end was through arms control.” This conventional
fisdom came under great attack during the first Reagan administration,
uring which the ABM Treaty was threatened, but not broken, by the
merican government.” In advocating movement to strategic defences,
:Gray argues that SALT and START have served the purpose of preventing
‘the deployment of strategic missile defences ‘magnificently well’.* But how
‘can this be the case, given that arms control is bound to fail? Is it really
troe, as Gray argues, that limits over missile defences in the 1980s were
more a control of national budgets and lack of political will than arms con-
trol restraint?*® Given the bitter debates over SDI within the United States,
between the Reagan administration and its West European allies, and in
‘Soviet-American relations, many of which revolved explicitly around the
"ABM Treaty, one may not be convinced.*!

~+ The final assumption in House of Cards is that the purposes of arms con-
trol should be defined in a very narrow way.* Gray's critique of arms con-
trol is based on his claim that ‘Above all else, arms control is about helping
.to prevent the outbreak of war,"* The argument that will be advanced in
- this. book, however, is that the practice of arms control has shown that it
‘has been viewed as a tool designed to achieve many different purposes. It
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has been used to fry fo prevent the outbreak of war. But it has also been
used to try to create post-war stability in relations between states; to create
and strengthen norms of behaviour about the uses and targets of weapons;
to legitimise the possession and non-possession of certain forms of

weaponry, partly to prevent war, but partly also to create political advan-
tage; and it has also been used by international organisations to impose the

interests of 'the international community’ upon others. Arms control is thus
broader than Gray allows,

Arms control is also defined by Gray in a narrow way in another sense,
in that the increasing detail of arms control agreements is seen to be a
problem:

The SALT I Treaty and accompanying documentation betrayed a virulent case
of growing legalism, while the START treaty and its protective packaging is of
a length and specificity of detail which will gladden the hearts of the legal-
minded. Perhaps American consumers have come to expect the provision of
excruciating detail on the packages that they buy.*

In contrast, the argument in this book is that increasing complexity, which
will be referred to as depth, has been deliberately designed in order to
strengthen those agreements, to ensure robustness. Thus Gray's view of
arms control is, in the context of the argument of this.book, both too narrow
and too shaliow.

Given the limitations placed upon Gray's argument demonstrated by the
problems with his four underlying assumptions, it is clear that Gray's arms
control paradox is not as stark as he would suggest. The argument was that
arms control cannot work when it is needed — when states are on the verge
of war — only when it is not needed, when conflict is inconceivable.*” How-
ever, this postulates two extremes which are rarely commensurate with
political reality. Governments are more usually concerned with relations
with states with which they are neither on the brink of war, nor with whom
they are at total peace.

The dimensions of arms control

This lengthy examination of the arguments put forward in House of Cards is
not designed simply to refute the arguments put forward by Colin Gray. The
purpose is to demonstrate the range of issues covered by the term ‘arms con-
trol’, and how easy it is to ignore many of the more important issues. The

critique of Hause of Cards presented here is not intended to lead to the con-

clusion that arms control must be inherently and inevitably a national and
international good. This is clearly not the case. Arms control can lead to a
worsening of relations politically, and a destabilisation of relations strategi-
cally. In political terms, arms control can provide a focus for weakening
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4tions and a source of domestic dissent (such as over the SALT process
i the 1970s). In strategic terms, an arms conirol agreement may not
jeve its goals (some examples are examined in the next chapter), may be
amaging (some argued this was the case for NATO (North Atlantic Treaty
anization) with regard to the INF Treaty), may lull a state into a false
inse of security (as critics argued was the case for the United States over
T:1), while an agreement may simply become irrelevant. But the suc-
ss or failure, or indeed relevance, of arms control is not the focus of this
ook which will, rather, seek to develop a typology.

‘Rather than eulogise arms control, the critique of Gray enables the analy-
5 to move forward in two senses. First, it re-establishes that arms control
“subject worthy of investigation. This book does not suggest that arms
‘control is always successful in the strategic sense defined by Gray. Rather,
‘répresents a pattern of behaviour, As will be examined in the next chap-
ter; for many centuries, polities have used the diplomatic tool of arms con-
oliin order to advance various interests. The key element taken here for
1is book is not to examine how arms control might ‘work’, but rather to
examine the range of different patterns of behaviour which have been sub-
ject to arms control. This leads to the second sense in which the examina-
on of House of Cards takes the analysis forward. Arms control has not, in
storical terms, been an independent factor in international politics as is
plied by Gray in his critigne of American arms control theory and prac-
tice. One is given the impression in House of Cards that legions of arms con-
trollers have put their fallacies and careers ahead of the national interests
of their countries: for example, ‘an arms control process takes on a life of its
own, and its supervising officials naturally assume a solicitous concern for
the welfare of that process which exceeds strategic considerations of
national security’.* However, the reality of the phenomena that Gray
describes is the politics that he argues should be seen to be central. National
interests, and international security, are always subject to political debate,
riot objective mathematical formulae. Arms control has been about fur-
thering political interests. The key question becomes, therefore, whose inter-
ests are furthered and legitimised by different forms of arms control? This
does not mean that arms control agreements and negotiations inevitably
contribute to a thickening web of arms control welcomed and recognised by
all. Rather there are different interests within and between polities which
are significant in terms of whether an arms control agreement can be pro-
~duced at all and, if it is, what it looks like.

Arms control will be defined in a very. broad sense in this book. This
broader approach to arms control may seem a little uncomfortable initially,
- in that it combines conventional and unfamiliar notions of arms control.
- There are at least three elements in this.

First, distinctions will not be made between agreements over arms con-
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trol and those over disarmament although such a distinction is usually seen
to be axiomatic. For Hedley Buil, ‘Disarmament and arms control intersect
with one another. They are not the same, for there can be disarmament
which is not controlled, and control which does not involve a reduction of
armaments. On the other hand, they are not exclusive of one another."’
Unilateral disarmament lies outside of the definition of arms control pro-
vided by Bull, for it is not about the cooperation of antagonistic states.”
However, internationally agreed measures of disarmament most definitely
lie within the definition and, indeed, such agreements have been something
of the hallmark of the end of the cold war.

Second, arms control is not presented as an institution that ensures
equality for all participants, for in negotiations parties will have different
levels of influence, and differing abilities to conclude a satisfactory agree-
ment. Equal ouicomes have been sought in many arms control negotiations,
but not always, and the historical record illustrates many examples of this
{as will be demonstrated in Chapter 1). And as will be seen, in particular in
the analysis of arms control at the conclusion of conilicts, sometimes equal
outcomes are most certainly not sought.

Third, arms control is not simply about START and CFE and, at a push,
the NPT; it will also be defined to include such agreements and issues as the
Geneva Convention, and UN disarmament activities in Mozambique.*’ Arms

control will be defined to include restrictions on the use and possession of

arms. In this sense, the laws of war, which seek to set normative restric-
tions on the use of violence, must be seen to be arms control. The laws of
war set limits on who may be targeted (that is, who can be classed as non-
combatants), with what weapons (the outlawing of inthumane weapons),
and have sometimes forbidden violence at certain times (such as on the Sab-
bath) and in certain places. Arms control defined broadly must therefore
include norms that have sought to limit the use of arms. But it must also
be defined to include restraints on the possession of arms. This cbviously
includes restrictions on vertical and horizontal proliferation. But it must also
include efforts to disarm warring parties and, in this sense, the United
Nations' efforts to disarm groups and states in countries such as Mozam-
bique, Cambodia, Somalia and Iraq are arms control.

Arms control will be defined in this book, therefore, to include treaties on
disarmament (the INF Treaty, for example); unequal treaties (such as the
Treaty of Zama between Rome and Carthage); the laws of war (like the
Geneva Conventions); restraints on proliferation {such as the NPT); and
United Nations’ disarmament efforts. This should not be seen, however, to
take the definition of arms control too far away from that developed by ana-
lysts such as Schelling, Halperin and Bull. For example, for Thomas
Schelling and Morton Halperin the importance of arms control lay ‘essen-
tially on the recognition that our military relation with potential enemies is
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e of pure conflict and opposition, but involves strong elements of
taal interest in the avoidance of a war that neither side wants'.™ Cer-
,-all the activities outlined in the broader approach fo arms control
ed above {it with this definition. Indeed, Hedley Bull, in The Control of
Arms Race, argued that 'Arms control in its broadest sense comprises all
e acts of military policy in which antagonistic states cooperate in the
giiit of common purposes even while they are struggling in the pursuit
onflicting ones,”" In the period since the publication of that definition,
& has been a temptation to focus on superpower relations, negotiations
1d dgreements in the analysis of arms control. The result has been for
wis control to be interpreted in narrow terms, not with the broad
pproach advocated by Bull. This book seeks to re-broaden the concept.,
rms control will be examined in a very wide sense. There will not, how-
er"‘ be an investigation into the motivations of arms control. For Bull, the
iriary motivation is to make war less likely and, should it nevertheless still
<eak out, to make it less destructive. A secondary motive is to reduce the
onomic costs, and a tertiary motive to combat the militarisation of soci-
2. This may or may not be persuasive; however, as the investigation into
hich arms control agreements are successful, and which are not, lies out-
the scope of this article, so does a direct examination of motivations.
stead, the book will set out a typology of arms control in the spirit of Bull's
finition of the phenomenon.

‘As will be examined in Chapter 1, arms control has been used throughout
history in relations between, for example, Egyptians and Hittites, Romans
and Carthaginians, the Christian and Saracen worlds, France and Britain in
thie eighteenth century, Britain and the United States in the nineteenth cen-
tury, and the United States and the Soviet Union in the twentieth. Through-
out recorded history, arms control has been used to set limitations on the
scale of violence in warfare whether through prescribing the space in which
hostilities could take place, or through proscribing the use of certain forms
of warfare, such as poison and gas. All of these various arms control arrange-
nients, and others like them, had three main characteristics. These related to
the participants, the focus of arms control and the implications of arms con-
trol agreements. Each of these aspects will be briefly examined.

: First, in relation to the participants, arms control agreements were
_:__.:'reached between states, or their pre-modern equivalents, based on the
“/assumption that it would be both possible and desirable to develop some
- form of cooperation in the military field in order to avoid war, manage crises
+and, should war nevertheless occur, to limit the ensuing damage. However,
. although most analyses of arms control tend to focus upon treaties, it is
-+ important to note that it has not been necessary for an agreement to be for-
- malised in terms of a treaty since tacit agreements {or indeed unilateral rec-
iprocal measures) may alsc produce a new form of stability after
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implementation.** The key issue is not that there may be negotiations and .
a treaty, although this is often the case, but rather that there is agreement "
between states on the nature of a new post-agreement balance of military

forces. This book will, therefore, examine not only arms control treaties, but
also political agreements and some reciprocal unilateral measures.
Second, in relation to the focus, arms control agreements have been con-

cerned with the control of the use of certain forms of weaponry, the pos-:
session of different forms of weaponry, and/or the means of production of

weaponry. However, this has allowed for a tremendous variety in arms con-
trol agreements not only between quantitative and qualitative arrange-

ments, but also between those prohibiting use and those outlawing :
possession, between agreements designed to have an impact in a region and
those global in scope, between agreements aimed at preventing war and.
those regulating the conduct of war should it break out, and between those -
arms control agreements designed to be narrowly in the interests of one
state and those with pretensions to benefit the whole of the international *;

society of states. Generalising about such a range of behaviour in interna
tional relations only becomes possible with the aid of a wider historical
vision than that Hmited to the cold war period.

Third, in relation to the implications of arms control arrangements, many '_
agreements were based on a hope, whether implicit or explicit, that they '

would lead to an improvement in political relations between the partici-

pants. This was due not only to the expectation that the agreement would -

represent the minimisation of a security concern between the participants,
but also that an agreement might serve as the basis for further confidence-
building measures. Yet if they did not, even an expectation of future politi
cal cooperation might have been sufficient to weaken reliance on worst-case
analysis which might in turn have lessened the powerful pressure of the

security dilemma.* Thus, arms control has always beent about creating

and/or supporting norms of behaviour in international politics,

This book takes a broad approach to arms control and seeks to use it o
develop a framework of understanding which can be applied to the arms .

control agreements of the post-cold war period. It will include in its defini
tion of arms control not only traditional arms control agreements between

states over the relative size of their military arsenals, but also agreements :

over the forcible disarmament of groups and states by international bodies
(the United Nations’ disarmament of Iraq after the Gulf War, for example)
and agreements concerning the behaviour of states {the 1949 Geneva Con-

ventions, for example). Thus, a working definition of arms control for this -

book would be as follows: a search for collaborative arrangements between
political entities that seeks to set resiraints on the possession and use of cer-
tain forms of arms, whether in complete form or in component parts. The
definition uses ‘political entities’ to inchide sub-state groups, supra-state
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utions, and pre-modern states; ‘possession’ refers to types of weapons,
who may deploy, build, store and operate them, in what numbers, and
at conditions; and ‘use’ refers to questions related to legitimate targets
'e'ographlcal areas. Arms control is collaborative, but may include uni-
measures, but only when they are designed primarily to induce rec-
measures or to enhance international security. It is about setting
I limits on military policy.

apter One develops the central arguments of the book developed from
: déﬁnition, arguments which are contained within two theses. The first
cis is that over time, the nature of arms control has widened in scope from
 limited functions to the broader definition of arms control utilised in
15 ‘baok. The second thesis is that particular arms control agreements can
assessed on the basis of a concept of the depth of that agreement.
W;denmg refers to the different types of arms control activity practised
ver several thousand years. In early arms control practice, polities reached
ecments about the size, strength and disposition of their forces at the end
onflicts in order to formally create a new balance between them, and to
te or perpetuate strategic stability at other times. During the Middle
s, agreements were reached over norms of behaviour limiting the scope,
a'ris and timing of violence between polities. During the following cen-
es, as technology became increasingly sophisticated, growing attention
s placed on the problems associated with the proliferation of weaponry.
inally, during the twentieth century, a new form of arms control devel-
p_ed one that was managed by global international organisations.

Thus, new types of arms control developed as arms control practice
idened over time. As a result of this process, conceptually five types of
tms control may be said to exist at the beginning of the post-cold war
eriod: (1) arms control at the concluston of conflicts; (2) arms control to,
rther strategic stability; (3) arms control to create norms of behaviour; (4)
rfns control to manage the proliferation of weapons; and (5) arms control
y international organisation. Chapters Two to Six of this book are divided
to these conceptual categories in order to examine over twenty arms con-
ol arrangements reached in the post-cold war world.

The second thesis introduced in Chapter One is that arms control can be
ssessed on the basis of deepening. This concept of deepening refers to a

process over time whereby the depth of arms control agreements may be
said te have increased. By depth, three factors can be identified as signifi-

cant. The first factor refers to the detail provided in the terms of the agree-
ent. Does the drafting of the agreement cover the scope intended by the

states involved? Are definitions clarified? Are mutual understandings spelt
out? The second factor relates to provisions for verification. Without ade-
quate provisions for verification within the terms of the agreement the eflec-
tiveness of the treaty may be seriously compromised. The final lactor refers
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to regime formation/continuation.’® Often this is related to the depth of ver-
ification, for a detailed verification regime implies at least a medivm-term
commitment to implementing the agreement. Regime formation/continua-
tion also refers to the degree to which follow-on agreements are expected to
be reached within the broad framework of the agreement, and the mecha-
nisms for ensuring progress towards such an end. During Chapters Two 'to
Six, while categorising the arms control agreements of the post-cold war
world into the five categories of arms control, each agreement will also be
assessed in terms of its depth.

Through the concepts of widening and deepening, this book sets out a
framework for understanding and analysing the arms control agreements
reached at the beginning of the post-cold war period. :

Notes

1 See, for example, Thomas Schelling and Morton Halperin Strategy and Arms
Control New York: Twentieth Century Fund, 1961; Hedley Bull The Control of

the Arms Race London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson for the Institute for Strategic
Studies, 1961; Louis Henkin (editor) Arms Conirol New York: Ballantine Books,

1960; and Donald G. Brennan {editor) ‘Arms Control, Disarmament and .

National Security’ a special issue of Daedalus Vol. 89, No. 4, 1960.

2  PExamples of these arguments may be found in the following: Malcolm Wallop
and Angelo Codevilla The Arms Control Delusion San Francisco: Institute for
Contemporary Studies, 1987 Joseph Douglass, Jr. Why the Soviets Violate Arms
Control Treaties Washington DC: Pergamon—Brassey's, 1988; and Robin
Ranger ‘Learning from the Naval Arms Coutrol Experience’ Washington Quar-
terly Vol. 10, Summer, 1987, pp. 47-58.

3 See, for example, Kenneth Adelman ‘Arms Contrel with and without Agree-
ments’ Foreign Affairs Vol. 63, Winter, 1984-5; Colin Gray 'Arms Control Does
not Control Arms’ Orbis Vol. 37, No. 3, 1993; and Patrick Glynn Closing Pan-
dora’s Box: Arms Races, Arms Control and the History of the Cold War New York:
Basic Books, 1992,

4 For these arguments see, for example, E. P. Thompson Zero Option London: The -
Merlin Press, 1982; Ken Booth ‘Unilateralism: A Clausewitzian Reform?’ in
Nigel Blake and Kay Pole {editors) Dangers of Deterrence: Philosophers on Nuclear -
Strategy London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1983; The Alternative Defence -
Commission The Politics of Alternative Defence London: Paladin, 1987; Jonathan,
Schell The Abolition Londom: Pan, 1984; Regina Cowen Karp (editor) Security :
without Nuclear Weapons Oxford: Oxford University Press for SIPRI, 1992; °
Stephen King-Hall Defence in the Nuclear Age London: Gollancz, 1958; Marek -

Thee, 'Arms Control: The Retreat from Disarmament, the Record to Date and

the Search for Alternatives’ fournal of Peace Research Vol. 14, No. 2, 1977, Paul °
M. Cole and William J. Taylor The Nuclear Freeze Debate: Arms Control Issues for -
the 1980s Boulder CO: Westview, 1983; and Edward Kennedy and Mark Hat- °

field Freeze New York: Bantam Books, 1983,

16

Introduction

ce, [or example, Christopher Coker A Farewell to Arms Control: The Trrelevance

pf CFE London: Institute for European Defence and Strategic Studies, 1991.

ee, for example, R, Smith ‘The Marginalization of Superpower Arms Control’

- Security Studies Vol. 1, No. 1, 1991, pp. 37-53.

“Colin Gray House of Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail Ithaca: Cornell Uni-
“versity Press for the Cornell Studies in Security Affairs, 1992.

“1bid., p. 5.

:Por example, on page 219 he says ‘I do not argue that arms control is always
~'of absolutely no, or even negative, value for peace and security,’

“Ibid., p. 221. :

. 234,

. 225,

. 227,

. 16.

.73,

.17,

. 27, :

. 194, Further. ‘Statesmen compete in arms, foment crises, and wage
‘wars for their vision of security, no matter how pernicious or sensible that

‘vision may seern in retrospect to others.’ Thid., p. 54.
+ Gray's contempt for more liberal perspectives becomes, on rare occasion,
* extreme. Charles Kupchan and Clifford Kupchan's thought-provoking and

challenging article on collective security is condemned in the most extreme
terms. According to Gray, the authors ‘inadvertently do their best to demon-

-strate why political scientists should not be entrusted with the serious business
- of national security ... Not to mince matters, this constitutes a stew of liberal

fallacies.’ Ibid., pp. 156-7, note 47, The original article is Charles A. Kupchan

- and Clifford A. Kupchan ‘Concerts, Collective Security, and the Puture of

Europe’ International Security Vol, 16, Summer, 1991,

= See Gray House of Cards, pp. 228-9.
'L Ihid., p. 137.
o Ibid., p. 156.

Ibid., p. 169.

4 Ihid., pp. 174-5.

Ibid., p. 155. Later, he argues that arms control process bear witness to the
illusion that security can be engineered' ihid., p. 229,

6. Ihid., p. 41.

Ibid., p. 55.

8. Ihid., p. 199. Gray argues that ‘The apparent fact that Iraq, a signatory to the

NPT, covertly could come plausibly within eighteen to twenty-four months of
acquiring nuaclear weapons, is vastly more impressive datum than is the gen-

- eral opinion that the NPT helped forge a useful taboo. Again, arms control
- could not handle the really tough challenge.’

Ihid., p. 2. :

For a critique of the ﬁrst penod as analysed by Gray, see S Croft ‘In Defence
of Arms Control' Political Studies forthcoming 1996. Also see Emily 0. Gold-
man Sunken Treaties Pennsylvania: Penn State Press, 1994; C. Hall Britain,

17



Strategies of arms control

31
32

33
34

35
36
37

38

39
440
41

America and Arms Contrel, 1921-37 New York: St Martin's Press, 1987; and
E. Goldstein ‘The Evolution of British Diplomatic Strategy for the Washington
Conference’, and Sadoa Asada ‘From Washington to London: The Imperial
Japanese Navy and the Politics of Naval Limitation, 1921-30" Diplomacy and
Statecraft Vol. 4, No. 3, 1993.

Gray, House aof Cards, pp. 128-33.

On SALT see, for example, Raymond Garthoff Detente and Confrontation Wash-
ington DC: Brookings Institute, 1985; Dan Caldwell The Dyramics of Domestic:

Politics and Arms Control: The SALT 11 Ratification Debate Columbia South Car:
olina: University of Carolina Press, 1991: A. Platt The US Senate and Strategic
Arms Policy 1969-77 Boulder CO: Westview, 1978; John Newhouse Cold

Dawn: The Story of SALT New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston 1973; and..
Gerard Smith Doubletalk: The Story of SALT I Lanham: University Press of Amer-

ica, 1985. On START, see Ivo H. Daalder and Terry Terrifl Rethinking the
Unthinkable: New Directions for Nuclear Arms Control a special issue of Arms Con-

trol: Contemporary Security Policy Vol. 14, No. 1, 1993, and the sections on-

START in Chapters 2 and 3 of this book.
Gray House of Cards, p. 123.

On the centrality of this concern in the process, see Steven Miller ‘Western

Diplomacy and the Soviet Nuclear Legacy’ Survival Vol. 34, No. 3, 1992,
Gray House of Cards, p. 52.
Ibid, p. 154,

Such a view came under fierce attack from groups such as the Committee on

the Present Danger. See Charles Tyroler I Alerting America Washington DC

Pergamon-Brassey's, 1984. Also see notes 2 and 3 of this chapter. For analy-
sis, see Mike Bowker and Phil Williams Superpower Detente: A Reappraisal .

London: Sage for the RIIA, 1988; David H. Dunn “The Politics of Threat: Min

uteman Vulnerability in the Carter and Reagan Administrations’ unpublished
Ph.D. thesis, University of London 1995; Fred M. Kaplan The Wizards of
Armageddon New York: Simon and Schuster, 1983; Robert Scheer With Enough
Shovels: Reagan, Bush and Nuclear War New York: Vantage, 1983; and E
Lawrence Freedman The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy London: Macmillan for -

1SS, second edition, 1989, especially Chapter 26.

This was over the question of whether the ABM Treaty could be reinterpreted

in a ‘broad’ fashion to aliow the development of the Strategic Defense Initia:

tive. For a view in favour of reinterpretation, see the Heritage Foundation '

‘US—Soviet Arms Accords Are No Bar to Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative’
Heritage Foundation Backgrounder 421 Washington DC: The Heritage Founda-
tion, April 1985. For a view against, see Raymond Garthoff Policy Versus the
Law: The Reinterpretation of the ABM Treaty Washington DC: The Brookings
Institution, 1987. For a proposed compromise, see Donald G. Gross ‘Negotiated
Treaty Amendment: The Solution to the ABM-SDI Treaty Condlict’ Harvard
International Law Review Vol. 28, Winter, 1987, pp. 31-68. Also see William
Durch The ABM Treaty and Western Security Cambridge MA: Ballinger, 1988.
Gray House of Cards, p. 130.

Ibid., p. 13.

See, for example, Hans Gunter Brauch Star Wars and European Defence London:

18

Introduction

Macmlllan, 1987; Ivo H. Daalder The SDT Challenge to Europe Cambridge MA:
3 lmger, 1987; Stuart Croft “The Impact of Strategic Defences on European
'merlcan Relations’ Adelphi Paper 238 London: IISS, 1989; Samuel F. Wells
nd Robert 8. Litwak Strategic Defenses and Soviet—American Relations Cambridge
: Ballinger, 1987; and john Holden and Joseph Rotblat Straiegic Defences
rul the Future of the Arms Race London: Macmillan for Pugwash, 1987,

ray also sets out to provide a general theory of why arms control is bound to
ail; but seeks to achieve this, in part, by locusing upon the arms control policy
'of the United States. The general and the particular tend to become confused
“and overlap, to the detriment of the general theoretical propositions.

ray House of Cards, p. 2. This claim is repeated throughout the book. See, for
example, p. 69: 'More arms control agreements will be signed in the 1990s.
‘But that fact will have no importance for what arms control primarily is sup-
-posed to be about ~ the prevention of war.’

1bid., p. 137.

y this, it is meant that, for example, arms control agreements between France
nd Germany would have been insubstantial in 1939 on the verge of war, and
eaningless in 1990 when both states were firmly at peace.

ray House of Cards, p. 232, Elsewhere, the Arms Control Association and the
‘Federation of American Scientists are condemned for showing greater loyalty
: a theory of arms control than to the reality of Soviet cheating, Ibid., p. 166,
-Hedley Bull The Control, p, vii,

-One exception to this is when unilateral reductions are designed to be recipro-
‘cal. A very important example of this will be examined in Chapter Two which,
_: in part, will analyse the Bush—Gorbachev unilateral nuclear reductions
‘announced at the end of 1991.

‘Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), Conventional Forces in Europe
"(CFE) Treaty, and Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)

. T. Schelling and M. Halperin Strategy, p. 1.
' Hedley Bull The Control, p. xiv.

Ibid., pp. 3-4. '

See, for example, Hedley Bull The Control p. xi, and Thomas Sche]}mg and
Morton Halperin Strategy, p. 77. The issue of reciprocal unilateral measures is
examined in Chapter Two of this book.

See, for example, Joseph 8. Nye ‘Arms Control and International P(h;\tics’

+: Daedalus Vol, 120, Ne. 1, 1991,

On the importance of regimes in this area see, for example H. Mueller “The
Iniernationalization of Principles, Norms and Rules by Governments: The Case
of Security Regimes’ in V.Rittberger with P. Mayer (editor) Regime Theory and

s International Relations Oxford: Clarendon, 1993; M. Enfinger and V. Rittherger

‘The CSBM Regime In and For Europe: Confidence Building and Peaceful Con-

'_ flict Management’ in Michael Pugh (editor} European Security — Towards 2000
~ Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1991; and 0. Young ‘International

Regimes: Toward a New Theory of Institutions’ World Politics Vol. 39, No. 1,
1986; and Frank Schimmelfennig ‘Arms Confrol Regimes and the Dissolution
of the Soviet Union: Realism, Institutionalism and Regime Robustness' Cooper-
ation and Conflict Vol. 29, No.2, 1994, pp. 115-48.

19




The evohition of
arms control

Introduction

The Introduction to this book has suggested that one of the problems with
the debate over arms control has been that the phenomenon of arms con
trol has not been defined in a sufficiently comprehensive manner, Too often,
arms control has not been seen to be significant before, at best, the early
part of the twentieth century. In fact, as this chapter will seek to demon
strate, arms control has a long and rich history across many diiferent cul
tures. Further, since there has been little emphasis on the historical record
of arms control, there has been little focus upon one of the most importan
changes introduced in the twentieth century, and certainly developed in the
cold war era: the process of deepening. All of these issues will be illuminated
by a more thorough examination of the arms control record.

Arms conirol has been a significant area of human activity throughou
recorded history. However, many different types of enterprise have been
emphasised during this historical development, since arms control activities
have always reflected the norms and concerns of the international political ',
system of the time. Nevertheless, it is the argument of this chapter tha
common practices of arms control can be identified, despite the differing
nature of international relations over long periods of time.

This chapter will first examine the historical development of arms contro
from its origins int the ancient world to the practice of the inter-war period.
Second, it will examine the contribution of the cold war period both in terms
of the nature of the treaties, and in terms of the arms control theory devel-
oped during the late 1950s and early 1960s. Finally, drawing on the first |
two sections, the chapter advances a typology for the understanding of arms
control that suggests that five distinct types of arms control can be identified. -

The historical development of arms control

Arms control is often seen to be a modern inveniion, a creation of the cold
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However, the practice of arms control is many thousands of years old.
dontrol agreements can be identified not only in the inter-war period
_twentieth century, but alsc in the eighteenth and nineteenth cen-
‘in the Middle Ages, and even in the ancient world. Arms control in
rm or another has in fact been practised throughout history. In the
"_iés before Christ, examples would include the Rome—Carthage Treaty;
: dieval Europe, agreements included Canon 29 of the Second Lateran
icil of 1139 {which outlawed the use of crosshows against Christians
Citholics), and Canon 71 of the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 {which
ned the transfer of weapons to the Saracens); in the period before the
__ World War, examples would include the Anglo-French Naval Limita-
tioanact of 1787, the Franco-Prussian Treaty of 1808 (by which the Pruss-
army was limited in size), and the 1902 Argentine-Chilean Protocol
ing naval forces; in the inter-war period, one would consider the 1919
eement to Restrain Trade in Arms and Munitions of War with China,
he 1925 Geneva Protocol regarding prohibition on the use of gas, and the
sague of Nations One Year Armament Truce of 1931; and finally, there
- many arms control agreements in the cold war period, such as the
T agreements.

}ii examination- of the history of arms conirol is useful, therefore, not
only. in terms of correcting an emphasis on the post-1960 history of arms
roI but also in defining different emphases in the practice of arms con-
trol ‘Por the purposes of this analysis of the historical development of arms
ntrol, five distinct periods can be identified: the ancient world; the
medieval world; the period between the Peace.-of Westphalia and the end of
the First World War; the inter-war period; and the cold war period. Each of
ese phases will be examined in turn in order to illustrate the dynamic
ure of the development of arms control.

Arms control in the ancient world

Two factors distinguish much of the arms control activity of the ancient
irld from later arms control practice. First, warfare was endemic, whether
in‘the Middle East, pre-Han China, ancient Greece or the Roman world.!

:Second, warfare, sometimes highly stylised, ofien very violent, was essen-
“tally fought with relatively unsophisticated concussion or cutting

weaponry, These two factors had important implications for arms control.

-_':W1th warfare so common, and so important to the cultures of many of the

peoples of the ancient world, incentives to prevent conflict in general, as

‘opposed to limiting viclence in specific circumstances (when it was clear
“that no victor would easily emerge) were low. Some exceptions to this have
:_been noted; for example, amongst fron Age peoples, the League of the Iro-
-quois in pre-colonial North America prevented warfare between the con-
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tian Burcepe. There were many incursions and invasions from outside
hether from Muslim, Viking or Mongol sources — which in part led local
alers to centralise their powers behind new and more powerful fortifica-
ions. As Michael Howard put it, ‘War is really too benign a term to describe
-4 tondition of the Buropean continent.”

__hi:s centralisation of power was in itself to contribute to change in the
Lre of relations within the medieval world. The major political debate of
eriod focused upon the secularisation of power, and consequently the
sewhat troubled relationship between Church and state, although both
urch and state recognised the need to impose limits on the scope of vio-
ce.
Would moves to limit violence, both public and private, and within as
11 as between polities, best be organised by bishops, or by local political
eaders? In the former category were the Peace of God in the Synod of Char-
in 989, the Truce of God in the Diocese of Flne in 1027 and the Truce
qr__thé Bishopric of Terouanne in 1063, The penalty for breaking the set
trictions on behaviour was to be declared anathema and face excommu-
ication. In the latter category fell the Peace of the Land for Elsass from
85 to 1103, and the Peace of the Land established by Henry IV in 1103,
& penalty for breaches was to be capital punishment or, for lesser
nices, the removal of the eyes or the hand of the offender.

‘he medieval response to this confusion was to attempt to limit violence
ough a series of agreements. Through what were termed the Peace of
od and the Truce of God, and the Peace of the Prince and Peace of the
d, agreements were reached which were designed to control violence.’
itrictions were set on the justification for resorting to viclence, and limits
rere set on the scope of the violence in terms of both time and legitimate
argets. For example, the Peace of God proclaimed in the Synod of Charroux
1 989 decreed:

stituent nations for over three hundred years.® Further, it was difficult to
control weaponry given its relative simplicity, (although some limited
attempts were made: note the Philistines’ efforts at preventing the Israelites
from acquiring iron-based weapons in around 1100 Bc).’ Thus, both the
political culture and the practical problems were not conducive to arms con-
trol solutions. However, arms control still occurred, notably at the end of
wars or when significant technological advance occurred (for example, the
development of the Greek trireme naval vessel).

Arms control in the ancient world largely tock one of two forms:; the
establishment of buffer regions; and the disarmament of the defeated. Exam-
ples of the former include the agreement between the Egyptian Rameses II
and the Hittite Hattusilis 1T following the Battle of Qadesh around 1280 sc,
or the agreement between Rome and the Parthians to manage the buffer
state of Armenia between them.! Examples of arms control which led to the
disarmament of the defeated would include the imposition of the foedus inae-
quum, or unequal treaty, by the Romans on Carthage in 201 Bc, and on
Macedon in 196 Bc. Under the foedus inaequum, the Romans insisted that
the defeated states accept widespread measures of disarmament. Both
Carthage and Macedon had their navies largely eliminated, and Carthage
had to destroy its war elephants. Both states had to pay reparations, and
were forbidden to undertake any military action in regions adjacent to their
home cities.® A further example occurred at the end of the Peloponnesian
War in 404 Bc, when Sparta imposed terms on Athens which included the
destruction of Athens’ walled defences, and the destruction of all but twelve
of the Athenian warships.®

 Arms control in medieval Europe

Arms control had developed little by the Middle Ages. While the limited
arms conirol moves of the ancient world tended to focus on relation
between empires, arms control in the medieval world was placed in an alto
gether different context. While war between states was a significant issue
of perhaps greater concern to the medieval world was the degree of violenc
within states. This violence was both extra-legal (with the operation of ban
dits on the edges of society wreaking damage on both towns and country
side), and legal (with the acceptance of the feud and the joust, which in th
early medieval period frequently led to widespread violence in the region)
The international and extra-legal forms of viclence often came togethe;
during periods of warfare. Major wars tended to be short, with armies fight
ing only during the late spring to early autumn period; however, merce
naries and some knights would coniinue wreaking destruction outsid
these times for their own gain. Thus private and public violence were fre
quently hard to distinguish. Yet violence was not limited to actions withi

: Anathema against those who break into churches. If anyone breaks into

“or robs a church, he shall be anathema unless he makes satisfaction.

2. Anathema against those who rob the poor. If anyone robs a peasant or
any other poor person of a sheep, ox, ass, cow, goat, or pig, he shall be anath-

: ema unless he makes satisfaction.™

5_fl_‘he Truce of God proclaimed in the Diocese of Elne in 1027 included a
‘requirement not to fight on the Sabbath:

throughout the whole of the said country and bishopric no one should attack
. his enemy from the ninth hour on Saturday until the first hour on Monday, so
_that everyone may perform his religious duties on Sunday.”

Part of the Peace of the Land established by Henry IV in 1103 included the
:_l"equirement ‘to keep the peace with churches, clergy, monks, merchants,
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o committed themselves to follow some of the precepis of the Peace of
the Truce of God, and the Peace of the Prince and Peace of the
Ithough no penalties, either ecclesiastical or secular, were stipulated.
the Article read:

women, and Jews'.?? Of course, this is not to argue that such declarations:
were successful in protecting large numbers of people from the viclence of
the times. Indeed, these exemptions ‘did not apply if they were suspected of:
giving “aid and countenance” to the war, which they usually were’."* But,
these were initial attempts to set normative constraints upon violence and;
in the broad sense, were therefore arms control measures. -

In these general attempts to codify and enforce the Just War, the control;
of weapons themselves had a limited role. The clearest example of direct
control took place at the Second Lateran Council of 1139 which prohibited:
the use of the crossbow under the following decree: ‘We forbid under
penalty of anathema that that deadly and God-detested art of slingers and.
archers be in the future exercised against Christians and Catholics."* Three
factors are important to note about this Canon, which emphasises the con-
text of arms control during the medieval period.”® First, the legitimising:
authority for the prohibition of the crossbow was the Church, and the
penalty for breaching the prohibition was an ecclesiastical one. The rela-
tionship between secular and religious authority was still confused, as illus-
trated by the differences between the Peace of God and the Peace of the
Prince." Second, the prohibition on the use of the crossbow was not a gen-
eral one. It was acceptable to use the weapon against non-Christians
whether they be invading the Christian world, or being confronted in the
Holy Land. Also, the weapon was acceptable for use against heretics within
the Christian world. Third, the pressure for the ban on crossbows came from
the nobles. The crossbow was the most significant military innovation of the
twelfth century. Crossbows were used by relatively unskilled lower class sol-
diers, yet were able to pierce the armour of the knights and, if laced with
poison, were almost certain to produce a fatality. Thus the crossbow was a
weapon with potentially socially revolutionary implications. Arms control
in this period was thus clearly a product of the confused political relations
of the medieval world, and yet had a relatively clear focus: to assist in the
regulation and limitation of certain types of violence by creating norms of
behaviour.

ar should arise between the two confraciing parties ... all women and chil-
“scholars of every faculty, cultivators of the earth, artisans, manufactur-
d fishermen unarmed and inhabiting unfortified towns, villages or places,
n.general all others whose occupations are for the common subsistence
nd béneﬁt of mankind, shall be allowed to continue their respective employ-
ts and shall not be molested in their pexrsons, nor shall their houses or
gods be burnt, or otherwise destroyed.”

imilar agreement in a Treaty of Commerce between the Netherlands
d the United States in 1782, it was agreed that:

‘the better promoting of commerce, on both sides it is agreed that if a war
ould break out ... there shall always be granted to the subjects on each side,
tetm of nine months after the date of the rupture, or the proclamation of
,to the end that they may retire, with their effects, and transport them
here they please."

hese concerns with limitattons on the scope of war developed further. Per-
‘most obviously, in the latter part of the nineteenth century and the
part of the twentieth many conventions were negotiated -and signed
cerned with creating and perpetuating rules and laws of war. These
nged from the creation of codes of conduct to the abolition of certain
s of weapons. In the former category, The Hague Conventions (1899
and 1907) set out a series of restrictions on the right to wage war; for exam-
prohibiting the use of poisoned weapons, the killing or wounding of
prisoners, and the unnecessary destruction or seizure of the property of the
my.” In the latter category, the Declaration of St Petersburg in 1868
nounced the use of ‘any projectile of less weight than four hundred
ammes, which is explosive, or is charged with fulminating or inflamma-
ble substances’ since such use would ‘uselessly aggravate the suffering of
disabled men,” This was further developed in the Declaration Concerning
panding Bullets of 1899, which outlawed ‘the use of bullets which
expand or flatten easily in the human body, such as bullets with a hard
velope which does not entirely cover the core or is pierced with inci-
sions’.** However, in a further echo of the medieval debate in which norms
vere designed only to exist only amongst like-minded states, the Declara-
_tlon of St Petersburg forbade the use of certain projectiles ‘among civilised
* nations', while the Declaration Concerning Expanding Bullets would not be
+‘binding from the time when, in a war between the contracting Powers, one
of the belligerents is joined by a non-contracting Power’.?*

- Elements of the ancient world approach to arms control also reasserted

Arms control from 1648 to 1914

In the period from the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 to the outbreak of the
First World War, arms control began to develop much more clearly into its
modern form. Many of the activities in the medieval period had laid the
foundations for the modern state system, conveniently although not always
accurately dated to the Peace of Westphalia.”” Some early examples showed
a degree of continuation with the medieval concern to limit the scope of vio-
lence, thereby creating norms of behaviour. For example, in Article XXIII of
the Treaty between the United States and Prussia, signed in 1785, both
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themselves in this period. 1t has already been argued that arms control in
the ancient world largely took one of two forms: the establishment of buffers
or neutralised areas; and the disarmament of the defeated, sometimes
through the foedus inaequum, or unequal treaty.

There were a number of examples of agreements on neutralisation. In the
Treaty of Utrecht in 1713, under Article IX the French agreed to British
demands: )

lled to send 16,000 troops to fight with the French should a Franco-Aus-
fan war break out.® A further example was the series of restrictions
jposed on the Egypiians by their imperial overlords, the Ottoman Turks.
In:1841, a limit of 18,000 was imposed on the Egyptian army, although
'1__s could rise if troops were needed by the Sultan of Turkey in wartime,
and. the Egyptians were prohibited from building ironclad warships.
Increases in the size of the Egyptian army were allowed in 1866 and 1873,
but in 1879 the original limitations were reimposed.”

that all the Fortifications of the City of Punkirk be Razed, that the Harbour be
filled up, and that the Sluices or Meles which serve to cleanse the Harbour be
Levelled, and that at the said King's own Expence, within the space of Five
Months after the Conditions of Peace are Concluded and Signed.*

Similarly, under Article XXVII of the British-Spanish-Dutch Treaty of 1715
“The fortifications and all the works of the citadel at Liege, and also those
of the chatean of Huy, including all forts and works, shall be razed and
demolished, in such a way that they can never be rebuilt or restored.” In
the nineteenth century, treaties were signed neutralising countries (Belgium
1831, Luxembourg 1867) and regions {the Black Sea, in 1856).** One o
the most interesting of these arms control agreements was the Rush—Bago
Agreement of 1817. Under Rush-Bagot the United States and the United
Kingdom (subsequently Canada) agreed to the naval demilitarization of th
North American Great Lakes. Under this agreement, each side was allowe
to deploy a maximum of one ship on Lake Ontario, two ships on the Uppe
Lakes, and one on Lake Champlain; none of the ships could exceed one hun
dred tons and one eighteen pound cannon.” This agreement did not tak
the form of a treaty; rather it took the form of an exchange of notes. Nev:
ertheless, this arms control agreement assisted in the general improvemen
of Anglo-American relations in the period after the war of 1812, which ha
witnessed a massive build up of naval force to an extent where the Britis
had deployed a ship in the lakes more powerful than the Victory which ha
been so successful at Trafalgar in 1805, while the Americans were in th
process of building the two largest warships in the world. Disarmament ha
begun before Rush-Bagot was agreed; the agreement was nevertheless
stablhsmg factor in relations between the two states for the rest of the cen
fury.®

In a further echo of the arms control practices of the ancieni world
unequal treaties were also arranged. In 1807, the Prussians and Russiamn:
were defeated by Napoleon at Friedland and, following the deal betwee
France and Russia in the Treaty of Tilsit, Prussia was forced to accept
treaty with France that limited the total size of the Prussian army to 42,00
troops, with exact sub-limits of infantry regiments, cavalry regiment
artillery miners and sappers, and the King's Guard, for a period of ten year:
from 1 January 1809. In addition, under Article V, Prussia would be com

Arms conirol in the inter-war period

The inter-war period in many ways brought many of the disparate arms
control approaches of the past together. There had been arms control con-
icted with attempts to end conflicts, to create stability between states, and
connected with attempts to develop rules of war. The inter-war period was
‘witness arms control of all these different types, but in addition was to
strengthen a focus upon the problem of proliferation which had not previ-
sly been a major issue, and was to introduce one new form — interna-
tional control.

Firstly, there were arms control agreements connected with the ending of
conflicts. As already seen before the dawning of the inter-war period, arms
control had been used on several occasions as a part of a post-war settle-
ment. The clearest examples of this form of arms control in the inter-war
perlod were, of course, in the terms of the post-First World War peace set-
t:lernents The Treaty of Versailles of 1919 limited Germany in Part V to an
army of 100,000 (Article 160}, a navy of six battleships (Article 181), and
prohlblted the development of a German air force (Article 198).*2 The Treaty
of St Germain-en-Laye of 1919 limited the Austrian army to a maximum of
0 000 troops. The Treaty of Neuilly of 1919 prohibited the Bulgarian army
f__c'om exceeding a limit of 33,000 troops. Finally, the Treaty of Trianon of
1920 limited the Hungarians to an army of 35,000. Each of these treaties
set detailed terms for not only the size of the armed forces, but also their
structure {for example, Germany was allowed a maximum of seven infantry
divisions and three cavalry by Article 160 of the Treaty of Versailles). For
me, the ireaties at the end of the First World War were forms of the foedus
Vinaequum; for others, they were similar to the more limited forms of arms
control designed to create a new post-war stability as, for example, had been
the Treaty of Utrecht.

- Second, there had been arms control agreements designed to create or
strengthen strategic stability between two or more states that did not result
f.-;__from the immediate aftermath of a war, In the inter-war period there were
~‘also many agreements negotiated and signed that were designed to stabilise
relations between particular states. For example, in 1930 Turkey and
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Greece reached an agreement on a Naval Protocol by which both states
undertook:

to effect no order, acquisition or construction of war units or armaments, with-
out having notified the other Party six months previously, so that both Gov-
ernments may thus be enabled if necessary to prevent any competition in the
sphere of naval armaments by means of a friendly exchange of views and-
explanations on either side in a spirit of perfect sincerity.”

Similarly, the following year Turkey and the Soviet Union exchanged a pro-
tocol under which both states agreed not:

to fay down any naval fighting unit whatsoever for the purpose of strengthen-
ing its fleet in the Black Sea or in neighbouring seas, or to place orders for any
such unit in foreign shipyards, or to take any other measure the effect of which
would be to increase the present strength of its war fleet in the above-men-
tioned seas without having notified the second Contracting Party six months
previously,* '

More substantial naval agreements were negotiated and signed between the
major naval powers. The Washington Naval Treaty of 1922 between the
United States, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan created a ratio of naval
force between the five powers. Great care was taken over the definition of
types of ships, their dimensions and the sizes of their armaments, and in a
series of attached tables a schedule for the replacement of named ships was
set out.” The London Naval Treaty of 1930, under Article 1, stipulated that
the ‘High Contracting Parties agree not to exercise their rights to lay down
the keels of capital ship replacement tonnage during the years 1931-6
inclusive as provided in Chapter II, Part 3 of the Treaty for the Limitation
of Naval Armament signed between them at Washington.”” In 1935, the
British and Germans exchanged notes setting the ratio of naval tonnage
between their two countries at 100:35 (excluding submarines, which were
subject to a different ratio).” During 1935 to 1936 the PBritish, Americans,
Japanese, French and Italians met to negotiate an extension to their 1930
Treaty. The resulting London Naval Treaty of 1936 differed markedly from
the previous naval treaties, however, in that the quantitative approach was
abandoned, and instead the treaty set out a series of qualitative restrictions
such as, under Article 4, limits to the standard displacement of a capital ship
(35,000 tons), and to the maximum gun calibre of a capital ship (14
inches).* Over the next two years, Great Britain sought to extend the treaty
regime by signing agreements similar to the London Naval Treaty with Ger-
many (1937, and a protocol was added in 1938), the Soviet Union (193 7)

Poland (1938}, and the Scandinavian countries (1938).3% s

Third, as in previous periods, there were many efforts to develop the rufes |

of war and create a general world order in the inter-war period; Tn: common
with the practice of the past, these efforts focused upon limiting types of
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weapons, identifying illegitimate targets and the setting of restraints on the
acceptable space for warfare. In the first category, perhaps the most famous
agreement was the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Under the Protocol, states
agreed that:

the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of ail analogous
* liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned by the general opin-

ion of the civilised world ... the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not
- already Parties to Treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition, agree
* to extend this prohibition to the use of bacteriological methods of warfare and

agree to be bound as between themselves according to the terms of this decla-
" ration.*

~The clearest example of further setting limits upon acceptable violence in
warfare was the Red Cross Convention of 1929, which set terms for the
= treatment of the wounded, and the Convention of the Treatment of Prison-
ers of War, also of 1929." In terms of restraints on the space for warfare,
the Treaty of Lausanne of 1923 demilitarised the Straits of the Dardanelles,
‘the Sea of Marmora and the Bosphorus, even though the Montreux Con-
“ vention of 1936 allowed a certain amount of fortification by Turkey.”? A
“more esoleric example was the so-called Roerich Pact of 1935, by which
. states in the Americas agreed to the protection of artistic and scientific insti-
¢ tutions and historic monuments in time of conflict.®

" Much of the above activity was in many ways a continuation of the arms
- control efforts of previous periods. The issues changed, but the forms of arms
- control had much in common with the past. Of course, this is not to argue
that there were not also significant developments. The level of detail cer-
- tainly increased, notably in agreements such as the Treaty of Versailles and
- the Washington Naval Treaty. Further, a growing concern with verification
~began to become apparent. This deepening of the arms control process was
also matched in the inter-war period with a widening as new types of arms
-conirol — proliferation and international control — came to the fore.

The fourth area of inter-war arms control was a growing concern with
‘proliferation. To a limited degree, this concern was not new. The Third Lat-
eran Council of 1179 in part focused on the proliferation problem of

medieval Christian Europe;

Greed so [illed their souls that although they were Christians they nevertheless
provided to the Saracens arms, iron and wood for their ships, and helped them
become superior in evil from the provision of arms and necessities to fight the
Christians ... These we condemn to be cutl off from the Communion of the
Church and subject to excommunication for their iniquity and condemned to
the loss of their goods, to be confiscated by the Catholic princes of cities. If they
are captured they are to be enslaved by their captors.*

Such efforts at the control of the proliferation of weapons and technologies
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" were inevitably circumscribed in the Middle Ages due in part to the limited
sophistication of weapons technology. In the immediate aftermath of the
Great War, in a very different context in which the technological develop-
ment of weaponry had led to the vast destruction of the 1914-18 war, states
attempted to create a legal framework for the limitation of the spread of
weapons. An initial agreement, focused on a particular conflict, was
reached in May 1919 whereby:

The Governments of Great Britain, Spain, Portugal, the United States, Russia,
Bravil, France and Japan have agreed effectively to restrain their subjects and
citizens from exporting to or importing into China, arms and munitions of war
and material destined exclusively for their manufacture until the establishment
of a government whose authority is recoghized throughout the whole country.®

Four months later, twenty-three states signed the Convention for the Con-
trol of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition, providing a more general level
of proliferation restraints, motivated in part by the desire fo prevent the
escalation of limited wars, in part by the hope that such an action might
facilitate the more comfortable control of colonies. Under Article 1, the Con-
vention prohibited the export of:

artillery of all kinds, apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles explo-
sive or gas-diffusing, flame-throwers, bombs, grenades, machine guns and rifled
small-bore breech-loading weapons of all kinds, as well as the exportation of
the ammunition for use with such arms. The prohibition of exportation shall
apply to all such arms and ammunition, whether complete or in parts.*

Further, under Article 2, the importation of ‘firearms and ammunition,
whether complete or in parts’ was prohibited in the regions set out in Arti-
cle 6:

The whole of the continent of Africa with the exception of Algeria, Libya and
the Union of South Africa ... all islands situated within a hundred nautical
miles of the [African] coast ... Transcaucasia, Persia, Gwadar, the Arabian
Peninsula and such continental parts of Asia as were included in the Turkish
Empire on August 4, 1914 ... the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gualf
and the Sea of Oman.*

In addition, sections of the Convention dealt with forms of supervision of the
Convention both on land and sea. This Convention was developed further
in 1925 into the Convention for the Supervision of the International Trade
in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War.* A further attempt
was made to control the proliferation of weapons in 1929, with a more
detailed Draft Convention with Regard to the Supervision of the Private
Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammunition
and of Implements of War under the auspices of the League of Nations.*
The fifth and final area of inter-war arms control was a completely new
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‘innovation, arms control through international agency. This was first insti-
tuted in the Covenant of the League of Nations. Under Article 8:

2. The Council, taking account of the geographical situation and circum-

‘stances of each State, shall formulate plans for such [arms] reduction for the

consideration and action of the several Governments. ’

3. Such plans shall be subject to reconsideration at least every ten years.

-4, After these plans have been adopted by the several Governments, the limits
-of armaments therein fixed shall not be exceeded without the concurrence of

-the Council.®

‘Several attempts were made to take these provisions further. Perhaps the
fél'earest example of subsequent efforts can be read into the text of the
‘Preparatory Commission's draft on arms Hmitations written in 1930 and
presented to the General Disarmament Conference of 1932. Detailed forms
of limitations were set out, but the key section illustrating the importance
international control was Part VL. Under Article 40, it was proposed that:

‘There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disar-
marnent Comynission with the duty of following the execution of the present
Convention ... Members of the Commission shall not represent their Govern-
ments.”!

_The success of such efforts at international contrel during the inter-war
period was, of course, very limited. However, they were to be a forerunner
of more extensive efforts later in the century.

The widening and deepening of arms control

This brief examination of the practice of arms control in the past has
included agreements and treaties from many different contexts and circum-
stances. What is plain is that the form of arms control practised is always
a product of the international political culture and context of the time. Yet
this historical overview illustrates that, up to the beginning of the Second
World War, the process and scope of arms control had both widened and
deepened.

The widening of arms control relates to the areas in which arms control
has been deemed to be politically appropriate. In the ancient world, in a
context of endemic warfare and simple weapons, arms.conirol had two pur-
poses: it was used at the end of conflicts to impose a new balance (for exam-
ple, the Rome—Carthage Agreement of 201 Bc); and it was used by political
leaders to create or perpetuate stability between their political entities (such
.‘as the Egyptian-Hittite Agreement of 1280 &c). During the Middle Ages, in
.the context of the confusion between public and private violence, and the
-‘changing relationship between church and state, arms control was used to
~-only one purpose: to develop a more orderly state of affairs in the world,
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defined at the time as the Christian world (for example, the Truce of God
proclaimed in the Diocese of Elne in 1027). During the period between the
Peace of Westphalia and the Treaty of Versailles, in a context of the emer-
gence of nation-states, the development of the technology of warfare, and
the further development of concerns to devise rules for the use of violence,
arms control had three purposes: it was used at the end of conflicts to create
a new balance (as in the Treaty of Utrecht); it was used to develop or per-
petuate stability between states (the Rush-Bagot Agreement); and it was
used to develop norms of behaviour in international relations (as in the
Hague Conventions).

Thus in the period up to 1919, arms control had developed in three dis-
tinct areas, and arms control of all these three types was pursued in the
inter-war period: at the end of conflicts to create a new balance (as in the

Treaty of Versailles); to devise or perpetuate stability between states (the °

1930 Greco-Turkish Naval Protocol); and it was used to develop norms of
behaviour in international relations (as in the Geneva Protocel). In addition,
arms control developed in two further areas: the control of the proliferation
of weapons {such as the 1919 Convention for the Control of the Trade in
Arms and Ammunition); and international control {clearly in the Coveitant
of the League of Nations). However, in these latter two areas there was
much less deepening of the process of arms control compared to the other
three types.

The deepening of arms control refers to the nature of the agreements
themselves in three areas. First, over time there was a trend away from

agreements set in broad terms to much more detailed agreements (compare, -

for example, the arms control provisions of the Treaty of Utrecht with the

Treaty of Versailles). Second, issues of verification became increasingly L

important. Whereas there was no method of verification on the limitation
of the Prussian army in the Treaty of Paris in 1808, and the Prussians were
able to break the spirit of the Treaty, the Treaty of Versailles set up [nter-

Allied Commissions of Conirol under Section IV with wide ranging powers;
for example, under Article 209, it was the Naval Inter-Allied Commission of
Control's 'duty to proceed to the building yards and to supervise the break- .
ing-up of the ships which are under construction there, to take delivery of :

all surface ships or submarines, salvage ships, docksand the tubular docks,
and to supervise the destruction and breaking-up provided for’.® Third,
agreements increasingly became seen in terms of a regime that could con-

tribute to stability over time, rather than an agreement that merely dealt

with an immediate problem. The arms control process began to be seen as

a means of managing political difficulty; for example, the Rush-Bagot :

Agreement (especially in the middle and latter part of the nineteenth cen-

tury), or the naval arms control agreements of the 1920s and 1930s. By
the standards of the debate over arms control during the cold war, such a -
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pening was very shallow and uneven in different treaties (especially with
epard to verification); however, there had been a series of significant devel-
ments up to the outbreak of the Second World War.

rhere was, therefore, a process of the widening and deepening of arms
'trol in the period up to the dawning of the nuclear age. Did the practice
arms conirol during the cold war further this development? And how did
“development of a theory of arms control in the late 1950s and 1960s
flect the way in which arms control was perceived?

The influence of the nuclear age

rms control after 1945 was restructured around the concept of nuclear
eterrence. Nuclear deterrence theory was developed from the original ideas
analysts such as Bernard Brodie into a refined series of propositions
ing what has been termed the ‘Golden Age’ of thinking about nuclear
eierrence from the mid-1950s to the mid-1960s.” Analysts such as
chelling, Wohlstetter, Kahn, Bull, Halperin and others set out and refined
-gentral propositions of nuclear deterrence thinking that came to under-
in judgements about nuclear weapons and arms control in both the acad-
mic and policy-making communities.” Generalising about much of this
terature, it can be said that there were at least seven main assumptions.
t, that the world would be dominated by two nuclear armed superpow-
rs. Second, that there would be a parity or rough equivalence in destruc-
ve nuclear capacity between the two. Third, there would be an inevitable
ompetition and rivalry between these countries. Fourth, the power of
lear weapons was so great that all rational people would seek means to
{{'oid their widespread use. Fifth, that in order to avoid nuclear warfare the
ajor states and their allies would seek to avoid any sort of armed conilict,
r fear of escalation to nuclear use. Sixth, this was a long term proposition,
s:the power of nuclear weapons meant that the offensive had a clear
dvantage over the defensive. Seventh, although all would seek to avoid
uclear use, the nature of the competition between the two main nuclear
owers meant that there was a danger of miscalculation; in order to min-
mise this, there was a need for dialogue and arms control.

It was these assumptions that created the context for much of the nuclear
ebate during the cold war period. This thinking was important as it became
ear that under these assumptions the practical implication was that
uclear deterrence had to be constantly worked at by policy-makers in order
maintain stability within the competitive relationship between the super-
owers, Political will to maintain a deterrent relationship had to be com-
unicated and made credible, based on an evolving capability, On the other
‘hand, political reassurance also had to be worked at, to ensure that natural -
orst-case analyses on all sides would not lead to the outbreak of war in
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sarmament mainly, although not exclusively, of nuclear weapons. For
sxample, the Baruch Plan of 1946 proposed ‘the creation of an Interna-
spal Atomic Development Authority, to which should be entrusted all
ph: ses of the development and use of atomic energy’ and further that:

times of crisis or arms race instability; this was the central role for arms con:
trol. For James E. King; '

if it is to be the lunction of arms control to safeguard the stability based upon
mutual deterrence, proposals to abolish the ‘terror” in the ‘balance of terror’ are
clearly out of order, It may be appropriate, nevertheless, to seek early agree-
ment to limit the number ... on each side, and thereby to diminish the implicit
threat of terror.”

1. Manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop;
- Existing bombs shall be disposed of pursuant to the terms of the treaty; and
3. The Authority shall be in possession of full information as to the know-

. . o0
In this new intellectnal and political framework it became possible for ana how for the production of atomic energy.

lysts to argue that “The history of arms control is quite short.”* Of course’
~ what is meant here is that the history of the form of arms control practise
and theorised about in the nuclear age was quite short. This ‘arms contro
in the nuclear age’ was seen by its originators to be something quite new.¥
The core of the theory was that in a nuclear world with two ideologically
opposed blocs competing politically and strategically, the outbreak of.
nuclear war was a possible, but was never a desirable, outcome. Thus the:
leaders of both blocs had a mutual interest in limiting the possibility of con _
flict occurring. As Herman Kahn noted, ‘Neither the United States nor the
Soviet Union wants a war thal would annihilate us both — neither side"
wants the cost of the arms competition to become more onerous; neither .
side wants to permit lax operational practtces for nuclear forces.’” These -
common interests provided a basis for arms control in the nuclear age
which therefore rested ‘essentially on the recognition that our military rela
tion with potential enemies is not one of pure conflict and opposition, bu
involves strong elements of mutual interest in the avoidance of a war that .
neither side wants'.* Arms control thus had to ensure strategic stability,
and to prevent it from being undermined by technological developments
which in turn could lead to incentives being developed which might encour- -
age a surprise attack. Under crisis conditions such an attack would be
designed to destroy the opponent’s strategic nuclear arsenal in a situation
in which the advantages of striking first clearly outweighed those of being
second in terms of achieving strategic goals, and in particular in terms of
damage limitation. The key task for the originators of arms control in the
nuclear age was, therefore, the reduction of the vulnerability of retaliatory
forces to ensure that any second strike capability remained invulnerable, :‘
thus ensuring the stability of nuclear deterrence.

Five periods of arms control may be identified in the cold war era: the focus -
on nuclear disarmament to the late 1950s; ‘pure’ arms conirol to 1972;
political arms control to 1979; the collapse of arms control to 1985 and the
new arms control of the late 1980s. Each of these periods will be examined
in turn in terms of the influence of the new concepts of arms control.

In the first period, from the origins of the cold war to the end of the:
1950s, the political debate was framed by notions of general and complete

teen vears later, ambitions — or the desire for good publicity — had
rown greater, with a proposal by the Soviet Union to the General Assem-
bij(i_of the United Nations that:

over a period of four years, all States should carry out complete disarmament
i land armies, naval fleets and air forces will cease to exist ... All atomic and
hydrogen bombs at the disposal of States will be destroyed, and all further pro-
duction of such bombs will cease.”

was the dissatisfaction with what was thought to be the unrealistic nature
such proposals that led to the work of the late 1950s and early 1960s to
velop an approach to arms control that was deemed appropriate for the
nuclear age. As James E. King put it:

total disarmament ts a tragic illusion, if not a deliberate fraud. No conceivable
fhspection system could prevent the ‘internal security’ forces envisaged by
every such proposal from being a threat to neighbouring countries, nor com-
mercial aircraft from beinig converted for military purposes.®

Héwever, as Robert Bowie put it, ‘Within these limits ... there appears room
- substantial arms control if the parties wish to pursue it."” Arms con-
trollers, therefore, sought reductions in a strategic context in which it was
ar that;

very small forces are more vulnerable to a clandestine attacking force that lead
many who concern themselves with arms control to think of a goal well short
of the complete elimination of strategic weapons. It is not stimply that a reduc-
tion to modest levels is a less ambitious goal. It is that the situation may
become safer in the event of war, and more stable with respect to the likelihood
of war, if forces are substantially reduced, but that beyond a certain point fur-
ther reductions may increase both the fears and the temptations that aggra-
vate the likelihood of war.

It ' was these considerations that provided the context for the development
of arms control theory, an approach which revolved around two major
assumptions: that nuclear states had an overriding and mutual desire to
avoid warfare, since nuclear war would completely devastate their own
states; and that arms control would have to be used to reduce the incen-
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tives to launch a first strike, thus lessening crisis and arms race instability
and hence strengthening strategic stability."* This was the basis for th
second period, which might be termed ‘pure’ arms control, by which i
meant that there was an attempt to create a close relationship between
arms control theory and practice. The major goal of the nuclear arms con
trol thinkers of this period was to achieve strategic stability based on MAD
{(mutually assured destruction), in which instabilities through either th
arms race or crises would be minimised. In bringing about this situation
arms control had a role in both commission and omission.

In terms of commission, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 ensured
that mutual assured destruetion had become and would remain the centra
strategic reality. As agreed in Article I, ‘Hach Party undertakes not to deploy
ABM systems for a defense of the territory of its country and not to provide
a base for such a defense’." With national defence prohibited by arms con-
trol, the nuclear superpowers would always be vulnerable to nuciear
destruction thus, in the logic of nuclear deterrence, giving the strongest pos-
sible incentives to each state to avoid any form of conflict between them.
Further, through the Interim Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Offen-
sive Arms of 1972, both sides acknowledged that an acceptable level o
nuclear parity had developed between them. Under Article I, “The Parties
undertake not to start construction of additional fixed land-based ntercon-
tinental ballistic missile launchers after July 1, 1972."" Under Article III,
‘The Parties undertake to limit submarine-launched ballistic missile launch-
ers and modern ballistic missile submarines to the numbers operational and
under construction on the date of the signature of this Interim Agreement.’
The arms balance in terms of missile launchers (although not warhead
numbers) was to be stabilised at existing levels of parity.*”

In terms of omission, arms control had not restrained developments in
three areas. First, it had not regulated the increase in the size of the Soviet
nuclear arsenal during the 1960s as it approached parity with the United
States. A ‘natural’ parity was allowed to emerge which was then codified
through arms control, rather than arms control being used to shape that
emerging parity. Second, it had not been used to control the emergence of
certain new technologies (such as the SLBM (submarine-launched ballistic
missile) and the MIRV (multiple independently-targetable re-entry vehicle),
which were deemed to be stabilising. Third, arms control in this period pro-
duced an Interim Agreement on OffensiveArms between the United States
and Soviet Union at levels of weapons which ensured that there would be’
a level of nuclear overkill in which a second strike capability should always
seem survivable. As Hedley Bull argued in The Control of the Arms Race it
was necessary in arms control efforts to recognise ‘those kinds and quanti-
ties of forces and weapons that promote the stability of the balance of power,’
and those which do not; to tolerate or even to promote the former, and to:

strict the latter’.”

This approach to arms control was highly successful in that by the mid-
70s, many of the fears which initially animated the new arms controllers
had: fargely been allayed. However, this form of arms control, in which
'éory and practice were to be closely linked, was to be heavily compro-
sed from the mid-1970s onwards in two ways. First, arms control
nded its scope from the central strategic question — ensuring the sur-
vability of a second strike capability — into a range of other forms of arms
ntrol. There were negotiations over biological weapons, conventional
wé‘épons and over the level of the arms trade. In other words, the original
focus of the new arms control of the nuclear age was blunted as a process
widening took place. Second, political issues — which had originally been
ruled out of the new nuclear arms control — grew enormously in impor-
nce. For much of the 1970s it seemed that the terms ‘arms contrel’ and
tente’ had become synonymous. Further, as political debate raged around
. value of detente, so arms control was taken from its realm of expert dis-
gsion and placed into the public political debate. In the United States,
ere was great argument over whether there was any value to this new
orm of arms control, with the political right wing, in the form of the Com-
ttee on the Present Danger, arguing for less emphasis on bilateral and
multilateral measures, and for a greater focus on unilateral efforts.” In con-
trast, in many Buropean countries the debate became polarised between
hose who supported arms control efforts on a multilateral basis, and those
who sought disarmament, arguing that arms control merely legitimised the
arms race.” .

The new arms control of the nuclear age thus fell into disrepute by the
e 1970s and early 1980s. There were essentially two reasons for this.
First, it had probably never been feasible to limit the discussion over arms
ntrol to the technical, expert level, and the introduction of partisan polt-
ics into the debate; along with the widening of the arms control agenda, in
refrospect appear almost inescapable. This widening was perhaps inevitable,
not only because of the success of arms control (at least as widely perceived
the time) in improving strategic and political relations, but also given that
he security concerns of the 1960s related not only to the stability of the
ntral nuclear relationship between the superpowers, but also to the fear
éf nuclear proliferation. The success of the negotiation and signing of the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Treaty in 1968 represented a success
“lor the process of arms control, but a challenge for the theoretical base of
he arms control of the nuclear era, since arms control theory could at best -
inly partly explain and shape the drive for non-proliferation.

- Second, as already seen, much of the immediate arms control agenda of
:the early 1960s had, by the mid-1970s, been achieved. The strategic focus
{ increasing strategic stability seemed less urgent in a period in which
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whereas arms control had been initially conceived of by the nuclear arms
nirol theorists in terms of enhancing bilateral stability, it had been broad-
ened by the mid-1970s to include certain elements of world order and pro-
ration control. Increasingly after 1985, Gorbachev and the reformist
ent in the Soviet Union sought to broaden arms control further by seek-
+'to use the process in order to end the cold war conflict. This theme will
eveloped later in this book when locking at the transition to the post-
[d war world.
Arms control, therefore, moved through five periods during the cold war.
tially there was little arms control, largely the rhetoric of disarmament.”
‘the second period from the early 1960s, a new theory emerged which
(ocused arms control efforts on the need to create a particular form of
Weapons stability betweent the nuclear superpowers. The success of this
bitionn led to a third pertod in which arms control was broadened to
clude attempts at proliferation control (most notably with the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty), and to create new norms of behaviour (the Envi-
nmental Modification Treaty of 1977, for example).” In the fourth period,
arms control fell into disrepute during the early 1980s, as the theoretical
derpinning to arms control collapsed. Finally, from the mid-1980s, arms
control increasingly came to be concerned with regulating the end of con-
flict as the cold war came to an end.
Thus, the pattern of development in arms control identified in the fArst
tion of this chapter continued after the hiatus of the first two decades of
the cold war, and after having been forgotten at a time when a new theory
5[ arms control was developed. The pattern of the past — the widening of
he areas in which arms control was used — was again repeated. However,
there was one particularly significant contribution made by arms control in
he cold war period, and that was to accelerate the process of deepening, in
hiree ways.
First, the trend towards increasing the level of detail of agreements con-
ned, although admittedly unevenly. The Interim Agreement on Offensive
rms, the ABM Treaty and SALT II all used a series of attached statements
and understandings to the treaty by both signatories in order to clarify as
Ar as possible the exact meaning of the relevant articles.” However, such
attempts to further increase the amount of detail and precision in treaties
did not prevent argument over issues of interpretation, as was seen, for
example, in the middle of the 1980s in relation fo the debate over the ABM
Treaty.®
" Second, issues of verification further increased in importance, although
he technical possibilities for more detailed verification tended to be con-
trained by the politics of the cold war. Whereas the Partial Test Ban Treaty
of 1963 made no provisions for verification in the terms of the treaty, the
‘Interim Agreement on Offensive Arms, the ABM Treaty and the SALT II

strategic parity had been achieved and ratified, and at a time in whic
mutual assured destruction had clearly become the reality of nuclear deter.
rence.”’ In such circumstances, the essence of the drive to create an arm
control theory in the early 1960s had been iransiormed. As Phil William:
noted, ‘Schelling and Halperin (along with Hedley Bull} had provided muc
of the philosophy which was to inform arms control efforts during th
1960s. During the 1970s, however, this philosophy appeared increasing]
less relevant to the arms control experience.’” This separation of the theor
and practice of arms control had been a subject that had worried the theo
rists in the early 1960s. As Schelling and Halperin had warned:

One of the difficulties with a substantial agreement on arms limitation might

be the difficulty of reaching a common expectation of just how much of a

‘truce’ in diplomacy, propaganda, and even military activity is involved ... The .
least Favourable prognosis is probably for an agreement that one party expects -
to symbolise the burying of the hatchet, a new era of good feeling, and a res-

olution to live up to new standards of international friendship, while the other

takes for granted that ‘realistic’ diplomacy will prevail, subject only to the con-

crete matfers agreed on. in this case acute disappointment and recrimination

might result, and the greatest of misunderstandings.”

If Schelling and Halperin had mentioned the possibility of such division, dis
appointment and misunderstanding occurring within states as well a
between them, they would have given an almost perfect prediction of th
problems facing arms control in the late 1970s. Perhaps nowhere was th
loss of the theoretical focus of arms control more evident than in the SALT
I negotiations and treaty. SALT I had ratified and confirmed strategic parity
and the reality of mutnal assured destruction. In contrast, SALT IT produced
an agreement with no such fundamental results, and a general increase in
the levels of nuclear warheads,

In the {ourth period of arms control in the cold war era, the early 1980s
the new arms control introduced by the theorists of the 1960s had lost it
central focus, been broadened to issues beyond its theoretical base, and
become politicised in a manner most unwelcome to its originators. The
debate over arms control in this period recognised the collapse of many o
its initial assumptions.” The fate of SALT IT and the difficulty of identifying
a strategic logic for arms control, along with the worsening of cold war rela
tionships, led to a period from 1983 to 1985 in which for the first time since
1969, there were no nuclear arms control negotiations between the super—
powers.

However, arms control re-emerged as a major international issue in the
mid- and late-1980s, from the elevation of Mikhail Gorbachev to General
Secretary of the Soviet Communist Party. In this final period of arms con-
trol in the nuclear age during the cold war, a different purpose emerged.
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Treaty all provided for verification by national technical means in Article V,
Article XII and Article XV respectively. Some of the difficulty of judging the
required level of verification had been foreshadowed by the debate amongst
the arms control theorists in the early 1960s. For some, verification was of
only limited importance; Schelling and Halperin, for example, suggested
that ‘even if violation cannot with great confidence be completely deterred,
it may be sufficient to deter the most profitable violations, or to make vio-
lation so costly that little can be gained by it"."' In contrast, Fred Ikle feared
that democratic governments might be tempted to ignore repeated viola-
tions for fear of suffering domestic political damage, especially were the vio-
lations only to be apparent through clandestine sources, and were the
government to be politically committed to the arms control agreement.*

Third, many agreements increasingly came to be seen as part of a regime:
for example, the non-proliferation regime, the ABM Treaty regime, the bio-
logical weapons regime, and even the SALT regime. Particularly by the end
of the 1980s, policy-makers and analysts came to see arms control not only
in terms of aiding the prevention of a movement towards war, but also in
terms of being able ‘to lay the foundation for a movement in relations
toward those characteristic of a pluralistic security community’.**

Thus the historical pattern of the development of arms control reasserted
itsell during the cold war, even if much of the arms control practice that
pre-dated the nuclear age was largely ignored in the creation of arms con-
trol theory in the early 1960s. The process of widening was demonstrated
in microcosm during the cold war period, while the process of deepening
continued further. The remainder of this chapter will seek to explore the
concept of widening in order to develop a typology of arms control.

ched at the end of wars or major conflicts. The focus in these cases has
oti_been the strengthening of strategic stability and the aversion of impend-
:conflict; rather, the attempt has been made to create a new series of
t-war relationships. These have been treaties in which the terms have
n overwhelmingly dependent upon the nature of the military and polit-
al outcome.

Four possibilities exist. First, where one state has been overwhelmingly
d ated, an initial response may be to totally disarm that state, as in the
os of Germany and Japan at the end of the Second World War, Second,
ere a participant may be largely — although not completely — defeated,
uch as Carthage by the Romans, arms control terms may be very unegual;
Sfoedus inaequuim, designed to create strategic and political inferiority. A
hird possibility is that where there has been a clear military success, the
ors may wish to dictate terms to the defeated states that would impose
mi-permanent strategic stability through the superiority of the forces of
-victors in order to create the conditions for peace, rather than condi-
s to perpetuate the political infericrity of the defeated states. Examples
uch arms control would be the post-First World War peace ireaties, or
‘peace treaty between the victorious allies and Italy and other defeated
ates in 1947, Finally, where one group of forces is merely in the ascen-
ancy, but has not achieved an overwhelming victory, the terms of the
ty have been rather more balanced, although still in favour of the dom-
ant parties, as is clear in the terms of the Peace of Westphalia, Fach of
e alternatives will be examined in turn.

he first possibility is that an overwhelmingly defeated state may be com-
etely disarmed by its vanquishers. At Potsdam in 1945, the powers that
e to occupy defeated Germany — Great Britain, the United States, France
A typology of arms control the Soviet Union — reached a Protocol in which they agreed that:
The debate over arms control theory in the cold war period was initially
very narrow by historical comparisons. Although bilateral arms control
designed to create strategic stability is an important function of arms con-
trol, it represents only one of five different approaches that have been iden-
tified from the history of arms control: arms control used to end conflicts;
arms contro] focused on strategic stability; arms control to create norms of
behaviour; proliferation control; and arms control by internattonal organi-
sation. Each of these forms of arms control is important to the understand-
ing of the concept. In order to demonstrate this argument and the validity
of these categories, historical examples of each form of arms control will be
examined in turn.

he purposes of the occupation of Germany by which the Control Council shall
:be guided are:

(i) The complete disarmament and demilitarisation of Germany and the
‘elimination or control of all German industry that could be used for military
‘production. To these ends:

: {(a) All German land, naval and air florces, the SS, SA, 8D, and Gestapo,
with all their organisations, staffs, and institutions, including the General Staff
shall be completely and finally abolished in such manrier as permanently to
‘prevent the revival of German militarism and Nazism.™

slightly different form of the same approach may be seen in the disarma-
ment of Japan after the Second World War. Limitations on Japan did not
take the form of a treaty: rather, Japanese disarmament took the form of a
nstitutional commitment. That this was imposed by outside forces, above
all the United States and the personal influence of General MacArthur, is

Arms control at the conclusion of conflicts

ThlS category refers specifically to arms control agreements that have been
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tegies of arms control

X.f;-.(')f'l':he American occupation and role in the politic :
ng Qf. Japan following its military defeat. Article 9 of the Japan-~
ution’ declares: .

nferiority; rather, a guarantee to the victors that they would not be placed
& position of strategic inferiority and therefore, since the victors inter-
d their behaviour and desires as non-threatening, peace would be kept.
irhe clearest examples of such agreements were those arrived at in the after-
h of both the First and Second World Wars. The Treaty of Versailles, for
ample, identified Germany as a destabilising power and therefore set a
ies of restrictions upon the German armed forces ‘In order to render pos-
Jble the initiation of a general limitation of the armaments of all nations.’

‘a’similar way, in the case of the restrictions placed on Italy, Bulgaria,

iland, Hungary and Romania in the peace treaties of 1947, limitations

re placed on the size and quality of the army, navy and air force in the

ests of preventing these states from being able to engage in militarily
déstabilismg behaviour.

The final possibility is that at the conclusion of a war, there is no over-
ielming victor, and that any arms control agreemenis reached would
“tend to be more balanced than the above. A good example of this
1ld be the seven-yvear negotiations that eventually led fo the Peace of
stphalia in 1648, The nature of the negotiations changed with the for-
unes of war throughout the period. At the end of the conflict, the balance
advantage lay with France and its allies against the Holy Romari
Emperor, and consequently the treaty terms reflected this. Taken as a
whole, the treaty appeared to offer the prospect for a general peace between
France, Sweden and their German allies on the one hand and the Holy
oman Empire on the other. There was a general disarmament section,
Article CXVII, in which it stated 'that the troops and armies of all those
who are making war in the Empire, shall be disbanded and discharged; only
ch party shall send to and keep up as many men in his own dominion,
as he shall judge necessary for his security’.* Under Article Il

ncerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the

ese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and

' -_tl_ire_:at or use of forces as means of settling international disputes.

. In'order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and

: air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained, The right -
of belligerency of the state will not be recognised *

forces did not last, and the permanency implied in the phrases ‘completel
and finally abolished’ and ‘never be maintatned’ soon took on a rather fleet
ing character.

In conirast to the attempt to establish permanent disarmament, anothe
form of establishing a new series of relationships at the end of conflict ha
been to impose severe military, and political, limitations upon the defeate
state. Whereas the former may seek to impose permanent disarmament, th
latter seeks to create permanent political inferiority. At the end of, the
Second Punic War, the terms of the Treaty of Zama in 202 Bc were over
whelmingly in favour of Rome. Whereas the Romans had only to ‘cease
their raiding attacks’, the Carthaginians had to observe strict limitations

all warships to be surrendered, with the exception of ten triremes, and all the
trained elephants in their possession were to be handed over and no more to
be trained. They were not to make war on anyone inside or outside Africa with-
out permission from Rome; they were to make restituiion to Masinissa [the
Numidian prince] and draw up a treaty with him; they must supply grain and
pay to the allied troops until their own envoys had returned to Rome. They
were to pay 10,000 talents of silver spread by equal instalments over fifty

years, and to hand over 100 hostages,* that a reciprocal amity between the Emperor, and the Most Christian King [of

Brance], the Electors, princes, and states of the Empire, may be maintained so
“:much the more firm and sincere ... the one shall never assist the present or
future enemtes of the other, under any title or pretense whatsoever, either with
arms, money, soldiers, or any sort of ammunition; nor no-one, who is a
.. member of this pacification, shall suffer any enemy's troops to retire through
or sojourn in his couniry.®

Such use of arms control was designed to cement political relations whereby:
the defeated, through the limitations on their arms, would be kept in semi—'.
permanent weakness in relation to the victor. It was not the strategic bal—'E
ance that was the key to the treaty for the Romans, but rather the effect of
plaintaining political dominance over Carthage. In this case, a Carthagin-:
lan attempt to change the power balance some fifty years later through:
rearming and waging war on the Numidians led to the complete destruc-:
tion of Carthage at the hands of Rome., '

The third possibility is that where there has been a clear military success,
the victors may wish to dictate terms to the defeated that would impos
upon them a semi-permanent position whereby the defeated state would not
be able to upset strategic stability. This did not imply a position of political’

Yet although these articles were designed to create a more pacific central
Burope at the end of the Thirty Years War, they were also to be used specif-
“fcally in the interests of the French, for not only had the French been at war
with the Emperor, but also the Spanish who were close allies of the Emperor.
- Through Article IV, the French forced the Emperor to make a separate
“peace, thus making the Circle of Burgundy (the Spanish Netherlands) vul-
‘nerable to France. Article IV stipulated that:
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. the Circle of Burgundy shall be and continue a member of the Empire, after the
disputes between France and Spain {comprehended in this treaty), shall be ter-
minated. That nevertheless, neither the Emperor nor any of the states of the
Empire shall meddle with the wars which are now on foot between them, That
if for the future any dispute arises between these two kingdoms, the above said
reciprocal obligation of not aiding each others’ enemies, shall always continue
firm between the Fmpire and the kingdom of France.*

rhe Anglo-French Naval Limitation Pact of 1787 was clearly designed to
{rengthen strategic stability between the two countries in the context of a
robability of war breaking out between Great Britain and France.
orithe outbreak of civil war in Holland both the British and French
‘to avoid being drawn in on opposite sides. In a Reciprocal Declara-
: both sides decided that:

the current position of affairs, to agree that no one on either side will pre-
‘e any naval armaments beyond the peacetime establishment; and that nei-
will make any attempt to place in the water a greater number of
-of-the-line than the six whose armaments have already been reciprocally
mmunicated; and that in a situation where one of the two sovereigns should
ind it necessary to make some different arrangement, it would not take place
il after preliminary notification.”

Other elements of the treaty were to be more balanced. The French ally, the
Elector of the Palatinate, was restored to power, but the Elector of Bavaria,
one of the Emperor’s closest allies, was recognised in a more powerful posi-
tion. The French won the right to ‘keep a garrison in the castle of Philipps-
burg’ and thereby control of part of Alsace, but their further ambitions were
to be constrained since they were to be ‘limited to such a number of sol-
diers, as may not be capable to give any umbrage, or just suspicion to the
neighbourhood'.” Further, sovereign control of the region was not to be
ceded, since 'the King shall pretend to nothing more than the protection and
safe passage of his garrison into the castle ... but the property of the place,
all jurisdiction, all its profits, revenues, purchases, rights, regales, servitude,
people, subjects, vassals ... shall appertain’ to the Chapter of Speyer in the
Empire.*?

Arms control at the end of conflicts, therefore, has covered a large sphere
of political and military activity. In addition, some clements of treaties such
as those at Westphalia, Utrecht and Versailles have also sought to develop
new norms of international behaviour.

ithin three weeks of this agreement, however, direct conflict between
tain and France appeared even more likely over Holland; yet, as a result
négotiations, a further strengthening of an arms control regime took
i:_e with the signing of a joint declaration at Versailles on 27 October, in
ich:

he undersigned, in the name of their respective sovereigns, agree, that the
rmaments, and in general all warlike preparations, shall be discontinued on
ach side; and that the navies of the two nations shall be again placed upon

he footing of the peace establishment, as it stood on the 1st of January of the
resent year.”

ough the use of arms control, both the British and French were able to
vince themselves that war over Holland, an objective that neither
esired, could be avoided by obtaining sufficient confidence that the adver-
y would be unable to mobilise an adequate force to infervene fully in the
iitch civil war.
n contrast to the tense relations of 1787, the Argentine—Chilean Naval
imitation Convention of 1902 took place in a general context in which war
ras not seen to be imminent. Strongly encouraged by the British, both
rgentina and Chile decided to enter into an arms control agreement which
ould prevent the two countries from entering into a direct naval arms
ace.’s Article 1 of the Convention required that:

Arms control to strengthen strategic siability

The second type of arms control focuses upon the attempt to create a greater
measure of strategic stability between two or more states. There are many
examples of this form of arms control, but in the classic form generally such
measures focus upon one form of weaponry or upon one particular military
concern. Often these agreements have taken place between two or more
states equally concerned about the threat from the other. The use of arms
" control to strengthen strategic stability between two or more states has a
long history, and may be traced back at least as far as the Egyptian—Hiitite
Agreement of 1280 Bc. On certain occasions, such agreements have been
brought about by the desire to strengthen crisis stability, sometimes in the
context of a perception that war may be imminent; thus arms control has
been used as a war prevention measure. The Anglo-French Naval Limita-
tion Pact of 1787 is one example, On other occastons arms control has been
used to strengthen arms race stability, and thereby also to avoid a costly
arms race at some stage in the future; here the Argentine—Chile Naval Lim-
ttation Convention of 1902 is examined as an example.

‘the Governments of Chile and of the Argentine Republic desist from acguiring
“the vessels of war now building for them, and from henceforth making new
_acquisttions. Both Governments agree, moreover, to reduce their respective
eets, with which object they will continue to exert themselves until they arrive
“at an understanding which shall establish a just balance between the said
“fleets. This reduction to take place within one year, counting from the date of
-the exchange of ratification of the present Convention.”
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Under Article 2, ‘The two Governments bind themselves not to increas Arms control to create norms of behaviour
their naval armaments during a period of five years, without previou
notice; the one imtending to increase them shall give the other eightee
months notice.””

Such classic forms of arms control to strengthen strategic stability shoul
not exclude other forms of agreement in this category. At least two othe
examples need to be given to illusirate the variety of different arms contro
measures destgned to strengthen strategic stability: bilaleral measures ove
neutralisation to strengthen crisis stability; and multilateral efforts to avoi
arms race instability. :

The first of these forms concerns the limitation on weapons within a par.
ticular area in order to strengthen crisis stability. The Aaland Islands Con
vention of 1921 between Finland and the Soviet Union set measures for th
neufralisation of the area. Article 3 stipulated that ‘No military or naval
establishment or base of operations, no military aeronautical establishmen
or base of operations, and no other installations utilized for war purpose
shall be maintained or created in the zone.”® in such cases, areas ove
which conflict might occur were identified and neutralised in order t
reduce the likelihood of conflict occurring between the parties.

The second type concerns multilateral efforts to strengthen arms race sta-
bility. The Central American Arms Limitation Treaty of 1923, amongs
other arms control measures, set firm limits on the total size of the Arm
and National Guard of Guatemala {5200), El Salvador (4200), Hondura
(2500}, Nicaragua (2500) and Costa Rica (2000) for a period of five year.
(Article 1); a maximum of ten 'war aircraft’ and no ‘war vessels’ excludin
armed coast guard boats (Article 4); and forbade the export of arms to other:
Central American countries (Article 3). The treaty’s limits could be exceeded
in cases of civil war or impending attack by another state (Articles 1 an
4), but states had no right to withdraw from the treaty for five years, an
after that period states had to give twelve months notification of with
drawal. States had to provide ‘a report on the measures adopted by sat
Government for the execution of this Convention’ every six months.?
Clearly designed to strengthen arms race stability and to conirol the cost:
of an arms race in the region, the agreement applied the concept of strate
gic stability to a multilateral environment.

There have therefore been a number of agreements reached which wer
designed to strengthen strategic stability between one or more nations b
reducing the dangers of crisis and arms race instability in the context o
strategic relationships in which war may always be possible, In contrast
arms control at the end of conflicts seeks to create a new set of strategi
relationships. Whereas arms control to create strategic stability is likely t
be balanced between the participants, arms control at the conclusion of con
flicts is much more likely to be uneven in the treatment of the parties.

ere have been a number of agreements and treaties that have sought to
e norms in international relations, particularly as they affect the use of
“'Arms control that has sought to create or develop such norms may
vided into three categories. First, there have been efforts to contain the
ctive effect of warfare by prohibiting the use of certain weapons.
ples of this include the Declaration of St Petersburg in 1868, and the
“Geneva Protocol. Second, there have been attempts to create rules on
+identification and treatment of non-combatants, such as the Peace of
sroclaimed by Guy of Anjou in 990, or the 1923 Rules of Air War.
rd’ some agreements have sought to identify geographic areas in which
{lict is illegitimate, as with the 1881 Straits of Magellan Treaty and the
arctic Treaty of 1959. Each of these categories will be examined in turn.
_merous attempts have been made over the course of human history to
stfain the use of certain forms of weapons which have been deemed to
acceptable because of the level and nature of destruction which their
ould bring. Certain basic forms of weapons have repeatedly been the
us of arms control efforts. For example, a prohibition on the use of poisen
tiributed by Leon Friedman to the Seventh Book of the Hindu Book of
in the fourth century pe.'™ The Treaty of Strassbury in 1675 prohib-
_ited the use of poison and poisoned weapons in warfare in France and Ger-
ny.'""t Such prohibitions later included gas along with poisons, and were
ni:lﬁded in agreements such as the Declaration of Brussels of 1874, the
e Convention of 1899, and the Washington Treaty on Use of Sub-
es and Gases in Wartime of 1922." The Geneva Protocol on Poiso-
is Gases of 1925 added to this list a prohibition on ‘bacteriological
thods of warfare’.'"” There are many other examples. Canon 29 of the
nd Lateran Council of 1139 outlawed the wuse of crossbows against
atholics, as has already been mentioned. In the more contemporary period,
technology has increased the level of possible destructiveness, and as
umanitarian concerns have grown, arms control has focused on other
ms of weapons. Prohibitions have been issued against other weapons,
tich as exploding bullets in the Declaration of St Petersburg in 1868. In
h of these and other examples, it was deemed possible to identify
eapons thal could be defined as uncivilised, barbarous tools of violence
ich it was the duty of political leaders to attempt to eliminate. Especially
1 the earlier agreements, a key notion was that of ‘civilisation’. The prohi-
on on the use of the crossbow did not include heretics and Saracens. The
an on the use of expanding bullets was suspended ‘with regard to non-con-
acting powers, or powers that shall not have acceded to it ... [and] ... from
e moment when, in a war between contracting and acceding parties, a
on-contracting party, or a non-acceding party, shall join one of the bel-
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gecond area of interest has been connected with the attempts to iden-
nd protect non-combatants. As early as 990, the Bishop of Puy, Guy
1, declared the Peace of God in which rules for the control of vio-
were set out including prohibitions on the seizure of peasants and
5./ More precisely, the Peace of the Land of Elsass from 1085 to
03 decreed that ‘All clergy and women, merchants, hunters, pilgrims,
armers while they work in the fields and on their way to and from their
i, shall have peace.""" In the seventeenth century, it became common
ite to ransom prisoners of war, which led to some improvements in
‘treatment. In an agreement of 1673 between France and the States
ral of the United Provinces (the Netherlands), prices were agreed that
od from 50,000 livres for a General to 25 livres for an auditor,'! Later
S developed which stipulated that the sick and wounded should be well
“in wartime (for example, the Geneva Convention of 22 Aungust
)-and that prisoners of war should be treated as non-combatants. Two
most extensive treatments of this subject were in the Hague Conven-
1899 and 1907, in Chapter H of the Annexe to the Convention. In
focuments, signed by twenty-four states in 1899 and forty-one in
07 nations agreed on a series of limitations on the violence in war relat-
‘issues such as sieges, flags of truce, armistices, and on the behaviour
“occupying army.' In the inter-war period, many of these norms were
further in agreements such as the Red Cross Convention of 1929 on
melioration of the Condition of the Wounded and Sick of Armies in the
-and the Convention on Treatment of Prisoners of War of 1929."* The
1e Rules of Air Warfare of 1923 even went so far as to attempt to reg-
“the use of military aircraft at a time when surgical precision was a
al impossibility, in order to try to define civilians as non-combatants
air war. Article XXIV stipulated that:

ligerents’.'™ Rules of conduct, which included expectations of the socia
order, required restrictions on certain forms of weapons where those ruls
were recognised and the suspension of the rules where they were not. -

An examination of arms control agreements thus also indicates thi
nature of the world in which decision-makers believed that they were op
ating. This is most evident with respect to the two most extreme arms con:
trol initiatives of this type, for both the Kellogg-Briand Pact and t
Saavedra Lamas Treaty sought to identify all weapons as uncivilised, an
thereby to make all war illegal and unacceptable. An early forerunner
these efforts took place at the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 during which
the Pope proclaimed that ‘for four years peace be observed in the wh
Christian world.”” Nine states signed the Kellogg-Briand Pact of 192
under which they ‘solemnly declare in the names of their respective peop &
that they condemn recourse to war for the solution of international con
troversies, and renounce it as an instrument of national policy in their re
tions with one another’.'™ The more extensive Saavedra Lamas Treaty
1933 between states in the Americas declared under Article I that ‘the s
tlement of disputes or controversies of any kind that may arise among th
[the signatories] shall be effected only by the pacific means of internatio
law"."” The treaty also attempted to create a conciliation service.

Across many centuries there.has been a remarkable continuity in t
efforts to control the most destructive forms of weapons. And continui
this trend in the cold war period, the United Nations declared that:

{a) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is contrary to the spirit,
letter and aims of the United Nations and, as such, a direct violation of the
Charter of the United Nations;

{(b) The use of noclear and thermo-nuclear weapons would exceed even the
scope of war and cause indiscriminate suffering and destruction to mankind
and civilization and, as such, is contrary to the rules of international law and
to the laws of humantty;

{c) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is a war directed not
against an enemy or enemtes alone but also against mankind in general, since
the peoples of the world not involved in such a war will be subjected to all the
evils generated by the use of such weapons;

{d) Any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is to be considered
as violating the Charter of the United Nations, as acting contrary to the laws
of humanity and as committing a crime against mankind and civilization.

Aerial bombardment is legitimate only when directed at a military objec-
that is to say, an object of which the destruction or injury would consti-
yte a distinct military advantage to the belligerent.

Such bombardment is legitimate only when directed exclusively at the fol-
owing objectives: military forces; military works; military establishments or
lépots; factories constituting important and well known centres engaged in the
manufacture of arms, ammunition, or distinctively military supplies; lines of
ommunication or transportation used for military purpose.

3,, The bombardment of cities, towns, villages, dwellings, or buildings not in
he immediate neighbourhood of the operations of land forces is prohibited ...
In the immediate neighbourhood of the operations of land forces, the bom-
ardment of cities, towns, villages, dwellings, or buildings is legitimate provided
hat there exists a reasonable presumption that the military concentration is
ufficiently important to justify sach bombardment, having regard to the
nger thus caused to the civilian population.'

Regardless of the level of success of these agreements, and treaties such' as
Kellogg—Briand were clearly failures, repeatedly states have sought to co
trol the destructive effect of warfare by prohibiting the use of certa
weapons. Some agreements have been rather more successful: for example,
the prohibitions on the use of exploding bullets and on the use of poison.
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- Such attempts to control the use of weapons against particular targets ha
frequently been ignored in warfare, and this discordance between what h
been prescribed and the action actually taken has been one area that fro
time to time has led the whole process of arms control into disrepute.

The final area where arms control has been used in the attempt to crea
norms has been related {o preventing warfare occurring in particular area:
In the Middle Ages, efforts were made to eliminate violence from church
and church land, as is clear in the Peace of God proclaimed by Guy of Anjo
in 990: From this hour forth no one shall seize ecclesiastical lands, wheth
those of a bishop, chapter or monastery.”" Later arms control efforts soug
to focus on particular geographic regions, not so much in order to stabil
relations between states, but in order to avoid national competition in th
region. One such example was the Clayton—Bulwer Treaty of 1850 regar
ing the Panama Canal, by which both Great Britain and the Fnited Stat
agreed ‘that neither the one nor the other will ever obtain or maintain fo
itsell any exclusive control over the ship-canal; agreeing that neither wi
ever erect or maintain any fortifications commanding the same.”'* In 188
Argentina and Chile agreed under the Straits of Magellan Treaty to the neu
tralisation of the region to allow free navigation.''” A final example woul
be the Antarctic Treaty of 1959 which declared, under Acrticle I, that:

soen to be generally destabilising in international relations either {o a
or country, or o the world as a whole. Thus three types of prolifera-
atrol may be identified: first, defensive, such as the agreement
.en Great Britain and Spain in 1814 to limit the arms trade in Spain's
{c:an colonies; second, arms control designed to control proliferation in
‘try to enhance global stability, with the Non-Proliferation Treaty of
eing a good example; and third, arms control to try to limit violence
danger of war and escalation in a particular country or region, such
950 Tripartite Arms Declaration fo limit instability in the Near East.
of these different forms of proliferation contro} will be examined in turn.
erms of defensive management of proliferation, many of the examples
ate the twentieth century. As already seen, both the Third Lateran
011 of 1179 and the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 sought to prevent
-sapplies, and especially naval materials and skills, from being sold
4 he Saracens. During the Middle Ages, it was fairly common practice to
rt-clauses into commercial treaties which would limit the arms trade to
remies of the governments of the signatories. For example, the Confir-
Fractatus Flandriae of 1370 between the English King, Edward ITI, and
pount of Flanders included the stipulation that;

‘agreed that none of the subjects of the Count of Flanders will bring, or will
dve brought, by sea, any arms, artillery or supplies for the aid and comfort of
he enemies of the King of England, Excepted from this are the arms, artillery
d suppliers necessary for the guard and defence of their own bodies of mas-
rs, merchants, sailors and shipboard servants on board the boats and vessels
{'the Count.'"

Antarctica shall be used for peaceful purposes enly. There shall be prohibited,
inter alla, any measures of a military nature, such as the establishment of mil-
itary bases and fortifications, the carrying out of military manoeuvres, as well
as the testing of any type of weapons,"

Attempts to create or develop norms affecting the use of arms may there
fore be divided inte those efforts to contain the destructive effect of warfar
by prohibiting the use of certain weapons, the attempts to create rules o
the ideniification and treatment of non-combatants, and the agreement:
that have sought to identify geographical areas in which conflict is deeme
to be illegitimate. These activities have been a part of the history of war an
peace for at least a thousand years, certainly in Europe. The next area o
arms control, the management of the proliferation of arms, has been
much less significant issue until more recent times,

he 1814 agreement between Great Britain and Spain, in the context of
‘thie rebellion of the colonies in the Americas against Spanish rule:

is Britannic Majesty being anxious that the troubles and disturbances which
nfortunately prevail in the Dominions of His Catholic Majesty tn America
ould entirely cease, and the Subjects of those Provinces should return to their
dience to their lawlul Sovereign, engages to take the most effectual mea-
s for preventing his Subjects from furnishing Arms, Ammunition, or any
ther warlike article to the revolted in America.™

third example may be drawn from the Convention as to the Pacific Ocean
d Northwest Coast of America in 1824, in which the Russians and Amer-
s agreed to occupy part of the northwestern coast of the North Ameri-
‘continent, and sought to ensure that they would be relatively safe from
structive attack by the indigenous peoples. Article V set limits upon the
of trade that the Americans and Russians could engage in with the
digenous peoples, and stipulated that:

Managing the proliferation of weapons

Political leaders have always been concerned with the proliferation o
weapons into the hands of their potential enemies, and have sought agre
ments to contain such threats. However, in the twentieth century, ther
have also been agreements designed to control proliferation not simpl
because there may be a direct threat to a participating state, but rathe

because weapons in general, or particular forms of weapons specifically, hav fire-arms, other arms, powder, and munitions of war of every kind, are always
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kly waned. In 1925, a follow-up Convention for the Supervision of the
~ matlonal Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War
gned; however, it was never ratified. Further illustrating the decline
e globalist vision, the Convention with Regard to the Supervision of the
ate Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammu-
i and of Implements of War drawn up in 1929 was submitted to the
e of Nations’ World Disarmament Conference of 1932, but was not
signed.

globalist approach declined markedly in the late 1920s, it was to re-
rge. strongly in the cold war period in the context of the contro} of
r weapons. During the 1950s, the context for arms control was set by
sublic pronouncements of the need to obtain general and complete dis-
ent; of course it was the reaction to this that led to the development
is control theory in the late 1950s and early 1960s. But those theo-
relegated the subject of proliferation control to secondary importance.
practice of globalist proliferation control, however, was moving ahead.
Statute of the International Atomic Energy Authority of 1956 was the
such measure. Article II defined the objectives of the IAEA as follows:

t'be excepted from this same commerce permitted; the two powers engage,
N reciprocally, neither to sell, nor suffer them to be sold, to the natives by their
.. respective citizens and subjects, nor by any person who may be under their

authority.?*!

A final example of efforts to limit the area in which certain weapons could
be used would be the Brussels Convention of 1890, which stated that:

The experience of all nations that have intercourse with Africa having shown
the pernicious and preponderating part played by fire-arms in operations con-
nected with the slave-trade as well as internal wars between the native tribes
.. the powers decide, so far as the present state of their frontiers permits, that
the importation of fire-arms, and especially of rifles and improved weapons, as
well as of powder, ball and cariridges, is ... prohibited in the territories com-
prised between the 20th parallel of North latitude and the 22nd paralle] of
South latitude, and extending westward to the Atlantic Ocean and eastward to
the Indian Ocean.'™

Such measures were designed to assist in the management of colonial Afric
by further controfling the slave trade.

Thus, the control of the proliferation of weapons prior to the twentiet
century focused on the defence of the particular state against rebels, indige-
nous peoples and other actinal or potential enemies. The contribution of the
inter-war period, however, was to see the introduction of the idea into arm
control that the regulation of weapons in general might lead to global peac
Although many of the rootfs of this argument lay in the interpretations of
the causes of the First World War, others pre-dated 1914. An example
the official thinking behind the arms control and peace efforts of the pr
1914 period can be seen in the letter issued by the Russian Foreign Minis
ter on behalf of the Tsar inviting participants to attend what became th
First Hague Conference. The Tsar called for a meeting to agree:

he Agency shall seek to accelerate and enlarge the coniribution of atomic
__érgy to peace, health and prosperity throughout the world. It shall ensure, so
ar as it s able, that assistance provided by it or at its request or under its super-
ion or coniral is not used in such a way as to further any military purpose.'?>

This globalist drive for nuclear non-proliferation reached its height, of
se, with the signing of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons in 1968. In the preamble, the globalist intentions were made
ar: the Treaty was important given

he devastation that would be visited upen all mankind by a nuclear war and
he consequent need to make every effort to avert the danger of such a war
and to take measures to safeguard the security of peoples,

. the proliferation of nuclear weapens would seriously enhance the
langer of nuclear war.'>

the most effective means of assuring to all peoples the blessings of real and last-
ing peace, and above all of limiting the progressive development of existing
armaments ... the accumulation of war material renders the armed peace of
today a crushing burden more and more difficult for the nations to bear. It con- : _
sequenily seems evident that if this situation be prolonged, it will inevitably élism in the 1980s was extended even further with the agreement on
lead to that very disaste_r which it is desirecll ‘to a-void, and the horrors of which uidelines for Sensitive Missile-Relevant Transfer, the Missile Technol-
make every humane mind shudder by anticipation.™” gy Control Regime. As stipulated in the first line of the agreement, ‘The
In the immediate aftermath of the First World War, the Tsar's overt agend pose of these Guidelines is to limit the risks of nuclear proliferation by
was taken up with renewed enthusiasm. In 1919 the Convention for th trolling transfers that could make a contribution to nuclear weapons
Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition was signed, stating that ‘th: ivery systems other than manned aircraft.””
long war now ended, in which most nations have successively becom lobalist arms control in the cold war era was thus more successful than
involved, has led to the accumulation in various parts of the world of con lobalism in the inter-war period. The failure of inter-war endeavours, along
siderable guantities of arms and munitions of war, the dispersal of whic ith the disillusion over the rhetoric of general and complete disarmament
would constitute a danger to peace and public order’.' Yet this enthusias n'the 1950s, may in part explain why many efforts were made to create

52 53




“Strategies of arms control

partia :gfeements in the cold war period, attempts to limit the proliferation

of weaponis to third countries or regions that might lead to a lessening of v

':-:leﬁ'c:e-' in that area, or might limit the likelihood of war breaking out. Only
“oné significant partial proliferation control agreement was reached in th

inter-war period, the Restraining Sales of Armaments in China agreement
1919. In the cold war period, several such agreements were reached. One

the earliest was the very limited Tripartite Arms Declaration of 1950. Thi;
Declaration built upon United States' and United Nations’ arms embargoes
on the combatants in the Arab-Israeli war of 1948. in the Tripartite Armg
Declaration of 1950, Great Britain, the United States and France recogm‘sedE:

that the Arab states and Israel all need to maintain a certain level of armed
forces for the purposes of assuring their internal security and their legitimate
sell defence and to permit them to play their part in the defence of the area as

The evolution of arims control

ominated by the activities of the League of Nations and the United
5 Both organisations sought a role in arms control and disarma-
The League, under Article 8 of the Covenant, gave the Council a role
ing the level of armaments with individual states, and after agreement
eent reached those limits could ‘not be exceeded without the concur-
of the Council'." In contrast, very little was mentioned in the Charter
mited Nations with regard to arms control; it certainly was not given
minence as an issue that it had received in the League's Covenant.
or reference in the Charter was in Article 26, which stated:

io

0
0

er to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace
diéecurity with the least diversion {or armaments of the world's hurnan and
oromic resources, the Security Counci] shall be responsible for formulating,
ith the assistance of the Military Staff Committee referred to in Article 47,

5 to be submitted to the Members of the United Nations for the establish-
of a system for the regulation of armaments.'”

a whole. All applications for arms or war material for these countries will be
considered in the light of these principles ... The three Governments take this
opportunity of declaring their deep interest in and their desire to promote the

establishment and maintenance of peace and stability in the area.'* ctual activites of arms control i both ofganisalions were In sssen-

different areas. Under the League, most efforts concerned global con-
‘As Resolution XIV of the League of Nations General Assembly noted
922, ‘No scheme for the reduction in armaments, within the meaning
-Article 8 of the Covenant, can be fully successful unless it is general.”'**
the United Nations, although attempts to secure global controls have
yan important part of its work, arms control efforts have widened into
other areas: there have been efforts to control individual countries: and
cL ty guaranices have also been given in order to clicit agreement on
riis control. This section will examine all three of these activities of inter-
onal organisations in relation to arms control.

In terms of global controls on weapons, it is clear that most of the work
e international organisations has taken the form of providing a forum
iscussion rather than generating a great deal of activity. The League of
ong was the host for a large number of draft treaties and arms control
oposals, particularly in the period of the General Disarmament Conference
the early 1930s. The Soviet Union made detailed proposals for general
d complete disarmament in 1927 and 1928; the Preparatory Commission
‘the Conference made a further detailed draft in 1930; the United States
ade a series of proposals in 1932; the French also in 1932; the British in
3; the United States again in 1933: this list is by no means exhaus-
ive.”* Similarly, the United Nations played host in the 1950s to a further
cries of proposals for global disarmament, examples of which included: the
Soviet plan of 1952; the Western countries’ proposals, 1952; the Soviet
__I_l"ion again in 1955; the United States in 1956; India, 1956; the Soviet
Union and Western countries exchanged plans in 1957; and so forth —
again the list is not exhaustive.”*® In all this diplomatic effort, only one clear

More substantial than this were the two nuclear weapons freeé zon
treaties, Under the Treaty of Tlatelolco of 1967:

The Contracting Parties hereby undertake to use exclusively" for péaceful pur-
poses the nuclear malerial and facilities which are under their jurisdiction, and
to prohibit and prevent in their respective territories:

(a) The testing, use, manufacture, production or acquisition ... of any
nuclear weapons ...

(b) The receipt, storage, installation, deployment and any form of pos-
session of any nuclear weapons.'? :

Also, the South Pacific Nuclear-Free-Zone Treaty under which each Part
undertook ‘not to manufacture or otherwise acquire, posses or have control
over any nuclear device’,!*® “

Thus there was a major difference in the forms of proliferation control i
the twentieth century in comparison to those which had gone before.:
Strictly defensive limitations were much less in evidence, and efforts (;
create partial and global proliferation controls developed and grew. Partly
the globalist efforts were connected to one of the most significant develop' ‘
ments of the twentieth century: the rise of the international organisation
The final form of arms control to be examined is that directly related to con
trol by international organisation.

Arms control by international orga'nisc.ztidn .

The history of arms control by international organisation is, of course, com:
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ce equipment; and spare parts for the aforementioned, and shall cease as
&Il the provision of all types of equipment and supplies and grants of licens-
arrangements for the manufacture and development of nuclear weapons, '

{and:v'efy limited) achievement can be identified. In 1931 the Twelf
““Assembly of the League of Nations adopted a One-Year Armament Truc
which was formally adopted by forty-five states. The truce declared that
renewal of the competition in armaments would necessarily lead to an inte

national and social catastrophe;’ and therefore:

, Resolution 558 of 1984 reaffirmed Resolution 418, and requested
States to refrain from importing arms, ammunition of all types and mi'l-
vehicles produced in South Africa’.'"' Of course, Resolution 558 indi-
that one of the effects of Resolution 418 had been to further increase
sflectiveness of South Africa’s own military industrial base; nt?veFtheless.
the United Nations had, through the force of international law, significantly
: afféd the military forces of South Africa, and thereby affected the struc-
of those forces." o
e third area, the giving of security guarantees to elicit arms control, has

The Assembly,
Requests the Governments invited to the Disarmament Conference to pre-
pare for this event by means of an armarnents truce, and, accordingly,
Reguests the Council to urge the Governinents - to refrain from any mea-
sure involving an increase in their armaments,'”

Such modest achievements in the light of so much diplomatic effort cer
tainly implied to the arms control theorists of the early 1960s that alterna

tive routes to arms control needed to be devised. Iy occurred on one,‘ very signiﬁca_nt, occat:ioné In 1??4835 et:;) }Tr;itjéo(;rf

However, it would be wrong to ignore other areas in which internationa Nuclear Non-Proliferation was submltteld to et eSr;::: tions v):rere oon
organisations have been involved in arms control. The United Nations ha ation. Although there was genere% SUPllzlqr : e oo
on several occaslons imposed arms restraints on an individual member med at what they saw as a treaty that would impose n :

. S,
South Africa. In 1963, Security Resolution 181 inijtiated the United Nation e, but not all states. In order to attempt to allemalte these concern:
therefore to clear the way for the treaty to be as widely supported as
ible, Security Council Resclution 225 was passed. It stated that:

Noting with concern the recent arms build-up by the Government of South
Africa, some of which arms are being used in furtherance of that Government's
racial policies ...
Being convinced that the situation in South Africa is seriously disturbing
international peace and security ... .
Solemnly calls upon all States to cease forthwith the sale and shipment of
- arms, ammunition of all types and military vehicles to South Africa,"*

king into consideration the concern of certain of these States that, in conjunc-
tion with their adherence to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, appropriate measures be undertaken to safeguard their security ...
1. Recognises that aggression with nuclear weapons or the threat o‘f suc'h
aggression against a non-nuclear-weapon State would create a situation in
which the Security Council, and above all its nuclear-weapon States permanent
”.embers. would have to act immedtately in accordance with their obligations
tinder the United Nations Charter;

2. Welcomes the intention expressed by certain States that they will pro-
vide or support immediate assistance, in accordance with the Charter, to any
hbn—nuclear—weapon State Party to the Treaty ... that is a victim of an act or |
an object of a threat of aggression in which nuclear weapons are used.

Four months later, with the South African refusal to accept the above Res:
olution, the Security Council unanimously passed a Resolution appealing
‘to all States to comply with the provisions of Security Council resofutiorjf_
181 (1963) of 7 August 1963",1% However, it was not until after Resol
tion 392 (1976} condemning killings by the police and army in South
Africa that the Security Council moved from voluntary to mandatory com
pliance. In Resolution 418 of November 1977, the Security Counc

uch a guarantee by the nuclear haves of the security of the nuclear have-
__b:fs against threats or aggression by the possessors of nuclear weapons
made a significant contribution to the wide — although by no means unan-
imous — acceptance of the Treaty. They were confirmed by unilateral statf3~
ments by the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kinpdom in
May and June 1978.'0 .

Arms control through international organisation has thus been a mixed
:xperience. The majority of the activity in this sphere has been in terms of
_discussion rather than agreement, and yet some limited and specific mea-
“stres have been enacted. Although clearly the area in which the least arms

Recognising that the military build-up by South Africa and its persistent acts of
aggression against the neighbouring States seriously disturb the security of
those States;

Further recognising that the existing arms embargo must be strengthened and
universally applied, without any reservations or qualifications whatsoever, in
order to prevent a further aggravation of the grave situation in South Africa ... -

Decides that ail States shall cease forthwith any provision to South Africa
of arms and related matériel of all types, including the sale or transfer of
weapons and ammunition, military vehicles and equipment, paramilitary
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control has been agreed, arms control by international organisation hag

ea. plan for the transformation of the navies of all five parties to a situ-
nevertheless still had a role to play.

in which by 1942 all capital ships of the parties would have befen built
st tutland.’ In the cold war period, the SALT I and SALT II tifeatles took
. process [urther through issuing common understandings and agreed
ements with the treaty in order to clarify the nature of the process.
ébbnd, the growing importance of verification has also been a fegture of
éfms control of the twentieth century, and in particular an attribute of
: war period for both technical and ideological reasons. During the
ar period the development of satellite imaging has provided for a level
information that was previously inconceivable, while the nature of .the
West political rivalry was such that, with very little trust on either side,
onal or independent information with regard to compliance was r}atu—
Iy deemed to be of great importance. Five forms of verification can.be iden-
in arms control agreements, First, the implicit understanding that
ation will be gathered by national techniical means. Neither the Par-
Test Ban Treaty nor the Biological Weapons Convention mention any
fication procedures, and thereby rely not only on national restraint, but
<o-on national intelligence gathering facilities, Second, national technical
eans may be explicitly mentioned in the terms of the agreement. This is the
;é with the Interim Agreement on Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,
& ABM Treaty and SALT II, and in each treaty there is a prohibition on
rference with such means {Article V, XIT and XV respectively) which
ates that ‘Each party undertakes not to interfere with the national techni-
| means of verification of the other Party.”"** Third, states may be explic-
y required to provide information under the terms of the treaty. Under both
Antarctic Treaty and the Outer Space Treaty (Ariicles TIT and XTI respec-
rely) parties were committed to informing others of their activities in the
gons concerned. Fourthly, measures of on-site inspection may be allowed
by the signatories. An example of such provision is included in the Peaceful
Nticlear Explosions Treaty of 1976.'" Finally, states may be required to allow
ternational bodies to inspect national facilities and activities in order to
obtain information. This is most clearly the case with the Treaty on the Non-
oliferation of Nuclear Weapons, where states must accept Internationai
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards under Article III.
Third, the process by which arms control agreements tended to be seen
as part of a regime to be protected and developed as a cornerstone of a polit-
ical relationship pre-dated the twentieth century. Early examples include the
Rusthagot Agreement, and also to a certain extent the Treaty of Utrecht.
the twentieth century, however, these efforts developed further. In the
ter-war period, the naval arms control agreements of the five major naval
states were seen, until the late 1930s, to form an arms control regime
around which policy could be built between the powers, and into which
her naval states - such as Germany and the Soviet Union — could be incor-

Conclusion

The main purpose of this chapter has been to examine the widening of arm
control from its limited beginnings in the ancient world to its complex prac
tice in the inter-war and cold war periods. This notion of widening will b
applied in the rest of this book to the arms control agreements that haw
been reached in the post-cold war world in order to demonstrate the impo
tance of the widening concept to the understanding of arms control. How.
ever, before beginning that investigation, there is an Important secon
theme that has emerged in the course of this chapter that merits some fur
ther analysis, and that is the notion of deepening.

Deepening, it will be recalled, refers to three factors related to the natur
of agreements reached: the increasing amount of detail placed in agree
ments; the growing stress on verification: and the evolution of regime
around arms conirol agreements. The development of each of these ele
ments will be briefly noted in this section. '

First, many arms control agreements in the twentieth century have bee
far more detailed than those which had been reached before. Partly this wa
due to experience and increasing diplomatic sophistication. If an agreemen
is not carefully drawn up, it may be broken in spirit if not in letter. Afte
the Franco-Prussian Treaty of 1808 in which the Prussian army was lim
ited to 42,000 troops, Scharnhorst began a strategy by which recruits were
given intensive tfraining, and then sent on extended leave, during which
time they received extra tuition in their towns and villages. In this way, the
Prussian army never formally exceeded the limit of 42,000, yet was also
developed into the army of Bliicher that was so effective at Waterloo. In the
period before the nuclear age one of the clearest examples of deepening in
terms of greater precision was the Washington Naval Treaty of 1922. Run-
ning to twenty-three articles, the treaty was one of the first to set out tech-
nical details regarding limitations, Signed by Great Britain, the United
States, France, Italy and Japan, the treaty set out acceptable sizes for ships
and their weapons, and also a ratio for the total size of the relative navies
in which the United States and the British Empire were to be allowed the?
largest navies with a maximum tonnage of 525,000, Japan 315,000 tons
and both France and Italy 175,000 tons.'* This detailed treaty set out
which ships the High Contracting Parties were able to retain, and a sched::
ule for the laying down of new ships and their completion against the scrap-
ping of old ships. In Chapter 2, the treaty set out definitions, rules on which
ships each state could retain, and also rules for the destruction of excess.
ships, along with a schedule for the replacement of ships, thus setting out:
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potated. Further, the post-First World War peace treaties and arms limita:
tions were also seen to be part of a regime that would allow a general dis.
arming of states under the League of Nations. In the cold war period, ona
of the purposes of the arms control theory of the early 1960s was to f;dVO
cate the development of a regime for the strengthening of strategic stabilit
through a series of arms control agreements, which in practice began wit
the 1972 SALT I agreements. Finally, the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 196
was seen as only one element in a non-proliferation of nuclear weapon
regime which includes the Partial Test Ban Treaty and the IAEA (Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency), amongst other elements,
This chapter has argued that an analysis of the history of arms contro

tised' as arms control procedures have widened, This typology will now b
applied to those agreements that have been reached m the post-

. cold wa
world in order to demonstrate the validity and significance of the

widening

assesses agreements designed to strengthen norms of behaviour 1
to weapons and the use of arms; Chapter 5 examines proliferation

and Chapter 6 analyses the role of the United Nations in the int
control of weapons.
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Infroduction

ie course of the first chapter it was argued that arms control at the end
flicts takes one of four forms. First, it was suggested that where one state
is overwhelmingly defeated, an initial response may be fo totally disarm
ate. A second possibilily was that where a participant may be defeated
ily, although not completely over-run, arms control might take very
equal forms. This was the foedus inaequum, designed to create strategic and
'i"ti'(':_al inferiority. Third, where there has been a clear military success, the
tors may wish to dictate terms that would create a semi-permanent sirate-
wic stability through the superiority of the forces of the victors, The purpose
her¢ was to create the conditions for peace. The fourth and final possibility
that where one group of forces is merely in the ascendancy, but has not
hieved an overwhelming victory, the terms of the treaty have been rather
‘balanced, although still in favour of the dominant parties. The purpose
this chapter is to examine these concepts in relation to the arms control
cements reached at the end of the cold war. In addition, it will seek to
éfir_line the degree of deepening in those arms control agreements.

wever, before initiating such a discussion, one significant issue needs
0. be addressed. In considering this concept in historical terms, it was
ed to those arms control issues and agreements reached at the end of
major wars. There was discussion of the Treaty of Zama at the conclusion
{.the Second Punic War; the Peace of Westphalia at the end of the Thirty
¢ars War; the Treaty of Versailles and the other post-First World War
greements; and the post-Second World War arrangements over Germany,
pan Italy and other defeated states. This section seeks to consider the end
f the cold war in a similar light, even though the ending of the cold war
| not bring about a conclusion to an outright military conflict. Such a per-
-spective may be justified if one considers the two central features of inter-
- national relations at the conclusion of major conflicts, such as those just
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