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on CSBMs. This means that a measure
aimed at determining whether a military
activity is, or is flot, in cornpllance with
the agreement would itself be a CSBM.
By having the means to verify that viola-
tions were unintended or had flot occur-
red, confidence would be enhanced as
States realized through their cooperative
interaction that their suspicions were
unwarranted. Suspicion is inherent in
relations among States. But verifîcation
of compliance with CSBMs would serve
to convert mutual suspicion into mutual
confidence that security is flot at risk.
Adequate verification would also alert
States to possible violations.

Verification has another intrinsîc funo-
tion. In calculating the risk t0 threatenlng
or using force, States would have to
take into account that their actions
would more Iikely be discovered in the
preparatory stage before a fait accompli
was possible. They would be more
reluctant to risk detection and the
danger of jeoparclizing the agreement
and politicai relations among the
Signatories to it.

In summary, the mandate establishes
the criteria for defining, in practical
terms, what is meant by the principle
Of verification: adequacy to establish
With a reasonable degree of certainty
compliance with the regime of CSBMs,

without overly intruding on security
interests; correlation of forms of yen!-
f ication to the content of the CSBMs;
in other words, the integration 0f means
of verification into the set of mutually
complementary CSBMs; and, finally,
reciprocity in accordance with respect
for the securîty interests of aIl the 080E
participating States.

Measure 5 of proposai 80.1 IAmplifîed,
aimed at verifying whether notifiable
activities are non-threatenlng and are
duly announced, i8 deslgned f0 meet
these criteria.

If is adequate because parflclpatlng
States would be able f0 examine
whether a military activity compliles wlth
the CSBMs. This examination could be
underfaken, to a certain extent, in a
number of ways, including National
Technical Means, which, as specifled in
Measure 5, should be unimpeded by the
participating States. Such means can
indicate to a degree whether activities
are takirig place. But they are limited in
capabiiity by climate, orbital constraints
and evasive measures. Moreover, only a
f ew of the participating States possess
advanced National Technical Means.

A further mefhod of examination is
niecessary, which woukf provide closer
insight into military activities and which

would be mutually applicable, Inspec-
tions, as further proposed in Measure 5,
would meet this requirement. Since each
participatlng Stafe could conduct only a
iimited number of inspections each year,
they would not be automnatic. But if
requested, they should be permitted in
order to verify whether or not a
perceived activity complied with the
regime of CSBMs.

Inspections would be reciprocal, As
Measure 5 specifies: 'Each particlpating
Stafe wiil be permlfted to lnspect a
mllitary actîvity or a possible military
activity within the Zone for the purpose
of monitoring compliance with agreed
CSBMs.' However, in accorclance with
the principle of soverelgnty, inspections
would not encroach on sensitive mllifary
interests. Measure 5 stipulates that 'The
receiving State wll not be required fo
permit inspections of restrlcfed areas.' In
addition, the modalities sgetdin
Measure 5 caîl for inspections to be kept
short, the number of inspections andi
inspectors to be l<epf low and the sug-
gested provisions for exemptions are
comprehensive. Such a system of in-
spections would not intructe on sestve
mlltary lnterests. Rather, inspections
should be seen as a kind of audit con-
ducted by any enepiefrom time to
time Io onsure that affairs are being
properly managed. But just as refusai
f0 permit an audit would alert manage-

would aiert other States tcosil


