
Confidence (and Security)Building Measures in the 
Arms Control Process: a Canadian Perspective Chapter Eight 

Chapter Eight 

Conclusion 

This study has examined Confidence-Building 
from a number of perspectives in an attempt to 
understand its limitations and its potential. The 
tentative conclusion is that "Confidence-Build-
ing", as a distinctive approach to arms control, 
may have considerable potential in some appli-
cations but our current understanding of its 
nature and limits is seriously constrained by 
three basic problems. These problems — 

(1) great definitional imprecision (one 
could even say confusion) and variation 
in delimiting what Confidence-Building 
is; 

(2) the failure to employ an appropriately 
realistic understanding of the Soviet 
conventional military "threae' in the 
dominant substantive area of applica-
tion (Eurocentric CBMs); and 

a consistent failure to provide a plausi-
ble psychological or political explana-
tion of how the Confidence-Building 
process actually works 

combine to produce an understanding of Confi-
dence-Building that is confused and analytically 
very weak. If CBMs are to be employed effec-
tively as a variety of arms control approach, 
these problems will have to be addressed and, 
to the extent possible, corrected. 

In an attempt to address the problem of defi-
nitional confusion, we looked at the concept of ' 
Confidence-Building from the perspective of a 
number of different applications: potential his-
torical examples; the Confidence-Building 
Measures from the CSCE's Helsinki Final Act; 
the proposed Associated Measures from the 
Mutual (and Balanced) Force Reduction negoti-
ations; specific definitions and sets of categories 
from the Confidence-Building literature; and 
actual CBM proposals. In the process of doing 
this, we saw just how great a variety of under-
standings there were. "Confidence-Building" is 
a significantly more variegated concept than is 
commonly supposed. 

Looking first at historical examples (Chapter 
Two), we discovered that many international 
agreements appear to be the functional equiva-
lent of Confidence-Building Measures. This is 
certainly true of all the so-called "Hot Line" 
agreements (the American, British and French 
arrangements with the Soviet Union). It is  

obviously the case for the Agreement on Meas-
ures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nudear 
War and the Agreement on the Prevention of 
Incidents On and Over the High Seas (the 
United States and the Soviet Union) as well as 
agreements on the prevention of accidental 
nuclear war (both France and Britain with the 
Soviet Union). A number of naval arms control 
agreements also seem to be CBMs (for instance, 
the Rush-Bagot Treaty, the Chilean-Argentine 
treaty, the Greco-Turldsh treaty, the 1936 Lon-
don Naval Treaty and some Black Sea agree-
ments). The 1975 Egyptian-Israeli Accord on 
the Sinai contains a number of very specific 
conventional military Confidence-Building 
Measures. The Spitsbergen and the Aaland 
Island non-fortification agreements are cer-
tainly good examples, as well. The ABM Treaty 
is clearly an example as is the associated memo-
randum of understanding establishing the 
Standing Consultative Commission. The agree-
ment not to interfere with national technical 
means of verification (in the SALT I Interim 
Agreement) is undeniably a Confidence-Build-
ing Measure. A reasonable (if not wholely per-
suasive) argument can also be made for the 
consideration of all denuclearization and demi-
litarization treaties and for the Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty. We could also include proposals 
that, while never actually adopted, still consti-
tute legitimate examples of CBMs. The 1930 
Draft  Convention of the Conference for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, the 
1955 "Open Skies" proposal, schemes men-
tioned at the 1958 Geneva Surprise Attack Con-
ference and the Rapacld Plans all contain dear-
cut CBMs. Without using deliberately restric-
tive criteria, all of these undertaldngs appear to 
qualify as reasonable CBM examples. It is note-
worthy that these applications cover strategic 
nuclear and naval arms control issues as well as 
land-based, conventional military arrange-
ments. Although these agreements and under-
takings perform what appear to be the func-
tions of Confidence-Building, most discussions 
of CBMs are far more restrictive. 

The concept of Confidence-Building owes a 
great deal to the Helsinki Final Act. The CBMs 
outlined in that document are often treated as 
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