Similarly, CSBMs are defined as

measure[s] undertaken by states to promote confidence and security thiough military
transparency, openness, constraints and cooperation. CSBMs are militarily significant,
politically binding, verifiable-and, as a rule, reciprocal.*

Other recent definitions of the term stress the same issues but reverse the emphasis so that
the stricter definition is attributed to CBMs. Stedman and Rothchild, for example, define CBMs as,

limited, incremental, transparent, verifiable actions that demonstrate compliance with
promises made through a treaty. Specifically, they involve information and communications
measures to eliminate misperceptions about military action and constraining measures that
aim to prevent military activities that may generate hostile perceptions.’

Certain terms stand out in these definitions which deserve further attention. For example,
to the extent that CBMs expose vulnerabilities, they must be reciprocal. Knowing that both sides
are equally vulnerable, parties are inclined not to take aggressive action because they can be certain
that such actions can be reciprocated.by their adversary. Alternatively, in not exploiting an
adversary’s vulnerabilities one sends a message of a willingness to cooperate. The longer one lives
with mutual vulnerability, the more confidence one has in the benign intentions of one’s neighbour.

In the strictest terms, confidence building also involves elements of verifiability. In an effort
to maintain definitional and operational clarity, Stedman and Rothchild insist on considering only
those measures which are verifiable as confidence-building measures. They do not consider
rhetorical commitments to peace or declarations of peacefulness as CBMs, citing evidence that such
pronouncements do little to instill confidence among adversaries.® Nor do they consider other
measures such as power-sharing, decentralization and development as confidence building measures
per sebut security-building measures (to be discussed later). This is because these measures are not
readily and definitively verifiable except until some undetermined pointin future. Such a distinction
isjustified. Cooperation between adversaries is limited by the ability to recognize when an opponent
is violating or complying with agreements.” Certainty or confidence that an opponent is committed
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