
exclusively on exchanges of information about military activities, and broad, refeniîng to
the availability of information on ail security-related matters.15 Recent years have seen a
number of initiatives aimed at increasing transparency in both military and the wider
security spheres. The UN Conventional Arms Register, the bilateral China/India
Agreement on Confidence building Measures in the Military Field Along the Line of
Actual Control in the India-China Border Areas, and the multilateral (starting as bilateral)
Shanghai Agreement between China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz, and Tajikistan on
confidence building in the military field in the border area are exaznples. These
agreements are aimed at reducing the likelihood of conflicts through carefully elaborated
measures to make sudden military activities at once difficuit and easily detectable. In the
UNCA-R case, it is the concern with any excessive accumulation of conventional weapons
in particular countries/regions that is the focus. Other countries make their security-
related activities more transparent by publishing defense white papers and providing
accounitable, itemized defense budget information. However, these are far and between,
and the notion of transparency has yet to overcorne the stili strong resistance against
exposing "secrets" the preservation of which is regarded imperative for national security.
It has been argued that while great powers like the United States can afford transparency
(indeed, there has been suggestion the Pentagon may deliberately make its counter-
prolifération planning/measures "transparent" so as to deter any contemplation of the use
of WlvDs by potential adversaries), countries not so endowed may feel vulnerable should
their military planning, structure.and capabilities be exposed. Again, to counter the
argument that transparency as thus conceived may actually undennine rather than
enhance security, there is the need to emphasize that transparency must be seen as a
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