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programmes, the otherwise benign technological and economic

development plans of advanced non-nuclear powers necessitate their

increased and direct involvement in multilateral arms control efforts.7

As Thompson and Bisseli note, however, multilateral arms control

efforts remain "weak" with regard to issues "at the frontiers of military

technology, particularly those that can be connected with the research

and developmeflt programs of the 'civilian' sector."8 This technological

gap is the fourth of the basic difficulties which continue to confront the

CD negotiations. The member states of the CD continue to grope toward

the arms control elements of a common security framework. ]But their

collective inability to understand fully the military implications of

scientific and technological innovations must help to explain why these

states have yet to reach agreement on any arms control. accord. In

addition to an ever-elusive comprehensive test ban treaty, a chemnical

weapons convention and a treaty on potentially destabilizing anti-

satellite systems have for several years been uppermost on the CD

agenda. As this study will show, the superpowers are principally but not

exclusively to blame for the failure of the CD to reach agreement on

these issues.
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