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PREFACE

] "Gun lobbies" in the United States and elsewhere have
often admonished the general public with slogans such as "guns
don’t kill people, people do". While few would disagree with the
inherent truth of that statement and most would reason that due
attention should be paid to this second aspect of gun control,
logic clearly supports the contentlon that such a focus of
‘attention should not detract from the first. Both factors —-

possession and intent -- deserve to be dealt seriously and in
parallel.

A similar dichotomy exists when considering the non-
proliferation aspects of arms control with respect to weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) and conventional weapons. Using a higher
level of both altruism and balance than is likely to be found in
the gun control debate, Keith Krause reminds us that, in terms of
non-proliferation, all of the estimated 23,000,000 war-related
deaths since 1945 have been from the use of conventional not
nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons and their potentially
cataclysmic effects will continue, of course, to warrant first
priority on the non-proliferation agenda. At the same time,
however, it is incumbent upon the international community to
focus increased attention on coming to grips with the
proliferation dangers posed by the uncontrolled, regional and
worldwide acquisition and dissemination of conventional weaponry.

_ In examining the conventional weapons scenario to the
end of this decade, Professor Krause has identified some of the
significant factors likely to affect the development of control
mechanisms. One generic problem is that advanced technologies in
the non-WMD arena are becoming increasingly available

o indigenously or in markets outside of so-called "first tier"

nations. Supply-side management in the future may simply not be
good enough. The challenge for the remainder of this decade,
therefore, is to demonstrate that proposed proliferation control
mechanisms are of equal benefit and necessity in promoting the
security interests of all parties. :

Professor Krause, in his analysis relating to the
maturing conventional arms transfer and production systen,
identifies one initial attempt by the international community to
recognize and to meet the challenge posed by the proliferation of
conventional weapons. That mechanism -- The United Nations
Register of Conventional Arms =-- is dealt with in considerable
detail by Edward Laurance in the second paper.

Professor Laurance outlines the background relating to
the Register and quantifies its success to date. He describes
the success of the Register in initially reaching levels which
surpassed what many of its supporters would have dared to hope.



He cautions, however, against an apparent "stand still" approach
which seems to be gaining ground as the Arms Register enters its
third year and he poses a question, still to be answered, as to
whether the UN Register continues to represent a "step forward"
or will be used increasingly as a "fall-back position". The
future of this unique endeavour depends upon enhancing
transparency in armaments in all its aspects. It is a question
with which the United Nations General Assembly in its 49th and
subsequent sessions will have to become more fully engaged.

This report represents the results of a research project
conducted under the Department of Foreign Affairs’ Verification
Research Program. It is being shared with interested parties as
part of a long-standing Canadian policy to make such research
findings available to assist in negotiations and to promote a
dialogue on these important issues. The views expressed herein
are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those
of the Canadian Government.
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Introduction

Since the advent of the nuclear age, the agenda of arms control has been divided between "weapons
of mass destruction” and "conventional weapons.” The former customarily includes nuclear, biological
and chemical weapons, and their associated technologies. The latter has included everything else,
from land mines and fighter aircraft, to futuristic technolog;m such as laser weapons, stealth
technologies or electronic warfare capabilities.

Almost all of the international non-proliferation efforts (multilateral and bilateral) since 1945 have
been focused on weapons of mass destruction. Almost all of the 23 million war-related deaths since
1945, however, have been from conventional weapons.! When one adds to this the dramatic increase
in the sophistication and destructiveness of so-called "conventional weapons,” it is difficult to explain
this continued divetgenée in treatment between "weapons of mass destruction” and “conventional
weapons” in the field of non-proliferation and arms control. -

In recent years, especially since the end of the Cold War and 1991-92 Persian Gulf War, greater
attention has been devoted to the control of conventional weapons proliferation. The central policy
concern remains nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction, but recent progress in nuclear
~arms control, the completion of the Chemical Weapons Convention in 199293, the restructuring of
Western and Eastern armed forces under the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty, and the
experience of the 1991 Gulf War, have all combined to move the issue of conventional weapons
somewhat higher on the international agenda. . Recent efforts would include the creation of the
United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, the (now dormant) efforts of the Permanent-Five
members of the Security Council to create a consultative mechanism concerning arms transfers
(especially to the Middle East), the recently-adopted CSCE "principles governing conventional arms

Rmchmmnccform:spapcrwasprowdedbyknncthBounn.

! Figure from Ruth Leger Sivard, World Military and Social Expenditures 1993 (Watnngton, D.C: Workl Priorities,
1993), 21.
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transfers,” and the many public statements and proposals for controlling the conventional arms trade.?
It may be the case that this increased attention is merely the ephemeral product of the "window of
opportunity” created by the Gulf War, but it is also true that the issue itself, whatever its profile on

the international agenda, is not going to disappear.

This report provides an analytic overview of the patterns of proliferation of conventional weapons,
the debates surrounding efforts to control the trade in weapons and weapons technologies, and the
different approaches to the control and verification of conventional proliferation. It proceeds along

the following outline:

~ * an overview of the "global arms transfer and production system” that highlights the motive
forces that drive both producers and purchasers of weapons;
* an analysis of significant recent trends in the arms trade and arms production; _
-* a discussion of the implications of these trends for the control of conventional weapons
_ proliferation; '
* an assessment of specific measures (both proposed and hypothetical) to control
conventional proliferation; ' '
* a concluding discussion of a possible role for Canada in efforts to control convent;onal

- proliferation.

Patterns of Weapons Development,;Producﬁon and Transfers

Since the first application of metallurgical and chemical knowledge to the development of cannon and
gunpowder, arms have been produced and traded among states in certain kinds of patterns’
Schematically, the "arms transfer and production” system has had five central characteristics, an
understanding of which is important because it places current events in a context that helps us predict

2 Since 1991, staxcmemsonthenwdforamtrolhavebecnmadebymcGﬂ theNA’I‘OFac:ganstcrs,tthAS,
the CSCE, and the Commonwealth. A wide range of NGO activitics (by such groups as the Federation of American
Scientists, the Center for Defense Information, Human Rights Watch, the British American Security Information Council
and the Arms Control Association) have been started or expanded since 1990. On the American policy response see
President Bush’s address to the Air Force Academy, 29 May 1991, and the accompanying Middle East Arms Control
Initiative, fact sheet issued by the White House.

3 This account draws upoa and simplifies the model presented in Keith Krause, Arms and the State: Patterns of Military
Production and Trade (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992). See also Ed Laurance, ke International Arms
Trade (New York: Lexington Books, 1992); Robert Harkavy, IheAmI)udedemamaonalSystm((hmbndgc,

Mass.: Ballinger, 1975).
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the likely path of short- and medium-term developments. These developments will either constrain,
or provide the opportunities for, proposals to control conventional proliferation.

The first characteristic is that the system is driven by the development of new (or revolutionary)
military technologies that create "gaps” in the capabilities of weapons possessed by states. These
differentials can translate into battlefield superiority, even in cases of numerical inferiority, as was
demonstrated during the 1990-91 Persian Gulf war. Examples of these innovations range from the
dramatic (the development of rifled steel cannon, "Dreadnought” battleships, military jet aircraft, or
nuclear weapons) to the mundane (improvements in avionics or weapons guidance, more efficient
explosives). Attempts to close or eliminate these gaps, and to stay at or near the forefront of
"modern” weapons technology, have been a major goal of national defence and security policies for
centuries. This is the primary impetus behind both arms production and the arms trade.

Dominant centres of military innovation have always emerged in a small number of states (between
one and four). These states, whether Britain, France and Germany during the Industrial Revolution,
or the United States and the Soviet Union after 1945, are in any given period the largest producers
of weapons, they possess the largest and most advanced research and development (R&D)
establishments, and they have sizable domestic markets for the weapons they produce.* This R&D
capability and size-of the domestic market ensure that these leading edge (first-tier) producers are
able to push forward the frontiers of military technology, and are not as dependent upon exports to
maintain a healthy defence industry as other producers. They are also, not surprisingly, usually global
great powers or superpowers, and are the most concerned with maintaining their edge by protecting
their lead in military technologies.

Behind the leading-edge states are ranged a second tier of arms producers, who have a strong enough
- industrial and technological-economic base to keep pace with advances in military technology, but not
to lead it forward. In certain limited sectors, they can become innovators or specialists, but in general
these states possess a much smaller domestic market and make limited investments in R&D. Their
goal is to be able to build and adapt new weapons to their needs, and to maintain a relatively equal
military and political status with the first tier states. Their economic and industrial infrastructure is
usuélly comparable to that of the most advanced states, although the small size of their domestic arms
markets make them more dependent upon exports. Because their competitive edge in exports is also

‘Ot‘coursc,atditfcremumumimafyR&Dhasbeen»pﬁmaﬁlypﬂvaze,pﬁmari!ypubﬁc,orsomcwmbinaﬁmoftbc
two. See Maurice Peartoan, Diplomacy, War and Technology since 1830 (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1984).
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often small (unit costs are higher because of smaller production runs), they are ’als'o more often
forced to trade technologies as well as weapons to their best customers.’

Behind these states lie a third tier of arms producers who are able only to copy or develop the most
rudimentary or low-tech variations of any given weapons system. These weapons may be perfectly
adequate for the range of threats these states may face, but they are seldom effective on the
battlefield against a technologically superior opponent. Arms industries in these states are often
highly export dependent (because of a small domestic market) or internationally uncompetitive (when
the domestic market is large and the industry is protected), investments in R&D are very low, and
production often occurs in an industrial "enclave,” with few positive linkages or synergies to the rest
of the economy.®* What is most important about third-tier producers, however, is their poténtial to
upset or derail control arrangements (such as blanket supplier embargoes of combatants), with their
aggressive pursuit of niche markets. An excellent example of this was given by the eight-year long
. Iran-Iraq war, during which one or both combatants laboured under embargo restrictions of varying
severity. Ultimately, more than 50 states supplied weapons, parts, or military technologies to one or
both sides, including prominent third-tier producers such as Brazil, North Korea, Egypt, Taiwan,
Czechoslovakla and China.’

The ﬁnal, and most important, element of the arms transfer and production system is its evolutionary
dynamic. The arms trade exists because there are large differences in the capabilities of the weapons
that are possessed by (or can be produced by) various states, and because these disparities matter in
the competition for international power and influence. All participants in the system thus respond
to different sets of incentives that push it forward. First tier states tend to invest in R&D, and are
more willing to entertain restrictions on technology transfers in order to keep their leading position.
Second-tier states attempt to acquire advanced technologies from the first-tier innovators, not only
to "keep pace,". but to copy or reproduce the successes of the innovators. For these states, access to
technology is as important as access to weapons themselves. 'Behind them, the third tier states
struggle to climb the international hierarchy, at first through weapons acquisitions and later through

chrmany,ance,Bﬁmmandlmlyacwumedfmwpaccmofmewmlnumberofﬁcensedandm-produabn
agreements for weapons or military technologies that in place in 1992. The United States and Russia accounted for 38
and 7 percent of the total respectively, which is a lower percentage than their share of the total arms market. Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1993), 483-518.
°Sec, for a comprehensive case study, Patrice Franko-Jones, IheBrmmeefmelndusay (Boulder: Westview, 1992).

7 The most complete list of suppliers is offered by Anthony Cordesman, The Impact of Arms Transfers on the Iran/Irag
War (Loodon: Royal United Services Institute, 1987), 14, using State Department information.
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attempts to'spur indigenous arms production via military technology transfers. They tend to focus
on technology transfers in the form of co-production or licensing agreements, access to patents and
blueprints, and the reverse engineering of established designs.

~ What happens as a result of these various responses is something akin to the "product cycle." New
or revolutionary technologies are rapidly improved and slowly diffused, as the techniques required
to use them effectively or reproduce them are not widespread. But over time, the pace of innovation
slows as the potential inherent in any technology is exhausted, and diffusion then moves more rapidly

- than innovation. Eventually, attention shifts to newer (and possibly radically different) technologies
that drive the system in another cycle.

Of course, if investment in military R&D ceases, or becomes too costly, then these new technologies
will be slow to appear. An illustration of this is provided by the slow pace of change in military
technologies in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries: the "Brown Bess" was the standard
British firearm from 1690 to 1840, and the field gun of 1840 was only slightly more sophisticated than
artillery of the previous two centuries. Similarly, when continued improvements on existing
technologies have no military utility, the pace of innovation will also slow. An example of this is the
- current ability of designers and engineers to build aircraft that are too manoeuvrable for pilots to fly,
_ because of the stresses they place on human endurance.?

The evolution of the arms transfer and production system thus depends critically on the relationship
between rates of technological innovation and diffusion. The two possible relationships have been
captured by Figure L In both scenarios, innovation proceeds rapidly in the early phases of a new
technology, and then slows over time as the innovative potential of a new technology is exhausted.
What differs, however, is the rate of diffusion. In the first scenario, the rate of diffusion remains
constant (a straight line), which means that it crosses the rate of innovation at point X. This does
not mean that at this point both producers/innovators and recipients have equivalent military
technology, but only that past time x, the gap between the weapons systems possessed by producers
and recipients will slowly narrow, eventually reaching virtual equality. An example of this could be
the diffusion of small arms and ammunition technology, primitive versions of which can now be
produced virtually anywhere.

In the second scenario, the rate of innovation, although slowed, remains above the rate of diffusion
at all points. This scenario maintains the technology gap (and the lead of innovative producers), but

% For an excelient overvicwofmilitar&ie&nologialcvoluﬁonseeWﬂliamMacNeﬂL The FPursuit of Power (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1983).
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it requires active intervention on the part of leading producers to slow the rate of diffusion of military
technologies (via some form of export controls). Such intervention will, in principle, increase in
importance after point Y, when the rate of innovation (eg: of military R&D) has slowed to a point
where first-tier producers would become conscious of the possible erosion of their technological lead.
This could describe the relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold
War, when the efforts of the CoCom (Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Strategic Export
-Controls) appear to have at least slowed the erosion of the West’s lead in military technologies.

The actual structure of the arms transfer and production system is more complex than this schematic
sketch would suggest, and crucial variations are evident in different areas of weapons technology.
There also exist linkages between various levels of producers, which sometimes permit advanced
technologies (such as missiles or fire control systems) to be incorporated into relatively primitive
platforms (such as armoured vehicles or aircraft). But this analysis highlights the need to think about
the possibilities for controlling the proliferation of conventional weapons and their technologies in

terms of two key questions:

* which states or groups of states are able to produce the weapons or technologies that pose a
proliferation danger, now and in the immediate future?

« where is the weapons system or technology in question located in its "product cycle," and how
does this affect the possibilities for control?

91hisisanabgousmmcwof'wchnologymamﬁty.'wﬁchisdisamdbcbw. See James Keeley, "Weapoas of
Mass Destruction as Mature Technologies: Implications for Control, Verification and Confidence-Buikling,” paper
prepared for a Non-Proliferation Verification workshop sponsored by the Verification Research Unit, Department of
External Affairs and International Trade Canada, 28 November 1993,
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Figure I
The Innovation and Diffusion of Military Technology:
Two Scenarios '
\
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The Evolution of the System since 1945

With this schematic model, developments since 1945 can be quickly sketched. On the producer side,
the United States and Soviet Union rapidly emerged as the dominant “first tier” producers. They
virtually monopolized global military R&D spending, together accounting for approximately 80
percent in the 1980s, and made most of the major technological innovations. | They produced two-
thirds of the world’s total of weapons (the vast majority of which were for domestic consumption) and
captured a share of the global arms export market that, between 1960 and 1990, never dropped below
50 percent.!’ In the mid-1980s, the two superpowers produced around $175-200 billion annually in
weapons, and exported on average about $35 billion worth of arms each year (hence less than 20
percent of their production was exported). Despite the massive political and economic
transformations after the end of the Cold War, this highlights the fact that the future pattern of
proliferation of conventional weapons will be largely determined by the policies pursued by these

producers.

The post-1945 "second tier” producers were close to the United States and Soviet Union in
technological terms, but far behind in size and scope. The major European arms producers (West
Germany, France and Britain, and to a lesser extent Italy, Czechoslovakia and Poland) together did
not produce more than $50-60 billion worth of arms annually throughout the 1980s, and they
accounted for about 30-40 percent of global arms exports (around $15 billion a year). They depended
much more heavily, however, upon arms exports to realize economies of scale, or merely to keep
their national industries alive: the norm was for between 25 and 40 percent of their production of
major weapons systems to be exported, and this figure steadily increased over time.!! Between them,
they produced virtually the entire range of modern weapons, with the exception of the most advanced
items, such as stealth and cruise technologies. '

Production in the developing world (the "third tier") was insignificant until the mid-1970s, when arms
industries in states such as India, Israel and South Africa began producing simple versions of major
weapons systems at relatively low levels of sophistication. More states joincd the producer club over
time, but only a few of them made significant investments in R&D, or had a large enough domestic

10 Figures in this section, except where noted, from Krause, Arms and the State, Tables 8, 9, 10.

1 In the late 1980s, the French aircraft producer Dassault estimated that it needed to produce 40 plancs a year to
maintain its production teams; this meant (given French government orders) that at Jeast 25 percent of production needs
to be exported. Sweden originally estimated that one-third of the production of its new generation Gripen fighter needed
to be exported, and cost estimates for the French Rafale assume that one-half of production will be exported. Aviation
Week and Space Technology, 9 January 1989; Andrew Moravesik, "The European Arms Industry at the Crossroads,”
Survival, 32:1 (January/February 1990), 82n.
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procurement base to make advanced weapons production even conceivable (Israel, India and China
being the main exceptions). The much-vaunted “expansion® of these producers in the 1980s (with
Brazil being the most widely publicized case) was an aberration, mostly driven by demand from the
eight-year long Iran-Iraq war, which was fought by two cash-rich states labouring under arms embargo
restrictions (at various times).’? It was also, in global terms, not very important, as these states
collectively never produced more than 10 pertent of the world’s total arms production (je: around
$20-25 billion worth of weapons). The most important third tier producers (in declining order) have
been: China, India, Israel, the former Yugoslavia, South Africa, Brazl and South Korea.

~ Table I provides an overview of the position of the major producers and exporters in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, as measured by several indices. It highlights the dominance of the two superpowers,
the large gap between them and second tier industrialized producers, and the relatively small role of
third-tier states. Table II describes the pattern of arms exports by the major suppliers for the period
from 1963 to 1991, in both dollar and percentage terms. The dominance of the United States and
Soviet Union in exports is apparent, as is the relatively large share of the second-tier states. Finally,
the slow rise in importance of third-tier producers ("developing” in the table) is also clear.

The recipient side of the arms transfer equation is more diverse and complex. Table ITI summarizes

_ the regional distribution of arms imports over the same time period. It highlights the shift from the
dominance of NATO Europe and the Warsaw Pact (which accounted for almost 40 percent of global
arms imports in 1963-67), to the developing world (which accounted for three-quarters of arms
imports since 1975), and especially to the Middle East. In the 1980s, for example, the Middle East
accounted for almost 40 percent of global arms imports, although it has less than five percent of the
world’s population! At the end of the 1980s, five of the top ten arms recipient states were in the
Middle East, and they accounted alone for roughly one-quarter of total sales.

12 See Keith Krause, "Transferts d’armements et gestion des conflits: les cas de Ia guerre Iran-Irak,” Cultures et Confliss,
,no. 4, (hiver 1991-92), 1340.
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Table I

Major Arms Producing and Exporting States,
Selected Indicators, early 1990s

Country Defence Spending, Arms Exports, 1991  Arms Production Percentage of Military R&D
1991 (million US  (million US dollars) (million US dollars) "Production Spending (million
dollars) Exported US dollars)

United States 280,300 9,600 79,400 ‘ 11.8 38,200
USSR/Russia 260,000 6,600 106,000 6.2 28,000
China | 51,040 925 6029 153 6,124
Britain 43,200 3,700 11,300 327 4,199
France 42,430 1,100 11,100 9.9 5,290
Germany 39,520 1,300 5,200 250 1,540
Italy 24340 100 3,900 2.6 395
Sweden 6,432 20 1,600 13 527
Czechoslovakia 2804 210 | 379 7.2 -
Poland 7362 90 277 325 30
Israel 4w 380 837 454 na.

- India 7,189 0 2,870 00 - 250
South Korea 10,580 0 903 30 )

Notes to this table are provided as Appendix L.
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Table II
Global Arms Deliveries, 1963-88, four year averages -
(Million constant 1988 U.S. dollars)
Country 196366 196770 197174 197578 199962 198386 198790 1991

United States 4,842 8,575 10,751 ' 11,039 10,099 11,885 12037 8465
Soviet Union 4,415 4,614 8312 12,951 23978 21339 . 19,100 5,820

France 481 507 1450 2512 4202 4,333 2,477 970
 Britain 557 402 1,071 1,613 2,707 1,705 4531 3263 !
Germany' 360 329 475 133 1,730 1,838 1206 1,146
Italy : 74 76 295 817 1,284 1,067 311 88
Czechoslovakia 449 379 531 1,161 1,167 1,250 :7.0) 238
Poland 412 445 443 856 1,125 1,304 745 79
Other Industrial 444 - 565 1,010 1859 2369 2538 2562 688
Other E. Europe 22 46 240 370 997 1,634 899 97 :
China 223 491 916 280 630 1,535 2,141 816
‘Developing 310 48 156 1448 2961 3044 5417 1658 i
World 12589 16475 25649 36282 53297 53972 4954 22512 !
H
Percentage Shares g
Country 196366 196770 197174 197578 197982 198386 1987-90 1991 §
f:
United States 385 520 419 304 189 220 243 376 g
Soviet Union  35.1 280 324 357 450 395 386 259 &
France 38 3.1 5.7 69 79 9.0 50 43 -
Britain 44 24 42 44 5.1 32 9.1 145
Germany' 29 20 19 38 32 34 24 5.1
" Italy 0.6 05 11 23 24 2.0 0.6 0.4
Czechoslovakia 3.6 23 21 32 22 23 L7 . 11
Poland 33 27 1.7 2.4 21 24 15 04
Other Industrial 3.5 34 39 5.1 44 47 52 3.1
Other E. Europe 0.2 03 - 09 10 19 30 18 0.4
~ China 18 3.0 36 0.8 13 238 43 36
~ Developing 2.5 03 0.6 40 5.6 56 109 74

! Germany is West Germany until 1991, when it refers to united Germany.

Derived from: United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and
, Arms Transfers (Washington: Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, various years).
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Table IIT

Regional Distribution of Arms Imports,
1963-1991 (percentage shares)

Years 1963-67 196872 197377 197882 1983-87 198791 (% popul. 1982)

Africa 42 36 113 18.7 123 7.8 (9.8)
East Asia 287 34.6 156 107 115 127 (35.1)
Latin America 3.1 36 48 68 74 59 (8.1)
Middle East 92 16.6 336 375 378 347 (3.1)
South Asia _ 68 . 43 40 39 - 73 127 (20.4)
North Ameria 30 - 35 2.0 17 15 49 (5.6)
Oceania 2.0 14 09 = 10 15 15 (0.5)
NATO (Eur.) 203 183 102 - 87 74 120 (7.1)
Warsaw Pact ~ 19.1 112 147 83 104 6.0 (82)
‘Other Europe 3.6 2.7 2.8 - 27 2.4 16 (20)-
Developed 417 28.9 25.7 195 209 24 (23.1)
Developing - 583 711 43 805 7.1 775 (763)

Derived from: ACDA, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, various years.

Note: Regions are classified as follows:

Oceania: Australia, New Zealand, Fiji, Papua-New Guinea.

Africa:  does not include Egypt.

Middle East: Egypt to the Persian Gulf, Iran and Cyprus.

Latin America: Mexico south, all Caribbean states.

North America: Canada and the U.S.

South Asia: Afghanistan, India, Pakistan, Nepal, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka.

East Asia: Mongolia, both Koreas, both Chinas, Japan and from Burma to Indonesia.

Other Europe: Albania, Austria, Finland, Ireland, Malta, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Yugoslavia.
Developed: all of NATO, except Greece and Turkey; all of the Warsaw Pact except Bulgaria; Japan, Australia, New
Zealand, Finland, Austria, Ireland, Sweden and Switzerland. .

Developing: all others.
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Three other developments since 1945 that are not captured by the figures presented above deserve
to be highlighted: the changing relationship between suppliers and recipients, the increased
sophistication of the weapons transferred, and the "maturation” of several post-1945 military
technologies. ‘

The pattern and nature of relationships between suppliers and recipients has changed draizxaticaﬂy

over the past three decades. Data on this has been summarized in Table IV, which measures the

shifting patterns of dependence of the top twenty-five weapons recipients (who together account for

the vast majority of the arms transferred). Between 1964 and 1973, recipient states depended almost

exclusively upon one or two suppliers for most of their major weapons systems. Only one of the top

twenty-five recipients obtained no more than half of its weapons from one source. In the late 1970s,
- however, this dependence declined as the major recipients diversified their sources of arms supply.
~ Only six of them obtained almost all of their weapons (90 percent or more) from one source. But
the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, witnessed a return to almost the identical pattern of
dependence that was manifested twenty-five years earlier! Today, almost half of the top recipients
depend upon one supplier for almost all of their weapons. Obviously, the dependence of specific
states upon particular suppliers can vary dramatically according to the weapons systems, but the
overall pattern suggests that the ability of a few supplier states to control the arms market, and
. restrict the transfer of particular weapons or technologies, has actually increased in recent years. The
most likely explanation for this is three-fold: '

* the dramatic decline of the Soviet Union/Russia has eliminated the primary alternative
source of weapons for Third World states who depended upon concessionary transfers;

* the increased commercialization of the market has made smaller industrialized producers

 uncompetitive, and pushed purchasers towards the United States (this is confirmed by the
data in Table II); :
* the operation of weapons systems from multiple suppliers proved to be inefficient, and
created great problems for inter-operability and maintenance. :
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Table IV

Degree of Dependence
of the Top Twenty-Five Arms Recipients

1964-73 1978-82 1987-91
Sole 12 6 11
Predominant 12 11 11
Multiple 1 8 3

Total ’ 25 2 25

Note: A "sole" supplier provides 90 percent of a client’s arms, a "predominant” supplier more than
50 percent of them, and "multiple” suppliers less than 50 percent for any one supplier.
Derived from: US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms.

Transfers, various years.
Table V i

Numbers of Third World States with Selected Weapons Systems, 1950-1993

Year
Weapons System 1950 1960 1970 1980 1985 1990 1993
Supersonic Aircraft n.a. 1 28 55 55 61 66
Missiles na. 25 68 T 15 8l
Armoured Vehicles = 1 38 72 9 102 102 105
Main Battle Tanks n.a. 32 39 na 62 57 64
Modern Warships 4 26 56 79 81 80 79

Derived from: Edward Kolodziej, Making and Marketing Arms: The French Experience and Its
Implications for the International System (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987), 183;
Michael Brzoska and Thomas Ohlson, Arms Transfers to the Third World (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1987), 12; International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance
(London: IISS, various years).
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The second noteworthy feature is the increasing sophistication of the weapons transferred, both in
absolute and relative terms. In absolute terms, the number of states with advanced systems has been
steadily increasing, as the data in Table V demonstrate. By the early 1980s, supersonic aircraft, main
battle tanks and simple missiles were widely distributed in the developing world. Obviously, in
~ relative terms the sophistication of these items was not at the forefront of military technology, but
the destructive force accumulated in these arsenals was historically unparalleled. Since the late-1970s,
the most privileged clients of the two superpowers have been given access to many of the most
advanced weapons systems that were available. The production lines for the American F-14 and F-16
were shared with foreign clients, the Soviet Union delivered the MiG-27 as it entered its own service,
and Egypt received the Mirage 2000 as French forces did."® This trend continues: in the early 1990s
in the Middle East, for example, the Russians have sold MiG-29s to Iran, the Americans have sold
the M1-A2 tank to Kuwait and Saudi Arabia and F-18s to Kuwait, and France has agreed to sell the
United Arab Emirates the same version of the Leclerc tanks that will enter service with French
forces.!*

The final feature is the "maturation” of several imporiant post-1945 military technoldgies and the

changing pace of technological innovation. This is difficult to quantify, but a large proportion of the
military technologies that are of proliferation concern can be classed as "mature technologies." The
* _main characteristics of mature technologies are that: :

* the scientific and technical knowledge is in the public realm;

* barriers to production are low (beginning producers can produce primitive versions of
particular systems); |

* the components necessary for various steps in the production process are widely available
from many different sources, and are embedded in civilian mdustry (ie: ual-use) 15

The best recent example of this was the Iraqi chemical weapons program, details of which were
uncovered by the UNSCOM i xnspectxons. Although the program was poorly organized, and suffered
from "poor quality nerve agents, badly designed munitions, production problems, and cavalier attitudes

B Jacques Gansler, The Defense Industry (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1980), 204, 208, 312n; Gu Guan-Fu, ‘Soviet
arms sales and military aid policy to the Third World,’ Osteuropa Wirtschaft, 29:1 (Mirz 1984), 52. India and Syria
received the MiG-29, as it entered service with Soviet forees. Air International, May 1990.

" For details see SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 483-518.

' lf Keeley, passim.
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to safety,” it did succeed in producing large quantities of deadly agents that were used.’® Simple
artillery systems, light weapons, armoured vehicles, and chemical weapons technologies would be close
to "technological maturity”; short-range missiles, light jet aircraft, primitive biological weapons, and
crude nuclear weapons (of early designs) are somewhat mature; and long-range ballistic missiles,
advanced fighter aircraft, cruise missiles and stealth technologies are far from technological maturity.
The implications for non-proliferation are obvious. It is considerably more difficult to control the
proliferation of mature technologies, for which the production techniques and basic scientific and
technical knowledge are well-understood and widely available. :

Recent Developments and Significant Trends in Conventional Arms Transfers and Production

The end of the Cold War marked a transformation of some aspects of global arms production and
transfers, although several of the fundamental elements of the system remained in place. This section
will sketch the significant short- and medium-term trends in conventional arms production and
transfers, thus setting the stage for a discussion of the implications of this for proliferation control
policies and options. ' ' '

Short-Term Trends

Three specific short-term developments have been catalyzed by the end of the Cold War. The first
has been a rapid and dramatic decline in demand for arms from states who were privileged clients
of the superpowers and who obtained weapons on concessional terms. The changes ‘that
accompanied the end of the Cold War resulted in the curtailing of arms imports to several regional
conflict zones (Nicaragua, Angola, Ethiopia, Iraq, Cambodia), the elimination of concessional terms
for Soviet and some American weapons clients (this affected primarily India, Pakistan, North Korea,
Algeria, Vietnam and Syria), and the drop in arms procurement by Eastern European/Warsaw Pact
states (Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania and Bulgaria). Together, the
seventeen states in these three groups accounted for 36 percent of total arms imports in 1987, but
only 9.5 percent in 1991. Hence these states accounted for more than one-half of the decline in the
arms trade experienced between 1987 and 1991, and their greatly diminished role in the arms market
is unlikely to be replaced by new consumers in the immediate future.

16 Jobn Walker, "The UNSCOM Experience: Orientation,” in Steven Mataija and J. Marshall Beier, eds., Multilateral
Verification and the Post-Gulf Environment: Learning from the UNSCOM Experience (Toronto: Centre for International
and Strategic Studies, 1992), 91.
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The second, and most dramatic development, the collapser of the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact,
also had a great short-term impact on the supply side of the global arms market. The Soviet
Union/Russia virtually disappeared as a major supplier of weapons by 1992, with its share of the
market declining from more than one-third in the late 1980s to about one-quarter in 1991, to less
than 10 percent in 1992."7 It was once believed that Russian arms would remain attractive, especially
to poorer states, because at a certain price whatever the Russians have to sell would be competitive
in hard currency terms. It is apparent, however, that the problem -is more structural in nature:
potential customers do not trust that a stable, reliable ongoing supply relationship can be established
with Russia, and this is a critical impediment to sales of advanced weapons platforms.!* The long-

- term significance of this development is, however, much less clear, and may be considerably less

dramatic, if economic reform can create a stable, competitive market in Russia as a base for
international exports (of civilian as well as military goods).

The third short-term factor has been the global economic recession, as the economic constraints on
potential purchasers of weapons have seriously curtailed arms purchases and military spending
throughout the developing world, especially in the Middle East. Arms agreements to the Middle East

- in the 1989-92 period were only $62.1 billion, a decline of more than one-third from the level of $94.3

billion for the 1985-88 period. The figures for weapons deliveries have an identical pattern: they

. declined from $86.9 billion between 1985-88 to $52.2 billion between 1989-92.° At the same time,

arms purchases by East Asian states have increased in importance, although their volume has not
replaced (nor will it replace) the decline in the Middle Eastern markets.® The overall result of the
rt_:t:ession has been an increased concentration of the market among only a few major recipients: by'
1992, only about 25 states were active recipients of weapons. :

As a result of these three short-term trends, global arms transfers have dropped froxﬁ more than $50
billion in 1987 (the agreed-upon high point) to no more than $22.5 billion in 1991 (in 1988 dollars).

"IMﬁmmRusiamﬁOﬁMGﬁmmemCmmdmdAmTrmsfmmmMWaﬂ1985-1992, )
Congressional Research Service, report for Congress, 93-656F (Washington, D.C: Congressional Research Service, 19
July 1993), 7. He reports the Russian share of transfers to the Third World at 5.4 percent in 1992

18 See Michacl Brzoska and Frederic Pearson, "Devclopd)cntsintbc Gilobal Supply of Arms: Opportunity and
Motivation,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, (forthcoming, September 1994).

'9FromGﬁmmctt,57,68. On the Middie East see Keith Krause, "Middle Eastern Arms Recipients in the Post-Cold
War World," The Annals of the American Academy of Polisical and Social Science, (forthcoming, September 1994).

® O Asian weapons acquisitions se¢ Desmond Ball, *Arms and Affluence: Military Acquisitions in the Asia-Pacific

" Region," International Security, 18:3 (Winter 1993/94), 78-112; Michacl Kiare, “The Next Great Arms Race,” Foreign
Affairs, 72:3 (Summer 1993), 136-152 ,
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Although different sources present the data differently, all agree that the decline has been in the
~order of 50 percent in five years. There is some evidence, however, that new stable levels are close
to being reached, and that the precipitous declines of the past five years will not continue. Perhaps
more importantly, these short-term trends may not be entirely durable: the global recession will
someday end, regional conflicts in different parts of the world may flare up, and Russia will assume
a more stable and potentially more active.(if smaller) role in the system. Durable changes will only
occur if some of these short-term trends are reinforced by medium- and long-term changes in the

arms transfer and production system.
" Medium-Term Changes

The medium-term situation for weapons proliferation and the arms trade is somewhat more complex,
in part because it depends on developments in arms production in major states. Currently the major
arms producers are engaged in a massive down-sizing and restructuring of their defence industries.
Arms industries in the United States, for example, will lose between 500,000 and one million jobs

between 1990 and 1995. This represents a cut of up to one-third in the total arms production job _
base.?! A similar, or even more severe, picture is presented in Europe: employment in the French

arms industry will decline from 283,000 to around 200,000, employment in the Czech and Slovak arms
industry has fallen from 72,000 in 1987 to a projected level of 22,000 by the mid-1990s, and Western
European arms industries as a whole may lose 700,000 of a total of 1.04 million jobs.? The most
dramatic declines will occur in Russia: at its height the Soviet Union had approximately eight million
people employed in arms production (and a further 1.7 million engaged in military R&D), and
military production accounted for up to 16 percent of its industrial output. Whatever the success of
the market reforms currently under way, the defence industry is engaged in a “rapid and brutal

downsmng.

Weapons production is thus falling by about 5-6 percent a year, and is likely to do so throughout the
- mid-1990s. A simple projection based on existing trends and recent changes in defence spending
suggest that production will stabilize at around one-half to two-thirds of the 1980s levels, to around

2 Details and various estimates given in SIPRI, 1992 Yearbook, 365-369.

2 SIPRL, 1993 Yearbook, 432; Herbert Wul, ed., Arms Industry Limited (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993). This

represents the same scale of job loss as was experienced by the European steel industry in the 1970s and early 1980s.

Z’ngmfrom.lnlianprcr,'mcSwiaUnbuammcSumuchuwa,'qulLed,ss&JuﬁanCoopa,dtw
in Ian Anthony, "Current Trends and Developments in the Arms Trade,” The Annals of the American Academy of
Political and Social Science, (forthcoming, September 1994).
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150-180 billion dollars a year (in 1988 dollars). These reductions in production will likely then more
or less match the already-evident reduction in the global arms trade.

The most interesting medium-term developments, however, are not captured by overall statistics on
arms production and transfers. Three of them are of special importance:
_ .
* the changed rate of technological innovation;
» the changing relationship between civilian and military technologies;
* specialization in the arms export market, and the emergence of “internationalized" forms
of arms production.

The changing pace of technological innovation is captured best through the amount of resources
devoted to military R&D. All things being equal, if the unit cost of weapons increases faster than
procurement budgets, or if the resources devoted to military R&D decline, then the pace of
innovation will slow. Worldwide annual military R&D spending in the mid-1980s was between 110
and 130 billion U.S. dollars, or about 10-15 percent of global military spending. But although military
spending has slowly started to decline in real terms since the end of the Cold War (roughly 25

- percent since 1989, mostly in 1992 and 1993), R&D budgets have been relatively insulated from these

cuts.* And although procurement budgets have in most countries been slashed dramatically (to ten
percent of 1990 levels in the case of Russia!), the share of R&D in total military spending has
actually increased in many states.- This suggests that most advanced arms producers are at least
attempting to maintain their place in the global military hierarchy. At the same time, however, the
unit cost of weapons has continued to increase relentlessly, with one estimate placing it at about five

- percent per year in real terms.” The price tag on the American B-2 bomber, for example, has now

reached $750 million, and only 20 will be procured.® Hence even if R&D budgets remain constant,
the rate of innovation will be slowed, or will increasingly be concentrated in the *first tier” - the
United States - or will shift to new centres such as Japan. '

24‘I'hcmostrec:entﬁgur&sforU.S.Rcs’ch;:cnding(1992).f.hm'vnodt:clim:incurrcmdouaru:ﬂnsfx'on'xpr‘cvic‘mslcvels;
French and British spending fell modestly, and the Russian situation was impossibie to interpret with certainty. SIPRI,
1993 Yearbook, 346, 374.

B Jacques Gansler, The Defense Industry (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1980), 83. This rate of increase doubics the

cost of a weapons system in 13 years. See also Norman Augustine and Keancth Adelman, The Defense Revolution (San
Francisco: Institute for Contemporary Studies, 1990), which places the doubling time at ten years. ‘

zs'l'hcoriginalordcrwasfor132plamsénSSOOmillio‘nwach. Some reports put the per-plane cost at more than $2
billion. Seec Joseph Romm, "Laid Waste by Weapons Lust,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 48:8 (1992), 15-23.
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The changing relationship between civilian and military technologies is somewhat more difficult to
specify, although it is usually characterized as a shift from "spin-off” to "spin-on”. This describes the
move from an environment in which military R&D was the driving engine of research in an advanced
industrial economy, which "spun-off” civilian innovations (ranging from computers and micro-
electronics, to composite materials); to an economy in which civilian innovation represents the leading
edge, and military innovation is "spun-on” from such things as developments in computer software or
electronics. . Only anecdotal evidence for this is available, but it strongly confirms this argument
national procurement programs are increasingly adopting "civilian” standards for production (in part
to lower costs), and the vast array of research that the military subsidized in the past is being reduced.
The implication of this is that investments in military R&D will increasingly be seen by governments
as being "unproductive,” unless they address immediate and pressing security threats or contribute
directly to national competitiveness and economic security.

Finally, the response of some producers to the increased competitiveness of the global arms market
has been to specialize in particular niches of the arms export market, and to develop global or
international production networks that offer economies of scale and that increase the size of the
market for the weapons system in question. The United States now dominates the market in
advanced combat aircraft, and specific European producers are emerging as the major suppliers of
short-range surface-to-air missiles, light armoured vehicles, fast attack craft and jet trainer aircraft.
These emerging market specializations will make two or three states crucial for the control of certain
advanced technologies or systems. The effort towards "internationalized” arms production has been
most prominent among West European producers, who have launched a wide range of collaborative
production efforts, both among themselves and with third tier states. Most significant among these
are the Tomado (Germany, Britain and Italy) and Eurofighter (Britain, Spain and Italy) combat
aircraft programs, the AMX fighter (Italy and Bfazil), and various products of the Euromissile
consortium (France and Germany). Projects for helicopters, frigates, radars and military electronics
have also been undertaken.” The implications of collaborative production among first and second
tier producers for controlling proliferation are mixed. On the negative side, export controls are
weakened by the "lowest common denominator” principle: exports are made under the auspices of

77 The literature on this is vast. See, inter alia, Elisabeth Skoas, "Western Europe: Internationalization of the Arms -
Industry,” in Walf, ed., 160-190; Ian Anthony, Agnés Courades Allebeck and Herbert Wulf, West European Arms
Production: Structural Changes in the New Political Environment (Stockholm: Stockhotlm International Peace Research
Institute, 1990); Moravesik, 65-85; Michae! Brzoska, The Structure of Anns Production in Western Europe beyond 1992,
occasional paper 26 (Hamburg: Centre for the Study of Wars, Armaments and Development, 1989); Martyn Bittleston,
Co-operation or Competition? Defence Procurement Options for the 1990s, Adelphi Paper 250 (London: International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1990); Peter Lock, Towards a European Arms Industry, occasional paper 27 (Hamburg:
Centre for the Study of Wars, Armameats and Development, 1989); Terrell Covington et al, A Review of European Arms
Coﬂabammandhosptmfwmzxpmmmwzdaﬂulndmdau&wpemhvgmnm RANDrcportN-

ACQ (Santa Monica: Rand Corporation, 1987).
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the least restrictive member of the consortium. Thus the Tormado fighter could be exported by
Britain to Saudi Arabia, although such a sale would likely not have been possible under German
export controls (given the fate of various attempts to export Leopard tanks to Saudi Arabia). This
problem of harmonization affects all multinational export control systems. On the positive side,
collaborative projects lessen the pressures to export because of the larger captive market formed by
the collaborating partners, reducing the economic sacrifices associated with restraint.

Cooperation with third-tier producers, however, poses greater challenges for controlling proliferation.

~Third-tier recipient/producers are today more able to insist on economic offsets, access to critical
technologies, or joint production and technology transfers that will increase their ability to produce
weapons (or components) in the near future. An excellent example of this is provided by the
emerging Turkish arms industry, which has developed projects to manufacture an increasingly large
number of components of the F-16, as well as armoured vehicles, light aircraft, helicopters, and
multiple rocket systems.? It is even possible that after the American F-16 production line is shut
down in the mid-1990s, Turkey will become a major supplier of parts, components or completed
aircraft to existing clients for the F-16. A similar plan is in place for Egyptian production of the
American M-1 tank. The implications for proliferation control that this contains are obvious:
sophisticated technologies (and the ability to produce them) are more widely diffused, the number
of potential suppliers of is increased, and the ability of the source producer to control the end-use
of their own weapons platforms is further curtailed. -

A Long-Term Transformaﬁon?

Despite these dramatic short- and medium-term changes, there is little reason to believe that the
underlying factors that drive weapons proliferation and military build-ups have changed fundamentally.
| Regional conflict management processes are only active in some regions, and are likely to proceed
~ fitfully, if at all. War and conflict in the developing world are not likely to diminish, and the
awompanyihg demand for weapons will not disappear. In addition, if the "long recession” of the early
1990s only artificially suppressed demand, then improved economic conditions will dictate a
resurgence (even if limited) in the demand for arms. Since arms procurement is directly tied to
mihtaxy spending, which is in turn linked to overall levels of wealth, the (slow) pace of economic
development in the developing world will trigger a gradual process of military modernization and arms

mFa&mkmmTurm'mgammcm GnlayGunluk-Scnacn, *An Overview of the Arms Industry Modernization
Programme in Turkey,” in SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 521-532. ‘ _
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acquisition.”” Finally, in many states in the developing world the modernization and procurement of
major weapons is proceeding along a twenty to thirty-year cycle. Those states which made major
acquisitions of modern platforms throughout the 1970s and early 1980s will find that they require

upgrading and replacement programs in the first decade of the next century, merely in order to -

maintain their existing arsenals. Although this may proceed over a long time frame, it does not
reflect any fundamental shifts in the nature of the weapons proliferation and diffusion problem.

The final long-term factor that requires some mention is what analysts are calling the "military-
technological revolution” (MTR).* It refers to the incorporation of revolutionary advances in
electronics, artificial intelligence and computing, command and control systems, and materials
technologies into modern weapons systems. Some of the weapons being planned or discussed include:

smart conventional weapons (high single-shot kill ratio, intelligent guidance), stealthy platforms, |

extended range delivery systems, electronic warfare systems, or intelligent C°I systems. In its most
 radical formulation, the MTR would require a complete reorganization of the modern armed forces,
into decentralized and autonomous high-tech forces with a cobweb command and control structure.

Obviously, this is of little immediate interest for controlling conventional proliferation, and such

futuristic weapons stretch the meaning of "conventional” beyond all recognition. There are two issues
that are important, however. First, if one acknowledges that the proliferation of these forthcoming
weapons innovations could or would be destabilizing or dangerous, this would justify at least some
current effort to create conventional non;proliferation regimes robust enough to form the basis for
future efforts. Many early arms control agreements in the nuclear era (the Seabed and Outer Space
treaties, in particular), were designed exactly in this fashion: to meet future anticipated threats.
Second, many of the technologies of the MTR (such as computer hardware and software for avionics,
missile guidance systems, battlefield command and control systems, or electronic warfare measures
and counter-measures) can be treated as components of existing weapons platforms, and the transfer
of these technologies themselves could pose a proliferation threat if used to dramatically i mpmve the
battlefield performance of aircraft or missiles.

29SeeRobenbLooncy,11zx'rd-WorIdbfxlixmyEq:endianz:andAmuh-adncn’m(Imdcn: Mauniilan.l988);Robai
McKinicy, Third World Military Expenditure: Determinants and Implications (Loodon: Pinter, 1989).

30 Dan Gouré, "Is there a Military-Technical Revolution in America’s Future?® The Washington Quarterly, 16:4 (1993),
175-192; Seth Carus, "Military Technology and the Arms Trade: Changes and their Impact,” The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, (forthcoming, Scptcmbcr 1994); Manue! de Landa, War in the Age of Intelligent
Machines (New York: Zone Books, 1991).
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Implications for the Control of Conventional Weapons Proliferation
The Pros and Cons of Efforts to Control Conventional Proliferation

The nature of the problem is now clear: conventional weapons are widely available and frequently
used, they are legitimately possessed for self-defence, their export is economically attractive, and their
control is extremely difficult to engineer. As the Australian Minister of Forexgn Affairs and Trade
. said in 1991:
-the international community has yet to come to grips with the problcm posed by the
huge volumes of conventional arms transfers. While agreements are in place or under
' négotiation to control or eliminate weapons of mass destruction, there is as‘yct no
remotely comparable process for conventional weapons. We need to acknowledge
openly the difficulties which stand in the way of conventional arms control; compared
with weapons of mass destruction, they are relatively readily available; trade is well
established and lucrative; and considerations of national sovereignty, and the
legitimate responsibility of any government to ensure national security, mean that
countries are reluctant to forgo the right to acquire conventional arms.*! |
But from this two diametrically opposing policy positions can be advocated. On one hand, pessimists
can simply conclude that the obstacles to meaningful control are too great, and hence that policy
. attention should focus exclusively on weapons of mass destruction, which in any case pose imminent
and pressing threats or problems in several areas.® On the other, one can argue that conventional
weapons should be brought, albeit slowly, into the arms control and non-proliferation arena.

There are essentially four arguments against devoting attention to conventional weapons under the
rubric of "controlling proliferation.” The first is that since no "zero” prohibition for control exists,
agreement on "how much is enough” is much more difficult (if not impossible) to engineer than for
weapons of mass destruction. Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons (and to a lesser extent
missiles) are under a presumption that their possession is illegitimate, and that any spread beyond the
existing possessors (in the case of nuclear weapons and some ballistic missiles) should, be forestalled.
The importance of "zero-based” controls in reaching agreements was highlighted by the process
 leading to the 1987 Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty: any solution other than the "double

zero” posed tremendous negotiation and verification difficulties. However, there are few areas of

318pwchofGathvamtomeUNCmfcmkaamammtlsua,KquJapan,27May1991. Reprinted in
SIPRI, 1992 Yearbook, 291.

”mmemmmM'wmnﬁmhFadpm,mysnmm 1991. Cited in SIPRI,
1992 Yearbook, 292.
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existing conventional weapons in which such a "zero” norm could be developed, and the nearest
equivalent (agreement not to deploy a new technology to a specific region) has been bedeviled with
conceptual and practical problems. The absence of a roughly bipolar situation in most regional
conflicts (and the overlapping nature of many conflicts), also means that "equality” or "parity” cannot
be used as the basis for agreement either. One need only imagine how difficult it would be to reach
agreement on the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty today after the dissolution of the
bloc structure that made it possible. -

The second argument against efforts to control the proliferation of conventional weapons is that

controls on conventional proliferation in some sense violate the legitimate right of states to build
arsenals for self-defense, and to determine the composition of these arsenals. This central objection
is raised by states in the South that perceive controls on the conventional arms trade (and especially
on technology transfers) as an attempt by the North to deny them the same rights of self-defence as
Northern states possess. It is also part of a larger anxiety concerning the evolving multilateral "peace
and security activities” (in the UN and elséwhere) in which Southern states do not feel treated as

partners, let alone as equal ones. This perception has been highlighted by Bosnian claims that the

UN embargo against arms transfers to the former Yugoslavia has disadvantaged them in their fight
against Serb forces.®

The third argument is that since the dominant powers in the system are also major weapons

exporters, and thus have an interest in exporting arms to maintain their arms industries, efforts at

controlling proliferation will be sclf-defeating. Early efforts by the United States to control
conventional arms transfers under President Carter, for example, failed in part because of the
reluctance of European states to participate in the negotiations.* The more recent effort by the
Permanent Five members of the Security Council to coordinate their transfers (in particular to the
Middle East) was bedeviled not only by Chinese reluctance to participate (and by the Chinese
withdrawal from the arrangement over American aircraft sales to Taiwan), but by a sense that
American policy, especially in the Middle East, was not driven by any discernable restraint.>®
Agreements to transfer more than $18 billion in American weapons to the region in 1990, and more

33 This claim is being brought to the International Court of Justice.

“Secl,awrenceFranko,'RwrainingAmErpomtomeThirdWoﬂd: ‘Will Europe Agree?” Swvival, 21:1 (1979), 14-
2. ' -

35l-‘orclcxaikoutbcPcrmaueml-'lw:initiatiw:,seeACDA, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers 1990, 23-24;
see also President Bush’s address to the Air Force Academy, 29 May 1991 (and the accompanying White House fact
sheet) unveiling bis "comprehensive arms control policy for the Middle East.” For details on American transfers to the
Middie East since 1989 see Grimmett. _ :
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‘than $13 billion in 1991 and 1992 respectively, reinforced this perception. Although arms transfers
from all major suppliers (the P-5 plus Germany) may have declined since the late 1980s, there is no
' reasontothxnkthlshasbeen the result of a conscious pohcyofmtramt.

Finally, opponents of efforts to control the proliferation of conventional weapons point out that the
high-level political attention required to build non-proliferation regimes is absent. Since the end of
the Gulf war, the non-proliferation agenda has progressively narrowed to focus on dramatic and
pressing threats: nuclear and chemical proliferation in Iraq as.uncovered by the UNSCOM,
implementation of the Chemical Weapons Convention; and the nuclear proliferation crisis on the
Korean peninsula. The perception is that action on these fronts, and towards the indefinite extension
or renewal of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, will preoccupy policy-makers for the foreseeable future,
and hence that the less urgent and diffuse agenda of conventional weapons is not worth bothering

with.

Proponents of bringing the spread of conventional weapons onto the proliferation agenda begin their
~ response to these points by noting that none of the arguments adduced above (with the possible
exception of the final one) provide any reason to conclude that all forms of control of conventional
proliferation are impossible. The right of states to self-defence, for example, does not preclude
regional discussions on arms control in the Middle East, discussions which will necessarily require the
involvement of arms suppliers as guarantors. Similarly, the existence of a supplier interest in
exporting weapons technology has not precluded arrangements such as the Missile Technology
Control Regime (MTCR) to deal with particular technologies and weapons systems that pose direct
and concrete threats. This observation leads directly into the arguments in support of bringing
conventional weapohs into non-proliferation discussions, of which there are five.

The first argument is that the proliferation of conventional and unconventional weapons is
inextricable linked, especially in specific regional contexts. Efforts to stem proliferation of NBC
weapons, therefore, cannot be advanced without some attention also being paid to the conventional
side of the equation. This is most clear in the Middle East, where the Arab states have threatened
not to ratify or abide by the CWC unless the Israeli nuclear arsenal is subject to negotiation- and
control. In turn, the Israeli nuclear arsenal is defended on the grounds that Israel suffers from a
perceived conventional imbalance (at least in terms of personnel) in the region. A similar story
applies to the Persian Gulf, where the Iranian pursuit of a nuclear program is starting to trigger
" regional fears. Perhaps more importantly, the line between conventional and unconventional
weapons is extremely blurry in practice, and when advanced conventional weapons such as aircraft
can be used as delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction, the justification for focusing control
efforts only on the weapons themselves is weak. By this logic, the International Atomic Energy

’
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* Agency (IAEA) and the Non-Proliferation Treaty regime should focus only on controlling fissile
material, not on the associated technologies require to build, test and deliver nuclear weapons. '

The second argument is that conventional arms acquisitions consume more resources in the
developing world than programs for weapons of mass destruction. Estimates are vague, but vastly
more resources are devoted to building and maintaining conventional arsenals than to programs for
weapons of mass destruction, especially in the developing world. Further, the Iraqi experience also
demonstrates that a state has to be extremely wealthy, or extremely dedicated (or both), in order to
advance very far towards building weapons of mass destruction.* This sort of effort can only be
duplicated by a handful of states, and although the states in question are a major source of

international concern (especially North Korea, Iran and Pakistan), the bulk of the conflicts and wars
~ in the developing world in the next few years will almost certamly involve states that have nothing

but conventional wcapons.

In addition, it is also possible that measures to control weapons of mass destruction increase the
desire of states to obtain sophisticated conventional weapons, creating a "balloon syndrome” whereby
restraint in one area merely compels a bulge in another. The active chemical weapons programs of
‘between 10 and 25 states in the early 1990s provide evidence for this: chemical weapons have proven
attractive to many states in the developing world not because they are militarily useful or cost-
efficient, but because they are "second-best" terror weapons, especially in light of the NPT regime.>
Hence efforts to control weapons of mass destruction may paradoxically increase the threats faced
by many states unless attention is paid to the conventional side of the arms dynamic.

This observation is closely connected with the fourth and fifth points: the "military technological
revolution” is blurring the line of destructiveness between conventional and unconventional weapons,
especially in regional conflicts, so as to make the distinction meaningless. The emergence of a highly-
sophisticated "reconnaissance strike complex,” points the way to a revolution in the destructiveness
of armaments and warfare that makes the term "conventional® extremely misleading. Mass air-delivery
fuel-air explosives, for example, "can cover an area over 1,000 feet long with blast pressures five times
' that of TNT...[that] mimics small nuclear explosions.” Whether one focuses on accuracy, range, rates

“Fordctaibmmclmqimpompogmmwcmﬁmmghtammmbbsﬁmq%NuwMM'm
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (September 1991), 14-23; David Albright and Mark Hibbs, "Iraq’s Bomb: Blueprints and
Artifacts,” The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists (January/February 1992), 30-40.

37 1n 1992 the Director of the CIA testified that 20 countrics are suspected of baving or developing nuclear, biological o
chemical weapoas; a British Ministry of Defence White Paper also alleged that 20 states bad chemical weapoas programs.
Various estimates of the number of states with chemical weapons programs are offered in SIPRI, 1990 Yearbook, 111-2;
SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 268.




Ktauselz7

of fire, or destructxvencss, all of these elements of high-tech weapons have "been enhanced to a
degree that makes the weapons of today enormously more effective in kill power."*® Although such
weapons and technologies are now the preserve of only a few states, one must look beyond the next
five to ten years: can the international community afford to let this problem grow, or should long-
term work on controlling "non-weapons of mass destruction” begin in order to preempt the
proliferation of some of these weapons? \

Finally, given the increased involvement of multilateral (United Nations) and Canadian forces in
peace and security operations in a range of regional conflict environments, the direct implications of
a failure to address this emerging problem are clear. Multilateral forces may more frequently face
(as the French did in the Persian Gulf) their own weapons on the battlefield. Even if they do not,
the proliferation of more sophisticated weapons systems (precision-guided missiles, for example) could
drastically alter the threat environment in which these forces would operate.

33 Both quotes from Paul Walker, cited in Sivard, 18.




Krause / 28

Figure II

Should Conventional Weapons be Part of a
Non-Proliferation Policy Agenda?
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Spedﬁc Measures to Control Conventional Proliferation -

A wide range of specific measures can be proposed to deal with various aspects of the problem of
conventional proliferation. These can be broken into three categories: transparency measures,
supply-side measures, and "mixed” (supply and demand side) measures. Transparency measures, in
particular those that concentrate on the expansion of the UN register of Conventional Arms, are
discussed in the companion report by Edward Laurance, and will not be discussed in this report. Pure
"demand"” side measures will also not be discussed, in part because these fall under the heading of
"regional arms control” measures, and in part because arms suppliers will inevitably have to be
“involved in the development of such measures, to guarantee or enforce such agreements among
weapons recipients (making these "mixed" measures). |
The measures outlined below are not mutually exclusive, and the most credible and appropriate
strategy will likely be a "basket approach,” that incorporates different measures to deal with particular
elements of the proliferation problem. It is unlikely, however, that these various measures can be
"stitched together” into a comprehensive conventional non-pmhferatlon regime, for several

reasons:®

* the vast differences in the regional scope of the problem make global measures difficult;
* the wide variety of weapons systems and technologies that could be dealt with make single
approaches too complex;

» the shifting coalition of suppliers that would be needed for speclﬁc concrete measures work
against a single umbrella regime; ,
* the potential for "negative linkage," where a failure to achieve progress in one area
undermined the entire non-proliferation edifice, mitigates against a comprehensive approach.

On the other hand, some sort of unifying conceptual architecture to inform policy initiatives is
probably essential. Such an approach is provided, for example, by the concept of "cooperative
security” that has been elaborated in Ashton Carter’s, William Perry’s and John Steinbrunner’s
discussion of A New Concept of Cooperative Security.*® Their Suggsted underlying principle to lie

3 On various ways of integrating "export coatrol” systems, se¢ Leonard Spector and Virginia Foran, Preventing Weapons
Proliferation: Should the Regimes be Combined?, a conference report of the 33rd Strategy for Peace and US. Foreign
Policy Conference, October 1992, cited in Gary K. Bertsch and Richard T. Cupitt, "Noa-Proliferation in the 1990s:
Enhancing International Cooperation on Export Controls," The Washington Quarterly, 16:4 (1993), 38.

(Washxngton. The Brookings Institution, 1992). William Perry is the Secretary of Defense in the Clinton
Administration; Ashton Carter is the Assistant Secretary of Defence for Nuclear Security and Counter-Proliferation. It
should be noted that this is ot the same as the concept of “cooperative security” that has been elaborated and promoted
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behind new multilateral security policies in the field of proliferation is "a commitment to regulate the
size, technical composition, investment patterns, and operational practices of all military forces by
mutual consent for mutual benefit.**! The implication is that conventional non-proliferation efforts
will be embedded in a broader process, and that "arms control” itself will be transformed in two ways.

First, whatever emerges will be based on "a change in the principle mechanisms of control from
denial of access to cooperatively induced restraint.” Second, "a cooperative security system involving
extensive agreed-on constraints on military preparations would have to require all pa.rtxa to accept
a level of intrusive monitoring of their defense programs.™?

Enhancing Supply-side Controls to Stem Conventional Proliferation

There are four sets of supply-side measures that could be promoted to stem conventional
proliferation.® The simplest and most straightforward would expand existing non-proliferation
measures dealing with the delivery systems of weapons of mass destruction to include sophisticated
conventional delivery systems, in particular advanced combat aircraft. This would not require the

development of new norms of supplier restraint, since the desirability of controlling the proliferation

of delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction has already been recognized in the MTCR. It

would, however, not be able to strive for the "global zero” that characterized the MTCR (for specific - |

categories of missiles), and hence would have to be targeted at particular states or groups of states.
Between 40 and 50 states possess modern fighter/interceptor or strike aircraft, although only between
15 and 20 states in the developing world possess the most advanced models, such as the F-15, F-16,
Su-24, MiG-29, or Tornado (including such states as India, Isracl, Saudi Arabia, Cuba and North
Korea). The number of producers of such aircraft is small - Britain, France, Germany, the United
States and Russia - and the diffusion of the most advanced models is not so far advanced that control
over future proliferation cannot be considered. Most importantly, these weapons may actually be
more significant as potential delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction that the ballistic missile
technologies controlled under the MTCR!4 =

by the Canadian government over the past four years.
4 Carter, Perry and Steinbrunner, 6.

2 1hid , 36, 38-39.

3 For a general overview of supply-side measures, sec Jean-Francois Rioux, Limiting the Proliferation of Weapons: The

Role of Supply-Side Strategies (Ottawa: Caricton University Press, 1992).

“FmamﬁwmmtmmeﬁmofmmpmmenR}w,%mm
Missiles and Advanced Strike Aircraft: Comparing Military Effectiveness,” International Security, 17:2 (Fall 1992), 41-83.
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Related to this (but not confined to delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction) would be
_ supply-side agreements not to introduce more advanced versions of existing weapons systems into
regional conflicts. Such measures have already been attempted, both in President Carter’s ill-fated
Conventional Arms Transfer Talks (CATT) and in the 1991 guidelines of the P-5. Possible systems
that could be included in control discussions among major suppliers would be: advanced main battle
tanks, enhanced explosive munitions, precision-guided battlefield weapons, short-range missile systems,
cruise missiles, and advanced electronic warfare systems. Few of these systems have been widely
diffused, yet all pose potential proliferation threats. Again, the thrust of such measures would be
preemptive and forward-looking, and designed to Iimit the diffusion of weapons (and mpmvements
to existing platforms) that emerge out of the military-
technological revolution.

The second set of supply-side measures would concentrate on reinforcing systems to coordinate
national export controls, focusing in particular on military-use technologies, such as those contained
in CoCom’s International Munitions List (IML). The rationale for technology export controls in the
post-Cold War period has shifted from containment to non-proliferation, and this has had an
important impact on existing technology control regimes.** The most dramatic change has been the
demise of the CoCom (which formally ceased to exist on 31 March 1994), and its replacement by an
as-yet vague organization with a wider membership and different mandate. In particular, attention
has shifted to focus on a narrower list of technologies, and on a specific (if not public) list of
proscribed countries who are threshold or opaque proliferators of particular weapons systems (states
such as North Korea, Iraq, India, Pakistan and Iran are often mentioned). The membership criteria
will include implementation of an effective export control system and adherence to the various
control lists, and to relevant arms control treaties (such as the NPT or CWC).*” The consultative
mechanism will almost certainly be weaker than that of CoCom, and harmonization of the legal and

‘s'l'heP—Sguiddhsageednmw'mnoduwdambﬁiﬁngmmpabﬂiﬁ&maum'whichhmmthcsamc
as an agreement to control new technologies. On President Carter’s guidelines, see Review of the Fresident's

- Conventional Arms Transfer Policy, Hearing before the Subcommittee on International Security and Scientific Affairs,
Commmeecnmwrnamnalkclanom,%th(bnmmdm(wmgom Government Printing Office, 1978).

.BcnschandO:pugﬁﬂO;NatmalAcademyofSamFmdmgCaﬂmmGramd- U.S. Export Controls in a
Changed Giobal Environment (Washington: National Academy Press, 1991); Keaneth Boutin, Verifying Controls on
Technology Proliferation, Department of External Affairs and International Trade Canada (July 1992); Allen Choag,
*Verification of End-Use Commitments: An Examination of US and Canadian Approaches,” paper presented to the 11th
mwmfmomemﬁmmRmUmmmmtdFmpmmmmmmm
Montebello, 3-5 March 1994.

7 For dctai]ssee'lbomashlona, "Successor to CoCom: Issues, Opportunities and Challenges for Non-Proliferation
Export Coatrols,” paper presented to the Canadian counter-proliferation verification workshop, Ottawa, 25 November

+
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actual national export control mechanisms of member states will be much more difficult to achieve,
in particular among Eastern European member-states. The overall effectiveness of such a multilateral
mechanism will hence be limited, and will almost certainly have to be supplemented by formal

measures dealing with particular weapons systems of pressing prohferatlon concern. ‘

The third, and related, set of supply-side measures applies to the problem of oontrolling the export
and end-use of dual-use technologies. These cannot be restricted in the same way as purely military
goods, primarily because of their importance for the civilian economy and economic development,
and secondarily because of the political difficulties involved. Hence, any successor to CoCom will
likely cover only a much narrow "super-core" list of dual-use technologies. The shift from military-led
to civilian-led technological innovation (discussed above) also creates enormous problems for end-user
certification, since the exact same instrument can be used for both purposes. One example of this
* would be American attempts to monitor the end-use of a Cray supercomputer exported to India: the
official purpose of the computer was for national meterological modelling and weather forecasting,
and an American embassy official was charged with checking on this. It does not take a sophisticated
knowledge of computing processes to realize, however, that it is virtually impossible to verify the
"end-use” of supercomputing power without actually operating the computer and controlling all access
to it. Another example is the alleged similarity between the Indian space launch and military missile
programs, which suggest that technologies have been "leaking” from one realm to the other.*

The implications of this for controlling conventional proliferation are four-fold.  First, as civilian
technologies (in communications, compuﬁng, electronics) become the leading-edge of innovation, the
costs involved in effective verification of their end-use rapidly become prohibitive. The problems in
simply tracking and measuring the trade in these technologies are enormous, given their component
nature (je: software, materials), and the expansion of "closed container” trade between ports.”’
Second, since the possible applications of these technologies are vast, the line between civilian and
military uses increasingly blurry, and the number of potential suppliers large, national or multilateral
control and verification mechanisms will almost topple of their own weight. How, for example, could
one control the military uses of a possible global commercial mobile communications system (such
as Motorola’s Iridium), the global positioning system, or the high resolution satellite imagery available
from commerecial sources (from France and Russia in particular)? Third, there is no strong political
constituency pushing for transparency, let alone control, in the transfers of these technologies, and

“IamindcbtedtoBdeobm;formcsupercompuwrmmplc. On India’s missiles program see Gary Milbollin,
: W’sm-wmachlpﬁomourands,'&ﬂeﬁnofmm Scimtiw. 45:9 (November 1989), 31-35.

‘9OnsomeofthcmxmedmmsparagmphseelanAnmmy o.xn'cntTrendsanchvebpmemsmtbeArms
Trade.” :
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in fact there are strong military and commercial arguments against transparency and control. Finally
(and on a somewhat positive note), these considerations almost dictate that supply-side controls in
this realm will be developed in conjunction with reaplents states, thus moving this category of
controls into the "mixed" model.

The final set of supply-side measures concern the development of new norms or'principls to govern
the transfer of arms and military technologies. As noted above, the two previous efforts in this
direction were unsuccessful (the CATT and the 1991 P-5 Initiative), but the end of the Cold War has
spurred further efforts in this direction, from both governmental and non-governmental sources. On
the governmental side, the United States has proposed (in the Conference on Disarmament in
Geneva) a "Code of Conduct for Conventional Arms Transfers,” modelled after the CSCE principles
governing conventional arms transfers.® A similar proposal had been advanced by the Irish
government in the UN General Assembly First Committee.”! The Disarmament Commission in New
York is also working on a set of draft guidelines concerning "the role of science and technology in
the context of international security, disarmament and other related fields,” elements of which
concern directly the principles that should govern trade in dual-use technologies (this will be discussed
in more detail below). The most comprehensive non-governmental proposal has been advanced by

. the International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms (JALANA), for a convention on arms
stockpiling, production and transfers.”? Although the various proposals differ widely in their intent
and wording, they are subject to the same general observations.

The American CD proposal establishes two sets of criteria to govern transfers: those concerning the
political situation in the recipient state and region (ie: respect for human rights, regional conflicts,
compliance with non-proliferation measures and the economic burden posed by armaments); and
those concerning the impact of the weapons on the recipient state and region (ie: will the arms be
used to suppress human rights, threaten other states, exacerbate conflicts, or support terrorismy).
While laudable, such criteria can only serve a declaratory function, for virtually every principle or
paragraph in the document is open to wxdcly dlvcrgmg interpretations that can (and will) be bent to
pohtxcally expedient ends. :

50 The United States proposal was transmitted to the CD on 31 March 1994.
sl'IheIrish'nm-papcr"wasuamminedtotthxrstCommittecoftthencralAscmbiymZNavcmbcr 1993..
sszmcDaﬁConvmuonmﬂxeMamamgdecdummofAmuSwdqxbnghodwamdemufm A Regime

waanprhamwAmRM&awup&awbhopofs&dammandhwmmNchahzz-Bsz
1993 ‘
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As a confidence-building measure, however, such proposals have merit, but only if over time the
states that accepted such a code: :

* made public the rationale behind their transfers;
* behaved (reasonably) consistently over time;
4 -« consulted with other participants prior to transfers;
e actually foreswore certain transfers as a consequence of adhering to the code of conduct;
» developed converging expectations that permitted them to harmonize their policies without

recourse to formal treaties or definitional exercises.>

What is particularly important to note is that "codes of conduct"” are long-term measures that facilitate
harmonization and reduce ambiguity, but that they are a poor substitute or foundation for more
immediate formal or negotiated agreements and understandings that could involve verification or
compliance monitoring. The definitional struggles that ensue over such concepts as "excessive and
destabilizing accumulations of arms” are detrimental to formal arms control negotiations, but they do
form an essential part of regime building, and perhaps can lay the foundation for concrete initiatives
in the longer-term, once a consensus on, for example, the meaning of "excessive and destabilizing”
in a particular context has been reached. Thus as long as the long- and short-term goals are
complementary, or not confused, the promotion of norms or principles concerning the proliferation
of conventional arms can contribute positively to advancing the non-proliferation agenda.

Although this overview suggests that there are several measures that could be pursued to enhance
the existing web of supply-side controls, it is unlikely that any of these measures by themselves would
be sufficient to stem the proliferation of advanced conventional weapons. There are many reasons
for this, but the most important would be that arms transfers are not simply "supply-push™ the
demand side of the equation is equally (if not more) important in determining the flow of weapons’
and military technologies. This strongly suggests that supply-side measures must be pursued in
conjunction with some of the "mixed” measures discussed below, many of which represent a major
departure from existing non-proliferation measures.

33 Tnis list of criteria is modelied oa the classic requirements for constructing what International Relations scholars call a

*regime," defined as "sets of implicit or expilicit principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures around which
actors’ expectations converge in a given area of international relations.” Stepben Krasnet, ed., International Regimes

(Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1983), 2.
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Enhancing "Mixed” Supply- and Demand-side Controls to Stem Conventional Proliferation

The goal of "mixed" measures to constrain conventional proliferation is to bridge the gap between
supply-side and demand-side measures in order to overcome the inevitable resistance to exclusively
supply-side measures that recipient states have argued are discriminatory and unfair. In a purely
monopolistic or oligopolistic system, such objections would be moot, as the powerﬁxl suppliers could
merely assert control and effectively restrict the flow of weapons and technology (at least in
principle). In the global arms transfer and production system of today and the near future, however,
such purely supply-side controls are impossible to exercise, because suppliers face economic
imperatives to export arms, because there are always several channels of supply, and because the
relative balance of power between suppliers and recipients has shifted in favour of the latter. All of
these factors suggest that the correct approach to constraining proliferation is to design measures that
rest on one of two kinds of "linkages"™:

* they involve some form of oooperativé "bargain” between suppliers and recipients;
* they are linked to some form of coercive pressure or influence that supplier states can
_exercise based on their possession of a scarce or desirable resource.

 As the possibilities discussed below illustrate, there are no easy ways to overcome the tension
between discriminatory supplier-based measures and non-discriminatory supplier-recipient
arrangements. One can discern, however, five possible areas of attention that could form the basis
for constraining conventional proliferation, some of which are currently being explored by various
states and multilateral institutions. | |

The first, the development of conditional technology access regimes, would constrain proliferation by
encouraging potential suppliers of military technology to participate in "robust" export control systems
and information sharing mechanisms (analogous to the Australia group or MTCR). Such regimes
would require strong national verification and compliance monitoring mechanisms, and the ability of
other member-states to query these policies or particular applications of them. Most of the possible
areas for control of these technologies have been mentioned above, and they focus on advanced
technologies in the computing, electronics, communication, acrospace, precision-machining and
materials sectors. A conditional technology access regime would be analogous to a *members’ club”
with three simple rules: specified high-technology goods will be traded freely among the members
of the club; these goods will not be used militarily against other members of the club; and these goods
will not be traded outside of the club. The second of these rules suggests that such a regime would
have to be embedded within broader cooperative security arrangements. '
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* The economic and industrial benefits gained from access to high-tech goods, whether these are used
to foster civilian acrospace, communications, or precision-machine industries, will almost always
outweigh the potential short-term benefits to be gained from their export, and hence the creation of
conditional technology access regimes is likely to be limited primarily by the ability of states to create
adequate national export control systems, by the number of participants (which increases the
complexity), by the nature of the technologies in question (with such things as software being virtually
impossible to control, while items such as precision machine tools being relat:vely easier to control),
and by overall patterns of security cooperation.

It is important to note, however, that conditional technology access regimes are much better suited
to controlling dual-use technologies and componeats than actual weapons systems, which can probably
only be addressed in exclusively supply-side controls (as outlined above). This stems from the fact
that it is politically problematic to link the trade in weapons systems, which are implicated in national
security rhetoric and politically-sensitive patron-client or alliance relationships, to the economic
benefits that flow from access to critical technologies. Some of the acrimony in the Chinese-
American relationship, for example, stems from the implicit and explicit lmkage of Chinese arms
export policy with the extension of most-favoured nation (MFN) status for international trade.>
It is far easier, on the other hand, to participate in a restraint regime if it concerns ‘dual-use
technologies and components, is less politically visible, and is part of an ongoing multilateral process
of consultation. : _

The second type of measure, conditional technology assistance relationships, would focus attention
not on suppliers of weapons and technology, but on potential recipient/producers or proliferators in
the third tier. For the industrialized first and second-tier states which are potential proliferators of
advanced conventional military technologies, enhanced access to high-technology goods may be
sufficient to encourage restraint in military technology transfers, because the public or private sector
(nascent or robust) will be able to make use of this access to facilitate investment and economic
- growth. The levels of economic and industrial development among states within the group of
potential suppliers is sufficiently similar that the benefits of access to technology will be tangible and
immediate (as are the costs of curtailed access), in the competitiveness of high-tech industrial sectors
and the development of national infrastructures (telecommunications, high speed data analysis and
transmission, supercomputer applications). But for states in the less-industrialized world, simple
access will not be a sufficiently powerful inducement to guarantee their participation in technology
control regimes. In fact, these states may gain nothing from increased access, unless they have some

54 For a good overview sec R. Bates Gill, The Challenge of Chinese Arms Proliferation: U.S. Policy for the 1990s, report
of the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, 31 August 1993.
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- assurance that they will receive assistance to use and profit from the technologies that are made
available.

There is an important political or perceptual "gap” here between the North and the South, which
promises to complicate enormously the task of designing effective conventional non-proliferation
measures.® From the Southern perspective three issues are important: national security concerns
and the right of self-defence, the percexved "right of access” to high-technology as part of economic
development assistance, and the transparency of restraint regimes. Most of these concerns can be
addressed, but they require a different (and more complex) sort of bargain than that which informs
conditional technology access measures, where participating states can be assumed to share certain
common goals and perceptions, and where the linkages that make the regime work do not extend
beyond to other issues areas (such as development assistance). As a result, conditional technology
assistance relationships will most likely be bilateral, and will have to link technological development
assistance to certain sectors (precision machines, or information technologies) to strong end-use
guarantees, to participation in universal non-proliferation measures (the UN register, the CWC), or
to regional confidence and security-building processes.

The third type of mixed measure would link restraint on both the demand and the supply side of
conventional armaments to the development of security guarantees in regions such as the Middle East,
Northeast Asia, Southeast Asia or Latin America. This would treat the development of controls on
conventional proliferation as an integral part of regional confidence and security-building (or arms
control) processes, such as in the ongoing Middle East multilateral discussions on regional security.
Since measures to constrain proliferation in this category would follow from broader peace and
secunty-bnildmg processes, they will not be discussed further here.

The fourth mixed measure would link proposals to control conventional proliferation to other non-
proliferation measures, in particular to those that impose costs and burdens on supplier and producer
states as a quid pro quo for restraint among potential recipients. One example of such a linkage
(which does not concern conventional weapons) is the connection that has been drawn between the
~ achievement of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty among nuclear powers and the extension or
renewal of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Analogous measures in the conventional realm could
involve the foreswearing of ballistic missile defence programs as a concomitant to an expanded
MTCR, or the expansion of the UN Register of Conventional Arms to include not just weapons

'”Evidcnecofthishascmergedﬁomtbelm%ldmbnsmtthisamamthommMmmdrang'uidcﬁmm
mwwmmmymmmdmmﬁmmmmmm-
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transferred between states, but also national holdings and procurement (discussed in the companion
report to this report).

The final mixed measure, linkage to economic development, would connect restraint in conventional
arms acquisitions to access to the international financial system, by tying restraint on the part of
Southern states to development assistance, World Bank lending, credits from the International
Monetary Fund, or other multilateral financial instruments for development. This general idea has
received great attention since 1989, when the managing director of the IMF and the president of the
World Bank began speaking out on the seemingly excessive resources devoted to spending on the
. military and security in many parts of the developing world.¢ Individual donor and lender states (in
particular Japan, Germany, the Nordic countries and Canada) have also stated that their overseas
development assxstance programs will consider military spending and security policies in their
decisions. ,

The relationship between such measures and constraining conventional proliferation can only be
indirect, since there is no easy mechanism for assessing comparativcly the impact of armaments
spending on economic development and security. The indirect: linkage between development
assistance and armaments acquisitions is strong, however. Overall global levels of arms imports track
very closely the pattern of global military spending, suggesting (not surprisingly) that arms acquisitions
and imports are determined within overall policies concerning defence spending. In so far as military
spending can be reduced through such pressures, arms acquisitions will likely decline. |

Measures to link economic development programs to reductions in military spending must be
approached with caution, since the separation of security and development issues has hitherto been
sacrosanct for good reasons. In particular, it is still the case that the most important influence on
military spending levels in one state is the level of military spending in neighbouring countries,
suggesting that the classic "security dilemma” is still the major motivation behind excessive weapons
build-ups. Hence initiatives that target individual states could exacerbate rather than ameliorate
conflicts, and could certainly tread on the sovereign prerogatives of states. Likewise, such measures
are discriminatory if they exclude states that do not suffer financial constraints that require them to
turn to the international community (ie: resource-rich states), if they affect only those states that

cannot produce their own weapons (allowing producers to arm themselves with impunity), or if they |

56 See Nicole Ball, "Development Assistance and Military Reform,” Insernational Security Digest, 122 (1993), 3; Nicole
Ball, Pressing for Peace: Can Aid Induce Reform?, policy essay no. 6 (Washington: Overseas Development Council,
1992); Robert Miller, ed., Aid as Peacemaker: Camd:mDewIaprmAmﬂmudeWademﬂu(Om

Carleton University Press, 1992).
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affect only those states that borrow from multilateral financial institutions, rather than those which
obtain credit in the private market (this is increasingly the case in, for example, East Asia).

~ The most straightforward initiatives concentrate on the "stick”™ of threatening to reduce bilateral or

multilateral development assistance or credits in order to reduce military expenditures. The
comparative indicators that have been used include: the percentage of GNP devoted to the armed
forces, the percentage of government expenditures devoted to the armed forces, the relationship
between military spending and fiscal deficits, and the level of personnel in the armed forces
(soldiers/thousand population). These indicators vary widely from region to region, and offer no easy
bench marks, but within particular regional contexts there are always one or several "outlier” states
that appear to devote disproportionate resources to the military. These are not always, however, the
states most susceptible to multilateral pressure.

Perhaps the most important initiatives concentrate instead on the "carrot® of offering inducements
and assistance to those states that participate in cooperative security-building processes, multilateral
-non-proliferation regimes, and domestic demilitarization programs. Attention in three specific areas
has been highlighted by research in this area: the demobilization and reintegration of military
personnel in the aftermath of conflicts or a transition to democratic rule (eg: Argentina, Uganda,
Central America, Russia); the conversion of defence industries (eg: Slovakia, Poland and the former
Soviet Union), and in the overall rebalancing of military expenditure with other government spending
(eg: much of Sub-Saharan Africa, India). Each of these issues goes beyond simple declaratory policy
linkages, and requires concerted assistance from the international community in such matters as civil
military relations, military personnel retraining schemes, investment and export assistance, and the
encouragement of "good governance.”” All also hold greater promise if linked to some of the
exclusively supply-side strategies discussed above, or if part of a more comprehensive package of
specific efforts to stem the proliferation of coaventional weapons. In particular, such positive
measures could, if linked to measures for conditional technology access and supplier restraint, help
catalyze conventional non-proliferation efforts.

”"Goodgovemancc is a catch-phrase popularized by the World Bank to describe "the manner in which power is
exercised in the management of a country’s economic and social resources for development.” Sce World Bank,
Governance and Development (Washington, D.C: IBRD, 1992), 58. The OECD Development Assistance Commitee
mmmmmampdmsmmmmmmmhhmnmmm
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Conclusion: A Role for Canada?

Canada plays a relatively minor role in the global arms transfer and production system: we are at the
bottom of the top ten arms producers, three-quarters of our production is exported to one customer
(the United States), and we export few completed major weapons systems. Given this, Canada’s
options for playing a leadership or catalyzing role in multilateral initiatives to control conventional
proliferation are limited. As a relatively small player, Canada also has few unique or specialized
resources to bring to bear on these issues, and there is always the possibility that Canadian proposals
will be viewed as self-interested, if they propose measures that impose few if any direct costs or
consequences on Canada (in restricting exports, for example), while other states bear the burden of
constraining conventional proliferation.® :

There are, however, at least three strengths or issue areas that arise from our domestic experience
and expertise that could be built upon.® The first is Canada’s participation in a wide range of
multilateral institutions that involve most of the industrialized world (OECD, NATO, CSCE), or that
bridge the gap between North and South (UN, OAS, Commonwealth, la Francophonie). This would
facilitate the creation of linkages between the different measures outlined above, many of which can
- be enhanced if made to work together. The second strength is Canada’s role as a major contributor
of overseas development assistance, which opens the way to creative efforts (if carefully targeted) to
meet some of the non-proliferation goals outlined above, especially in exploring the role of positive
inducements in catalyzing restraint. The third is the general thrust of Canadian foreign policy, with
its emphasis on building international peace and security through cooperative measures. The need
to bridge the gap between suppliers and recipients in the North and South, and the almost inevitably
multilateral nature of future non-proliferation efforts, is perfectly suited to Canada’s commitment to
active multilateralism.

The case for acting in concert to constrain conventional proliferation has received renewed energy
since the end of the Cold War, and the fiscal crises faced by Northern and Southern states alike has
provided renewed urgency to the quest to reduce expenditures on armaments and the military. The
possibilities for the development of ever-more destructive conventional weapons in the near future

“Msmmmwmmammmmmmm“mpmﬁuﬁWm
proliferation control initiative received. For a discussion of the fate of this initiative, see Keith Krause, "Arms Transfers

and International Security: The Evolution of Canadian Policy," mFenHampsmandOmsxopbchaule,ednors,Camda
among Nations 1992.93: A New World Order? (Ottawa: Caricton University Press, 1992), 283-301.

% See, for an overview of this issue, Shannon Selin, "Applying Canadian Strengths to Non-Proliferation,” paper prepared
for a Non-Proliferation Verification workshop spoasored by the Verification Research Unit, Departmeat of External
Affairs and International Trade Canada, 28 November 1993.
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also compel policy-makers to focus attention beyond the narrow "classical” agenda of weapons of mass
destruction. Such efforts will be bounded, however, by structural considerations stemming from the
nature of the global arms transfer and production system, the economic and political imperatives
facing its different groups of participants, and from the trajectory of recent change in the system
itself. Successful efforts to constrain conventional proliferation will have to take into account these
conditions. Addressing these issues will also require broadening the ambit of arms control, non-
proliferation and verification policies to include issues concerned with technology and technology
transfers, national export control policies, and development assistance. The precise levers that could
be used to link these issues to the problem of stemming the proliferation of conventional weapons
is not clear, however, and several avenues of further research need to be explored.
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Appendix I

Notes to Table 1

Figures for columns one and two are from the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World
Military Expenditure and Arms Transfers 1991-1992 (Washington, D.C.: ACDA, 1994). Figures for
columns three and five are derived by country, with sources listed below. Figures for column four
are derived from those in column two and three.

United States: Production figures for 1991 are derived from domestic procurement authorizations
($60.5 billion), in SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 346, plus ACDA figures for exports, minus imports. This
figure is slightly misleading, because budget authorization does not equal actual year spending, but
it is close. R&D figure for 1992 is from SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 308.

USSR/Russia: Production figures for 1991 are from Julian Cooper, in Herbert Wulf, ed., Arms
Industry Limited (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 88, and are converted from roubles by
correlating his figures for military expenditure (96.6 billion roubles) with the ACDA figures given in
the table. R&D figures (10.4 billion roubles) have been converted in the same fashion.

China: Procurement has been estimated at 10 percent of the budget at the beginning of the 1990s,
with R&D estimated at 12 percent, in Wulf, 310-311. The production figure has been derived from
this estimate and the ACDA military expenditure figure, and by adding to this the ACDA export
total. This figure accords well with that presented in other sources. The R&D figure has also been
derived in this way.

Britain: Production figure is derived from the 1991 figure for procurement (97.5 billion francs) given
in SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 373, plus the ACDA figure for arms exports, minus arms imports. R&D
figure is for 1988, and is derived from P. Patel and K. Pavitt, "Europe’s Technological Performance,”
in Christopher Freeman, Margaret Sharp and William Walker, eds. Technology and the Future of .
Europe: Global Competition and the Environment in the 1990s (London: Pinter Publishers, 1991), 41.
R&D spending has not declined significantly since then.

ancé: Production figure is derived from the 1991 figure for procurement given in SIPRI, 1993
Yearbook, 373, plus the ACDA figure for arms exports, minus arms imports. R&D figure for 1990
is from SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 308. '
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Germany: Production figure is derived from the 1991 figure for procurement given in SIPRI, 1993
Yearbook, 373, plus the ACDA figure for arms exports, minus arms imports. R&D figure for 1990
is from SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 308.

Czechoslovakia: Production for 1991 was estimated at 11,070 billion CS (or $379 million) in SIPRI,
1993 Yearbook, 402. The official estimate of the share of exports in total production is 67 percent,
given in Wulf, 240. Military R&D in Czechoslovakia (and now the Czech and Slovak chubhcs) had

~ dropped to virtually zero by 1992. Wulf, 243.

Poland: Production figure for 1992 (4.13 billion zlotys) is from Waulf, 226, and was converted using
the exchange rate of .0671 zlotys/$1). This accords well with the figure obtained by adding the
ACDA export figure to the domestic procurement figure for 1992 (2926 billion zlotys, or $197
million) given in SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 409. R&D figure for 1992 is from SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook,

409.

Sweden: Production figure based on Bjom Hagelin, Neutrality and Foreign Military Sales (Boulder:
Westview Press, 1990), which estimates military production at about 1.1 percent of GNP. This gives
a figure for the late 1980s of around $2 billion, which I have reduced by five percent/fyear for four
years, taking into account the restructuring of the Swedish arms industry. R&D figure is for 1988,
and is derived from Patel and Pavitt, 41..

Italy: Production figure is derived from the 1991 figure for procurement given in SIPRI, 1993
Yearbook, 373, plus the ACDA figure for arms exports, minus arms imports. R&D figure for 1990
is from SIPRI, 1993 Yearbook, 308. .

Israel: Production figure for 1990 from Wulf, 371.

India: Production figure for 1990 from Wulf, 371.  R&D figure derived from SIPRI, 1987 Yearbook,
154-156. )

South Korea: Production figure for 1990 from Wulf, 373. R&D figure is from United States, Office
of Technology Assessment, Arming our Allies: Cooperation and Competition in Defence Technology
(Washmgton Office of chhnology Assessment, 1990), 18. _




The United Nations Register of Conventional Arms:
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Introfluction

In December 1991 the United Nations General Assembly passed by a vote of 150-0 a resolution

entitled Transparency in Armaments, establishing for the first time in history a Register of

Conventional Arms. The first reports were due on 30 April 1993 and by September 1993 eighty-two

countries had submitted reports. Seen by some as just another UN exercise, the first year’s data -

surpnsed many by making transparent through voluntarily submitted data more than 90% of the
major conventxonal arms exported and 1mported in the world in 1992, :

The Tmnsparcncy in Armaments resolution also established a review process, featuring a group of
experts to be formed in 1994 to evaluate the first two years of operation of the Register and consider
its further development. That Group, consisting of experts from 23 countries, has held its first session
and developed a draft outline for its report, which is due to the UN Secretary General by August

1994. This research report is designed to assist those charged with evaluating the first years of

operation and further developing the Register into an instrument which can effectively promote
international peace and security.

The report begins with a brief history of thie Register, establishing its role in the larger context of the

family of efforts designed to stem proliferation of weapons, enhance conflict prevention and-

resolution, and promote conversion from a military to a civilian economy. This is followed by a
review of the first year of operation of the Register and its current status. The Register is then
evaluated in terms of how well it addresses the trends in the international arms trade which have
emerged in the post-Cold War and post-Gulf War international system. The report then
systematically evaluates the various concepts which could enhance the Register and transform it into
a useful instrument of cooperative security. The report concludes with some concrete proposals and
an outline of future research. - |
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The New International Environment: Non-Proliferation and Transparency

The establishment of the UN Register of Conventional Arms took place in a context shaped by two

seminal events, the end of the Cold War and a Gulf War which saw an Iraq armed with imported

advanced weapons overrun its neighbour Kuwait, threaten the oil fields of the Gulf, and hold off an

international coalition of the major military powers for almost six months. The end of the Cold War

saw the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the emergence of a Russia that was working in

tandem with the other major powers, in the UN Security Council and elsewhere. The immediate
" effect was increased attention paid to non-proliferation of weapons systems and transparency.

Non-Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction

During the Cold War, the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons was one of the few security goals
shared by the United States and the USSR. It was not surprising, therefore, that in the post-Cold
War era this cooperation would continue and accelerate. The Gulf War provided a major impetus
to such cooperation. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the allied response created an unprecedented
international consensus that the accumulation of advanced weapons systems can be a major factor .
in the outbreak, conduct and termination of armed conflict. It was a clear case of such accumulations
being destabilizing in themselves and leading to negative consequences even for the major powers.
Combined with the end of the Cold War and the decline of the military threat from the Soviet Union,
the result was an increase in the attention that the world paid to the proliferation of destabilizing and
dangerous accumulations of weapons systems as a major threat to international stability.

The response to this new threat of proliferation by the international community has varied according
to the nature of the weapons systems. In the case of weapons of mass destruction, the response has
been a legalistic one based on a series of United Nations resolutions which created a UN Special
Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) that continues to search for and destroy nuclear and chemical
weapons, their missile delivery systems, and the capability that Iraq had assembled for indigenous
manufacture of such systems. The International Atomic Energy Agency, unable to detect an ongoing
Iraqi effort to build a nuclear weapon during the 1980, has been steadily revamping its procedures
and adapting itself to this new world where would-be proliferators are getting much ‘more attention
from the international community. "

This increased concern for proliferation also gave a huge boost to the stalled Chemical Weapdns
Convention which was completed in 1993. Dormant supplier-based groups also became caught up
~ in this transformation. The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) began to add new members

and key non-members such as China and Russia pledged to at least behave according to the norms
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established by the founding members in 1987. The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) also responded
to the reality uncovered by the Gulf war to add additional dual-use items to the list of targeted
commodities which form the core focus of their efforts to stem proliferation via trade restrictions.!
And finally, having successfully completed the Chemical Weapons Convention, the Geneva-based
Conference on Disarmament has turned its attention to negotiating a Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty. If such a treaty results in the end to nuclear testing, the prospects for an indefinite extension
in 1995 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty increase significantly. In sum, at the moment it
appears that these two seminal events have made possible significant progress toward stemming the

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.

Transparency

As with non-proliferation, the international community has also begun to emphasize transparency as
a new approach and basic building block to cooperative security. This is most readily seen in the
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) where a host of transparency measures
were put into effect and further developed as the Cold War ended, to include exchanges of
information under the CFE and Open Skies Treaties and the more regularized exchange of databases

- on order of battle and inventories of member states. In the United Nations, the UN Disarmament
Commission (UNDC) has taken up the question of objective information on military matters. Several
regional organizations have begun to take steps to make military information more open.? There
is even an effort by the international financial organizations to tackle a sub]ect long a taboo, making
trade statistics on military trade more transparent. :

Post-Cold War International Arms Trade Control

What was the impact of these two events on the proliferation of conventional weapons? Throughout
the Cold War the trade in conventional weapons was never a part of the larger non-proliferation
agenda, at least at the international and multilateral level. But the end of the Cold War brought
about major systemic changes in the arms trade which were relevant to the emergence of the UN
Reéister. One of the major suppliers of the Cold War era, the Soviet Union, disappeared as a major

1 For a recent assessment of the response of the NSG to the end of the Cold War and the Gulf War, sec Tadeus
Strulak, “The Nuclear Suppliers Group,” The Nonproliferation Review 1, 1 (Fall 1993), 2-11.

2Fm'asummaryoftbwetransparcnqcffms,secchdnkWagcnmakcrs,’mcUNchmcrofConvcnmnalArm
A New Instrument for Cooperative Security,’ Arms Control Today (April 1993), 17-19.

3Aspanofthscﬁfon,tbcGcncralAgrecmcmofTanffsanddec(GAﬂ)sconvcmngamecmgofapmsmMay
1994 to address the issue.
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supplier of arms, leaving the United States as the largest supplier until at least the year 2000. With
the end of the Cold War and its systemic arms race, the demand for advanced high technology
weaponry declined significantly, with defence budgets in major military industrial nations declining
as a result. Also, the concept of exporting arms for political influence began to be replaced by
economics (especially jobs) as the primary motive of supplier states. This has led to significant
‘amounts of surplus equipment becoming available at low prices. Major arms producing nations,
therefore, have not been able to keep national production up through exports. These above realities
resulted in a downward trend in the trade in major conventional weapons that was well underway by
~ August 1990 when Iraq invaded Kuwait with a vast arsenal of imported weapons.

To highlight the importance of the development of the Register in 1992 one needs to briefly review
the state of international arms trade control prior to the end of the Cold War, starting with the
interwar years when the negative effects of the arms trade received a great deal of attention. The
issue of controlling the export of conventional arms first surfaced in the wake of World War I, when
‘Merchants of Death’ were accused of starting and fuelling a host of armed conflicts. The Covenant
of the League of Nations, adopted in April 1919, included an article on arms transfers:

.the Members of the League [...] will entrust the League with the general supervision

of the trade in arms and ammunition with the countries in which the control of this

traffic is necessary in the common interest. (Article 23, para. d)
The Members never could agree on how to control this traffic but did attempt to agree on a common
set of data with which to evaluate the effects of arms traffic and its contribution to conflict. In 1925
the first Statistical Yearbook of the League of Nations was published, showing the valum of arms
imports and exports based on official national statistics.

Although the statistics were improved during the 15-year period, the ﬁgur& were

approximate, incomplete and generally not comparable, due to the national

differences in trade classification systems, the valuation of arms transfers and different

practices regarding the disclosures of countries of origin or destination. Moreover,

some important categories of arms, such as heavy artillery, tanks, warships and military

aircraft, were practically excluded, reflecting the structure of the foreign trade

~ statistics on which the Statistical Yearbook was based.* |

The publication of these arms trade data continued through 1938, the final volume covering 60
countries and 64 colonies, protectorates and mandated territories.® With the onset of World War

II, this register ceased to operate.

‘RemofmcSwemGemmLSmdymmemofmw&ngthﬂmufmof
conventional arms, UN General Assembly Document A/46/301, 9 September 1991, para. 25. '

S mid.
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During the Cold War, there were periodic unsuccessful attempts at controlling the arms trade. In
the early 1950s the U.S., France and the United Kingdom signed an agreement to control exports to
the Middle East, an agreement which became moot when the USSR began exporting into that area.
In the late 1970s in the United States, the Carter administration embarked on a series of policy
initiatives designed to stem the flow of arms, all of which came to naught in the face of the realities
of international politics. Attempts within the United' Nations to deal with the international arms
trade, and in particular to establish an arms register, met up with the similar realities.® In 1968 the
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) decided to return to the effort at making
‘arms trade data transparent in the form of a register, but only with information from non-
governmental sources. To sum up, when the Gulf War created an international consensus that the
arms trade can lead to negative consequences and something should be done to reduce such negative
consequences, nothing resembling a multilateral regime existed to deal with the problem.

It is therefore not surprising that in the wake of the Persian Gulf War there was an unprecedented
outpouring of more traditional arms trade control proposals from defence trade publications,” the
CEO of Daimler-Benz? supplier governments’ recipient governments’® and FEuropean
organizations.! Contained in these proposals were policies to tighten up export procedures and
begin to develop more international controls. On 29 May 1991, President Bush announced the
‘Middle East Arms Control Initiative,” calling for the five largest arms supplier nations (the U.S,,
USSR, France, the UK. and China) to meet in Paris to ‘establish guidelines for restraints on
destabilizing transfers of conventional arms, as well as weapons of mass destruction and associated
“technology.” The proposal also called for expanding the talks to other suppliers and permitting states
in the region to ‘acquire the conventional capabilities they legitimately need to deter and defend
against military aggression.” To implement the regime suppliers would commit to ‘observe a general
- code of responsible arms transfers, avoid destabilizing transfers, and establish effective domestic
. export controls on the end-use of arms or other items to be transferred.” The proposal also called
for a consultative mechanism. Further, it was recommended that a freeze be put on surface-to-

: fPorahdcfbutcomplctesummaxyofm&aaiomseeHerbcnwmf,’IhcUnitedNatiochgiswrofConmtional
Arms,’ in SIPRI Yearbook 1993: World Armaments and Disarmament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 533-44. .

7 Unify Arms Control,’ Defense News, 22 April 1991

& EC Ponders Single Policy to Regulate Arms Sales,’ DefaueNm,lApnl 1991

9‘BuropanGovemmcntsTachtcpstnghzcaMm Export Controls,” Defenise News, 1 April 1991; ‘Italians Seek
Giobal Forum on Arms Sales,’ Defense News, 11 March 1991; ‘France to Urge Export Policy Coordination,’ Defense News,
8 April 1991; “Canada Prods United States on Arms Sales,’ Arms Control Today, June 1991.

10 Egype Proposes Regional Arms Control Plan,’ The New York Times, 5 July 1991,

11<EC Ponders Single Policy to Regulate Arms Sales,” Defense News, 1 April 1991; “EC Export Control Scheme Planned;’
Jane’s Defence Weekly, 8 June 1991.
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surface missiles in the region, with a goal of their eventual elimination.” Complementing and
sometimes challenging the President’s effort were a series of proposals from the U.S. Congress. They
ranged from an outright ban on all arms sales to the Middle East to support for the arms register
concept.”

In the aggregate, the above developments formed the basis for an emerging international norm, that
the accumulation of excessive and destabilizing amounts of conventional weaponry by a state is
unacceptable.* As a result there were policy proposals from many quarters to develop multilateral
‘and international control mechanisms designed to prevent a re-run of the Iraqi situation. The five
permanent members of the UN Security Council began meeting in July 1991 to develop some
multilateral restraints on destabilizing arms transfers. But these traditional arms trade control
approaches soon fell victim to the realities that have always existed and the so-called P-5 talks are
dead in the water. Rarely can states agree prior to a transfer that'it will indeed be destabilizing, a
reality that still exists in the post-Cold War era. A critical part of such an approach, the existence
of agreed-upon government data on arms inventories, has never existed. Furthermore, with the end
of the Cold War producing rapidly declining orders for domestic defence production, the pressure

from the defence industries was clearly against any movement toward national or international arms

export controls, let alone restraint.

The UN Register: Fall Back Position or Step Forward?

It was in this context that the United Nations began to seriously consider the idea of transparency
as an alternative approach, the opening up of information on the arms trade so as to allow the
effected states to dampen and eliminate the negative military and strategic consequences which ensue.
In effect the norm of transparency was added to that of preventing excessive and destabilizing arms
build-ups. Much of the impetus for the idea came from the degree of transparency, albeit
‘unintended, surrounding the Iraqi case, such as the unwanted publicity that Germany received as a
result of transfers to Libya and Iraq. ‘Lists’ of firms and the items exported which had led to
undesirable military capability in these two states provided the most thorough evidence made public
as to how a developing state can acquire the ability to produce ballistic missiles with warheads of mass

12 Middle East Arms Control Initiative, The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, 29 May 1991.

13 For a complete list, see ‘Congress’s Actions ca Arms Transfers: From Limits to Loans,’ Arms Control Today, June
1991.

14 A full discussion of norms associated with the Register can be found later in this chapter.
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destruction.’® Transparency also began to surface as a purposeful effort. In the spring of 1989 the

United Nations sponsored a conference on the subject in Italy and published the papers in 1990.1¢

In the spring of 1991, in the aftermath of the Gulf War, country after country began to publish details

of its arms exports, and put forth proposals for transparency and the idea of an international arms

trade register. The French, Germans, Bulgarians, Czechs and the Soviets all published heretofore

unreleasable data on arms exports.”” ‘As the July 1991 G-7 summit meeting approached, the leaders
~ of Japan and the United Kingdom put forth formal proposals for an international arms trade register,
~ an idea which was ratified at the actual summit.}® '

Within the UN support was gradually building for an alternative to actual arms control, more gradual
approach. In its resolution 43/75 I of 7 December 1988, the UN General Assembly requested the
Secretary General to undertake, with the assistance of a panel of governmental experts, a ‘study on
ways and means of promoting transparency in international transfers of conventiopal arms on a
universal and non-discriminatory basis.”® Though the study was requested prior to the end of the
Cold War, it was carried out and concluded within a far different environment. The group of experts
met on four occasions between January 1990 and July 1991, with the spectre of the Gulf War looming
as a prime example of the negative effects of excessive and destabilizing accumulations of arms.
Besides reviewing past proposals for the regulation of arms transfers and outlining the international
arms trade environment, the group forwarded several recommendations concerning the role of
transparency in promoting restraint in arms transfers, not the least of which being the creation of a
universal and non-discriminatory register of arms transfers under the auspices of the United Nations
- — a recommendation to which the Secretary General attached great importance. o

Concurrent with the study, in the summer of 1991 the governments of the European Community and
Japan put forward formal proposals for the establishment of a Register of Conventional Arms.

ls'l‘hercportingonm'sck:vclopmemms4=1ensive,lm.u:ho,fitinCit:xman.(Jneofmetncain-dcpmtwattnex:usin

English is Kenneth R. Timmerman, 7he Poison Gas Connection: Western Suppliers of Unconventional Weapons and -

Tecngm&;IogiawImqmdUby\a (Simoa Wiesenthal Center, 1990); and Kenneth R. Timmerman, The Death Lobby (Houghton
Mifflin, 1991).. The best source in German is Hans Leyendecker and Richard Rickelmann, Exporteure Des Todes: Deutscher
Rustungsskandal in Nahost (Steidl Verlag, 1991).

16 Upited Nations, Transparency in International Arms Transfers, UN Disarmament Topical Papers, No. 3 (New York

United Nations, 1990). ' _
n ‘Bulgarians to Share Data on Arms Sent to Terrorists,” The New York Times, 2 August 1990; ‘Germany’s Trade
Surplus Down By 20 Per Cent,” The Financial Times, 15 February 1991; ‘French to List Export Details,’ Jane’s Defence
Weekly, 11 May 1991; "Belousov Details ‘Diminished’ Military Exparts,” Tass, English translation in FBIS-SOV-91-006, Foreign
Broadcast Information Service, 9 January 1991
18 gaifu Calls On UN to Monitor Coaventional Arms,” Defense News, 3 June 1991; ‘Leaders Call for Register on
International Arms Sales,’” The Financial Tunes, 17 July 1991 , . ‘
'+ 1 Intermarional Arms Transfers, UN General Assembly Resolutica 43/75 1, 7 December 1988, op. para. 5.
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Discussion of these proposals through the fall of 1991 led to the 9 December 1991 adoption of UN
General Assembly Resolution 46/36 L, entitled “Transparency in Armaments,’ by a vote of 150-0 (Iraq
and Cuba abstained, Syria and China did not vote).? The resolution established a Register of
Conventional Arms, its purpose being to enhance transparency in arms transfers and procurement
in order to promote increasing confidence among states and, therefore, strengthen international
security. In establishing the Register, the General Assembly declared its determination to prevent
the excessive and destabilizing accumulation of arms, while at thé same time recognizing the
legitimate security concerns of member states.

In accordance with the provisions of Rmolution 46/36 L, a panel of govémmental experts was formed
and met three times between January and July 1992, with a mandate to elaborate the technical
procedures necessary for the effective operation of the Register, and to prepare a report od the

modalities for the early expansion of the scope of the Register by the addition of further categories

of equipment and inclusion of data on military holdings and procurement through national
production. The panel completed its work on 17 July 1992, submitting a consensus report to the
Secretary General. The report was in turn adopted by the UN General Assembly without a vote on
15 December 1992. | o |

The basic elements of the régistcr were contained in the original resolution and adjusted by the panel
of experts. Member States of the UN are requested to submit data by 30 April each year on the

number of items annually exported or imported in the previous year, by country, for seven major

types of armaments: battle tanks, armoured combat vehicles, large calibre arﬁllery, combat aircraft,
attack helicopters, warships with a displacement of 750 tons or above (and any size ship with missiles
or torpedoes with a range of 25 kilometres or more), and missiles and their launchers with a range
of at least 25 kilometres. (The missile category does not include ground-to-air missiles). All

categories include a description of what is covered, including types of accompanying armaments,

ranges, and tonnage. The Register also requests that states voluntarily submit background
information on their military holdings, procurement through national production, and relevant

policies. Its basic philosophy differs significantly from most proposals to deal with the negative effects

of the arms trade. Namely, it assumes that it is not possible for states, given the realities of
economics and national security, to make a priori judgments on a multilateral basis, as to the
‘excessive and destabilizing’ nature of an arms deal. Arms build-ups occur one deal at a time. It is
only ex post facto, in a specific context, that such a determination can be made. This is reinforced

by the fact that arms deals of the type reported to the Register are legal and legitimate. Stopping

2 For an assessmeat of the politics of this resolution see Wulf, op. cif, 535-536.
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them before they start, in a multilateral forum, will always be difficult, if not impossible. This is not
to say that states have not done this unilaterally, especially during the Cold War.?! .

There is no obligation to report on an entire range of weapons not included in the Register in its
current form: small arms, bombs, munitions, mortars, guns below a certain calibre, missiles below a
range of 25 kilometres, ground-to-air missiles, sup;‘:ort ships, non-combat planes and helicopters, and
others. Moreover, many other forms of arms-related trade are outside the scope of the Register,
including major subsystems (especially engines and electronic upgrades), dual-use items and
production technologies. Further, the Register is concerned only with legitimate arms trade and does
not deal with the growing problem of illicit arms transfers.

Between January and April 1993, the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs — the portion
of the Secretariat charged with implementing and maintaining the Register — conducted four regional
workshops on the Register in Tokyo, Buenos Aires, Warsaw and Florence. The initial aim of these
workshops was to bring together those governmental representatives responsible for their
-government’s reporting procedures (frequently involving reprsentation from Member States’
Ministries of Foreign Affairs and Defence) in order both to clearly lay out the requirements of the
Register to ensure full compliance and to address Member States’ questions and concerns in order
to facilitate broad participation. The woﬂ:shops were conducted in an informal manner generally
consisting of: (a) a presentation of the Register in its historical and operational aspects; (b) a
presentation of current information, publicly available, on arms transfers specific to the region in

question and discussion on ways of promoting further transparency; (c) a simulation exercise on the.

reporting requirements, allowing participants to work through theoretical examples of transfers in
order to familiarize themselves with the reporting requirements; and (d) presentations by participants
- on their government’s views on the Register and prospects for further elaboration of its scope. In
addition to governmental representatives from the regions addressed in the respective workshops,
members of the Panel of Governmental Technical Experts which devised the.technical procedures
for the effective operation of the Register, as well as representatives of the Permanent Five, were

frequently present to lend their expertise and support.

A
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Negative Consequences of Arms Transfers Through Unilateral Arms Coatrol,’ in Beanett Ramberg, ed., Arms Conorol

Without Negotiation (Boulder: Lynne Ricaner Publishers, 1993), 175-198.
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Results from the First Year of the Register?
Participation

A major aim of the first year of the exercise was to maximize the number of states participating.
Eighty-three national reports, over 45 percent of all member states, were submitted. This was much
more than in the older and somewhat parallel exercise of reporting military expenditures to the
United Nations. Participation varied significantly by region. In Europe and North America the
member states of NATO and the CSCE went on record as supporting the Register and committed
themselves to participation and the sharing of reports. On the other hand no state in Sub-Saharan
Africa reported any imports. In the crucial area of the Middle East, no Gulf States reported. The
significant number of countries not reporting can partly be explained by the fact that in 1992 they
traded no arms in the seven categories of weapons of the UN Register, although they were all asked
to report even if it was a nil report. The major weapon importers not reporting included Saudi
Arabia, Iran, Thailand, Syria, Taiwan (not a UN member state), Bangladesh and Kuwait.

The 83 states submitting reports generally did so at four different levels. Some states participated

- at a maximum level, using the forms provided with maximum transparency of data and also submitted
background information on their military holdings and procurement through national production. A
second but small group of states announced their non-participation for some specific reason. In the
case of South Affrica, it was the UN embargo (still in place). A third group submitted only a note
verbale covering miscellaneous topics while a fourth group submitted information only on the
regulations and policies related to arms exports and imports in their respective states.

The reports also show that exporter participation was greater than that of importers. Of the 192
discrete deals or transfers reported to the Register, 159 (83%) came from exporter reports while only
33 (17%) additional deals originated with importers. This created the situation whereby a significant
number of items were made transparent due to the participation of exporters. The non participation
of three key states — the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Syria and Iran — where public
information indicated that significant trade in missiles took place in 1992, creates a major gap in
government-produced data. | '

2 The following assessment contains excerpts from Edward J. I.auranceandHubqulf,AnEmlzmmofﬂxer
Year of Reporting to the United Nations Register of Conventional Arms, Research Report, Program for Noaproliferation
Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, October 1993. For additional assessments of the first year of reporting
see Edward J. Laurance, Sicmon T. Wezeman and Herbert Wulf, Arms Watch: SIPRI Report on the First Year of the UN
Register of Conventional Arms (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993); and Ian Anthoay, ‘Assessing the UN Register of

Arms,’ Survival 35, 4 (Winter 1993), 113-129.
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Of the thirty-three states submitting Background Information, 13 submitted information on their
military holdings and procurement through national production of arms in the seven categories
covered by the Register. Seven additional countries reported information on their holdings only.
Many of these states reported on their security and/or arms transfer policies.”

\

Qnaﬁty of Reporting

The Register allows for verification through cross-checking, as it asks member states to report both
exports and imports. It is possible to determine the extent to which the reports of exporters and
importers match, especially when reporting the same transfer. Four types of cases occurred in the

reports:

A)  The transfer was reported by both exporter and importer and the number of items matched.
— 51 (26%) of the 194 transfers recorded.

B) The transfer was reported by both exporter and importer but the number of items reported
did not match.

: — 16 (8%) of the 194 transfers recorded.

C)  The transfer was reported by only the exporter or importer, since the other party participated

" in the Register process but did not report this particular transfer.

— 70 (36%) of the 194 transfers recorded.

D)  The transfer was reported by only the exporter or importer, since the other party did not
participate in the Register process.
— 57 (30%) of the 194 transfers recorded.

This analysis of matching data, when applied to the seven categories of weapons, reveals that for
certain categories, exporter and importer states more readily agreed on the specifics of the transfer,
as evidenced by a higher level of matching data. In the table below the percentage indicates the level
of agreement among exporter and importer as to the number of items transferred.

BFaamuwghasmemofmhmfmmumwaammanlmmammmekyuMbym-
An Analysis of Information Provided to the UN on Military Holdings and Procurement Through National Froduction in the
First Year of the Register of Conventional Arms, Bradford Arms Register Studies No. 3 (Bradford, UK: Bradford University
Department of Peace Studies, March 1994).
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Tanks 8% N= 1733
Armoured Combat Vehicles 32% N= 1625
Large Calibre Artillery 49% N= 1682
Combat Aircraft 68% N= 270
Attack Helicopters 43% N= 40
Ships : , 11% N= 40
Missiles and Missile Launchers 13% N=67878

States which submitted arms exports data did so with varying levels of transparency. For example, of
the 24 states reporting exports, 17 opted to use the ‘Remarks’ column of the form to provide some
description of the weapon system being exported. However, when assessing the use of this column
by number of transfers reported, only 64 of the 159 exports reported (40%) contained this type of
data in the ‘Remarks’ column. Some states used highly aggregated data, especially in the missile and
missile launcher category. While this complies with the procedures outlined in the Report of the
1992 Panel of Governmental Technical Experts (Document A/47/342), in effect it produced little or
no information on the actual transfers which occurred. -

Discrepancies and Quality of Data: Patterns and Explanations

Lack of Confirmed and Transparent Data. One key to making recommendations for the further
development of the Register is to attempt to understand the reasons for the less than expected
quality of data in the first year of operation. There are at least six reasons that can be put forward
for consideration. The first is basic, namely, the lack of participation by states, especially those with
major levels of arms imports in the seven categories in 1992. Data on a transfer cannot be confirmed
and thereby have optimum validity when one or the other partner to a deal does not participate in
the Register. This suggests that efforts in the UN and other international/regional fora to increase
participation, in addition to reinforcing the norms established in the resolution, could significantly
increase the quality of the data. A second reason for the lack of confirmed data is conflicting
interpretations of category definitions. For example, Malta reported receiving ships from Germany
which did not meet the category definition, ie., they were below 750 tons and were not armed with
missiles. Germany conformed to the procedures and did not report the transfer. So despite the fact
that both countries participated in the Register, this data could not be confirmed. Similar problems
occurred with the specific categories of combat aircraft and attack helicopters. A grey area is being
created by broad Register definitions for attack helicopters (particularly ship-based helicopters) and
combat aircraft (ar:hed trainer aircraft). As a result some governments did not report transfers of
systems that were publicly reported in sources such as the SIPRI arms trade register as meeting UN
Register definitions. ‘
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A third reason for the lack of confirmed data is conflicting interpretations of whether or not a transfer
has occurred. Several examples from the first year of reporting make the point. Several states
reported receiving ships from the United States, ships that were in fact leased. U.S. national
- procedures do not define these transfers as a change in control or ownership of the ships and
therefore did not report them. A further case of confusion occurred in Europe with co-produced
MLRS systems. Some members of the consortium reported them as production, others as transfers.

A fourth reason for the lack of confirmed data was conflicting interpretations of when a transfer
occurred. In the case of a submarine sold by Germany to the Republic of Korea in 1992, Germany
reported the export since ownership was assumed by the ROK in 1992. The ROK, however,
apparently interpreted a transfer as occurring when the ship was actually under their national control,
which they concluded occurred in 1993, and thérefore did not report the import of the submarine.
A second example occurred between China and Pakistan, who both reported a transfer of tanks from
China but differed in the numbers based on differing interpretations as to when Pakistan assumed
control of the equipment. :

A fifth source of lower quality data is the lack of confirmed and transparent data due to a poorly
defined category, namely Category Seven — missiles and missile launchers. Some states used highly
aggregated data in this category, e.g., 109 missiles and missile launchers exported from Country A to
Country B. If the ‘Remarks’ column did not break these data out by type and/or model of missile,
or disaggregate into missiles and launchers, in effect it produced little or no information on the actual
transfers which occurred. While this complies with the procedures outlined in the Report of the 1992
Panel of Governmental Technical Experts (Document A/47/342), it violates the basic purpose of the
* Register. In this case the results may be more dysfunctional than non participation or non reporting
since its may add to misperceptions. Since this was a common occurrence and is ripe for a solution
in the current deliberations of the 1994 Group, it is useful to suggest several reasons for this
behaviour and lack of motivation by states to be transparent about their missile transfers. First, it
* must be remembered that this is a Register created by the Iraq invasion of Kuwait and its aftermath.
Despite the tanks and aircraft in the Iraqi arsenal, it was the missiles — air-to-air, surface-to-air, and
above all surface-to-surface (e.g., modified SCUDs) which dominated the concemn of the allied
coalition which fought the Gulf War and the architects of the UN Register. This category, therefore,
is the most sensitive since it can have the most impact on regional conflict. On the other hand, these
same missiles possessed not by aggressor states but states concerned only with protecting themselves
also view their inventory on missiles critical to that mission. They are expensive and as a result states
safeguard them against preemptive strikes. It is not surprising, therefore, that some states would not
be too enthusiastic about releasing too much information regarding models and types which could
then be translated into capabilities to be countered by enemies. A broad definition of this category
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adds additional confusion since there are so many types of missiles, 6pec1ally when compared to
weapons systems such as tanks. And these types have widely varying effects when attempting to
determine the presence of an ‘excessive and destabilizing’ accumulation. A third problem arises in
this category because not all types are included, for example, ground-to-air missiles and many types
of air-to-air and antitank missiles. Since the reason for this exclusion is not made clear, it detracts
from the credibility of the exercise, at least in this category. Finally, a critical and perhaps fatal flaw
is the lumping together of missiles and missile launchers. Again, this category has its roots in Iraq,
where the SCUD launchers became as important as the reloads themselves. However, as its stands,
 the category invites states to mask rather than illuminate their transfers in this category of weapons.

What about cheating and deception? Given the reality of national intelligence services, it is hxghly
likely that there are a number of cases where the reporting has increased suspicion. Where an
outside observer might chalk up discrepancies to lack of bureaucratic rigor, in reality decept:on and
cheating cannot be ruled out. While it is highly likely that in the aggregate the Register captured 90-
95% of the arms trade in the seven categories, the discrepancies are numerous enough to expect that
bilateral diplomatic queries as to the veracity of specific national reports have occurred. One can
imagine someone in the various national intelligence services drawing the assignment of comparing
the Register returns to the intelligence data. But that is one of the purposes of the Register, to
make data transparent and then deal with neighbours or others who have doubts about their validity.

As the following chart indicates, there was wide variation in reporting and creation of data by region.
Part of this was due to the varying regional experience with transparency exercises and the presence
of national bureaucracies, such as those in Europe and North America, accustomed to generating
military data of this sort. Regions such as Sub-Saharan Affrica are at a comparatively low level of
militarization, at least as concerns these seven categories of major weapans, and have little need to
have such a data generation capacity at this point in their young history as a system of independent
states. In Latin America and some parts of Asia, a different factor may explain the varying levels of
participation, namely civil-military relations. Producing transparent and therefore public data for the
United Nations may go against the norm and in some cases the laws in these countries, where the
military has used its expertise in such areas to guarantee and in some cases force a political role in
the country. Finally, one of the critical realities made clear by the first year of reporting is that in
the former Soviet Union, national export control systems were in varying stages of development in
the wake of the collapse of the USSR. This makes it very difficult to assess the first year of the
Register in this region, since the public perception was that of a region awash with the continued
production and export of arms, but little was reported to the Register.
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Regional Differences: Regional Distribution of Member States Reporting to the UN Register

Imports . Exports
Data included  Nilreport  Dataincluded  Nil report  Background

Africa 0 s 0 5 .0

Asia ' 11 7 2 > 14 4

Middle East 2 1 2 2 2

Latin America 3 2 3 4
' Western Europe® 14 6 9 12 16

CIS and Eastern 4 10 7 6 5

Europe '

North America 2 0 2 0 2

Total ' 38 32 24 42

* Western Europe includes European NATO and neutral countries

~ Another key factor in explaining the variation in regional participation is indifference, the fact that
many states of the world did not view the Register as a relevant process. In some cases this is a
result of irrelevant categories of weapons (e.g., Africa, Central America). In the case of the Middle

East the Register came on line just as the peace process entered a critical stage. This is also the

region that is assumed to be the most volatile and states such as those in the Gulf may simply not find
it prudent to participate until more certainty and stability-emerges in the region.

Achieving the Objectives of the Register — The First Year

As previously noted the development of the Register in the summer and fall of 1991 was a difficult
task for the architects, trying to balance the various perspectives of states in an area of international
and national security never before attempted. The resolution itself contains various objectives, some
of which were added in order to achieve a consensus. The question which now must be asked is how
well these various goals and objectives have been achieved in the first year of operations. Such an
assessment is another key element in fashioning specific proposals for further developing the Register.

Transparency and Openness. As indicated previously a great deal of new information was produced
in the first year of the Register. An estimate of more than 90% of the actual transfers taking place
seems reasonable, although the non-participation of some key importers and exporters and the less
than adequate control systems in the former Saviet Union cannot allow complete confidence in such

VTR AR H N S S B L R B R i e e R R R N SR T,
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an assessment. Deals previously unknown to public specialists and NGOs were revealed by the
Register and the Register confirmed actual numbers of systems and their year of delivery far beyond
what was publicly known. In sum, the fact that most of the actual arms trade was made transparent
takes this mode of commerce out of the unknown and into the domain of the United Nations where
it can be acted on in public. On the other hand, the lack of transparency in some transfers, especlally
missiles and missile launchers, detract from the overall goal of openness. ' :

Confidence Building. The fact that 83 states participated in a very new and historic exercise creates
an environment of confidence where none existed before on a global scale. The first year
demonstrated that states can and will submit transparent military data with little negative effect, either
nationally, regionally or universally. The development of a public database of government produced
arms trade statistics should give states confidence to continue to submit data and improve the process.
One must await the further development of the Register to see the extent of the positive effect of
such submission in regard to confidence building. Detracting from this goal of confidence building
was the low level of parncxpatxon in certain regions and the poor quality of data in the missile and
missile launcher category. : :

Universal participation. The Register was developed as a universal and non-discriminatory process,
global in scope. Most of the key states in the arms trade did participate. And there is some evidence
that there was a chain reaction of sorts, that states became aware of each others reporting activities
and did not want to be seen as being left out of this evolving global process. Regional promotion
occurred, both as a result of extant regional organizations (e.g., CSCE, EU) and the regional
workshops conducted by the UN Office (now Centre) of Disarmament Affairs. Detracting from the
achievement of this goal, of course, was the fact that 55% of the member states of the UN did not
participate. In the case of the Register, participation reinforces the new norms contained in the
Register and equates directly with the achievement of this goal.

Prevent excessive and destabilizing accumulations of conventional weapons. As has previously been
stated, this is a Register process designed to prevent a re-run of the 1990 Iraq situation, by preventing
the excessive and destabilizing accumulation (ie., build-ups) of conventional weapons. It must be
concluded that during the first year of operation of the Register little progress was made toward
achieving this goal, for four basic and understandable reasons. First, the Register as currently
" constructed contains only data on transfers. An adequate assessment of the destabilizing nature of
a military build-up requires a baseline (military holdings) and the acquisitions (imports plus
procurement through national production) of each party during the year in question. Secondly, it is
highly unlikely that in the case of conventional weapons that one year, particularly 1992 when global
arms deliveries were lower than normal, would produce a conclusion of ‘excessive and destabilizing,’




f

. Laurance / 17

especially in light of the proximity in time of the Gulf War experience. Rather the Register can only
achieve this goal over time. A third reason that achieving this goal is premature is the lack of any
consultative mechanism to assist states in determining the presence of excessive and destabilizing
build-ups. And finally, even with such a mechanism, all of the states for whom such a determination
is critical and relevant must participate in the exercise. The key to achieving this goal is that the
determination must be made in context and it would be folly to attempt to develop a consensus
definition of ‘excessive and destabilizing’ which can then be applied to an individual state through
traditional diplomatic means.?* Rather, the essence of cooperative security is building on the’
establishment of a norm such as the prevention of excessive and destabilizing accumulations of arms
by developing the structures needed to reinforce the norm and make it operational.

Smmgthen Regional Peace and Security. The Register is designed to play a role in bringing about
peace and security. As with the previous goal it is clearly premature to talk in such terms. In
addition to the points just made, for the Register to succeed it must be integrated into regional and
parallel security fora. This must await not only fuller participation but also the further development
of the Register. . : ' '

" Promote Openness in Annaments at the National Level. Although not as explicitly developed in the

resolution as the previous goals, the Register process is designed to create and promote openndss at
the national level through the creation of national control and reporting processes. Some states
reporting to the Register had to change their national laws regarding the secrecy of military and
proprietary information. Others released data irrespective of existing arrangements, especially in
respect to commercial relationships. It must be said, however, that many states, particularly those
which did not participate in the first year, have not overcome a very firm tradition of secrecy in
military matters. ' '

Restraint. A brief review of the analyses and assessments made public of the first year’s operation
‘make clear the disappointment regarding the failure of the Register to bring about any restraint in
the arms trade. The point was made by both China and the DPRK in the fall 1993 session of the
First Committee of the UN General Assembly. Additionally, critics of U.S. arms export policy also
make this point. Given the previous comments on the lack of a consultative mechanism to assist in
the determination of an ‘excessive and destabilizing’ arms build-ups, the inability of the Register to

bring about restraint is not surprising. No individual state would view its reported transfers as

,”’I‘hisismlywhatwésammpted'bykcydcvcloping states in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Transparency in
Armaments of the 1993 Conference on Disarmament session. It was seen by the Western states as a tactic to prevent any
’saiousdiswssionmuamparency,cndmﬂgmepoim]ustmademmspapq. 4



" Laurance / 18

anything but defensive and in accordance with Article 51 of the UN Charter. Given this reality, the
‘restraint’ referred to in the resolution is only likely to occur as a result of this prior determination.
Restraint for restraint sake is not a component of the Register process. Rather it is related to a
security context that can only be addressed multilaterally.

Early Warning. Although this phrase does not appear in the original resolution, Secretary General
Boutros-Ghali made it clear in his ‘New Dimensions’ speech in the fall of 1992 that the Register
could be a useful early-warning instrument in the process of preventive diplomacy.” The Under-
~ Secretary General for Political Affairs Marrack Goulding, not an ardent supporter of the Register
in its early stages, stressed the 'importance of this function in a statement to the 1993 First Committee
session in New York.
The United Nations Register of Conventional Arms may also prove to be a very
‘important instrument of preventive diplomacy. While not a substitute for arms
reductions, the Register has introduced a new transparency and could be an nnportant
step towards a more comprehensive system of cooperative security.®
As with several other objectives covered in this section of the analysis, its fulfilment awaits thc
development of some multilateral mechanism or forum in which the data can be addressed. In
addition excessive attention on this objective runs the risk of overemphasizing the Register as an
intelligence and verification instrument. .

Current Status of the UN Register

Some momentum and inertia has been established through a continuing series of UN actions, all
taken by consensus. The resolution establishing the Register, 46/36L, was adopted in December 1991

- by a vote of 150-0. Of the four states not voting for this resolution, China and Cuba have reported
and both are on the 1994 Group of experts charged with further developing the Register. The 1992
Panel developed operating procedures which were adopted by consensus in the fall of 1992. As
reviewed above participation in the first year of reporting was more than enough to insure that states -
ivoqld continue reporting the second year. In the fall of 1993 in the First Committee, many states
responded favourably to the first year of reporting and urged the further development of the
Register. A consensus resolution was passed urging continuation and development of the Register
by a new group of national experts. .

: 2s)\"ewDimen.vie)mofArm.tRegultztionamiDisarmamam'rxzlxe}’a.rt-CaldII"arI;‘«m,UNDocumemAIC.IIW/'I,B
October 1993.
28 Marrack Goukling, Statement to First Committee, 29 October 1993.
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In February 1994 this group was constituted by the Secretary General and had its first of three
sessions, at the end of which they must write a report to the Secretary General regarding the further
development of the Register. Irrespective of how they were selected, the composition of the group
has some interesting aspects regarding this work. ' v

1992 Panel 1994 Group
United States . Argentina United States Argentina
China Brazil v China ' Brazil
France Mexico France Mexico
United Kingdom Malaysia - United Kingdom Singapore
Russia ' Ghana Russia Ghana
Canada Egypt Germany - Zimbabwe
Italy India Canada India '
The Netherlands : The Netherlands Pakistan
Japan ' Japan Egypt
Czechoslovakia Australia Israel
Finland Jordan
Cuba

First, the émphasis was on continuity, with 15 of the original 17 countries returning. Many of the
same people have returned and the Chairman is the same, Ambassador Hendrik Wagenmakers of the
Netherlands. This is a sign that the UN work on the Register is not business as (Cold War) usual,
when so-called study groups were often rotated among countries as rewards and often seen mainly
as exercises in negotiating texts that had little operational impact. Second, with Germany as a
member, the six largest arms exporters are in the Group. Third, the addition of Pakistan and Israel
insures that the context of two of the regions of the world in which an operational Register could
have an impact will be integrated into the work. Also, Pakistan has been a vocal critic of the
Register because of its discriminatory nature (e.g., transfers only) and Israel has rarely been included
in UN security exercises such as this. The addition of Cuba adds a member who abstained on the
original vote to create the Register. It is early in the work of this Group but its composition insures
that it will be harder to reach a consensus, and that such a consensus may have a lower common
denominator on the dimension of transparency. On the other hand, the inclusion of additional key
players in the nexus of arms and stability may mean that any consensus reached may carry more
weight with the international community and further the advance of transparency.

The 1992 report spelled out what in essence is the work of the 1994 Group, and at the end of their
first session in January 1994 they had reviewed the first year of operation and developed a draft
outline which roughly corresponds to the second part of the 1992 report, the modalities for the
further expansion of the Register. ‘The resolution also required that this Group be given additional
' information for use in developing a report on the further development of the Register. The
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Conference on Disarmament (CD) was charged with addressing the Register in regards to including
military holdings and procurement through national production, defining excessive and destabilizing
accumulations, high technology with military applications and making transparent weapons of mass
destruction. It completed the first year of its work on transparency in September 1993 and issued
a report. There were no decisions reached although several key topics were further developed. The
western group and a few other states gave some support to a U.S. proposal to make transparent data

- on military holdings and procurement through national production. In the end the work of the Ad

hoc Committee on Transparency in Armaments during the 1993 CD session was characterized by the
group in its final report of 24 August 1993. The Committee ‘conducted a substantive exchange of
views on a number of complex issues... Many suggestions and working papers were presented on a
wide variety of topics, and several of them contained concrete proposals for practical measures to
increase openness and transparency. Althougb agreement has not been reached on these proposals,
countries concurred that many of these issues contained therein were useful for future consideration
and work...? It is unclear at this point if the CD will generate any useful options or reach any
conclusions that can be used by the 1994 Group, which finishes its work on 7 August 1994.

Resolution 46/36L also asked individual member states for their views on the first year of operations.
Few have been submitted at this point although an upcoming note verbale from the Secretary General
asking states for their views and urging them to submit a report by 30 April may spur some action.
One interpretation of the lack of state views is that only a weak effort has been made by the
Secretariat and the key states involved in the Register process to secure such views. Perhaps at this
stage in its dcvelopment, no news is good news. If the problem was the generation of views on a less
sensitive and more low politics issue such as the environment or development, more states would give
their input. This lack of response also has to be looked at as another indicator of indifference. The
Register is not yet seen as a crucial tool for bringing about peace and security.

A final source of information for the Group will be the returns submitted in April for calendar year
1993 exports and imports. Preliminary data will be ready for the second session in the first two weeks
of June and a fairly complete submission should be utilized during the last session. At this point the
Centre for Disarmament Affairs is developing a first draft of the final report based on the outline
mentioned above, to be considered by the Group in its session commencing 1 June 1994 in New

York

RepatafdxeAdhachmuaaon Transparency in Armaments, CD Document G)ﬂZlS(Gcocva. Coaference on
Disarmament, 24 August 1993), 14.
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Does the Register Address the Arms Trade Trends of the Post-Cold War Era?

- Trade in major systems. Having reviewed the first year’s operation and the current status of the

Register, it is appropriate to ask if the process is addressing the arms trade trends which have evolved
since 1991 and the post-Gulf War environment. As mentioned previously, the UN Register is
inexorably linked to the role arms build-ups played in the Gulf War. The international arms trade
system of the 1980s® produced the inventories of not only Iraq but also its neighbours, the end
result of which was an unstable military balance highly related to the outbreak, conduct and
termination of the Gulf War. This linkage is reflected not only in the language of resolution 46/36L
but also the seven categories of advanced weapons to be made transparent. “The focus is on weapons

. indispensable for surprise attacks and large-scale offensive military actions. These weapons systems

are relatively easy to identify, define, record and monitor.”” One needs to be very careful here to
not brand the seven éategon'a as offensive weapons. The previous remarks in this report regarding
defining ‘excessive and destabilizing’ mean that ‘offensive’ too can only be defined in a certain
context. That was one of the reasons the Register was developed, to provide such an opportunity.
Nevertheless, these are the categories of systems most likely to cause such situations.

Even if it is assumed that the arms trade system only involves end items in these seven categories (the
remainder of this section will question this assumption), the Register falls far short of addressing the
trade when it comes to missiles. The inadequacies of this category have been previously addressed
in this report and by almost all outside analysts of the Register. As only one problem, ground-to-air
missiles are not included. In addition the range limitation of 25 kilometres means that several classes
of very lethal missiles (.g., anti-tank, air-to-air) are basically left uncovered by the Register and any
subsequent assessments of arms build-ups. Clearly an excessive accumulation of missiles of these
types could be destabilizing. Given that the overall trade in major weapons systems (i.e., platforms)
- has been steadily declining in the post-Cold War era, acquisition of additional missiles is an obvious

- step to increase one’s military capability. There are other major systems not covered by the Register

which, if accumulated in certain regions, could contribute to excessive and destabilizing build-ups.
Most of these (e.g., electronic warfare systems, remotely delivered mines, etc.) are mentioned in the
second part of the 1992 report which served as a menu for the 1994 Group.

New Commodmes The Register does not address some of the newer trends in the arms trade,
especially those commodities which can significantly effect and alter the build-up of military capability

zsFm'asa.unmary'ofmeml@sofopcran'on ofthissystcm,seeEdwardJ.Laurance;mImmmtimaIAmu Trade (New
York: Lexington Books, 1992), 167-69.
' » Wagenmakers, op. cit., 16.
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but are not in themselves major stand-alone systems or platforms. For example, given the well-
documented shortage of funds which can be used for weapons purchases, recipients are importing
upgrades in the form of newer weapons, engines and radars for old platforms already in the inventory.
It is not clear how this is to be reflected in the procedures of the Register. Secondly, the Register
approach is not well suited for making transparent the early warning and command, control and
communication systems which are increasingly being imported as force multipliers. As for trade in
the technology itself, in a sense it is being addressed in the Register. ‘Although it is highly unlikely
that a military technology register will or can be developed, if the Register does develop into one
which makes transparent ‘procurement through national production,’ the end result of the technology
will be made transparent.

The Special Case of Light Weapons. While it is true that increased attention is being paid at the
subnational, national and international levels to the negative consequences of transfers of major
conventional weapons, especially into areas of regional tension, the opposite is true when it comes
to the trade in light weapons. Due to a systemic change in the mode of conflict, from major inter-
state wars to ethnic and subnational conflict, the demand for light weapons has increased. Combined
with the collapse of national export control systems in states possessing a surfeit of such weapons,
light weapons, including everything from rifles to land mines to artillery pieces, are now readily
available for the host of subnational and ethnic conflicts raging in many parts of the developing world
and in particular the former Soviet Union. By all accounts, trade in light weapons — small arms, land
mines, mortars, man-portable missiles, etc. — has increased significantly in the post-Cold War era®
The end of the Cold War has unleashed ethnic conflicts long dormant and controlled by the logic of
the Cold War and the concept of client states. Iromically, this increase in trade, and the
accompanying negative consequences, is made increasingly visible due to the greatet use of UN.
- peacekeeping and peace-making operations, which bring along with it mass media coverage. It has
always been the case that in armed conflict it is the light weapons which do most of the killing, and
there can be no question that an increasing number of such weapons are getting into the hands of
an increasing number of soldiers, paramilitary forces, non-state actors and cxvilxans involved in ethnic
conflicts which will not be resolved for a long time to come. :

There are some obvious reasons why there is an increase in the trade of light weapons. First, the
disintegration of the former Soviet Union (FSU) has resulted in the sudden availability of massive
amounts of new and surplus light weapons. Second, the FSU is not the only country finding itself
with surplus stocks of light weapons. Europe, China and many developing countries find these

3 For two excellent and recent accounts, see Aaron Karp, Armngthchﬂm,AmnCadeoday Sepwmhcr
1993, 8-13; and ‘The Covert Arms Trade,” The Econormnist, 12 February 1994, 21-8.
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weapons in surplus, given the end of the Cold War. As many have pointed out, these weapons have
not been the subject of formal post-Cold War concern (e.g., CFE, the UN Register) and have found
their way into the hands of legitimate and illegitimate arms dealers throughout the world. Third, the
breakup of Yugoslavia and ethnic conflicts in the FSU are indicative of the loss of control by major
powers over these conflicts. Fourth, these conflicts do not need the high technology weapons so
dominant in the Cold War arms trade. Finally, the world economic system is transforming into one
characterized by both more legitimate free trade and the development of illicit networks that foster
the trade in light weapons as well as drugs and laundered money.

In addressing the applicability of an arms register to light weapons, a brief summary of the
characteristics of this trade and the nature of the commodities involved is in order. First, light means
small and less visible, meaning that satellites won’t help much in detection and verification. This also
means that monitoring and control efforts by national governmental officials, from desk officers down
to customs officials, is inherently more demanding. Second, these weapons are not very expensive,
especially given the trends noted above regarding the availability of these weapons. This means that
many more types of participants are active in the trade, and financial transactxons are open to less
scrutiny. Third, these types of weapons are unlike major weapons in that they have little political
significance. A possible exception may be the case of U.S. Stingers to Afghanistan, and the recent
war in Rwanda.®! But in the main, it takes major quantities of light weapons to have an impact.
Given the international availability of these arms, a recipient state or non-state actor has the option
of multiple sources and eliminating any chance of dependence on one supplier, let alone a national
government. In short, the concept of arms and influence does-not seem to apply to these types of

weapons.

Enhancing the UN Register of Conventional Arms

Resolution 46/36L clearly envisioned that the Register would be further developed. The continuing
consensus that has emerged around the first year of the Register reinforces and legitimizes the
necessity for further development, and these enhancements to the Regxster can be usefully grouped

mtoﬁvctypm

. Improving the current version of the Register as an arms fransfer Register;.
o Developing the Register into an arms acquisition Register;

, 31Foranmellcmmsestudyofmcmpauofsmananmmmcoutbrwkandmduuofamedwnnn,seem
" Project, Human Rights Watch,Annngwanda. The Arms Trade and Human Rights Abuses in the Rwanda, January 1994.
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L Adding new categories; _ ¥
. Transforming the Register into a military capabilities Register; and
° Developing the Register into a useful instrument of cooperative security.

Improving the current version of the Register as an arms transfer Register. As previously discussed, the
first year of operation fell short in terms of quality, confirmed and transparent data. This was due
to non participation, conflicting interpretations of weapons category definitions, of whether or not
a transfer has occurred, of when a transfer has occurred, and one poorly defined category — Missiles
and Missile Launchers. Some obvious steps can be taken to improve this situation.

Probably no option is more important than promoting the Register so that universal participation
becomes a reality. The level of confirmed data would rise, as would the confidence of states and
perhaps the data submitted would become more transparent (e.g., use of the Remarks columns).
Steps can also be taken to improve the process of reporting. Options here include improving the
agreed upon universal definition of transfers and categories which states use as a basis for reporting,
especially if participation increases. This approach has its limits, however, given the variety and levels
_of development of military forces. A second approach to the definitions problem would be the
generation of a master list of specific models and types of equipment in the seven categories. This
is the approach taken in the CFE Treaty. However it should be noted that all the worlds countries
are involved in the Register, meaning that some pretty ancient equipment must be reported, and the
Register includes two additional categories than does the CFE Treaty. Perhaps an intermediate step
is the listing of examples of models and types for each category, a distinct possibility if participation
increases and raises the confidence of states. A third approach is to improve transparency of national
procedures, especially in regard to how states reached decisions as to whether or when a transfer
occurred. One suggestion here is that on the form itself a special note be made urging states to
“submit such information. This approach increases transparency without the necessity of reaching
agreement on universal definitions. It also leaves the door open for states to consult on these
national procedures if and when a consultative forum or mechanism is developed.

A significant number of the discrepancies in the first year could be eliminated by increased bilateral
and multilateral consultation. As one example, the CSCE agreed to share their reports in 1993 but
that was apparently after they had been completed. This sharing could be moved up, especially in
a CSCE which already has a computer network which could be adapted for this purpose. And states
are always free to consult with each other when preparing their data submissions. A UN Ceatre for
Disarmament Affairs that was. more active could be instrumental in this part of the process by
conducting seminars for missions in New York and issuing timely reminders of the value of such
consultation in producing valid and transparent data. Similarly, data collection at the national level
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could be improved with the help of the Secretariat. In this regard the publication of a recent ‘how
to’ handbook is a positive step.*> Timely seminars would also help.

It also became clear that participation in the first year varied significantly among regions. There are
many non-reporting states who were either cgnfused by the reporting requirements or indifferent.
The above steps designed to improve the level of confirmed and transparent data would go a long
way toward achieving more balanced participation among regions. ' In addition, key supporters of the
Register, and in particular the UNCDA, could actively promote the Register. The previously
discussed regional workshops were quite successful and need to be expanded to insure all states
attend. Finally, increased effort must be made to link participation with the aforementioned goals
and objectives. Many states which either did not participate or did so at a minimal level were
tcmpted to view the exercises as transparency for transparency sake. :

Developing the Register Into an AmzsAcquisition Register. Resolution 46/36 L and the political deals
that resulted in its unanimous passage clearly intended that the Register would expand to an
acquisitions Register at an early date. The first step in such a process is the inclusion of data on
weapons that are procured through national production. Pakistan, to use but one example, rightly
feels that a Register restricted to reporting imports is discriminatory in the extreme since its regional
rival India imports little but produces a great deal. As a first step it would be more palatable for
most states if no new categories were added, which would require hammering out a definitional
consensus. This will be difficult absent a post-Iraq war environment in which many states felt
compelled to go along with a register that they had problems with in the name of coming out
politically against the behaviour of Iraq. In short, adding procurement through national production
was part of the original bargain and cannot be reneged on at this time.

It should be clear, however, this step will require a new definitional exercise similar to that which
took place when developing definitions for arms transfers. The 1992 panel outlined a series of
questions that must be answered in this regard.® Also the level of difficulty for states in collecting
the information necessary for such a report goes up accordingly. Arms transfers involve international
trade and most states have developed laws and procedures which allow for the relatively easy
gen;:tation of information. When it comes to procurement through national production, in many
states this involves complex relationships and contractual arrangements with private firms. There is
a much greater variety of stages in procurement that will create confusion, probably meaning that no

32 ynited Nations Ceatre for DnsarmamcntAﬂans.RegmerofConvammalAms. InfannauonBooklet(NwYork,
1993). ,
3 UN Secretary General, Report on the Register of Conventional Arms, UN Document A/47/342 (New York: United
* Natioas, 14 August 1992), paragraph 41(f), p. 18.
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universal definitions can be established for this type of data. Rather, the method mentioned earlier
will be even more appropriate, namely states submit their rationale for the generation of data on

weapons procured through national production.

The final pillar of an acquisitions Register will be the submission of the military holdings (inventory)
of each state participating in the Register. The objective of preventing ‘excessive and destabilizing
accumulations of conventional arms’ cannot be achieved without an assessment that in the end must
rely on the baseline that military holdings provides. It should be noted that the United Stata has
- submitted such a proposal in the CD.
One way of addressing the excessive and dmtabilizing accumulation of armaments is
to highlight and examine States’ military holdings and procurement through national
production. To that end, the United States proposes the following international data
exchange of military holdings and procurement through national production.
The actual proposal calls for data to be exchanged on the seven categories defined in the Register,
and encourages states to include type, names, general descriptions and photographs of the equipment
listed. 3 Additionally a precedent was sct in the 1992 submissions when 13 states submitted such
data, for the same seven categories established for arms transfers.

It should be noted that with holdings the Register is getting at the heart of a nation’s national
security. One should expect even less transparency for this type of data. States will have to trade
off this concern with that of being a participant in a universal, non-discriminatory international
confidence building measure (CBM). For this category of data there will be even more definitional
and data collection problems at national level. As with procuremcnt data, the 1992 panel listed a

host of questions in its report in this regard.3

Adding New Categories of Conventional Weapons. An enhancement that would effect both of the
above would be the addition of categories for transfers, procurement through national production and
boldings. From the beginning of the exercise in the fall of 1991, disputes arose as to what type of
weapons were to be made transparent. In essence it was the Western architects of the Register who -
scttled on the five CFE categories plus ships and missiles and missile launchers. They are roughly
those major systems that can be used in cross-border attacks (e.g., the Iraq invasion of Kuwait). As
with procurement, a bargain was struck that the language of the resolution would include in the
mandate of the experts group (1992 and 1994) that they could adjust these seven categories and add

34 United States, Working Paper by the Ummmmmnmamldmm}mgeofmbmlmldmpmd
procurement through national production, CD document CD/TIA/WP.4, 18 May 1993,

35 bid, paragraph 41 (a-€), p. 18.
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new ones. It was not made clear on what basis such additions and adjustments would be made. In
effect this has created the situation in which it has become difficult for a consensus to occur on
adding any new weapons system to the Register. The 1992 report contains a list of such weapons to
be considered by the 1994 Group and is reproduced below:
Acnal rcfuellmg aircraft !
Unmanned air-breathing vehxcles
Reconnaissance aircraft
Ammunition
: — Precision-guided
— Cluster bombs
— Fuel-air explosives
Airborne electronic warfare equxpmcnt
Ground to air missiles
Remotely delivered mines
Close-in anti-missile defence systems
Other systems of dchvery for weapons of mass datructlon
An'bome early warning and command and control systems

The origin of this list is instructive for the further development of the Register. The process of
adding weapons to this list was simply any weapon that had been discussed in the 1992 panel as a
candidate for the 1994 Group to consider. At several of the workshops government representatives
asked as to the origin of this list and they did not receive an answer, probably because there isn't one.
In short, the above is a cumulative list, a combination of items that individual states felt critical in
their regional context. It should also be said that some items were added by states that felt
(correctly) that they had been left out of the categories decision in the fall of 1991. This may result
in adding a weapon systexrn to the list more for the purpose of creating a consensus than for its
military importance. No over-arching principle for adding weapons types to the Register emerged
from this process. \ o

One criteria which could be used for adding categories is the reasonable probability that ‘excessive’
- accumulations of weapons in the proposed additional category could be destabilizing in most regional
settings. For example the Under Secretary General for Humanitarian Affairs has officially asked the
Chairman of the 1994 Group to consider adding land mines to the Register. The 1992 Group
listed ‘remotely delivered mines’ as a candidate for an additional category. Usmg this criteria the
proponents of such a cﬂangc would have to make a case that these systems could be acquired in such

36Forathoroughtx'catmcntoftbelandmmexssueandthcongomgactwnmtchmted Natms,see'IheAmsPro;ect
of Human Rights Watch and Physicians for Human nghts,lxmdmxnes.ADeadIyLegagr(Ncw York: Human Rights Watch,

' 1993).
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quantities as to be ‘destabilizing.’ Critics of this approach point out that the key to determining the
presence of destabilizing arms build-ups lies in the context. In some regions a certain type of weapon
(perhaps one not currently being reported) may be the key to instability. This argues for a wide
variety of weapons categories. On the other hand such an approach would mean requiring states to
make transparent an excessive amount of data that would be irrelevant in most cases. This runs the
risk of increasing non participation. In short there must be a reasonable chance that states can report

on these new categories.

Transforming the Register into a Military Capabilities Register. When the Register was created in 1991,
a coalition of developing states made the case that a Register which did not include weapons of mass
destruction would be discriminatory, particularly in some specific regions. Needless to say this caused
 significant problems for the major powers. Among other things the Gulf War was about conventional
weapons. Weapons of mass destruction have been dealt with by the various Security Council
resolutions, UNSCOM and the IAEA. In addition there are a host of legal instrumentalities (e.g.,
NPT, CWC) which deal with these types of commodities. The expedient solution was to assign this
problem to the CD for study. The two experts groups are charged with “taking into account the
work’oftthDinthisregard. EveniftheCDwerctorecommendthatweaponsofmass .
destruction be added to the UN Register of Conventional Arms (highly unlikely), the 1994 Regxster
group is under no obhgatxon to accept this recommendation.

The CD could take actions which would release this pressure to include weapons of mass destruction
in the UN Register. For example during the 1993 CD session ‘Argentina proposed a supplementary
register for the comparison of information obtained from the implementation of relevant treaties and
agreements concerning weapons of mass destruction. The proposal would consist of a consolidated
report of already existing, publicly available information on the degree of implementation of
multilateral and bilateral agreements dealing with weapons of mass destruction..(It) would aim at
providing the international community with an official source of information on the actual situation
concerning weapons of mass destruction.” Developing countries, to include Algeria, Cuba, Egypt,
India, Indonesia, Iran, Kenya, Mexico, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Venezuela, supported this proposal
and as could be expected, the nuclear weapons states are opposed. The German government has also
proposed a Nuclear Weapons Register.® As of March 1994 the Germans have not elaborated on
this concept. Apparently the Egyptian government is very interested in this idea and is pressuring
the Germans for details. Should the German proposal surface in some concrete form in the CD, it
would provide a venue for the discussion of this issue and in effect remove it from the UN Register

% CD 1993 Final report, op. cit., 13-14. :
3% Quentin Pee, ‘Germany Calls for Tougher N-Proiiferation Curbs,’ Financial Times, 16 December 1993.
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of Conventional Arms process. Given the lack of support for including weapons of mass destruction
in the UN Register, this would be a welcome development.

Resolution 46/36L also asked the CD to take up the question of including technology with military
applications as part of the Register. Several |probl':ms with this approach are evident. First, the
question of technology transfer in general has surfaced as a major north-south issue in the post-Cold
War era. In short, the north continues to insist on controlling the export of sensitive technology to
those states which may want to develop weapons of mass destruction. In response the south feels
that such behaviour is discriminatory and hinders their economic development, especially when the
technology is dual-use in nature. The debates occurring in both the First Committee and the UN
Disarmament Commission in this regard make this clear.” Hence, any attempt to register such
technology will exacerbate this conflict.

Knowing this the architects of 46/36L also pushed this issue on to the agenda of the CD. As with
weapons of mass destruction, no conclusions or concrete proposals emerged in the 1993 CD session.
In essence the debate in the First Committee and the UNDC was replayed in the CD.® Given this
evidence it is clear that making technology transfers more transparent, let alone integrating such an
effort into the UN Register, is highly unlikely. '

But such a conclusion fits with the overall philosophy of the Register, that is, a focus on end items
acquired and put into the inventory of states, items that can not only be easily reported but also more
readily associated with the prevention of conflict, the major goal of the Register. If the Register
remains an ex post Register, technology transfer by itself has no meaning except that it eventually
ends up in a major weapons system that is part of a ‘registered’ national accumulation, which may or
may not be destabilizing. This is not to say that supplier cartel/control mechanisms such as COCOM,
the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) or the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) do not or
cannot serve the purpose of preventing ‘rogue’ states from acquiring technology which would allow
them to manufacture weapons of mass destruction, their delivery systems, or perhaps advanced
conventional weapons that would clearly destabilize a region. Rather, such technology transfer
" control schemes cannot be part of a confidence building mechanism which is universal and
nonﬁiscriminatory. At some future point a consensus may emerge that certain technologies, which
can be easily and clearly identified as military in nature, may contribute directly to national
accumulations which are ‘excessive and destabilizing.’ For example, this might be true for early
warning and C°[ applications. But for the moment such technologies are dual-use and cannot be

3 For a summary, sec Wagenmakers op. cit., 20. .
0 For a summary see 1993 CD Final Report, op. cit., 12-13.



LauxanocfSO

included in a transparency mechanism such as the Register. In the words of Ambassador
Wagenmakers: ‘ :
An effective transparency regime can, over time, prove to be the key to a transition
from the ‘denial approach’ to ‘conditioned access’ to necessary armaments for self-
defence. ..It is this notion of ‘conditioned access,” coupled with self-restraint, that
ultimately provides the best model in the long run if we are to achieve freedom of
access to all states to technology which enhances their development, while taking into
account the often competing impulses of respect for commercial enterprise and
proprietary rights on one hand, and respect for the principles of non-proliferation on
the other."

Developing the Register Into a Useful Instrument of Cooperative Security. Resolution 46/36L, the 1992
report establishing the procedures for the Register, and the subsequent resolutions urging the
continuation of the Register effort, speak almost entirely to the quution of establishing openness and
transparency in the field of conventional armaments. The only reference or mandate for how this
newly transparent information is to be used to achieve the overall goals of the Register, e.g,
preventing excessive and destabilizing accumulations of conventional armaments, is in paragraph 4
of the Annex to 46/36L: ‘The Register shall be open for consultation by representatives of Member
States at any time.” On the one hand this is testimony to the philosophy of the architects of the
Register, that progress must be incremental. First we must create transparency and then deal with
the question of how to utilize the information. But from the beginning of the exercise it became
clear that how the data were to be used was a question that many states wanted answered prior to,
or at least concurrent with, submitting data on their exports and imports. This may also be the
approach of those states which did submit data during the first year but did so at a minimal level of
transparency. So it may not be possible to totally avoid the question of using the data, and
transforming the Register from a database on conventional arms to an instrument of cooperative
security must be dealt with as the Register itself develops.

Regional registers as a supplement to the global Register

One approach is to apply or adapt the Register approach to specific regions. The ‘regionalization’ -
of the Register has been a part of the exercise from the beginning. Paragraph 17 of 46/3L ‘Calls
upon all Member States to cooperate at a regional and subregional level, taking fully into account
the specific conditions prevailing in the region or sub region, with a view to enhancing and
coordinating international efforts aimed at increased openness and transparency in armaments.’

“a ‘Wagenmakers, op. cit., 20-21.
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During the deliberations of the 1992 panel which adjusted the category definitions and developed the
operating procedures, several interventions from developing countries made the point that the seven
categories of weapons systems were at such a high level of capability that they excluded most of the
conventional arms being ‘excessively accumulated’ and used in regional conflicts, especially in places
such as Sub-Saharan Africa and Central America. During the workshops held in the spring of 1993
by the UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, Member States not on the panel also made it clear that
regional factors must somehow be integrated into the process. For example Ambassador Karmal of -
Pakistan openly questioned the origin of the weapons categories and doubted their applicability to
the South Asian region.*? And of course there is the example of the CSCE procedures of sharing
information on conventional weapons inventories and troop locations, as well as the Open Skies
agreement. As previously mentioned the submission of data to the Register in the first year varied

- widely by region, providing further evidence that regionalization of the register process may well bring
immediate dividends. In a recent address to the UN Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters, the
UN Secretary General provided the strongest boost yet for this approach. ‘Regional registers should
now be the next step. They have the advantage of allowing the categories of weapons to be
registered to reflect the security concerns felt in. the region.®

- What would be the specific advantages of regionalization?™ One can assume that states in a
particular region share similar approaches to transparency and openness. In Latin America for
example, the role of the military has been traditionally strong, resulting in a reluctance to release
military information. A process which focuses just on Latin America may well increase participation.
Second, many regions already have mechanisms and organizations in place into which the register
approach could be integrated. Many of these organizations are formally linked to the United Nations,
which itself has begun to reemphasize the role of regional security organizations as part of the new
UN.® Third, the causes and conduct of armed conflict vary significantly by region. This is
particular true of the categories and types of weapons whose excessive accumulation are the object
of the register process. Also, in those regions where security questions can be regionalized, the
register process can be easily integrated, a step that is critical if the register is to go beyond mere

nAm&sﬁmAhmademaLTmmpamthmamcn&ARc@onﬂPmpecﬂvq’Trmmqmmﬂk
Mediterranean Region, Disarmament Topical Papers 15 (New York: United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs, 1993),
47-50. :

8 4 ddress of the Secretary General 1o the Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters, United Nations Press release
SG/SM/94/3, 12 January 1994.

“FormcprosandcmsofrcgiouaﬁmﬁonofmeUNchisterseeJosephDiOﬁaro,IheRegiamlimﬁmoftheW
Register of Conventional Arms, paper presented to the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, 30 March
1994, :

45 For an important example sce UN Secretary General, An Agenda for Peace, UN DoaxmentA/ﬂfzﬂ (New York
+ ,United Nations, 17 June 1992), 17-19.
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collection and dissemination of data on conventional arms. Fourth, the arms acquisition culture and
processes tend to be region-specific. In some cases the major arms exporter countries play a crucial
role and would have to be integrated into the process. In other regions this is not the case. A
regional approach could control for such differences.

On the other hand, there are disadvantages to the regional approach, especially if it would mean a
diminution of the global effort. For one thing, most conflict scenarios involve weapons imported from -
outside the region. Care must be taken that these suppliers are integrated into the process. Second,
a great deal of the support for the global UN Register process has come from the developing world,
- who see this as an opportunity to challenge the industrialized world to cut back on its own military
effort so that economic assistance can be increased. The global approach also allows some states to
use the Register as a more general political pulpit. Third, key regional actors have traditionally called
on disarmament and arms contro! mechanisms to be universal and nondiscriminatory. The Register
has the makings of just such a mechanism and it would hardly make sense for the developing world
to abandon the effort. In essence, the two approaches can supplement each other.

Developing a Global Consultative Mechanism

Be it regional or global, converting or developing the Register into a cooperative security regime
involves a similar set of steps. Much has been written and proposed in the way of cooperative
security regimes since the end of the Cold War. The CSCE has added structures and processes which
push it a long way towards a genuine cooperative security regime. While no consensus has emerged |
regarding a formula for cooperative security, Chayes and Chayes have come pretty close in a recent
conceptual chapter to the book Global Engagement: Cooperation and Security in the 21st Century.*
They have identified five central elements which can serve as a guide as to where the Register is at
the moment and how it can develop into a consultative mechanism for the accomplishment of higher

level objectives.

1) A strong normative base :

2)  Inclusiveness and non-discrimination

3) ' Transparency

4) Active management
— Information Management -
— Policy review and assessment
— Capacity building

* 48 Brookings Institution, 1994.
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— Interpretation and dispute settlement
— Adaptation and flexibility
5) Sanctions

The second and third elements, transparency, inclusiveness and non-discrimination, are central to the
Register and have been discussed. More important for the development of an effective consultative
mechanism are the questions of norms and active management.

: .Noms

For the Register to develop or be incorporated into a cooperative security regime, it must be based
on norms agreed to by the majority of the states participating in the Register and any follow-on
consultative mechanism. What are these norms likely to be? It is not surprising that the norm of
- international peace and security appears prominently in resolution 46/36L, since this norm is the basis
for the UN Charter itself. Few will argue that this norm has legal status. The key question that has
been asked throughout the history of the United Nations is how this norm is to be achieved. Does
resolution 46/36L. contain norms of behaviour which if followed could achieve this larger goal? For
one, it could be said that even at this point the norm of transparency and openness in the form of
public disclosure of sensitive military information, currently that of arms exports and imports, has
begun to take hold. It is mentioned early and often in resolution 46/36L. Additionally, eighty three
countries participated in the first year of the Register, including all of the major supplier states.
Increased participation, both horizontally (more states) and vertically (more information) will enhance
the development of this norm. '

But there are other norms embedded in 46/36L that have the potential to develop, indeed must
develop lest the register process stall at the level of data production. For example, the first
preambular paragraph states ‘Realizing that excessive and destabilizing arms build-ups pose a threat
to national, regional and international peace and security, particularly by aggravating tensions and
conflict situations, giving rise to serious and urgent concerns.’ This phrase ‘excessive and destabilizing’
appears in paragraph 2, paiagraph 4(a), and paragraph 12. Also appearing through out the resolution
is reference to ‘restraint’ by states in exporting and importing armaments. As previously mentioned
in this report, this resolution stems directly from the Iraqi experience. In asense it is the codification
of the norms deemed by the international community to have been violated by Irag. ‘

At this juncture in the history of the Register, the only support for the norm of preventing excessive
and destabilizing accumulations is the fact that 150 countries voted for the resolution. This brings
up the question of the role of General Assembly resolutions in the development of international .
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norms and law. Such a discussion is beyond the scope of this paper but must be addressed in a
summary fashion since the sole source of norms in this case is resolution 46/36L and subsef;ucnt
adherence to its procedures by states. Levi’s basic international law text states that UN General
Assembly resolutions:

reflect a majority consensus about (but not nea&ssan]y consent to) expectatlons of

future state behaviour and may eventually become law...these resolutions have some

effect upon the behaviour of states as soft law or as a means of social communication.

In examining the practice of states, one can assume that in any case two conditions

- must be fulfilled for these resolutions to approximate the making of law. First they -

must refer to principles and norms suitable for generalization. Second, they must be

credible...the majority passing these resolutions must contain most or many of those

states needed to make them operative. In sum, international organizations can

contribute to the growth of law. They do not make law.*”"

The two conditions stated above seem to be fulfilled for resolution 46/36L. One hundred and fifty
states agreed to the norms of transparency and openness, and the prevention of excessive and
destabilizing accumulations of conventional arms. Within that 150 are all of the major arms supplier
states. As previously mentioned, some key developing countries objected to the resolution in its
initial form but the final product reflected their concerns, enabling the vote of 150-0. ‘

Janis’ basic international law text provides additional insights into the role of General Assembly
resolutions in the development of norms. He first points out that the UN Charter empowers the
General Assembly to ‘initiate studies and make recommendations for the purpose of promoting
international cooperation in the political field and encouraging the progressive development of
international law and its codification.’ But the voting behaviour of the Member States may also assist
in the development of norms. “The vote of a state on a matter before an international organization
is itself an act of that state, and the balloting of many states on a specxﬁc quesnon may in some
circumstances illustrate a consensus about a customary rule.”®

| Active management
The first aspect of managing a cooperative sécurity regime is information management-collection,

evaluation, verification and analysis. In the case of the Register this task will be onerous. The
collection function is underway, with the UN Centre for Disarmament (UNCDA) establishing a

47 Werner Levi, Contemporary Intemational Law (Boulder: Westview Press, 1991), 48-49.
4% Mark Janis, An Introduction to International Law (Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1993)-
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- database where data on exports and imports from the forms submitted by each country are entered.

But as the first year’s experience demonstrated, even this most simple of tasks can create problems.
Some states did not participate because the form and its associated procedures were not clear.
Although they did conduct workshops, UNCDA did not feel that they had the mandate to be
proactive in soliciting submissions, given the voluntary nature of the Register. More importantly,
several of the major powers on the 1992 panel insisted that the 1992 report outlining the procedures
for the Register specifically limit the role of UNCDA, even in this most mundane of tasks. As a
result, Colombia submitted its inventory of weapons using the arms import form, and there was little
that UNCDA did or could do to let Colombia know of this error in reporting. And there were other
examples where a state mis-reported items by putting them in the incorrect weapons category. But
the most important effect of this restricted role was in the collection of data. UNCDA is still
reluctant to remind member states of the responsibilities that they themselves agreed to in 46/36L.
For example, the 1994 group is charged with taking into account the views of individual Member
states on the first year of operation of the Register and its expansion. This seems like an ideal
opportunity for the administrative arm of an organization to become proactxve and solicit such views.
This has not happened. -

As for the evaluation and analysis of the data, UNCDA is even more proscribed from conducting this
type of function. Some of this is a function of the ‘Cold War UN’ where the superpowers, especially
the United States, insured that any attempt by the UN to develop an independent analytical role,
especially in security and disarmament matters, was squashed even before it got started. An
illustration of the effects of such a role came during the publication of the report in October 1993
of the results from the first year of operation of the Register. All through the summer of 1993 states
were submitting their returns. UNCDA had set up a database and found it easy to enter data, almost
in real time. But when it came time to compile the data for the required report to the Secretary
General and the public at large, UNCDA felt that their ‘receive and compile’ mandate allowed them
only to reprint the forms submitted by the Member States. This resulted in a very long report (over
100 pages), with the only analysis being a chart showing which countries had participated and the type
of information submitted by each.”’ The director of UNCDA and the head of the 1992 Panel,
Ambassador Wagenmakers (who was in New York for the First Committee meetings) held a press
conference to publicize the historic nature of the report and declare it a successful first step. Some
20 journalists were in attendance and asked in vain for a summary of the report. - Which country

- exported the most weapons? Which regions impdrted the most? Did China report? Did everybody

49 UN Secretary General, UnuedeuRegmaomemmonaIAnm,UNDowmtAMSB“(Ncw York: United
.Nations, 11 October 1993).
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tell the truth? To all of these questions these men had to defer to public sources, despite the fact
they both had been intimately familiar with the data for at least a month. As of October 1993 the
UNCDA did not feel that it could even rank order exporters and importers based on the official data.

As for verification of the data, previously addressed in this report, the UNCDA has an even more
sensitive problem on its hands. First, the Register is a confidence building mechanism in which -
verification per se is up to the Member States. It is not an ams coritrol treaty with a verification
body. As has been shown earlier in this report, however, it is possible to compare export and import
reports to ‘verify’ the data up to a point. For similar political reasons, UNCDA did not conduct such
an analysis, leaving it to Member States and NGOs to use the raw data of the report to draw such
conclusions. These latter bodies are quite capable of doing so and the analyses produced were
quickly accepted as valid and useful. But it only served to highlight the minimal role of UNCDA in
an information management role. It should be added that UNCDA has recently added staff
experienced in such analysis, increasing its capability to do much more in the way of information
management. This will certainly produce valuable internal assessments but it remains to be seen if
this capability will translate into a more proactive role for UNCDA in the management and
promotion of the Register as envisioned in the Chayes and Chayes cooperative security scheme.

As for the other components of the management function — policy review, capacity building,

interpretation and dispute settlement — the ground work for such a development has yet to be started.

Even if the UNCDA role in information management should grow to the point where it can be more
proactive in enhancing participation and conducting analysis, the large question remains. What is to

be done with the information? How will it be used to accomplish the consensus goals of 46/36L,

preventing the excessive and destabilizing accumulations of conventional weapons? Resolution 46/36L
assigned this task to the CD in paragraph 12: ‘Requests the Conference on Disarmament to address

as soon as possible the question of the interrelated aspects of the excessive and destabilizing

accumulation of arms.” As can be seen from a perusal of the final report of the 1993 CD, this is and

always has been an impossible task. China, Algeria and Egypt pressed to identify a ‘common

understanding’ of the concept, while most other states felt that it was either impossible, very difficult
or premature to attempt such a definition.® :

Bytmsmnel.amanccanquuhadpuumbedmeaanalyssofmeﬁrstyearofrzpamg.AhoprEhmgmpaum
BASIC, Moving Toward Transparency: An Evaluation of the United Nations Register of Conventional Armaments (Washington:
British American Security Information Council, October 1993); Malcolm Chalmers and Owen Greene, The United Nations
Register of Conventional Arms: AnIndenwnmanmoflheFquxrt(Bmdfmd,UKBradfmdUnmtyDepam
of Peace Studies, October 1993).

st 1993 CD Final Report, op. cit., 7-8.
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Central to the development of the Register is answering the question who or which body will
determine what is ‘excessive an destabilizing’ If the question can only be answered in relation to a
specific region or context, how will this be done? One response is traditional diplomacy. States
‘concerned with build-ups will confer, jawbone, cajole, threaten, promise, in short use the tools
traditionally available to states. However, it would seem that the Iraq war and its descendant, 46/36L
pushes the international community beyond such an approach. If one assumes that most of the Iraqi
arms build-up was generally known by states, the ‘traditional diplomacy” method failed.

What is needed is some sort of consultative mechanism beyond traditional diplomacy, an established
body which would meet regularly to address the data in the Register. What would be the purposes
of such a mechanism? First, the establishment of some permanent or established body would lower
the political (and economic) costs of addressing excessive and destabilizing arms build-ups, particularly
if such a process is to be part of the UN system. One can imagine the turmoil on the floor of the
First Committee if country A demands that an experts group be commissioned to look into an arms
build-up in country B. Country B would object, based on the legitimate point that the mere fact that
they submitted their data to the Register is indication that the acquisitions reported were legal and
legitimate. A way has to be found whereby the questioning of build-ups is part of confidence
building. A recent example of this problem is the acquisition of 2 Russian submarine by Iran. Russia,
Iran and an incensed and worried United States all weighed in with the rationales for supporting or
objecting to this transfer. But this ‘exchange of views’ took place in public with 2 maximum amount
of rhetoric and little in the way of confidence building. Had a consultative mechanism been available
states would have been more free at a much lower political cost to address the issue at hand. Iran
may well have presented arguments which could have persuaded the US and other interested regional

states that it was a legitimate purchase. If fears pcxsisted,'perhaps such a consultation would have
led to further transparency measures in the region which could have reassured the concerned parties.

A consultative mechanism could also regularize the determination of excessive and destabilizing by
recruiting a set of non-governmental experts to render objective assessments of military balances.
Gradually this body of experts could gain the confidence of states concerned. It might be possible

for such a mechanism to serve as the focal point for the consideration of new categories and types

of weapons top be added to the Register. Such a process would also allow the integration of
perceptions into the determination of excessive and destabilizing accumulations, a particularly
important point given that such accumulations only occur in a specific regional context. This
consultative mechanism would have to insure that all parties to any issue raised would be a
participant, avoiding the situation illustrated by the Iran submarine case illustrated above. This puts
additional emphasis on the importance of a non-discriminatory mechanism. In sum, the consultative
mechanism must be a setting or venue which serves as a focal point for raising issues and building
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confidence. It must serve to resolve questions that states may have about build-ups. And in the end,
it must be able to accomplish the goals put forth in the Chayes and Chayes model, that of
mterprctatxon and dispute settlement.

Some models and options

Ad Hoc Multilateral Group. A first approach to creating such a mechanism would be the convening
of a multilateral group, which would represent the traditional diplomatic approach. This would
require little in the way organizational development but would not go beyond the situation now in
place. Staying with the Iranian submarine example, is it likely that all of the interested parties would
meet to discuss this issue? Those favouring the transfer (Russia and Iran) may not want to admit any -
to any problem by attending such a meeting. Given current US-Iranian relations, the US might not
be able to convene such a meeting. In short, traditional diplomacy still works but as we saw in the
case of the P-5 talks, the ‘traditional’ approaches have inherent weaknesses. In any case ‘traditional’
usually implies secrecy, the exact opposxte of the transparency and openness which is the goal of the
Register.

" UN Disarmament Commission. The UN Disarmament Commission is already established, is universal
in membership, and has a mandate to deal with issues such as those which emerge from the Register
process. The disadvantages are that it is at the moment only a debating society with no power to pass
resolutions which stand a chance of influencing states’ behaviour. One option may be to establish
a sub-group of the UNDC which could be charged with rendering judgments and interpretations as
to military build-ups. The lack of enforcement potential remains a serious drawback to using UNDC
as a consultative mechanism.

Conference on Disarmament — Geneva. The CD has been active for the past two years in discussing
and making recommendations as to the development of the Register. Disarmament is the sole

_concern of the CD and they have extensive negotiating experience. Expert groups assembling in
Geneva in support of the CD are common practice, so one could contemplate an annual session to
evaluate the Register data with the support of military analysts. But, as previously discussed, the
progress in the CD on the question of expanding the Register has been minimal. The procedures
employed by the CD are very cumbersome, although the speed at which they are negotiating the
CTBT may bode well for a change in the efficiency of this organization.

Annual Review Panel. Since the Register process has already convened two panels or groups of
experts, perhaps an annual review panel could be built into the process. It would be modeled after
the first two panels, ie., geographically as well as functionally representative in regard to the
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acquisition of conventional arms. It should include the leading producers, exporters and importers
and include representatives from all regions where ‘excessive and destabilizing’ accumulations might
occur. In addition to governmental ‘experts’ it should include consultants who are specialists in
analyzing military balances. If it was an annual panel, which met for a week in the fall of each year,
it would have the latest data and could take advantage of the fact that the First Committee meetings
usually involve the top security experts from cach Member State. It would have the advantages of
‘a ‘stand-alone’ organization, that is an independent entity unencumbered by previously established
procedures and other aspects of organizational culture. It would also overcome the problem of
assigning analytical, interpretative and dispute settlement tasks to the UNCDA, which would perform
a support role for this panel. The disadvantages would be a reluctance to establish yet another
organization to deal with security and disarmament issues.

GATT-Like Panel. If the norm development analyzed above comes to pass, Le., states continue to
reinforce the norm of transparency by submitting more data to the Register and eventually agree to
take actions to prevent excessive and destabilizing accumulations, it is possible to contemplate using
the approach of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), soon to become the World
Trade Organization (WTO). GATT is an agreement in which Member States agree to a certain set
of norms in the form of fair and open trading practices over a range of specific commodities. Should
- any state object to the practices of any other, this state may formally bring the complaint to GATT,
which then initiates a dispute settlement process. The first step is for GATT to host a face to face
meetmg with the concerned parties, in an attempt to have them settle ‘out of court.” Should this fail,
the dispute is then evaluated by a panel of independent and disinterested experts, which decides in
favour of one party or the other. These rulings have gained in weight over the years, along with the
growth of the consensus on the norms established by GATT. When the WTO takes effect in 1995,

these rulings will be binding on members.

The Register process is only beginning to develop a set of norms which could be utilized by such a
pancl. But this approach has some clear advantages. First, while the process would be a permanent
part of the UN system (perhaps part of UNDC or the CD), it only would meet when there is a
complaint. In the case of the Register, a state might use such a system to query a particular state on
a particularly troublesome acquisition (e.g., the Iranian submarine). Second, if like in GATT all
member states agree to such a procedure, there is little political cost in convening the panel. Third,
it does not require a permanent set of experts. In GATT there is a roster of experts who serve on

521 am indebted to Roa Cleminson of the Canadian government who bas used this term, as wel as ‘stand beside’ and
‘‘stand within,” in describing options for an international verification agency in support of a nuclear test ban treaty.
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these panels on a rotating basis. Finally, therdecx'sion's reached do not have to be binding. One must
remember that it took GATT almost 50 years to get to this point. :

Proposals

The above discussion of the enhancement of the Register contains numerous proposals andisuggested
changes to the Register. The following set of broad proposals serve to summarize the major avenues
of developing the Register. _ :

L Data on procurement through national production and military holdings must be added to the
Register process as soon as possible. First, this was the political agreement made which resulted in
 the vote of 150-0 on 46/36L which established the Register and its norms of transparency of
information on conventional armaments and the prevention of excessive and destabilizing
accumulations. Without this step the Register process will quickly fade into irrelevance. Second,
accomplishing the major goal of the Register, preventing destabilizing arms build-ups, cannot be
achieved with arms transfer data alone. It is also very important that the level of obligation to submit
transparent data must apply equally to all three types of information.

IL. The UNCDA must be given a specific mandate and increased role to reduce the discrepancies
uncovered in the first year of reporting. This must be seen as a technical or administrative mandate
with the goal of maximizing the accuracy of data submitted. Emphasis should be place on things like
submitting data in the correct categories, entering imports in the correct format, etc. To this end
UNCDA should have the authority to contact states on a bilateral basis when they detect errors in
reporting. They should also establish periodic workshops in the spring of each year, designed to give
tutorials to those governmental officials charged with submitting data. If possible these workshops
should be in the respective regions, but holding them in New York for the national missions would

be a start.

II. Consideration should be given to UNCDA or a sub-group of interested states offering assiStanee
to states in the submission of data. This is the essence of Chayes and Chayes function of capacity
building. Such a function might include training of military analysts. ~

IV. The Register must be more vigorously promoted, since this report concluded that a significant
number of states did not pérticipate due to indifference. UNCDA could have a role in accomplishing
increased participation by taking more seriously its role as the representative of the Secretary
General. For example it could be proactive in soliciting views of Member States as mandated in
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46/36L, and such a mandate could be extended each year in a General Assembly resolution. Those
key states supportive of the Register should also consider de marches, handbooks, conferences and
any other mechanism which would serve to publicize the Register. States still reluctant to participate
should be the primary targets of such efforts. :

V. In addition to participation, the norms of the Register process should be vigorously promoted.
Past and current build-ups could be noted in publications, conferences and workshops. The global
community needs to be convinced that excessive and destabilizing accumulatmns, beyond Iraq remain

a real threat to international security. : :

VL The UNCDA must be given increased responsibility in the area of information management
beyond that noted in proposal IL. It must be charged with evaluating and vetifying' submitted data,
at least at the. level of producing those basic assessments which NGOs and Member States will
routinely produce. They should be able to tell the world who exported the most arms, which country
owns the most tanks, and which country reported producing the most anti-tank missiles. UNCDA
also needs to be given more latitude in releasing the submitted information on a more timely basis.

VIL Itis premature to add new categories of weapons to the universal Register at this time, since
1o consensus can be formed around any particular system. Additional categories should be added
in one of two ways. First, the establishment of regional variants of the Register may deal with the
issue of no consensus, since one region and no other might view a part:cular weapon system as
potentially destabilizing if accumulated in excessive quantities. A second approach is to have a special
consultative mechanism (e.g., annual review panel) be assigned the task of considering such additions
and'making recommendations. Some mechanism must be developed to accomplish the task of adding
additional categories if the Reglster is to be dynamic and keep up with technological advances.

VIIL Several key states are dcmandmg that weapons of mass destruction be part of the Register.
Little support for this proposal exists since these weapons are dealt with in other organizations,
treaties and regimes. The two best approaches to dealing with this matter are the Argentinean
approach and the German nuclear transparency initiative. They should be supported but not as part
of the UN Register of Conventional Arms. v

IX. Technology transfer plays a key role in the development of conventional weapons. Given past

experience in attempting to control these technologxes, especially those which are dual-use, and the
current environment which promota technology transfer for development, no attempt should be
made to include technology transfer or indigenous development as part of the Register process.
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X Maximum eﬁort should be made at the mtematxonal level to promote the regionalization of the
Register as a supplement to, not a substitute for, the global UN Regxster ' . ~

XI. Work should begin now on developing a consultative mecham‘sm which can perform the reqmred
functions of a cooperative security regime, especially interpretation, dispute settlement and sanctions.
Initially this effort should focus on an annual panel, cventuaﬂy emetgmg into a GATT-like panel if
the norms of the Register take hold. ; _ : -

Future Research

Much of the research to be conducted in the support of the Register is obvious from this report and
its major policy proposals. However, the one area where some extensive academic research could
produce some meaningful results is in the area of developing a consultative mechanism for the
Register. Summarized below is a proposal previously submitted by the author to the United States
Institute of Peace. Even if this research grant is funded, the subject matter is so complex that it
would benefit greatly from a multi-disciplinary effort and is submitted in the hope that a joint U.S.-
Canadian research effort could tackle the research. :

Focused Comparison of Arms Build-Ups

The UN Register is ultimately intended to prevent ‘excessive and destabilizing accumulations’ of -
armaments. Yet accurately defining such, especially in advance of a conflict, is problematic. The first |
part of the research will seek to broach this issue by conducting a focused comparison of cases where
build-ups did and did not lead to conflict, leading to policy relevant theory regarding the correlation
between arms build-ups and the initiation of hostilities. Particular attention will be paid to the role
of perceptions in the interplay between weapon accumulations and conflict. The goal is to develop
aset of parameters which would enable the Register (or similar transparency instruments) to identify,
track and provide timely warning of potential conflict. Such research will not only build upon the
methods currently employed by national intelligence, noting the limitations on such methods at the
regional or international level, but also draw upon the extensive earlier work of Dr. Laurance and
others (e.g., Stephanie Neuman, Robert Harkavy, Keith Krause, and the CASCON project at MIT)
* in assessing relative capabilities while taking into account the perceptions and misperceptions of
actors.

Specifically, the following questions will be asked for each of the cases: -
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o What was the pattern of accumulation of conventional armaments on both sides prior to the
outbreak of conlflict (or the absencc of conflict in the cases where accumulations did not lead
to conflict)? - :

] How were these bmld-ups perceived by the primary rchonal actors and/or their major

'supporters and supplier states?

° In those cases where build-ups were a major factor in the outbreak of eonﬂxct, what were the
perceived characteristics of the weapons systems (qualitative and quantitative) which made
.them destabilizing (or stabilizing in the case of no conflict)?

° ‘What was the nature of the consultative process among actors (organization, communications,
etc.) in each of the cases examined?

Focused Comparison of International Institutions and Their Consultative Mechanisms

Utilizing the generalizations and policy relevant theory generated in the first part of the research, the
project then addresses the potential range of consultative mechanisms which might employ the data
generated by the UN Register or other transparency mechanisms. The first step is to evaluate the
role that existing organizations play or can play in the utilization of the Register as a tool for
preventive diplomacy. Organizations to be studied include the UN Centre for Disarmament Affairs
(UNCDA), the UN organization charged with administering the Register. At present, this
organization plays a minimal role and its expansion into a consultative mechanism will require
significant expansion and development. This will not occur without a consensus of the major arms
supplier states, especially the United States. This research is expected to produce major policy
| recommendations regarding the use of UNCDA as the focal point of consultative activity. In addition
to the UNCDA the project will take advantage of the extensive experience and research conducted
in the International Organizations and Nonproliferation project at the Monterey Institute of
International Studies to evaluate the consultative processes of other international institutions which
might provide lessons learned. These include the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons (OPCW), the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). Particularly important will be the study of regional organizations. From the
beginning of the Register exercise its founders and developers have recognized that while a universal
and nondiscriminatory Register was essential as a first step, transparency in armaments must eventual-
ly be applied at the regional level. In this regard both the Organization of American States (OAS)
and the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) have begun to consider adopting a
regional version of the arms register. In addition to both of these organizations, the experience of
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) will be examined in detail, since it
has transparency in armaments and dispute settlement procedures in place.
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In addition to studying those organizations traditionally charged with addressing security issues, this
~ project will investigate other international organizations and institutions which have conflict resolution
and dispute settlement as part of their mandate. The primary target of this aspect of the research
~ will be the GATT, focusing on its panel approach to resolving disputes. GATT is particularly
appropriate since it relies on voluntary submission of transparent data and compliance with the
recommendations of panels. This focused comparison of international institutions and their
consultative mechanisms will result in the development of a variety of approaches capable of
provuimg ea.rly warning of destabilizing and excessive build-ups and the defusmg of potentially
conflictual situations though preventive diplomacy.

Appendices

A. Statements by Member States on the UN Register during the First Committee Session, Fall 1993 »

B. Articles, Books and Reports on the UN Register

I
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EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENTS MADE BY MEMBER STATES AT THE
- 48TH SESSION OF THE FIRST COMMITTEE REGARDING THE REGISTER
OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS

1. GENERAL VIEWS -

Australia ’

Australia is pleascd that many countries submitted returns to the Register and encourages all other
countrics to follow their support for the consensus resofution with participation in the Register.
Australia looks forward to active involvement in the GA and the CD on the future development of
global transparency mechanisms and arms acquisition guidelines. (A/C.1/48/SR.3)

Bangladesh -
Bangladesh believes that thcre must be a focus on the question of interrclated aspccts of excessive and

destabilizing accumulation of arms, including military holdings and procuremcnt through national
production. There is a necd to elaborate universal and nondiscriminatory means to enhance openncss
and transparency in this field. States ought not acquire conventional capabilities beyond their
perceived and objective needs. There should be provisions for excess quota for weaker states, where
feasible, to redress regional balance. Transparency, restraint, responsible policies and good neighborly
" behavior are essential clements in increasing regional and global stability, security and peace.
(A/C.1/48/SR.6)

Belarus
Belarus agrees on the Register important role in promoting confidence building. (A/C.1/4&/SR.8)

Cape Verde .
Cape Verde welcomes the progress made by the GA regarding the Register, however, much still needs

to be done to improve transparcncy in other categories of armaments.

Favors the adoption of appropriate and practicul transparency mcasures in the field of armament and
international arms transfers, and participates in the Register. In this conncetion, China also believes
that no transparency in armaments should undermine or diminish the sccurity of any country and that
any measure 10 expand the scope of transparency must be formulated jointly by all states through .
consultations on equal footing. China maintains that the military forces of all states should be used
solely for self-defence, and that no country should seek armaments exceeding its legitimate defence
needs. For its part, China always treats conventional weapon transfers with prudence and
responsibility, the quanlity of its transfers being very small. China calls upon ather countries to
exercise the same self-restraint in the transfer of conventional weapons. (A/C.1/48/SR.8) ..

Colombia
The Register is a manifestation of international solidarity and cooperation. The Register fosters

confidence-building and general and complete disarmament. (A/C.1/48/SR.8)




Congo
The Register constitutes an important initiative in the promotion of confidence and tramparcncy in

armaments. (A/C.1/48/SR.13)

Costa Rica _
The Register constitutes a step {urward towards general and complete disarmament and improves the
access to objective information, transparency and moderation in armaments. (A/C.1/48/SR.9)

Cuba
Cuba believes that the chmer reflects the ﬁrst experience of member States regarding the

transmission of data rclating to the transfer.of arms. Cuba was among the 80 countries which
participated in the Register. This number is significant for the first year of opcr.mon
(A/C.1/48/SR.12) .

Czech Republic
Notes that despite the division of the former Czechosloxalua, both the Czech Republic and Slovakza

were able to report to the Register. The Czech Republic is dedicated to participating in the further
improvement and devclopment of the Register and calls on all countries which have not yet done so to

submit their na:ional reports without delay.

Democratic Pcople’s Republic of Korea

The realities after the establishment of the Register shows that this system still has many problems

which must be solved in order to halt the arms race and to substantially contribute to the reduction of

all weapons of mass destruction. The DPRK is concerned that, even after the establishment of the

Register, exports of arms to developing couatries have not decreased and technologies for sophisticated

_ weaponry continue to be transferred. The Register further encourages the arms race rather than
realizing its aim of confidence building.

Finland
The Reg Register is a step towards preventing excessive and destabilizing accumnlatxons of conventional

 weapons. Finland encourages countries which have not yet done so to report. The data provided thus
far covers 95% of exports and 75% of imports, which is a "fairly guod" outcome.

Gabon
Gabon belicves the Register to be an important milestone in controlling conventional wcapon exports.

(A/C.1/48/SR.14)

India ‘
‘I‘hc arms build-up exemplified by the hugc military outlays of the lu.rgc military spenders and
exporters of armaments greatly affects developing countries and India has long advacated that steps be
taken to curb thesc tendencics.  India is impressed that everyone wants transparency in arms transfers
but is concerned that transparency is becoming an end in itself. In their view, transparency would
serve no purpose if it does not achieve the objective of reduction in massive arms trunsfers. India has
long stood for curbing excess military expenditurcs which fuels the arms race. The aims should be
general reduction of conventional arms acruss the globe to levels dictated by minimum needs of
defence. An important dimension of transparency in armaments is the illicit arms trade which is most
dangerous because of its destabilising and destructive effects through the fueling of phenomenon like
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state-spomored terrorism directed agamst other countries, subversmn and drug ua[ﬁckmg
(A/C.1/48/SR.11)

Japan

The Register is an important element in the international effort to curb the unregulated and
unprincipled transfer of weapons. Japan hopes that a substantially larger number of States will
understand the significance of the Register and will pasticipatc.

While the basic objective of the Register is to increase transparency and to foster the growth of
confidence, Japan is of the view that, in addition to thjs global approach, there is also a need to
promote regional cooperation. This would include devising supplementary measures of transparency

adjusted to the specific characteristics of cach region.

Kamkhstan
The Register Register cannot be a practical submtutc for arms reduction, bul could increase cunfidence-building

at rcglona.l and subregional levels. (AIC 1/48/SR.12)

Maldws
Maldives believes that the establishment of the Regxster is a productive first step towards controlling

the spread of conventional arms.  Maldives supports further development and strengthening of the
Register. The success of the Register lies in the commitment of thc member Statcs to military

transparency at a regiopal and international level.

Malta '
Malta noted that the ongoing conﬂxcts on the territorics of the former Yugoslavia and the former

Soviet Union illustrate the importance of efforts to promote greater transparency and accountablhty in
~ the field of conventional arms transfers. (A/C.1/48/SR.14)

Mongolia
With the cstabhshmem of the Register and the adopuon by the UNDC of ~Substantial Guldehm.s and

Recommendations for Objective Informanon on Military Maners” the cause of promoting transparency
in military matters gained significant momentum. Mongoha notes with satisfaction that the first report
of the chnm contains information submitted by major suppliers and mclp)cnts alike.

Netherlands
The fact that 80 nations reported, including over 200 a.rms transfers, is a promising start. Thc public

data now available through the Registcr creates transparency on conventional arms transfers and thus
effectively contributes to confidence-building among the community of states. Tn order (o provide the
maximum level of transparency and confidence, the Netherlands asks for timely returns.  Despite the
impressive pecformance of the Reg:ster in its first year, the number of States reporting is insufficient -

- maximum participation is necessary in order to create confidence and trust among the member nations.

" The retums of member States to the Register so far are to be hailed as firm support for the concept

embodied ip the Register. The concrete data supplied arc highly relevant as are nil retums. Nil
returns have both political and factual bearing. Political, since the stute concemed shows the political

preparedness to voluntarily report to the chxster Tactual, since the return itself officially reports that
no arms transicr has taken place.

+ Nicaragua
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Notes that two Central American countries have submitted their information to the Register. |
Nicaragua Hopes the Register will contribute to geperal and complete disarmament and hopes that the
Register will eventually become universal as it contributes to transparency in armaments,
(A/C.1/48/SR.6)

Philippines '
The Philippines welcomes measures which promote openness zmd u-amparcncy, such as the chistcr

Our world demands a heightened level of responmbﬂny from all states, parucularly those who
presently manufacture and supply the bulk of the weapons.

Republic of Korca '
The Republic of Korea helieves that it is encouraging to see that cighty countries have regxstcrcd their

arms transfers, including the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council. The
Republic of Korea submitted their data in May 1993 as well as its legislative and administrative
policies on arms transfers. Universal participation in the Register is the key to its success and Korca
urges all member- States which have not yet done so 10 submit their data at an carly datc. At the
same time, Korea looks forward to further discussicas at the global and regional Jevels on the
implementation and development of the registration system. (A/C.1/48/SR.11) -

Romania
Romania submitted data on imports and exports of conventional arms to thc Register. 'I'ranspa.rency in

armaments rcmains one of Romania’s primary concemns.

Russian Federation
The Russian Federution supports the cfforts of the United Nations to establish the chxster and

confirms their intentions 10 continue to provide, on a yearly basis, data to the Register.

Sicrra Leone | * | lH
It is necessary to discuss universal and nondlscnmmawq' means to enhance openncss and transparency
in the field of conventional armaments, particularly through the use of the Register. (A/C.1/48/SR.12)

Swedcn
In order for the Register to become universal it is esscntial that all member-Statcs, in the spirit of

confidence-building, provide information to the UN on this matter. Sweden calls upon the States
which have not yct done so to submit their national reports without delay.

Regarding the continuing operation of the Register, transparency measures need to be developcd in
such a manner so as to encourage the widest possible participation. If the scope of the Register is
cxpanded too rapidly it could increase the difficultics mvolved with compiling data.

Sw:tzerland
Switzerland considers the Register to be 8 major step forward in promotmg tmnspatcncy and furthering

a mult:latcral appmach to arms transfers. (A/C.1/48/SR.4)

Togo _ ‘
Since trunsparency in armaments is the best way to build confidence among nations, Togo hopes

interest in the Register will grow. (A/C.1/48/SR.13)




Ukraine :

Transition to security at lower levels of armaments requires transparency in military matters whxch
becomes an important additional factor in international stability. Ukraine supponts openness in
armaments and is in favor of disclosing information concerning military potentials of States. The
United Nations member States should annually provide such information on a voluntary basxs in
nccordanoe with the relevant resolutions. (A/C.1/48/SR.11)

2. VIEWS EXPRESSED REGARDING THE POSSIBLE EXPANSION OF THE
SCOPE OF THE REGISTLR

Argentina

- Argentina, with other Latin American countries, is doing its utmost to ensure that transparency
becomes a general principle in the region. Argentina is convinced of the value of confidence-building
measures in arms control and disarmament. The Register should gradually be expanded to include all

relevant types of weapons. (A/C.1/48/SR.13)

Austria

The Reg Register has provcd to be a success, with all major arms supphers and recipient states rcporting.
The envisaged expansion of the scope of the Register and the consideration of problems related (o the
transfer of high technology with military application and of weapons of mass destruction will further
increase transparency and subsequently confidence. (A/C.1/48/SR.6)

Belgium (on behalf of the Enropean Community

The states of the EC are pleased by the 80 nations reporting to the Register and appcal to nations
which have not yet reported to do so. Even "nil” reports are significant as they signify participation
and the information is a valuable addition to the data collected. The EC would like to see work dune
towards expanding the Register to include military holdings and national production. The EC
considers that their pamcxpanon would copstitute an important contribution to the work of the Group
of Expens due (0 meet in 1994, (A/C.1/48/SR.5) :

Brazil :
_ The first year of operation of the Register is to be grected as the implementation of an important
confidence building measure. Brazil not only submitted data concerning imports and exports, but
provided background informarion on national stocks and procurement. Brazil hopes that more
countries will participate in the same manner in order to make the Register an cffective m:trument for

the promotion of transparency in armaments.

Bulgaria
Bulgaria is convinced that the Register, as a hrst stcp towanis setting up 4 working mechanism for

transparency, will prove to be an effective international instrument to provent excessive stockpiling of
offensive conventional weapons. Universal participation in the Register could help the United Nations
monitor the acquisition of such weapons, including international arms transfers, military holdings and
procurement through national production. The inclusion in the reports of information relating to
national production is an important element of the future evolution of the Register.




Canada

Canada welcomes the Secretary-General’s decision that the United Nations Register "becornc a priority
task™ for the Centre for Disarmament Affairs. Canada also cites the historic significance of the
establishment of the Register and is gratificd that 80 member-States have complied with the Register,
but notes universal adherence must be ensurcd.  The confidence-building goal of the Register will be
achicved only with both universal adherence to the Register and its further expansion. Canada calls
for the early expansion of the Register to include military holdings and procurement through national
production. _

-

Chile ' '
As the large number of replies rcceived indicates, the mmauon of the Register is a promising step
forward in the sphere of disarmament. Chile belicves the continued improvement of the Register is
essential, with the aim of making it a means of promoting confidence at the bilateral, regional and

" global levels. Cbile not only reports its transfers, but submitted reports on its stocks and would like to
participate in forthcoming meetings of govemmental experts on the subject. (A/C.1/48/SR.3) '

. Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
In order to make the Registcr more cffective, a ban on all arms exports should be included. In

addition, the registration and eventual phased withdrawal of arms and equipment in other countries
should become an element of the Register.

Egypt welcomes the establishment of the Register as a positive step in strengthening the efforts of

arms control and disarmament, taking into consideration the necessity to provide the means for -
upilateral and collective self~dcfence with the minimum degree of armaments. Egypt continues to
strongly believe that the exercise of transparency in armaments should not be limited to certgin
categaries of conventionpal weapons but must include all types of arms, including weapons of mass
destruction and high technology with military application without selectively discriminating among
their various categories.

Fiii
Fiji supports the proposals to cxtend the scope of the Register to include the transfer of high

technology with military applications and weapons of mass destruction. At the same time, nations
must not lose sight of the main focus, aim and purpose of the Register, as excessive accumulation of
arms is' a major destabilizing factor to international peace and security. Submitting information to the
Register demonstrates a readiness to exercise restraint in accumulating arms. Due to the fuct that the
Register is low key, incremental and long-term, it has the putential (o be an cffective instrument of

preventive diplomacy.

Chann
Ghana stresses that the continuing operation of the Register beyond the 49th Session of the GA will be
determined by the efforts made by member states, through a GA Resolution, on the cxpansion of the

scope of the chtster

» Hungary ‘ _
Although participation in the Register is voluntary, it could be worth examining the possibility of

operating some kind of monitoring or review mechanism entailing a crude processing of the furnished
datz. In addition, it is imperative to have some kind of “yardstick” to apply to the data in order "to
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prevent the excessive and destabilizing accumulation of arms”. Once this is detected with the help of
the Register, international action can be considered in order to avert any further deterioration of the
security situation. Hungary attaches utmost importance to this notion of prevention as it should be one
of the concrete novel objectives of ransparency in armaments, '

Iran

The establishment of the Register constitutes the first positive step towards curbing the reckless build-
up of conventional weapons. To become effectiveland universal, the Register should expand to
include all categories and types of arms, including the weapons of mass-destruction, their stockpiles,
indigenous production and weapons undergoing research, development, testing and cvaluation.
Otherwise, if this expansion is not realized, this initiative will fail to achieve its projected goals.
(A/C.1/48/SR.13) ' '

Kenva

By incrcasing transparency an opcenness, the Register will contribute to curbing the conventional arms
race and further reduce tension in volatile regions. Kenya views this as a first sicp towands a new cra
of arms control and therefore expects the Register to be linked with the United Nutions work in
preventive diplomacy and peacemuking. However, Kenya strongly feels that the operation of the
Register cannot be effectively guaranteed without universal, honest and effective participation which
would encompass all arms.related aspects and all categories of weaponry. The Register should include
reliahle background information on exports and imports [rom both the manufacturing and consuming

countries. It should therefore aim at achieving transparency and confidence-building while taking into
account the features peculiar to each region. : : '

Lebanon :
Lcbanon reiterated its support for the Register. The data provided for the Register should also include

information on national arms production. (A/C.1/48/SR.12)

- Madagascar ’ v
Madagascar finds it encouraging that after the tirst year, all major suppliers and buyers have reported.

 The Register should be expanded to include: transfers of high military technology, and arms
stockpiling and procurement through national production. Success of the Register shows that the
problems of disarmament do not require formal treaties for their solution. (A/C.1/48/SR.14) ’

Malaysia ;

Transparency in armaments is an important new focus on confidence building measures to achieve
intemational disarmament. Since international security and stability would be enhanced by increased
openness and transparency, there is an urgent nced for the Unitcd Nations 10 ensure the successful.
jmplementation of the Register. There is a need to expand the scope of the Register by adding sevcral
categories of equipment and data relating to military holdings and procurement. The Register could be
further improved by including detailcd information on R & D, arms storage conditions and military
budgets. There is also a proposal for an.claboration of a code of conduct for arms transfers and to
address the issue of mercenaries.

Netherlands '
The 1994 Experts Group shouid devote its time to the further development of the Register. For

. example increasing the returns in a vertical sense, e.g. reporting on more categoxtics. Thxs would
., include the possibility of inclusion of weapons that are not currently registered (including morc
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detailed information); reporting holdings and arms procurement through national production; and '
making an annual declaration to the United Nauons by mcmber States on the size and orgamzatmn of

their military forces .

New Zealand

The widespread support of the Register is evident form the returns filed by 80 countries this year.
New Zealand has followed the discussion in the Disarmament Commission on proposals for
consolidation and eventual expansion of the Register and related transparency in armaments maticrs.
New Zealand also looks forward to the report of the Group of Experts that will consider the further
expansion of the Register. The long-term viability and success of the Register will be dependent upon
its expansion to cover information on such matters as heldings and procurement of domestically

produced weapons.

Pakistan

Pakistan believes that greater openness and transparency in armaments can undoubtedly serve as a curb
on conventional arms races. That is why Pakistan welcomes the establishment of the Register.
However, the exclusive focus on arms transfers in the absence of the requirement to disclose domestic
holdings and production gives an incomplete picture of arms balances in a region and its sub-regions.

Poland

Polznd anaches great importance to the issue of "Transparency in Armaments” and supports the
rclevant CD proposals. The idea of an international exchange of information on military holdings and
arms procurement from national production should be addressed by the Group of Governmental '
Experts in 1994 who are to examine the possibility of expanding the scope of the Register. There are
in place, or under negotiation, global instruments which prohibit such weapons or their transfers.
Poland does not see any justification to belittle, undermine or interfere with such accords.

Slovenia
Slovenia believes that the Register represents ap important achicvement as a confidence and security

building measure. The Register creates a solid basis for future work and possible deepening and ‘
extension of transparency, not only in the field of copventional weapons. Slovenia hopes that next
year 2 majority of states will submit information.

Sri Lanka ' A
Sri Lankx believes that the Regxstcr should be gradually cxpanded to include all categorics and lypes

of destabilizing amms, including weapons of mass destruction, stockpiles and indigepous production as
well as holdings. (A/C.1/48/SR.11) .

Tunisia
Tunisia bchcvcs that the Register contnbutes to transparcncy in the transfer of conventional arms and

therefore contributes to international peace and security. The Register, howcever, suffers from some
shortcomings which need to be addressed by the Group of Experts in 1994. The Register needs o
include other categories of arms as well as the acquisition through national production. -

(A/C.1/48/SR.14)

Turkey .
Turkey considers the Register to he an important instrument for building confidence and reducing

unpredictability at the regional and global levels. Turkey is pleased that 80 countrics reported and has
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informed the Secretanat that they are interested in the work of the Group of Governmental Experts.
Turkey holds the view that only by widening its scope to include procurement from national
production, can the Register be transformed into an effective and non-discriminatory instrument of
transparency and confidcncc-buz}dmg

United States ol’ America

From the perspective of the United States, 80 responses to the Register is a good responsc. but not
good enough. The Register can clearly be strengthened and the United States Jooks forward 1o the
meeting of Governmental Experts who will be working towards bolstering the Register, including
increasing the participation of member states and improving the quality of returns. The United States
has already provided some of its ideas regarding cnhancing transparency and openncss. They
proposed that the States cxchange information on military holdings and procurement through national
production. .

The United Staics is disappointed that only some countries wese willing to discuss important question
that hit close to home, such as transparency in conventional arms transfers. The United States is also
disappointed that somc CD members antempicd to expand the TIA focus to include weapons of mass
destruction to try to redirect the discussion away from conventional arms issues which have a more

direct bearing on their own security policies.

3. VIEWS REGARDING THE IMPORTANCE OF THE REGISTER AT THE REGIONAL
LEVEL

Afghanistan ‘ ‘

" In view of the global interest shown for militsry transparency, Afghanistan has a particular intcrest in
the security of its own region and therefore welcomes the UN Register. In this connection,
Afghanistan calls upon all powers of the region to submit their returns to the Register. Afghanistan
sees a serious need for effective international action to put restrictions on the sale and distribution of

conventional weapons and to put an end to their iflegal transaction.

Hungary : , ’
Although less than half of the total members of the United Nations (80) replied to the Register, it must

be noted that the aggregate of the data provided on arms exports covers more than 90% of global anms
exports, indicating some fairly good initial results of reporting, at least in one respect. In order W
ensure the universally representative pature of the Register, the geographical imbalances in reporting
should be remedied, and ceriain regionally relevant States should also provide their input. Further
contributions to the Register would increase the confidence-building effect not only globally, but also
regionally. It must be stressed that transparency in armaments should be a cooperative undertaking,

although uvnilateral steps are also welcome. -

. Isracl
‘After the Gulf War, it was evidently clw that thc excessive accumnlanon of huge arsenals that go -

beyond the need of nativnal defence is a major source of instability in the region. 1srael, therefore,
continues to believe that a spccml effort has to be made to curb arms supplies to the Middle East,
especially in view of the ongoing process aimed &t bnngmg peucc and stability to the region. In that
spirit, Isracl supported the resolution on "Transparency in Armaments” and submitted the necessary
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 information to the Register. Israel hopes that the process of establishing greater transparency in arms

transfers will contribute to confideace-building, stability and peace.

amaica :
Jamaica hopes that the scope of the Register will be widened to include other categories of weaponry
and levels of production and stockpiling. CARTICOM countries have a particular interest in the
effective functioning of an expanded Arms Register. Security threats in the region are heightened by
the trade in both legal and illegal arms, however, despite of the Register’s importance as a confidence-
building measure, it does not inhibit the actual trade in arms.

Malaysia
Malaysia supports the call by the Secretury-General that regional countries should take the initistive on

their own or in consultations with international organizations to work towards greater transparency in -
the transfer of armaments and disarament so as 1o increase regional security and stability. In this
regard, ASEAN has undertaken SchlﬁC initiatives consistent with the traditions and practices within

the sub-region.

Netherlands

Participation in the Register stimulates cooperation at the regional and sub-rchonal level, thercby
coutnbutmg to stability in all regions of the world.

Thailand
Thailand considers that transparency in armaments can never be a substitute for genuine reduction in -

arms. The goals and intentions of the Register must be clear to all; states must be satisficd that their
security will not be compromised by their participation. Since the

degree of confidence among States varies from ane region to another, Thailand believes rcg:onal
consultations on transparency wxll be useful. (A/C. 1[48/SR.11)

4. SUGGESTIONS ON WAYS TO IMPROVE THE REPORTING PROCEDURES

Netberlunds _
In order for the Register to be objective and non-discriminatory, its contents should be in full

conformity with the seven categories and their definitions. In some cases definitions might need
further adjustment, for instance those of combat aircraft and attack helicopters, the threshold in the
definition of warships and the prescnt definition of warships, and the present definition of missiles and
missile Jaunchers. Anothcr more technical question is whether the standardized form for the reporting
of arms transfers needs to be adapted. For instance, some member States anticipated the future -~
development of the Register by using the standardized reporting form for submitting retums on their
military holdings and procurement through national production. The 1994 Experts Group should
explore whether ways and means can be found to help reduce the number of discrepancics between
returns, for instance by the gradual armuning of national administrative procedures. To that end, the

- experts might develop greater commonality in views on the definition of what constimates an arms

transfer in terms of the Register: the transfer of title, the actual wansfer of the hardware or the
equipment passing customs. .
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