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Introduction

Establishing controls over weapons or delivery systems is a difficult and painstaking
process. Despite this, arms control has a long history, and at least one writer has traced a
lineage back to ancient times (Croft 1996). As an academic subject, arms control is a more
recent arrival: the post-1945 period saw a new but burgeoning literature that coincided
with a configuration of global politics that was doubly anomalous. First, it was bipolar in
that it was dominated by two superpowers and therefore reflected a new structure of
international power, and, second, the two superpowers were extensively armed with
weapons of unprecedented destructive capacity.

A decade or so after the onset of the cold war in 1947, academic analysis and international
policy began to converge, as the prospect of using arms control to stabilize the superpower
relationship began to find favour. The hair-raising experience of the Cuban Missile Crisis
only served to drive home that the relationship could be dangerously unstable and could
not be relied upon to run itself. In a wider context, the lesson of the twentieth century
seemed to be that warfare would almost always escalate upwards to the most destructive
level, and increasingly it was not only the superpowers that possessed the most destructive
technology. The spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), a term coined and defined
by United Nations in 1948, became a key concern.

Consequently, the latter half of the twentieth century saw the establishment of a
network of WMD  control regimes that survives to this day. This network comprised
multilateral, agreements on WMD and a set of bilateral arrangements between the super-
powers. The former were disarmament agreements while the latter were arms control
agreements. That is, the multilateral agreements stigmatized weapons entirely, while the
superpower arrangements controlled certain types of nuclear weapons, especially their
associated delivery systems.

As the century drew to a close, the superpower confrontation ended, but the global
problem of WMD proliferation remained, and began to grow as so-called ‘rogue states’
emerged as an important security issue. The increasing salience of this issue was accompa-
nied by an increasing concern that the network of disarmament regimes might be losing
their effectiveness. In turn, that concern, accompanied by the slow realization that the end
of the cold war offered new possibilities for action as well as new threats, helped produce
an interest in how the military force might be used to offset or even eliminate the menace
of WMD.

This chapter charts these developments, and aims to help students understand the
underlying principles behind superpower arms control and the global WMD regimes, and
the criticisms levelled at them. It then examines the major changes that have occurred in
the post-cold war era and the new approaches associated with controlling weapons of
mass destruction. Particular attention is given to the emergence of strategic responses, in
which military force is deployed as a tool against proliferation.
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Arms Control during the Cold War
Following the arms races and the slide to war in the late 1930s, disillusionment with

disarmament, as a way 10 achieve peace and security, characterized official attitudes the

immediate aftermath of the Second World War. The limited attempts at arms control or
owers in the new cold war that

disarmament that were made by the two emerging superp
developed only helped to reinforce the sceptical judgement of the day. Neither side was

prepared to take risks with their own security (as they perceived it), especially when it came
to weapons which could be a decisive influence in a future conflict. Far from easing the grow-
ing tension between the two superpowers in the late 1940s, the modest international control
negotiations that were undertaken only exacerbated mistrust and heightened hostility.
By the mid-1950s, the lack of success in disarmament negotiations and growing aware-
ness of the dangers of nuclear war produced change in approach to arms control. Efforts

a comprehensive disarmament treaty were abandoned in favour of what were

such as the 1955 ‘Open Skies’ agreement and the test ban
aling with specific problems

to negotiate
known as ‘partial measures,
negotiations. Arms control was increasingly viewed as de

created by the cold war arms race.
This move towards greater flexibility at the policy level led to what has been described as

‘hew thinking within the defence community. Although the ideas that emerged were not
as original as the proponents sometimes claimed, a new literature began to appear in the
late 1950s developing the theory of arms control. In contrast to the literature on disarma-
ment, the writing on arms control questioned the feasibility of general and comprehensive
disarmament and argued that greater international stability could be achieved by manag-
ing military competition. Attention was focused on the mutual interest that existed

between the superpower adversaries to avoid nuclear conflagration.

These new arms control theorists intended to work within the prevailing system of nuclear
then the

deterrence rather than to try to abolish it. Arms control was designed to ‘streng
op sruptive effects of the arms

eration of the balance of military power against the di
dynamic, especially arms competition, arms racing and technological developments that
tend to make nuclear and non-nuclear deterrence more difficult’ (Buzan and Herring
1998; 212). Its essential aim was to reduce the likelihood and costs of war and to reduce

expenditures on both nuclear and conventional arsenals.
The October 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis gave additional impetus to the arms control
project. As the superpowers edged back from the nuclear abyss both realized, more than
ever before, that they had a mutual interest in effective crisis management. The crises
highlighted the dangers of inadvertent escalation and miscalculation during periods of
military confrontation and intense political instability. In June 1963, the United States and
the Soviet Union signed a ‘hot line’ agreement {0 provide a secure, official, and dependable

channel of communication between Moscow and Washington.

The Cuban Missile Crisis also highlighted the issue of nuclear testing. Reflecting the less
ambitious agenda of the new arms control school, the United States, Britain, and the Soviet

Union agreed ona Partial Test Ban Treaty in August 1963. The treaty prohibited all nuclear
e was also an escape

tests in the atmosphere, but allowed tests to continue underground. Ther
clause inserted in the treaty, which allowed testing to be resumed after a period of three
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What are Weapons of Mass De_s_truction? . —

In the run-up to the 2002 war in lraq, the term ‘weapons of mass destruction’” (WMD) took
on a public profile that it had hitherto Jacked, and a term that had previously been used
largely by specialists (scientists, analysts, government officials, and activists) was now part
of political rhetoric. Buzan and Herring (1998) define WMD as ‘weapons of which small
numbers can destroy life and/or inanimate objects on a vast scale very quickly’, but note
that this could conceivably be applied to weapons (such as fuel-air explosives) that are
normally regarded as ‘conventional’” weapons.

The term does in fact have an internationally accepted definition, one formulated by the
United Nations Commission for Conventional Armaments in 1948. This defined WMD as:
‘Atomic explosive weapons, radioactive material weapons, lethal chemical and biological
weapons, and any weapons developed in the future which have characteristics comparable
in destructive effect to those of the atomic pbomb or other weapons mentioned above.’

This definition formed the basis for subsequent international agreements on controlling

WMD. Nonetheless, the term should be used with more care than is usually the case in

political rhetoric, since by its nature it conflates very different forms of weapon. Today, itcan
be regarded as @ bianket term for nuclear and radiological, chemical, and biological
weapons.
Nuclear weapons work by nuclear fission using plutonium or uranium (fission or atom
bombs) or by nuclear fusion (thermonuclear of hydrogen bombs). There are seven known
nuclear-armed states in the world (Britain, China, France, india, Pakistan, Russia, and the
United States). Israel neither acknowledges nor denies it has nuclear weapons but is widely
believed to have them. North Korea is believed to possess a small and rudimentary capability,
and Iran may be pursuing such a programime.
Radiological weapons are sometimes referred to as ‘dirty bombs’, and would work by
surrounding conventional explosive with radioactive material. They do not involve any nuclear
explosion, but rather the large-scale dispersal of radioactive toxic materials, thereby inflicting
doses of radiation on nearby victims of the explosion. These weapons are widely associated
with terrorists and other non-state actors.
Biological weapons areé bacteria, viruses, of biological toxins that are intentionally dissem-
inated in order to infect of poison individuals, such as troops of civilians. Examples of
biological substances used in weapons include anthrax, smallpox, and ricin. Similarly, chem-

ical weapons use the toxic effects of chemical substances to cause death, permanent harm
tard gas, and VX.

or incapacity to human beings. Examples include phosgene, Mus
e e ey

to ‘cap’ missile deployments at specific levels to preventa future unrestricted arms race,
which would lead to greater international instability. Despite the unprecedented nature of

the agreement, it quickly became the subject of criticism, both within the United States,

and in the arms control community itself. According domestic critics of SALT L, it froze the
time it allowed the Soviet

numerical superiority of the Soviet Union while at the same
Union to compete in those qualitative areas where the United States was in the lead. This
failure to address the all-important qualitative issues (including missile accuracy and the

placement of multiple warheads on ballistic missiles) was particularly disappointing even

for many arms control supporters, who were concerned that the arms race had simply

been moved from a quantitative to a qualitative arena.
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| international Regimes on wWMD
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5 March 1970 and currently has 189 member states. Only
Pakistan remain outside it. The NPT’s signatory states are
| nuclear weapon states (NWS) and non-nuc
the treaty the latter agree to forego nuclea
states—Britain, China, France,
| weapons at the signing of the treaty) are committed to ‘pursue nego
nuclear disarmament. This stipulation, set out in
rently controversial, since none 0
towards such an end.
The other ‘devil’s pbargain’ in the NP
right' of the NNWS fo develop civil nuclear pow

BAYLIS AND SMITH &

| inspections conducted by the International
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e A less stark judgement is that grms‘lczzzt
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in keeping the peace during the cold war.
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'I The Résidual Role of Arms Control
| in the Post-Cold War Era
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control seems to be confirmed by eveﬁlts sin ;
ivi ing
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With the disintegration of the Soviet Union, President Boris Yeltsin of Russia and
President William Clinton continued the momentum of the early post-cold war years by
signing a START II Treaty in 1993. The treaty involved two main phases. Phase one was
designed to run in parallel with the seven-year timetable for START I, with each side
limited to between 3,800 and 4,250 warheads at the end of the period. Phase two aimed to
limit both sides to between 3,000 and 3,500 warheads by January 2003 (including the
elimination of all ICBMs). As a result of a Protocol to the START I Treaty signed in May
1992, it had been agreed, however, that START IT would only enter into force once START
I'had been ratified by the United States and Russia and entered into force. This also meant
ratification by the Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus (UKB). This was eventually achieved
in February 1994. The Russians refused to exchange the instruments of ratification for
START I and its Protocol until the UKB acceded to the NPT as non-nuclear weapons
states. This was subsequently achieved in December 1994 when the Ukraine finally
acceded to the NPT (with the Belarus and Kazakhstan having acceded earlier). Following

on from the progress made in these negotiations, in May 1995 the United States and Russia
agreed a ‘Joint Statement on Transparency and Irreversibility. As the name implies, this
was designed to start a process that would make the reductions that had been agreed
irreversible.
After this joint statement, however, progress became more difficult to achieve. While the
US Senate approved the ratification of START II in January 1996, the Russian Duma held
back. Concern in Moscow centred on three issues: the treaty’s costs and strategic effects;
the need to resolve a new debate over the ABM treaty before agreeing START II limits; and
growing hostility towards North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) expansion plans.
Some of these issues were dealt with (at least in part) as a result of subsequent agreements
and the decision by NATO in 1997 to limit expansion for the time being to just three
former members of the Warsaw Pact. A START II Protocol was agreed in September 1997,
which deferred completion of phase one of the reductions from 2001 to 2004 and the
second phase of reductions from 2003 to 2007, thereby helping to defer Russian costs of
dismantling its weapons. At the same time, the United States agreed to negotiate a START
Il agreement as soon as START I entered into force. The aim would be to bring the num-
ber of warheads down to 2,000~2,500 by 2007. Also in September 1997, ‘Demarcation
Agreements’ were reached which were designed to distinguish between US work on a
theatre ballistic missile defence system against ‘rogue states’ and a strategic system which
would alter the balance between Russia and the United States. It was hoped that these
missile defence and START-related agreements would persuade the Russian Duma to
ratify START II and its Protocol. They failed, however, in the late 1990s to have their
desired effects.

The growing difficulty in making progress in arms control negotiations in the late 1990s
also was evident in a number of other fields. Despite the indefinite extension of the NPT
in 1995, significant disagreements continued between the nuclear and non-nuclear states
over the pace of nuclear disarmament (enshrined in Article 6 of the Treaty). At the same
time the nuclear tests carried out by India and Pakistan in May 1998 demonstrated the
fragility of the whole nonproliferation regime. Similarly, the breakthrough achieved with

the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1996 ground to a halt in late 1999 when the
US Senate refused to ratify the treaty.
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mass destruction also ran into difficulties at about
Convention (CWC), signed in 1993, and which
mber of serious weaknesses. The
eir development,

Attempts to control other weapons of
the same time. The Chemical Weapons
entered into force in April 1997, also suffered from a nu
convention was designed to ban the use of chemical weapons, as well as th
and stockpiling. Stockpiles and production facilities were to be
destroyed. Although there was some provision for verification through the Organization
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) based in the Hague, the widespread
industrial and commercial production of chemicals made the convention virtually impos-
sible to police effectively. By 2002, 145 states had ratified both the Biological and Toxins
and the Chemical Conventions, but in both cases, there were concerns that a significant

number of states were developing weapons covertly.

There also were increasing concerns about the proliferation o
d. Despite the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) of May
ch over the

production, transfer,

f nuclear weapons as the

new century dawne
2002, reducing the number of US and Russian warheads to around 2,000 ea

following decade, there appeared to be an increasing incentive for some states and terror-
ist groups to acquire nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. With the
cold war over and the United States now in the dominant power in the world, those who
feared US hegemony or intervention in their internal affairs (like North Korea and possi-
bly Iran) had an interest in developing their own ‘ultimate’ weapon. Similarly, terrorist

groups, like Al-Qaeda, with nothing to lose, have an interest in acquiring such weapons to
further their regional and in some cases global ambitions.
What this suggests is that arms control in the post-cold war era has been particularly

affected by the changes which have taken place in the international security environment.

As A. D. Rotfeld (2001: 5) has argued:

‘ ‘ Security in the past was based on a balance of power, equilibrium of forces and parity. At

the beginning of the 21st Century neither balance nor parity exists in Russian-US relations, and
the bilateral relationship is no longer the central point of reference for other states in the inter-
national system. Moreover, the world has seen the proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional
states, and other states are suspected of harbouring ambitions to develop or otherwise acquire

them. , ,

As weapons of mass destruction proliferate to weak states and non-state actors, it will be

increasingly difficult to bring traditional arms control techniques and principles to bear to

address these relatively novel threats.

e Gradually the utility of arms control was
perceived to have declined in the changed
international environment which emerged,

especially after 9/11.

e The post-cold war period saw a flurry of
arms control agreements.

e Despite the lessening of hostility between
the United States and Russia, however,
progress was slow and intermittent.
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e Strategic responses against WMD prolif-
eration are those involving military
means. This is sometimes referred to as
‘counterproliferation’.

e Post-cold war interest in such responses
is driven by a combination of the emer-
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immediate threats, and a sense that arms
control may be of limited use.
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safeguards, although that was, it would seem, borne out by the subsequent covert progress
made by Iraq that was not uncovered by the JAEA for another decade.

Case 2: the Gulf War, 1991

Iraq was widely believed to possess chemical and biological weapons prior to the Gulf War,
and in fact the US officials repeatedly promised heavy retaliation if these weapons were
used. The Iraqis appear to have taken this to mean a nuclear response, although it is far
from clear that this was in fact what was meant (White House 1993). The possibility of an
attack on troop formations or logistical points using WMD, in particular chemical
weapons, was regarded as very real, and the coalition air forces conducted about 970 strikes
on Iraqi WMD targets, mostly chemical weapon capabilities.

The attacks proved subsequently to have been limited in effectiveness. Around 150,000
chemical munitions, untouched by the bombings, were found by UNSCOM after the war,

and the official survey of the air campaign found that Iraq’s nuclear and biological
weapons facilities were similarly unaffected. The attacks on known nuclear facilities, as
Harald Miiller noted, broke new ground that the Osirak operation had not: “for the first

were purposefully attacked. Previous

time, nuclear facilities containing irradiated material
d been introduced into the reactors’

attacks on nuclear facilities took place when no fuel ha
(Miiller et al. 1994: 131). Iraq’s capabilities, which included a workable bomb design
but not yet materiel to produce it, were more extensive than had been thought: the air

campaign targeted the two known facilities but a further twenty existed unknown to US

planners (White House 1993).

WMD are of course useless without a delivery system, and attacks on Iraq’s missile

capabilities (the famous ‘gcud Chase’) totalled some 1,500 strikes, but again with limited
success. The post-conflict survey found that many targets thought to have been destroyed
had in fact been decoys, vehicles, or other objects that generated Scud-like radar signatures.
The inspectors subsequently found that Iraq had had the capability to launch chemical

and possibly biological weapons on its 950 km-range al-Hussein missile, the system used
to attack Israel and Saudi Arabia. This, and the existence of such huge stocks of chemical
munitions, strongly indicates that the attacks did little to degrade Iraq’s capabilities, and
that Saddam was capable of launching attacks throughout the conflict but was, it would
seem, deterred from doing so-
This campaign can be viewed asa mixed case of pre-emption and prevention. The attacks
on chemical weapons and Scuds are clearly pre-emptive, since they were aimed at degrad-
ing or destroying an existing capability before it could be used on coalition forces. The
surrounding ‘political logic’ for the operations was, therefore, the same as that of the war
itself, grounded in the UN mandate to remove Iraqi forces from Kuwait. The attacks on the
nuclear facilities are better described as preventive, like the Israeli attacks on Osirak
a decade before. The Iraqi nuclear weapons programme was known to be still in its
developmental stages, although intelligence sharply underestimated at which stage of
development, and the opportunity to snuff it out in the early stages, 2 la Osirak, was taken.
The ‘political logic’ surrounding this campaign, therefore, can be found in a longer term
strategy of curtailing the emergence of new nuclear powers in the Middle East.
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and that ‘even if US

i inst attacking facilities that coI'ltain missile facilities during Desert Storm were part of the UN-mandated war to eject Iraqi forces
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n thesfe Clas mbined with the political conszqugnc ore goes on to point out that, terrorist response to attacks on American embassies in Dar-es-Salaam and Nairobi,
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more fully developed than is currently the case. Recent documents issued from Washington

may suggest an increasing clarity of definitions (see Box 11.4).
One possible place to develop this logic is the international regimes on WMD and the

UN. The great unanswered question of these global WMD regimes has always been: what
happens in cases of non-compliance? Counterproliferation can be seen as a response to
this question that grew from the initial response of ‘defend yourself from WMD attack’ to
more robust ways to use military force. In specific cases (Osirak, etc.) it has proven con-
troversial, and has yet to make the transition in ‘political logic’ from its origins in national
military strategy to an accepted international context. In general cases, such as the PSL, itis

undeveloped but potentially more consensual.
f operations in the face of an ‘imminent

Another, more difficult problem is the issue o
f generating institutional agree-

threat’ This would perhaps get around the difficulties o
ment in the UN for military operations, but still faces the prospect of assessing exactly

what constitutes an ‘imminent’ threat (officials on both sides of the Atlantic have, since the
invasion of Iraq, gone to extraordinary lengths to deny that they ever presented Iraq as an
imminent threat).5 As the authors of a recent report noted, the United States (and any
state, for that matter) has ‘the inherent right and a moral obligation’ to take pre-emptive
action military action in the face of imminent threats, but needs clarification of the
standards for ‘imminence’ (Perkovich et al. 2005: 38).
This need to ground counterproliferation operations in a wider political framework is
not simply driven by political niceties, but by practical considerations. The United States
might again undertake such operations as part of regional interventions, and that inevitably
means the operations will be allied ones. Interventions against WMD are likely to be more
about negating the impact of such capabilities on regional security complexes, rather than
direct threats to the US territory, and as such the operations will need to possess tacit or

explicit support from regional allies.

e Preventive operations can find their logic

L cugs uoihmel

Conclusions
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ing to international security. The cold war experi

rarely of decisive importance and it is not wise to se
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has not always been easy. WMD, such as the Proliferation Security

® Pre-emptive operations tend to find their ‘n.‘tlahve’ e ?X'Stmg strateglc 485

. - : trine such as Israel’s attack on Osirak.
rationale and legitimacy in the context of
an ongoing war, such as the 1991 Gulf
War operations.
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, militarily driven
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