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INTRODUCTION  

Over the last few years, as a result of the drastic changes consequent on the fall of 
the Berlin Wall and the collapse of the Communist bloc, the international community 
has shown greater commitment to reducing various types of weapons and to drawing 
up treaties and conventions. These efforts reveal a clear intention to establish a legal 
framework adequate to reflect, inter alia, the new balance of power on the European 
continent and in the world as a whole. 

New treaties have appeared to supplement the agreements by which, roughly from 
the 1970s, an attempt was made to bring about some degree of regulation in this 
field. The break-up of the Soviet Union has made it possible to look again at the 



terms of some conventions and give a new impulse to international dialogue, while 
stressing the serious and precarious position of the former Soviet republics on which 
the heritage of the Soviet era lies heavy. 

This study, which does not aim to be exhaustive, covers the main international 
conventions on arms control and disarmament, bringing the record up to date 
concerning negotiations on those which have not yet entered into force and listing 
the most recent developments on those which have been in force for some years. 
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I. TREATY ON CONVENTIONAL FORCES IN EUROPE (CFE) 

Beginning of negotiations: 6 March 1989  
Signed: 19 November 1990  
Entered into force: 17 July 1992  
Duration: unlimited  

The deterioration of the situation in Russia and the other former Soviet republics at 
the end of 1994 created a climate of uncertainty about the future of the Treaty on 
Conventional Forces in Europe. 



This Treaty, which covers Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals, applies to the 
Member States of NATO and the former Member States of the Warsaw Pact. Neutral 
and non-aligned states are therefore excluded. 

Within this territory, each party undertakes to restrict or even reduce some types of 
weapons so as to make it impossible to launch a surprise attack or initiate large-
scale offensive operations. Five categories of weapons are taken into account: tanks, 
armoured vehicles, artillery, combat aircraft and helicopters. 

The Treaty divides Europe into 5 zones and various sub-zones, and establishes 
quantitative restrictions which vary from one region to another. It was planned that 
the signatory states would have until 17 November 1995 to implement, in 
accordance with a three-stage timetable(1), the treaty's arms reduction 
provisions(2). 

The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 inevitably led to a radical change in the 
scenario in the eastern part of Europe. The three Baltic republics Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania refused to accept the Treaty; civil war broke out in Georgia; there was a 
dispute between Russia and Ukraine for the control of the Crimea and the Black Sea 
fleet; separatist tensions arose in Moldova, etc. 

The involvement of the former Soviet republics made it necessary to adapt the 
Treaty on Conventional Forces, which was amended at the Oslo conference on 5 June 
1992. 

As regards the implementation of the treaty, three main issues, arising from recent 
events, are in danger of reducing the effectiveness and scope of the Treaty. 

The first of these concerns the economic consequences of the disappearance of the 
Soviet system. The new republics are faced with an extremely difficult situation. The 
transition from a planned to a market economy calls for an unprecedented effort of 
adaptation in social, cultural, political and especially financial terms. The cost of 
destroying weapons exceeding the limits set by the Treaty has several times led to 
requests for revisions both to deadlines and to quantitative limits(3). Belarus, for 
example, was obliged to suspend the elimination of its armaments to prevent the 
excessive cost from jeopardizing the country's economic stability.(4). The same 
situation occurred in Russia(5) 

A partial response to these demands was provided by the USA which undertook to 
allocate $5 m in 1994. NATO merely noted that, while the elimination of surplus 
military equipment was costly and time- consuming, it would at any rate be even 
more expensive to preserve it. 

Overall only Armenia, Azerbaidjan, Georgia and Belarus were not in a position to 
meet their obligations before the deadline of 17 November 1995, whereas Russia and 
Ukraine kept within their national limits with the exception of their more remote 
areas or 'flanks'. It is clear that these countries' failure to comply with their 
obligations contributes to a climate of uncertainty and worry in neighbouring 
countries, which fear that they may soon be in a tricky and highly precarious 
situation. It should be noted that the other countries of Eastern Europe, such as 
Poland and the Czech Republic, have implemented the arms reduction provisions 
within the scheduled deadlines. 



The two other issues relate directly to Russia, in particular its opposition to any 
eastward enlargement of NATO, and its handling of the Chechen crisis which falls 
more generally within the complex of problems relating to Russia's western flank. 

On the first of these two issues Russia seems inclined to exploit its membership of 
the Treaty and to use the threat of withdrawal from it to halt any extension of the 
Alliance to include the former Soviet republics. Non-cooperation by Russia would 
have the effect of blocking any kind of cooperation in the region linked to 
'conventional' disarmament, which would have grave repercussions for international 
stability and the emerging balance of power in Europe. In a statement issued on 3 
April 1995 by its defence minister, the Russian Government warned the Atlantic 
alliance against an eastward enlargement which might lead Russia to create a new 
group of armed forces to protect its most vulnerable fronts. 

The Chechen crisis is also a cause for concern in the region: the concentration of 
Russian troops in the northern Caucasus has been regarded by some (including 
Turkey, but also the USA and NATO) as a clear violation of the provisions of the 
Treaty, even if these forces' initial deployment was not regarded as irregular. In 
1994 Russia had also proposed that its southern neighbours Armenia, Azerbaidjan 
and Georgia should lower their thresholds so as to enable it to increase its own 
without infringing the treaty. Obviously the three republics rejected the proposal. 
The matter of quotas, particularly on the western flank, has been raised on several 
occasions, and Russia is determined to renegotiate the terms of this article. 

Restrictions in these regions are a real problem, and Ukraine is inclined to consider 
the Treaty discriminatory. The situation has since deteriorated owing to instability 
and changes on the Russian scene; Russia's attitude to the CFE Treaty is also 
symptomatic of its attitude to security and defence policy. The nationalist and 
authoritarian trends in internal policy, the growing influence of the military on policy, 
the war in Chechnya, and Russia's clear distrust of NATO, the USA, Central Europe 
and its neighbouring countries, are factors which make it impossible to predict 
Russia's behaviour and intentions on the international scene. 

In conclusion, if one considers that the objective of the Treaty is the elimination of 
disparities in the size of conventional arsenals which might jeopardize the stability 
and security of Europe, this objective has generally been achieved. No state is 
currently in a position to launch a surprise armed attack. 

Unfortunately, the Treaty on Conventional Forces does not apply to (former) 
Yugoslavia which, as a non-aligned country, was not involved in its drafting or 
conclusion. 

II. NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT) 

Negotiations: 1957-1968  
Signature: 1 July 1969  
Entry into force: 5 March 1970.  

Under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons the international 
community may be divided into three categories: firstly those powers which are 
officially nuclear, notably France, the United Kingdom, the United States, Russia and 



China which produced and set off a nuclear weapon before 1 January 1967; then 
those countries, such as India, Pakistan and Israel, which unofficially possess a 
nuclear weapon and are not members of the NPT, and finally all the other states, 
some of which are parties to the Treaty and others are not. 

The objective of the Treaty is to limit as far as possible the number of nuclear 
powers, by prohibiting any state possessing nuclear weapons from transferring 
nuclear weapons or other explosive nuclear devices and from helping, encouraging or 
inciting in any way a state which does not possess nuclear weapons to manufacture 
or acquire then. Every non-nuclear state also undertakes not to accept the transfer 
of nuclear arms from any source whatever, nor to manufacture or acquire them. 

North Korea is the only country which has denounced the Treaty, in March 1993. 
Following an agreement with the USA, it eventually remained a member, but will not 
permit the full inspection of its nuclear equipment until certain conditions have been 
fulfilled. Iran and Iraq are also still giving some cause for concern. 

Under the terms of the Treaty, the parties were to decide after 25 years whether the 
N.P.T. was to be prolonged indefinitely, for a fixed period or for several fixed periods. 
On 11 May 1995, following a conference which lasted almost four weeks at the seat 
of the United Nations in New York, the delegates of more than 180 countries decided 
that the N.P.T. would remain in force indefinitely. This result was obtained under 
pressure from the USA, the EU, the other nuclear powers and the other industrialized 
countries, which eventually overcame opposition from states such as India, 
Venezuela and Iraq. These countries considered it essential that the N.P.T. should be 
accompanied by the implementation of a continual, total and global disarmament 
process. Nuclear weapons therefore needed to be eliminated gradually(1). 

Those who opposed this view, however, particularly the developing countries, had 
some success. In exchange for unlimited extension of the Treaty, the nuclear powers 
agreed that three documents should accompany the decision: 

�� a text concerning the stepping up of mechanisms to examine the operation of 
the N.P.T., with the next conference for this purpose to be held in the year 
2000;  

�� a text on the principles and objectives of nuclear non-proliferation and 
disarmament, incorporating an action programme aimed at achieving nuclear 
disarmament, in particular the conclusion by the Geneva conference of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT);  

�� a third document on the Middle East. This text created most problems during 
the last 24 hours of the conference; the initial draft by a group of Arab 
countries, led by Algeria and Egypt, called upon Israel expressly to renounce 
nuclear weapons and join the N.P.T. The final text, which was also supported 
by the USA, Russia and the United Kingdom, and did not expressly mention 
Israel but countries of the Middle East having nuclear installations whose 
security is not guaranteed, called on states which had not yet joined the 
N.P.T. to do so.  

It should be stressed, as Russia and China both did, that the indefinite prolongation 
of the N.P.T. should not be a mandate for the nuclear powers to possess nuclear 
arsenals indefinitely. It must be regarded as the first stage in eliminating these 
weapons. 



The N.P.T. will probably remain a controversial international system, on the 
consequences of which the Member States are still deeply divided. 

III. COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY (CTBT) 

Vote in the UN General Assembly:14 September 1996  
Opened for signature: 24 September 1996  

Meetings between the nuclear powers aimed at reaching a treaty to ban all tests 
began in the 1960s, though they did not achieve any results until 1992. In that year 
the US Congress, following the example of Russia and France, announced a nine-
month moratorium and scheduled the end of its test programme for 30 September 
1996, i.e. after having carried out tests it regarded as essential to improve the 
reliability and safety of its nuclear weapons (6). 

However, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was not negotiated seriously until 
1994, including at the UN Disarmament Conference. Significant progress was made 
on the issues of organization and inspection and a draft treaty was proposed at the 
end of the September sitting. In spite of these efforts, some states believed that 
progress could have been speedier and more effective. 

Two different approaches can be identified. The first, the 'minimalist' approach, 
strongly and consistently supported by Russia, accords the treaty a highly political 
significance. On this view the Treaty should be concluded rapidly, should have a 
limited scope, a simple organization and inspection mechanism and should accord a 
very limited place to on-site inspections. 

The second, 'maximalist' tendency aims to halt the arms race by very severe and 
interventionist regulation of nuclear weapons production. From this point of view the 
Treaty should cover all suspicious activities which could contribute either in a 
horizontal or a vertical way to the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and should at the 
same time permit the establishment of an independent organization responsible for 
maintaining and operating a detailed monitoring system and for carrying out on-site 
inspections. No state, however, was strongly in favour of all the aspects of the 
maximalist approach. 

While most countries were in broad agreement, there were nonetheless some 
dissenting voices. China, for example, was ready to agree to banning tests and to 
the immediate entry into force of the Treaty, but wanted to retain a temporary right 
to carry out peaceful tests. At the other extreme was, for example, Indonesia which 
wanted to reject all types of tests, including computer simulations. 

The same differences were encountered during the negotiations on hydro-nuclear 
tests, explosions which involve the use of nuclear devices, sometimes modified 
nuclear weapons, but generating a lower level of energy than that produced by a 
normal nuclear explosion. This type of test has two possible uses: it can be used to 
assess the reliability of nuclear missiles, to make sure there are no dangerous 
accidental cracks, or to study the first moments of nuclear ignition before the 
reaction has started. 



If this type of test were to be permitted, it could lead to verification problems, since 
the monitoring systems would be the same as for traditional nuclear tests. Moreover, 
hydro-nuclear tests could also be hard to distinguish from other types of tests 
relating to new, low-energy types of nuclear weapons. 

The modernization of weapons production means that even these tests need to be 
banned, since they could be used as a let-out clause by nuclear powers wishing to 
continue making progress in this field. 

At the beginning of 1996 a new impetus was given to the debate thanks to a text 
submitted by Australia and Iran aimed at finding a middle way through the forest of 
amendments (some 1200 in all) proposed to the draft CTBT. A certain optimism 
prevailed, based on the consideration that there were ultimately no differences of 
substance between the Russian Federation and the USA: only the form of words 
differed. This positive climate led some commentators to believe that a final text 
could be drafted which could be presented to the UN General Assembly in September 
1996 (in spite of significant remaining differences on the scope of the Treaty, the 
verification system - including checks on nuclear sites - the IMS technical secretariat, 
the right to divulge information and the interpretation to be put on it, as well as on 
the date and conditions of its entry into force). Eventually compromise formulae 
were found enabling Australia, supported by 130 countries, to submit a resolution to 
the UN, which proposed the adoption of the text negotiated in Geneva. 

In September 1996 the UN General Assembly expressed its support for the CTBT by 
158 votes to three (7). Following this vote the Treaty was signed straight away by a 
large number of states, including the five nuclear powers and Israel. India still 
opposes signature of the text, considering it unfair and unacceptable, since it 
confirms the privileges of the nuclear powers. 

IV. TREATY ON THE LIMITATION OF ANTIBALLISTIC MISSILE 
SYSTEMS (ABM) 

Signed by the USA and the Soviet Union on 26 May 1972  
Entered into force: October 1972  
Amended by protocol in 1974  

The Treaty requires the two parties not to construct a national strategic anti-ballistic 
missile system, and severely limits the development and deployment of defensive 
missiles. 

The issue of antiballistic missile defence systems was brought back onto the agenda 
of arms control discussions towards the end of 1993 after a long break, and this time 
in a new form. The discussions concerned the inspection and deployment of new 
defence systems, theatre missile defence and anti- tactical ballistic missiles (TMD 
and ATBM) which were intended to intercept ballistic missiles, and whose deployment 
would have created a let-out to the Treaty provisions, rendering them a dead letter. 

Discussions centred in particular on the distinction between theatre ballistic missiles 
and strategic ballistic missiles, since the ABM treaty limited only the latter, even 
though no absolutely clear technical distinction has yet been drawn between the two 
categories. 



In the 1970s ABM systems were not taken very seriously in the USA since they were 
not thought capable of providing effective defence against a massive attack. They 
have since been accorded an important place once again in Russo-American nuclear 
arms reduction talks. 

On the American side, then, since the end of the Cold War, the analysis of potential 
threats has been geared towards regional conflicts and the proliferation of ballistic 
missiles throughout the world. Currently some 15 countries have such missiles, while 
by the year 2000 this number could easily have risen to 20, including quite a few of 
the USA's 'adversaries'. From the American point of view the most 'high risk ' 
countries include Iran, Iraq, North Korea and Syria, and even though these countries 
cannot attack American territory directly (since they have no intercontinental 
missiles) they can still represent a threat to allied states in Europe and the Middle 
East or to American troops abroad. With this in mind, the Clinton administration has 
undertaken to ensure that all troops and allies are provided with a TMD system, 
allocating an investment of $22 bn for this purpose up to the year 2001. 

In the case of Russia, regional conflicts are also considered the main priority, given 
that they have the potential to involve the Russian Federation and neighbouring 
states. Unlike the USA, Russia has never ruled out the possibility of developing ATBM 
nuclear defence systems, but, just as in the Soviet period, very little is known about 
the Russian TMD programmes. This is the result of a long tradition of secrecy and 
lack of democracy in the political system which does not permit parliamentary 
control over defence expenditure or normal access to information on military 
questions. 

The reassessment of anti-ballistic defence systems by the USA and Russia has once 
more raised the question of interpreting the ABM treaty. The Treaty's rationale was 
to reduce gradually the two super- powers' antiballistic missile defence systems so as 
to leave them open to retaliatory nuclear attacks and at the same time to define 
each side's destructive capacity. This kind of strategic relationship should in principle 
have ruled out a pre-emptive nuclear strike aimed at disarming the other side and 
reducing the damage caused by retaliatory action. 

The USA and Russia were opposed to a unilateral interpretation of the treaty, and 
proposed on several occasions various options for drawing a distinction between 
theatre defence systems and strategic defence systems, they did not, however, 
arrive at a compromise solution. This is an extremely important question, since the 
development of TMD either in Russia or in the USA could blur still further the 
distinction between strategic and tactical systems. 

The Russians maintain that any TMD system capable of intercepting missiles with a 
range in excess of 1000km implicitly possesses an ABM type strategic capacity. The 
uncontrolled development and procurement of such systems could also paralyse the 
implementation of provisions under the START II Treaty, particularly as regards 
Russia. 

According to a number of experts, Russian and American programmes to develop 
TMD systems and the reductionist interpretations proposed for the ABM Treaty seem 
exaggerated in relation to the potential threat they might theoretically have to 
counter. It might be thought that the USA intended to make progress in the field of 
TMD systems in order to retain the option of deploying ABM defence systems in 



future(8), whereas the Russian state probably has major worries about potential 
attacks on its territory from the Middle East and South-East Asia. 

It does in fact seem to be Russia which is most interested in maintaining the 
Treaty(9), partly because the modernization of its defence system would have a 
significant impact on its budget. It is however clear that while there is a clear need 
to have more modern and advanced TMD systems following the proliferation of 
ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons, the substance and scope of the ABM Treaty 
also needs to be clarified, or even the Treaty to be revised. 

V. TREATIES ON THE REDUCTION OF STRATEGIC WEAPONS 
(START I & START II) 

START I: Signed 31 July 1991 by the USA and the USSR (10)  
Entry into force: December 1994  

The START I Treaty, which provides for the limitation and reduction of offensive 
strategic weapons, entered into force in December 1994 after a period of stalemate 
which raised doubts about its future and that of its complement the START II Treaty. 

A solution was found thanks to intensified bilateral cooperation on nuclear 
disarmament between the USA on the one hand and the former Soviet Republics on 
the other. The main issue was the nuclear arsenals in Ukraine, the last country to 
decide to join START I, which were finally returned to Russia at the end of April 
1995. This was provided for under the Lisbon protocol which also concerned the 
dismantling of the nuclear weapons of the three former Soviet republics other than 
Russia and their accession to the NPT Treaty as non-nuclear states. 

Obtaining compliance with these agreements was not easy. Ukraine, which 
considered the international guarantees to its security inadequate, made its 
accession to the treaty subject to 13 conditions which effectively cancelled out its 
earlier undertakings on nuclear disarmament. One in particular was a declaration to 
the effect that Ukraine no longer considered itself bound by Article V of the Lisbon 
Protocol which required it, like Belarus and Kazakhstan, to accede to the nuclear 
non-proliferation treaty. Only after obtaining all the necessary guarantees (11), on 
16 November 1994, did it adopt a resolution on accession to the nuclear non-
proliferation treaty. 

The entry into force of START I opened the way to further reductions in the US and 
Russian nuclear arsenals. In fact the two powers had already begun to reduce their 
strategic weapons in accordance with the Treaty before December 1994. The 
programme for the control of nuclear weapons cannot however be considered 
complete. A new stalemate is now developing on the process of ratification of START 
II, owing to increasing opposition from within the Russian parliament. 

The START II Treaty was signed by the USA and the Russian Federation on 3 January 
1993 with a view to eliminating ground-launched multiple-role independently-
targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVed) and limiting strategic nuclear forces on both 
sides. 



The entry into force of START I was considered a precondition for the entry into force 
of START II, given that all but a few of the provisions of the former also applied to 
the latter. 

This Treaty has still to be ratified by Russia; the American senate ratified it on 26 
January 1996 (12). The debate on the advisability of following up the Treaty was 
reopened in the lower house of the Duma in March 1996. The Duma has clear, 
forceful reservations about this for a variety of reasons. First of all there are doubts 
about the strategic advantage it confers on the USA (following ratification the USA 
would retain its current levels of air- and sea-launched nuclear missiles); there are 
also reservations about whether to ratify the Treaty before an agreement has been 
concluded on the future of the 1972 ABM Treaty, and whether ratification is 
advisable given NATO's clear desire for enlargement. The Russian Ministry of Defence 
has thus recently referred to the need for the Treaty to be amended before it is 
ratified by the Duma. 

The first few months of 1996 saw some slowing down in discussions between the 
American and Russian governments on several aspects of the implementation of 
nuclear security agreements. After a promising start, following the signature in May 
1995 of an undertaking on additional technical application agreements, negotiations 
on a mutual inspection agreement and another agreement on exchange of 
information on stocks of nuclear weapons have gradually become bogged down, with 
the Russians effectively suspending discussions. 

The failure to conclude these agreements clearly cannot be regarded as a threat to 
the security of the USA or as damaging relations between Russia and America, but in 
combination with other developments in Russia, such as the departure of a number 
of pro-Western reformers and the appointment of a 'nationalist' as Foreign Minister, 
it has contributed to a cooling of relations between Moscow and Washington. 

If Russia and the USA comply with the provisions of START II by 2003 at the latest, 
their strategic forces will be reduced to 3000/3500 nuclear missiles. The two 
countries will dismantle the weapons themselves (though the USA will provide 
technical and financial assistance to Russia to meet its obligations) but no procedure 
has been provided to permit each party to check whether the dismantling has in fact 
taken place and whether it is irreversible. To fill this gap, Presidents Clinton and 
Yeltsin signed a joint declaration on 10 May 1995 on the transparency and 
irreversibility of the nuclear arms reduction process, including specific measures such 
as the regular exchange of detailed information on stocks of weapons and nuclear 
materials or the mutual monitoring of facilities for the storage of nuclear material 
removed from missile warheads. 

Nevertheless there has already been some real progress on nuclear disarmament. 
Between 1990 and 1996 the total number of nuclear warheads was reduced from 80 
000 to 40 000. 

VI. TREATY ON CERTAIN CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS (CCW) 

Adopted: 1980  
Signed: 1981  
Entered into force: 1983  



After the Second World War the international community concentrated on weapons 
of mass destruction, which explains why most treaties concluded since 1945 are 
mainly concerned with nuclear, chemical or biological weapons. With the end of the 
arms race between the two super-power and the unlikelihood of a new massive 
nuclear threat, more and more attention has been paid to conventional weapons, 
particularly those with the cruellest and most tragic effects on civilian populations. 

The number of mines laid throughout the world is excessive: more than 110 million 
in 60 countries(13), with the result that these minefields are no longer accessible to 
human habitation or the return of millions of refugees.(14) 

The main obstacle to an effective solution to this problem is the time it takes to 
identify and defuse mines and, most of all, the cost of doing so - some $1000 per 
unit; by contrast it costs no more than $3 to lay a mine, making them easy to 
acquire for regular armies and guerilla militias. 

In terms of international agreements, the UN conference in 1980 adopted a 
convention on banning or restricting the use of certain conventional weapons with a 
traumatic effect or which strike indiscriminately, commonly known under the title of 
the Convention on Inhuman Weapons, a kind of framework treaty which can 
incorporate specific agreements in the form of protocols. Three were incorporated 
from the start(15) and each State party must accede to at least two of these 
protocols. 

In spite of certain inevitable failings and the lack of monitoring provisions, the 
Convention has been hailed as a triumph, because it refers to specific weapons and 
seems to establish a balance between humanitarian imperatives and military 
considerations. However, the restrictions the Convention imposes, particularly those 
on mines, have proved manifestly ineffective. Land mines are used on a wide scale 
indiscriminately and deliberately against civilians. In most cases no precautions are 
taken to protect non- combatants. 

The Convention can only be revised by the calling of ad hoc conferences or the 
annexing of new protocols. At the urging of France and other parties a revision 
summit was held in September 1995 to debate possible ways of improving Protocol 
II on anti-personnel mines. 

The preparatory work achieved a wide consensus on the need to prohibit the use of 
non-detectable ('plastic') anti-personnel mines without a self-destruct mechanism or 
automatic de-activation system, except where placed within a well-defined, 
recognizable area controlled by military personnel. Since the failure rate for these 
mechanisms is still relatively high (10%), the systems used must be more and more 
reliable so that they make the devices self-destruct within a shorter time, thereby 
ensuring the safety of these areas after the end of hostilities. A wide-ranging 
agreement also emerged on the need for these measures to be applied not only to 
international conflicts but also to civil wars. 

Some countries are not in favour of an immediate ban on the use of land mines. 
Russia, China, India, Pakistan and Mexico, for example, are clearly opposed to it. 



The opportunity for states involved in a conflict to derogate from the provisions of 
the Treaty where conditions demand is a very dangerous let-out clause from the 
obligations of the Treaty, which are already fairly lax. 

It should also be noted that the changes required to the construction of mines can 
only lead to an increase in their production costs. This will of course not find support 
from developing countries unless international aid enables them to replace mines 
which do not comply with the criteria or the specifications set out in the Treaty. 

Although some countries have banned the export of mines, and in spite of the 
agreement reached in January 1996 on measures aimed at making mines detectable, 
self-destructing and self-disabling, some countries have also expressed 
disappointment with the results achieved, and fear that by concentrating on the 
production of ever more sophisticated, 'smarter' devices, we are embarking once 
again on an arms race. 

From a humanitarian point of view, the best solution would of course be a total ban 
on anti-personnel mines, which would be easier to manage than the imposition of 
restrictions. This is not, however, feasible in the short to medium term, since many 
military organizations regard land mines as the cheapest and most effective means 
of defending non-protected land against guerillas or a regular army. 

In several reports (Bertens, Cunningham) the EP has commited itself to a total ban 
on anti-personnel mines. The Council has also launched a number of common 
measures under the CFSP (95/170/PESC; 96/251/PESC). However, these initiatives 
have not as yet achieved any concrete results. 

VII. CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION (CWC) 

Signed: 13 January 1993  
Entry into force: 29 April 1997  
Duration: unlimited  

This convention comprises a total and permanent ban on the preparation, 
production, storage and use of all chemical weapons, and stands out among 
multilateral treaties on disarmament and security from various points of view 
including its scope, the length of its negotiations and most of all its inspection 
system. Following the general enthusiasm which the Convention raised, there was 
every reason to believe that it would be ratified speedily and would enter into force 
in the near future. This did not prove to be the case. The delays which overcame the 
general enthusiasm were caused principally by the complexity of administrative and 
bureaucratic procedures for applying the national measures to carry out the 
requirements of the Convention.(16). The Convention on Chemical Weapons is a 
very detailed and technical document, and this can lead to additional difficulties for 
states which are not particularly expert in chemical weapons.(17). 

One other source of delay was the creation of the Organization for the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons (OPCW), whose main task is to monitor the proper application of 
the Convention by the states which have ratified it. The emergence of control and 
verification mechanisms and procedures was made more complicated by the fact that 



some agreements incorporated in the Convention are the result of political 
compromises made during the final stages of negotiations. 

The Convention is designed and structured in such a way as to make it impossible for 
a state to use or threaten to use chemical weapons. To that end it prohibits the 
development, production, acquisition, storage, holding and (direct or indirect) 
transfer of chemical weapons. It also provides that the presence of this type of 
weapons and of the infrastructures for their production should be declared, that 
these declarations should be confirmed or verified at international level, and that 
either the weapons or the establishments in which they are produced should be 
destroyed, under international supervision, within ten years from the entry into force 
of the Convention(18). 

The process of eliminating these weapons is supposed to begin within two years from 
the entry into force of the Convention. 1% of the stock of weapons is to be destroyed 
within three years, 20% within 5 years , 45% within seven years and the remainder 
within 10 years. The order of destruction does not distinguish between different 
types of chemical weapons, and this has elicited criticism from some countries which 
would have preferred to see the most toxic weapons destroyed first. 

Unlike the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which distinguishes between two 
categories of states - nuclear and non-nuclear - with different rights and obligations, 
the CWC places all states on an equal footing both as regards prohibitions and as 
regards inspection and control mechanisms. One extremely important and rather 
innovative feature is the system for the control and checking of the implementation 
of provisions under the Convention. Although no international agreement can really 
be 100% verifiable, the Convention includes the most elaborate and most complete 
control system so far in existence. 

One very important and often under-estimated feature is the fact that the 
Convention also represents, taken as a whole, a major instrument of non-
proliferation. Firstly the control mechanisms it introduces form an adequate tool for 
the observation of various situations throughout the world, including the trade in 
chemicals and the industrial activities related to this sector. Secondly it provides for 
the limitation and restriction of trade with countries which have not signed the 
Convention, with a view to banning such trade altogether once the Convention enters 
into force. 

Currently 160 states have signed the Convention, and now that it has been ratified 
by 65 countries (since Hungary did so on 31 October 1996) it can enter into force 
after 180 days, that is on 29 April 1997. The Convention has already been signed, 
inter alia, by the five permanent members of the UN Security Council, though of 
these only France and the United Kingdom have so far ratified it. All the Member 
States of the EU have ratified the Convention except Belgium and Luxembourg, 
which should do so shortly. 

During the 20 years of negotiations which have been necessary to reach a conclusion 
to this agreement, a major role has been played by the USA and the Soviet Union 
(Russia) which, thanks to their technical progress and commitment have often been 
in a position to propose numerous solutions to the most thorny questions of chemical 
weapons and inspections. Having said that, these two major powers, which also have 
the largest chemical arsenals in the world, have not yet ratified the Convention. This 



is an important issue to be overcome if these two countries' non-participation is not 
to jeopardize the very existence of the Convention. It will be very difficult for the 
other states parties to the Convention to authorize inspections and accept the 
constraints of the Convention if they know that these requirements do not apply to 
the USA and Russia(19). 

The attitude of the USA and Russia has been, and remains, extremely important for 
the future of the Convention. In 1994 several hearings took place in the American 
senate on the matter of ratification, and it was thought that an agreement would 
soon be reached. In the end the speeches and meetings came to nothing. The main 
worries behind the cautious American attitude related to Russia and its capacity to 
meet the obligations contracted with the USA when it signed the bilateral agreement 
on the destruction of chemical weapons, and to intelligence concerning the 
development of a new chemical weapons programme. To these reservations we must 
also add the opposition of those who thought the Convention did not go far enough 
in the list of substances it prohibits, or in the monitoring of the production and 
storage of dangerous substances. 

The American Congress began a debate on ratification of the Convention, which was 
scheduled for 15 September 1996. On 12 September a majority in the Senate 
adjourned ratification because of persistent disagreements. In Russia all discussions 
on this subject were postponed owing to the general elections in December. It is 
clear that once Russia and America have ratified, the others should follow suit 
rapidly. Any significant delay would encourage further proliferation by the 
development of new types of weapons and would affect the political momentum to 
prohibit such weapons(20). 

The USA is currently destroying a large proportion of its chemical weapons reserves 
in the Pacific. Russia, which has expressed doubts about American chemical weapons 
elimination techniques, is faced with financial and technical difficulties in the storage 
of its reserves with a view to destroying them once the Convention has entered into 
force. Under the terms of the Convention, this should begin within two years. 

VIII. THE OPEN SKIES TREATY 

Negotiations: beginning of February 1990  
Signature: 24 March 1992  
Ratification: from 17 July 1992  
Entry into force: After 20 states have ratified, including the states with 
passive quotas equal to or greater than eight  
Total number of ratifications by end of 1995: 22. Two states with 
passive quotas greater than 8 (Russia and Ukraine) still have to ratify 
in order for the Convention to enter into force  
Duration: unlimited.  

The concept of 'open skies', which was first introduced 40 years ago by President 
Eisenhower as a measure which might improve confidence between the USA and the 
Soviet Union, has recently been taken up again in an agreement which commits the 
states parties to make their territories open to overflying by peaceful flights by other 
states parties to the treaty. 



The Treaty covers the area between Vancouver and Vladivostok, heading in an 
easterly direction. 

The geographical size of each state determines the so-called 'passive quotas', i.e. the 
number of overflights each state is required to agree to each year. The 'active 
quotas' represent the number of flights which each state is permitted to make over 
the other states' territory. 

Aircraft may only carry certain specified equipment to observe the ground, and to 
enable all states to participate on an equal footing from the outset, only the most 
accessible overflying systems will be used during the first stage covering the first 
three years. 

The Open Skies Treaty marks the beginning of a new stage in the promotion of 
greater transparency between states. The great powers have satellites capable of 
carrying out inspections of the whole territory, while the other countries are always 
left in the dark about the activities of potential enemies. This agreement could go 
some way towards reducing this asymmetry. It could also prove very useful in 
verifying the implementation of the provisions of treaties for which no air monitoring 
is provided in the verification system. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Annex 1 Disarmament and security milestones in Europe 

Treaties 
Date and 
place of 
signing 

Date of 
ratification Parties Subjects and deadlines 

INF 
8 December 
1987  
(Washington) 

1 June 1988 
United States 
and USSR 

Elimination of 846 American 
euromissiles and 1,846 
Soviet euromissiles (May 
1991) 

SNF   
United States 
and USSR 

Unilateral withdrawal of 
thousands of land- and sea-
based tactical nuclear 
weapons from allied 
countries (July 1992) and 
partial dismantling (2005?) 

START-1 
31 July 1991  
(Moscow) 

4 November 
1992 
(Russia)  
1 October 
1992 (United 
States) 

United States 
and USSR 

Reduction in strategic 
ceilings to 1.600 launchers 
and 6.000 ballistic warheads 
per state (Treaty) partly 
implemented following the 
breakdown of the USSR and 
the signing of START-2) 

START-2 
3 January 
1993  
(Moscow) 

23 January 
1996  
(United 
States) 

United States 
and Russia 

Reduction in strategic 
ceilings to 3.500 American 
warheads and 3.000 Russian 
warheads; elimination of 
heavy ballistic missiles and 
multiple warheads (2003?) 

Treaty 
banning 
the use of 
chemical 
weapons 

15 January 
1993  
(Paris) 

1996 (?) 

Multilateral 
(130 countries 
at the Paris 
Conference) 

Destruction of all chemical 
weapons (10 to 15 years 
after ratification by 65 
states) 

CFE 
19 November 
1990  
(Paris) 

9 November 
1992 

Multilateral 
(29 states) 

Reduction of 50.000 units of 
conventional military 
equipment in the area from 
the Atlantic to the Urals with 
ceilings set at 20.000 tanks, 
20.000 artillery pieces, 
30.000 armoured vehicles, 
6.800 aircraft and 2.000 
combat helicopters per 
group of states (November 
1995) 

CFE-1A 
10 July 1992  
(Helsinki) 

17 July 1992 
(29 states) Multilateral 

Limitation of manpower and 
setting of ceilings by the 
contracting states 
(November 1995) 



 

INF: Intermediate Nuclear Forces: land-based ballistic nuclear systems with a range 
of 500 to 5.500 km  
SNF: Short-Range Nuclear-Forces: Short-range (less than 500 km) land-based 
nuclear forces  
START: Strategic Arms Reductions Talks  
CFE: Conventional Forces in Europe  

Source: GRIP DATA 

 

Annex 2 

Level of strategic nuclear weapons after the START-2 
disarmament process 

Number of strategic nuclear warheads (estimates) 

 United States USSR/CIS Russia United Kingdom France China 

1985 11.974 10.012 384 222 336 

1988 13.000 10.834 384 292 323 

1990 11.966 10.880 384 452 324 

1991 8.772 9.537 384 436 324 

2000 4.250 3.800 384 372 300 

2004 3.500 3.000 384 468 300 

Source : GRIP DATA 

 

FOOTNOTES 

(1) 25% within 16 months from the entry into force of the treaty; 60% within 28 
months and the remainder within 40 months at the latest. 

(2) 17 July 1992 is also the date of entry into force of the Treaty on Conventional 
Forces in Europe - 1A (CFE 1A) which provides that the Member States of the 
CSCE/OSCE should maintain only the military structures necessary to prevent war 
and ensure effective defence. This agreement has only political value and is not 
therefore legally binding. 

(3) Not all states are happy with the request for a revision of the treaty: in particular 
France, Turkey, Estonia and Norway are strongly opposed, maintaining that to yield 
to this pressure would mean continually opening it up to debate by other states 
wishing to revise it in their own favour. At any rate a conference aimed at revising 
the Treaty is scheduled for May 1996, in accordance with the provisions of Article 
XXI of the Treaty. 



(4) Belarus has been granted a new deadline to enable it to meet the provisions of 
the Treaty by 26 April 1996. 

(5) In 1994 Russia, too, proposed the idea of creating a fund to aid states which 
were having difficulties implementing the provisions of the Treaty. 

(6) It was only under its new administration that the USA agreed to use other 
systems to check the safety of its weapons. 

(7) India, Libya and Bhutan voted against. 

(8) This interpretation is confirmed by the debates in Congress which followed the 
presentation of the plan on the ballistic missile defence system drawn up by Defence 
Secretary William Perry and his Under-Secretary Paul Kaminski. The programme and 
the set of recommendations stress the significance of 

(9) The Russian delegate at the Geneva Conference on disarmament, Grigory 
Berdennikov, claimed 

(10) On 23 May 1992 at the Lisbon summit, the three former Soviet republics 
Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine signed together with Russia and the USA a protocol 
annexed to the text of the Treaty which enabled them to accede to START I. 

(11) Before voting on accession, Ukraine demanded from Russia, the USA, France 
and the United Kingdom a written statement that these powers undertook to extend 
the security guarantees to Ukraine. These guarantees, given on 5 December 1994 at 
a formal ceremony in Budapest, may be summarized as follows: Russia, the UK and 
the USA undertake to respect Ukraine's borders in accordance with the principles of 
the 1975 CSCE Final Act, to abstain from the use or threat of force against Ukraine, 
to support Ukraine where an attempt is made to place pressure on it by economic 
coercion, and to bring any incident of aggression by a nuclear power before the UN 
Security Council. 

(12) The Senate submitted with its ratification instrument another document 
containing a series of safeguard clauses, numbered A to F, on the maintenance of 
arms reserves and structures aimed at the production of nuclear weapons. For 
further details see Disarmament Diplomacy, issue no. 3 - 1996, p. 30-34. 

(13) It is estimated that there are more than 8 million mines around the major 
Croatian and Bosnian cities alone. 

(14) International efforts only enable some 100 000 mines to be removed per year, 
whereas between 2 and 5 million new mines are laid throughout the world during the 
same period. 

(15)The first protocol prohibited the use of weapons which can injure the human 
body with micro-fragments too small to be identified by X-rays; the second limits the 
use of mines, booby-trapped objects and similar systems, prohibiting their use 
against civilians in any circumstances whatever, whether offensive or defensive; the 
third protocol relates to the use of incendiary weapons. 



(16) For example, although Australia was well ahead in the terms of the procedures 
needed for ratification even before it signed the Convention, it still needed 16 
months before it eventually ratified it. 

(17) The delay in the ratification can be caused by: a) the modifications and 
adjustments at national level proving more complicated than expected; b) scepticism 
on the value of ratification expressed by countries with small chemical industries; c) 
existence of other more important national priorities; d) decision not to ratify before 
the USA and Russia have done so. 

(18) The Convention does not have satisfactory provisions covering herbicides. The 
definition of chemical weapons as set out in the agreement does not include toxic 
chemical substances which may cause damage to plant species. 

(19) The countries which have not signed the Convention can be divided into four 
groups: the most important group - politically and in terms of the number of states - 
is undoubtedly the Middle East, where several countries adjoining Israel have made 
their participation in the CWC conditional on Israel's accession to the NPT. A second 
group is formed by the states which emerged from the collapse of Yugoslavia. The 
third group consists of North Korea, and the fourth and last group is made up of 
those small countries, mostly island states, which have no interest in the Convention 
in view of their difficult economic or political situation. 

(20) cf. the statement by Mr Ian R Denyon, Executive Secretary of the OPCW 
Preparatory Committee, before the First Committee of the UN General Assembly, on 
16 October 1995. 
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