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T ransfers, production, and
holdings of conventional
arms are security issues of
concern to many states. In the after-
math of the Gulf War in 1991, there
waswide agreement that " something
must be done" to try to prevent the
sort of destabilizing build-upincon-
ventional arms that had taken place
in Irag in the 1980s. Specificaly, it
was felt that measures were needed
in order to encourage responsibility
and restraint in the transfers of con-
ventional armsto regions of tension
such as the Middle East. At the
sametime, the end of the Cold War,
and the resulting unprecedented co-
operation between the world’'s ma-
jor arms suppliers (the United
States, Soviet Union, United King-
dom, and France) heightened expec-
tations that progress could be made
towards international agreement on
measures to restrain transfers.
Inspired by the Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty,
numerous proposals for regional
conventional arms control were
madein 1991.2 However, these did

not achieve widespread support. The
political will to negotiate structural
arms control agreements® in the re-
gions of greatest concern (the Mid-
dle East and East Asia) was weak.
The incentiveto help domestic arms
producers offset the decline in do-
mestic orders through increased
overseas saleswas substantial . And,
in any case, there were significant
problemsin defining what balanced
limits or constraints should be in a
multipolar region. Asaconsequence
of all these factors, the two main
initiatives for global action on con-
ventional arms to emerge after the
Gulf War did not involve structural
arms control. They were (a) the
"P5" process* and (b) the United
Nations Register of Conventional
Arms.

Since the P5 process stalled on
Chinese opposition to the U.S. F-
15 sdle to Taiwan in late 1992, the
United Nations Register isat present
theonly significant global agreement
relating to conventional arms. This
article will therefore examine the
history of the U.N. Register and then
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analyze its prospects. Specificaly,
it reviews proposals for strengthen-
ing the Register and proposes ways
of expanding it. The Register at-
tempts to build mutual confidence
between states through "transpar-
ency" or "the systematic provision
of information on specific aspects
of activities in the military field
under informal or formal interna-
tional agreements."® Thus, it facili-
tates timely consultations between
states on potentially destabilizing
arms build-ups. As a transparency
regime, it does not regulate or limit
military activities directly. It is
hoped, however, that increased
transparency will encouragerestraint
by increasing the pressures, both
domestic and international, against
potentially destabilizing production
or transfers of arms.

HISTORY OF THE U.N.
REGISTER

The initial proposal for a Regis-
ter in 1991 was for a "Register of
International Arms Transfers." How-
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ever, the name (and proposal) was
changed in responseto criticisms by
many arms importing states about
the exclusion of military holdings
and domestic arms production. In
December 1992, the U.N. General
Assembly agreed that the Register
wouldinitially concentrate on seven
categories of arms transfers. battle
tanks, armored combat vehicles,
heavy artillery, combat aircraft, at-
tack helicopters, warships, and mis-
silesand missilelaunchers. In 1994,
a U.N. Group of Experts began to
meet to review implementation and
to consider ways in which the Reg-
ister could be expanded, specificaly
to include domestic production and
military holdings.

The Register isavoluntary trans-
parency measure, and does not in-
volve limits or controls on arms
transfers or holdings. It is entirely
compatible with the jealously-
guarded rights of statesto decidefor
themselveswhat conventional forces
they need for self-defense. It aims
at improving international transpar-
ency relating to arms transfers and
holdings, to build mutual confi-
dence, and to promote timely inter-
national consultationson potentialy
destabilizing regional arms build-
ups. It is thus a relatively modest
measure, which partly explainswhy
it has survived. Neverthel ess, many
hope that increased transparency
might encourage restraint: it could
increase international and domestic
pressures against "irresponsible” or
potentially destabilizing production
or transfers of major weapons sys-
tems, and promote informed public
debate. Exchanges of official infor-
mation on conventional arms could
also provide a basis for regional
confidence- and security- building
arrangements.

One of the guiding principles un-

derlying the Register is that there
isno genera presumption that trade
in the weapons that are covered by
the Register is illegitimate. It can
become so in particular circum-
stances, for example, if acountry is
subject to a U.N. embargo. But in
many circumstances, conventional
weapons are seen as a legitimate
means of national and collective
defense, and the importation of
weapons for these purposes can, by
extension, also be acceptable.
States were invited to submit in-
formation to the United Nations by
April 1993 on their exports and
imports of major conventional arms
during 1992. Most states missed the
deadline. Nevertheless, 80 countries
had responded in time (followed
later by Sri Lanka, Lebanon, and
Ukraine) to be included in the first
annual report of the Register, which
was publishedin October 1993.¢ All
of thetop 14 exportersof major con-
ventional arms (as identified by
Stockholm International Peace Re-
search Ingtitute (SIPRI)) submitted
reports. However, a few "second
tier" suppliers such as North Korea
and South Africa, did not provide
information. Of the top 20 arms
importers for 1992 identified by
SIPRI,” 14 submitted reports; how-
ever, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Thailand,
Syria, Taiwan, and United Arab
Emirates did not participate. Alto-
gether, the vast majority of trans-
fers of major conventional arms in
1992 were probably reported to the
Register. Many commentators had
been skeptical about whether the
Register would revea any new in-
formation about the arms trade, but
they were proved wrong evenin the
first year of the Register’s operation.
Overal, participation washighin
Europe and North and South
America, patchy in Asia, and poor

inthe Middle East and Sub-Saharan
Africa. Nevertheless, Israel and
Egypt submitted reports, as did
China, India, Pakistan, South Ko-
rea, Malaysia, and Singapore,
among others.

However, not all 80 governments
listed by the United Nations pro-
vided information on imports or
exports. Nigeria simply sent a note
explaining that all of itsrecords had
been destroyed in afire. South Af-
rica responded by noting that it
would be inappropriate for it to re-
port on its arms transfers while the
U.N. arms embargo against it re-
mained in place. Croatiasent asimi-
lar note, saying that "it is still un-
der the sanctions imposed by reso-
lution 713 (1991), and that conse-
guently no import of arms or mili-
tary equipment has taken place."
Similarly, Oman, Grenada, and
Paraguay sent notes explaining why
they could or would not, for a vari-
ety of reasons, provide any infor-
mation for 1992. Qatar, Tunisia,
Mexico and Panamasubmitted some
background information with no
accompanying data (or "nil returns")
on their arms transfers. All of these
stateswereincluded among the " par-
ticipants' in the Register.

About athird of all states provid-
ing appropriate information on
transfers provided nil returns for
both imports and exports. In most
cases, this was entirely plausible,
and reflects the fact that the tradeiin
major conventional weapons is
heavily concentrated among rela-
tively small numbers of suppliers
and recipients. However, in some
casesthere must be doubts about the
reliability of the report. The belea-
guered Georgian government said
that no official transfers of major
conventional arms had taken place
in 1992, but "on the other hand we
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havetoindicatethat illicit armstrade
took place. A great number of [ma
jor conventional arms] were im-
ported from the Russian Federation
by Ossetian and Abkhazian separat-
ists." The Russian return explicitly
excluded exports to Azerbaijan,
Armenia, Moldova, and Belarus, as
well as transfers of control associ-
ated with the division of the forces
of the former Soviet Union. The
governmentsof Yugodavia(Serbia),
Kazakhstan and, later, Ukraine also
provided nil returns.

There is some skepticism about
the validity of some returns. Never-
theless, it seemsclear that most gov-
ernmentsreported in good faith, and
often had to go to considerable
lengths to collect the required in-
formation. Even states with quite
well-devel oped arms export controls
typically had no system for moni-
toring the numbers of major con-
ventional arms transferred across
their frontiers each year. Export li-
censing records do not indicate how
many arms were exported (export-
ers often do not use the full quota
on the license) or when the trans-
ferstook place (licensesusually last
for several years).

The first report of the Register
provided asurprising amount of new
information. First, to the best of the
authors' knowledge, no country had
previoudly provided publicinforma-
tion on annual numbers of conven-
tional weapons imported or ex-
ported. Moreover, significantly
more transfers were reported than
had been identified by two of the
main independent "arms watchers"
--SIPRI and the International Insti-
tute of Strategic Studies(11SS). This
is particularly true of land systems
such as tanks, heavy artillery, and
armored combat vehicles, which can
be relatively difficult to track using

the open literature. Many partici-
pantsthus opted for apolicy of open-
ness in spite of traditional sensitivi-
ties in providing official (and thus
"undeniable") information on their
armaments. Indeed, Peru even re-
ported that its navy imported four
armored personnel carriers (APCs)
from embargoed South Africa.
Moreover, because nearly all major
exportersreported, the Register con-
tains substantial information onim-
ports by non-participating countries
such as Saudi Arabia, and Thailand.
Thisisno doubt irritating to the non-
participating governments, but they
will have to accept such enforced
transparency as long as the main
suppliers continue to participate in
the Register.

Finally, 24 countries provided
"background information" on their
military holdings of arms covered
by the Register; of these, 15 also
reported on their procurement from
national production. This back-
ground information is not published
in the annua report, but is publicly
available.® Most of the countries
providing information on military
holdings or procurement are mem-
bers of the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE),
al of whom aready regularly ex-
change similar information between
themselves on a confidential, inter-
governmental basis.

A U.N. Group of Experts has
been convened to review the opera-
tions of the Register and make rec-
ommendations for its future devel-
opment. The Group consists of rep-
resentatives from 23 governments,
and is composed so that it can op-
erate asadefacto negotiating group
for the U.N. General Assembly.® It
met in February and June 1994, and
isdueto hold one more meeting be-
foreit reportsin the summer. At the
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top of its agenda is the question of
whether and how the Register should
be extended to cover procurement
from national production and mili-
tary holdings. It will also consider
whether the categories and report-
ing requirements should be revised
or extended, and ways of increasing
the effectiveness and value of the
Register.

The success of any proposals for
extending the scope of the Register
arelikely to depend substantially on
decisions made to improve the way
it operates. Therefore, this article
discusses somewaysthat the Regis-
ter might be strengthened. It then
examines a number of proposals
being made for expanding the Reg-
ister. First, we discuss the possible
expansion of the Register to include
holdings and procurement. Second,
we focus on the possibilities for ex-
panding, or adding to, the existing
seven categories of systems covered
by the Register. Finaly, we exam-
ine proposals that the Register be
expanded to include greater infor-
mation on the types and models of
systems reported.

STRENGTHENING THE
REGISTER

At present the Register isapurely
voluntary regime. There is no defi-
nition of what it meansto be a"par-
ticipant," and obligations are not de-
fined in atreaty or framework con-
vention. Resources for the Register
are extremely modest, and no deci-
sions have been made as to how to
organize development beyond the
work of the 1994 Group. There are
good reasons for all of this, and it
would certainly be premature to at-
tempt to establish the Register in a
formal convention at this stage.
Nevertheless, if the Register is to
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become asignificant and permanent
feature in the internationa system,
it must be gradually strengthened as
an institution, and the rights and
obligations of participants must be
defined and developed. It is aso
important that while the Group con-
centrates on means of extending and
developing reporting requirements,
it does not neglect measures to im-
proveimplementation. The devel op-
ment of implementation review pro-
cedures and resources is important,
asareother measuresto improvethe
reliability and timeliness of reported
data. Mechanisms are needed to
provide guidance (and perhaps dis-
pute resolution) where there is con-
fusion or disagreement.

We suggest three areaswhere dis-
cussion is needed: (i) whether
"participation” should be defined ;
(ii) whether there is a need for a
regular review procedure for the
Register, and if so what form it
should take; and (iii) the potentia
value of establishing"common lists'
of systems covered by the Register.

Should participation be defined?

On the recommendation of the
1992 Panel, the current Register sets
out three ways in which datais sub-
mitted to the United Nations:

First, states provide numerical
data and countries of origin/desti-
nation. Although the definition of
atransfer could still beimprovedin
the light of the first year's experi-
ence, the requirements for filling in
this part of areturn are fairly clear.

Second, space is provided on the
form for information on "descrip-
tion of item" and "comments on the
transfer." If provided, thisinforma:
tion is published in the annua re-
port. However, this column can be
filled in at member states’ discre-

tion; no specific pattern is pre-
scribed.’®  Unlike the main part of
the form, this section is both volun-
tary, and less defined.

Third, states are invited to sub-
mit background information "in any
form they wish" on "their military
holdings, procurement through na-
tional production, and relevant poli-
cies." Thisinformation is not pub-
lished in the Secretary-General’s
report onthe Register; however, this
does not mean that "background
information" provided is confiden-
tial. In line with the 1992 Panel’s
recommendation that "the available
background information submitted
by Member States be open to the
public,"'* the Secretary-General’s
report states that the background
information is available at the Cen-
ter for Disarmament Affairs (CDA)
for consultation.

A "common sense" definition of
Register participation might be that
it involves (at a minimum) satisfy-
ing the first of these three require-
ments. Participation inthe Register
isof coursevoluntary. To be counted
as a participant, however, it could
be argued that a country must pro-
vide at least some data (even if this
only involves a nil return).

However, thiswas not the casein
the 1992 returns. At least seven of
the 80 countries listed as having re-
plied to the request for information
did not complete the form at all.
Because of the understandable de-
sireto maximize the "headline" fig-
ure for participants in year one, the
United Nations did not require
completion of the standardized form
for inclusion on this list. Thisis
guite apart from the more complex
problem of whether returns are accu-
rate.

If the Register is expanded, fur-
ther subdivisions of thereturntoin-

clude exports, imports, procure-
ment, and holdings could be created.
Whichever subdivisionsare chosen,
however, there should be a clear
definition of what is required to be
deemed a participant in any one of
these categories.

To be listed as having partici-
pated, a country might be required
to have filled in the standardized
forms for transfers, plus whatever
equivaentisagreed for procurement
and holdings. No confirmation of
the accuracy of the data submitted
would be required, no matter how
incredible it appeared. But, a coun-
try would haveto provide somedata
-or a nil return--to qualify for the
list of full participants. The advan-
tage of such asystemisthat it would
establish a clear incentive for states
to follow the guidelines. States will
have already noticed that some other
governments--such as Nigeria and
South Africa--havebeenincludedin
the headline total without filling in
the forms. If this practice were to
be allowed to continue without any
political cost, it might create a dan-
ger that an increasing number of
countrieswill chooseto submit data
in whatever form and at whatever
level of detail seem suitableto them.
The main method the Register uses
to persuade governmentsto divulge
data is through the potential politi-
cal cost (small but real) of being seen
as a nonparticipant.

As the Register expands, there
may be severa states each year who
respond in some way to the request
for reports, but in away that quali-
fies them only to be listed as "other
replies," not as "full participants.”
Accordingly, the headline number of
"full participants' would belessthan
it would otherwise be. Provided that
the number of replies continues to
rise in the next few years, however,
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this risk may be relatively low.
Moreover, the Register’'s successis
likely to be judged increasingly by
the quality of the returns as well as
the number of replies. There is a
possibility that a small number of
countries--we estimate seven in
1992--will be excluded from the to-
tal if "participant” were clearly de-
fined. But, these will probably be
countries such as Tunisiaand Libya
that have, in any case, not provided
any useful data. By including all re-
sponses in the report, but with a
division between "full participants"
and "other replies," public damage
tothe headlinefigure should berela
tively limited, while pressure on
statesto participate fully would still
increase.

Improving reliability and
implementation review

Asthe Register expands, the need
to havearepository of expertiseand
advice will also grow. The experi-
ence of the first year suggests very
clearly the difficulties of operating
the Register without giving the
United Nations any role in remind-
ing and encouraging governmentsto
make appropriate returns, or in pro-
viding advice and training to na-
tional officials. An expanded role
for U.N. officialsistherefore, in our
view, likely to be an important part
of successful Register development.
Such arole in turn will require ad-
ditional resources.

Yet, some desirable central func-
tions, such as a mechanism for de-
ciding whether or not a state has
"participated," cannot be entirely
delegated to U.N. officials. The
CDA can play an initial advisory,
monitoring, and administrativerole.
But, it may need to be backed up by
a body capable of taking political

responsibility for the implementa-
tion and development of the Regis-
ter.

This role could be assumed by a
standing panel of governmental ex-
perts, similar in size and composi-
tion to the current group. Such a
panel could meet as often as neces-
sary to fulfill its functions, which
could be both advisory (as at
present) and operational. These
functions could include:

* Carrying out regular reviews of
the operation and possibilities for
further development of the Regis-
ter. Such reviews might, for ex-
ample, examine proposals for the
further development of the Register’s
categories, definitions, and proce-
dures. The panel might also review
the success of each year’'s returns,
and suggest waysto improve proce-
dures. Under this system, the 1994
Group would be seen as only one
stage of acontinuing review process,
and the pressureonit to make" once-
and-for-all" choices might be re-
duced. There are many potentially
useful proposals on the table which
areworthy of serious consideration,
but which may need to be deferred
in the interests of securing core ob-
jectivesand improving participation.
Agreement to defer an issue, how-
ever, may depend on whether there
will be future opportunities to re-
turn to the issue. This in turn sug-
gests that one of the outcomes of
the 1994 review should be an agree-
ment that future reviews will take
place on aregular basis. A standing
panel would also help to addressthe
widespread concern that the 1994
Group is meeting a year too soon,
and prepare the ground for a more
gradual, but consensual, process of
regime building.

* Responding to specific requests
from the Committee for Disarma
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ment and/or the General Assembly
to address specific issues within its
purview.

* Acting as a dispute resolution
panel wherethere are doubts or dis-
putes on issues such as whether a
state's submission qualifies it to be
listed as a "full participant.”

Agreement on common lists of
systems covered by the Register

Another possibletask for astand-
ing panel would be overseeing the
creation of an agreed list of those
systems that are included in each of
the Register categories. It would
make national returns easier to com-
pilefor officials, most of whom have
no direct knowledge of what the
United Nations means by particular
definitions, or what was in the
panel’s (or group’s) collective mind
when it agreed on a particular defi-
nition. Even if there were no re-
guirement to include type/model in
returns, an agreed list would reduce
the potential for misinterpretation of
what are, in some cases, rather am-
biguous guidelines. This might re-
duce the costs and administrative
burdens of adhering to the regime,
particularly if the proposals to add
military holdings and procurement
from national production are
adopted.

Compiling such a list could be
an evolutionary process. Those
states that provide information on
their military holdings could be
asked to attach alist of the systems
that they have included in their re-
turn for holdings.?? States could be
asked to do so even if the 1994
Group wereto decideto leave hold-
ingsaspart of "available background
information.”

For each system, states would be
asked to provide enough informa
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tion to distinguish it from other sys-
tems--e.g., gun caliber for battle
tanks. But, governmentswould have
the option to furnish information on
the systems they included in their
holdings data without stating how
many of each system they possess.
In some countries, and perhaps in
some weapons categories, such an
arrangement might provide a useful
means of contributing to Register
reliability and consistency, while
meeting the security concerns that
arise when exact numbers of par-
ticular systems are released. Act-
ing on the advice of appropriate ex-
perts, perhaps based at the CDA,
the standing panel could then ex-
amine the lists submitted on an an-
nual basis and seek to agree on a
common list of systemsthat clearly
fall within each of the Register cat-
egories. When there is a consensus
that a system clearly fals within a
particular category, it would be in-
cluded in apublished list of systems
to be circulated in future years.
When there is no consensus, sys-
tems would not be included and the
debate would continue in future
years.®

Such a system could draw on the
experience of the CSCE in recent
years. In the process of negotiating
the CFE Treaty, the problems cre-
ated by intractably ambiguous cat-
egory definitions were to some ex-
tent circumvented by agreement on
listsof systems covered by thetreaty.
In addition, for each new systemin-
troduced, states are asked to pro-
vide photographs, weight, and cali-
ber data. For Register purposes, it
might not be appropriate to insist
that participants provide such com-
prehensive data. Yet, thereisacase
to be madefor devel oping an agreed
upon--though not necessarily ex-
haustive--list of systems that defi-

nitely come under each category
heading.

REVISING AND EXPANDING
CATEGORIES

Introduction

Part of thetask of the 1994 Group
is to consider "the addition of fur-
ther categories of equipment.” In
considering the task of its succes-
sor, the 1992 Panel felt that "a key
principle for adding categories
should be that of military relevance
in terms of the significance of their
impact on regional and global secu-
rity."14

In considering the expansion or
addition of categories, thereis
sometimes atemptation to think that
more is always better, subject only
to security concerns. This attitude
should be resisted. First, additional
coverageinvolves additiona admin-
istrative effort. If a substantial
amount of time is spent collecting
detailed data on systems of only
marginal relevance, there may be
fewer resources available to ensure
that the correct dataare supplied for
those systems that matter most.
Moreover, every timedefinitionsare
changed, there is bound to be some
transition cost. If changes occur too
often, it may become difficult to
discerntrends intransfers, procure-
ment, and holdings over time, thus
undermining the value of the Regis-
ter as a measure of "destabilizing
build-ups" of weapons. And, if too
much detail is asked of countries,
especially thosewith lessdevel oped
bureaucracies, thereisadanger that
participation could decrease. The ex-
perience of the U.N. standardized
system for reporting military
expenditures suggests that request-
ing a mass of detailed information

is counter productive if only a few
governments (31 in this case in
1993) are prepared to provide it.

Second, there is always a danger
that an expansion of the number of
modelsincluded in any one category
will make it more difficult in the
case of returns by states that do not
include item descriptions to distin-
guish the more important systems
fromthelesssignificant ones. More-
over, it is premature to assume that
most states will provide item de-
scriptions for their transfers, mili-
tary holdings, and procurement from
national production in the near fu-
ture.

On the other hand, there could
be some casesin which an expan-
sion of the types of weapons cov-
ered by the Register can be justi-
fied. It would be surprising if there
were not some anomalies which, as
aresult of thefirst two years expe-
rience, it would seem sensibleto re-
solve. If significant changesdo seem
desirable, in the light of the overall
rationale of the Register, it may be
better to make them now, before the
existing categories become too es-
tablished.

Even if no additional categories
arecreated, and no item descriptions
are provided, the addition of extra
items can be of valueif theitemsin
guestion arejudged to be of asignifi-
cance comparable to, or greater
than, some of those already in the
Register.®> How to apply this crite-
rion will inevitably, however, be a
matter of judgement. In each case a
trade-off will have to be made be-
tween the potential costs and ben-
efits of a proposed expansion.
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Ground and air systems

Adding ground and air systems al-
ready subject to CFE Treaty

Thefirst five Register categories
use some of the same phraseol ogy
as the definitions of the weapons
"limited" by the CFE Treaty. Inad-
dition to "limiting" systemsin cer-
tain categories, the CFE Treaty also
defines a wider group of systems
which are "subject to the Treaty."
These additional systems are not
subject to numerical limitations.'
But countries are obliged to "ex-
changeinformation" on them as part
of their annual returns, and they are
alsorequired to place certain limits
on their operations. These
are:"primary trainer aircraft, un-
armed trainer aircraft, combat [sup-
port] helicopters, unarmed transport
helicopters, armored vehicle launch
bridges, armored personnel carrier
look-alikes and armored fighting
vehicle look-alikes."*

The Register doeshot include all
of these systems, which are also the
subject of CSCE-wide information
exchangethrough the ViennaDocu-
ment of March 1992. Indeed, there
is no reason in principle why the
Register should include all systems
subject to CSCE transparency re-
gimes. In considering whether there
are potentially destabilizing systems
which are not covered by the Regis-
ter, however, it might be useful to
reflect briefly on those systems
which are at present subject to
CSCE trangparency but are not cov-
ered by the Register. The systems
covered by the treaty are:

*_Primary trainers and unarmed
trainer aircraft--The equipment sub-
ject to the CFE Treaty (but not lim-
ited by it) includes 17 types of pri-
mary trainer aircraft. By contrast,

the Register specifically excludes
primary trainer aircraft "unless de-
signed, equipped or modified" to
engagetargets"by employing guided
missiles, unguided rockets, bombs,
guns, cannons and other weapons
of destruction." At the very least,
thereis aneed to clarify which sys-
temsareincludedinthe Register and
which are not. A common list of
systems might be of value. The
group might also want to consider
whether to widen Register transpar-
ency to include all those aircraft
subject to the CSCE transparency
regime. The number of systemsin-
volved is quite small. But trainer
aircraft can, in times of conflict,
often provideasignificant increment
to combat capability.

* Combat support helicoptersand

helicopters (18 types).

It is worth considering whether
the Register should be expanded to
encompass all military helicopters
that are already included in CFE and
CSCE information exchanges. It is
not at all clear, for example, why
troop transport helicopters are ex-
cluded from the Register, while ar-
mored personnel carriers, even with-
out any integral weapons, are in-
cluded. Because of their greater
mobility and versatility, the helicop-
ters are likely to be able to make at
least as significant a contribution
to surprise attacks and large scale
offensive actions as the personnel
carriers. Similar arguments could
be madefor all military helicopters.

* Armored vehicle launched
bridges--Both the CFE Treaty and

unarmed transport helicopters--
Whileattack helicoptersarethe only
helicopters limited by CFE Treaty,
they are not the only helicopters
subject to information exchange. The
Vienna Document requires states to
provide data on all helicopters in
military service, specifying whether
their primary role is, for example,
"specialized attack, multi-purpose
attack, combat support, or trans-
port." Only the first two of these
roles are included in "attack heli-
copters." Thus, for example,
Sweden’s CSCE declaration of De-
cember 1992 (also provided to the
United Nations as part of its back-
ground information) includes its
holdings of unarmed transport and
combat support helicopters, as well
asits holdings of search and rescue
and anti-submarinewarfare helicop-
ters.® And the protocol to the CFE
Treaty on Existing Types of Con-
ventional Armaments and Equip-
ment providesalist of existing types
of both combat support helicopters
(25 types) and unarmed transport
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the 1992 Vienna Document require
participant states to exchange data
on the number of armored vehicle
launched bridges in their invento-
ries. It is generally acknowledged
that such systems can play acrucia
role in large scale offensive opera-
tions, at least in terrain with rivers.
Although not limited on a national
level in the CFE Treaty, therefore,
the number and deployment of these
systems is a matter of real concern.
In terms of their potential contribu-
tion to destabilizing build-ups of
offense-capable forces, the case is
guite convincing. Whether thisis a
priority in 1994, however, may de-
pend on whether non-CSCE states-
-for example those in the Middle
East--share the concern of CSCE
states about such systems.

* APC look-alikes and armored
fighting vehicle (AFV) look-alikes-
-In addition to the armored combat
vehicle category, the CFE Treaty
containsaprovision for information
exchange on "APC look-alikes and
AFV look-alikes." This category
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consists of armored vehicles based
on the same chassis as, and exter-
nally similar to, an APC or an AFV
which does not have a cannon or
gun of 20 millimeters or more, and
which cannot transport a combat
infantry squad. Examples of systems
in this category include armored
recovery vehicles, armored fire di-
rection post vehicles, armored ob-
servation post vehicles, armored
surface-to-air guided missile carri-
ers, and armored command vehicles.
APC ambulances are specifically
excluded.

It would be possible to add all
look-alikes to the Register, thus
bringing CSCE and Register trans-
parency in this area closer together.
Itislessclear that the military jus-
tification for such a step is strong
enough to make this a priority at
this stage. Some useful additional
information could be provided on
armored support vehicles. Since
these normally operate in close
conjunction with armed vehicles,
however, the value of thisextradata
may be rather limited. If one were
to prioritize between claims for ex-
pansion, therefore, the case may be
less strong for look-alikes than for
aircraft or helicopters.

Adding ground and air systems not
already subject to the CFE Treaty

If it is the case that a system’s
inclusion in the CFE Treaty does
not necessarily mean that it should
beincluded in the Register, the con-
verse is also true. A ground or air
system that isnot in the CFE Treaty,
might qualify for inclusion in the
Register. The area in which thisis
perhaps clearest is speciaized sup-
port aircraft. In the course of the
1992 Panel, there was considerable
discussion about the possibilitiesfor

adding such systemsto the Register
at alater date. Specific mention was
made of:

"(a) aerial refuelling aircraft; (b)
reconnaissance aircraft (fixed and
rotary wing); (c) airborne electronic
warfare equipment (fixed and rotary
wing); (d) airborne early warning
and command and control systems
(fixed and rotary wing)."°

If the criterion of military rel-
evance were the only one used, it
would seem hard to justify the ex-
clusion of at least some additional
air systems. Refuelling aircraft
clearly have an important role in
extending the range and capability
of both air defense fighters and
bombers. Modern advanced early
warning (AEW) aircraft play acriti-
cally important role in battle man-
agement, both in defensive and of -
fensive operations; and the transfer
of such systemsto aregion is often
seen as a matter of regional, if not
global, concern. Fixed wing trans-
port aircraft, such as the Chinese
Y-8 or Lockheed Hercules C-130,
although not on the 1992 Panel’slit,
can play a crucia role in power
projection.

If the principle of including air-
craft that are not designed to carry
weapons were to be accepted, how-
ever, it would be important to agree
where the line is to be drawn be-
tween thosewhich are militarily sig-
nificant and those which are not.
One possibility might be to confine
coverage of non-combat aircraft to
thosein servicein the armed forces.
But acceptance of this principle
might in turn have implications for
definitions of what ismeant by “mili-
tary holdings’ (see "Defining 'mili-
tary holdings" section infra).

Weaponsfor "low intensity" wars?

It is sometimes argued that cat-
egories used in the CSCE are too
"Euro-centric," and there may be a
degree of truth to this proposition.
Yet, the most obvious division may
be not between weapons of valuein
Europe and thoserelevant to therest
of world, but between those weap-
ons that are "indispensable for sur-
prise attacks and large scale offen-
sive military operations' against a
"well-armed" opponent and those
that can only be of value against a
"poorly-armed" opponent.

Against a well-armed opponent
(such as Irag, India, or Germany),
the types of systems covered by the
CFE Treaty and the U.N. Register
would indeed form an indispens-
able part of any ground offensive.
Highly mobile armored vehicles
would be needed to provide adequate
protection against defending fire;
and offensive action could not hope
to succeed without having the capa-
bility of at least neutralizing an
opponent’s air power. This, in turn,
normally requires a state to have
developed sophisticated air capabili-
ties of its own.

Insofar as the aim of the Register
is only to cover those systems that
would be of significant offensive
value in awar between well-armed
states, there may be relatively little
need to make significant adjustments
to the existing five categories be-
yond those already discussed. There
may, for example, be a case for in-
cluding additional types of support
aircraft when it can be proven that
they could be of significant offen-
sive value. But, there seems little
reason for reducing further (for ex-
ample) the thresholds for including
systems such as artillery and rock-
ets.
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Yet, two cavests have to be added.
First, the categories developed for
the CFE Treaty and the Register are
of clearest relevanceto interstate war
in those parts of the world where
states have acquired significant ar-
senals of mgjor ground and air sys-
tems. Thelatter includesmost CSCE
states, the Middle East, South Asia,
and East Asia: areas of the world
that together account for approxi-
mately 97 percent of total world
military spending.

The categories may be less satis-
factory in the remaining parts of the
world-- notably Latin America and
sub-Saharan Africa--wherelevels of
military spending per person tend
to belower, but which accounted for
41 percent of theworld’'sarmed con-
flicts in 1989-92.2t A significant
number of states in both these re-
gions have only small arsenals of
Register systems, many of which are
often unserviceable. They therefore
depend more heavily on lighter
weapons than their European and
Asian counterparts, both for offen-
sive and defensive purposes. Yet,
the absence of large stocks of heavy
weaponsand sophisticated air forces
in these regions does not in itself
remove the potential for surprise
attack. Rather, it means that the
possession and deployment of other
systems become a more important
component of that potential. Against
aweak opponent, asurprise attack
can be launched, and territory con-
guered and held, without the weap-
ons that would be necessary for this
purpose in regions with more de-
veloped arsenals. Mobility can be
provided by cross-country civilian
vehicles, and firepower by machine
guns, mortars, and portable missile
launchers. Poorly-armed opponents
and civilians can be conguered and
intimidated without the need for

heavily armored vehicles or heavy
artillery, as anumber of recent wars
(such as those in Chad and Soma-
lia) illustrate.

Moreover, the concentration on
heavy weapons in both the CFE
Treaty and the Register is based on
afocuson potential conflict between
states. Such a focus may well have
been justified in the late 1980s,
when the main concern of arms con-
trol was to regulate, and make less
dangerous, the confrontation be-
tween two cohesive military alli-
ances. In the 1990s, when intrastate
conflict is much more central to the
concerns of the international com-
munity (not least in Europe), it is
lessclear--at | east conceptually--that
transparency measures should focus
exclusively on heavier weapons.
While interstate conflict should re-
main a central concern of the Reg-
ister, thereisacase for at least con-
sidering whether, either in the Reg-
ister itself or in complementary re-
gional measures, lighter weapons
should be included. It might be par-
ticularly appropriate to examine
whether enough use is being made
of the Register’spotential to comple-
ment the U.N.’s peacekeeping and
peacemaking efforts.

In this context, a recent example
of conventional armscontrol "on the
ground" in conflict situationsisin-
structive on which weaponsare con-
sidered most relevant in practice.
The NATO ultimatum to the war-
ring parties in Sargjevo, issued in
February, calledfor thewithdrawal,
or regrouping and placing under
U.N. Protection Forces
(UNPROFOR) control, of the:
"heavy weapons (including tanks,
artillery pieces, mortars, multiple
rocket launchers, missiles and anti-
aircraft weapons)"?? of both the
Bosnian Serbs and the Bosnian
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government. All weapons with a
caliber of 12.5 millimeters or more,
including heavy machine guns and
all missiles, were considered to be
"heavy weapons' in this ultimatum.
Rifles and small arms, by contrast,
remained subject to the cease-fire
but could be retained by the oppos-
ing forces.

The adoption of a similar lower
limit in Category |1l of the Register
would have the effect of bringingin
large numbers of additional crew-
served weapons (mortars, heavy
machine guns, cannon, and anti-tank
weapons), while still excluding per-
sonal weapons, such as rifles and
submachine guns. It might help to
encourage exporters of such sys
tems to areas of tension, together
with their governments, to improve
their procedures for monitoring and
controlling these exports.

However, an expansion of the
Register now to cover large number
of lower-caliber weapons could im-
pose substantial additional report-
ing burdens at atime when member
states may also have been asked to
provide data to the United Nations
on military holdings and pro-
curement from national production.
It may be better to postpone a ma-
jor expansion of this category to a
future review.

Land mines

Finaly, a case has been made
for considering whether the Regis-
ter should be used to increase pres-
sure for control of the world-wide
tradein land mines. On December
16, 1993, the U.N. General Assem-
bly passed a non-binding resolution
calling for a ban on exports of land
mines. The United States has ex-
tended its own moratorium on ex-
ports of these weapons, and has
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caled on others to do the same.®
And the U.S.-based organization
Human Rights Watch has recently
called for theinclusion of land mines
in the Register.?*

The inclusion of these "weapons
of massdestruction by slow motion"
might pressure the remaining ma-
jor suppliers of land mines to fol-
low the General Assembly’s lead.
Moreover, most of the largest pro-
ducers (including the former So-
viet republics, Itay, and China) do
already participate in the Register.

On the other hand, the proposal
to include land mines raises quite
important issues of principle. First,
on what basis would land mines be
judged to meet the criteria for in-
clusion in the Register? In terms of
their contribution to human suffer-
ing, the case is clear. Moreover, in
some contemporary conflictsthey do
play acrucial role in hampering the
movement of opposing forces and
as aweapon of terror against enemy
territory. But, isthis enough to meet
the 1992 Panel’s suggestion that
"military relevance" should be the
key?

Even if it were accepted that
mineswere militarily relevant, there
may be a second argument. It is of-
ten argued that central to the Regis-
ter concept isconcern only with "le-
gitimate" weapons, i.e. whose pos-
session isgenerally judged to be an
acceptable part of national self-de-
fense. If it is decided, perhaps
through modification of the Inhu-
mane Weapons Convention, that
trade in these systems should be
ended, they can no longer be seen
as part of legitimate trade. If there
were serious progresstowardsaglo-
bal ban on the trade in mines, it
would make sensefor transparency
measures to take place as part of a
regime specifically concerned with

10

mines. Unlike the Register, such
measures would be concerned with
revealing illegitimate trade, not an-
nouncing legitimate transactions.
Until and unless the trade in mines
is again viewed as legitimate, it
might be better to seek other means
of monitoring and exposing it If
such measures are not taken, how-
ever, there may be a case for recon-
sidering the inclusion of these sys-
tems in the Register.

Missiles and missile launchers

By far the biggest criticism of the
current categories relates to the un-
satisfactory nature of Category VII:
"Missiles and Missile Launchers.”
Moving to amore satisfactory treat-
ment of these systems would re-
move one of the more obvious
anomalies in the current system.

The problems of thiscategory, al-
ready recognized by the 1992 Panel,
were further highlighted by 1992
Register returns. They called into
guestion the value of including
information on the current basis. For
example, total U.K. stocks of mis-
silesand missile launchers were es-
timated to be 23,892, more than half
the U.S. holdings of 43,975. By
contrast, Germany reported missile
stocks of only 40 (excluding clas-
sified holdings).?® In the absence of
moredetail, these figuresare almost
meaningless, and cannot contrib-
ute significantly to the enhancement
of transparency between states.

Generaly speaking, however, it
remainstrue that many statesfind it
more difficult to be transparent
about missiles--especially missile
hol dings--than about any of the other
six categories. This hypothesis is
supported by an analysis of the back-
ground information on military
holdings and procurement from na-

tional production provided by states
to the United Nations in 1993. A
total of 24 countries provided some
data on procurement and holdings,
and of these 10 countries (Austra-
lia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, Chile,
Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nicaragua, and Sweden) included
item descriptions for their holdings
of the first six Register categories.
But only one country--Canada--pro-
vided item descriptionsfor its hold-
ings of missiles and missile launch-
ers.?’

Thus, the automatic inclusion of
al missilesin any "deepening" pro-
posal may reduce significantly the
extent to which states are prepared
to accept development of the
Register’sreporting requirementsin
other areas. Given the specia sta
tus member states already give to
missiles in their returns, the possi-
bility of formalizing this status,
through the adoption of a rather
different set of requirements for
missile transparency than for the
other categories, might be consid-
ered. For example, the existing Cat-
egory VII could be divided into two
separate categories. () VII missile
launchers and remotely propelled
vehicles (RPV’s), and (b) VIII mis-
siles. Any additional requirements
for transparency in the first seven
categories of launchers (including
missile launchers and RPV's)-- for
example for descriptions, procure-
ment, and holdings--could be sepa-
rately debated in the case of the new
category.

Additional dataon missiles could
be included in the main Register
tables. For "types' information in
particular, however, there may be a
casefor devel oping transparency for
missileslessrapidly thanin the case
of thefirst seven categories. Thear-
gument for such an approach would
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be that the first stage should be to
maximize the number of countries
that release gross figures on missile
stocks and procurement. Only when
participation has reached some, un-
specified, level would the possibility
of also releasing types data be con-
sidered.

Longer-range missiles

The Register might make a mod-
est contribution to the devel opment
of the Missile Technology Control
Regime (MTCR) by including asub-
category in the missiles category
specifically for those missiles with
a range of 300 kilometers or more.
The number of systems reported in
this subcategory is likely to be very
small, and might be confined to
transfersbetween MTCR states. But
it could usefully reinforce the dis-
tinction between transfers of short-
range missiles and transfers of
longer-range missiles. It might also
be a useful contribution towards
devel oping amore general transpar-
ency regime for longer-range mis-
siles, encompassing military hold-
ings and procurement from national
production as well as transfers.

Yet, asinthe case of land mines,
the argument could be made that
the Register should not be used as a
means of monitoring trade in those
systems where active consideration
is being given to a prohibition on
use or transfer. Moreover, were it
to be suggested that such a proposal
should also cover holdings, the
nuclear weapon states (particularly
thosewith limited stockpiles) would
be likely to have serious problems.
Even if the general case for in-
creased transparency inlonger-range
missiles is accepted, therefore, it
may be that some other forum--such
as a Nuclear Weapons Register --is

more appropriate for its realiza-
tion.”®

Ground-to-air missiles

The final issue regarding Cat-
egory VII is whether the group
might want to re-examine the deci-
sion of the 1992 Panel that the Cat-
egory "does not include ground-to-
air missiles [GAM’g]." One of the
arguments put forward in favor of
this apparently anomalous exclusion
was that GAM’s are said to be de-
fensive in nature and thus not "de-
stabilizing." Yet, such a character-
ization is open to dispute. The of-
fensive or defensive character of a
weapon depends very much on the
context inwhichitisdeployed, with
"defensive" tactics and weapons of -
ten being akey element of offensive
operations. In at least two recent
cases, moreover, GAM systemshave
been specifically identified as a
source of tension. The NATO ulti-
matum to forces surrounding
Sargjevo specifically mentions the
need to withdraw, or place under
UNPROFOR control, "missiles and
anti-aircraft weapons."#® North Ko-
reahasrecently complained strongly
about the proposed deployment of
Patriot missile systems in South
Korea. At the very least, therefore,
some states view such systems as
having an offensive potential.

More generally, however, since
the Register is not a control device,
the inclusion of any weapon system
cannot be taken as an acceptance of
the assumption that the systems in
guestion are "destabilizing." The
1992 Panel does not use this crite-
rion, stating only that weapons could
be added to the Register if they are
"of military relevance in terms of
their impact on regional and global
stability." In view of this, GAM’s
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would appear to be a strong candi-
date for futureinclusion in the Reg-
ister.

Weapons of mass destruction

The 1992 Pandl suggested that the
possibility of adding "systems for
the delivery of weapons of mass de-
struction not already covered by the
Register" should be included in the
work of the 1994 Review. Yet most,
if not all, such weapons are already
covered in the existing seven cate-
gories. "Combat aircraft" should in-
clude strategic and tactical bomb-
ers, irrespective of possible payload.
"Warships" should include strategic
submarines. "Missiles and missile
launchers' should include (a) inde-
pendent launchers for all ballistic
and cruise missiles with a range of
over 25 kilometers; and (b) all bal-
listic and cruise missiles with a
range of over 25 kilometers. Despite
the Register’s title, even a missile
exclusively designed and equipped
to carry nuclear warheads should
still be declared.

Aslong asthe Register’sstandard-
ized definitions only apply to trans-
fers, this has few practical implica
tions. It implies that transfers of
Trident D5 missilesfrom U.S. own-
ership to U.K. ownership should be
included in the Register.*® But we
know of no other recent international
transfers of delivery systemswhose
roleis primarily nuclear. Indeed, an
increasingly strong international
norm is being developed against
such transfers, with the sole excep-
tion of the U.S.-U.K. relationship.

Were the same categoriesthat are
currently used for transfers to be
used for reporting of military hold-
ings and procurement from national
production, virtually all the nuclear-
capable missiles of the five recog-
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nized nuclear weapon states would
have to be included, together with
missiles of other states that may be
developing nuclear weapons co-
vertly. If, in addition, these coun-
tries were to include item descrip-
tions in their holdings and procure-
ment returns, significant additional
information on nuclear arsenals and
their development would become
available.

REPORTING WEAPON TYPES

The Register in its current form
already includesprovision for states
to providefurther information onthe
role and model of the weapons
which they report. An additional
column, divided into two parts, "de-
scription of item" and "comments
on the transfer," is provided in the
standardized reporting form.  One
of the items on the agenda of the
1994 Group is whether to make the
completion of this part of the form
less"voluntary" thanitisat present.
There would be a number of advan-
tages from doing so. It would give a
more accurate picture of the signifi-
cance of particular purchases. It
would make it easier to make ap-
propriate allowance for the large
amount of tradein second-hand sys-
tems (for example, a large propor-
tion of German exports in 1992
consisted of former German Demo-
cratic Republic systems surplus to
Germany’s own requirements). It
would help address the concern that
a numerical representation of the
arms trade ignores the qualitative
dimension. It could also serveas a
crosscheck of whether states have
correctly understood the Register
reguirements.

Yet, if fuller item descriptions are
to be included, the group will have
to overcome the resistance that re-
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mains on the part of most major
arms exporting nations. North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
and European Union (EU) members
have been unable to agree upon a
common position on reporting of
types. The United States, United
Kingdom, Japan, and Francedid not
givetypeinformationin 1993, while
Germany, the Netherlands, Austra-
lia and Canada did.** By contrast,
some other states were more likely
to include types datathan they were
to provide procurement and hold-
ings information. Both Brazil and
Italy argued for theinclusion of such
data in the 1992 Panel in order to
emphasizetherelatively low-tech na
ture of their own exports.*

PROCUREMENT AND
HOLDINGS

One of the most important issues
for the 1994 Group will be how to
fulfill itsmandateto examinethemo-
dalities of an early expansion of the
Register to include procurement
through national production and
military holdings. Wide agreement
among U.N. member statesin 1991
to establish the Regi ster was secured
partly on the basis of an understand-
ing that such an expansion would
take place.®

An important reason why there
is wide demand to extend the Reg-
ister to cover national procurement
is that this would complement in-
formation ontransfers, and thus pro-
vide more complete information on
trendsin military holdings. It would
also address the concern that the
current Register imposes greater
transparency on major armsimport-
ers than on countries with substan-
tial domestic armsindustries. More-
over, whereas relatively few coun-
tries have much to report in any one

year on transfers or procurement of
major conventional arms, virtually
al countries have significant mili-
tary holdings. Such an extension
could therefore help to extend the
perceived relevance of the Register
as a means of monitoring levels of
conventional arms.

Yet, expanding the Register to
cover both procurement from na-
tional production and military hold-
ings would substantially increase
international transparency inan area
where there has previously been
little publicly available official in-
formation. A decision to ask gov-
ernments to provide details of their
holdings of conventional arms, even
if phased in over two or three years,
would require a considerable com-
mitment of political energy in order
to make it work. It would constitute
a major advance in transparency,
which some of the world’s more se-
cretivestatesarelikely toresist. The
data publicly available on stocks of
conventional weapons held by many
major devel oping states are accurate
only within rather wide margins of
error. Even amassive Cold War in-
telligence effort by NATO came up
with estimates for Soviet and East
European conventional arsenalsthat
proved--in the light of subsequent
CFE Treaty declarations--to be not
always very accurate. The lack of a
comparable NATO intelligence ef-
fort vis-a-visthe armies of develop-
ing states means that official esti-
mates for these states may in some
cases be even sketchier. Asaconse-
guence, by revealing their stocks of
aircraft and tanks, states might well
be telling other states (and, perhaps
of greatest concern, potential re-
giona adversaries) facts that were
not previously known. How impor-
tant such data will be in military
terms should not be overstated.
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Equipment numbers are only one
component of military power. Asthe
"conventiona balance" debate of the
1980s in Europe showed, however,
numbers also have a political sig-
nificance. Stateswith large arsenals-
-even if composed largely of obso-
lete systems--may bereluctant to ex-
posethemselvesto the propaganda
value that returnson military hold-
ings could provide to their critics.

Governments may decide that
such transparency is in their secu-
rity interests because it will reas-
sure othersthat they have only "rea
sonably sufficient” arsenals. For, in
the absence of official data, exag-
gerated unofficial data-- often de-
rived in turn from worst case intel-
ligence estimates--carry wide cred-
ibility. But few countries will find
it easy to break with traditions of
military secrecy. Considerable effort
has been devoted to convince gov-
ernments to provide even the mod-
est amount of data required by the
current Register ontransfers, despite
theknowledge that transactionsare,
in many cases, also being reported
elsewhere (either officialy by atrad-
ing partner or unofficialy by SIPRI
and others). Asking these same gov-
ernments to provide data on weap-
ons holdingsislikely to be an even
tougher task.

Defining " military holdings"

If "military holdings" are to be
included in the Register on a stan-
dardized basis, it will be necessary
to define what is included in this
term. Thisisby no meansastraight-
forward issue. It is clear from the
1992 Panel’s discussion of the defi-
nition of transfersthat military hold-
ings should exclude systemsheld by
other states on one’'s own territory,
but include systems held outside na-

tional territory by one’'s own forces.
The remaining definition issues can
be divided broadly into two:

* First, should the holdings of
armed forces, other than regular
military forces, beincludedin"mili-
tary holdings'? Not all the armed
forcesunder government control are
regular military forces. In the first
place, there are reserve forces that
operate on reduced manning levels
in peacetime, and whose equipment
isoftenkept invariousformsof stor-
ageready for mobilization. It would
be possibleto confine Register trans-
parency simply to "active" forces
(say of 70 percent manning or
above), on the argument that these
forces are particularly suitable for
surprise attack. Such an arrange-
ment creates difficultiesin deciding
on a common position on which
forces should be considered "ac-
tive," and also ignores the fact that
reserve forces play a vital role in
many countries' preparations for
combat, both defensive and offen-
sive. Mareover, since countriesvary
greatly in their active/reserve bal-
ance, theexclusion of thelatter could
severely distort comparisons be-
tween states. The casefor including
the holdings of both active and re-
serveforces, therefore, seemsrather
clear-cut.

Matters may be rather more dif-
ficult when one comesto forcesthat
are not primarily military, but who
are nevertheless armed. Many gov-
ernments have border troops, coast
guard troops, and internal security
forces that can possess significant
numbers of such systems and which
could, in some circumstances, bere-
deployed for military duties. For
example, Russia's 100,000 border
troops are reported to possess 1,500
armored combat vehicles, 90 heavy
artillery pieces, 70 aircraft, 200
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helicopters and "about" 212 patrol
and coastal combatants. Russian in-
ternal security troops hold another
1,200 armored personnel carriers.®
All these systems, if they are locat-
ed within the CFE Treaty area, are
subject to information exchange.

* Second, should the holdings
of bodies other than armed forces
be included in "military holdings'?
For example, should the Register
cover systems in transit, held by
factories, held in historical collec-
tions, or awaiting disposal? In
reaching a decision on this matter,
it may be useful to take the experi-
ence of the CFE Treaty into account.
The CFE Treaty deals with these
different categories as follows:

1) Equipment in storage or
mothballed is subject to the overall
treaty limits, but exempt from the
sub-limits on itemsin active units.

2) Equipment decommissioned
awaiting disposal, awaiting export,
or used only for research and de-
velopment is subject to information
exchange but not subject tothe over-
al treaty limits.

3) Equipment in the process of
manufacture, in historical collec-
tions, or in transit through the CFE
Treaty areafor less than seven days
is not subject to either information
exchange or limitation.

Were the Register to be based on
similar principles, only equipment
inthelast three categories would be
excluded from the count. The great-
est impact of this would probably
be on items held by arms manufac-
turers. It would mean that items still
in the process of manufacture would
be excluded. Once completed, how-
ever, they would be included even
before they were handed over to a
client. By providing "background
information” on its holdings of
weapons awaiting export, Bulgaria
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has already demonstrated how such
asystem could haveasignificantim-
pact on the number of weapons de-
clared. In seeking to establish aclear
definition of military holdings, the
Group of Experts will have to con-
sider whether or not this should
become a general principle.

Implementation requirements

One of the main problems that
will be encountered if military hold-
ings are added to the Register is
that it will generate a demand for
large quantities of information that,
in many cases, may not be readily
available. Giventheaveragelifetime
of egquipment, the number of items
in military holdings could be 30 to
40 times as great as those bought
(domestically and from elsewhere)
inagivenyear. Thisinformation has
already been compiled and provided
by NATO states, and could also be
provided by other CSCE participants
from existing CSCE information
exchange arrangements (with some
amendment). Yet, some countries
may find they have substantial extra
data collection requirements. States
do not alwaysretain accuraterecords
for stocks of older weapons, espe-
cialy if weaponsarein storage and/
or mothballed. Once states have es-
tablished a baseline inventory, col-
lection costs would diminish sub-
stantialy. At least in the first years,
however, allowance will have to be
made for technical difficulties and
genuine error in the compilation of
information.

A withdrawals section in the
Register?

Our discussion of the choicesin-

volved in defining "procurement
from national production and mili-
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tary holdings," raises the further
guestion of how to define at what
stage a system ceases to be part of
military holdings. Systemsaretaken
out of holdings because of accident
or war, because of scrapping obso-
lescent systems, and because of sale
to other states. But how does one
account for systemsthat arereturned
to afactory or dockyard for refit or
upgrading? For the sake of com-
pleteness, it appears we may also
need a definition of "withdrawal
from holdings." Such a definition
should probablyexclude"temporary™
withdrawal of systemsfrom service
for refit/upgrading, even when sys-
temsaretemporarily disabled or dis-
armed (for example refits for frig-
ates). But, it should include "per-
manent” withdrawal from service,
even if the system retainsamilitary
role.

Should withdrawals be included
inthe Register? Argumentsfor such
asystem include:

* |f and when returns on military
holdings are included, it will in any
case be possible to deduce a figure
for withdrawals from the change in
holdings between two years, com-
bined with procurement datafor the
year in question. Requiring an ex-
plicit statement on withdrawals,
however, will act asava uable cross-
check (both within governmentsand
publicly) on the consistency of re-
turns.

* The numbersinvolved arerela-
tively modest compared with those
in "holdings." Data collection may
be correspondingly easier.

* |t may create a modest addi-
tional incentive for states to scrap
older systems. Some states could
present themselves as actually re-
ducing their arsenalseven before de-
claring their holdings.

If the case for including with-

drawals data in the Register were
accepted, the first step might be to
ask governmentsto consider supply-
ing this data as part of their "back-
ground information." After an ini-
tial trial period, however, the data
could either be used to create anew
standardized form or incorporated
into thosethat already exist for trans-
fers and procurement from national
production.

TRANSPARENCY AND
OPENNESS?

It hasincreasingly become appar-
ent that one of the drawbacks with
some existing transparency agree-
ments is that the required informa-
tion is normally exchanged on a
confidential state-to-state basis.®
For example, some governments
believe that they would be commit-
ting abreach of confidentiality were
they toreveal their own CFE Treaty
returns publicly, even if they are
made available to alarge number of
foreign governments.

This lack of domestic openness
inexigting transparency regimesmay
tend to weaken the effectiveness of
thoseregimes. It meansthat it isleft
to states to monitor whether other
states are complying with their in-
ternational obligations. In somecir-
cumstances, governments will be
willing to use the data provided to
press their counterparts to change
their approach. The vigor with
which they pursue this quest is
likely, however, to be moderated in
large measure by an assessment of
the potential damage to wider inter-
state relations of making an issue
out of aparticular set of data. More-
over astate's ability to put effective
pressure on other states will be re-
stricted by the prohibition on pub-
lic disclosure. As a consequence,
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sensitive issues are likely to be
raised later than they would have
been if datawerefreely availableto
parliaments and non-governmental
organizations.

In contrast to CSCE-based trans-
parency regimes, the data provided
tothe U.N. Register of Conventional
Armsispublicly available. Thefirst
annual report on the Register, pub-
lished in October 1993, reproduced
the data provided by participating
states on their exports and imports
of major conventional armamentsin
calendar year 1992.% The publica
tion of the report was swiftly fol-
lowed by a humber of independent
studies of the Register returns by
academics in Europe and North
America.*” Moreover, the "back-
ground information" provided tothe
United Nations on military holdings
and procurement from national pro-
duction is aso publicly available,
evenwhenitincludes (asinthe case
of Sweden) national CSCE returns.
The United Nations has not pub-
lished the background information
provided in 1993. It does, however,
makeit availableto researchers, and
al the information relating directly
to military holdings and procure-
ment from national production has
been reproduced in arecent paper.3®

Without public disclosure of Reg-
ister data, it isunlikely that the first
year of its operation would have at-
tracted much attention. The anoma-
liesit containswould have remained
amatter for inter-governmental con-
sultation, and the pressure on gov-
ernments to reduce these anomalies
infutureyearswould have been sig-
nificantly reduced.

Nor does the Register smply re-
port datathat were already available
in the public domain. Our study of
the Register suggeststhat alarge pro-
portion of the arms transfers re-

ported had not been included in ei-
ther SIPRI Yearbook or the 11SS
Military Balance 1993/94, the two
most authoritative independent
sourcesof informationinthisfield.*
The publication of the Register
would mean that these organi zations
could significantly improve their
coverage of the conventional arms
trade in years to come.

Already the experience with the
Register may suggest a lesson for
other transparency regimes. Inafew
cases, there may be valid security
arguments (such as the potential
value to terrorists of knowing the
location of weapon systems) for re-
gtricting theinformation that ismade
publicly available. In most cases,
however, the case against publica-
tionis based on political rather than
security considerations. Both in
NATO and in former Warsaw Pact
countries, the legacy of Cold War
secrecy remains strong, and some
governments remain uncomfortable
with the idea of detailed parliamen-
tary scrutiny of their security poli-
cies. Yet, itisasoincreasingly rec-
ognized that the democratization of
defense policy can itself contribute
to peace and security in Europe.
With this in mind, NATO is now
engaged in amajor program to pro-
mote the development of mech-
anisms for democratic control of
defense policy informer communist
countries of Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union.* Oneway to
enhance that accountability, both in
former communist states and in
NATO members, would be for the
members of CSCE to agree to make
their annual dataexchanges publicly
available. For when transparency
and public openness go together, the
value of both is enhanced.

This does not mean that confi-
dential transparency agreementsbe-
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tween states do not have arole in
some circumstances. For example,
the effectiveness of supplier regimes
(such as the Missile Technology
Control Regime, Nuclear Suppliers
Group, AustraliaGroup, Coordinat-
ing Committee for Multilateral Ex-
port Controls (COCOM), and,
potentially, P5 pre-notification of
transfers) often dependsto asignifi-
cant extent on exchanges of sensi-
tive technical information, which
states may only be willing to share
with other regime members or
trusted alies. Yet, when a transpar-
ency regime is global, and/or it in-
volves an exchange of databetween
al governments with an interest in
an issue, then the general principle
should be that information be made
availableto national parliamentsand
the general public, unless there are
convincing security arguments (such
as potential value to terrorists)
against disclosure. Asargued above,
the effectiveness of the transpar-
ency regime itself, as well as gov-
ernments’ accountability to national
legislatures, may be undermined by
undue secrecy.

CONCLUSION

Evenif itisonly developed mod-
estly, the U.N. Register of Conven-
tional Arms could still make an
important contribution to interna-
tional security. After a few years,
the reported information will allow
a more accurate understanding of
trendsin thetrade, procurement, and
holdings of major conventional
arms. Becauseit isofficial informa-
tion, it can formally be used as a
basisfor discussionson regional and
global security in the U.N. Secu-
rity Council and other international
fora. Thus, it could facilitate coop-
erative actions by Security Coun-
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cil (or the P5) to prevent regional
conflict, or promote the develop-
ment of regional confidence- and
security- building measures. For ex-
ample, countriesin the Asia-Pacific
could use Register reports as a ba
sisfor regiona discussions on con-
ventional armstransfers or procure-
ment, and thus on broader security
issues. It is aso important to note
the potentially important domestic
effects of the Register. Eventhe pro-
cess of establishing systems to col-
lect relevant datamay stimulate gov-
ernmentsinto improving their regu-
lations and monitoring systems for
arms transfers and production.
Moreover, information in the Reg-
ister may help national legidatures
and the general public to scrutinize
government policies more effec-
tively, thus democratizing debates
and perhaps encouraging gov-
ernmental restraint. Thus, both in
itsinternational and domestic effects
the U.N. Register of Conventional
Arms could be a useful additional
member to the family of interna-
tional transparency agreements.
Yet, the Group of Expertsfacesa
number of difficult choices in de-
termining wherethe Register should
go next. In this article we have ar-
gued that the prospects for the
Register depend on a successful
blending of two elements: a
strengthening of the operation of the
Register onthe one hand, and askill-
ful handing of the difficult choices
over expansion of coverage on the
other. Initsfirst two years of op-
eration, the priority has been to
maximize participation. Asaresult,
governments have had considerable
|atitude to choose how to participate.
In the future, however, the advan-
tages of loose guidelines will need
to be balanced against the risks of a
drift away from the Register’sfound-
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ing principles of universality and
non-discrimination. Thereisaready
adanger that the Register could end
up producing high levels of trans-
parency between those states who
need it least, and much |ess between
those who need it most. This dan-
ger can best be avoided by insisting
on clear and universal guidelinesfor
participation, even if as aresult the
process of "deepening"” islessrapid
than some countries would wish.
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