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Since the end of the Cold War, the daily national
security agenda of the United States has been
shaped in significant measure by disputes with

other nations over compliance with arms control and
nonproliferation agreements. Bush (Sr.) and Clinton ad-
ministration officials faced major compliance-related
problems, such as:

• Iraq’s unwillingness to cooperate fully with the
United Nations to ensure that its weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) have been completely destroyed
and/or dismantled;
• the dispute with North Korea over its suspected
nuclear weapons program in violation of its commit-
ments as a party to the Treaty on the Non-Prolifera-
tion of Nuclear Weapons (NPT); and
• Soviet and possible Russian compliance issues with
respect to the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven-
tion (BWC).

Compliance is central to the long-term sustainability
of the arms control and nonproliferation regime and to
international security. Despite this importance, compli-
ance is one of the least studied dimensions of arms con-
trol and nonproliferation, likened by Charles Flowerree
to a poorly crafted drama’s “third act [that] plays to a
drowsy and distracted audience.”2  Implementation and
compliance issues can be painstaking and enmeshed in
detail and procedure, without the glamour and drama of
treaty negotiation. But, as the former Undersecretary of
State for Arms Control and Director of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, John Holum has pointed
out, “Parents and playwrights will tell you that the real-
ization is no less important than the conception.”3

Nonproliferation and arms control agreements have a
direct role in managing the political dynamics involv-
ing “problem” states. Assessing compliance with such
international agreements has assumed great importance
in that, if not handled effectively, noncompliance can
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undermine the regimes embodied in those agreements,
make management of relations with problem states more
difficult, and, ultimately, foster more uncertainty and
instability in the global security environment. In addi-
tion, a growing number of agreements involving more
members of the international community in concrete
implementation activities have been put on the books in
recent years. Additional ones may be added in the years
ahead, creating more demanding compliance obligations.
Of equal concern, recent experiences–such as develop-
ments in the United Nations Security Council over Iraq–
have highlighted the difficulties in mobilizing the
international community in the face of disputes over
compliance.

If arms control and nonproliferation agreements are
to remain effective instruments of national and interna-
tional policy, the challenges posed by questions of com-
pliance must be addressed. But, understanding the
compliance process is not easy, as it involves a com-
plex set of issues that often revolve around many actors
in many organizations.

To address some of the gaps in the literature and in
the policy community’s attention to compliance issues,
the Center for Nonproliferation Studies and the Chemi-
cal and Biological Arms Control Institute developed a
joint project entitled “Arms Control Compliance: The
Need for a New Approach.” In July 1998, the project
sponsored a workshop focusing on “Compliance with
Arms Control and Nonproliferation Agreements: Clos-
ing the Conceptual and Policy Gaps” in Washington,
D.C. that examined specific case studies in which arms
control compliance was the critical question. It also in-
cluded a discussion of functional issues relating to the
compliance assessment process. The articles in this spe-
cial section were first developed as presentations for that
workshop; by examining historical cases, they help to
suggest new policy options needed in response to non-
compliance challenges. From these efforts, a better
framework for dealing with compliance issues hopefully
will result.

This introduction outlines the issues addressed by the
project. It first looks at the current status of compliance
with arms control and nonproliferation measures. Next,
it reviews the challenges to compliance efforts. Finally,
it sets out the project’s recommendations for enhancing
arms control compliance.

OVERVIEW OF COMPLIANCE ISSUES

The project members concurred that while major
progress occurred in the arms control and nonprolifera-
tion arena in the last decade, there is increasing concern
about the future of the arms control and nonprolifera-
tion regimes. The long-term success of the agreements
that embody these regimes and others currently being
considered is still to be proven and depends largely on
how they are implemented and how compliance issues
are handled. So far, the record is mixed. Traditional arms
control efforts such as the Intermediate Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) agreement, the Treaty on Conventional
Forces in Europe (CFE), and the first Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty (START I) appear to have made signifi-
cant progress in achieving compliance with treaty
obligations. But even these treaties have experienced
serious bumps in the road, and at times substantial ques-
tions about compliance have been raised.4

The picture is bleaker when one examines the multi-
national nonproliferation agreements and treaties ad-
dressing chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons. Here
there appear to be many unresolved compliance issues
that could ultimately cripple the specific treaty involved
and undermine the entire nonproliferation
regime. Without the strong foundation of successful
implementation of the current set of arms control agree-
ments–implementation that is grounded in effectively
managing compliance concerns and responding appro-
priately to noncompliance–the basis for future arms con-
trol will be weakened and the long-term health of today’s
arms control and nonproliferation regime may be at risk.

Also, efforts are now underway to strengthen the over-
all arms control and nonproliferation regime through
such measures as the International Atomic Energy
Agency’s (IAEA) strengthened safeguards, the enhanced
review process for the NPT, and the efforts of the BWC
Ad Hoc Group to negotiate a protocol to enhance com-
pliance. But, these efforts could backfire, i.e., instead of
strengthening their respective agreements and through
them the entire regime, they may only demonstrate the
hollowness of states’ commitments. States need to put
substance behind arms control treaty commitments in
order to meet the objective of reducing security threats
and the likelihood of violent conflicts. Without actions
behind verbal commitments, arms control will become
at best irrelevant.
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Effective verification and treaty implementation are
based on common principles and practices. Although the
verification approaches in treaties aimed at different
weapons systems vary, all are designed to deter cheat-
ing, create a baseline or context from which to judge
relevant information, and reinforce existing norms
against proliferation. Effectively integrated, these ap-
proaches can achieve the objectives of a good verifica-
tion system: detection, deterrence, and increased
confidence that compliance is being maintained. The
value of cooperative reporting, declarations, notifica-
tions, on-site activities, transparency, and access are
well recognized.5  But when these activities do not
provide the needed clarity and information to resolve
compliance uncertainties, problems emerge that may
undermine states’ confidence in arms control.

No amount of verification activity can ensure com-
pliance. Compliance is ultimately a political decision,
based on states’ perceived security needs and objectives.
In the early 1990s, states seemed to be on the brink of
an era in which entrusting part of their security to the
arms control process made excellent sense: it was re-
ducing the threat and was cost effective. But as the
project members discussed, new challenges to effective
arms control treaty implementation have emerged. Those
challenges frequently lie in the domain of noncompliant
activities by states whose unwillingness to meet their
treaty obligations cast doubt on the value of the entire
enterprise.

CHALLENGES

Changes in the Arms Control Milieu

Today’s arms control environment is different in some
very basic ways from previous times: not only are there
more players and more issues, and thus, more complex-
ity, but more destructive technologies are available and
societies are more vulnerable. Of great concern are new
sets of challenges that have created obstacles to identi-
fying and addressing compliance issues, including:

1. increased numbers of actors, state and non-state,
involved in arms control;
2. differences in technical capabilities of states en-
gaged in multilateral arms control;
3. continued international diffusion of information
and global technological advancement;

4. the dual-use nature of the materials and equipment
involved in chemical, biological, and nuclear weap-
ons;
5. insufficient consensus about compliance assessment
and relevant standards of evidence;
6. lack of political will to deal with compliance is-
sues when they emerge; and
7. lack of effective enforcement tools.

 As Brad Roberts’ article (“Revisiting Fred Iklé’s 1961
Question, ‘After Detection—What?’”) discusses, the
post-Cold War era reflects a shift from bilateral arms
control to multilateral nonproliferation efforts. The end
of bipolarity, however, has not led to the emergence of
another consistent power configuration on the interna-
tional playing field. Instead, the discipline of the bipo-
lar world has been lost without a suitable replacement.
In the post-Cold War arena, the world order is still in
transition, involving multiple actors of diverse charac-
teristics and interests and causing greater concern over
key regional actors’ capabilities and activities. Until it
settles, states are likely to protect their own needs first
and worry about international or long-term implications
second. This variation in perceived national security
needs means that the salience of arms control in general
and any one arms control issue in particular will differ
considerably across countries.

As Roberts points out, both the number of arms con-
trol and nonproliferation treaties and the number of par-
ticipants in them have grown steadily. Gone are the days
when only a handful of Great Powers “do arms control.”
Several states that previously have had almost no expe-
rience with arms control treaties find themselves faced
with complex and intrusive obligations.6  Not only have
several new treaties been concluded recently that involve
more widespread membership and more extensive veri-
fication activities (Chemical Weapons Convention
[CWC] and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty [CTBT]),
but parties to several established treaties, such as the NPT
and BWC, are engaged in efforts to augment confidence-
building measures. Effective implementation of these
commitments is critical to establishing a solid founda-
tion for future arms control and nonproliferation efforts.
Yet, as Michael Moodie’s article (“The Soviet Union,
Russia, and the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven-
tion”) on the Soviet Union’s and Russia’s biological
weapons program indicates, doubts linger about the com-
mitment of key states to these obligations.
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States also vary in the technical and human capabili-
ties and public resources they have available for arms
control activities. Some countries, such as the United
States, will turn first to monitoring capabilities they con-
trol, specifically relying on intelligence resources for
their core understanding of others’ compliance. Other
states, lacking access to such intelligence, will disdain
and discredit such information and will depend on
multilateral institutions for implementation, verification,
and compliance determinations. Project participants
agreed that questions about what types of information
to use as the basis for determining possible violations
loom as large stumbling blocks to the smooth implemen-
tation of multilateral arms control treaties. In addition,
decisions about what resources to use for multilateral
verification efforts and where to place such resources in
the world community are complex and often politically
driven.7

Other changes in the arms control milieu further com-
plicate the issue of implementing arms control initiatives
effectively. Non-state actors, for example, must now be
recognized as influential actors that must be integrated
into treaty implementation processes. These non-state
actors include industry, the media, academics, and non-
profit organizations—all entities exploiting the telecom-
munications revolution that permits rapid and broad
dissemination of information. Each of these actors now
second-guesses, pressures, and lobbies governments.
These other voices can have a substantial impact on of-
ficial and public perception of the facts. In such situa-
tions, non-governmental groups can play an incredibly
significant role in molding others’ views of what to
verify, how to verify, and what compliance is or is not.

Of particular importance in this regard is the emer-
gence of interested non-governmental groups and indi-
viduals who can draw on increasing publicly available
information related to compliance. This emerging trend
was evident during the summer of 1997, for example,
when an event very close to the Russian nuclear test site
at Novaya Zemlya was detected not only by the U.S. in-
telligence community, and the prototype CTBT moni-
toring center, but by academic groups worldwide as well.
Very diverse technical interpretations of the data were
provided, quickly leading to conflicting assessments and
confusing responses. In some ways, this incident put U.S.
intelligence on notice that other groups, with somewhat
similar information, might be able to present immedi-
ate technical analyses questioning its assessments.8

Since, in most cases, U.S. intelligence will be unable to
disclose fully all of its sources and information, this type
of situation may erode the credibility of U.S. compli-
ance assessments.

Today another difference from previous arms control
eras is the absence of the presumption of compliance
when states sign and ratify a treaty. Roberts’ article dis-
cusses the impact of this change on how states perceive
arms control treaties. This assumption also changed the
role and value of verification. Especially before World
War II, states treated arms control treaties like
gentlemen’s agreements. Verification was not needed
since it was assumed that states would act like gentle-
men and honor their commitments.

Since World War II, the emphasis on verification has
emerged because the assumption that states would not
cheat on their obligations has eroded. Washington and
Moscow both insisted on strong verification measures
in their bilateral nuclear arms control agreements be-
cause neither side fully trusted the other not to cheat.
More recently, especially in the last decade, the view
has emerged—based on certain evidence—that some
states will sign treaties with no intention of complying.
Their objectives in signing the treaty are to obtain ac-
cess to technology and expertise and have a cover to de-
velop the needed technical foundation for the desired
weapon of mass destruction. Many believe that is what
Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea had in mind when
they joined the NPT. In addition, for several years the
U.S. intelligence community has declared that between
10 and 20 states may be developing chemical or biologi-
cal weapons. Many of these states are signatories of the
CWC and BWC.9  If the U.S. assessment is even par-
tially correct, then several states either joined the CWC
and BWC knowing they were already in violation, would
violate them, or at some time after their signature were
willing to do so. The articles by Moodie and Javed Ali
(“Chemical Weapons and the Iran-Iraq War: A Case
Study in Noncompliance”) both examine cases in which
states clearly violated obligations they had accepted—
the Soviet Union’s obligations under the BWC and Iraq’s
under the 1925 Geneva Protocol. One effect of this
change in assumptions about states’ behaviors and ob-
jectives is that treaty parties now require extensive mul-
tilateral verification regimes. A second, subtler effect is
the taint it leaves on both treaty implementation pro-
cesses and states’ perceptions of each other’s behavior,
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thereby undermining the value and credibility of arms
control and nonproliferation treaties.

Thus, the new multilateral, multipolar nonprolifera-
tion environment creates a plethora of verification and
implementation issues. Those issues reflect wide diver-
gences in states’ resources, geo-political locations, and
national security concerns. Compared to the days of the
Cold War, today’s context is a very different “playing
field”—definitely one that is not level, nor easily made
level, and not one necessarily involving just two teams
playing the same game.

Gaps in the Compliance Process

As the project participants agreed, some of the most
difficult but least addressed compliance-related chal-
lenges are those that deal with defining and pursuing
exactly what compliance is and when noncompliance
occurs. While there is growing awareness of the chal-
lenge of dealing with the agreed problem of noncompli-
ance, there has been almost no research and analysis of
how to determine and define a compliance problem. 10

In examining the materials available on the compli-
ance determination process, one is immediately con-
fronted with its sparseness, especially the lack of
discussion of how and whether countries regularly re-
view other states’ compliance with arms control agree-
ments. The United States has several processes designed
to assess how well others are fulfilling their obligations
under various arms control and nonproliferation treaties.
One is a formal, thorough annual review. There are also
several quarterly reviews mandated by Congress and
almost daily discussions about treaty implementation
issues. While an effort is made to coordinate these dif-
ferent compliance assessment activities, the process is
laden with complexity and politics. Even in the United
States, the overall compliance determination process can
be murky and lack consistency and coherence. More-
over, it does not appear that other countries have devel-
oped anything similar to the U.S. approach. Several may
engage in compliance discussions at multilateral com-
missions established for treaties such as INF, START,
and CFE, but these efforts appear to be tied closely to
specific implementation issues. Most states do not ap-
pear to have any internal process to review compliance
by other states with a specific treaty or the nonprolif-
eration regime in general.

Another challenge to effective compliance assess-
ments that was raised by project participants is the dual-
use nature of technology involved in weapons of mass
destruction. Scientific and technological information
will continue to spread and provide not only the basis
for economic, technological, and social development, but
also for nuclear, chemical, and biological military ca-
pabilities. As Ali’s article discusses, the use of chemi-
cal weapons during the Iran-Iraq war galvanized the
concern over lax export controls on dual-use CW pre-
cursor chemicals and production equipment. This con-
cern helped generate support for forming the Australia
Group, an informal forum of states whose goal is to har-
monize national export controls on chem-bio materials
and equipment. The dual-use nature of the equipment,
materials, and technologies makes distinguishing be-
tween legitimate and illegitimate activities very difficult.
Technical data and verification activities may be of lim-
ited help in determining compliance because countries
will be able to justify developing a dual-use infrastruc-
ture for scientific and commercial reasons.

What will be the basis for assessing compliance if the
technical components needed to develop a weapons
capability are in place? Compliance assessments would
then turn on an analysis of a state’s intent, which is much
too politicized a concept to be the basis for any interna-
tional action. Depending on the situation, it may even
be insufficient to develop the domestic support required
to respond.

The project participants cited Iran as a good example
of the dilemma resulting from the dual-use nature of the
technologies involved in developing nuclear weapons.
The United States is convinced that Iran is trying to de-
velop a nuclear weapons capability and is using its
nuclear power program as cover to gain experience,
materials, and access to critical technologies. But the
U.S. assessment, which relies on intelligence assess-
ments of Iranian activities and intent, is at odds with the
evaluation of other countries, which focuses on Iranian
technical capabilities and a nonproliferation record
deemed to be quite good.11  The United States cannot
show hard evidence of a weapons program in Iran and
has not been successful in making its case based on
Iranian intent. States want and need strong evidence to
be able to make a decision about another state’s com-
pliance with arms control agreements. As the current Ira-
nian case and the historical “yellow rain” controversy
presented by Jonathan B. Tucker (“The ‘Yellow Rain’
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Controversy: Lessons for Arms Control Compliance”)
demonstrate, relying on intentions will only politicize
the compliance process.

Another challenge noted by the project participants
is the transition between negotiation and implementa-
tion. An example is provided by developments in The
Hague where the Organization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons (OPCW) was established to imple-
ment the CWC. OPCW members have been constantly
wrangling over the details of treaty implementation not
spelled out in the CWC itself.12  These discussions con-
stitute a virtually new negotiation, and they highlight the
gap that often emerges between the intent of the treaty
negotiators and the interests of the treaty implementers.
A good example of what often has to be “renegotiated”
during the implementation phase is terminology. Clar-
ity is critical to implementation, but ambiguity and lack
of detail may be the only way to make progress in arms
control negotiations. So, defining compliance issues and
levels of concern is only vaguely referenced in most trea-
ties. The battle over the specifics is re-engaged when
implementation occurs.13  The assumption of negotiators
is often that the preparatory conference will address these
issues. More often than not, however, they are left unre-
solved until the emergence of an actual problem, a time
that is not conducive to constructive dialogue on what
compliance behavior may or may not be, how it will be
determined, who will determine it, and what the response
to it will be.

Implications for Compliance Efforts

Project participants noted several problems that
emerge from these compliance-related challenges. One
basic problem is that no accepted multinational compli-
ance assessment process exists. The lack of such a pro-
cess is compounded by the absence of a dialogue on
compliance issues until there is a crisis. The assumption
is that each state party to a treaty will reach its own com-
pliance determinations and base its responses on that
assessment. In reality, only the major states appear to
go through such compliance assessment processes. Their
assessments are not necessarily accepted easily by other
states, which not only do not trust the intelligence upon
which they are based, but also do not know exactly how
these states reach their compliance determinations, and
therefore do not trust their conclusions.

What does it mean not to have an international con-
sensus on how to reach an arms control compliance de-
termination? First, states may vary in the standards they
bring to bear on making compliance determinations.
Some may demand direct, hard evidence or a “smoking
gun” if responses are to be pursued. Others may rely
more on having enough information so that it is “beyond
a reasonable doubt,” i.e., a reasonable person would
reach a conclusion of noncompliance looking at the
available information. Finally, some might opt for a stan-
dard of evidence that is weaker, relying on “a prepon-
derance of evidence” in favor of noncompliance. What
any state or international organization uses as standards
of evidence is neither transparent nor very well under-
stood. Tucker’s article describes the negative impact of
having no agreed understanding about what the burden
of proof needed for noncompliance is. He suggests the
need for more international discourse that makes explicit
the standards being applied to humanitarian concerns
versus security violations.

A second result of not having an international agree-
ment on “first-order” compliance determinations is that
there is no agreement on what type of information should
be used as evidence in compliance assessments and con-
clusions. The United States, well aware of the growing
unwillingness to rely on nationally collected intelligence,
has been trying to upgrade its own use of open source
information and help multilateral organizations do the
same.14  However, there is no question that the United
States will rely on intelligence information for treaty
monitoring, since it provides the basis for U.S. confi-
dence in its treaty compliance assessment process. The
tensions between the U.S. approach and that of other
states about the use of intelligence was evident during
discussions about what information could be used as the
basis for a challenge inspection under the CTBT. While
it was eventually agreed that states could use all relevant
data collected in ways acceptable to the international
community, this issue will continue to be problematic.

A third area affected by the insufficiency of the inter-
national community’s discussion of compliance assess-
ment procedures is the definition of what states consider
noncompliance. A state could define noncompliance in
terms of any of the following five categories of viola-
tions, each of which has an associated desired national
and international response:

1. minor technical or inadvertent problems,
2. different interpretations or gaps in treaty language,
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3. significant, detected, overt violations,
4. significant, detected, but covert violations, and
5. suspected covert violations of possible signifi-
cance.

Coming to some agreement about which activities
deserve serious review and which are minor would ap-
pear to be an obvious first step. However, given the lack
of coordination of the different national approaches to
this definitional issue, it is a step that is often missing in
discussions at international implementing organizations.

Any violation has the potential to be serious since even
a minor technical compliance problem may just be the
“tip of the iceberg.” Such was the case in the North Ko-
rean situation in which Pyongyang, having signed the
NPT in 1985, did not finalize its safeguards agreement
with the IAEA until seven years later, despite a treaty
requirement to have developed such an agreement with
the IAEA within 18 months. Little was done to compel
North Korea to comply with that provision. By the time
the IAEA member-states took notice, North Korea al-
ready had operated its nuclear reactor and gone through
at least one reprocessing cycle without any safeguards
in place.15  Under the Reagan administration, concern that
the Soviets could not be trusted meant that all compli-
ance issues were addressed with almost equivalent in-
tensity. Any violation by the Soviet Union, whether
minor or not, was seen as significant. While this Ameri-
can standard has been modified somewhat by the under-
standing that verification efforts are geared to deter the
development of “militarily significant”16  capabilities, the
scope of what is to be reviewed as a significant viola-
tion remains ambiguous both on the national and inter-
national level.

The immediate fallout of this lack of clarity is that
states, relying on different standards of evidence, types
of information, and varying definitions of “significant”
noncompliance, do not easily reach agreement on how
to address proposed compliance issues. Lack of agree-
ment means lack of response. As Ali’s article on chemi-
cal weapons use during the Iran-Iraq War demonstrates,
the international community’s weak response to Iraq’s
violation of its obligations under the Geneva Protocol
exacerbated the situation. This lack of effective enforce-
ment and response to possible violations lowers confi-
dence in the nonproliferation regime.

The project participants concurred that while focus
needs to be placed on the enforcement phase, determin-

ing what, if anything, will affect the behavior of recal-
citrant non-compliers is increasingly difficult. Some of
these problems in turn result from the lack of consensus
about the process of reaching judgments about noncom-
pliance. States object to the lack of transparency, weak
evidentiary base, political bias, and over reliance on in-
telligence in compliance assessments; many use these
issues as reasons for being unable to act forcefully. They
are convenient excuses for doing nothing. Thus, devel-
oping a more widely accepted international approach to
reviewing compliance questions is critical to develop-
ing the strong international base needed to address ef-
fectively significant compliance problems and to produce
responses that yield results.

PROJECT’S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
ENHANCING ARMS CONTROL COMPLIANCE

Recognizing that reaching clear-cut compliance de-
terminations and acting collectively on them may be
difficult in today’s world, participants in the project
stressed the need for states to develop innovative ways
to contain the threat posed by noncompliance, change
noncompliant behavior, and address its deeper roots. To
meet these needs, one idea that emerged from project
discussions was the development of multifaceted pack-
ages that integrate incentives to change noncompliant
behavior and disincentives to end continuing troubling
activities. These “packages” should include economic
and political items and may involve coordination of ac-
tivities at the bilateral, regional, and international lev-
els.

Such a “package” deal has already been developed and
is being implemented with North Korea under the
Agreed Framework. North Korea’s long- and short-term
energy needs were addressed in exchange for its com-
mitments to close down specific nuclear facilities of
concern, permit the removal of spent fuel, and work with
the IAEA to address safeguards problems. The hope is
that by the time the Agreed Framework is completed,
North Korean motivations and norms will have moder-
ated and changed. Whether this package will work ulti-
mately remains to be seen. What is clear, however, is
that for these kinds of packages to work, all sides have
to pursue them aggressively and honestly.

Participants to the project also agreed on the need to
develop interest on the international level in the com-
pliance issue in general and the compliance assessment
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process in particular. Since states may be sensitive to
discussing these issues openly, it will likely be neces-
sary to initiate an international dialogue on compliance
with nongovernmental officials and experts. Engaging
a broader spectrum of states and individuals via a “Track
II” effort would provide the basis for moving to activi-
ties that involve government and international officials.
Eventually, states and international organizations must
address these compliance issues directly, but for the mo-
ment, just increasing the international discourse and at-
tention given the compliance determination process is a
critical first step to building international support.

Third, even as such a Track II initiative is going on,
participants believed states should initiate their own ac-
tivities that result in more collaboration on compliance
determination issues. At first these interactions might
involve just exchanging information about how they
examine compliance issues and what standards of evi-
dence they aim for; eventually states might share intel-
ligence. As part of ongoing bilateral discussions, states
should review a variety of significant compliance issues
with each other and begin to establish the basis for later
support for enforcement actions should they become
necessary. In addition, the United Nations Security
Council might undertake an annual review of compli-
ance with multilateral arms control treaties. It might also
provide technical assistance to countries interested in
improving their abilities to assess compliance matters.

A fourth recommendation that surfaced during the
project was that governments should engage their pub-
lics more and earlier about compliance issues. In democ-
racies such as the United States, it is important for the
public to have realistic expectations about exactly what
can be accomplished on the international level in the area
of compliance. For example, not all violations are
equivalent, with some perhaps not being worth the po-
litical and economic costs involved in responding to
them. Educating the public about the new complexities
and diversities of the post-Cold War era, especially as
they relate to addressing proliferation threats around the
globe, will provide the public with a more sophisticated
understanding of the limitations of international and
national efforts to determine noncompliant behavior and
thus the difficulty in responding in a clear-cut manner.
It would also help publics recognize that choices often
need to be made about when and how compliance is-
sues are pursued.

In addition to dealing directly with the arms control
compliance determination process, project participants
debated a final recommendation relating to the larger
arms control agenda. In particular, participants discussed
whether it may be time to slow down the arms control
process and concentrate on strengthening the existing
foundation. While many experts may bemoan the slow
pace of today’s arms control agenda, perhaps it should
be seen as a blessing in disguise. The delay in develop-
ing new arms control initiatives and moving ahead on
negotiating new agreements provides an opportunity to
focus on an already over-crowded arms control agenda
and to develop the political will and consensus needed
to implement treaties effectively. Given the limited re-
sources available for arms control activities and the un-
certain political will to implement effectively what
already has been negotiated, increasing the burden on
an already overloaded system may cause it to falter if
not crash.

The key to pursuing arms control compliance issues
successfully is patience. It may require accepting that
the state violating the treaty may never admit guilt and
may appear to be rewarded for its bad behavior. While
no one wants to create incentives for noncompliant be-
havior, it makes more sense to contain and eventually
eliminate noncompliant activities through “package
deals” than either to ignore the problem or impose inef-
fective sanctions against the state.

Arms control treaties and nonproliferation commit-
ments are about enhancing each state’s national
security by lessening the threat. But it is not in the
negotiation of an agreement or its specific provisions,
however well crafted they may be, that the work of arms
control and nonproliferation is accomplished. No arms
are controlled and no proliferation halted until agree-
ments are implemented. To have confidence the threat
has been diminished, compliance must be verified and
significant noncompliance identified and addressed.

A bottom-line assessment of the project is that if com-
pliance issues are not addressed effectively, the entire
nonproliferation and arms control regime may be at risk.
The possibility then increases dramatically that states
will more and more feel they have to find their own
means to protect themselves, rejecting international
norms and legal obligations against weapons of mass
destruction and opting instead for unilateral military
capabilities. Thus, assuring compliance with arms con-
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trol and nonproliferation treaties must be seen as the re-
sponsibility of all states and recognized as an important
priority by all leaders of the world.
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