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Introduction

A disssmament treaty is an agent of change in the internationa security environment in its own
right. Disarmament requires the total eimination of the weaponry under consideration. At a
minimum, the agreement could therefore be expected to remove the threat posed by that weap-
onry from the overdl threat equation. Unfortunately, the effect of a disssmament treaty on the
externd security of astateis not as straightforward: the security benefits obtained under the treaty
must be evaluated relative to the possible security losses in other domains.

Theresearchinto disarmament dynamicsand their impact on security is constrained by thefact
that only four dissrmament treaties exist: the 1972 Biologica and Toxin Wegpons Convention
(BTWC), the 1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treety, the 1993 Chemical
Wegpons Convention (CWC) and the 1997 Anti-personnel Mines (APM) Treaty. They cover
different wesgpon categories and, because of the compartmentalization of analysis, few connec-
tions betweenthemhave ever beenmade.? Furthermore, thefour treatiesvary in scope, participa
tion and enforceability. The INF Treaty was negotiated between two states, the USA and the
USSR, and isgpplicable only to awell-circumscribed territory. It cdlsfor verificationand on-site
ingpections, which meant that the NATO and Warsaw Treaty allies were required to alow
ingpections on ther territories dthough they were not directly involved in its negaotiation. The
agreement covers only ground-launched, intermediate-range ddlivery systems, but Smilar sea- or
ar-launched weapons are permitted within the area pecified by the treaty. The APM Treaty
covers one category of minesonly, but it isgloba. It lacks meaningful verification mechanisms,
and its parties may have to resort to periodic review conferencesto reinforce the vaidity of its
provisons if security conditions change. Sgnificantly, proponents of the treaty have refused to
accept compromiseswhichtake ulterior security concerns into consideration. Asaconseguence,
severa countries have not joined the treaty because they fed that they have no dternative to the
specific security conditions which are addressed by anti-personnel landmines.

The BTWC and the CWC differ ggnificantly from the INF and APM tregties. Based on the
genera purpose criterion, dl treaty-targeted objects and activitiesthat have no purpose explicitly
permitted by ether convention are prohibited. Each convention delegitimizes an entire class of
wegpons, irrespective of it doctrinal function, means of delivery or method of production. Asa
result, the treaties cover dl future discoveries reaing to biological and chemica wegpons, too.
Each party also commits itsdf individualy to the CWC or BTWC and not to other states. A
treaty violation by one state party does not nullify the treaty obligations for another state party.
Abiding by the conventions canthus createan acute security dilemma, because the state party has
renounced chemicd or biological weapons under al circumstances, including for purposesof in-
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kind retdiation or deterrence. A treaty violationor achemica or biologicd threat by a non-party
will consequently create a highly asymmetrica security condition, whereby the appropriate
response must be sought inaternative, non-prohibited measures. Security calculations may thus
differ consderably from state to Sate.

The CWC, however, is a more fuly developed convention than the BTWC. It contains
extengve veification mechaniams and measures to restore compliance in case of material
breaches. The BTWC only has some rudimentary instruments, such as the ability to consult
between states parties or lodge acomplaint with the UN Security Council. Some serious compli-
ance concerns, such as the dlegations of Soviet and Russian biologica wegpon (BW)
programmes or the reports on the so-called Yelow Rain in South-East Ada in the late 1970s,
could not be addressed through the tresty. Nonetheless, in the 25 years since entry into force
(26 March 1975) a rdatively successful treaty regime has emerged as a result of the
indtitutiondization of the review conferences, which are hdd every five years. At these confer-
ences the states parties have been able to reaffirmthe core disarmament normand to confirmthe
scope of the prohibition in the light of the latest devel opmentsin the variousfields of biotechnol-
ogy. They have aso devised some—abeit voluntary—measuresto increasetransparency and a
consultative process to dedl withbiologicd warfare dlegations. Despitethe progress, the proce-
dures have proved inadequate to address some outstanding compliance concerns, so that the
addition of verification and enforcement instruments are necessary to ensure the future viability
of the BTWC.

As noted above, the four disarmament tregties are basicaly different. Nonetheless, the brief
contragtive discussionof the BTWC and the CWC highlightsthefact that the security implications
of adissrmament treaty depend, onthe one hand, onthe intringc characteristics of the convention
and, on the other hand, onthe environment in which the treaty must operate. The present paper
investigates how the BTWC as a globa and comprehensive disarmament treaty affects the
security of states parties and under whichconditions this security can be augmented. Changesin
the environment, such astechnologica developments, shiftsinthreat perceptions and changesin
the internationa system, affect the perceived relevance of the convention. In particular, the end
of the Cold War and the concurrent rise of severa regiond centres of power mean that many
stateswill assess the relevance of aglobd treaty fromthe perspective of their immediate regiond
security concerns. Different security conditions will lead to varying security expectations fromthe
treety. While such consderations have rdatively little impact on the BTWC as it stands today,
they will play amgor role in future efforts to strengthen the treaty regimes by means of forma,
legally binding measures?
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The BTWC as a security mechanism

The BTWC isadisarmament treaty. Asa security insrument it seeks to considerably reducethe
externd threat to states posed by BW and to increaseinternationd sability. It therefore requires
the collective action of states parties based on the belief that the mutud limitations of military
cagpabilitieswill increase their security more than the continuation of unilateral security Srategies,
such as armament. This has mgjor implications for the security of a Sate party.

First, agtate party isrequired to diminaedl itsBW stocks and may not rearmitsaf withsuch
weapons. Partiesthat have not previoudy possessed BW cannot acquiretheminthefuture. These
obligations formthe heart of Articles| and 11 of the BTWC. In that sense, the convention is non-
discriminatory asit removes the distinction between possessors and non-possessors.

Second, the disarmament imperdtive remains in force in case of an armed conflict. The
convention, however, does not explicitly outlaw the use of BW and, assuch, does not condtitute
part of the lawsof war. It refers back to the 1925 Geneva Protocol for the Prohibitionof the Use
inWar of Agphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriologicad Methods of Warfare.
Although no contracting party has ever been formaly accused of violating the prohibition of
biologicd warfare, the Geneva Protocol hasbeenbreached several timeswithrespect to chemical
wespons (CW). Furthermore, the normhas been serioudy weakened by the disndinationof the
international community to (formaly) sanctionthe violator ineach case. During the 1996 Review
Conference, Iran—having experienced the unwillingness to formaly condemn Iraq for its con-
firmed violaions of the Geneva Protocol in the 1980-88 Guif War—proposed to amend the
BTWC so astoindudean explicit ban on BW use. Asmany states partiesfeared future submis-
sons to amend other parts of the tresty, acompromise was reached to include a statement in the
Find Declaration that BW use ‘is effectively a violation of Article | of the convention’.* This
language underpinned the long-held understanding that the prohibition to develop, produce,
stockpile or otherwise acquire BW would make biologica warfare impossible.

Third, asastateparty acceptsto ‘ never under any circumstances acquire BW it commitsitsdf
individudly to the treaty. A violation of the BTWC by another state party does not relieve it of
itstreaty obligations (dthough it could withdraw fromthe BTWC under Article X111, par. 2). This
wasamagor departure fromthe Geneva Protocol, which is a contract between states. Under the
Geneva Protocol a party could consider itsdlf relieved of its contractua obligetions if another
party violated the agreement, and severd states reinforced this no-firs-use principle in explicit
reservations. Moreover, the contract does not bind any state as regards non-contracting states
or non-gate actors, such as indigenous tribes in the erswhile coloniesor ethnic minorities. Since
the conclusion of the negotiation of the BTWC in 1972, states have begun to remove their
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reservaions to the Geneva Protocol (in some cases initidly only with respect to BW). These
moves can be interpreted as a growing acceptance by parties to the Geneva Protocol of the
individud commitment to never use BW in armed conflict. They reinforce the regime governing
the illegitimacy of BW and biologicd warfare.

Fourth, as a consequence of the dissrmament imperative and the individua commitment to the
tregty regime astate party cannot pursue a security policy based on BW deterrence or retdiation
if it faces a threat with BW or is the victim of biologica warfare. It must therefore ensure its
Security through dternative means, which can include diplomacy, asymmetrical deterrence or
denid with non-prohibited arms, or the development of defences and protection against a BW
attack.

These commitments limit the absolute sovereignty of a state party to defend itself against
externa threats and thus have an impact on the State party’ s security deficit. A government has
limited leverage over other actorsinthe internationd arena. Asit isnot indined to accept vulnera:
bility, astrong tendency exists to match the military power of other states on the bas's of worst-
case scenarios. Y, it can never meet dl contingencies no matter what military preparations it
undertakes. Consequently, a security deficit arisesbetween the objective cgpabilitiesavailable to
the government and the sense of the threats to the state. The security deficit thus comprises an
objective and asubjective component. The objective component consists of dementssuchasthe
differences in number and type of the weapons deployed or differences in the materia base
among any number of Sates (e.g., the Sze of the territory and population, availability or easy of
access to natural resources, or the leves of scientific, technologica and industrid development).
However, the security deficit isforemost an expressionof the subjective appreciation of the threeat
to the state. This can be based on the nature and the leve of security interactions with other
states, the assessmert of the intentions of other states, the way the competition with them is
channdled, and so on. Underlying the appreciation of the threet is aso the assessment of the
date sown vulnerabilitiesin thelight of the insecurities posed by the internationa environmen.
Particularly in the case of imponderable threats (e.g., BW terrorism) vulnerabilities become the
dominant, if not the only, factor in the threat equation. Furthermore, the waysin which leaders
identify the security of the political regime or their own surviva with the externa security of the
state canaso have amagjor bearingontheir attitudestowards arms control and disarmament. The
leadership can smilarly buttress its domegtic legitimacy by means of internationa pre-eminence
by staking out strong positions in matters of internationa security. A dissrmament treaty might thus
require an about-face that is unacceptable to the domestic military or bureaucratic dites that
support those in power.

A disaomament treaty can never cover every factor that contributes to a security deficit.
However, it will extend certain security benefits, which, in combination with the permitted
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unilaterad measures available to a state party, may be sufficient to ded with lingering security
concerns. Certain provisionsin the BTWC contain negative and positive security guarantees. At
the heart of the BTWC regime liesthe negetive security assurance of Article I, whichspecifiesthat
states parties cannot acquire or retain BW under any circumstances. The Fourth Review Confer-
ence of States Parties formally expanded the interpretation of this article to cover BW use. The
negative security guarantee is reinforced by the requirement in Article 1l to destroy or divert to
pesceful uses dl BW and by the non-proliferation provison of Article I11. The vaue of these
guaranteesis, of course, limited by the absence of verification mechanisms. Attempts have been
made through the process of the periodic review conferences to increase the transparency of
activitiesrdevant to the conventiononavoluntary basis. However, participationinthe confidence
and transparency-building measures has been limited and is in most cases not systemetic. In
addition, states parties are only required to provide their declarations in one of the sx UN
languagesand no organization hasbeendesignatedto adminidrate, trandate, distribute or andyse
the submissions. The inability of the BTWC to deal withthe 1979 anthrax outbreak inSverdlovsk
(today Y ekaterinburg) or the current misgivingsabout certainactivitiesinRussa have accentuated
the limitations of the current negative security guarantees.

One of the BTWC' sgreatest srengths isthe universdity of itsnorm. Itswidespread member-
ship greetly reinforcesthe conventiona prohibitionand rai sesthe opportunity costs for maintaining
a BW amament programme, irrespective of whether a sate is a party to the BTWC or not. It
aso patidly compensates for the reduced potency of the negative security guarantees as a
conseguence of the limited verifiability and enforcesability of the convention. Inprinciple, universd-
ity ensures that the security defidt of a state is not negatively affected by its participation in the
dissrmament treaty through the removal of the distinction between possessors and non-possess-
ors of BW. Nevertheless, there are two important considerations regarding the contribution of
universdlity to the reduction of the security deficit.

Firg, universality is not just aterritoria concept; it dso has atime dimenson. States will seek
meeningful guarantees not only at the time of the entry into force of the convention but also
afterwards. As a socia construct the conventioncannot be assumed to be stetic. The strength of
the treaty regime will inevitably evolve as a consequence of intrinsic and extringc factors. As
noted above, the intringc strength is derived from the way in which a treaty can oversee its
implementation and compliance and react againg direct thrests such as violations. Extrinsc
challenges, on the other hand, relate to the environment in which the convention must operate.
Certain developments, suchas scientific discoveriesand technological innovations or the growing
importance of new political actors, can serioudy undermine or render the treaty irrdevant if it
cannot be adapted swiftly. The international community must redefine the international norm
continuoudy so that the normremains gpplicable under dl, even unforeseen, circumstances. The
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BTWC should thus be able to offer the parties sufficient security guarantees over a prolonged
period. The process of the review conferences has been very successful in keeping the advances
in the fidds of gendtic engineering and biotechnology within the scope of the core prohibition.
Nevertheless, as is discussed below, these developments may challenge the convention in a
different way.

Second, universdity may paradoxicaly provide a state withanincentive for defecting fromthe
tregty if that State can expect that it will be the sole possessor of such weagpons. To buttress the
security benefitsderived fromuniversal adherence, the disarmament tresty must indude measures
of support and assistanceto states partiesinorder to diminishthe huge reive military advantage
the defecting state might otherwise acquire. A amilar condition of potentialy disproportionate
advantages occurs during the process of achieving globa adherence. Statesraify the convention
at different times and the treaty-imposed constraints on the national security policies may be
distributed unevenly for awhile. (The problemisdleviated in part by requiring a minimum number
of rdifications or the ratification by specified states before entry into force of the treaty.) There-
fore, to reduce the risks from a threat or an attack with the banned weapons by a non-state or
a defecting state party, the disssmament treaty mugt extend positive security guarantees.
Artide VI of the BTWC entitles states partiesto receive such support or assistance, but the lack
of an organization to oversee treaty implementation means that there are no inditutiondized
procedures. Furthermore, any state party hasthe right to lodge a complaint withthe UN Security
Council if it finds that another state party isacting inbreach of the BTWC. The Security Council
will then initiste an investigation (Article V1). Consultations between states parties are another
avalable optionto resolve complianceconcerns (Artice V). Aswithverification, these provisons
have remained underdeveloped, not in the least because of the potentia veto by one of the
permanent members of the Security Council. Through the process of review conferences,
attempts have been made to andioratethe Stuation. For example, at the end of 1996 Cubawas
convinced that the United States had attacked it withaninsect pest. Following an unsatisfactory
outcome of bilateral consultations, Cuba requested a clarification according to Article V of the
BTWC and the consultative process established by the Third Review Conference in 1991. No
on-site invedtigations were conducted (as nobody requested them) and the other states had to
determine the plaugihbility of the chargesonthe basis of the Cubanand US submissions. Thefind
report, delivered on 15 December 1997, did not reach a definitive conclusion, but neither Cuba
nor the United States challenged the outcome.® The procedure may be imperfect, but it demon-
drated its potential for conflict management.
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Current challengesto the BTWC regime

The weskness of the positive and negative security guarantees has a direct bearing on how the
BTWC candeal withsecurity deficits. Inthe early 1970s this weakness did not have asgnificant
impact: in 1969 President Richard Nixon decided to unilaterdly hat BW production, and this
decisonwaswiddy interpreted that BW were of limited military utility.® Sinceitsentry into force
in 1975 a number of extrinsgc developments have atered the security expectations from the
BTWC. Some of these changes relate to the globa security environment; other ones essentidly
take place outside the military context, but have adirect bearing on the future of the convention.

There have been three confirmed cases of materia breaches of the BTWC. A mgor anthrax
outbreak near Sverdlovsk (now Y ekaterinburg) in 1979 as a consequence of an accidental
release from a nearby military |aboratory suggested that the Soviet Union, despite being a co-
depository of the BTWC, was continuing an offensve BW programme. Doubts about the
programme's termination by Russia (as successor state to the Soviet Union), as decreed by
Presdent Boris Yeltsn in April 1992, persist. Defector accounts, the essence of which has
become public over the past few years, reved abarely imaginable 9zeof the Soviet BW activities
and the breadth of research, development and weaponization of novel and geneticdly atered
biologica warfare agents.” Irag, which was forced by the UN Security Coundil to ratify the
BTWCin 1991 fallowing its evictionfrom Kuwait, has beeninviolaionof the convention’score
provisons ever Snce. The elaborate effortsto conced the BW programme from inspectorsfrom
the UN Specid Commission on Irag (UNSCOM) and the willingness to endure internationd
sanctions and military punishment testify to the importance the Iragi leadership seems to attach
to BW.2 The Truth and Recondiliation hearings exposed South Africas BW armament
programmes in the late 1970s and 1980s, and subsequent invegtigations have given greater
credibility to dlegetions of South Africanbiologica warfare operations in Rhodesia (now Zimba-
bwe) and assassination attempts with such weapons.® As far as can be ascertained the South
African programmes have been terminated.

During the late 1980s and the 1990s expectations about verification aso changed consider-
ably. The INF Treaty saw the acceptance of ondteingpections onthe territory of the superpow-
ers and their respective dlies. The CWC, which was opened for sgnature in 1993 and entered
into force in 1997, st new standards for verifiability and enforceability and, consequently,
underscored the lack of smilar provisonsin the BTWC.

Meanwhile, perastent US dlegations during the 1980s that Soviet troops in Afghanistanand
Soviet proxiesin South-East Asawere waging biological warfare not only exposed the intringc
weaknesses of the BTWC, but also raised concerns about BW proliferation. Subsequently,
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several countries began to be identified asBW proliferators.’® Inthe mid-1990sthe proliferation
threet acquired a new quditative dimension: the use or threat of use of BW by sub-state actors.

The invedtigations into the activities of Aum Shinrikyo (whichhad carried out the sarin atacksin

Tokyo inMarch 1995) uncovered the cult’ sinterest inbiologica warfare agents, dthoughit never

managed to produce a visble agent.** The focus shift from CBW in the East-West strategic

baance (with its emphasis on arms control and disarmament) towards CBW proliferation (i.e.,

the acquisition of such weapons by new actors) following the confirmationof Iraq’ s use of CW

by the UN in 1984 led directly to the adoption of export controls on relevant technologies as a
new security indrument in the CBW fidd. Although they were initidly introduced as interim

messures pending the conclusion of the CWC negotiations and the acceptance of new mecha

nisms to strengthen the BTWC, they rapidly overtook arms control and disarmament as a
principa policy tool to ded with unconventiona wegpons in the post-Cold War period.*?

This has some important consequences. Firs, the proliferation problem is unsolvable. Even
if the non-proliferation policies are successful in the case of one country, the threat is never
reduced because many other countrieswill remain the cause for proliferation concerns, while the
possibility dways exigs that other countries may decide to acquire unconventiona wegponsin
the future . Consequently, the threat is dways growing. This continuation of the threet judtifies
increased investmentsin advanced weaponry (as, for instance, the current limited missile cgpabili-
ties of North Korea, Iran and Irag are being invoked to judtify the multi-billion dollar National
Missle Defence programme). Second, different countries or indeed different agencieswithin a
dangle country apply different criteria to assess the proliferation threat. Consequently, there is
limited consensus on the nature of the proliferation threat, which in turn produces varying norn-
proliferation strategies. Third, the proliferation threat assessment is highly subjective as is evi-
denced by the use of terminology like ‘rogue states . Friendly states will escape sanction (as, for
example, Isradl in relation to the United States), while other states will be the target of construc-
tive engagement (e.g., North Korea), containment and sanctions (e.g., Iranand Irag), or evenof
preemptive military strikes (e.g., the US air strike againgt a presumed CW factory in Sudan in
August 1998). Fourth, besides exacerbating political and ideologica conflicts, non-proliferation
policies tend to pit possessors of certain technologies againgt non-possessors. Whether these
policies actudly hamper trade and deny certain countries the right of developmert is rapidly
becoming immaterid; the crux of the matter isthat they are increesingly divisve and complicate
the implementation of globa arms control and disarmament trestiesthat al So promote international
cooperation for peaceful purposes (suchasthe 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT),
BTWC and CWC).13

The focus on proliferation threats eadly feeds into the inherent suspicions regarding the
motivations of statesin an anarchic system, which, inturn, erodes the confidence in cooperative
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security approacheslikemultilatera disarmament. Thegreat difficultiesexperienced inthetracking
and dimination of Irag’'s CBW has strengthened the opinion of some people that disarmament
treatiesare essentidly unverifiable. Smilarly, while the international community has demonstrated
agregter willingness to intervene militarily inregiona conflictssincethe end of the Cold War, an
opinion has gained currency that the peacekeeping and peace enforcement troops are hobbled
by disarmament treetiesif they have to confront aCBW proliferator. According to thisview, the
BTWC and CWC actudly increase the security deficit of countries engaging in peacekeeping and
enforcement operations because they preclude the option of deterrence or retdiaion in kind.*
Thisdarmabout asymmetric warfareis further heightened by concerns about the future applica-
tionof biotechnol ogy to weapondevel opment, theincreas ng salf-sufficiency of BW programmes,
thedifficulty of detecting CBW programmes, the use of denia and decepti ontechniquesfor hiding
such activities, and advancesin dissemination techniques.’®

Perhaps more than any other arms control or disarmament treaty the BTWC faces the
chdlenge of technological innovetion. Even between the conclusion of the negotiation of the
convention in 1972 and its entry into force three years later mgor breakthroughs in genetic
engineering were announced. They chalenged the adopted wisdomthat BW hed limited military
utility because they opened the prospect of designer agents and their antidotes. Today, biotech-
nology experiences an exponentia expansion both in terms of the production of researchresults
and the creation of new products available to societies across the globe. Genetic engineering and
other areas of biotechnology have become important motors of industrial and societd develop-
ment, leading to the rgpid world-wide diffuson of these new technologies. While this process
contributesto the standard proliferationfearsregarding theilliat acquisitionof advanced biological
warfare agents by new actors, the biotechnol ogical advances pose far more complex challenges
to the BTWC (and, indeed, to non-proliferation strategies).

Virtudly al of the technology required to develop and manufacture BW is dual-use, which
means that it has current or potential military and civilian gpplications.*® Technology is arather
complex concept, because it involves more than just products. It also encompasses the means
to conceptuaize and produce these products in response to a particular technica problem and
the ability to use them in an effective way to solve that problem. Based on this understanding,
technology can be defined as comprising *the ability to recognize technical problems, the ability
to develop new concepts and tangible solutions to technical problems, the concepts and tangibles
devel oped to solve technical problems, and the ability to exploit the concepts and tangiblesinan
effective way’ " In other words, technology involves not only materids and artifacts, but aso
capital, knowledge and kills, as well as principles, techniques and systems for the management
of research, development and productionprocesses.*® |t thus followsthat certain technologiesare
tangible (i.e,, concrete objects), whereas other ones are intangible. The generation of massve
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amounts of informationis at the heart of the biotechnologica revolution. Inthe informationage the
control of their transfer across bordersis close to impossible.

Technologica development with regard to biotechnology must also be viewed in terms of
product and process improvements. Inthe context of biologica warfare, product improvements
may relate to the engineering of nove agentsor agentswithincreased pathogenicity or resistance
to environmenta deterioration, or to the development of new delivery sysems (shells, bombs,
misslewarheads, or anima vectors). Processimprovements may involve researchand production
techniques. For example, researchintothe genomesof livingorganisms generatesnew informeation
in rapidly growing volumes. The isolation of a given gene sequence that is respongble for the
expression of aparticular characterigtic in a subset of the human population opens the door to
ethnic weapons.*® Similar process improvementscontributeto the automated scanning of dl kinds
of possible chemicd sructures, which generates huge amounts of data that is placed in public
libraries. While only a few compounds are selected for further research and possible future
commercidization, some of them may actualy be more toxic than anything presently known to
man and be potentia candidates for chemica or toxin warfare.° Improvements of production
processes can a so have animpact of the biologica warfarethreat. For instance, the computeriza-
tion of the fermentation process has enabled 24-hour productionruns and the optimization of the
production process (e.g., temperature control, feeding of nutrients, etc.). This alows for the
operation of smaler fermentors, which, from a proliferation perspective, makesit more difficult
to determine whether the ingtdlation is used for licit or illicit ends.

A find set of chdlengesto a disarmament treety are changes in the internationa system itsdlf.
The BTWC isatypica Cold War agreement. When it entered into force in 1975 the dynamics
of the internationa system focussed on the globa ideologica struggle between the Soviet Union
and the United States. The convention was as much a reflection of the propagated belief that
biologicd warfare, while feasible, was of limited military utility asit was of the détente between
the superpowers at the beginning of the decade. Therefore, the current redlignmentsinthe globa
system may be expected to affect the ways in which states will view the security benefits of the
futuretreaty regime. The disappearance of a principal organizing force ontheglobal leve resulting
from the end of the bipolar rivary has contributed to the regionaization of conflict management
and resolution. A weekening of the commitment to globa engagement by the larger powers, save
in the case of strong and immediate nationd interests, has reinforced the trend. The steady
diffuson of knowledge and technology enables regiond state actors to enlarge their political,
industrid and military capabilities, which, in turn, will affect regiond power baances® This
development may particularly augment the insecurity of states that have relied on great power
commitments to offset ther security deficit. Biotechnology is now within the reach of most
countries, and increased regiond thrests could contributeto itsgpplication for military purposes.
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Theregional versus global interface

Theimpact of regiona geopaliticson globa arms control and disarmament isdill litle understood.
Thisis partidly the consequence of the difficultiesin comprehending the security dynamicsonthe
intra-regiona and inter-regiona levels. Security questions manifest themsdvesdifferently depend-
ingonwhether they are viewed from a globa or regiona perspective. For example, despitether
enormous divergence in capabilities, it is conceivably easier for asmal country such as Belgium
and a behemoth like China to reach consensus on the security benefits of globa disarmament
treaty than it isfor Iran and Irag.

The globd leve dlows for abstraction, which makesit possible to break down security into
its composing dements and to ded with each issue independently. Hence, there have been, for
instance, different forums for chemicd, biologica and nuclear weapon disssrmament and ams
control. Precisdly this abstraction makes a stat€’ s choice to pursue absolute gains easier. An
absolute gain can be understood as the total reward received by a state inresponseto an action.
It does not concernthe gains of other states and can be measured by comparing astate’' s security
condition to that of itsdf at a different time. Thus the primary benefit a state may obtain from
joining a cooperative regime like a disarmament treaty is the decrease in the likelihood that a
potentid adversary will inflict damage with the prohibited weaponry.

Theregiond leve of andyds and policy-making lacks much of the abstraction and conse-
quently preserves the amosphere of rative gains concerns. Relaive gains offer a sate dispro-
portionate benefits that change the balance in relation to other states. They consequently engble
it to influence other outcomesinthe same or other security-related domains or offer it continued
advantages by dlowingit to secure additiond gainsinthe future. Whenseeking or fearing rdeive
gans states compare themsel veswith other states. Inaregiona setting the distributionof capatili-
tiesbecomes|esstheoretica because the statesin question often share borders. Even inthe case
of non-contiguous countries the qudity of particular wegpon systems (e.g., balistic missles) will
force states to supplement their traditional perimeter defence with over-the-horizon assets. The
Security dilemma and the resultant security deficit may be more acute on the regiond leve if
manifest adversary security relationships exist between states. The threat perceptions can be
particularly acute so that joining adisarmament regime may involve too great a security risk (i.e.,
invalving relative |osses) if other issues are not addressed smultaneoudy. Regiond policy makers
therefore often argue that the ingghtsand solutions offered by globa and regiona approaches to
security are mutualy exdusve.

The regiondization of internationd security following the end of the Cold War hashad amgor
impact on the pursuit of gains. Certain states are seeking a position of regional dominance for
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themsdvesand are thus trying to maximize their rdative gains. Other statesinthesameregionfear
this ascendancy and, consequently, seek to balance the threat through power accumulation of
their own or, at least, by minmizing their relative losses. The fixation on relaive gains on the
regiond level makesit less atractive for states to pursue absolute gains on the globa leve and
may therefore negatively affect the incertives for a global disarmament treaty. Nevertheless,
relative gans concerns need not necessarily manifest themselves a the level of military secu-

rity—states may be vying againg each other for economic or politica pre-eminence—or with
respect to the weaponry under considerationfor arms control or disarmament. The questionthen
becomes how regiond actors can jointly isolate the security concern posed by a particular
weaponcategory. Furthermore, statesdo not necessarily hold static perceptions of gains. Certain
Stuations may emphas ze the importanceof relative gains, while other ¢circumstances may encour-

age the pursuit of absolute gains. The perception of its security deficit at any given point intime
determines the nature of the security strategies a state will adopt. The issues here are how the
regiona security environment can beameliorated inorder to become conducive to arms control
or dissrmament and what Strategies are available to optimize the benefitsfor states under such a
treaty.

To andyse the opportunities for ams control or disarmament in the globa versus regiond
interface, the concept of the ‘regiona security complex’ is used in this paper as a heuridtic
device.? In terms of security andysis, a subsystem of security interactions among aterritorialy
coherent set of states is known as a regiona security complex. It comprises a group of states
within a particular geographica area whose primary security concerns link together sufficiently
closaly so that their nationd securities cannot realigtically be considered apart from one another.
It points to the intenseinterdependence among a set of states that distinguishes that particular set
fromneighbouring ones. The rdatively strong, inward-looking character of the security relaion-
shipsamong those states makes them stand out fromthe genera background. Consequently, the
outward security interactions with the neighbouring states are relatively weak. In this way it
becomes possble to identify the boundaries of a complex based on the criterion of ‘relative
indifference’ . Rdative indifference explains why the accumulationof particular kinds of wespons
affectsthe threst perception of the countries within the region and why they are viewed withless
concern outside that region.

The structure ingde a regiond security complex is characterized by the arrangement of the
units and the differentiation among them, the patterns of amity and enmity, and the distribution of
power among the principa units. The patterns of security interdependence can vary. At one end
of the spectrum lies conflict formation, characterized by fear, rivalry and mutua threet percep-
tions. In the middle are the security regimes, in which states still view each other as potentia
threats, but have set up reassurance arrangements to reduce the security dilemmaamong them.
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At the other end lies the plurdigtic security community, in which the members no longer expect
or prepare for the use of force againgt each other.% Security complexes are durable but not
permanent. They can be dissolved (e.g., through regiona integration as in the case of the Euro-
pean Union) or redefined by changes in their structure (e.g., by a redistribution of power or
capabilities). Moreover, a particular geographica area may belong to different security com-
plexes, depending on the type of security (military, politica, economic, and so on) under consid-
erdion.

Applying the concept of the regiona security complex, it becomes immediatdy clear that a
globa disarmament treety hasto embrace a variety of existing security reations. States may or
may not have active security interactions with each other. Within a given st of security interac-
tions dl, some or none of the participating states may possess the arms category under consider-
ation. For each state the reasons for possessing or not possessing these weapons may differ. The
relative importance attached to the arsend furthermore depends onwhether the stateinquestion
viewsitsdf asaglobd, regiona or subregiona actor. Moreover, dthough disarmament tregties
ded foremost withmilitary security, their non-proliferation clauses aso mean that they will have
an impact on other levels, such as political and economic security. Indeed, if the weaponry that
is the object of the treaty does not play arolein the regiond force postures, these other levels
may become the prime locus of congderations whether or not to join the disarmament treety.

Nonethel ess, irrespective of the security environment, policy makerswill not forsake aweapon
category or the optionto acquireit if the move increases the security deficit.2* Only weaponry in
functiond equivaence between the mgor politica entities concerned can be isolated from the
overdl security equationand thereby fulfil a preconditionfor sustainable disarmament. Functiond
equivalence of weaponry between two or more political entities is attained when the political
entities assgn that wegponry a amilar function in their respective military doctrines. Weaponry
in functiond equivaence is characterized by the fact that any change in its congtitution by one
politica entitywould be countered by a smilar change by anadversary. Conversdly, if aparticular
type of weaponry is not in functiona equivaence, then changes by one side would dlicit an
asymmetrical response from the other side or none &t al. In other words, functiond equivaence
is an important catalyst in the appropriate security environment rather than an independent
promoter of arms control and disarmament. If absent, the wegpon category cannot be isolated
and submitted for negotiation because it retains significant supplementary vaue to meet the
security deficit of agiven state.?®

Two mgor routes to functiond equivaence exigt. Firgt, through countervailing deploymernt,
weaponry can be introduced for the explicit purpose of offsetting a specific deployment by the
adversary.? Second, functiona equivaence can emerge as aresult of functiona shift within the
military doctrine of a country. Functiona shift is a possible outcome of the assmilation of a
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weapon system into mainstream miilitary doctrine?” An existing weapon system can acquire a
doctrind function which is different from the one for which it was intended. The assimilation
process may aso lead to function specidization, whereby a weapon system is assgned to or
adapted for more narrowly defined missons. This can happen when, for example, anew system
isintroduced for tasks smilar to those performed by another weapon. For example, in the late
1940s and early 1950s the US CW arsend was intended to offset the Soviet dominance in
manpower and armour and did not attain a condition of functiona equivaenceuntil the 1970sand
1980s, when it was assigned the role of inkind deterrence. The Soviet Union and the United
States confirmed this condition in the 1989 US-Soviet Memorandum of Understanding on
Chemica Weapons (the Wyoming Agreement). Shortly thereafter announcements were made of
planned stockpile reductions.?®

As a consequence of functiona equivalence no party in the equationhasan incentive to ater
the balance since other countrieswould counter sucha change witha smilar move. Enhancement
of wegponry in functiond equivaence haslimited utility because it isunlikely to result in ardative
gain in terms of function of the weaponry concerned for any of the parties involved. Instead it
would raisethe opportunity costsfor al partiesto maintain the increased capability. Cooperation
thus becomes possible. By isolating that arms category and submitting it to an internationd arms
control or disarmament regime states parties can achieve absolute gains. Arms control or disar-
mament reduces the security deficit produced by that particular class of wegpons aswell asthe
opportunity costs for maintaining a response to the threet.

The condition of functiona equivaenceis, as noted, not anindependent promoter of disarma-
ment but anecessary catalyst if the security environment is conducive to suchpalicies. If the threat
of a military confrontation is acute a state can fed that, despite functiond equivalence, the
reduction or dimination of a particular class of wegponry would magnify the security deficit. If
functiond equivalenceis not present for aparticular class of weapons, countrieswill seek rdeive
gansinterms of the function of the weapon concerned in order to increase their own security to
the detriment of the adversary. In such circumstances, cooperation becomes difficult if not
impossible. Arms control and disarmament are improbable becausethe adversariescannot isolate
the class of arms as a condtituting element of the threet. This reinforcesthe motivation for arma-
ment.

Looking at globa ams control and disarmament treaties from the perspective of regiona
security, the condition of functiona equivaence can manifest itsdf in three different ways

1. Functional equivalence isirrelevant. The weaponry under considerationdoes not enter
the security equation because no state possesses it or fears its use from outside powers. The
irrdlevancy of functiona equivalence can aso manifest itself when States agree that a particular
type of weaponry has litle or no military use and can be dispensed with before it increases
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security deficits. Entering an arms control or disarmament treaty presents no significant security
gains, but aso no losses. (States canobtain amgjor mord gain, afactor which played an impor-
tant role during the negatiation of the BTWC.) However, if acost isinvolved inthe implementa-
tion, that cost has to be compensated sufficiently so asto provide anincentive. Examples are the
opportunities for international cooperation offered by the BTWC and CWC.

2. Functional equivalenceisnon-existent. Thetypeof weaponry under considerationispart
of the regiona security equation, but only some regiona actors possessit. Thisgivesthemamajor
relative advantage over their neighbourswhichthey cannot achieve by any other means. Adver-
saries may aso have deployed the wegponry, but assigned it different functionsin their military
doctrines so that no direct link between the respective capabilities is perceived. In either case,
states can base ther security calculations onrdaive gains expectations, so that the preconditions
for disarmament do not materidize.

3. Functional equivalence is present. Arms control or disssmament becomes possible,
because no further rdative gansinterms of the functionof the weaponry under considerationare
possible. Through cooperationinthe arms control or dissrmament regime dl parties can achieve
absolute gains. However, the catalytic properties of functiona equivaence will only manifest
themsalvesif the overdl security environment is conducive to the reduction of the arms category
under congderation.

Functional equivalence and the BTWC

The irrdevancy of functiond equivaence for BW was the predominant condition when the
BTWC was opened for signature in 1972: many people chose to believe in the limited military
utility of BW and few stateswere presumed to have aBW capability. Consequently, theintrindc
wesknesses of the convention were not seen to significantly affect the security deficit.

This perception of the impact of the BTWC onthe security deficit of individud states paradox-
icaly accounts for the high number of states parties and of non-ratifying signatory and non-
signatory states.* Given the lengthof time since the opening for signature, the BTWC apparently
offersno or insuffident incentives to the non-states parties in order to join. If smdl states and
idandsand the successor statesto the Soviet Union are excluded, then the number of non-states
parties that do not belong to aregiona security complex is high (with the highest concentration
inCentral Africa).3! The convention offers non-states parties few potentia absolute gainsinterms
of sociad and economic benefits, so that hardly any other incentives to become a party are
present.®? The lack of an international body to oversee the implementation of the BTWC aso
means that there is no ingtitutiond pressure for sgnatory and non-Signatory states to become
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parties. In contrast, the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW), both
inits Preparatory Commission (PrepCom) phase and today, organizes outreach programmes so
that many states with amargina security interest inthe CWC aswell as oneswith great security
stakes have been convinced of the absolute gans they may obtain from joining the treaty. Asa
consequence, the clusters of mgjor non-signatory statesto the CWC reflect areas where func-
tiona equivaence for CW is absent or the security deficit would be negatively influenced by
entering into the treety regime.

It was noted that the conditionof functiond equivalence acts as a catalyst for disarmament in
the right security environment. Apart from the route of countervailing deployment, functiond
equivalence can emerge as an outcome of function shift (the weapon takes on a new role in
military doctrine) or function specidization (thewesponisassgned amore specificroleinmilitary
doctrine and the previous functions are taken over by a new weapon). According to the assmila-
tionmodel of armament dynamics, this occurs because even after the successful incorporation of
aweaponinto maingreammilitary doctrine, the forcesthat led to itsintegrationmust remainactive
in order to keep it integrated and prevent its remova from the military arsend. Because of the
dynamicsinarmament programmes, functiona equiva encecannot be assumed to be anatura end
stage. Weapon systems can assume different functions in the respective military doctrines and
consequently break the link of functiona equivaence. Inother words, functiond equivaence may
be atemporary phenomenon asiit shifts from existence to non-existence.

As a consequence of this process of functiona differentiation, a disarmament treaty may not
be an end stage. Extringc developments may place a heavy strain on the condition of functiona
equivalence that contributed to the conclusion of the convention and add to the pressures for a
state to withdraw fromthe tresty. Such pressuresfrom developmentsin the security environment
are, for insance, very visble with respect to the 1972 Anti-Bdlistic Missle (ABM) Tresty.
Concluded during the Cold War, it stabilized the armaments competition between the two
superpowers asit guaranteed the vulnerability of the opponent’ s population, infrastructure and
nuclear forces. Currently, the proliferationof ballistic misslesto ungtableregions and their growing
ability to reach the United States and some of its dlies contribute to the momentum to develop
and build new bdligic missle defences. The dhift from a bipolar to a multipolar globa system
places great strains onthe bilateral ABM Treaty and feeds the calls to amend or even abrogate
it. Asalready noted, the viewpoint that the CWC hobbles peacekeepers becauseit precludesin
kind retaliationor deterrence against aregiona actor presumed to possess suchwegpons isaso
in part rooted in the pressure externa changes may have on atreaty . In other words, disarma:
ment tresties turn a condition of existing functiona equivaence into an irrdlevant one or confirm
the prevailing condition of irrelevance. Extrindc developments may consequently createasecurity
environment in whichfunctional equivalence becomes non-existent. It is precisely to counter the
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threat of withdrawa of states parties from the treaty under such circumstancesthet the disarma-
ment convention must be able to offer strong positive security guarantees.

The assumed irrdlevancy of functiona equivalence for BW is now being chalenged as a
consequence of proliferation fears (both to state and sub-state actors) and concerns about the
dua-use potentia of cvilian technologica innovation. The feared designer biologica warfare
agents of the future appear to open up the prospect of fresh mgor rdaive gans. Indeed, if a
politica actor were able to design itsunique biologica warfare agent aswell asther prophylactic,
it would possess the ultimate rdive gain: an event which would kill any presupposition of ams
control or disarmament. Theseperceptions have gradudly increased the security deficit (especialy
itssubjective component) and created a security environment inwhichasgnificant number states
have come to perceive tha functiona equivalence with respect to BW is non-existent. As
expectations or fears of rdative gans enter the security ca culations, the underlying conditions for
disarmament are gradudly being eroded: they emphasize the intringc weaknesses of the BTWC
and place growing demands on the security guarantees to be offered by a future BTWC security
regime.

A mgor question concerns how statesinregiona military security complexes may reposition
themsalveswithrespect to BW inview of the changesinthe security deficit. A remarkable feature
of the current debateis that it largely dedlswith potentia threets. The greatest actud threat ill
comes from ‘traditional’ agents, such as anthrax.* The countries of gravest concern remain
located in regions withintense security interactions (East Asa, Middle East). It can therefore be
postulated that for the immediate future little will change for those regiona military security
complexeswhere functiond equivaenceis non-existent or where it may beirrdevant, but where
the overd| security environment is not conducive to dissrmament. Currently, there areno known
regions where functiona equivaence with respect to BW exists. Inother geographical aress, the
irrdlevancy of functional equivaence for BW will continue to be the determining characteritic.

However, because of the role biotechnology plays and will play in the development of a
society, the future BTWC regime dso affects the economic, political and societal security of
states. The current debates on the emerging BW threats may further securitize other issues, such
as emerging and re-emerging diseases, that pose a direct threat to societies in dl parts of the
world. The interest of many countriesto participate in the future BTWC regime would then be
determined not by BW thrests, but by, for example, the right to participate in internationd
exchanges and have access to the new biotechnologies that could help them to counter their
societd threats and enhance their economic and politica security. The BTWC offerssucharight
in Article X. However, until today the provison has seen little concrete implementation and
besides broad political statements at the review conferences, the countries most vocal on the
issues have yet to formulate concrete demands. One contributing reasonto this lack of concrete
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requests may have been that states can obtain many of the prospective benefits through other
internationa organizations or arrangements, like the World Hedlth Organization. Nevertheless,
the issue will be crucia if future measures to strengthen the BTWC are to receive universd
acceptance. 1t will aso very complex in the light of the fact that states can dso redlize their
absolute gains through other agencies. I nthis respect, the differencewiththe CWC is significant.

The globd picture withrespect to the BTWC might not appear to be fundamentaly different
from the previous two decades. However, one mgor feature of the current regionaization of
security is often overlooked, namely the tota military desecuritization of the interactions among
the states in Western and Central Europe, North America, Audrdia and some East-Asian
industrialized democracies. Economic or political conflicts betweenthemwill not lead to military
action as these states have adopted other means of conflict resolution. This also means that
whatever the sze or composition of the military cgpabilities of a particular state, they will not
adversdy affect the security defidt of the other countries. Thus, if one or more of these states
develop and expand the avilian scentific and technological capabilities that might also bring
designer biologicd warfare agentswithinreach, thenother stateswithinthese two regions will not
view these capabilities as an emerging military threet (but may Hill regard them as economic,
political or societa threats).*> Among the these states functiona eguivaence has become totally
irrdlevant. Consequently, the internd incentives to engage in complex (and costly) arms control
or disarmament arrangements are low if compared to the cold-war period when these countries
faced exigentid threats, and it affects the current negotiation of measures to strengthen the
BTWC in Geneva®®

However, smilar sdentific and technologica developments outside those countries will
become securitized asis evidenced by the rise of the BW proliferationthrest sincethe end of the
Cold War. Asthey do not possess BW, they clearly view these devel opmentsinterms of rdative
gains. The proliferation angle a so securitizes developments in biology and biotechnology on the
economic and political levels for these countries. The exponentia advances being made confirm
and extend the lead of the two regions over other parts of the world (relative gains) and an
inherent reluctance exigs to trade off this advantage for the absolute security gain of a reduced
BW threet, which, in any case, does not exist for them. Sharing the technology and knowledge
withoutside regions would, inthe current state of thinking, exacerbate the proliferationthreat. For
the other geographica areas where the BW threst is irrdevant, access to such technology and
knowledge as part of internationd assistance or cooperation would address issues other than
military security. Thisisthe level on which the debates between the developed and developing
worlds on the role of the Augtrdia Group—an informa mulltilatera export control arrangement,
in which severa indudtrialized countries coordinate their CBW-relevant nationa export con-
trols—in the context of the BTWC regimes are being conducted.®’
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Concerns about possibleloss of rdaive gains under the future BTWC regime also exist onthe
sub-state levd. As a consequence of the verification requirements in complex treaties, dvilian
enterprises are suddenly confronted with questions of military security. These questions cut
through the policies of economic security which these companies have adopted in order to
maintain their competitive edge. Biotechnology companies, for instance, often have very long lead
times before they can commercidize the results of their research. Moreover, in many insances
they have beenfounded onthe basis of a single patent. Large firms may research several options
in anticipation of cregting asngle commerciad successinthelong run. In al these cases, inadver-
tent loss of propriety information can have serious financid implications and the sector isthere-
fore reluctant to agree to intrusive verification mechanisms.

The chemica sector has been more receptive to the CWC, in part because of itsnegative role
ineffortsto control chemicd warfare in the firgt haf of the 20th century and inpart because of its
direct involvement in the proliferationof CW during the 1970s and 1980s. Not only the chemica
threat inthe East—\West confrontation, but also the widespread use of CW in the 198088 Iran-
Iraq war and the threat of their use in the 1990-91 Kuwait war added urgency to the need to
control theseweapons. The history of biologica warfareis far more obscure and little is publicly
known about BW armament programmes after World War 11. Moreover, as the current interna
tiona environment lacks the overarching military threat of the Cold War, the governments of
indudtridized countries are lessinclined to impressa nationa security imperative on the relevant
companiesinorder to have themaccept intrusveinternationa inspections. For instance, European
and North American enterprises compete in the same market, so the governments would be
extremely reluctant to erode the competitive edge of ther respective industriesinthe absence of
aleve playing fidd.® It is therefore highly unlikely that the biotechnological companies of one
region will be willing to accept any future ingpectionsiif the other region resists such verification
measures. These economic imperatives can serioudy hamper the strengthening of the intrindc
characterigtics (verification and compliance mechanisms) of the future BTWC regime.

Conclusion

The BTWC edtablishes a clear disssmament imperative. However, the treaty regime does not
operate in a vacuum, and the norm must remain durable in achanging environment. A didectic
between prohibitionand permissihility as influenced by environmenta conditionswill continuoudy
redefine the boundaries of the legd congraint. This didectic originates with the scope of the
internationa norm. The definition of the object of the norm, the principlesonwhichit is primarily
founded and the duration of its gpplicability, among other things, determine the grey areas
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surrounding the norm or define the circumstances under which the norm may not be applicable.
They dso define the point beyond which a state may fed that breaking the norm might benefit it
more than adhering to it (e.g., if a date’ s further existence is serioudy threatened). The number
and identity of states subscribing to the norm determine the degree of universdity. The intrindc
strength of the disarmament treaty is further reinforced by the availability of insruments to verify
and enforce compliance and the emergence of a treaty regime—the set of rules, procedures,
principles and expectations among states parties—whichwill remove the ambiguities of the grey
aress.

Asevolving extringc conditions affect the didectic between prohibitionand permissihility, they
will present the treaty withfresh chalenges. New devel opmentsthat have abearing onthe object
and purpose of the treaty can fdl outside the scope of the treaty if that scopeis too narrowly
defined or interpreted. They can aso widenthe grey areas or render the internationa agreement
irrelevant. The success and durability of a prohibition thus depends on how well the intrinsic
characteristics of the treaty are suited to a new environment as well as on the vitality and, there-
fore, the adaptability of the tresty regime. In other words, with the passage of time the disarma-
ment imperative will require resffirmationand reinforcement, especialy inchanged circumstances,
to retain its prohibitory quality.

Congdering state behaviour soldly from the perspective of agloba dissrmament treety falls
to take into account the impact of loca or regiona security dynamics onthe cost/benefit assess-
ment of each state. The heuristic device of the regiona security complex accentuates the fact that
not every country is pitted against every other country. It digpenses with the need to investigate
Spurious security relationships that could theoretically exist between statesingdeand outside the
complex. The concept of functiona equivaence as an indispensable catdyst for arms control or
dissrmament reved s the diversity of reasons why statesmay join aglobal disarmament treaty and
the types of gains they might expect.

In 1975 the condition of functiond equivaence regarding BW was generally assumed to be
irrdlevart, which enabled the acceptance of an intringcally wesk convention. Soon theresfter
adlegations of serious violaions and scientific and technologica innovations began to srain the
BTWC. Through periodic review conferences states parties have been able to preserve the core
dissrmament obligationand adapt itsscopetotherevolutioninthe biologica sciences. Thereview
conferences al so enabl ed statespartiesto expl oremeasurestoincrease transparency with respect
to activities of relevance to the BTWC or outbresks of diseases. Although the mechanismof the
review conferencesis not suited to deal with serious violations of the convention, it nevertheless
nurtured a growing consensus among states parties about the need to strengthen the BTWC with
verification and compliance mechanisms,
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Despite this progress, the threat associated with BW is said to be growing. However, most
of the factors contributing to the increased threat perception are subjective components of the
security deficit. Theyindudeproliferation, the increased likelihood of openwarswiththe possibil-
ity of amultinationa intervention against a BW possessor, the emergence of new actors besides
dtates in matters of international security, the fear of designer agents made possible by the rapid
developments in the fields of biology and biotechnology, emerging and reemerging diseases, and
the accentuationof the weaknesses of the BTWC by the intrindcdly stronger CWC. Thegrowing
redlizationof the deficienciesinthe defences against BW—detection, protection, prophylaxis and
consequence management—adds to the security deficit. Known cases of great concern, such as
Irag, North Korea and Russia, are being reconsidered in the light of these extrinsic changes
affecting the BTWC. Although the perception shifts are mostly subjective, they nonetheless
transformthe previoudy accepted irrelevancy of functiona equivaencefor BW into the condition
of non-existence. As noted above, the condition of non-existence of functiond equivaence
complicates the achievement and maintenance of globa disarmament treeties considerably.

One factor of particular importance in this transformation is the regiondization of military
Security after the end of the Cold War. It is not just aquestion of varying expectations of relaive
or absolute gains depending on the security condition a sate percaives itsdf to be in, as was
reveded by the application of the heuristic device of the regiona security complex. It isaso one
of shifting appreciation of the rdative importance of different types of security, whether military,
politica, economic or societa. Complexdissrmament treaties primarily amto diminatethe threst
posed by a particular type of weaponry, but they also reach deeply into areas that would not
become the subject of military security concerns under normal circumstances.

In regions like Europe and North America there has been atotal military desecuritization of
the interactions among states sincethe end of the Cold War. In its stead, economic and political
rivary has become more prominent and is particularly intense in leading-edge technologies. The
respective governments are consequently unlikely to agree to procedures (such as verification
mechanisms) that may negatively affect the rdative scientific, technological or industrid position
if the other region resists these measures. Resistance to future disarmament measures to
srengthen the BTWC aso comes from the sub-state leve, where individua companies worry
about their economic security and relative losses in a highly competitive environment. Without an
overarching exigtentia threet, these concerns rank higher inthe negotiating positions of European
and North American states than during the Cold War. The main military threats come from
outsde both regions and the interactions with other geographica areas will remain militarily
securitized. Thisis evident from the various non- and counterproliferation measures, which am
to prevent strikes (e.g., withBW) againg the territory of Europeanor North Americancountries,
on the one hand, or to reduce the possibility or consegquences of having to confront a proliferator
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during amilitary intervention in aloca or regiond war, on the other hand. In other words, from
this perspective functiond equivaence is non-existen.

In other geographica areas, technologica and indudtrid advances can become securitized on
various levels. For many devel oping countries, suchadvances offer opportunitiesto improve their
domestic political, societal and economic security (absolute gains) or to secure a better spring-
board for competing in the international markets (reaive gains). If there is no particular threet
with the wegponry under consderation (irrdlevance of functiona equivaence), these states may
try to secure additional absol ute gains through the clausesinthe BTWC that address internationa
cooperationand the right of accessto technology for purposes not prohibited by that convention.
However, such absolute gains for developing countries may be viewed as a question of relative
gans by Europe and North Americabothinterms of proliferation risks and of losng ther rdeive
technologica and economic advantage in the globa market. This implies that the controversy
between developed and developing nations over international cooperation as an integral part of
a dissrmament treaty may sharpen considerably. The fact that the knowledge and technology
required for the development and manufacture of BW is essentialy dud use in nature further
exacerbates the problem.

In summary, unless there is a mgor development, such as a new state acquiring biologica
wegpons and willing to use them in armed conflict, the irrdlevancy of functiona equivalence for
BW may ill be assumed bothinsdeand betweenthe different regions. The objective component
of the security defidt hasbeenaffected quditetively manly by the revelations regarding Irag’ sBW
programmes and the emerging details of continuing offengve BW-relevant research usng ad-
vanced hiotechnologica techniques in Russia® However, in the subjective component of the
security deficit thereisastrong tendency to view the BW threset asif functiona equivaencewere
non-existent. It is mogt vishle in the interactions between Europe and North America where
relations among states have been militarily desecuritized sncethe end of the Cold War and other
geographica regions. The concerns about relative gains manifest themsdvesonthe various leves
of security. As security policies are often conceived on the basis of the perception of a threat
rather thanthe threat itsdlf, this condition may complicate the pursuit of BW dissrmament consid-
erably.

The increased role of the regiond security actors means that worldwide the expectations
related to afuture agreement strengthening the prohibitionagainst BW will be vadtly different from
what was expected of the BTWC. The meaningful implementationof Article X of the BTWC will
become extremey important if retifications of a future agreement by states outside regiona
security complexesareto be secured. Potentidly problematic inthis respect are the fundamentaly
different attitudes regarding military security depending on whether it involves interactions with
states from insde or outside the European and North American regions. Both the internal
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competitioninthe economic and politica spheres and the securitizationof externa rdaionsinthe
context of proliferation threats have complicated the current negotiation on the protocol to
reinforce the BTWC.%

Asthe situationcurrently stands, universdity will be the principd victim if the opinion wereto
gain currency that the conclusion of the negotiation of the protocol to the BTWC should not be
delayed because a particular state in European or North America refuses to compromise in the
spheresof political or economic security for the sake of verification. Universdity, and itsaccom-
panying security benefits, will be smilarly damaged if Europeor North Americawere to decide
that they can equdly, if not better, ensurethar externa security through unilaterd strategies such
asnon- and counterproliferationand consequently ignore the need for developing statesto obtain
absolute gainsin other spheres than military security.

The debate on the relative importance of the security and non-security (i.e. development)
provisons of a modern dissrmament treaty addresses the fundamenta ideological assumptions
concerning the nature of internationa security and cooperation. However, inaglobal regime, the
positions regarding security and devel opment cannot be mutudly exclusive. The prevailing security
conditions in a given region together with the assessment by a state of itscapability to survive or
enhance its podition in ahodtile environment play abasic role inthe decisonto joina cooperative
security arrangement. Only as the cost-benefit andyss of the impact of the BTWC onthe security
defidt becomes less negetive, does the relative importance of non-security provisons grow
because states can focus more on securing absolute gains. Developing countries with a greater
interest in the non-security clauses can adopt policies of greater trangparency in dl of the areas
covered by the BTWC in order to alay the security concerns of other parties. Industrialized
countries, which have expressed grave concern about proliferation and consequently about the
relative gains to be acquired by remaining outside the treaty or defecting fromit, must recognize
that their security will benefit not only from verification of the absence of BW programmes but
aso from a higher degree of universdity. To achieve the latter, the industrialized states must
accommodate the different expectations which states may have from the future BTWC regime.
Unfortunately, inthe current negotiating round of the protocol the new security redlitieshave not
yet been fully taken into account.
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and the Soviet Union agreed that they were entitled to a certain aggregate number of strategic delivery
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Some states did express their concern about the intrinsic weaknesses. France, for example, initialy refused
to become a state party to the BTWC because of the lack of verification measures and instead adopted
domestic anti-BW legidation in order to accept the same constraints as imposed by the convention. It
acceded to the BTWC in 1984, one of the most important reasons being its interest to participate in the
debate to reinforce the procedures for verification. Sms, N., The Diplomacy of Biological Disarmament
(Macmillan Press: London, 1988), p. 264. Sweden similarly continued to express its concerns about the
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assistance and protection in the case of use or threat of use of CW, to participate in transactions involving
certain chemicas listed in the schedules, which is denied to non-states parties, and to enjoy the benefits
of technology transfers and participaion in international cooperation for non-prohibited purposes. The
chemica industry is a recognized fundamental pillar of sustainable economic development, which explains
the relevance of these potential absolute gains to devel oping countries.

For example, the US Department of Defense began a mandatory vaccination programme against anthrax
for its 2.4 million active duty and reserve personnel in 1998. The vaccine currently being applied was
developed during the 1960s and licensed in 1970. Genera Accounting Office, Anthrax Vaccine: Safety and
Efficacy Issues, GAO/T-NSIAD-00-48 (US Generd Accounting Office: Washington, DC, 12 October 1999,
p. 1.

Therole of Article XI of the CWC is discussed in Zanders and French (note 12).

For example, while conducting research into immuno-contraception for mice, Australian scientists at the
Cooperative Research Centre for the Biological Control of Pest Animals discovered that certain genetic
changes in the mousepox virus may make the pathogen more deadly. The scientists made the findings
public in January 2001 as they redlized the potential of their discovery for biological warfare purposes.
Concerns with respect to proliferation dangers were expressed, but no industrialized democracy feared that
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See note 3.

On the leve of military security, the is no disagreement regarding the need to prevent or halt proliferation,
a fact which is confirmed by the acceptance by all parties of the non-proliferation clauses in both the
BTWC and the CWC and of the export control mechanismsin the CWC.

This problem is manifest in the implementation of the CWC. Until early in 2000, OPCW inspectors were
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There are other reports about BW proliferators (see note 10). The dleged BW proliferators are located in
regions where the security environment is not conducive to disarmament, so that for the purposes of this
discussion, the condition of functiona equivdence with respect to the objective component of the
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security deficit isinconsequential.

40 seenote 3.



