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Preface

The mandate of UNIDIR, as contained in its General Assembly-approved Statute, requires that the 
Institute provide the international community with more diversified and complete data on 
disarmament issues, while promoting informed participation in negotiations and disarmament efforts, 
assisting ongoing negotiations via objective studies and analyses, and carrying out in-depth and 
forward-looking disarmament research. Apart from executing this mandate through research projects, 
conducted by individual researchers or multinational teams of researchers, UNIDIR also holds 
conferences, seminars, and symposia. We firmly believe in the importance of testing ideas and 
proposals in the crucible of discussion and debate among peers drawn from different disciplines and 
nations. The objective is not to arrive at a consensus document, but rather to enrich the harvest of 
ideas and to achieve an interchange of opinions. Disarmament and security are vitally important 
issues linked to the survival of mankiiid and nation states. They demand that the best available 
intellectual talents and efforts be invested in finding ways and means to achieve equal and collective 
security, through general and complete disarmament, under strict and effective international 
verification.

We are in what the United Nations has declared to be the Decade of International Law. As 
its own contribution to the observance of this decade, UNIDIR will be examining the relationship 
of international law to disarmament. The topic of this report is the first of the projects we have in 
mind for this programme. We are fortunate to have been able to assemble such an eminent group 
of experts.

It is useful to remind ourselves that unilateral measures for disarmament are not new. For 
some time, they have been recognized as having a role in disarmament. The final document of 
SSODl made a brief reference to the fact that unilateral measures could contribute to attaining the 
goal of limiting the arms race. In 1985, the United Nations published a study on unilateral nuclear 
disarmament measures. TTiere is a section of that study that I would like to quote, and which is still 
relevant today, despite the vast changes that have occurred in the intemational situation since it was 
written. I quote, "There is no either/or choice between unilateral and negotiated measures of 
disarmament. Both are needed in view of their complementary nature". I think we all understand 
that unilateral measures, at the purely declaratory level for propaganda purposes, are unsatisfactory. 
However, concrete steps, taken unilaterally by Governments, alliances, or groups of countries, 
certainly have an important role as an initial step in the disarmament process. We need to discuss 
what supplementary steps are needed, recognizing that unilateral measures, unless translated into 
domestic law, are not legally binding, nor are they verifiable in the intemational community. 
Anotiier obvious weakness lies in their reversibility. In other words, unilateral measures are more 
easily withdrawn or reversed than negotiated disarmament agreements. The advantages of unilateral 
measures, as positive demonstrations of political will, especially in times of uncertainty, and as a 
momentum activator for disarmament, are indisputable. They also reduce the time spent on bilateral 
or multilateral negotiations. They could constitute a valuable confidence-building measure. Most 
importantly, today they can be implen^nted outside the confrontational bipolar context of the past. 
A series of unilateral measures can form a solid foundation for negotiated multilaterd disarmament 
agreements.

I must thank the Centre de Recherche Internationale (CRI) from the University Pantheon Assas 
(Paris II) for joining UNIDIR in this collaborative venture. It was also a pleasure for UNIDIR to 
hold this symposium in UNESCO, our partner in the United Nations system, whose own work in 
the cause of disarmament and peace is well known.

Jayantha Dhanapala, Director
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Introduction

Serge Sur

Unilateral measures in the field of disarmament and arms limitation: we should probably begin with 
a definition. Finding one is more complex than it might appear, for the expression covers several 
quite different attitudes. As far as purpose is concerned, it is relatively simple to contrast them with 
measures in support of the arms build-ups that form part of States’ defence or security policies and 
usually serve to set off or sustain an arms race. To the extent that, historically, unilateral measures 
have most often taken this latter form, disarmament supporters still view them as being essentially 
negative in potential and thus they are not a priori looked on with favour. But they can also play 
a positive role and contribute to disarmament, for example through reductions in military budgets, 
cuts in armed forces, renunciations of particular types of weapons or tests, undertakings not to use 
certain modes of combat, or security guarantees for third parties. In practice there have been 
numerous, though sporadic, examples, which have not really been accounted for by any theory.

For the purposes of this exercise, unilateral measures are understood to be the positions, 
statements, attitudes and behaviour that States adopt on their own, with no external participation, 
and can directiy apply by and for themselves without negotiations or reciprocal gestures. This 
definition includes both measures that are legally binding on the State or States concerned, which 
involve an actual commitment, and those of an uncertain or temporary, reversible nature, whose 
implementation depends on States’ will alone. The former have a genuine international status; the 
latter fall within the realm of domestic action. States’ control over their own behaviour and 
domestic legislation.

These measures can be approached and analysed through a series of approximations: by 
situating them in the general disarmament context (I); by illustrating the dialectical relationship 
between them and negotiations and treaties in the field (II); by describing their diverse functions 
(III); and lastly, by defining possible criteria for classifying them (IV).

I - General Considerations

The role of unilateral measures in the field of disarmament and arms limitation has long been 
viewed with a mixture of disdain and distrust, at least by most experts and officials.

Disdain because they are accorded neither the same consideration nor the same importance 
as agreements, the contractual commitments resulting from negotiations, laid down and solemnized 
in international treaties. The latter appear to represent the preferred path to disarmament. Thus the 
Final Document of SSOD 1, which since 1978 has embodied the official United Nations philosophy 
in this field, devotes most of its copious text to negotiations and agreements. Unilateral measures 
are a side issue.

Distrust, to the extent that reference to such measures often appears to connote some measure 
of delusion and naivete, or deception and propaganda.

Delusion when pacifist movements with no real responsibility hail them on - albeit on 
respectable principles but at the risk of sacrificing rational and legitimate security requirements. 
Tragically, history has shown what can happen to countries that engage in a unilateral arms 
reduction policy if their neighbours take it as an encouragement to their own aggressiveness. It is 
striking that many of the political movements in the democratic countries which clamour for 
unilateral disarmament measures or the renunciation of certain types of weapons change their 
position when there is a real prospect of their coming to power.

1
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Deception when Governments, for propaganda reasons, make pseudo-commitments that have 
no other purpose than to make a show of good will and embarrass opponents or partners while 
winning over onlookers, and that are not verifiable to boot. This is often the case, or in any event 
the risk is inherent with the declaratory measures that have so often hindered disarmament forums, 
gambits in the crooked poker game that sometimes characterizes multilateral negotiating bodies.

These initial and largely unfavourable impressions, however, should be brought into 
perspective. Unilateral measures do not belong only among the delusions of ingenuous pacifists or 
the range of ploys available to cynical Governments. They have always had an important specific 
role. Disarmament or arms reductions, like the arms acquisition that is their counterpart, depend 
primarily on the security policy of the States concerned. As such they are tantamount to unilateral 
decisions shaped by these States, security considerations, of which they are essentially the judges.

Managing disarmament through treaties or international agreements is certainly a more 
elaborate technique that offers more solid guarantees. It also functions in a more collective security 
context, where the interests of the various sides are brought into harmony instead of confrontation. 
But the very difficulty of the exercise and the relatively low number of agreements in force makes 
it impossible to identify this approach with the business of disarmament as a whole. Changes in 
arms policy, a decline in perceived threats, the obsolescence of certain types of equipment, the 
realignment of States’ objectives, metamorphosing forms of power and still other factors, separately 
or cumulatively, lead to individual and, as it were spontaneous arms reduction measures, or to 
restrictions below the thresholds at which an arms race can develop. Thus unilateral behaviour, far 
from being unrelated or merely incidental to the business of disarmament, is in reality the backdrop 
to it. The 1978 Final Document (in paras. 77 and 93 (b), for example) acknowledges their role in 
the prevention of new, more destructive, weapons systems.

On another level, such measures have generated sustained interest from the theoretical or 
abstract point of view. Lawyers in particular have given thought to unilateral acts, the conditions 
in which they might express a commitment by the State and the consequences of such a 
commitment with respect to other States. In practice we have had several examples, including 
promises - as for example unilaterally-offered guarantees and renunciations as in the area of 
nuclear tests. But interest is not limited to this legal approach. These measures must also be 
analysed from a strategical and political point of view, and here concerns become more practical.

Thought may be given to the economy of means represented by such measures, which can 
avoid lengthy and costiy negotiations, and whose substance and scope are fully controlled by the 
State enacting them, and coincide by definition with its interests as it perceives them.

Such a line of reasoning has some very real implications now that unilateral measures are 
unexpectedly being revived. Unilateral reductions are flourishing at a time when major bilateral, 
regional and multilateral conventions - such as INF, START, CFE and Open Skies and the promised 
chemical weapons convention - are reaching a conclusion. They coincide with rapid and unforeseen 
changes in the international context which conjure up a post-war era without open conflicts, and 
a sudden end to the policy of armed confrontation in which displays of fighting strength and batties 
of military plans and programmes replaced real clashes.

In a way there was a war, but without head-on combat: rather through a symbolic 
confrontation of stances, or through conflicts in which the main participants took each other on 
indirectly, carefully limiting the intensity of their jousting. This kind of thing is no longer in vogue, 
and an entire style of muscle-flexing has disappeared along with the dialectic that engendered it. 
The replacement of the concept of threat by that of risk in the vocabulary used to discuss security 
is indicative of this revolution in how problems are perceived. While a threat can be identified as 
to source, object, intensity and purpose, risk is a more abstract perception of a danger neither the 
source, object nor contents of which are identified a priori. This cannot but have major
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consequences for disarmament as a whole. The change should in principle accelerate it, but also 
narrow the range of forms it takes and blur its prospects.

This blurring of prospects - of the future state of international society, the order of importance 
of the problems it will face, the very identity and the relative strengths of the partners, the new 
balance between forces for change and stabilizing mechanisms, the resources committed and the 
respective roles of States and international institutions greatly affects the status and dynamics of 
international conventions.

As regards status, one finds that agreements with a lengthy tradition behind them, the pillars 
of conventional arms limitation, are being called into question or even left behind. The NPT, which 
appeared virtually certain of renewal after 25 years of good and trusty service, is being challenged 
on two accounts: on the one hand, the Iraqi affair showed that the safeguards it provides are 
insufficient; on the other, its response to the growing risks of proliferation is less than adequate. The 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological 
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction also raises questions and doubts as 
regards both implementation and verification. As for the recent treaties, even before legally entering 
into force, they are in some respects out of date. One must wonder whether the break-up of the 
USSR and the uncertainty over its continued existence or what will succeed it will not undermine 
the lengthy efforts to conclude the START and CFE agreements.

One must wonder also whether the process of treaty-making - the agreements now in prospect 
or under negotiation - has not lost momentum. There is clearly a risk of its losing steam, both 
politically and technically.

Politically speaking, the uncertainties and growing instability of international society are 
weakening the very bases for any negotiation. A treaty must not only guide and structure future 
relations. It must also be built on sufficiently stable and solid foundations for the commitments 
made by the parties to be credible. Yet these foundations are lacking, though no doubt temporarily: 
even the partners, in Europe at least, are not always easily identifiable. The security context or 
system of reference which gives the agreed arms limitation measures their meaning, also varies 
greatly. Of course there is always some ambiguity. Even under a single, commonly accepted system 
of reference, there is still some room for fluctuation. Not everyone has the same interpretation of 
collective security, nuclear balance or deterrence, the principal systems applied. But this is a 
constructive ambiguity, which is both narrowed and clarified by the substance of the agreements. 
The current situation is quite different, and during the deconstruction phase that is developing, the 
reconstruction that will follow cannot be brought about prematurely by a continued act of wUl. 
Neither can we underestimate the role played, in the present context, by the United States’ 
preference for unilateralism, its lack of enthusiasm for multilateralism and a tendency, reinforced 
by power, to mould the methods of international relations in its own image.

Technically speaking, the complexity of the issues involved can affect a treaty’s usefulness. 
Limiting or prohibiting certain types of research or transfers of technology, or affecting dual-use 
activities, may be more a matter for domestic legislation than an international agreement. The very 
intrusive nature of the measures at issue implies that the State itself has control over the activities 
in question. Thus the actual taking of such measures, the international publicity given to them and 
the ability to have them enforced through internal procedures are the best guarantees. In addition, 
such measures may involve only a small number of countries and thus not justify recourse to 
multilateral negotiations.

Hence an expansion of current or foreseeable unilateral measures would in a sense be 
unilateralism by default default for lack of treaties, lack of the possibihty or need to conclude an 
alternative intemational agreement - or because unilateral measures were better suited to the task. 
This is an assumption, but one that stresses that the relationship between unilateral and treaty-based 
measures is omnipresent, and merits thought.



4 Unilateral Measures and Policies

II - Relationship Between Unilateral and Treaty-Based Measures

The types of regimes produced by these two categories of measures are opposite in appearance. It 
is worthwhile, however, to clarify where exactly the difference lies and how it can be decreased. 
Such an analysis demonstrates that even in a treaty-based regime, unilateral measures are 
omnipresent.

The Choice Between Treaty-Based Regimes and Unilateral Measures

Treaty-based regimes are understood here to mean not only treaties in the legal and strict sense of 
the word, i.e. instruments that bind parties under the principle pacta sunt servanda, but also 
negotiated instruments that are applied on a reciprocal basis. The confidence-building measures 
worked out in the context of CSCE fall under this heading. Thus treaties can be compared to 
unilateral attitudes without going into the legal nature of the commitment by the States concerned.

On first examination the treaty regime is strikingly better, and this is why it is preferred as 
a matter of principle. Of course the measures it lays down and the actions it entails, could also be 
taken through unilateral acts. But what a unilateral measure cannot contain is a commitment by the 
other party, or a stipulation which is what makes a treaty regime a mechanism for exchanging 
commitments binding the partner at the same time as it binds the State itself. In extreme cases, 
answering unilateral acts can achieve comparable results; when, for example, the SALT II Treaty 
did not enter into force after its conclusion in 1979, unilateral commitments by the USSR and the 
United States achieved the same results for 10 years or so. Thus a unilateral act can ultimately fulfil 
this mutual commitment function, but, it has to be acknowledged, in an incidental manner. Besides 
this specific case, there is the more general example of action taken under a treaty in anticipation 
of its official entry into force.

This essential advantage leads to an agreed channelling of behaviour. But it does not 
necessarily result in the establishment of genuine international mechanisms, i.e. procedures 
involving bodies independent of the parties in the implementation of the agreement, such as bodies 
to oversee and verify compUance with commitments, a court to settle disputes over their 
implementation and an external collective enforcement mechanism to deal with violation. Numerous 
proposals have been made along these lines, for example the idea of intemational agencies for 
supervision and verification. They would signify the crossing of a threshold, going far beyond the 
situation created by the current treaty regimes.

Current treaty regimes mostly leave it to the parties themselves to control the implementation 
and enforcement of their commitments, so that in many respects they are merely techniques 
providing a framework for unilateral measures. The agreed commitments are mutually dependent, 
but as long as they do not provide for intemational mechanisms external to the parties, they achieve 
only a rudimentary internationalization of disarmament and arms control. For the time being, this 
internationalization is only a potential one. The threshold might be crossed by the future chemical 
weapons convention, which would in every respect be a step forward in the business of 
disarmament.

Omnipresent Unilateral Measures in Treaty Regimes

The very existence of these regimes is, for the States concerned, a result of a unilaterally expressed 
commitment. Beyond this initial, founding act, the treaty regime produces only a very abstract 
change in the State’s behaviour. In practice, the State, through its actions has to draw its own 
conclusions as to the obligations it has accepted.
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- If the treaty so permits, implicitly or explicitly, the State can enter reservations authorizing 
it to alter and in fact unilaterally restrict the scope of its commitment. More generally, its freedom 
to interpret international instruments, unless explicitly transferred to an outside body, enables it to 
define its commitment with considerable latitude. One example has been the controversy 
surrounding the interpretation of the ABM Treaty. In such cases the distinction between treaty-based 
regimes and unilateral measures can become less than clear-cut.

- In implementing the regime, the State uses its own legislative, administrative and judicial 
means. These are crucial to the implementation of the agreement. To this extent, the effectiveness 
of the treaty regime is going to depend on the quality of the State’s intemal system. For example, 
article IV of the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention states that it is for each party to take any 
necessary measures for prohibition within its territory and under its jurisdiction. Thus it is for each 
State party to adopt the appropriate domestic measures. In practice very few have done so; 
conversely, the existence of such legislation independently of the Convention can yield comparable 
results - such as the 1972 French law which was brought forward as a substitute for accession to 
the Convention, and in a sense paved the way for France to become a party to the Convention in 
1984.

Furthermore, this intemal regime has to be implemented in its entirety; for example, legislation 
must be backed up by administrative or judicial measures to make it fully effective. Treaty regimes 
should spell this out if necessary. They could be considerably improved by a more precise 
indication and more careful supervision of intemal implementation mechanisms. This aspect is no 
less important in practice than the development of international mechanisms proper.

- As for verification, with its two separate elements - monitoring and evaluating the behaviour 
of the other parties - most of the treaty regimes in force essentially leave the responsibility to each 
of the States concerned. Hence the recognition and protection of the role of national technical 
means. Existing international procedures, for example under the INF Treaty or the START 
agreement, merely provide for inspections conducted reciprocally by each party with its own means. 
Thus they are more an international means of channelling national technical means than a genuine 
international mechanism. The same is true of the conclusions as to compliance with the treaty that 
may be drawn from this organized monitoring: each party proceeds on its own behalf, and the 
position it takes derives from unilateral attitudes. One example was the face-off between the United 
States and the USSR over the compatibility of the Krasnoyarsk radar station with the ABM Treaty, 
which was only resolved by the USSR’s acquiescence in the American position.

In these circumstances, one qualitative leap has yet to be made: not so much the creation of 
on-site inspection procedures as the establishment of an intemational mechanism independent of the 
parties and an external procedure for settling disputes over compliance with the Treaty. Without 
those elements, the framework remains one of possibly contradictory unilateral positions, which the 
existence of a treaty simply makes it possible to bring together by providing a common rule for 
reference and negotiation.

- Finally, regarding compliance with the Treaty by the other parties, and more exacdy any 
violation of it, the unilateral attitudes of the State injured by the violation are also of considerable 
importance. Of course, the violation constitutes an intemational dispute which the parties must settle 
according to intemational procedures, especially negotiation. But in practice the difficulties in 
bringing such procedures to a successful conclusion may force the State that considers itself to be 
injured to take independently such conservatory or corrective measures as it feels appropriate to 
protect its interests.
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Withdrawal from the treaty generally at short notice and on very broadly-defined grounds, is 
a weapon made available by most agreements. It can, however, be dangerous to use and may 
boomerang. In freeing itself from the treaty, the State recovers its freedom of action and ceases to 
be bound by obligations that have become unrequited burdens. But by the same token it releases 
its partner or partners. This may on the one hand bring it more advantages than disadvantages, and 
on the other, may in effect reward the State disregarding the treaty, whose attitude has led to the 
destruction of the instrument. If violations of treaty commitments led to the predictable 
disappearance of the treaties, what would remain of treaty law? Beyond the treaty at issue, the 
treaty procedure itself would be in danger of losing its meaning.

Thus legal theory and practice condone the concept of countermeasures, authorizing the injured 
State, without overstepping the bounds of a treaty, to take temporary measures enabling it to 
respond to the violation by protecting itself and bringing suitable pressure to bear on the partner. 
That was how the United States planned to react to the claimed violation of the ABM Treaty by 
the USSR, ruling out the option of withdrawal, and how it induced the USSR to acknowledge that 
building the Krasnoyarsk radar station was illegitimate. What countermeasures are, however, 
remains vague and poorly-delimited. Here, too, it would be a qualitative leap forward if a 
mechanism for collective reaction were established, taking enforcement out of the hands of 
individual parties by means appropriate to each treaty. The future chemical weapons convention 
looks set to attain this objective. This is perhaps no less important than the actual substance of the 
convention, considering the precedent it would set and the experience it should provide, even if it 
is to be hoped that its deterrent effect will obviate the need to use it.

Thus certain aspects of unilateral acts are closely bound up with treaty-based regimes, or rather 
the rudimentary state of many such regimes. However, unilateral measures also fulfil positive and 
diversified functions of their own, independently of any treaty.

Ill - Functions of Unilateral Measures

Our task is to identify functions rather than specific types of measures, for the same measures can 
fulfil several functions, some primary, others secondary, at once. First, in their simplest and most 
obvious function, they can define an attitude that a State adopts of its own accord, for its own 
benefit and with effects concerning it alone; second, they can combine with this basic function a 
more outward-oriented mission when some form of reciprocity is expected; lastly they can be 
designed chiefly for external effect on other States. Thus, though usually oriented towards the State 
taking them, they can affect third parties, by seeking reciprocity or independently of any reciprocity.

Unilateral Action for One’s Own Benefit

In this approach, a State adopts attitudes, makes statements or behaves in such a way as to bring 
about restrictions on its own weaponry and help along the overall business of disarmament. Thus, 
like the United States in 1970, a State renounces biological weapons and destroys any elements it 
might possess; like France in 1972, it passes a domestic law imposing a prohibition on itself; like 
France in 1974, it suspends nuclear tests in the atmosphere; like the USSR in 1982, it states that 
it is renouncing the first use of nuclear weapons. More generally, a country may trim its military 
spending, cut its armed forces or change its security posture to a more defensive one. This is the 
case, for example, with nuclear deterrence, which controls arms through a purely defensive strategy 
and is posited on their non-use. Although basically unilateral, nuclear deterrence thereby becomes 
a nuclear arms control policy in itself.

Such measures are not unusual and account for a great number of arms limitation, on a 
spontaneous basis, as it were. They reflect constant adjustments in a State’s perception of its
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security needs and are achieved at its own initiative, with neither consultations nor conditions. They 
have the advantage of flexibility, rapidity of implementation and consonance with the needs of the 
State adopting them. They demonstrate that arms limitation is of a piece with the State’s security 
requirements as subjectively defined, since the State itself has struck the balance between them.

Their existence emphasizes the positive role of unilateral measures. States’ unilateral policies 
are generally perceived as being synonymous with arms build-ups, implying an inherent risk that 
disarmament will be sacrified. It is true that such measures did much to spur the arms race, and that 
spectacular decisions such as the deployment of the SS 20s in Europe, followed by the installation 
of the Pershing missiles, or the Strategic Defence Initiative which dominated the strategic debate 
from 1983 to 1987, highlighted the prospects of accelerating military competition and were related 
to disarmament only in a negative sense. But the upshot, partly unexpected and not one to take as 
a precedent, was instead a positive contribution to disarmament with the INF Treaty of 1987 and 
the 1991 START agreement.

Beyond these specific examples, more generally, one may take it that States allow for the need 
for arms limitation in their policies, and that treaties are necessary only to the extent that such 
self-control is not sufficient. The arms race is a bitty and fragmented phenomenon, like conventional 
arms limitation itself, which complements rather than brings about limitations that are to a large 
extent arrived at spontaneously through the convergence of individual decisions. Hence unilateral 
action for one’s own benefit has a spontaneous spin-off and promotes a virtuous circle of arms 
limitations.

It has some considerable shortcomings nevertheless. On the one hand, there is little guarantee 
that it will be long-lived: measures adopted today can be reversed tomorrow. It is difficult for such 
action to establish the certainty and stability that lie at the root of security. On the other hand, such 
measures usually do not include specific verification procedures, and their implementation depends 
entirely on the goodwill of the State that takes them. They can be supervised or evaluated only by 
the various national means available to other States. Lastly, they do not derive from a clear and, 
above all, shared understanding of international security. They define the individual security of the 
State as it conceives it, possibly to the detriment of other States’ security, and lend themselves to 
ambiguous interpretations. The worst-scenario game tends to emphasize not their positive potential 
but their shortcomings, in that they can be reversed and are difficult to verify. Motives can always 
be imputed, and reasoning in capacity terms naturally leads one to consider only the negative 
aspects. What they do not do is noticed more than what they do, and there is often a temptation to 
view them simply as propaganda.

Unilateral Action in Expectation of Reciprocity

In a broad sense all the measures under review belong under this heading. They all are part of a 
context where the State must evaluate and if possible anticipate its partners’ reactions. Even if it 
acts alone and asks for nothing specific in return, it is reckoning on a few positive changes, without 
negotiations, through a sort of spontaneous adjustment: limiting bilateral tension, improving a 
diplomatic position, ending isolation, etc. ... Thus the USSR, after announcing various unilateral 
reductions in 1989, requested some reciprocal action from the Western countries, although not 
making it a condition. But there is a narrow meaning to the reciprocity expected, and this is the one 
being considered here.

The narrow meaning relates to measures taken temporarily or conditionally, the price of their 
continuation being an answering move which may or may not be specified: for example, 
moratoriums on nuclear testing in the expectation of an equivalent attitude on the part of the other 
nuclear Powers. Another example is compliance with an agreement not in force so long as the other 
signatory or signatories also comply. There can also be more general answering moves, leading to
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a change in the disarmament situation - for example, the announcement that a reservation to the 
1925 Geneva Protocol will be withdrawn as soon as the chemical weapons convention is concluded, 
or that manufacture of chemical weapons will cease immediately on the same basis.

These measures tend to establish an accelerated and simplified form of agreement, even if not 
spelt out in a formal instrument. They are more a kind of public negotiation at one remove whose 
outcome is anticipated or, more precisely, whose anticipated potential results are applied for the 
time being. They are not mere proposals but commitments, even if temporary or conditional, on 
behaviour. The idea is basically to give more substance to purely rhetorical proposals, to show by 
one’s own attitude the seriousness of the proposed commitment, which remains uncertain or 
conditional nevertheless. Such measures can operate either in the framework of open negotiations, 
which they tend to revitalize, or outside any negotiation. Thus they are either an element of or a 
substitute for negotiations. The former category would cover measures concerning chemical 
weapons, and the latter, France’s recent suspension of its underground nuclear tests, for example.

This is particularly useful under current circumstances, for it can simplify and speed up 
negotiations, or even obviate them altogether, at a time when it is especially difficult to identify the 
partners, bodies, or even the specific topics for an agreement. Thus such measures are very suitable 
for periods of transition and instability, when established negotiating bodies are apt to find 
themselves in an awkward position. They can give new political impetus to a process that is 
necessarily becoming bogged down in red tape and routine. Important and lengthy negotiations, 
whether bilateral, regional or multilateral, are always in danger of losing their cohesiveness because 
they tend to result in an exhaustive account of the obstacles to be overcome without themselves 
being able to overcome them. A particularly telling example is the measures affecting nuclear 
weapons announced by the United States in September 1991, and the subsequent Soviet reactions.

An absence of negotiations on questions thought to be too delicate can be partially offset by 
a unilateral policy of restraint: a decision not to deploy certain short-range missiles or to modemize 
certain forces can limit the disadvantages of a lack of agreement on the subject. It side-steps the 
difficulties of a formal entry into negotiations by avoiding discussion over the choice of partners 
or exposure to a demand for concessions that it might not be possible to control.

Unilateral Action for the Benefit of Others

On first examination this function is paradoxical, since the measures are not primarily designed to 
affect the State or States adopting them but third parties whose agreement is not sought. In essence, 
the effect is to apply pressure, for the tendency is to make those others accept obligations or 
constraints to which they would not subscribe spontaneously. It is easy to see why such measures 
are extensively used in relation to the various aspects of non-proliferation.

A certain resemblance to treaties should be stressed here. From the point of view of third 
parties, treaties appear to be very like collective unilateral acts. Treaties cannot be used against 
States that are not parties to them, but they cannot fail to exert some influence over their behaviour. 
This is true of the partial test ban instituted by the 1963 Treaty with respect to States not parties 
to it, and of the 1968 NPT for non-signatories. The extent of the regime they define and the number 
of participants can induce non-parties to enforce them in practice, even to do so on the basis of 
unilateral commitments and ultimately to become parties to them. The changing attitudes of France 
and China towards the NPT is a good example. However, it is not necessary for the treaty involved 
to be a widely-accepted multilateral one. The ABM Treaty, although bilateral, defined a regime of 
antiballistic weapons restrictions which it would be quite difficult for third parties to ignore, at least 
as long as the United States and the former USSR respect it themselves.

We are considering only State measures here, not measures taken by international 
organizations for example the Security Council in the maintenance of intemational peace and
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security. The Council’s action in the Iraq-Kuwait affair was shaped by different considerations 
entirely. There have been various examples of such State measures, sometimes individual but more 
often collegial, whose import has been basically external. Being collective simply tends to make 
them more effective, limit the risk of circumvention and further their implementation. But they are 
certainly perceived as being unilateral by those uninvolved in their enactment upon whom they 
impose a burden. Other examples are the London Club in nuclear matters, the Australia Group in 
the chemical area, the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) to prevent the proliferation of 
missiles, and COCOM, which comes from a more openly conflictual background.

The measures respond to two kinds of consideration: preventive, when proliferation is to be 
forestalled; and corrective, which is also more openly coercive, when the intention is to limit the 
capacities of States singled out as adversaries. To some extent, this distinction corresponds to the 
distinction between risk and threat. With preventive measures, the tendency is to reduce a potential 
which in itself poses dangers without those dangers being linked to a specific State; with corrective 
measures, the specific aim is to reduce the capacity to do harm of States considered to be 
threatening because of their military policy, or their political system, or their open hostility. The 
result is a difference in technique. Preventive measures can seek cooperation from the States they 
affect and offer them something positive in return. Corrective measures do not seek the assistance 
of the targeted States, and their objective is broader than technologies with military applications.

Preventive measures of the London Club, Australia Group or MTCR type can come into play 
in the absence or in support of a treaty regime, as with the London Club and the NPT. It is 
doubtful, however, whether MTCR, even if it is extended to some importing countries and thus 
becomes at least partially consensual, can spawn and safeguard a multilateral regime for the 
non-proliferation of missile technology. As for the Australia Group, its future is uncertain, given 
the prospective entry into force of the chemical weapons convention. These unilaterally-defined 
measures are decidedly discriminatory. They thus run the risk of being circumvented by States that 
accept neither their objectives nor method. Their effectiveness can only be relative. But they make 
it possible to identify recalcitrant countries, by emphasizing the difference between those that accept 
the limitations and those that reject them. This identification can, if necessary, lead to more specific 
measures against them, more like corrective measures, and thus the first category can lead to the 
second.

Corrective measures of the COCOM type reflect a philosophy of confrontation, not 
cooperation. Thus they tend to depart from the spirit of disarmament and arms limitation, 
maintaining military or technological superiority over countries considered to be adversaries. They 
could be brought back within the disarmament philosophy if they were based on general, objective 
criteria without aiming at any State or group of States in particular, but instead buttressing 
generally-accepted obligations. Their unilateral nature would be sharply attenuated.

These could be seen as the foundations of a regime for implementing and guaranteeing 
universal obligations in the chemical, biological, nuclear or other agreed fields. Such an adaptation 
of their spirit and technique would require them to become truly international, and presupposes 
procedures and mechanisms that are not at the discretion of the countries applying them. Such a 
development would imply a preference for multilateralism. The real choice is not between unfettered 
liberty and unilateral coercion, but between unilateral coercion and widely-accepted multilateral 
regimes. Hence unilateral measures are only stop-gap measures reflecting a lack of consensus on 
the objectives of and best routes to disarmament and arms limitation.

IV - Classification

The classification that follows makes no claim to be complete or final. Such a task would not only 
be academic and tedious, but impossible. Distinctions could probably be refined, teased out and
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enriched. Practice will shape other categories in future by developing other potentials. Nor do we 
seek to advance a theory accounting for these measures, which require consideration from several 
points of view: the legal position, their substance, the context in which they operate and the 
conditions under which they are enacted. We would simply like to illustrate the diversity of 
unilateral measures in terms of certain chosen criteria. The various points of view can be considered 
separately.

Binding and Non-Binding Measures

Certain measures can legally bind the State that enacts them, while they remain unilateral and not 
buttressed by the acquiescence of any outside party that could make them the basis for an 
agreement. The International Court of Justice had an opportunity to make this explicit in a 
judgement rendered in 1974, following an application by Australia and New Zealand concerning 
French nuclear atmospheric testing in the Pacific. There is no need here to dwell on the specific 
relevance of its decision to the question at issue, which remains controversial because of the 
specific facts in the case and the procedural difficulties with which the Court had to deal. But the 
principle was firmly upheld that a unilateral commitment by a State had international legal authority 
in respect of that State excluding any discretionary right of withdrawal or modification.

Numerous questions remain open, such as the attitude of third parties and the conditions for 
renouncing a commitment, which can hardly be more final than a treaty. But it is clear that in 
principle certain unilateral measures are not reversible, and the State that adopts them is then legally 
bound to comply with them. Among other things, they should be verifiable. Nevertheless, the 
positive identification of such measures can be a delicate matter. Of course, it may be stated in 
principle that when the State concerned acknowledges or states that it intends to enter into a 
commitment, the commitment acquires binding significance for it. The same is true when 
cognizance of the obligation is taken by a third body that can itself take decisions, such as a 
competent international court. In addition, there is the case of estoppel, when a State can no longer 
go back on a freely-adopted attitude that has determined the behaviour of third parties acting in 
good faith.

Measures not binding on those enacting them, which are more numerous, include conditional 
or temporary measures, or the diverse internal provisions relating to arms policies - reductions in 
military spending and changes in strategic postures, which can be altered by new internal 
provisions. Voluntarily adopted confidence-building measures which have affect on third parties, 
without entiding them to continuation of the measures concerned are in a somewhat special position. 
The mechanism formalized on a consensual basis by the Helsinki Final Act could probably be 
applied to them. Even if the State in question is not legally bound, it is practically speaking very 
difficult, even impossible under normal circumstances, for it to go back on behaviour taken into 
consideration and approved by the other States concerned. Thus these measures are politically 
binding without being fully established legally.

Declaratory and Operational Measures

Declaratory measures have no other immediate effect than a rhetorical one, and their practical effect 
remains potential. This is the case of positions such as the renunciation of first use of nuclear 
weapons, as formulated by the USSR in 1982, or the renunciation of first use of nuclear weapons 
against non-nuclear Powers as expressed by other nuclear Powers. Do they amount to anything more 
than announcements? If they were held to be legally binding, would this obligation prevail if 
necessary over the "natural" or "inherent" right of self-defence? In any event their credibility is
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more a product of their context than their intrinsic authority, especially as they involve no specific 
alteration in the capacities of the Powers concerned.

As for operational measures, they have a specific effect and pre-suppose an immediately 
perceptible change in the behaviour of the country enacting them. Hence moratoriums on testing, 
compliance, even temporary or conditional, of a treaty that is not in force, or cuts in forces or 
weapons. Despite their reversibility and thus their fragility, these measures imply a modicum of 
spontaneous and immediate implementation which lends them definite interest.

Promises and Renunciations

Promises involve, if not a positive effect, at least an active one, in the sense that they imply an act 
on the part of the country making them; renunciations have simply a negative effect, as with the 
renunciation of nuclear tests, decisions not to transfer weapons or commitments not to acquire or 
manufacture certain types of weapons. It is clear that in disarmament or arms limitation matters, 
unilateral measures consist more of renunciations than of promises.

One should not be misled by the term "promise": a promise may actually involve putting 
pressure on a third party by denying an advantage or withdrawing a right if it refuses to comply 
with certain conditions. Thus transfers of technology can be made dependent on compliance by the 
beneficiaries with restrictions on its use. The positive content is more limited and often relates more 
to security than disarmament. For example, when a State renounces the acquisition of certain types 
of weapons, it may obtain a guarantee of assistance from a third party in return.

Measures Taken with Respect to an Instrument 
or with Respect to a Situation

In the former case, there is an international arms agreement and the State in question, although not 
a party or otherwise bound by it, unilaterally defines its attitude towards it. Thus a State that is not 
a party to the NPT may declare that it will comply with its provisions, or, as in the example of the 
United States and the USSR with the 1979 SALT II Treaty, two States may provisionally honour 
an agreement that is not in force. These attitudes are not necessarily binding on the State that adopts 
them. They can, however, constitute an informal mechanism for strengthening a treaty or even 
preparing for subsequent accession. They are one element in the interplay of unilateral and 
treaty-based approaches that always lies behind unilateral measures.

Measures taken in the light of a given situation are closer to the general case where States 
freely evaluate the circumstances while reserving the option to adapt their future behaviour to 
developments - to go back on a cut in military spending or limits on certain arms programmes. 
They are in principle more fragile than the first type of measure, since circumstances can change 
but so can one’s evaluation of them. Thus States are particularly reluctant to make binding 
commitments in such a setting. They are more apt to do so in the context of a pre-existing 
instrument which offers a certain stability and creates the conditions necessary for its own stability.

Individual and Collective Measures

Individual measures are those taken by one State alone, or by several States acting separately, each 
on its own behalf. Collective measures, more complex and ambiguous, are adopted by a group of 
States acting together. This has two consequences. On the one hand, they are of a mixed nature, 
since, in relations between the States enacting them, they have the nature of an agreement. On the 
other hand, they are basically designed for external effect, outside the circle of States enacting them. 
In this respect their unilateral nature is the prime consideration. They are chiefly concerned with
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non-proliferation but, when their purpose is preventive, they can lead to an agreed general regime 
bringing together exporters and potential importers. It can be in the latter’s interest to agree to 
participate in such a regime or even to accept certain verification measures if they obtain something 
in return. Thus the consensual aspect of these collective measures can expand and provide, at least 
in theory, the beginnings of a genuine multilateral regime.

* * *

It is thus very difficult to consider unilateral measures in isolation. They are permanently and 
variously linked to treaty-based relations, and hence their unilateral nature is a qualified one. On 
the other hand, they fully belong, in their various forms, within the arsenal of disarmament and 
arms limitation techniques. As such they can fall within various categories - arms limitation, 
disarmament, arms control, or even confidence-building measures - or straddle the borders between 
them.
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Unilateral Disarmament and International Security

Ednan Agaev

Approaches to Guaranteeing National 
and International Security at the Present Juncture 

and the Role of Disarmament

Far-reaching qualitative shifts are taking place in world politics and the whole system of 
international relations today that largely determine the nature and general orientation of the global 
political process as one century merges into the next. The end of the cold war, symbolizing the 
consignment to the past of the era of confrontation between systems and a break with the 
ideological stereotypes of confrontation and antagonism that dominated States’ political thinking, 
has led to radical changes in the world geopolitical picture and the global strategic military 
situation. A set of new realities is taking shape, making it necessary to undertake a fundamental 
review of traditional outlooks in regard to the essence of, and ways and means of ensuring, 
international and national security and their increasing interrelationship in the context of achieving 
stable and crisis-free world development.

The tendency that can already be discerned for international relationships to lose the bipolarity 
that was their essential feature during the whole of the post-war period and for multipolar world 
political structures to be established is developing ever more actively. An intensive dispersion of 
political influence in the intematinal arena is taking place, finding its primary expression in the 
virtual emasculation of the very concept of "Super Power" as a State or group of States that by 
reason of its exclusive military and political position achieves complete domination and sets the 
tone in international affairs. The accelerating processes of regional and subregional integration and 
the internationalization of industrial production are leading to the emergence and increasing 
influence of transnational agents in international affairs - above all international organizations and 
large assemblages of States that are exerting an increasingly appreciable influence on the course of 
events in the world.

Priorities are gradually shifting also in the sphere of interstate relationships, the fundamental 
parameters of which are beginning to be multipartite interdependence and the dynamics of 
constructive political and economic interaction. For centuries the configuration of world politics and 
the extent and nature of interrelationships between States were determined mainly by the concept 
of the balance of power, based on military might, which played a decisive role in the establishment 
and maintenance of the real status of any particular State and was a guarantee of its national 
interests in the sphere of security. It is precisely for that reason that military measurement and 
strengthening of the national military potential have invariably predominated in the structure of 
State priorities. Under present conditions the position is changing. The concept of "national might" 
is being transformed. Its central components are coming to be the economic and technological might 
of the State, the moral, political and psychological status of society, the level of development and 
effectiveness of diplomacy, and the efficient functioning and rational organization of the State 
leadership.

Corresponding modifications are also taking place in the nature of national and international 
security and concepts of how to ensure it in practice are being given new content. "Security" is 
today a complex concept comprising a wide range of military, political, economic, ecological, 
sociocultural and humanitarian components. In the light of the considerable successes achieved 
recently in reducing international tension, a long-term tendency has become apparent in practice
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towards reducing the role of military power as a means of maintaining security at all levels, with 
a simultaneous sharp increase in the importance and significance of non-military factors for ensuring 
security. Security is becoming less and less associated in the consciousness of members of the world 
community exclusively with the prevention of war and the escalation to the level of armed conflicts 
of interstate contradictions that still exist. In an interdependent world international security 
presupposes, it would seem, the establishment of the necessary prerequisites for the stable and 
positive development of all countries without exception and as a practical means of realizing that 
task the establishment and institutionalization of comprehensive multilateral co-operation, using the 
extensive intellectual and material potential of various international organizations.

Of course, the anchoring of new concepts of security in real politics does not in the least 
mean any reduction in the significance of the armed force factor that will play an important 
stabilizing role in the present transitional period in international relationships until such time as 
reliable material and legal guarantees ensuring the irreversibility of the processes of renewal going 
on in the world have been developed. In exactiy the same way, the system of deterrence based on 
the broad effect of the armed force factor will remain the cornerstone of the new model of 
international security in the multipolar world that is taking shape, in which the balance of forces, 
understood in a wider sense and going beyond the military political sphere, will retain its 
importance as a key element in maintaining the global strategic balance. In the long run, as the level 
and acuteness of the contradictions between the interests of States is reduced the nature of 
deterrence will undergo considerable changes as the instruments of armed force that now sustain 
it are replaced by legal and political systems for ensuring security. At the same time it must be 
realized that this will be quite a lengthy process of evolution, coupled with the consolidation of a 
new quality in world politics the final jettisoning of ideology in interstate relationships and the 
establishment of a ramified infrastructure of multilateral co-operation in all the principal spheres 
of international activity. For that reason, the main task at all stages in the progression towards that 
end is to have an unambiguous regulation of the armed force factor by intemational law based on 
the United Nations Charter and ensuring the use of armed force, including also States’ national 
military potentials, exclusively for strengthening global security and stability and in particular for 
preventing or bringing to an end acts of aggression and other threats to the peaceful development 
of intemational relations.

The material basis for the efforts of the intemational community in this direction could be the 
leading trend in modem strategic thinking that is taking shape at the moment - the idea of exerting 
deterrence with lower quantitative levels of armament. This applies both to nuclear weapons and 
to conventional armaments, manifesting itself correspondingly in the concepts of minimum nuclear 
deterrence, and defensive sufficiency and, in the case of conventional armaments, in the identical 
concepts of "non-offensive defence", "un-provocative defence" etc. A key factor in these concepts, 
with the quite evident differences in approaches to nuclear and conventional weapons, is the trend 
towards a quantitative reduction in war potentials with a simultaneous improvement in their 
qualitative parameters and an optimization of the structure of the armed forces by giving them 
greater mobility and flexibility and perfecting strategic, operational and tactical planning and also 
improving the level of training and professionalism of armed forces personnel. An analysis of the 
main postulates in the forthcoming reform in the strategy and military structures of NATO in 
particular bears witness to the fact that it is developing in this specific direction; obviously in the 
long run forces development in the leading military States in the world will follow the same path.

Persistance of this trend in the future can be achieved by virtue of the effect not only of 
political and military-technical factors but also under the pressure of quite concrete financial 
considerations, since under conditions where budget deficits in the economy of most countries are 
increasing, with a parallel increase in the scale and complexity of social programmes, the 
maintenance of large armed forces is becoming increasingly irrational and unjustified.
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Rationalization of budgets, and in the first instance their military components, is emerging as one 
of the main priorities in the economic development of States and this naturally considerably 
encourages their more active involvement in achieving the aims of arms limitation and reduction.

Brought into being by the radical changes in the international arena and a resultant substantial 
re-evaluation of States’ security interests and requirements, the trend towards reducing the number 
of national armed forces’ personnel to a minimum may in its turn exert an appreciable favourable 
effect on the political climate in the world and open up good possibilities for activating 
disarmament and strengthening openness and trust in the military sphere as universal norms in the 
mutual relationships between States.

Under the influence of the latest tendencies in the global military strategic situation 
considerable adjustments are being made to the traditional concept of disarmament, which over the 
last few decades has been overshadowed by proclamatory pronouncements directed towards a 
maximalist and therefore in practice unviable approach to the multifaceted process of reducing the 
arsenals of weaponry that have accumulated. From being a relatively ineffective means of 
strengthening States’ political weight and prestige in world affairs, disarmament today is becoming 
in the opinion of most States an important factor for ensuring both national and international 
security not only by reducing the quantitative levels of military confrontation but also by building 
up solid and functionally improved structures for ensuring transparency of information, openness 
and monitoring with a view to removing mutual anxieties and increasing the degree of predictability 
and hence stability in the military sphere. This new, more pragmatic and practical way of posing 
the problem presupposes a perception of disarmament as a step-by-step process going through a 
whole series of consecutive and objectively conditioned stages. Meanwhile, at each of these stages 
concrete measures, depending on their content and degree of applicability, may be carried out 
simultaneously at several levels - multilateral, bilateral and unilateral - with scrupulous attention 
to the interests of all those taking part.

In this connection questions arise that have become particularly topical in the present 
international situation: is unilateral disarmament possible? How effective is it? What are the limits 
and optimal formulas for unilateral disarmament measures in the light of what is needed to provide 
reliable guarantees of national security?

The achievement in the last few years of major agreements on arms reductions clearly 
demonstrates the fairly numerous advantages of negotiation as the basis for carrying out of 
disarmament initiatives. The negotiatory format gives the reductions that are to be carried out or 
have been proposed a balanced nature and, still more important, makes it possible to establish 
mutually acceptable and adequate procedures for monitoring the fulfilment of the agreements 
reached and hence to reduce considerably the possibility of cheating and failing to observe the 
obligations undertaken. The method of negotiations also opens up additional possibilities for 
concentrating the agreed reductions mainly on those categories of armament that are considered by 
the Parties to be the most destabilizing and liable to seriously upset the existing strategic balance. 
Moreover, within the framework of negotiations arrangements can be made for regular exchanges 
of information regarding the Contracting Parties’ plans for developing their armed forces and 
creating new forms and systems of weapons; this would be an important step towards organizing 
of joint efforts by the leading powers to strengthen strategic stability and prevent the occurrency 
of crises fraught with the risk of direct military confrontation.

At the same time experience in arms control shows that negotiations following a successful 
course do not preclude the adoption by States of certain unilateral measures to reduce their armed 
forces and armaments which, being dictated in each concrete instance by different reasons and 
motivations, may intrinsically supplement the negotiating process, making it possible in some cases 
to arrive at mutually acceptable constructive decisions. Unilateral disarmament initiatives, provided 
that they are worked out and implemented in a rational and realistic way, fully correspond to the
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new concept that is emerging in which disarmament is considered not as an end in itself but as a 
means of strengthening the world strategic balance and maintaining international security, bearing 
in mind the increasing number of elements involved.

The Importance of Unilateral Measures as One Means 
of Attaining Concrete Arms Reduction Targets

Despite the multifarious reasons that lead States at one period or another unilaterally to reduce their 
military arsenals, it is possible, we believe, to try to classify unilateral disarmament measures by 
picking out the most commonly encountered and characteristic groups of factors that determine their 
adoption.

1. Quite commonly encountered unilateral actions in disarmament practice are those designed to 
spur on the course of negotiations by attempts to solve the problems and remove the obstacles lying 
in their way. In this case the unilateral steps are on the whole of a positive nature and while 
sometimes not quite correctly designated as "concessions" enable States by renouncing some of their 
interim interests and accepting compromises to conclude agreements and reach decisions in the 
negotiations that correspond to their higher strategic interests.

An instructive example in this respect is the reaching of a SovietAJnited States agreement on 
the elimination of medium- and short-range missiles, the conclusion of which became possible 
largely because of the flexible positions taken up by both sides, their readiness to reach compromise 
solutions and, not least important, the series of converging unilateral steps which they took. It is 
sufficient to remember that in April 1986 the USSR introduced unilaterally a moratorium on the 
further deployment of medium-range missiles in Europe. In addition, the Soviet Union carried out 
a number of practical measures to reduce its medium-range arsenal: the SS-5 missiles were 
completely taken out of service and the process of taking out of service the SS-4 medium-range 
missiles was continued. In its turn the United States played an important role in working out the 
so-called Reykjavik Formula, which represented an important breakthrough towards agreement. 
During the Soviet/United States summit in Reykjavik it was in particular agreed to eliminate the 
medium-range missiles of the USSR and the United States in Europe, while keeping on each side 
100 warheads for such missiles in the Asian part of Soviet territory and in the United States out of 
range of the USSR. It was also decided to proceed forthwith to negotiate on missiles with a range 
of less than 1,000 km. Meanwhile, the Soviet side agreed not to count the corresponding British and 
French nuclear weapons in establishing the agreed levels of medium-range missiles for the United 
States of America and the USSR. The decisive stage in reaching final agreement was indubitably 
the adoption by the Soviet Union in July 1987 of the proposal previously put forward by the United 
States regarding a double global zero in regard to Soviet and American medium- and short-range 
missiles. This unilateral action, combined with the renouncement of a considerable quantity of 
nuclear weapons which were previously considered to guarantee the security of the Soviet Union 
in the continent of Asia, in essence laid the foundation for the constructive issue of the negotiations.

Unilateral initiatives in working out and subsequently preparing and ratifying the Conventional 
Forces in Europe Treaty also played a positive role. Thus, the NATO countries supported the Soviet 
proposal for bringing into effect the so-called rule of sufficiency for one country, in accordance with 
which the Soviet Union, within the framework laid down by the agreement on collective levels, has 
the greatest quantitative quota of the basic types of armament and military technology: armoured 
vehicles, artillery systems, warplanes and strike helicopters. The Soviet Union on its side retreated 
from its initial position of intending to liquidate all the disbalances in the relative military potentials 
of the Warsaw Treaty and NATO and taking into account the refusal on principle of the Western
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powers to include naval armaments among the subjects of discussion decided to proceed to talks 
on conventional arms, leaving aside for the time being consideration of the problem of reducing 
naval forces, on the understanding that in the long run this extremely important component of the 
strategic correlation of forces will be covered by the disarmament processes.

Unilateral steps were also required with a view to eliminating the difficulties that arose in 
implementing the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty. In the interests of regulating the very 
sensitive question of the armaments of three Soviet coastal defence divisions deployed in the area 
of application of the agreement, the USSR agreed additionally to a reduction in weapons equivalent 
to the amount of technical weaponry held by those divisions within the time laid down by the 
Treaty. For its part the United States agreed that armoured carriers defending the positions of Soviet 
strategic missile forces would not be included in the general ceilings for the limitation of 
conventional armaments. A question which had caused considerable dissension, regarding the 
armaments held by four Soviet brigades of marines, was decided in similar fashion: the Soviet 
Union expressed its readiness to compensate for this amount of armament with weaponry which in 
accordance with the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty was to be stockpiled, thus not exceeding 
the overall limits agreed.

These examples illustrate the effectiveness of unilateral actions from the point of view of their 
positive effect on the course of disarmament negotiations.

Meanwhile, measures in this category, for all their undisputed significance, are closely linked 
in their basic characteristics with the context of the negotiation process and are determined by the 
course of that process, and strictly speaking cannot be considered as independent unilateral steps 
caused by any serious overestimation by States of their defence needs; they therefore make a 
considerable contribution to improving the political climate in the world and the resultant 
perspectives of a radical reduction in the level of military confrontation.

2. Quite often in the course of recent history unilateral reductions in military arsenals have been 
carried out as a result of a rethinking by the States concerned of the concrete tasks they face in 
ensuring the military aspects of national security. Here two factors usually stand out as a moving 
force: objective and, to a lesser degree, subjective changes in the development of the war potentials 
of those same States and also a shift in emphasis in the forces development and strategic planning 
of other countries perceived by them as potential enemies. The development of these two 
interconnected trends leads to the reduction and elimination of "physically" and "morally" obsolete 
arms and their replacement by qualitatively superior although less numerous systems capable of 
adequately performing the functions required of them at a lower quantitative level. In other words 
the reductions carried out in this way - and experience shows that under certain circumstances their 
scale can be quite considerable - form an organic part of a general policy of modernization that 
stresses the priority of qualitative indicators in forces development and the need for the greatest 
possible savings in the resources spent for those purposes.

Perhaps one of the most instructive examples in support of the considerations outlined above 
is the dismantling by the United States in the 1960s of its system of anti-aircraft defence set up 
during the Second World War, the main function of which in the post-war period was to neutralize 
a possible nuclear attack by the USSR on the United States of America using heavy bombers that 
took a relatively long time to reach the target and were highly vulnerable. The active expansion 
undertaken by the Soviet Union from the end of the 1950s in its nuclear missile forces based on 
heavy intercontinental ballistic missiles whose flight-time-to-target, destructive potential and 
penetrative ability were incomparably superior to those of bomber aircraft, considerably reduced the 
strategic significance and practical value of the American anti-aircraft defence system, the 
maintenance of which in a state of permanent combat readiness cost quite a considerable amount.
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However, there was a second and more serious reason for dismantling the anti-aircraft system. 
It must not be forgotten that it was precisely the 1960s, beginning in approximately 1962, that the 
transition occurred in American strategic thinking from the outworn concept of massive retaliation 
to the doctrine of "flexible response" and at the operational level of nuclear planning to a strategy 
of "damage limitation", which in its original form presupposed the possibility and consequently the 
ability of the American armed forces to conduct a limited and protracted nuclear war with a view 
to liquidating the Soviet potential for a return retaliatory strike in the very first stages of warlike 
operations and subsequently to end the conflict on conditions corresponding to the interests of the 
United States of America. And although during that period the strategy of conducting nuclear war 
did not receive the necessary support from the American military political leadership, yielding place 
for a certain time (right up to the middle of the 1970s) to the system of concepts known as 
"mutually guaranteed destruction", such far-reaching conceptual changes were rapidly reflected in 
practical efforts in the building up of strategic forces. In particular in 1964, research work began 
in the United States of America on the design of intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple 
independently targeted warheads, making it possible to multiply the country’s nuclear arsenal 
manyfold and at the same time acting as a first-strike weapon designed to destroy Soviet land-based 
nuclear weapons which formed the basis of the USSR’s strategic power. Obviously in these 
conditions, taking into account the promising nature of the emerging trend towards a change of 
outlook on the essence of nuclear deterrence, the anti-aircraft defence system, at least in the form 
in which it then existed, did not possess any particular value.

Similar motives can be discerned also in the decision taken by the Soviet Union in 1959 to 
carry out an extensive programme of naval development and to reduce unilaterally the numbers of 
surface warships. The arguments in favour of this fairly major unilateral measure taken at the height 
of the cold war were based on two key factors. On the one hand, the Soviet military leadership 
believed that the main potential threat to the security of the USSR from the sea arose at that time 
not from a possible landing of NATO amphibious forces from the sea but from the 
nuclear-equipped naval forces of the United States of America and its allies, and in the first place 
from aircraft carriers with nuclear bombers on board.

For that reason, in parallel with a reduction in the total number of warships, there was an 
accelerated re-equipment of the navy with missile weapons, while the number of personnel in the 
submarine fleet was considerably increased, qualitative parameters were improved and the 
submarines were also equipped with long-range missiles.

On the other hand, it was precisely in the middle of the fifties that the nuclear missile 
potential of the Soviet Union was intensively developed and first-rate importance was attached to 
its development in determining priorities for the military potential of the country as a whole. 
Swallowing up the lion’s share of the defence budget, the maintenance of missile forces made it 
necessary to divert all the big programmes for economies on to other branches of the armed forces, 
and first and foremost on to the navy.

Examples of this category of unilateral disarmament measures are not of course limited to the 
experience of the Soviet Union and the United States alone. In 1960-1961 a far-reaching 
modernization of the French armed forces was undertaken, involving substantial decreases in 
numbers of personnel and a whole range of structural reorganizations, with emphasis on the newly 
formed and actively developing nuclear component, which gained an ever more prominent place 
among the priorities of France’s military policy.

At the same time careful consideration makes it clear that all such measures usually coincide 
with the onset of a new phase in the improvement of States’ military infrastructure and serve the 
aim of choosing the best methods and technical means of realizing their long-term security interests 
while maintaining the previous level and intensity of military confi’ontation in the world. It is 
precisely this that probably explains the fact that such initiatives, provided, of course, that the bright
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aura always conferred on them by propaganda is disregarded, usually do not call forth any extensive 
international response and are quite rightly considered by the world community as yet another proof 
of the prevalence of one-sided approaches by the leading powers to prospects of maintaining and 
strengthening the global military strategic balance. Their direct effect on achieving the aims of 
disarmament is therefore small and is expressed rather in the establishment of purely psychological 
confidence in the technical feasibility of reducing and eliminating particular types of arms.

3. Unilateral measures can be extremely effective if they are taken by States in the interests of 
setting going bilateral or multilateral negotiating processes on the military matters of most interest 
to them. The positive role played by steps taken for such purposes lies in the fact that being 
essentially concerned with reducing or limiting the weaponry and military activity of these States 
in the spheres concerned, in practice they allow those same States to eliminate distrust and anxiety 
in other countries and produce a favourable political climate and more acceptable baseline 
conditions for conducting talks.

In addition to the general desire to strengthen international security and stability, the wish to 
extend negotiations to areas of military activity not previously touched upon by treaty and legal 
obligations has a completely reaUstic and politically "sensitive" cause. Indeed for the most part the 
subjects of a State’s attention in this regard are those areas of military rivalry where the initiative 
for various reasons is not in their hands, and where a further increase in the rate of competition on 
its part while not bringing any appreciable practical advantage may in view of its quite important 
economic repercussions lead to additional financial outiays and thus lead to domestic policy clashes 
coupled in particular with a strengthening of opposition to the plans for modernizing the armed 
forces supported by the governments. Taking into account this pragmatic way of looking at the 
situation that has arisen, many States prefer to take a number of unilateral initiatives to encourage 
an initiation of the negotiating process and, having blocked through the agreements reached the 
trends in the development of the strategic balance that are undesirable for them, in that way 
counterbalance the advantages obtained by their opponents.

This last consideration was particularly obvious in the unilateral decision taken by the United 
States in 1967 to freeze the number of carriers of strategic offensive weapons, while at the same 
time reducing the number of intercontinental bombers and to propose to the Soviet Union the 
conclusion of an agreement on limiting strategic arms. The United States was particularly interested 
in reaching such an agreement in view of the massive and continuously accelerating expansion by 
the Soviet Union of its arsenal of strategic offensive weapons and particularly the accelerated 
implementation of programmes for the construction of heavy intercontinental missiles and the 
deployment of the latest sea-based systems. Calculations carried out by American specialists showed 
that in the absence of a monitorable agreement the USSR in the course of several years would have 
obtained a considerable advantage over the United States in the number of carriers of strategic 
offensive weapons and a number of other important indicators and parameters of strategic arms. It 
was this reasoning that incited the American administration to seek ways of concluding such an 
agreement, which would not only have limited the number of carriers of offensive nuclear weapons 
on both sides but would have put obstacles in the path of subsequent efforts of the Soviet Union 
to re-equip its nuclear forces with emphasis on systems that were more destabilizing from the 
American point of view. It was this reasoning that in the first place dictated the unilateral action 
by the United States of America, which indubitably played a decisive role in easing the approach 
to the signing of the SALT I agreements.

On the whole it must be said that the unilateral measures belonging to the category under 
consideration are dictated today not only by reasons connected with internal politics, among which 
growing importance attaches to ecological as well as financial and economic considerations, but 
also, and increasingly, by long-term concern for solving fundamental problems of security in the



22 Unilateral Measures and Policies

contemporary multipolar world - such as the regulation of a range of questions connected with 
preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the technology for producing them, 
limiting international sales and supplies of arms, etc. The successful solution of these problems is 
possible, as shown by practical experience of the last few years, only through intensive multilateral 
interaction and will directly serve to strengthen national security of all States without exception; it 
therefore fully justifies and makes expedient their taking at the prenegotiation stage of far-reaching 
unilateral initiatives.

In this context, it is worth paying attention to the experience of the introduction by the Soviet 
Union of a moratorium on all nuclear explosions covering the period from August 1985 to February 
1987. Being to a certain degree a propagandist action called upon to demonstrate the USSR’s 
determination to move towards putting into effect the principles and aims formulated in the 
programme for eliminating nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction before the end of this 
century, proposed by President Gorbachev in January 1986, the moratorium at the same time served 
as a sort of catalyst for international efforts aimed at achieving general and complete prohibition 
of nuclear tests, considered today by most members of the world community as a reliable guarantee 
of consolidating the present structures of non-proliferation. It showed that not testing atomic 
weapons is possible and can be effectively monitored. It was largely the moratorium and the 
unilateral pledge by the Soviet Union to reduce considerably the intensity of its test programme that 
succeeded in creating a constructive atmosphere for the Soviet-American negotiations that began 
in 1987 concerning the limitation and subsequent complete cessation of nuclear tests, an extriemely 
important step in which was the ratification of the 1974 and 1976 agreements on the limitation of 
the power of underground tests of atomic weapons and underground nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes, which laid the foundation in the opinion of both sides for discussing further substantial 
limitations of nuclear explosions with a view to their ultimate general and complete prohibition.

Thus, the unilateral actions taken by States to initiate discussions on particular problems 
touching on the reduction of their armed forces have a positive effect in every case on the 
disarmament process and open up quite extensive possibilities for joint prenegotiation work on the 
subjects of the future agreements.

4. Yet another and until recently probably the most commonly encountered category of unilateral 
actions comprises measures or rather initiatives that have a strictly propaganda nature and are 
carried out mainly for effect - an effect which is not followed up by appreciable, practical action. 
The aim of such sometimes large-scale and global initiatives may be both a desire to strengthen the 
international position and authority of the State in world affairs and an attempt to distract the 
attention of other countries - in the first place their regional neighbours - from the accelerating 
tempo of their own defence development. In either case however a characteristic feature of these 
actions is the marked lack of common measures between the content of the proposals that form the 
subject of the declaration and the real shape and structure of the military potentials of the 
initiator-States themselves. Moreover, the maximalist tendencies of such initiatives, completely 
divorced from existing military strategy and political realities, may sometimes have the opposite 
effect on the productivity of intemational efforts on arms control disarmament, diverting attention 
from objective and negotiatory work in the concrete and most important spheres of the military 
activity of States that require a gradual and balanced approach. As a result of the effect of the 
"all-or-nothing" principle that is shared by many third-world countries but is absolutely inapplicable 
in the sphere of security, disarmament instead of being gradually implemented perhaps not on such 
a grand scale but on a scale still significant in practice and based on adequately taking into account 
the interests of all participants in measures to reduce and limit armed forces and arms and also to 
reduce the extent of military production and defence expenditure, risks changing - if of course a 
realistic approach does not prevail in the end into an extremely explosive focus of contradictions
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in north-south interrelationships, which even without that are burdened with economic problems 
extremely difficult to solve. This in its turn may involve a further growth of regional instability, 
providing a favourable soil for the onset of various kinds of crisis and armed conflict.

Glancing at the past, it is not difficult to see that disarmament initiatives taken exclusively 
for propaganda purposes and keeping well into the background the continuing growth in and 
perfection of arsenals of weapons have quite often led to an exacerbation of friction in east-west 
relationships also and have provided a further justification for neutral accusations of demagogy and 
an intention to delude world public opinion.

It must be said that during the Cold War, when the basic direction in which interstate 
relationships evolved was a permanent increase in the level of armed confrontation of opposite 
social systems and their corresponding military and political unions, practically all initiatives or 
proposals of any significance in the sphere of disarmament whether put forward in the west or the 
east were deliberately designed rather for lasting propaganda and psychological effect than for any 
realistically glimpsed prospect of putting them into effect. With almost mathematical precision, after 
certain intervals of time both sides came out with widely trumpeted declarations at the highest level 
containing far-reaching plans and developed schemes for "general and complete disarmament", the 
radical limitation of nuclear and conventional arms, the formation of systems of collective security, 
etc. All these on the whole attractive propositions meanwhile were condemned literally from the 
start: the ever deepening contrast between the proclaimed peace-loving aims and the real logic of 
military confrontation was too striking.

Modem history, as already noted, abounds in examples of frankly propagandist unilateral 
initiatives for arms limitation and disarmament. To take only the well-known pledge of the Soviet 
Union not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, officially announced in 1987 and since then 
repeated more than once, its semantic content and consequentiy its practical significance from the 
very beginning were extremely limited. The fact is that the structure of Soviet nuclear power is 
uniquely oriented towards a preponderance of land-based strategic systems, among which a leading 
role is played by heavy multiple warhead ballistic missiles based in silos, i.e. stationary. These 
systems were highly vulnerable to a strike by the assumed enemy and since they were designed to 
annihilate that enemy’s strategic forces and management and communication systems, they are 
indubitably an offensive and therefore extremely destabilizing form of nuclear armament, i.e. in 
other words a first-strike weapon. The offensive structure of the Soviet Union’s nuclear arsenal is 
organically associated with the doctrine of mass retaliation, which in fact has retained its 
significance until the present day and is the basis for the development of the Soviet strategic forces, 
a doctrine that envisages in the event of an armed conflict arising between the USSR and the United 
States (until recently in a wider context between the East and the West as a whole) its immediate 
conversion into a global nuclear war with the striking of massive nuclear blows at the enemy’s 
armed forces and vitally important administrative and industrial centres. And if at the same time 
account is taken of the great superiority of the Soviet Union over the NATO countries in tactical 
nuclear weapons, the basic functional purpose of which has very little to do with defensive aims, 
then the fact that this pledge by the USSR was simply for effect becomes quite clear.

This state of affairs persisted until very recently and positive shifts in that respect have been 
noted quite recently with the signature of the Soviet-American agreement on the limitation of 
strategic offensive weapons, which places special emphasis on increasing the stability of the nuclear 
balance by preferentially reducing the number of carriers and full payloads in the basic counterforce 
weapon systems, with stress on weapons designed to respond to an attack and therefore fulfilling 
a purely containing function. The further development of this tendency to all appearances will 
inevitably lead to a restructuring of the Soviet nuclear forces in the direction of increasing the 
relative importance of defensive systems and gradually reducing the quantitative aspects of the 
nuclear balance. It is only as a result of these qualitative structural changes that it will be possible
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to Speak of the real fulfilment on a material basis of the pledge made by the Soviet Union not to 
be the first to use a nuclear weapon.

Despite the fact that propaganda initiatives were most characteristic of the cold war period, 
it is possible to encounter no less striking unilateral measures of this type even at the present stage. 
Their initiators are almost always third-world countries, which, although among industrially 
developed countries the tendency that is becoming more and more marked is to make arms control 
and disarmament processes more pragmatic by adopting agreed realistic approaches, continue to 
consider disarmament as an arena for political and ideological confrontation, not between West and 
East as before, but between North and South, following in addition completely concrete economic 
interests for obtaining certain financial advantages in the form of some sort of "peace dividend" 
based on the development of successful disarmament measures they adopt quite rigid maximalist 
positions, making unacceptable demands on the leading military States.

Probably the most striking example in this respect was the action plan for ushering in a 
nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world order put forward for consideration at the third special 
session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament. That document reflected, 
as in a mirror, the contradictory and at the same time somewhat abstract nature, divorced from real 
politics, of the position taken up by developing countries and first and foremost a number of the 
non-aligned States who, on the one hand, show themselves very active in disarmament questions, 
and, on the other, confine their activity in that sphere in the main to the formulation of proposals 
that are radical in essence but do not take due account of ways and means of implementation, of 
the whole range of military, strategic realities and also of the nature and tempo of development of 
political processes in the world.

Thus, in setting the task of general and complete elimination by the year 2010 of all the 
accumulated stocks of weapons of mass destruction, India proposes to compress implementation of 
the task into a rigid temporal framework and this, for understandable reasons, is unlikely to succeed. 
In addition, in accordance with the Indian plan, it is in the first place the arsenals of the largest of 
the military Powers that will be subject to far-reaching limitations, whereas, at the same time, there 
is in fact no rational consideration of the possibihties and practical means of limiting regional arms 
races. What is no less important, in addition to requiring that the disarmament activities of the 
developed countries should be intensified, the document does not put forward concrete targets for 
strengthening the existing structures for non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and of 
the technologies for producing them as the most important guarantee for the achievement of a 
high-level of global stability at a stage when real shifts have taken place in the activation of the 
disarmament process. On the contrary, the Indians, supporting their position with the argument that 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the international law regime that has grown up on its basis is, in 
their opinion, discriminatory towards the third-world countries, propose conclusion of a new treaty 
envisaging the elimination by 2010 of all nuclear arms to replace the Non-Proliferation Treaty, i.e. 
in fact the question is raised of gradually dismantling the non-proliferation structures which, while 
not ideal, have nevertheless shown their viability and on the whole, their effectiveness. Naturally, 
in view of the immense destabilizing hazard contained in the threat of proliferation, particularly in 
a multipolar world, this approach is faced with unanimous disapproval on the part of the Western 
countries, which traditionally consider ensuring non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
technologies for producing them, and recently also means of transferring them, as a priority task 
in the sphere of military strategy.

Of course, it is obvious that propagandist, including unilateral, disarmamemt initiatives, are 
quite a common phenomenon among countries of all types and have quite profound historical roots. 
Their motivation is based on such imminent concepts of political thought and political practice as 
national prestige, a desire for consolidation of their own influence in the international arena, a wish 
to strengthen their influence on world public opinion, etc. For that reason, of course, it would be
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unjustified to hope that with the end of the cold war such initiatives will recede forever into the past 
and the disarmament process finally go on a practical tack.

Meanwhile, today, the first encouraging symptoms are appearing of a consolidation - in any 
case among the industrial countries - of a new realistic approach to disarmament based on a 
recognition of the need to combine in optimal fashion unilateral, bilateral and multilateral efforts 
to reduce the level of military confi'ontation in the world. A corresponding change is also taking 
place in the conceptual content and practical advisability of States taking unilateral steps to reduce 
their war potential. Such steps are beginning to be understood not as made necessary by particularly 
unfavourable internal or external circumstances but as a fit response to objective changes in the 
geopolitical and geostrategic situation.

Among such measures are also comprised the following category of unilateral initatives that 
exert a very appreciable positive effect on the course and results of the global disarmament process.

5. The most important and substantial unilateral initiatives in the context of strengthening global 
and regional stability are measures adopted by States on the basis of a radical re-evaluation of the 
strategic situation in the world, the changing structure of threats to security and consequently the 
changes in the concrete aims and tasks in the military sphere that they are faced with. This cardinal 
reconsideration of security policy usually occurs as a result of the simultaneous effect of such 
extemal factors as the improvement in the general political climate in the world and thus a 
corresponding decrease in the danger of war breaking out, and of considerations of internal politics, 
among which is the intention to use the slackening of international tension to achieve their 
long-term foreign policy aims by using a wide range of non-military instruments of national power.

The rethinking of what national security really entails and ways and means of ensuring it 
under the qualitatively new conditions in the development of international relations is inciting States 
to make fundamental adjustments to their strategy, encouraging them to change not only their 
military doctrines but also the present systems of strategic, operational and technical planning, and 
forces development as a whole. All these doctrinal adjustments inevitably bring about corresponding 
transformations in the structure of the armed forces, the way in which they are organized and the 
relationship between basic quantitative and qualitative parameters. One of the logical consequences 
of this reorientation is the opening up of additional possibilities for carrying out quite large 
reductions in armed forces and arms, gradually slimming them down and rationalizing expenditure 
on defence, taking into account new requirements for ensuring national security. This 
comprehensive review of the main aspects of defence policy is in practice always of a 
forward-looking nature and reflects in essence not a political reality that has finally come into being 
but long-term objective tendencies in international life, the successful establishment of which is 
hedged about by considerable difficulties and therefore requires effective support from all members 
of the world community. In this sense, the unilateral initiatives under consideration, which to a 
certain extent have been in advance of their time, may provide good support for strengthening the 
positive tendencies that are developing and encouraging extensive interstate interaction in outlining 
a new pattern of international security, based on the primacy of non-military ways and means of 
ensuring it.

A considerable shift of emphasis in military policy, the central tenet of which throughout the 
post-war decades has been attachment to the principle of super-armament, is characteristic today 
of practically all the countries of east and west and affects to a varying degree all the most 
important spheres of their defence establishment. There seem to be sufficient grounds for supposing 
that the trend towards structural reorganization of the armed forces and the reduction of their size 
to a minimum is now becoming consolidated as the leading tendency in the development of the 
complex of strategic inter-relationships between States.
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Striking confirmation at this is the recently published plans by the United States 
administration for unilateral reduction in their armed forces by 25 per cent in the next five years 
and the achievement by 1995 of the lowest level of defence expenditure in the whole post-war 
history of that country. Already preliminaiy work is developing to implement the plans announced: 
the Defense Department in the United States has decided to close by 1995 about a third of 
American military bases and facilities. In addition, the numbers of personnel in the American armed 
forces, and incidentally, in the forces of other NATO countries, stationed in Germany are being 
considerably reduced: by that same year of 1995 they are scheduled to be halved, from 300,000 to 
150,000.

NATO also is reacting similarly to the basic changes in the world political situation. In 
addition to the programmes for reducing armed forces and defence budgets in individual member 
countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, work is being completed on a review of the 
strategy and structure of NATO on the greatest scale ever seen during the whole existence of that 
alliance and this may quite justifiably be considered as part of the class of unilateral disarmament 
initiatives under discussion. It is a matter in particular of renouncing the strategy of flexible 
response adopted almost a quarter of a century ago, which placed emphasis on the presence of large 
nuclear-equipped NATO forces in forward positions along the frontiers of the former German 
Democratic Republic and of Czechoslovakia. The basis of the new military structure of the alliance 
is the rapid reaction forces, formed on a multinational basis, which are highly mobile and capable 
in the shortest possible time of beginning war-like operations in any part of NATO’s zone of 
responsibility. Meanwhile, according to some estimates the total numbers of personnel in the armed 
forces of the alliance will be reduced in the next few years by more than 20 per cent. In addition 
to the planned abandonment of the advanced frontiers concept, this in fact is a sign of the coming 
transformation of the military organization of the North Atlantic Treaty and its gradual conversion 
to defensive principles.

In this context the growing interest among the world community in defence doctrines and 
problems of reorienting States’ forces development and military activity on a defensive basis is 
deserving of special attention.

Defence doctrines may, it seems, become the conceptual basis that is necessary for the 
successful outcome of efforts by various countries to adapt their military potentials to the modem 
realities of the international situation and their use exclusively in the interests of supporting global 
security and stability in strict correspondence with the generally accepted standards and principles 
of international law.

The idea that was bom at the beginning of the eighties in the heartland of European 
social-democracy that defence doctrines were a possible alternative to the accelerating arms race 
and an effective means of ensuring the military security of European States, covers both strategic 
levels - nuclear and conventional - and under concrete conditions is reflected correspondingly in 
the concept of "sufficient defence" or "non-offensive defence" and minimum nucleeff containment. 
The implementation of both these concepts presupposes the carrying out of a range of measures in 
two mutually connected directions - a general quantitative reduction in military potentials together 
with their profound restructuring with a view to conferring on them only a non-offensive capacity. 
Concrete practical implementation of such activity is generally known and on the whole sufficiently 
well and fully worked out from a theoretical point of view. It is important, meanwhile, to note that 
the transition to defensive concepts, however transitory the intemal policies and extemal economic 
reasons that determine them, is very closely linked with the dynamics of development of the 
international situation, the reaction of the other States and their mihtary policy, and by virtue of this 
is only to a certain degree of a unilateral nature. The stability and irreversibility of the process of 
reorienting doctrines and defence development depends directly on similar actions in countries with 
large war potentials, inasmuch as a retum to the principles of defensiveness does not eliminate but
































































































































