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MODERATOR'S COMMENTS

M. Granger Morgan

To many people, proliferation means nuclear, chem
ical and biological warfare, and missile technology.

But there are growing numbers of folks who argue that
that definition is too restrictive. There are a variety of
other high-technology capabilities — regional surveil
lance, advanced communications, stealth, precision
navigation, smart targeting —which together have the
potential for being major force multipliers.

Perhaps our traditional definition of proliferation
has been too narrow almost as a result of diplomatic ac
cident. For example, modern high-performance aircraft
may be as effective as missiles or more so in delivering
nuclear weapons, so why the single-minded focus on
missiles?

What are the motivations that regional states face
for acquiring military capabilities? There are several.
The largest is a response to legitimate concerns about
external threats to security. In some cases there may
also be concerns about maintaining internal security.
Although high-performance military capabilities are
probably not essential to meet that objective, it can pro
vide added incentive. In at least a few cases, militariza
tion provides a context in which to subsidize domestic
industrial developments. It serves as a tangible symbol
of national sovereignty and pride, and in some cases —
certainly in the Iraqi case — to advance the expan
sionist interests of powerful rulers.

Some of these motives can be addressed through
collective security and other actions from the outside.
In particular, the most fundamental — the response to
legitimate security needs — can be addressed by collec
tive approaches.

On the supplier side, there are three basic incen
tives. Advanced military states have political and
defense interests and allies and have historically
engaged in arms transfer and other technology transfer
to support their individual ends.

Increasingly, there is also a pressure growing from
a desire to sustain domestic defense industries in the

faceof declining defense budgets. Historically, that has
been a pressure faced principally by smaller states with
advanced military capabilities. For example, the French
defense market alone has not been large enough to sus
tain the infrastructure that the French felt they needed,
so they have engaged in active export. However, today

no one is immune to these pressures. In the United
States, though such exports remain a relatively small
part of the total volume, they will become more impor
tant as defense budgets decline.

A closely linked motivation is the need for hard
currency and the balance-of-payments problem. A dif
ferent set of states faces each of these. China, the Soviet
Union, and a number of countries of Eastern Europe
face serious hard currency problems, and their military
technologies are among the few sectors that are com
petitive in international markets.

There are two routes around this problem. In the
collective route, countries engage in cooperation
among major military states to expand markets. But
the experience of getting NATO, for example, to
cooperate on arms acquisition has been pretty poor.
Still, the U.S.delegation to NATO have recently put a
"defense GATT" on the agenda for discussion. The
only alternative looks to be a free-for-all.

From a narrow U.S. perspective, there are interest
ing dynamics at work here. Historically, the United
States and NATO generally have pursued a policy vis
a-vis the Warsaw Treaty Organization of offsetting
larger numbers with higher-performance technology.
One of the unspoken side benefits of that, at least
viewed from a U.S. perspective, has been that the
United States has been able to enjoy decided perfor
mance superiority in regional theaters as well.

With the demise of the Cold War, that side benefit
no longer becomes automatic. Faced with the rising
unit cost of military systems and shrinking defense
budgets, the United States needs to worry about high-
performance systems becoming widely available and
continued progress facing these budget constraints.

The alternative to the collective approach is to
devise strategies for limiting proliferation and the
militarization of regional theaters. The most important
strategy is working directly on the problem of reducing
the demand for military capabilities by resolving the
legitimate security concerns of regional states through
the development of new regional security arrange
ments, arms control agreements, and the like.

Closely linked to that is removing economic and
other obstacles that block the attainment of legitimate

M. Granger Morgan is the chair ofthe Department ofEngineering and Public Policy at Carnegie Mellon University and director ofits Inter
national Peace andSecurity Program.
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development needs, because if one cannot meet those We are rushing into these new regimes without suf-
legitimate needs, fundamental underlying threats to a ficient care and thought, and they constitute only one
nation's security will remain. of a variety of appropriate policies.

In the meantime, we must develop supplier cartels Finally, some have argued recently that, in ex-
that limit transfers of weapons and other military sys- tremis, a collective approach to dealing with emerging
terns, as well as associated production technologies major threats that is more direct — either military or
and expertise. We also need coordinated and rational- covert — may be necessary,
ized export control regimes for dual-use items.



THE ARMS TRADE AND PROLIFERATION

OF BALLISTIC MISSILES IN CHINA

HuaDi

Primitive ballistic missile technology was introduced
to China from the Soviet Union in the late 1950s.

Three decades later, China began to export advanced
ballistic missiles. Unlike the wide spread Soviet SS-1
"Scud," which has been operationally fired in at least
three wars, Chinese-made ballistic missiles have never
been launched in any military conflict anywhere in the
world. China's ballistic missile proliferation, neverthe
less, has become one of the hot topics of the inter
national security field.

THE GENESIS OF CHINA'S BALLISTIC
MISSILE EXPORT PROGRAM

China's arms export industry is a national economic en
deavor. While the People's Liberation Army (PLA)
sells its decommissioned weapons and the surplus
stockpile left due to drastic troop reductions, the
nation's defense industries have also been enthusiastic

in earning hard currency to finance their own conver
sion and modernization and to contribute to the na

tional economy as a whole.

In 1979, when economic reform started, the Com
munist party's Central Committee issued a guideline
stipulating that the defense industries be managed ac
cording to four principles:

• junmin jiehe (combinemilitary with civilian
[products]),

• pingzhan jiehe (combine peacetime with wartime
[production]),

• junpin youxian (givepriority to militaryproducts),
and

• yimin yangjun (usecivilian[sales] to fostermilitary
[researchand development (R&D)]).

However, the revenues from selling civilian prod
ucts were far from enough to foster military R&D. The
defense industries had to extend the principle of yimin
yangjun to yijun yangjun (use military[sales] to foster
military [R&D]). Theybegan to tackle the international
arms market. In 1980,the Central Military Commission
and the State Council approved such an approach.

Among the items available for export from the Min
istry of Space Industry (MSI)were satellite-launching
service, antiaircraft missiles, and antiship missiles. By
mid-1984, however, the MSIhad not received any
foreign contracts for satellite launching, while feeling
severe financial difficulties due to insufficient domestic

military orders. Facing a two-thirds cut in the 1985
R&D appropriations and watching the successful sales
of antiaircraft and antiship missiles, it decided to
develop tactical ballistic missiles for export. Foreign
Soviet sales of the Scud also contributed to this

decision. Later, the "war of the cities" between Iran
and Iraq gave further impetus to the Chinese ballistic
missile export effort.

Chinese missile engineers deemed that, based on
technologies obtained in R&D on strategic ballistic mis
siles, they could quickly and cost-effectively develop
tactical ballistic missiles much better than the Scuds.

On 28 April 1984, they decided to start R&D on a tacti
cal ballistic missile, code-named M-9. The Latin letter
"M" stands for the English word "missile." The use of
an English abbreviation implied that it was designed
for export. The PLA is not English-speaking, and its
ballistic missile arsenal is designated DF for "dongfeng"
(east wind). On 5 December, the Commission on
Science, Technology, and Industry for National
Defense, which supervises the nation's defense in
dustries, approved the development of tactical ballistic
missiles. On 4 March of the following year, a feasibility
study of the M-9 was completed. In October, the M-9's
general design began.

The Chinese were so eager to export the M-9 and
earn hard currency that they displayed it at the First
Asian Defense Exhibition (ASIANDEX) in Beijing in
November 1986, two months before the missile's
design work was completed. They were delighted that
the M-9 had attracted attention and admiration from

across the international community. At that time, no
one informed the Chinese that seven major developed
countries (the BigSeven) were holding secret talks to
limit ballistic missile proliferation. Nor had the West
voiced any opposition to China's intention, expressed
at the ASIANDEX, to sell the M-9 abroad. The Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was not made
public until April 1987, three years after the Chinese
had set out to develop the export-oriented M-9.

Hua Di isthe director ofCITIC Research International, a Beijing-based think tank, and isa visitingfellow atthe Centerfor International
Security and Arms Control at Stanford University.
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The high regard in which the M-9 was held interna
tionally raised the PLA's interest in tactical ballistic
missiles. Before the closing of the ASIANDEX and two
years after the M-9 program started, the M-9 was given
a domestic code name, DF-15, for the PLA's rocket
forces. But for export, it would remain the M-9.

At the 1986 ASIANDEX, it was disclosed that there
existed a whole "M-family" of ballistic missiles. In fact,
at about the same time as the M-9 was under develop
ment, the Chinese started to develop two shorter-range
tactical ballistic missiles for export. One is called M-ll
or DF-11,depending on the customer, and the other is
designated the 8610.

CHINA'S ATTITUDE TOWARD
BALLISTIC MISSILE PROLIFERATION

During World War II, thousands of German V-2ballis
tic missiles, each carrying a thousand-kilogram conven
tional warhead, struck London. The British, though
suffering physically and psychologically, did not kneel
down. In contrast, two atomic bombs delivered by B-29
bombers forced Japan to surrender in a week. Obvi
ously, the essential difference is not the delivery sys
tem, but what was delivered. There are many ways —
ground, air, and naval — to deliver destructive power
upon a potential target. A human being with a suit
case, in some extreme cases, may constitute a system
capable of delivering an explosive device. A ballistic
missile is just one means of delivery. By itself, a ballis
tic missile is not a weapon of mass destruction, but
only part of a weapon system. Why should it be
singled out from other kinds of delivery vehicles to be
barred from the international market? Why should we
mix delivery means with means of mass destruction
and raise the importance of ballistic missile prolifera
tion to an equal footing with that of nuclear prolifera
tion?

Unless equipped with nuclear warheads, ballistic
missiles are less effective than strike aircraft by many
standards, for example, accuracy, payload, and ability
to attack mobile targets. When using chemical war
heads, wind direction in the target area must be con
sidered; a ballistic missile cannot adjust itself to the
wind direction, but an aircraft pilot can do so upon
reaching the site. When carrying nuclear warheads, bal
listic missiles are only roughly as effective as strike
aircraft. Why should sales of strike aircraft, but not bal
listic missile, be permitted?

Whether a weapon system is defensive or offensive
— or stabilizing rather than destabilizing — is also ar
guable. When attacking Iran in 1980, Iraq did not util
ize its ballistic missile superiority. Years later, when
forced onto the defensive under an Iranian counter-

offensive, Iraq launched Scuds to stop the war it might

otherwise have lost. At that time, the West did not
speak out against the Iraqi Scuds, because if Iran had
won that war the balance of power in the Middle East
would have been upset. In 1990,during the invasion of
Kuwait, Iraq did not use missiles either. Only in 1991,
when it was in a desperate defense, did Iraq launch its
missiles. Were the missiles offensive or defensive?

Were not the armored vehicles, artillery pieces, combat
aircraft, and helicopters, rather than ballistic missiles,
the factors that twice destabilized the region?

Some experts argue that ballistic missile attacks are
more dangerous than aircraft strikes because the
former cannot be defended against, whereas the latter
can. They obviously speak from a Western standpoint.
For developing countries, ballistic missiles and aircraft
alike can be expected to reach their targets, especially if
used against large targets, such as cities.

The main task of nonproliferation should be to
curb the spread of nuclear warheads. Ballistic missile
proliferation, while perhaps undesirable, should not
divert our central attention from nuclear proliferation.
It must be considered in context, along with sales of
other advanced delivery systems.

The United States itself has engaged for decades in
sales of, for example, submarine-launched ballistic mis
siles — the Polaris and the Trident — to the United

Kingdom. Whatever the reasons for these transfers,
they, too, constitute ballistic missile proliferation,
though between developed countries. Is it not dis
criminatory to say, What the rich have done is not al
lowed to the poor?

The U.S. Congress has passed a bill to impose
economic sanctions on countries violating the MTCR.
But if developing countries, led by China, create a con
trol regime banning sales of strike aircraft, would the
United States abide by it? Of course, having no
economic sticks, Beijing would not be able to play
power politics, as the United States is unjustly doing.

One of principles of the market economy recom
mended to China by the West suggests that everyone
do business in areas of comparative advantage. In the
international weapons market, one of China's strong
suits is its conventional tactical ballistic missiles. Let

others deal with their strong suits; but so long as others
are selling strike aircraft, China can legitimately sell
ballistic missiles.

While the United States is urging China to restrain
arms sales, China reciprocally "calls on big arms ex
port countries to take a restraint attitude toward the
arms export." The Chinese rightfully point out that the
United States wants to control others' arms sales — but

not its own — and ask, Who in the world should first
control arms sales?
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China's position against nuclear weapons prolifera
tion has been firm and clear. In contrast, Beijing has
never clearly promised to stop its ballistic missile
proliferation. At a press conference on 27March 1991,
Foreign Minister Qian Qichen said:

Now, nuclear weapons proliferation is prohibited in
the world. There exists an international convention

on the prohibition of biological weapons. An agree
ment banning chemical weapons is being
negotiated. As to the export of conventional
weapons, no regulations so far exist. As to the issue
of MTCR,China was not a participant. It cannot be
required that agreement reached among a few
countries be obligatory to a non-participant country.

Qian was expressing his annoyance at the big
powers' attempt to impose regulations on China.
China has felt discriminated against since the 1963
Limited Test Ban Treaty and the 1968Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty. Its feeling of unequal treatment
has persisted through the present. Moreover, China
had invested huge resources in its defense industries to
the detriment of its economic development before the
1980s. Today, as economic construction programs be
come a national priority, it is imperative that revenues
be retrieved from the defense sectors to help drive the
entire national economy.

Beijing's position has become clearer since early
1991.On 13 March in Tokyo, Deputy Foreign Minister
Qi Huaiyuan told his Japanese counterpart that Beijing
was ready to cooperate with tighter controls on the con
ventional arms trade — not just ballistioc missiles —
within the framework of the United Nations rather

than the U.S.-initiated MTCR.Speaking in Washington
on 7 May, Chinese Ambassador Zhu Qichen an
nounced:

China stands for a fair, reasonable and effective solu
tion of the arms proliferation issue, including mis
sile exports, through an overall and equal
consultation among all countries, not through a
decision made by few countries.

Premier Li Peng further explained that "overall"
means control over all countries and with regard to all
kinds of weapons. He added that it ought not control
one kind of weapon while leaving another kind of
weapon of equal lethality and the same nature uncon
trolled.

Beijing'spresent official guidelines can be con
cisely summarized in eight Chinese characters: gongp-
ing (fairor equal),heli (reasonable), auanmian (overall
or comprehensive), and junheng (balanced). These
guidelines were accepted by all fivepermanent mem
bers of the United Nations Security Council in a
communique released after their two-day meeting in
Paris last July.

The Chinese position is thus clear. The MTCR,
stipulated by few Western countries, is unreasonable.
The three-hundred-kilometer and five-hundred-

kilogram criteria are arbitrary and groundless. Ballistic
missiles are nothing special and are certainly not
weapons of mass destruction in their own right. Their
export must be discussed by the United Nations within
the framework of general restrictions on all arms sales.
Any regime negotiated otherwise would not be com
prehensive or balanced. It is unfair that China was not
involved when secret talks on the MTCR started in

1983or when it started developing tactical ballistic mis
siles for export in 1984.It is unfair that the sales of
strike aircraft are unrestricted, and unfair to impose the
MTCRon China by means of power politics.

China's president, Yang Shankun, has said:

American opinion censures us for selling weapons.
Yet the United States also sells weapons. Why does
it not censure itself? There is a question of fairness
here. China has a saying, "Only magistrates are al
lowed to set fires. Ordinary people are not even al
lowed to light lamps." You are strong, so you can
sell without constraint. We are not so strong, and we
sell much less. Yet you denounce us every day. We
feel uncomfortable.

The essential questions are thus, Who authorized
the United States to be an arbitrator in all these mat

ters? Who gave the United States the right to stipulate
what can or cannot be sold and to whom?

Moreover, unlike the bloody, disgusting suppres
sion of mass demonstrations in 1989,China's export of
conventional weapons has enjoyed popular support in
the country. Those working in defense industries are
particularly delighted with every sale of their products
abroad, seeing therein their contribution to the people.
They have long felt guilty in spending so much na
tional wealth on weapons R&D over past three
decades. When talking about the sale of DF-3 ballistic
missile to Saudi Arabia, they hailed it as "gande
piaoliang" (beautifully done).

THE POSSIBILITY OF COMPROMISE

Ironically, Uncle Sam's stick prevents compromise.
Moreover, history proves that in adverse circumstan
ces, the Chinese Communists tend to be confrontation
al and the people tend to unite around the
government. The current behavior of the United States
has justified Beijing's view that "one superpower is
worse than two. Without being checked and balanced,
the United States is going wild. Lef s put aside the
issue of domestic democracy temporarily and unite to
repulse the U.S. imperialism first." Worse still,U.S.
policy may politicize China's arms sales. The angered
Chinese may export more ballisticmissiles,not for



HuaDi

economic gains but to display China's backbone to the
entire world.

China has invested heavily in tactical ballistic mis
siles for export. The cost of this investment must be
offset, even if the expected profit is to be abandoned.
However, if all major suppliers of all types of weap
onry are willing to cut off arms sales and if other hard-
currency-earning channels are made available to
Beijing,an international regime controlling all arms
sales, not only sales of ballistic missiles, can be success
fully negotiated with China's active participation.

CONCLUSIONS

This discussion suggests four conclusions that should
be heeded by Western policymakers.

1. Deemphasize ballistic missile proliferation. At this
moment, central attention should be paid to prolifera
tion of exotic warheads, while negotiating curbs on all
types of delivery vehicles, including both ballistic mis
siles and strike aircraft.

2. Decouple ballistic missile proliferation from
China's ideology and "most favored nation" trade
status. The less hard currency China earns through
civilian trade, the more it feels forced to seek more
profit from arms export. Power politics is counter
productive. Cooperative approaches, with carrots of
fered to Beijing, may bring more success. The United

States must exercise a certain self-criticism, not just
criticism of others, if it is to evoke the same from
China. Moreover, the Western media should filter out
inaccurate claims about China's involvement in

nuclear proliferation. False accusations deepen Chinese
perceptions of Western behavior as discriminatory or
imperialistic. Similarly, irrational sanctions consolidate
the Chinese people around their government.

3. Negotiate new rules of the game. The MTCRis
biased and should be referred to only cursorily when
negotiating a new control regime. The new rules of the
game must encompass all kinds of arms sales and be
negotiated and legalized in the framework of the
United Nations.

4. Reward China for not selling ballistic missiles. To
dissuade China from ballistic missile export and to
cover China's business loss, the rich West ought to pro
vide economic compensation, for example, to buy
these M-missiles or to provide low-interest loans to
convert China's defense industries. The U.S. restric

tions on China's space launch business must be
suspended. The U.S.Congress was considering relocat
ing $1billion from the defense budget to help relieve
the Soviet food shortage and convert Soviet defense fac
tories. While the aid to Moscow would be a pure
giveaway, the same amount may generate much return
from Beijing. The United States can acquire all kinds of
M-missiles and ship them back or destroy them on site
in China.



CHALLENGES TO AND PROSPECTS FOR CONTROL OF
CONVENTIONAL WEAPONS PROLIFERATION

Herbert Wulf

RECENT INITIATIVES TO ENHANCE
ARMS EXPORT REGULATION

In 1990a United Kingdom Royal Commission of En
quiry reported:

Whatever may be the morality of international arms
deals, there is unanimity among the international
law experts of all civilizednations that effective con
trols must be maintained over the sales and pur
chases of armaments, and that their transshipment
should be so monitored and supervised as to ensure
that they do not fall into unauthorised hands.

An even more sweeping characterization of the
obligationsof government can probably be justified—
namely, that in existing international law all govern
ments are obliged to ensure effectivecontrol over arms
exportsand to monitor and supervise the movementof
arms within and through their national territories. This
requirement stems from the combination of the man
datory United Nations arms embargo against South
Africaand the mandatory United Nations trade embar
go against Iraq, on the one hand, and article 2.5 of the
United Nations Charter, on the other.

In article 2.5, member states pledge to "refrain
fromgiving assistanceagainst which the United Na
tions is taking preventive or enforcementaction."
Without an effective mechanism for arms export
regulation, member states cannot meet this commit
ment.

The need for the effective regulation of the inter
national trade in arms has been acknowledged by
many of the major industrialized countries. There is
lessagreement on the need to control the movement of
other security-related commodities,especiallycivil
technologies that also have military applications. There
is a tension between regulating the international trade
in so-called dual-use goods and the counterpressure to
deregulate international trade.

The importance of economicdevelopment as an
element promoting security and stability has been
widely acknowledged for many years. Moreover,
through the General Agreement on Tariffsand Trade,

governments have stressed —at least at the levelof
declaratory policy — the need to stimulate trade in
goods and services and remove barriers to the free
movement of goods.

There is a consensus that while most trade should

be unfettered, the free movement of goods must be
tempered with controls on some kinds of goods and
certain recipients.The nature of controls will be politi
cally determined, underlining the fact that arms trans
fer policiesoperate inside the broader framework of
foreign policy.

In the 1980s the issue of arms transfer control be

came a more important element of the conventional
arms control debate. This reflected several unrelated

developments:

• First, in a significantnumber of countries there was a
growing concernabout the relationshipsamong the
illegal arms trade, internationaldrug trafficking, and
organized crime.

• Second, there was growing pressure within the inter
national community for a greater effort to adopt an
arms embargo on either or both of the countries then
at war in the region of the Persian Gulf—Iraqand
Iran.

• Third, in the contextof the improving U.S.-Soviet
relationship, the UnitedStates raised the profile of
aspectsof me trade in weapon delivery systems.
Foremost among these were ballistic missiles and as
sociated technologies.

These factors notwithstanding, it was the Iraqi in
vasion of Kuwait on 2 August 1990 which propelled
the issue of arms transfer control to the center of the
conventional arms control debate.

The dramatic changes which have occurred in
East-West relations and European politics and within
thedevelopingworld havestimulateda reappraisalof
the roles of global bodies (the United Nations) and
regional bodies (including various European inter
governmentalorganizations) within the international

Herbert Wulf is asenior researclier and leader of tlie Stockholm Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) project on arms transfers and arms produc
tion. This presentation is an abridged version ofapaper presented by Herbert Wulfand Ian Anthony at aSIPRI conference in November 1991.
The complete version will be publislied in1992 by Oxford University Press.
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Table 1. Changes in national export
regulations in 1991

Australia Defense export guidelines will now include
consideration of third-party reaction to a
sale, whether or not a proposed recipient is
in an area of tension, whether an export
could destabilize the region it is destined for,
and Australia's nonproliferation policies.

Belgium Arms exports will now be regulated by a
new law passed in 1991 specificallyfor that
purpose, rather than as part of a general
import-export law as before.

Canada Canada will now publish an annual break
down of arms exports (other than those to
the United States) by recipient and by
category of goods.

France A single officialhas been given respon
sibility for overseeing the administrative
process of arms export decision making.

Germany The punishment for violating export regula
tions has been increased; confiscation of
profits firom illegal exports has been made
possible; German citizens now require per
mission to participate in arms projects
worldwide; companies which violate regula
tions now risk closure.

Hungary Hungary has established, for the first time,
legislation to control the export of arms.

Israel Israel has incorporated the guidelines of the
1987MissileTechnologyControl Regime
into its national export regulations.

Italy A more detailed commodity control list for
general use is being prepared.

Japan 244 items formerly controlled only in cases
of export to COCOM-proscribed recipients
are now controlled for all destinations.

Netherlands The Dutch government will make arms ex
port data available to Parliament for the first
time; Parliament will receive prior notifica
tion of major new arms deals; detailed infor
mation on disposal of surplus conventional
weapons (disposed of under the CFETreaty
requirements) will be published.

Romania

United

States

Romania has established, for the first time,
legislation to control the export of arms.

The listof potentialchemical weapon pre
cursors subject to control has been extended;
the commodity control lists used by the State
Department have been revised to reflect
changes in the COCOM control lists.

t Italy passed a new arms export law in 1990.

8

system. One of the issues to which these bodies have
turned their attention is regulating the movement of
conventional weapons. The most recent initiatives un
dertaken by multilateral bodies consist of

• Effortsby the European Community to make arms
export controlan explicitelement ofa future treaty
on European Political Union;

• Efforts led by permanent members of the United Na
tionsSecurityCounciland supported by many
countries to establish a register of the arms trade to
be maintained by the United Nations;

• Effortsby the Conferenceon Security and Coopera
tion in Europe to promote transparency in arms ex
port and import policy among its members;

• Effortsby NATO to establish new rules for military
technology transfer both within the alliance and be
tween NATO members and other countries;

• Effortsby governments and multilateral financial in
stitutions to link economic assistance with arms

procurement policies in recipient countries; and

• Effortsto strengthen or modify the activitiesof exist
ing informalexport control regimes,specifically, the
Australia Group, the Coordinating Committee on
Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM), the London
Suppliers Group, the MissileTechnology Control
Regime, and the Zangger Committee.

Bodies such as the International Monetary Fund;
the United Nations Development Program, and the
World Bank,as well as nongovernmental organiza
tions, are also active in the discussion of these issues.

Nevertheless, the sovereign state remains the primary
unit of organization within the international system.
As a result, any successful multilateral control regime
(even within a close inter-governmental grouping,
such as the European Community) will depend on the
national means of implementation and enforcement.

As Table 1 indicates, changes in national regula
tions continue.

The intentions behind the various national and

multinational initiatives can be classified as follows:

• To monitor the movement of arms and report the
findings;

• Toestablishglobal criteriaby which permission to ex
port arms would be denied;

• To prevent the misapplication of civil technologies
for military purposes, especially those technologies
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which may contribute to the production of weapons
of mass destruction or ballistic missiles.

An evaluation of these efforts has been left to the

concluding section, and the following section will iden
tify trends in the global arms market and what they
imply for arms control.

REDUCED ARMS EXPORTS,
INCREASED PRESSURE TO EXPORT

Since 1988, the Stockholm Peace Research Institute
(SIPRI) has recorded three consecutive decreases in the
estimated value of transfers of major conventional
weapons. The estimated value was almost halved be
tween 1987 and 1990, not as the result of a conscious ef
fort to disarm, but primarily because of three factors:
less hard currency has been available to a number of
leading importers; several "hot wars" — notably, the
war between Iraq and Iran — have ended; and several
countries which expanded their arms industries in the
1970s and 1980shave reduced their dependence on
arms imports.

Data published in the United States reveal the
same broad trend. According to the Congressional Re
search Service and the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, the value of new arms agreements signed has
declined since 1984-85.The value turned upwards
again in 1990,largely as a consequence of an increase
in the value of orders for U.S. weapons. The value of
new agreements with Third World countries for U.S.
weapons increased by $10.5 billion in 1990, while the
value of new agreements for weapons from the Soviet
Union, France, the United Kingdom, and Germany
declined. Looking at deliveries, a downward trend in
the value of the arms trade is also visible. The decline

in the estimated value of major conventional weapons
deliveries as measured by SIPRI was particularly
dramatic in 1990,being in the region of 35 percent.

This decline largely reflected a fall in the volume of
arms transfers within the former Warsaw Treaty Or
ganization and between the Soviet Union and some im
portant clients in the developing world. Afghanistan,
Angola, India, Libya, North Korea, and Syria all
reduced the level of their imports.

The downward trend might be halted as a result of
the 1991 Gulf War, since there is no evidence that this
experience has fundamentally changed arms procure
ment policies among Middle Eastern countries. New
initiatives with regard to controlling arms exports, dis
cussed below, are also unlikely to have a short-term im
pact on the value of the arms trade. However, any
reversal of the overall downward trend is not likely to
be sustained.

While the momentum for arms transfer control is

stronger now than at any time during the last four
decades, so are the economic pressures on the arms in
dustry. Procurement budgets in most of the member
countries of NATOand the former Warsaw Treaty Or
ganization are falling at the same time as export
markets are shrinking.

How the tension between the political imperative
for arms controland economic pressures on industry
will be resolved is an open question. However, if
production capacitiesare not reduced, arms export con
trols seem bound to fail.

Within the market for arms and military-related
technology, the importance of sales of finished weapon
systems has progressively declined. While the strength
of this trend is impossible to quantify, it is reasonable
to assert that other forms of military technology trans
fer have become progressively more important since
the mid to late 1970s.

There are many factors behind this change, but the
most important are the following:

• To underline sovereigntyand avoid dependence on
eitherformercolonial powersor the new super
powers, some newly independent governments
sought arms and the capacity to produce ammuni
tion and spare parts. Thishas been true for larger
developing countries — such as India, Indonesia,
Iraq,and Egypt —and those which have learned
how to use or develop technology—such as Israel,
South Korea, and Taiwan. It is not a global
phenomenon, and the number of countries that are
significant arms producers or importers is small.

• European countries—and especially France—had
not only rebuiltarms productioncapacities by the
mid-1960s, but also weresympathetic to thepolitical
objective of reducing dependence on either super
power.

• Military technology developments increased the im
portanceof nonlethal systemsrequired to find targets
on a battlefield.

• The possessionof oil wealth or economicdevelop
ment produced the resourcesneeded to buy more ad
vanced weaponry.

CHALLENGES TO THE CONTROL OF

WEAPON PROLIFERATION

These broad trends have contributed to the grow
ing importance of four categories of technology: (1)in
ternational reproduction; (2) the concentration and
internationalization of arms-producing companies;
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(3)sales of components and subsystems; and (4) sales
of dual-use technology.

International Coproduction

As part of adjustment to declining procurement
budgets, arms-producing companies are increasing
their emphasis on international business. Two of the
means for doing this are the sale of licensesand co-
production agreements.

Weaponsystems such as the three-nationTornado
multirole combat aircraft, the Anglo-U.S. Harrier jump-
jet,or the Franco-German missilesRolandand HOT
are all genuine international products, with a multina
tionaljoint-venturecompany as a prime contractor. All
of these systems have then been sold on to other cus
tomersby that multinational grouping. This formof
technology transfer is not a new phenomenon —
Roland and HOT date from the mid-1960s, the Tor
nado and Harrier, from the mid-1970s. However, the
fact that a growing percentage of major new weapon
systems in development around the world are
produced in this manner makes it difficult to control
the transfer of arms and technology on a purely na
tional basis.

Cooperative arms production takes place between
different country groupings: Industrialized countries
cooperate with Third World arms producers; the Soviet
Union has supplied production licenses to its former
European allies; within NATO, the issue has been dis
cussed since the 1950s.

Expanding collaboration is easiest to illustrate in
U.S.-European relations. A study of the Officeof Tech
nology Assessment of the U.S. Congress describes
more than seventy U.S.-European cooperative agree
ments signed in the years 1986 to 1990, with a rapid
growth in the number from year to year.

In the 1990s,a heavy dependence on imported tech
nology is already the norm for complex platforms,
such as warships and combat aircraft, with platforms
independent of imports —or dependent to a small de
gree — being rare.

Thespeed and range of military-related technol
ogy development means that no country —not even
the United States — can be a leader in all fields.
Moreover, the technical complexity of designing and
building major systems has become too great for any
single company to manage. Financially, not even the
largest corporations can bear the cost of developing
majorsystemsalone. Market conditions have also
meant that governments of importing countries have
been able to insist on the maximum transfer of technol
ogy through the involvement of local industry. There

fore, teams have increasingly been formed between
companies across national borders.

Besides economic and technological criteria, politi
cal and military considerations also play a role in
stimulating international collaboration. Within alli
ances, equipment standardization has been an impor
tant declaratory aim. On occasion, collaborative
projects have also been a convenient means to circum
vent arms export policies. Where governments, for
whatever reason, want to promote the collaborative
process, this has sometimesfound expressionin legisla
tion or a political directive to cooperate — for example,
the 1986 amendment to the Defense Authorization Act
sponsored by Senators Nunn, Glenn, Roth, and
Warner, widely known as the Nunn Amendment.

Internationalization of

Arms-Producing Companies

The changing arms market has affected company
strategies significantly, but strategies now being
adopted —sellingor closingarms-producing facilities,
converting to nonmilitary production, looking for
niches less affected by budget cuts, acquisitions and
mergers (on a national and international level)—all
lead to a greater concentration within industry.

The trend towards concentration has already
reduced the number of producers — and therefore
arms suppliers — in Western Europe and North
America. In France, Germany, and the United
Kingdom only one company could offer itself as the
prime contractor for a combat aircraft. While in the
electronics sector several suppliers of major systems
remain in each country, single companies normally
dominate specific product sectors — such as airborne
radar or antisubmarine sonar. Competition in domestic
markets for major weapon systems is either non
existent or very limited.

The main instruments of concentration where in

dustry is privately owned are mergers or the acquisi
tion of one company by another. Within countries this
has been a feature of the arms industry for many years.
Moreover, there has been a long history of cross-border
mergers in the civil sector. Mergers and acquisitions in
the arms-producing sectorare a new development,
however. Previously, manufacturers of weapon sys
tems confined their international activities to coopera
tion, without significant foreign investment. In the past
few years there have been important mergers and even
some hostile takeovers involving large arms-producing
companies. More companies have established sig
nificant shareholdings in other firms, perhaps as a first
move towards some more formal integration.
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Concentration proceeds at the expense of small
and medium-sized companies unable to compete in an
international environment. Representatives of industry
regard the formationof fewer, larger companiesin
Western Europe as inevitable. According to Sir
Raymond Lygo, formerly thechiefexecutive at British
Aerospace, "the big dogs willeat the littledogs, spit
the bones out and we will have a centralised defence in
dustry."In 1991 it seems that British Aerospace mayit
self become a victim of this process of concentration. In
Europe,certain market sectorsmay come to be
dominated by a handful of companies. Producers of en
gines, electronics, missiles, and helicopters are in the
process of forming jointcompanies. Even small-arms
producersare coming under the umbrella ofGIAT of
Franceand RoyalOrdnance, a subsidiary of British
Aerospace.

If thishappens, then an increasing numberof what
are now considered to be exports will become intra-
group sales in a multinational corporation.Suchsales
are not likely to be subject to rigorous export controls
until the product has reached final assembly. The ex
port regulationof the countryof final assembly is al
ready the key element of the international export
regulation system.However, if the country of final as
semblyis itself the problem country or the target of
security-related export controls,there is no effective
means of regulating the movement of many military-
related components.

Sales of Components and Subsystems

In the present budget environment, the volumeof sales
of components and subsystems is likely to increase
through the retrofittingof existingsystemsas an alter
native to buying or developing new weapon platforms
—an arms procurement option that more and more
governments willbe forced to examineseriously.

Through-lifeimprovements have long been a fea
ture of shipbuilding. Since the active life of a ship is
likely to be in excess of thirty years, it will typically go
through refits after ten and twenty years to upgrade
the quality of onboard systems. Increasingly, the capa
bilities of land and air systems also derive as much
from onboard systems as from the airframe or chassis.
In the SIPRI Yearbook 1991, more than two dozen
fighter aircraft programsinvolving substantial retrofits
were identified, underlining that many governments
now prefer to upgrade existingplatformsrather than
buy new equipment.

As the arms trade becomes dominated more by
transfers of small, nonlethal items, the difficulty of ef
fective monitoring and regulation grows.

Export of Dual-Use Technology

Preventing the misuse of technology has become a
central issue after the Iraqi invasion in Kuwait. Infor
mation obtained by the United Nations during inspec
tions of facilities in Iraq seems to indicate that the
government of Iraq had systematically built produc
tion facilities not only for conventional and chemical
weapons (widely known beforeAugust 1990) but also
for nuclear and, possibly, biological weapons. The
basis for these programs was imported production
technology.

In many cases, production capabilitiescan have
both military and nonmilitary applications. Production
equipment cannot be sorted into military and non-
military, lethal and nonlethal, offensive and defensive
products; the key is application. In practice, restricting
the international transfer of such items means restrict
ing a significantproportion of total world trade.

Many technologies with military applications also
hold the greatest promise for economicdevelopment.
Biotechnologies, production plants for pesticides, com
puters, and mobile and secure telecommunications sys
tems are all of potential value in business and to the
military.

Moreover, the range of sources of supply for such
goods is growing.Whereas,in the past, technologies
developed in the defence sector were subsequently
turned into successful commercial products, today a
growing number of generic technologiesused in
weapon development emerge from the commercial sec
tor. This is particularly the case in information technol
ogy-

Whileimpossibleto quantify precisely, salesof
dual-use technology represent a significant percentage
of total trade. Certainly such sales represent a far
greater volume of trade than strictly military items.
That this is so is illustrated for the cases of the United

States, Germany, and the United Kingdom.

A study of the U.S. General Accounting Officecon
tains data on imports of U.S.dual-use technology by
Middle Eastern countries. The report concludes:

Most countries in the Middle East are subject to
similar controls on U.S.exports of dual-use items,
munitions, and nuclear-related items. Although five
of the countries covered (Iran, Iraq, Libya, the
People's Democratic Republicof Yemenand Syria)
have been subjectto stricter export controls, the U.S.
government approved about67percentofall li
censesto export dual-use items to these countries in
eachof the past 4years.TheUnitedStatesapproved
an average of 94 percent of applications for dual-use
to the five other Middle Eastern countries [Egypt, Is
rael, Jordan, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia]. Over 16,000
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export licenses for dual-use goods were granted be
tween October 1986 and December 1989, the
majority to Israel.

An officialstatistic of the German government
states that German exports of civil technology with
military significance are also more important from an
economic perspective than sales of weapons. The Ger
man Weapons of War Control Act (Gesetz iiber die
Kontrolle von Kriegsxvaffen) regulates exports of wea
pons and the Foreign Trade Act (Aujlenzvirtschafts-
gesetz) regulates exports of military-related technology
and armaments. The value of exports of goods control
led under the Foreign Trade Act — taken here as dual-
use technology — is several times that for exports of
weapons. Licenses worth M 45.5 billion ($24.2 billion)
were granted in 1989, and licenses worth M 20.6billion
($12.7 billion) in 1990have been granted. As is ex
pressed in the official statistics, not even all relevant ex
port licensesare included. The export of weapons was
only a small fraction and amounted to M 1.5 billion in
1989 ($0.8 billion) and to M 1.8 billion in 1990 ($1.2 bil
lion).The export of goods considered by the German
government to be militarily relevant represented
roughly 7 percent in 1989and 3 percent in 1990of total
German exports. In contrast, arms exports represented
0.2 percent of total exports in 1989 and 0.3 percent in
1990.

Almost every country in the world receives dual-
use technology from Germany —a total of 54,648 li
censes for 161 countries were granted in 1989, and
41,191 licenses for 158countries were granted in 1990.

Data for the United Kingdomsuggest a similar pat
tern to that in Germany. Data on the value of exports
of items subject to regulation are not available, but the
distribution of licence applications shows that less than
20 percent of licences applied for were for arms and
military equipment.

HOW SUCCESSFUL WILL

CONTROL INITIATIVES BE?

Threebroad groups of present effortsto regulate
trade in sensitive goods have been identified: efforts to
monitor and report on the movement of arms; efforts
to establish global criteria by which permission to ex
port arms would be denied; and efforts to prevent the
misapplication of civil technologies for military pur
poses.

Transparency

United Nations efforts to establish a reporting proce
dure for major conventional weapons have been care
fully planned. Moreover, the idea of a register of the
arms trade has won the support in principle of most of

the major arms-exporting countries in the world, in
cluding all five of the permanent members of the
Security Council.

The logic underpinning a United Nations arms
trade register is that greater transparency is both an
end worth having in itself—as a confidence-building
measure —and a means to further progress on more
substantive arms control efforts.Such a register should
therefore be judged as a contribution to a wider arms
control agenda, rather than be criticized for the
shortcomings it will inevitably have. A register willes
tablish a body of official data on the arms trade against
which the reports of nongovernmental sources can be
compared. More important, the principle will be ad
vanced that governments have a duty to place such in
formationin the public domain to ensure that foreign
and security policy decisions can be held accountable
before parliaments and private citizens.

While there is reason for cautious optimism about
the prospects for such a register to be established, two
qualifications are in order. First, in framing a resolu
tion to present before the General Assemblyand assem
bling sufficient votes to pass that resolution, there is
much that could go wrong. Second, the successful es
tablishmentof such a register will not contribute in any
material way to enhancing international security. As
noted above, its primary importance lies in the prece
dent it will set and as a first stage in a process that can
be deepened in the number of items reported and ex
panded to include future as well as past transfers.

Global Arms Export Policy Guidelines

In the wake of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, efforts to
establish global guidelines by which export policy
decisions can be made have been remarkably success
ful. The second meeting of the five permanent mem
bers of the Security Council, held in London in
October, agreed on export control guidelinesin prin
ciple.Theseguidelines are now likely to be advanced
as the basis for a European Community approach to
arms export policy. Compare this with the diametri
cally opposed armsexportpolicies withregard toIraq
and Iran pursued by the United States and Britain on
the one hand and China, France, and the Soviet Union
on the other during the eight years of the Iraq-Iran war.

Important caveats must be offered to this positive
development. The guidelines agreed are general in na
ture, and thesegovernments would argue that they al
ready pursue a careful and responsible attitude
towards arms exports. Interpretation of the guidelines
is left to the national authorities concerned and, be
cause they are general in nature, whether or not they
have been broken is largely in the eye of the beholder.
Finally,there is as yet no "complaints procedure" by
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which governments can challenge specific export
decisions taken by one another.

Again, however, the guidelines must be judged ac
cording to whether or not they are an end in them
selves or part of a process which can be further
developed. The decision of the five permanent mem
bers to meet again in the United States early in 1992
must be seen as an encouraging development.

Efforts to Control Dual-Use Technologies

The effort to prevent the misapplication of civil tech
nologies for military purposes is the greatest arms con
trol challenge facing the international community, and
one which probably defies technical solution.

The obstacles to technical forms of control are

many. Assuming that a list of goods that should be con

trolled could be devised, problems of implementation
and verification would remain. Effective implementa
tion would have to be ensured without paralyzing in
ternational trade, restricting economic development in
recipients, or creating unfair competition among sup
pliers. The nature and volume of international trade
disallows comprehensive monitoring of the movement
of goods. The cost and infrastructure required to carry
out intrusive inspections or monitoring of the end use
of dual-use goods in recipient countries would be
daunting. More importantly, there remain political ob
jections to such practices in most recipient countries.

The inescapable conclusion seems to be that techni
cal approaches to arms control have to be seen as part
of a wider process directed at finding political solu
tions to the problems which drive demand for
weapons.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

Question: I am sympathetic with the point that there
should be more consistency between the United States'
position toward its own exports and that it wants to re
quire from others, but I am not prepared to accept the
assertion that missiles and aircraft are the same, have
the same qualities, and should be subject to the same
restrictions. Aircraft have and will perform a wider
variety of roles than missiles can and have performed.

The missiles that have been exported are very inac
curate and are only useful for attacks on cities. That is
how they have been used in the past, in World War II,
in the Iran-Iraq war, and the Kuwait war. They have
not had any other uses when armed with conventional
warheads. They would only really be useful if they
were armed with unconventional warheads.

So in light of that, don't missiles deserve special
consideration apart from aircraft?

Hua: I agree that aircraft and missiles are not the same.
But ballistic missiles are less effective than aircraft.

With aircraft, how ifs used depends upon who it's
used by. The United States has smart weapons. But
developing countries use the same aircraft to strike
civilians. It is the same aircraft, but different uses.

There is a difference between developing countries
and developed countries. When a Scud killed two
dozen American soldiers, this country was shocked.
But if a Scud struck Iraq or China and killed two
thousand people, it would be nothing. We have so
many people and the cost of the life of a Chinese or a
Third World person is drastically less. They don't even
have life insurance, and the family is not compensated.
We have seen so many people killed; for us it is com
mon.

Morgan: Would you argue that because aircraft can do
all the things that short-range missiles can do, plus a
whole lot more, they are of less concern from a
proliferation point of view than missiles which can
only do a small number of things?

[Laughter.]

Question: One of the reasons that nuclear weapons are
considered immoral is that they are useful only for one
thing: blowing up cities. We tried to find other uses for
them, but all of those proved not to be very effective.

Ballisticmissiles are only useful for attacks on
cities. That gives them a special character as weapons

of terror. Shouldn't we consider them differently from
aircraft that are used to destroy tanks?

Also, since tactical ballistic missiles armed with
conventional warheads really don't make much
military sense, they create a pressure to arm them with
unconventional warheads. Further, defenses against
ballistic missiles are far more difficult, especially when
you are trying to defend a city.

Hua: For the United States, a ballistic missile is difficult
to protect against, and the aircraft is easy to shoot
down. For Third World countries, it is equal. Neither
Iraq nor China can defend against American aircraft.

The concept of face-losingor face-saving is very im
portant for China and other Third World countries. If
China hears from the United States a self-criticism —

"We are sorry for the past" — that would encourage
China to compromise. But American officials put pres
sure on the Chinese: "Stop this; otherwise, we will im
pose sanctions." You are never self-critical of your past.

Question: There is something peculiar about ballistic
missiles. Attempts to distinguish between types of
weaponry in terms of their effects on strategic relation
ships and stability are problematic. The difference be
tween an offensive and a defensive weapon is whether
you are standing in front of it or behind it.

[Laughter.]

Nevertheless, there are some curious aspects about
ballistic missiles which do distinguish them from
aircraft: short warning time, difficulty of defense, and
difficulty of delicate command and control systems.
Physical properties make ballistic missiles inherently
more destabilizing than manned aircraft.

But it is impossible to secure universal consensus
on precisely which weapons ought to be focused on or,
indeed, which supplier-recipient relationships ought to
be focused on. If we think about the political or
strategic impact of arms supplies, we ought to recog
nize that not all recipients are the same, either. Some of
them ought to be picked out more immediately than
others.

The only promising method or approach at the
present time is what Mr. Hua suggested: a universal
comprehensive ban on all weapons transfers.
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Aside from appeals to the better nature or the
moral conscience of suppliers, what kinds of incentives
are there? What kind of incentive structure can be

created?

Wulf: It is difficult to single out one particular weapon
system, and China will not give in on this particular
item. So we have to look for other alternatives.

One of the driving forces for the arms trade at the
moment is the overcapacity in the producing countries.
Unless we do something about it, all these wonderful
and complicated regimes to monitor and to control the
arms trade are not going to work.

If these production capacities are not drastically
reduced — by at least one-third and maybe one-half in
the United States, Western Europe, and the Soviet
Union — then we will not be successful with arms

transfer control.

On the demand side, we should try to encourage
regional initiatives. The Indians and the Pakistanis
should sit down together and at least agree not to ex
pand their arms race any further. They could do that in
stead of waiting for some supplier cartels.

Morgan: There is a problem because one has a general
public goal and some organized interests that
counteract it.

The new register that the United Nations approved
last Friday should be viewed as a first step. Similarly,
the United States recently passed a set of freedom-of-in-
formation laws that provide general public access to
the emissions of toxic and hazardous materials from
chemical plants in this country. That was viewed by
the environmental movement as the start of a process
of building public pressure to force more attention to
such emissions. The U.N. registry might be viewed in
similar terms.

But the diffusion process might be quite slow, and
the short-term pressures are compelling. It is not clear
that that process alone will be sufficient.

Question: Waiting for the golden age when all countries
gather together and say arms trade is a bad thing is not
the policy to follow. If the United States had a policy
restricting arms transfers, we could change the context
of this debate. The first thing we should do is think
about U.S. policy.

As we cut our defense budget, we will inevitably
be reducing that excess capacity, because there is not
enough arms trade in the world to sustain those com
panies. They are reducing capacity. They are buying
each other and closing down and laying off thousands
of workers.

The U.S. Government should act on its better prin
ciples. George Bush talks about the dangers of
proliferation, and then he says how important it is to
allow our companies to compete in the world because
they are under pressure.

The United States is currently the largest exporter
and has a huge industry. This is part of the problem we
can actually act on. Lefs not hide behind the argument
that says if it is not completely fair and everybody is
not doing it for every weapon, it is not worth doing.

Morgan: Working on U.S. policy could, because of the
large volume of U.S. trade, have a big impact. From the
perspective of U.S. producers, yes, there is substantial
overcapacity in the world. But each firm believes that it
has a unique comparative advantages; they do not
want to be one of the firms that falls out.

Question: This is a straight tragedy-of-the-commons
situation. Every single one of them thinks it is going to
survive on the basis of a large market share in a tiny
market. It cannot happen.

Some of them are going to go. If U.S. policy were
"Let some of them go, let Northrop go down the
tubes," — the way we let the steel industry go down
the tubes — then we could do it.

Question: In 1988,a U.N. study group was appointed
by the secretary-general. China was invited to par
ticipate in it, and China declined.

In the vote on the First Committee resolution on

the arms trade register, China abstained. In the General
Assembly, China will probably support it, and it will
be asked again to appoint a member of the expert
group.

Hua: China was reluctant to support the register sys
tem. China's export of ballistic missiles was
transparent. It is Uncle Sam's stick that forced China to
go underground. They exhibited the M-family. They
said, "We want to sell it." It was a public exhibition.
You have photographs. Suddenly, the next year, the
MissileTechnology Control Regime (MTCR) was is
sued.

In 1983,the BigSeven left China out. They didn't
ask the Chinese. China was not aware of that. In 1984,
China decided to develop this missile for export and ex
hibit it. Even in 1985, China was not told about the
Western opposition.

After MTCR was issued, China went underground.

Question: There is very great pressure to make
weapons much more cheaply. Technology has so dras
tically improved on the commercial side that it is pos-



sible to build powerful and inexpensive capabilities,
not based on the 1970s technology that we saw in the
last war, but based on the 1990 capabilities that are not
restricted to any particular country. They are produced
throughout the world.

Our problem is not how the big companies are
going to be handled, but rather how we are going to
handle the vast number of people who have access to
this.

Wulf: At the moment, it is the big companies that are
pushing and the big producing countries that are in
great difficulties. If the United States would stop trad
ing of arms or reduce it substantially somebody else
would step in, but at the moment, the United States is
the major supplier. It is critical that a more restrictive
U.S. policy be implemented.

At the moment, the most effective restriction on
the transfer of arms is the financial constraints in a

number of importing countries. This factor is being
compensated by the the United States with military as
sistance programs.

Question: What concerns do you have about China's
nuclear trade with Iraq, Iran, and Algeria?

Hua: I am a political dissident here in exile, but there
are still a few things on which I trust the government
of Beijing.One of them is nuclear proliferation. I have
been very well informed about and I believe that China
has never exported and will not export nuclear
weapons. But nuclear-weapon-related technology is

quite ambiguous, because there is no clear-cut defini
tion.

If training physicists in nuclear physics is technol
ogy transfer — or selling heavy water or small reactors
— other countries are guilty.

China adheres to three principles. The recipient
must report to the International Atomic Energy Agen
cy and be inspected. Transfers by the recipient to third
countries are not allowed. Technology for developing
nuclear weapons is not to be transferred.

False accusations anger China. China has never ex
ported nuclear weapons technology to Iraq, Iran, or Al
geria.

Question: If China sells the M-9 missile to other
countries, particularly in the Middle East, what kind of
support will China provide that might allow another
country to put an exotic warhead properly fused on
top of it? What kinds of controls would you propose
for that?

Hua: Chemical warheads are not effective if carried by
ballistic missiles. We should concentrate our attention

on nuclear warheads especially.

For Saudi Arabia, we had a crash program to
develop a conventional warhead for that missile. We
never want to encourage any country to develop
nuclear warheads. The intention to develop nuclear
capability appeared in Pakistan before it had ballistic
missiles. Pakistan can deliver the warhead with com
mandoes.
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