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Appendix A: Chapter 4 — Status Quo Tables

Table A 1: Assessment of historical periods, general geopolitical perceptions, and the number
of agreements signed in each period*

Historic Time Period | Years Geopolitical Number of Explanation
Perception Agreements
First interwar period 1919-1932 Optimistic 14 The Allied powers which crafted many of the

CAC agreeements had a positive view of the
world order, due to a belief that no state sought
to have another major war in Europe, and the
establishment of the League of Nations.
However, in specific areas of Europe, there was
substantial post-war instability; mainly Eastern
Europe driven in part by concerns of Bolshevik

expansionism.
Second interwar 1933-1939 Negative 3 Nationalism was rising again, and the Allied
period powers were becoming concerned about
instability and militarism throughout Europe.
World War Two 1944-1948** | Optimistic 7 The Allied powers were optimistic because of
peace agreements the establishment of the United Nations, defeat

of the Axis and militant nationalism, and belief
that another world war was unlikely because
the Second World War had been so destructive.

Cold War 1948-1986 Negative 3 States, especially the US and Soviet Union, had
a pessimistic view about the European
geopolitical situation as they sought military
and political supremacy.

End of Cold War 1987-1991 Optimistic 3 Détente, reforms in the Soviet Union,
significant reductions in military capability, and
quickly improving diplomatic relations between
the East and West created an optimistic
atmosphere of cooperation and peace.

Post-Cold War 1991-2001 Optimistic 5 There was broad optimism across Europe due
to the establishment of many democracies, free-
market economies, and general liberalism.

Post-9/11 2001-2014 Negative 1 The post-911 world temporary brought
cooperation between rising rivals, but differing
perspectives of how to combat terrorism,
disagreements over major security issues such
as Kosovo, Libya, and Syria led to poorer
diplomatic relations between Russia and

NATO/EU.
Post-Crimea/East 2014-present Negative 1 The 2014 Russian annexation of Crimea and
Ukraine support for separatists in Eastern Ukraine

substantially reduced the cooperative
relationship between the EU/NATO and Russia.

Total 37

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

* This summation differs from the study’s case dataset, as the dataset consolidates the World
War One and Two peace treaties, while this summation separates them to offer a better
picture of CAC agreement perceptions.

** The 1940 Finnish agreement is included in post- WW?2 peace agreements, and the 1947
Russo-Finnish agreement is included separately. Each set of agreements related to surrender
and peace is consolidated as one treaty per Axis member.
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Table A 2: CAC agreement dataset

Full Name Short Name Year Status
Post World War One Peace Not valid
Treaties™ WWi1 1919
The Svalbard (Spitsbergen) In force
Treaty Spitsbergen 1920
Finnish-Russian Not valid
Dorpat/Tartu Agreement Tartu 1920
Aland Island Convention Aland 1921 In force
Russo-Finnish Helsinki Not valid
Agreement Helsinkil922 1922
Washington Naval Treaty WashNav 1922 Not valid
Lausanne Agreements of Replaced
1923 Lausanne 1923

1923, 1947 (and | In force
East Aegean Agreements Aegean others)
Thrace Convention Thrace 1923 Not valid
Statute of the Tangiers Zone | Tangiers 1923/1928 Not valid
First London Naval Treaty London1930 1930 Not valid
Anglo-German Naval Treaty | Anglo-German 1935 Not valid
Montreux Convention of the In force
Straits Montreux 1936
Second London Naval Not valid
Treaty London1936 1936
The Moscow Treaty Not valid
(Finland and Russia) of 1940 | Moscow1940 1940
World War Two peace Not valid
agreements™ WWw2 1945
Dodecanese demilitarization Not valid
agreement™®* Dodecanese1947 1947
Western European Union Not valid
Protocol No. IV Agency of
Western European Union for
the Control of Armaments WEU 1954
Cyprus (UN Security Zone In force
Establishment) Cyprus 1964/1974
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Not valid
Forces (INF) Treaty INF 1987
Final Settlement for In force
Germany Germany1990 1990
Conventional Armed Forces Suspended
in Europe (CFE) Treaty CFE 1990
Agreement on the principles In force
for a peaceful settlement of
the armed conflict in the
Dniester region of the
Republic of Moldova Transdnistria 1992
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Subregional Arms Control

In force

(Balkans) Balkans 1996
Belfast Agreement Belfast 1998 In force
Military Technical Not valid
Agreement between the
International Security Force
("KFOR") and the
Governments of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia and
the Republic of Serbia Kosovo 1999

Signed but not
Adaptation of the CFE ratified (did not
Treaty A/CFE 1999 enter into force)
Six-Point Peace Plan for In force
Georgia Georgia 2008
Minsk Agreements Minsk 2015 Not valid

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

* The world war peace agreements are consolidated into one set for each war because the
Allied leaders used similar approaches in the agreements.
** Although this agreement is part of the 1947 Peace Agreement with Italy (a WW2 peace

agreement), it is included separately because of its implications for Turkish-Greek relations

and stability.

235




Table A 3: Expected outcome determination

Is the Does the Can states | Status quo | Brief explanation
geopolitical | more afford to change or
order powerful compete not (ratio
anticipated state/bloc to reduction
to remain or | view the maintain | for the
be more current ratio | the ratio? | stronger
stable and viewed as 1=No party);
peaceful ? dangerously | (they 1 =ratio
1=yes unstable? cannot change
1=yes afford
because
there is a
resource
shortage)
Model | Geopolitical | Balance Resource | Expected
Order Stable | Stabilization | Shortage | Outcome
Danger

A 0 1 1 1 The world is viewed as geopolitically
unstable, but there are also fears that the
current ratio is unstable (first strike
instability), and the lead state finds it
difficult to afford arms racing. Thus, on the
one hand states need a continency capability
to deal with unforeseen problems, but this
capability may be destabilizing. Continued
arms racing is not affordable, so reducing
the ratio brings near-term stability and cost
savings.

B 0 1 0 0 The geopolitical situation is unstable, and the
military balance is unstable (first strike
instability). There is no resource shortage, so
the stronger state may be willing to live with
the balance instability because of fears of
broader geopolitical challenges, and they can
afford any arms racing.

C 0 0 0 0 There are fears of global instability and
geopolitical competition, the military
balance is stable, and there are no resource
constraints which together offer no
incentives for altering the status quo.
Reductions will save money, but there is no
pressing need to reduce the military balance
advantage for cost reasons.

D 1 0 0 0 A stable (positive) or improving geopolitical
order, with a stable force ratio and no
shortage of resources to support that ratio
(i.e. states can afford their existing
militaries) will not result in a change to the
status quo (ratio reduction). While reductions
will save money, but there is no no need to
decrease the military balance advantage for
cost reasons.

E 1 1 1 1 States that view the geopolitical order
optimistically will feel less threatened
overall and will need to be prepared for less
contingencies compared to a less stable
geopolitical order. Yet states view the
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current ratio with one or several rivals as
destabilizing, because it is resulting in or
may result in arms racing and is offensively
unstable ("first-strike"). Resource constraints
encourage them to accept reductions to the
lowest possible level (maintaining the
current ratio is difficult to afford). Thus, the
more powerful state will accept a reduction
in their relative military power (change in
the military balance status quo).

The geopolitical situation is good or
improving, but there is no pressing need to
change the ratio because it is viewed as
stable. Nonetheless, cost pressures encourage
greater reductions in the ratio (as long as
these keep the ratio stable). Thus, the more
powerful state will accept a reduction in their
relative military power (change in the
military balance status quo).

The geopolitical order may be unstable, but
the current ratio is stable thus offering some
immediate stability and reducing pressures to
reduce the ratio difference. However,
although resource constraints might
encourage reductions, states will retain the
status quo as the mlitary balance is stable
and geopolitical uncertainty encourages
retaining contingency capabilities.

Even though the overall geopolitical
situation is stable or improving, the existing
military balance is unstable as it offers a first
attack advantage and can lead to arms racing.
The strongest state (bloc) is able to afford
arms racing and can maintain the existing
ratio in part because greater expenditures
may ensure or increase deterrence. Thus, the
strong state/bloc will not be willing to
change the military balance status quo
because it can afford not to and it may seek
to increase deterrence to deter a surprise
attack.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Table A 4: Geopolitical instability

Does the more

powerful state
anticipate a
negatively
unstable
geopolitical
Agreement order? 1=yes Explanation
WW1 1 There was broad optimism that the war's destructiveness, new
governments, and the League of Nations had established a peaceful
Europe.”!
Spitsbergen 1 There was broad optimism that the war's destructiveness, new
governments, and the League of Nations had established a peaceful
Europe.”*?
Tartu 0 Continued instability in Eastern Europe and Soviet Russia would suggest

uncertainty or a pessimistic view of global governance.”*

Aland 1 With several newly created Baltic states, and the Western Allies and
League of Nations actively mediated disputes in the Baltic Sea, views
were optimistic despite the Russian civil war (and Western intervention)

most powerful country the Baltic Sea (based on naval forces present,
although other navies could overpower Sweden if moved into the Baltic
Sea). Sweden, which had stayed neutral during World War One, had a
positive view of global governance following World War One.”>*

and concerns about the Bolshevik government. Sweden was arguably the

uncertainty or a pessimistic view of global governance.”

Helsinkil922 0 Continued instability in Eastern Europe and Soviet Russia would suggest

WashNav 1 There was broad optimism that the war's destructiveness, new
governments, and the League of Nations had established a peaceful
Europe. This optimism remained 3 years (and more) after the end of

31 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 1, An Analysis of Selected Arms Control and
Disarmament Agreements Between the World Wars, 1919-1939; David Lincove, “Data for Peace: The League
of Nations and Disarmament 1920-40,” Peace & Change 43, no. 4 (October 2018): 498-529,
https://doi.org/10.1111/pech.12316; Webster, “From Versailles to Geneva”; Webster, “The League of Nations,
Disarmament and Internationalism.”

732 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and
Straits; Timo Koivurova and Filip Holiencin, “Demilitarisation and Neutralisation of Svalbard: How Has the
Svalbard Regime Been Able to Meet the Changing Security Realities during Almost 100 Years of Existence?,”
Polar Record 53, no. 2 (March 2017): 131-42, https://doi.org/10.1017/50032247416000838.

33 Albin T Anderson, “Origins of the Winter War: A Study of Russo-Finnish Diplomacy,” WORLD POLITICS
6 (January 1954): 169-89; Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of
Frontiers, Islands and Straits; Jarostaw Suchoples, “In the Shadow of the Eastern Neighbour. Finland in the
Security Policy of Russia and the Soviet Union from Peter the Great to Contemporary Times,” Studia
Europejskie - Studies in European Affairs 26, no. 4 (January 30, 2023): 9-38,
https://doi.org/10.33067/SE.4.2022.1; “Tarton rauha oli tiukan neuvottelun takana - eiké kestényt kauan,” text
(Yle, October 14, 2020), https://yle.fi/aihe/artikkeli/2020/10/14/tarton-rauha-oli-tiukan-neuvottelun-takana-eika-
kestanyt-kauan.

734 Sia Spiliopoulou Akermark, “The Puzzle of Collective Self-Defence: Dangerous Fragmentation or a Window
of Opportunity? An Analysis with Finland and the Aland Islands as a Case Study,” Journal of Conflict and
Security Law 22, no. 2 (2017): 24974, https://doi.org/10.1093/jcsl/krx005; Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in
Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and Straits; Anders Gardberg, Aland Islands: A
Strategic Survey, Finnish Defence Studies 8 (Helsinki: National Defence College, 1995); Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Finland, Government Report on Changes in the Security Environment (Helsinki: Finnish Government,
2022); Suchoples, “In the Shadow of the Eastern Neighbour. Finland in the Security Policy of Russia and the
Soviet Union from Peter the Great to Contemporary Times.”

735 Suchoples, “In the Shadow of the Eastern Neighbour. Finland in the Security Policy of Russia and the Soviet
Union from Peter the Great to Contemporary Times”’; Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume
2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and Straits.
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WWI, although there was recognition that states might seek to obtain
naval superiority through arms racing.”*

Lausanne 1 With Turkey a new state and republic, seeking good relations with its
neighbors, and Mediterranean and Black Sea states seeking general
cooperative security at least on maritime issues led by the UK, there was
a general atmosphere of cooperation and optimism.”*’

Aegean 1 The agreements were made within a few years of the end of the World
Wars, where there was broad global optimism.”*

Thrace 1 The agreements were made within a few years of the end of the World
Wars, where there was broad global optimism.”*”

Tangiers 1 The main signatories, which were western European countries, were

optimistic about the post-WW1 global order especially concerning this
region. Spain itself had not participated in WW1.740

London1930 1 Disarmament goals and security cooperation were still the norm
globally, with the League of Nations disarmament conference about to
occur.”!

Anglo-German 0 Rising nationalism, Germanic and Italian expansionism and militarism,

and a more aggressive Soviet Union among other factors suggested a
destabilizing and unpredictable future, especially for the UK. The UK
also had concerns about geopolitical developments in the Pacific
region.”*

Montreux 0 Rising nationalism, Germanic and Italian expansionism and militarism,
and a more aggressive Soviet Union among other factors suggested a
destabilizing and unpredictable future. The League of Nations had been
shown to be ineffective in dealing with a determined aggressor (Italy in
Africa, and Japan in Manchuria, for example).’*?

736 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 3, Limitation of Seapower; Croft, “In Defence of
Arms Control”’; Downs, Rocke, and Siverson, “Arms Races and Cooperation.”

37 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and
Straits; A. L. Macfie, “The Straits Question: The Conference of Lausanne (November 1922-July 1923),” Middle
Eastern Studies 15, no. 2 (May 1979): 211-38, https://doi.org/10.1080/00263207908700406; Hazal Papugcular,
“Contested Sovereignties: Turkish Diplomacy, the Straits Commission, and the League of Nations (1924—
1936),” Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studies 25, no. 2 (November 9, 2022): 207-21,
https://doi.org/10.1080/19448953.2022.2143773; Teoman Ertugrul Tulun, “Consequences Of Material Breach
Of The Lausanne Peace Treaty” (Cankaya, Turkey: Center for Eurasian Studies (AVIM), October 7, 2020).

738 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and
Straits; Jon M. Van Dyke, “An Analysis of the Aegean Disputes under International Law,” Ocean Development
& International Law 36, no. 1 (February 16, 2005): 63—117, https://doi.org/10.1080/00908320590909088;
Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Background Note on Aegean Dispute,” Relations Between
Turkey and Greece, accessed April 19, 2024, https://www.mfa.gov.tr/background-note-on-acgean-
dispute.en.mfa.

73 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and
Straits.

740 David Dunthorn, “The Paris Conference on Tangier, August 1945: The British Response to Soviet Interest in
the ‘“Tangier Question,”” Diplomacy and Statecraft 16, no. 1 (March 9, 2005): 117-37,
https://doi.org/10.1080/09592290590916167; Brian Edwards, “3. Tangier(s): The Multiple Cold War Contexts
of the International Zone,” in Morocco Bound: Disorienting America’s Maghreb, from Casablanca to the
Marrakech Express, ed. Donald E. Pease (New York, USA: Duke University Press, 2005), 121-57,
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780822387121-006.

741 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 3, Limitation of Seapower; “The London Naval
Conference, 1930,” US Department of State, Office of the Historian, accessed April 19, 2024,
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1921-1936/london-naval-conf.

742 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 3, Limitation of Seapower; Thomas Hoerber,
“Psychology and Reasoning in the Anglo-German Naval Agreement, 1935-1939,” The Historical Journal 52,
no. 1 (March 2009): 153-74; Watt, “The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935.”

743 Acer, Russia’s Attack on Ukraine: The Montreux Convention and Turkiye; Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament
in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and Straits; Seydi, The Turkish Straits and the
Great Powers : From the Montreux Convention to the Early Cold War, 1936-1947; Seydi and Morewood,
“Turkey’s Application of the Montreux Convention in the Second World War.”
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London1936 0 Rising nationalism, Germanic and Italian expansionism and militarism,
and a more aggressive Soviet Union among other factors suggested a
destabilizing and unpredictable future. The League of Nations had been
shown to be ineffective in dealing with a determined aggressor (Italy in
Africa, and Japan in Manchuria, for example). The US in particular
feared a conflict with Japan, which would have been foreseen to be very
navy-focused; as a result, they were reluctant to agree to reductions to
address European instability.’**

Moscow1940 0 World War Two was in progress. The Soviet Union felt threatened by
Germany, and had a rival relationship with the UK and France (who had
condemned the Soviet invasion and had sought to aid Finland).”*

Ww2 1 The victorious Allies were confident in post-war peace and stability,
both due to the high costs of war, the removal and defeat of the fascist
powers, and the establishment of the United Nations.¢

Dodecanese1947 | 1 The agreement was a product of Allied victory, and they were generally
optimistic about the global order, especially in Western Europe which
was most concerned with this issue.”*’

WEU 1 Although the Cold War was at a high level of intensity, western Europe
was developing a trusting, positive cooperative security relationship
across institutions.”*

Cyprus 1 The Mediterranean area was mostly stable, with many European
Mediterranean states in a cooperative relationship (and NATO allies).™
INF 1 This was the shortly after the Reagan-Gorbachev détente period, and the

Cold War in Europe had been relatively stable for several decades and
neither side faced any other significant threat.”>

Germany1990 1 The Cold War was moving towards its end, and the US-Soviet
relationship was very positive due to Gorbachev's reform policies.”!

744 Burns and Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 3, Limitation of Seapower; David Chessum, “The
1936 London Naval Treaty,” Warship International 57, no. 3 (September 2020): 197-98.

745 Anderson, “Origins of the Winter War: A Study of Russo-Finnish Diplomacy”; Lauri Hannikainen,
“Finland’s Continuation War (1941-1944): War of Aggression or Defence? War of Alliance or Separate War?:
Analyzed from the International — Especially Legal — Perspective,” Baltic Yearbook of International Law Online
17, no. 1 (December 20, 2020): 77-121, https://doi.org/10.1163/22115897 01701 _006; Suchoples, “In the
Shadow of the Eastern Neighbour. Finland in the Security Policy of Russia and the Soviet Union from Peter the
Great to Contemporary Times.”

746 Jervis, “From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation”; Ikenberry, Afier Victory,
Kupchan, “Concerts, Collective Security, and the Future of Europe”’; Tanner, United Nations Institute for
Disarmament Research, and Graduate Institute of International Studies (Geneva, Switzerland), From Versailles
to Baghdad.

47 Hellenic Republic Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Turkish Claims Regarding the Demilitarization of Islands in
the Aegean Sea,” ssues of Greek - Turkish Relations, January 31, 2024, https://www.mfa.gr/en/issues-of-greek-
turkish-relations/relevant-documents/turkish-claims-regarding-the-demilitarization-of-islands-in-the-aegean-
sea.html; Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Background Note on Aegean Dispute.”

748 Hughes Hallett, “Western European Union (Armaments Control Agency), (Hansard, 17 December 1959),”
Hansard UK Parlaiment archives, December 17, 1959, https://api.parliament.uk/historic-
hansard/commons/1959/dec/17/western-european-union-armaments-control; Johnston, How NATO Adapts:
Strategy and Organization in the Atlantic Alliance since 1950; “The Establishment of Western European Union
(WEU),” CVCE.EU by UNI.LU, January 2014, https://www.cvce.eu/en/education/unit-content/-/unit/803b2430-
7d1c-4e7b-9101-47415702fc8e/6d9db05c-1e8c-487a-abbe-ff25¢f1681e0.

49 The Blue Helmets : A Review of United Nations Peace-Keeping (New York: UN, Department of Public
Information, 1996); Alexandra Novosseloff, “Assessing the Effectiveness of the United Nations Peacekeeping
Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) and The Office of the Special Adviser to the Secretary- General on Cyprus
(OSASG)” (Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, 2021).

730 Colbourn, Euromissiles; Davis, “Lessons of the INF Treaty”’; Philipp Gassert, Tim Geiger, and Hermann
Wentker, eds., The INF Treaty of 1987: A Reappraisal, 1st ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2020),
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666352171.

51 ML. E. Sarotte, Not One Inch: America, Russia, and the Making of Post-Cold War Stalemate, The Henry L.
Stimson Lectures Series (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2022).
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CFE 1 Détente, reforms in the Soviet Union, significant reductions in military
capability, and quickly improving diplomatic relations between the East
and West created an optimistic atmosphere of cooperation and peace.”*?

Transdnistria 1 Despite the disorderly dissolution of the Soviet Union, there was general
optimism due to the end of great power rivalries, broad security
cooperation across Europe, and Moscow's hope that it could facilitate a
more peaceful transition for the newly independent states.”

Balkans 1 After the breakup of the former Yugoslavia and the ensuing war (with
NATO and UN involvement), a combination of war fatigue and
diplomacy created more optimism for cooperation, also facilitated by the
OSCE.”**

Belfast 1 Throughout Europe there was overall optimism in the area of security
cooperation and long-term peace (despite the Balkan wars). Moreover,
neither of the state parties viewed the agreement as likely to be
significantly undermined by other geopolitical developments due to the
nature of the conflict.”>

Kosovo 1 Despite controversies and disagreements over the conflict, the strongest
parties (US, NATO, and the other UN Security Council Permanent 5)
seemed to still have been committed to security cooperation in Europe
and global governance.”*®

A/CFE 1 A spirit of security cooperation was still dominating Europe, despite
disagreements over Kosovo. The CFE Flank Agreement may have
helped facilitate cooperation for the A/CFE.”’

752 Robert Jurski, The Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty and Its Contribution to Euro-Atlantic
Security after 1990 (Monterey, California: Naval Postgraduate School, 2005); Wilcox, “Russia and the Treaty
on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty)—A Paradigm Change?”’; Wilcox, The Treaty on
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and Russian Foreign and Security Policy (Dissertation).

733 Victoria Rosa, “The Transnistrian Conflict: 30 Years Searching for a Settlement,” SCEEUS Reports On
Human Rights And Security In Eastern Europe (Stockholm: Stockholm Centre for Eastern European Studies
(SCEEUS), October 2021); Stanislav Secrieru, “In the Shadow of War: Moldova’s Quest for Stability and
Security,” Brief (Luxembourg: European Union Institute for Security Studies, May 2023); Marius Vahl and
Michael Emerson, “Moldova and the Transnistrian Conflict,” Journal on Ethnopolitics and Minority Issues in
Europe 1 (2004).

734 Darko Bekic, “An Important Step Toward Peace and Long-Term Stabilisation in the Region of Southeastern
Europe,” Croatian International Relations Review, June 1996, 9—12; Mersiha Causevié¢ Podzié, “A New Era for
South-East Europe - Rebuilding Peace, Security and Stability in Aftermath of War,” OSCE, November 25,
2014, https://www.osce.org/cio/126754.

755 Dowling, “Pulling the Brakes on Political Violence”; Alan Macleod, International Politics and the Northern
Ireland Conflict: The USA, Diplomacy and the Troubles (London, New York: I.B. Tauris, 2016),
10.5040/9781350986848; “US Involvement in the Northern Irish Peace Process and the Good Friday
Agreement.”

756 Susan Hannah Allen and Tiffiny Vincent, “Bombing to Bargain? The Air War for Kosovo: Bombing to
Bargain?,” Foreign Policy Analysis 7, no. 1 (2011): 1-26, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1743-8594.2010.00120.x;
Stephen T. Hosmer, Why Milosevic Decided to Settle the Conflict Over Kosovo When He Did (Santa Monica,
CA: RAND Corporation, 2001), https://doi.org/10.7249/RB71; “Key Role of UN Stressed as Security Council
Debates Resolution on Kosovo Peace Plan - Serbia,” ReliefWeb, June 10, 1999,
https://reliefweb.int/report/serbia/key-role-un-stressed-security-council-debates-resolution-kosovo-peace-plan;
Kiihn, The Rise and Fall of Cooperative Arms Control in Europe, 2020.

757 Klaus Bolving, “The Adapted Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe - CFE - Considerations
Concerning Baltic CFE-Membership,” Baltic Defense Review 2000, no. 4 (2000),
https://www.baltdefcol.org/files/docs/bdreview/03bdr200.pdf; Kiihn, The Rise and Fall of Cooperative Arms
Control in Europe, 2020; John E. Peters, The Changing Quality of Stability in Europe: The Conventional Forces
in Europe Treaty toward 2001 (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2000); Wilcox, The Treaty on Conventional Armed
Forces in Europe and Russian Foreign and Security Policy (Dissertation).
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A period of Russia-NATO competition was setting in due to a number of

Georgia 0
disagreements, especially NATO expansion but also the 2003 Iraq
invasion.”®
Minsk 0 Due to a number of disagreements and geopolitical developments, trust
759

and cooperation was very low between NATO/EU and Russia.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

738 Stephen J. Cimbala, “Russian Threat Perceptions and Security Policies: Soviet Shadows and Contemporary
Challenges,” The Journal of Power Institutions in Post-Soviet Societies, no. Issue 14/15 (2013),
https://doi.org/10.4000/pipss.4000; Dmitri Medvedev, “Speech at Meeting with German Political, Parliamentary

and Civic Leaders” (President of Russia Official Web Page, June 5, 2008),
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004 2009/documents/dv/d ru 20080617 04 /D RU 20080617 04

_en.pdf; Olga Oliker et al., Russian Foreign Policy in Historical and Current Context: A Reassessment (RAND

Corporation, 2015), www.rand.org.

759 Samuel Charap and Jeremy Shapiro, “A New European Security Order: The Ukraine Crisis and the Missing
Post-Cold War Bargain” (Foundation pour la Recherche Stratégique, December 8, 2014); Kvartalnov,
“Indivisible Security and Collective Security Concepts”; Bettina Renz, “Why Russia Is Reviving Its
Conventional Military Power,” The US Army War College Quarterly: Parameters 46, no. 2 (Summer 2016): 15.
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Table A 5: Military balance instability

The military balance was considered stable for agreements in which the military balance was
not a consideration. For cease-fire agreements, the study determined to what extent the status
quo was changed largely based on changes to the line of contact at the time of the ceasefire;
that is, if any side gave up territory or obtained territory as part of the cease-fire agreement.

Does the more
powerful
state/bloc view
the current
ratio viewed as

dangerously
Agreement unstable? 1=yes | Explanation

WW1 0 The victorious Allies viewed that their overwhelming superiority and
battlefield victories, and in many cases major changes in governments
(including fragmentation of the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian
Empires), established military balance stability as the defeated states
accepted the new balance established by defeat and surrender, at least in
the near term.”®

Spitsbergen 0 The island was strategically located but rival forces were not positioned
to seize or hold it.”®!

Tartu 0 Both sides acknowledged that Soviet Russia was militarily superior, and
Finland did not expect to or seek to alter this balance.”®?

Aland 0 There is no information suggesting that Sweden viewed the naval
balance of power in the Baltic as unstable.”®3

Helsinkil922 0 Both sides acknowledged that Soviet Russia was militarily superior, and
Finland did not expect to or seek to alter this balance.”**

WashNav 1 The fear was broadly that, because of naval ships' mobility and difficulty

in tracking them when on the high sees, a state with a large navy could
amass a single fleet that could overpower any distributed defensive naval
force. (First strike advantage)’®

Lausanne 0 There was not necessarily a single more powerful navy in terms of the
area of dispute, in part because Turkey's geographic control by default of
the Straits (due to it possessing all land on the north and south banks of
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the Straits) negated considerations of naval ratios. Thus, the balance was
stable in that Turkey held an understood and accepted advantage.”®

Aegean

Although a surprise attack was possible, it is not clear that the more
powerful state(s) viewed their superiority as destabilizing.”®’

Thrace

There are no indications that fears of military balance instability were a
consideration in the agreement. Rather, the agreement was a product of
overlapping claims and agreements as well as conflict Greek-Turkish
War).7

Tangiers

There is no information suggesting that there was military tension related
to Tangiers, Morocco.”®

London1930

The Washington Naval Treaty limits were still in effect, and state parties
still viewed the established ratios as stable.”””

Anglo-German

The UK had a by far superior by far naval force, but the balance of
forces on the continent were evening as Germany shed Versailles
limitations. The UK's navy may have been viewed by the UK as
unnecessarily and destabilizingly superior, especially as they feared
Germany would attempt to engage in naval arms racing to narrow the
capabilities gap. Urquidi states that the UK was interested in naval arms
control to extend "naval limitations throughout Continental waters". The
UK was also facing domestic pressures on disarmament (might be an
indirect relationship with perceptions of instability - if the public viewed
current ratios as unfair or unnecessary). The UK certainly viewed that
the current ratio was "unfair", so they were willing to permit Germany to
"rearm" especially due to failed agreements with Germany/France. Thus,
the instability was not as much about first-strike but about arms racing
and overall geopolitical imbalance of forces.””!

Montreux The Montreux convention was an evolution of the Lausanne agreements,
and did not substantially change any aspects related to the military
balance.””

London1936 The Washington Naval Treaty and First London Naval Treaty

restrictions still applied, and there was no clear sign that the strongest
power(s) viewed their superiority as destabilizing, in part due to global
commitments (compared to other rival's commitments to a single
hemisphere).””
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Moscow 1940 0

Due to the war's course, both sides accepted that the Soviet Union was
superior (ie. Mocow did not view their superiority or Finland's inferiority
as threatening).”’*

Ww2 0

The Allied states had uncontested and accepted military superiority over
the defeated Axis states.””

Dodecanese1947 | 0

Neither Greece nor Italy feared a military imbalance between one
another.””®

WEU 0 There was no perception of military instability within the WEU, as they
were NATO allies.”””

Cyprus 0 At the time that the ceasefire was established, each side was fixed in
their military positions. Longer-term conflict did not offer certain gains
due to the diplomatic situation.’”®

INF 1 The first-strike instability went both ways, but Moscow was especially

concerned about its vulnerability to INF missiles because of the short
flight time to hit Moscow. Washington was not similarly threatened. The
instability was in the need for the Soviets to strike NATO INF forces
with their INF weapons, before NATO could launch.”””

Germany1990 0

Germany accepted the superiority of its former adversaries, especially
the US and Soviet Union, and did not seek to unilaterally increase its
military capability. Instabilities were between the blocs, and were being
addressed through the CFE Treaty which was being finalized.”®’

CFE 1

Both sides, including the Warsaw Pact (the stronger one) viewed the
build-up of conventional armed forces, especially offensive ones, as
destabilizing. The Warsaw Pact/USSR was facing economic pressures on
maintaining a large military.”®'

Transdnistria 0

The front lines had stabilized, offering each side some defensive
security/stability.”®?

Balkans 0

There is no information suggesting that any particular side felt threatened
by others, due to a combination of war losses (decreasing offensive
capabilities), and stabilization of the borders.”®3

774 Anderson, “Origins of the Winter War: A Study of Russo-Finnish Diplomacy”’; Hannikainen, “Finland’s
Continuation War (1941-1944)”; Suchoples, “In the Shadow of the Eastern Neighbour. Finland in the Security
Policy of Russia and the Soviet Union from Peter the Great to Contemporary Times.”

775 Jervis, “From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation”; Ikenberry, After Victory,
Kupchan, “Concerts, Collective Security, and the Future of Europe”; Tanner, United Nations Institute for
Disarmament Research, and Graduate Institute of International Studies (Geneva, Switzerland), From Versailles

to Baghdad.

776 Hellenic Republic Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Turkish Claims Regarding the Demilitarization of Islands in
the Aegean Sea”; Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Background Note on Aegean Dispute.”

777 Hallett, “Western European Union (Armaments Control Agency), (Hansard, 17 December 1959)”; Johnston,
How NATO Adapts: Strategy and Organization in the Atlantic Alliance since 1950; “The Establishment of

Western European Union (WEU).”

778 The Blue Helmets : A Review of United Nations Peace-Keeping; Novosseloff, “Assessing the Effectiveness
of the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) and The Office of the Special Adviser to the
Secretary- General on Cyprus (OSASG).”

77 Colbourn, Euromissiles; Davis, “Lessons of the INF Treaty”; Gassert, Geiger, and Wentker, The INF Treaty

of 1987.

780 Sarotte, Not One Inch: America, Russia, and the Making of Post-Cold War Stalemate.

81 Jurski, The Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty and Its Contribution to Euro-Atlantic Security
after 1990; Wilcox, “Russia and the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty)—A
Paradigm Change?”; Wilcox, The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and Russian Foreign and

Security Policy (Dissertation).

782 Rosa, “The Transnistrian Conflict: 30 Years Searching for a Settlement”; Secrieru, “In the Shadow of War:
Moldova’s Quest for Stability and Security”’; Vahl and Emerson, “Moldova and the Transnistrian Conflict.”

783 Bekic, “An Important Step Toward Peace and Long-Term Stabilisation in the Region of Southeastern
Europe”; Podzi¢, “A New Era for South-East Europe - Rebuilding Peace, Security and Stability in Aftermath of

War.”

245




Belfast 1 The presence of the UK military was viewed as provocative and a cause
of Republican violence, and it was accepted that it was an obstacle to
peace.”®*

Kosovo 0 NATO did not view its victory and strong military position as
destabilizing, as it did not believe that Serbia would attempt to
compete/attack.”®’

A/CFE 0 NATO members (the stronger side) did not view that their superiority
threatened Russia, nor that Russia would seek a first strike due to its
inferior military balance. Nor did they fear arms racing, as CFE Treaty
limits were largely being respected (adjustments had been made to the

Flank).”®¢

Georgia 0 Within a week of the conflict, it was clear that Russia's military was
superior and Georgia had no means to contest it.”*’

Minsk 0 A stalemate largely existed in Ukraine, and there was no indication that

Ukraine or the separatists could launch a debilitating attack. Russia was
largely recognized as having the superior army.”s

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Table A 6: Resource constraints

Can the more
powerful state
afford to
compete to
maintain the
ratio? 1=No
(they cannot
afford because
thereis a
resource
Agreement shortage) Explanation
WW1 1 World War One was very expensive for all parties, and the Allied states
felt pressure to significantly reduce defense costs and do so rapidly.”®
Spitsbergen 1 The UK (the strongest navy in the Atlantic Ocean area at the time) faced
significant resource constraints due to the high war costs.”®
Tartu 1 Soviet Russia had significant resource constraints due to its civil war and
conflicts along its borders.”"
Aland 0 Sweden, the most powerful Baltic Sea naval power, was not facing
significant resource constraints as it had not participated in World War
One. Although Sweden faced some economic challenges in the first 5
years after WW 1, there is no information to suggest that they had to
make drastic cuts to defense. Defense spending only slightly decreased
in the coming decade, with an increase in 1920-1921. The main debate
was about force composition.”*?
Helsinki1922 1 Soviet Russia had significant resource constraints due to its civil war and
conflicts along its borders.”
WashNav 1 The UK generally was facing substantial financial constraints after
WW1 '794
Lausanne 0 The complicated interaction between naval and land forces that would
have required any domination or control of the Straits minimize the
extent to which resource constraints was an issue. In short, at low cost
Turkey could control the Straits due to the geographic realities.”
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Aegean 1 The challenge of defending many islands from attack and invasion
would have likely stressed the stronger state(s) finances in the 1920's.
Both navies were relatively small, and Turkey (the larger and stronger
state) did not show any growth in its navy from 1919-1927.7°°

Thrace 0 Turkey was probably the strongest of the states directly concerned, and
had sufficient resources and to deal with the border issues, as the defense
would likely rely primarily on personnel numbers (compared to ships, in
the case of the Aegean islands). 1923 Turkey:Greece:Bulgaria personnel
ratios were 129:79:20; and CINC 66:44:16.7°7

Tangiers 0 Although France and the UK had significant resource constraints,
Tangiers was not a source of major military rivalry and there is no
information that costs were a factor in its internationalization (which had
been under negotiation even before WW1).7%

London1930 0 All state parties (US, UK, Japan) were in the midst of modernizing their
navies; thus, no resource constraints applied.”®

Anglo-German 0 No clear information that cost was a major issue for the UK's accepting
the reduced ratio.’®

Montreux 0 There were no indications that resource constraints played a role in
establishing the Montreux Convention.*’!

London1936 0 States were undergoing modernization and generally increasing defense
spending at this time.%*

Moscow1940 0 The Soviet Union did not face resource constraints at this time.%%

Ww2 0 Despite the high costs of the war, the victorious Allies (especially USA)

did not face significant economic distress at the war's end. The Soviet
Union had suffered enormously, but war-time industrialization had
helped its recovery.8*

Dodecanese1947 | 0 Resource constraints did not factor into the agreement.®%
WEU 0 There were no significant resource constraints amongst the
signatories.®*
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Cyprus

There are no indications that either side (and their partners) faced
significant resource constraints that prevented them from continuing to
fight if pressed.’”’

INF

Gorbachev felt that the costs of arms racing in general was too high, and
he sought to shift defense expenses to general economic growth and cost
of living improvements.®®

Germany1990

Although the Soviet Union was seeking to reduce defense expenditures,
this was much less the case of the other Allies (US, UK, and France).?””

CFE

The Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact were seeking to reduce defense
expenditures significantly to improve their economies.®!°

Transdnistria

The new Russian republic was facing resource constraints generally, but
there are no indications that this conflict in particular were outside of its
means to deal with given its local and small nature.®!!

Balkans

There is no information suggesting that resource constraints compelled
the state parties to sign the agreement.®!?

Belfast

The UK was facing significant pressures to generally reduce its defense
budget, and operations in Northern Ireland were a source of personnel
costs in particular.®!3

Kosovo

NATO did not face any major resource constraints.®'*

A/CFE

The more powerful states (NATO) were not facing major resource
constraints, with defense budgets stable following the early 1990's
drawdowns.?!3

Georgia

Russia did not face any resource contraints to continue a conflict with
Georgia.®!®

Minsk

There are no indications that resource constraints were a driving factor in
the ceasefire.?!”
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Table A 7: Status quo assessment

The study considered the status quo unchanged when the quantitative ratio change was under
five percent overall, or when there was otherwise no noticeable change in the overall military
balance. The study considered it altered when the overall ratio changed by more than five
percent, or when it was clear that the agreement significantly reduced the relative military
superiority of the most powerful state party in other aspects.

Status quo
change or not
(ratio reduction
for the stronger
party); 1 =ratio
Agreement change Explanation
WW1 0 The Allies imposed strict and debilitating limits on the defeated Central
Powers, without accepting any limits on their own military
capabilities.®'®
Spitsbergen 0 The agreement kept the island free of military activity and presence, as
it had been prior to and during World War One.®"®
Tartu 0 The military superiority of Soviet Russia was retained; only Finland was
subject to restrictions.*?
Aland 0 The agreement did not substantially change any state parties' military

capabilities, deployments, etc. The island remained demilitarized as it
had in the past (since 1856).5%!

Helsinki1922 1 Soviet Russia had military superiority, and therefore could have likely
imposed a buffer zone on Finland without accepting one of its own (as
was the case with the Tartu agreement where Finland accepted
limitations in the Arctic).®?

WashNav 1 The pre-agreement ratio was 4 : 2.3 : 1.3 : 1.0 : 1.3 (all ships in 1920,
UK, the United States, Japan, Italy, and France, respectively); or 5.3 :
1.8:0.9: 0.7 : 1.2 (Ships completed in 1911 or later; UK, the United
States, Japan, Italy, and France, respectively). The new agreement ratio
was approximately 5:5:3:1.75:1.75 for the UK, the United States, Japan,
Italy, and France, respectively.

Agreement ratio: approximately 5:5:3:1.75:1.75 for the UK, the United
States, Japan, Italy, and France, respectively.®??
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Lausanne 0 The agreement did not control states' military capabilities per se, as
limitations applied to access through the Straits rather than what was in
the Black Sea (unless it came through the Straits). Overall, there was no
alteration in the existing naval balance in the Black Sea region that was
determined by the Lausanne agreement.’*

Aegean 0 Generalizing all of the islands’ histories relevant to the sets of
agreements is difficult, but in general the agreements balanced
competing interests and claims to maintain a status quo and deepen
stability. None of the agreements impacted the national military

capabilities.**
Thrace 0 The agreement did not impact national capabilities, but was a way to
stabilize rivalries and prevent conflict by keeping forces separate.’?
Tangiers 0 Tangiers' demilitarized status was retained.®?’
London1930 0 The agreement left intact the exisiting Washington Naval agreement,

and supplemented areas which had not been covered. The new ratio was
based on current holdings, although some believed the US might have
sacrificed some superiority.*?®

Anglo-German 1 The balance prior to the agreement was 14:100 (Germany:UK). The new
balance set by the agreement was 35:100 (Germany:UK).*

Montreux 0 The Montreux Convention upheld the status quo established by the
Lausanne Convention.**°

London1936 0 The agreement left intact the exisiting Washington Naval agreement,

and supplemented areas which had not been covered. The new ratio was
based on current holdings, although some believed the US might have
sacrificed some superiority.*?!

Moscow1940 0 The agreement affirmed the Soviet Union's military superiority (with
limits only placed on Finland).?*
Ww2 0 The Allied military superiority was as only the defeated Axis states were
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subject to limitations.
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Dodecanese1947 | 0

The agreement did not alter the status quo, as it left untouched Italian
and Greek national military capabilities; and granting islands to Greece
under the condition of demilitarization did not offer Greece a
substantial military advantage; nor did it remove significant military
capability from Italy.***

WEU 0 The agreement had a flexible limit, based on NATO policy.***
Cyprus 0 The agreement more or less froze the front line in place.®3¢
INF 1 By the deadline, the two countries had together destroyed a total of

2,692 short- and intermediate-range missiles: 1,846 Soviet missiles and
846 American missiles, with the end result that neither side had any INF
weapons (conventional or nuclear).®3’

Germany1990 0

Germany's relative inferiority to the WW?2 allied powers combined was
retained with a range of limits. Additionally, addressing reunification
and the Cold War, the western allies were prohibited from establishing a
military presence in the former East Germany (where they had also not
been present). The Soviet Union agreed to withdraw from East Germany
(GDR), which was a slight modification of the status quo - however the
agreement otherwise did not limit Soviet military capabilities in
Europe, including in other Warsaw Pact states. Thus, presumably or
theoretically, the Soviet Union could have retained its military
superiority over Germany if it sought to do so by stationing forces
around the reunified Germany. The agreement was linked to the CFE
Treaty which was being finalized.®**

CFE 1 The pre-agreement November 1990 TLE count (all five TLE categories
combined) was Warsaw Pact: 112,068: NATO 76,009. The agreement
ratio for all 5 TLE categories was 1:1.8%

Transdnistria 0 The agreement kept the front lines in place, and no impact on overall
military capabilities.’*’

Balkans 0 The agreement reflected that the former Yugoslavia (FRY) had more

TLE, and that Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina (B/H) were comparable.
The main variation was artillery, where the rank was the same but
distribution different. The pre-agreement ratio for all TLE was 61:15:23.
The agreement set a ratio of 55:22:22 for FRY, Croatia, and B/H
respectively.$4!
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Belfast 1 Due to complicated nature of the rivalry, there was no (perceived) need
for Irish forces to reduce. Rather, militant groups were to demobilize,
and the UK agreed to reduce its armed forces in Northern Ireland.?*

Kosovo 0 NATO's military superiority was upheld, with Serbia forced to accept
geographic demilitarization and retain limits agreed to in 1996. Serbian
forces were prohibited from operating within Kosovo, while NATO
forces had no such limitations.***

A/CFE 0 The changes for territorial ceilings between current (1 Jan 2000)
holdings and territorial ceilings was under 5% for every country and
category.

Georgia 1 The agreement did not impose limitations on either side's national

military capabilities. However, Russia agreed to withdraw from some
areas it had seized including Gori and Poti (major cities). Russia also
agreed to draw down its forces in South Ossetia and Abkhazia to pre-
conflict levels.3+

Minsk 0 The battlelines were largely kept in place, and the agreement did not
impact overall military capabilities of either side (or Russia).*

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Appendix B: Chapter 5 — Delegation Tables

Table B 1: CAC agreement variables and scoring

between primary states parties over the issue
that the agreement is intended to address

successful; or Not
successful

Variable Description Scoring Points

Mandate Ability of the agreement executor to modify its Yes; No or NA 1;0

modification mandate

Governance Extent to which the treaty executor can make Yes; Somewhat; Noor | 1;0.5;0

independence decisions without state party approval NA

Staff Extent to which staff are independent of states Yes; Somewhat; Noor | 1;0.5;0

independence parties NA

Assessment Extent to which the agreement executor can Yes; Somewhat; Noor | 1;0.5;0

independence make independence assessments on compliance | NA

Enforcement Extent to which the agreement executor can Yes; Somewhat; Noor | 1;0.5;0

authority enforce the agreement NA

Agent resources Amount of personnel, equipment, and financial High; Medium; Low; 1;0.5;
resources available to the agreement executor NA 0.25; 0

Monitoring Extent to which the agreement executor is Yes; No or NA 1;0
permitted to monitor compliance

Inspection Extent to which the agreement executor is Yes; No or NA 1;0
permitted to conduct on-site inspection activities

Third-party Involvement of a third-party IGO or state as Yes; No or NA 1;0

involvement witness, guarantor, or implementer

Success Level of treaty success based on lack of conflict | Successful; Somewhat | 1;0.5;0

Source: Author’s methodological analysis and research

Note: CAC, conventional arms control; IGO, intergovernmental organization; NA, not

applicable
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Table B 2: CAC agreement explanation of success or failure

Agreement

Explanation

Score

Post—World War I peace
treaties

During the lifetimes of the multilateral treaty bodies charged
with implementing the World War I peace treaties,
particularly the various international military commissions,
the bodies successfully identified violations, oversaw
reductions, and conflict did not break out during their
operations. However, the CAC elements of the peace treaties
largely collapsed in the 1930s and war across Europe broke
out by the end of that decade.

Somewhat
successful

Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty

There has not been any conflict between states parties over the
Spitsbergen archipelago, and no substantial violations.

Successful

Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu
Agreement

While relations between Finland and Russia were mediocre
between the wars, the agreement was respected and endured
with cooperation between parties for over 20 years.

Somewhat
successful

Aland Island Convention

There has not been any conflict between states parties over the
Aland Islands, and no substantial violations.

Successful

Washington Naval Treaty

The treaty was generally successful, with parties respecting
the agreement until the treaty's expiration. However, failure to
extend or revise the treaty and the subsequent war between the
global naval powers, especially Japan versus the United States
and the United Kingdom, suggest that the Washington Naval
Treaty's success was unenduring.

Somewhat
successful

Lausanne Agreements of 1923

These agreements concerning Turkish and Greek
demilitarization and control and access to the Bosporous
Straits were respected, and no conflict occurred.

Unsuccessful

London Naval Treaties

The treaties failed to reduce tensions between states parties,
and war broke out between them within a decade.

Unsuccessful

Anglo-German Naval Treaty

While the agreement was respected during its brief lifetime in
part due to the inability of Germany to produce beyond the
treaty's limits, the overall rivalry continued and war broke out
between the countries within a few years.

Unsuccessful
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Montreux Convention of the
Straits

This agreement is still in force, even with conflict having
occurred several times in the Black Sea region since its
passage. Turkey has meticulously observed and implemented
the treaty, and no state has attempted to militarily contest
Turkey's control over the straits.

Successful

Moscow Treaty (Finland and
Russia) of 1940

The treaty that ended the Winter War was quickly violated
when Finland joined Germany in attacking the USSR.

Unsuccessful

Post—World War 11
agreements

The post—World War II agreements were successful in that the
states that composed the Axis never attacked the Allied states
again, and there was no attempt to violate the mostly vague
CAC controls imposed on the Axis states without the Allies'
permission. However, the onset of the Cold War largely
negated all of the postwar CAC agreements, with only the
agreement applying to Finland being generally respected, and
war never breaking out between it and the USSR after the
treaty's entry into force.

Somewhat
successful

Western European Union
(WEU) agreements

The WEU agreements that set controls on its Member States,
particularly Germany, succeeded. Germany never exceeded
the NATO-authorized military quantities, and (Western)
Germany did not go to war with any of the Western World
War II Allies.

Successful

Intermediate Nuclear Forces
(INF) Treaty

The INF Treaty, which is no longer in force, is a partial
success from a CAC perspective. First, it was fully respected
by the United States and Soviet Union and then Russia until
the 2010s (at least 20 years) — with violations being related to
conventional missiles rather than the nuclear missiles that
were the treaty's focus. The INF Treaty was a key arms
control component in ending the Cold War, and the United
States and USSR/Russia have not gone to war. Still, the
Russo-Ukraine War, as well as US withdrawal from the treaty
due to alleged Russian violations, make the treaty only
partially successful.

Somewhat
successful

Conventional Arme Forces in
Europe (CFE) Treaty

The CFE Treaty offered high levels of transparency between
states parties, and is credited with assisting in a peaceful end
of the Cold War. There was never a surprise attack by either
NATO, the Warsaw Pact, or Russia (against NATO). Russia's
invasion, which occurred approximately 15 years after Russia
had suspended its participation in most of the CFE Treaty,
shows that the treaty did not resolve the post—Cold War
military balance or imbalance, and did not prevent Russia
from attacking a NATO partner and proxy. Thus, it was
somewhat successful in many aspects, but the Russo-Ukraine
War counters many of its successes.

Somewhat
successful

Subregional Arms Control
(Balkans)

States parties of the Balkans CFE Treaty, as it is sometimes
referred to, have not gone to war with one another since the
agreement's signature and entry into force. The 1999 Kosovo
conflict did not involve combat between the states parties.

Successful

Belfast Agreement

The Belfast Agreement has seen the United Kingdom
withdraw a large part of its military forces, and paramilitary
violence is much lower in Northern Ireland compared to the
period of the Troubles.

Successful
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Military Technical Agreement
between the International
Security Force (KFOR) and

Since the agreement's signature, there has not been armed
conflict between NATO and Kosovo on one side, and Serbia.
Recent instability within Kosovo between ethnic Serbs and the

the Governments of the central government is a cause of concern for the agreement’s Successful
Federal Republic of sustainability, but there are no indications yet that Serbia seeks
Yugoslavia and the Republic to violate or withdraw from the 1999 agreement.
of Serbia
While the status of South Ossetia and Abkhazia remain in
) ) dispute, fighting between Georgia and Russia has not occurred
SIX-PO_mt Peace Plan for since the peace plan's implementation. Successful
Georgia
The Minsk agreements were never substantively respected,
and Russia's invasion of Ukraine is another manifestation of
Minsk agreements the agreements” abject failure. Unsuccessful

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: CAC, conventional arms control; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, WEU,
Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty.
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Table B 3: Mandate modification

Agreement Explanation Score
The various interwar commissions could not change their

Post—World War I peace mandates. This could only be done by the Allied powers, 0

treaties primarily through the Conference of Ambassadors and, to a
lesser extent, the Allied Military Committee in Versailles.

Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | Not applicable due to lack of an agreement implementing body. | 0

Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu The small joint commission had no independence.

Agreement

Aland Island Convention Not gpplicabl@ Que to the narrow nature of the agreement, and 0
no disputes arising.

Washington Naval Treaty Not applicable due to lack of agreement implementing body. 0

Lausanne Agreements of 1923 Not gpplicablc? Que to the narrow nature of the agreement, and 0
no disputes arising.

London Naval Treaties Not applicable due to lack of an agreement implementing body. | 0

Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable due to lack of an agreement implementing body. | 0

l;/i;:ilzeux Convention of the Not applicable due to lack of an agreement implementing body. | 0

g?:;;))w 0269% (Finland and Not applicable due to lack of an agreement implementing body. | 0

Post—World War 11 The Allied Control Councils and Commissions had substantial 1

agreements authority in the execution of occupation duties.
The Agency for the Control of Armaments’ (ACA) role was

WEU agreements clearly defined by agreement, with any changes having to go 0
through WEU members and WEU decisionmaking bodies.

INF Treaty The Special Verification Commission had a narrow, specified 0
mandate.

CFE Treaty The Joint Consultative Group had a narrow, specified mandate. | 0

Subregional Arms Control OSCE and the SRCC had narrow, specific mandates in how the 0

(Balkans) agreement was to be executed.

Belfast Agreement The IMC apd 1IICD hafi narrow mandates that could not be 0
changed without revising NI and state party agreements.

Military Technical Agreement

between the International

Security Force (KFOR) and The mandate was determined by NATO’s senior

the Governments of the L . . 0

. decisionmaking bodies and Member States.

Federal Republic of

Yugoslavia and the Republic

of Serbia

Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM’s mandate was determined by EU senior 0

Georgia decisionmaking bodies and EU members.

Minsk agreements The QSCE’S SMI\./I‘ was able to modify and expand its mandate 05
to adjust for conditions and unforeseen challenges. )

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; OSCE,
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe; SRCC, Subregional Consultative Commission;
IMC, Independent Monitoring Commission; IICD, Independent International Commission on
Decommissioning; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization;, EUMM, European Union’s
Monitoring Mission in Georgia; EU, European Union; SMM, Special Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 4: Governance independence

Agreement Explanation Score
Post—-World War I peace While the Allied commissions were subject to higher 0.5
treaties authorities, such as the Conference of Ambassadors and the

Allied Military Committee in Versailles, each commission was

given latitude in the execution of its mission, in part due to the

fact that they were not located in the same country as their

superiors, and also due to the nature of the work that required

daily tasking and decisions.
Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | No need for any governance for this agreement execution. 0
Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | The commission had no independence. 0
Agreement
Aland Island Convention No need for any governance for this agreement execution. 0
Washington Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0
Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | No need for any governance for this agreement execution. 0
London Naval Treaties Not applicable. 0
Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0
Montreux Convention of the Not applicable. 0
Straits
Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Not applicable. 0
Russia) of 1940
Post—World War 11 The Allied Control Commission and Councils had some 0.5
agreements independence, but the each Allied representative was formally

under the command of a national military officer or reported

directly to their home government.
WEU agreements The Agency for the Control of Armaments (ACA) was not 0.5

subject to any individual government’s decision or oversight,

and could thus make decisions on tasks, priorities, and so forth.
INF Treaty The Special Verification Commission had no governance duties. | 0
CFE Treaty The JCC had no governance duties. 0
Subregional Arms Control The OSCE had significant leeway in how it could support 0.5
(Balkans) implementation of the agreement, but the Subregional

Consultative Commission (modeled after the CFE JCC) did not

have substantial independent duties.
Belfast Agreement The two commissions, IMC and IICD, both had broad authority | 1

to conduct their duties as they saw fit. They had no

responsibility to obey any state party demands, and states

parties had no substantive role in the commissions’

decisionmaking.
Military Technical Agreement | The agreement was implemented by both Serbia and KFOR. 0.5
between the International Serbian officials only reported to their national government,
Security Force (KFOR) and while KFOR management permitted substantial leeway within
the Governments of the the NATO command structure, but decisions and other activities
Federal Republic of were always subject to both national controls and restrictions,
Yugoslavia and the Republic | and KFOR was also subject to NATO’s decisionmaking bodies.
of Serbia
Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM was subject neither to Georgia nor Russia’s 1
Georgia control, as neither were EU members. This gave the EUMM —

within its narrow mandate — substantial freedom to govern its

own activities.
Minsk agreements The OSCE’s SMM was partially independent due to the scale 0.5

and scope of its work, which meant that much of its major daily
activities and taskings were conducted independent of national
interference. However, the SMM was subject to OSCE
governance, which was based on state party input, as well as
national officials who were part of the SMM (seconded) may
have been subject to some controls from their home
government.
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Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; JCC,
Joint Consultative Commission; OSCE, Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe; IMC,
Independent Monitoring Commission; IICD, Independent International Commission on
Decommissioning; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization; EUMM, European Union’s
Monitoring Mission in Georgia; EU, European Union; SMM, Special Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 5: Staff independence

Agreement Explanation Score
Post—-World War I peace Staff were primarily national military members, thus subjectto | 0.5
treaties their home government at various levels, formally and
informally, but they were also formally assigned to the Allied
commission hierarchies, under a single commander.
Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | Not applicable. 0
Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | The commission members were national government 0
Agreement representatives.
Aland Island Convention Not applicable. 0
Washington Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0
Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | The limited work of the commission was done by national 0
representatives.
London Naval Treaties Not applicable. 0
Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0
Montreux Convention of the Not applicable. 0
Straits
Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Not applicable. 0
Russia) of 1940
Post—World War 11 The Allied Control Council and Commission members were all | 0.5
agreements uniformed military officials representing their national
government. Nonetheless, they were able to make substantive
decisions and manage the commissions’ affairs with some
independence, especially when their hierarchy was primarily to
the ACCs’ heads.
WEU agreements The ACA staff were subject to WEU management, which was 0.5
itself subject to Member State decisionmaking processes.
INF Treaty The Special Verification Commission members were all 0
national government representatives.
CFE Treaty The Joint Consultative Council members were all national 0
government representatives.
Subregional Arms Control While the SRCC members were national representatives, many | 0.5
(Balkans) of the OSCE members, including the special representative,
were international civil servants under direct pay of the OSCE.
Belfast Agreement The two commissions’ staffs were wholly independent. 1
Military Technical Agreement | KFOR leadership had some leeway in conducting their activities | 0.5
between the International and policies, in part because KFOR was not under the control of
Security Force (KFOR) and any individual state. Rather, it was subject to national leadership
the Governments of the collectively, and NATO command and governance.
Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and the Republic
of Serbia
Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM was not subject to daily, national control but staff 0.5
Georgia were still subject to broader EU management, and any seconded
officials to the EUMM were also subject to national
prerogatives.
Minsk agreements The OSCE SMM staff were a combination of contract and 0.5
seconded officials. The seconded officials were subject to
national prerogatives and influence. OSCE staff were subject to
OSCE secretariat management.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACCs, Allied Control Councils and Commissions;
ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; SRCC, Subregional Consultative Commission; OSCE,
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization;
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EUMM, European Union’s Monitoring Mission in Georgia; EU, European Union; SMM, Special
Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 6: Assessment independence (of the governing body)

Agreement Explanation Score
Post—-World War I peace The Allied commissions issued regular assessments of 1
treaties compliance and other observations of relevance and importance.
Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | Not applicable. 0
Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | No reports were issued. 0
Agreement
Aland Island Convention No reports were issued. 0
Washington Naval Treaty No reports were issued. 0
Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | The Straits Commission could assess compliance and issue 1
reports.
London Naval Treaties Assessments of compliance were done by states parties. 0
Anglo-German Naval Treaty Assessments of compliance were done by states parties. 0
Montreux Convention of the Assessments of compliance were (or could be) done by states 0
Straits parties.
Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Assessments of compliance were done by states parties. 0
Russia) of 1940
Post—World War 11 While the Allied Control Commissions and Councils could 0.5
agreements assess compliance, this could be complicated by differing
national perspectives among the Allied commanders and
political leaders. In principle, any lead member of an ACC
could object to any assessment.
WEU agreements The ACA could assess compliance. 1
INF Treaty Assessments of compliance were done by states parties. 0
CFE Treaty Assessments of compliance were done by states parties. 0
Subregional Arms Control The OSCE could make observations about compliance, without | 0.5
(Balkans) a determination of compliance. States parties made the formal
determination about state party compliance.
Belfast Agreement The commissions had full authority to assess compliance. 1
Military Technical Agreement | KFOR had full authority to assess Serbian compliance. 1
between the International
Security Force (KFOR) and
the Governments of the
Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and the Republic
of Serbia
Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM issued reports about compliance. 1
Georgia
Minsk agreements The OSCE SMM issued reports about compliance. 1

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union ; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces

Treaty; CFE Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACC, Allied Control Council and
Commission; ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; EUMM, European Union’s Monitoring
Mission in Georgia; OSCE, Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe; SMM,
Special Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 7: Enforcement authority

Agreement Explanation Score
Post—-World War I peace The Allied commissions could demand compliance, and use 1
treaties various tools to compel compliance such as seizure of

equipment, insistence on certain laws.

Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | Not applicable. 0

Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | The commission had no enforcement role. 0

Agreement

Aland Island Convention The League of Nations never had to enforce the agreement. 0

Washington Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0

Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | The Straits Commission had no enforcement powers. 0

London Naval Treaties Not applicable. 0

Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0

Montreux Convention of the Not applicable. 0

Straits

Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Not applicable. 0

Russia) of 1940

Post—World War II The Allied Control Commissions and Councils had complete 1

agreements authority and could call on the occupying militaries to enforce
their decisions.

WEU agreements The ACA had no enforcement authority, which was the 0
responsibility of states parties.

INF Treaty The Special Verification Commission (SVC) had no 0
enforcement authority, which was the responsibility of states
parties.

CFE Treaty The JCG had no enforcement authority, which was the 0
responsibility of states parties.

Subregional Arms Control Neither the OSCE nor the SRCC had enforcement authority, 0

(Balkans) which was the responsibility of states parties.

Belfast Agreement The commissions had no enforcement responsibility. 0

Military Technical Agreement | KFOR had full authority to enforce the agreement. 1

between the International

Security Force (KFOR) and

the Governments of the

Federal Republic of

Yugoslavia and the Republic

of Serbia

Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM had no enforcement authority. 0

Georgia

Minsk agreements The OSCE SMM had no enforcement authority. 0

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; SVC,
Special Verification Commission; JCG, Joint Consultative Group; OSCE, Organization for Security
and Co-operation in Europe; SRCC, Subregional Consultative Commission; EUMM, European
Union’s Monitoring Mission in Georgia; SMM, Special Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 8: Agent resources

While the eight other variables are scored as 0.0, 0.5, or 1.0, agent resources has a fourth
scoring scale of 0.25 because several agreements such as the CFE Treaty create a permanent,
standing body composed of national officials acting in a national capacity. These treaty
executors have limited powers and resources of their own, but they are more substantive than
ad-hoc bilateral approaches. The Belfast Agreement is assessed as having 0.25 because the
two commissions’ staffs of under a dozen each were much smaller than most other distinct,

agreement executors.

Agreement Explanation Score
Post—World War I peace The Allied commissions had extensive staff and operating 1
treaties budget in each country with commissions. The number of staff
varied based on the size and scope of the mission, but were at
least several hundred in some countries.
Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | Not applicable. 0
Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | The joint commission was small. 0.25
Agreement
Aland Island Convention Not applicable. 0
Washington Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0
Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | The Straits Commission was small. 0.25
London Naval Treaties Not applicable. 0
Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0
Montreux Convention of the Not applicable. 0
Straits
Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Not applicable. 0
Russia) of 1940
Post—World War 11 The Allied Control Commissions and Councils had a 1
agreements headquarters staff, and had the occupying military forces at their
disposal.
WEU agreements ACA staff of approximately 50. 0.5
INF Treaty The SVC was composed of national representatives who 0.25
attended meetings.
CFE Treaty The JCG was composed of national representatives who 0.25
attended meetings.
Subregional Arms Control The number of OSCE staff assigned to support the agreement 0.5
(Balkans) was between 20 and 50, based on available information, full-
time equivalent staff. Many staff, including national officials
participating in OSCE inspection missions, were temporary or
part time for that task. The SRCC was composed of national
officials who attended meetings.
Belfast Agreement The commissions were composed of approximately 10—15 full- | 0.25
time staff.
Military Technical Agreement | KFOR was a large, substantial military force, composed of task- | 1
between the International specific personnel and units, and national units assigned under
Security Force (KFOR) and KFOR command, plus additional NATO and national military
the Governments of the support outside of Kosovo.
Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and the Republic
of Serbia
Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM had a substantial field presence of hundreds of 1
Georgia personnel, plus any EU support outside of Georgia.
Minsk agreements The OSCE SMM had over 1,000 staff in Ukraine, plus OSCE 1
support outside of Ukraine.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; SVC,
Special Verification Commission; JCG, Joint Consultative Group; OSCE, Organization for Security
and Co-operation in Europe; SRCC, Subregional Consultative Commission; NATO, North Atlantic
Treaty Organization; EUMM, European Union’s Monitoring Mission in Georgia; EU, European
Union; SMM, Special Monitoring Mission.

267



Table B 9: Monitoring

Georgia

Agreement Explanation Score

Post—-World War I peace The Allied commissions monitored for compliance through 1

treaties various means.

Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | Not applicable. 0

Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | The Joint Commission did not monitor for compliance, this was | 0

Agreement the responsibility of states parties.

Aland Island Convention Not applicable. 0

Washington Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0

Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | The Straits Commission monitored for compliance. 1

London Naval Treaties Not applicable. 0

Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0

Montreux Convention of the Not applicable. 0

Straits

Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Not applicable. 0

Russia) of 1940

Post—World War 11 The Allied Control Councils and Commissions monitored for 1

agreements compliance.

WEU agreements One of the ACA’s primary functions was to monitor for 1
compliance, primarily from state reporting.

INF Treaty The SVC had no monitoring responsibility, which was 0
conducted by states parties.

CFE Treaty The JCG has no monitoring responsibility, which is conducted 0
by states parties.

Subregional Arms Control The OSCE could monitor for compliance, but not the SRCC. 1

(Balkans)

Belfast Agreement The commissions monitored for compliance. 1

Military Technical Agreement | KFOR monitored for compliance. 1

between the International

Security Force (KFOR) and

the Governments of the

Federal Republic of

Yugoslavia and the Republic

of Serbia

Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM monitored for compliance. 1

Minsk agreements

The OSCE SMM monitored for compliance.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union ; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE

Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; SVC, Special Verification Commission; JCG, Joint

Consultative Group; OSCE, Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe; SRCC,

Subregional Consultative Commission; EUMM, European Union’s Monitoring Mission in Georgia;
SMM, Special Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 10: Inspection (by the agreement executor)

Agreement Explanation Score

Post—-World War I peace The Allied military commissions conducted on-site inspections. | 1

treaties

Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | There were no inspections. 0

Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | There were no inspections by the commission. 0

Agreement

Aland Island Convention There were no inspections. 0

Washington Naval Treaty 0
Not applicable.

Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | The Straits Commission did not conduct inspections. 0

London Naval Treaties Not applicable. 0

Anglo-German Naval Treaty Not applicable. 0

Montreux Convention of the Not applicable. 0

Straits

Moscow Treaty (Finland and | Not applicable. 0

Russia) of 1940

Post—World War 11 The Allied Control Councils and Commissions could inspect 1

agreements freely any part of the occupied states.

WEU agreements ACA staff conducted inspections. 1

INF Treaty Inspections were conducted by states parties. 0

CFE Treaty Inspections were conducted by states parties. 0

Subregional Arms Control The OSCE participated in inspections, with states parties. 1

(Balkans)

Belfast Agreement The commissions conducted inspections.

Military Technical Agreement | KFOR had the authority to conduct inspections if it felt it 1

between the International needed to.

Security Force (KFOR) and

the Governments of the

Federal Republic of

Yugoslavia and the Republic

of Serbia

Six-Point Peace Plan for The EUMM could conduct inspections — but mostly in the areas | 1

Georgia controlled by the Georgian government.

Minsk agreements The OSCE SMM had extensive inspection authority and 1
conducted such activities throughout Ukraine.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty; CFE
Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; ACA, Agency for the Control of Armaments; OSCE,
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe; EUMM, European Union’s Monitoring
Mission in Georgia; SMM, Special Monitoring Mission.
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Table B 11: Third-party state involvement

and agreement facilitator.

Agreement Explanation Score
Post—-World War I peace All states parties were belligerents. 0
treaties
Svalbard (Spitsbergen) Treaty | A large number of signatories had no direct interest in 1
Spitsbergen’s control.
Finnish-Russian Dorpat/Tartu | All states parties were belligerents. 0
Agreement
Aland Island Convention States parties the United Kingdom, France, and Italy did not 1
have a direct interest in the Aland Islands.
Washington Naval Treaty All states parties were subject to limitations. 0
Lausanne Agreements of 1923 | Japan, and to a lesser extent the United Kingdom and France, 1
did not have a clear interest in restricting access to the Black
Sea — especially as the access would apply more to them than
Black Sea states.
London Naval Treaties All states parties were subject to limitations. 0
Anglo-German Naval Treaty Both states parties were subject to limitations. 0
Montreux Convention of the Japan, Australia, and to a lesser extent the United Kingdom and | 1
Straits France, did not have a clear interest in restricting access to the
Black Sea — especially as the access would apply more to them
than Black Sea states.
Moscow Treaty (Finland and | All states parties were belligerents. 0
Russia) of 1940
Post—World War II All states parties were belligerents. 0
agreements
WEU agreements All states parties were belligerents. 0
INF Treaty Both states parties were subject to limitations. 0
CFE Treaty All states parties were subject to limitations. 0
Subregional Arms Control Third-party states supported the agreement through the OSCE, 1
(Balkans) and provided national staff to participate in activities such as
inspections.
Belfast Agreement The United States was a major promoter of the peace process 1

Military Technical Agreement
between the International
Security Force (KFOR) and
the Governments of the
Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia and the Republic
of Serbia

Non-NATO states participated in KFOR.

Six-Point Peace Plan for
Georgia

EU states supported the EUMM (Georgia and Russia were the
belligerents).

Minsk agreements

The OSCE members, including those that are not members of
the EU or NATO, supported the creation of the OSCE SMM
and provided national staff.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

Note: WEU, Western European Union; INF Treaty, Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces

Treaty; CFE Treaty, Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty; OSCE, Organization for Security

and Co-operation in Europe; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organization; EUMM, European
Union’s Monitoring Mission in Georgia; EU, European Union; SMM, Special Monitoring

Mission.
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Table B 12: Expected versus observed cases

Table B12 shows the number of expected and observed cases for the various combinations of
delegation and treaty success. The combinations are for high, medium, and low delegation
and high, medium, and low (no) success. The expected number is based on the theory that
there is a positive correlation between the level of delegation and level of success.

Observed Expected
Category no. no.
High-Suc 6 8
High-PartSuc | 2 0
High-NoSuc 1 0
Med-Suc 1 0
Med-PartSuc 0 1
Med-NoSuc 0 0
Low-Suc 2 0
Low-PartSuc 4 0
Low-NoSuc 3 10

19 19

Source: Author’s calculations
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Appendix B: Case Studies

Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty

The CFE Treaty was signed in 1990 and entered into force in 1992, with the intent to reduce
the likelihood of either the World Trade Organization (WTO) or the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) launching a successful surprise attack through reductions of and limits
to five “offensive” military systems: tanks, armored vehicles, tactical combat aircraft, artillery,
and attack helicopters. The treaty set equal equipment ceilings for both “groups of state
parties,” which meant that the WTO had to reduce more weapon systems. A vigorous system
of on-site inspections, reporting and information exchange, equipment destruction, open
storage, overflights, and other measures were taken to support monitoring and verification. The
CFE Treaty created the Joint Consultative Group (JCG), which was composed of national
officials who meet regularly to discuss treaty-related issues.®*” The JCG is an agreement
executor that has no staff, secretariat, or agency. The Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) serves as an administrative facilitator, including for information
exchange.

Mandate Modification (No): The JCG can discuss technical issues, but substantive
issues remain the prerogative of individual national governments.

Governance Independence (No): The JCG does not make any substantive decisions as
an independent entity. Rather, decisions are reached by consensus from states parties.

Staff Independence (No): JCG participants attend the meetings in their capacity as
national representatives.

Assessment Independence (No): The JCG does not publish any assessment documents
or make any statements concerning compliance or violations. These come exclusively from
states parties.’*

Enforcement Authority (No): The JCG does not possess any enforcement authority.

Agent Resources (Low): The JCG has few resources other than those required to hold

meetings and perform basic coordination and information exchange functions.

847 «Joint Consultative Group,” OSCE, accessed June 6, 2023, https://www.osce.org/jcg.. The JCG was
established in Article XVI of the CFE Treaty.

848 For example, “Condition (5)(C) Report: Compliance With The Treaty On Conventional Armed Forces In
Europe” (US Department of State, January 2020), https://www.state.gov/compliance-with-the-treaty-on-
conventional-armed-forces-in-europe-condition-5-c-report-2020/..
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Monitoring (No): The JCG itself does not conduct any monitoring activities. This is the
responsibility of states parties, though compliance issues could be raised in the JCG.

Inspection (No): The JCG is merely a meeting forum for states parties; thus, it does not
conduct any inspection activities.

Third-Party State Involvement (No): At the time of signature, all states parties were
either a NATO or WTO member. There were no neutral or third-party signatories nor
participants in CFE inspection activities.

Agreement Type (Balanced): The CFE was a balancing agreement, setting equal Treaty
Limited Equipment (TLE) for each group of states parties.

Intergovernmental Organization (IGO) (No): The JCG has no agency or autonomy.

Arms Limitation or Geographic Demilitarization (Arms Limitation): The agreement is
an arms limitation treaty with limits varying by zones and states, but does not establish any
demilitarized areas.

Major Military Adversarial Agreement? (Yes): The agreement was intended to address
destabilizing military postures between the WTO and NATO by decreasing the threat of either
side being capable of launching a successful surprise attack. This treaty was an attempt to
resolve the security dilemma between the two blocs, which were referred to in the treaty as
“group of state parties.”

Success (Somewhat Successful): In some ways, the CFE Treaty was almost irrelevant
when it entered into force, with the WTO dissolving and then many former WTO members
joining NATO. However, the treaty is credited with facilitating a soft landing of the Soviet
Union’s dissolution due to the treaty’s robust transparency measures, as well as the significant
reduction in military forces.** Moreover, to the extent to which Russia is the inheritor of the
Soviet Union’s security interests, neither NATO nor Russia have launched a surprise attack
against the other. Russia’s attack against Ukraine in February 2022 would be the main reason
why the CFE Treaty could be assessed as not being fully successful because Russia’s attack
was due, in part, to concerns about the military balance that the CFE Treaty had attempted to

address.®*°

849 See, for example, Richard A. Falkenrath, “The CFE Flank Dispute: Waiting in the Wings,” International
Security 19, no. 4 (Spring 1995): 118-44, https://doi.org/10.2307/2539122; John E. Peters, CFE and Military
Stability in Europe (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1997)..

850 Nelson and Twardowski, “How the Demise of an Arms Control Treaty Foreshadowed Russia’s Aggression
against Ukraine.”.
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The Minsk Agreements

The Minsk agreements of 2014—2015 were intended to reduce violence and conflict within
eastern Ukraine between Ukrainian state forces and separatist groups. The agreements included
demilitarized zones, withdrawal of foreign of armed forces, weapon restrictions near the line
of contact, and prohibitions on placing landmines. The agreement was signed by Ukraine,
Russia, separatist leaders, and the OSCE and had been facilitated by the “Normandy Format,”
which was a high-level diplomatic forum to resolve the conflict in eastern Ukraine composed
of France, Germany, Russia, and Ukraine.*!

The agreement’s implementation was managed by the OSCE’s Special Monitoring
Mission (SMM), whose mandate included observing and reporting on the conflict and treaty
implementation and engaging in dialogue with the belligerents to promote local cease-fires 5%2.
The SMM had extensive field presence throughout Ukraine including in the contested eastern
areas, with over 1,300 contract and seconded staff who were nationals of the 57 OSCE states
parties %3. The SMM was able to purchase at least several dozen unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs) of short, medium, and long-range to support their operations.®>*

The SMM’’s activities were wide-ranging and their mandate was broad and flexible. The
staff faced considerable risks, with one perishing and several kidnapped in separate incidents.
The SMM had a substantial role in responding to and supporting investigations into the shoot-
down of Malaysian Airlines Flight 17 (MH17).5%

Mandate Modification (Somewhat): The SMM was granted a flexible and vague
mandate, as demonstrated by its need to deal with kidnapped personnel and response to the
downing of MH17. SMM drones, for example, were not a customary capability and nothing
within the original mandate authorized advanced equipment purchases, but their acquisition
and deployment was another demonstration of how the SMM was able to broadly interpret its
mandate to accomplish its missions. At the same time, the SMM operated largely within its
mandate, partly because of its broad scope, and did not (in the area of conventional arms control
[CAC]), for example, engage in enforcement or significantly broaden the geographic scope.

Moreover, major decisions were subject to OSCE approval, which in turn may (depending on

851 Cameron, “After U.S. & NATO Reject Russia’s Proposals, Outlook for Ukraine Is Grim. But Normandy
Format Talks Still Offer a Pathway to Peaceful Resolution of the Crisis.”.

852 Permanent Council, “Decision No. 1117: Deployment Of An OSCE Special Monitoring Mission To
Ukraine” (OSCE, March 21, 2014)..

833 “OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine (SMM) Daily Report 244/2021 Issued on 18 October 2021,”
OSCE, October 19, 2021, https://www.osce.org/special-monitoring-mission-to-ukraine/501352.b.

854 Tanner, “The OSCE and Peacekeeping.”.

855 OSCE, 4 Peaceful Presence - The First Five Years of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine.a.
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their importance or impact) have been subject to the OSCE’s Permanent Council which is
composed of states party representatives.

Governance Independence (Somewhat): The SMM’s operational fieldwork with over
1,000 personnel spread throughout Ukraine in sometimes challenging circumstances made
close control and management by states parties impractical. The head of the SMM was not a
state representative, but worked for the OSCE and reported to the OSCE’s senior management.
Nonetheless, as an OSCE organ the SMM was ultimately subject to state party authority, which
was demonstrated when in March 2022 Russia refused to extend the SMM’s mandate, which
resulted in the mission’s cessation.

Staff Independence (Somewhat): During its operations, the SMM had 814 international
and 477 national staff — thus, seconded staff made up one-third of the mission staff. Information
is not available concerning the extent to which the seconded staff were beholden to national
interests or orders but, as previously discussed, seconded staff are typically formally or
informally under orders or guidance from their home governments.

Assessment Independence (Yes): The SMM was able to issue regular reports with
assessments and observations, with over 2,500 reports issued.

Enforcement Authority (No): The SMM was unarmed and had no enforcement
authority.

Agent Resources (High): The SMM had substantial manpower, equipment, and
administrative resources with an average budget of over 70 million euros per year.

Monitoring (Yes): The SMM’s primary mission was to monitor the situation in Ukraine
and report on compliance and violations of the Minsk agreements.

Inspection (Yes): The SMM had over 1,000 staff in Ukraine, including in the contested
areas, to conduct inspection activities. However, these were not as invasive or intrusive as
inspection activities connected to other CAC agreements. SMM staff could not compel
cooperation as evidenced by continuous denial of entry into certain areas under their
jurisdiction.

Third-Party State Involvement (Yes): The OSCE and SMM were fully supported by the
OSCE states parties, and the Minsk agreements were facilitated by the Normandy Format.

Agreement Type (Cease-fire): The Minsk agreements were primarily intended to create
conditions for a cease-fire to be followed by a more permanent solution.

IGO (Yes): The OSCE was closely involved in the Minsk agreements, and the SMM
was, as part of the OSCE, an IGO.
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Arms Limitation or Geographic Demilitarization (Geographic Demilitarization): The
agreement’s CAC elements were focused on reducing certain types of weapon systems along
the line of contact and respect for a cease-fire.

Major Military Adversarial Agreement (Yes): While the origins of the conflict in eastern
Ukraine are complex, they were closely tied to Moscow’s perceptions of Kiev’s gravitation
toward NATO and the European Union.**® Although narrow in that they did not address the
broader military balance between NATO and Russia, the Minsk agreements were an attempt
for all parties, through the Normandy Format, OSCE, and TCG to address the adversarial
situation.

Success (No): Almost no CAC aspect of the agreement was successful, with compliance
minimal at best with at least 1.4 million violations, including from prohibited artillery systems,
from 2015 to 2019.%7 The Russian invasion in February 2022 ended the agreements
definitively.

836 QOliker et al., Russian Foreign Policy in Historical and Current Context: A Reassessment..
857 OSCE, A Peaceful Presence - The First Five Years of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine.a.
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Appendix C: Chapter 6 — QCA

Outcome:Success Data Analysis

Complex and Parsimonious Solution for Success

Complex Solution

Outcome  Solution

Suc Del*~Demil*~GrtPwr
~Del*~NatLim*GrtPwr
Del*~NatLim*~Demil
~NatLim*~Demil*GrtPwr

solution coverage: 0.8
solution consistency: 1

Parsimonious Solution

Outcome  Solution

Suc ~NatLim*GrtPwr
Del
~Demil*~GrtPwr

solution coverage: 1
solution consistency: 0.833333

Consistency
1

1
1
1

Consistency
0.857143
0.75
1

Coverage
Raw Unique
03 0.1
0.4 03
03 [
0.2 [

Coverage
Raw Unigue
0.6 0.4
0.6 0.1
03 (]

Necessary Conditions for Success

Condition Consistency Coverage

Del 0.6
~Del 0.4
NatLim 0.2
~NatLim 0.8
Demil 0.5
~Demil 0.5
GrtPwr 0.7
~GrtPwr 0.3

0.75
0.363636
0.222222
0.8

0.5
0.555556
0.5

0.6

Cases

'WEU, Balkans, Belfast

Spitsbergen, Aland, Lausanne, Montreux
WEU, Belfast, Georgia

Montreux, Georgia

Cases

Spitsbergen, Aland, Lausanne, Montreux, Kosovo, Georgia, Minsk
WW1, WW2, WEU, Balkans, Belfast, Kosovo, Georgia, Minsk
'WEU, Balkans, Belfast
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Outcome:~Success Data Analysis

Complex and Parsimonious Solution for ~Success

Complex Solution

Outcome  Solution
~Suc ~Del*Demil *~GrtPwr
~Del*NatLim*GrtPwr

solution coverage: 0.777778
solution consistency: 1

Parsimonious Solution

Outcome  Solution

~Suc ~Del*~GrtPwr
~Del*NatLim
Demil*~GrtPwr
NatLim*GrtPwr

solution coverage: 0.888889
solution consistency: 0.888889

Consistency
1
1

Consistency
1
1
1
0.857143

Coverage
Raw Unigue
0.222222 0.222222
0.555556 0.555556

Coverage
Raw Unigue
0.222222 (]
0.666667 [}
0.222222 [}

0.666667 0.111111

Necessary Conditions for ~Success

Condition Consistency Coverage
Del 0.222222 0.25
~Del 0.777778 0.636364
NatLim 0.777778 0.777778
~NatLim 0.222222 0.2
Demil 0.555556 0.5
~Demil 0.444444 0.444444
GrtPwr 0.777778 0.5
~GrtPwr  0.222222 0.4

Cases

Tartu, Moscow1940

WashNav, LondonNav, Anglo-German, INF, CFE

Cases

Tartu, Moscow1940

WashNav, LondonNav, Anglo-German, Moscow1940, INF, CFE

Tartu, Moscow1940

wwi,

A

.
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Table C 1: Success scoring

The following describes the scoring and calibration for each condition for each case, and

outcome.
Agreement Explanation Score
Post World War One Peace The defeated and victorious states went to war again about 20 years 0
Treaties later.
The Svalbard (Spitsbergen) | There has not been any conflict between state parties over the 1
Treaty Spitsbergen archipelago, and no substantial violations.
Finnish-Russian Finland and Russia ended up going to war, for a number of reasons, 0
Dorpat/Tartu Agreement in part due to perceived threats from areas under the agreement.
Aland Island convention There has not been any conflict between state parties over the Aland | 1
Islands, and no substantial violations.
Washington Naval Treaty Italy went to war against France and the UK, and though it is outside | 0
of the article's scope, Japan went to war with the US and UK over
naval control of the Pacific.
Lausanne Agreements of These agreements concerning Turkish and Greek demilitarization and | 1
1923 control and access to the Bosporous Straits were respected, and no
conflict occurred concerning Turkey's control of the Straits.
London Naval Treaties The treaties failed to reduce tensions between state parties, and war 0
broke out between them within a decade.
Anglo-German Naval Treaty | While the agreement was respected during its brief lifetime in part 0
due to the inability of Germany to produce beyond the treaty's limits,
the overall rivalry continued and war broke out between the countries
within a few years.
Montreux Convention of the | This agreement is still in force, even with conflict having occurred 1
Straits several times in the Black Sea region since its passage. Turkey has
meticulously observed and implemented the treaty, and no state has
attempted to militarily contest Turkey's control over the Straits.
The Moscow Treaty The treaty which ended the Winter War was quickly violated when 0
(Finland and Russia) of Finland joined Germany in attacking the USSR.
1940
Post-World War Two The post-WW?2 agreements were successful in that the states that 1
agreements composed the Axis never attacked the Allied states again, and there
was no attempt to violate the mostly vague CAC controls imposed on
the Axis states without the Allies' permission. However, the onset of
the Cold War largely negated all of the post-war CAC agreements,
with only the agreement applying to Finland being generally
respected, and war never breaking out between it and the USSR after
the treaty's entry into force.
WEU agreements The WEU agreements that set controls on its member states, 1
particularly Germany, succeeded. Germany never exceeded the
NATO-authorized military quantities, and (Western) Germany did not
go to war with any of the western WW?2 Allies.
INF Treaty While the agreement was respected for over 20 years, and the US and | 0

USSR/Russia have not gone to war, Russia violated the agreement
due to perceived military imbalances caused by the agreement, and
the violations resulted in the US withdrawal. Russia's invasion of
Ukraine is also an indicator of the agreement's failure.
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purpose of preventing the Warsaw Pact or NATO from launching a
surprise attack became irrelevant between the dates of signature and
entry into force with the Warsaw Pact’s dissolution. The treaty
somewhat adapted to provide general regional stability and
transparency. While state parties engaged in conflict with one
another, the overall, evolved objective of preventing a large-scale
surprise attack and conventional war between NATO and Russia (as
the Warsaw Pact's successor) was largely accomplished, not just until
2007 when Russia withdrew, but to this day. The treaty is still in
effect without Russia, and includes Russian ally Belarus who
presumably can provide some assurances to Russia. While the larger
goal of preventing a NATO or Russia surprise attack against the other
is still met, Russia’s invasion of Ukraine suggests that the two blocs
are in a state of near conflict contrary to the CFE Treaty’s spirit and
goals.

Agreement Explanation Score
CFE Treaty The CFE Treaty is difficult to assess at several levels. Its original 0

Subregional Arms Control
(Balkans)

State parties of the Balkans CFE Treaty, as it is sometimes referred
to, have not gone to war with one another since the agreement's
signature and entry into force. The 1999 Kosovo conflict did not
involve combat between the state parties.

Russia's invasion of Ukraine is another manifestation of the
agreement's abject failure.

Belfast Agreement The Belfast Agreement has seen the UK withdraw a large part of their | 1
military forces, and paramilitary violence is much lower in Northern
Ireland compared to the period of the Troubles.

Military Technical Since the agreement's signature, there has not been armed conflict 1

Agreement between the between NATO and Kosovo on one side, and Serbia.

International Security Force

("KFOR") and the

Governments of the Federal

Republic of Yugoslavia and

the Republic of Serbia

Six-Point Peace Plan for While the status of South Ossetia and Abkhazia remain in dispute, 1

Georgia fighting between Georgia and Russia has not occurred since the peace
plan's implementation. Russia violated several aspects of the treaty
concerning the presence and size of its armed forces in South Ossetia
and Abkhazia, but this has not resulted in conflict and is of
questionable millitary significance in the long-term given the
imbalance of military capabilities overall.

Minsk Agreements The Minsk Agreements were never substantively respected, and 0

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Table C 2: Delegation calibration

csQCA
Raw calibrated
Agreement Score score Brief explanation
WWI1 established international commissions of control, composed
of the victorious powers, to oversee implementation of the military
WWI1 6 1 aspects of the peace treaties.
Spitsbergen 1 0 Spitsbergen did not have any agreement executor.
There was a small commission created to oversee the agreement,
but it was composed of state representatives and had no
Tartu 0 0 substantative authority
The agreement identified the League of Nations to review and
Aland 1 0 adjudicate any challenges or disagreements, but none ever arose.
WashNav 0 0 There was no treaty executor created
The Straits Commission created to oversee the Lausanne
Agreements were composed of state parties and had limited
Lausanne 3 0 authority and responsibilities.
LondonNav | 0 0 There was no treaty executor created
Anglo-
German 0 0 There was no treaty executor created
The League of Nations, and now potentially the UN Security
Council, might adjudicate disputes but implementation of the treaty
Montreux 1 0 is Turkey's responsibility.
Moscow1940 | 0 0 There was no treaty executor created
The Allied Control Councils and Commissions (ACCs) had
Ww2 7.5 1 sweeping authority over the defeated and occupied states.
The WEU Armaments Control Agency (ACA) was created by
WEU members to oversee and inspect military limits of its
WEU 5.00 1 members, particularly Germany.
The treaty executor was small and entirely composed of state party
INF 0 0 representatives, with limited authority.
The treaty executor was small and entirely composed of state party
CFE 0 0 representatives, with limited authority.
The OSCE was extensively involved in implementation and the
agreement created the Subregional Consultative Commission
Balkans 5 1 (SRCC), which was composed of state party representatives.
The agreement created the Independent International Commission
on Decommissioning (IICD) and the Independent Monitoring
Commission (IMC). Both were fully independent, without any
Belfast 6 1 state party representation.
The agreement gives NATO/KFOR authorization to use military
force to deal with non-compliance and violations. Implementation
was a combination of KFOR, NATO, and the Joint Implementation
Kosovo 7 1 Commission (JIC) with Serbia.
The EU created and deployed the EU Monitoring Mission
(EUMM) to oversee the peace plan. The EUMM was independent
of any single EU member, and it was a delegation on the part of
Georgia 6.5 1 Georgia. The EUMM is not operating in the separatist areas.
The OSCE created the Special Monitoring Mission (mandated by
OSCE members) to oversee the Minsk Agreements. This included
Minsk 6.5 1 field offices throughout Ukraine, with over 1000 SMM officials.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Table C 3: National limitations calibration

csQCA
calibrated

Short Name score Brief explanation
WW1 1 Extensive limits on national inventories of the defeated states.
Spitsbergen | 0 No national limitations
Tartu 0 No national limitations
Aland 0 No national limitations
WashNav 1 Limits on naval forces by class, expressed as the number of ships in each class
Lausanne 0 No national limitations
LondonNav 1 Limits on naval forces by class, expressed as the number of ships in each class
Anglo-
German 1 Limits on naval forces by class, expressed as the number of ships in each class
Montreux 0 No national limitations
Moscow194
0 1 No national limitations

Several states had limits placed on the number of troops, types of weapons, and
Ww2 1 quantity of certain weapon systems

There was not a specific limit placed on any state, but states were not to exceed the

planned NATO force sizes. This flexible and somewhat ambiguous limitation
WEU 0 results in a coding of absence of national limits.

The state parties were prohibited from possessing anywhere conventional missiles
INF 1 of a certain range.

State parties agreed to a large number of conventional arms restrictions based
CFE 1 primarily on national counts.
Balkans 1 State parties agreed to conventional arms limitations.

While the UK agreed to reduce its millitary forces in Northern Ireland, no
Belfast 0 agreement specified exactly what the reduction and end state should be.
Kosovo 0 No national limitations
Georgia 0 No national limitations
Minsk 0 No national limitations

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Table C 4: Geographic demilitarization calibration

csQCA
calibrate
Short Name | d score Brief explanation
Extensive limitations on fortifications and other military capabilities in certain
WWI1 1 locations
Spitsbergen | 1 Spitsbergen was not to be militarized
Extensive limitations on fortifications and other military capabilities in certain
Tartu 1 locations
Aland 1 Aland Islands were not to be militarized
WashNav 1 Various restrictions on fortifications and bases in certain locations
Various restrictions on fortifications and other military capabilities in certain
Lausanne 1 locations
LondonNav | 0 No geographic limitations
Anglo-
German 0 No geographic limitations
No geographic limitations on land (fortifications, etc.). There are limitations on
which states can use the straits with what kind of ships, and other limits on ships.
However, this does not fall into the usual category of demilitarization, of limiting
forces in a geographic area to stabilize forces and security. The restrictions are on
the passage through the Straits, rather than in the Black Sea itself. Thus, a state
could theoretically build or assemble a ship of any size and quantity in the Black
Montreux 0 Sea.
Moscow194 Extensive limitations on fortifications and other military capabilities in certain
0 1 locations
Limitations on fortifications and other military capabilities in certain locations for
Ww2 1 Italy and Bulgaria
WEU 0 No geographic limitations
INF 0 No geographic limitations
CFE 0 No geographic limitations
Balkans 0 No geographic limitations
Belfast 0 No geographic limitations
Kosovo 1 Areas along the border were prohibited to Serbian/Yugoslav military forces
There were no specific, quantitative prohibitions or limitations along the border or
contested areas. The agreement called for withdrawal to pre-conflict positions, but
Georgia 0 this was vague.
Minsk 1 Extensive limitations on various weapon systems along the line of contact

Source: Authors’ research and analysis
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Table C 5: Great power rivalry calibration

Determining in the first place whether or not a great power rivalry exists requires a
historical assessment of the relations and perceptions at the time of the agreement’s signing
(see appendix for the determination of great power status). Mazarr et al. note that identifying a
rivalry can be difficult in part because even rival relationships can be a mix of positive and
negative relations, but are often defined by “a serious clash of goals and objectives... with an
ingrained sense of dislike or hatred and with some degree of zero-sum clashes of intention,”
and a “history of conflict.”*® Moreover, especially during the interwar period, some rivalries
evolved slowly from cooperative and friendly relationships, and from which point or year the
relationship was more one than the other is not always clear. This complicates coding in
¢sQCA, which requires that the great power rivalry condition be set at yes or no (1, 0). For the
interwar cases, a determination was made by assessing the geopolitics at the time of signature
between great power signatories of the given treaty, complemented by awareness of future
relations.

In many cases, the determination is straightforward: practically by definition, any
agreement between the US and Soviet Union during the Cold War or NATO and the Warsaw
Pact were great power rival agreements. However, in some instances the impact of the rivalry
on an agreement, or the extent to which a great power rivalry is partly or mostly the cause of
an agreement, is uncertain. For example, while the Spitsbergen agreement was not initially
signed by great power rivals in Europe as in 1920 relations between the World War One allies
of the US, France, Italy, and the UK were warm, many other states including great powers
acceded to the agreement prior to World War Two, including Germany and the Soviet Union.
The island was strategically significant enough that the Germans and Allies clashed over it
during World War Two.

Some scholars and analysts view the fighting in Georgia in 1998 ended by the Six Point
Peace Agreement as being rooted in Georgia’s goals to join the EU and NATO.*°

858 Mazarr et al., Stabilizing Great-Power Rivalries, 2021.
859 Phillips, “Implementation Review: Six-Point Ceasefire Agreement Between Russia and Georgia.”
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csQCA

calibrated

Short Name score Brief explanation
WWI1 1 Peace agreement following a great power war

Original signatories were not rivals (possibly Italy) - but in any case, with the
Spitsbergen 1 additional signatures major great power rivals joined

The agreement was between Russia (great power) and Finland (not a great
Tartu 0 power)

1921 Germany; clearly the French viewed Germany as a rival (Wright; various
Aland 1 interwar articles).

The agreement involved European rivals, particularly Italy, UK, US, and
WashNav 1 France

The main great power rivalry was UK vs. Russia. In 1923, Manne suggests
Lausanne 1 deep disagreement with the UK - anti-Soviet attitudes in the UK.

The agreement was between growing great power rivals, particularly with Italy
LondonNav 1 vs. UK and France.
Anglo-
German 1 Clear UK vs. Germany rivalry

In 1936 Russia was clearly a great power rival with the UK and France among

other states. (Manne, Watson articles); in general, it is clear that Russia was a

competitor, attempting to balance competing interests which were ultimately
Montreux 1 manifested in the Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact.

The agreement was between Russia (great power) and Finland (not a great
Moscow1940 | 0 power)
Ww2 1 Peace agreement following a great power war
WEU 0 Germany at this time was an ally of the other WEU members
INF 1 US and Soviet Cold War rivalry
CFE 1 NATO and Warsaw Pact Cold War rivalry
Balkans 0 No great powers are state parties

The agreement is primarily between the UK and Republic of Ireland, with the
Belfast 0 latter not a great power rival.

The conflict is viewed as the start of the post-Cold War US-Russia rivalry. The

agreement itself was facilitated by a UNSC resolution (which includes the US
Kosovo 1 and great powers in Europe).

The conflict was motivated in part by Georgia's gravitation towards NATO and
Georgia 1 the EU, contrary to Russia's preferences.

The conflict was motivated in part by Ukraine's gravitation towards NATO and
Minsk 1 the EU, contrary to Russia's preferences.

Source: Authors’ research and analysis

285




References

Abbott, Kenneth W. “Trust But Verify: The Production of Information in Arms Control
Treaties and Other International Agreements.” Cornell International Law Journal 26,
no. 2 (Winter 1993): 1-58.

Abbott, Kenneth W., and Duncan Snidal. “Hard and Soft Law in International Governance.”
International Organization 54, no. 3 (Summer 2000): 421-56.
https://doi.org/10.1162/002081800551280.

Abramovaite, Juste, Siddhartha Bandyopadhyay, Samrat Bhattacharya, and Nick Cowen.
“Classical Deterrence Theory Revisited: An Empirical Analysis of Police Force Areas
in England and Wales.” European Journal of Criminology, January 10, 2022,
14773708211072415. https://doi.org/10.1177/14773708211072415.

Acer, Yiicel. Russia s Attack on Ukraine: The Montreux Convention and Turkiye. Vol. 100.
Newport, Rhode Island: Stockton Center for International Law, 2023.

Adams, Karen. “Attack and Conquer? International Anarchy and the Offense-Defense-
Deterrence Balance.” International Security 28, no. 3 (Winter /2004 2003): 45-83.
https://doi.org/10.1162/016228803773100075.

Adomeit, Hannes. “Gorbachev’s Consent to Unified Germany’s Membership in NATO.”
Berlin: Stiftung und Wissenschaft und Politik / German Institute for International and
Security Affairs, December 11, 2006.

“Agreement between the Russian Federation, the Republic of Kazakstan, the Kyrgyz
Republic, the Republic of Tajikistan and the People’s Republic of China on
Confidence Building in the Military Field in the Border Area.” Shanghai, April 26,
1996.

“Agreement On Adaptation Of The Treaty On Conventional Armed Forces In Europe.”
Istanbul, November 19, 1999.

Akermark, Sia Spiliopoulou. “The Puzzle of Collective Self-Defence: Dangerous
Fragmentation or a Window of Opportunity? An Analysis with Finland and the Aland
Islands as a Case Study.” Journal of Conflict and Security Law 22, no. 2 (2017): 249—
74. https://doi.org/10.1093/jcsl/krx005.

Alberque, William. “NATO Allies Fully Suspend Implementation of the CFE Treaty.” IISS,
November 8, 2023. https://www.iiss.org/online-analysis/online-analysis/2023/10/nato-

allies-fully-suspend-implementation-of-the-cfe-treaty/#.

286



. Revitalising Arms Control: The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and the
Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (HCoC). The
International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS), 2021.

Allen, Susan Hannah, and Tiffiny Vincent. “Bombing to Bargain? The Air War for Kosovo:
Bombing to Bargain?” Foreign Policy Analysis 7, no. 1 (2011): 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1111/.1743-8594.2010.00120.x.

Allison, Graham T. Essence of Decision : Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis. Boston: Little,
Brown and Company, 1971.

Ambrosio, Thomas. “The Russo—American Dispute over the Invasion of Iraq: International
Status and the Role of Positional Goods.” Europe-Asia Studies 57, no. 8 (December
2005): 1189-1210. https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130500351357.

Anderson, Albin T. “Origins of the Winter War: A Study of Russo-Finnish Diplomacy.”
WORLD POLITICS 6 (January 1954): 169—89.

Anderson, Michael. “Shadows of War: Violence along the Korean Demilitarized Zone.”
Military Review, December 2019, 91-99.

Anthony, Tan, and Angela Kane. “The Role of Conventional Arms Control in Light of
Pressing Security Challenges.” Special Sessions. IISS, November 3, 2016.

Appathurai, James. “NATO Speech: Briefing by NATO Spokesman - MOD - 8 June 2006,”
June 8, 2006. https://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2006/s060608m.htm.

Arel-Bundock, Vincent. “The Double Bind of Qualitative Comparative Analysis.”
Sociological Methods & Research 51, no. 3 (August 2022): 963-82.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119882460.

Armaments Year-Book: General and Statistical Information. Vol. First Year. Geneva: League
of Nations, 1924.

Armaments Year-Book: General and Statistical Information. Vol. Third Year: 1926-1927.
Geneva: League of Nations, 1927.

Armaments Year-Book: General and Statistical Information. Vol. Eleventh Year. Geneva:
League of Nations, 1935.

Arms Control Association. “Parties Complete Weapons Reductions Under Balkan Arms
Control Accord.” Accessed February 15, 2024. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/1997-
10/press-releases/parties-complete-weapons-reductions-under-balkan-arms-control-
accord.

Arms Control Association. “Russia, U.S., NATO Security Proposals,” March 2022.

https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-03/news/russia-us-nato-security-proposals.

287



Arms Control Association. “U.S. Withdrawal From the ABM Treaty: President Bush’s
Remarks and U.S. Diplomatic Notes.” Accessed October 16, 2023.
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2002-01/us-withdrawal-abm-treaty-president-
bush%E2%80%99s-remarks-us-diplomatic-notes.

Arribas, Gloria Fernandez. “Rethinking International Institutionalisation through Treaty
Organs.” International Organizations Law Review 17, no. 2 (2020): 457-83.
https://doi.org/10.1163/15723747-2019012.

Auer, James E. “Article Nine of Japan’s Constitution: From Renunciation of Armed Force
‘Forever’ to the Third Largest Defense Budget in the World.” Law and Contemporary
Problems 53, no. 2 (1990): 171. https://doi.org/10.2307/1191849.

Ayson, Robert. “Arms Control in Asia: Yesterday’s Concept for Today’s Region?” Australian
Journal of International Affairs 67, no. 1 (2013): 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10357718.2013.748272.

Bakker, Edwin. “Editorial: Rethinking European Security, Principles & Practice.” Security
and Human Rights 21, no. 1 (2010): 1-4.
https://doi.org/10.1163/187502310791306089.

. Terrorism and Counterterrorism Studies: Comparing Theory and Practice. Leiden:

Leiden University Press, 2015.

Balstad, Drew. “Joint Implementation Commission Monitors Boundary Lines.” U.S. Army,
May 3, 2010.
https://www.army.mil/article/38400/joint_implementation_commission_monitors_bou
ndary_lines.

Barros, Andrew. “Disarmament as a Weapon: Anglo-French Relations and the Problems of
Enforcing German Disarmament, 1919-28.” Journal of Strategic Studies 29, no. 2
(2006): 301-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390600585159.

Beach, Derek, and Rasmus Brun Pedersen. Process-Tracing Methods: Foundations and
Guidelines. 2nd ed. University of Michigan Press, 2019.
https://books.google.nl/books?id=ae I ruwEACAAJ.

Becker, Jordan. “Accidental Rivals? EU Fiscal Rules, NATO, and Transatlantic Burden-

Sharing.” Journal of Peace Research 56, no. 5 (September 1, 2019): 697-713.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343319829690.

. “Pledge and Forget? Testing the Effects of NATO’s Wales Pledge on Defense

Investment.” International Studies Perspectives, January 23, 2024, ekad027.
https://doi.org/10.1093/isp/ekad027.

288



Becker, Jordan, Seth Benson, J Paul Dunne, and Edmund Malesky. “Disaggregated Defense
Spending: Introduction to Data.” Journal of Peace Research, March 7, 2024,
00223433231215785. https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433231215785.

Becker, Jordan, and J Paul Dunne. “Military Spending Composition and Economic Growth.”
Defence and Peace Economics 34, no. 3 (April 3, 2023): 259-71.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2021.2003530.

Becker, Jordan, Sarah E Kreps, Paul Poast, and Rochelle Terman. “Transatlantic Shakedown:
Presidential Shaming and NATO Burden Sharing.” Journal of Conflict Resolution,
April 21, 2023, 002200272311678. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220027231167840.

Becker, Jordan, Paul Poast, and Tim Haesebrouck. “Setting Targets: Abatement Cost,
Vulnerability, and the Agreement of NATO’s Wales Pledge on Defense Investment.”
Journal of Peace Research, November 3, 2024, 00223433241267798.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433241267798.

Beckley, Michael. “Economic Development and Military Effectiveness.” Journal of Strategic
Studies 33, no. 1 (February 1, 2010): 43-79.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402391003603581.

Beek, Hannah van, and Sebastiaan Rietjens. “Chapter 4: Open-Source Intelligence in the
Russia-Ukraine War.” In Reflections on the Russia-Ukraine War, 57-76. Leiden:
Leiden University Press, 2024.

Bekic, Darko. “An Important Step Toward Peace and Long-Term Stabilisation in the Region
of Southeastern Europe.” Croatian International Relations Review, June 1996, 9—12.

Bennett, Andrew. “Case Study: Methods and Analysis.” In International Encyclopedia of the
Social & Behavioral Sciences, 208—13. Elsevier, 2015. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-
0-08-097086-8.44003-1.

Bennett, Andrew. “Qualitative Research: Progess despite Imperfection.” Qualitative and
Multi-Method Research, March 31, 2011. https://doi.org/10.5281/zen0d0.933296.

Bennett, Andrew, and Colin Elman. “Case Study Methods in the International Relations

Subfield.” Comparative Political Studies 40, no. 2 (February 2007): 170-95.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414006296346.

. “Complex Causal Relations and Case Study Methods: The Example of Path

Dependence.” Political Analysis 14, no. 3 (2006): 250-67.

https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpj020.

289



Bennett, Andrew, Joseph Lepgold, and Danny Unger. “Burden-Sharing in the Persian Gulf
War.” International Organization 48, no. 1 (1994): 39-75.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300000813.

Bentham, Jeremy. “An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation.” History of
Economic Thought Books, 1781.

Berg, Meredith William. “Admiral William H. Standley and The Second London Naval
Treaty,.” The Historian 33, no. 22 (February 1971): 215-36.

Berge, Anders. Sakkunskap Och Politisk Rationalitet: Den Svenska Flottan Och
Pansarfartygsfragan 1918-1939. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 1987.

Berkowitz, Bruce. Calculated Risks : A Century of Arms Control, Why It Has Failed, and
How It Can Be Made to Work. Calculated Risks : A Century of Arms Control, Why It
Has Failed, and How It Can Be Made to Work. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster,
1987.

Bernauer, Thomas, Steffen Mohrenberg, and Vally Koubi. “Do Citizens Evaluate
International Cooperation Based on Information about Procedural and Outcome
Quality?” The Review of International Organizations 15, no. 2 (April 2020): 505-29.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09354-0.

Biddle, Stephen. Military Power: Explaining Victory and Defeat in Modern Battle. 5. pr., 1,
Paperb. print. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2006.

. “Rebuilding the Foundations of Offense-Defense Theory.” The Journal of Politics

63, no. 3 (August 2001): 741-74. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-3816.00086.

Biddle, Stephen D. “The European Conventional Balance: A Reinterpretation of the Debate.”
Survival 30, no. 2 (March 1, 1988): 99-121.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338808442399.

Biddle, Stephen D., David Gray, Stuart Kaufman, Dennis DeRiggi, and D. Sean Barnett.
Defense at Low Force Levels: The Effect of Force to Space Ratios on Conventional
Combat Dynamics. Alexandria, Virginia: Institute for Defense Analyses, 1991.

Bielieskov, Mykola. “The Russian and Ukrainian Spring 2021 War Scare.” Center for
Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), September 2021.

Blagden, David. “When Does Competition Become Conflict? Technology, Geography, and

the Offense—Defense Balance.” Journal of Global Security Studies 6, no. 4 (2021): 1—

23. https://doi.org/10.1093/jogss/0gab007.

290



Blanton, Thomas S, and Svetlana Savranskaya. The Last Superpower Summits. Gorbachev,
Reagan, and Bush. Conversations That Ended the Cold War. Hungary: Central
European University Press, 2016.

Blarel, Nicolas, and Niels Van Willigen. “Symposium: Coalitions and Foreign-Policy-
Making: Insights from the Global South.” European Political Science 16, no. 4
(December 2017): 502—14. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41304-016-0066-7.

Bluth, Christoph. “Arms Control as a Part of Strategy: The Warsaw Pact in MBFR
Negotiations.” Cold War History 12, no. 2 (2012): 245-68.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14682745.2011.557364.

Boehmer, Charles, Erik Gartzke, and Timothy Nordstrom. “Do Intergovernmental
Organizations Promote Peace?” World Politics 57, no. 1 (October 2004): 1-38.
https://doi.org/10.1353/wp.2005.0008.

Boller, Florian. “Brakeman or Booster? Presidents, Ideological Polarization, Reciprocity, and
the Politics of US Arms Control.” International Politics 59, no. 4 (August 2022):
725-48. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41311-021-00330-3.

Bolving, Klaus. “The Adapted Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe - CFE -
Considerations Concerning Baltic CFE-Membership.” Baltic Defense Review 2000,
no. 4 (2000). https://www.baltdefcol.org/files/docs/bdreview/03bdr200.pdf.

Borzyskowski, Inken von, and Felicity Vabulas. “Hello, Goodbye: When Do States Withdraw
from International Organizations?” The Review of International Organizations 14, no.
2 (2019): 335-66. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-019-09352-2.

Bostock, Bill. “Putin Undermined His Own Rationale for Invading Ukraine, Saying That the
War Is to Expand Russian Territory.” Business Insider. Accessed July 15, 2023.
https://www.businessinsider.com/putin-says-ukraine-war-seize-land-russia-
undermines-rationale-2022-6.

Bowman, William R. Limiting Conventional Forces in Europe: An Alternative to the Mutual
and Balanced Force Reduction Negotiations. Washington, DC: National Defense
University Press, 1985.

Brayton, Abbott. “MBFR and Conventional Forces Reductions in Europe.” The World Today
40, no. 12 (December 1984): 497-507.

Brender, Agnes. “Determinants of International Arms Control Ratification.” ILE Working
Paper Series, University of Hamburg, Institute of Law and Economics (ILE), no. 17
(2018).

291



Brito, Dagobert L., and Michael David Intriligator. “The Economics of Disarmament, Arms
Races and Arms Control.” Economie Appliquée, 1993, 59-76.

Brodie, Bernard. “On the Objectives of Arms Control.” International Security 1, no. 1
(Summer 1976): 17-36.

Brooks, Linton F. “The End of Arms Control?”” Daedalus 149, no. 2 (April 2020): 84—100.
https://doi.org/10.1162/daed_a 01791.

Brown, Robert L. “Measuring Delegation.” The Review of International Organizations 5, no.
2 (November 19, 2009): 141-75. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-009-9076-3.

Brul¢, David, and Alex Mintz. Foreign Policy Decision Making: Evolution, Models, and
Methods. Vol. 1. Oxford University Press, 2017.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780190846626.013.185.

Budgetary and Military Effects of a Treaty Limiting Conventional Forces in Europe.
Washington, DC: US Congressional Budget Office, 1990.

Bull, Hedley. “Arms Control and World Order.” International Security 1, no. 1 (Summer
1976): 3—-16.

Burns, Richard Dean. “International Arms Inspection Policies Between World Wars, 1919-
1934.” The Historian 31, no. 4 (August 1, 1969): 583—-603.

Burns, Richard Dean, and Donald Urquidi. Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 1, An
Analysis of Selected Arms Control and Disarmament Agreements Between the World
Wars, 1919-1939. Vol. Disarmament and the Peace Conference. 1. Los Angeles:
California State College at Los Angeles Foundation, 1968.

. Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 2, Demilitarization of Frontiers, Islands and
Straits. Vol. 2. Los Angeles: California State College at Los Angeles Foundation,
1968.

. Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 3, Limitation of Seapower. Vol. 3. Los

Angeles: California State College at Los Angeles Foundation, 1968.

. Disarmament in Perspective: Volume 4: Conclusions. Vol. 4. Los Angeles: California

State College at Los Angeles Foundation, 1968.

Buzhinskiy, Evgeny, and Oleg Shakirov. OQutlines for Future Conventional Arms Control in
Europe: A Sub-Regional Regime in the Baltics. London, UK: European Leadership
Network (ELN), 2019.

Cameron, David R. “After U.S. & NATO Reject Russia’s Proposals, Outlook for Ukraine Is

Grim. But Normandy Format Talks Still Offer a Pathway to Peaceful Resolution of

the Crisis.” The MacMillan Center, February 3, 2022.

292



https://macmillan.yale.edu/news/after-us-nato-reject-russias-proposals-outlook-
ukraine-grim-normandy-format-talks-still-offer.

Cameron, James. “Soviet-American Strategic Arms Limitation and the Limits of Co-
Operative Competition.” Diplomacy & Statecraft 33, no. 1 (January 2, 2022): 111-32.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09592296.2022.2041812.

“CFE Chronology: Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty.” Accessed April 4, 2022.
https://nuke.fas.org/control/cfe/chron.htm.

“Challenges and Threats to Security in Latin America.” Peru: Centro De Estudios
Estratégicos Del Ejército Del Pera, November 2022.

Charap, Samuel, Alice Lynch, John Drennan, Dara Massicot, and Giacomo Persi Paoli. 4
New Approach to Conventional Arms Control in Europe.: Addressing the Security
Challenges of the 21st Century. RAND Corporation, 2020.
https://doi.org/10.7249/RR4346.

———. Meeting Europe’s 21st Century Security Challenges: Reimagining Conventional
Arms Control. RAND Corporation, 2020. https://doi.org/10.7249/RB10115.

Charap, Samuel, and Sergey Radchenko. “The Talks That Could Have Ended the War in
Ukraine.” Foreign Affairs, April 16, 2024.
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/ukraine/talks-could-have-ended-war-
ukraine?utm_campaign=dfn-ebb&utm medium=email&utm_source=sailthru.

Charap, Samuel, and Jeremy Shapiro. “A New European Security Order: The Ukraine Crisis
and the Missing Post-Cold War Bargain.” Foundation pour la Recherche Stratégique,
December 8, 2014.

Chessum, David. “The 1936 London Naval Treaty.” Warship International 57, no. 3
(September 2020): 197-98.

Chillaud, Matthieu. “Territorial Disarmament in Northern Europe: The Epilogue of a Success
Story?” SIPRI Policy Paper. Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute (SIPRI), August 2006.

Christensen, Thomas J. “China, the U.S.-Japan Alliance, and the Security Dilemma in East
Asia.” International Security 23, no. 4 (1999): 49-80

Christie, Edward Hunter. “The Demand for Military Expenditure in Europe: The Role of
Fiscal Space in the Context of a Resurgent Russia.” Defence and Peace Economics
30, no. 1 (January 2, 2019): 72—84. https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2017.1373542.

Chu, Yun-han, ed. How East Asians View Democracy. New York: Columbia University Press,

2008.

293



Cimbala, Stephen J. “Russian Threat Perceptions and Security Policies: Soviet Shadows and
Contemporary Challenges.” The Journal of Power Institutions in Post-Soviet
Societies, no. Issue 14/15 (2013). https://doi.org/10.4000/pipss.4000.

Claeys, Suzanne, and Heather W. Williams. “War and Arms Control: When to Pursue
Cooperation.” Survival 64, no. 6 (November 2, 2022): 137-52.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2022.2150432.

Coe, Andrew J., and Jane Vaynman. “Why Arms Control Is So Rare.” American Political
Science Review 114, no. 2 (2020): 342-55.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000305541900073X.

Coffey, John W. “Arms-control Dialogue.” Defense Analysis 3, no. 3 (1987): 225-31.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07430178708405302.

Cohen, Raphael S., and Gian Gentile. “Biden’s Catch-22 in Ukraine.” RAND Commentary
(blog), May 20, 2024. https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2024/05/bidens-catch-
22-in-ukraine.html.

Cohen, William S. “Report of the Quadrennial Defense Review.” Washington, DC: US
Department of Defense, May 1997.

Colbourn, Susan. Euromissiles. The Nuclear Weapons That Nearly Destroyed NATO. Cornell
University Press, 2022. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781501766039.

Collier, David. “Understanding Process Tracing.” PS: Political Science & Politics 44, no. 4
(October 2011): 823-30. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1049096511001429.

—— “Within-Case versus Cross-Case Causal Analysis.” In 4 Tale of Two Cultures:
Qualitative and Quantitative Research in the Social Sciences, 87-99. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2013. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400845446-008.

Collier, Paul, and Anke Hoeffler. Military Expenditure: Threats, Aid, and Arms Races. Policy
Research Working Papers. The World Bank, 2002. https://doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-
2927.

“Concluding Act Of The Negotiation On Personnel Strength Of Conventional Armed Forces
In Europe.” Helsinki, July 10, 1992.

“Condition (5)(C) Report: Compliance With The Treaty On Conventional Armed Forces In
Europe.” US Department of State, January 2020. https://www.state.gov/compliance-
with-the-treaty-on-conventional-armed-forces-in-europe-condition-5-c-report-2020/.

“Convention Relating to the Non-Fortification and Neutralisation of the Aaland Islands.”

Geneva, January 19, 1922.

294



Copelovitch, Mark, Christopher Gandrud, and Mark Hallerberg. “Financial Data
Transparency, International Institutions, and Sovereign Borrowing Costs.”
International Studies Quarterly 62, no. 1 (March 1, 2018): 23-41.
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqx082.

Corson, Mark W., and Clemson G. Turregano. “Spaces of Unintended Consequences: The
Ground Safety Zone in Kosovo.” GeoJournal 57, no. 4 (2002): 273-82.
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:GEJ0.0000007205.16802.d7.

Cotovio, Vasco, Clare Sebastian, and Martin Bourke. “Russia Is Sending Museum Pieces into
War, but Experts Say They May Still Be Effective.” CNN, May 8§, 2023.
https://www.cnn.com/2023/05/08/europe/russia-t-55-tanks-ukraine-intl-
cmd/index.html.

Coyle, Jake. “In Russian Invasion of Ukraine, Cold War Echoes Reverberate.” AP NEWS,
March 17, 2022. https://apnews.com/article/cold-war-echoes-russia-us-ukraine-
0050dd806e5f8748bf59b5e84d15b959.

Crafts, Nicholas. “Walking Wounded: The British Economy in the Aftermath of World War
1.” CEPR, August 27, 2014. https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/walking-wounded-british-
economy-aftermath-world-war-i.

Crawford, Timothy W., and Khang X. Vu. “Arms Control as Wedge Strategy: How Arms
Limitation Deals Divide Alliances.” International Security 46, no. 2 (Fall 2021): 91—
129. https://doi.org/10.1162/isec_a_00420.

Crisher, Brian Benjamin. “Ships over Troubled Waters: Examining Naval Development in
Asia.” Journal of Asian and African Studies 56, no. 8 (December 2021): 1918-34.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021909621995859.

Croft, Stuart. “In Defence of Arms Control.” Political Studies 44, no. 5 (December 1996):
888-905. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-9248.1996.tb00340.x.

Crowley, Michael, and David E. Sanger. “U.S. and NATO Respond to Putin’s Demands as
Ukraine Tensions Mount.” New York Times, January 27, 2022.

Cupa¢, Jelena. “Why the OSCE’s Forum Function Matters.” In OSCE Insights 2022, edited
by Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg, 1—
6. Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft mbH & Co. KG, 2023.
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748933625-07.

CVCE.EU by UNLLU. “The Establishment of Western European Union (WEU),” January
2014. https://www.cvce.eu/en/education/unit-content/-/unit/803b2430-7d1c-4e7b-
9101-47415702fc8e/6d9db05c-1e8c-487a-abbc-ff25¢f1681e0.

295



Cypher, James M. “Military Spending after the Cold War.” Journal of Economic Issues 25,
no. 2 (June 1991): 607-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.1991.11505193.

Danilovic, Vesna. “The Sources of Threat Credibility in Extended Deterrence.” Journal of
Conflict Resolution 45, no. 3 (June 1, 2001): 341-69.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002701045003005.

Davis, James W., Bernard 1. Finel, Stacie E. Goddard, Stephen Van Evera, Charles L. Glaser,
and Chaim Kaufmann. “Taking Offense at Offense-Defense Theory.” International
Security 23, no. 3 (Winter, -1999 1998): 179. https://doi.org/10.2307/2539342.

Davis, Lynn E. “Lessons of the INF Treaty.” Foreign Affairs 66, no. 4 (Spring 1988): 720-34.

Davis, Paul K. Toward a Conceptual Framework for Operational Arms Control in Europe's
Central Region. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corp, 1988.

Dean, Jonathan, and Randall Watson Forsberg. “CFE and Beyond: The Future of

Conventional Arms Control.” International Security 17, no. 1 (Summer 1992): 76.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2539159.

. “CFE and Beyond: The Future of Conventional Arms Control.” International

Security 17, no. 1 (Summer 1992): 76. https://doi.org/10.2307/2539159.

Defense Express. “Ukraine Converted Light Aircraft Into Bomber Drones With a 600-Km

Combat Radius For Attacks on Russia | Defense Express,” April 14, 2025.
https://en.defence-
ua.com/weapon_and_tech/ukraine converted light aircraft into_bomber drones wit
h a 600 km combat radius for attacks on_ russia-14176.html.

Dickinson, Peter. “How Putin’s Fear of Democracy Convinced Him to Invade Ukraine.”
Atlantic Council (blog), March 6, 2023.
https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/ukrainealert/how-putins-fear-of-democracy-
convinced-him-to-invade-ukraine/.

DiGiuseppe, Matthew, Alessia Aspide, Jordan Becker, Alessia Aspide, and Jordan Becker.
“Threats and the Public Constraint on Military Spending.” British Journal of Political
Science 54, no. 3 (July 2024): 649—-66. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123423000443.

Dijkstra, Hylke. “Collusion in International Organizations: How States Benefit from the
Authority of Secretariats.” Global Governance: A Review of Multilateralism and
International Organizations 23, no. 4 (2017): 601-19.
https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-02304006.

Dijkzeul, Dennis, and Dirk Salomons, eds. International Organizations Revisited: Agency

and Pathology in a Multipolar World. New York: Berghahn Books, 2021.

296



Dishman, Chris D. 4 Perfect Gibraltar: The Battle for Monterrey, Mexico, 1846. Campaigns
and Commanders. Norman OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 2010.

Dodd, Tom, and Mark Oakes. “Strategic Defence Review White Paper.” Research Paper.
London: House of Commons Library, October 15, 1998.

Douglas Johnson, Richard Mayne, and Robert Tombs. Cross Channel Currents : 100 Years of
the Entente Cordiale. London: Routledge, 2004.

Dowling, Jennifer. “Pulling the Brakes on Political Violence: How Internal Brakes Limited
Violent Escalation from the Provisional IRA in Pre- and Post-Good Friday Northern
Ireland.” Terrorism and Political Violence, May 2, 2023, 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09546553.2023.2198608.

Downs, George W., and David M. Rocke. “Tacit Bargaining and Arms Control.” World
Politics 39, no. 3 (April 1987): 297-325. https://doi.org/10.2307/2010222.

Downs, George W., David M. Rocke, and Peter N Barsoom. “Is the Good News about
Compliance Good News about Cooperation?” International Organization 50, no. 3
(Summer 1996): 379—406.

Downs, George W, David M Rocke, and Randolph M. Siverson. “Arms Races and
Cooperation.” World Politics 38, no. 1 (October 1985): 118-46.

Driver, Darrell. “Deterrence in Eastern Europe in Theory and Practice.” Connections,
Partnership for Peace Consortium of Defense Academies and Security Studies,
Deterrence in International Security: Theory and Current Practice, 18, no. 1 (Winter-
Spring 2019): 15.

Dunn, Lewis A. “Arms Control Verification: Living with Uncertainty.” International Security
14, no. 4 (Spring 1990): 165-75. https://doi.org/10.2307/2538757.

Dunne, Paul, and Ron Smith. “Military Expenditure, Investment and Growth.” Defence and
Peace Economics 31, no. 6 (August 17, 2020): 601-14.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2019.1636182.

Dunthorn, David. “The Paris Conference on Tangier, August 1945: The British Response to
Soviet Interest in the ‘Tangier Question.’”” Diplomacy and Statecraft 16, no. 1 (March
9,2005): 117-37. https://doi.org/10.1080/09592290590916167.

Dupuy, Trevor N., John R. Brinkerhoff, C. Curtiss Johnson, and Peter J. Clark. Handbook on
Ground Forces Attrition in Modern Warfare. Fairfax, VA: The Historical Evaluation

and Research Organization, 1986.

297



Dyke, Jon M. Van. “An Analysis of the Aegean Disputes under International Law.” Ocean
Development & International Law 36, no. 1 (February 16, 2005): 63—117.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00908320590909088.

Eckel, Mike. “Russian Officials Predicted A Quick Triumph In Ukraine. Did Bad Intelligence
Skew Kremlin Decision-Making?” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, March 11,
2022, sec. Russia. https://www.rferl.org/a/russia-invasion-ukraine-intelligence-
putin/31748594 html.

. “Two Decades On, Smoldering Questions About The Russian President’s Vault To
Power.” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, August 7, 2019, sec. Russia.
https://www.rferl.org/a/putin-russia-president-1999-chechnya-apartment-
bombings/30097551.html.

Edelsbrunner, Peter Adriaan. “A Model and Its Fit Lie in the Eye of the Beholder: Long Live
the Sum Score.” Frontiers in Psychology 13 (October 13, 2022).
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.986767.

Edwards, Brian. “3. Tangier(s): The Multiple Cold War Contexts of the International Zone.”
In Morocco Bound: Disorienting America’s Maghreb, from Casablanca to the
Marrakech Express, edited by Donald E. Pease, 121-57. New York, USA: Duke
University Press, 2005. https://doi.org/10.1515/9780822387121-006.

Edwards, Charlie. “Russia’s Hybrid War in Europe Enters a Dangerous New Phase.” IISS,
November 26, 2024. https://www.iiss.org/online-analysis/online-
analysis/2024/11/russias-hybrid-war-in-europe-enters-a-dangerous-new-phase/.

Egel, Naomi, and Jane Vaynman. “Reconsidering Arms Control Orthodoxy.” War on the
Rocks, March 26, 2021. https://warontherocks.com/2021/03/reconsidering-arms-
control-orthodoxy/.

Ellison, Martin, Thomas J. Sargent, and Andrew Scott. “Chapter 2: Funding the Great War
and the Beginning of the End for British Hegemony.” In Debt and Entanglements
Between the Wars, edited by Era Dabala-Norris. International Monetary Fund, 2019.

Engvall, Johan. OSCE and Military Confidence- Building in Conflicts. FOI, 2019.

Engvall, Johan, Gudrun Persson, Robert Dalsjo, Mike Winnerstig, and Carolina Vendil Pallin.
Conventional Arms Control - A Way Forward or Wishful Thinking? FOI, 2018.

Evangelista, Matthew. “Cooperation Theory and Disarmament Negotiations in the 1950s.”

World Politics 42, no. 4 (July 1990): 502-28.

298



———. How the United States and the Soviet Union Develop New Military Technologies.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1989.
https://doi.org/doi:10.7591/9781501734304.

EWB. “Romano: Cooperation between Serbia and NATO Closer That It Seem.” European
Western Balkans (blog), January 15, 2024.
https://europeanwesternbalkans.com/2024/01/15/romano-cooperation-between-serbia-
and-nato-closer-that-it-seem/.

Falkenrath, Richard A. “The CFE Flank Dispute: Waiting in the Wings.” International
Security 19, no. 4 (Spring 1995): 118—44. https://doi.org/10.2307/2539122.

Fatton, Lionel P. “The Impotence of Conventional Arms Control: Why Do International
Regimes Fail When They Are Most Needed?” Contemporary Security Policy 37, no. 2
(2016): 200-222. https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2016.1187952.

Fearon, James D. “Bargaining, Enforcement, and International Cooperation.” International
Organization 52, no. 2 (1998): 269-305.
https://doi.org/10.1162/002081898753162820.

———. “Cooperation, Conflict, and the Costs of Anarchy.” International Organization 72,
no. 3 (2018): 523-59. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818318000115.

Fearon, James D. “Rationalist Explanations for War.” International Organization 49, no. 3
(Summer 1995): 379-414.

Filson, Darren, and Suzanne Werner. “A Bargaining Model of War and Peace: Anticipating
the Onset, Duration, and Outcome of War.” American Journal of Political Science 46,

no. 4 (October 2002): 819. https://doi.org/10.2307/3088436.

. “Bargaining and Fighting: The Impact of Regime Type on War Onset, Duration, and

Outcomes.” American Journal of Political Science 48, no. 2 (April 2004): 296-313.

“Final Document Of The First Conference To Review The Operation Of The Treaty On
Conventional Armed Forces In Europe And The Concluding Act Of The Negotiation
On Personnel Strength.” Vienna, May 31, 1996.

Folstein, M. F., S. E. Folstein, and P. R. McHugh. “Folstein Mini Mental Examination.” APA
PsycTests, 1975.
https://www.wcpc.us/AttyTrain/FolsteinMiniMental Examination.pdf.

Fortna, Virginia Page. Peace Time: Cease-Fire Agreements and the Durability of Peace.
Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2004.

“Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation and Security between NATO and the

Russian Federation,” May 27, 1997.

299



Fox, John P. “Britain and the Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control, 1925-26.” Journal
of Contemporary History 4, no. 2 (April 1969): 143—-64.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002200946900400208.

Frederick, Bryan, Mark Cozad, and Alexandra Stark. Escalation in the War in Ukraine:
Lessons Learned and Risks for the Future. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation,
2023. https://doi.org/10.7249/RRA2807-1.

Freedman, Lawrence. “Arms Control: Thirty Years On.” Daedalus 120, no. 1 (Winter 1991):
69-82.

“Future Years Defense Program: DOD’s 1998 Plan Has Substantial Risk in Execution.”
Washington, DC: US General Accounting Office, October 1997.

Galeotti, M., and J. Shumate. Russia s Five-Day War: The Invasion of Georgia, August 2008.
Elite Series. Bloomsbury USA, 2023.

Gardberg, Anders. Aland Islands: A Strategic Survey. Finnish Defence Studies 8. Helsinki:
National Defence College, 1995.

Gassert, Philipp, Tim Geiger, and Hermann Wentker, eds. The INF Treaty of 1987: A
Reappraisal. 1st ed. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2020.
https://doi.org/10.13109/9783666352171.

George, Justin, and Todd Sandler. “A Spatial Analysis of NATO Burden Sharing at the
Operational Levels.” Kyklos n/a, no. n/a (2024). https://doi.org/10.1111/kykl].12401.

Gerring, John. “Case Selection for Case-Study Analysis: Qualitative and Quantitative
Techniques.” In The Oxford Handbook of Political Methodology, edited by Janet M.
Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady, and David Collier, 1st ed., 645-84. Oxford
University Press, 2009. https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199286546.003.0028.

Ghali, Mona. “Non-UN Peacekeeping Operations in the Middle East.” 12. Occasional Paper
Series. Washington, DC: The Henry L. Stimson Center, May 1993.

Gibler, Douglas M, Toby J Rider, and Marc L. Hutchison. “Taking Arms Against a Sea of
Troubles: Conventional Arms Races During Periods of Rivalry.” Journal of Peace
Research 42, no. 2 (March 2005): 131-47.

Giegerich, Bastian, and James Hackett. Military Capabilities in Europe: A Framework for
Assessing the Qualitative Dimension. The International Institute for Strategic Studies
(IISS), 2022.

Gillis, Melissa. “Conventional Arms and the Arms Trade.” In Disarmament: A Basic Guide,
Fourth Edition., 71-79. United Nations, 2017. https://www.un-
ilibrary.org/content/books/9789213628027c017.

300



Glaser, Charles L. “The Security Dilemma Revisited.” World Politics 50, no. 1 (October
1997): 171-201. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887100014763.

. “The Security Dilemma Revisited.” World Politics 50, no. 1 (October 1997): 171—
201. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887100014763.

———. “When Are Arms Races Dangerous? Rational versus Suboptimal Arming.”
International Security 28, no. 4 (2004): 44-84.

Glaser, Charles L, and Chaim Kaufmann. “What Is the Offense-Defense Balance and Can We
Measure It?” International Security 22, no. 4 (Spring 1998): 23.

Goertz, Gary. Multimethod Research, Causal Mechanisms, and Case Studies: An Integrated
Approach. Princeton University Press, 2017. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400888115.

Goertz, Gary, and James Mahoney. “9: Counterfactuals.” In 4 Tale of Two Cultures:
Qualitative and Quantitative Research in the Social Sciences, 248. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2013. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400845446.

Goldblat, Jozef. Arms Control: The New Guide to Negotiations and Agreements. Los
Angeles, CA; London: SAGE, 2002.

Goldfischer, David. “1. The Meaning of Offense and Defense.” In The Best Defense, 13-37.
Cornell University Press, 2020. https://doi.org/10.7591/9781501736681-004.
Goldstone, Jack A. “Comparative Historical Analysis And Knowledge Accumulation In The
Study Of Revolutions.” In Comparative Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences,
edited by James Mahoney and Dietrich Rueschemeyer, Ist ed., 41-90. Cambridge

University Press, 2003. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511803963.003.

Govan, Gregory G. “Conventional Arms Control in Europe: Some Thoughts about an
Uncertain Future,” Deep Cuts Issue Brief #5, July 2015, 4.

Govella, Kristi. “Economic Rivals, Security Allies: The US-Japan Trade War.” In Research
Handbook on Trade Wars, edited by Ka Zeng and Wei Liang, 209-29. Edward Elgar
Publishing, 2022. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781839105708.00020.

Graef, Alexander. “Beyond Stability: The Politics of Conventional Arms Control in Europe.”
Zeitschrift Fiir Friedens- Und Konfliktforschung 10, no. 2 (2021): 219-45.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42597-022-00070-y.

Graef, Alexander, and Ulrich Kiihn. “A Letter from Moscow: (In)Divisible Security and
Helsinki 2.0.” War on the Rocks, February 14, 2022.
https://warontherocks.com/2022/02/a-letter-from-moscow-indivisible-security-and-

helsinki-2-0/.

301



Grant, Rebecca L. B-2 Stealth Bomber at War. Washington Security Forum, n.d.
http://www.irisresearch.com/library/public/documents/B-2-Stealth-Bomber-at-War-
2019.pdf.

Gray, Colin S. “Arms Control Does Not Control Arms.” Orbis 37, no. 3 (Summer 1993):
333-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-4387(93)90149-7.

———. House of Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail. Tthica and London: Cornell

University Press, 1992.

. “The Arms Race Phenomenon.” World Politics 24, no. 1 (October 1971): 39-79.

https://doi.org/10.2307/2009706.

Gray, C.S. House of Cards: Why Arms Control Must Fail. Cornell: Cornell University Press,
1992. https://books.google.nl/books?id=tS§SPAAAAMAAIJ.

Greco, Salvatore, Alessio Ishizaka, Menelaos Tasiou, and Gianpiero Torrisi. “On the
Methodological Framework of Composite Indices: A Review of the Issues of
Weighting, Aggregation, and Robustness.” Social Indicators Research 141, no. 1
(January 2019): 61-94. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-017-1832-9.

Green, Brendan Rittenhouse. The Revolution That Failed: Nuclear Competition, Arms
Control, and the Cold War. 1st ed. Cambridge University Press, 2020.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108779593.

Greene, Samuel A., and Graeme B. Robertson. “Putin’s Rule Depends on Creating Foreign
Enemies — and Domestic ‘Traitors.”” Washington Post, February 24, 2022.
https://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2022/02/24/putin-ukraine-invasion-
domestic-support-strategy/.

Greig, J. Michael, and Andrew J. Enterline. “Correlates of War Database, National Material
Capabilities (v6.0).” Department of Political Science: University of North Texas, June
2021.

Guinn, Jeff. War on the Border: Villa, Pershing, the Texas Rangers, and an American
Invasion. New York: Simon & Schuster, 2021.

Gustafsson, Pér. “Russia’s Ambitions in the Arctic Towards 2035.” Stockholm: FOI, October
2021.

Giiveng, Serhat. “Building a Republican Navy in Turkey: 1924-1939.” International Journal
of Naval History 1, no. 1 (April 2002).

Giiveng, Serhat, and Dilek Barlas. “Atatiirk’s Navy: Determinants of Turkish Naval Policy,
1923-38.” Journal of Strategic Studies 26, no. 1 (March 2003): 1-35.

302



Haesebrouck, Tim. “EU Member State Support to Ukraine.” Foreign Policy Analysis 20, no.
2 (April 1, 2024): orae005. https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orac005.

. “NATO Burden Sharing after the Wales Summit: A Generalized Set Qualitative
Analysis.” Defence and Peace Economics 33, no. 6 (August 18, 2022): 637-54.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2021.1928435.

—— “NATO Burden Sharing in Libya: A Fuzzy Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis.”
Journal of Conflict Resolution 61, no. 10 (November 2017): 2235-61.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002715626248.

. “The Populist Radical Right and Military Intervention: A Coincidence Analysis of
Military Deployment Votes.” International Interactions 49, no. 3 (May 4, 2023): 345—
71. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050629.2023.2184815.

Haesebrouck, Tim, and Alrik Thiem. “Burden Sharing in CSDP Military Operations.”
Defence and Peace Economics 29, no. 7 (November 10, 2018): 748—65.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2017.1320183.

Haesebrouck, Tim, and Eva Thomann. “Introduction: Causation, Inferences, and Solution
Types in Configurational Comparative Methods.” Quality & Quantity 56, no. 4 (July
29, 2021): 1867-88. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01209-4.

Haesebrouck, Tim, and Anouschka Van Immerseel. “When Does Politics Stop at the Water’s
Edge? A QCA of Parliamentary Consensus on Military Deployment Decisions.”
European Political Science Review 12, no. 3 (August 2020): 371-90.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773920000223.

Haffa, Robert P, Jr. “The Future of Conventional Deterrence.” Strategic Studies Quarterly 12,
no. 4 (Winter 2018): 23.

Hagelin, Bjorn, and Peter Wallensteen. “Understanding Swedish Military Expenditures.”
Cooperation and Conflict 27, no. 4 (1992): 415-41.

Héggqvist, Henric. “Wartime and Post-War Economies (Sweden).” International
Encyclopedia of the First World War (WW1), September 18, 2019.
https://encyclopedia.1914-1918-online.net/article/wartime_and_post-
war_economies_sweden.

Halas, Matus. “Proving a Negative: Why Deterrence Does Not Work in the Baltics.”
European Security 28, no. 4 (2019): 431-48.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09662839.2019.1637855.

Hallett, Hughes. “Western European Union (Armaments Control Agency), (Hansard, 17
December 1959).” Hansard UK Parlaiment archives, December 17, 1959.

303



https://api.parliament.uk/historic-hansard/commons/1959/dec/17/western-european-
union-armaments-control.

Ham, Peter van. Modernizing Conventional Arms Control in the Euro-Atlantic Region. The
Hague: Netherlands Institute of International Relations ‘Clingendael’., 2018.

Hamm, Manfred R., and Hartmut Pohlman. “Military Doctrine—the Missing Link of
Conventional Arms Control.” Defense Analysis 6, no. 2 (1990): 147-65.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07430179008405443.

Han, Yong-Sup. “Conventional Arms Control on the Korean Peninsula.” Research Paper.
Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, 2020.

Hannikainen, Lauri. “Finland’s Continuation War (1941-1944): War of Aggression or
Defence? War of Alliance or Separate War?: Analyzed from the International —
Especially Legal — Perspective.” Baltic Yearbook of International Law Online 17, no.
1 (December 20, 2020): 77-121. https://doi.org/10.1163/22115897 01701 _006.

Harahan, Joseph P., and John C. Il Kuhn. On-Site Inspections Under the CFE Treaty, A
History of the On-Site Inspection Agency and CFE Treaty Implementation, 1990-
1996. Treaty History Series. Washington, DC: The On-Site Inspection Agency, US
Department of Defense, 1996.

Harding, Luke, and Michael Savage. “UK Will Not Supply Cluster Munitions to Ukraine,
Says Sunak.” The Observer, July 8, 2023, sec. World news.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/jul/08/ukraine-cluster-munitions-rishi-
sunak-aid.

Harris, Shane, Karen DeYoung, Isabelle Khurshudyan, Ashley Parker, and Liz Sly. “Road to
War: U.S. Warnings Doubted.” The Washington Post, August 17, 2022, sec. A.

Harrison, M. “The Soviet Union after 1945: Economic Recovery and Political Repression.”
Past & Present 210, no. Supplement 6 (January 1, 2011): 103-20.
https://doi.org/10.1093/pastj/gtq042.

Harrison, Mark. Guns and Rubles. Yale-Hoover Series on Stalin, Stalinism, and the Cold War.
New Haven [Conn.]: Yale University Press, 2008.

Hastedt, Glenn, and Anthony Eksterowicz. “Conventional Arms Control: Clearing Away the
Underbrush.” Defense Analysis 4, no. 2 (1988): 181-84.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07430178808405346.

Hedgecock, Kathryn, and Robert Person. “Bargaining with Blood: Russia’s War in Ukraine.”

Brussels School of Governance, Centre for Strategy, Diplomacy and Security, April 6,

304



2022. https://brussels-school.be/publications/policy-briefs/bargaining-blood-
russia%E2%80%99s-war-ukraine.

Heene, Moritz, Andrew Kyngdon, and Philipp Sckopke. “Detecting Violations of
Unidimensionality by Order-Restricted Inference Methods.” Frontiers in Applied
Mathematics and Statistics 2 (March 31, 2016).
https://doi.org/10.3389/fams.2016.00003.

Heiduk, Felix. “An Arms Race in Southeast Asia? Changing Arms Dynamics, Regional
Security and the Role of European Arms Exports.” SWP Research Paper. Berlin:
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik: German Institute for International and Security
Affairs, August 2017.

Heinkelmann-Wild, Tim, and Vytautas Jankauskas. “To Yield or Shield? Comparing
International Public Administrations’ Responses to Member States’ Policy
Contestation.” Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice 24,
no. 3 (May 4, 2022): 296-312. https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2020.1822144.

Hellenic Republic Ministry of Foreign Affairs. “Turkish Claims Regarding the
Demilitarization of Islands in the Aegean Sea.” ssues of Greek - Turkish Relations,
January 31, 2024. https://www.mfa.gr/en/issues-of-greek-turkish-relations/relevant-
documents/turkish-claims-regarding-the-demilitarization-of-islands-in-the-acgean-
sea.html.

Helmbold, Robert L. Probability Of Victory in Land Combat As Related To Force Ratio.
Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1969.

Henderson, Arthur. “Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments: Preliminary
Report of the Work of the Conference.” Geneva: League of Nations, November 1935.

Hinde, Robert A. “Trust, Co-Operation, Commitment and International Relationships.”
Current Research on Peace and Violence 10, no. 2/3 (1987): 83-90.

Hirzalla, Fadi. “Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA),” n.d.
https://www.coursera.org/learn/qualitative-comparative-analysis.

Hobbes, Thomas. “4. Leviathan.” In Democracy, 37-42. Columbia University Press, 2016.

Hoerber, Thomas. “Psychology and Reasoning in the Anglo-German Naval Agreement, 1935-
1939.” The Historical Journal 52, no. 1 (March 2009): 153-74.

Hollyer, James R., B. Peter Rosendorff, and James Raymond Vreeland. “Measuring
Transparency.” Political Analysis 22, no. 4 (2014): 413-34.
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpu001.

305



Hooghe, Liesbet, and Gary Marks. “Delegation and Pooling in International Organizations.”
The Review of International Organizations 10, no. 3 (2015): 305-28.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-014-9194-4.

Hosmer, Stephen T. Why Milosevic Decided to Settle the Conflict Over Kosovo When He Did.
Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2001. https://doi.org/10.7249/RB71.

Houser, G.M. Conventional Armed Forces in Europe: Technology Scenario Development.
Argonne, Illinois: Argonne National Lab, 1990. https://doi.org/10.2172/6795659.

Huddy, Leonie, David O. Sears, and Jack S. Levy. “Introduction: Theoretical Foundations of
Political Psychology.” In The Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology, edited by
Leonie Huddy, David O. Sears, and Jack S. Levy, 0. Oxford University Press, 2013.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199760107.013.0001.

Hull, Brad L. Russia s Proposal for a European Security Treaty: Origins and Prospects.
Monterey, California: Naval Postgraduate School, 2019.

Huth, Paul K. “Extended Deterrence and the Outbreak of War.” American Political Science
Review 82, no. 2 (June 1988): 423—43. https://doi.org/10.2307/1957394.

Ide, Tobias, and Patrick A Mello. “QCA in International Relations: A Review of Strengths,
Pitfalls, and Empirical Applications.” International Studies Review 24, no. 1 (March
4, 2022): viac008. https://doi.org/10.1093/isr/viac008.

Ikegami, Masako. “Missile Arms-Racing and Insecurity in the Asia-Pacific.” Missile
Dialogue Initiative. London: The International Institute for Strategic Studies, August
2021.

Ikenberry, G. John. After Victory: Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuilding of
Order After Major Wars. Vol. 116. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2001.
http://doi.wiley.com/10.2307/798082.

“Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia Report - Volume
1,” September 2009.

Independent Monitoring Commission. Twenty-Sixth and Final Report of the Independent
Monitoring Commission: 2004-2011 - Changes, Impact and Lessons. London:
Stationery Office, 2011.

Isachenko, Daria. Turkey in the Black Sea Region: Ankara's Reactions to the War in Ukraine
against the Background of Regional Dynamics and Global Confrontation. Vol. SWP
Research Paper 12. Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik: German Institute for
International and Security Affairs, 2023. https://www.swp-
berlin.org/10.18449/2023RP12/.

306



Isachenkov, Vladimir. “Putin Demands NATO Guarantees Not to Expand Eastward.” Military
Times, December 1, 2021.
https://www.militarytimes.com/flashpoints/2021/12/01/putin-demands-nato-
guarantees-not-to-expand-eastward/.

Jaehyon, Lee. “Understanding the Recent Southeast Asian Arms Build-up: A Commitment to
a Minimum Military Response Capability.” Issue Brief. Seoul: The Asan Institute for
Policy Studies, December 20, 2023.

Jasper, Ursula, and Clara Portela. “EU Defence Integration and Nuclear Weapons: A
Common Deterrent for Europe?” Security Dialogue 41, no. 2 (April 2010): 145-68.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0967010610361889.

Jervis, Robert. “Arms Control, Stability, and Causes of War.” Daedalus 120, no. 1 (Winter
1991): 167-81.

. “Arms Control, Stability, and Causes of War.” Political Science Quarterly 108, no. 2
(1993): 239-53. https://doi.org/10.2307/2152010.

. “Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma.” World Politics 30, no. 2 (January
1978): 167-214.

. “From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security Cooperation.”

Daedalus, 50 Years, 134, no. 4 (Fall 2005): 101-17.

. Perception and Misperception in International Politics. New edition. Princeton, New

Jersey: Princeton University Pres, 2017.

——. “Security Regimes.” International Organization 36, no. 2 (Spring 1982): 357-78.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818300018981.

————. “War and Misperception.” The Journal of Interdisciplinary History 18, no. 4 (Spring
1988): 675-700.

Johnson, Ian Ona. “How an International Order Died: Lessons from the Interwar Era.” War
on the Rocks, August 5, 2021. https://warontherocks.com/2021/08/how-an-
international-order-died-lessons-from-the-interwar-era-2/.

Johnson, Tana. Organizational Progeny: Why Governments Are Losing Control over the
Proliferating Structures of Global Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780198717799.001.0001.

Johnston, Seth. How NATO Adapts: Strategy and Organization in the Atlantic Alliance since

1950. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2017.

https://doi.org/10.1353/book.98248.

307



Jonsson, Oscar. “The Evolution of Russian Hybrid Warfare: EU/NATO.” CEPA, January 29,
2021. https://cepa.org/the-evolution-of-russian-hybrid-warfare-eu-nato/.

Juhasz, Balazs. “The Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control and the Military Control of
Hungary Between 1921 and 1927.” Hadtudomdanyi Szemle 5, no. 1 (January 2012):
47-72.

Jurski, Robert. The Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty and Its Contribution to
Euro-Atlantic Security after 1990. Monterey, California: Naval Postgraduate School,
2005.

Kacprzyk, Artur, and Lukasz Kulesa. Dilemmas of Arms Control: Meeting the Interests of
NATO's North-Eastern Flank. Tallinn, Estonia: International Centre for Defence and
Security, 2020.

Kaplow, Jeffrey M, and Erik Gartzke. “The Determinants of Uncertainty in International
Relations.” International Studies Quarterly 65, no. 2 (June 2021): 306—19.
https://doi.org/10.1093/isq/sqab004.

Kelley, Charles T. Jr. Methodology for Examining Effects of Arm Control Reduction on
Tactical Air Forces: An Example from Conventional Forces In Europe (CFE) Treaty
Analysis. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 1993.

Kelley, Robert E. “Twenty Years Ago in Iraq, Ignoring the Expert Weapons Inspectors Proved
to Be a Fatal Mistake.” SIPRI Commentary, March 23, 2023.
https://www.sipri.org/commentary/essay/2023/twenty-years-ago-iraq-ignoring-expert-
weapons-inspectors-proved-be-fatal-mistake.

Khemlani, Brijesh. “Southeast Asia’s Arms Race.” RUSI, January 13, 2011.
https://rusi.orghttps://rusi.org.

Kimball, Daryl. “The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty at a Glance.” Arms
Control Association, August 2019. https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/INFtreaty.

Kleinjan, Lucien. “Conventional Arms Control in Europe: Decline, Disarray, and the Need
for Reinvention.” Arms Control Today, June 2016.
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2016-05/features/conventional-arms-control-europe-
decline-disarray-need-reinvention.

Knight, Malcolm, Norman Loayza, and Delano Villanueva. “The Peace Dividend: Military
Spending Cuts and Economic Growth.” Working Paper. IMF, May 1995.

Knispel, Sandra. “Fact-Checking Putin’s Claims That Ukraine and Russia Are ‘One People.’”
University of Rochester News Center (blog), March 3, 2022.
https://www.rochester.edu/newscenter/ukraine-history-fact-checking-putin-513812/.

308



Knox, D. W. “The London Treaty and American Naval Policy.” U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings 57, no. 8 (August 1931).
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/193 1/august/london-treaty-and-
american-naval-policy.

Knudsen, Bard B. “Developing a National Security Policy/Strategy: A Roadmap.” Sicherheit
& Frieden 30, no. 3 (2012): 135-40. https://doi.org/10.5771/0175-274x-2012-3-135.

Kofman, Michael. “The August War, Ten Years On: A Retrospective on the Russo-Georgian
War.” War on the Rocks, August 17, 2018. https://warontherocks.com/2018/08/the-
august-war-ten-years-on-a-retrospective-on-the-russo-georgian-wat/.

Koivurova, Timo, and Filip Holiencin. “Demilitarisation and Neutralisation of Svalbard: How
Has the Svalbard Regime Been Able to Meet the Changing Security Realities during
Almost 100 Years of Existence?”” Polar Record 53, no. 2 (March 2017): 131-42.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0032247416000838.

Kosovo Online. “Kumanovo Agreement 24 Years Later: Kosovo Problem Far from Resolved,
KFOR Strengthens Its Forces - Kosovo Online,” June 9, 2023. https://www.kosovo-
online.com/en/news/analysis/kumanovo-agreement-24-years-later-kosovo-problem-
far-resolved-kfor-strengthens-its.

Kreps, Sarah E. “The Institutional Design of Arms Control Agreements.” Foreign Policy
Analysis 14, no. 1 (January 2018): 127-47. https://doi.org/10.1093/fpa/orw045.

Kiihn, Ulrich. “Conventional Arms Control 2.0.” The Journal of Slavic Military Studies 26,
no. 2 (April 2013): 189-202. https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2013.779859.

. “Institutional Resilience, Deterrence and the Transition to Zero Nuclear Weapons.”
Security and Human Rights 26, no. 2—4 (December 7, 2015): 262—80.
https://doi.org/10.1163/18750230-02602002.

— . “Medvedev’s Proposals for a New European Security Order: A Starting Point or the
End of the Story?” Connections: The Quarterly Journal 9, no. 2 (Spring 2010): 1-16.
https://doi.org/10.11610/Connections.09.2.01.

. Preventing Escalation in the Baltics: A NATO Playbook. Washington, DC: Carnegie

Endowment for International Peace, 2018.

. “The End of Conventional Arms Control and the Role of US Congress.” Journal for
Peace and Nuclear Disarmament 2, no. 1 (2019): 253-73.
https://doi.org/10.1080/25751654.2019.1607993.

309



. The Rise and Fall of Cooperative Arms Control in Europe. 1st ed. Vol. 224.
Demokratie, Sicherheit, Frieden. Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft mbH &
Co. KG, 2020. https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748903239.

. The Rise and Fall of Cooperative Arms Control in Europe. 1st ed. Demokratie,
Sicherheit, Frieden. Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft mbH & Co. KG, 2020.
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748903239.

Kiihn, Ulrich, and Anna Péczeli. “Russia, NATO and the INF Treaty.” Strategic Studies
Quarterly 11, no. 1 (Spring 2017): 66-99.

Kulesa, Lukasz. “The Future of Conventional Arms Control in Europe.” Survival 60, no. 4
(2018): 75-90. https://doi.org/10.1080/00396338.2018.1495430.

Kupchan, Charles. How Enemies Become Friends: The Sources of Stable Peace. Princeton
Studies in International History and Politics. Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2010.

Kupchan, Charles A. “Concerts, Collective Security, and the Future of Europe.” International
Security 16, no. 1 (Summer 1991): 114-61. https://doi.org/10.2307/2539053.

Kurlowicz, Lenore, and Meredith Wallace. “The Mini-Mental State Examination (MMSE).”
Journal of Gerontological Nursing 25, no. 5 (May 1999): 8§-9.
https://doi.org/10.3928/0098-9134-19990501-08.

Kvartalnov, Artem. “Indivisible Security and Collective Security Concepts: Implications for
Russia’s Relations with the West.” Central European Journal of International and
Security Studies 15, no. 3 (September 17, 2021): 4-29.
https://doi.org/10.51870/CEJISS.A150301.

Kydd, Andrew. “Arms Races and Arms Control: Modeling the Hawk Perspective.” American
Journal of Political Science 44, no. 2 (April 2000): 228-44.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2669307.

Lachowski, Zdzislaw. “Half-Century of Arms Control: A Tentative Score Sheet.” Polish
Quarterly of International Affairs 19, no. 4 (2010): 40-65.

Lake, David A. “Beyond Anarchy: The Importance of Security Institutions.” International
Security 26, no. 1 (Summer 2001): 129-60.

Lall, Ranjit. “Beyond Institutional Design: Explaining the Performance of International
Organizations.” International Organization 71, no. 2 (Spring 2017): 245-80.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818317000066.

310



Lanoszka, Alexander, Moens, Alexander, and Christian Leuprecht, eds. Lessons from the
Enhanced Forward Presence, 2017-2020. NDC Research Papers Series 14. Rome,
Italy: NATO Defense College, 2020.

Larsen, Jeffrey Arthur, ed. Arms Control: Cooperative Security in a Changing Environment.
Boulder, Colorado: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002.

Larsen, Paul B. “Outer Space Arms Control: Can the USA, Russia and China Make This
Happen.” Journal of Conflict and Security Law 23, no. 1 (April 1, 2018): 137-59.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcsl/krw026.

Larson, Eric V. Force Planning Scenarios, 1945-2016: Their Origins and Use in Defense
Strategic Planning. RAND Corporation, 2019. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR2173.1.

Layne, Christopher, and Benjamin Schwarz. “The American Origins of the Russo—Ukrainian
War.” The American Conservative, October 16, 2023.
https://www.theamericanconservative.com/the-american-origins-of-the-russo-
ukrainian-war/.

Leah, Christine, and Adam B. Lowther. “Conventional Arms and Nuclear Peace.” Strategic
Studies Quarterly 11, no. 1 (Spring 2017): 14-24.

Leah, Christine M. “Deterrence and Arms Control in a Second Conventional Age.”
Comparative Strategy 34, no. 5 (2015): 401-21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01495933.2015.1089122.

Lebow, Richard Ned. “International Relations Theory and the Ukrainian War.” Analyse &
Kritik 44, no. 1 (2022): 111-35. https://doi.org/10.1515/auk-2022-2021.

—— Why Nations Fight: Past and Future Motives for War. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2010.

Leuprecht, Christian, Alexander Lanoszka, Jason Derow, and Karolina Muti. “Leveraging the
NATO Enhanced Forward Presence Two Years On.” In The Riga Conference Papers
2019: NATO at 70 in the Baltic Sea Region. Riga: Latvia Institute of International
Affairs, 2019. https://www.liia.lv/en/publications/the-riga-conference-papers-2019-
nato-at-70-in-the-baltic-sea-region-815.

Leventoglu, Bahar, and Branislav L. Slantchev. “The Armed Peace: A Punctuated
Equilibrium Theory of War.” American Journal of Political Science 51, no. 4
(October 2007): 755-71. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-5907.2007.00279.x.

Levy, Jack S. “Counterfactuals and Case Studies.” In The Oxford Handbook of Political
Methodology, edited by Janet M. Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady, and David

311



Collier, st ed., 627-44. Oxford University Press, 2009.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199286546.003.0027.

—— “Loss Aversion, Framing, and Bargaining: The Implications of Prospect Theory for
International Conflict.” International Political Science Review / Revue Internationale
de Science Politique, Crisis, Conflict and War, 17, no. 2 (April 1996): 179-95.

Levy, Jack S. “The Causes of War and the Conditions of Peace.” Annual Review of Political
Science 1:1 (1998): 28.

Levy, Jack S. “The Offensive/Defensive Balance of Military Technology: A Theoretical and
Historical Analysis.” International Studies Quarterly 28, no. 2 (June 1984): 219-38.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2600696.

Likhotal, Alexander. “The Root Causes of the Russian Invasion of Ukraine.” Cadmus Journal
Report on War in Ukraine (July 2022): 1-10.

Lincove, David. “Data for Peace: The League of Nations and Disarmament 1920-40.” Peace
& Change 43, no. 4 (October 2018): 498-529. https://doi.org/10.1111/pech.12316.

Lippert, William. “A European Military Balance Organization and Dynamic Conventional
Arms Control.” Bulletin of “Carol I National Defense University 12, no. 3 (2023):
41-59. https://doi.org/10.53477/2284-9378-23-31.

. “Conventional Arms Control and Ending the Russo-Ukrainian War.” War on the
Rocks, October 30, 2024. https://warontherocks.com/2024/10/conventional-arms-

control-and-ending-the-russo-ukrainian-war/.

. “Delegation to Treaty Bodies and International Organizations for Conventional Arms
Control Agreements in Europe: A Sum Score Evaluation.” Global Governance: A
Review of Multilateralism and International Organizations 30, no. 1 (2024): 93—122.
https://doi.org/10.1163/19426720-03001005.

. “How Conventional Arms Control Failures Caused the Russo-Ukraine War.”
Defense & Security Analysis, January 17, 2024, 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14751798.2024.2300889.

———. “Military Balancing for Future Conventional Arms Control Agreements in Europe.”
Contemporary Military Challenges 26, no. 1 (March 1, 2024): 103—17.
https://doi.org/10.2478/cmc-2024-0007.

. “The Role Of The European Union In Future Conventional Arms Control In
Europe.” Presented at the EUACADEMY Conference “European Security:
Challenges And Policies,” Dublin, Ireland, December 15, 2023.

312



Lobjakas, Ahto. “EU Report On 2008 War Tilts Against Georgia.” Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty, September 30, 2009, sec. Features.
https://www.rferl.org/a/EU_Report On_2008 War Tilts Against Georgia/1840447.h
tml.

Lodgaard, Sverre. “Arms Control and World Order.” Journal for Peace and Nuclear
Disarmament 2, no. 1 (June 28, 2019): 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/25751654.2019.1631243.

Louis, Marieke, and Lucile Maertens. Why International Organizations Hate Politics:
Depoliticizing the World. Oxon and New York: Routledge, 2021.

Luik, Jiiri, and Henrik Praks. Boosting the Deterrent Effect of Allied Enhanced Forward
Presence. Tallinn, Estonia: International Centre for Defence and Security, 2017.

Lunn, Simon, and Nicholas Williams. NATO's DNA: The Alliance's Contribution to Arms
Control, Disarmament, and Non-Proliferation. London, UK: European Leadership
Network (ELN), 2020.

Lynch III, Thomas F., and Frank Hoffman. “Chapter 2: Past Eras of Great Power
Competition.” In Strategic Assessment 2020: Into a New Era of Great Power
Competition, 17-44. Washington, DC: NDU Press, 2020.

Lynn-Jones, Sean. “Offense-Defense Theory and Its Critics.” Security Studies 4, no. 4
(Summer 1995): 660-91.

Maas, Matthijs M. “How Viable Is International Arms Control for Military Artificial
Intelligence? Three Lessons from Nuclear Weapons.” Contemporary Security Policy
40, no. 3 (2019): 285-311. https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2019.1576464.

Macfie, A. L. “The Straits Question: The Conference of Lausanne (November 1922-July
1923).” Middle Eastern Studies 15, no. 2 (May 1979): 211-38.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00263207908700406.

Mackie, J L. “Causes and Conditions,” 2024.

Macleod, Alan. International Politics and the Northern Ireland Conflict: The USA,
Diplomacy and the Troubles. London, New York: 1.B. Tauris, 2016.
10.5040/9781350986848.

Magula, Justin, Michael Rouland, and Peter Zwack. “NATO and Russia: Defense and
Deterrence in a Time of Conflict.” Defence Studies 22, no. 3 (July 3, 2022): 502-9.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14702436.2022.2082957.

313



Mahoney, James. “Comparative-Historical Methodology.” Annual Review of Sociology 30,
no. 1 (August 1, 2004): 81-101.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.30.012703.110507.

Malmlof, Tomas, Carolina Vendil Pallin, Carl Michael Gréns, Johan Norberg, Jonas Kjellén,
Ismail Khan, Kristina Melin, et al. Russia’s War Against Ukraine and the West: The
First Year. FOI, 2023.

Manojlovic, Mila, and Andy Heil. “Serbia’s Vucic Weighs A Return To Military Conscription,
Stirring Anger To His Left And Right.” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, January 11,
2024, sec. Serbia. https://www.rferl.org/a/serbia-conscription-vucic-anger-
modernizing-military/32770746.html.

Mantilla, Giovanni. “Deflective Cooperation: Social Pressure and Forum Management in
Cold War Conventional Arms Control.” International Organization, 2023, 1-35.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818322000364.

Mastny, Vojtech, Petr Lufidk, and William E. Odom. “Taking Lyon on the Ninth Day? The
1964 Warsaw Pact Plan for a Nuclear War in Europe and Related Documents.”
Washington, D.C. / Zurich: PHP Publications Series, May 2000.

Mathews III, John C. “Current Gains and Future Outcomes: When Cumulative Relative
Gains Matter.” International Security 21, no. 1 (Summer 1996): 112—46.

Matlock Jr. Reagan and Gorbachev: How the Cold War Ended. New York: Random House,
2004.

Maurer, John D. “Divided Counsels: Competing Approaches to SALT, 1969-1970*.”
Diplomatic History 43, no. 2 (April 1, 2019): 353-77.
https://doi.org/10.1093/dh/dhy069.

Maurer, John D. “The Purposes of Arms Control.” Texas National Security Review 2, no. 1
(November 2018): 8-27.

Maurer, John H. “Arms Control and the Anglo-German Naval Race before World War I:
Lessons for Today?” Political Science Quarterly 112, no. 2 (1997): 285.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657942.

Mayberry, Anthony A. “Demilitarization and Economic Growth: Empirical Evidence in
Support of a Peace Dividend.” Journal of Comparative Economics 51, no. 3
(September 2023): 960—88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jce.2023.04.001.

Mazarr, Michael, Arthur Chan, Alyssa Demus, Bryan Frederick, Alireza Nader, Stephanie
Pezard, Julia Thompson, and Elina Treyger. What Deters and Why. Exploring

314



Requirements for Effective Deterrence of Interstate Aggression. RAND Corporation,
2018. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR2451.

Mazarr, Michael, Joe Cheravitch, Jeffrey W. Hornung, and Stephanie Pezard. What Deters
and Why: Applying a Framework to Assess Deterrence of Gray Zone Aggression.
RAND Corporation, 2021. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR3142.

Mazarr, Michael J., Samuel Charap, Abigail Casey, Irina A. Chindea, Christian Curriden,

Alyssa Demus, Bryan Frederick, et al. Stabilizing Great-Power Rivalries. Santa

Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2021. https://doi.org/10.7249/RR-A456-1.

. Stabilizing Great-Power Rivalries. Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2021.

https://doi.org/10.7249/RR-A456-1.

McCausland, Jeffrey D. “NATO and Russian Approaches To Adapting the CFE Treaty.” Arms

Control Association, Undated. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/1997-
08/features/nato-russian-approaches-adapting-cfe-treaty.

McFaul, Michael, Stephen Sestanovich, and John J. Mearsheimer. “Faulty Powers: Who
Started the Ukraine Crisis?” Foreign Affairs 93, no. 6 (2014): 167-78.

McNeish, Daniel, and Melissa Gordon Wolf. “Thinking Twice about Sum Scores.” Behavior
Research Methods 52, no. 6 (April 22, 2020): 2287-2305.
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-020-01398-0.

Mearsheimer, John J. “Assessing the Conventional Balance: The 3:1 Rule and Its Critics.”
International Security 13, no. 4 (Spring 1989): 54. https://doi.org/10.2307/2538780.

Mearsheimer, John J. Conventional Deterrence. Ithica and London: Cornell University Press,
1983.

Mearsheimer, John J. The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. Updated edition. 1 online
resource. vols. Norton Series in World Politics. New York: W.W. Norton & Company,
2001.

——. “Why the Ukraine Crisis Is the West’s Fault: The Liberal Delusions That Provoked
Putin.” Foreign Aff- 93 (2014): 77.

Mearsheimer, John J., and Sebastian Rosato. How States Think: The Rationality of Foreign
Policy. Yale University Press, 2023.

Medvedev, Dmitri. “Speech at Meeting with German Political, Parliamentary and Civic
Leaders.” President of Russia Official Web Page, June 5, 2008.
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/d_ru_ 20080617 _
04 /D_RU 20080617 04 en.pdf.

315



. “The Draft of the European Security Treaty.” President of Russia, November 29,

20009. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/6152.

Meer, Sico van der, Kevin de Raat, Danny Pronk, and Ad4ja Stoetman. “CBRN Weapons:
Where Are We in Averting Armageddon?” Clingendael Institute: Strategic Monitor
2019-2020. Accessed October 17, 2023.
https://www.clingendael.org/pub/2019/strategic-monitor-2019-2020/cbrn-weapons/.

Miall, Hugh. “Arms Control and World Order: Report on the Toda Peace Institute
International Workshop Held in Vienna, 13-15 October 2019.” Policy Brief. Tokyo:
Toda Peace Institute, November 2019.

Miller, Steven E. Hard Times for Arms Control What Can Be Done? The Hague: The Hague
Centre for Strategic Studies, 2022.

Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland. Government Report on Changes in the Security
Environment. Helsinki: Finnish Government, 2022.

“Minsk Agreements.” Minsk, February 12, 2015.

Mintz, Alex, and Karl DeRouen Jr. Understanding Foreign Policy Decision Making.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511757761.

Missile Threat CSIS Missile Defense Project. “9M729 (SSC-8),” March 31, 2022.
https://missilethreat.csis.org/missile/ssc-8-novator-9m729/.

“Mission of The Republic of Serbia to the NATO.” Accessed August 13, 2023.
http://www.nato-brussels.mfa.gov.rs/index.php.

Maoller, Jorgen, and Svend-Erik Skaaning. “Explanatory Typologies as a Nested Strategy of
Inquiry: Combining Cross-Case and Within-Case Analyses.” Sociological Methods &
Research 46, no. 4 (November 2017): 1018—48.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124115613778.

Montgomery, Evan Braden. “Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma: Realism, Reassurance,
and the Problem of Uncertainty.” International Security 31, no. 2 (Fall 2006): 151-85.

Moreland, Will. “The Purpose of Multilateralism: A Framework for Democracies in a
Geopolitically Competitive World.” Washington, DC: Brookings, September 2019.

Morgan, Forrest E, Benjamin Boudreaux, Andrew J Lohn, Mark Ashby, Christian Curriden,
Kelly Klima, Derek Grossman, Project Air Force (U.S.), Strategy and Doctrine
Program, and Rand Corporation. Military Applications of Artificial Intelligence:
Ethical Concerns in an Uncertain World, 2020.

316



Morgan, Patrick M. “Arms Control: A Theoretical Perspective.” Policy Studies Journal 8, no.
1 (Fall 1979): 106-14.

Morgenthau, Hans J. Politics among Nations : The Struggle for Power and Peace. [1st ed.].
New York: A.A. Knopf, 1948.

Miiller, Thomas, and Mathias Albert. “Whose Balance? A Constructivist Approach to Balance
of Power Politics.” European Journal of International Security 6, no. 1 (February
2021): 109-28. https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2020.19.

Multinational Force and Observers. “Multinational Force & Observors.” Accessed September
23, 2024. https://mfo.org/.

Murray, Williamson, and Peter R. Mansoor, eds. Hybrid Warfare: Fighting Complex
Opponents from the Ancient World to the Present. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2012. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139199254.

Muzyka, Konrad. Russian Forces in the Western Military District. CNA Occassional Paper.
Arlington, VA: CNA, 2021.

Myerson, Roger B., and Douglas Borer. “Perspectives on Ukraine and the Russian Invasion -
Global ECCO - Naval Postgraduate School.” Global ECCO, January 7, 2023.
https://nps.edu/web/ecco/w/perspectives-on-ukraine-and-the-russian-invasion.

National Security Archives. “NATO Expansion: What Yeltsin Heard,” March 16, 2018.
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/briefing-book/russia-programs/2018-03-16/nato-expansion-
what-yeltsin-heard.

“National Security Concept of the Russian Federation,” December 17, 1999.
https://nuke.fas.org/guide/russia/doctrine/gazeta012400.htm.

NATO. “Arms Control, Disarmament and Non-Proliferation in NATO.” NATO, February 27,
2023. https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohqg/topics_48895.htm.

. “Brussels Declaration On Conventional Arms Control.” NATO. Accessed February
8, 2022. http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts 23337.htm.

. “Conventional Arms Control: The Way Ahead.” NATO, May 2, 1988.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official texts 23453.htm.

— “Defence Expenditures and NATO’s 2% Guideline.” NATO, April 5, 2024.

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_49198.htm.

——. “Military Technical Agreement between the International Security Force (‘KFOR’)
and the Governments of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the Republic of
Serbia,” June 9, 1999. https://www.nato.int/kosovo/docu/a990609a.htm.

317



. “NATO’s Role in Conventional Arms Control.” NATO, April 11, 2023.

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics 48896.htm.

—— “Pre-Summit Press Conference by Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg Ahead of the
NATO Summit in Vilnius.” NATO, July 7, 2023.
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions_216939.htm.

—— “Relations with Serbia.” NATO, May 23, 2022.
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics_50100.htm.

NATO. “Remarks by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg at the 18th Annual NATO

Conference on Arms Control, Disarmament and Weapons of Mass Destruction Non-

Proliferation,” April 18, 2023.

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/opinions_213952.htm.

. “The Alliance’s Comprehensive Concept of Arms Control and Disarmament
Adopted by the Heads of State and Government at the Meeting of the North Atlantic
Council.” NATO, May 29, 1989.
https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/official_texts 23553.htm.

——— “Wales Summit Declaration Issued by the Heads of State and Government
Participating in the Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Wales.” NATO, 2014.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official texts 112964.htm.

NATO Military Committee. “Memo: Balanced East-West Force Reductions.” NATO, August
30, 1968.

Nelson, Amy J., and Adam Twardowski. “How the Demise of an Arms Control Treaty
Foreshadowed Russia’s Aggression against Ukraine.” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists
(blog), February 1, 2022. https://thebulletin.org/2022/02/how-the-demise-of-an-arms-
control-treaty-foreshadowed-russias-aggression-against-ukraine/.

Neo, Hui Min, and Anastasia Clark. “Western Allies Vow ‘Swift, Deep Sanctions’ If Russia
Invades Ukraine.” The Moscow Times, February 11, 2022.
https://www.themoscowtimes.com/2022/02/11/western-allies-vow-swift-deep-
sanctions-if-russia-invades-ukraine-a76350.

Nopens, Patrick. A New Security Architecture for Europe?: Russian Proposal and Western
Reactions. Security Policy Brief 3. EGMONT Royal Institute for International
Relations, 2009.

Novosseloff, Alexandra. “Assessing the Effectiveness of the United Nations Peacekeeping

Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) and The Office of the Special Adviser to the Secretary-

318



General on Cyprus (OSASG).” Oslo: Norwegian Institute of International Affairs,
2021.

Office of the President of Russia. “Information on the Decree ”On Suspending the Russian
Federation’s Participation in the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
and Related International Agreements”,” January 14, 2007.
http://en.kremlin.ru/supplement/3327.

Oliker, Olga, Christopher S Chivvis, Keith Crane, Olesya Tkacheva, and Scott Boston.
Russian Foreign Policy in Historical and Current Context: A Reassessment. RAND
Corporation, 2015. www.rand.org.

Onderco, Michal, and Clara Portela. “External Drivers of EU Differentiated Cooperation:
How Change in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime Affects Member States
Alignment.” Contemporary Security Policy 44, no. 1 (2023): 150-75.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13523260.2022.2146336.

O’Neill, Barry. “Rush-Bagot and the Upkeep of Arms Treaties.” Arms Control Today 21, no.
7 (September 1991): 20-23.

Osborn, Andrew, and Polina Nikolskaya. “Russia’s Putin Authorises ‘special Military
Operation’ against Ukraine.” Reuters, February 24, 2022, sec. Europe.
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russias-putin-authorises-military-operations-
donbass-domestic-media-2022-02-24/.

OSCE. 4 Peaceful Presence - The First Five Years of the OSCE Special Monitoring Mission
to Ukraine. Vienna: OSCE Conflict Prevention Centre, 2021.

. “Conference On Security And Co-Operation In Europe Final Act (Helsinki Final
Act),” August 1, 1975.
. “Istanbul Document 1999,” November 19, 1999.

OSCE. “Joint Consultative Group.” Accessed June 6, 2023. https://www.osce.org/jcg.

OSCE. “OSCE Participating States.” OSC. Accessed October 22, 2023.
https://www.osce.org/participating-states.

OSCE. “OSCE Special Monitoring Mission to Ukraine (SMM) Daily Report 244/2021 Issued
on 18 October 2021,” October 19, 2021. https://www.osce.org/special-monitoring-
mission-to-ukraine/501352.

Our World in Data. “Military Expenditure as a Share of GDP.” Accessed July 5, 2024.
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/military-expenditure-as-a-share-of-gdp-long.

319



Overfield, Cornell. “Turkey Must Close the Turkish Straits Only to Russian and Ukrainian
Warships.” Lawfare, March 5, 2022. https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/turkey-
must-close-turkish-straits-only-russian-and-ukrainian-warships.

Oxenstierna, Susanne, Fredrik Westerlund, Gudrun Persson, Jonas Kjellén, Nils Dahlqvist,
Johan Norberg, Martin Goliath, Jakob Hedenskog, Tomas Malmlof, and Johan
Engvall. Russian Military Capability in a Ten-Year Perspective - 2019. FOI, 2019.

Oye, Kenneth A., ed. Cooperation under Anarchy. Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press,
1986.

Panda, Ankit. Indo-Pacific Missile Arsenals: Avoiding Spirals and Mitigating Escalation
Risks. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2023.
Papugcular, Hazal. “Contested Sovereignties: Turkish Diplomacy, the Straits Commission,
and the League of Nations (1924-1936).” Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern

Studies 25, no. 2 (November 9, 2022): 207-21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19448953.2022.2143773.

PBS Frontline. “Interviews: Strobe Talbott.” Accessed July 7, 2024.
https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/kosovo/interviews/talbott.html.

Permanent Council. “Decision No. 1117: Deployment Of An OSCE Special Monitoring
Mission To Ukraine.” OSCE, March 21, 2014.

Perrin de Brichambaut, Marc. “The Indivisibility of Euro-Atlantic Security.” OSCE, February
4,2010.

Peters, John E. CFE and Military Stability in Europe. Santa Monica, CA: RAND
Corporation, 1997.

. The Changing Quality of Stability in Europe: The Conventional Forces in Europe

Treaty toward 2001. Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2000.

Pettyjohn, Stacie L. “Drones Are Transforming the Battlefield in Ukraine But in an
Evolutionary Fashion.” War on the Rocks, March 5, 2024.
https://warontherocks.com/2024/03/drones-are-transforming-the-battlefield-in-
ukraine-but-in-an-evolutionary-fashion/.

Phillips, David L. “Implementation Review: Six-Point Ceasefire Agreement Between Russia

and Georgia.” National Committee on American Foreign Policy and Institute for the

Study of Human Rights (ISHR), August 2011.

. Liberating Kosovo. Coercive Diplomacy and U.S. Intervention. Belfer Center

Studies in International Security. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2012.

320



Pifer, Steven. “Russia’s Draft Agreements with NATO and the United States: Intended for
Rejection?” Brookings (blog), December 21, 2021.
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2021/12/21/russias-draft-

agreements-with-nato-and-the-united-states-intended-for-rejection/.

. “Ukraine: Looking Forward, Five Years after the Maidan Revolution.” Brookings

(blog), February 22, 2022. https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-

chaos/2019/02/22/ukraine-looking-forward-five-years-after-the-maidan-revolution/.

Pillar, Paul R. Negotiating Peace: War Termination as a Bargaining Process. Vol. 695.
Princeton University Press, 1983. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt7ztnt0.

Podzi¢, Mersiha Causevi¢. “A New Era for South-East Europe - Rebuilding Peace, Security
and Stability in Aftermath of War.” OSCE, November 25, 2014.
https://www.osce.org/cio/126754.

Polityuk, Pavel. “Ukraine Sees No Sign of Russia Withdrawing Troops from Border.”
Reuters, December 16, 2021. https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/exclusive-
ukraine-sees-no-sign-russia-withdrawing-troops-border-2021-12-15/.

Polyakova, Alina, and Mathieu Boulegue. “The Evolution of Hybrid Warfare: Conclusion.”
CEPA: The Evolution of Russian Hybrid Warfare: Conclusion, January 29, 2021.
https://cepa.org/the-evolution-of-hybrid-warfare-conclusion/.

Pompeo, Michael R. “U.S. Withdrawal from the INF Treaty on August 2, 2019.” United
States Department of State (blog), August 2, 2019. https://2017-2021 .state.gov/u-s-
withdrawal-from-the-inf-treaty-on-august-2-2019/.

Portela, Clara. The EU's Arms Control Challenge: Bridging Nuclear Divides. Chaillot Paper,
166 (April 2021). Paris: European Union Institute for Security Studies (EUISS), 2021.
https://doi.org/10.2815/601066.

Posen, Barry R. “Inadvertent Nuclear War?: Escalation and NATO’s Northern Flank.”
International Security 7, no. 2 (1982): 28-54. https://doi.org/10.2307/2538432.

— “Measuring the European Conventional Balance: Coping with Complexity in Threat
Assessment.” International Security 9, no. 3 (Winter -1985 1984): 47-88.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2538587.

Powirska, Lidia. “Through the Ashes of the Minsk Agreements,” May 18, 2022.
https://epicenter.wcfia.harvard.edu/blog/through-ashes-minsk-agreements.

President of Russia. “Meeting of Ambassadors and Permanent Representatives of Russia,”

July 19, 2018. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/58037.

321



Priego, Alberto. “NATO Enlargement: A Security Dilemma for Russia?” In Routledge
Handbook of Russian Security. Routledge, 2019.

Prokhorova, Anastasia. Reducing Military Risks through OSCE Instruments: Revisiting the
OSCE Institutional Process and Capacities. 15. Geneva Centre for Security Policy
(GCSP), 2021.

Putin, Vladimir. “English Translation of the 2015 Russian National Security Strategy.” Russia
Matters, December 2015. https://www.russiamatters.org/node/21421.

——. “Meeting of the Valdai International Discussion Club.” President of Russia, October

24, 2014. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/copy/46860.

. “National Security Strategy of the Russian Federation to 2020.” Embassy of the
Russian Federation in the Kingdom of Thailand, May 12, 2009.

https://thailand.mid.ru/en/national-security-strategy-of-the-russian-federation.

. “On the Historical Unity of Russians and Ukrainians.” President of Russia, July 12,

2021. http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/66181.

. “Putin Gives Annual Address to Russia Transcript.” Rev (blog), February 21, 2023.

https://www.rev.com/blog/transcripts/putin-gives-annual-address-to-russia-transcript.

——— “Strategy of national security of the Russian Federation.” Office of the President of
Russia, July 2, 2021.

——— “The Foreign Policy Concept of the Russian Federation.” Embassy of the Russian
Federation to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, November
30, 2016. https://www.rusemb.org.uk/rp_insight/.

. “Transcript of Vladimir Putin’s Televised Address on Ukraine.” Bloomberg.Com,
February 24, 2022. https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2022-02-24/full-
transcript-vladimir-putin-s-televised-address-to-russia-on-ukraine-feb-24.

Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. “Russia Suspends Participation In CFE Treaty.” December
12, 2007. https://www.rferl.org/a/1079256.html.

Ragin, Charles C., and Sean Davey. “Fuzzy-Set/Qualitative Comparative Analysis 4.0 for
Mac.” Irvine, California: Department of Sociology, University of California, 2022.

Rajaraman, R., Huib Pellikaan, Niels van Willingen, Nicolas Blarel, Reshmi Kazi, and Rajiv
Nayan. Global Nuclear Security: Moving beyond the NSS. Edited by Rajeswari P.
Rajagopalan and Allard Wagemaker. GP-ORF Series. New Delhi: Observer Research
Foundation, 2018.

322



Reach, Clint, Edward Geist, Abby Doll, and Joe Cheravitch. Competing with Russia
Militarily: Implications of Conventional and Nuclear Conflicts. Perspective. Santa
Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2021. https://doi.org/10.7249/PE330.

Reach, Clint, Vikram Kilambi, and Mark Cozad. Russian Assessments and Applications of the
Correlation of Forces and Means. RAND Corporation, 2020.
https://doi.org/10.7249/RR4235.

Reichertz, Jo. “Abduction: The Logic of Discovery of Grounded Theory.” Forum Qualitative
Sozialforschung / Forum: Qualitative Social Research 11 (January 1, 2007).
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781848607941.n10.

Reif, Kingston A. “Europeans Seek Conventional Arms Talks.” Arms Control Today (blog),
February 2017. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2017-01/news/europeans-seek-
conventional-arms-talks.

Reinhold, Thomas, Helene Pleil, and Christian Reuter. “Challenges for Cyber Arms Control:
A Qualitative Expert Interview Study.” Zeitschrift Fiir Auf3en- Und Sicherheitspolitik
16, no. 3 (September 2023): 289-310. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12399-023-00960-w.

Reiter, Dan. “Exploring the Bargaining Model of War.” Perspectives on Politics 1, no. 1
(March 2003): 27-43. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592703000033.

————. How Wars End. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2009.

ReliefWeb. “Key Role of UN Stressed as Security Council Debates Resolution on Kosovo
Peace Plan - Serbia,” June 10, 1999. https://reliefweb.int/report/serbia/key-role-un-
stressed-security-council-debates-resolution-kosovo-peace-plan.

Renz, Bettina. “Why Russia Is Reviving Its Conventional Military Power.” The US Army War
College Quarterly: Parameters 46, no. 2 (Summer 2016): 15.

Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of Foreign Affairs. “Background Note on Aegean Dispute.”
Relations Between Turkey and Greece. Accessed April 19, 2024.
https://www.mfa.gov.tr/background-note-on-aegean-dispute.en.mfa.

Reuters. “As War Began, Putin Rejected a Ukraine Peace Deal Recommended by Aide.”
Reuters, September 14, 2022, sec. Asia Pacific. https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-
pacific/exclusive-war-began-putin-rejected-ukraine-peace-deal-recommended-by-his-
aide-2022-09-14/.

RFE/RL Balkan Service. “NATO To Send More Troops To Kosovo As U.S. Says Pristina
Suspended From Military Exercises.” RadioFreeEurope/RadioLiberty, May 30, 2023.
https://www.rferl.org/a/kosovo-violence-serbs-kfor-borrell/32434719.html.

323



Richter, Wolfgang. “Reviving Conventional Arms Control in Europe. A Contribution to
Military Stability in Times of Crisis.” In OSCE-Yearbook 2016, edited by Institute for
Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg / I[FSH, 51-61.
Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft mbH & Co. KG, 2017.
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845282855-51.

. Sub-Regional Arms Control for the Baltics: What Is Desirable? What Is Feasible?

Deep Cuts Working Paper 8. Hamburg, Germany: Institut fiir Friedensforschung und
Sicherheitspolitik an der Universitit Hamburg (IFSH), 2016.

Rider, Toby J. “Uncertainty, Salient Stakes, and the Causes of Conventional Arms Races.”
International Studies Quarterly 57, no. 3 (September 2013): 580-91.
https://doi.org/10.1111/isqu.12058.

Rider, Toby J, Michael G Findley, and Paul F Diehl. “Just Part of the Game? Arms Races,
Rivalry, and War.” Journal of Peace Research 48, no. 1 (2011): 85-100.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343310389505.

Risse, Tobias. “External Threats and State Support for Arms Control.” Journal of Peace
Research 61, no. 2 (February 5, 2023): 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433221123359.

Roberts, Peter, and Sidharth Kaushal. “Strategic Net Assessment: Opportunities and Pitfalls.”
The RUSI Journal 163, no. 6 (December 2018): 66—76.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03071847.2018.1562025.

Roblin, Sebastien. “This Is How the Army Thinks Russia Would Wage War.” Asymmetric
Warfare Group, April 9, 2019. https://www.awg.army.mil/AWG-Contributions/ AW G-
Recruiting/Article-View/Article/18093 12/this-is-how-the-army-thinks-russia-would-
wage-war/https%3 A%2F%2Fwww.awg.army.mil%2FAWG-Contributions%2FAW G-
Recruiting%2FArticle-View%2FArticle%2F1809312%2Fthis-is-how-the-army-
thinks-russia-would-wage-war%?2F.

Rohn, Laurinda L. Conventional Forces in Europe: A New Approach to the Balance, Stability,
and Arms Control. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corp, 1990.

Rosa, Victoria. “The Transnistrian Conflict: 30 Years Searching for a Settlement.” SCEEUS
Reports On Human Rights And Security In Eastern Europe. Stockholm: Stockholm
Centre for Eastern European Studies (SCEEUS), October 2021.

Rotfeld, Adam Daniel. “1: A Future Arms Control Agenda.” In 4 Future Arms Control
Agenda: Proceedings of Nobel Symposium 118, edited by Ian Anthony, 3—14.
Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), 2001.

324



“Russia Military Power Report: Building a Military to Support Great Power Aspirations.” US
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), 2017.

Russian Foreign Ministry. “Agreement on Measures to Ensure the Security of The Russian
Federation and Member States of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization -
MununctepctBo MHocTpannbix [en Poccuiickoit denepanuu (Draft Proposal).”
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation, December 17, 2021.
https://mid.ru/ru/foreign_policy/rso/nato/1790803/?lang=en.

. “Treaty between The United States of America and the Russian Federation on

Security Guarantees,” December 17, 2021.

Rutten, Roel. “Applying and Assessing Large-N QCA: Causality and Robustness From a
Critical Realist Perspective.” Sociological Methods & Research 51, no. 3 (August
2022): 1211-43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124120914955.

——— “Uncertainty, Possibility, and Causal Power in QCA.” Sociological Methods &
Research 52, no. 4 (November 2023): 1707-36.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00491241211031268.

Saeed, Lugman. “The Impact of Military Expenditures on Economic Growth: A New
Instrumental Variables Approach.” Defence and Peace Economics, October 9, 2023,
1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/10242694.2023.2259651.

Samuels, Brett. “Biden: Direct Conflict between NATO and Russia Would Be ‘World War
II1.”” Text. The Hill (blog), March 11, 2022.
https://thehill.com/policy/international/597842-biden-direct-conflict-between-nato-
and-russia-would-be-world-war-iii/.

Sarkees, Meredith Reid. “The COW Typology of War: Defining and Categorizing Wars
(Version 4 of the Data).” Correlates of War, n.d. https://correlatesofwar.org/wp-
content/uploads/COW-Website-Typology-of-war.pdf.

Sarotte, M. E. Not One Inch: America, Russia, and the Making of Post-Cold War Stalemate.

The Henry L. Stimson Lectures Series. New Haven: Yale University Press, 2022.

. “The Classic Cold War Conundrum Is Back.” Foreign Policy (blog), July 1, 2022.

https://foreignpolicy.com/2022/07/01/iron-curtain-russia-ukraine-cold-war/.
Savranskaya, Svetlana, and Thomas S. Blanton, eds. Reagan, Gorbachev and Bush.
Conversations That Ended the Cold War. Budapest, Hungary: Amsterdam University
Press, 2016. https://doi.org/doi:10.1515/9789633861714.
Schafer, Mark, and Stephen G. Walker. Beliefs and Leadership in World Politics : Methods

and Applications of Operational Code Analysis. 1st ed. 1 online resource (xiv, 288

325



pages) : illustrations vols. Advances in Foreign Policy Analysis. New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403983497.
Schelling, Thomas C. “A Framework for the Evaluation of Arms-Control Proposals.”

Daedalus 104, no. 3 (Summer 1975): 187-200.

. Arms and Influence. Yale University Press, 1966.

https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.cttSvm52s.

Schelling, Thomas C., and Morton H. Halperin. Strategy and Arms Control. New York:
Twentieth Century Fund, 1961.

Schlickenmaier, William A. Playing the Generals’ Game: Superpowers, Self-Limiting, and
Strategic Emerging Technologies. Dissertation. Ann Arbor, MI: ProQuest LLC, 2020.

Schmidt, Hans-Joachim. “How the Russia—Ukraine War Could End, and Its Impact on
Conventional Arms Control.” IAI Papers 23, no. 10 (May 2023). https://doi.org/978-
88-9368-290-9.

Schneider, Carsten Q., and Claudius Wagemann. Set-Theoretic Methods for the Social
Sciences: A Guide to Qualitative Comparative Analysis. 1st ed. Cambridge University
Press, 2012. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139004244.

Schofield, Julian. “Arms Control Failure and the Balance of Power.” Canadian Journal of
Political Science / Revue Canadienne de Science Politique 33, no. 4 (December
2000): 747-77.

Secrieru, Stanislav. “In the Shadow of War: Moldova’s Quest for Stability and Security.”
Brief. Luxembourg: European Union Institute for Security Studies, May 2023.

Select Committee on Defence. “House of Commons, Defence, Eighth Report.”
www.parliament.uk, September 3, 1998.
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm199798/cmselect/cmdfence/138/13826.htm.

Seydi, Stileyman. The Turkish Straits and the Great Powers : From the Montreux Convention
to the Early Cold War, 1936-1947. Analecta Isisiana: Ottoman and Turkish Studies.
Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2010. https://doi.org/10.31826/9781463225506.

Seydi, Stileyman, and Steven Morewood. “Turkey’s Application of the Montreux Convention
in the Second World War.” Middle Eastern Studies 41, no. 1 (2005): 79—101.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0026320042000322725.

Sharp, Rachel. “The Hamilton Rating Scale for Depression.” Occupational Medicine 65, no.

340 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1093/occmed/kqv043.

326



Sheehan, Michael, and Rosemary Durward. “Conventional Arms Control and Security in
Europe.” Defense Analysis 12, no. 1 (1996): 5-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07430179608405678.

Shifrinson, Joshua R. Itzkowitz. “Eastbound and down: The United States, NATO
Enlargement, and Suppressing the Soviet and Western European Alternatives, 1990—
1992.” Journal of Strategic Studies 43, no. 67 (November 9, 2020): 816—46.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390.2020.1737931.

Shlapak, David A, Michael W. Johnson, and Rand Corporation. Reinforcing Deterrence on
NATO's Eastern Flank: Wargaming the Defense of the Baltics, 2016.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7249/j.ctt19w7 1fs.

Shulsky, Abram N. “Intelligence and Arms Control Policy.” Teaching Political Science 16,
no. 2 (Winter 1989): 47-54.

Skypek, Thomas M. “Evaluating Military Balances Through the Lens of Net Assessment:
History and Application.” Journal of Military and Strategic Studies 12, no. 2 (Winter
2010): 25.

Smith, Kevin B. “Typologies, Taxonomies, and the Benefits of Policy Classification.” Policy
Studies Journal, 30, no. 3 (2002): 379-95.

Snyder, Glenn H. “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics.” World Politics 36, no. 4 (July
1984): 461-95. https://doi.org/10.2307/2010183.

Snyder, Jack. “Limiting Offensive Conventional Forces: Soviet Proposals and Western
Options.” International Security 12, no. 4 (Spring 1988): 48-77.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2538994.

Sommerer, Thomas, and Jonas Tallberg. “Diffusion Across International Organizations:
Connectivity and Convergence.” International Organization 73, no. 02 (Spring 2019):
399-433. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818318000450.

Souva, Mark. “Material Military Power: A Country-Year Measure of Military Power, 1865—
2019.” Journal of Peace Research 60, no. 6 (November 1, 2023): 1002-9.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00223433221112970.

“Soviet Military Power.” Washington, DC: US Department of Defense, March 1987.

Stein, Janice Gross. “Threat Perception in International Relations.” In The Oxford Handbook
of Political Psychology, edited by Leonie Huddy, David O. Sears, and Jack S. Levy, 0.
Oxford University Press, 2013.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/9780199760107.013.0012.

327



Steiner, H. Arthur. “The Geneva Disarmament Conference of 1932.” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 168, no. 1 (July 1933): 212-19.
https://doi.org/10.1177/000271623316800128.

Steinmeier, Frank-Walter. “Reviving Arms Control in Europe.” Project Syndicate, August 26,
2016. https://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/reviving-arms-control-in-
europe-by-frank-walter-steinmeier-2016-08.

Stiles, Kendall. Trust and Hedging in International Relations. Ann Arbor, MI: University of
Michigan Press, 2018. https://doi.org/10.3998/mpub.9750852.

Stochl, Jan, Eiko I. Fried, Jessica Fritz, Tim J. Croudace, Debra A. Russo, Clare Knight, Peter
B. Jones, and Jesus Perez. “On Dimensionality, Measurement Invariance, and
Suitability of Sum Scores for the PHQ-9 and the GAD-7.” Assessment 29, no. 3 (April
2022): 355-66. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191120976863.

Stone, John. “Conventional Deterrence and the Challenge of Credibility.” Contemporary
Security Policy 33, no. 1 (2012): 108-23.

Suchoples, Jarostaw. “In the Shadow of the Eastern Neighbour. Finland in the Security Policy
of Russia and the Soviet Union from Peter the Great to Contemporary Times.” Studia
Europejskie - Studies in European Affairs 26, no. 4 (January 30, 2023): 9-38.
https://doi.org/10.33067/SE.4.2022.1.

Sullivan, Becky. “Russia’s at War with Ukraine. Here’s How We Got Here.” NPR, February
24, 2022. https://www.npr.org/2022/02/12/1080205477/history-ukraine-russia.

Sur, Serge, and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, eds. Verification of
Disarmament or Limitation of Armaments: Instruments, Negotiations, Proposals.
New York: United Nations, 1992.

Szymanski, Piotr. “The Baltic States’ Territorial Defence Forces in the Face of Hybrid
Threats.” Commentary. OSW Centre for Eastern Studies, March 19, 2015.

Taliaferro, Jeffrey W. “Security Seeking under Anarchy: Defensive Realism Revisited.”
International Security 25, no. 3 (January 2001): 128-61.
https://doi.org/10.1162/016228800560543.

Tallberg, Jonas, Thomas Sommerer, Theresa Squatrito, and Christer Jonsson. The Opening
Up of International Organizations: Transnational Access in Global Governance. 1st
ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781107325135.

Tallberg, Jonas, and Michael Ziirn. “The Legitimacy and Legitimation of International

Organizations: Introduction and Framework.” The Review of International

328



Organizations 14, no. 4 (December 2019): 581-606. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-
018-9330-7.
Tanner, Fred. “Postwar Arms Control.” Journal of Peace Research 30, no. 1 (February 1993):
29-43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022343393030001004.
. “The OSCE and Peacekeeping: Track Record and Outlook.” In OSCE Insights 2021,

edited by Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of
Hamburg, 1-10. Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft mbH & Co. KG, 2021.
https://doi.org/10.5771/9783748911456-04.

Tanner, Fred, United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, and Graduate Institute of
International Studies (Geneva, Switzerland), eds. From Versailles to Baghdad. Post-
War Armament Control of Defeated States. New York: United Nations, 1992.

“Tarton rauha oli tiukan neuvottelun takana - eika kestdnyt kauan.” Text. Yle, October 14,
2020. https://yle.fi/aihe/artikkeli/2020/10/14/tarton-rauha-oli-tiukan-neuvottelun-
takana-eika-kestanyt-kauan.

“The Belfast Agreement: An Agreement Reached at the Multi-Party Talks on Northern
Ireland.” Belfast, April 10, 1998.

The Blue Helmets : A Review of United Nations Peace-Keeping. New York: UN, Department
of Public Information, 1996.

The Deep Cuts Commission. Second Report of the Deep Cuts Commission: Strengthening
Stability in Turbulent Times. Hamburg, Germany: Deep Cuts Commission and
Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy at the University of Hamburg
(IFSH), 2015.

“The Economic Effects of Reduced Defense Spending.” Washington, DC: Congressional
Budget Office (CBO), February 1992.

The Effects Of Finland's Possible NATO Membership: An Assessment. Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Finland, 2016.

“The European Union Monitoring Mission In Georgia (Fact Sheet).” European Commission,
EUMM, n.d. https://www.eumm.eu.

The Sextant. “Where Are the Shooters? A History of the Tomahawk in Combat.” Accessed
November 18, 2022. https://usnhistory.navylive.dodlive.mil/Recent/Article-
View/Article/2686271/where-are-the-shooters-a-history-of-the-tomahawk-in-
combat/http%3 A%2F%2Fusnhistory.navylive.dodlive.mil%2FRecent%2FArticle-
View%2FArticle%2F2686271%2Fwhere-are-the-shooters-a-history-of-the-

tomahawk-in-combat%?2F.

329



The World Bank. “Military Expenditure (% of GDP) - Russian Federation | Data.” Accessed
January 22, 2023.
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.GD.ZS?locations=RU.

Thompson, William R. “Identifying Rivals and Rivalries in World Politics.” International
Studies Quarterly 45, no. 4 (December 2001): 557-86. https://doi.org/10.1111/0020-
8833.00214.

Thomson, James A. “Implications of the Gorbachev Force Cuts.” Santa Monica, CA: RAND
Corporation, February 1989.

Thucydides. The History of the Peloponnesian War. Translated by Richard Crawley. Salt
Lake City, UT: Project Gutenberg, 431AD.

Tossini, J. Vitor. “A Brief Look at the British Defence Budget in the 1990s.” Ukdj (blog), July
15, 2015. https://ukdefencejournal.org.uk/a-brief-look-at-the-british-defence-budget-
in-the-1990s/.

Towle, Philip. Enforced Disarmament: From the Napoleonic Campaigns to the Gulf War.
Oxford: Oxford Univerity Press, 1997.

Trachtenberg, Marc. “The Past and Future of Arms Control.” Daedalus 120, no. 1 (Winter
1991): 203-16.

Transparency.org. “The ABCs of the CPI: How the Corruption Perceptions Index Is
Calculated,” December 20, 2021. https://www.transparency.org/en/news/how-cpi-
scores-are-calculated.

“Treaty of Peace with Germany (Treaty of Versailles).” Versailles, June 28, 1919.

“Treaty On Conventional Armed Forces In Europe.” Paris, November 19, 1990.

“Treaty on the Final Settlement with Respect to Germany.” Moscow, September 12, 1990.

“Trends and Developments in Warsaw Pact Theater Forces and Doctrine Through the 1990s.”
National Intelligence Estimate. Virginia: Director Central Intelligence, February 1989.

Trevelyan, Mark, and Greg Torode. “Russia Refits Old Tanks after Losing 3,000 in Ukraine -
Research Centre.” Reuters, February 13, 2024, sec. Europe.
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/russia-relying-old-stocks-after-losing-3000-
tanks-ukraine-leading-military-2024-02-13/.

Trotter, W.R. The Winter War: The Russo-Finnish War of 1939-40. Aurum, 2002.

Troxell, John F. “Landmines: Why the Korea Exception Should Be the Rule.” The US Army
War College Quarterly: Parameters 30, no. 1 (Spring 2000): 82—101.
https://doi.org/10.55540/0031-1723.1970.

330



2

Tulun, Teoman Ertugrul. “Consequences Of Material Breach Of The Lausanne Peace Treaty.
Cankaya, Turkey: Center for Eurasian Studies (AVIM), October 7, 2020.

Turnbull, Timothea. “Prestige, Power, Principles and Pay-off: Middle Powers Negotiating
International Conventional Weapons Treaties.” Australian Journal of International
Affairs 76, no. 1 (2022): 98—120. https://doi.org/10.1080/10357718.2021.1956429.

Uhtegi, Riho. “The 2008 Russia-Georgia War Five Years Later.” ICDS, August 8, 2013.
https://icds.ee/en/the-2008-russia-georgia-war-five-years-later/.

United States Department of State. “Russia’s Violation of the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty,” December 4, 2018. https://2017-2021.state.gov/russias-
violation-of-the-intermediate-range-nuclear-forces-inf-treaty/.

UNODA. “Conventional Arms.” Accessed August 26, 2023.
https://disarmament.unoda.org/conventional-arms/.

US Department of State, Office of the Historian. “The London Naval Conference, 1930.”
Accessed April 19, 2024. https://history.state.gov/milestones/1921-1936/london-
naval-conf.

“US Involvement in the Northern Irish Peace Process and the Good Friday Agreement.”
Center Forward, August 2019.

Vabulas, Felicity, and Duncan Snidal. “Organization without Delegation: Informal
Intergovernmental Organizations (IIGOs) and the Spectrum of Intergovernmental
Arrangements.” The Review of International Organizations 8 (June 2013): 193-220.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-012-9161-x.

Vahl, Marius, and Michael Emerson. “Moldova and the Transnistrian Conflict.” Journal on
Ethnopolitics and Minority Issues in Europe 1 (2004).

Van Evera, Stephen. Causes of War. Ithica and London: Cornell University Press, 1999.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.7591/j.ctt24hg70.

Van Willigen, Niels. “Dutch Foreign Policy: Staying the Course Amid a Changing World.” In
Foreign Policy Change in Europe Since 1991, edited by Jeroen K. Joly and Tim
Haesebrouck, 205-31. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2021.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-68218-7 9.

Vandenbroucke, Guillaume. “Which War Saw the Highest Defense Spending? Depends How
It’s Measured.” St. Louis Federal Reserve, February 4, 2020.
https://www.stlouisfed.org/on-the-economy/2020/february/war-highest-defense-

spending-measured.

331



Vasquez, John A. “Distinguishing Rivals That Go to War from Those That Do Not: A
Quantitative Comparative Case Study of the Two Paths to War.” International Studies
Quarterly 40, no. 4 (December 1996): 531. https://doi.org/10.2307/2600890.

Vaynman, Jane Eugenia. Enemies in Agreement: Domestic Politics, Uncertainty, and
Cooperation between Adversaries. PhD Dissertation. Ann Arbor, MI: Department of
Government, Harvard University, 2014.

Vidal, Florian. “The Antarctic Peninsula: Argentina and Chile in the Era of Global Change.”
The Polar Journal 13, no. 1 (January 2, 2023): 13-30.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2154896X.2023.2205236.

Voeten, Erik. Ideology and International Institutions. Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 2021.

Waltz, Kenneth N. Theory of International Politics. Addison-Wesley Series in Political
Science. Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley Pub. Co., 1979.

Watt, D. C. “The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935: An Interim Judgment.” The
Journal of Modern History 28, no. 2 (June 1956): 155-75.
https://doi.org/10.1086/237885.

Webster, Andrew. “‘ Absolutely Irresponsible Amateurs’: The Temporary Mixed Commission
on Armaments, 1921-1924.” Australian Journal of Politics & History 54, no. 3
(2008): 373—88. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8497.2008.00512 x.

. “From Versailles to Geneva: The Many Forms of Interwar Disarmament.” Journal of
Strategic Studies 29, no. 2 (2006): 225-46.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01402390600585050.

———. “Making Disarmament Work: The Implementation of the International Disarmament
Provisions In the League of Nations Covenant, 1919-1925.” Diplomacy & Statecraft
16, no. 3 (Fall 2005): 551-69. https://doi.org/10.1080/09592290500208089.

—— “Piecing Together the Interwar Disarmament Puzzle: Trends and Possibilities.”
International Journal: Canada's Journal of Global Policy Analysis 59, no. 1 (2004):
187-98. https://doi.org/10.1177/002070200405900109.

. “The League of Nations, Disarmament and Internationalism.” In Internationalisms,
edited by Glenda Sluga and Patricia Clavin, 1st ed., 139-69. Cambridge University
Press, 2016. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781107477568.008.
Wedgwood, Ruth. “The Enforcement of Security Council Resolution 687: The Threat of
Force Against Iraq’s Weapons of Mass Destruction.” American Journal of

International Law 92, no. 4 (October 1998): 724-28. https://doi.org/10.2307/2998137.

332



Wendt, Alexander. “Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power
Politics.” International Organization 46, no. 2 (1992): 391-425.

Werner, Suzanne, and Amy Yuen. “Making and Keeping Peace.” International Organization
59, no. 02 (Spring 2005): 261-92. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0020818305050095.

Westerwinter, Oliver, Kenneth W. Abbott, and Thomas Biersteker. “Informal Governance in
World Politics.” The Review of International Organizations 16, no. 1 (2021): 1-27.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-020-09382-1.

Whence the Threat to Peace. Fourth Edition. Moscow: Military Publishing House, Progress
Publishers and Novosti Press Agency Publishing House, 1987.

Whittington, Richard, Charlotte Pollak, Alice Keski-Valkama, Andrew Brown, Alina Haines-
Delmont, Jesper Bak, Jacob Hvidhjelm, Roger Almvik, and Tom Palmstierna.
“Unidimensionality of the Strengths and Vulnerabilities Scales in the Short-Term
Assessment of Risk and Treatability (START).” International Journal of Forensic
Mental Health 21, no. 2 (August 2, 2021): 175-84.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14999013.2021.1953193.

Widaman, Keith F., and William Revelle. “Thinking Thrice about Sum Scores, and Then
Some More about Measurement and Analysis.” Behavior Research Methods 55, no. 2
(April 25, 2022): 788-806. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-022-01849-w.

Wilcox, Mark R. “Russia and the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE
Treaty)—A Paradigm Change?” The Journal of Slavic Military Studies 24, no. 4
(2011): 567-81. https://doi.org/10.1080/13518046.2011.624456.

. The Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe and Russian Foreign and

Security Policy (Dissertation). Manhattan, Kansas: Kansas State University, 2020.

Wille, Tobias, and Benjamin Martill. “Trust and Calculation in International Negotiations:
How Trust Was Lost after Brexit.” International Affairs, 2023.

Williamson, Jr., Richard L. “Hard Law, Soft Law, and Non-Law in Multilateral Arms
Control: Some Compliance Hypotheses.” Chicago Journal of International Law 4, no.
1 (Spring 2003): 59-82.

Willigen, Niels van, and Benjamin Pohl. “2: The Causes of War.” In Global Challenges:
Peace and War, 29-41. Leiden and Boston: Brill | Nijhoff, 2013.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004246935 004.

Wohlforth, William C., Richard Little, Stuart J. Kaufman, David Kang, Charles A. Jones,

Victoria Tin-Bor Hui, Arthur Eckstein, Daniel Deudney, and William L. Brenner.

“Testing Balance-of-Power Theory in World History.” European Journal of

333



International Relations 13, no. 2 (June 2007): 155-85.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354066107076951.

Woolf, Amy F. Monitoring and Verification in Arms Control. Washington, DC: Congressional
Research Service (CRS), 2010.

World Bank Open Data. “World Bank Open Data.” Accessed July 23, 2024.
https://data.worldbank.org.

Zanella, James A. Combat Power Analysis Is Combat Power Density. Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas: United States Army Command and General Staff College, 2012.

Zellner, Wolfgang. “Addressing the Threat of Uncontrolled Escalation by Means of
Conventional Arms Control in Europe.” Security and Human Rights 30 (2020): 100—
107. https://doi.org/10.1163/18750230-03001002.

. “Can This Treaty Be Saved? Breaking the Stalemate on Conventional Forces in
Europe.” Arms Control Association, September 2009.
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009-09/can-treaty-be-saved-breaking-stalemate-
conventional-forces-europe.

——— “Conventional Arms Control during Wartime, in Ceasefire and Post-Conflict
Situations.” Vienna: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, February 2025.

. “Conventional Arms Control in Europe: Is There a Last Chance?”” Arms Control

Association, March 2012. https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2012-03/conventional-

arms-control-europe-there-last-chance.

. “Time for a New Approach to Conventional Arms Control?”” Modern Diplomacy,
October 5, 2019. https://moderndiplomacy.eu/2019/10/05/time-for-a-new-approach-
to-conventional-arms-control/.

Zellner, Wolfgang, Olga Oliker, and Steven Pifer. “A Little of the Old, a Little of the New: A
Fresh Approach to Conventional Arms Control in Europe.” Deep Cuts Issue Brief.
Hamburg, Germany: Institut fiir Friedensforschung und Sicher- heitspolitik an der
Universitdt Hamburg (IFSH), September 2020.

Ziegler, Matthias, and Dirk Hagemann. “Testing the Unidimensionality of Items: Pitfalls and

Loopholes.” European Journal of Psychological Assessment 31, no. 4 (December 14,

2015): 231-37. https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a0003009.

334



