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Non-State Actors and Weapons Acquisition

Several types of non-state actor — profit-seebkingjiness firms (individually or
through sectoral associations), independent pdticysed research institutes (“think
tanks”), professional associations, public integgstips, private relief or aid
associations, and social movements — seek to mfigovernment decisions about the
acquisition and deployment of weapons. While thiestate actors with the closest
“insider” ties to governments are usually regardeenjoying the most influence, the
success of the International Campaign to Ban Lands{ICBL) initially lacking such
ties and relying heavily on “outsider” strategiesteer governments toward a
multilateral treaty prohibiting the manufacturegapiling, export, or use of anti-
personnel landmines has inspired confidence thatasiefforts can trigger
breakthroughs on other weapons as well. HowewelG@BL operated in conditions
considerably more favorable than those faced bgtada actors campaigning to limit or
abolish other weapons. A comparison of the ICBiXperience with those of campaigns
to limit the spread of “small arms” and abolish leac weapons reveals the unusual set of
conditions that promoted its success and sugdestsimilar situations are far less likely
to develop regarding other types of weapons.

Analysts of social movements have undertaken th&t erdensive efforts to
understand when political efforts relying heavity autsider strategies of mobilizing
public opinion or other actors with closer tiegtavernment are likely to be successful.
They converged in the mid to late 1990s on linlgngial movements’ prospects of
success to three sets of conditions: a) the erfampportunity to raise issues and
participate in political contentions provided byailing political institutions and
practices (“political opportunity structure”), b)e resources and pathways available to
movement leaders’ efforts to engage broad popuoilarivement and/or other actors with
closer ties to political elites (“social mobilizadi structure”), and c) the ability of
movement leaders to define (or re-define) the teshtebate on the issue (“issue
framing”) (e.g., Tarrow 1994; McAdam, McCarthy addld 1996; Rochon 1998).
Insights drawn from this theorizing have been agabto assessing efforts by NGOs,
national and transnational policy advocacy coaliicand social movements to induce
government adoption of internationally binding ghlions limiting or banning
possession and use of particular weapons. Whikafimg much about the extent and
limits of nonstate actor success at influencinga®on particular categories of weapon
(e.g., Price 1995; Knopf 1997; Rochon and Mey&71®rice 1998) or types of
international regulation (e.g., Nadelman 1990)séhstudies do not help explain why
three roughly contemporaneous efforts by NGOsgcpaloalitions, and social
movements using broadly similar political stratsgmrave attained widely varying levels
of success on landmines, small arms, and nucleapaoves.

Understanding this varying success requires pigitia individual
weapons controversies within their more encompgdssue-area rather than treating
each weapons discussion as an isolated controvinsyhas been acknowledged
pragmatically in the existing literature, and fir®ader theoretical support in the claims
that the course of particular political controvessis shaped significantly by their place
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within broader categories of interaction advaneceslyimbolic interactionist sociology
(Rose, 1962; Manis and Meltzer 1967; Blumer, 1968Yychological self-categorization
theory (Haslam, McGarty, and Turner, 1996), andgbkaee areas literatures in American
politics (Dahl 1961; Lowi 1964) and internationalations (Rosenau, 1971; Keohane and
Nye 1977; Evangelista 1989). These different sksasf inquiry all acknowledge that
actors’ thinking about how to gain policy influenicea particular controversy will be
guided by their understanding of the broader issaa as well as of the particulars of the
guestion or problem at hand. Thus, the succesfats to influence government policy
on weapons acquisition and use are affected bgribeder “national security” or
“defense” issue-area context as well as understgsdibout the particular weapon under
debate.

The situation definitions prevailing in an issueaaffect particular controversies
by establishing three sets of shared understandimgsg the actors involved (Peterson
2004, 2005). The first indicates the type of peoblat hand using broad markers like
“education,” “tax policy,” or “national security. The second indicates the range of
policy means most appropriate to addressing tipet ©f problem; in education, for
instance, currently-acceptable means include auwe development, preschool
programs, and comprehensive testing but not physicashment of low performing
students. The third identifies the actors who #hbe included in discussion of what to
do because they possess relevant authority, resoardknowledge; in education these
include the ministry of education, local school tisaand administrators, teachers, and
parents but generally not the persons attendingadaintil they reach higher (tertiary)
education. These understandings set boundsglarticontroversies within an issue
area may occur within or inspire development of engpecialized problem definitions
providing additional detail on the contours of tpatticular question, suggest ways of
settling it, and indicate who among those withralato voice in the broader issue area
should be consulted in developing solutions to pmablem. Both problem and situation
definitions can themselves become items of contsyvand explicit debate; on some
occasions actors seeking influence will succeed ibhey can get one or more feature
of them set aside.

The Challenging Issue-Area of Security

Government decisions about which weapons to aedoirthemselves, which to
accept as legitimately possessed by other govensmamd which to accept as
legitimately possessed by individuals or collectnmstate actors come within the broad
issue area of “defense” or “national security.”e®ituation definitions prevailing in this
area define as “normal” (both in the sense of usuatost likely and in the sense of
proper) conditions under which possession of heeegponry useful against external
attack or serious internal rebellion is monopolibgdhe central government of a state,
and each central government possesses a similaygalynwithin the territory of the
state it rules. Defense has long been understoaa @xecutive function, even in
democratic states where the legislature holdsatkiag and spending powers and
exercises general oversight of government activitgus the executive branch of the
central government has the lead in making secpdtigy, with the head of state and
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head of government (where those offices are seggirahe ministry of defense, and the
seniormost military commanders enjoying automadimiasion to the policy process
while all others (including the foreign affairs matry) must compete for entree. Until
the aftermath of Word War |, the legitimacy of wgimar (application of armed force to
other states) as a means of national policy wastipmed by very few (the Yocentury
peace movements; the more strongly internationalisgs of the socialist and workers’
movements); today legitimacy attaches primarilyses of armed force in self-defense
against attack. While possession of weapons araomgnals and terrorists is widely
condemned, rebel movements enjoy legitimate atoessapons if others accept their
claims to be seeking self-determination for a famiaethnic group having no democratic
modes of redress in the state where it lives otidnal liberation” from a colonial, racist,
or deeply repressive government.

All discussions of security issues occur within iadset that accords top priority
to maximizing national and state security rathantmternational or human security.
However, even within the national/state securigyrfe of reference government officials,
military commanders, and others understand thatighe of states involved in armed
conflicts “to choose methods or means of warfaretsunlimited” (Geneva Protocol I,
1977, Article 35). Thus the imperative to maximmagional security operates within
some (unevenly respected, to be sure) normativeanets, most of which have been
incorporated into international law since the 263 century. Though the particular
formulations used today originated among statésumope and the European “daughter
cultures” of the Americas, they had direct analagueor resonated well with beliefs in
other cultures and have enjoyed very wide endorsesupport.

The basic criteria governing choice and use of waagre that use must be
confined to military targets, that weapons chosestrbe proportional to the military
objectives of the mission and be reasonably nepess#s accomplishment, should not
cause unnecessary suffering to those injured by,thed not harm persons or property
in neutral states. The prohibition of unnecessaffering was first articulated in 1868,
and the necessity and proportionality criterighi@ 1907 Hague Conventions on the Law
of Warfare. The prohibitions against attackingl@ws included in the 1907 Hague and
1949 Geneva Conventions crystallized into a praieibiof “indiscriminate weapons” —
those that cannot be used in ways that limit @wilcasualties as much as possible. The
1997 Geneva Protocol | added a prohibition on usmethods or means of warfare
which are intended, or may be expected, to caudespread, long-term and severe
damage to the natural environment” &Article 35, Par All these treaties also reaffirmed
the “Martens clause” (named after its™@ntury initiator) specifying that “in the study,
development, acquisition, or adoption of a new w@apneans or method of warfare a
[government] is under an obligation to determinesthier its employment would, in some
or all circumstances, be prohibited by this Protacany other rule of international law
applicable to [that government]” (the wording inr@ga Protocol |, 1977, Article 36).

Defining weapons acquisition and use choices asop#ne “national
security/defense” issue area has considerable ingpathe political opportunity structure
facing nonstate actors at the international ansbnailtlevels. Internationally, certain
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forums — the UN Security Council, the UN Generasémbly, the various ad hoc and
standing UN-sponsored disarmament conferencesoy #mg clearest mandate to handle
weapons issues. Certain more specialized foruataply conferences of the parties to a
particular arms limitation or weapons prohibitioedty, are also available. Nationally,
defense matters come within executive branch pwrvieven in democratic states
opportunities for use of popular mobilization magylimited by weak legislative budget
control or oversight authority; opportunities irntlaritarian states are more constrained.
Yet in any state, differences of opinion among merslof the political elite create more
opportunities for popular mobilization or engaget@&ractors with closer ties to

political leaders or senior officials than elitensensus.

The contours of the national security/defense issaa also have some effects on
social mobilization structures. They probably ad affect the ability to acquire the basic
resources (staff and volunteers, members or synzgathproviding relevant expertise,
money) but do affect users of outsider strategge&iag arms limitations first by making
them vulnerable to charges of being “soft” on de&eand also by complicating efforts to
mobilize by playing on fear because competing gsatgn also invoke fear as reason to
oppose any or all arms limitations (noted in WittB@04, 26).

The national security/defense issue area comesaviefault” frame of
maximizing national and state security. Thouglcalate advocates of substituting
maximization of international, mutual, or humanwséy are active, they have not yet
had much impact on the security decisions of mogegiments. A group of self-
described “middle powers,” including the governnsesit Canada, the Scandinavian, and
some of the smaller Western European states, regnlformulating their national
defense policy in those terms and advocating tresrin international forums. The
traditions of international humanitarian law cowgrtreatment of civilian populations in
areas where armed conflict rages create possgilitir a shift of perspective away from
an exclusive focus on troops and military operatitmconcern for noncombatants. The
law of warfare limits on choice of weapons alsovites resources for issue-framing by
nonstate actors employing outsider strategies.

Comparing nonstate actors’ efforts to secure gréiat@ation on the prevalence
of three types of weapons reveals that the ICBt&atpr success rested on its facing a
more favorable context. It enjoyed a more favaraddlitical opportunity structure, faced
fewer challenges in the social mobilization processl gained greater control of issue
framing:

landmines small arms nuclear weapons
political opportunity | international — international — international —
structure very successful limited forum limited forum
forum shopping shopping shopping
social mobilization | network network ad hoc project
structure coordinating NGOs,| coordinating NGOs,| cooperation among
etc converged on a| etc with a range of | NGOs and activists
single policy policy proposals
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proposal tension between
active main (abolition) and
countermovement | related (nonprolif-
eration) goals

issue-framing strong norm pull; weak norm pull potential strong
success reframing as norm pull not
humanitarian realized

most distinct custom-build forum; strategic centrality; | strategic centrality;

features reframing success | internal division severity of

countermovement | verification issues

The Successful Campaign to Ban Antipersonnel Landmes

The International Campaign to Ban Landmines wastaork structure
connecting humanitarian and human rights groupisirsg¢o end the use of antipersonnel
landmines (small mines designed to explode wheonseghto an amount of downward
pressure from a person, animal, or object weighirlgast xx pounds or yy kilograms).
Each of the component groups was structured as-@ogernmental organization (NGO)
with the usual elements of a central office, leallgr, and staff, fundraising from
members and others, and formal registration asgonafit entity in one or more
countries. The network had a coordinator and &gkesperson, Jodi Williams, and
maintained strong communications flows among thenbe¥ organizations, but did not
try to determine the specifics of their individeaimpaigning on the issue. The ICBL’s
ability to coordinate without standardizing allow& component groups to mesh their
individual advantages (in information about coradis on the ground, in data aggregation
and analysis, in attracting media or other actatt®ntion) into a highly effective
transnational campaign.

The ICBL worked hard, and earned its success,imglg copying its
organizational model will not yield equal success€ke ICBL worked in a highly
favorable context (see Price 1988; Shawki 2006)reveeme of the constraints on
nonstate actor influence on policy that flow frohacacteristics of the “national security”
issue-area were weakened in the course of theax@rfty. This can be seen by
comparing other nonstate actor-based weapons cgnsgpta the ICBL in all three aspects
of gaining influence identified by the theoristssofcial movements: political opportunity
structure, social mobilization structure, and isBaening.

Political Opportunity Structure . The political opportunity structure quickly
became international rather than national becatideonternational law of warfare and
the many precedents for establishing arms limitatior prohibitions through multilateral
treaties. This meant that rather than persuadict ef the approximately 191
governments of the world to establish separat®natiegislation banning antipersonnel
landmines, the ICBL could try to gain access toitiséitutions of international law-
making and try to use them to trigger a “norm cdstd@Finnemore and Sikkink 1998) in
which the fact a sufficiently large number of gavaents have accepted the need for a
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ban would exert strong peer pressure on otherscepa it as well. The international
political opportunity structure offered four potetiforums for engaging the international
law-making process on weapons: the UN (eithe€Cdrference on Disarmament or a
specially-convened conference), the Internatiormah@ittee of the Red Cross (sponsor
of Geneva conferences on the law of warfare in 18%91977), a review conference of
the parties to a relevant multilateral treaty opegaunder provisions of the treaty, or a
sympathetic government willing to call an intergowaental conference on its own
initiative as had been common in thé"x@ntury and continued even with the UN
available.

The ICBL quickly gained access to the internatidaatmaking process through
sympathetic governments willing to sponsor itsiatives. In 1993 an ICBL member
organization, Handicap International, persuadedd¢hd’resident Francois Mitterand to
propose to the others convening of a review confazef the 57 states parties to the
Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on treedf Certain Conventional Weapons
Which May Be Deemed to be Excessively Injuriousodrave Indiscriminate Effects
(the CCW) and including landmines on its agendagiat proposed addressing low-
caliber rifles, laser weapons, and naval mineg)e French proposal was accepted by
most of the other parties. In his role as deposihthe CCW, UN Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali formally called the conference fopt&enber-October 1995 and
established a Group of Government Experts to peeghafts and background paper for
its consideration. Meanwhile the International Quittee of the Red Cross, consistent
with its traditional role as promoter of elaboragtithe law of warfare, held a symposium
on antipersonnel landmines in April 1993 attendgadniditary strategists, mine
specialists, representatives of companies produnings, international lawyers expert in
the law of warfare, surgeons, orthopedists, repitesiges of human rights and
humanitarian NGOs, and representatives from orgéinizs engaged in de-mining. It
then convened a Symposium of Military Experts exang alternatives to antipersonnel
landmine use in January 1994.

The ICBL and its member organizations came to t6&/Review Conference
with a problem definition identifying antipersonda@hdmines as both a military and a
humanitarian problem, and several notions of holitamies could carry out their
missions without using antipersonnel landminesweiger, they — like other interested
nonstate actors — had to watch the conference duiside. Following normal UN
practice, perhaps intensified because the confereias addressing “security” issues,
negotiating sessions were closed to all but governtrdelegates. While the Australian
and Canadian governments did include represensabivECBL-member NGOs on their
national delegations, other governments did ndbst ICBL activity was thus confined
to presentations at the parallel “NGO forum” ani$ to lobby delegates whenever
they were available for contact. After consideeadiscussion of antipersonnel
landmines, the Conference came to a stalemateughhapproving some limits on export
and use of antipersonnel landmines, it adoptedh@&eihe ban advocated by ICBL nor the
requirement that mines be made to be self-deartyand detectable advocated by
governments desiring to use mines in defensive arephents along borders.
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Though the immediate result was disappointing GB&V review gave the
landmine issue higher on national political ageratas revealed that several
governments, including the Belgian, Canadian, aadan, strongly supported a ban.
The UN Conference on Disarmament was then tiech ippghly contentious debates
about nuclear weapons, and ban advocates alsotkaévis consensus procedures would
require a lengthy negotiating process. The gawent of Canada, under impetus
provided by foreign minister Lloyd Axworthy, agretjoin ICBL in co-sponsoring a
“strategy meeting” of governments and nonstateracopporting a ban in October 1996.
They determined to develop a ban agreement but alsoeaware that low participation
would weaken the impact of any agreement they wrdtes inspired additional
campaigning, which was helped by the fact the UMf@@nce on Disarmament failed to
make much progress after including antipersonnakmon its 1997 agenda.

The number committed to using the Ottawa Procdbksrghan UN forums
increased from 50 in October 1996 to 115 in Jurs¥ {S$IPRI 1998, 552); the additional
joiners included the Japanese, British, French latidn governments (the German had
already joined). While the Chinese, Indian, Irani@akistani, and Russian governments
declined, the US government decided in late summparticipate. While the US
government came to the process with strong intetivedions on the issue, the French
and Italian had become more committed after elastand indications of strongly
favorable public opinion in their countries (SIPRI98, 552). The strength of the
momentum thus created was both acknowledged anfibregd in October 1997 when
the Nobel Peace Prize Committee announced itsideds award the Nobel Peace Prize
to the ICBL and Williams.

Social Mobilization Structure. Availability of the international level political
process meant that the ICBL could advance its &ftoy focusing first on the most
favorable state-level political opportunity strugs, and then work to leverage support
from some governments into support from others.il&\#xtending its campaign to all
parts of the world, the ICBL focused particularly asing the opportunities for mass
mobilization through organization and media campsiig democratic states. It was also
a pioneer in using the newly-emerged global Intetmé&eep in tough with its many
affiliated NGOs. While the central staff of theBC remained small (Jodi Williams and
xx others) the member NGOs had hundreds of peapliéahle. The ICBL and its
member groups also highlighted the consequencastiplersonnel landmines by
recruiting victims of landmines to talk or writeali the harm they and neighbors have
suffered.

ICBL affiliates pursued publicity campaigns andiségfive lobbying in
democratic states. In the USA they acquired en@ogigressional support to push the
Clinton administration towards the Ottawa Proc#ssgh not enough to overcome all
military objections. After elections, the Frerand Italian governments came around
even more strongly to supporting a ban. The Jeggagevernment also increased its
support. In Africa, where public opinion had l@sgact on most governments, ICBL
affiliates lobbied their governments, picking upsyg support from the South African
and Kenyan governments. ICBL members then usednalgseminars and conferences
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for government officials and other experts to reattter governments. It picked up the
pace as the Ottawa Process unfolded, and mor@ati@nal organizations and
governments became involved in promoting a banRS1R98, 552-53).

The ICBL also sought to pressure arms makers upparting (or at least not
opposing) a ban by stigmatizing mine producersleAst in the USA this worked; by
April 1997, 17 of the 47 US firms manufacturing esrhad announced support for the
ban (SIPRI 1998, 552, note 27). This may have lassisted by the nature of the firms.
For firms producing a wider array of products, grimyg landmine production to avoid the
sort of public tarring experienced by US chemigah$ producing chemical defoliants in
the 1970s (noted in Winzoski 2006, 30-32) was nmistly decision, particularly as the
US Congress began mandating restrictions on mimdugtion and export in 1997 (SIPRI
1998, 552).

Issue Framing. The ICBL’s success also rested on its abilityteesthe global
debate about antipersonnel landmines. It acquirastery of the issue-framing process
by providing the information revealing the extehtlee landmine problem, latching on to
established norms that weapons should be discrimiaad, in particular, re-defining
landmine use as a “humanitarian” problem becauss ofdhe minefields’ effects were
felt long after the end of the war in which theyrevéaid. This shifting of the issue
category was particularly potent because it toekissue outside the realm of “national
security” where arguments about the need to mairkeienses give military
commanders and strategic experts considerable weiglolicy debates.

When most of the largest minefields were laid & 1980s, antipersonnel
landmines were viewed as an “ordinary weapon” noenpooblematic than any other.
The widespread laying of antipersonnel landmingmbédo be perceived as a “problem”
requiring a policy response in the early 1990swamdnitarian organizations working on
post-conflict reconstruction in several countriegdn assembling and communicating
the data they possessed about the situation ircylartcountries. While observers of
particular conflicts had been aware of antipersbohlndmine use and its consequences
in individual countries, notably Afghanistan andn@®dia, collating data revealed
enough instances creating enough casualties tolisstavidespread casting of
antipersonnel landmines as a “global problem”. 1B94, anyone paying attention to the
issue had seen the NGOs’ largely uncontested dssntiaat as many as 110 million
antipersonnel landmines had been laid in 64 castwere killing or maiming some
26,000 people a year, and would not be completghowed for centuries at then-current
rates of de-mining (noted in, for example, ICRC4R90nly after the Ottawa process
was underway, were the estimates of numbers ofsnae challenged and revised
downward (SIPRI 1998, 545). Estimates of casusa#ually sustained were more
reliable and high enough to keep concern alive @getihe mine numbers were reduced.

It was easy to show that the non-self deactivatidgmb”) landmines used in the
1980s were indiscriminate. This rested partly omppreciation that they were spread
and left on the ground rather than aimed and fateal particular target by a soldier or
aviator and on a realization that they remainetthénfield even after battle shifted to a
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different locale. Perceived indiscriminateness waanforced as civilian casualties
continued to climb even years after the armed aisfinspiring their use had ended.
The case for a ban rather than limitations on use minforced by the ICBL’s
showcasing of statements by current and retirelamjilcommanders that there are few
or no military missions critically dependent onigsgrsonnel landmines for success.
Sometimes lost in the shuffle was the fact thaessvimportant militaries, including the
Chinese, Russian, and US, continued to believddhdimines had significant uses,
including laying smaller charges comparable topgmsonnel landmines near anti-vehicle
mines as “anti-handling devices” to deter hostiferés at minefield clearance. At the
same time, even these governments acknowledggadbem with mass dispersal of
antipersonnel landmines by adopting unilateral fimitibn of exports.

The continuing high incidence of civilian casuadtfacilitated re-defining use of
antipersonnel landmines as a humanitarian probdeget than the traditional concern
with protecting civilians during wartime. Most thfose killed or maimed (loss of one or
both legs is the most common result of survivabjery) by landmines were rural
dwellers with little access to medical care anamamey for prosthetics. The huge
number of mines laid in some countries also cladéthrge areas to civilian activity
after the war, inhibiting efforts to boost post-ttmh reconciliation through economic
reconstruction and development. The notion thaparsonnel landmines posed a
humanitarian as well as a wartime problem was oetefd by the fact that they are easy
to spread but hard to locate and deactivate.

The political strength of the ICBL'’s issue-framiafforts are most obvious in
two areas. The first is the fate of an alternathat was not taken up — proposals to
permit self-deactivating (“smart”) landmines whilanning “dumb” ones. “Smart”
landmines would not pose an ongoing humanitariablpm because they would not
explode after a few months, though while activeaméndiscriminate as “dumb”
landmines since there is no soldier or aviator agh@nd firing them at a particular target.
However, there was little support for a ban cordite“dumb” landmines. Besides
concerns about verifiability, perceptions that bagronly “dumb” mines would allow
rich states to use mines while denying them to poes tarred the proposal with the
label “unfair” (Price 1998, 630). The second avéaffect was treatment of verification.
As late as April1997 participants in the Ottawadess were split between those, led by
the German government, desiring an elaborate gatiéin regime and those preferring
reliance on confidence-building and transparencgsuees. The debate was partly about
worldview, with those looking at the agreement msians control measure desiring
formal verification rules and those regarding iedsumanitarian measure preferring
voluntary cooperative activity. Beside concerngudlihe costs of implementing some of
the formal verification measures, a general conseamong experts that local
production of antipersonnel landmines in countexgeriencing internal conflict would
not reach a scale sufficient for laying vast miekefs (Williamson 2003, n. 32) supported
the case for relying on confidence-building andis$gzarency.

Result. The ICBL was able to re-define the problem of lantkes in a way that
removed them from the category of “ordinary weaptbrt the defense ministry and
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military commanders are left to acquire or notres/tdetermine, to acquire sufficient
public attention to put significant pressures omyngovernments, and to secure through
the international law-making process adoption ofudtilateral treaty institutionalizing its
preferred policy of prohibiting manufacture, expant use of antipersonnel landmines.
Its success is less than complete — though thergments of 150 states have ratified or
acceded, they do not include governments of Chimtba, Russia, or the USA (ICRC
2006). However even the nonparties have stopppdrerg antipersonnel landmines.
While still manufactured in several countries, @Os monitoring landmine use agree
that usage has declined significantly (SIPRI 2@82). The US government is replacing
the “dumb” antipersonnel and anti-vehicle minegsrarsenals with “smart” mines that
will self-deactivate after 30 days and be deteetabth commonly-available mine
detectors (SIPRI 2005, 673).

Comparison: Small Arms and Light Weapons

The early 1990s were a period of change in sgcagéndas as the danger of
nuclear war between the superpowers waned, anthahteonflicts replaced international
wars as the main source of battle-related cassallide portable conventional arms that
could be set up and fired by one or two persons nigher on the list of weapons
concerns as the weapons surrender programs foqpam@f post-conflict reconciliation
efforts in various parts of the world revealed ¢x¢ent of weapons possession among
rebel groups. Perceptions of widespread weapossegsion as a humanitarian concern
was strengthened by growing awareness of the farger of civilians displaced,
injured, or killed in many of the intra-state cacif$ fought primarily or exclusively with
rifles, submachine guns, and grenade launchersle\Bhtish-based and Norwegian
coalitions existed earlier, concerned NGOs andviddals established a wider issue
network, the International Action Network on Smatins (IANSA) in October 1998. It
emulated the ICBL by acting as a network coordinatiowing its member NGOs,
research institutes, and individuals broad latittedeampaign against the spread of small
arms as they chose. Like ICBL it also securedstmste from governments desiring to
reduce the flows of weapons around the world. H@wgt has not enjoyed comparable
level of success.

Political opportunity structure. Initially the international policy process looked
quite open to IANSA. The challenges faced by Ulgae&keeping and other post-conflict
reconciliation had raised concern about widesppemsession of arms in the UN
Secretariat and among several governments. In t898N General Assembly took up
a Japanese proposal to consider the problem, aatkdrPanel of Government Experts
that reported back on the issue in 1997. ThelRaade 22 recommendations about
limiting the spread of weapons, which the Assenpngised but adopted only to the
extent of convening a UN Conference on “lllicit eain Small Arms and Light
Weapons in All Its Aspects” for mid-2001. In theamtime, the UN Secretariat created a
unit for Coordinating Action on Small Arms withihg Department of Disarmament
Affairs in 1998 and several regional initiativesrdmped. An Inter-American
Convention Against the lllicit Manufacture of andafficking In Firearms, Ammunition,
Explosives, and Other related Material was adoptd®97. In 1998 the European
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Union adopted a Code of Conduct for Arms Exportgecng all categories of
conventional arms, and the EU Commission adoptaedradatory program for Joint
Action on Small Arms and Light Weapons. In WaBica, ECOWAS member
governments adopted a regional Moratorium on thgohtation, Exportation, and
Manufacture of Small Arms and Light Weapons in 1988 extended it for additional
three year terms in 2001 and 2004. Cooperaticuppressing illicit arms trade was also
discussed by ASEAN member governments (SIPRI 189@8,505; Vines 2005, 342-
343).

Several governments, including the Belgian, BhitiCanadian Japanese, and
Norwegian, supported initiatives on the issue lynspring expert conferences or
funding NGO research and publicity efforts while tiNDP provided most of the
financial resources for implementing the ECOWAS &torium (SPIRI 1998, 508-509).
Yet at no point did any of these sympathetic goremnts create an intergovernmental
negotiating forum outside the UN. Like the 1995W Review, the scheduled UN
Conference on Small Arms and Light Weapons provatechitial focus for activity.
NGO leaders and other campaigners participatey ifullhe brainstorming conferences
and symposia held in 1998-2000, the 100 NGO reptasees who attended the 2001
UN Conference and its follow-ups had their activityited by the standard UN rules
confining nonstate actors to observer status tiglamok include access to the informal
negotiating sessions. When it adopted a recomntelRcgramme of Action Against the
lllicit Manufacture of and Trafficking in Firearm#heir Parts and Components and
Ammunition rather than the binding agreement sigwals campaigners hoped to
achieve, participating governments desiring to ne@mbetter control of the process
avoided the then-stalemated UN Conference on Desaent by winning agreement to
convene follow-up sessions for 2003 and 2005.

As with landmines, the political opportunity struicts of different states
permitted varying degrees of activity. In someridin, Norway, and Switzerland most
prominently — government officials encouraged dmlation among and provided
funding to small arms campaigners (Krause 2002).2B&0Os in Europe also found
sympathetic audiences among national and EU aficidGOs in South Africa and
Kenya used their contacts with government offictalsvin support for greater efforts to
limit possession of small arms. In the USA, poétiopportunities were open to both
IANSA affiliates and the National Rifle Associaticestrong opponent of any proposal
to ban private ownership of pistols, rifles, andrsipg firearms enjoying greater entrée to
elites than IANSA members as well as significaqturt among the public.

What small arms campaigners could accomplish itiquéar states was also
shaped by levels of corruption and efficiency amstage officials. In both Africa and
Southeast Asia most illicit weapons reach theimdte recipients through corrupt
officials, military personnel, or police willing teell or give weapons to rebels and others
(Vines 2005, 359-360; Carpie 2005). Officials pdinvg arms smugglers with fraudulent
import certificates have also hobbled the Africéfiores (Vines 2005, 345). Thus success
in lobbying top leaders to limit trade in small &and light weapons was often
undermined by lower-level officials in some partshe world.
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Social mobilization structure. Small arms campaigners clearly drew on the
ICBL’s experience in their lobbying and public miatation. IANSA adopted a similar
network form and used the Internet and other fasfielecommunication to hold the
network together. Like ICBL members, IANSA membeepended on a mix of
government and private foundation funding. Howewdrd not have quite as extensive a
set of active unaffiliated nonstate supportersCBll The ICRC has not been as active
on the small arms issue as it was on landmineshang as many celebrities lent their
renown to the cause.

Though the resources have been present, IANSAdtaseen able to mobilize as
coherently as ICBL. ICBL could let member NGOsstitutes, and individuals
campaign in their own way because they were akisgehe same easily understood and
presented policy solution — a ban. IANSA affiletm®ncede that seeking a ban is
unrealistic but, for reasons noted below, havecnaverged on a common policy
position. Allowing NGOs and others to affiliatelasg as they share at least one IANSA
goal and leaving them to campaign in their own wagserves the network but reduces
the coherence of the message. This has createdisadvantages for IANSA as
compared to ICBL. First, it has prevented anyipaldr person or persons from
emerging as “the” spokesperson the way Jodi Wiliaspoke for the ICBL (Shawki
2006, 29). This was obvious in 2001 when two d#feé NGO-prepared draft treaties
were circulated at the UN Conference on Small A{Bwndi 2002, 232). Second, it has
contributed to tensions between IANSA’s develomogntry-based (“southern”) and
industrial country-based (“northern”) members, vtk southern members chafing at
what they regard as excessive northern contrdl@tampaign (Shawki 2006, 29).

IANSA and its members have also faced what soctalament analysts call
“countermovements” — NGOs and other nonstate sithat publicly oppose its positions
and compete with it for policy influence (Mayer afthggenborg 1996; Bob 2004). The
US-based National Rifle Association has been thstqminent and active opponent,
but other groups have also challenged IANSA’s mrobdefinition and policy
recommendations (Krause 2002, 258; Shawki 2006, 27)

Issue-framing. IANSA never developed the same dominance of issmihg
attained by ICBL. Even at the start, small armsgaigners were not the main source of
data, and they have not converged on a commorpdagantation. Use of small arms
and light weapons could not be portrayed as contoathe law of warfare since they are
not inherently indiscriminate or cause unnecessaffgring. Nor was IANSA able to
persuade other actors to regard possession of amadland light weapons as a
humanitarian rather than a security concern.

Issue framing could have been complicated by th&tence of two competing
definitions of “small arms” but the 1997 UN Pan&Experts report acknowledged the
problem in defining revolvers, self-loading pistaifles, carbines, submachine guns,
assault rifles, and light machine guns (all use@ Byngle person) as “small arms” and
portable rocket launchers, grenade launchers, trett weapons of less than 100 mm
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calibre (movable and operable by one or two pepsasslight weapons” (UN Panel
1997, 11-12). Though generally discussed togethertwo types pose distinct problems.
Light weapons include more technologically sophattd systems and focusing on them
also permits distinguishing between weapons farirdl or international war and
weapons for policing or recreation. Focusing omlsarms has the advantage of
focusing on the weapons most likely to be usedebgls and others in the poorest parts
of the world, but the disadvantages of includingap@ns in the policing and sporting
categories having to address ordinary policinganodising countermovement concern
about possible efforts to abolish all private oveigs of weapons.

IANSA was not the main source of data about theglemce of small arms, and
its affiliates did not converge on using a single data. Some IANSA members
continued to support high estimates, such as thBRJblaims that there were 8 million
illicit small arms in West Africa (see UNDP 2004, 8ven though a mmeber research
institute, the Geneva-based Small Arms Survey (280381), estimated from its sources
that the total was most likely less than 1118 that (Vines 2005, 341).

Opportunities to re-define the problem created tsyspssion and use of small
arms and light weapons were limited by the facy ttntinued to be regarded as
“ordinary weapons” rather than abhorrent devicBsough usable in indiscriminate ways
by particular fighters, small arms and light weapare not inherently indiscriminate
because they must be aimed and fired by a humanaisause destruction. Their
importance to attaining legitimate military objeets was also very different than that of
landmines. While most militaries could be persukithat antipersonnel landmines
served few useful battle purposes, small arms ightlWweapons are important for
maintaining national security against internal &#l &s external enemies. For most
governments and security experts, the problem pogadnall arms is that of how to
keep them out of the hands of certain groups: inats, terrorists, rebels, and (for some)
highly repressive governments, not eliminating tretogether. Yet rebels and
repressive governments can claim a right to posgseapons; rebels because weapons are
necessary to exercising their right to rebel apdagsive governments because weapons
remain necessary to exercising sovereignty ovemaaidtaining order within state
territory.

IANSA and other campaigners have tried to presetéspread possession of
small arms by rebels, criminal groups, and privatkviduals as a humanitarian problem.
They have argued that widespread possession of anra is linked to higher incidence
of internal armed conflict, violent crime, and sakuiolence as well as to weakening of
the social trust that holds communities togeth@/hile resonating strongly in some
regions, particularly Europe, and among governmehs®me developing countries,
these arguments have not won wide enough accepiapezmit redefining small arms
as a "humanitarian” rather than an “arms contreladlaw enforcement” issue.

Thus small arms campaigners have had to work fr@asaof existing consensus,
particularly the widespread agreement that illi@tle in both small arms and light
weapons needs to be suppressed. As one promarapiaggner put it in 2002, “virtually
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every weapon in illicit trade started as legallgguced and traded” (Krause 2002, 249).
While true for the more sophisticated types oftligleapons like portable anti-aircraft
rocket launchers, many less sophisticated lightpeea and small arms can be produced
in small workshops and smuggled across nationaldverwithout entering legal trade
(Vines 2005, 360 discussing West Africa). Thusdampaigner’s assertion that
controlling illegal trade requires limiting legaate is open to challenge on empirical
grounds. It is also challengeable on politicalugrds. Proposals for stringent general
limits on trade have been challenged with countenaents that they are unfair (by
giving industrial states more advantage in weaplas they already possess) or violate
governments’ sovereignty. Proposals to limit an bransfers to particular governments
with bad human rights records have been advocatedine governments, such as
members of the EU, but vehemently resisted by sthmost notably the Chinese. Even
at the regional level there is a diversity of agmtees, ranging from limiting illicit trade
only (OAS, ASEAN), through reducing legal salesvadl (EU), to discouraging local
manufacture as well as all forms of trade (ECOWA®)e basis of issue-framing was
revealed particularly clearly by the fact that @gmeposed binding UN agreement on
small arms is presented as a Protocol to the UN/&dion against Transnational
Organized Crime rather than as an arms controkeaggat (UN 2006).

Result. IANSA, its members, and other nonstate entitiespagning for limits
on trade in small arms have been able to kees#ueion the international agenda, but
have not been able to control the internationatma&king process. Governments have
kept the issue in arms control or transnationaherforums operating under rules
restricting negotiating sessions to governmentgigts. Governments have also
maintained more control over issue-framing andltessuccessfully confining most
global-level activity to suppression of illicit stharms trade. Though more ambitious
proposals to limit legal trade enjoy some governsiesupport, IANSA and its members
have not been able to build momentum behind aeyradtive beyond controlling illicit
trade sufficient to create and sustain a “norm @aa@stthat would carry initially
unsupportive governments along. The frustratioitls securing agreement on further
supply limitations have led some small arms campaigto advocate greater reliance on
“demand-side measures” like poverty alleviatioraqeebuilding, and police reform that
would reduce nonstate actors’ desire for weapotwd@dd, Glatz, and Muggah 2006).

Comparison: Nuclear Weapons

Mass protests and petition campaigns influence@mgnent policy on nuclear
weapons at two points during the Cold War. Popaggiation emphasizing the serious
health consequences of atmospheric testing, comddito acceptance of limiting nuclear
tests to underground sites in Partial Test Bantyreal963. General popular support for
reducing nuclear dangers certainly assisted coiocliug the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) in 1968, but public mobilization had$ obvious effects then than in the
early 1980s when the nuclear disarmament (Westeropg) and nuclear freeze (USA)
movements pressed for greater limitations on the ai nuclear arsenals than had already
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been in the 1972 SALT-1 and 1979 SALT-II agreememtd succeeded in persuading
both the Reagan Administration and the US Condredsop the former’s initial plans
for significant expansion of nuclear arsenals (seepf 1997; Rochon 1998). Mass
protest has been muted since the end of the Colgd Miaa variety of NGOs,
independent research institutes, and individuale ltantinued the campaign for
abolition (elimination) of nuclear weapons.

Political opportunity structure. The international political opportunity structure
has not been wide open to nuclear abolition canmeagy Governments have kept the
international negotiating process standing muéialtarms control forums -- the UN
General Assembly’s First (Disarmament) Committee, WN Commission on
Disarmament, the now-quinquennial NPT Review Canrfees, and the International
Atomic Energy Agency. All four limit direct parijgation by representatives of nonstate
actors. Individual governments have sponsoredipsipmposia and conferences on
abolition with government officials and NGO repneisgives or individuals participating,
but even the governments comprising the New Ag&atdition advocating rapid
progress toward abolition have not attempted talbdish an alternative
intergovernmental negotiating forum. In 1993-@thasts and NGOs taking up Richard
A. Falk’s suggestion to use an international litigia strategy for prodding governments
into greater action garnered sufficient support mgngovernments not possessing nuclear
weapons for majorities in the World Health Assem(plgnary body of the World Health
Organization) and the UN General Assembly requedgsary opinions from the
International Court of Justice on the legality obpession and use of nuclear weapons.
While an Advisory Opinion would not directly changey government’s policy,
campaigners hoped that a clear enough condemnatiold alter the balance of public
and elite opinion by de-legitimating nuclear weagand sought to maximize the
likelihood by encouraging participation in the legeguments and providing interested
governments with draft briefs. The ICJ concludeat the World Health Assembly
lacked authority to ask for an advisory opiniontbe subject, but did respond to the UN
General Assembly’s request (ICJ 1996a, 1996b).

National political processes are more or less apaiolitionist campaigners
depending partly on the nature of the state-lewétipal regime (degree of democracy
and centralization of decision-making authorityhe executive branch) and partly on
where individual governments stand in the categaréiculated in the NPT. The first
basic distinction is between parties and non-p&rtigth the latter having no obligations
under the NPT and thus full freedom to acquiresoounce nuclear weapons as they
choose. A number of governments have stayed aiedlPT to preserve this freedom
of choice. The second basic distinction is betw'aeiclear-weapon State Parties” (NWS)
and “non-nuclear-weapon State Parties” (NNWS) @NIPT. The NPT is a bargain:
NNWS forego acquisition of nuclear weapons in nefior rights to acquire and use
civilian nuclear technologies under safeguardshB&tWS and NWS pledge not to
encourage or assist acquisition of nuclear weapgrssNNWS, and the NWS agree to
join the NNWS in “undertak[ing] to pursue negotiets in good faith on effective
measures relating to the cessation of the nucleas eace at an early date and to nuclear
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disarmament, and on a treaty of general and comgisarmament under strict and
effective international control” (NPT, Article VI).

The end of the Cold War seemed to open up pos&bibf greater reduction in
and even abolition of nuclear arsenals. Hopes Wweightened as the USSR (from 1990),
the UK (from 1991) and the USA (from 1992) stoppesting and the USA and Russia
(successor to the USSR) agreed to further cutsein strategic nuclear arsenals.
However two nuclear weapons possessors then outsadePT, China (1992-96) and
France (1995-96) engaged in additional testinge Hilench tests, carried out on French
possessions in the South Pacific, inspired pubtitgsts in various parts of the world and
drew strong reactions from the Australian and Ne&lZnd governments. The
Australian responded in 1996 by establishing theb@&aa Commission of former
national leaders and military commanders from adaine world to report on means of
accomplishing abolition.

The May 1998 nuclear tests by India and Pakistghligihted the already-familiar
weaknesses of the nonproliferation regime, andred@bolition campaigners and some
sympathetic governments to new activity. The Japamovernment — always sensitive
to nuclear issues because of the August 1945 bgslhHiroshima and Nagasaki —
briefly stepped into the limelight by sponsoring fhokyo Forum on nuclear weapons in
July 1998 while the Coalition for a New Agenda @sned by the governments of
Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, Sloigrsouth Africa, and Sweden to
press for greater attention to abolition in the fdNims.

The first indication of government positions aftiee South Asian tests occurred
in the UN General Assembly that fall. The Coalitior a New Agenda of was able to
win majority support for GA Resolution 53/77Y ¢al on the NWS to “immediately”
begin fulfilling their obligations under the NPT Btarting negotiations leading to “early
adoption” of a ban on possession, threat, or useicikear weapons. The 114 to 18 with
38 abstentions vote revealed the continuing patitgovernment positions: the
American, British, French, Indian, Israeli, Pakmf{and Russian voted no while the
Argentine, Australian, Canadian, Chinese, Germatiah, Japanese, and South Korean
abstained (UN Yearbook 1998, 513-514). The Caoalitilso pressed its case in the
annual sessions of the UN Conference on Disarmament

Political opportunity structures even in the dematicrnuclear weapons-
possessing states are not promising because clatioas nuclear weapons are held
firmly within the executive branch. On the whalee “nuclear weapons establishments”
have been able to prevail in policy discussionsugfin there have been moments when
political elites appeared divided and some segmaititag to consider abolition
(McGwire 2005, 117, n. 6 attributes lack of actipnthe Clinton Administration to the
illness-forced retirement of Defense SecretaryAgsen). However, securing abolition
continues to founder on the problem of gettingo&the nuclear weapons possessing
states sufficiently interested at the same timggguments possessing nuclear weapons
do see the situation in n-person prisoners’ dilenenas.
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Social mobilization structure. While NGOs, independent think tanks, and
individuals advocating abolition of nuclear weapersst in many countries, they have
not formed a global coordinating network. The ¢gstwvisible coordination occurred
among the NGOs and others involved in the WorldrCBtoject. It promoted the idea of
seeking an ICJ advisory opinion and provided irsie@ governments with draft briefs
and other legal advice in reparation for its hegsiaon the matter. However it was a
single-task network and disbanded once the Advi€piion was issued

Social mobilization on nuclear weapons issues leas lairly sporadic since the
end of the Cold War. The anniversaries of the shinma and Nagasaki bombings do
provide an annual occasion for vigils and othem®of public protest, but this seldom
leads to lengthier efforts. There was a flurryrafbilization just after the French nuclear
tests, but little after the Indian and Pakistaresan One possible explanation is that other
issues have been more prominent in the public mikbther is that the variety of
nuclear weapons issues on the table — aboliti@vgntion of further proliferation, and
(particularly since 2003) worry that the G.W. Bustministration will use force against
either or both Iran and North Korea to preventrthequisition of nuclear weapons —
inhibits focusing continuously on abolition.

Issue-framing. It is easy to argue that actual use of nuclessapons would fail
to satisfy the traditional law of warfare critegaiding choice of means and methods of
warfare. The UN General Assembly even adoptedutisns saying use of nuclear
weapons would be a crime against humanity in 196i11878-81 (General Assembly).
Using large nuclear weapons against cities woubdlgpee large numbers of civilian
casualties and massive damage to civilian faglitigialifying them as indiscriminate.
Even smaller “battlefield” or “tactical” nuclear @wpons can be viewed as causing
unnecessary suffering to anyone killed or injurgeekposure to the radiation rather than
by the initial blast. Abolition campaigners havesasought to portray nuclear weapons
as posing wider humanitarian problems, drawinglypart the disruption of normal life
that would follow their use against cities and lyaoh the arguments that a war involving
launch of large numbers of nuclear weapons woudacably change the Earth’s
climate and end all life on it.

However, these arguments have not carried therdagms control negotiation
forums, where the consensus rules give the leesptiwe control over adoption of new
frames. Some abolition campaigners sought torgeina that problem by taking the
guestion to the ICJ, a forum composed of individulosen for their general expertise in
international law and therefore likely to be leesnenitted than NWS policy-makers to
emphasizing national security or maintaining aipalar arsenal of weapons. The briefs
prepared for, and used by several, NNWS urgedGligd look beyond the law of
warfare to more general international human rigimi$ environmental law. While the
ICJ did agree that nuclear weapons are unique bea#uheir destructiveness and
radiation effects, it rejected the more ambitiobsl@ionist arguments that threat or use
of nuclear weapons is directly prohibited by intronal environmental law, the right to
life provisions of multilateral human rights trestj or the prohibition of genocide. It
also rejected arguments that nuclear weapons sheuicated as a form of poison
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weapon or that bans on some Weapons of Mass D#stribiological and chemical)
can be extended automatically to others (nucleartd®). Yet a majority of the judges
did advise, based on the law of warfare, that exicepircumstances of self-defense in
extremity, using nuclear weapons would “generaélycbntrary to the rules of
international law applicable to armed conflict angbarticular the principles and rules of
humanitarian law.” All the judges agreed that WS parties to the NPT have a clear
legal obligation to work for nuclear disarmame@J11996a). Though the ICJ opinion
did support the abolitionist cause (DiFilippo 20@0,called it an “unambiguous
victory”), it did not endorse any of the alternatananitarian or environmental issue-
framings that the abolitionists hoped to use fgptiicing the nonproliferation and arms
control frames.

The ICJ thus left in place the impressions of narcclgeapons as a deterrent
derived from the combination of non-use since 184 stability of superpower relations
through mutual assured destruction between rout®®p and 1991. Though some
commentators (e.g., Tannenwald 1999) have claiim&dion-use has become a strongly
established norm, many private citizens as wethgisary and civilian strategists believe
that lack of use does not inhibit use of nucleaapoms as credible deterrents. French
nuclear doctrine is particularly clear on the ppihe French definition of “non-use”
(“non-empladi) does not exclude retaliatory missions (Yost 200%L1).

Abolition campaigners have sought to dislodge ateoege of nuclear weapons as
deterrents by arguing that the “low salience nucleald” (McCgwire 2005, 127) of the
Cold War in which the weapons exist but were netdusas a temporary exception to the
normal pattern of international rivalries leadingarms races leading to use of the
weapons acquired during the arms race. Howevardfierts to present the alternatives
as a binary choice between arms races leadingdearuwar and elimination of nuclear
weapons have not won majority support in any cqundissessing or seriously
considering acquisition of nuclear weapons. Withike Cold War justification of mutual
assured destruction is no longer relevant, nuelempons are still widely regarded as
important for deterrence of threats, including #tseto develop and use chemical and
biological weapons. Though some policy-makersrgerested in developing
conventional responses, French (Yost 2005, 11TJ8(Yost 2004, 705-8), and Russian
(SIPRI 1998, ) nuclear weapons doctrines do incliseof nuclear weapons in response
to attacks employing chemical or biological as veslinuclear weapons. For their part,
the governments of India, Pakistan, North Kored, laan all justify their decisions to
develop or seek nuclear weapons on grounds of mgelditerrents against larger external
enemies.

Public opinion in nuclear weapons-possessing stateains ambivalent. A 2004
survey of French public opinion is fairly typicab8% of respondents agreed that France
cannot defend itself without therce de frappgeven though 49% also agreed that
actually using nuclear weapons was dangerous bedawsuld invite retaliation against
French cities (Yost 2005, 137). Many abolitioniste confident that receding of the
Cold War will permit aid their efforts to shift atition towards the consequences of their
use, and that considering those consequencesexdllipde publics and decision-makers
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to regard nuclear weapons as decreasing ratheirtb@asing security (e.g., Rochon
1998, 55).

Abolitionist efforts to secure elimination of nuateweapons are also hindered by
the serious and impossible to ignore verificationaerns. The destructiveness of
nuclear weapons makes cheating on agreementsrid@béem highly attractive,
creating a situation in which verification is ess&@rto maintaining cooperation.
Verifying destruction and non-replacement faces pnablems, the relative ease of
hiding assembled nuclear weapons even from onrsipections and the close
connection between military and civilian nucleathieologies. The explosive cores of
nuclear weapons contain “weapons grade” radioaatiaterial consisting of either 80%
plutonium-239 or 90% uranium-235. 10 kilogramsof@®2 pounds) of weapons grade
plutonium-239 is enough to make a 15 kiloton bomatural uranium contains very
little U-235; it needs to be run through a spez&li gas centrifuge to reach the
approximately 5% concentration needed to run di@ivpower reactor. One pass
through the centrifuge accomplishes this; a sep@sd increases the concentration to
about 25%, and a third to about 93%. Weapons-gosadenium also does not occur
naturally, but can be acquired from used reactekfads by chemical separation. Thus
any government possessing the right gas centrifagg€nough uranium, or uranium-
fuelled reactors plus the right chemical separatarsmake its own weapons-grade
material unless the acquisition and post-use regog/disposal of nuclear reactor fuel
is carefully supervised. The NPT addressed tlablpm through linking transfer of
civilian nuclear technology to acceptance of IAE#&eguards including on-site
inspection, but governments with sufficient loaént or outside helpers willing to
operate outside the safeguards system have beetodlild reactors on their own.

At present nuclear weapons assembly technologieainebeyond the capabilities
of nonstate actors, but theft or diversion of weegpgrade material or assembled nuclear
bombs from government stocks is possible. Nonstetie's can more easily assemble
“dirty bombs” — devices that pack some radioacthagerial with conventional
explosives to spread radiation in small areas -tserthese can be made from
radioactive materials like cesium-137, iridium-188d radium-226 that are less well-
guarded and inventoried than uranium or plutonitoglks.

Through all discussions of nuclear weapons, tiesl ne avoid further
proliferation while moving towards elimination meathat the “abolition” issue-frame
urged by the NNWS and nonstate campaigners nedgssaxists with a
“nonproliferation” frame. Abolition advocates ergioving “beyond” the
nonproliferation frame with arguments about eqaitg the practical difficulty of
preventing proliferation if the NWS continue to attvays that suggest nuclear weapons
provide significant leverage in international aféai At the same time campaigners agree
that nonproliferation is a reasonable first steyl #is concession allows the nuclear
weapons-possessing states (in or outside NPT)mibic@ an immediate focus on
nonproliferation with inaction on the eventual go&tlimination.

Result. Advocates of abolishing nuclear weapons have astkgether
transnationally without forming a large umbrellawerk, except during the World Court
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Project in 1993-96. Yet lack of a network is tit reason for their modest success.
Other than their resort to the ICJ, government&hiawited their access to the
international negotiating process by keeping thaiadn issue within the UN General
Assembly, the UN Conference on Disarmament, antNfi€ Review Conferences.
While national political opportunity structuresdemocratic states not interested in
possessing nuclear weapons allow entrée, thosenofemocratic states and of
democratic states possessing nuclear weapons kavddss open. Though all of the
elements for redefining nuclear weapons as abhioarerpresent, a combination of
lingering impressions of nuclear weapons as detesi@nd current impressions of
nuclear weapons as providing protection againstcome by stronger states have
prevented sufficient consensus on abhorrenceiggetr serious discussion of how to
move to abolition. Even efforts to develop “arauill agreements” serving
simultaneously as barriers to proliferation andtaps towards abolition have had mixed
success. The Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban T{€ayT) negotiated in 1996 is
unlikely to enter into force any time soon. The Sé&hate rejected ratification in 1999,
and others of the 44 states whose ratificatioedslired to bring it into force are also
holding back (UN 2006). Reactions to the revetaiabout A.Q. Khan’s activities in
2004 did move discussions of limiting productionnefapons-usable fissile materials out
of stalemate.

Conclusion

Though three cases are a small set, these stdficmderstanding why the
ICBL’s success in steering a majority of the wasldovernments toward accepting a ban
on possession, manufacture, export, and use gfeastinnel landmines is exceptional.
Its success rested on unusually favorable conjuestn two of the three sets of
conditions that promote acquisition of policy irdhce by nonstate actors relying heavily
on mobilizing mass opinion and outsider lobbyingnational capitals and international
meetings. It was able not only to gain accesheariternational law-making process; but
to find sympathetic governments willing help it beg normal “forum shopping” among
existing international bodies to creating an addai forum for its use. By this point,
early 1996, the agendas of ICBL and a group of gowents The ICBL also benefited
from strong support by governments seeking to #feetraditional “security” agenda by
shifting from “state security” to “human securitiyadd converged. Abolishing
antipersonnel landmines was attractive to thesemowents not only for itself, but as a
way of exercising leadership at the internatioegkl. By presenting not only the
indiscriminateness of the weapons but also re-uohgfilarge fields of antipersonnel
landmines as a “humanitarian” rather than a “deférssue, it was able to open up
national decision-making processes to supportessivainmally would not included in
discussions of weapons acquisition.

The small arms and anti-nuclear weapons campadraare faced less favorable
situations. While they also have good resourcesdoial mobilization, neither the
international political opportunity structure nbetissue framing process has been as
favorable for them. The international politicalp@ptunity structure remained reasonably
open because UN conferences or bodies were aduyessall arms and nuclear weapons
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issues. However the governments most activelyatipg stronger controls on small
arms possession and abolition of nuclear weapahadaticreate any new international
forums. This may rest on pragmatic anticipatiohstronger negative reaction from
others; it also reflects the fact that less sucoessue-framing means the likelihood of
bringing the reluctant along through creating amoascade is much lower. Both the
small arms and nuclear weapons are more centgaiiernments’ security concerns than
anti-personnel landmines because of their percaniéthry usefulness. Nuclear
weapons abolition also involves much thornier goestof verification meaning that the
Landmines Convention solution of leaving the islsuigely aside will not work.
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Getting a Word in Edgewise: Nonstate Actors’ Campigns against particular
Weapons
MJ Peterson — University of Massachusetts Amhersjp@polsci.umass.edu

The issue-area of national security/national defesgenerally inhospitable ground for
efforts by groups relying primarily on “outsiderdittical strategies and public
mobilization for acquisition of influence over pojrmaking.

In some areas, including decisions about weapamgigition, retention, and use, the
international law of warfare, including the “intational humanitarian law” on protecting
civilian populations in wartime, provides entrée tloose actors who can base their policy
arguments on its stipulations.
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Social movement theory provides the most-testedfgaopositions about the conditions
under which nonstate actors using “outsider” striaeand public mobilization can
influence governments. The likelihood of successaases with favorable political
opportunity structures, effective social mobilipatj and control over issue-framing.

The table summarizes the situations facing therateonal Campaign to Ban
Landmines, activists and groups concerned with Isanads and light weapons, and
activists and groups seeking abolition of nucleaapons:

landmines small arms nuclear weapons
political opportunity | international — international — international —
structure very successful limited forum limited forum
forum shopping shopping shopping

social mobilization
structure

network coordi-
nating NGOs, etc
united behind a
common proposal

network coordi-
nating NGOs, etc
with diverse policy
proposals

active
countermovement

ad hoc project
cooperation among
NGOs and activists

tension between
main (abolition) and
related (nonprolif-
eration) goals

issue-framing

strong norm pull;
success reframing @
“humanitarian”

1sveak norm pull

potential strong
norm pull not
realized

distinct features

custom-built forum;
reframing success

strategic centrality;
internal division;

countermovement

strategic centrality;
severity of
verification issues




