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Determining Criteria to Assess the Effectiveness 
of Conventional Arms Agreements

By Ian Richardson

Author’s Note:
The following essay was written as part of 

a Mount Allison Independent Student Research 
Grant during the summer of 2021. When I was 
conducting the literature review and interviews for 
this project, I did not account nearly well enough 
for systemic level shocks in the international system. 
Perhaps that was foolish of me considering how long 
the Covid-19 pandemic has drawn on, constantly 
changing the way in which politics and internation­
al relations are conducted. Nevertheless, I was not 
counting on witnessing the start of a war in Europe 
and escalated tensions between Russia and NATO 
at any point soon. As my paper undergoes the peer 
review process for publication in the ATLIS journal, 
I think it is important to contextualize it in relation 
to the conflict in Ukraine. Major world powers, in­
cluding Germany - which has widely been opposed 
to exporting conventional arms - have rushed to 
reinforce NATO countries surrounding Russia and 
have been dumping weapons into the hands of mili­
tary and civilians in Ukraine. What does this mean 
for my research? On one hand I am tempted to rip 
up the paper and decide not to publish it, as we 
have clearly entered a world where anything goes 
in terms of weapons transfers. It would be foolish 
to be against the notion that Ukraine should have 
every right to arm itself against Russian imperial 
aggression. I am decidedly not opposed to the aid 
they have been receiving from NATO and the inter­
national community, militarily or otherwise. How­
ever, it is important to highlight how proxy wars and 
balance of power between the US and the Soviet 
Union were major contributors to the proliferation 
of small arms across Afghanistan, Africa, and South 
America. At this point, emergency weapons trans­
fers may be the only option available to the West as 
we approach something that looks dangerously close 
to a cold war conflict. Yet, in the aftermath of this 
schism and as the balance of power shifts, perhaps 
this type of research will once again be valuable in 
view of human security. If human security concerns 

take the backbench to traditional great power con­
flicts for now, one can only hope that the dust clears 
quickly.

Ian Richardson

Determining Criteria to Assess the Effectiveness 
of Conventional Arms Agreements

In the area of weapons proliferation there are sev­
eral different types of treaties and agreements. 
The purposes of these types of agreements have 
changed throughout history as human technol­
ogies have evolved. It can be difficult to imagine 
that there were practices considered too brutal for 
rulers of the Dark Ages. However, weapons control 
was attempted as early as the Middle Ages when 
feuding kings and queens attempted to control the 
use of crossbows and other long-ranged weapons, 
which the Vatican viewed as being “too cruel for 
use against Christians.”1 Throughout history, weap­
ons control also became a means for victorious na­
tions to ensure their dominance following major 
conflicts. Napoleon famously disarmed the Prus­
sians in 1815 as a means of asserting dominance 
over a state which he had conquered and to ensure 
that they would not revolt against the occupation 
of his armies.2 In many ways, nineteenth century 
enforced disarmament was a strategy for extending 
military and imperial power. Throughout the latter 
half of the twentieth century, there was a significant 
change in the objectives of arms control. Rather 
than being forcibly implemented by the victors in 
major conflicts, the concern shifted to limiting the 
size and types of weapons in the nuclear arsenals of 
the United States and the Soviet Union. It is during 
this period that weapons proliferation became syn­
onymous with nuclear proliferation, codified in the 
Nuclear Proliferation Treaty. However, since the 
1990s, with treaties such as the Ottawa Treaty to 
Ban Landmines, there has been a renewed focus on 
limiting the spread or use of conventional weapons.
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Former UN Secretary-General Kofi-Anan famous­
ly dedared that small arms are “true weapons of 
mass destruction” as new norms began to emerge 
within the transfer, sale and destruction of conven­
tional arms.3

The following paper is informed by a lit­
erature review relating to the Arms Trade Treaty 
and the Ottawa Convention to ban the use of an­
ti-personnel landmines, and it is also supplemented 
with two interviews. A discussion with Dr. Jennifer 
Erickson, an expert on conventional arms exports 
and reputational damage, and an interview with a 
member of the Canadian Armed forces will be in­
cluded to verify some of the claims made about the 
strategic uses for conventional weapons. This re­
search is primarily qualitative. The central question 
of this paper is to identify at least one example of 
an effective conventional weapons control agree­
ment, and to determine what attributes it possess­
es. Overarchingly, this study questions why certain 
arms trade agreements are more successful than 
others. In so doing, this article provides a strong 
criticism of proceeding by consensus in negotiation 
practices, which is widely considered to be a best 
practice. Overall, it will be demonstrated that there 
are three main criteria for an effective convention­
al arms control agreement. First, treaties must es­
tablish a clear norm for state behaviour. Second, 
agreements should not be watered down in search 
for unanimous consensus. Finally, there should 
be mechanisms by which meaningful reputational 
damage may be established for states which violate 
the clear norms of behaviour prescribed within a 
convention. Understanding what constitutes an ef­
fective agreement and the criteria which contribute 
to this effectiveness provides a new theory of how 
arms trade agreements may effectively achieve their 
purposes in the future.

The following paper will be subject to a few 
significant limitations to narrow its scope and fo­
cus. First of all, this paper will only consider treaties 
that focus primarily on the control of conventional 
weapons. Approaching a definition of conventional 
weapons is complicated. As it is apparent in the text 
of the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT) and subsequent 
criticisms of the text, it is often insufficient to limit 
a definition of conventional weapons to those items 
listed in the text of any particular agreement. Article 
2 of the ATT details the scope of the agreement and 
provides specific examples of the types of weapons 
to be regulated.4 The choice to include or exclude 
specific terms in treaty text is debated by states par­

ties and can be used as a way of developing loop­
holes or circumventing agreements altogether. On 
the United Nations Office for Disarmament web­
site, the definition of conventional weapons simply 
states that they are weapons “other than weapons of 
mass destruction.”5 In the context of this paper, this 
will be the generally accepted definition of conven­
tional arms, and the following text will explicitly 
avoid mentions of nuclear, chemical and biological 
weapons which commonly fall into the definition 
of weapons of mass destruction, capable of causing 
world-ending or cataclysmic level damage.

The reason for this distinction is particu­
larly relevant when considering the power of nu­
clear weapons. One of the central questions in the 
analysis of conventional weapons proliferation is 
the degree to which enforcement is possible con­
sidering the lack of formalized mechanisms. Nu­
clear weapons are an exceptional case when con­
sidering international agreements. In the absence 
of formalized treaties like the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty which limits the number of states which 
are allowed to legally possess nuclear arms, the de­
structive capacity of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
(WMD) creates the potential for self-enforced re­
strictions in ways that conventional weapons are 
not bound. For example, the doctrine of Mutually 
Assured Destruction implies that states will never 
use nuclear weapons against others out of fear of 
world-ending retaliation. Moreover, there is a dis­
tinction in how treaties governing nuclear and con­
ventional weapons are created. Many nuclear trea­
ties are negotiated bilaterally between the United 
States and the former Soviet Union, whereas con­
ventional weapon agreements are usually multilat­
eral and involve several member states. For these 
reasons, among others, it is unsuitable to compare 
agreements which discuss WMD and those which 
are concerned with conventional arms controls.

There is a lack of agreements that clearly 
deal with conventional weapons. The most obvious 
choice to study is the aforementioned Arms Trade 
Treaty which deals exclusively with the trade in le­
gitimate conventional arms, including armoured 
vehicles and, importantly, small arms. The other 
agreement which will be evaluated is the Ottawa 
Convention to ban the use of anti-personnel land­
mines. These agreements are suitable for compar­
ison for two main reasons. First of all, they both 
aim to reduce human suffering and address a hu­
manitarian concern. The Ottawa Treaty explicitly 
achieves this goal by preventing the use of a hu­
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manitarian threat, landmines. On the other hand, 
the ATT implicitly addresses humanitarian issues 
by attempting to reduce the acquisition of dead­
ly weapons by undesirable actors. The preamble 
of the treaty makes reference to reducing human 
suffering as one of its main objectives.6 Moreover, 
the Ottawa Treaty provides a distinct example of a 
treaty which is generally accepted as successful. On 
the other hand, the ATT, has not yet proved wheth­
er it can directly reduce irresponsible arms trans­
fers without formalized enforcement mechanisms, 
but it certainly has the potential.7 By identifying 
what works for the Ottawa Treaty and questioning 
whether those elements are present and function­
ing in the ATT, it is possible to address whether 
there are certain criteria which underline a success­
ful conventional arms agreement.

Scholars tend to agree that the Convention 
on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Produc­
tion and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on 
their Destruction, otherwise known as the Ottawa 
Treaty,8 is an example of a successful arms control 
agreement dealing with conventional weapons. The 
agreement builds upon the Convention on Certain 
Conventional Weapons, which eventually grew to 
include four protocols.9 The second protocol dealt 
with anti-personnel landmines. The argument for 
specific agreements relating to landmines stems 
from the fact that these types of weapons pose a di­
rect humanitarian threat and kill indiscriminately.

Historically, landmines were often em­
ployed by a militarily and technologically inferior 
side to artificially inflate their offensive or defen­
sive capabilities using minefields.10 Types of weap­
ons which are capable of this are often referred to 
as force-multipliers. This tactic proved to be par­
ticularly successful in Iraq and Afghanistan, with 
69% and 53% of combat wounded in each conflict 
attributed to IED usage by militant groups, respec­
tively.11 In Vietnam, the inability of the US military 
to achieve a foothold can be largely attributed to 
anti-personnel mine use by the Viet Cong.12 How­
ever, the use of landmines has not been exclusively 
limited to militant groups or smaller states. By the 
1980s, the United States military had developed the 
capacity to mine an area 200 by ZOO meters by air­
craft or deploy landmines via artillery (area-deni­
al-artillery-munitions, ADAM).13 The threat posed 
by landmines is not limited to the time at which 
they are placed. A landmine planted in the mid 
twentieth century is equally deadly today. Many 
mines experience deterioration of core components 

over time. On one hand, the detonators often erode, 
which indicates that the mines should be harmless 
as time passes. However, this is offset by the fact 
that nitroglycerin or other explosives will eventual­
ly “sweat out,” causing them to be highly susceptible 
to exploding at the slightest touch.14 Consequently, 
landmines can either be harmless or more danger­
ous than when they were planted, but there is no 
way of knowing which is the case.

The Landmine Monitor is responsible for 
reporting on the implementation of the Ottawa 
Treaty and Landmine casualties on a yearly basis. 
As of 2020, the monitor indicates that there are 66 
states and areas contaminated by landmines. The 
states where mines are present include 34 states 
party to the agreement, 22 states not party and 
four “areas” which are larger regions that encom­
pass several nations or are not recognized as for­
mal state territories.15 In 2020, the Monitor’s Report 
indicated that in 2019, 2170 people were killed by 
landmines and 3537 were injured.16 It is important 
to note that among landmine injuries, many sur­
vivors are permanently disabled. For good reason, 
international NGOs focussed a significant portion 
of their campaign efforts to ban landmines on high­
lighting images of wounded individuals who were 
missing legs or other limbs. Moreover, of the casu­
alties in 2019, 80% were civilian. Of those civilians 
injured or killed, 43% were children.17 Undeniably, 
landmines are a distinct type of weapon which pose 
a unique humanitarian problem in that most of 
their victims are innocent civilians.

In response to the indiscriminate effects 
of landmines, the United Nations first adopted 
the second protocol to the Convention on Cer­
tain Conventional Weapons (CCW) which dealt 
with landmine, “booby-traps” and “other devices 
on land.” Rather than outright banning the use of 
landmines, the CCW regulates the deployment of 
them. Article 3 generally outlines the restrictions 
on landmines and other weapons.18 This protocol 
prohibits directing landmine use towards civilians, 
prohibits the use of weapons designed to cause un­
necessary suffering, and bans the “indiscriminate 
use” of these weapons by placing them in areas 
which are not dedicated military targets.19 Article 
6 provides further clarification of the responsibil­
ities of countries using mines. For example, states 
are expected to provide advance warning to civil­
ian populations where the delivery of mines would 
affect them; however, this requirement is waived 
when “the circumstances do not permit.”20
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Considering the existence of the CCW, cer­
tain theories of international relations suggest that 
the Ottawa Treaty was unnecessary. On one hand, 
realists would argue that the widespread support 
from larger powers for the Treaty indicated that it 
was the only acceptable option, and that it had the 
greatest chance of succeeding. Neo-liberals would 
argue that there is no reason to deal with high 
transaction costs without providing ample oppor­
tunity for the CCW to prove its effectiveness.21 Yet, 
the Ottawa Treaty was developed almost immedi­
ately following the ratification of the CCW for sev­
eral reasons. First of all, the CCW had no support 
from the UN Secretary-General from the outset, 
who called for a complete ban on mine use.22 More­
over, many critics of the CCW agree that protocol 
two actually legitimized the use of landmines, es­
pecially “smart” remotely detonated mines, rather 
than discouraging them.23 The language concern­
ing the “appropriate use” of landmines directly im­
plies that there is an appropriate time and place for 
the deployment of landmines. While it is impossi­
ble to prove a causal link between the implemen­
tation of the CCW and increased landmine use, 
the notion that the treaty encouraged a legitimiza­
tion of these indiscriminate weapons is supported 
by the fact that many egregious uses of landmines 
continued after its implementation. For example, 
mine usage went up in the 1980s in conflict ridden 
areas like Angola or Cambodia.24 Moreover, schol­
ars and member states directly criticized the treaty 
considering the lack of proper enforcement mecha­
nisms and no scheduled review conferences. There 
were no clear mechanisms for reporting on the us­
age of mines, and there was a lack of consequences 
when states did not meet their obligations under 
the agreement. Cottrell argues that the replacement 
of the CCW was attributed to a lack of legitima­
cy for this first agreement, and perceived legitima­
cy for the Ottawa Convention.25 Without protocol 
two, it is possible that calls to institute a complete 
ban would have fallen on deaf ears, considering the 
lack of evidence that landmines could be addressed 
in an international agreement.26 In that context, 
overwhelmingly unsuccessful agreements can have 
some effectiveness if they form the basis for the 
emergence of a new norm. Moreover, the Ottawa 
Treaty provides an example of a norm cascade. The 
United States initially came to the bargaining table 
with very strong demands and reservations about 
the agreement. Much to their surprise, they were 
opposed by other major powers such as the UK and 

France. The support of these other major powers 
indicates that landmine opposition was already be­
ginning to be accepted as a new norm.27

An interview with a member of the Canadi­
an Armed Forces complicates the relationship be­
tween the government responsible for the Ottawa 
Treaty and its own application of it in practice. The 
Treaty does allow member states to retain a certain 
number of landmines for training purposes, which 
the Canadian military certainly does. In practice, 
the armed forces would not necessarily refrain from 
using landmines in a situation where the strategic 
benefits outweigh the potential costs. However, the 
strength of the norm against landmines can also be 
felt at the tactical military level. The interviewed 
member repeatedly stressed the fact that landmines 
would not be used as a first resort, and that it would 
be difficult to find a precise moment that warrants 
their use.28

It is worth noting that the United States is 
still not a signatory to the Ottawa Treaty. By con­
ventional wisdom, this would be a major blow to 
the potential efficacy of the agreement since the 
US undoubtedly possesses the greatest direct mil­
itary power in the world. However, in practice, US 
opposition on the surface does not undermine the 
agreement’s efficacy in the ways one might imag­
ine. Traditionally, arms control or trade agreements 
have been negotiated through the Conference on 
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva. The CCW was ne­
gotiated through this body, but the Ottawa Treaty 
was not. The external negotiation of the latter was 
a result of the strict consensus rules which exist in 
the operations of the CD. Since the United States 
would not support a complete ban on landmines, 
leading states such as Canada were forced to move 
negotiations to an informal process outside of the 
CD. Many scholars agree that proceeding by con­
sensus is desirable. Common sense indicates that 
when all states agree to a treaty unanimously, that 
treaty must be in the best interest of all. Seemingly, 
an agreement which is palatable for all is likely to be 
effective since all states have a vested interest in its 
success. The second argument has been questioned 
by the CCW, which did possess large power sup­
port but was not strictly adhered to by any parties. 
By not acting through consensus, the Ottawa Trea­
ty was able to achieve a loftier goal than what would 
otherwise have been thought possible, namely by 
initiating a complete ban on landmine use and 
proving that there was support for a norm banning 
landmines rather than regulating their use. Howev­
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er, a ban on landmine use is effectively meaningless 
if it does not apply to large powers and they contin­
ue to use these types of weapons. It is here that the 
power of norm acceptance can be perceived when 
considering the actual support for de-mining initia­
tives from the United States. The United States gen­
erally leads global efforts to reduce the proliferation 
of anti-personnel landmines in terms of funding. 
The most recent report from the Landmine Mon­
itor indicates that 72% of the financial support for 
de-mining activities was provided through the EU, 
UK, Norway, Germany and the United States.29 The 
US alone remains the largest single donor of $177 
million which constitutes 32% of International 
Campaign to Ban Landmines de-mining initiative 
support, far outstripping the second largest donor, 
the EU, at only 14% of all contributions.30 Whereas 
the United States has not signed the agreement, its 
continued support for its activities proves that on 
some level they have internalized the complete ban 
norm.

Dr. Erickson writes on how reputational 
damage can lead to commitment to conventional 
arms agreements. She shows how concern for so­
cial reputation has led states to at least commit to 
responsible arms trade practices on paper despite 
their reservations.31 One way that significant repu­
tational damage may be achieved is through effec­
tive and transparent civil society and NGO integra­
tion. In the case of the Ottawa Treaty, the Monitor 
provides the transparency required for meaningful 
reputational damage. Dr. Erickson agreed in an in­
terview that the Ottawa Treaty provides an example 
of an incredibly successful arms agreement.32 How­
ever, there is a disconnect between states’ commit­
ments to arms trade policies and the application of 
these agreements in practice. It is in this area that 
the ATT has yet to prove whether it will be able to 
urge meaningful compliance in the future.

Dr. Erikson’s work also mentions the poten­
tial for some states to be more resilient to reputa­
tional damage than others. Specifically, consistent 
US support for the Arms Trade Treaty is uncer­
tain.33 This is most clearly demonstrated by the 
Trump Administration’s decisions to “un-sign” the 
Arms Trade Treaty and resume the production of 
landmines.34 On the surface, this demonstrates that 
the United States is immune to reputational dam­
age. However, this is not the case in the long run, 
with the Obama administration initially deciding 
to sign the ATT as they feared that their reputation 
among the international community would suffer 

as they stood seemingly in opposition to weap­
ons transfer norms which were becoming widely 
accepted, at least on paper.35 In the long run, the 
Biden administration is trying to undo the scandals 
that the previous government caused.36

The Ottawa Treaty holds two criteria for 
effective agreement by demonstrating a specific 
norm that is internalized by member states and 
non-member states such as the United States. Also, 
the Treaty can ensure significant reputational dam­
age by way of the oversight of the Landmine Moni­
tor. First of all, the Treaty represents a clear norma­
tive ban on the use of landmines. Moreover, the link 
between global NGOs and the Landmine Monitor 
provides transparency and consistent updates on 
states’ contributions to the disarming of landmines. 
The visibility of funding, production, and destruc­
tion information provides the potential for repu­
tational damage to occur for countries that do not 
conform to the widely accepted norm. The CCW 
had widespread support from powerful nations 
such as the United States, whereas its successor, the 
Ottawa Treaty, did not. Yet, the success of the Otta­
wa Treaty compared to the CCW demonstrates that 
consensus is not a necessary condition for effective­
ness. Further analysis of the Arms Trade Treaty will 
demonstrate how consensus-building can hinder 
the impact of an agreement.

In 2013, the United Nations adopted the 
revolutionary Arms Trade Treaty. This agreement 
is the first multilateral effort to control the sale of 
conventional weapons. Whereas the effectiveness 
of the Ottawa Treaty is broadly accepted, the over­
all success of the ATT faces more debate. It estab­
lishes significant language concerning the need 
for states to ensure that the weapons they produce 
are not being used to assist in committing crimes 
against humanity. The treaty outlines specific pro­
hibitions under Article 6.37 There is significant lit­
erature concerning the significance of this Article. 
Brian Wood and Kasha Abdul-Rahim provide an 
analysis of Article 6, and Article 7 which outlines 
the need for proper export assessment mechanisms 
to determine the potential for weapons to be used 
in crimes against humanity. They refer to these two 
sections as the “heart of the ATT.”38 They argue that 
effective assessment mechanisms are integral to 
the functioning of the agreement.39 Other scholars 
have built upon this work by analyzing the way that 
states have interpreted or ignored the requirement 
to assess the potential for weapons to be used for 
purposes which are in violation of International 
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Humanitarian Law (IHL). For example, Giovanna 
Maletta provides an overview of the attitudes and 
policies adopted by EU members concerning the 
enforcement of this treaty. Specifically, the UK and 
France have significantly diverged from their po­
sitions of promoting effective assessment practices 
in the context of their continued arms sale to Saudi 
Arabia.40 It is no secret that Saudi Arabia is using 
weapons, which they have purchased from Western 
powers, to commit crimes against humanity and 
attack civilian targets in the ongoing Yemen Civ­
il War. Yet, several Western member states of the 
ATT deny that they have found any evidence that 
weapons which they transfer are being used for this 
purpose. Srdjan Vucetic demonstrated that since 
the 1980s, 15% of Canada’s, 10% of Sweden’s and 
14% of the Netherlands’ arms exports were issued 
to states with very poor human rights records.41 
Typically, these countries are represented as having 
progressive attitudes towards foreign policy. Can­
ada ratified the ATT in 2019 but continued to im­
plement a significant trade deal for the sale of Light 
Armoured Vehicles (LAVs) to Saudi Arabia in con­
travention of their responsibilities under the act.42 
Overall, if one employs a definition of effectiveness 
that prioritizes quantifiable reductions in arms ex­
ports to situations where they would knowingly be 
used for human rights violations, the success of the 
ATT is unclear.

A recurring theme in relation to the ATT 
is the degree to which it employs “necessary evils” 
in the drafting process. Yasuhito Fukui concludes 
that language concerning safeguards and ambiguity 
were such necessary evils that are required to uni­
versalize the ATT agreement.43 Fukui focusses on 
the role that the necessary consensus rule from the 
UN Conference on Disarmament played in delay­
ing the adoption of an Arms Trade Treaty for a sig­
nificant period of time.44 The Conference on Disar­
mament, which exists to negotiate multilateral arms 
control agreements between states, operates by 
consensus.45 The consensus procedures imply that 
any state may veto any actions by others. The rule of 
consensus also applies to procedural matters. Con­
sequently, delegations have been able to block the 
conference from informing the United Nations as 
to whether it has reached an agreement on the text 
of important treaties.46 Scholars like Jozef Goldblat 
raise the question as to whether the consensus rule 
should exist even for substantive matters.47 During 
the negotiation of the ATT, the United States were 
able to delay the negotiation of the treaty text by 

threatening to employ specific “redlines” which 
would result in a veto from them.48 Laurence Lust­
garden also questions the use of consensus in inter­
national proceedings as it can result in the dilution 
or sacrifice of aspects which would contribute to 
an effective treaty.49 On the other hand, Lustgarden 
acknowledges that proceeding simply by majority, 
such as is the case in the general assembly, can of­
ten result in documents which major powers, such 
as the United States, oppose or ignore altogether.50 
The application of consensus is also a key consider­
ation in the proceedings of the Conference of States 
Party (CSP) to the Arms Trade Treaty. The CSP is 
encouraged to “make every effort to achieve con­
sensus on matters of substance.”51 If it is impossible 
to achieve consensus on a substantial matter, there 
is a necessary 24-hour suspension of proceedings. 
If it is still impossible to achieve consensus after this 
period, then the conference may proceed by two- 
thirds majority vote.52

Supporters of the Arms Trade Treaty high­
light its very existence as a major step forward and 
have essentially deemed it a major success. For ex­
ample, Nave highlights how the treaty is of impor­
tance for the implementation of Sustainable De­
velopment Goals.53 More generally, proponents of 
this treaty agree that it provides a step forward in 
the development of norms around the transfer and 
control of conventional weapons.54 Denise Garcia 
identifies several ways in which the Arms Trade 
Treaty contributes to the development of norms.55 
Specifically, the treaty sets standards on behaviour 
concerning the transfer of weapons that could be 
used to commit war crimes or atrocities.56 Overall, 
the treaty seems to encourage states to adopt par­
ticular principles associated with international hu­
manitarian law. The importance of norm diffusion 
for international organizations and agreements is 
explored in depth by Martha Finnemore and Kath­
ryn Sikkink. They demonstrate that there is a “life 
cycle” for norms. The norm lifecycle is described 
as a three-stage process. First, norm emergence is 
supported by norm entrepreneurs (activists) who 
endeavour to have world leaders adopt standards 
of behaviour. Secondly, a norm cascade occurs by 
which states begin to imitate leaders who have ad­
opted the new norms. Finally, norm internalization 
occurs when a new norm is taken for granted and 
no longer subject to public debate.57 For propo­
nents of the ATT, the agreement presents the op­
portunity for the beginning of a norm cascade in 
arms trade.
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The scholarly response to the ATT demon­
strates that the saving grace of the agreement is its 
potential for a norm cascade. Moreover, it clearly 
demonstrates how the search for consensus can 
lead to particularly important considerations being 
left out. The Ottawa Treaty in turn demonstrates 
that there is precedent for states assisting with the 
implementation of agreements despite lacking sup­
port on paper. US support for the Ottawa Treaty is 
indicative of how norms can be implemented with­
out the need for a state to officially declare their 
support for an agreement. This short essay demon­
strates that there are three main criteria for assess­
ing the effectiveness of conventional arms agree­
ments. First, an agreement must set dear norms 
of appropriate behaviour. Second, to set norms of 
appropriateness, negotiators should avoid water­
ing down agreements in search of consensus. Last, 
agreements should involve mechanisms for in­
dependent monitoring such that they can ensure 
meaningful reputational damage for states that 
violate the prescribed norms of appropriateness. 
The Ottawa Treaty demonstrates how treaties with 
dear normative agendas and specifically defined 
appropriate behaviours can be effective at limiting 
arms use and exports in practice. States and civil 
society should seek to create further treaties which 
demonstrate clear norms of behaviour or partici­
pate in the cascade of those new norms. Moreover, 
those agreements should not be watered down. The 
response to the negotiation process of the Arms 
Trade Treaty highlights how agreements which are 
drafted by consensus can compromise along the 
lines of necessary evils. US support for the de-min- 
ing efforts of the Ottawa Treaty, despite not being a 
signatory, sets the precendent for state participation 
despite a lack of consensus on paper. Consequent­
ly, the search for consensus should be a secondary 
consideration to developing explicit norms. This is 
because it is most important to ensure meaningful 
reputational damage for states which do not follow 
the norms that they claim to follow. As Dr. Erick­
son’s work indicates, states will respond to repu­
tational damage incentives.58 Agreements should 
prioritize the adoption of mechanisms for monitor­
ing and reporting, such as the Landmine Monitor, 
which can hold states accountable. These three cri­
teria support one another in that an effective agree­
ment would have a strongly worded norm, and that 
divergence from this norm is most likely to be met 
with significant political or social scandal.
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