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Emergency - an analysis

BRIG GEN (RETD) JAHANGIR KABIR, ndc, pse
! I VHERE is one fundamental

difference between the present

caretaker government and the
Ershad regime. Ershad knew he did not
have the people's support. He looked for
political roots, organizing heterogeneous
elements willing to collaborate, even
yatronised a pliant opposition after
}urtif}'ing ower. As a popular move he
dnwnsmrdp the districts to subdivisions,
created upazillas and had elections. That
some people still remember him, and he is
a countable political force, is due to his
people friendly activities in spite of the
convictions and allegations.

How will the nation remember the
caretaker government? Lately some have
fine-tuneda puli tical phrase, ‘army backed
government' o earn respectability. It has
however two dangerous connotations:
that the army is not normally loyal and
obedient to the constitutional and elected
governments and do not 'back’ them;
more dangerous is the implied meaning
that army can make and break any govern-
ment any time they wish to. The Armed
Forces are a national institution and must
not offer free ride or bailout to anybody
from a political jinx. They are profession-
ally obliged to carry out all legal orders of
the government.

No doubt, the land forces are the domi-
nant of the three services. The army is more
visible because they operate on land. The
high seas and the open sky are the opera
tional zones of the two sister services.
Moreover, the ships and aircrafts are exor-
bitantly expensive for a poor country like
Bangladesh that restrains the develop-
ment of the sister forces to the desired
level. Land, air or sea - the forces are an
organic whole of the national defense
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establishment. They share everything -
from victory in a combat to sorrow in a
disaster. We should avoid the divisive
coinage of army only out of avoidable
ignorance that may help the enemies of
the state.

The people did not mandate the care-
taker government beyond ninety days
because of the danger of abusing the
agenda of an impartial elecdon. Ninety
days is enough for an election under avail-
able impartial administration unless one
wants to import impartial people from
abroad. The caretaker is nota government;

it is purely a temporary arrangement with
minimum functional ability of day-to-day
administration. The army did a commend-
able job, but the country did notneed to be
under emergency to prepare the voter list
and national ID cards.

It is something when you leave the
house to a caretaker with mandate of none.
Bangladesh called them caretakers and
advisers strictly to confine them to their
job of conducting an impartial election
within ninety days. The nation needs to
know how they have prolonged their stay

were an elected government prolonging
their life of five years in the same propor-

tion, somebody could rule Bangladesh for
more than forty years. Many generations
meanwhile would have perished. Hardly
any dictator or emperor ever ruled for that
long in the annals of histnry When prices
of the essentials were increasing beyond
the purchasing power of the people only
the anti-people establishment could say
they have nothing to do with the market
forces.

The political and anti corruption drive

looked attractive in spite of the legal vac-
uum. What happened next? Between
minus two to endless plusses, parties
forming grand alliances, we had continu-
ous magic shows staged and counter
staged atthe cost of suffering of the people,
in the Spanish bullfight, bulls invariably
suffer and die. In the fight against corrup-
tion and political reforms, the wild bulls
and the matadors are hail and hearty to the
peril of the people. The prices of essentials
had doubled beyond the capacity of the
poor. The only dilapidated plastic sheet
under which a family slept or the fringe of
rull tracks and roadways were destroyed
because it was on a square yards of land
that did not belong to the homeless desti-
tute. We call Bangladesh a republic
anchoring the ownership of the landmass
to the citizens. Alas, the citizens have no
right to live and die under a torn plastic
sheethanged over the entire family with no
other place to go.

[ am no communist; nevertheless, one
cannot afford to be inhuman. Leave alone
Karl Marx, we should learn lessons from
Bill Gates, the living legend of market
economy and a philanthropist. If [ could, 1
would have requested Bill Gates to salvage
Bangladesh with his organizational bril-
liance. In spite of success or failure in
personal life, a government has the
responsibility to feed the poor, shelter
them, and treat them when they are sick.
Even an animal needs a burrow as shelter
in nature or a barn if surrendered to the
human needs. The caretaker government
could not do very much for the alleviation
of the poor and helpless. They demolished
the shanties causing suffering to the most
vuinerable, There is a meeting point
between Karl Marx and Bill Gates, which
the caretakers ignored.
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and political reforms to justify their rule
for two long years; used all institutions of
the state under emergency. No human
right, no politics, and no vote for two long
years - the prices of the essentials made
the life of the people miserable. What did
the people get in return? The emergency
rule is the reason for all the mishap. They
had caged both the elected prime minis-
ters for many months on corruption
charges, arrested many political bigwigs
and business tycoons. Now they are
providing the ex-prime ministers with the
highest security and protocol as if they are
already prime ministers. If only it was a
laughable episode, the political melo-
drama enacted during last two years
could break the most prosaic character
into thunderous laughter.

The rulers must apologize to those
who suffered in jail during last two years
without trial. If people have to vote for
old politicians with all kinds of allega-
tions, they must have an answer why
they could not do so two years back. Who
has stolen their right to vote? It has cre-
ated a cerebral political disorder that
may cloud our future offand on. | am less
worried about the event of the last two
years than the bad inference created for
the days to come.

Dr. Fakruddin Ahmed is a high achiever
in his life. Two years of absolute rule of
the country without the mandate of the
people is more than one can hope for
even if one is overtly ambitious. He must
find a way out now to regularize the
events of last two years to stop the hemor-
rhage: a gaping wound to the constitution
that he opened he cannot leave without
healing.

Perilous security system of the world

From disarmament to arms control!

SHAMIMA NASREEN
ANY countries around the
world today possess or have

M the means to acquire weap-
ons of mass destruction. They may be
nuclear, chemical, biological or other
types of weapons, which can be deliv-
ered through diversified ways. It 1s
mainly the more powerful and wealthy
nations that have such weapons
although some poorer nations are also
obtaining them. In recent years, there
have been-several movements and
treaties to facilitate control of the flow
and deployment of arms, be they land-
mines, small arms, or weapons of mass
destruction such as nuclear weapons
though most of these are considered as
controversial. Disarmament is now an
issue that cannot be found even in a fairy
tale now.

Enactment of arms control
Arms control treaties and agreements
are often seen as a way to avoid costly
arms races which would prove counter-
productive to national aims and future
peace. Some are used as ways to stop the
spread of certain military technologies
(such as nuclear weaponry or missile
technology) in return for assurances to
potential developers that they will not
be victims of those technologies.
Additionally, some arms control agree-
ments are entered to limit the damage
done by warfare, especially to civilians
and the environment, which is seen as
bad for all participants regardless of
who wins a war.

While arms control treaties are seen
by many peace proponents as a key tool
againstwar, by the participants they are
often seen as simply ways to limit the
high costs of the development and
building of weapons, and even reduce
the costs associated with war itself.
Arms control can even be away of main-
taining the viability of military action by
limiting those weapons that would
make war so costly and destructive as to
make it no longer a viable tool for
national policy.

Enforcement of arms control

Enforcement of arms control agree-
ments has proven difficult over time.
Most agreements rely on the contin-
ued desire of the participants to abide
by the terms to remain effective.
Usually, when a nation no longer
desires to abide by the terms, they
usually will seek to either covertly
circumvent the terms or to simply end
their participation in the treaty. This
was seen in Washington Naval Treaty
(and the subsequent London Naval
Treaty), where most participants
sought to work around the limitations,
some more legitimately than others.
The United States developed better
technology to get better performance
from their ships while still working
within the weight limits, the United
Kingdom exploited a loop-hole in the
terms, the [talians misrepresented the
weight of their vessels, and when up
against the limits, Japan simply left the
treaty. The nations that violated the
terms of the treaty did not suffer great
consequences for their actions. Within
little more than a decade, the treaty
was abandoned. The Geneva Protocol
has lasted longer and been more suc-
cessful at being respected, but still
nations violated it at will when they felt
the need. Enforcement has been hap-
_hazard with measures more a matter of

politics than adherence to the terms.
This meant sanctions and other mea-
sures tended to be advocated against
violators primarily by their natural
political enemies, while violations had
been ignored or given only token
measures by their political allies.

More recent arms control treaties
have included more stringent terms on
enforcement of violations as well as
verification. This has been a major
obstacle to effective enforcement, as
violators often attempt to covertly
circumnvent the terms of the agree-
ments. Verification is the process of
determining whether or not a nation is
complying with the terms of an agree-
ment, and involves a combination of
release of such information by partici-
pants as well as some way to allow
participants to examine each other to
verify that information. This often
involves as much negotiation as the
limits themselves, and in some cases
guestions of verification have led to
the breakdown of treaty negotiations
(forexample, verification was citedas a
major concern by opponents of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, ulti-
mately not ratified by the United
States).

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT) was designed to prevent test-
ing of nuclear weapons and hence
reduce the chance of an arms race. On
October 13, 1999, the US Senate
decided not to ratify the CTBT. This
drew condemnation from the then US
President Bill Clinton and his White
House Administration as well as from
various environmental groups, NGOs
and other governments. Finally Bush
administration set aside from ‘the
treaty and were pressing ahead,
beyond international scrutiny and in
defiance of the NPT, with the develop-
ment of new generation nuclear weap-
ons.

The Treaty on Strategic Offensive
Reductions (SORT), better known as
the Moscow Treaty represents an
important element of the new strategic
relationship between the United States
and Russia with both parties agreeing
to limit their nuclear arsenal to
17002200 operationally deployed
warheads each. It was signed in
Moscow on May 24, 2002. SORT came
into force on June 1, 2003 after the
Bush-Putin ratification in St.
Petersburg, and expires in December
31,2012.

During the Cold War, it became clear
to most people on both sides of the
[ron Curtain that a continued arms
race in an environment of brinkman-
ship would only lead to financial diffi-
culties and would not solve the nuclear
dilemma; hence, arms control.
Consequently, advances in arms con-
trol have become customary norms for
leaders in both Washington and
Moscow; the Moscow Treaty is appar-
ently George W. Bush's contribution to
the process.

Nuclear weapons and arms
control treaties under

pressure
All four major nuclear weapons treaties
are under pressure. Some UN member
nations are skeptical of the commit-
ment from the United States on the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The
Anti Ballistics Missile Treaty is under
threat from the United States National
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Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was
rejected by the US Senate and Russia
initially stalled on the Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty, START Il because of
the American missile defense program.
Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT)
for several years has been supported by
the EU. UN's main aim is to strengthen
the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty,
the cornerstone of the international
effort to curb the spread of WMD. It is
specifically aimed at nucleararmed
states such as India, Pakistan and Israel,
which are not party to the NPT. The US
would back the FMCT in principle, but
it would not support the inclusion of
binding monitoring, verifying and
inspecting provisions.

Militarization and
weaponization of

outer space

The US is planning to develop weap-
ons to ensure military dominance in
space. This goes counter to the United
Nations Outer Space Treaty that pro-
vides the legal framework for the use of
space for peaceful purposes. A risk of
an arms race increases when com-
bined with the missile defense plans.
The US is also risking abrogation of the
Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty by continu-
ing with its Star Wars program, a
national missile defense system.
However, critics point out that the
program is very expensive (largely paid
forby the public), that the technologies
are risky, that the threat rationale isn't
very strong and that this will affect
international relations, and could lead
toan arms race.

Nations may remain in a treaty
while seeking to break the limits of that
treaty as opposed to simply withdraw-
ing from it. This is for two major rea-
sons.
¢ Toopenlydefy anagreement. Even if

one withdraws from it, it is often

seeninabad light politically and can
carry diplomatic repercussions.

¢ Additionally, if one remains in an
agreement, competitors who are
also participatory may be held to the
limitations of the terms, while with-
drawal releases your opponenis to
make the same developments you
are making, limiting the advantage
of that development, Several
nuclear arms control treaties have
been established so far but from the
following fields it is clear that the
treaties are not properly maintained
even by the major nuclear weapons
states.

Process of arms control;

stagnant or active?
We know that the very same US
Government that went to war in Iraq

comply with UN weapons inspections
unilaterally rejects similar control over
itsownWMD arsenal.

Contrary to their responsibilities and
legal obligations the G8 countries are
still supplying weapons and munitions
to irresponsible end users. The table
shows the leading arms suppliers com-
pared and the value of all arms deliver-
ies to the world.

As the more powerful countries show
less commitment to reducing their own
arms substantially and continue to
pursue their own 'national interests’,
they affect many others around the
world. This has led to an increase in
resentment against them. One option
for nations that feel threatened has
been to improve their defensive capa-

elect, however, has promised to provide his
troops "with the first-rate equipment, armor,
training and incentives they deserve”. As the
presidency unfolds we are likely to witness in
the coming months an inte debate
between the Department of Defense and the

State Department over army's requirement for
high-tech weapon systems.

The pre-election statement of Barrack
Obama to slow down the development of the
FCS is unnerving for the US Army which is
already overstretched in Iraq and Afghanistan
in terms ofits fighting capabilities. The scale of

_ war causalities in these two countries -

excep-
tionally high fora military considered to be the
best in the world in terms of technology - has
putadditional onus on the army to continue to
louk for technologies which will minimize
physical risks to its soldiers in the batﬂeﬁeld
while maximizingitsfighting ca
The FCS, conceived almosta
USS$160 billion plus project that
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and spending. Neighboring countries with a considerably low burden of logistics. The

will often feel the pressure to keep up, FCS, touted often as a 'system of systems' pres-

justincase’, ently vis:eﬂahzes 14 mbz;nned and unmanned

The military industrial complexes of systems an extensive commu-
o e gk, 8 nicationsandi ation network.

the wealthier (and more powerful)
nations will highlight how so many
other countries have increased sophis-
ticated weapons (often sold by the
wealthier and more powerful nations!)
and how that means that they should
consider urgently increasing their own
military spending and proliferation. An
increase in arms leads to an arms race
and increase in insecurity.

By seeking a global halt to the pro-
duction of highly enriched uranium
and plutonium for weapons, its wider
aim is to reduce the chance of such

materials being obtained by irresponsi- chlunmmﬂnnm ﬂm: ifmm;ﬂl:}

ble regimes of non-state terror groups. outbﬁ;’rgnlimdﬂmmlmnm

[ranians and North Koreans are under Ff."-‘S BCT rolling out every year, as per the

intense US pressure to co-operate with existing time-frame, it will not be 2030

inspectors from the UN's International thatthe FCSisd in the entire spectrum
of future battlefi

Atomic Energy Agency but not so strict
with India, which is controversial. To
Bush, it seems, international verifica-
tion procedures were a one-way street.
The US places the safeguarding of an
uncompromised American sovereignty
ahead of global arms control. The US
knows very well, any new treaty is all
but unenforceable without effective
monitoring and verification. “Inspec-
tions are essential” say arms control
experts, if such treaties are to work.
The US and the other nuclear weapon
states appear content to place the
safeguarding of an uncompromised,
untrammeled American sovereignty
ahead of effective global arms control.
That is why the whole process of arms
control becomes biased and stagnant.
Reluctance in arms control is mainly
because without nuclear, chemical,
biological and other weapons the
stronger cannot otherwise exploit the
weaker,

The author Is an analyst on International Relations.
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The PCS intends to replace current systems
such as the M-1 Abrams tanks and the M-2
Bradley infantry fighting vehicles by combat
sensors and robots in the battlefield arena,
' ed on a common grid with systes
exis in development, and those
that developed in the future. The FCS is
believed to have reached a level where at least
someufﬂleprototypufmnnmm
fielded to units.

Ever since its co
by the then Joint of Staff, the FCS has
mmahedmnﬂmersiﬂfﬂritshlgl\pﬂumln
2007, restructuring due to fin
straints downsized the 18+1+1 PCS to tlle
present 14 systems, resulting in the delay of its
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in October 1999

intended by the new President will not o
further delay the implementation of the FCS

to self-destruct and did so without causing
casualties or damage, the official said.

Navy spokesman Igor Dygalo said
December 23 that the launch was carried out
in the White Sea but he would not speak about
its results, saying only that they are being
studied. The launch was the Bulava's tenth,
and the fifth that failed. The missile had a
successfultestin November.

If it had been successful, the Russian navy
had planned to introduce the missile into
service in 2009,

Capable of carrying up to 10 individually
targeted warheads up to 8,000 kilometers,
Bulava is 1] te for the

of the rapidly aging Soviet-
era nuclear arsenal in order to maintain the
strategic panty with the United States.

Bulava tests will be continued in 2009, with
three or four launches to be carried out, an
unidentified military official told Interfax
December23.

Earlier this year, the head of the Federal

ﬁﬁﬁ Anatoly Perminov, said that it
will take 12 and 14 launches to com-
plete thetests of the newnaval missile.

Bulava was designed to be placed aboard
the new nuclear submarines Yuri Dolgoruky,
Alexander Nevsky and Vladimir Monomakh,
each ofwhich can carry up to twelve missiles.

Yuri Dolgoruky was floated out this fall and
is being tested in the sea. Two other subma-
rines are being constructed at the Sevmash
plant in Severodvinsk on the White Sea in the
Russiannorth.
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Iran sends warslup to fight

‘Somali pi
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to protect Iranian vessels against off the
coast of Somalia, state radio on Dec. 20.
Aﬂetﬂuﬂhmmﬁmmmmmnﬂn
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‘protect Iranian against pirates,” the radio
wd. mlimm ' m Itan said last
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