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Some Organizational Issues for 
Multilateral Monitoring 

JAMES F. KEELEY 

This paper briefly notes and comments on some issues that might arise in the 
organization and functioning of a multilateral monitoring agency. It makes 
no attempt to provide a thorough survey or discussion, or to resolve these 
issues through the development of a single, consistent and coherent proposal. 
It draws on the nature and experience of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, but also has benefited from the 1983 United Nations study by the 
Department of Disarmament Affairs, "The Implications of Establishing an 
International Satellite Monitoring Agency." 

The precise nature of a monitoring system will vary considerably with the 
nature of the area under the mandate of that system. For example, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency operates a highly-developed system of 
verification, including by inspection, in the nuclear energy sector. The deatils 
of this system and of the activities it monitors are sufficiently unique that it 
could be difficult to derive "lessons" from the technical system which could 
be applied to other areas, such as chemical or biological weapons, disengage
ment agreements, etc., without a close study of the relevant technical details. 
However, the IAEA experience, including the experience of its safeguarding 
and inspection activities, when considered from an organizational, legal and 
political point of view, may offer some insights into the possibilities and 
problems of other monitoring agencies. These insights cannot necessarily be 
directly applied, but may at least help to guide discussion and thinking. 

The paper begins by considering in general terms the possible purposes, 
tasks and capabilities of such an organization. These must be well-
considered, well-defined and well-connected to each other. For a given 
purpose, the task definition and the capabilities must meet the necessary 
technical requirements demanded for adequate performance. If the organiza
tion is denied appropriate capabilities or is impeded in applying them, or if 
the relevant tasks are misspecified, the purpose will not be served. If the 
purpose itself is inappropriate, or reflects a fundamental misunderstanding, 
even a perfectly designed organization, from the point of view of serving that 
purpose, will be inappropriate. 

A second set of considerations touches on aspects of the external relations 
of the organization, in both political and legal terms. Among the political 
issues, if the organization is intended to provide a service, what states are 
likely to want the service? What inducements might exist to encourage states 
to use such a service? The legal issues involved in the organization's external 
relations are noted in the discussion of its legal capabilities. 
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Finally, the paper looks at some aspects of internal organization and 
functioning, including financing, personnel, reporting, membership, and 
general structure. A variety of issues arise with respect to these, and their 
influence on the ability of the organization to serve its purpose. 

Purposes, Tasks and Capabilities 

Purposes 

The paper has thus far referred to "monitoring" rather than to "verification" 
as the activity of interest. For the purposes of the paper we might consider 
three potentially related, yet also somewhat different, types of functions for a 
multilateral monitoring agency: to verify compliance with arms control and 
disarmament agreements; to provide early warning of attack; and to monitor 
crises. This distinction is made for two reasons. First, the study of the 
proposed International Satellite Monitoring Agency noted its possible uses as 
not only a monitor of existing and future arms agreements— a verification 
function— but also its possible use in crisis monitoring; under this latter 
function it included possible uses as an early warning system. Second, these 
functions differ in some of their implications, and these differences must be 
taken into account. It is important, then, to be clear about the proposed 
function or purpose of a monitoring agency, and to recognize how the 
performance of one function might interact with— possibly complicate or 
contradict— the performance of another. 

First, such an agency could be intended to verify state compliance with 
agreements covering the development, testing, deployment and/or use of 
specified weapons systems or armed forces. These agreements could be 
bilateral or trilateral (with two states parties and the agency then brought into 
the agreement as a monitor), or multilateral. This sort of purpose would tend 
to parallel the activities of the IAEA, whether under bilateral nuclear co
operation agreements or under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It should be 
noted there that the verification of compliance is not the same as the 
searching-out of non-compliance. Different techniques, and different legal 
powers, would be needed for this latter, more demading and intrusive, task. It 
should also be recognized that, while the primary function of verificaiton is 
usually stated as deterring non-compliance through the threat of detection, a 
major attraction of verification for the monitored state is that it provides an 
opportunity to demonstrate its compliance and, merely by accepting 
verification requriements, to demonstrate its good faith. 

Second, the agency could function as an early warning system against 
surprise attacks for states parties to an agreement. By providing assurances 
against a surprise attack, the agency could prevent needless alarms and 
tensions between states that are at odds yet still at peace with one another. 
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This sort of purpose could overlap with a verification purpose (e.g., 
respecting a neutralized zone), but the management, especially the speed, 
content and destination of reports, could be different. Reports could be made 
to some central international organization such as the United Nations, an 
affected party, or both. The sort of information which a state would want to 
receive would be more than a mere report of non-compliance. 

Third, the agency could function as a crisis monitor, probably connected 
to an international conflict management organization such as the United 
Nations. This could also overlap with the verification and early warning 
functions, but its primary purpose would be to provide information to such 
an organization. This has been one suggested role for the International 
Satellite Monitoring Agency. This is not to suggest that it would only be in 
this function that such a connection might exist: the IAEA has reporting 
connections to the United Nations system in its verification function, and one 
could even see an early warning connection, e.g., with respect to peacekeeping 
operations. 

We might note some broad, shared features of these three purposes, for the 
discussion which follows: 
1. In a sense, the agency would be an intelligence agency, whether as a 

substitute or supplement for or complement to existing national 
capabilities. A natural "market" would seem to be those states or other 
actors lacking counterparts to its capabilities. These would be particu
larly dependent on such an agency, but their willingness to accept its 
reassuring reports could vary considerably with their political and 
technical trust of it and the risks of being wrong. More capable states 
might, for political reasons, be willing to accept its services, but could 
not be expected to forego the use of their own capabilities. By having 
such capabilities, however, they would be able to verify the agency's 
reports independently and would not require detailed information from 
the agency. 

2. Through the introduction of a third party into a verification or early 
warning situation, such an organization would represent at least a 
modification of the sort of unilateral, essentially adversarial, approaches 
that have usually been assumed. This new approach to verification or 
early warning might be more acceptable to two adversaries, yet it also 
presents the problems of gaining their trust and of working out the 
necessary relations between them, and between them and this third 
party. The crisis monitoring function, if linked to an international 
conflict management organization such as the United Nations, would 
be a different type of operation: its primary effect would be to enhance 
the independent information available to the organization. Regardless 
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of the specific purpose, difficulties would arise if such an agency were 
to monitor the activities of a party which had not consented; this may 
be unlikely for verification services, but could be a serious problem for 
some early warning agencies and for a crisis monitoring agency. In 
these cases, an agency's activities could easily be seen as a mere cloak 
for normal national espionage or as an internationalized form of espi
onage. 

3. The assumption is made that the agency performs no function other 
than one of the three suggested above. An agency which performs 
multiple functions increases its attractiveness to states, by expanding 
the benefits which it can provide; thus, it may be easier for such an 
agency to attract and retain support (including membership) than one 
which is tied to a single function. However, an agency with multiple 
functions may also find that the performance of one hinders the 
performance of another. In the case of the IAEA, for example, the two 
primary functions of that agency, to contribute to the spread of the 
benefits of peaceful nuclear energy and to safeguard against the misuse 
of nuclear goods and services, have been seen by some observers as at 
least conditionally at odds with each other. The technical assistance 
function may be important and valuable in its own right, and may be a 
political necessity, but it does complicate the safeguard function. One 
aspect of this complication is the competition for resources between the 
safeguards and the other branches of the IAEA, as demonstrated in the 
perennial concern of less-developed countries that safeguarding is 
taking resources from the technical assistance function. It should be 
noted that difficulties could arise not merely from the organization 
having functions other than the three considered here, but also if it 
takes on more than one of these three functions. The early warning and 
crisis monitoring purposes have different data acquisition, data han
dling, and reporting requirements, including regarding the speed, 
reliability, destination, and content of reports. These differences would 
have external political and legal ramifications, as well as internal 
organizational implications. While they might be accommodated 
within one organization, they would require different routines and 
procedures, differing techniques, and differing mandates. 

4. The carrying-out of the agency's function could be organized around a 
given surveillance technology (e.g., satellites, earth sensing stations, 
inspection), a given problem (e.g., a specific weapons system or type of 
agreement), or a given set of agreements. While it is certain that 
technologies, problems and specific applications would all be co
ordinated, it should also be noted that these differ as modes of 
organization. The wider the range of potential problems or applications 
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for the agency, either the more varied its repertoire of capabilities 
would have to be or the more it would be required to co-ordinate with 
other, national or international, actors to supplement its array of 
techniques. Thus, in some situations, aside from the normal use of 
"national" means to gather intelligence, the agency might be required 
formally to co-operate with other actors in monitoring a situation. 
Alternatively, if such co-operation is unacceptable, the range of 
applicability of such an agency would be limited: it would do what it 
could, but this might not be all that required doing. 

Tasks 

The primary tasks assigned to a monitoring agency would be those of 
acquiring and analyzing relevant data, and providing reports based on that 
data to appropriate parties. Thus, with details varying depending on the 
nature of an agreement and the specific purpose of the agency, the revelant 
information would have to be defined, the modes of obtaining it and of 
interpreting it would have to be specified, and the procedures for, and 
contents and destinations of reports would have to be stated. One important 
subtask would be to maintain appropriate security over the information-
gathering process and the information gathered. Other, subsidiary, tasks 
could include research and development for improvements of techniques of 
data acquisition or analysis, or to enable the organization to expand its 
repertoire of capabilities and thus its potential range of application, and a 
training function. An enforcement task might exist, but would probably be 
served by other agencies or, most likely, by self-help on the part of states. 

The problem of acquiring and handling data would arise in somewhat 
different forms between a verification or early warning agency on one hand 
and a crisis monitoring agency reporting to a conflict management organiza
tion on the other. The first two could, perhaps, be restricted to specific pairs 
of states, but the last, by its nature, would likely have to be capable of being 
called into play for virtually any situation or set of actors. By its very nature, 
then, crisis monitoring would be akin to general, internationalized espionage. 
As a counterweight to this, however, while a verification or early warning 
agency would require not just a general organizational charter but also 
specific agreements with the states under surveillance, a general crisis 
monitoring oganization could possibly derive its mandate simply from its 
charter. 

In the case of a verification function, a particular problem area might be 
determining whether or not a violation had occurred. This could be a matter 
of interpretation and judgment, rather than of mere "fact," as the Soviet-
American disputes over SALT and the ABM Treaty demonstrate. The 
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organization might be empowered to offer an opinion in such a case— 
indeed, this would be implied in its reporting— but would states be willing to 
accept its conclusions as definitive? (Of course, the agency's opinion might 
give a moral and political advantage to an aggrieved party.) If the agency 
merely reported an inability to verify compliance, but went no further, the 
problem of determining whether a violation had occurred would not be 
avoided. It is likely that, whatever the task assigned to the agency in this 
regard, states would reserve their right of independent judgment and would 
be guided by this. The problem is still a significant one, however, for in 
making such judgments either states would have to depend on their own, 
independent, verification capabilities, or would have to have access to agency 
data (which could be unacceptable to the other party). The alternative for 
states would be to be very trusting of the agency's information, analysis, 
politics and judgment. As seen in the OSIRAK case, this could be asking a 
lot. 

Capabilities 

The data-gathering capabilities required for the performance of tasks would 
vary with the precise nature of the situations subject to monitoring. Some of 
the problems of organizing around a given technology, for example, have 
already been noted. The broader the range of technologies employed by an 
agency, to increase its range of applicability and to decrease its need for 
co-operation with other actors, the more internally complex it would be. 
While an agency could use "off the shelf technology to put a monitoring 
system into place in some cases, in others it would have to develop the 
techniques. This would be part of its research and development capability. It 
could take some time before needed techniques were worked out, agreed to 
by relevant parties, and ready for application. For example, although the 
IAEA began its safeguarding and inspection efforts in the early 1960s at least, 
it was not until the mid- to later 1970s that it started applying safeguards to 
bulk facilities such an enrichment plants. 

The agency would need the appropriate set of trained personnel and access 
to appropriate hardware. It is questionable on security grounds whether it 
would be sufficient merely to have access to either national personnel 
seconded from governments or national facilities for the gathering and/or 
analysis of data. At the least, safeguards would be required against the 
"bleeding-off' of data by national agencies involved in these tasks. The 
agency would thus require the appropriate scale and type of resources— 
physical, personnel and monetary— for substantially independent operation. 
If it was intended that the agency serve as an early warning or a crisis 
monitoring sytem, then, of course, it would have to be capable of responding 
extremely quickly to changes in a situation: it would thus need very rapid 
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means of performing its tasks. Inability to do this would limit its usefulness to 
the tracking of longer-term developments, and this would diminish its 
capacity to offer reassurance in hard cases or timely information to conflict 
managers. Whether as a verification agency or an early warning system, the 
agency would have to resolve the twin, yet opposing, problems of providing 
false alarms on the one hand, and failing to give the alarm when this was 
required, on the other. 

Security capabilities would be very important for such an organization. If 
a state is willing to be monitored by or freely provide information to a 
multilateral organization, it might still want close control to be exercised over 
the dissemination of that information. Unfortunately, the very nature of the 
agency would make it more likely that the data it gathered would become 
available to others, including through illegal activities: such an agency would 
be a natural target for state intelligence agencies. Faulty internal security 
capabilities would exacerbate what could be seen as a natural defect. The 
problem could be handled by providing for full publication of information, 
but this, in turn, would be subject to the limitation noted above. The security 
problem would arise not only with respect to information relevant to the 
agency's mandate but also with respect to other information which, 
avoidably or not, the agency was in a position to obtain. It would apply not 
only to states party to an agreement monitored by the agency but also to 
states not parties yet who might be subject to the techniques used. Satellites 
pass over signatories and non-signatories alike; seismic stations might detect 
both legal and illegal nuclear tests. 

The agency would need the appropriate legal capabilities. Different 
monitoring techniques would require the definition of different sets of rights 
and duties, powers and responsibilities. These could be particularly complex, 
and also particularly important and time-consuming to define, for example in 
the case of on-site inspection. The IAEA's system of agreements defining the 
position of its inspectors— from appointment through the timing, place and 
conduct of inspections to the reporting stage— is instructive in this regard, 
though it is rendered complex in part by the specific nature of the nuclear 
area. The appropriate documents include not only the Agency's Statute but 
also the agreement on its privileges and immunities, and depending on 
circumstances bilateral interstate, trilateral (the Agency and two states), or 
multilateral (e.g., the Non-Proliferation Treaty) agreements, specific guide
lines for safeguards agreements, specific agreements with safeguarded states, subsidiary 
arrangements and facility attachments. Inspection, of course, is an extremely 
intrusive technique; others, such as remote sensing by seismic stations, or 
satellite monitoring, would not be as complex, but would still require a 
definition of the legal situation. In all cases, the internal handling of 
information would undoubtedly be subject to some sort of legal framework 
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to protect the rights and interests of the parties being monitored as well as 
any others. The creation of the appropriate legal framework could thus go far 
beyond the mere writing of an organizational charter, and could take many 
years. This could particularly be a problem with verification and early 
warning agencies using relatively intrusive techniques, but perhaps less so for 
a crisis monitoring agency using satellite techniques. 

The organization might well require either its own dispute settlement 
mechanism, or access to some other mechanism, such as the International 
Court of Justice. As already noted, there could be difficulties concerning the 
determination of a violation. It could be that the most appropriate role for 
the agency here, if an issue should arise in a legal forum, would be as a source 
of data and interpretation. This would require it to have some freedom to 
disclose information, however. It is highly improbable in any event that a 
state would permit a court to issue a binding ruling on such a matter touching 
its vital interests. 

External Relations 

What would be the political basis for a multilateral verification agency? The 
IAEA's safeguard system has been founded on a concentration of the supply 
of nuclear goods and services in a handful of states; these were willing to 
require safeguards as a condition of supply, and to see the Agency perform 
the safeguarding function. The incentive for states to accept the verification 
requirement was access to the desired goods and services, while an 
unwillingness to comply would force them back on their own efforts 
(assuming the suppliers were united on this point). It is not clear what general 
inducements would exist to promote reliance on a multilateral agency of the 
types contemplated here. This is not to say that such inducements might not 
exist, or that other devices could not serve: for example, an agreement to 
resort to such an agency could be part of any United Nations peacekeeping, 
truce supervision or other conflict management operation, or could be 
similarly included in conflict management activities of other international 
organizations. In the case of a more general crisis monitoring function, 
however, a more general authorization would be needed than mere reference 
to particular disputes. 

Who would the potential customers be for the three sorts of services under 
discussion here? Generally, they could be either or both states or international 
organizations. The following situations could be appropriate: 

1. A low-risk situation, in which no state in a region, or no member of a 
dyad, really sees itself as being at risk. In such a situation, a verification 
or early warning agency might be resorted to as a gesture of good faith 
and good neighbourliness, to underline (although perhaps in a back-
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handed fashion) the trust and the pacific state of relations among the 
parties, and perhaps to forestall any backsliding from this generally 
happy situation. This would be a community-reaffirming and — 
strengthening use, valued, perhaps, more for its symbolic character 
than for any other reason. 

2. A moderate-risk situation, in which the states concerned felt some 
threat to their security, but were anxious to control it and to reduce 
tensions. In such a case, the ability of the verification or early warning 
agency to provide reassurance would be the primary attraction. This 
would reduce the possibility of unnecessary alarms, misunderstandings, 
tensions and competitions. It would thus serve to clarify a situation in 
which no party might really have designs on another, though all might 
fear the intentions of another. It would be a way of demonstrating, and 
being assured of, good faith, but this would not be mainly a symbolic 
exercise. A prime difficulty here, already noted above, would be getting 
the parties to place their trust in the agency. 

3. A high-risk situation, in which the parties are genuinely threatened, are 
patently unwilling or unable to trust each other, and yet would be 
satisfied with some additional, impartial and competent assurance 
about the activities of each other (again, the trust problem). In such a 
situation the agency's area of activity might be particularly constrained 
to only a few issues or problems, and its ability to handle information 
both adequately and speedily and with reasonable security would be 
particularly important. In this sort of use, the verification of compliance 
could readily shade over into some sort of early warning system. These 
sorts of situations would be the hardest cases for the agency, in terms of 
both securing acceptance of its services and the demands on its 
capabilities. 

4. Verification of specific treaties, whether for specific zones such as the 
Antarctic Treaty or the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, or on 
a global basis, in which it is desired to exclude or control certain 
activities by signatory states. 

5. Provision of information to an international conflict management 
organization, such as the United Nations. This could be a supplement 
to peacekeeping and other, related operations by that actor. This 
situation could call for early warning or crisis monitoring services. 

If the agency's capabilities were only partially appropriate for a given 
verification task, it might find itself having to deal with other international 
organizations having the other relevant capabilities or even with national 
agencies. Relations with national intelligence agencies, whether of third 
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parties or of monitored or other parties to an agreement, would naturally be 
a matter of considerable sensitivity. While monitoring by accepted "national 
technical means," for example, might be agreeable as a supplement, any 
significant reliance on national capabilities would strengthen the adversarial 
aspect of the monitoring situation, and might complicate the activity of the 
agency. 

To whom would such an agency report concerning the results of its 
activity, and what would be the contents of its reports? Within the IAEA, the 
results of inspections are reported to the Director General, who then 
communicates them to the Board of Governors; in certain cases, in which 
there is non-compliance or an inability to verify compliance, the Agency may 
then report to the General Assembly and the Security Council of the United 
Nations, and to its own members. The Agency also reports to a state subject 
to inspection the results of its monitoring of that state's facilities. The study of 
the International Satellite Monitoring Agency notes that such an agency 
could supply data, in raw or processed form, to all members of the UN, to all 
members of the agency, to the Security Council, the executive organ of such 
an agency and to directly concerned parties, or to directly concerned parties 
and the agency's executive organ only. One should also note that reports 
with different levels and types of content could be provided to different 
groups. Such issues could be determined not only by the charter of the 
agency but also by the specific agreements under which it would provide its 
services to states. 

The distribution of raw data has some obvious problems. States may 
object to another party, even another directly concerned state, obtaining 
highly detailed information. Such a practice could be seen as simply 
internationally-sanctioned espionage In addition, raw data could contain 
information not strictly relevant to an agreement being monitored; it could 
also contain information about states that have not agreed to such monitoring. 
Some degree of initial processing would thus be essential. It should also be 
borne in mind that the agency could be particularly attractive to states having 
little or no information-processing capabilities of their own. These would 
have no great use for raw data. 

Differing monitoring purposes could make differing reporting demands. 
Verifying compliance might require nothing more than a statement to the 
effect that compliance has been verified. Difficulties arise, however, if there 
are suspicions of violations or of activities which, if not clear violations, 
would at least be subject to interpretation or which, while strictly within the 
letter of compliance, departed from its spirit. In such cases, states might be 
extremely reluctant to yield their right of independent judgment, yet here 
informed judgment would require precisely access to detailed information. 
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An early warning function would, by its very nature, imply the speedy 
provision of detailed information to interested parties, whether states or an 
organ of an international organization or both. A crisis monitoring function 
would seem to require at least the rapid supply of detailed information to, for 
example, the Security Council of the United Nations, possibly through a 
report by the Secretary-General. 

Internal Organization and Functioning 

A number of issues could arise under this general heading. Here, we will 
look briefly at the following: personnel, financing, membership, and some 
general structural questions. 

Personnel 

It would seem desirable for the agency to have its own, well-developed and 
competent corps of personnel to gather and interpret information, rather than 
depending to a high degree on personnel in national agencies. This is, 
perhaps, even more important than the agency's having its own "hardware" 
capabilities. This requirement (or at least desideratum) has a variety of 
implications, touching on the number, basis of recruitment and training, and 
terms of contract of such personnel. In these respects, the experience of the 
IAEA may be instructive. 

With respect to the IAEA, the "permanent staff has been kept quite small 
in absolute, not merely proportional, terms. This has meant that most 
personnel, including in the safeguards sections, are on long- or short-term 
contract, most often the latter. For some states it appears to be a matter of 
policy that their nationals should be taken on by the Agency on a two-year 
basis. While budget and other considerations might dictate both a need for 
some constraints on permanent staff and some desirability for turn-over, too 
restrictive a policy regarding permanent staff may present very considerable 
concerns. 

In the estimation of some observers, the IAEA's personnel policy has had 
some actual or potential injurious effects. The turn-over of personnel in the 
safeguards sections in the period 1979-1984, for example, has been consider
able, and this situation has been exacerbated by the expansion of the Agency: 
— only 48 pecent of the professional officers or higher grade personnel in 
the Safeguards Department in 1979 were also there in 1984; 
— nearly 72 percent of the professional officers or higher grade personnel in 
the Safeguards Department in 1984 were added since 1979. 
An increase in the number of personnel on longer-term contracts would at 
least improve these figures somewhat. If nothing else, these turn-overs and 
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expansions put a strain on training and re-training requirements. It would 
also seem, however, that the short contract periods may damage morale, 
since they make tenure less certain and reduce substantially the possibility of 
advancement in the Agency. It could thus be regarded as highly desirable not 
simply that the agency have the sheer numbers of personnel needed to carry 
out its functions but also that a healthy proportion of these people be retained 
on at least a medium- to long-term basis. 

The recruitment of personnel could be a highly contentious issue, yet 
would also obviously be crucial to both state perceptions of and trust in the 
agency and its ability to function effectively in technical terms. The needed 
skills would have to be identified, and persons with those skills obtained. If 
there is any truth to the argument that international agencies have a tendency 
to be 

a refuge for bureaucrats removed from central power positions within 
their home bureaucracies— either for political reasons (diplomatic 
exile), or because they are not competitive in the home market,1 

this will be particularly unacceptable in an agency of the sort discussed here. 
However, these skills are unlikely to be distributed evenly among states; thus, 
the need to recruit competent personnel could clash, especially before the 
creation of an in-house training programme, with the inevitable pressure for 
geographic and to some degree political criteria to be applied to recruitment. 
The IAEA has come under Third World pressure in recent years to increase 
its proportion of Third World personnel. These difficulties would apply to 
administrative as well as to technical personnel. Given the nature of the 
agency's tasks, it could be expected that states subject to monitoring would 
want their nationals included in the agency. This could raise significant 
political problems. Given the nature of the information handled by such an 
agency, security considerations would have to be recognized, yet could prove 
highly contentious, including on the classic question, "who guards (indeed, 
who selects) the guards?" 

Financing 

Aside from the question of the absolute level of funding for such an agency, 
the allocation of the budget and the method of obtaining the financing must 
be considered. 

The former question arises particularly if the monitoring function is only 
one function performed by the agency, and if this function competes for 
funds from the general agency budget. As already noted, this has been an 

1. B. Schiff, International Nuclear Technology Transfer: Dilemmas of Dissemination and 
Control, (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman and Allanheld, 1983), p. 76. 
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issue in the IAEA; the response has partially been to increase the degree of 
dependence on the more developed countries for "extrabudgetary contribu
tions" to the safeguarding function. If the agency performs only the 
monitoring function, or if this function at least is clearly financed through a 
separate account (such that it does not compete for funds with other agency 
functions) this problem can be avoided. 

The latter question raises a variety of issues. It is highly desirable that the 
agency's funding be regular and secure, and not afford ready opportunities 
for exerting pressure on it or for crippling withdrawals of support. These 
considerations would seem to weigh against significant dependence on 
voluntary contributions. The UN report on an International Satellite 
Monitoring Agency suggests that, in some cases, payment could be made 
through the provision of hardware or services. While this could be useful, it 
could create other forms of dependence that could be equally troublesome. A 
user-pay system would undoubtedly be part of any financing system. 
However, for some users at least this could be a significant cost, and it would 
not be desirable for financial considerations to deter states from accepting the 
services of the agency. In addition, a user-pay system would not cover 
start-up costs or probably the costs for the first few years of the agency. 

Some sort of general mandatory assessment system thus seems indicated. 
The UN scale of assessment would be a natural and obvious standard: it is 
thus unfortunate that the system of UN financing has met very significant 
political difficulties. It should also be noted that adoption of this method as 
the primary method of financing makes assumptions about the membership 
of such an agency. 

Membership 

In the case of a verification or an early warning agency, there is no obvious 
need for universal membership from a use point of view: the "members" 
could be those who subscribed to the services offered, as and when these 
services were offered. This form of membership would also take care of some 
legal aspects of the relationship between users and the agency. From a 
financial point of view, however, a larger membership might be desirable in 
order to obtain the necessary facilities and to cover the necessarily large 
start-up costs at least. The case of a crisis monitoring agency attached to or 
reporting to an international conflict manager is different. Its nature would 
require it to be able to provide information on a wide array of actors on short 
notice, rather than waiting for case-by-case authorization by states. In such a 
case, it would be desirable if the members of such an agency— or, shall we 
say, the actors subject to its activities— should be the same as the members of 
the conflict management organization with which this agency is connected. 
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In the case of the United Nations, then, essentially universal membership is 
indicated. The financial case for a wide membership is unchanged. Universal 
membership would also be in accordance with the argument that all states 
have an interest in the establishment and the preservation of peace, and thus 
at least indirectly in the existence and the effective functioning of such an 
agency. 

Some General Structural Questions 

What should be the general character of such an agency? The following 
possibilities shall be briefly noted here: 
1. a completely new, independent agency, possibly on the model of the 

specialized agencies of the United Nations systems; 
2. a sub-agency of an existing independent, specialized agency; 
3. a special sub-group of the United Nations Secretariat, subordinate to 

the Secretary-General. 
Other possibilities could be that the agency be directly subordinate to the 
General Assembly or to the Security Council of the United Nations. 

As already noted, complications could arise for such an agency if it is 
formally a sub-agency of another, at least if its functions are seen as 
competing for resources with the other functions of the parent agency. This 
would seem to dictate the creation of an independent agency with a 
specialized monitoring function. Such an agency would also be a natural way 
of meeting a demand for such a service. Thus, the study of the International 
Satellite Monitoring Agency adopts this pattern after briefly considering the 
General Assembly and Security Council options. Adoption of this pattern, 
however, also might bring disadvantages. These could include the need to 
create a governing structure (an assembly and an executive body) and a 
secretariat, with all the attendant administrative and political questions, and 
the political and financial overhead. Negotiating the charter of such an 
agency would be a difficult task, since it would raise issues of the distribution 
of powers among organs, the composition of the executive, the voting rules, 
etc. Making such an agency a sub-group of an existing body would avoid this 
political and financial overhead. 

Particularly if the agency was intended to serve a crisis monitoring 
function, in which it was expected to provide information to the United 
Nations, it might be worth considering making it a specialized sub-group of 
the existing United Nations Secretariat— a sub-group with its own, 
internationally-agreed character and with its own financing, which would 
report to the Secretary-General and, as agreed, to other parties as appropriate. 
This group would be to some extent insulated from the rest of the Secretariat. 



763 

This would resolve membership problems yet, with luck, avoid some of the 
financial difficulties plaguing other UN agencies. It would also avoid the 
costs of creating a completely new organization: thus, the agency's finances 
could be more completely directed to serving its prime function, rather than 
paying for meeting-halls, conferences, and perhaps also some administrative 
services. Politically, it could also provide an improved and higher profile for 
the United Nations' central organs, especially the Secretariat and the 
Secretary-General. 

Conclusion 

This paper has pointed out some general considerations that might attend the 
creation of a multilateral monitoring agency carrying out verification, early 
warning or crisis monitoring functions. While there are some overlaps among 
these kinds of functions and their organizational implications, it is also clear 
that there are also occasionally substantial differences as well. Thus, the 
organization that would best meet one need might not be best suited to meet 
another. It might be possible to have one agency serving these different 
monitoring functions, using different legal relations with affected states and 
employing different internal procedures, but this might also create contrary 
pulls within such an agency. Thus, it might be desirable to handle a 
verification or early warning agency in different terms from a crisis 
monitoring agency. If the last is expected to service primarily a conflict 
management organization, there may be a case for handling it as a technical 
sub-agency of that organization, rather than creating a completely new, 
independent agency with merely a reporting connection. A verification or 
early warning agency might be better suited as an independent agency. 


