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Opening Remarks

By Richard H. Stanley

We l c ome to the St a n l ey Fo u n d a t i on’s 34th con-
fe rence on United Na t i ons Issues. E a ch year for
m o re than 30 ye a r s , we have gathered to explore
t i m e ly issues related to world ch a llenges and
global gove rn a n c e . This con fe rence con t i n u e s
that pattern with the objective of con t ributing to
a secure peace with fre e d om and justice.

We are here to talk about how to manage
w e a p ons of mass destru c t i on (WMD) and the
f u t u re role of global disarmament and non p ro-
l i fe ra t i on re g i m e s . We do this in a new and dif-
fe rent 21st century cl i m a t e .

Some have suggested that the existing legal
frameworks for WMD are relics of the Cold
War that should be discarded. Others argue that
they remain necessary and that any difficulties

are due to inadequate commitment and support.
We intend to explore the full range of these per-
ceptions, and it seems best to begin with a
review of the changed nature of today’s world.

The Nature of the Twenty-First Century
International System
The 21st century paradigm differs sharp ly from
that of prior ye a r s . We must rethink fundamental
q u e s t i ons about global, re g i on a l , and nation a l
s e c u ri ty. As a start e r, the Cold War—the organ-
izing impera t i ve of mu ch of our adult live s — i s
ove r. Se c u ri ty issues are no longer easily defined
in East-West term s .

Today there is one “hyperpower,” not a balance
of power. The United States subscribes to values
of democracy and market economy that have
become widely accepted. It is economically and
militarily predominant, spending nearly as much
on its military might as the rest of the world
combined. Under these circumstances, both the
United States and the rest of the w o rld are gin-
g e rly exploring how to deal with each other
most con s t ru c t i ve ly. To what extent will the
United States use its hyp e rp ower status to dic-
tate policy and act unilatera lly with minimal
re g a rd for the con c e rns of others? To what
extent will it lead in strengthening a global ru l e
of law, w o rk to build mu l t i l a t e ral con s e n s u s ,
and accept guidance from others in the use of
its power? 

The consequences of these options are stagger-
ing. An imperial United States invites retribu-
tion in large and small ways. A reluctant United
States will fail to use its strength and influence
toward a safer and better world. The nature of
this relationship is still being worked out, as
illustrated by current and recent debates on Iraq
intervention, and the outcome is not clear.
Candidate George W. Bush observed in the
second presidential debate in 2000, “It really
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depends on how our nation conducts itself in
foreign policy. If we’re an arrogant nation,
they’ll resent us. If we’re a humble nation, but
strong, they’ll welcome us.” Yet last September’s
new National Security Strategy articulates use
of preeminent US might to maintain superiority
over all competitors and includes the option of
preemptive military attacks to defeat nascent
challenges. The future relationship between the
United States and the rest of the world greatly
influences WMD management.

A third ch a ra c t e ristic of the 21st century is the
changing role of the nation-state and nation a l
s ove re i g n ty. In our interc onnected worl d ,
n a t i onal boundaries are incre a s i n g ly porous to
the flow of inform a t i on , i d e a s , b u s i n e s s , f i n a n c e,
p e o p l e, and pro b l e m s . G l o b a l i za t i on is ero d i n g
n a t i onal pre ro g a t i ves and option s . C on c u r re n t ly,
global gove rnance is ev o lv i n g, and the intern a-
t i onal com mu n i ty is pro g re s s i ve ly con s t ra i n i n g
n a t i on-state behavior. Am ong others, this takes
the form of tre a ty re g i m e s , n o rm s , t rade ru l e s
and pra c t i c e s , financing con d i t i on s , i n t e rn a t i on a l
c riminal tri b u n a l s , i n t e rve n t i on in internal con-
flicts to end egregious human rights violation s ,
h u m a n i t a rian assistance, and bringing public
k n owledge and discussion to bear on matters
that were once con s i d e red within the dom e s t i c
j u ri s d i c t i on of states.

The new paradigm also includes dra m a t i c
i n c reases in the number and influence of
t ra n s n a t i onal nonstate actors that com p l e m e n t
the nation-state and have become a part of glob-
al gove rn a n c e . One ca t e go ry of these incl u d e s
business enterp ri s e s , ranging from legitimate
c om m e rcial businesses to illegal crime ca rt e l s
and arms smu g g l e r s . Another ca t e go ry incl u d e s
the broad spectrum of private voluntary
o r g a n i za t i ons and citizen associations pursu-
ing particular issues or areas of intere s t . At the
ra d i cal extre m e, this ca t e go ry includes terro r-

ist organiza t i on s . The tra n s n a t i onal ch a ra c t e r
of these nonstate actors takes them beyond the
c on t rol and re g u l a t i on capabilities of individ-
ual nation s .

Fi n a lly, we see growing re c o g n i t i on that the sur-
vival issues of the future—issues like population ,
m i g ra t i on , d i s e a s e, p ove rty, climate ch a n g e, a n d
re s o u rce limitation s — a re global in scope and
re q u i re global solution s .

WMD Goals and Objectives
We seek to manage weapons of mass destruc-
tion within this new and changing environment.
Subject to your amendment, let me propose
some goals and objectives for WMD manage-
ment. It seems to me that the world will be
safer and more peaceful if:

1. Weapons of mass destruction are never
again used for war or terrorism.

2. Existing WMD arsenals are sharply reduced
or eliminated.

3. WMD proliferation to non-WMD states is
sharply limited or prevented.

4. Safeguards are put in place to prevent
WMD from falling into the hands of
terrorists.

5. These goals are accomplished in ways that
build norms, strengthen the rule of law, and
enlist the support of as many state and non-
state actors as possible.

Demand and Supply Dynamics
To ach i eve these objective s , we must understand
the demand and supply dynamics of W M D. Why
do nations and terro rists want these weapon s ?
What motivates potential suppliers to tra n s fer or
d e ny the necessary technologies and materials? 
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without by nonsignatories such as Israel, India,
and Pakistan. This raises hard questions about
the global community’s ability to enforce,
implement, and extend this long-running
regime. Furthermore, the P-5 obligation to
reduce and ultimately eliminate their own
nuclear arsenals is little closer to fruition than it
was ten years ago, casting doubt as to whether
these powers are serious about this part of the
nonproliferation grand bargain.

The BWC bans biological weapons but has no
binding mechanisms for monitoring, verifica-
tion, or enforcement. An ad hoc group was
formed in 1995 to create a treaty implementa-
tion protocol, but after six years of negotiations,
there is little hope for one. During the treaty’s
fifth review conference in late 2001, the United
States called for an end to the ad hoc group and
its negotiating mandate, labeling the treaty
regime “inherently unverifiable.” In lieu thereof,
the United States proposed voluntary compli-
ance measures such as national legislation to
regulate dangerous pathogens and criminalize
possession or use of biological weapons, com-
mitment by states parties to clarify any suspi-
cious activities or disease outbreaks through
bilateral consultations, support for the World
Health Organization’s disease surveillance
capacity, and adoption of a common scientific
code of conduct. In response, the states parties
agreed to meet three times before the 2006
review conference to discuss these measures.

Tre a ty unive r s a l i ty problems persist with the
C WC . M a ny re g i onal powers remain outside the
re g i m e, p a rt i c u l a rly in the Middle East. On the
p o s i t i ve side, the four states parties that have
d e cl a red possession of ch e m i cal weapon s — I n d i a ,
Ru s s i a , the United St a t e s , and another publicly
unnamed country — h a ve made great strides in
the destru c t i on of both weapons stockpiles and
ch e m i cal weapons facilities. By the end of 2001,

In policy debates, it is often assumed that states
seek strategic weapons primarily for aggressive
purposes. If proliferation is described in this
manner, then it follows that strict supply-side
nonproliferation measures such as export con-
trols, used alongside preemptive military
options for counterproliferation purposes, will
strengthen regional security and stability.
Economic sanctions and military policy initia-
tives with a nonproliferation mission will help
stabilize volatile regions because they are aimed
at powers that unjustly seek regional domi-
nance. The term rogue state in the US debate
conveys this interpretation of proliferation.

H ow eve r, m a ny of the “usual suspects” f o r
p ro l i fe ra t i on have pursued WMD and missile
p ro g rams for avow e dly defe n s i ve re a s on s : t e r-
ri t o rial integri ty, s ove re i g n ty, d e t e r re n c e, a n d
d e fense against threats of aggre s s i on .
T h e re f o re, ove rc oming legitimate gri ev a n c e s
and satisfying bona fide securi ty and justice
c on c e rns in ways that reduce the motivation
to acquire WMD will ease the management
t a s k . Le g a l , m i l i t a ry, and political fra m ew o rk s
that have a strong norm a t i ve base and are
i n cl u s i ve, n on d i s c ri m i n a t o ry, and tra n s p a re n t
can facilitate adherence to standards by both
suppliers and acquire r s . WMD supply and
demand dynamics may help point us tow a rd
e f fe c t i ve management.

The Status of Global Regimes
What is the status of global WMD re g i m e s
t o d ay? In the past deca d e, a com b i n a t i on of factors
has led to increased questioning of disarm a m e n t
and non p ro l i fe ra t i on regimes such as the Nu cl e a r
Non - Pro l i fe ra t i on Tre a ty (NPT) , the Chemica l
We a p ons Conve n t i on (CWC ) , and the Biologica l
We a p ons Conve n t i on (BWC ) .

The NPT has been weakened from within by
states such as Iraq and North Korea and from
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a ll but two of the states parties had fulfilled their
t re a ty obligation to decl a re their holdings of
ch e m i cal weapons and related facilities.
H ow eve r, the Organiza t i on for the Proh i b i t i on
of Chemical We a p ons (OPCW) remains under-
f u n d e d . O n ly 68 percent of re q u i red inspection s
w e re ca r ried out in 2001, and some US analys t s
s t i ll argue that the tre a ty is ultimately unve ri f i-
a b l e, charging some CWC states parties with
v i o l a t i ons despite “s u c c e s s f u l” i n s p e c t i on s .

Finally, in all three technology areas, growing
fears of WMD acquisition by terrorist groups
raise questions about the nation-state focus of
global regimes.

A Fork in the Road: Competing
Approaches
Current policy dialogue is articulating two com-
peting philosophies for WMD management:
cooperative security strategy and a counterpro-
liferation strategy.

The cooperative security strategy has guided
past development of global weapons regimes. It
argues that a legal regime-based approach, with
binding multilateral agreements and verification
mechanisms, is the best path to peace and sta-
bility. It identifies stability and predictability in
international affairs as a primary sovereign state
goal. States seek to maintain their sovereignty,
and state governing regimes seek to remain in
power against internal or external challenges. It
understands that states and nonstate actors may
seek WMD for reasons of prestige and status, in
effect telling the world, “Now you have to deal
with me.” The cooperative security school of
thought acknowledges that real or perceived
grievances exist and that this will drive some to
pursue illicit weaponry.

Cooperative security strategists are convinced
that all nation-states will find greater relative

security through mutual commitments to limit
their military capabilities. To deal with WMD
proliferation, both demand-side and supply-side
initiatives are necessary. Supply-side actions
include horizontal nonproliferation measures
such as export controls, as well as vertical disar-
mament by states already possessing WMD.
Demand-side actions include alleviating the
root causes of demand through security, devel-
opment, justice, and equity initiatives, and
avoiding Great Power actions that fan WMD
demand. For example, attempts by the stronger
powers to maintain and improve WMD stock-
piles will eventually induce increased prolifera-
tion by weaker countries that feel threatened by
these arsenals.

In short, security is obtained cooperatively
through mutual agreement rather than through
dominance. Competitors and potential enemies,
as well as friends and allies, participate in secu-
rity regimes. Cooperative security advocates
work to build universal acceptance of norms and
constraints on behavior that are mutually advan-
tageous, mutually verifiable and, as a last resort,
enforceable. The cooperative security strategy
sees security as a positive-sum collective good
and believes that, in an era of globalization, uni-
lateral zero-sum gain over an opponent is nei-
ther a positive nor a feasible long-term goal.

More recently, some US analysts have articulat-
ed a counterproliferation strategy. Former
Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and fellow
security intellectuals such as Ashton Carter first
articulated this school of thought in 1993 dur-
ing the Clinton administration. Originally, this
strategy was conceived as complementary to
regime-based nonproliferation initiatives. Now,
however, the concept has shifted to an almost
exclusive focus on counterproliferation policies,
based on the conclusion that arms control and
disarmament regimes contribute little to inter-
national peace and security.
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The counterp ro l i fe ra t i on stra t e gy is built on
s e l e c t i ve mu l t i l a t e ra l i s m . The United St a t e s
and its friends and allies will employ a flexible
mix of supply-side export con t ro l s , d e t e r re n c e,
c o e rc i ve diplom a cy, global military superi o ri ty,
and the preve n t i ve use of military forc e . U S
re l a t i ons are largely defined in terms of form a l
or informal alliances and securi ty understand-
ings with fri e n d s , who re c e i ve pre fe rential US
a i d , t rade re l a t i on s , t e ch n o l o gy - s h a ring and,
in some ca s e s , large sales of military go o d s .
Te ch n o l o g i cal diffusion and econ omic deve l-
o pment is encouraged pri m a ri ly w i t h i n t h i s
c i rcle of friends and all i e s . Se c u ri ty is seen as a
ze ro-sum good that is divided between oppos-
ing ca m p s . Na t i on-states are either with us or
against us.

The September 2002 National Security
Strategy follows this conceptual framework,
picturing a global security order based upon the
indefinite extension of US military and eco-
nomic preeminence. Future competition
between the United States and rising regional
powers such as China or Iran would not be
managed through strategic reassurance meas-
ures, confidence-building activities, bilateral
arms control accords, or universal global disar-
mament and nonproliferation regimes. Rather,
the new norm would be retention of improved
nuclear capabilities for the United States and its
allies and denial of all weapons, WMD and
conventional, to those outside the preferred
circle of “friendly” states.

Since the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks,
the Bush administration has moved to link the
“war on terrorism” and homeland security with
the counterproliferation approach. “Rogue”
state actors such as Iraq and North Korea are
understood to enable, guide, or equip transna-
tional terror networks. Both the January 29,
2002, State of the Union address and the

September 2002 National Security Strategy
emphasized a linkage between counterprolifera-
tion and counterterrorist military actions.

Some policy analysts have even suggested the
possibility of a third strategy—a third way that
cuts between the cooperative and the counter-
proliferation schools of thought. But no such
strategy has yet been articulated in a way that
would permit comparative analysis.

The Way Forward
Our challenge here is to decide what philosophy
or strategy will be the best way forward to
achieve WMD goals and objectives. In the long
run, will shared, mutual, verifiable constraints
on international actions make states more
secure, or will security through a counterprolif-
eration approach instituted by the greater pow-
ers be better? Is there a third strategy? And
what is needed to advance the most promising
strategy?

As we begin our discussions, the following
broad questions seem relevant:

• What are the lon g - t e rm advantages, c on s e-
q u e n c e s , and side effects of altern a t i ve
ph i l o s o phies for WMD management?

• Should regulation of strategic weaponry
through cooperative agreements, whatever
forms such practices might take, continue to
be a goal of both individual states and the
international community? Or are the very
concepts of arms control and disarmament
ineffective and unfeasible? 

• If there is a role for arms control and disarma-
ment, should existing frameworks be discard-
ed for a fresh start or should they be amended
or extended to enhance their effectiveness?
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• Should future coopera t i ve appro a ches be
u n i versal in ch a ra c t e r, or should they be
based on more selective or limited forms of
mu l t i l a t e ralism?

• Is combining WMD disarmament, horizontal
nonproliferation, and economic development
concerns within each of the global regimes
the best strategy? Or should these matters be
separated, both politically and conceptually?

• Can the existing regimes be amended to deal
with the danger of transnational terrorism? If
so, how?

• Should there be new preventive efforts to
address the demand side of proliferation?
How might a demand-side approach deal
with transnational terrorism?

Ul t i m a t e ly, the intern a t i onal com mu n i ty should
be guided by the answer to one fundamental
q u e s t i on : What kind of world do we want 10,
2 0 , or 50 years from now? Then we must work
to bring about those securi ty instruments and
n a t i onal securi ty practices that are most likely
to foster the pre fe r red vision for global peace
and stability.



ing in any such competition through unques-
tioned superiority over all competitors, China
and Russia included. According to this new
vision for global stability, the best way to avoid
harmful competition is to escape the constraints
of balance-of-power politics through the further
expansion and solidification of a liberal demo-
cratic world system. Solidification of such a sys-
tem would lead to the integration of future
great powers into a US-defined economic and
military order.

Under the new US vision, the dominant form
of multilateralism would be selective rather than
universal; i.e., agreements among “friends and
allies” who would receive preferential access to
weapons systems and weapons technologies, US
protection through forward basing, and prefer-
ential trade agreements and loan programs.
Rather than the outright, universal banning of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) as
required by current global regimes, the new
norm would be the retention of improved
nuclear capabilities for the United States and
the total denial of all weapons (WMD or con-
ventional) to those outside the preferred circle
of “friendly” states.

Furthermore, there would be no future versions
of the ABM Treaty or the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks (SALT) between the United
States and rising powers—such as China—as a
form of bilateral conflict management that
would support global regimes in the same way
that the ABM Treaty and SALT indirectly sup-
ported global nonproliferation goals in the
1970s and 1980s. In short, global security
would be defined by US hegemony rather than
by universal, cooperative treaty regimes.

Conference Report

Introduction
The world community is currently experiencing
a shift in security practices and concepts.
Evolving political realities include an increasing
loss of faith in bilateral arms control and disar-
mament between Great Powers and a simulta-
neous loss of faith in universal, multilateral,
global regimes that combine disarmament, non-
proliferation, and economic development con-
cerns within one overarching legal framework.
These global forms of disarmament and non-
proliferation include the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the Chemical
Weapons Convention (CWC), and the
Biological Weapons Convention (BWC).

First, some US analysts have concluded that
arms control and disarmament (whether bilater-
al or multilateral) have little to contribute to
international peace and security, arguing that
many of the existing legal structures are Cold
War edifices no longer relevant for ensuring
global, regional, and national security needs.
Along these lines, the United States has recent-
ly enunciated a new National Security Strategy
that pictures the evolution of a new global secu-
rity order based upon the indefinite extension of
US military and economic preeminence. Under
this vision, future competition between the
United States and rising regional powers such
as China or Iran would not be managed through
strategic reassurance measures, confidence-
building activities, bilateral arms control accords
such as the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty, or through global disarmament and
nonproliferation regimes. Instead, the United
States will emphasize the importance of prevail-
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• Finally, what is the ideal form of US leader-
ship in shaping the future of global security? 

To address these questions, the Stanley
Foundation convened a group of more than 20
officials and experts from UN institutions in
New York and Geneva and from the United
States and other countries to examine the rela-
tive utility of strengthening, reforming, or aban-
doning current global security frameworks. This
meeting was part of the long-running annual
UN Issues conference series and is part of the
foundation’s new Strategies for National
Security program.

Current Status of Global Efforts:
Mounting Dangers and Missed
Opportunities

Finding No. 1 
A majority of participants believed that the
most strict and effective provisions of global
treaty regimes have yet to be effectively tested,
and it is too early to call them failures when
their full inspection and verification capabilities
have not been tried on a widespread basis.

There is still a strong role for both the treaties
themselves and related international organiza-
tions such as the Organization for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW)
and the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA). In the nuclear area, Additional
Protocols formulated in the 1990s (in response
to Iraq’s proliferation activities) should receive
new emphasis—something that no government
is currently doing as a central part of its foreign
policy. And for the CWC and OPCW, more
money is needed for intrusive verification and
monitoring activities that are already part of the
regime, and more effort is needed to test the
OPCW’s ability to help regulate dual-use tech-
nologies useful for transnational terrorism.

Global Disarmament Regimes10

Se c on d , the weakening of regimes from within
by states such as Iraq and No rth Korea and from
without by non s i g n a t o ries such as Israe l , I n d i a ,
and Pakistan has raised doubts about the global
c om mu n i ty’s ability to enforce and implement
the complex treaties once they are adopted.

These troubling developments raise several hard
questions, namely:

• What role, if any, is there for cooperative dis-
armament, arms control, and nonproliferation
in guaranteeing global peace and security?
Should cooperative global security pacts
remain central to fulfilling the UN Charter’s
mandate?

• If there is still a role for universal treaty
regimes, what is the nature of future disarma-
ment and nonproliferation efforts? Have
existing agreements been irreparably dam-
aged, or is it still possible to move forward
within existing legal and institutional struc-
tures? What alternatives might there be to the
current agreements?

• More generally, was it the correct strategy to
combine vertical disarmament of the P-5,
horizontal nonproliferation efforts, and eco-
nomic development concerns within each of
the global treaty regimes? Or should these be
separated, both politically and conceptually?

• Are universal, global accords actually feasible
politically and technically, or will there always
be “outliers” such as Israel, India, and Pakistan
who undermine the efforts to achieve treaty
universality?

• Is it realistic to expect that the P-5, let alon e
o t h e r s , w i ll alw ays agree on the correct meth-
ods for enforcing global accords and punishing
n on c ompliance by way w a rd states? 



Tow a rd these ends, a d d i t i onal attention and
re s o u rces must be put on CWC members’
d omestic legislation and enforcement ca p a b i l i-
t i e s ; the OPCW cannot do its job unless mem-
ber states make enforcement and implementation
a pri m a ry go a l . A number of others suggested
that the road to strengthening the regimes
would be paved with more money allocated to
the verification instruments, including OPCW
and IAEA.

More detailed recommendations were also
offered for reforming and improving the exist-
ing structures. Some participants believed that
the term challenge inspections suggests a politi-
cized process that negates its usefulness.
Inspections should be recast as a scientific
inquiry into the state of affairs, with negative
results as important as positive results. Several
participants suggested renaming “challenge
inspections” to “special inspections” to overcome
misconceptions about the process, but others
doubted the efficacy of this route. Yet others
believed the monitoring culture must change,
with more detectives as well as technicians tak-
ing part in inspections. One participant sug-
gested that the future of inspections might be
the United Nations Monitoring, Verification,
and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC)
with military backing.

Minority Viewpoint. According to one critical
viewpoint, challenge inspections and the verifi-
cation process of current regimes are inherently
unworkable because they can only work in an
amicable environment; i.e., in those cases where
inspections are not needed in the first place. For
those cases where the proliferating state has
aggressive intentions or ideologies in conflict
with the majority of treaty members, the
inspections process will inevitably become
hostage to the proliferator’s larger goals of over-
turning the status quo. This is a political and

military reality that no global regime has yet
been able to deal with in a satisfactory manner,
and changing the name or the nature of inspec-
tions does not address the real problem: the
existence of states and domestic regimes that
challenge the global order.

Finding No. 2 
The NPT regime is on the verge of becoming a
h o ll ow shell if the No rth Korea problem is not
e f fe c ti ve ly addressed o r if Iran succeeds in
building a nuclear weapons ca p a b i l i ty (ura n i-
um enri chment or plutonium repro c e s s i n g
ca p a b i l i ty) under the umbrella of legiti m a t e
IAEA safe g u a rd s.

One of the most marked characteristics of the
two days of discussions was the almost total
emphasis on North Korea and Iran instead of
Iraq. In terms of global nonproliferation norms,
participants believed the North Korean and
Iranian cases are far more harmful to interna-
tional security and stability than the Iraqi case,
both in the immediate term and far future. This
conclusion was supported across all ideological
and national divides within the participant list.

The Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea
(DPRK) nuclear crisis is the first true example
of a regime member “breaking out” of the treaty
and developing weapons, while further develop-
ments in Iran could represent the first example
of a state successfully building a working
nuclear arsenal under the umbrella of IAEA
safeguards. Whereas the Persian Gulf War of
1991 destroyed and froze Iraq’s programs prior
to their fruition, nothing is currently standing
in the way of North Korea joining Israel, India,
and Pakistan as a de facto nuclear power.
Furthermore, the developments in North Korea
and Iran were thought to be inherently more
serious than that of the South Asian nuclear
tests in 1998 because India and Pakistan have
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As voiced by one participant, how do we main-
tain our correct abhorrence of nuclear explo-
sions as the number of those scientists with
firsthand experience in live atmospheric testing
diminishes? How will we maintain the barrier
that was properly erected in 1945? If the hor-
rors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki constituted the
initial “vaccination” against future use of nuclear
weapons, what might a “booster shot” look like?

Minority Viewpoint. As an example of contin-
ued thinking of nuclear weapons as useful tools
for coercive diplomacy (through the use of “first
strike” nuclear threats against states with
WMD holdings), some US participants later
argued that ruling out the use of nuclear
weapons, for either strategic or tactical counter-
proliferation reasons, would run the risk of mar-
ginalizing their deterrence role. This
highlighted a perception of some US analysts
not shared by many other participants: that the
key to successful nonproliferation is sometimes
the successful use of nuclear threats against a
defecting state. This viewpoint ran directly
counter to those advocating a new treaty frame-
work for outlawing nuclear threats against non-
nuclear states, and indicated that the fissure
between schools of thought was not just about
treaty effectiveness per se, but rather about the
efficacy of coercive, offensive, war-fighting
methods in stopping or preventing proliferation
of WMD (see further sections below on the
US-led counterproliferation approach).

Finding No. 4 
With regard to disarmament (as opposed to
nonproliferation), a number of roundtable par-
ticipants agreed that the CWC represented the
most accomplished of the global disarmament
regimes.

Pa ra d ox i ca lly, even though the NPT is viewed as
being at the heart of global disarmament and
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always kept themselves wholly outside the
boundaries of the regime. North Korea was a
standing member, and Iran is still a standing
member, of the NPT regime; hence the two
cases together represent the greatest challenge
to the treaty’s norms.

Finding No. 3 
The NPT regime also faces a serious erosion of
norms regarding the possession and use of
nuclear weapons.

T h e re is a rising pro b a b i l i ty that the lon g s t a n d-
ing taboo against the use of nuclear weapons in
w a rtime will be broken during future hostilities.
Since Hiroshima and Nagasaki there has been a
p s ych o l o g i ca l , m o ra l , and legal taboo against
using nuclear destru c t i on as a ra t i onal instru m e n t
of statecra ft . H ow eve r, with India and Pa k i s t a n
facing each other in an incre a s i n g ly coerc i ve
b i l a t e ral nuclear re l a t i onship and with the United
States con s i d e ring new uses for nuclear weapon s
in “a n t i - a g e n t” or “b u n k e r - b u s t i n g” roles against
WMD holdings in non n u clear states, this lon g-
standing norm is at ri s k .

A majori ty of participants agreed that nucl e a r
w e a p ons should never be used to disarm another
state of W M D. A number of participants argued
against nuclear weapons playing a role in coun-
t e rp ro l i fe ra t i on policy, since doing so would re p-
resent a dispro p o rt i onate re s p on s e, s u bve rt
i n t e rn a t i onal coalition - b u i l d i n g, and underm i n e
n u clear-use norms and the non p ro l i fe ra t i on
re g i m e . Any first use of nuclear weapons would
establish an extre m e ly dangerous precedent for
the future . D eve l o pment of new nuclear weapon s
violates the spirit of the NPT, if not the letter,
and the idea of making new and “s a fe r” n u cl e a r
w e a p ons creates a doctrinal shift from deterre n c e
to war fighting. Pre c i s i on nuclear weapon s
should be avoided, and nuclear weapons as a
whole should be made hard e r, not easier, to use.



n on p ro l i fe ra t i on effort s , the NPT norm against
state possession of nuclear weapons and pro g re s s
t ow a rd the goal of full disarmament re m a i n s
s u b s t a n t i a lly weaker than that of the CWC and
BWC . While the re t e n t i on of nuclear weapon s
by the P-5 members remains firm ly entre n ch e d
in their national securi ty doctri n e s , the CWC
and BWC have most effe c t i ve ly outlawed the
p o s s e s s i on and use of ch e m i cal and biologica l
w e a p on s , with CWC members alone com m i t t e d
to the com p l e t e, ve rified destru c t i on of their
ch e m i cal weapons arsenals.

All possessor states that are members of the
CWC are committed to disarmament and
actively moving forward toward this goal. By
the end of April 2003, almost all signatories
were to have destroyed all but 1 percent of their
declared stockpiles. In marked contrast, a num-
ber of participants expressed concern that verifi-
cation and enforcement for the BWC presented
an insurmountable difficulty for the regime.
Furthermore, while a mechanism to clarify
treaty compliance exists within the CWC, in
the case of the NPT, the IAEA can only verify
compliance with safeguards and not whether a
member is abiding by the treaty’s provisions.
This demonstrates a profound difference and
weakness in the nuclear regime. According to
this view, only when IAEA safeguards are truly
tailored to verify compliance or noncompliance
with the treaty will the NPT be effectively
enforceable. Along these lines, members of the
NPT should develop an official mechanism to
evaluate how its obligations are being observed,
with a neutral body to investigate allegations,
receive evidence, and share intelligence.

The Strategy for Reform: A Revolutionary
or Evolutionary Approach? 

This discussion grew into a debate over two
very different ways to approach arms control

and attendant challenges: (1) through revolu-
tionizing the concepts and thinking that under-
pin the regimes or (2) by focusing on
incremental reforms as part of an evolutionary
approach to the regimes.

A number of participants agreed there is a need
to rethink both the language and the instru-
ments of nonproliferation and disarmament in
light of new global realities. However, there was
a notable disparity between those suggesting
incremental reform or amendments to existing
legal and political instruments and those sug-
gesting a fairly radical overhaul through a com-
plete reconceptualization of what international
security means in the post-9/11 era. US analysts
tended to emphasis the latter view (though not
unanimously), while many non-US participants
tended to emphasize the former.

One American participant, voicing the general
views of other US analysts at the roundtable,
pointed out that the language used today is dis-
cordant with world realities. The core concepts
that still underpin the field are those that were
promulgated back in the 1950s and 1960s to
keep the Cold War from becoming hot: arms
control, mutually assured destruction (MAD),
and mutual vulnerability. This participant and
other Americans believed that the current
structures are now at a dead end, that the arms
control and disarmament discourse does not
lend itself to productive public argument, and
that Cold War concepts do not lend themselves
to the new realities of catastrophic war, transna-
tional terrorism, and the nexus of these two
phenomenon. From the mid-1980s to the mid-
1990s, nonproliferation and disarmament met
with some real success, but since then the path
forward has so far consisted of a series of bumps
in the road. This participant stressed that the
field of nonproliferation and disarmament must
undergo a similar transition to that of the 1950s
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relations among states for centuries and that the
new US criticism of global disarmament and
nonproliferation regimes was simply a deriva-
tion of this larger assault on global norms. Thus
many were hesitant to rid the field of Cold War
concepts, noting that all of these principles are
evolving over time, including the current evolu-
tion of the principle of nonintervention.

Several participants agreed that the establishment
of norms must be separated from the creation of the
means to enforce them. Norms established in
another era must be judged separately from the
successes or failures of the tools used to enforce
them. If the norms in and of themselves make
sense, then they should be strengthened and
reinforced. The priorities and norms of nonpro-
liferation and disarmament should not change,
only the tools should. And military-based coun-
terproliferation is unavoidably of those tools.

Furthermore, contrary to the thoughts of some
US analysts, many roundtable participants
argued that the NPT is not based on the con-
cept of MAD, but rather on the concept of dis-
armament as the most stable solution to the
persistent dangers of nuclear arms racing. With the
end of the Cold War, Article VI of the NPT
faces a real chance of being implemented, which
could abolish the ever-present threat of the
nuclear arms race among current and future
great powers.

Ac c o rding to this contending viewp o i n t , a ft e r
the Cold War ended the UN Charter was
e n d owed with a new dyn a m i c , t h e re was opti-
mism that disarmament treaties could be
i m p l e m e n t e d , and NPT membership grew
i m m e n s e ly — d e m on s t rating it still enjoyed a
c e rtain attra c t i on or com p u l s i on that extends
b eyond the Cold War ye a r s . The CWC and
BWC are close to re a ching the goal of unive r-
s a l i ty. M o re ove r, the Com p re h e n s i ve Test Ban
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and 1960s, in which the foundations and
assumptions were rethought and reconceptual-
ized. If we plow ahead with the “same old
methods and tactics,” we are destined for col-
lapse. The international community is working
to save the tools in which it invested so much
time rather than developing a better approach.
Along these lines, several participants suggested
that new thinking will have to come from a new
generation of analysts, and toward that end,
more should be done to bring nonproliferation
and disarmament issues to the attention of
young people to cultivate another generation of
thinkers on these issues.

This general position, expressed by a majority of
US analysts, drew a number of critical responses
from other participants. In response to the
American emphasis on revolutionary change,
one participant agreed that a reconception of
nonproliferation and disarmament regimes is
needed, but asked if the reconception was to be
based on US needs and interests or if it was to be
a global reconceptualization that takes into
account other countries’ views. In short, US
domestic political realities are not global politi-
cal realities, and any type of revolutionary
amendment of current structures would have to
take global viewpoints into account.

For many non-US part i c i p a n t s , t h e re was a
s t rong fear that the tearing down of disarm a m e n t
and non p ro l i fe ra t i on treaties was insepara b ly
linked to the Bush administra t i on’s question i n g
of bro a d e r, l onger-held norms about non i n t e r-
ve n t i on and state sove re i g n ty. In part i c u l a r, s om e
argued that norms gove rning the use of military
f o rce in the post-Wo rld War II era transcend the
Cold War era , and thus amendment or elimina-
t i on of these norms cannot be legitimately based
u p on ca lling them “Cold War re l i c s . ” Many felt
that the United States was discarding basic
international norms that have been the basis of



Tre a ty (CTBT) re p resents a con s t ru c t i on
whose political possibility increased in the
d e cade after the Cold Wa r. September 11
re q u i res that we reexamine these instru m e n t s ,
but not do away with them.

In defense of current measures, one participant
noted that rather than the NPT standing in the
way of taking effective measures to control pro-
liferation of WMD to terrorists, it provides a
solid legal and political foundation for coopera-
tion. For instance, the IAEA, after 9/11, pro-
posed specific measures to deal with nuclear
terrorism in the area of nuclear safeguards.

More generally, those participants arguing
against revolutionary change believed that
incremental evolution is the inherent nature of
international political instruments. A number of
participants agreed that the very existence of
the regimes could only be justified if they can
stand the test of time and prove flexible and
adaptable over the long term. For instance, the
idea of the CTBT evolved from the partial test
ban treaty, and the nuclear regime instruments
evolved from the creation of the IAEA to the
implementation of safeguards and now to the
Additional Protocol. It is precisely because the
NPT regime and its assorted measures have
adapted over time to new challenges that the
NPT is not in danger of collapsing as a whole.

Along these lines, one participant analogized
that we must “pour the concrete as we go”; the
tough cases of Iraq, North Korea, and terrorism
do not require that we change everything. The
nuclear regime is a broad regime and we must
not abandon it, but rather make sure it is flexi-
ble and adaptable enough to evolve over time.
These regimes have proven they have been able
to deliver on some fronts; so while they are not
a panacea, the regimes have still made substan-
tive contributions to the nonproliferation of

WMD. As argued by one non-US participant,
it is not necessary to view regimes in “absolutist
or apocalyptic scenarios, with an eye toward
collapse,” especially since replacing the NPT
regime with unilateral enforcement would result
in a much less stable system.

H ow eve r, others in favor of more far-re a ch i n g
amendments countered that a re c on c e p t u a l i za-
t i on of the arms con t rol and disarm a m e n t
regimes would not mean scrapping the norm s
t h ey are based on , but rather rad i cally re t h i n k i n g
the ap p ro aches to implementing the goals of t h e
reg i m e s. For instance, one participant suggested
replacing the concepts of MAD, A B M , a n d
d e t e r rence with a broad concept of coopera t i ve
t h reat re d u c t i on writ large, with a com b i n a t i on
of unilatera l , b i l a t e ra l , and mu l t i l a t e ral effort s
a l ong the lines of the Nu n n - Lugar pro g ra m
designed to reduce the threat and danger posed
by W M D.

Addressing the WMD Terrorist Threat 
Participants agreed that much more must be
done to adapt the existing regimes to address
the new terrorist threat. Thus far, there has been
a conference in Vienna on radiation dispersion
devices, an IAEA plan for nuclear security, and
further measures to strengthen regime institu-
tions against the growing threat of nuclear or
radiological terrorism. Furthermore, after 9/11,
there have been increasing talks within CWC
forums about how the OPCW can be best uti-
lized to contribute to the war on terror.

However, when the CWC was written, terror-
ism was not one of the issues being considered
and the convention makes no reference to the
terrorist threat in its convention. Overall, for
the NPT, BWC, and CWC to be seen as credi-
ble instruments for addressing transnational ter-
rorism, member states and the treaty-associated
intergovernmental organizations must create
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regimes is crucial for future success, n o t i n g
that perfect unive r s a l i ty can prevent the
a c c omplishment of set objective s . While uni-
ve r s a l i ty is a fine go a l , the question must be
a s k e d : U n i ve r s a l i ty at what price? Unive r s a l i ty
at the price of holl owing out a tre a ty? Is
n on e n f o rcement the price of unive r s a l i ty? Are
u n reliable inspections the price of unive r s a l i ty ?
U n i ve r s a l i ty is a holl ow goal if national legisla-
t u res add appendices in their domestic ra t i f i ca-
t i on laws that essentially nullify the tre a t i e s ’
p ri m a ry intent. In the end, the most import a n t
i n g redient for success of the regimes depends
not necessari ly on unive r s a l i ty but on the con-
tinued and active support of those countri e s
c rucial to intern a t i onal securi ty, both globally
and in key re g i on s .

Suggestions by Individual Participants
for Strengthening and Supplementing
the Existing Regimes 

To address the above problems and con c e rn s ,
s eve ral individual participants were invited to
outline in detail their specific re c om m e n d a-
t i ons for stre n g t h e n i n g, a m e n d i n g, or supple-
menting the current global re g i m e s . T h e i r
individual con t ri b u t i ons are given as accura t e ly
as possible below, f o ll owed by the results of
g roup discussion s .

Expanding and Strengthening Existing Global
Mechanisms
One participant offered the following ten steps
to be taken:

1. Establish a global commission on WMD to
address the challenges of a post-9/11 world.
A focused, l on g e r - t e rm study is needed—and
could perhaps be arranged along the lines of
the Canberra Com m i s s i on .
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new funds, verification and monitoring tools,
and legal language to deal adequately with the
fluid dynamic of transnational threats.

Is Treaty Universality a Necessary Component
of an Evolutionary Approach?
Roundtable participants were split on the
extent to which unive r s a l i ty is a desirable ch a r-
a c t e ristic for the re g i m e s . Seve ral part i c i p a n t s
w e re of the opinion that unive r s a l i ty as curre n t-
ly defined (formal tre a ty accession) is cru c i a l .
Some went even furt h e r, arguing for a wider
d e f i n i t i on of unive r s a l i ty beyond regime mem-
bership that would re q u i re countries to approve
and implement the necessary national legisla-
t i on to bring their commitment into forc e .
Those who expressed support for a stron g
e m phasis on unive r s a l i ty believed that the
n u clear weapons pre d i cament lies largely with
those states, s u ch as India and Pa k i s t a n , t h a t
remain outside the re g i m e .

H ow eve r, s eve ral participants argued that the
costs and benefits of unive r s a l i ty were not
absolute for all situations and expressed con-
c e rn about member states’ a b i l i ty to coerce uni-
ve r s a l i ty. One participant re ca lled the landmine
t re a ty (“Conve n t i on on the Proh i b i t i on of the
Us e, St o ck p i l i n g, Pro d u c t i on , and Tra n s fer of
An t i - Pe r s onnel Mines and on their
D e s t ru c t i on” ) , w h i ch has experienced re m a rk-
able pro g ress in gaining membership and elim-
inating stock p i l e s , but which simu l t a n e o u s ly
l a cks the United States as a member. Does this
mean that the Land Mines Conve n t i on has
been a failure? Another participant agreed with
this con t e n t i on , pointing out that there are
C WC nonmember countries with ch e m i ca l
w e a p on s , but the regime is still making a sub-
s t a n t i ve con t ri b u t i on .

Seve ral participants added that not on ly num-
bers but also the q u a l i ty of p a rt i c i p a t i o n in the



2. Agree to and establish as a norm a “no-
first-use” policy on nuclear weapons.

3. C reate a legally binding tre a ty on negative
s e c u ri ty assura n c e s , i n cluding a clause that
states nuclear weapon states will never attack
n on n u clear weapon states with nucl e a r
w e a p on s . Su ch a measure is important to pre-
vent more No rth Koreas from happening.

4. Adhere to the IAEA Additional Protocol,
making it mandatory for all NPT members.
This would ameliorate concerns about Iran.

5. Create an NPT secretariat or executive
council board that meets annually to assess
threats to the treaty.

6. Make the IAEA and OPCW aggressive
about special inspections.

7. Provide the IAEA with more money to
safeguard fissile materials and expand safe-
guards to chemical and biological materials.

8. Build support for the Fissile Material
Cutoff Treaty (FMCT) outside of the
Conference on Disarmament, since efforts
within it have been stymied.

9. Promote the establishment of national leg-
islation to ban chemical, biological, and
potentially nuclear weapons.

10. Consider extending the life of UNMOVIC
beyond Iraq. The inspection regime has a
great deal of valuable infrastructure and
technology that could be retained for future
verification missions.

The above suggestions enjoyed wide support
from the participants; however, several doubted
the feasibility of a few of the proposals, noting

there is little real hope for political agreement
any time soon—they have already been tried
and have failed on political and strategic
grounds. Most notably:

• A no-first-use convention would be rejected
on strategic grounds by states such as
Pakistan and the United States.

• Making the Additional Protocol binding and
mandatory for all NPT members failed at the
1995 NPT Review Conference.

• There exist states like China that refuse to
consider an FMCT in or out of the
Conference of Disarmament.

A Combination of Practical and 
Revolutionary Reform
Other participants focused on a combination of
far-reaching amendments to regimes—such as
empowerment of the United Nations as a real
actor in verification and military efforts—and
more technical, narrow proposals. These sets of
recommendations focused almost exclusively on
nonproliferation rather than disarmament.

One participant offe red the foll owing five
s u g g e s t i on s :

1. Change the ro l e, s t ru c t u re, and com p o s i-
t i on of the UN Se c u ri ty Council to be less
c onsensus-based and more re f l e c t i ve of
post-Cold War re a l i t i e s .

2. Focus not on regime universality but rather
on how to restrict sensitive trade between
regime and nonregime members.

3. Create an enforcement mechanism stronger
than a secretariat, inside or outside the
United Nations, involving real resources like
navies and air forces that could also be used
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re s t ri c t i on of trade in technologies for
re p rocessing and enri chment plants). I f
access cannot be com p l e t e ly re s t ri c t e d ,
make these facilities mu l t i n a t i onal and
i n s t i t u t i on a l i ze d .

5. Identify specific danger points, such as
access to radiological materials.

6. Increase cooperation in the areas of export
controls and monitoring.

7. Identify future contentious issues, such as
space weaponization, and address them
before they arise.

The Way Forward: Strengthening and
Expanding Existing Frameworks 

Recommendation No. 1
The original “Atoms for Peace” philosophy,
which is ingrained in the current NPT text, was
created in a different era under different
assumptions and needs revisiting. However,
amendment of the core provisions about trade
in dual-use technologies must be done in a way
that is nondiscriminatory.

During group discussions, a strong plurality of
participants believed that there is no conceivable
rationale for types of atomic power that utilize
either uranium enrichment or plutonium repro-
cessing, both of which are processes central to
constructing a nuclear weapon. Other types of
nuclear power exist, and in future years there
will be even more high-tech nuclear alterna-
tives. The IAEA and NPT mandates not only
allow but actually encourage all forms of nuclear
power (including enrichment and reprocessing),
which directly feeds into the proliferation prob-
lem. Somehow, countries must be convinced to
amend this provision of the treaty or otherwise
find a way both politica lly and opera t i on a lly to
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to interdict illicit WMD or arms transfers.
One participant noted that nonproliferation
would have been served by interdicting the
North Korean missiles bound for Yemen,
but Yemen’s support in the war on terror
received precedent. This exposes a contra-
diction in the equation of counterprolifera-
tion and counterterrorism. Tools must be
constructed to overcome this. A number of
participants expressed the belief that the
Bush administration made a mistake on the
Yemeni missile transfer.

4. Ensure that any FMCT would cut off both
civilian and military materials.

5. Consider the idea of a “Nonproliferation
Trust, Inc.” that would assume control over
all spent fuel and the reprocessing of it.

This was followed by seven other suggestions
for consideration:

1. Look at the regimes in a broader scheme of
security to deal not only with WMD but
also regional security concerns.

2. Lo ok to decl a ra t o ry statements for the estab-
lishment of moral precepts and norm s , s u ch
as the institution of a no-first-use doctri n e
by all nuclear pow e r s , but understand that
s u ch norm a t i ve statements are useless unless
states subscribe to them and implement the
n o rms in their opera t i onal doctri n e s .

3. C reate a standing inve s t i g a t i ve group in
the United Na t i ons with a mandate to
m onitor compliance with WMD re g i m e s
( p o s s i b ly with the deployment of a UN
ve ri f i ca t i on satellite) and a mechanism to
e n f o rce non c om p l i a n c e .

4. Identify pro l i fe ra t i on ch oke points and
re s t rict access to them (including the



w o rk around it. Seve ral part i c i p a n t s , m o s t ly
Am e ri ca n , suggested that just uranium enri ch-
ment and plutonium processing plants be
re s t ricted to the P-5 states, p o s s i b ly thro u g h
amending the NPT. The altern a t i ve, in their
v i ew, was for Iran to become the fifth de facto
n u clear power after No rth Kore a , Pa k i s t a n ,
I n d i a , and Israe l . To make such re f o rm possi-
b l e, one participant proposed the art of com-
p rom i s e : If certain states are to be denied
c e rtain technologies outri g h t , a solution would
be to offer something com p a rable in re t u rn ,
s u ch as valid packages offe ring a certain level of
e c on omic securi ty.

However, many others disagreed with this sug-
gestion, noting that technology transfers cannot
be banned because doing so would spark allega-
tions of discrimination. According to this group
of participants, the voluntary renunciation of
WMD capabilities and the decision not to pur-
sue WMD is prompted, in the majority of
cases, by the state’s expectation that it will
receive equal access to related dual-use technol-
ogy, equipment, and materials for peaceful uses
in exchange for its commitment. Much of the
technology is dual use and greater restrictions
on its transfer would seriously damage peaceful
programs and pursuits.

Furthermore, one participant noted that the
threat potential of reprocessing and enrichment
plants in one period, under one particular treaty,
might be perceived differently in another period
of international relations. As treaty language
and international circumstances change, percep-
tions of the risks these facilities pose change as
well. Therefore, to be consistent in the long
term, a permanent set of safeguards, properly
implemented, would solve the quandary of
changing perceptions and negate the need to
restrict these technologies.

Ultimately, there was no majority agreement
within the roundtable on this issue. While
many felt that the current Article IV of the
NPT is seriously outdated and directly feeds
into the proliferation problem, it was not clear
that an internationally sanctioned solution
could be found to this problem. Reform in this
area might be necessary to address the post-
Cold War threat environment, but there was no
agreement on the nature of a political and
technical compromise.

Recommendation No. 2
In international political terms, reform and
improvement of the existing global regimes
critically depends on further action toward
nuclear disarmament by the P-5.

The roundtable was equally divided on the
question of whether nonproliferation, in and of
itself, constitutes a goal apart from all other
issues (including nuclear disarmament and
technology-sharing for developmental purpos-
es). A strong plurality, mostly from the United
States, believed that nonproliferation norms
must stand on their own and be strictly
enforced, whatever the pace and success of
other efforts. But an equally strong plurality,
based in part on the opinions of participants
from developing countries, believed that non-
proliferation concerns cannot be separated,
politically or conceptually, from the goal of
general nuclear disarmament.

In the view of seve ral Am e ri can analys t s , a rm s
c on t rol ceased to be something that re s onated in
US politics sometime in the late 1990s, due in
large part to the lack of demon s t rable results but
also due to the US perc e p t i on that nucl e a r
w e a p ons are still useful for guaranteeing nation a l
s e c u ri ty in a dangerous worl d . While both the
United States and Russia perc e i ve an increase in
s e c u ri ty by reducing their re s p e c t i ve n u cl e a r
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c om p l a c e n cy ” t ow a rd the continued possession
of nuclear weapons by the P-5. In this gro u p’s
v i ew, real vulnera b i l i ty and insecuri ty are cre a t e d
by the continued unw i llingness of the P-5, e s p e-
c i a lly the United St a t e s , to sign a ve ri f i a b l e
a g reement on negative securi ty assurances that
would effe c t i ve ly pre clude nuclear threats and
n u clear attacks against weaker non n u clear states.

In short, many participants who supported the
current NPT regime structure pointed out that
the risk of failure applies not only to the field of
nonproliferation but also to disarmament. This
grouping of analysts warned that the failure of
the P-5 states “to hold up their end of the bar-
gain” in regard to Article VI of the treaty is a
major factor eroding the NPT’s legitimacy from
within. Countries that joined the NPT after its
indefinite extension in 1995 felt a tangible
increase in their security because they believed
that current nuclear states would gradually dis-
arm, while no new nuclear states would emerge.
Now, in light of the creation of additional
nuclear weapons states (India and Pakistan) and
the US rejection of the CTBT, they feel like
they have been duped and are less secure within
the NPT framework. According to this argu-
ment, the NPT was a “package deal,” and until
all the rules apply, including the obligations
undertaken in Article VI and the preamble of
the NPT, the world will continue to see coun-
tries such as North Korea breaking the rules.
This package deal also includes the NPT
“Principles and Objectives,” which were the
legal and moral basis for indefinite extension of
the NPT in 1995 and which call for further
progress toward nuclear disarmament.

For instance, one analyst noted that South
Africa relinquished its nuclear weapons in 1990
and joined the NPT in 1991 because of the per-
ception, at the time, that joining the nuclear
regime provided more for its security than did
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a r s e n a l s , as evidenced by pro g ress in that are a ,
t h ey do not yet perc e i ve that full nuclear disar-
mament would re p resent an increase in their
s e c u ri ty. The P-5 states must be convinced of
t h i s ; o t h e rwise their crucial support will be miss-
ing and the regimes will falter.

In short, nuclear disarmament is a concept in
complete disconnect with US domestic political
realities. The new Moscow Treaty negotiated by
the current Bush administration is representa-
tive of a shift in the arms control field toward
vague, unverifiable arms control measures,
demonstrating a lack of new thinking in the
field. According to this group, there must be a
“new pragmatism” about the issues to be tack-
led. For now, incremental nuclear reductions are
the only possibility, and nonproliferation goals
must continue to be met in the absence of more
committed disarmament steps by the P-5.

However, this was strongly countered by a
group who emphasized the insecurities felt by
developing countries within the evolving post-
9/11 framework. First, according to this view-
point, full disarmament could be a political
reality precisely because the United States pos-
sesses such overwhelming conventional military
capabilities that nuclear weapons should not
factor so importantly in US strategic and tacti-
cal thinking. At this point in history, which is
defined by US hyperpower and far superior
conventional forces, greater practical steps could
be made toward full nuclear disarmament with-
out endangering US national security.

Se c on d , We s t e rn rh e t o ric and policy action s
focus all too often on rogue states and ch e a t e r s ,
but not on the legal nuclear states who appear to
v i ew their position as perm a n e n t . M a ny felt that
this situation is as threatening and destabilizing
as countries remaining outside the regime and
voiced serious con c e rn about the “s u rp ri s i n g



weapons possession, being particularly comfort-
ed by the treaty clause that states nuclear
weapon states will not use these weapons
against nonnuclear weapon states. This under-
standing led to the African Nuclear Weapons
Free Zone. Another participant offered the
example of Argentina, which entered the NPT
because of the belief that doing so enhanced
concrete, tangible national interests that would
open the road to international cooperation and
greater economic and security dividends.

In sum: m a ny participants stressed that a lack of
c on c rete pro g ress tow a rd full disarmament by the
n u clear powers—and the elev a t i on of nucl e a r
w e a p ons to a doctrinal role in war-fighting situa-
t i ons by the United St a t e s — d e m on s t rates a dou-
ble standard to non n u clear states and acts as a
d i s i n c e n t i ve to remain non n u cl e a r. While US
a n a lysts tended to argue for a re n ewed “p ra g m a t-
i c” focus on non p ro l i fe ra t i on go a l s , a l ong with
the indefinite shelving of current and future dis-
a rmament initiative s , other analysts and officials
c o u n t e red that a “p ra g m a t i c” s t ra t e gy must incor-
p o rate the ve ry real viewpoints and threat per-
c e p t i ons of all states in the intern a t i on a l
s ystem—not just the Great Pow e r s . While US
n a t i o n a l politics curre n t ly denigrates the goal of
n u clear disarm a m e n t , the re a l i ty of i n tern a t i o n a l
politics is that the developing world will not let
this issue fade into the back g ro u n d .

Recommendation No. 3
In choosing a global stra t e gy for preve n ting the
buildup of WMD arsenals and eliminati n g
those arsenals that already ex i s t , it is unrealisti c
and utopian to completely embrace one ex tr e m e
or the other: c o u n t e rp ro l i fe ra tion and preemp-
ti ve action versus pure coope ra ti ve mu l ti l a t e ra l-
ism at the global leve l .

During the course of the discussion, partici-
pants mentioned or identified the following

aspects of the US-led counterproliferation
approach to WMD threats and of the Bush
Doctrine in which it is embodied:

• A resolve not to wait and allow threats to
identify themselves, but rather to proactively
identify proliferation threats that pose a direct
threat to US interests and national security.

• A resolve to act to neutralize identified
threats with preemptive strikes of military
force if necessary.

• A resolve to act on proliferation threats uni-
laterally if required to defend US interests and
national security.

• A resolve to keep all options open regarding
the destruction of an enemy’s WMD capabili-
ties, including the use and development of
new nuclear weapons for this purpose, leaving
the options open for first use of nuclear
weapons and the use of nuclear weapons
against nonnuclear weapons states.

• An increased reliance on the normative
principle of anticipatory self-defense, with
September 11 changing the way threats are
analyzed.

A few Am e ri can participants argued that more
states should be encouraged to join the United
States in using counterp ro l i fe ra t i on to plug
holes in the re g i m e s . In their view, p reve n t i ve
war is not in Am e ri ca’s strategic culture .
Non e t h e l e s s , the United States prev i o u s ly con-
s i d e red pre e m p t i ve strikes and preve n t i ve war
as one of many option s , or as a coro ll a ry to
another policy. What is new is not the con s i d-
e ra t i on of unilateral military options but their
e l ev a t i on as a pri m a ry com p onent of securi ty
d o c t ri n e . In this re g a rd , it has been the failure
of the UN Se c u ri ty Council to uphold binding
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f o rce should be dealt with coll e c t i ve ly. In short ,
it is impera t i ve that any counterp ro l i fe ra t i on
e f f o rt be a mu l t i l a t e ral on e .

Recommendation No. 4
Counterproliferation should not be used as a
security strategy in and of itself, nor should it
be seen as a direct competitor of traditional
nonproliferation efforts.

A majority of participants believed that the
legitimacy of counterproliferation efforts
(including interdiction of WMD-related ship-
ments) depends crucially on their political,
diplomatic, legal, operational, and moral con-
nections to existing multilateral treaties and
associated agreements. In order for counterpro-
liferation methods to play a beneficial role in
supporting larger nonproliferation norms, mili-
tary capabilities and actions should be based not
only on a US national security strategy but also a
strong international security component that ful-
fills both US national security goals and global
security concerns.

Overall, there was a feeling that states should be
pragmatic in their approach to both nonprolif-
eration and counterproliferation. The goal
should be to acquire and maintain a “full tool
kit” that can be applied to a variety of very dif-
ferent political and military situations; some-
times this tool kit will include bilateral pressure
and even military options. Both must be used,
as the circumstances require. In this regard,
ironically, those participants who were strong
advocates for multilateralism were also those
most strongly favoring direct bilateral discus-
sions between the United States and North
Korea—a fact that some found both disturbing
and hypocritical. However, most participants
believed that the North Korea situation simply
illuminates a basic political and military reality:
the actions of the United States, including US

Global Disarmament Regimes22

d i s a rmament and non p ro l i fe ra t i on re s o l u t i on s
on Iraq and No rth Korea that have made uni-
l a t e ral counterp ro l i fe ra t i on methods necessary.

Given this new reality, the challenge is not only
to buttress the nonproliferation regime but also
to offer a realistic alternative to US unilateral-
ism as a method of policing the WMD peace.
In the absence of a politically, economically, and
militarily feasible alternative to US power pro-
jection (including the supplanting of the United
States by another global power), the world will
have to embrace the new US role. Either way,
unilateral intervention must continue to be an
optional tool against WMD proliferation. If no
one state or group of states steps up, the world
is ceding the issue of US unilateralism.

H ow eve r, the debate was not neatly divided
b e tween those opposing a strong US leadership
role and those supporting US unilatera l i s m . A
n on - Am e ri can participant answered that the
United States is an indispensable element in cre-
ating and implementing the existing non p ro l i f-
e ra t i on and arms con t rol regimes with its stron g
s u p p o rt and vigo rous action . The United St a t e s
is a sine qua non ; the intern a t i onal com mu n i ty
should not work against the United St a t e s , b u t
should instead seek to reengage Am e ri cans and
w o rk with the current administra t i on .

Seve ral other participants similarly sym p a-
t h i zed with Am e ri ca’s role as the worl d’s
p o l i c e m a n . T h ey admitted a desire for the
United States to work legitimately with the re s t
of the worl d , w h i ch is matched by the rest of
the worl d’s desire for the United States to work
with them. A number of part i c i p a n t s , in fact,
a g reed that a more active way of dealing with
p ro l i fe ra t i on threats in today’s world is
re q u i re d . But many also expressed the belief
that any active counterp ro l i fe ra t i on should be
led by the United Na t i ons and that military



bilateral pressures throughout the last 30 years,
have been essential in backing up globally based
forms of multilateralism. Cooperative multilat-
eralism cannot exist in a vacuum created by the
absence of US bilateral actions to support global
norms. This underscored the historical (and
continuing) role of US power.

Recommendation No. 5
Any strategy for reform of existing regimes
must put greater emphasis on preventive
actions to address the demand side of the
proliferation equation.

Problems With a Pure Supply-Side Approach.
Ove ra ll , t h e re was a consensus that non n u cl e a r
and developing countries have ve ry real securi ty
and econ omic con c e rn s , and these con c e rn s
must be incre a s i n g ly addressed by the W M D
regimes if they are to grow stronger and re m a i n
re l evant to global securi ty in the 21st century.
M a ny participants felt that the deve l o p e d
n a t i ons have focused too mu ch on re s t ri c t i n g
s u p p ly and not enough on addressing the
i n c reasing demand for illicit weapon ry. M u ch
of the problem that we ascribe to non p ro l i fe ra-
t i on efforts is a lack of diplomatic foll ow-up to
s u p p ly-side effort s , the latter of which should
be seen as buying time to address the demand
side of the pro l i fe ra t i on equation . T h e re is a
t e n d e n cy to look at supply-side non p ro l i fe ra-
t i on policies in isolation rather than asking the
q u e s t i on s , “What sort of world would pre cl u d e
the need for WMD? And how do we cre a t e
that worl d ? ”

Fu rt h e rm o re, t h e re are vexing political and tech-
n i cal problems with mu l t i l a t e ral and bilatera l
e x p o rt con t ro l s . Seve ral participants noted that
the supplier regimes face the difficulties of
remaining abreast of new tech n o l o g i cal deve l o p-
ments and new ways exporters devise to circ u m-
vent the ru l e s . For example, one part i c i p a n t

noted that current US export con t rols (supply -
side con t rols) contain a large number of absurd i-
t i e s , i n cluding denying the sale of a 1000 MHz
o s c i ll o s c o p e, while all owing the sale of one ra t e d
at 999 MHz. E x p o rt con t rols are beset by seri-
ous questions about the effica cy of con t rols on c e
t h ey are established, and also about what items
c onstitute “c ri t i cal tech n o l o g i e s ” re q u i ring ove r-
s i g h t . Others believed that the crux of the pro b-
lem is not with pro c e d u re s , but rather that there
is a fundamental political disagreement betw e e n
states about what is dangerous or tra n s fe ra b l e .

Categorizing the Demand for WMD. The
roundtable was asked to consider and analyze
the factors determining WMD demand or, con-
versely, the willingness to reduce, eliminate, and
forgo WMD capabilities. While some analysts
defined “demand” strictly in terms of those
nonnuclear states seeking to gain a working
arsenal (i.e., in terms of proliferation beyond the
P-5), a smaller number insisted on including
the P-5’s determination to retain their arsenals
as a form of “WMD demand.” Three categories
of nations were identified: those who never
want the weapons, those who want to break out
of their commitments not to develop the
weapons, and those who possess the weapons
but wish to stymie the spread of WMD to
other states.

Most participants agreed that a state’s decision
to reduce, eliminate, or forgo WMD capabili-
ties is determined through a calculation of the
relative economic and security trade-offs of
doing so. The following strategic and economic
incentives were identified as central to nuclear
weapons acquisition:

• States seek WMD to use them (or threaten to
use them), viewing the weapons as useful war-
fighting tools (examples: Iraq, chemical and
biological weapons, and the United States
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f rom the stru c t u re of the intern a t i onal sys t e m
d u ring the Cold War—in part i c u l a r, t h e
s u p e rp ower balance, the allied securi ty
u m b re llas at the re g i onal leve l s , and the ca u-
t i on induced by the eve r - p resent fear that
e s ca l a t i on of re g i onal conflicts could cause a
global war. With the stru c t u ral stability of the
Cold War gon e, states such as India and
Pakistan felt the need to become self-re l i a n t
in re g i onal securi ty affairs.

To create a new kind of stru c t u ral stability, s t a t e s
should do more to help all eviate the econ om i c
and securi ty problems of conflictual re g i on s .
This goal could be accomplished through more
c redible negative securi ty assurances tow a rd
n on n u clear states (perhaps through a new
t re a ty ) , i m p roved re g i onal and coll e c t i ve securi ty
a r ra n g e m e n t s , and confidence-building meas-
u res (CBMs). Other preve n t i ve efforts incl u d e
f o reign aid pro g rams and conflict mediation .

One participant noted that the preve n t i ve solu-
t i ons or tools used for non p ro l i fe ra t i on and
d i s a rmament fall into two ca t e go ri e s : u n i ve r s a l
or ca s e - s p e c i f i c . U n i versal tools are applica b l e
re g a rdless of the re a s on a state seeks to acquire
WMD and includes export con t ro l s , c on t a i n-
m e n t , and counterp ro l i fe ra t i on (which can take
the form of preve n t i ve military interve n t i on ) .
Case-specific solutions depend on the exact
re a s ons a state seeks to acquire W M D. T h e s e
m ay include addressing re g i onal securi ty re l a-
t i ons if a deterrence doctrine is inv o lve d , s t i g-
matizing possession of WMD if prestige is
i nv o lve d , and inv oking sanctions to dissolve
a ny benefits of acquisition if an econ omic ca l-
c u l a t i on is inv o lve d . For instance, a couple
p a rticipants suggested that, at least in the
No rth Korea ca s e, b u ying out the pro g ra m
might be the best solution (and a cheaper alter-
n a t i ve to a national missile defe n s e ) . H ow eve r,
others noted that this route might set a bad
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potentially developing “bunker busters” and
“agent defeat” nuclear weapons).

• States seek WMD for defense or deterrence
against conventional or nuclear attack (exam-
ples: Pakistan, India, Israel, Iraq, and North
Korea in the nuclear realm; North Korea,
Egypt, Syria, and probably Israel in the
chemical or biological realms).

• States seek WMD for prestige and Great
Power status (primary example: India).

• States seek WMD for economic reasons,
either as a “cash crop” for sale to other entities
or to be “bought out” through economic aid
and financial concessions (primary example:
North Korea).

Although some countries fit one set of incen-
t i ves better than others, no country was identi-
fied as a “p u re” case based upon one incentive
a l on e . For example, Uk raine relinquished its
n u clear weapons as a result of both econ om i c
and securi ty guarantees promised by the
United St a t e s .

H ow eve r, d ef e n s ive securi ty ra t i o n a l e s w e re
identified as the one factor most stron g ly and
c on s i s t e n t ly driving states down the W M D
p a t h , in part because geopolitical threats tra n-
scend the pre fe rences of any given leader or
d omestic re g i m e . Despite the strong norm a-
t i ve arguments against WMD acquisition ,
t h reatened states will not be convinced to
g i ve up their pursuit of these weapons unless
the intern a t i onal com mu n i ty can prove its
s e c u ri ty situation will become safer and more
p redictable in doing so.

R e g i onal conflict and instability are major fac-
tors in determining whether a state seeks or
rev okes W M D. The global regimes benefited



p recedent for others to squeeze out econ om i c
c on c e s s i ons by pursuing W M D.

Do US Nuclear Weapons Policies Fuel WMD
Demand? Seve ral participants suggested the
c u r rent situation in No rth Korea is related to the
United St a t e s ’ labeling of No rth Korea as part of
the “axis of ev i l” ; the issuance of highly ch a r g e d ,
d e ro g a t o ry re m a rks by President Bush tow a rd
Kim Jong Il ; and the United St a t e s ’ n ew pre-
e m p t i ve strike policy released in December 2002
as part of the ove ra ll Bush Na t i onal Se c u ri ty
St ra t e gy. Fu rt h e rm o re, the deployment of US
n u clear weapons on the Korean peninsula until
1991 pro b a b ly played a role in No rth Kore a’s
o riginal quest for plutonium-based nucl e a r
w e a p on s . M o re re c e n t ly, No rth Kore a’s demand
for a bilateral US-DPRK non a g g re s s i on pact
could be seen as an indica t i on that the DPRK is
motivated pri m a ri ly by securi ty con c e rn s . A l on g
these lines, one participant asked, “ Since the
United States has already decl a red it is not go i n g
to attack No rth Kore a , w hy not make a non a g-
g re s s i on pact the basis for bilateral talks?”

How eve r, one US analyst argued that the
DPRK is n o t an example of a state go i n g
n u clear in the face of an increased US thre a t
since it began its pursuit of nuclear weapon s
l ong before the current US administra t i on
implemented its doctrine of pre e m p t i on .
I n s t e a d , the current No rth Korea case is an
example of a typ i cal mercantile state seeking
e c on omic dividends. Ac c o rding to this view-
p o i n t , m e rcantile con s i d e ra t i ons are actually a
mu ch gra ver securi ty thre a t , b e cause a W M D
state pursuing com m e rcial gain is far more
l i k e ly to sell the weapons to any intere s t e d
b i d d e r — i n cluding potential tra n s n a t i on a l
t e r ror gro u p s . If No rth Korea were pri n c i p a lly
pursuing weapons for defe n s i ve, s t a t i s t , s e c u ri-
ty - related re a s on s , the threat to the United
States would actually be mu ch less.

Regime Change and Democratization: The
Only Reliable Method of Addressing WMD
Demand? Several participants discussed the role
of regime change in the US counterproliferation
strategy, as well as the role played by purely
domestic political transformations in recent
cases of voluntary nuclear disarmament during
the 1990s. In particular, the examples of Brazil,
South Africa, Argentina, and several former
Soviet states seemed to show that the most con-
clusive, verifiable, and reliable cases of nuclear
renunciation in the post-Cold War world have
been due to the political liberalization of once-
authoritarian regimes. This raised questions
about the most effective and realistic approach
toward current “hard cases” such as North
Korea and Iran. Specifically, should the interna-
tional community depend upon diplomatic and
economic engagement of both countries—
alongside the verification capabilities of global
regimes—to ensure that neither country is pur-
suing weaponry and prevent further steps in this
direction? Or should the strategy instead be one
of political, economic, and military isolation,
geared toward the ultimate goal of regime
change and domestic political liberalization of
both polities? 

Those participants most skeptical of the IAEA
safeguards system and the UN Security
Council’s ability to enforce treaty mandates
argued in favor of a new counterproliferation
approach based on the goal of regime change
and political liberalization. However, other ana-
lysts pointed to the examples of India and
Israel, both healthy democracies who have suc-
cessfully pursued a fully functional and highly
advanced nuclear and missile arsenal outside the
bounds of the NPT framework. These two
examples demonstrate that most states’
demands for WMD are related to real defensive
concerns, in which case the deposing of one
leader would probably still result in the state
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To strengthen multilateral export control
arrangements, one participant suggested that a
centralized international agency might be creat-
ed to address rapid technological changes and
act as an intelligence clearinghouse on suspect
end users and front companies. Another sugges-
tion was for the application of traditional chal-
lenge inspections by treaty intergovernmental
organizations to cases of sensitive bilateral trade
deals. Challenge inspections might be utilized
for end-user certification as part of the licensing
process between a supplier and receiver state.

Fi n a lly, the United States and other ca p a b l e
c o u n t ries could step up their efforts to help
c o u n t ries establish dra ft national legislation ,
re c e i ve requisite tech n o l o gy, s t rengthen custom s
s e rv i c e s , and improve inform a t i on - s h a ri n g
b e tween countri e s . This appro a ch has the side
benefit of building national bure a u c racies that are
c ommitted to non p ro l i fe ra t i on with the ra i s o n
d’ e tre of stopping the spread of W M D.
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seeking weapons to address its security deficien-
cies. In short, if a state’s pursuit of WMD and
missiles is intimately tied to its geopolitical situa-
tion as well as its current leadership, then radical
political liberalization is unlikely to alter those
regional factors pushing a state toward the
WMD option.

The Continuing Role for Supply-Side Efforts.
Despite the hard realities of WMD demand
dynamics, many believed it would be fatalistic
to completely ignore the supply-side of the pol-
icy equation. First, there have been no truly
indigenous ballistic missile programs on earth;
all of them, including US and Soviet efforts,
were based on the work of German scientists
after World War II. Ballistic missile programs
in developing countries were in turn simply
derivatives of US and Soviet technology gleaned
through direct military trade and indirect filtra-
tion of dual-use technologies in the global
economy. Second, all nuclear programs derive
from the Manhattan Project and information
collected through espionage and declassifica-
tion. This fact suggests that effective supply-
side controls could still significantly reduce
proliferation risks.

Fu rt h e rm o re, the demand-side factors can on ly
be re l i a b ly addressed for nation - s t a t e s , n o t
most terror groups interested in W M D. T h e
ideologies of tra n s n a t i onal terror groups such
as Al Qaeda do not lend themselves to nego t i-
a t i on and com p rom i s e ; these gro u p s ’ p o l i t i ca l
and social demands can on ly be addre s s e d
t h rough destru c t i on of the existing global
o rd e r. Their con c e rn is not with securi ty, b u t
rather creating rampant insecuri ty for others.
T h e re f o re, the appro a ch to nonstate actors
must be supply - s i d e, i nv o lving greater m a teri a l
s e c u ri ty and safeg u a rd s— w h i ch in turn re q u i re s
that more funds be devoted to this task by
c on c e rned countri e s .
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