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evastation and destruction caused y the Septe er 
201  ood in the ig Tho pson Canyon near ra e, C .

Cover: t Se ipalatins  in a a hstan, there were hun
dreds of Soviet nuclear tests. The cover photo, fro  
the rst test in 1 4 , shows the raw power of an ato ic 

last in its well nown shape of a ushroo  cloud. 
T T SS ews gency

n Septe er last year, a ass of oist air that had pushed 
north into Colorado collided with a cold front co ing down 
fro  Canada, which eant that the ig Tho pson Canyon 
area where y o  and her hus and live got a out 1  
inches of rain over the span of a week. Living on the banks 
of a ountain river, they always understood there was a risk 
of ooding, but they weren t necessarily prepared to wake 
up one orning and nd the river raging at the foot of their 
driveway and blocking any path they had out of the canyon.

Fro  a brief, choppy cellphone call, y stepsiblings and  knew our parents 
were stranded with neighbors in the foothills near their ho e with no way out. 

s they worked together to stay war  and dry, so e watched their ho es 
wash down the canyon, losing everything. fter nearly 4  hours, the 20 or so 
neighbors were airlifted out by lack awk and Chinook helicopters. 

s the oodwaters were building outside of y o s ho e,  was in a strategic 
planning retreat with Stanley Foundation colleagues and board e bers in 
Chicago. hile waiting for news,  tried to stay focused on our discussion as 
we deter ined the direction of our work for the next ve years. e were sifting 
through a set of global issues that we felt were profound threats to hu an 
survival and well being. e were, of course, interested in identifying issues 
where ultilateral action and i proved global governance are needed. Finally, 
we wanted to be working on policy areas where the foundation can ake a 
signi cant and needed contribution.

ne of the issues we were considering was cli ate change. t certainly et the rst 
two criteria its a profound threat to hu anity and re uires ultilateral action
and we felt we could identify ways to ake a signi cant and needed contribution 
on global cli ate policy. hile  didn t ake the connection at the ti e, the 
decision to include cli ate change as a new area of focus will have e and y 
colleagues working for the next ve years on getting the worlds leaders to change 
and adopt policies that will hopefully reduce the nu ber of rare and signi cant 
weather events like the one y fa ily was being i pacted by.

The current and pro ected effects of cli ate change are daunting to say the 
least. Severe weather and drastic changes to agriculture are likely to lead to 

ass igration of populations and potentially to con ict as well. nly serious, 
concerted effort by world leaders will help to avoid catastrophe. We hope to 
help the  take needed actions and i prove cli ate governance.

Three and a half onths after the ood, y o  and her husband were able 
to ove back into their house. s uch as they ve suffered,  know they were 
lucky. The sad truth is there could be hundreds of thousands or even illions of 
others who aren t so fortunate in the future. 

Floods and the 
Foundation’s Future 

y ennifer S yser, ditor
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and international hu an security, i prove welfare, reduce 
costs, and bring order and regularity to international affairs. 

t the center of this interdependent, globali ed, and net
worked ultilateral order is the United ations. t re ains 
our best hope for unity in diversity in a world in which 
global proble s re uire ultilateral answers. 

 growing nu ber of public policy decisions and practices 
have been transferred fro  the state to the international 
level, raising a nu ber of pressing nor ative challenges 
to the Westphalian foundations of ultilateralis  as citi
ens beco e rights holders and states are dee ed to have 

responsibilities of sovereignty. 

n tackling these challenges, the United ations does not 
always perfor  well, ef ciently, cost effectively, or in ti e. 

nd yet, no other body can tackle the world s accu ulating 
pathologies ore effectively, with greater legiti acy, lower 
transaction and co pliance costs, and higher co fort lev
els for ost countries.

POWER, INFLUENCE, AND CONTROVERSY

The U  record on the authori ation and use of force has 
to be considered within the broader context of changing 
syste ic factors like the nature, location, and victi s of war 
and ar ed con ict  the distribution of power  the nature of 
the state, of power, of security and threats to international 

A House Divided
By Ramesh Thakur

T
he United ations is two things: an idea, and an actual organi ation with 

structures, procedures, and personnel. s an organi ation, the United 

ations  perfor ance shows both achieve ents and proble s. t is 

an international bureaucracy with any failings and aws, and a foru  

often used for nger pointing, not proble  solving. Too often it fails 

to tackle urgent proble s owing to ti idity and political divisions.

s a house divided against itself, not surprisingly, it struggles 
so eti es to stand for anything.

s a sy bol which is the ost powerful ele ent that 
explains the enduring attraction of the organi ation the 
United ations is the world s only body that houses the 
divided frag ents of hu anity. Transcending national bor
ders and based on global solidarity, it sy boli es a world in 
which those conde ned to die in fear are given the chance 
to live with hope again—want gives way to dignity, and 
apprehensions are turned into aspirations. 

This sy bolis  nds expression in the three overarching 
nor ative andates of security, develop ent, and hu an 
rights. nd of course the environ ent co es in through 
the notion of sustainability. s the rundtland Co ission 
said so evocatively, the arth is one but the world is not.

The power of sy bolis  helps explain why the organi a
tion re ains indispensable.

UNITY-IN-DIVERSITY

The world is interdependent in areas as diverse as nan
cial arkets, infectious diseases, cli ate change, terroris , 
nuclear peace and safety, product safety, food supply and 
water tables, sh stocks, and ecosyste  resources. ny of 
these can provoke ilitary con ict. They are all also drivers of 
hu an insecurity. ll re uire oint action to enhance national 
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security  the actors who drive security and insecurity  
and the global nor s that regulate the international 
behavior of state and nonstate actors alike. Until the First 
World War, going to war when the fancy took the  was 
an accepted attribute of the sovereignty of states. 

The only deterrent was the ilitary ight of the oppo
nent based on national strength and alliances with oth
ers, which increased both the risk of defeat and the cost 
of victory. Since 1 4 , the United ations has spawned a 
robust nor  against going to war except in self defense 
against ar ed attack or when authori ed by the United 

ations itself. 

n discharging this responsibility, the United ations has 
functioned as a funnel for processing ideas on how best 
to li it the role and use of violence for settling disputes  
a foru  for debating the nor s and rules to govern the 
use of force both within and across borders  and a font 
for authori ing the use of force in the na e of the inter
national co unity. 

 particular twin challenge has been how to protect 
civilians and prevent ass atrocities in a syste  of sov
ereign states. n innovative and in uential answer has 
been the principle cu nor  of the esponsibility to 

rotect 2 . illar one of 2  is uncontroversial, and 
pillar two is potentially slightly controversial. ut the 
third pillar is politically and conceptually controversial, 
and its i ple entation will always be contentious in 
practice. nd so it should be. The world would be a 

uch less attractive place if people had beco e so 
desensiti ed that the use of international force was 
co onplace and uncontroversial. 

The broader the shared understanding about the pil
lars—both conceptually and operationally—the ore 
successful we will be in defusing the controversies, and, 

ore i portantly, in their i ple entation.d
Professor Ramesh Thakur is the director of the Centre for 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament in the Crawford 
School at The Australian National University. He was assistant 
secretary-general of the United Nations from 1998–2007. 
Thakur was also a commissioner and one of the principal 
authors of the Responsibility to Protect doctrine in 2001. He 
is the author or editor of over 40 books and 400 articles and 
book chapters.
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Famished residents of the besieged refugee camp of armouk stand in line to receive food aid in amascus, Syria. The United Nations has urged the 
Syrian government to authori e more humanitarian staff to work inside the country, devastated by its year old con ict.  hoto UN W
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Saving the World 
at Plutonium Mountain

By David E. Hoffman and Eben Harrell

n explosion destroys the last part of what was once the world s largest Soviet era nuclear bomb test site in the 
egelen ountains near Semipalatinsk in northeastern a akhstan. euters Shamil humatov
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L
ast ctober, at the foot of a rocky hillside near urchatov City, 

a akhstan, at a spot known as egelen ountain, several do en 

a akh, ussian, and merican nuclear scientists and engineers 

gathered for a ceremony. fter a few speeches, they unveiled a 

three sided stone monument, etched in nglish, ussian, and 

a akh, which declared... 

1 2012. The world has become safer.  

The modest ribbon cutting marked the conclusion of one 
of the largest and most complex nuclear security opera
tions since the Cold War. The secret mission was to secure 
plutonium—enough to build a do en or more nuclear 
weapons—that Soviet authorities had buried at the testing 
site years before and forgotten, leaving it vulnerable to ter
rorists and rogue states.

The effort spanned 1  years, cost 1 0 million, and involved 
a complex mix of intelligence, science, engineering, poli
tics, and sleuthing. This account is based on documents 
and interviews with a akh, ussian, and US participants, 
and reveals the scope of the operation for the rst time. 
The effort was almost entirely conceived and implemented 
by scientists and government of cials operating without 
formal agreements among the nations involved. any of 
these scientists were veterans of Cold War nuclear test
ing programs, but they overcame their mistrust and oined 
forces to clean up and secure the Semipalatinsk testing 
site, a dangerous legacy of the nuclear arms race.

They succeeded, but what they accomplished may have to 
be done all over again if the walls of secrecy ever come 
down and reveal security vulnerabilities in other states that 
have developed the atomic bomb, including North orea, 

akistan, China, India, and Israel, or in countries that may 
develop weapons in the future, such as Iran.

uring the Cold War, the Soviet Union carried out more than 
4 0 nuclear explosive tests at the Semipalatinsk site, which 
sprawls over a portion of the a akh plains slightly larger than 
Connecticut. ost of the tests involved atomic explosions, 
while others were carried out to improve weapons safety, in 
part by examining the impact of conventional explosives on 
plutonium metal.  network of tunnels built under egelen 

ountain became the epicenter of these tests.

fter the Soviet Union collapsed in 1 1, the ussians 
gradually abandoned the site. conomic conditions in the 
main city near the testing grounds grew desperate, and 
residents began to search the tunnels for metal to sell. They 
used mining e uipment to steal copper from the electri
cal wiring and to scavenge rails that once carried nuclear 
devices far underground for explosive testing.

In the 1 0s, the United States, through an agency in the 
entagon dealing with nuclear security, funded a program 

to close off the entrances to the tunnels at Semipalatinsk so 
they could never again be used for nuclear tests. The tunnels 
were sealed at the portals but not explored to any depth. 

lutonium from the earlier safety tests lay deep inside.
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Ilkaev looked at the photos and nally said, according to 
ecker, I ll have someone to talk to you in the morning.

The next day, Ilkaev introduced ecker to two scientists, 
uri Stya hkin and iktor Stepanyuk, who had worked on 

the test site. Stya hkin knew the whole story, but he did not 
reveal it all at once. “There are a lot of things we did out 
there,  he told ecker.

nce back in the United States, ecker gave a series of 
brie ngs in Washington about what he had discovered. e 
showed the photographs of the trenches and warned of
cials at the departments of nergy and efense that the 
amount of recoverable plutonium was perhaps enough for 
a do en nuclear weapons. aybe more.

t a une 1  seminar with US of cials in lmaty, 
a akhstan s largest city, Ilkaev and other ussian scientists 

revealed that the problem at Semipalatinsk was bigger than 
ust egelen ountain. In a eld near the mountain, Soviet 
experiments in vertical shafts or bore holes  had left plu
tonium residue in shallow holes. a akh scientists reported 
that scavenging was occurring there, as well.

DETERRING SCAVENGERS

t rst, any cooperation seemed unlikely. f cials from the 
ussian tomic nergy gency, then known as inatom, 

were suspicious that the United States was trying to col
lect intelligence about ussian nuclear weapons. ussia 

was also going through a tumul
tuous period after an economic 
collapse in 1 , the outbreak 
of a second war in Chechnya 
in 1 , and resident oris 
eltsin s sudden resignation that 
ecember, with ladimir utin 

ascending as his handpicked 
successor. t the time, ussian 
of cials were making progress 
toward securing nuclear facilities 
and reducing weapons stock
piles, but resentments toward 
Washington lingered. ventually, 

they agreed to move ahead on Semipalatinsk but, as a 
condition, refused to take back any nuclear material. ll of 
it would have to be secured in place, in a akhstan.

y contrast, of cials in a akhstan were eager to get 
started on the pro ect. resident Nursultan Na arbayev, 
disturbed by the remnants of Cold War era Soviet nuclear, 

In 1 , two scientists from the Los lamos National 
Laboratory visited egelen ountain and came away con
vinced that the site was a potential plutonium “mine  for 
thieves and terrorists. Then, in anuary 1 , Siegfried S. 

ecker, who had ust retired as the laboratory s director, 
heard from a a akh scientist that the egelen ountain 
area was wide open, despite the US led tunnel closing 
effort, and scavengers were searching it.

In pril of that year, ecker and two Los lamos specialists 
went to a akhstan for nine days. t Semipalatinsk, ecker 
found a lone, meager guard gate and no guards. e saw 
long trenches in the brown, dry land that could have been 
dug only by powerful excavating machines. “ eople on the 
site—no way to keep them off,  he wrote in his notes. In 
another location, ecker saw one of the tunnels that had 
been closed. The front was still plugged, but scavengers 
broke in by drilling down from above and behind the barrier.

“I really thought these were guys digging a little bit of cop
per out. Instead, this was a ma or industrial enterprise,  

ecker said in a recent interview.

SOVIET EXPERIMENTS

In a report he wrote after the trip, ecker estimated that the 
total plutonium in the area could approach 440 pounds.  
nuclear bomb would re uire only about 1  pounds, or even 
less in some designs. ecker wrote that it was “material 
in reasonably concentrated form, easily picked up, com
pletely open to whomever wants 
to come.

That summer, on a trip to ussia, 
ecker met with adi Ilkaev, the 

director of r amas 1 , one of the 
two leading Soviet era nuclear 
weapons labs, which continued to 
operate in ussia. ne evening, 

ecker uietly pressed Ilkaev 
about Semipalatinsk: id the 
Soviet Union leave nuclear materi
als buried there  Ilkaev responded 
cautiously, ecker recalled. e 
said ussia was nished at Semipalatinsk and never wanted 
to go back, but could not afford the environmental cleanup.

ecker pulled out the photos he had taken at Semipalatinsk. 
e showed Ilkaev evidence that huge earth cutting 

machines had sliced through the ground. “ adi, that s your 
test site. Those are the copper cable thieves,  he said.

Scavengers rummage for copper wiring and steel to sell as 
scrap metal at the Semipalatinsk nuclear bomb testing site. US 

epartment of efense hoto
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money  ussia would provide the data  a akhstan would 
do most of the work.

Conceived in 2000, peration roundhog suffered repeated 
delays, including work stoppages during the frigid winters. ut 
with the nuclear ambitions of l aeda coming into clearer 
view in documents sei ed during the invasion of fghanistan, 
US of cials felt the urgency of preventing plutonium from fall
ing into the wrong hands. The concrete dome over the bore 
holes was completed in ugust 200 .

CONCRETE TOMBS?

ust a few miles away, however, egelen ountain was 
still unattended, and scavengers continued to burrow 
in close proximity to weapons grade plutonium. When a 
senior entagon of cial, ndy Weber, met with ussian and 

a akh of cials in mid 200  to discuss extending pro ects 
to the mountain, the ussians were still ambivalent and did 
not reveal all they knew. They offered the locations of three 
more experiments, at two sites. If work at these sample 
locales went well, and if the ussians felt con dent that 
the mericans were not committing espionage, inatom 
would consider sharing more information.

biological, and chemical weapons programs that had 
been carried out in his country, actively backed nonprolif
eration efforts. ll three countries agreed not to of cially 
notify the International tomic nergy gency I  
of the Semipalatinsk operation, in part because they 
feared leaks. s a nonnuclear weapon state, a akhstan 
is re uired to report all weapons usable materials on its 
territory to the I , but in the case of the plutonium, it 
did not.

To secure the plutonium at the bore holes, the scientists and 
engineers borrowed a method from the 1  Chernobyl 
nuclear accident. The Soviet Union had built a concrete 
containment dome around the destroyed Chernobyl reac
tor. The ussians pointed out that such an approach could 
also work at Semipalatinsk  scavengers would be deterred 
from breaking into a giant concrete sarcophagus.

The pro ect to build the dome was called peration 
roundhog. The funding came from a program approved 

by Congress in late 1 1, sponsored by Senators Sam Nunn 
a.  and ichard Lugar Ind. , to cope with risks posed 

by nuclear weapons and materials in the former Soviet 
Union. With the operation, the effort shifted to of cial gov
ernment cooperation: The United States would provide the 

ap of the Soviet era nuclear bomb test site of Semipalatinsk in a akhstan. utonavi asarsoft oogle
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plutonium tests, but three had been used above ground 
and were stored in the bunker.

The US efense Threat eduction gency agreed to work 
on the three kolbas, one of which had been pried open 
by scavengers, and to defer action on egelen ountain. 

s it turned out, these sample locations weren t in egelen 
Mountain but in a nearby bunker. They involved three kol
bas, large metal cylinders, about  by 24 feet, insulated with 

evlar and berglass and designed to contain explosions 
e uivalent to the force of 440 pounds of dynamite. They 
were most often placed deep within egelen Mountain for 

a akhstan s resident Nursultan Na arbayev waves in front of the “Stronger Than eath  monument devoted to the clo
sure of the Semipalatinsk nuclear test site. The memorial represents a mother sheltering her child from a nuclear explosion 
and stands as a memorial to victims of 40 years of nuclear testing. euters Shamil humatov
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LABORIOUS UNDERTAKING

The Semipalatinsk operation succeeded: It secured the plu
tonium, reducing the threat that it could fall into the hands 
of scavengers, terrorists, or a state with malevolent inten
tions. The operation showed once again that funding for 
nuclear security can pay large dividends. ut it was a close 
call. ad scientists not prodded the governments of the 
United States, ussia, and a akhstan, the cleanup might 
never have been launched, or traf ckers might have arrived 
before the materials could be secured.

uestions also remain over the long term. lutoniums half life 
is 24,110 years. Will someone, someday attempt to recover 
the material from the cemented tunnels and holes  Will it ever 
pose an environmental risk  While Na arbayevs commitment 
to nonproliferation has been strong, he is  years old and 
has not designated a successor. What kind of leadership will 
prevail in a akhstan a decade or a century from now  ow 
will the US ussian relationship evolve in the years ahead

The operation highlighted the role of unof cial collabo
ration and contact among scientists and others who are 
devoted to getting results without cumbersome cross
government negotiations. ut securing the plutonium in 

a akhstan proved to be a laborious undertaking span
ning 1  years, an effort re uiring scientists willing to work 
together across countries and time ones, united only by a 
determination to get results. 

Such hidden repositories might be found elsewhere, wher
ever nations have tested nuclear weapons or carried out 
other research on ssile materials such as plutonium. Will 
all that scienti c collaboration and goodwill be readily avail
able  It is true, as the pla ue at egelen Mountain attests, 
that the world is safer thanks to this operation. ut it is also 
true that the scars left by nuclear weapons testing during the 
Cold War will last for millennia.d
This article originally appeared in The Washington Post on August 
17, 2013. The reporting was supported by the Pulitzer Center on 
Crisis Reporting.

David E. Hoffman is a contributing editor at The Washington 
Post. Eben Harrell is an associate at the Project on Managing the 
Atom in the Belfer Center at Harvard University’s Kennedy School 
of Government. www.belfercenter.org/managingtheatom

Resource. “The Way Forward for Nuclear Security  video, 
a look at what the global nuclear security system needs to 
stop terrorists from ac uiring enough ssile material to make 
a nuclear bomb. www.stanleyfoundation.org

peration Matchbox, begun in 2004, secured the kolbas 
by lling them with a concrete mixture.

In the spring of 200 , US scientists nally got the break
through they d been waiting for when ussia released all 
the remaining information about egelen Mountain. ut it 
wasn t pretty. The mountain contained about 220 pounds 
of recoverable plutonium—enough for more than a do en 
nuclear bombs. ven more surprising, ussia revealed that 
at one location, the Soviets had left behind some high
purity plutonium and e uipment that could be used to 
build a nuclear weapon.

This disclosure alarmed US of cials, but the ussians 
were extremely cautious. In their reports to the US side, 
they used code names for 1  sites in and around egelen 
Mountain, ranking them according to proliferation risk. 
Three of the sites were found to present the “maximum 
risk  if they fell into the wrong hands and were given the 
code names , , and . ne day, while crews were drilling 
a hole at the  site, a concrete retaining wall collapsed, 
exposing the plutonium and e uipment. ventually, mate
rial from two of the sites was sent back to ussia, and the 
third was entombed in concrete.

Scavengers continued to raid the tunnels until 200 , when 
a akhstan nally declared egelen Mountain an “exclu

sion one —which allowed US of cials to erect warning 
signs—and when a akh security forces got the authority 
to expel the scavengers. The following year, the United 
States funded and helped install an elaborate security sys
tem at the site.

Still, the work remained slow. In a 2010 summit in 
Washington that included 4  nations, resident arack 

bama arranged a personal meeting with Na arbayev. 
f cials of the two nations then met with their ussian coun

terparts. The United States, ussia, and a akhstan agreed 
in con dence to complete the work at Semipalatinsk by the 
next summit, scheduled for March 2012 in Seoul.

This high level commitment galvani ed the operation. For 
the rst time, a akh crews worked through the winters, 
and merican of cials stayed on site in Semipalatinsk with 
them, while increased US funding meant four crews could 
work simultaneously instead of one. bama, Na arbayev, 
and ussian resident mitri Medvedev announced the 
completion of the work in Seoul, though the news was over
shadowed by bama s open mike incident with Medvedev.
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... and hopefully bolster support for a robust agreement in 
further negotiations. The Paris talks next year will see an 
assortment of national measures from almost 200 countries. 

The process, a series of meetings in locations from Mexico 
to enmark to Poland to South frica, has not been easy 
and will be less so in the coming months. ny agreement 
among the entire world community is bound to be fraught 
with dif culty, dissent, and diversions. 

Until now, rich nations, which have emitted most of the 
greenhouse gases since the Industrial evolution, have been 
expected to take the lead with commitments to cut emissions, 
while the poorer countries have been given more leeway.

The talks for a successor to the 1  yoto Protocol, the 
rst and only global deal to tackle climate change, have 

been disappointing to many. ut the negotiations have the 
strongest claim to legitimacy, and despite the shortcomings, 
there are signs that the discussions will bring about signi cant 
greenhouse gas reductions. 

In a  with the Stanley Foundation, climate expert 
oshua usby, an associate professor at the University of 

Texas at ustin, talks about the current state of climate 
change negotiations and what s ahead.

TSF: Weren t negotiations for a new agreement supposed to 
be concluded in Copenhagen in 200  

Joshua Busby: That is true, but we seem to have more 
urgency and energy to support more robust action on climate 
change this year. Moreover, action on climate change has now 
spread to more venues, creating a more complex landscape 
for tackling this problem but greater scope for progress.

The climate negotiations in 200  in Copenhagen introduced 
an alternative model for global progress on climate change 
based on bottom up political pledges by countries of what 
they are prepared to do on climate change accompanied by 
periodic review by other countries of progress. iscussions 
in Cancun in 2010 reaf rmed that new model of “pledge 
and review.  That was a huge breakthrough, though media 
coverage failed to reali e that Copenhagen broke a stalemate 
in the negotiations, because key developing countries like 
China and India made international commitments to address 
climate change for the rst time.

In Copenhagen, leaders also af rmed their commitment 
to keep emissions concentrations of greenhouse gases 
below the level that would lead to a 2 degrees Centigrade 
increase in global average temperatures, the level beyond 
which scientists consider dangerous. The general sense is 
that long term concentrations should not exceed 4 0 parts 

T
he next two years will be critical for progress on climate change, 

particularly for global reductions of greenhouse gas emissions 

beyond 2020.

In September, world leaders will meet at the United Nations to 

consider what is perhaps the greatest threat to human survival...
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greenhouse gas emissions as well as adaptation so countries 
can withstand climate change. Increasingly, developing 
countries are calling for so called “loss and damage  to 
compensate them for the negative conse uences of climate 
change. These demands for funding may be irreconcilable. 

TSF: Tell us how we got to where we are today.

Busby: The rst climate treaty, the UN Framework Convention 
on Climate Change, was negotiated in 1 2 at the io arth 
Summit. It had no legally binding commitments. Since 1 2, 
parties to the Framework Convention meet annually to 
elaborate new measures to address the problem in negotiations 
that encompass almost all of the worlds countries.

Following on the success of the o one negotiations, the 
climate negotiations moved to develop legally binding 
agreements to reduce greenhouse gases. The yoto Protocol 
was negotiated in 1  in apan and created legal obligations 
for the advanced industriali ed countries collectively to reduce 
their emissions ve percent below 1 0 levels by the period 
200 2012. eveloping countries like China and India had no 
legally binding commitments.

Unfortunately, some countries that signed yoto never 
rati ed, notably the United States. Canada rati ed but 
ultimately withdrew. apan rati ed and tried to keep its 
commitments but found it dif cult, all the more so after the 
Fukushima nuclear disaster in 2011. The uropean Union 
did the most to meet its commitments and was the only 
actor enthusiastic about a second commitment period 
under the Kyoto Protocol for the period after 2012.  
 
With China s emissions rising rapidly, its greenhouse gas 
emissions overtook those of the United States, and it 
became the largest emitter of greenhouse gases in the late 
2000s. Since the late 2000s, recognition of rising emissions 
by China and other countries has created demands for 
those countries to take on commitments of some sort. The 
climate negotiations in 200  in Copenhagen were thus a 
breakthrough on multiple fronts—a recognition that treaties 
might be awed instruments for progress, particularly if key 
states were not included.d
Joshua Busby is an associate professor of public affairs at the 
University of Texas at Austin. He has held research fellowships 
at Princeton University’s Woodrow Wilson School, Harvard 
University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, and 
the Foreign Policy Studies program at the Brookings Institution. 
Busby is a life member in the Council on Foreign Relations. He 

served in the Peace Corps in Ecuador from 1997 to 1999.

per million ppm  of C 2. y ecember 201 , the world 
had already reached nearly 400 ppm, with concentrations 
perhaps likely to top 1,000 ppm by end of the century 
without aggressive action.  

TSF: What is different in 2014 that makes progress more likely  

Busby: The worst of the global nancial crisis appears to be 
over, which takes away one competing issue for resources and 
attention. In addition, parts of the Fifth ssessment eport 
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change have 
come out that reaf rm that the problem is getting worse. 

TSF: Will a new agreement be concluded successfully in 201

Busby: It s hard to say. Some agreement is likely, but what 
form it will take is still very much in uestion. t the 2011 

urban climate negotiations, countries agreed that the 
new agreement will take the form of “a protocol, another 
legal instrument, or an agreed outcome with legal force.  

This elastic language means different things to different 
actors, with some, like the uropean Union, probably more 
committed to a protocol. thers, like the United States, no 
doubt have something different in mind, that the “legal  
form may re ect that a country has domestic legislation or 
regulations on the books. India and China may want to push 
for an even less stringent agreement. In the end, there may 
be some compromise that some elements, such as measuring 
and reporting emissions, may be binding while mitigation 
measures might not be.

ne of the main reasons why a Kyoto style protocol is unlikely 
is that some countries are reluctant to sign on to new, legally 
binding instruments. The re uirement that two thirds of US 
senators offer their advice and consent is a ma or hurdle in 
the United States. ther countries like China and India are 
also wary about taking on new legal commitments that they 
see as limiting their economic growth.

The issues going into 201  revolve around, rst, the nature 
and relative ambition of country commitments to address 
climate change  second, whether emerging economies like 
China and India are willing to take on commitments of some 
nature  third, what commitments countries like the United 
States are willing to make  and fourth, how to reconcile 
nationally derived commitments with what is re uired to 
meet global climate goals. 

eyond this, the big issues have to do with money to 
support developing countries, including mitigation to reduce 
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On Pain and Visions
Making the World Safer From Nuclear Terrorism

By Ambassador Alfredo Labbé

Illness is the most heeded of doctors: to goodness 
and wisdom we only make promises; pain we obey. 

—Marcel Proust

In 2012, three protesters, including an octogenarian nun, broke into the 12 National Security Complex in ak idge, Tennessee, and painted slogans 
on the outside wall of the uranium processing plant. The break in underscored how nuclear material security is a problem for the whole world. P Photo

rik Schel ig
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I
could not help but recall Proust s haunting admonition while reading William 

Tobey s sober but incisive recounting of the uly 2012 incursion by three 

peace activists headed by an 2 year old nun into the innermost security 

perimeter of the at the 12 National Security Complex—the so called “Fort 

Knox of Uranium  in Tennessee where most of the United States  stock of 

weapons grade uranium is kept.

s Tobey argues in his policy analysis brief recently pub
lished by the Stanley Foundation, this spectacular breach of 
security, taken together with the more than 20 illicit nuclear 
traf cking incidents worldwide in the last two decades, con
rm the plausibility of the nuclear terrorist threat. They also 

constitute factual evidence of the need for a continued, col
lective, and global effort to prevent nuclear terrorism. 

The 12 intruders in icted pain only on the establishment s 
pride. ut this peaceful feat could have been in nitely more 
painful had the protagonists been motivated by criminal 
determination. This time we were lucky, and I emphasi e 
“we  because every nuclear security threat concerns every 
nation and every conscious, responsible citi en. 

SHALL WE KEEP RELYING ON GOOD LUCK?

fforts to confront and prevent nuclear terrorism gained 
both political momentum and structure with the rst Nuclear 
Security Summit NSS , which installed a decidedly arcane 
issue high up on the international agenda. The NSS process 
renewed or deepened security cooperation among relevant 
powers—including middle powers—while galvani ing the 
International tomic nergy gency I  into action. 

oth the NSS and the I  are needed to build credible 
prevention: the summits provide political dynamism while 
the agency contributes multilateral legitimacy and techni
cal expertise.

Nuclear security and nuclear safety—political and techno
logical twins—are presided over by the principle of nation
al responsibility, meaning in practice that states engaged 
in signi cant nuclear activities keep them ealously in the 
sanctum of national sovereignty, including their security 
and safety conditions.

Thus, apart from a handful of legally binding instruments, 
most measures to reinforce nuclear security are voluntary, 
constituting at best political undertakings, including the ac
tion plans adopted by the NSS and the I . 

While soft law mechanisms can serve well the normative 
needs of some important activities in our globali ed world, 
voluntariness is patently insuf cient to build an effective 
nuclear security architecture.

If the effects of a nuclear terrorist attack or a nuclear ac
cident can reach well beyond national boundaries, the 
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then, as experience shows, human beings will remain the 
weakest link in most security and safety chains. 

Nuclear security culture, embedded in the conscience and 
behavior, will help to curtail the danger of nuclear terror
ism, but risk elimination—for instance, through nuclear dis
armament—will provide lasting assurance.  

In his paper, Tobey identi es two breeds of advocates of 
nuclear security: transformationists and incrementalists. 
Nurtured in eclecticism and diplomatic exibility, could I 
dare proclaim myself an incremental transformationist  

The menace we all want to confront calls for immediate ac
tion, fostering synergies and building upon the instruments 
and processes we already have. Such action still re uires 
the political stimulus triggered by the NSS, and I am con
vinced that the summit process should continue until its 
urgent objectives are attained. 

et, nuclear security is a chapter within the larger multilat
eral nuclear agenda, inserted into the fundamental objec
tive of preserving peace and international security (a goal 
best served by the elimination of all nuclear weapons . nly 
a multilateral arrangement bestows the political legitimacy 
without which collective action is neither effective nor lasting. 
That is why the NSS will have to be followed—eventually—
by an open ended process leading to an all encompassing, 
legally binding foundation for nuclear security architecture. 
The vision of a coherent, multilaterally sanctioned bulwark 
to prevent nuclear terrorism complements, naturally, that of 
a world without nuclear weapons. 

Let us walk incrementally but surely toward the achieve
ment of both. d
Ambassador Alfredo Labbé is Chile’s permanent representative to 

-
enna and ambassador to Austria, Slovakia, and Slovenia. He is the 
alternate sherpa of Chile to the 2014 Nuclear Security Summit in 
the Netherlands. He has also served as ambassador-deputy per-
manent representative of Chile to the United Nations in New York.

Resources. The Stanley Foundation policy analysis brief 
“Planning for Success at the 2014 Nuclear Security Summit  
by William Tobey is available at www.stanleyfoundation.org.

“The Way Forward for Nuclear Security  video, a look at 
what the global nuclear security system needs to stop terror
ists from ac uiring enough ssile material to make a nuclear 
bomb. www.stanleyfoundation.org

populations at risk have every right to demand security and 
safety conditions commensurate with the risks they are un
willingly exposed to.  

Nuclear terrorism is a collective threat that cannot be con
fronted in isolation from the international community: nu
clear dangers affect us all  any effective and responsible an
swer has to be multilateral. s in any other security related 
realms, con dence and con dence building are essential 
here, and they need global reach. 

This necessity underpins the notion of assurances, pro
vided by nuclear states, which is emerging from the NSS 
process as a response to human security imperatives. Such 
assurances re uire an environment of transparency and ac
countability sustained by a process of effective implemen
tation and continuous improvement.

 rewall notion of sovereignty cannot keep countries from 
the demands of an interdependent world. 

The nuclear security—and safety—architecture imposes 
a cooperative, multilaterally oriented understanding of 
sovereignty, where nuclear security assurances and other 
con dence building measures are undertaken as an exer
cise in leadership. Under such a conception, adherence to 
and compliance with legally binding instruments are invest
ments in a collective enterprise where every party grows 
richer and stronger with each new partner. This enterprise 
has many stakeholders: the nation state is but one of them. 

The NSS process insists—and rightly so—in the need to 
foster and consolidate a global nuclear security culture. 
Such a culture will stem from political impetus, multilateral 
process, and good governance at all levels. To this recipe 
I would add legitimacy—a political category that provides 
a voluntary, noncoercive acceptance of norms and duties 
and that constitutes the cornerstone of modern, democrat
ic societies. Thus, nuclear security culture necessitates the 
concerted and creative cooperation of governments, op
erators, regulators, industry, professional guilds, academia, 
and civil society. 

Investigators of the 12 incident have concluded that 
complacency lies at the heart of the security failures at ak 

idge on the night of uly 2 , 2012. The biological and 
psychological reality is that human beings are not built to 
endure continued levels of stress, excitement, or pain. Sus
tained alertness such as re uired from security and military 
personnel under threat conditions does not come naturally 
but results from indoctrination, training, and control. ven 
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The March 2014 gathering of world leaders for the Nuclear Security Summit will be the largest the Netherlands has ever seen, outsi ing the ague 
Peace Conference of 1 0 —when the rst stone was laid at the Peace Palace (pictured . The ague Peace conferences are what led to the capital being 
referred to as an “international city of peace and justice.

T
he March 2014 Nuclear Security Summit in The ague is the 

third in a row since President arack bama s call in 200  for a 

new international effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear material 

around the world. Like the previous meetings in Washington, C, 

in 2010 and Seoul in 2012, the summit in The ague will focus on 

preventing nuclear terrorism. 

t the gathering world leaders will concentrate on eliminat
ing from vulnerable places nuclear material that can be used 
for weapons purposes  on better protecting the remaining 
material  and on strengthening the international architecture 
for nuclear security. The utch chairmanship has also invest
ed in improving the ef ciency and the effectiveness of the 
relationship between governments and industry. 

Industry—including shipping and storage companies—has a 
primary responsibility for protecting nuclear material. States 
are responsible for issuing laws and regulations and ensuring 

that these are implemented, but they also have a responsibil
ity to do it in such a way that the system works in practice.

The simplest yardstick for success is the number of states that 
have removed all or most of their weapons usable nuclear ma
terial from their territories. The number of states with that mate
rial has fallen from 2 to 2  since the Seoul summit. nd it is not 
the whole story. The Netherlands, for example, has decided to 
store its remaining highly enriched uranium, once used or des
tined for use in a research reactor, in a well protected storage 
facility. So, to the extent it could be called vulnerable before, it 
isn t any longer. That box can be ticked as well. 

A Gathering in the City 
of Peace and Justice

Making the World Safer From Nuclear Terrorism
By Ambassador Piet de Klerk



20 Courier 

PROGRESS

I am convinced that the summit process has led to better pro
tection of the remaining nuclear material around the globe.
 
This analysis follows, rst and foremost, from the nature of 
the summit process. In the preparatory phase, the personal 
representatives of heads of state and government and other 
civil servants involved need to be able to answer uestions 
from their political leaders about the actual implementation of 
international conventions and recommendations. With such 
scrutiny, bureaucracies simply run faster, at least for a while. 

Second, the summit process has led, by its very nature, to 
a greater receptivity for international peer review mecha
nisms, in particular for International Physical Protection 

dvisory Service and other review services of the Inter
national tomic nergy gency (I . The Netherlands, 
one of the forerunners in this area, has had excellent ex
periences in cooperating with the I , and I note with 
satisfaction that many other countries re uest such ser
vices as well. 

What is measurable here is the commitment of states to 
better nuclear security. 

Considerably more states have now rati ed the amended 
Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material 
( , up from 4 at the time of the Washington summit , which 
gives protection levels that should apply to the different cat
egories of nuclear material. owever, the re uired number 
of rati cations is not yet suf cient for the entry into force 
of the amended convention. Considerably more states now 
subscribe to the code of conduct on the safety and security 
of radioactive sources, 120 instead of around 100 in 2010.

BREAKING THROUGH LETHARGY 

The summit in The ague will have a variety of outcomes. 
The communi u —or consensus statement—will be the cen
tral one, and the one to watch most closely. Many themes will 
come back that have been dealt with in the previous summits 
in Washington and Seoul. This should not come as a surprise. 

The center of gravity of the community of states participat
ing in the summit process is moving slowly, and continuity 
is the norm. Nevertheless, one can expect progress in a 
number of areas.

 string of paragraphs will de ne better than before the 
international nuclear security architecture: what we need, 

where we have made progress, and where we need to do 
more. s to the relationship between governments, indus
try, and regulatory bodies, the communi u  offers some 
useful language for progress in that area. 

Nuclear security measures have sometimes been described 
as guards, guns, and gates. That approach is too simple 
and militaristic for my taste, but the fact of the matter is 
that most arrangements in the nuclear security realm are 
con dential matters. Thus the uestion arises, ow can 
states, together with companies, build the con dence of 
others that their nuclear security measures form an effec
tive whole  The communi u  will probably offer a set of 
measures that can be used to enhance such con dence.

ne can also expect a variety of joint statements by groups 
of countries that have cooperated in a particular area. These 
are statements that for one reason or another are not a prod
uct of the summit group as a whole, but of groups of nations 
that found themselves to be in mostly practical agreement. 

Two examples of such statements that are particularly 
important for the Netherlands include one that launches 
a number of basic tools for the rapidly evolving eld of 
nuclear forensics. The other example is an initiative that 
started with the three summit chairs—the United States, 
South Korea, and the Netherlands—and grew into a large 
group of nations, which all committed to implementing the 
recommendations of the I , both in the eld of nuclear 
material security and in the security of radioactive sources. 
It seems self evident that recommendations of the best 
technical experts coming together in ienna should be 
implemented at the national level, but there are many rea
sons for countries not to do that, or at least not now but 
maybe later. The strengthening initiative tries—with suc
cess—to break through such lethargy. 

A SAFER WORLD

There will be many other joint statements, probably more 
than ever before, including one on nuclear disarmament. In 
my view, this mosaic shows what nations are actively work
ing on and what is important to them. They contain conclu
sions that are not, or not yet, agreeable to all, but never
theless they are useful additions to what we already have.

It is a bit early to say how much progress participating 
countries have made nationally. s I am writing this, many 
national progress reports haven t come in yet. nly when 
that is the case do we have the complete picture and can 
we assess how far we have come in the last four years. t 
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will depend on the crisis du jour. The fact of the matter is 
that the gathering of leaders is the biggest the Netherlands 
has ever seen, bigger than The ague Peace Conference 
of 1 0 , when the rst stone was laid at the Peace Palace. 

ut the comparison also points to continuity: The leaders 
will meet in The ague, city of Peace and ustice. It can 
then be expected that the outcome of the meeting should 
help to make the world a safer place. d
Ambassador Piet de Klerk is the Netherlands sherpa for the 2014 
Nuclear Security Summit. He has held various senior level diplomatic 
positions such as ambassador to Jordan and deputy permanent rep-
resentative at the United Nations in New York. From 1998 until 2003, 

Resource. “The Way Forward for Nuclear Security  video, 
a look at what the global nuclear security system needs to 
stop terrorists from ac uiring enough ssile material to make 
a nuclear bomb. www.stanleyfoundation.org

The graphic explains the Nuclear Security Summits which began as a call by US President arack bama for the world to lock down the global supply 
of weapons usable nuclear materials. ( raphic by the 2014 NSS media team

the same time, we should be clear: This is a dynamic area, 
and the work will never be nished.

The Netherlands has tried to get more attention for the se
curity of nuclear material in military use. We did that know
ing very well that such material cannot be part of an inter
national architecture in the same way that material used in 
the civil sector is. Nevertheless, the security of military ma
terial in nations is important as well, and we don t see a rea
son why they could not declare that their military material is 
e ually well protected, if not better, than their civil material 
and that they would take international good practices and 
agreed recommendations into account in protecting that 
material. It is clear we have a long way to go on this score, 
but the step forward is that countries have agreed on the 
need for the evolving nuclear security architecture to be 
comprehensive.

It is too early to say for sure what political leaders will dis
cuss when they meet in The ague. To some extent that 
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Rivalry, Vengeance, 
and Hope 

Neighbors or Foes on the Island of ispaniola
By Andrei Serbin Pont

 aitian man, who has been living and working undocumented in the ominican epublic, waits for ominican immigration of cials to allow him back 
into the country. ( euters icardo ojas
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problem of racism and discrimination  against blacks in 
general and aitians in particular.

There have been troublesome signs that government ac
tions or inactions condone violations of human rights. 
Several bloody incidents between ominicans and others 
suspected to be of aitian descent have led to the death 
of at least one person and serious injuries to several others.
Countries in the region and intergovernmental organi a
tions have been uick to react and push the ominican 

epublic and aiti into talks to defuse tensions. 

Civil society played a key role in mobili ing organi ations 
like the Caribbean Community and Common Market and 
the rgani ation of astern Caribbean States to condemn 
the ominican government s actions. 

nd there have been signs that the pressure is working.

In early 2014, aiti agreed to provide its immigrant workers 
with national identi cation cards—which had been a key 
gripe of the ominican epublic—and a few weeks later, 
the ominican government decided not deport aitians 
with so called “irregular  migratory status.

The results so far represent a rst step in the dialogue pro
cess and hopefully will translate into further agreements 
that protect the rights of all the people and prevent any 
more violence on the Island of ispaniola. d
Andrei Serbin Pont is the research coordinator for Argentian-
based CRIES (Regional Coordinator for Economic and Social 
Research) and a member of The Nexus Fund’s Global Advisory 
Council. He holds a bachelor of arts in humanities with a concen-
tration in public policy from the Universidad Nacional San Martín, 
is a graduate of the National Defense College in Argentina, and is 
carrying out graduate studies in international relations at the San 
Tiago Dantas Program in Brazil.

 century later, the fascist leaning ominican dictator afael 
Trujillo, who had his own designs on controlling all of ispaniola, 
added his bloody stamp to the islands violent history when he 
ordered the murder of almost ,000 aitians in the 1 0s, 
turning the border into a scorched no mans land.

Today, the memories of the brutality persist, along with a 
legacy of ultranationalist and racist propaganda, and are 
mixing together with a recent set of laws stripping citi en
ship from around 200,000 ominicans of aitian origin—
pointing to a new tragic chapter in the violent history of the 
island neighbors.

Late last year, the ominican constitutional court ruled that 
the children of undocumented foreign immigrants born in 
the ominican epublic since 1 2  cannot be citi ens. 

The decision was the latest in a series of laws and reforms 
in recent years aimed at chipping away at and eventually 
denying the right of ominican nationality to ominicans 
of aitian descent. Until 2010, anyone born on ominican 
soil was granted citi enship.

ominican President anilo Medina of the ominican 
epublic further polari ed the situation in November by 

establishing a plan to deport all foreigners living in the 
ominican epublic who do not ualify for the normali a

tion of their migratory status. 

The approval and implementation of these laws is not only 
a violation of the rights of a large portion of ominican 
citi ens but a worrying indicator of the persistence of racist 
ideology that may lead to an escalation of violence and the 
eventual perpetration of mass atrocities.

Two United Nations human rights experts have said that 
the ominican epublic has a “profound and entrenched 

I
n 1 22—a year after aiti s independence— aitian dictator ean Pierre oyer 

invaded the eastern part of ispaniola island, what is today the ominican 

epublic. Fearing a repeat of past aitian led massacres, the eastern islanders—

who already called themselves ominicans—posed no resistance. The 

occupying aitian forces lived off the land, commandeering or taking whatever 

they wanted, for 22 years until being ousted by ominican revolutionaries. 
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