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Executive Summary

This conference—focusing on nuclear weapons, nuclear energy, and nonprolif-
eration—was convened at a transitional moment for global nuclear policies,
when world leaders are reevaluating the interplay between the three main
nuclear policy fields for the first time in a generation. UN Disarmament
Affairs Under-Secretary-General Nobuaki Tanaka was present, as well as a
rich mix of UN ambassadors and nuclear experts. All discussions were informal
and off the record. There was robust discussion on the following subjects:

• Identifying Shortcomings of the Existing Nuclear Regime
• Goals and Characteristics of an Effective Nuclear Regime
• Controlling Our Nuclear Weapons Legacy
• Nonproliferation and Counterproliferation
• Future of Nuclear Energy
• Managing the Fuel Cycle
• Obligations for Nuclear Weapon States
• Confidence-Building Measures

Identifying Shortcomings of the Existing Nuclear Regime
While the current nuclear regime is comprised of a set of overlapping and
reinforcing elements, the fundamental structure since 1970 has been the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). At a time
when the nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction is a top inter-
national security goal, conference participants from 16 states and all
regions of the world overwhelmingly agreed that for a variety of reasons,
the entire regime, beginning with the NPT, is in serious trouble.

• As a product of the Cold War, the NPT arms control regime was regu-
lated by the competition between the United States and the Soviet
Union. Today the regime and the future of the NPT are less certain,
and states inside and outside of the NPT have begun to make their own
security decisions beyond the confines of the existing system.

• The current NPT regime is suffering from a crisis of legitimacy, stem-
ming from a lack of leadership by the United States and Russia as well
as an inability to function effectively. Many participants pointed out
that current US policies in particular mark a shift to a position that is
more “US-centric” and less multilateral.
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• Finally, the rise of nonstate actors poses a significant threat and many
participants expressed frustration that not enough time, attention, or
resources are being focused on this topic.

Goals and Characteristics of an Effective Nuclear Regime
Aside from particular components, there was a great deal of consensus
that for any regime to effectively deal with any of the nuclear issues there
has to be a set of multilateral rules and norms that can be effectively
implemented with the requisite political support.

• An effective regime will promote confidence in the existing NPT
regime, led by the principal participants, most notably the United States
and Russia.

• With the rising discussion of nuclear energy, participants discussed the
need for a secure fuel supply system without the possibility of
weaponization.

• This set of rules and norms would necessarily include a means of
handling noncompliance.

• Participants formed consensus around the idea that a more effective
means of verification is needed.

• Participants generally agreed that total disarmament is not a politically
viable option at the present time, but that it should be a long-term goal.

• Participants strongly agreed that the immediate situations in Iran and
North Korea present very serious problems for the existing arms control
regime, and that any effective regime will likely depend greatly on the
satisfactory resolution of these cases.

Despite broad agreement on these points, several participants expressed
frustration with the lack of consensus on the overall goals of the nuclear
regime and particularly the prioritization of these goals.

Controlling Our Nuclear Weapons Legacy
Since the end of the Cold War, much work and substantial resources have
been directed toward dealing with the nuclear legacy of the superpower
rivalry, particularly “loose nukes” in Russia and related items. Participants
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agreed that these threat reduction efforts have been only moderately suc-
cessful. Despite significant investment, efforts have lacked focus and only
30 to 50 percent of the identified need has been addressed.

• More resources, better coordination, and higher prioritization within
the United States, Russia, and the Group of 8 “Global Partnership” are
needed.

• Strained relations between the United States and Russia are hampering
threat reduction efforts. More than fifteen years after the end of the
Cold War, both states are still preparing for mutually assured destruc-
tion, yet paradoxically also cooperating to reduce their holdings of
nuclear weapons.

Nonproliferation and Counterproliferation
Participants were cautious in their support of counterproliferation
efforts to date. Several participants observed that there have been
notable successes including the interception of the BBC China and the
uncovering of the A. Q. Khan terrorist network in Pakistan. However,
participants also agreed that more is needed in the area of counterpro-
liferation and in confidence-building measures to gain political support
for counterproliferation activities.

• A majority of participants expressed support for UN Security Council
Resolution (UNSCR) 1540, noting that it is the first legal document
that declares proliferation by nonstate actors to be a threat to interna-
tional security.

• Participants agreed that counterproliferation efforts should be strength-
ened and expanded.

• Some participants suggested that UNSCR 1540 overreaches and may be
a threat to state sovereignty.

• Participants were hesitant to unequivocally support the Proliferation
Security Initiative (PSI) and called for greater transparency of PSI activities.

The Future of Nuclear Energy
Participants agreed that the effects of global warming and the rising ener-
gy needs of the developing world will drive an increased reliance on
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nuclear energy. Participants identified it as a more environmentally safe
means of energy production, but also identified several areas of concern.

• States will need assurances of access to the fuel supply. Participants
agreed that a reliable international interdependent system is needed to
guarantee states access to fuel supply.

• Nuclear energy brings significant inherent issues that must be
addressed: economic feasibility, waste disposal, the potential for nuclear
terrorism/safety issues, and proliferation dangers.

Managing the Fuel Cycle
Usually couched within the cases of Iran and North Korea, there has
been considerable discussion over whether all states are or should be
allowed to pursue a complete nuclear fuel cycle—domestic control over
the entire lifespan of nuclear materials from mining to enrichment, use,
reprocessing, and waste storage.

• A majority of participants agreed that the goal should be a rules-based
multilateral system that balances rights and responsibilities, includes
robust inspection practices, allows for the operation of market forces,
and ensures fairness and impartiality.

• Several participants suggested that the current situation be frozen, as
the only way to stop proliferation.

• Many agreed that the security risks associated with enrichment and
reprocessing support the creation of an international fuel bank, and that
many states would choose not to pursue enrichment and reprocessing if
they could be guaranteed access to adequate fuel supplies.

• Participants generally agreed that the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty
should be separated from others issues and presented for discussion, as
an additional step toward strengthening the NPT regime.

Obligations for the Nuclear Weapon States
Nuclear disarmament is still considered an essential long-term goal of the
arms control regime, however, more work needs to be done to shore up
international confidence in attention to Article VI of the NPT.
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• While cognizant of the drastic reductions in overall numbers of
weapons that have been made since the end of the Cold War, several
participants noted that the pace should be increased and that there have
been such drastic reductions only because of the vast number of
weapons that existed.

• Many noted that the United States and Russia, as the two states with
by far the largest nuclear arsenals, need to demonstrate a more aggres-
sive leadership role.

• Many participants agreed that the nuclear weapon states could also
stimulate further progress by improving their nuclear weapons postures.
They strongly agreed that the development of new generations of
nuclear weapons, both in terms of yields and processes involved, is not
consistent with commitments to disarmament.

Confidence-Building Measures
A number of individual, concrete steps could be taken, especially by the
nuclear weapon states, to reinforce confidence in the arms control regime.

• Security Assurances
Participants agreed that credible security assurances, both positive and
negative, provided by multilateral institutions are the best way to build
confidence.

• NATO Weapons in Europe
Most participants agreed that the NATO nuclear weapons currently
positioned in six European states, five of which are nonnuclear states,
should be removed.

• Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
A majority of participants agreed that the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT) is extremely relevant and should be ratified by all states.
The US failure to ratify has endangered the future of the CTBT.

• Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones
Participants agreed that nuclear-weapon-free zones are beneficial and that
there should be coordinated efforts to promote, establish, and strengthen
such zones in Africa, Latin America, Asia, and the Middle East.
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Opening Remarks

by Richard H. Stanley

Welcome to the Stanley Foundation’s 41st annual conference on the United
Nations of the Next Decade. Since 1965 we have gathered policy experts to
explore and develop solutions to important global concerns—solutions that
would lead us toward a secure peace with freedom and justice.

This year’s subject, “Nuclear Weapons, Energy, and Nonproliferation:
Pressures on the Global Community,” comes at a critical time in strategic
security thinking. Perhaps no one has done more in recent times to bring
attention to this matter than UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan. Speaking
a month ago at the University of Tokyo, Mr. Annan summed it up this way:

We seem to have reached a crossroads. Before us lie two very
divergent courses. One path can take us to a world in which the
proliferation of nuclear weapons is restricted, and reversed,
through trust, dialogue and negotiated agreement, with interna-
tional guarantees ensuring the supply of nuclear fuel for peace-
ful purposes, thereby advancing development and economic
well-being.

The other path leads to a world in which rapidly growing num-
bers of states feel obligated to arm themselves with nuclear
weapons, and in which non-state actors acquire the means to
carry out nuclear terrorism. The international community seems
almost to be sleepwalking down the latter path—not by conscious
choice but rather through miscalculation, sterile debate and the
paralysis of multilateral mechanisms for confidence-building and
conflict resolution.

On a day-to-day basis, our attention is focused on the crisis du jour—can
we roll back the North Korean nuclear weapons program? Where is Iran’s
program headed? But while we contemplate these immediate concerns,
let us not forget some broader issues as well. What are the risks of
nuclear terrorism? Why has there been so little action toward nuclear dis-
armament? Serious issues are at hand that are challenging the viability of
the international nuclear regime we have created.

Richard H. Stanley, President
The Stanley Foundation



In many ways, the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has
served the world community well. Rather than US President Kennedy’s
dire predictions of dozens of nuclear-armed states, today we live with five
declared nuclear weapon states under the NPT, the outlying cases of
India and Pakistan, the “nuclear ambiguity” policy of Israel, and only one
defection from the NPT—North Korea. Over the same period, several
states have willingly chosen to give up their nuclear weapons or abandon
their nuclear programs—including South Africa, Libya, Belarus,
Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Argentina, Brazil, and Algeria.

Yet cracks in the regime have been recognizable for some time as a result of
a variety of pressures. It seems useful to categorize the developments chal-
lenging our global nonproliferation regime into two baskets—technical and
political—and then ask what we intend to do about it.

Technological Developments
To say that we live in a technologically different world from that of 1970
is to state the obvious. In nearly every field of human endeavor, the
spread of new and advanced technology is transforming our lives and the
global community in ways that in the past seemed like science fiction.

This is certainly true in the nuclear field. The use of nuclear isotopes for
medical diagnosis and treatment is nearly universal. Nuclear research reac-
tors in 69 countries have spread knowledge and academic inquiry around
the globe. Nuclear power, utilized in 30 countries, provides 16 percent of
the world’s electricity production, as of 2004. This is expected to increase
dramatically as the need for electricity and energy in general grows in the
rising states of China, India, and elsewhere, and as we are forced to deal
with global warming issues.

Technology and the knowledge to harness it, as has been noted for all
tools, are not intrinsically good or bad. Rather, it is the use that makes it
so. In the realm of nuclear technology, this may be especially so. As one
example, more than 100 research reactors around the globe are fueled
with HEU—highly enriched uranium—a material that could be extracted
for peaceful use by the host government or stolen by malevolent actors
and then gathered together into enough material for a crude nuclear
weapon. Many nuclear power reactors create, as waste byproduct, plutoni-
um suitable for weapons use. And uranium enrichment technology for
nuclear energy can directly produce material needed for nuclear
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weapons—it’s only a difference of degree of enrichment, material, and
time. As of today, 11 countries operate active uranium enrichment facili-
ties, while 6 are engaged in spent fuel reprocessing.

Our current nuclear regime, including its many elements, does not fully
encompass the implications of the spread of nuclear technology. When
President Eisenhower proposed his “Atoms for Peace” plan in 1953, he
foresaw the spread of this technology, but concluded that it should be
channeled into peaceful uses. Within the NPT, Article IV asserts the
“inalienable right of all Parties to the Treaty to develop, research, pro-
duction and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without dis-
crimination and in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty”
while remaining silent on the question of whether to control or allow
the spread of specific technologies that could lead directly to weapons
development. And so the international regime remains hamstrung while
the definition of peaceful uses blurs. The nuclear regime depends on a
delicate balance between rights, responsibilities, and norms—while we
press on in a very nonstatic world.

Political Challenges
Politically, there is a growing sense that the rights and responsibilities of
the nuclear regime are applied unevenly and unfairly. While there is a
rising acknowledgment that new solutions need to be found on the fuel
cycle issue, there is growing discontent surrounding the pace of the
declared nuclear weapon states in fulfilling their obligations under
Article VI of the NPT. As a part of the negotiations to secure the
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indefinite extension of the NPT at the 1995 Review Conference, the
nuclear weapon states agreed to a “program of action” for disarmament
that included passage of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, a fissile
materials treaty, and the “determined pursuit” by the nuclear weapon states
of “systematic and progressive efforts” to reduce nuclear arsenals. The 2000
NPT Review Conference went even further, laying out “13 Steps” that
would act as guideposts for concrete determination of progress toward
nuclear disarmament. Insignificant progress in these areas has caused deep
resentment in the international community, and a growing doubt that
nuclear weapon states ever intend to give up their arsenals—potentially
leading nonnuclear states to revisit their own choices.

Even more alarming in the eyes of many, added to insufficient progress
toward disarmament, there have actually been moves interpreted as
regressive. Every nuclear weapon state within the NPT is rethinking
its nuclear policies, variously considering new generations of nuclear
weapons, revising nuclear doctrines to a more forward-leaning posture,
upgrading delivery systems, or actually increasing the number of
nuclear weapons in their stockpiles.

Other issues have arisen as well. Regional concerns—whether in the
Middle East, Asia, or South America—have changed the dynamics and
motivations of states seeking security assurance. And since the end of the
Cold War, we have become increasingly concerned about the power and
ability of nonstate actors to acquire, whether by theft or on the black
market, the knowledge, materials, and components to assemble a crude
nuclear weapon—if not to obtain an actual existing weapon.

Encompassing all these issues is the simple matter that, more than 15 years
past the end of the Cold War, individual states and the global security com-
munity continue to consider nuclear weapons the ultimate guarantor of
security, rather than the savage crutches of pariah nations and terrorists—as
we now think of chemical and biological weapons. Mohamed ElBaradei,
who heads the International Atomic Energy Agency, recently observed that,
“No one has seriously taken up the challenge of developing an alternative
approach to security that eliminates the need for nuclear deterrence.”

Asking the Questions
Attempts to remedy these growing problems have been mostly haphazard
and ad hoc, whether in the case of the “13 Steps” regarding disarmament,
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agreed to during the 2000 NPT Review Conference, or the passage of
UN Security Council Resolution 1540 holding states accountable for
nonstate WMD developments inside their borders. Whether such an
uneven approach can be successful or whether the global community
needs to rethink the nuclear terms of the last 35 years is the question on
the table.

Where do we go from here? What do we want to regulate? Can we still
strike a balance between peaceful uses of nuclear technology and the
increased threat of proliferation? Is nuclear disarmament still a goal?

What should be the future of the NPT? Should it be strengthened?
Should it be maintained while parallel or complementary structures are
built up around it? Or should it be scrapped? Should we start over from
21st-century first principles, not those of the 1970s?

On June 1, 2006, just over two weeks ago, the independent international
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission, chaired by Hans Blix,
released its report entitled Weapons of Terror. It underscores the need for
attention to the questions we will be discussing here and includes a list of
60 recommendations for reducing threats by weapons of mass destruc-
tion, including nuclear.

While we wrestle with these issues over the next few days together, it is
worthwhile, if not daunting, to remember that none of these questions are
entirely new. Allow me to read from the 1946 Report on the International
Control of Atomic Energy, commonly known as the Acheson-Lilienthal
Report, perhaps the first official attempt to seek solutions to these ques-
tions. This report was incredibly prescient in framing our discussions ever
since and right up into the present:

We were given as our starting point a political commitment
already made by the United States to seek by all reasonable
means to bring about international arrangements to prevent the
use of atomic energy for destructive purposes and to promote
the use of it for the benefit of society…formulated in the
Agreed Declaration of November 15, 1945…. An understand-
ing of the declarations in that document will itself throw con-
siderable light on the criteria by which any specific proposals
for international control may be judged.
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The Agreed Declaration cites three reasons for seeking interna-
tional control. This Declaration recognizes that the development
of atomic energy, and the application of it in weapons of war,
have placed at the disposal of mankind “means of destruction
hitherto unknown.” The American people have been quick to
recognize the really revolutionary character of these weapons,
particularly as weapons of strategic bombardment aimed at the
destruction of enemy cities and the eradication of their popula-
tions. Enough has been said to make unnecessary a repetition of
the probable horrors of a war in which atomic weapons were
used by both combatants against the cities of their enemy. But it
is hardly possible to overestimate the deep impression of horror
and concern which insight into these future possibilities has
made so widespread.

The second point recognized in the Agreed Declaration is that
there can be no adequate military defense against atomic
weapons. A great mass of expert testimony is involved in an
appreciation of the firmness of this point, but it appears to be
accepted without essential reservation, and subject only to an
appropriate open-mindedness, about what the remote future of
technical developments in the arts of war may bring.

The third point, and again we quote from the Agreed
Declaration, is that these are weapons “in the employment of
which no single nation can in fact have a monopoly.” Of the
three, this is perhaps the most controversial. Strong arguments
have been brought forward that the mass of technical and scien-
tific knowledge and experience needed for the successful devel-
opment of atomic weapons is so great that the results attained in
the United States cannot be paralleled by independent work in
other nations. Strong arguments have also been put forward that
the degree of technical and industrial advancement required for
the actual realization of atomic weapons could hardly be found
in other parts of the world. These arguments have been met
with great and widespread skepticism. It is recognized that the
basic science on which the release of atomic energy rests is
essentially a worldwide science, and that in fact the principal
findings required for the success of this project are well known
to competent scientists throughout the world. It is recognized
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that the industry required and the technology developed for the
realization of atomic weapons are the same industry and the
same technology which play so essential a part in man’s almost
universal striving to improve his standard of living and his con-
trol of nature. It is further recognized that atomic energy plays
so vital a part in contributing to the military power, to the possi-
ble economic welfare, and no doubt to the security of a nation,
that the incentive to other nations to press their own develop-
ments is overwhelming.

Many predictions of the Acheson-Lilienthal Report have come true—
nuclear weapons are still perceived as the ultimate tool for security,
nuclear know-how and technology have spread to every corner of the
globe, and the issues are too great for one nation to be able to dictate
policies for the rest of the globe. These decisions must be made among
nations, with sufficient buy-in and adherence to guard against the dan-
gers while enjoying the benefits. And so we will work over the next few
days to search for consensus and policy recommendations that will inform
and elevate the debate above the current instances of dissention and
toward agreement into the next decade and beyond.

To begin, let’s start with the fundamentals. Our discussion agenda asks us
to take stock of our present situation. What are the shortcomings of our
present nuclear regime? Today nuclear weapons, materials, infrastructure,
and knowledge are spread across the globe, both in ways we can define—
nuclear weapon states stockpiles and nuclear energy reactors—but also in
ways that are murky and shifting—such as the A. Q. Khan network. It is
impossible to think of addressing these problems and potential threats
purely by the actions of one, or even a few countries. The United States
can’t “solve” this situation. Neither can NATO, or the G-8. Keeping all of
us safe from nuclear terrorism and the threat of nuclear annihilation,
while assuring the benefits of nuclear energy and advanced technology,
will take a truly global effort.

Of course, this was the goal of the NPT. And the “Atoms for Peace” pro-
gram before it. And the Acheson-Lilienthal Report before that. As we sit
here in the summer of 2006, 60 years after J. Robert Oppenheimer,
Hans Bethe, and the other leading US scientific luminaries pondered
these same questions, how do we choose to seek and frame solutions?
What does our intended outcome look like? And that is the second item
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on our discussion agenda. What are the goals and characteristics of an
effective nuclear regime?

We must acknowledge that the nature of an effective nuclear regime, while
rooted in the past, is not static. During the Cold War, the superpower
rivalry between the United States and the USSR kept many forces in
check—nuclear issues being on the forefront. Fifteen years after the disso-
lution of that conflict, latent pressures have begun to create dangerous fis-
sures, while reassessments among many states have simultaneously created
new challenges. Can these international challenges be met with approach-
es that enforce and buttress global norms? Can we rely on ad hoc, stove-
piped initiatives? Can we sustain a system that ideologically separates the
“good guys” from the “villains” and applies different standards to each?

More directly, what should be the future of the NPT? Most would likely
agree that it is not a perfect document, but what do we do with that con-
clusion? Does it need tinkering? Would we be better advised to scrap it
entirely and start with a blank sheet? How do we balance those who argue
that the nuclear weapon states have not fulfilled their Article VI obligations
with those who say that Article IV is being wildly distorted beyond rational
intentions? Is the crux of the issue one of noncompliance or a generality in
the NPT itself that invites temptation to push at the boundaries?

Every generation of the Atomic Age seems to need to revisit the core
questions surrounding nuclear weapons and nuclear energy. At the begin-
ning of the 21st century, with the Cold War behind us, with increased
globalization ahead, and with nuclear challenges on all sides, addressing
this need is critically urgent. I look forward to our discussions.



...the United States
and Russia can no
longer control the
system....

Conference Report

“Taking Stock”
Participants began their discussions on issues of nuclear weapons, energy,
and nonproliferation by assessing the current situation and addressing
issues such as the shortcomings of the existing nuclear regime, the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty’s (NPT) “grand bargain” and its continued via-
bility, and the impact of the 2005 NPT Review Conference and the
World Summit.

Conference participants from 16 states and all regions of the world
expressed the view that the regime created by the NPT is under consider-
able strain. There was broad consensus that a multilateral, strengthened
regime is needed, although participants expressed a range of proposals for
actions that could strengthen the NPT and methods for implementation.
Particularly in the current, highly politicized international atmosphere,
participants also agreed that one of the key issues is operationalizing any
proposals for change or reform.

Participants noted that the arms control regime created by the NPT is a
product of the Cold War and that its stability was been determined large-
ly by the United States and the Soviet Union. Several participants
remarked that during the Cold War, the arms control regime was main-
tained because nuclear weapons were the outward manifestation of the
superpower rivalry; clear shows of force, capability, and numbers not only
shocked but regulated the nuclear players club. With the end of the Cold
War and its power-balancing dictates, nuclear weapons policies have
begun shifting from deterrence to a more forward leaning tool of coer-
cion. This changing attitude was widely perceived as more dangerous and
unstable than the traditional role of deterrence.

Similarly, most participants argued that the United States and Russia can
no longer control the system and any viable system must also include
efforts to engage all nuclear powers, including those within and those
outside the NPT regime. At the same time, some noted that part of the
failure of the NPT stems from foot-dragging by the nuclear states and
the resultant frustration generated among the nonnuclear weapon states,
particularly those states within the nonaligned movement. However,
many also emphasized that the United States is in a unique leadership
position. It should take the necessary steps toward disarmament and
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strengthened nonproliferation, providing security assurances and guaran-
teed access to technology for peaceful uses as a means of demonstrating
that leadership.

Many participants concluded that the failure to fully implement the NPT
has created a crisis of legitimacy. In addition to the lack of leadership,
there is an inability of the regime to function effectively. Some attribute
this to a system that maintains a basic dichotomy between those states
that have and those that do not have nuclear weapons. Others noted that
different standards have been applied to new states acquiring nuclear
weapons than to those within the NPT: India and Pakistan have been
treated differently than Iran and North Korea.

Several participants pointed to the increased threat of nonstate actors
armed with weapons of mass destruction (WMD). While no terrorist
groups have yet used nuclear weapons, there was concern that insuffi-
cient action by states increases the terrorist risk unnecessarily. Expressing
skepticism that the past is an indicator of the future, one participant
noted that the world has come very close to nuclear catastrophe several
times—through accidents and near uses—even when only “responsible”
state actors were involved. The extension to nonstate actors should give
even more pause.

Participants agreed that any solution to the problem requires a multilater-
al approach, but offered a variety of suggestions and recommendations.
These included:

• Establish a goal within the NPT regime to achieve better balance, bet-
ter compliance, better nonproliferation controls, and better guarantees
of access to the fuel supply for peaceful uses.

• Create a new regime involving six separate, sequential steps:

· New agreements between the United States and Russia to make
progress toward arms control, nonproliferation, and the elimination of
the concept of mutually assured destruction.

· Extension to the other nuclear weapon states within the NPT—the
United Kingdom, France, and China.

· Further extension to states outside the NPT regime—India, Pakistan,
and Israel.
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· Agreements with Iran and North Korea.
· Agreements with states with nuclear technology that have chosen not

to pursue weapons.
· A common approach to the nexus of WMD and terrorists.

This participant remarked that such a regime would be effective in
dealing with both state and nonstate actors.

• Take practical steps to strengthen the existing NPT regime including:
(1) focus on the development of practical proposals for the 2007 NPT
Preparatory Committee and 2010 NPT Review Conference, (2) urge
states to accept the US proposal for a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty
(FMCT) and specifically address the issue of verification, (3) urge the
United States and Russia to decrease the number of weapons held on
high alert status, (4) convince those states that have not yet ratified the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) that it is in their best interest
to ratify and move the world toward the goal of eliminating nuclear
weapons, and (5) establish a legal framework to reinforce the NPT by
providing negative security assurances.

• Adopt a moral basis for the agreements contained within the NPT. The
responsibility for demonstrating that moral basis lies in leadership from
the United States, which should redefine the way it looks at WMD and
change the rules of engagement for the use of such weapons.

• Understand that collective security is an absolute necessity for small
powers that are not able to guarantee their own security. Such a system
must work through recognized principles of international law. The NPT
grand bargain has been legitimated by the advisory opinion of the
International Court of Justice (ICJ), and it provides a ready framework
for such collective security.

• Participants discussed the changing role of nuclear weapons and sug-
gested that a new paradigm for dealing with international nonprolifera-
tion issues should be developed. This would involve recognizing that
nuclear weapons are more properly treated as a security liability than a
security asset.

• Many participants agreed that negotiating an alternative to the NPT is
not feasible and therefore there is a need to implement what already
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exists. One participant noted that in implementing the system: (1) there
is a need for more disarmament, but that absolute disarmament is a
politically unrealistic solution; (2) there must be a better system for
guaranteeing access to nuclear technology for peaceful uses; (3) the
United Nations is already heavily involved in nuclear issues through the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), but should play an
increased role; (4) states should be encouraged to come toward a politi-
cal consensus by rethinking the arrangement whereby some states are
allowed to have nuclear weapons and others are not; (5) UN Security
Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1540 is an important step toward
addressing nonstate actors, but more action is needed; and (6) there is a
need for political and diplomatic solutions for reducing the likelihood
that nuclear weapons will be used.

Goals and Characteristics of an Effective Nuclear Regime
The current regime, based on the complementary components of the
NPT, has been tremendously successful in the past in dealing with
nuclear nonproliferation challenges. As the system has undergone
increased stress, there is widespread agreement that improvements must
build upon already agreed-upon rights and obligations, continuing a
regime of multilateral rules and norms.

Achieving the benefits of a reinvigorated and improved regime will take
active and sustained leadership and promotion, beginning with the
United States and Russia. As the world’s sole remaining superpower, the
United States holds a unique place in the global regime, both in terms of
rights and responsibilities. As such, it must lead the regime to promote
and encourage credibility and reliance on it. Similarly, as the globe’s only
other actor on relative nuclear par with the United States, Russia must
also shoulder its own responsibilities to sustain the regime.

This leadership from the major powers, beginning with the United States
and Russia, must begin with a clear, consistent, and evenhanded approach
to the main difficulties confronting the regime: verification and noncompli-
ance. The immediate cases of Iran and North Korea illustrate these gaps in
the regime and demand solutions that strengthen the ability of the global
community to monitor and police future cases. Yet ad hoc and voluntary
measures alone are not enough to deal satisfactorily with the issues raised
by these two test cases, and more universal, multilateral understandings and
efforts are needed. More intrusive measures for inspections and more
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robust multilateral organizational efforts will increase confidence in the sys-
tem and help to move beyond mistrust and suspicion engendered by past
failures. An effective regime will make the decision of states relatively
transparent, provide a means of early detection of violations, and create a
framework for legitimizing action against cheaters.

The United States and Russia should also undertake a number of specific
bilateral efforts to improve the regime and lower nuclear dangers. First,
the United States and Russia should agree on a set of nontargeting decla-
rations. Second, they should agree to notify the other state of missile
launches. Third, they should declare that there is no intention to deploy
nuclear warheads on unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) and invite others,
including the United Kingdom, France, and China, to join the agree-
ment. Fourth, they should agree to continue the verification measures
provided in the START I Treaty before it expires. Finally, there should be
weapons reductions down to levels approaching that of the other nuclear
weapon states. Such a force level might lead initially to a posture of 500
weapons on high alert, 500 weapons on low alert, and 500 weapons not
on alert in reserve and in such a condition that it would take months to
activate them.

While dealing with compliance on the nuclear weapons side, an effective
regime will also adroitly handle the growing issue of increased global
nuclear energy usage, as the world moves to supply ever-increasing ener-
gy sources to larger populations of perpetually developing societies. Key
to this nuclear energy future will be a safe, reliable, and secure civilian
fuel supply system for all who wish it. Several proposals have been put
forth to offer steps forward in this area, notably those by IAEA Director
General Mohamed ElBaradei and US President George W. Bush, and
yet there has been little real discussion of these types of arrangements to
date. Thorough arrangements on enrichment, reprocessing, trade, inspec-
tions, transportation, and a host of other related issues will be essential to
providing a beneficial nuclear future without suffering from accompany-
ing dangers surrounding weapons-usable material proliferation.

Nuclear disarmament remains an essential component to fulfilling the
goals and intentions of the nuclear regime and, as such, should not be rel-
egated to secondary status. While opinions varied on the speed and
accounting of disarmament efforts so far, there was broad agreement on
the importance of determined and progressive action toward disarmament
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from the nuclear weapon states. A wide variety of measures have been
offered to measure progress in this area, and pursuit of these, particularly
ratifications of the CTBT and the FMCT would bolster confidence in
the overall regime. Security assurances, both positive and negative, could
act as interim steps toward reaching these objectives, though equally
dependent on the political will toward viable, multinational regimes.

An effective regime must also deal with the question of outliers to the
system in a manner considered fair and equitable. As one participant put
it, “We can’t continue to allow states outside the regime to benefit with-
out obligation or consequence; we can’t reward outliers and punish
responsible nonnuclear states.” As long as Israel, India, and Pakistan
remain outside the system and are seen as benefiting from their nonpar-
ticipation, resentment will continue to linger and fuel argumentation
based on double standards and a perceived intrinsic inequity in the sys-
tem. Whether formally within the NPT or in some independent fashion,
agreements that bring outliers more in line with the existing regime and
detail similar rights and responsibilities will build confidence.

Controlling Our Nuclear Weapons Legacy—“Cleaning up
the Cold War”
Participants engaged in a robust discussion of threat reduction efforts,
agreeing that such efforts have been only moderately successful. Even
though a large amount of money has been spent, efforts to reduce the
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nuclear threat have lacked focus. There has been only 30 to 50 percent
progress on cleaning up nuclear materials, which is not very successful
considering the amount of time. Participants also expressed frustration
with the lack of emphasis on expertise noting that there are assets within
the scientific community that could have been leveraged to assist with
reduction efforts.

Participants generally agreed that while a great deal of time, money, and
resources have been spent on threat reduction, there is still a lack of
resources, poor coordination, and fuzzy prioritization on the part of the
United States, Russia, and the Group of 8 “Global Partnership” in threat
reduction programs and proposals. However, while participants agreed on
the need for increased resources and coordination, they did not agree on
how this should be accomplished. Some argued that increased coordina-
tion should come from the Global Partnership. One participant noted
that the Global Partnership is to continue until 2012, but there is no plan
of operation or organization for actions to be carried out between now
and 2012. Another called for the creation of an information clearing-
house as a mechanism for coordination of actions and information.
Others proposed using the UN Security Council to identify pressing
issues and to place pressure on groups to move in and take responsibility
for dismantling nuclear weapons.

Participants identified the odd relationship between the United States
and Russia and cited this relationship as one of the biggest obstacles to
threat reduction efforts. One participant described the relationship as “a
crazy split personality,” pointing to the actions of both states in simulta-
neously preparing for mutually assured destruction and helping each
other dismantle their nuclear weapons. Several participants also noted
that Russia and the United States are increasingly suspicious of the inten-
tions of the other state, which has led to an undermining of the activities
of the Global Partnership and has prevented access to sensitive sites.
Many participants noted the need to fix the basic relationship between
the United States and Russia and called upon these two states to improve
relations, engage in progressive discussions, and demonstrate threat
reduction leadership to the rest of the international community.

Participants also noted that threat reduction efforts have been hindered
by a lack of funding, particularly for initiatives such as the Global
Partnership. While $20 billion was pledged for the Global Partnership by
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states initially, the funding has not been realized. The Global Partnership
is experiencing donor fatigue. However, one participant remarked, “If
there was greater political will, we could find a way to solve the problem
of lack of resources.” One participant recommended the World Bank as a
potential source of increased funding for threat reduction, noting that the
World Bank is already playing a role in the elimination of chemical and
biological weapons and landmines. Others disagreed, because nuclear
issues are not related to the primary goal of the World Bank—the elimi-
nation of world hunger.

Participants were generally supportive of the idea of applying the princi-
ples of Comprehensive Threat Reduction (CTR) to other regions of the
world, in addition to the United States and Russia. Many agreed that
CTR has provided a political conduit and a set of useful tools that can
and should be exported to other situations and regions. However, some
participants felt that CTR should not be applied elsewhere because it has
not yet been completed between the United States and Russia. One par-
ticipant suggested an assessment of CTR in the context of Russia and the
United States, internalization of the lessons learned, and then a study of
how the lessons could be applied to other regions.

Participants also discussed the political viability of threat reduction pro-
grams and agreed that efforts need to be repackaged. One participant
noted that a starting point that everyone can agree on is the statement
from the 2005 NPT Review Conference that “the only absolute guaran-
tee against a terrorist use of nuclear weapons is the elimination of nuclear
weapons.” Another participant proposed labeling threat reduction pro-
grams as a nuclear reduction agenda and called for the creation of a polit-
ical platform that could be supported by politicians that simultaneously
demonstrates a strong stance on defense issues but that could also be
implemented easily. “We must start down the road to a safer future by
tightening the grip on nuclear weapons and this is something the US
people would buy into.”

Nonproliferation and Counterproliferation
Participants were cautious in their support of counterproliferation
efforts to date. Several noted that there have been some successes
including the interception of the BBC China and the elimination of the
A. Q. Khan terrorist network in Pakistan. However, participants also
agreed that more needs to be done in the area of counterproliferation
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and that confidence-building measures are needed to gain political sup-
port for counterproliferation activities.

Participants expressed mixed reactions to UNSCR 1540. Most agreed
that UNSCR 1540 has achieved ownership by a great number of states.
However, there are still a number of states that are not engaging in good
practices and there is not a comprehensive plan or timetable in place to
assist those states or secure their compliance. Many participants noted
that UNSCR 1540 is the first statement in a legal document that prolif-
eration by nonstate actors is a threat to international security and creates
a unique nexus between proliferation and international terrorism.
UNSCR 1540 creates a comprehensive set of measures that states need
to take and has improved state capacities to respond to efforts of prolifer-
ation. However, one participant noted that while states that have
embraced globalization and see the need for a system of collective securi-
ty have embraced UNSCR 1540, other states perceive it as a threat to
their sovereignty. Several participants also recognized that many states
view an increased role of the Security Council as threatening and contin-
ue to view the Security Council as representing only Northern interests.

Participants disagreed about the level of success regarding the implemen-
tation of UNSCR 1540. Many participants noted that it does not have a
timeline for implementation, does not contain consequences for failure to
implement, and relies on good faith action by states in implementation.
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Other participants pointed out that reporting has been quite successful
with 130 states sending their initial reports voluntarily. In some cases, the
UN Security Council has requested additional information, and 70 states
have provided this. Only 60 states have not met the reporting require-
ments of UNSCR 1540. One participant remarked that it is important to
keep in mind that many states are having difficultly convincing their state
to take the measures recommended by UNSCR 1540 and that outreach
could be a way to increase compliance and encourage reporting. Another
participant recommended the use of regional organizations to increase
compliance, and others noted that when states send their reports to the
Security Council they could note the areas where they need assistance so
that outreach efforts could be targeted effectively. Such information
would also be useful in separating those states that cannot comply due to
lack of resources from those states that refuse to comply for domestic or
international reasons.

Participants engaged in a robust discussion of the Proliferation Security
Initiative (PSI), with many hesitant to characterize its efforts thus far as
successful. One participant noted that the PSI started as an ad hoc group
that recognized a need and formed a multilateral cooperative. This partici-
pant felt that such progress could not have been obtained by starting within
a multilateral institutional framework. However, another participant noted
that all the PSI members share the same interests and opinions and that if
the initiative was universalized it could be hard for many states to secure
the necessary national political support. Many participants recognized that
it is difficult to discern under international law what the legal rights of
states are. All of the signatories to the PSI believed that it would give pow-
erful states the right to board ships at any time and in any place, however
implementation has been very controversial and has been viewed by some
as legitimizing piracy at sea. Some participants called for increased trans-
parency of PSI activities and noted the need for all states to know what has
happened and why when an incident occurs.

There was some dissatisfaction expressed with the term counterproliferation
and the implication that there is a difference between counterproliferation
and nonproliferation. Some participants stated that the term implies that
active involvement on the part of states is necessary, which has made
counterproliferation initiatives a hard sell politically within many states.
Participants suggested replacing the term counterproliferation with other
terms, such as antiproliferation or positive security assurances.
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Participants generally agreed that counterproliferation efforts need to be
strengthened and expanded and offered a variety of suggestions for
improvement. It was suggested that a body of data be created outlining
the downstream political and economic consequences of proliferation.
Such data could be presented to states contemplating the development of
nuclear weapons and serve as a method of deterrence from such action.
There was also a suggestion that the Convention on Nuclear Terrorism
be used as a mechanism for forward momentum. One participant also
suggested strengthening counterproliferation efforts by obtaining better
intelligence, promoting shared intelligence, and developing a viable solu-
tion to the problem of counterproliferation financing.

The Future of Nuclear Energy
“Today not to plan for the use of nuclear power would be globally irre-
sponsible.” Participants agreed the effects of global warming will require
an increased reliance on nuclear energy in the future. One participant
noted that there has to be a threefold increase in energy production by
2050 to maintain the current standard of living and meet population
increases and that nuclear energy is likely to play a large part in meeting
those demands. However, while participants were supportive of increased
reliance on nuclear energy and identified it as a more environmentally
safe means of energy production, participants also identified several areas
of concern that arise with increased reliance on nuclear energy.

Under Article IV of the NPT, states have an unalienable right to pursue
nuclear technology for peaceful uses and are guaranteed the fullest possible
access to information necessary to do so. However, participants also recog-
nized that there is a connection between nuclear energy and nuclear
weapons and a need to ensure that the right under the NPT of access to
nuclear energy technology is not being used for access to nuclear weapons
technology. One participant argued that security relationships need to be
changed so that states with the ability to develop nuclear weapons choose
not to develop nuclear weapons. Another participant noted that the NPT is
an instrument of international security and was not intended to be a mecha-
nism for technology exchange. Others also argued that the Article IV right
to pursue nuclear technology for peaceful uses does not include the right to
enrich. To address these issues, participants recommended an increase in
multinational operations, the development of a reserve fuel bank under
IAEA control, a moratorium on new national facilities, and the develop-
ment of a multinational arrangement for spent fuel reprocessing.
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The largest problem identified by participants with increased reliance
on nuclear energy is the lack of an effective means of waste disposal.
Participants agreed that there are two major problems with waste dis-
posal: the environmental concerns surrounding disposal and the poten-
tial for weaponization. Reprocessing is one option for lessening the
environmental impact, but this solution leads to increased potential for
proliferation. Participants discussed several potential solutions, includ-
ing burying the waste in the sea bed, burying the waste in geologically
stable areas of the earth, and sending waste to the moon. They cited the
need for a coordinated and planned effort on the part of the entire
international community to deal with these problems and noted that if
the market is allowed to determine the solution to the waste disposal
problems, the outcome will not be optimal. Several participants felt very
strongly that there should not be increased reliance on nuclear energy
until a solution to the problem of waste disposal can be reached.

The second largest problem with increased reliance on nuclear energy is
providing credible assurances to states of access to the fuel supply.
Participants recognized the need for a reliable international interdepend-
ent system to guarantee states access to the fuel supply. The system would
also need to be designed so that states could not use political or other
motivations to circumvent or manipulate the system. One participant
described a current initiative by the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership
to develop a small nuclear reactor with a secure reactor core that could be
shipped to a location and returned after the life of the reactor. In order to
obtain the reactor, a state would need to agree to forgo certain fuel cycle
activities, such as reprocessing, but in return would be guaranteed a fuel
supply for the life of the reactor and would not have to deal with the
issue of waste disposal. However, this proposal only deals with the
removal of the waste from the reactor and does not contain an ultimate
solution for waste disposal.

Several participants also noted that increasing reliance on nuclear energy
also increases the potential for nuclear terrorism. If there were a lack of
political or military control in a nuclear state, it could be easy for a ter-
rorist organization to obtain a nuclear weapon. However, a more likely
scenario would result from terrorists targeting and attacking a nuclear
reactor or by terrorists obtaining spent fuel and conducting a radiological
attack, possibly through the use of a dirty bomb. Many participants
expressed frustration with the lack of organization and leadership on the
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problem of nuclear terrorism. One participant noted that Latin America
has made attempts to deal with the issue of nuclear terrorism on a
regional basis and urged that other regions can and should do the same.

Managing the Fuel Cycle
Participants agreed that effectively managing the fuel cycle requires a
rules-based multilateral system that will balance rights and responsibili-
ties, while allowing room for the operation of market forces and robust
inspection practices.

Participants began their discussion on management of the fuel cycle by
discussing the two proposals that have been presented to the international
community thus far. The first proposal was presented by President Bush
to the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) in February 2004. It would
require an agreement among the members of the NSG not to transfer the
enrichment or reprocessing technologies to other states. The second pro-
posal was presented by IAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei in a
series of articles in The Economist in 2003. This proposal calls for a mora-
torium on the development of new capacity and the creation of an inter-
national framework for managing the existing capacity.

The Bush proposal was not well received by the NSG, the 2005 NPT
Review Conference, or the G-8. The proposal calls for the denial of tech-
nology to states that are in good standing with the NPT and in the inter-
national community. One participant noted the European Union (EU)
has offered a similar proposal that would deny enrichment and reprocess-
ing technology to states that are not in good standing with the NPT.
However, these proposals have been seen as creating another dichotomy
within the NPT between those states that have the technology and those
states that are not allowed to have the technology.

Several participants expressed the idea that the only way to stop prolifera-
tion is to freeze the current situation, and that there is a need for one
international governing body that ensures fairness and impartiality.
Expressing frustration with the differential treatment of states, one par-
ticipant remarked, “Can we not in our wisdom of humanity agree that we
all stand on common ground?” There was also consensus around the idea
that any governing body should be a rules-based and a multilateral system
capable of developing practical solutions to the problems of managing the
fuel cycle. Several participants noted that such a system is not only a
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good idea but is essential because international security is indivisible and
threats to security are really threats to all states.

With agreement on the need for an institutional framework to manage
the fuel cycle, participants offered varying proposals as to how to create
such an institution. One participant recommended the IAEA as a
potential forum for discussion, but others expressed concern that start-
ing with the IAEA could prejudice the outcome. Another participant
called for the creation of an entirely new international body to manage
the fuel cycle, but again others noted that such a process would be very
lengthy, would involve disputes about membership in the body, and
would not produce results in the immediate future. Other participants
recognized that there is a lack of leadership on this issue and recom-
mended the formation of a coalition of the willing. It was suggested
that such a coalition could initially discuss the situation in Iran, but
could also potentially develop a set of rules that could be applied more
broadly in other situations in the future. “Iran is a crisis, but it could
also be an opportunity—we might be able in the resolution of the Iran
crisis to create a prototype of the international solution.” One partici-
pant noted that while there is a lack of consensus about what to do and
who should do it, there is a lot of discussion on the issue and the pro-
posals presented thus far are a credit to that discussion. This participant
also emphasized that there is room for several groups and several differ-
ent initiatives to address fuel cycle management issues.

Many participants agreed that both the costs and the security risks asso-
ciated with enrichment and reprocessing are very high and thought that
states would relinquish their right to enrich and reprocess if they could be
guaranteed access of adequate fuel supplies. To this end, participants dis-
cussed and recommended the creation of an international fuel bank.
Participants noted that while an international fuel bank is a great idea, it
could be difficult to establish because it creates further issues of owner-
ship, production, control, support, conditions, location, and access to
enrichment technology—all of which would need to be resolved before
the fuel bank could operate effectively.

The role of the IAEA relative to the establishment of an international
fuel bank was also discussed. Article IX of the statute establishing the
IAEA provides the framework for the establishment of a fuel bank, but
that provision has rarely been used. Participants generally expressed a
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desire to have the IAEA involved in the activities of an international fuel
bank, but some were hesitant to give full control to the IAEA due to cur-
rent problems of overextension and lack of funding.

Participants also discussed the FMCT as it relates to management of the
fuel cycle. There was general agreement that FMCT should be separated
from other issues and presented for discussion. In the absence of progress
on FMCT, several states have moved forward by imposing their own
moratoria on the production of fissile material. Most participants agreed
that a multilateral agreement, such as the FMCT, is still necessary and
that such an agreement could be an additional step toward strengthening
the NPT regime. Disagreement about the FMCT centered on the issue
of verification. Some participants urged ratification of the FMCT as is
and dealing with the issue of verification as an amendment. Other partic-
ipants asked that realistic verification factors be included in the FMCT
from the outset. Such factors would include: (1) all declared reactors and
all enrichment plants placed under IAEA safeguards, (2) agreement that
a fissile material cutoff does not include existing stockpiles of materials,
(3) expansion of IAEA safeguarding efforts and expansion of the capabil-
ity to verify composition, and (4) increased resources for the IAEA to
support increased roles and responsibilities.

Obligations for the Nuclear Weapon States
Participants agreed that there is still a commitment to disarmament on the
part of the nuclear weapon states and that drastic reductions in numbers
of weapons have been made since the end of the Cold War. However,
many participants urged that the pace should be accelerated. They argued
that there have been such drastic reductions only because of the vast num-
ber of weapons that existed. Most participants agreed that both the United
States and Russia need to take a more aggressive leadership role in disar-
mament. Article VI of the NPT talks about disarmament generally, not
just nuclear disarmament, and participants agreed that all states could and
should do more to fulfill this obligation.

While most participants felt that there is still a general support of dis-
armament, many also noted that the nuclear weapon states could stimu-
late progress by continuing to decrease the number of weapons in their
arsenals and improving their nuclear weapons posture. Several partici-
pants noted that the United States and Russia still possess enough
weapons to destroy the world several times over. The insistence of both
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of these states in clinging to their nuclear weapons is replicated all over
the world and contributes to a hostile international climate. Many par-
ticipants recognized a lack of leadership and called upon the United
States and Russia to continue to make the necessary steps to stimulate
further progress on disarmament and improve the international climate.
One participant felt that since 1998 the United States has created a
“new arms race” through its vastly increased defense expenditures,
which is also contributing to the defensive posture of the United States
and many other states. The participant noted that throughout the
1990s, the United States steadily decreased its defense expenditures, but
toward the end of the decade made significant increases that spurred
expenditures back to Cold War levels. These increases in spending were
followed by similar increases in Russia, China, and India.

Participants discussed how to evaluate commitments to nuclear disarma-
ment. Several noted the attempt at evaluation standards in 2000 with
the “13 Steps.” Some suggested that workable standards have not been
developed thus far because nuclear weapon states tend to look at disar-
mament as a process involving quantifiable measures as the key criteria
while nonnuclear weapon states tend to look at disarmament in terms of
commitments to a future world where there are no nuclear weapons.
Many participants expressed the view that progress on disarmament in
quantitative terms is less impressive if it has not significantly affected the
nuclear posture. It was suggested that nuclear weapon states take further
qualitative steps, such as de-alerting weapons, to improve the overall
nuclear posture and make progress on disarmament.
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Most participants agreed that unless disarmament is seen as a collaborative
exercise and the issue discussed in a cooperative rather than confrontation-
al environment there will be “no incentives for the nuclear weapon states
to make further disarmaments.” Many participants agreed that the prob-
lems associated with nuclear weapons cannot be solved using conventional
tools of analysis. Participants called for increased cooperation, collabora-
tion, and an environment where interdependence is emphasized over
national interests to deal with these issues. One participant noted that
national interests in situations involving nuclear weapons are shared
national interests and the responses to them will have to be shared as well.

Participants generally agreed that calls for the development of new gener-
ations of nuclear weapons, both in terms of yields and the processes
involved, are not consistent with a commitment to disarmament. One
participant pointed specifically to calls for new nuclear weapons in the
2001 Nuclear Posture Review, an official document of the United States.
Another participant disagreed, stating that there is a legal prohibition in
the United States on the development of new nuclear weapons. However,
others noted that there was some research and development of a bunker
buster weapon and while that has now been abandoned there is discus-
sion about a reliable replacement warhead, and Sandia and Los Alamos
are involved in the creation of new nuclear weapons designs.

Several obstacles preventing further progress on the process of disarma-
ment were identified. Many participants expressed frustration with the
nuclear policies pursued by the current administration in the United
States. Participants described the current administration policies as unrea-
sonable, threatening, “unacceptable to the rest of the world,” and “the
biggest obstacle to disarmament.” Several participants agreed that the
problems are broader and that political leaders generally lack the expertise
necessary to fully understand nuclear issues.

Participants offered a variety of proposals and suggestions for improving
the overall nuclear posture and instigating progress toward disarmament.
One participant recommended that the United States ratify the CTBT as
a demonstration of leadership and then urge other states to ratify the
treaty in an attempt to move the international community toward con-
sensus. Another called upon all states to remember humanity and noted
that the current situation is very serious and very dangerous. This partici-
pant also called upon the international community to reaffirm the com-
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mitment to disarmament and reevaluate how disarmament will be accom-
plished. One participant recommended a number of practical steps
including: (1) endorsement of the US proposal for FMCT, including a
verification panel that could serve as a reference to the International
Panel on Fissile Materials; (2) de-alert and remove the unnecessary and
unacceptable risk imposed by the high number of weapons held on high
alert status; and (3) call for the strengthening of the IAEA and expand
IAEA capacity so that it could provide assurance of access to the nuclear
fuel supply.

Confidence-Building Measures

Reassuring the Nonnuclear Weapon States
Participants agreed that the nuclear weapon states should act to reassure
the nonnuclear weapon states, and recommended that providing security
assurances was the best way to build confidence. Most participants agreed
that security assurances should contain two parts: (1) there will be no
nuclear threat to the nonnuclear states by the nuclear states (negative)
and (2) if there is a threat, the nuclear states will provide security (posi-
tive). However, participants looked to different states and organizations
to provide such assurances. Some participants suggested that the UN
Security Council address the topic of security assurances or that security
assurances be provided through nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs).
Other participants noted that any credible security assurances would have
to come from the United States or from the five official nuclear weapon
states, and that at this time the United States is not inclined to give secu-
rity assurances and it is hard to reach consensus on anything among the
five declared nuclear weapon states.

While security assurances were identified as among the best confidence-
building measures, participants also recognized that they carry several
problems with them as well. It was noted that a number of states would
need higher levels of security assurances and that for these states nuclear
weapons are only part of the problem. Several participants recognized
that it is difficult to make security assurances credible beyond the point of
issuance and that there is never going to be 100 percent confidence in any
security assurance. It was suggested that the nuclear powers agree on a set
of self restraints about what they would not do, and that nonnuclear
states take certain actions to make it more likely that the nuclear weapon
states would come to their aid if necessary.
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In addition to security assurances, participants offered other suggestions
for building confidence. One participant recommended the establishment
of a regional framework for assessing and providing security assurances
and noted that in order for assurances to be credible they have to be com-
prehensive and provided by a multilateral institution. Participants agreed
with a recommendation that all states be required to declare their nuclear
material holdings by isotopic composition and pointed out that such dec-
larations would provide a more realistic identification of capacity because
holding nuclear material determines weapons capability.

NATO Weapons in Europe
Most participants agreed that the NATO nuclear weapons currently posi-
tioned in six European states, five of which are nonnuclear states, should be
removed. The group questioned the need for such weapons noting that
extended deterrence could be achieved through other means and is provided
to many other states, such as Japan and South Korea, without the deploy-
ment of weapons on their soil. Participants recognized that NATO has a
problem because several of its member states committed and recommitted
to the elimination of nuclear weapons at the 1995 and 2000 NPT Review
Conferences, but have also signed a NATO document stating the nuclear
weapons are essential. Some participants accepted the reasoning that it is
possible to commit to the elimination of nuclear weapons and, pending the
elimination, still feel a need for self defense.

Participants also discussed Russian security in relation to NATO
nuclear weapons in Europe. This should also be discussed in the
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NATO-Russia Council. Some participants recommended that NATO
unilaterally remove the weapons positioned in European states. Others
recommended that the NATO weapons in Europe only be removed if
Russia agreed to reduce the number of strategic nuclear weapons.
However, still others noted that Russia faces a threat not just from the
nuclear weapons in Europe but also from the nuclear weapons in Asia
and such a proposal is likely to be rejected unless the Asian nuclear
weapon states also eliminate their nuclear weapons of the same range.

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
Nearly all participants agreed that the CTBT is important and should
be ratified by all states. Participants also identified technical and politi-
cal dimensions to any prohibition on the testing of nuclear weapons. In
the technical dimension, there is a desire to stop the testing of weapons
in an attempt to deter the further development of more advanced
nuclear weapons. In the political dimension there is a desire to stop the
testing of weapons as a further commitment to a nuclear free world.
Many participants agreed that the CTBT has been harmed by the US
refusal to ratify. Several participants called on the United States to take
a leadership role and move forward with the process of ratification as a
gesture to the rest of the international community and a reaffirmation
that the United States is committed to eliminating nuclear weapons and
does not intend to develop new weapons. Some participants described
ratification of the CTBT as a necessary component to maintaining the
NPT regime.

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones
Participants agreed that NWFZs are constructive and suggested a
coordinated effort to promote and establish such zones in Africa, Latin
America, Asia, and the Middle East. Canada has considered a declara-
tion as a nuclear-weapon-free state, but such declaration would cur-
rently be inconsistent with NATO membership.

Other CBMs
“The most important strategic confidence-building measure is the political
resolution of conflict.” Participants agreed that successful conflict resolution
could potentially be very important as a confidence-building measure.
Other participants also recognized the role that market forces can play in
both resolving conflicts and building confidence.
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Participants urged timely action on the nuclear regime. In 2008,
START I will expire and the verification and monitoring provisions
will cease; in 2010 there will be another NPT Review Conference; and
in 2012 the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (the “Moscow
Treaty”) will expire. It was suggested that in the next two years the
United States and Russia should reach new agreements on verification
and monitoring and should prepare a new long-term strategy to be
implemented by political leaders that reaffirms the commitment to
reducing the number of nuclear weapons and demonstrates leadership
prior to the next NPT Review Conference.

Participants expressed serious concern that a lack of consensus at the 2010
NPT Review Conference could undermine the NPT to such an extent
that the regime would break apart. One participant observed that the
NPT itself is a set of norms and rules, and failure of the review process
does not necessarily mean that the norms and rules are being abandoned.
However, most participants agreed that failure to reach consensus in 2010
would have very serious political consequences for the NPT.

Recommendations
Many participants expressed concern about the future of the nuclear
regime. “The NPT may be in distress, but the obligation on us is to
reinforce it.” Participants agreed that the future of the NPT is uncer-
tain and that collaborative actions are needed now to strengthen it and
avoid failure at the 2010 NPT Review Conference. Most participants
agreed that the nuclear weapon states carry a disproportionate respon-
sibility for moving the issues forward. Several participants were dissat-
isfied with the leadership of the United States and Russia and
recommended that these states work together to spur progress. Other
participants, while noting that leadership is important, added that all
states have some level of responsibility and recommended that the
nonnuclear states work to encourage responsible behavior on the part
of the nuclear weapon states. Many participants expressed the need for
increased cooperation between the nuclear weapon states and the non-
nuclear weapon states, between North and South, and within the NPT
to deal with the current challenges and to change the international cli-
mate. Participants also agreed that there needs to be a paradigm shift
on nuclear issues and honest discussion about why current multilateral
arrangements are failing.
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The current situations in Iran and North Korea were viewed by partici-
pants as very disturbing and potentially serious. Many participants
urged engagement with Iran and normalization of relations between
Iran and the United States as early steps. “We seriously have to think
about what set of conditions would make Iran change its position,
reverse its position, or cooperate to some extent.” Participants agreed
that the international community should consider and agree on a set of
consequences for Iran if there is continued refusal to cooperate. Some
participants felt that the Iran situation illustrates a weakness in the
NPT and could encourage other states to follow Iran’s example and
manipulate the NPT for access to technology. There were several calls
for increased resources and capacity for the IAEA so that nuclear ener-
gy programs could be effectively monitored to prevent states from fol-
lowing the Iranian example.

Participants agreed that international response to the situations in Iran
and North Korea will set a precedent for action in the future. Most
agreed that any solution to these problems will require action on the part
of the United States, but urged that such action be in compliance with
international law and also involve the United Nations. There was also a
suggestion that regional organizations be heavily involved in any attempts
at diplomacy.

Participants also expected increased use of nuclear energy in the future,
but noted that nuclear energy still carries problems and risks. Several
called for increased attention to the global warming, resolving nuclear
energy problems and reducing the risks, and creating better safeguards to
protect against the risk of use of nuclear materials by nonstate actors.
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Chairman’s Observations

The world’s nuclear regime is in difficulty. Built around the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, it was created in a different era. Times and circum-
stances have changed. The Cold War, which motivated development of
many of its elements, is long ended. The emergence of nonstate actors,
rising national powers, forces of globalization, and technological devel-
opments are adding new challenges to the regime. Growing awareness
of global warming, coupled with expanding populations and moderniz-
ing societies, are encouraging greater use of nuclear energy to meet
global energy needs. Yet, in spite of these new and emerging challenges,
the nuclear regime is suffering neglect.

The most significant message to come from our lively discussions at
Sedona is this: strong and creative leadership is urgently needed to
strengthen the nuclear regime to meet these new and emerging chal-
lenges. We dare not continue to allow it to fall into disarray.

The goal must be a robust and comprehensive rules-based multilateral
system that balances rights and responsibilities, includes vigorous inspec-
tion practices, allows for the operation of market forces, and ensures fair-
ness and impartiality. It will need to cover all elements of the fuel cycle
including enrichment, reprocessing, storage, transportation, and waste
disposal. It will involve new international agreements, norms, and under-
standings. Such a system is best achieved by strengthening and improving
the present regime, rather than starting over.

Factors that will need to be woven into this development include:

• The immediate circumstances of North Korea and Iran must be
resolved in a manner that strengthens the overall regime, or else the
“crisis of confidence” in the regime will continue to worsen.

• The issues of compliance, verification, and monitoring are paramount.
Ensuring confidence in the regime will require more intrusive and
more thorough international compliance mechanisms. This, in turn,
will require enlarging and strengthening international bodies like
IAEA that are responsible for such activities.

• Nuclear disarmament must be much more actively pursued by the
nuclear weapon states, though the other goals of the nuclear regime
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(peaceful uses and nonproliferation) should not be held hostage to this.
The three pillars of the nuclear regime should be pursued concurrently.

• Developing and implementing an international multinational fuel bank
is an attractive part of the solution to several issues—proliferation con-
cerns, economics, reliable energy supplies, and a strengthened regime.

• More aggressive attention to cooperative threat reduction programs will
reduce threats from past nuclear activities and help to build confidence.

• Several specific measures would offer reassurance and build momentum
toward a strengthened regime. These include: security assurances,
removal of the remaining nuclear weapons from Europe, entry into
force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and passage of a Fissile
Material Cut-off Treaty.

Our Sedona discussions were rich and lively. Conference participants
offered many excellent proposals to help strengthen the world’s nuclear
regime. But political leadership and will are fundamental. At this point,
they are the primary missing ingredients. Let us hope and urge that these
discussions and others like them will underscore the urgency of this task
and motivate constructive action.
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