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Session 1: Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament: the Pat as Prologue

The first speaker provided an historical overvidmuclear disarmament efforts since 1945.
He suggested that the ups and downs in these emaisadvave been closely linked to the ups
and downs in the broader political climate. He@alsgued that after the initial attempts to
achieve complete nuclear disarmament had failedfdtus moved to more partial measures
and then to two main projects conceived in the $980ne of these was to prevent the further
spread of nuclear weapons through multilaterarumseénts like the NPT and the safeguards
of the IAEA. The second was to control the strategclear forces of the two largest

possessors by restricting missile defences. Hedhgued that these two projects came under
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increasing question from the late 1990s: the Bestause it was becoming clear that the
multilateral instruments alone would not be suéfitito prevent determined states from
proliferating; the second because growing concebasit the proliferation of missiles made
missile defences more attractive, while the enthefCold War suggested that their limited
deployment need not put an end to effort to cordff@nsive nuclear forces. He concluded
that, despite the current gloom in some circlesuabiee prospects for arms control, it is too
early to despair of their future. Measures hawnhbatroduced to supplement the multilateral
non-proliferation instruments, and overall the neméf nuclear warheads in the world
continues to reduce. Moreover, the political whaedbrtune may once again turn in favour
of instruments like the Comprehensive Nuclear Best Treaty (CTBT) and a Fissile
Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). The speaker arguieat the British Government is
committed to moving forward on these subjects anehigendering new momentum both in
non-proliferation efforts (as evidenced by its rivléenternational efforts to deal with Iran's
nuclear activities) and in nuclear disarmamentréff¢as evidenced by various recent
Ministerial speeches on the subject and practicakwey AWE on the techniques needed to

verify warhead dismantlement).

The second speakspoke about alternative ways for multilateral gtexcters to think about
how they tackle the challenges of nuclear disarnmini@rawing on a research project he has
led at UNIDIR onDisarmament as Humanitarian Action: Making Multilateral Negotiations
Work, he discussed this from the perspective of exargihbw negotiators handle

uncertainty, or whether they indeed always recagitizIn general, disarmament diplomats
spend a remarkable proportion of their time andgias vying over matters of procedure in
multilateral processes. But they seem to givielgtistained thought to whether and how their

perceptions, habits of work and the nature of thectures they work within might be
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important to their effectiveness: he described dkishe ‘cognitive ergonomics’ of multilateral

negotiating.

Generic ‘lack of political will" explanations wemdten insufficient in usefully explaining
success or failure in multilateral negotiation. gNigators are also heavily dependent on social
transactions between each other to build trust tlagid level of performance matters in
making multilateral negotiations work. So, theunatand structure of multilateral

interactions is worth further scrutiny. Multilatéenvironments that promote and facilitate
contact, as well as the development of trust batveactitioners enabling more flexible
arrangements for dialogue and the emergence ofecatpn, are likely to be more

productive. Small gains in this respect, he suggkstould yield big benefits, and he outlined
some types of misperception and bias that can ivegjainfluence common purpose, stifling
possibilities for cooperation and putting negotiatm the wrong frame of mind. These
includefalse polarization (that we perceive the stance of another on am issbe extremely
different from our own or ‘polar’ when they are afly not),inferred ideological differences
leading parties in a negotiation to assume thégrasts are incompatible, and thed pie

bias: this is the belief that the interests of negotisitare diametrically opposed and that gains
for some must be at the expense of others. Thisezal both sides to assume that a mutually
beneficial agreement is impossible and that negiogigpositions are “set-in-stone”. But we
know from research in multilateral processes thatexpectations and interests of states are

not usually fixed in reality, he said.

There is also the potential for conflict betweendamental and instrumental preferences—the
difference between ends and means. In the eveat mhpasse, one can change the structure

of negotiation, do nothing, or identify a subgrdbpt has shared fundamental preferences and
3
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work in parallel to the existing structure. Hemed out, based on detailed observations, that
this had yet to happen in the Conference on Disarend (CD) in Geneva, but suggested that
it had worked in other disarmament-related contextgeneral benefit. He also argued that
the input and pressure of transnational civil syaeuld help negotiations achieve successful
outcomes, but observed that these pressures hachb&bly absent in relation to nuclear
disarmament in recent times. Finally, he highlighttee need for greateognitive diversity
among negotiators, which he argued is key to fogjaronditions for serendipitous moments
of breakthrough in collective problem-solving: aftiis was limited in disarmament forums,

especially those in which civil society access \aged.

In discussion, some of the participants questiddi€dfficials at the meeting as to how the
British Government could reconcile a modernisabbiirident with its declaratory
commitment to nuclear disarmament. The officiglyavas that the United Kingdom was
maintaining and not upgrading an existing capahiénd that the British nuclear stockpile
had been reduced since the late 1990s to lesd@tawarheads. It was also emphasised that
while British nuclear weapons were a hedge agaimsincertain world, the UK’s position did
not breach its obligations under the NPT, andntamed committed to achieving a world free
of nuclear weapons with the realisation that thismwet likely be accomplished in the short-

term.

Another contributor asked whether the recent istarenuclear power has increased the
difficulty to achieve total disarmament since thiseads nuclear technology to an ever
increasing number of states. A speaker respordgdttwas unclear whether there really was
a so-called ‘renaissance’ in civil nuclear powet;, it that if there were to be then the key
would be to ensure that states continued to hasesado civil nuclear power while ensuring

4
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that this did not lead to proliferation. This cdulot be achieved simply by refusing them
access to the sensitive parts of the fuel-cyclanjum enrichment and plutonium
reprocessing facilities), but incentives, suchued issurances, might encourage them not to
acquire these technologies. One speaker suggbstiedhile the policies of the United States
are an important factor here, even more importastdeen the relationship between Russia
and the West. He suggested that if this relatipnsfas stronger, it would be far easier to
deal with states currently out of compliance withit non-proliferation obligations,

especially Iran and the DPRK.

The question of the level of mistrust in the CDrimn-Western countries was raised. A
speaker replied that this mistrust exists, but tht@atmosphere has improved. He pointed out
that there is great diversity within the so-caldmh-Aligned Movement (NAM). He

reflected that, in his experience, trust was gdaedrbetween negotiators through informal
coffees and other mechanisms. The relationshgisdévelop between individuals during
negotiations can be very important, and he citecettample of the interpersonal chemistry
between Clive Pearson and his US counterparts whashinfluential in securing progress at

the 2000 NPT Review Conference.

Another participant wanted to know if the fervobat the Russians displayed over the Czech
missile shield was irrational. Likewise, there veaguestion as to whether the American fear
of rogue states is even more irrational, since dreybased on weapons systems that do not
currently exist. One of the speakers noted thantlssile shield idea might be seen as posing
a challenge to MAD upon which strategic stabil#gted since the Cold War. Nevertheless,
since the current US plans are too small to proaideal defence against the Russian arsenal,

he suggested that Moscow’s decision to object tdNd&onal Missile Defence (NMD) was
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difficult to understand strategically. Howeverp#mer contributor disagreed, noting that even
a limited missile shield could become highly sigraht in a world where the nuclear weapons

states (NWS) had embarked upon a process of nutikEm§mament.

Session 2: Trust but Verify

The first speaker spoke on the topic of ‘TrustiMg?ifying? Panicking? The international
approach to Iran’s nuclear programme’. She sugddsit Iran is a good case for illustrating
the problem of verifying commitments and buildingst. From the Iranian perspective, the
reaction of the West to their nuclear programsh®es marked by inconsistency. Iran was
one of the first countries to sign the NPT and isesmkgenerous support from the West to
develop civilian reactors. After the revolutionlii79, the nuclear reactors served as a
reminder of the Shah’s decadent regime and itsioakhip with the West, so the new
government in Tehran scaled back the program tpaive that both France and Germany
took them to court for breaching contracts. Subeatly, the discovery of the scale of the
Iragi nuclear weapons program during the 1991 @ldf caused Iran to develop a similar
program, which, after the shock of the Iraqi progréed the West to become suspicious. The
speaker argued that the key source of the midteisteen Iran and Western governments was
that the latter project their own insecurities olmém, assuming that if we were Iran, we

would be building nuclear weapons.

There have been coordination problems in dealirg ikén partially because multiple tracks
(IAEA, EU3, the P-5+1 (Germany), and the Securibuf@cil) are occurring simultaneously.

No doubt such inconsistency breaks trust, butestleow there is a coherent message. To
date, the IAEA has had the most consistent appraadran increased level of legitimacy

because of its multilateral status.
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Verification can be problematic as it is never petbut can lull countries into a false sense of
security. Verification is only one strand in agar information-gathering process that
includes the media, NGOs, and more secret infoonagathering exercises. Whether it is
possible to create a new relationship with Irannsertain, but trust is at the heart of this
question. We have to ask ourselves if sanctiodsnaititary attack can successfully promote
changes in Tehran’s behaviour. It is importarfbttus not just on enrichment at the expense
of other outstanding issues. The Iranian caseldhmuframed within the wider context of a
renewed commitment to nuclear disarmament so liea¢ tis no perception of a double-
standard. Here, she invited the nuclear weapaessta renew their NPT vows as a basis of
establishing greater trust between the NWS anddheNWS. The path to trust could be
renewed if, for instance, a new US President rnéeathe CTBT. We also need to handle the
DPRK better, as this will have effects on the retaghip with Iran. Finally, we need to
appoint people to the negotiation table who worthimithe larger conceptual framework of a

nuclear-free world, not those who are just themméde a deal.

The second speaker spoke on the topic of ‘How ntrush, through what kinds of
cooperation, should nuclear verification reasonabtyuire’? He saw arms control as a
process of bargains and balances. In order to mh&kprocess work the apprehensions of
both sides must be met. Trust must be a seemessanable possibility that is worth working
for. Inspections are an important component, lbey tan not be the whole solution as they
can become an opportunity for political drama. réhe a political requirement and public
expectation that states which are suspected otauwleapon ambitions reassure the
international community of the peaceful naturehait nuclear programmes. Iran, for

example, has never seriously engaged in such @gsa@f openness and accountability, and
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there seem to be very few justifications for suetrscy if its nuclear intentions are peaceful
ones. She recognised that there could be a mjifitatification for secrecy because
reportedly the United States has used informatiom fprevious weapons inspections for
targeting purposes. However, there is alreadynaiderable amount of information in the
public realm here, and it is unclear how much mof@mation can be gained from mining
the data from the verification process. Therepatential economic justifications for secrecy,
but it is unclear what aspects of a civilian nucksector are so commercially sensitive that

inspectors should be denied unfettered access.

He suggested that we need to create a situatiorevgogernments accept an increasing level
of access and transparency to successfully commienilceir peaceful intentions to others
within the NPT regime. The speaker argued thattwiag needed was a conversation in
which the trustee (the state which is seeking tmsits trustworthiness) engages in a
conversation with trustors demonstrating the pedcefture of its nuclear activities.
Demanding a well-supported conversation is not akweeasure — it can be very effective.
This has to be kept separate from an understamdingtivation and historical context and it
needs to be backed by a sense that there are cemeeg to the dialogue. Crucially, there

must be willingness to act if trust is broken.

In discussion, some participants suggested thditdar being on the defensive, Iranian
leaders believe they are winning in the Middle Edsspite Tehran having been sanctioned
by the UN Security Council. The worry was exprestat if Tehran does see itself as
increasing its regional power, it will make it muciore difficult to bring Iran into
compliance with its international obligations. @ersely, others argued that although Iran

may have scored some important political poinssgdéfiance of the Security Council has not
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been a costless action, both in terms of the ala@hran has caused its neighbours and the
increased exposure to the use of force from Wasringr Tel Aviv to halt its nuclear

ambitions.

Some contributors thought that it was difficultédk about trust in the nuclear area, and some
questioned whether you cold build trust with degpagimes. Specifically, how can the
West trust the Islamic Republic if it denies thddtaust? Others believed that such
ideological differences had to be compartmentalggeds not to derail the possibility of
reducing mistrust and developing cooperation innihelear area. Here, a parallel was drawn
with superpower arms control in the 1970s. ThedéhBtates and the Soviet Union did not
allow their competition for influence in the Thivelorld to derail SALT, at least in the early
part of the 1970s. Another example of such compamtalisation is Burma which, as one
participant pointed out, is an important playethia NPT despite its abysmal human rights
record. Those who favoured compartmentalisatiggssted that if progress could be made
in the nuclear area it might spill-over and leadadoperation in other areas of the

relationship.

Another contributor asked what the speakers’ cotmep of trust were, given that he
personally defined it as ‘confidence without knoade’. It seemed to him that the speakers
were using a loose conception of trust, and thaiification is central, then trust cannot be
achieved as mandatory verification is hostile ®¢heation of trust. The second speaker
responded by questioning whether such an appraeithst could ever be operationalised at
the international level given the costs of mispthtrest, and that politicians would struggle to
legitimate such an approach to domestic publicsth&®, there are certain things that must be

verified if trust is to exist. This should not taken as an insult, because a pattern of non-
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compliance leads to the suspicion that a state trhigve something to hide. In reply to the
contention that suspect states have to demonsf@tarustworthiness to trustors, the
questioner made a parallel with a marriage ceremdlgen a couple say their vows, they do
not add that they will be employing a private inigegtor to verify that the husbands or wives

are complying with their commitments.

Session 3 - The Security Council as a Trustee forudlear Order

The first speaker spoke on the role of the Sec@ayncil, specifically about Article 24 of the
UN Charter that confers on the Security Council‘gnenary responsibility’ for maintaining
international peace and security. In dischargms function, the Security Council acts on
behalf of all UN members. Any UN body, includifgetlIAEA, has the right to refer subjects
to the Security Council. On 28 April 2004, Resmlnt1540 was adopted under the Chapter
VII provisions of the Charter. This obliged membtates to refrain from supplying any
components related to nuclear, chemical, and bicdébgveapons, or their delivery systems, to
non-state actors. The speaker argued that thimmwagample of the Security Council acting

to enforce universal non-proliferation norms.

In its role as a trustee of the global nuclear pritee speaker believed that the specific
policies of the Security Council should be set gitlee particular circumstances of each case.
For example, it was important that China was adreda Security Council action in relation
to the DPRK after Pyongyang’s missile tests in 20B8@ argued in relation to Iran that the
Security Council’'s role had been pivotal, and dould stay united might yet succeed in
bringing Iran into compliance with Resolutions 169837 and 1747. However, he cautioned

that trust does not easily exist in this domain.

10
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The second speaker spoke on the elusiveness birtrie experience of the Security Council
and Iran. He contended that Iranians do not samdklves as part of the ‘axis of evil'. They
have a very high opinion of themselves, basedyparticlaims to being the cradle of
civilization. The people in the Middle East segeadtern of discrimination against them. For
example, the West, especially the United State#jruaously veto any resolutions that
negatively affect Israel. They see this as systiernaequal treatment. Similarly, during the
invasion of Iraq, the United States did not realtyher to go through the UN process.
Iranians believe themselves to be an aggrieved pathe international system. In this
regard, the speaker cited the fact that nothingdea® after Iraq attacked Iran with chemical
weapons in the Iran-lraqg War, and though reparatwere paid from Iraq to Kuwait, there
were no similar reparations for Iran. He claimieal tafter Iran’s clandestine program to
enrich uranium had been discovered, they came aedraccepted the Additional Protocol as
well as suspending enrichment activities for twarge Despite this, they were still included

in President Bush’s ‘axis of evil’ speech in Jayu2002.

Some of the audience considered that the Unite@<sSshould have responded positively in
2003 to Iranian overtures to create a better maiahip. It was pointed out that the response
of the neoconservatives to the apparent Iraniast-tsuilding move — ‘we don’t speak to evil’
—strengthened the hard-liners in the Iranian regi@e the other side of the ledger, it was
pointed out that Iran had not responded favourtbtize overtures of the Clinton
Administration which included Secretary of Statéidht apologising to Tehran for the US
role in the coup of 1953. Another contributor rekeal that the Islamic Republic had not
responded positively to the offer put by the EUigHRepresentative for the Common
Foreign and Security Policy, Dr. Javier SolanaisWould have begun a dialogue without

preconditions between the E-3 (the United Kingdbnance, and Germany) and Iran, leading

11
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hopefully to the suspension of both Tehran’s emnieht activities and the limited sanctions
which the Security Council had imposed in Resoluti@37. The inducement for the Islamic
Republic being that this would have opened the tmdvashington joining the dialogue,

bringing with it the possibility of security guataes.

It was pointed out that Iran consumes a lot of gperhich helps explain its interest in
developing nuclear power, and there was a generslensus that Iran was entitled to the
peaceful uses of nuclear power. However, it was pbinted out by some patrticipants that
this entitlement, and Iran’s economic needs forgynedid not require Tehran to develop
those sensitive aspects of the fuel-cycle whiclsediso much suspicion in the West (e.g.
enrichment). One contributor remarked in relatmmhether Iran could be trusted with
mastery of the fuel cycle that it was difficultttost a regime that wants the destruction of
another UN member and which denies the holocduadtying to explore a way forward, it
was pointed out that with the issue now in the Basfdhe Security Council, it was difficult
for Iran to back down without it being seen as mnitiating retreat. In this regard, it was
suggested that perhaps the advent of a new US &dration in 2009 would lead to a

softening of positions on both sides.

Other contributors returned to themes from preverssions, noting that there is a long
history of undeclared nuclear activity on the pdrthe Islamic Republic, and that in addition
its subsequent actions have not sent a consisiesgage of reassurance to the international
community, with the result that this has led tar@asing concern about its nuclear activities.
Iran has continued to pour resources into converaa enrichment plans, even though the
Russians are providing the fuel for the only poreactor so far built in Iran (at Bushehr).

There was a widespread feeling — though not shayedl participants — that the pressure will

12
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have to be increased on Tehran in terms of tousgaetions if it does not come into
compliance with the existing Security Council regmns. Accepting that Iran was building
up a military infrastructure that could supportuelear weapons programme, one participant
asked whether the challenge facing Western govertsweas to reassure Tehran so that it
could have greater trust in US intentions. Thestjor here was not whether the Western
powers could trust Iran’s nuclear intentions, lather how much could the Islamic Republic

trust the West?

Session 4 - The Prospects for Multilateral Nucleabisarmament

The first speaker spoke on the prospects for globelear disarmament as seen from the
perspective of the P5. He pointed out that it diffgcult to talk in terms of a single view

here. That said, there have been occasions whielgalar position was adopted such as the
agreement on the steps to be taken at the 2000R¢RiEwW Conference. While this was not
quite a universal consensus — some of the P5 vegmeidr with it that others — the 2000
agreement nevertheless remains the closest theaRescome to a united position. There has
been backsliding on many of the points, espectallyCTBT. The speaker asked what counts
as acceptable and unacceptable nuclear behavitemis of the P5. What constitutes
strategic stability in such an order? Can we ereabrum divorced from political issues

where nuclear states can discuss nuclear issuds@h\&tates are essential within it?

He suggested the following questions to think abisudisarmament an end state or a
process? If disarmament is regarded as an ‘etel,dtaw do you prevent against break-out
from it? In this regard, he considered that a Keallenge was to ensure that disarmament did
not lead to increased instability. Is it a procebgre some nuclear weapon states will retain

some nuclear weapons or is it a process leadigtptal zero? He suggested that academics

13
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and practitioners have never seriously exploredtwhght be meant by disarmament —is it
the literal elimination, or just the disassembloigveapons so that warning time is increased
in times of crisis? Are we getting rid of somethine see as bad, or does disarmament fall
within a larger framework of lessening conflict®?@ill this process be global from the start, or
dealt with regionally in the beginning, especiaigce the drivers behind nuclear weapons
acquisition tend to be regional rather than glob&t?what extent can we think about nuclear
disarmament apart from issues of general disarmé&mEar example, he asked how the
Russian Federation can be persuaded to cut itearusieapons if this will leave it exposed to
superior US conventional forces. Turning to thsifian of France, he asked whether Paris
will give up its nuclear weapons if it thinks theghance its security outside of NATO. And
can China be expected to join a process of disaenawhile it remains concerned about the
US development of missile defences, which it feaight embolden Washington in future
crises over Taiwan? As for the United States, faowvould the new interest in some US
circles in moving to zero be seen by other memobktise P5 (crucially Russia and China) as
an attempt to develop a position of primacy basedsoconventional capabilities? The UK
has been prominent in recent months in pressingpaudisarmament issues, and the speaker
asked how this process might be advanced. Irctnigext, the speaker asked whether US
nuclear developments over the last decade —suitte akevelopment of very low yield
weapons — indicated that the world is moving indhrection of what Lewis Dunn had once

called the ‘conventionalization of nuclear weapons’

Moving beyond the P5 to discuss the N-3/4 (Indakigtan, Israel, and North Korea), he
asked, how can you discuss disarmament with Idréis not prepared to disclose that it has
nuclear weapons? With regard to Indo-Pakistaneaungklation, attention was drawn to the

importance of Beijing’s nuclear forces in any f@@rms control/disarmament context.

14
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Finally, the question of the DPRK’s nuclear statias raised: should North Korea be
recognised as a nuclear weapons state or be segpaaisih outside of the existing regime?
The question raised by these issues was whethdutamg process of disarmament was best
pursued through the P5 or some wider mechanismvimgpthe nine nuclear weapon states

(or eight depending on how one views Israel’'s stasfmuclear ambiguity).

The speaker finished by raising some general paimbsit trust in relation to these issues. He
suggested that one place where nuclear weaponaragpe have no role in interstate
relations was in the EU context. Here, he suggdesia the US-UK nuclear relationship
depended crucially on relations of trust. Finadlgd raising a question which goes to the
heart of the DDMI's research on trust-building iond politics, he asked whether trust as a
concept was applicable to relations between buraaigs and governments, or was it only

applicable to relations between human agents?

The second speaker spoke on the topic of ‘A Viemnfthe Non-Nuclear Weapons States.’
He noted that non-nuclear states must accept tie WRereas a different set of rules apply to
the P5, although the latter cannot withdraw froen NPT whether they like it or not. He
argued that Article VI was the cornerstone of tH&INvith its commitment to nuclear
disarmament, though there might be other ways fathwaa well. For example, the five
Central Asian states (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kastan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan) had
declared their region a nuclear-weapon free zd¢ie suggested that this was a positive step

that other regions should emulate.

In discussion, one contributor asked how proceskgkobalisation affect the desire of

countries to keep or dispose of nuclear weaponspeaker noted that this was a problem,
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and wondered to what extent we are moving fromstesy of state-regulated activities to one
in which networks are emerging that operate belwwadar of the state. How are these
going to be controlled? How much responsibility @& leave to global capitalist networks
to deal with controlling the production of fissileaterials? This, he argued, raises questions

about the function of the modern state.

Another participant noted that a precondition @ihal negotiation leading to zero is resolving
regional conflicts. This can not come from the N®®Mmmunity, but rather from global
leadership. In response, one of the speakers sigghthat the evidence is not conclusive on
this matter. There were three states in the 18%ipulled back from having nuclear
weapons — Brazil, Argentina, and South Africa. dfigued that the main reason for this was
the transition from military dictatorships to demaaes. The Israel situation is a classic
chicken and egg situation. Do nuclear weaponsezkate the conflict or might progress on
the nuclear issue spill-over into helping Israel #me Arab states move to a political solution?
In reply, one participant challenged the convergiamisdom that getting to zero is a problem
because of the lack of trust. Using the metapharamastline, he suggested that getting to
the coastline of zero was hard, but once you gesteclo zero, the dynamics of disarmament
will be much easier because of the trust thatéile been built up through the disarmament
process, crucially the change of identities onpl of previously adversarial states. He
pointed to the EU as an example of this, and argju@cthe security community that the
European states have created since 1945 is an éxafrthe way in which changed identities
can promote trust. However, in response to ameealggestion that Libya’s decision to give
up WMD could be seen as an example of trust-bugldie questioned whether the Libyan
case was analogous to the EU one because thetebado bonding between societies in the

Libyan case. Rather, it has been at the levedadérs, and this left the process of trust
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vulnerable to changes in the leadership groupiipolir The speaker responded that we do
need to think about this as a dynamic procesbkadtto do with momentum and atmospherics,

but he questioned whether this was the same ds trus

Roundtable - Trust and Mistrust in the Search for Nuclear Disarmament

The first speaker noted that the concept of trute least developed in the area of non-
proliferation and disarmament. Yet, at the samme it is crucial to any process of
international cooperation. It is created throughstructive dialogue, cross-cultural tolerance,
building mutual understanding, and discovering caminmterests and goals. A process of
nuclear disarmament based on trust requires atiedun the nuclear arsenals of the P5, Iran
and the DPRK, a nuclear-free zone in the Middlg,Eaaxl controls over the spread of nuclear
capabilities to non-state actors. On the posgide, proliferation occurs on a limited scale —
mostly in South Asia, Northeast Asia, and the MédBhlst. Progress can only be made if we
deal with two things at the same time: peace andrgy plus nuclear disarmament and arms
control. He suggested that the Helsinki proceasdtarted in Europe in the early 1970s was a
good example of how we can achieve these issuesssfally. What was needed was a
similar Helsinki-style approach to a WMD-free zanghe Middle East; one that like

Helsinki embraced trust between societies as wdikaders. Nevertheless, dramatic moves
that can build trust were essential to get thegssgoing, and here the speaker pointed to the
example of Sadat going to Jerusalem and publidggeising Israel’s right to exist. If the
barriers to trust are to be overcome in the Midgtst, he argued that Israel would have to put
its nuclear weapons into the process, acceptirgséarting point IAEA safeguards on its

undeclared nuclear facility at Dimona.
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It was emphasised that we need to bring down tiiehpdogical barriers of history to build
trust. We also need trust-building measures betwseeieties. He believed that there has
been a lack of awareness in civil society aboufdlts of non-proliferation and disarmament.
Raising consciousness about such issues was amtampwle for NGOs. In relation to failed
or semi-failed states, there was a need to endi@ge $o that they do not become a haven for
terrorist groups, possibly ones committed to aeq@ivwWMD. Finally, he issued a call for the
CD to take the initiative in developing new trustifding mechanisms to manage the dangers

of the spread of fissile materials.

The second speaker spoke on the Foreign Officesgped project being conducted at the
International Institute of Strategic Studies (l1®®)nuclear disarmament. He began by
noting that the report was seeking to locate iisefhe middle ground on a continuum of trust
and mistrust: on the one hand, it rejected the sxoétrust exhibited by some advocates of
disarmament, but on the other, it wanted to avie@excess of distrust which would scupper
any schemes for breaking through the nuclear desarent deadlock. He emphasised the
point made by a previous speaker that any steparttsrdisarmament had to lead to increased
and not decreased security and stability. He stiessed that as the world moved closer to
zero, there would be a need for ever increasingl$enf verification. The Additional Protocol
was an important step here, but it would be necg$sao well beyond this level of intrusion
if the nuclear powers were to have the confidena&dtthemselves of nuclear weapons. A
key requirement of a disarmed world would be litnaias on enrichment and reprocessing
facilities, but could a consensus be achieved mniftthe P5 did not disarm first? And how
might the sequencing work here? He suggestedhbatport would seek greater credibility
by exploring these issues (and others like hedginfprcement etc) in relation to the most

difficult regional contexts, for example South Asiad the Middle East.
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The third speaker believed that there is a comnspogption that nuclear weapon states want
to hang on to their weapons at all costs, andctbrisplicates efforts to persuade Iran to
comply with non-proliferation norms. He suggedi®at much of the discussion about trust
at the workshop had revolved around what he saavregyative conception of trust — ‘do |
trust X to do what | want?’ Alternatively, he s@gted that we think of trust in a more
positive manner by taking the first steps in cregata security community. He considered that
one of the major obstacles in moving towards disamnent is the West's relationship with
Russia. The trust that existed between Russidhen@/est in the early 1990s is now
seriously degraded, for a number of reasons. Alfiecollapse of the USSR the West did not
help enough with security on Russia's new borderstead, they imposed a Western model
of economic system which degraded much of Russigtl infrastructure. Furthermore, the
enlargement of NATO gave priority to the securitycerns of Poles and Czechs over those
of Moscow, and the West’s involvement in the Kos@resis and the Orange Revolution in

the Ukraine created an atmosphere of growing nsstru

The final speaker believed that we need to establiwidespread trust, not just between state
A and state B, but between state A and all thercttages in the system in order to move
towards nuclear disarmament. It is not just a tioe®f building trust between human
agents, but also between institutions, organisataom processes; these also need integrity.
There is a whole web of organisations needed @temonfidence. The ability to respond
properly to non-compliance through regulatory agests also important. There needs to be
trust in the power of certain foundational normd anes so that even contemplating using
nuclear weapons will be a shameful act. Oveltadlre have to be many layers of trust

established, not just between states.
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He suggested that a ‘leap of trust’ is needed teariorward. This requires a situation where
the decision made would be of great cost if ndofeéd, and great benefit if followed. In the
early 1990s there was such a leap, but in thelR®@s, the speaker suggested that this had
mutated into a leap ofistrust. He likened building trust to unravelling a grea knot,

turning it backwards, and having a straight piefcgtiong. Arms control prevents the knot
from becoming tightened, but there’s also an adtiwe method to try and slice through the
knot. Complications can be disincentives until gtice through them and agree just to do

something.

In discussion, it was recommended that think-tdimksacademics and diplomats to allow the
latter to take extra dimensions into their workesBarch institutes are important because
guestions can be asked beyond those of other gmlipsnight be limited politically. This

allows you to do some serious work in a relaxedmean

There was also discussion about strategy, withpamgcipant noting how far tit-for-tat
strategies to escape the prisoner’s dilemma caakbbosvn. Others noted that there is a link
between crises and opportunities for change —mioé Will only be cut in the aftermath of
some negative transformative event. Others wonldehether getting to the edge of
catastrophe was critical in leading to new coopeggiolicies, and here contributors cited the
cases of the Cuban missile crisis and the 1983 Aliber crisis. This opened up the
guestion of the relationship between risk and trilngtre were no risk-free futures, but did the
building of trust require taking risks that fewtstéeaders will be prepared to contemplate?
Or, does the case of Reagan and Gorbachev showubkitan be built in ways that do not

sacrifice the vital interests of the major statds®ese questions led to no conclusive answers,
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but all the participants agreed that these weresthat should be the subject of future

research.

Vincent Keating and Nicholas J. Wheeler

April 2008,
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