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REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON

“TRANSATLANTIC SECURITY AND NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION”"
rapporteur: Riccardo Alcaro

Introduction

In the aftermath of the unsuccessful outcome of the 2005 Review Conference of
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT RevConf), the Idituto Affari Internaziondi
(IAl) of Rome held an international conference to debate nuclear proliferation trends
and options for transatlantic cooperation to address them. The meeting was organised in
cooperation with the EU Ingdtitute for Security Studies of Paris, with the support of the
German Marshdl Fund of the United States, the Compagnia di San Paolo of Turin, the
Rome Office of the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, and the Embassy of the United States in
Rome. It took placein Rome, on June 10"-11'", 2005.

The conference brought together experts, practitioners, and academicians from
the United States and Europe to discuss a range of issues relaed to nuclear
proliferation: current shortfdls and foreseedble trends in ams control regimes,
especidly the NPT; the Iranian and North Korean nuclear intentions as major test cases
of the effectiveness and condstency of non-proliferation policess US and EU
approaches to and the prospects of acommon transatlantic srategy.

The conference agenda and the list of participants are attached to this report.

Papers

Thefollowing papers were presented and discussed during the conference:
Non-proliferation initiatives and NPT review, by Serge Sur, Professor
a Panthéon-Assas Universty in Paris 2, Director of the Thucydide
Centre and Director of the Annuaire Francais de Relations
Internationales, Paris.

- The NPT Review Conference: 188 states in search of consensus, by
William Potter, Director of the Center for Non-proliferation Studies at
the Monterey Indtitute of International Studies, Monterey (Cdifornia).

- The European Union and nuclear non-proliferation: does soft power
work?, by Bruno Tetras, Senior Research Fellow, Foundation pour la
Recherche Stratégique, Paris.

- A new non-proliferation strategy, by Joseph Cirincione, Senior
Associate and Director for Nonproliferation, Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, Washington DC.

- The Iranian nuclear programme and the West: From reactive to
effective policies, by Riccardo Redadlli, Director of the Middle East
Program, Landau Network-Centro Voltaa Como and the Catholic
Universty of the S. Heart, Milan.

- North Korea: A non-proliferation test case, by Daryl Howlett, Senior
Lecturer, Mountbatten Centre for Internationd Studies, Divison of
Politics and International Reations, School of Socid Sciences,
University of Southampton, Southampton (UK).
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- Prospects for a common transatlantic strategy to deal with the new
trends in nuclear proliferation, by Gerard Quille, Acting Executive
Director, Internationa Security Information Service Europe, Brusss.

First session —Non-proliferation I nitiatives and NPT Review

The NPT is faltering because of lack of confidence. All participants
acknowledged that the fallure of the May 2005 NPT Review Conference in New York
mirrors a deeper criss of international nuclear arms control regimes based on
multilateral  agreements. The RevConf highlighted the increesing difficulties that the
NPT member gaes have in finding common pogtions. The NPT is facing wha has
been described as a “criss of confidence’, because several member dHates tend
increedngly to see the treaty’s provisons as hindering ther interests. Mary parties
focus on that aspect of the non-proliferation regime which best serves ther interests,
paying little atention to the interrdationship between the vaious principles of the
treaty. In addition, key parties to the treaty seem less committed than in the past to these
principles. As a result, not only the treaty's effectiveness , but dso its credibility are
now put into question.

The NPT no longer protects from proliferation. These considerations led
some participants to ask whether the crigs affecting the NPT hinges more on structurd
factors than on political will. It was suggested that the NPT gtructure, designed during
the Cold War and affected by the logic of the two-blocs system, is unable to counter
effectivdy the most recent trends in proliferation — such as the nuclear ambitions of
emerging powers, the consderably easier access to nuclear technologies and materias,
and the risks posed by the combination of nuclear devices and “rogue States’ or terrorist
networks.

Many participants underlined that the NPT is no longer able to protect its parties
from proliferation threats. The treasty’s Article IV makes it possble to develop civilian
nudear activities, incdluding enrichment of uranium, which can be quickly converted to
military use. Furthermore, the tresty does not provide for adequate instruments with
which to verify compliance with its provisons or credible means with which to sanction
non-compliance or withdrawd. The perssent imbalance between nuclear wegpons
gates and non nuclear weapons states dso fuds mutud migtrust and flaws the treety’s
solidity. The ‘officid’ nuclear weapons dtates have 0 far shown a weak commitment to
Article VI obligations to disamament, which is widdy seen as linked to non
proliferation.

Has the ‘proliferation taboo’ been broken? Some participants expressed
concern that in today’'s internationd context the NPT's man objective — nort
proliferation — may no longer be seen as useful, because it does not help dabilise
relations between rival powers, as was the case when the tresty was conceived. On the
contrary, the treaty is increesngly seen as a political indrument for mutua condraint.
As a reallt, it was agued that the ‘proliferation taboo’ — the assumption that
proliferation is bad in itsdf — has been broken. Some @untries, NPT members included,
now tend to look at nuclear wegpons as a means to srengthen their political satus and
give them a say in internationd affars. From this point of view, nuclear wegpons
increase a country’s prestige, as the cases of India and Pakistan apparently suggest. In
addition, it was remarked that many NPT members considers the attempts to block
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nuclear civilian progranmes as illegitimate. They ague tha nucear weapons states
condrain the legd aspirations of non nuclear weapons states in order to keep ther
privileged datus. Thus, the deal struck between nucler and non —uclear weapons
sates — that is, the trade-off between a commitment to non-proliferation and the
promise to disasm — is under deep srain. A discussant warned that if the NPT fals
goart, avery dangerous deva uation of international norms could follow.

Bad preparation and weak commitment. Participants who took part in the
NPT RevConf in New York reported that the meeting was ill-prepared, and that
member dates did not show enough commitment. Parties were unable to agree on rapid
procedures and severa ddegations were inexperienced, composed mostly of persons
attending an NPT Review Conference for the first time. The presdency showed a lack
of flexibility —making bad use for indance of the consultative process — which played a
role in preventing the paties from assuming more compromisng dances. No find
document or statement was released by the presidency at the end of conference.

Divisons among and within groups. Experts who attended the RevConf said
that even though the negative outcome was predictable, the extent of divisons among
and within groups was driking. Stark divisons had aso characterised previous
conferences. For ingance, the 2000 NPT RevConf took place in a criticad moment, and
many thought it was doomed. However, the man collective actors in the NPT
negotiations — the five recognised nuclear wegpons countries (P-5), the Non-Aligned
Movement (NAM), and the New Agenda Codition (NAC) — showed a considerable
degree of unity and were eventudly able to find a consensus. In 2005, internd divisons
affected groups &hility to find common ground for credible proposds. In contrast to
what had happened in 2000, the P-5 did not issue any joint datement. The NAM has
dways experienced condderable internd frictions, which is no wonder consdering its
large dze (it comprises more than a hundred NPT members). This time, however, there
was no hint of a shared vison, with some countries — above dl Egypt — rigidy
mantaning ther postions. Bitter differences between NAM members and non-NAM
members aso emerged within the NAC, leading the group to a substantid parayss.
Thus, the NAC could not play the strategic role of ‘bridge’ between the nuclear and the
non nuclear weapons states that it had successfully played during the 2000 RevConf. Its
internd divisons were described by one participant as a “growing gulf”. In the eyes of
many, the falure of the 2005 RevConf put an end to this group, a lesst in its present
configuration.

Winners and losers. Paticipants expressed common opinions over the list of
winners and losers of the RevConf.

Participants maintained that for the United States the results of the RevConf ae
mixed. Experts who atended the conference in New York described the American
delegation as of low level, uncommitted, often not audible. It focused on risks posed by
‘proliferators like Iran and potentiad connections between “rogue states’ and terrorism,
but faled to make any dgnificant concessons that could have fecilitated an agreement.
At the same time, the US dong with France, did not pick up from the difficult
compromise achieved in the 2000 RevConf find document, which urged the nuclear
wegpons daes to adhere to ther commitment to further disarmament. This
uncompromising approach led some commentators to express doubts over the US
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willingness to continue to play a leading role in multilaterd non-proliferation
negotiations.

Some andysts concluded that the US missed a crucid opportunity to promote its
own interests in order to retain totd flexibility., Yet others noted that the current US
adminigration is not wholly uncomfortable with the outcome of the RevConf as it has
repeatedly expressed its scepticism about the effectiveness of multilatera regimes and
shown a clear preference for more informd inititives. It emerged that he US tendency
to de-link nonproliferation polices from disaomament while emphassng the need to
confront proliferators is not accepted by the mgority of NPT members. Its hdf-hearted
support for the drengthening of the NPT was criticised by severd conference
participants because it makes it eader for countries to question NPT efficiency and
credibility. On the contrary, experts praised the European Union for assuming coherent
and pro-active postions on key issues like agenda, programme, and fina report. The
EU, represented by the Luxembourg presidency, emphasised the urgency to revise the
dlegedly lax procedures regulating withdrawa from the NPT. One participant who took
part in the negotiations in New York reported that the EU was indrumentd in
preventing the RevConf from collapsing in the second week. However, the failure of
gnge EU members to reiterate common European podtions in thar individud nationd
interventions diminished EU leverage. French defiance over the 2000 RevConf results
could be explained in this way, but one expert contended that the negative outcome of
the negotiations do not coincide with French interests.

The Democratic People Republic of Korea was singled out as the grest winner
by amost dl participants. It was regretted that the RevConf did not discuss the case of
North Korea's withdrawa from the treaty in 2003. Indeed, Article X, which regulates
withdrawa procedures, is widely recognised as one of the man flavs of the NPT.
Equaly disheartening was that NPT parties did not address treaty loopholes that can be
exploited by non-date actors. As a consequence, non-state actors — such as terrorist
networks — were dso placed in the winners lig. Iran dso came out a winner: it
managed to divet atention from its controversa nuclear programme to nuclear
wegpons dates falure to fulfil ther disamament obligations. Some participants
remarked that the political leverage that the EU-3 (Britain, France and Germany) can
now exert on Tehran was weskened: the RevConf showed the difficulty Europeans
would have in building consensus within the Executive Board of the Internationd
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) for a resolution referring the Iran case to the UN
Security Council. Some participants added Egypt to the winners. The hard-blocking role
it played in negotiations contributed to the negative outcome of the RevConf. It was
suggested that this uncompromising sance sems from a sense of frudration: Egypt
feds it has conceded a lot in the past, but has not seen any podtive returrs. It was also
remarked that Egypt's concern for losng its traditiona leadership in the Middle East
could lead it to look at Iran as an example. China was mentioned as a long-term winner
of the non-proliferation criss. Bejing lagdy benefits from US-Iranian estrangement
because it consders Tehran a drategic partner in the Gulf region. Egypt can dso be
seen as one of its potentid partners. Some participants warned that when Beijing is
eventudly adle to offer it substantiad incentives, Egypt could abandon the US camp.

The losars lig comprises dl groups that have traditionally characterised the
‘geography’ of the NPT negotiations — that is the P-5, the NAM and the NAC. It
became evident that the P-5, as a whole, do not share common priorities. They are split
and unable to form a homogenous bloc on non-proliferation issues. Divisons among
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NAM members added confuson and mdted the group's solidity. Apparently, non
dignmet done no longer provides common ground. The NAC, as dready sad, is
considered close to its end. Severd participants added that the Russian Federation has to
be viewed as another big loser. It was unwisdy margindized at the RevConf.

Not all went wrong. Paticipants noticed that, despite bitter divisons on
priorities and end-goas, NPT paties were ale to launch a least one dgnificant
intiagtive, the Highly Enriched Uranium reduction and dimination initigtive, which is
amed a reducing the use of highly-enriched uranium (HEU) in the cvilian nuclear
sector. This measure was proposed by Kyrgyzstan and Norway and gained support from
many other key actors, such as Canada, Germany, Japan, Sweden and the United States.
Participants suggested that the initistive, which is of grest vdue in the fight agang
nuclear terrorism and the smuggling of nuclear technologies, could contribute pogtively
to counter-proliferation trends.

Review is not revision. One participant stressed that the disma outcome of the
RevConf should not be seen as the end of the NPT. The inahility to produce a find
report or Statement should not be exaggerated. Previous review conferences ended
without a find documett or declaration and were nonetheless able to obtain significant
successes (the most blatant example being the 1995 Review and Extensgon Conference
that indefinitdy extended the treaty’s life). Didlluson over the RevConf may dso be
attributed to over-expectations. A ‘review’ conference is not a ‘revison’ conference —
that means the RevConf in New York was not entitted to change the treasty. A treaty
revigon is difficult to achieve because it requires unanimity. It was argued, therefore,
that the loopholes in Article IV (civilian use of nuclear power), Article VI (dissrmament
commitment) and Articde X (withdrawa from the treety) can redigticdly be addressed
only through agreements that fdl outsde the NPT framework. Given the unredidic
prospect of an NPT revison, some discussants asserted that counter-proliferation should
rely on such measures as UN Security Council Resolution 1540 (adopted in April 2004
under Chapter VII of the UN Charter), the relevant conventions on terrorism or other,
more informa initiaives. A paticipant suggested that the UN Summit and the
following Generd Assembly sesson scheduled for next September could provide a
vauable opportunity to relaunch a leest part of the non-proliferation policies. Learning
from the falure of the RevConf, the UN members could give a boost to non
proliferation policies, for insance by reassarting the centrd role of nuclear wegpons
daes commitments to disamament or by urging the Conference on Disarmament in
Geneva to intendfy its efforts to give new momentum to negotiations over the Fissle
Materid Cut-off Treaty (FMCT).

Recdling the difficulty linked with NPT revison, one scholar advanced the
provocative thess that the indefinite extenson of the treety’s life, achieved a the 1995
Review and Revison Conference and dmost universdly haled as a great achievement,
has actudly been counterproductive: since the NPT can only be changed by unenimity,
itsindefinitely prolonged existence has made any NPT reform de facto impossible.

Extra-treaty initiatives. Paticipants generdly acknowledged the utility of such
informal  messures as the Proliferation Security Initistive (PSl), through which a
multilaterd regime to intercept suspect transfers of nuclear technology or materids has
been established on a voluntary basis, the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) guiddines for
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monitoring sendtive national exports, and the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR)
progranme, which ams a securing nucler ams and materias in the former Soviet
Union. However, there were differing views on the compatibility of such measures with
the NPT. Some andys agued tha such initigtives as the PS or the CTR are fully
complementary with the NPT because they address problems that the tresty does not
cover or is unable to tackle. Other experts warned that there can be a trade-off between
the treaty and these measures, which risks further undermining the NPT’s significance.
A paticipant deplored that NSG members have so far been unable to connect their
actions with their NPT obligations and expressed concern that they could follow the
same wrong path within the PSl framework. It was therefore argued that more pro-
active conaultation among countries is needed to ensure that these messures ae
competible with the NPT and can contribute to upholding it.

NGOs and the media played a positive role. Participants who took part to the
RevConf reported that a podtive sgnd came from the large community of NGOs
operating in nonproliferation and arms control issues, as well as from the media. NGOs
attending the RevConf as observers were often better prepared and informed than
nationd ddegations and gave some dggnificant, though unheeded, recommendations.
Media coverage was reasonably high, reflecting the public opinion's growing concerns
over proliferation trends.

Second session — EU and US non-proliferation strategies

The US has apparently shifted its attention from proliferation to
proliferators. American experts underlined that the Bush adminigtration has introduced
ggnificant changes in the US non-proliferation strategy. Both the US National Security
Strategy (September 2002) and the Nationa Strategy to combat weapons of mass
destruction (December 2002) have emphasised, as the main priority, the need to counter
threets emanating from outlaw or hogtile regimes that pursue nuclear programmes and
their potentid connections with terrorist  networks. It was remarked that both
documents, though correctly focusng on the necessty to enforce controls of nuclear
ams and materids production and transfers better, sgnd the adminidration’s shift from
the possesson of nuclear wegpons, i.e. proliferation in itsdf, to ‘proliferators, that is
the would-be possessors of nuclear wegpons. It was stressed that this approach is risky,
because it relies on unilatera perceptions of threets.

The US drategy is not working. An expert referred to the Iraq war as the first
implementation of this drategy. Indeed, the 2003 invason of Irag by the US-led
codition was judified with the supposed atempt of Saddam Hussein's regime to
develop unconventiond weapons and its readiness to use them, and secondly with its
connection with Al Qaeda Recdling that intelligence data on Iragi nuclear, chemicd
and biological programmes, as wdl as on Saddam'’s links with Idamic terrorism, was dl
proven wrong, a participant stated that the current US drategy is not working and even
proving counterproductive. US military intervention in Iragq, he explaned, has
exacerbated Iranian security concerns and probably fudled the conviction of hardliners
in Tehran that they need the atom bomb.

Libya, not Irag, is the right mode. It was underlined tha the Bush
adminigration’s focus on enforcement — even through informa measures like the PS —
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auffers from consderable drawbacks. A participant argued that what is needed is an
holisic approach comprisng dl forms of non-proliferation, counter-proliferation, and
disarmament measures. The United States and its dlies have dready experienced the
potentid of a concerted, cooperative, multifaceted approach, in deding with Libya
Libya gave up its nonconventiond wegpons programme after international pressure on
it mounted following the interception, in the context of the PSl, of an illegd shipment of
gas centrifuges (used to enrich uranium) headed for a Libyan port. Nevertheless,
participants agreed tha that would not have been sufficient had the United States and
Britain not engaged Col. Gaddafi in a pragmeatic dedl.

A paticipant remarked that today the nuclear proliferation regime is a a turning
point: It presents chalenges that a country adone, however rich and powerful, is not able
to counter effectively. The United States, it was added, should promote a
comprehensive approach based on cooperation. Washington should keep urging other
countries to adopt and implement such pragmatic measures as the PSl, but a the same
time promote international rules in the nuclear sector in a more consstert and pro-
active way. An American expert noticed that the European Union has developed high-
level nonproliferation standards that the US should assume as a mode to follow and
enhance.

The EU has become more pro-active. Experts agreed that with the December
2003 adoption of the EU Srategy against the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), the European Union opened a new phase in its security policy.
Since then, the EU has developed a more structured approach to nuclear proliferation
and devoted growing financid resources to anti-proliferation initiatives. Nevertheless,
the level of funding remains farly modest. It was remarked that the European Union
places grest emphass on the implementation of exising nontproliferation agreements,
to which it does not gpparently see any vauable dternative. The Europeans have mostly
concentrated on Iran, which represents a testing ground for the EU’s aspirations to play
an effective anti-proliferation role. Participants agreed that the EU has been able to take
on a profile diginct from that of the United States, even though its capacity to achieve
subgtantia results without the American support was disputed.

Pros and cons of the European approach. Andyss warned tha a redidtic
assessment of EU non-proliferation policies needs to take into account a range of
hurdles that dructurdly affect dl or most EU initiatives, given that they are usudly
based on an intergovernmental consensus and are carried out in a complex multilatera
context. Severd handicaps were cited: cumbersome budgetary practices, competition
among member dates, diversty of nudear cultures, and different degrees of
sengtiveness to the issue. Small and big countries often do not tave a shared vision of
ther security role in internationd affars, the latter pushing for deeper European
involvement in internationd disputes and crises. Furthermore, divisons dso  exig
among big countries. In particular, Britain and France, given thair nudear datus, tend
to retain a high degree of autonomy on nuclear issues. But it was argued that the EU can
benefit from vduable assts, the most important being the avalability of sgnificant
financid resources and, above dl, its apped as a trade and investment partner.
Nevertheless, both European and American experts acknowledged that some
deficiencies degply undermine the condgtency of the EU approach. First of al, neither
the European Union nor its member dates are able to provide countries like Iran with
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credible security assurances, which are widdy deemed to be what Tehran seeks the
most. Secondly, the EU lacks the inteligence and military capabilities to neutrdise
nuclear facilities through a military drike. Therefore, the EU can nether offer the
biggest ‘carrot’ — a security guarantee — nor threaten with the most robust ‘sick’ — a
military gtrike. As a result, its ability to dissuade potentia proliferators to give up their
nuclear ambitionsis limited.

More realism is needed. A participant expressed the opinion that the European
Union should become more redigic over what it can effectively achieve.  While he EU
does not have the politicd and militay means to replace American leadership in
internationd  anti-proliferation policies, it has not yet fully exploited its potentid. Some
participants observed that, in the find analyss, the EU's red comparative advantage
with respect to the US is that it is not the US. Accordingly, it should kecome more pro-
active, for ingance by implementing the “thirteen seps’ it endorsed a the NPT 2000
RevConf, or by imposng dricter conditiondity on proliferation issues in its relaions
with countries ‘a risk’ dnce the “nonproliferation classe’ that the EU currently
includes in its trade and cooperation agreements does not make access to the European
angle maket conditiond on raification of the rdevant internationd conventions. .
Others suggested that it should be more resolute on issues where it has a different
postion from the United States, for ingtance on the Fissle Materid Cut-off Treaty
(FMCT): if the EU is redly convinced that it is possble to verify the dimination of
fissle materids on a globa scae, it should demondrate it. While someone argued that
the Europeans should not abstain from raisng other scathing quedtions, like the
continued presence of US nuclear ams on European soil, someone ese doubted the
opportuneness of putting the presence of US nuclear warheads on European soil into
guestion. It was remarked that Washington, as well as others, ill regards NATO's
nuclear wegpons — believed to be some 400-450, dl carried by cruise missles —a key
component of European security. A discussat warned that if German politica parties
rase the quedsion during the eection campaign next Fal, this could trigger an
‘avdanche effect that would undermine NATO unity.

Is the EU really so soft on nuclear proliferation? One participant contended
that the EU is not redly that soft on non-proliferation, contesting that the “non
proliferation clause” is weak. On the contrary, it is as tough as it can reasonably ke it
obliges partners to abide by international agreements they have aready ratified, prompts
them to move to other relevant multilateral agreements, and foresees the suspension of
the agreement in case of nonrcompliance. The proposa to link the “non-proliferation
cdausg’ to rdification by third countries of other internationd agreements was rejected
a unredidic. The dause is induded in most arangements the EU has with third
countries. For example, dl action plans adopted in the framework of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), which covers countries like Isragl or Egypt, incude it. In
addition, the European Union pushes for very dgrict controls of exports of sengtive
technology and materids. It was a0 recdled that the EU is very active on other fronts,
for ingdance by cooperating with the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemicd
Wesgpons (OPCW) or by urging al sgnatory countries — the United States included — to
ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) as soon as possible.

© lstituto Affari Internazionali 9



Is there room for US-EU convergence? There was a generd consensus thet it
would be opportune, if not essentid for the Europeans and the Americans to forge
common postions on nontproliferation issues or, a least, develop their approaches and
capabilities in a more complementary fashion. The combination of soft and hard
eements that only the EU and the US together can offer was widdy believed to be the
best option to face the Iranian case. One participant warned, though, tha the United
States and the European Union encounter many difficulties in working out functiona
complementarities; even agreeing on the common languege for a joint datement on
WMD to be issued a the end of the June 2005 EU-US summit was proving hard. Some
participants remarked that the EU feds a bit uncomfortable with the US' tendency to
stress the compliance obligations of only certain countries. The Europeans fear tha this
could lead to a further weskening of the collective structure of nuclear security.

Nevertheless, severa paticipants mantaned that the United States and
European countries have concrete chances for cooperation. The Proliferation Security
Initiative was dngled out as a good example of coordinated counter-proliferation
efforts. A participant suggested that it should be expanded to internationd waters and
founded on internationa law. Yet another expert replied that there is no need for this,
because the PS is an informd initigtive dready in conformity with internationd law,
even though some countries — induding China— contest its implementation procedures.

Other measures were adso suggested: the integration of the Cooperative Threat
Reduction programme with other ams control regimes, making the nuclear cleanout —
that is the diminaion of unsecured fissle materid — a globd priority; esablishing a
technical assgtance unit a the UN; building consensus to sanction withdrawas from the
NPT; linking dissmamett to a credible verificaion sysdem; fodering intdligence
ghaing a transatlantic level. Severd experts underscored this last point, because the
role of intelligence is critica to threat assessment. The Iraq war, it was reiterated, is a
sad tedimony of poor inteligence The transatlantic partners cannot afford smilar
falures in the future. In particular, a much more detailed assessment on the threat posed
by the Iranian nuclear programme is badly needed.

Some participants doubted that nuclear dissrmament can be carried out in a truly
verifidble manner, because any verificaion system presents severd flaws and gives rise
to often endless controverses. The posshility of subjecting withdrava from NPT to
sanctions was aso contested. The NPT is de facto impossble to modify, since this
requires unanimity. Furthermore, many countries that accepted to enter the NPT as non
—nucler weapons states could not agree with extra-tresty measures which further
restrain their potentia use of nuclear technology.

Addressing the “three states problem”. All participants expressed concern
over the posshility that India and Pekistan's unchdlenged devdopment of military
nuclear programmes might induce other countries to follow suit. A participant recdled
that Japan was beginning to query its long-established commitment to non-proliferation.
Egypt and Saudi Arabia were dso pointed out as potential proliferators. Both countries
may be encouraged by the inability of the internationd community to counter Irans
ambitions and to resolve the pedsent question of Igad's officdly nonexiding
nuclear arsend. A participant underlined that India, Israd and Pekistan, as nuclear
wegpons daes that have remaned outsde any internaiond  anti-proliferation
agreement, represent a condant menace to the effectiveness of internationa anti-
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proliferation regimes and disa'mament arrangements. This “three states problem” has to
be addressed.

One paticipant criticised the EU for not assuming a more confrontationa
approach toward India and Pekistan and dlowing them to fredy pursue their military
nuclear programmes. Europe, as well as the United States and others, should have
sanctioned the two countries. It was siressed, however, that the EU wants them to give
the IAEA assurances on their non-proliferation commitments.

Discussants agreed that India and Pakisan will never give up ther nuclear
arsends and join the NPT as non —nuclear wegpons dates. This option is completely
implausble and the UN Security Council Resolution 1172, which contains such
demands, should be consdered obsolete. A participant suggested that dl three states —
thus incduding Isad — should be convinced by the US and the EU to abide by
internationa  non-proliferation commitments that currently burden the ‘officid’ nudear
weapons states.

Third session — Test cases; Iran and North Korea

Iran

EU and US aim at irreversbility of uranium enrichment freeze. It was
underlined that both the Europeans and the Americans share the assumption that Iran
has to be prevented from further developing its uranium enrichment programme. SO,
though they have very different approaches — the Europeans rey on engagement, the
Americans on confrontation —, they are equaly seeking a complete and permanent end
to Iran’s uranium enrichment activities, following the suspenson to which Iran
committed itsdf on the bass of the November 2004 Paris agreement with the EU-3
(Britain, France and Germany, in cooperation with CFSP High Representative Solana).

No legal case for sanctions. Doubts were rased on the plaughbility of
sanctioning Iran. It was remarked that the United Nations Security Council (even
assuming tha its members hold the same opinion on the subject, while the opposite is
actudly true) would probably fal to find enough evidence to judify sanctions. Iran is
widely suspected of having developed a dandestine nuclear military programme for the
lagt twenty years, but the only violation of its internationd obligations that has emerged
thus far is that it informed the IAEA of having resumed nuclear activities much later
than requested by the safeguard rules. Some participants added that there is no evidence
of the supposedly military dedtination of the Iranian nuclear programme. The few traces
of highly eriched uranium found by IAEA inspectors in Iranian nuclear faclities are
not aufficdet. Another participant, who had recently visted Iran, sad tha Iranian
nuclear facilities are workshop-type and that, in his opinion, Iran gill has a long way to
go before it will be able to build the bomb.

According to other participants, however, there are enough eements — such as
the presence of R2 centrifuges in Iranian plants — to reasonably suppose that the nuclear
programme has been partly hidden, and that this hidden part has a military gpplication.

One andyd sad that internaiond law is not the only point of view from which
to assess the Iranian case. The draegic and politica implications of Iran’s nuclear plans
aso have to be taken into account.
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The effectiveness of a military strike is dubious. There was much scepticism
about the pogtive outcome of a surgica, targeted bombing of Iranian nuclear Stes. The
1981 lgadi drike agang the Iragi nuclear facility of Ograk, which blocked the
development of Irag’'s nuclear capabilities, was successful thanks to a series of
circumstances that are absent in the case of Iran. Apart from the political implications of
a new militay drike agang an Idamic country — which al participants acknowledged
would further enflane the Middle East and the Idamic world —, there is great
uncertainty about what such an attack would achieve. If the programme is hidden, it will
resst better than the Ograk facility. The only result of the drike would be a dight
dday. Furthermore, intdligence information on Irais unauthorised nucdlear activities is
reported to be poor. A participant stressed that the United States cannot afford another
huge intelligence failure after no wegpons of mass destruction were found in Irag.

Yet another expert observed that, if the objective is to put an end to the nuclear
programme of Iran before it has developed to the point that it cannot be stopped, the
right time to attack Iran would be now. So he warned that the military option, though
not probable, isand will for the foreseeable future be on the table of the US president.

Is Iran really a rogue-state? Many participants expressed the conviction that
the Iranian proliferation criss goes beyond the sector of internationd nuclear arms
control and has its roots in the twenty-five —year long diplomatic confrontation between
the regime in Tehran and the United States. In the 2002 Nationa Security Strategy, the
United States emphasised the risk of the connection between unconventional wesgpons
and “rogue dates’ — that is, hodile governments — or terrorist networks as the most
dangerous threet to its security. Iran is dlegedly sponsoring terrorism in Paestine and
Lebanon and in his 2002 date of the Union address, Presdent Bush included it in the
“axisof evil”.

One scholar contented that such a perception of Iran as a danding threat to
globa security is largdy mideading. He emphassed that Iran is & the centre of an
ungteble and potentidly threstening regiond environment, has no reiable partners and
auffers from diplomatic isolation mainly because of its antagonism with the US.
Furthermore, hundreds of thousands of American troops operae in neighbouring
countries (Irag and Afghanigan) and in the Pergan Gulf. Iran has, therefore,
understandable security concerns. Other participants remarked that Tehran does not act
as a rogue date its foreign policy behaviour — induding its congtant efforts to avoid
exacerbating ethnic and rdigious tensons in Afghanigen and Iraq — proves its
willingness to play a condructive role in the region and to be recognised as a gedible
actor in and beyond the Gulf area. The nuclear issue has become a matter of nationa
pride, which the increesng unpopular clericd regime has been able to exploit so far to
keep control over the country. In this context, an attack against Iran because of its
nuclear programme would be perceived by the mgority of the populaion as an attack
agang the whole nation. In addition, it should be taken into account that the nuclear
issue is not in the hands of the government, but in those of the supreme leader Ayatollah
Ali Khamene and the heads of the security forces. Fndly Iran, which lacks the
financid resources to develop conventiond military programmes, consders the nuclear
programme the best rationd choice to prevent a forcefu regime change led by foregn
powers.

Some paticipants suggested, therefore, that the US should adopt a more
aticulated agpproach towards the Iranian regime, assessing the potentia of a cooperative
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Iran in an ungtable and Srategically crucid area Even Israd does not tend to takeon a
confrontationa stance againgt Tehran.

Though badly needed, a Gulf region security arrangement is improbable.
Most participants agreed then that what Iran is currently looking for is an understanding
with the US on security issues. Tehran seeks guarantees that the US will not use the
‘regime change card againg it. Secondly, Iran wants to play a decisve role in whatever
regiond order will emerge after the tectonic change in Afghanigan and Irag. Some
discussants argued that this would require an effort on the part of the US to bring the
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) members (Bahrain, Kuwat, Oman, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia and United Arab Emirates) into security taks with the lranians. But one
participant sad the chances of such a posshility were low. Apart from US rigidity
towards Iran, the other countries in the Gulf region do not trust each other. A scholar
reminded those present that the egtablishment of the Gulf Cooperation Council itsdf
could be seen as an attempt by the Gulf countries to prevent Iranian interference in
internal politics. Another participant underlined thet, as far as cooperation is concerned,
the GCC dates and Iran 4ill think in terms of a zero-sum game. This mindset needs to
be reversed, and a participant noted that the Europeans could have arolein doing this.

G-8 rather than EU-3? An expert proposed that the EU-3 negotiating group,
which has 0 fa obtained only limited results, should evolve into a larger one including
dl G-8 members. This new framework would be the right follow-up of the EU-3
formula, because it would offer severa advantages while retaining the good results the
Europeans have so far reached. The G-8 negotiating formula would directly involve
Japan, Italy and Russa — dl countries that have strong economic and energy relations
with Iran — in the talks. The G8 could aso be a face-saving formula to dlow the United
States to participate in the negotiations. Such a framework would probably meet Iranian
aspirations to become a dgnificant regiond actor and a respected member of the
international community.

Uranium enrichment: politically acceptable? One participant remarked that
Tehran would never agree to the European (and American) condition of making the
suspenson of uranium enrichment  activities irreversble. He therefore concluded that
this request — which is centrd to the European negotiators agenda — should be
abandoned. Uranium enrichment should be recognised as a legitimate activity, but
sghould a the same time be made less atractive through offers of the security
assurances and economic incentives Iran longs for. Tehran clams that it needs to have
enrichment capabilities, a least for research. If the West were to consent to Iran's wish
to diginguish between ‘research enrichment’ — which it would continue to develop —
and ‘red enrichment’ — that is, production of highly enriched uranium in a larger scae,
which it would drop — there would be room for negotiation. According to this policy
recommendation, Europe and America should provide Iran with fue cycle services, for
indance by bringing the nuclear energy cooperaion between Russa and Iran on the
Bushehr nuclear power plant into the multilaerd context, or by initiding an EU-Iran
joint venture to run the Natanz enrichment plant usng EURODIF facilities,

Some participants objected that bringing EURODIF into the Iranian nuclear
progranme is unlikdy, if not impossble In addition, experts maintaned that taks
should be conducted on a bilateral bass, which is much more flexible and makes it
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possible to address questions that are particularly problematic directly. Supporters of the
multilateral framework objected that there is deep mistrust between the United States
and Iran, which makes hilaterd talks an implausible option.

A paticipant suggested that Iran should be dlowed to develop a virtud capacity
to build a nuclear arsend and be sdtisfied with that, as is the case with Jgpan. This
would respond to its security worries because a virtua capacity is a sort of deterrence.
Some paticipants, however, raised serious doubts that the “Japanese modd” could
actudly be repeated €l sawhere.

What about human rights? Almost dl participants agreed that Europeans
should bring the respect and defence of human rights in Iran onto the negotiating table.
Yet a paticipant objected that adding a human rights dimenson to the taks would
reduce and not increase the chance of a possible understanding.

North Korea

Regional complexity worsens North Korean crisis. According to an expert on
the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK), a vey complex regiond
environment hampers efforts to solve the proliferation criss semming from North
Korea's withdrava from the NPT in early 2003 and its adleged development of a
nucler military progranme. Northees Ada does not have dructured multilaterd
arrangements, even though regiona actors — the United States included — are developing
an ever-closer economic interdependence. Regiond rivalry could trigger a ‘proliferation
chan’ involving daes like Jgpan and/or South Korea, both of which have the
technological and financid resources to develop a military nuclear programme. Jgpan,
in paticular, has ddiberatdly stopped short of passing the nucdear threshold and is
believed to be able to build a nudear arsend in a short time. Furthermore, some
paticipants expressed the fear that the ‘proliferation chan’ could involve non-state
actors, egpecidly if they were to find a way to exploit North Koreals sructura
weaknesses. This assumption was deemed pure speculdion by other participants
because North Korea is unlikdy to transfer aroad the nucler maerids and
technologies on which it is spending a disproportionate share of its scarce financid
resources. Nevertheless, no participant contested that future proliferation trends imply
risks of the increasing participation of non-state actorsinillicit nudeer traffic.

North Korea's strategic culture is based on radical assumptions. A
participant emphasised the need to gain a better understanding of the peculiar srategic
paradigm of North Koreg, in order to carify what is a stake for Pyongyang and what
can be done to dissuade it from its nuclear ambitions. As both Russa and China have
consderably improved ther rdationship with the United States since the end of the
Cold War, North Kored's international isolation has sharpened. Kim Jong Il's regime
tends to see itsdf as under a standing threast of being ousted by an externa power,
notably the United States. Security threets, therefore, are perceived as threats againgt the
nation's very exisence or, a leadt, agang the surviva of the regime. As is the case in
Iran, gaining nuclear weapons capabilities is largdy seen as the best raiond choice in
teems of both military power and cost. Like Iran, the DPRK needs to rein in its
expenditure for conventiona military programmes. A participant noted that Pyongyang
leedership has misrepresented expectations of foreign powers intentions and plans.
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More generdly, the fact that the DPRK is fighting for its very survivd, makes its
behaviour unpredictable.

The six-party talks should be more coordinated. All participants were of the
opinion that North Korea, again like Iran, longs for security assurances from the United
States. A discussant suggested that Pyongyang aims a a peace treaty with Washington,
given that the 1950-53 war ended without any forma arrangement. North Korean
defiance toward the gx-paty taks the negotiating framework addressng DPRK’s
nuclear programme issue, slems from its perception that the US is using the negotiations
to avert consdering the offer of a peace or nonraggresson ded. Actualy no participant
believed that the US is ready for such a sep, but there was a rdatively unanimous
consent about Washington's willingness to use diplomacy to solve the crigs. A military
grike againg North Korean nuclear stes was largely considered improbable, though the
US could leave the door open even for that option.

A participant who took part in the NPT RevConf in New York noticed that the
gx-paty tdks ae in line with the much suggested diplomatic optionfor solving such
issues. Regiond initidives can be a powerful ingrument to attain a podtive outcome
from problematic gStuations. It was dso reported, however, that this opinion, though
widespread, was by no means unanimous.

Another paticipant underlined that the sx-paty tadks had until then not fully
exploited their potential and suggested that they be more coordinated. The United
States, Japan and South Korea have agreed that a confrontationa stance has to be
integrated with humanitarian ad offers, but have faled to agree on whether the issue
should be taken before the UN Security Council if North Korea keeps resisting nuclear
dismantlement requests. South Korea opposes such a move, while the US and Japan are
in favour. As for other parties, it was stressed that China has a criticd role, given its
long-established friendship with the DPRK, while Russas pat in the game is of a
lower profile.

Drawing atention to what ultimate objective of North Koreda's interlocutors
might actudly be, a participant suggested that rather than focusng only on the DPRK’s
nuclear disassmament, they should concentrate ther efforts on egtablishng a nuclear
wegpons free zone on the Korean Peninsula as a necessary step toward the eventud
reunification of the two Koreas.

DPRK-like cases of NPT non-compliance must be addressed. It was
emphasised that withdrawing from NPT is a right tha countries wish to retain,
otherwise they would be much less ready to join internationd agreements. It was
observed, in fact, that North Korea has followed the prescribed procedure for
withdrawing, gpat from faling to provide other NPT parties and the UN Security
Council with a detailed explanation of the reasons for the move.

All paticipants agreed that North Koreas cynicd exploitation of the loopholes
of NPT Articles IV and X (regulating assstance in the civilian nuclear sector to parties
lacking the needed cepabilities and withdrawa procedures, respectively) made urgent
the need to find adequate responses.

Amending NPT Art. X is necessary... On this bass, a participant concluded
that the NPT should be at least partidly amended. He referred to the paper on this issue
presented by the European Union at the New York RevConf, which proposes that, under
certan circumstances, safeguards should continue to be agpplied even after withdrawd.
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The paper contains a range of proposas, among them changing the wording of Art. X
S0 that it envisages direct consequences for withdrawal; reiterating the binding nature of
Art. X, induding the provison demanding detailed notification of the reasons for
withdrawd; taking into account the state of compliance with NPT obligations of the
notifying country; sanctioning possble effects of withdrawal on the bass of the
principle thet the responghbility for the internationd violaions of the withdrawing deate
is inextinguisheble, affirming that withdrawa from NPT is a threst to globa security;
and forcing the notifying party to give back technologies and materias obtained under
NPT guarantees.

...but extremey difficult. Agan, many paticipants noted that, however useful
it could be, amending the Non-Proliferation Treaty is a very difficult task. No state, it
was argued, would be willing to join an internationd tregty without being recognised
the right to withdraw from it. A possble re-interpretation of Art. 1V, amed a banning
uranium enrichment activities (not mentioned as an explict legitimate activity), was
aso deemed implausble. Many European NATO members would never have become
part to the treaty, if it had not alowed non—nuclear-wegpons gtates to enrich uranium for
peaceful purposes.. Clearly, the scepticiam about the posshilities of amending the NPT
gems not only from the unanimity requirement, but dso from the dates reluctance to
accept amendments that would further congtrain their sovereignty.

North Korean criss must be kept distinct from the debate on NPT
deficiencies. A participant underscored that the debate about the urgency and necessity
to address NPT deficiencies, through amendments or in other ways, must be kept
separate from the debate on how to ded with the DPRK nuclear criss. The firgt
problem regards the internationa legad means to prevent nuclear proliferation before it
takes place. The second problem concerns a present nuclear proliferation menace that
has to be addressed properly.

Similarities and differences of the Iran and North Korea cases. Some
participants argued that a comparison of the Imilarities and differences in the Iranian
and North Korean proliferation cases would help to find the right strategies to face
them. As for dmilaities discussants mentioned the international isolation of both
regimes, their concerns over US regime change policy, ther search for defence sdf-
reliance as a security imperative, the diplomatic brinkmanship they have resorted to, and
the prestige they both accord to the status of nuclear weapons state.

As for the differences, a participant stressed that Iran is ill part of the NPT
family and has thus fa not given dear 9gns of wanting to leave it. He dso reminded
that any alegation of the military destination of the nuclear programme has to be proved
and tha Iran gill mantans that it has no intention of building a nuclear arsend. He
interpreted this attitude as reflecting Iran's readiness to reach a ded on the nuclear issue.
On the contrary, North Koreas withdrawa from the NPT and subsequent
announcement of having pursued a militasy nucler programme (and rdlaed ddivery
sysdem) based on plutonium separation have dedt a serious blow to internationd
nucleer ams control regimes. While al paticipants agreed that North Korea's
behaviour deserves generd condemnation, they did not fed the same way about Iran.
As dready mentioned, some participants contested the perception of Iran as a rogue
date, contending that this definition hinges more on its atitudes toward the United
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States and the Westthan on objective criteria. Pakistan and Israd were cited as examples
of dates that are trested as friendly governments by Europeans and Americans even
athough their behaviour, in some respects, resembles that of arogue state.

Is Pakistan the real rogue state? A discussant reminded everyone that neither
the US nor the EU has ever sanctioned Israd for having developed a secret military
nuclear programme in a highly ungable region. Other participants pointed to Pakistan as
the rogue state par excellence, as it appears to fit dl the criteria it is run by a dictator,
hosts innumerable extremis Idamic schools its military and security services have
close links with terrorist networks, it has been a nuclear proliferator and, worse, has
been a nuclear smuggler too. Abdul Qadeer Khan, the Pakistani nuclear scientist known
as the father of Pekistan's atom bomb, had based in Pekistan his crimind network for
illegdly <dling nucdear materids technologies and expetise to such authoritarian
regimes as Libya, Iran and, probably, North Korea. Experts agreed that the twenty-year
activity of Khan's crimina network has caused huge damages to nonproliferation
regimes.

Severd participants objected to this perception of Pekistan, pointing out that
Mushara’'s government has supported Western actions againgt Idamic terrorism in
Afghanistan and has taken severe messures to curb the spread of vidlent Idamic
extremiam.

Fourth session — Prospects for a common transatlantic strategy to deal with the new
trendsin nuclear proliferation

International non-proliferation regimes need srong leadership. A
participant tried to resume the basc assumptions that had emerged from the discussons
in the firg three sessons. He registered unanimous consensus on the criss affecting
multilaterd  inditutions deding with nuclear proliferation, the NPT's wawvering being
the most relevant evidence of it.

The United States, especidly under the current adminigtration and increasingly
since the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, has shown a marked preference for
measures focused on US security priorities and carried out in cooperation with informal
groupings of likeeminded countries The US can play an undisputed leading role in
those groupings thanks to its superiority in military and intelligence resources. The most
innoveive of these initiatives the Proliferation Security Initigtive, as wel as long-
edtablished programmes such as those undertaken under the Cooperative Threat
Reduction, or the proposed drengthening of the NSG guiddines, have encountered
amost generd approvd, especidly because they am to ensure the enforcement of the
rules concerning arms and exports controls.

Neverthdess, saverd paticipants criticized the US for having neglected the
established multilaterd anti-proliferation arrangements. By doing 0, it was argued,
Washington has contributed to weskening the multilateral indtitutions and eroding the
legitimacy of international norms. It is now a fact that the actud or aspirant proliferators
ae taking advantage of that. US involvement in initigives amed a grengthening
multilatera frameworks was consdered a necessary step to increase global security.

It was observed that the anti-proliferation policies of the European Union have
made big drides forward. Some participants noticed that, paradoxicaly, the Bush
adminigration's unilaterdism and manifet scepticism about  the role of multilaterd
inditutions has prompted the Europeans to define more clearly the peculiar role that the
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EU can play in promoting unconventiond arms control regimes. The EU member dates
have managed to work out a European Security Strategy that emphasises the risks
associated with the spread of wegpons of mass destruction. However, it was observed
that the EU drategies present Sgnificant flaws, especidly regarding enforcement. So no
one was convinced that the EU can achieve a lot done. In this regard, Ssme participants
rased the quesion whether a failure of the EU Conditutiond Treaty could impact on
the EU-3's negotiations with the Iranians. Different opinions were expressed on the
matter, but a point of agreement was that the European integration impasse could be a
major obstacle to further devedopment of CFSP, in particular of such rdativey new
policies as anti- proliferation.

In this context, the question of leadership — which implies credibility and
legitimacy beyond capabilities — remains crucia. Nobody contested that this leadership
should be exerted by the United States, adthough the EU's contribution was judged
fundamentd aswell.

Building blocks of a transatlantic non-proliferation agenda. A participant
expressed the opinion that Americans and Europeans can forge a combined approach by
merging their gpproaches in a common agenda

One paticipant suggested that transatlantic cooperation can be depicted as a
multi-level dructure that resembles a pyramid. According to this metaphor, the top of
the pyramid coincides with the drategic assessment of security priorities in nuclear
issues. At this leve the United States and the European Union do not differ: both the US
Nationad Security Strategy (September 2002) and the European Security Strategy
(December 2003) single out the connection between the avalability of WMD and
unstable governments or terrorist networks as the biggest threst to global security.

The firgt differences are to be found further down the pyramid, when it come to
paolices The EU has shown that it has difficulty in developing pro-active policies to
address the security threats, given its limited defence resources and the lack of a solid
drategic culture. The European countries geographic proximity to problematic regions
like North Africa or very undable areas such as the Middle East and the Persan Gulf
a0 induce them to embrace a compromising dtitude. Indeed, the EU has developed a
softer approach, principaly based on diplomacy and engagement. The United States,
which spends much more in defence than al EU members combined, tends to rely on
military means more than Europeans and to take a tougher diplomatic sance when a
proliferation case emerges.

At the bottom of the pyramid, tha is the operationd leve, Europeans and
Americans have made dgnificant progresses on specific issues, such as the adoption of
UN Security Council Resolution 1540, the PSI and the G-8 measures in support of CTR
programmes.

However, the recent transatlantic convergence on anti-proliferation policies must
be seen only as a darting point. The newly emergng chdlenges, induding the possible
acquigtion of nuclear capabilities by some proliferator, will require more structured
COMMON responses.

Is there common ground for a transatlantic strategy? Severd participants
contested that there is enough common ground to build a transatlantic strategy, arguing
that Europeans and Americans do not share a draegic vison, though they have
common interes on many issues. A crucid point of divergence concerns the role of
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multilaterdism. While the EU has condgtently emphadsed its centrd importance, the
US has repesiedly denounced the ineffectiveness of multilateral organisations and
arangements. There is dso a grong feding in Washington that they are used by hogdtile
or rivd oountries as politicad indruments to condran American power. This explans
the US ddegation's wesk commitment to NPT reinforcement at the May 2005 NPT
Review Conference, the US refusd to ratify the Comprehensve Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT), even though Washington dgned it in 1996, and its reluctance to bolster
negotiations for the long-invoked FMCT. The European Union, on the contrary, has
made the drengthening of the NPT, rdificaion of the CTBT, and the concluson of
negotiations on the FMCT the top priorities of its anti-proliferation agenda. A
paticipant suggested that the European Union should further consolidate its
internetional pogtion by teking the lead in the verification of the Chemicd Wesgpons
Convention (CWC) implementation and the follon-up process for the Biologica and
Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC).

The European Union and the United States have common interests in such areas
as the fight aganst nuclear smuggling and nuclear terrorism. Therefore, the prospect of
consolidating pragmatic cooperation seems plausble whereas it gopears much more
difficult to trandform it into a systematic common drategy.It is farly cear however that
US-EU collaboration today suffers from too much improvisation. What is needed is a
credible operationa framework for cooperation. Any srategic notions that could curb
efforts to achieve better coordination should be put aside.

Convergence is the key. Severd paticipants held the view that pragmetic
convergence of the European and American agpproaches is the most rationd option: in
the firsd ingtance, the EU and the US need to converge operationdly rather than
drategicaly.

Yet opinions on how convergence should be pursued differed largdy. The ‘bad
cop/good cop’ formula was indicated as a possble mode by severd paticipants. But
while the United States appears to be ready to play the ‘bad cop’ and the EU the ‘good
cop’ — as in the Iran case —, it was dressed that the formula should be flexible and the
partners dlowed to change roles. Someone suggested that this formula could evolve into
a more sophisticated divison of labour between the Europeans and the Americans. But
others firmly contested the usefulness of such a divison of labour, dating that the ‘bad
cop/good cop’ formula has not prevented Iran from driving a wedge between the US
and the EU. From this point of view, what is needed is coordinated development of
complementarities, so that the Americans and Europeans are able to forge a compact,
flawless common front. One participant pointed out that the prospects for solving the
dispute over the Iranian nucler programme had improved digly since the US
adminigration chose to back European efforts to reach a ded, dthough much grester
convergence is necessary. One paticipant complained that this insufficient convergence
will probably cost the world anuclear Iran.

A participant recdled that the Atlantic alies have dready Started to cooperate on
non-proliferation issues within NATO. He cited the initiative agang the soread of
nuclear weapons launched by NATO in 1994. The NATO gpproach contemplates both
diplomatic dissuason and military response. He ingsted that NATO should be given a
larger role, considering its long experience as Europe's prime security agent .
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How to improve convergence? Experts sngled out a range of issues on which
the EU and the US most need to converge. The firs mentioned was the fight against
nuclear terrorism and related smuggling activities The adoption by the UN Security
Council of Resolution 1540, which obliges dl UN members to sanction proliferation to
non-dtate actors and to establish appropriate export control systems, was judged an
important achievement, made possble by a rae show of unanimity by the Security
Council’s permanent members. It was stressed, however, that the Security Council risks
trividising the threat posed by ‘unconventiond terrorism’® by bringing nuclear,
radiologicd, biologicadl and chemicd dements together under the formula “wegpons of
mass dedtruction”. Various types of wegpons of mass destruction present thresats that
cannot be addressed with a sngle instrument or set of indruments. It is necessary,
therefore, to develop more targeted threat assessments, counter-measures, and response
cgpabilities.

The Proliferation Security Initiative was mentioned as a very useful instrument
for curbing illicit exports. It was under a PS operation involving American, British,
German and Itdian cooperation that the ship BBC China, secretly bringing ges
centrifuges (needed to enrich uranium) to Libya, was blocked. Many asked whether the
initictive can be improved, for ingance by providing it with a coherent dructure, a
regular budget and a sort of inditutiond framework. Intelligence sharing was aso
sngled out as a crucid eement of counter-proliferation efforts.

However, it was dso undelined that overcoming the traditiondly extreme
reluctance that security services show for sharing informetion will be a chalenging task.
A paticipant remarked that inteligence sharing should be ‘market-driven’, tha is
security services should be able to provide each other with equdly worthy information,
if they want to develop afruitful collaboration.

Other suggestions regarded the preservation and reinforcement of the NSG
guiddines ensuring that the members of the Nucler Suppliers Group exchange
information on denids of sendtive materids export licenses. Reciprocation  of
information should be extended to agpprovas and the IAEA should dso be notified of
any sengtive transaction.

The need to address the matter of fissle materid production was aso
emphasisad. It was suggested that the EU and the US should favour the converson of
highly enriched uranium plants to low enriched uranium plants and promote a five-year
moratorium on the condruction of new nuclear fud cycle facilities. Efforts to promote
such a productionfreeze should be accompanied by dsrengthened initiatives to ether
diminate or secure the existing materids, most of which is scettered over the territories
of the former Soviet Union, incduding countries neighbouring on the EU like Ukraine
and Bdarus.

One participant stressed that the West has to engage Russa in order to reach a
nuclear security ded with such countries. Russa should be convinced that it faces the
same threats as Europe and the US and that it is therefore in its interest to contribute to a
combined effort to counter terrorism and proliferation. A participant objected that the
commondlity of interests between Russa and the West is purdy ingrumenta, and that a
Western-Russian security partnership would be short-term.

Nuclear proliferation is rooted in nationalistic instincts. At the end of the

conference, a discussant recdled that nuclear proliferation is rooted in internationa
competition, which is in turn fudled by nationdisic zed. To wha extent nationaism
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can hamper genuine non-proliferation efforts can be seen in Europe, where the single
member dates, especidly the two nuclear ones, France and Britain, sometimes pursue
policies that contrast with the podition that the EU, as a supra-nationa actor, has agreed
upon. He remarked, therefore, that fostering a climate of reciprocd trust is a badc
condition for consolidating the whole non-proliferation system. Another discussant
contended that a preventive gpproach should imply not only coercion, but also a range
of offers able to divert countries priorities from nuclear armament to security and
economic cooperation. In the opinion of another participant, the only non-proliferation
drategy that can be successul in the long term is the universd compliance of dl
countries with the set of obligations, commitments, principles that they have recognised
as the conditions needed to avert international confrontations and foster better relations.
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Report of theinternational conference on

“Transatlantic security and nuclear proliferation”
rapporteur: Riccardo Alcaro

Introduction

In the aftermath of the unsuccessful outcome of the 2005 Review Conference
(RevConf) of the Nuclear Non-pProliferation Tresty (NPT RevConf), the Idituto Affari
Internazionai  (IAl1) of Rome hdd an international conference to debae nuclear
proliferation trends and options for tTransatlantic cooperation to address them. The
mesting was organised in cooperation with the EU Inditute for Security Studies of
Pais, with the support of the German Marshdl Fund of the United States, the
Compagnia di San Paolo of Turin, the Rome Office of the Friedrich Ebert Stlftung
the Embassy of the United States in Rome. It took place in Rome, on June 10' 1th
2005.

The conference brought together experts, practitioners, and academicians from
the United States and Europe to discuss a range of issues relaed to nuclear
proliferation: current shortfdls and foreseedble trends of in ams control regimes,
epecidly the NPT; the Iranian and North -Korean nuclear intentions purposes (?77?) as
mgor tes cases of the effectiveness and the consstency of non proliferation policies,
the US and EU approaches to and the prospects of a common tTransatlantic strategy.

The conference agenda and the list of participants are attached to this report.

Papers

The following papers were presented and discussed during the conference:
Non-proliferation initiatives and NPT review, by Serge Sur, Professor
a Panthéon-Assas Univerdty in Paris 2, Director of the Thucydide
Centre and Director of the Annuaire Francais de Relations
Internationales, Peris.

- The NPT Review Conference: 188 states in search of consensus, by
William Potter, Director of the Center for Non-proliferation Studies at
the Monterey Indtitute of International Studies, Monterey (Cdifornia).

- The European Union and nuclear non-proliferation: does soft power
work?, by Bruno Tetras, Senior Research -Fdlow, Foundation pour
la Recherche Stratégique, Paris.

- A new non-proliferation strategy, by Josgph Cirincione, Senior
Associate and Director for Non-proliferation, Carnegie Endowment for
Internationa Peace, Washington DC.

- The Iranian nuclear programme and the West: From reactive to
effective policies, by Riccardo Redadlli, Director of the Middle East
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Program, Landau Network-Centro Volta, of Como and the Catholic
Univerdty of the S. Heart, Milan.

- North Korea: A non-proliferation test- case, by Daryl Howlett, Senior
Lecturer, Mountbatten Centre for Internationd Studies, Divison of
Politics and International Reations, School of Socid  Sciences,
University of Southampton, Southampton (UK).

- Prospects for a common transatlantic strategy to deal with the new
trends in nuclear proliferation, by Gerad Quille, Acting Executive
Director, International Security Information Service Europe, Brussals.

First session — Non-proliferation I nitiativesand NPT Review

The NPT is faltering because of lack of confidence. All participants
acknowledged that the falure of the May 2005 NPT Review Conference in New York
mirrors a deeper criss of international nuclear arms control regimes based on
multilater  agreements. The RevConf highlighted the increasing difficulties that the
NPT member dates have in finding common pogtions. The NPT is facing what has
been described as a “criss of confidence criSs’, because severa member Sates
increesngly tend increesingly to see the tresty’s provisons as hindering ther interests.
Many parties focus on that aspect of the nonproliferation regime which best serves
thar interests, paying little atention to the interrdationship between the various
principles of the treaty. In addition, key parties to the treaty seem less committed than in
the past to these principles. As a result, not only the treaty's effectiveness of the treaty,
but dso its credibility areis now put into question.

The NPT no longer protects from proliferation. These consderations brought
led some paticipants to ask whether the criss dffecting the NPT hinges more on
dructural factors than on political will. It was suggested that the NPT gtructure,
desgned during the Cold War and affected by the logic of the two-blocs -system, is
unable to counter effectively the most recent trends in proliferation — such as the nuclear
ambitions of emerging powers, the condderably easier access to nuclear technologies
and materids, and the risks posed by the combination of nuclear devices and “rogue
states’ or terrorist networks.

Many participants underlined that the NPT is no longer able to protect its parties
from proliferation threats. The treasty’s Article IV makes it possble to develop civilian
nuclear activities, incduding enrichment of uranium, that which can be quickly
converted to a military use. Furthermore, the treaty does not provide for ts parties with
adequate ingruments with which to verify compliance with its provisons, nor it
envisages credible means with which to sanction non-compliance or withdrawa. The
persstent imbalance between nuclear wegpons states and non nuclear weapons states
ds fuds nourishes mutud misrus and flaws the treaty’s solidity. The ‘officid’
nuclear wegpons dates have so far showned a wesk commitment to Article VI
obligations to disarmament, which is widely seen as linked to non proliferation.

Has the ‘proliferation taboo' been broken? Some participants expressed
concern that in today’s context of international context reations the NPT's man
objective — non-proliferetion — may be seen as no longer be seen as useful, because it
does not help dtabilise the relations between riva powers, as it was the case when at the
time the treaty was conceived (sgned 7?7). On the contrary, the tresty is incressngly
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seen as a politica instrument for mutua congraint. As a result, it was argued that the
‘proliferation taboo' — the assumption that proliferation is bad in itsdf — has been
broken. Some cCountries, NPT members included, now tend to look at nuclear weapons
as a means to drengthen their politicd datus and to give them a say in internationd
affars. From this point of view, nuclear weapons increase a country’s prestige, as the
cases of India and Pakistan gpparently suggest. In addition, it was remarked that many a
large portion of NPT members condders the atempts to block nuclear civilian
programmes &s illegitimate. They argue that nuclear -wegpons states condraint the legd
agpirations of non nuclear -wegpons dates in order to keep their privileged Satus.
Thus, the e ded struck between nuclear -wegpons states and non -—nuclear -weapons
states — that is, the trade-off between a commitment to non-proliferation commitment
and the promise to dissrmament promise — is under deep drain. A discussant warned
that if the NPT fals apart, a very dangerous devduation of international norms could
eedly follow.

Bad preparation and weak commitment. Participants who took part in the
NPT RevConf in New York reported of that the an ill-prepared meeting was ill-
prepared, and that to which member sates did not show enough commitment. NPT
Pparties were unable to find an agree ment on rapid faster procedures and severd
delegations of them sentwere inexperienced deegations, composed mostly of by
persons who were dtending an NPT Review Conference for the firsd time. The
presdency showed a lack of flexibility — for indance making a bad use for instance of
the consultative process — which that played a role in preventing the parties from
assuming a more compromising stances. No find document, or statement, was released
by the presidency at the end of conference.

Divisons among and within groups. Experts who attended the RevConf said
that, even though the its negative outcome was predictable, the extent of divisons
among and within groups was nonethedess driking. Stark  divisons had dso
characterised previous conferences too. For ingtance, the 2000 NPT RevConf took place
in a criticd moment, and many thought it was doomed. However, the man collective
actors in the NPT negotiations — the five recognised nuclear wegpons countries (P-5),
the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), and the New Agenda Codition (NAC) — showed a
condderable degree of unity and eventudly were eventudly able to find a consensus. In
2005, internd divisons affected groups &bility to find common ground for credible
proposals. In contrast to what had happened in 2000, Tthe R5 did not issue any joint
satement., in contrast to what had happened in 2000. The NAM has aways experienced
congderdble interna frictions, which is no wonder conddering its lage dze (it
comprises more than a hundred NPT members). This time, however, there was no hint
cdue of a shared vison, with some countriesy — above al Egypt — rigidy mantaning
their its podtions. Bitter differences between NAM members and non-NAM members
adso emerged dso within the NAC, leading the group to a subgstantid parayss. Thus,
the NAC could not play the drategic role of a ‘bridge between the nuclear-weapons
dates and the non nuclear -wegpons dtates that it had successfully played during the
2000 RevConf. Its interna divisons were described by onea participant as a “growing
gulf”. In the eyes of many, the falure of the 2005 RevConf put an end to this group, a
least in its present configuration.
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Winners and losers. Paticipants expressed common opinions over the ligt of
winners and losers of the RevConf.

Participants maintained that the results of the RevConf for the United States the
results of the RevConf awere mixed. Experts who attended the conference in New York
described the American delegation as of low level, uncommitted, often not audible. It
focused on risks posed by ‘proliferators like Iran and potentid connections between
“rogue dates’ and terrorism, but falled to make any dgnificant concessons that could
have facilitated an agreement. At the same timeOn the contrary, the US, aong sde with
France, did not pick up from the difficult compromise achieved in faled to act in
accordance with the 2000 RevConf find document, which urged the nuclear -weapons
dates to adhere to ther commitment to further disssmament. This uncompromisng
gpproach led some commentators to express doubts over the US enduring willingness
to continue to play a leading role in multilaterd non-proliferation multilaera
negotiaions.

Some analysts concluded that the US missed a crucid opportunity to promote its
own interests in order to retain tota flexibility. Actudly, the US tendency to de-link
non-proliferation policies from disasmament, while emphasisng the need to confront
proliferators, was not accepted by the mgority of NPT members. NevertheessYet
others , some participants noted that the current US adminigtration is not wholly so
uncomfortable with the outcome of the RevConf, as it has repeatedly expressed its
scepticism about  the  effectiveness of multilatera regimes and showned a clear
preference predilection for more informal initiatives.

It emerged that the US tendency to delink non-proliferation policies from
disarmament while emphasising the need to confront proliferators is not accepted by the
mgority of NPT members. The USIts hdf-hearted support for the sirengthening of the
NPT was criticised by several conference participants, because it makes it easer for
countries to question NPT efficiency and credibility. On the contrary, experts praised
the European Union for assuming coherent and pro-active podtions on key issues like
agenda, programme, and find report. The EU, represented by the Luxembourg
presdency, emphasised the urgency to revise the dlegedly lax procedures regulating the
withdrawd from the NPT. One A participant who took part into the negotiations in New
York reported that the EU was instrumental in preventing the RevConf from collgpsing
in the second week. However, the falure of the sngle EU dngle members to reterate
European common European pogtions in  thar individud nationd interventions
diminished EU leverage. French defiance about over the 2000 RevConf results could be
explained in from this waypoint of view, but even though one an expert contended that
the negative outcome of the negotiations do not coincide with French interests.

The Democratic People Republic of Korea was sngled out as the great winner
by amog al participants. It was regretted that the RevConf did not discuss the case of
North Koreasn withdrawa from the treaty in 2003. Indeed, Article X, which regulates
withdrawa procedures, is widdy recognised as one of the man flaws of the NPT.
Equally disheartening was that NPT parties did not address treaty loopholes that can be
exploited by non-state actors. As a consequence, non-state actors — such as terrorist
networks — were aso placed in the winners lig. Iran dso came out a s one of the
winners: ilt managed to divert atention from its controversa nuclear programme to
nucdlear -wegpons dates falure to fulfil ther disasrmament obligations. Some
participants remarked that the politicd leverage that the EU-3 (Britain, France and
Germany) can now exert on Tehran was weskened: tThe RevConf showed the difficulty
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that the Europeans would have in to building a consensus within the Executive Board of
the Internationd Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) for on a resolution referring the Iran
case to the UN Security Council. Some participants added Egypt to the winners. The
hard-blocking role it played in negotiations contributed to the negative outcome of the
RevConf. It was noted suggested that this uncompromising stance stems from a sense of
frugtration: Egypt feds it has conceded a lot in the padt, but it has not seen any postive
returns. It was dso remarked that Egypt’'s concern for of losing its traditiona leadership
in the Middle East could lead it to look at Iran as an example. China was mentioned as a
long-term winner of the non-proliferation criss. Bajing largdy benefits from US-
Iranian estrangement, because it condders Tehran as a drategic patner in the Gulf
region. Egypt can dso be seen as one of itsa potentia patners of China Some
participants warned that, when Beijing is eventudly becomes adle to offer it substantia
incentives, Egypt could eventudly abandon the US camp.

The losars li comprises dl groups that have traditiondly characterised the
‘geography’ of the NPT negotiations — that is the P-5, the NAM and the NAC. It
became evident that the P-5, as a whole, do not share common priorities. They are split
and unable to form an homogenous bloc on nontproliferation issues. Divisons among
NAM members added confuson and meted the group’s solidity. Apparently, nNon
adignment done apparently no longer does not provides common ground any more. The
NAC, as dready said, is consdered close to its an end. Several participants added that
the Russan Federation has to be viewed as another big loser. It was unwisdy
margindized a the RevConf.

Not all went wrong. Anyway, Pparticipants noticed that, despite bitter divisons
on priorities and end-gods, NPT parties were able to launch a least one dgnificant
initiative, the Highly Enriched Uranium reduction and dimingion initigtive, which is
amed a reducing the use of highly-enriched uranium (HEU) in the civilian nudear
sector. This measure was proposed by Kyrgyzstan and Norway and gained support from
many other key actors, such as Canada, Germany, Japan, Sweden and the United States.
Paticipants suggested that theis initigtive, which is of great value in the fight agang
nuclear terrorism and the smuggling of nuclear technologies smuggling, can could
contribute positively to counter- proliferation trends.

Review is not revision. OneA participant stressed that the disma outcome of
the RevConf shoud not be seen as the end of the NPT. The ilnabilitycapacity to
produce a find report or satement should not be exaggerated. Previous review
conferences ended without a fina document or declaration and were nonetheless able to
obtain dgnificant successes (the most blatant example being the 1995 Review and
Revison Extenson Conference that indefinitdly extended indefinitdy the tresty’'s life
period). Didlluson over the RevConf may aso be attributed to over-expectations. A
‘review’ conference is not a ‘revison’ conference — that means the RevConf in New
York was not entitted to change the tresty. A treaty revison is difficult to achieve,
because it requires unanimity. It was argued, therefore, that the loopholes in Article IV
(avilian use of nudear power), Artide VI (dissmament commitment) and Article X
(withdrawd from the treaty) can redidticaly be addressed only through agreements that
fdl outsde the NPT framework. Given the unredistic prospect perspective of an NPT
revison, some discussants asserted that counter-proliferation should rey on such
measures as the UN Security Council Resolution 1540 (adopted in April 2004 under
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Chepter VII of the UN Charter), the relevant conventions on terrorism or other, more
informd initigtives. A participant suggested that the UN Summit and the following
Gengrd Assembly sesson, scheduled for next September, could provide a vauable
opportunity to re-launch at least part of the non-proliferation policies. Learning from the
falure of the RevConf, the UN members could give a boost to non-proliferation
policies, for ingance by reassating the centrd role of nucler wegpons -states
commitments to disssmament or by urging the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva
to intengfy its efforts to give new momentum to negotiations over the Fissle Materid
Cut-off Treaty (FMCT).

Recdlingminding the difficulty linked with an NPT revison, onea scholar
advanced the provocative thess that the indefinite extendon of the treaty’s life, which
was achieved a the 1995 Review and Revison Conference in 1995 and was dmost
universally hailed as a grest achievement, hasd actudly been led in the end to
counterproductive results: sSince the NPT can only be changed only on the condition of
by unanimity, its indefinitely prolonged existence has made any NPT reform de facto

impossble.

Extra-treaty initiatives. Paticipants generaly acknowledged the utility of such
informal  messures as the Proliferation Security Initigive (PSl), through which a
multilaterd  (multi-bilaterd  ???) regime to intercept suspect trandfers of  nuclear
technology or materids hwas been edtablished on a voluntary bass, the Nuclear
Supplier Group (NSG) guidelines, forto monitoring sendgitive national exports, andor the
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) programme, which ams a securing nuclear ams
and materids in the former Soviet Union. However, there were differingent views on
the compatibility of such measures with the NPT. Some andys argued that such
initictives as the PSl or the CTR are fully complementary with the NPT, because they
address problems that the treaty does not cover or is unable to tackle. Other experts
warned that there can be a trade-off between the treaty and these measures, which risks
to further undermininge the NPT's ggnificance. A discussant participant deplored that
NSG members have s0 far been unable to connect their actions with their NPT
obligations and he expressed concern that they could follow the same wrong path within
the PSI framework. It was therefore argued that a more pro-active consultation among
countries is needed to ensure that these measures are compatible with the NPT and can
contribute to upholding it.

NGOs and the medias played a positive role. Participants who took part to the
RevConf reported that a pogtive sgnd came from the large community of NGOs
operding in nonproliferation and arms control issues, as well as from the medias
NGOs attending the RevConf as observers were often better prepared and informed than
nationad deegations and gave some ggnificant, though unheeded, recommendations.
Further, Mmedia coverage was reasonably high, reflecting the public opinion’s growing
concerns over proliferation trends.

Second session — EU and US non-proliferation strategies

The US has apparently shifted its attention from proliferation to
proliferators. American experts underlined that the Bush adminigtration has introduced
ggnificant changes in the US non-proliferation drategy. Both the US National Security
Strategy (September 2002) and the Nationa Strategy to combat weapons of mass
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destruction (December 2002) have emphasised, as the main priority, the need to counter
threets emanating from outlaw or hodile regimes tha pursue nuclear programmes and
from ther potentid connections with terrorist networks. It was remarked that both
documents, though correctly focusng on the necessty to better enforce controls of
nucleer ams and materids production and trandfers better, sgnd the adminigtration’'s
shift from the possesson of nucler weapons, i.e. proliferaion in itsdf, to
‘proliferators, that is the would-be possessors of nuclear weapons. It was stressed that
this gpproach is risky, becauseit relies on unilateral perceptions of thrests.

The US strategy is not working. An expert referred to the Irag war as the first
implementation of this drategy. Indeed, the 2003 invason of Irag by the US-led
codition was judified with the supposed atempt of Saddam Hussein's regime to
develop unconventiona wegpons and its readiness to use them, and secondly with its
connection with Al Qaeda Recdling that intelligence data on Iragi nuclear, chemicd
and biologica programmes, as well as on Saddam'’s links with Idamic terrorism, was dl
provend al wrong, a paticipant stated that the current US drategy is not working and
even proving counter-productive. US military intervention in Irag, he explained, has
exacerbated Iranian security concerns and probably fudled the conviction of hardliners
in Tehran that they need the atom bomb.

Libya, not lIraqg, is the right mode. It was underlined that the Bush
adminigration’s focus on enforcement — even through informa measures like the PS —
auffers from consderable drawbacks. A participant argued that what is needed is an
holigic gpproach compriang dl forms of non-proliferatiion, counter-proliferation, and
disarmament measures. The United States and its dlies have dready experienced the
great potentiad of a concerted, cooperative, multifaceted gpproach, when in dedling with
Libya Libya gave up its non-conventiona wegpons programme dfter internationd
pressure on it mounted following the interception, in the context of the PSl, of an illegd
shipment of gas centrifuges (which are used to enrich uranium) headed for directed to a
Libyan its ports. Nevertheless, participants agreed that that would not have been
aufficient, had the United States and Britain not engaged Col. Gaddefi in a pragmétic
dedl.

A paticipant remarked that today the nuclear proliferation regime is a a turning
point: It presents chalenges that a country adone, however rich and powerful, is not able
to counter effectivdly. The United States, it was added, should promote a
comprehensve gpproach based on cooperation. Washington should keep urging other
countries to adopt and implement such pragmatic measures as the PSI, but at the same
time it needs to promote internationd rules in the nuclear sector in a more consstenta
and pro-active way. An American expet noticed that the European Union has
developed high-levd non-proliferation standards that the US should assume as a modd
to follow and enhance.

The EU has become more pro-active. Experts agreed that with the December
2003 adoption of the EU Srategy against the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) by the December 2003 European Council, the European Union
opened a new phase in its security policy. It was observed that Since then, the EU has
snce then developed a more sructured approach to nuclear proliferation and devoted
growing financid resources to anti-proliferation initistives. NeverthelessHowever, the
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levd of funding remains farly modest. It was remarked that the European Union places
grest emphass on the implementation of exiging non-proliferation agreements, to
which it does not apparently see any vauable dternative. The Europeans have mostly
concentrated on Iran, which represents a proving testing ground for the EU’'s aspirations
to play an effective anti-proliferation role. Participants agreed that the EU has been able
to assume take on a digtinct profile distinct from that of the United States, even though
its capacity to achieve subgtantia results without the American support was disputed.

Pros and cons of the European approach. Andyds warned that a redidic
asessment of EU non-proliferation policies needs to take into account a range of
hurdles that dructurdly affect dl or mogt EU initigtives, given tha they are usudly
based on an intergovernmental consensus and are carried out in a complex multilateral
context. Severd handicaps were cited: cCumbersome budgetary practices, competition
among member dates, diversty of nudear cultures, and different degrees of
sengtiveness to the issue. Small and big countries often do not have a shared vison of
ther security role in intenationd affars, the latter pushing for deeper European
involvement in international disputes and crises. Furthermore, divisons dso  exis
among big countries. In paticular, Britan and France, given ther nucler -weapons
date datus, tend to retain a high degree of autonomy on nuclear issues. AnywayBLUt, it
was argued that the EU can benefit from vauable assets, the mogt important being
conading in the avalability of dgnificant fineancid resources and, above dl, its the
appedl it can have as a trade and investment partner. Nevertheless, both European and
American experts acknowledged tha some deficiencies deeply undermine the
congstency of the EU approach. Firg of al, neither the European Union nor its member
dates are able to provide countries like Iran with credible security assurances, which are
is widely deemed to be what Tehran mostly seeks the mostfor. Secondly, the EU lacks
the intdligence and military cgpabiliies to neutrdise nucdear fadlities through a
military drike. Therefore, the EU can ndther offer the biggest ‘carrot’ — a security
guarantee — nor is able to threaten other countries with the most robust ‘sick’ — a
military drike. As a reault, its ability to dissuade potentid proliferators to give up ther
nuclear ambitionsis limited.

More realism is needed. A participant expressed the opinion that the European
Union should become more redigic over what it can effectivdly achieve.  While tThe
EU does not have the politicd and military means to replace American leadership in
international  anti-proliferation international policies, given tha the chances of success
of European initiatives gill largely depend on American support. On the other hand, it
was underscored that the EU has not yet fully exploited its potentid. Some participants
observed that, in the find andyds the EU's red only compardive advantage with
respect to toward the US is that it is not the US. Accordingly to this point of view, it the
EU should become more pro-active, for indance by implementing the “thirteen steps’ it
endorsed at the NPT 2000 RevConf, or; by imposing a more dricter conditionality on
proliferation issues in its reaions with countries ‘at risk’ since the “non-proliferation
clausg’ tha the EU currently includes in its trade and cooperation agreements does not
make access to the European single market conditional on rdification of the reevant
internationa conventions;, and or by fodering such technicd measures as darting a fud
insurance initiative.
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As far as conditionality is concerned, it was argued that the “nonproliferation
clausg’, which the EU includes in the trade and cooperation agreements with third
countries, is too wesk because it does make the access to the European single market
conditiond on the rdifiction of reevant international conventions. Some
participantsOthers suggested that it the EU should be more resolute on issues where it
has a different postion from that of the United States, for instance on about the Fissle
Materid Cut-off TrestyFissle Materid Cut-off Treaty ((FMCT)): ilf the EU is redly
convinced that it is possble to verify the dimination of fissle maerids on a globd
scale, it should demongdirate it.

While someone It was dso argued that the Europeans should not abstain from
rasng other scathing questions, like the continued lasting presence of US nuclear arms
on European soil, . sSomeone else raised doubteds on the opportuneness ity of to
putting into question the presence of US nuclear warheads on European soil into
question. It was remarked that Washington, as wdl as others, gill regards NATO's
nuclear weapons — believed to be some 400-450, dl carried by cruise missiles — as a key
component of European security. A discussant warned that if German politica parties
rase the question during the campaign for parliamentary eections campaign next Fal,
this could trigger an ‘avdanche’ effect that would undermine NATO unity.

Is the EU really so soft on nuclear proliferation?. One A participant
contended that the EU is not redly that soft on non-proliferation, contesting that the
“non proliferation clausg’ is wesakcontesting that the “non-proliferation clause” is wesk.
. 00n On the contrary, it is as tough as it can reasonably be: ilt obliges the partneries to
abide by international agreements they have dready ratified, prompts them to move to
other relevant multilateral  agreements, and foresees the suspenson  of  the
agreementtreaty between the EU and the third country in case of non-compliance. The
suggestion proposa to link the “nonproliferation dause’ to rdification by third
countries of other internationd agreements was rgected as unredigtic. The clause is
included in many (most ??7?) arrangements the EU has agreed with third countries. For
example, dl action plans adopted in the framework of the European Neghbourhood
Policy (ENP), which covers countries like Israd or Egypt, include comprise it. In
addition, the European Union pushes for very drict controls of exports of sendtive
technology and materids. It was dso recdlminded that the EU is very active on other
fronts, for ingance by cooperating with the Organisation for the Prohibition of
Chemicd Wespons (OPCW) or by urging al signatory countries — the United States
included — to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treety (CTBT) as soon as possible.

Is there any placeroom for US-EU convergence? There was a generd
consensus that it would be about the opportunety, if not essentia for the necessty, that
the Europeans and the Americans to forge common positions on non-proliferation ssues
or, a least, that they develop their approaches and capabilities in a more complementary
fashion. The A combination of soft and hard dements that , as only the EU and the US
together can offer, was widely believed to be the best option to face the Iranian case.
One Though, a participant warned, though, that the United States and the European
Union encounter many difficulties in working out functiona complementarities, . Eeven
agreeing on thea common language for a joint statement on WMD to be issed at the
end of the June 2005 EU-US summit was proving hard. Some participants remarked
that the EU feds a hit uncomfortable with the US tendency to dress only the
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compliance obligations of only certain countries. The Europeans fear that this could
lead to a further wesakening of the collective structure of nuclear security.

HoweverNeverthdess, severd participants maintained that the United States and
the European countries have concrete chances for cooperation. The Proliferation
Security Initistive was sngled out as a good example of coordinated counter-
proliferation efforts. A participant suggested that it should be expanded to internationd
waters and founded on internationa law. Yet another expert replied that there is no need
for this, because the PS is an informa initiative that is dready in conformity with
internationd  law, even dthough some countries — induding China — contest its
implementation procedures.

Other measures were adso suggested: integrating the Cooperative Threat
Reduction programme in ams control regimes, making the nuclear cleanout — that is,
the dimination of unsecured fissle materid — a globd priority; establishing a technica
assgance unit & the UN; building consensus to sanction withdrawads from the NPT,
linking disssmament to a credible verification system; fodering intdligence sharing a
transatlantic level. Severd experts underscored this last point, because the role of
intelligence communities is critica to threst assessment. The Irag war, it was reiterated,
is a sad tesimony of poor inteligence The transatlantic partners cannot afford smilar
falures in the future. In particular, a much more detailled asessment on the threat posed
by the Iranian nuclear programme is badly needed.

Some participants doubted that nuclear dissrmament can be caried out in a truly
verifiadble manner, because any verification system presents severa flaws and gives rise
to often endless controverses. The posshility of to subjecting the withdrawa from NPT
to sanctions was dso contested. The NPT is de facto impossble to modify, snce this
requires unanimity. Furthermore, many countries that accepted to enter the NPT as non
-—uclear -wegpons dstates could not agree with share extra-treaty measures which
further restrain their potentia use of nuclear technology.

Addressing tThe “three states problem” has to be resolved. All participants
expressed concern over the posshility that India and Pekistan's the unchdlenged
development of military nuclear programmes by India and Pekisgan might induce other
countries to follow suit. A participant recdlminded that Japan was beginning to query
its long-established commitment to non-proliferation. Egypt and Saudi Arabia were dso
pointed out as potentid proliferators. Both countries may be encouraged by the inability
of the internationd community to counter Irandan ambitions and to resolve the
persstentever-lasing question of Igad's officdly nonexising nuclear asend. A
participant underlined that India, Isradl and Pakigtan, as nuclear -weapons states that
have remaned outdde any internationd anti-proliferaion agreements, represent a
condantstanding menace to the effectiveness of internationa anti-proliferation regimes
and disarmament arrangements. This “three states problem” has to be addressed.

One A paticipant criticised complained that the EU for did not assuminge a
more confrontational approach toward India and Pakisan and , that were dlowinged
them to fredy pursue their military nuclear programmes. It was recognised that Europe,
as wdl as the United States and others, should deserved criticism for not haveing
sanctioned the two countries India and Pakistan. It was stressed, however, that the EU
wants them to give the IAEA assurances on their non-proliferation commitments.

Discussants agreed that India and Pekistan would will never give up ther
nucler arsends and join the NPT as non -—nuclear -weapons states. This option is
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completedy implausble and the UN Security Council Resolution 1172, which that
contains such demands, should be considered obsolete. A participant suggested that all
three states — thus induding Israd too — should be convinced by the US and the EU to
abide by internationd non-proliferation commitments that currently burden the ‘officid’
nuclear -weapons states.

Third session — Test cases: Iran and North Korea

Iran

EU and US aim at irreversbility of uranium enrichment freeze. It was
underlined that both the Europeans and the Americans share the assumption that Iran
has to be prevented from further developing its uranium enrichment programme. So,
though they have very different gpproaches — the Europeans rey on engagement, the
Americans on confrontation —, they are equaly seeking a complete and permanent end
of to Iran's uranium enrichment activities following the suspenson to which Iran
committed itself on the basis of the November 2004 Paris agreement with the EU-3 (~
Britain, France and Germany, in cooperation with CFSP High Representative Solana).

No legal case for sanctions. Doubts were raised on the plaughility of
sanctioning Iran. It was remarked that the United Nations Security Council (even
asuming that its members hold the same opinion on the subject, while the opposte is
actudly true) would probably fal to find enough evidence to judify sanctions. Iran is
widdy suspected to of havinge been developed ing a cdandestine nuclear military
programme for the lagt twenty years, but the only violation of its internationd
obligations that has thus far emerged thus far is that it informed the IAEA of having
resumed nuclear activities much later than requested by the safeguard rules. Some
participants discussants added that there is no evidence cdue of the supposedly military
destination of the Iranian nuclear programme. The few Some traces of highly enriched
uranium , which were found by IAEA inspectors in Iranian nuclear facilities, are not do
not conditute sufficent evidence. Another participantdiscussant, who had recently
vidted Iran, sad that Iranian nuclear faciliies are workshop-type and that, in his
opinion, Iran dill has along way to go before it will be is able to build the bomb.

According to other participants, however, there are enough eements — such as
the presence of R2 centrifuges in Iranian plants — to reasonably suppose that the nuclear
programme has been partly hidden, and that this hidden part has amilitary application.

An One andys sad that the internationa law is legdity could not be the only
point of view from which to assess the Iranian case. The drategic and politica
implications of Iran’s nuclear plans have aso have to be taken into account.

The effectiveness of a military strike is dubious. There was much scepticism
about the pogtive outcome of a surgicd, targeted bombing of Iranian nuclear Stes. The
1981 Igadi drike againgt the Iragi nuclear facility of Ograk, that which blocked the
development of Iragq's nuclear capabilities, was successful thanks to a series of
circumstances that are absent in the case of Iran. Apart from the palitical implications of
a new militay drike agang an Idamic country — which dl participants acknowledged
would further enflane the Midde East and the Idamic world — there is great
uncertainty about what such an atack would achieve. If the programme is has been
hidden, it will would better resst better than the Osrak facility. A dow delay could be
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Tthe only result of the drike would be a dight dday. Furthermore, intdligence
information on lran'san unauthorised nuclear activities is has been reported to be poor.
A paticipant dressed that the United States cannot afford another huge intelligence
fallure after no weapons of mass destruction werewas found in Irag.

Yet another expert observednoticed that, if the objective is to put an end to the
nuclear programme of Iran before it has developed to the point that it cannot be stopped,
the right time to attack Iran would be now. So he warned that the military option,
though not probable, is and will be for the foreseegble future be on the table of the US
president.

Is Iran really a rogue-state? Many participants expressed the conviction that
the Iranian proliferation criss goes beyond the sector of internationa nucler arms
control and has its, as it roots in the twenty-five -—year s-long tough diplomatic
confrontation between the regime in Tehran and the United States. In the 2002 Nationa
Security Strategy, the United States emphasiseds the risk of the connection between
unconventionad wegpons and “rogue -states’ — that is, hogtile governments — or terrorist
networks as the most dangerous threat to its security. Iran is dlegedly by the US of
soonsoring  terrorism in Pdestine and Lebanon and in his 2002 date of the Union
address, Ppresdent Bush included it in the “axis of evil”.

OneA scholar contented that such a perception of Iran as a standing threat to
globa security is largely mideading. He emphadsed that Iran is a the centre of an
unstable and potentialy threstening regiond environment, has no religble partners and
auffers from diplomatic isolation mainly because of its antagonism with the US.
Furthermore, hundreds of thousands of American troops operate in neighbouring
countries (Irag and Afghanigan) and in the Peasan Gulf. Iran has, therefore,
understandable security concerns. Other Yet some participants remarked that Tehran
does not act as a rogue -date ilts foreign policy behaviour — incduding itshe condant
efforts to avoid to exacerbatiinge ethnic and religious tensons both in Afghanisan and
in lrag — proves its willingness to play a condructive role in the regiond context and to
be recognised as a credible actor in and beyond the Gulf area. The nuclear issue has
become a metter of nationd pride, which that the increesng unpopular clerica regime
has so far been able to exploit so far in order to keep control over on the country. In this
context, an attack againgt Iran because of its nuclear programme would be perceived by
the mgority of the population as an attack againgt the whole nation. In addition, one has
it should be to taken into account that the nuclear issue is not in the hands of the
government, but in those of the supreme leader Aayatollah Ali Khamenel and the heads
of the security forces. Moreover Findly Iran, which lacks the financia resources to
develop conventiond military programmes, condders the nuclear programme the best
rationa choicein order to prevent aforcefuld regime change led by foreign powers.

Some participants suggested, therefore, suggested that the US should adopt a
more articulated approach towards the Iranian regime, taking into accountassessng the
potentid of a cooperative Iran in an ungtable and drategicdly crucid area. Even Israd
does not tend to take on assume a confrontationa stance against Tehran.

Though badly needed, a Gulf region security arrangement is improbable.
Mog participants agreed then that what Iran is currently looking for is an understanding
with the US on security issues. Tehran seeks guarantees that the US will not use the
‘regime change card agang it. Secondly, Iran wants to play a decisve role in whatever
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regiona order that will emerge after the tectonic change in Afghanistan and Irag. Some
discussants argued that this would require an effort on the part of the US to bring the
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) members (Bahrain, Kuwat, Oman, Qatar, Saudi
Arabia and United Arab Emirates) into security talks with the Iranians. But oneA
paticipant discussant said the gave few chances of that such a posshility were
lowcould be implemented. Apat from USAmerican rigidity towards Iran, the other
countries in the Gulf region do not trust each other. A scholar reminded those present
that the edtablishment of the Gulf Cooperation Council itsdf could be seen as an
attempt by the Gulf countries to prevent Iranian interference in internd politics. Another
participant underlined that, as far as cooperation is concerned, the GCC dates and Iran
dill think in teems of a zero-sum game. This mindset needs to be reversed, and a
participant noted that the Europeans could have arolein doing this.

Can the G-8 rather do better than the EU-3? An expert proposed that the EU-
3 negotiating group, which has so far obtained only limited results, should evolve into a
larger one induding dl G-8 members. This new framework would be the right follow-
up of the EU-3 formula, because it would bring offer severd advantages while retaining
the good results the Europeans have s0 far reached. The G8 negotiating formula would
directly involve Jgpan, Itdy and Russa — al countries that have strong economic and
energy reations with Iran — in the talks. The G-8 could aso be a face-saving formula to
dlow the United States to participate in the negotiations. Such a framework would
probably meet Iranian aspirations to become a sgnificant regiona actor and a respected
member of the internationa community.

Uranium enrichment: can it be politically acceptable? A One participant
remarked that Tehran would never agree satisfy to the European (and American)
condition of making irreversble the suspensgon of uranium enrichment activities
irreversble. He therefore concluded that this request — which is centrd in to the
European negotiators agenda — should be abandoned. Uranium enrichment should be
recognised as a legitimate activity, but should a the same time it should be made less
atractive through by offers of ing the security assurances and economic incentives Iran
is longang for. Tehran clams that it needs to have carry out enrichment capabilities, at
leest for the research. If the West were to consented to Iran's wish to distinguish
between ‘research enrichment’ — which it would continue to keep developing — and ‘red
enrichment’ — that is, production of highly enriched uranium in a larger scade, which it
would be dropped — there would be room for place to negotiatione. According to this
policy recommendation, Europe and America should provide Iran with fud cycle
savices, for indance by bringing into a multilaerd context the nudear energy
cooperation between Russa and Iran on the Bushehr nuclear power plant into the
multilateral context, or by inititing an EU-lran joint venture to run the Natanz
enrichment plant of Natanz using the EURODIF facilities.

Some participants objected that bringing EURODIF into the Iranian nuclear
programme is unlikely, if not impossble In addition, some experts mantained that
talks should be conducted on a bilaterd bass, which is much more flexible and makes it
possble to address directly questions that are particularly problematic directlyto solve.
Supporters of the multilatera framework objected that there is degp mistrust between
the United States and Iran, which makes the bilateral talks an implausible option.
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A paticipant suggested that Iran should be dlowed to develop a virtud capacity
to build a nucler arsend and should be satisfied with thet, as it is the case with of
Japan. This would respond to its security worries, because a virtud capacity is a sort of
deterrence. Some paticipants discussants, however, raised serious doubts that the
“Japanese modd” could be actudly be repeatedhearsed elsewhere.

What about Should human rights question be raised in the negotiations?
Almog dl participants agreed that Europeans should bring the respect and defence of
human rights in Iran should be brought onto the negatiating table by the Europeans. Yet
a paticipant objected that adding a human rights dimension to the taks would reduce
and not increase the chance margins of a possible n eventuad understanding.

North Korea

Regional complexity worsens North Korean crisis. According to an expert on
the Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea (DPRK) expert, a very complex regiona
environment hampers efforts to solve the proliferation criss semming from North
Kored's withdrawd from the NPT in early 2003 and its dleged deveopment of a
nuclear military programme. Northeast Asa does not have dsructured multilateral
arrangements, even though regiord actors — the United States included — are developing
an ever-closer economic interdependence. Regiond rivary could trigger a ‘proliferation
chan involving dates like Jgpan and/or South Korea, both of which have the
technologicd and financid resources to develop a military nuclear programme. Japan,
in paticular, has ddiberatdly stopped short of passing the nuclear threshold and is
believed to be ale to bulld a nuclear arsend in a short time. Furthermore, some
participants expressed the fear that the ‘proliferation chain’ could involve non-state
actors, especidly if they were to find a way to exploit North Korea's structura
weaknesses. This assumption was deemed pure speculation by other participants as pure
gpeculation, because North Korea is unlikdly to trandfer doroad its the nuclear materias
and technologies, on for which it is spending a digproportionate share of its scarce
financid resources. Nevertheess, no paticipant contested that future proliferation
trends imply risks of the an increesng paticipation of non-dae actors in to illicit
nuclear traffics

North Korea's srategic culture is based on radical assumptions. A
participant emphasised the necessity need to gain a better understanding of the peculiar
drategic paradigm of North Koreg, in order to clarify what it is a stake for Pyongyang
and what can be done to dissuade it from its nuclear ambitions. As both Russa and
China have condderably improved ther rdationship with the United States since
folowing the end of the Cold War, North Korea's internationa isolation has sharpened.
The regime of Kim Jong II'd regime tends now to see itsdf as under a sanding threat of
being oused by an externd power, notably the United States. Security thredts,
therefore, are perceived as threats againg the nation's very existence or, a leadt, agangt
the survivd of the regime. It was emphassed that the regime in Pyongyang is fighting
for its very survivd. As it is the case in for Iran, ganing nuclear wegpons cgpahilities is
largely seen as the best rationd choice in terms of both military power and cost
reduction. Like Iran, the DPRK needs to rein in its expenditure for conventiona military
programmes (does not have the resources to spend on an "equivaent” conventiond
deterrent ??77). A paticipant noted that Pyongyang leadership has is led by
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misrepresented  expectations of about foreign powers intentions and plans. More
genedly, the fact that the DPRK is fighting for its very survivd a the centre of a
gruggle for life or death, makesiits behaviour unpredictable.

The six-party talks should become a more coordinated process. All
participants were of the opinion that North Korea, again like Iran, longs for security
assurances from the United States. A discussant suggested that Pyongyang ams a a
peace treety with Washington, given that the 1950-53 war ended without any formd
arangement. North Korean defiance toward the six-paty taks the negotiating
framework addressng DPRK'’s nuclear programme issue, stems from itsthe perception
that the US is usng the negotiations to avert congdering the offer of a peace or non
aggresson ded. Actudly no participant believed that the US is ready for such a step,
but there was a reatively unanimous consent about Washington's willingness to use
diplomacy to solve the crids. A military drike agangt North Korean nuclear Stes was
largely considered improbable, though the US could leave the door open even for that
option.

A participant who took part to in the NPT RevConf in New York roticed that the
gx-paty tdks ae in line with the muchost suggested diplomatic option (??7?) for
olving such issues. Regiond initigives can be a powerful indrument to atan a
positive outcome from problematic situations. It was aso reported, however, that this
opinion, though widespread, was by no means unanimous.

Ancther participant underlined that the sx-party talks hed until then not fully
exploited thelr its potentid and . It was suggested that they the talks should become a
more coordinated process. The United States, Jgpan and South Korea have been able to
agreed that a confrontational stance has to be integrated with humanitarian ad offers,
but they have faled to reach an agreement on whether the issue should be taken before
the UN Security Council, if North Korea keeps ressting nuclear dismantlement
requests. South Korea opposes such a move, while the US and Jgpan are in favour. As
for the other parties it was dressed that China has a critical role, given its long-
edablished friendship with the DPRK, while Russas pat in the game is of a lower
profile.

Drawing attention on to what ultimate objective of North Korea's interlocutors
might actudly beaim a, a participant suggested that rather than focusing only on the
DPRK’s nuclear disamament, they should concentrate their efforts on to establishing a
nuclear weapons -free zone oin the Korean Peninsula as a necessary step toward the an
eventud reunification of the two Koress.

DPRK-like cases of NPT non-compliance with NPT must be addressed. It
was emphassed that withdrawing from NPT is a right that countries wish to retan,
otherwise tThey would be otherwise much less ready to join international agreements. It
was observed that, in fact, that North Korea has followed the prescribed procedure for
withdrawing, gpart from faling to provide other NPT parties and the UN Security
Council with a detailed explanation of the reasons for such athe move.

All paticipants agreed that the North Koredsn cynicd exploitation of the
loopholes of NPT's Artides IV and X (regulating assstance in the divilian nuclear
sector to paties lacking the needed capabiliies and withdrawa procedures,
respectively) made stressed the urgent the need to find adequate responses.
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Amending NPT’s Art. X is necessary... On this basise, a participant concluded
that the NPT should be at least partidly amended. He referred to the paper on this issue
that presented by the European Union presented at the New York RevConf, which
proposes that, under certain circumstances, safeguards should continue to be agpplied
even after the withdrawa. The paper contains a range of proposds, among them: the
changinge of the wording of Art. X’s wording, so that it envisages direct consequences
for withdrawd; the reteratingon of the binding nature legd obligation of Art. X,
including the provison demanding a detaled notification of the reasons for the
withdrawd; the opportunity to tekinge into account the state of compliance with NPT
obligations of the notifying country; the necesdty to sanctioning possible effects of
withdrawd, on the bads of the principle that the responshility for the internationa
violations of the withdrawing date is inextinguishable affirming that withdrawva from
NPT is a threat to globd security; and forcing the notifying paty to give back
technologies and materids obtained under NPT guarantees.

...but it is extremely difficult. Again, many participants noted that, however
useful it could be, amending the Non-Proliferation Treety is a very difficult task. There
is no way NPT parties can find an agreement on changing Article X or favouring a re-
interpretation of Art. 1V, as it was dso suggested. No date, it was argued, would be
willing to join an internationd treaty without being recognised the right to withdraw
from it. As for a possble re-interpretation of Art. 1V, amed a banning uranium
enrichment activities (that are not mentioned as an explicit legitimate activity), it was
adso deemed implausble. Many European NATO members would have never have
become part to the treaty, if it had not alowed non -—nuclear- -wesgpons States to enrich
uranium for peaceful purposes. Thus, the current interpretetion of Art. IV can hardly be
changed.

In the end, it is Cclearly, that the scepticism about on the possibilities to of amending
the NPT gems not only from the unanimity requirement, but adso from the dates
reluctance to accept amendments that would further congtrain their sovereignty.

North Korean criss must be kept distinct from the debate on NPT
deficiencies. A participant underscored that the debate about the urgency and necessity
to address NPT deficiencies, through amendments or in other ways, must be kept
Separated from the debate on about how to ded with the DPRK nuclear crigs. The firgt
problem regards the internationa legd means to prevent nuclear proliferation before it
takes place. The second problem concerns a present nuclear proliferation menace that
has needs to be addressed in a properly way.

Similarities and differences of the Iran and North Korea cases. Some
participants argued that a comparison of the amilarities and differences in of the Iranian
and North Korean proliferation cases would help to find the right dtrategies to face
them. As for dmilaities discussants mentioned the international isolation of both
regimes, their concerns over US regime change policy, their search for defence sdf-
reliance as a security imperdive, the diplomatic brinkmanship they have resorted to, and
the prestige they equally both accord to the status of nuclear -weapons state.

As for the differences, a participant stressed that Iran is Hill part of the NPT
family and has thus far not given dear sgns of wanting to leave it. He dso reminded
that any dlegation of the military destination of the nuclear programme has to be proved

© lstituto Affari Internazionali 37



and that Iran gill mantains that it has no intention of to building a nuclear arsend. He
interpreted this atitude as reflecting Iran'san readiness to reach a ded on the nuclear
issue. On the contrary, North Korea's withdrawa from the NPT and subsequent its later
announcement of having pursued a military nuclear programme (and related deivery
sysem) based on plutonium separation have dedt a serious blow to internationd
nucleer ams control regimes. While If dl participants agreed that North Korea's
behaviour deserves a generd condemnationblame, they did not fed share the same way
about opinion regarding Iran. As dready mentioned, some participants contested the
perception of Iran as a rogue -dae, contending that this definition hinges more on its
atitudes toward the United States and the Wedt, rather than on objective criteria
Pakistan and Israd were cited as examples of daes that ae trested as friendly
governments by from the Europeans and the Americans even , dthough therr behaviour,
in some respects, resembles that of arogue -state.

Is Pakistan the real rogue -state? A discussant reminded everyone that neither
the US nor the EU has ever sanctioned Isradl for having developed a secret military
nucler programme in a highly ungable region. Other participants pointed to out
Pakistan as the rogue -state paour excellence, as it gopears to fit dl the criteria it is run
by a dictator, hosts innumerable severa extremist Idamic schools its military and
security services have close links with terrorist networks, it has been a nuclear
proliferator and, worse, was is nowhas been a nuclear smuggler too. Abdul Qadeer
Khan, the Pekistani nuclear scientist known as the father of Pekistan's atom bomb, had
based in Pakigan its his cimind network for illegdly <dling nudear maeids,
technologies and expertise to such authoritarian regimes as Libya Iran and, probably,
North Korea. Experts agreed that the twenty-year-long activity of Khan's crimind
network has caused huge damages to non-proliferation regimes.

Severd participants discussants objected to this perception of Pakistan, by
pointing out reminding that Musharal’s government has given supported for Western
actions againg Idamic terorism in Afghanistan and has taken severe measures to curb
the spread of Idamic violent Idamic extremiam.

Fourth session — Prospects for a common transatlantic strategy to deal with the
new trendsin nuclear proliferation

International non-proliferation regimes need a strong leadership. A
participant tried to resume the basic assumptions that had emerged from the discussons
held in the firg three sessons. He registered a unanimous consensus on about the crigs
affecting multilateral inditutions dedling with nucdlear proliferation, the NPT's wavering
being the most relevant evidence of it.

The United States, especidly under the current adminidration and increasngly
snce the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, has showned a marked preference for
measures focused on US security priorities and carried out in cooperation with informal
groupings of likeeminded countries. The US can play an undisputed leading role within
those groupings thanks to its consderable superiority in militay and intelligence
resources. The mod innovative of these initiatives, the Proliferation Security Initiative,
as well as long-established programmes such as those undertaken under the Cooperative
Threat Reduction, or the proposed dorengthening of the NSG guideines, have
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encountered an admost general gpprova, especidly because they am to ensure the
enforcement of the rules concerning arms and exports controls.

Neverthdess, severd paticipants criticized the US for having neglected the
esablished multilaterd  anti-proliferation multilateral arrangements. By doing o, it was
agued, Washington has contributed to weskening the multilatera indtitutions and
eroding the legitimacy of internationd norms. It is now a fact of life that the actud or
aspirant  proliferators are taking advantage of that. The US involvement in initiatives
amed a drengthening multilateral frameworks was consdered a necessary Sep to
increase global security.

It was observed that the anti-proliferation policies of the European Union haves
made big dridessteps forward. Some participants noticed that, paradoxicdly, the Bush
adminigration’s unilaterdism and manifed scepticiam about the role of multilaterad
ingtitutions has prompted the Europeans to define more clearly the peculiar role that the
EU can play in promoting unconventiona arms control regimes. The EU member dates
have managed to work out a European Security Strategy that emphasises the risks
associated with the spread of weapons of mass destruction. However, it was observed
that the EU drategies present dgnificant flaws, especidly regarding the enforcement
dimenson. So no one paticipant was convinced persuaded that the EU done can
achieve a lot done. In this regard, some discussants participants raised the question
whether a the apparent failure of the EU Conditutiond Treety could impact on the EU-
3's negatiaions with the Iranians. Different opinions were expressed on the matter, but a
point of agreement was tha the European integration impasse could be a mgor obstacle
to a further development of the CFSP, in particular of such rdatively new policies as the
anti-proliferation ones.

In this context, the question of leadership — which implies credibility and
legitimacy beyond capabilities — remains crucial. Nobody contested that this leadership
should shdl be exerted by the United States, athough the EU's contribution of the EU
was judged fundamenta as wdll.

Building blocks of a transatlantic non-proliferation transatlantic agenda. A
participant expressed the opinion that Americans and Europeans can forge a combined
approach, by merging their gpproaches in a common agenda.

One An participant suggested that the transatlantic cooperation can could be
depcicted as a multi-level dructure that resembles a pyramid. According to this
metaphor, the top of the pyramid coincides with the drategic assessment of security
priorities in nuclear issues. At this level the United States and the European Union do
not differ: bBoth the US Nationd Security Strategy (September 2002) and the European
Security Strategy (December 2003) single out the connection between of the avallability
of WMD and unstable governments or terrorist networks as the biggest threat to globa
Security.

The firgt differences are to be found further down the pyramid, when it come to
policies The EU has showned tha it has difficulty in developing pro-active palicies to
address the security threats, given its limited defence resources and the lack of a solid
drategic culture. The European countries geographical proximity to problematic
regions like North Africa or very unstable areas such as the Middle East and the Persan
Gulf dso induce them to embrace a compromising attitude. Indeed, the EU has
developed a softer approach, principdly based on diplomacy and engagement. The
United States, which spends much more in defence much more than dl EU members
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taken togethercombined, tends to rely on military means more than the Europeans and
to take atougher diplomatic stance when a proliferation case emerges.

At the bottom of the pyramid, that is the operationd level, Europeans and
Americans have made dgnificant progresses on specific issues, such as the adoption of
the UN Security Council Resolution 1540, the PS andor the G 8 measures in support of
CTR programmes.

However, the recent transatlantic convergence on anti-proliferation policies
should must be seen only as a dating point. No doubt, Tthe newly emerginged
chdlenges require more dructured common responses, including to the possble
eventud acquidtion of nuclear capabilities by some one or another proliferator., will
require more structured common responses.

Is there the needed common ground for a common transatlantic strategy?
Severd paticipants contested that there is enough common ground to build a
transatlantic strategy,,. Some of the m arguinged that the Europeans and the Americans
do not share a drategic vison, though they have common interests on many issues. A
cucid point of divergence concerns the role of multilaterdism. While the EU has
condstently emphasised its central importance, the USs has repeatedly denounced the
ineffectiveness of multilatera organisations and arangements. There is dso a srong
feding in Washington that they are used by hodile or rivd countries as politica
ingruments to condran American power. This explans the US deegation's wesk
commitment to NPT reinforcement that the US delegation showed a the May 2005
NPT Review Conference, as well as the US refusd to ratify the Comprehensve Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT), even though Washington sgned it in 1996, andor its reluctance to
bolser negotiations for the long-invoked Fissle Materid Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). The
European Union, on the contrary, has made the drengthening of the NPT, the
ratification of the CTBT, and the conclusion of negotiations on the FMCT the top
priorities of its anti-proliferation agenda. A participant discussant suggested that the
European Union should further consolidate its international postion by taking the lead
in the verification of the Chemicd Wegpons Convention (CWC) implementation and
the follow-up process of for the Biologica and Toxin (Toxic ???) Wegpons Convention
(BTWC). He expressed the view that such divergences between the US and the EU on
the role of multilateral indtitutions sem from different srategic visons.

However, he and others who shared the same opinion were ready to
acknowledge that Tthe European Union and the United States have common interests in
such other arees as , expecidly regarding the fight agang nucler smuggling and
nuclear terrorism. Therefore, the prospect of consolidating a pragmatic cooperation
seems plausible wheress it gopears much more difficult to trandform it into a systematic
common draegy. However, lit is farly cear however that today the US-EU
collaboration today suffers from is affected by too much improvisation. What is needed
is a credible operational framework for cooperation. Any drategic notions that could
curb efforts to achieve a better coordination should be put aside.

Convergence is the key. Severd participants held the view tha the pragmatic
convergence of the European and American agpproaches is the most rational option: . It
was reiterated that in the firg ingtance, the EU and the US need in the firgt ingtance to
converge operationdly rather than strategicaly.
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Yet opinions about on how convergence should be pursued differed largdy
differed. The *bad cop/good cop’ formula was indicated as a possible modd by severa
participants. Although But while the United States gppearsed to ke ready fit to play the
‘bad cop’ role and the EU that of the ‘good cop’ — as in the Iran case —, it was a
participant stressed that the formula should be made flexible and the partners be alowed
to change roles. SomeoneOthers suggested that this formula could evolve into a more
sophigticated division of labour between the Europeans and the Americans. But others

Some paticipants firmly contested the ussfulness of such a divison of labour,
dating dsressng that the ‘bad cop/good cop’ formula has not prevented Iran from
driving a wedge between the US and the EU. From According to this point of view,
what is needed is a coordinated development of complementarities, so tha the
Americans and the Europeans are be able to forge a compact, flawless common frort.
One A paticipant pointed out reminded that the prospects for solving the dispute over
the Iranian nucdear programme had lightly improved dightly snce the US
adminigration chose to back European efforts to reach a ded, athough much grester
convergence is would be necessry. One A paticipant complained tha this insufficient
degree of convergence will probably cost the world the Europeans and the Americans a
nuclear Iran.

A paticipant recadlminded that the Atlantic dlies have dready dated to
cooperate on nontproliferation issues within the context of NATO. He cited the
initiative agang the spread of nuclear wegpons launched by NATO in 1994. The
NATO approach contemplates both diplomatic dissuasion and military response. He
ingsted tha NATO should be given a larger role, consdering its long experience as
Europe's prime of first security agent in Europe.

How to improve convergence? Experts singled out a range of issues where on
which the EU and the US most need to converge. The fird mentioned was the fight
agang nuclear terrorism and rdated smuggling activities The adoption by the UN
Security Council of Resolution 1540, which that obliges binds dl UN members to
sanction proliferation to nondate actors and to establish appropriate export control
sysems, was judged as an important achievement, made possble by a rare show of
unanimity by the Security Council’s permanent members. It was stressed, however, that
the Security Council risks to trividisnge the threat posed by ‘unconventiord terrorism’
by bringing together the nucdlear, radiologicd, biologicd and chemicd dements
together under the formula “wegpons of mass destruction”. It was remarked that the
Vvarious types of wesgpons of mass destruction present threats that cannot be aldressed
with a gngle ingrument or a sngle st of ingruments. It is necessary, therefore, to
develop more targeted threat assessments, counter-measures, and response capabilities.

The Proliferetion Security Initicive was mentioned as a very useful instrument
for to curbing illicit exports. It was under a PSl operdion, involving American, British,
German and Italian cooperation, that the ship BBC China, which was secretly bringing
gas centrifuges (needed necessary to enrich uranium) to Libya, was blocked. Many
asked whether the initiative can could be improved, for ingance by providing it with a
coherent dtructure, a regular budget and a sort of inditutiond framework. Intelligence
sharing was dso sngled out asacrucid dement of counter- proliferation efforts.

However, it was dso underlined that to overcomingame the traditiondly extreme
reluctance that security services show for in sharing information will be is a chdlenging
tak. A paticipant remarked that inteligence sharing should be ‘market-driven’, that is,
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security services should shdl be adle to provide each other s with equaly worthy
informetion, if they want to develop afruitful collaboration.

Other suggestions regarded the preservation and reinforcement of the NSG
guiddines These ensuringe that the members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group exchange
information on denids of sendtive maerids export licenses. Reciprocation  ofl
information should be extended to approvas and the IAEA should dso be equdly
natified of any sengtive transaction.

The need to address the matter of fissle materid production was dso
emphasised. It was suggested that the EU and the US should favour the converson of
highly enriched uranium plants to low enriched uranium plants and promote a five-year
moraorium on the condruction of new nuclear fud cycle facilities. Efforts to promote
such a productionfreeze should be accompanied by dsrengthened initiatives to ether
eiminate or secure the exiding materids, most the mgority of which is scatered over
the teritories of the former Soviet Union, induding EU neighbouring countries
neighbouring on the EU like Ukraine and Bearus.

A One participant stressed that the West has to engage Russig, in order to reach
a nuclear security ded with such countries. Russia should be convinced that it faces the
same threats as Europe and the US America and that it is therefore in its interest to
contribute to a combined effort to counter terrorism and proliferation. A discussant
participant objected that the commondlity of interests between Russa and the West is
ae purdy insrumentd, and tha a Western-Russan security partnership would be
short-term.

Nuclear proliferation is rooted in nationalistic instincts. At the end of the
conference, a discussant recaled minded that nuclear proliferation is rooted in
international  competition, which is in its turn is fudled nourished by nationdigic zed.
To what extent nationdism can hamper genuine non-proliferation efforts can be seen in
the European context, where he sngle member dtates, especidly the two nuclear ones,
France and Britain, sometimes pursue policies that contrasting with the pogtion tha the
EU, as a supra-national actor, has agreed upon. He remarked, therefore, that fostering a
climate of reciprocd trust is a basc condition to for consolidatinge the whole non
proliferation system. Another discussant contended that a preventive gpproach should
imply not only coercion, but aso a range of offers able to divert countries priorities
from nuclear armament to security and economic cooperation. In the opinion of another
participant, the only nonproliferation drategy that cancould be successful in the long
teem is the universa compliance of dl countries with the st of obligaions,
commitments, principles that they have recognised as the conditions needed to avert
internationa confrontations and foster better relations.
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Friday, 10 June 2005

13:00-14:00 Lunch-Buffet

14:00-14:10 Welcome Address
Giovanni__Gagparini, Co-Director, Transatlantic Programme on ESDP,

Igituto Affari Internaziondi, Rome

14:10-16:00 First Session

Non Proliferation Initiativesand NPT Review

Chair:

Introduction:

Discussants,

16:00-16:15 Coffee-Break

Ettore  Greco, Deputy-Director, Igituwto  Affari
Internaziondi, Rome.

Serge Sur, Professor at PanthéonAssas University in Paris
2, Director of the Thucydide Centre and Director of the
Annuaire Francais de Relations Internationales, Paris
William _Potter, Director, Center for Non proliferation
Studies at the Monterey Inditute of International Studies,
Monterey (Cdifornia)

Nadino Ronzitti, Scientific Counsdlor, Idituo Affari
Internaziondi, Rome, Professor of Internationd Law,
LUISS University, Rome

Hadd Miller, Executive Director, Peace Research
Indtitute of Frankfurt, Frankfurt

16:15-18:15 Second Session
EU and US Non Proliferation Strategies

Chair:

Introduction:
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Marcin Zaborowski  Research-Fellow, European  Union

Indtitute for Security Studies, Paris

EU: Bruno Tertras, Senior Research Felow, Fondation
pour la Recherche Stratégique, Paris



Discussant:

20:00 Dinner

USA: Josgph Cirincione, Senior Associate and Director
for  Non-Proliferation,  Canegie  Endowment  for
Internationa Peace, Washington DC

Sverre  Lodgsard, Director, Norwegian Inditute of
Internationd Affairs, Odo

Anndisa  Gianndla, High  Representative  Soland's
Persond Representative for WMD, Council of the
European Union, Brussals

Raph Thide, Colond Commander, Bundeswehr Centre
for Analyss and Studies, Wadbrdl, Germany

Saturday, 11 June 2005

9:00-11:00 Third Session

Test cases: Iran and North Korea

Chair:

Introduction:

Discussants:

11:00-11:15 Coffee-Break

Vincenzo Camporini, President, Center for Advanced
Studies on Defense, Rome

Iran: Riccado Redadli, Director of the Middle East
Program, Landau Network — Centro Volta of Como and
Catholic University of the S. Heart, Milan

North Korea: Daryl Howlet, Senior Lecturer,
Mountbatten Centre for Internationd Studies, Divison of
Politics and International Reations, School of Socid
Sciences, University of Southampton, Southampton, UK

David S Yod, Senior Research-Fdlow, NATOato
Defense College, Rome

Sharam _Chubin, Professor, Geneva Center for Security
Policy, Geneva

Paolo Cotta-Ramusno, Secretary Generd of Pugwash
Conferences on Sciences and World Affars, Rome, and
Professor at the University of Milan

11:15-13:15 Fourth Session
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Prospects for

a common Transatlantic Strategy to deal with the new

trendsin Nuclear Proliferation

Chair:

Introduction:;

Discussants,

Sefano Sivedri, Presdent, Igituto Affari Internaziondl,
Rome

Gearad Quille, Acting Executive Director, Internationd
Security Information Service Europe, Brussels

Gudav Lindgrom, Senior Research -Fdlow, EU Inditute
for Security Studies, Paris

David Maosher, Senior Policy Andyst, RAND, Arlington,
USA

Roberto Zadra, Deputy Head of the WMD Center,
Political Affairs Divison, NATO, Brussds

13:15-13:30 Concluding remarks

13:30-14:30 Lunch-Buffet
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