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There was practically unanimous concern that the global nuclear non-proliferation and 

disarmament regime is in a profoundly bad shape and faces its greatest crisis since the end of the 

Cold War, if not since the advent of the nuclear era. The 2005 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

Review Conference has been an outspoken failure and little to virtually no progress has been 

achieved with regards to the many dimensions of the global nuclear arms control process. 

Particular concern was expressed about the fact that the debate on the advisability of having a 

nuclear weapons option seems to be re-opening in at least some of the non-nuclear weapon 

states. 

Yet it was recognized that opportunities exist to revert to the process of stimulating both 

horizontal and vertical nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament. Among the openings 

available is notably the negotiation of a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). A view was 

expressed that at least some of the states that have already ratified the Comprehensive Test Ban 

Treaty (CTBT) could consider a further step by announcing unilateral entry into force of the 

CTBT for them, on an individual basis, thus committing themselves to behave as if the Treaty 

has already entered into force, and act according to all obligations the Treaty involves. The need 

to proceed energetically with thorough preparations for the next NPT Review Conference in 

2010 with the view of ensuring its successful outcome was also stressed. 

The group was reminded that the United States and Russia, still by far the two largest possessors 

of nuclear weapons, should lead the nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament process. Among 

the measures proposed for the renewal of the disarmament process, the view was expressed that 

the United States and Russia should, as first priority, take their nuclear weapons off hair-trigger, 

eliminate the launch-on-warning option from their nuclear military strategies, implement a 



parallel decrease in operational readiness of their strategic forces, and openly exclude - along 

with other nuclear weapon states that have not yet done so - any first use of nuclear weaponry. 

There were calls on the United States and Russia to immediately start negotiating a new strategic 

arms reduction treaty that may significantly reduce the deployment of nuclear weapons. 

However, there were also comments to the effect that in the current geopolitical situation a 

simple return to form and agenda of the superpower dialogue of the 1970s and 1980s was hardly 

possible, and that the latest negative developments in the area of outer space security would 

additionally complicate efforts to reduce their large numbers of nuclear weapons. 

It was also suggested that, meanwhile, all other nuclear-weapon states should address the issue of 

their possession of both strategic and non-strategic nuclear weapons. The completion of the 

withdrawal of US nuclear weapons deployed in Europe and a reduction of tactical nuclear 

weapons in Russia could constitute valuable incremental steps towards more general and 

significant disarmament measures. The discussion in the United Kingdom concerning future 

options in the light of the expected decommissioning of the current Trident system could be 

taken as opportunity to raise public awareness regarding the inhumanity of nuclear weapons, and 

to consider the possibility for such a nuclear weapons power to adjust to new security 

requirements and threats by reducing the reliance on nuclear weaponry or even by phasing them 

out completely, thus offering an example for other nuclear weapon states. 

The group addressed the likelihood that non-state actors might not only aspire to destroy a major 

city in the world, but could do so by easily fabricating a crude nuclear explosive device when in 

the possession of a sufficient amount of fissile material, in particular highly enriched uranium. In 

order to prevent terrorist groups from exploding in the near future such a nuclear device, or 

alternatively a radioactive dispersal bomb, the need to deny to them access to any fissile or 

radioactive material was emphasized, hence the urgent need to ensure that all this material be 

effectively accounted for and controlled on a global basis, and that as much of highly enriched 

uranium be eliminated as quickly as possible, and that the use of highly enriched uranium in 

research and naval nuclear reactors be phased out. 

The group discussed whether the recent US-India nuclear deal, which fundamentally transforms 

the relationship between these two countries, represents a challenge to the disarmament and non-

proliferation regime, and could motivate other countries to proceed in their attempts to produce 

sensitive nuclear material and acquire nuclear weapons. Yet it was observed that, whether with 



or without this deal, India would anyway most likely proceed with the production of weapons-

purpose fissile material. Positive aspects of the US-India nuclear deal can be discerned as well, 

since India's civil nuclear plants, constituting about two thirds of its total number of nuclear 

facilities, would be brought under international safeguards as performed by the IAEA. 

It was noted that while states may have different views as to whether over the past two decades 

Iran has just failed to fully live up to its safeguards agreements with the IAEA or more broadly 

with its obligations under the NPT, the main objective should be to find a just and endurable 

solution, based on Iran's continued adherence to and compliance with the NPT. Several 

participants emphasized that possible penalties deriving from such failures should be 

commensurate with the violation committed, as well as applied consistently and in a non-

discriminatory way. The need to avoid decisions that could undermine the credibility of the 

IAEA and the United Nations Security Council was emphasized. The complex security situation 

in the area, including the assumed possession of nuclear weapons by Israel, was also mentioned. 

While Iran's inalienable right to undertake peaceful nuclear activities was not questioned, a 

number of participants called for an immediate commencement of negotiations to address the 

concerns of all sides involved. Several participants held the view that Iran should be induced to 

temporarily suspend sensitive fuel-cycle-related activities such as uranium enrichment, ratify the 

Additional Protocol, cooperate with its associated inspections, and to offer full cooperation with 

the IAEA. At the same time, a view was expressed that insisting on suspension of uranium 

enrichment activities as a precondition for negotiations may lead to a loss of time, and a more 

effective approach could be an agreement of Iran not to expand in any way, for the duration of 

negotiations, its current nuclear activities, and ensure that such a freeze could be verified by the 

IAEA. In any case, it is important to stimulate mutual confidence building in the region and to 

avoid any destabilizing action that may complicate the search for both short-term and long-term 

solutions, including any provocative and inflammatory rhetoric language. 

A number of participants share the view that the recent nuclear test by the DPRK constitutes a 

serious set-back in global efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation. Still, it is believed that a 

renewal of negotiations in the 6-party framework is not only necessary but could generate a basis 

to come out of the present deadlock between the government of the DPRK and the other 6-party 

group members. It also has to be recognized that the DPRK faces multiple security threats, 

including but not limited to the absence of a formal peace agreement with the United States, and 



that the present foreign policy and nuclear strategy of the United States are not beneficial for 

advancing a solution to the current impasse or allowing the establishment of a sustainable and 

peaceful co-existence of the DPRK and the United States. The DPRK should be given the 

confidence that its survival is not in any way under threat, and ought to be provided with 

adequate security guarantees to this effect, notably by the United States. In this context an idea 

was put forward that revisiting the lessons learned from the resolution of the 1962 Cuban Missile 

crisis could be useful. The commitment to denuclearize the Korean Peninsula should be adhered 

to, and the DPRK should agree to verifiably renounce once and for all from the possession of 

nuclear weapons, as well as recommit itself to the NPT and Additional Protocol, in exchange for 

the provision of appropriate safety guarantees it desires. 

It was noted that the civil use of nuclear energy continues to be severely troubled by the 

problems associated with radioactive waste, nuclear proliferation, and reactor accidents, while in 

many countries experiencing today unfavorable conditions in terms of economics and public 

acceptance. While nuclear power could not constitute the panacea for the problem of climate 

change, it is increasingly considered as capable of contributing to alleviate this global challenge, 

while its use continues to be beneficial for providing national energy security and avoiding local 

air pollution. An increasingly likely renewed interest in the use of nuclear energy for the 

production of electricity, and a declared intention by many countries to expand or initiate nuclear 

electricity production, necessitates a further transparent and fair internationalization of both the 

front-end and back-end of the nuclear fuel cycle, as well as a renewed emphasis on risk 

reduction. It was proposed that to this extent the role of the IAEA in providing extended 

guidance to national regulators should be strengthened, and a universal mandatory international 

regime of inspection be implemented. There is urgent need for a new nuclear regime and 

innovative approaches designed to take into account the technical, political, institutional, and 

legal dimensions of the entire nuclear fuel cycle, notably in order to reduce the risks associated 

with nuclear proliferation and terrorism. 

While it may be difficult to demonstrate a direct and intrinsic correlation between a lack of 

progress in global disarmament efforts, on the one hand, and proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

on the other hand, devaluing the importance of possessing nuclear weapons is likely to stimulate 

world-wide nuclear non-proliferation efforts. Inversely, any increase in the value attached to the 

possession of nuclear weapons in one of the nuclear weapon states is likely to stimulate the 



proliferation of nuclear weapon programs in other nations. Convinced that the world would be 

much safer without the continued existence of nuclear weapons, and that the presence today of 

excessive numbers of these weapons in the military arsenals of several countries continues to 

impose an unacceptable threat to the survival of mankind, a number of participants reiterated that 

all states possessing nuclear weapons should commence planning for security without these 

weapons, and start outlawing them through a large range of joint practical and incremental 

measures. 

 


