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INTRODUCTION

In the weeks since the September 11, 2001, terrorist at-
tacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, the
proposition that the attacks have “ changed theworld” has
become accepted as conventional wisdom. Not only have
the attacks had a profound impact on how the United
Statesviewsitsvulnerability to terrorism, but the ongoing
U.S. responseto the attacks will inevitably affect abroad
rangeof U.S. policiesrelated to nonproliferation. Equaly
significant effects oninternational nonproliferation re-
gimes are possible. To explore these issues, on Septem-
ber 28, 2001,The Nonproliferation Review gathered a
group of nonproliferation and arms control speciaiststo
examinetheimplicationsof the attacks. Thegroup included
arangeof current and former government officials and
nongovernmental analysts. 1na90-minute discussion, the
group explored the reprecussions of the attacks on anum-
ber of topics, including weapons-of-mass-destruction
(WMD) terrorism, the international nonproliferation re-
gime, U.S.-Russian relations, and regions of proliferation
concern, such asthe Middle East and South Asia. Leonard
Spector, Deputy Director (in the Washington, DC office)
of the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) and Edi-
tor-in-Chief of the Center’s publications, chaired the ses-
son.
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Leonard Spector: Thank you al for joining us today.
Likeyou, | am till trying to digest the significance of the
events of September 11, 2001, for the fields of nonprolif-
eration and arms control, in which we have all worked
together for so many years. For thisreason, | thought it
would bevaluablefor usto assemble and take afirst read-
ing of what we believe the most important impacts of the
terrorist attacks arelikely to be.

Obvioudly, eventsare moving swiftly, and it isimpossible
to makelong-term predictionswith any confidence. None-
theless, | think it will be useful for usand for the readers
of The Nonproliferation Review to identify the principal
areas where the influence of the September 11 terrorist
attacks is most likely to be felt in coming months—for
example on such issues as WMD terrorism and nuclear
relationsin South Asia—and to describe the range of the
most likely impactsthat may emerge. Thisapproach will
also help ensurethat our remarkstoday remain timely and
relevant to our readers.

I thought Jonathan Tucker might get us started with the
implications for WMD terrorism, which has been on
everybody’smind.

Jonathan Tucker: In the past, we have tended to
downplay thethreat of WMD terrorism for two reasons.
On the motivational side, relatively few terrorist groups
seem to beinterested in inflicting mass casualties. Onthe
technical side, there are substantial technical hurdlesthat
would have to be overcome for terrorists to use these
weaponson alarge scale. | think anumber of factorssince
September 11 have changed that perception to some ex-
tent.

Thefirst factor isthat the group that attacked on Septem-
ber 11 seemed to differ inits characteristics and method-
ology from other groups that we have seen in the past.
They werewilling to give their livesin an attack, which
indicates alevel of dedication and fanaticism that is not
characteristic of terrorists, most of whom wish to survive
and seethefruitsof their labors. They were also extraor-
dinarily methodical in the way they prepared for this at-
tack, getting training for their operatives. They had afairly
good mastery of tradecraft, being able to communicate
without being detected. These factors suggest that per-
haps they were receiving assistance from some state in-
telligence agency that has a good understanding of how
the United States collectsinformation and can give them
good advice on counterintelligence.

Another factor that istroubling isthe possibility that the
bin Laden network may have, if not state sponsorship,
then association with a state that can provide technical
assistance. Thisassistance could perhapsinclude access
to production facilities and know-how—such as biol ogi-
cal seed cultures or chemical weapons precursors—that
would makethe acquisition of these weaponssimpler, a-
lowing the group to take some short cuts around the tech-
nica hurdlesto acquiringaWMD capability. Wejust don't
know, at least from open sources, the extent to which bin
Laden does have ties to regimes such as Irag or Sudan,
but there isa clear implication that such connectionsare
possible. These ties could strengthen if there is military
action against Irag. Thereisalso aclear congruence be-
tween anumber of statesthat support terrorism and states
that have WMD programs. That fact initself istroubling.

So when we addresstheterrorismissue, we need to seeit
inthe context of state-level proliferation. Effortsto rein-
stitute weapons inspections in Irag, as Leonard Spector
and | argued in arecent editoria [Boston Globe, Sep-
tember 21, 2001], are especialy important. Reintroduc-
ing the inspectors would both constrain Iragi WMD
programsand also servethesubsidiary goal of preventing
the transfer of WMD to terrorists. | think we could dis-
cuss the political feasibility or realism of reintroducing
weapons inspectorsto Iraq at thistime. There may be a
narrow window of opportunity given the growing sense
of unity onthe UN Security Council interms of dealing
with thethreat of terrorism. Thereal impediment to rein-
troducing inspectorsin the past hasbeen divisionsin the
Security Council, and in fact Irag has been ableto divide
and conquer and prevent effective pressure from being
applied to restore United Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM) and now, United Nations Monitoring, Verifi-
cation and I nspection Commission (UNMOV IC) inspec-
tions.

Jason Pate: First of al, inregard to terrorist capabilities,
| tend to agree almost compl etely with Jonathan’s assess-
ment that WMD proliferation to statesisreally thecritical
issue at this point. | differ alittle bit on terrorist motiva-
tions, for several reasons. Yes, it istruethat the attacks
on September 11 killed more civiliansthan any other ter-
rorist attack in history. That ominously speaks of adesire
by theterroriststoinflict mass casudties. However, | draw
much more reassuring conclusions from an analysis of
September 11. First of al, we appear to be almost going
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backwardsin terms of terrorist tactics, back to hijackings
that were seen 30 years ago. This was a very, very low
technology incident. Theterroristswere ableto achieve
their goalswithout even using explosives. | draw theles-
son that we are still in the era of truck bombs and
hijackings. That said, what isdifferent isthat in the past
there have been plans to use planes in a multi-pronged
terrorist attack, but generally these have been thwarted.
So the level of sophistication demonstrated on Septem-
ber 11 is novel, and shows an ability to break through
that barrier. And aso, Jonathan wastaking about thelevel
of sophistication and patience and planning involved in
the September 11 attacks, the infiltration of the United
States. That's not a new phenomenon in terrorism, al-
though itisanew phenomenoninthe United States. Other
countriessuch aslsragl, the United Kingdom, and France,
have been dealing with thistype of well-planned and pre-
pared terrorist attack for many years. So | draw much
more reassuring lessons from the September 11 attacks.

Jonathan Tucker : Jason, what about the clear evidence
that bin Laden isinterested in acquiring WMD? He has
said that it ishis“religious duty” to acquire such weap-
ons. There have also been recent news stories that bin
Laden has already acquired a “crude” chemical or bio-
logical capability, dthough what isactually meant by crude
isnot defined. Wouldn't it be alogical next step in the
pattern of escalation for bin Laden to demonstrate some
kind of WMD capability? Evenif thegroup wereto carry
out a relatively small attack with chemical, biological,
nuclear, or radiol ogical weapons, the psychological impact
would bevery severe. So| don't see, Jason, that thisgroup
has abandoned aspirations of escalating to anew level of
violence.

Jason Pate: Thosereportsare very troubling, but asyou
suggest, it's the psychological impact of such an attack
that is problematic, not the level of violenceitself. It's
not obvious that using a chemical agent, as opposed to
flying planesinto buildings, is an escalation. It may be
psychologically, but it would be very difficult tokill 6,800
people[editor’snote: casualty estimates have dropped since
this discussion was held] in a chemical attack like that.
Interest in the weapons does not trangl ate into a capabil-
ity, nor into motivation to use them, particularly giventhe
track record of extremely high levels of successusing ex-
plosives, truck bombs, and plane hijackings.
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Nikolai Sokov: We cannot assume that states support-
ing terrorism will necessarily sharetheir WM D capabili-
tieswith terrorists. At some point the issue of control is
bound to arise. | seriously doubt that governments will
easily transfer control of WMD into the hands of terrorist
groups because they often do not fully control these groups.
In fact, governments are more likely to keep control of
WMD intheir handsand, in this sense, they may become
our defacto dlies, preventing acquisition of WMD capa-
bility by terrorists. Of course, they would only bedefacto
alies and only to the extent dictated by their own inter-
ests.

L eonard Spector: That isan optimistic comment. | don’t
know if | would count on Saddam Hussein.

Amin Tarzi: A few quick points. Number one, | certainly
disagree with Jonathan’sinitial point that thisisanew type
of terrorist attack. You can go back into the history of the
Middle East, you don’t even have to go back to thetime
of the Assassins, but just back to 1987 and onwards, and
you find terroristswho werewilling to diefor their cause.
| don't think there's been any change in this area. My
second point concernsIrag and Sudan. | think we should
make adistinction between thesetwo. The Sudan of 1998
and the Sudan of today are completely different. Sudan
has been cooperating with the United States and Egypt.
We should not put Sudan in the same category with Irag.
Finally, | somewhat agree with Jason that the terrorists
may be using the WMD threst to basically exhaust the
United States. Peopledon't realizethat in the Middle East
thereisthisnotion of exhausting U.S. intelligence and dip-
lomatic efforts by threatening to do one thing, and then
doing something totally different to make us look for
WMD and then hijack airplanes. So let us take that into
account. They always say: “we have ajihad to make the
United States pay more for civil services, to have more
agencies.” Let usnot forget that.

L eonard Spector: | want to let Robert Einhorn make a
comment, and then I'd like to turn to the next topic on
our agenda, regarding the seriousness of the terrorist
WMD threst as opposed to the threat posed by traditional
proliferation.
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Robert Einhorn: | understand the reasonswhy terrorists
may feel they can get by with relatively low-tech means,
withwhich they often obtain spectacular results. So maybe
they do not have strong incentives for going the WMD
route. But | think it would befoolish, onthebasisof this
typeof analysis, tofed that we do not haveto worry about
the acquisition and use of WMD by terrorists. What the
September 11 attacks demonstrateisthat therearenoin-
hibitions on the level of death and destruction that these
terrorists are prepared to try to achieve. If they can ac-
guire and figure out how to use more destructive weap-
ons, therewill not be many other constraints on their use
of theseweapons. So | think it would befoolish to count
onterroristsdeciding not to acquire WMD, and U.S. palicy
needs to take thisinto account.

L eonard Spector: Aretherecommentson thelarger ques-
tion of whether WMD terrorism has now becomethe pri-
mary proliferation threat?If you look at the actual threats
to the United States or to international stability today, is
WMD terrorismlooming so largethat it isdidodging other
anxieties about certain countries acquiring such weapons?
Even previous nightmare scenarioslike[lragi President]
Saddam Hussein with the bomb or anuclear-armed North
Korea, for example, seem lessintimidating than terrorists
with these weapons. We know how to address the threat
posed by countries with weapons of mass destruction,
because we've done it with the Russians and others.
Today, we may have a new kind of threat, however.
Maybe that's agood lead-in for Michael Krepon, whom
I’ d asked to addresstheimplications of the September 11
attacksfor deterrence and related policies.

Michael Krepon: First, | want to associate myself with
what Robert Einhorn just said. | don’t think there are any
silver liningsto the September 11 attacks, interms of pro-
liferation problems. They areall now in stark relief. The
Cold War strategic concept of mutual assured destruction
also took abig hit on September 11. We are now moving
much moreforcefully into somekind of mix of deterrence
and defensein terms of dealing with awide array of threats
associated with WMD. The situation is obviously very
fluid, and people who were on opposing sides of themis-
sile defense debate will feel, in both cases, affirmed in
their views. We need to make wise choices. It seems to
methat if welook at deterrence and defense, homeland
defense clearly needsto assume avery high priority. And

homeland defense consists of many different things. A
dollar spent on improving airport safety is, | think, quite
evidently adollar better spent than if it were spent on na-
tional missile defenses. It’svery important to get our pri-
orities straight. We are now spending two dimes on
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) programs for ev-
ery dollar that we spend on missile defenses. Our budget
dlocationsarewildly out of dignment. Asanother example,
we are spending more on national missile defenses than
on tactical missile defenses. We've got alot of work to
do in terms of getting the right response in this defense
and deterrence mix. But mutual assured destruction has
no bearing on people who commit grotesque acts of ter-
ror, and we clearly need to affirm a new strategic con-

cept.

L eonard Spector : Would anyoneliketo comment onthis
point?

Amy Sands: | don’t disagree with what Michae! just said,
but | think that the ability of the U.S. government to move
inthat direction very quickly and smoothly will be chal-
lenged by entrenched bureaucratic and ideol ogical inter-
ests. | was in Washington last week and was amazed at
the concern about deterrence, the traditional concept of
deterrence and what kind of systems you would need to
support U.S. security requirements in 15 years. Even
though concerns about terroristswerethere, terroristsare
considered undeterrable. Therefore, you need to put funds
into defense. Asweare all aware, missile defensefunding
went forward with what was requested by the [Bush]
administration, with no cuts. | think it’sgoing to be hard,
for this administration especially, given the people they
have, to change funding priorities. While| agreewith you
completely that there needsto be a better balance between
defense and deterrence, | just don’t see how that isgoing
to be achieved, especially in the short term.

Christine Wing: It seems to me that the question of
whether or not WMD terrorism is the primary threat is
creating an either/or dichotomy that is probably not going
to be very useful in our thinking. Itisvery hard to think
about these questions right now, but regarding Leonard
Spector’snotion that we want to think clearly about what
the situation may look like six to eight weeks down the
road, it seemsto methat we are going to draw adifferent
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picture of thethreat, and we are going to draw adifferent
picture of the place of WMD in U.S. foreign and military
policy. But | wouldn't doit by trying to say that one has
priority over the other. | know thisisobvious, but | think
it'safalse questionin asense.

Leonard Spector: What | had in mind, when | raised
this question, was the idea of “displacement.” In other
words, the government can only focus on so many issues
at once, and of necessity it must be seized with this new
threat, displacing itstraditional focus regarding weapons
of massdestruction.

ChristineWing: So the question is about what will hap-
pen, not what should happen?

Leonard Spector: That's right. Overall, we have had
pretty good success in addressing many nonproliferation
challenges. At least the spread of these weapons of mass
destruction to new stateswasrelatively slow, and we un-
derstood how their spread to additional countries evolved.
We knew we could manage the process even if we could
not always stop it. With the threat of WMD terrorism,
by contrast, we have a shadow world, where phantoms
pop up and threaten us, but we do not know how or where
they are going to strike next or how and against whom we
can strike back. In that sense, the new threat not only
looms|arger, but may indeed be the moreimmediate and
more seriousthreat to the United States and international
stability because, totally apart from the destruction ter-
rorist use of WMD would cause, it can lead to aloss of
confidence in our government. If our allies or our citi-
zenry lose confidence in our government, it would be a
very profound impact, indeed.

Christine Wing: It's also profound in terms of the U.S.
public. WMD terrorismiscertainly at thetop of thelist of
concerns. All you haveto do iswalk down the streets of
New York to seeit.

Leonard Spector: For example, if we learn tomorrow
that infact it turned out U.S. intelligence missed arepro-
cessing [plutonium separation] plant and the North Kore-
ans have four bombsinstead of oneto two, | think people
would say “fine, we know how to meet this challenge,
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now on to the next issue.” But the possibility that those
same new bombs might bein the hands of terroristswould
evoke much greater fear and uncertainty.

Jonathan Tucker: | do think thereis, if not a current,
then apotential link between state-level proliferation and
terrorist-level proliferation. Thereasonissmply availabil-
ity; the more states have these weapons, the more avail-
ablethe necessary technology and know-how. Eventudly,
| believe there will some transfer of technology from
proliferant statesto terrorists. Also, the normative barri-
erswill be eroded. | think even terrorists to some extent
can be influenced by moral suasion or at least the exist-
enceof avery strong international legal norm. The stron-
ger thenorm at that exists at the statelevel, and the stronger
the sanctions applied against the few states that retain
chemical or biological weapons, thelesslikely it will be
that terroristswill have accessto the necessary technolo-
giesand will feel emboldened to use these weapons.

Michael Krepon: The norm that is most in need of
strengthening at thistime, in my view, isthenorminIs-
lam against the taking of one’sown life, committing sui-
cide, and killing innocents. Islamic normsreally need to
berefurbishedinlight of developmentsinthe Middle Eas,
New York, and the Pentagon.

William Potter: | think another possiblelesson that may
be derived from the last several weeksishow easy it may
beto inflict massive punishment on nation-states, includ-
ing nuclear weapon states. | think the vulnerabilitieshave
been exposed in a way that was not appreciated previ-
ously. What | fear isthat adversaries, not just adversar-
ies of the United States, but also other nation-states that
have grievances against the major powers, may turn to
sponsoring terrorists asameansto respond to their griev-
ances.

Rebecca Johnson: | am alittle concerned about some
of the questionsthat are being raised here. To respond to
Michael, | do not think in terms of problemswith Islam
because certainly in Britain and Ireland, we' ve been deal -
ing with terrorism that’s been based on a kind of funda-
mentalist Protestant and fundamentalist Catholic
political ethos that has also led groups of people to be-
lievethey could not only kill other people but were will-
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ing to risk their own lives. So | think the real thing we
haveto belooking at ishow fundamentalism and religious
intol erance can be politically manipul ated—if combined
with certain kind of resources and certain kinds of indoc-
trination—and how such intolerance can lead groups of
peopleto believethat by committing acts of terrorism and
killing other peoplethey can somehow do agood thingin
terms of the honor of their community or the honor of
their religion or accessto paradise.

| also think that one of the lessonsfor the United Statesis
not to put all its security eggs in one basket and then
abruptly pull them out and put them in another basket.
One of the key things about terrorism or other forms of
asymmetric warfareisthat some states, when faced with
such adominant military adversary asthe United States
or itsallies, turn to the unexpected, the surprise. Sothese
attacksresulted from recognizing that hijacked airplanes,
arelatively low-tech sort of 1970s phenomenon, can sud-
denly betransformed and used in adifferent way asweap-
onsof massdestruction. If the attack then meansweturn
all our attention to thistype of threat, | think that would
be a mistake. Because | think one of the problems for
futureterrorigts, or one of the questionsthey will belooking
at, is what do you do to make a major impact for your
cause now, after September 11, which stopped theworld
for aperiod of time? If you are agroup that wantsto get
major impact, what do you haveto do to get that impact?
Thisreasoning leads meto fear that weapons of massde-
struction might increasingly become the weapons of choice
simply becausethey crossadifferent kind of threshold. |
think we have to pay attention to that possibility aswell
aspaying attention to theway in which theincreased vul-
nerability to low-tech attacks has al so been demonstrated.

But | would actually disagree with Bill Potter’sfina point
that because vulnerability has been vividly demonstrated,
that it necessarily will be exploited, perhapsby states. This
sort of vulnerability hasbeen demonstrated timeand again
by terrorist groupsin London, Madrid, Bilbao, andin s
ragl, without necessarily resulting in asignificant further
escalation in the use of those techniques. So | don't an-
ticipate such an escalation. | think it would be avery high-
risk strategy for any state to attempt to use this window
of vulnerability now totry to pushitsown agenda. | think
that would very quickly be detected—intelligenceis suf-
ficiently high once they clear out the background noise.
So| don't actually anticipatethat therewill beanincrease
in state-sponsored acts of terrorism.

L eonard Spector: Rebecca, et meturn to the next topic
if I may and get Bob Einhorn to start our discussion on
theimplicationsfor arms control measures and nonprolif-
eration regimes. Christine hasintroduced thistopic, and
| think it isagood oneto follow up on.

Robert Einhorn: Let me make some unsystematic points
regarding thefirst of Leonard Spector’sbullets here about
the U.S.-Russia agenda: the Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty (START) process, the Anti-Balistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty, new strategic framework and so on. | think much
will really depend on how Americans and Russians coop-
erate in managing thisincident and thiscampaign. | think
there has opened up in the last couple weeks prospects
for cooperation in somerather sensitive areasthat could
makeit easier to cooperate on some of the bigger strate-
gicissues. Andif thereisto be some sort of compromise
between the United States and Russiaon whether and how
to accommodate missile defense, | think that patterns of
cooperation that may be built in the coming weeks could
be adecisivefactor.

How aretraditiona armscontrol and nonproliferation af-
fected by the terrorist attacks? | think it isimportant to
realizethat traditional arms control and nonproliferation,
and by that | mean before September 11, did not ato-
gether neglect substate actors. There are many aspects
of what we did before September 11 that had important
implicationsfor constraining terroristsintheir acquisition
of materials and technologies. You had all of the threat
reduction measures and programswith respect to Russia
and the Newly Independent States (NIS). A very impor-
tant element of these was preventing the leakage of mate-
rials and technol ogies and equipment to substate actors.
Also, simply preventing the proliferation of these capa-
bilitiesto state actors—Irag, Iran, Libya, and others—had
the motive of preventing Irag and Iran from having these
capabilities because they might be morelikely to support
the nonstate actors than some of the existing possessors
of those capabilities. So alot that happened before Sep-
tember 11 was relevant. | think those dimensions that
have particular applicability to preventing terrorist acqui-
sition of those capahilitieswill haveto beintensified now,
clearly. The CTR programs, the programs for physica
protection as pursued by the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA), and other organizations, and similar ef-
fortsarevery important. So that aspect of thetraditional
agendawill haveto beintensified. | don’t think there’'sa
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choi ce between nonproliferation, or traditional nonprolif-
eration and arms control, on the one hand and anti-ter-
rorism on the other. | think what happened afew weeks
ago demonstratesthat you' ve got to work harder on both
aspects of the problem. | think, in other words, the anti-
terrorism dimensionisadditive, it doesn’t replace the other.

Going back to an earlier point, | think Michael Krepon
mentioned it, implied it; what about the weight given to
prevention of such attacks versus coping with their ef-
fects? Thereisgoing to bealot of civil defense, home-
land defense, and other kinds of measurestaken to protect
againgt terrible contingencies. That hasto go on, but that
shouldn’t replace prevention. You need both prevention
aswell ascoping with the effectsof proliferation, and leak-
ageto nonstate actors. Indeed, you can have amuch worse
challenge coping with terrorismif you haven’'t doneagood
job at prevention. Even with regard to missile defenses,
you are going to have amuch easier time defending against
rogue state missilethreatsif you have prevented or even
contained that capability through traditional nonprolifera-
tion measures such as negotiation, in the case of North
Koreafor example. Sol think they gohandinhand. Itis
not a question of either one or the other.

Michael Krepon: | think September 11 clarified the ex-
tent to which cooperative threat reduction has displaced
mutual assured destruction as the central post-Cold War
strategic concept. Cooperative threat reduction requires
cooperation, and the cooperation that mattersthe mostin
thisfight is cooperation with Russiaand China. That has
ramifications acrossthe board. Treatiesare obviously an
important aspect here, and the norm-setting that goeson
with treaties, and the verification that ismandated by trea-
ties. Prevention measures are going to take an increas-
ingly greater share of our attention and dollars, and then
there are the defense measures as well. We have to pri-
oritizethese measures. Let me make onelast point about
the nonproliferation treaties to which most of the people
around thistable have committed their professional lives.
We have followed a model that we need to reconsider.
The model has been universality, and the price of univer-
sality has been weakened measures for monitoring and
for compliance. Weall know that the treaty regimesthat
we have worked hard to put in place have some nations
inside of them who are not playing by the rules of the
treaty. It is true of the Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWCQ), the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
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Weapons (NPT), and the Biological Weapons Conven-
tion (BWC). How do we reassess the impulse towards
universality and the price that we pay for universality? |
think that we need to think about thisimportant question
aswe move forward.

L eonard Spector: Let meask YukiyaAmano of the Japa-
nese Foreign Ministry, speaking in his private capacity, to
say afew words.

Yukiya Amano: Regarding missile defenses, views have
been widely divided in thiscountry. Following the debate
in the Congress, theimmediate impact of the September
11 attacks isworking in favor of the [Bush] administra-
tion because discussions of issues on which views are
widely divided have been postponed. In the long-term
future, however, thereisno indication that the [Bush ad-
ministration] policy will bechanged. But in the medium-
term future, | think missiledefense policy will be affected.
One way isthat U.S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty
inthe next few monthsislesslikely. Inanother way, sooner
or later there will be a competition for funding between
missile defenses and the fight against terrorism.

Regarding nonproliferation, in the past nonproliferation
meant the prevention of thetransfer of technology, equip-
ment, and materials. These aspects should be strength-
ened. But, in the future, | feel, the concept of
nonproliferation will be widened in scope to mean pre-
venting the circulation of money, scientists, engineers, gov-
ernment agents, and terroriststhat will cause proliferation
of WMD. Inthe past, of course, we knew that thesetrans-
fershad implicationsfor nonproliferation. But | feel not
enough emphasis has been given to these questions such
asfinances and the movement of scientistsand engineers.
But these problems are very serious.

Leonard Spector: Thank you. We haven't heard from
our colleaguein the United Kingdom. Would you careto
intervene on any of these points?

Paul Schulte: Not to voice any fundamental disagree-
ments. | think it will be conventional wisdom that this
event does not make the WMD proliferation agendaany
lessimportant in thelong run. My concern would be that
in the short run some of the attention needed to keep the
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[anti-terrorist] coalition together for aslong asit takes—
nobody is quite sure what that will mean—uwill mean di-
verting attention away from WMD proliferation. It will
alsorequirealot of courting of various regimes, particu-
larly in the Middle East, which may be hard to combine
with avigorous pursuit of nonproliferation and compli-
anceissues. So, itisby capturing the short- and medium-
term agendathat | think September 11 may be quite de-
structive with regard to nonproliferation efforts. Inthe
longer term, | think it will certainly increase attention,
concern, and prioritization of WM D issues, because people
will be afraid. These threats will appear very plausible.
You may get hot just more electoral opinion mobilized
around them but more governmentsthat have been pretty
guiet about proliferation issues might be prepared to ex-
pend more political capital. But | do not seethat happen-
ingimmediately. Immediately, eyeswill beturned onthe
campaign in Afghani stan and maybe some other places.

William Potter: Both Nikolai Sokov and Amin Tarzi are
interested in speaking; | think Nikolai will have the op-
portunity to make his point with regard to the next sec-
tion. Solet me seeif Aminwantsto comein at thispoint.

Amin Tarzi: Thank you. | would like to make a short
point regarding the NPT. | think that for the short term,
in order to have acoalition or accessto Afghan territory
becauseit islandlocked, the action vis-a-vis Pakistan—
specificaly theremoval of sanctions—will havevery nega-
tiveimplications. | think we have already said very loudly
that nuclear weapons matter, nuclear weapons areimpor-
tant, having them will change policy. Not using them, but
even having one of them, will change the policy of the
United Statesand therest of theworld vis-&visthat coun-
try. So | think that avery wrong message for the longer
term success of the NPT has been sent. Unfortunately,
most countriesin the Middle East, whether they are our
friends or not, and even other countries such as Japan
and Argentina, may actually think about [acquiring a
nuclear capability] becauseit has utility. The assertions
made by the supporters of the NPT that nuclear weapons
have no utility in world affairs have been proven wrong
now. | think that isapoint to underline, not for the short
term, but for the long term.

Amy Sands: | want to pose a question for the group be-
cause | agree with Paul’s assessment that in the short- or
middleterm, armscontrol and nonproliferation issueswill
not fall off the U.S. agenda but will be avery low prior-
ity. My concern is how do we, make sure that these is-
sues are recaptured in away that will do what we think
needs to happen, which is to enhance some of their as-
pects, and to use them as a basis for the normative back-
ground and foundation. And secondly, aquestion about
what if the United States does something that appearsto
be overreacting? Would that also undermineitsability in
the long term to then go to the international community
and devel op the rapport and support it needs? There'sa
certain aspect of what the United States does now that
will really have an impact on what we can do down the
road.

Leonard Spector: We need to move down the agenda
but let’s have a couple of more comments.

William Potter: In part thisisinformed by discussions|
have had recently at the United Nations. One of my con-
cerns, one shared by a number of parties who are anx-
ious to move the nonproliferation agendaforward in the
multilateral framework, is that there may be increased
reluctance on the part of states (such asthe partiesto the
New Agenda Coalition, to namejust one entity) to really
try to push the envelope if they believe that the United
States or Russia are not supportive. This tendency was
present before September 11, but will probably be accen-
tuated further. We are likely to seethefirst signa of this
tendency during the First Committee [of the UN General
Assembly (Disarmament and International Security)] when
it meets. But | think that there is some reason to be con-
cerned that rather than rocking the boat, or trying to chal-
lenge the nuclear weapon states on issues that may be of
concern to the vast majority of states, our alliesmay step
back and pause and decide that thisisnot thetimeto pro-
mote an arms control agenda, even if that agendaincludes
itemsthat were agreed without avote during thelast NPT
review conference.

Leonard Spector: | think we saw that with the post-
ponement of the Article 14 conference [the Conference
on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the Comprehen-
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sive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT)]*. Jonathan, and
then let us go to the next topic.

Jonathan Tucker: Just a quick point on possible near-
term implicationsfor the BWC and the CWC, which may
not be altogether bad. Now that the United States has
walked away from the BWC Protocol negotiations, there
will begrowing international pressureon the United States
to come up with a package of alternative measures that
will actually do something concreteto reinforcethetresty.
| have no idea what those measures will be, but | think
therewill be aclear expectation that the United Stateswill
present some positive proposals at the upcoming BWC
review conference in November. With respect to the
CWC, I think one possible benefit of this event is that
therewill be greater emphasison helping Russiato elimi-
nateits chemical weapons stockpile because the weapons
at the Russian chemical weapons storage depot at
Shchuchye are seen asaproliferation threat.? A number
of theartillery shellsstored at Shchuchye are small enough
to be suitablefor theft by terrorists, and | think Congress,
particularly the Republican-led House of Representatives,
will beginto realize that this stockpileismorethan just an
environmental threat to Russia, it is a security threat to
the United States, and only when Russia schemical stocks
areeliminated will they ceaseto poseaproliferation threet.

Rebecca Johnson: | think that from the conversations |
have been having, there is a general sense that probably
over the next three to six months multilateralism simply
isn’'t going to be on the radar of either the United States
or anumber of other key countries. Certainly | feel that
itisapity that having postponed the Conference on Fa-
cilitating the Entry into Force of the CTBT, they are prob-
ably now going to hold it in November so that it is, as
planned before, adjacent to the high-level UN [General
Assembly] debate, becauseit will now simply be an exer-
ciseininvisibility. But there aretwo potentially positive
thingsthat could emerge.

Oneisthefeeling that once the United States hastried to
runthiswar against terrorism for afew months, there will
beagreater realization among somein the current admin-
istration who presently don’t seethe value of multilateral
norms, ingtitutions, treaties, and so on that, although they
may not be one hundred percent effective, and may have
some weaknesses and flaws, neverthel essthey are essen-
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tial componentsthat do in fact need to beraised invalue
and given attention.

What | think may happen is that a new kind of window
of possibility for thealiesand the wider international com-
munity to bring some of those issues back into the U.S.
agenda may occur sometime during mid- or late 2002.
You'll seeadriveontwo different things. Onthe CTBT,
| think there will now become a drive—not at this up-
coming Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force
of the CTBT, because this one is not going to do any-
thing at all—but over the next year or so, there will be
effortsto look at some kind of possibility for provisional
application, provisiona entry intoforce. Most didn’t want
to consider that before because they thought it was too
early, but | think you' [l now get some voices looking at
that, to try to at least embed a norm under the treaty.

Secondly onthe BWC, | think that thereis now arenewed
desire to, at the very least, to move to keep the process
aive. They know that thisprotocol isdead, but they think
theremight be apossibility to get somekind of agreement
to continue a group, whether it isanew ad hoc group of
state parties or however they do it, but amechanism that
allows them to continue to talk about strengthening this
treaty. They hope to maybe widen that debate away from
just looking at indtitutionalizing verification through apro-
tocol under the treaty, and actually to incorporate some
of the things that the United States is going to be chal-
lenged to come up with as alternatives to the protocal. |
think some of that is going to be positive.

Jonathan Tucker: Right, more than just window dress-
ing. The United States will really have to come up with
some concrete proposals.

Leonard Spector: Let me ask Robert Einhorn to com-
ment quickly, since he hasto |eave soon.

Robert Einhorn: Let me first say a word on
multilateralism. Forgive me, Rebecca, | think thisiswish-
ful thinking. If the coalition-building and international
cooperation to wage this campaign are successful, that
could reinforce the desire of somein thisadministration
to look for multilateral solutionsto hard problems. Buit |
don't think therewill be any changeinthisadministration’s
view on the efficacy of certain types of legally binding
multilateral agreementsto contain proliferation or to limit
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arms. There are pretty strong views on the efficacy of
these measures—and certainly onthe efficacy of theBWC
Protocol. Asfor anorm against nuclear testing, the ad-
ministration believes there is such a norm but that you
don’t need alegally binding agreement with deficiencies
likethose of the BWC Protocol, asthisadministration sees
them, to reinforce that norm. You can agree or disagree,
but that seems to be the strong view of the administra-
tion. So | wouldn’t look for the resurrection of some of
the old arrangements.

Leonard Spector: Garuav Kampani was going to lead
usinto theissue of South Asia. Wouldyou liketo stepin
here?

Gaurav Kampani: Thelifting of the Glenn, Presdler,
and Symington Amendment sanctionsisthe most signifi-
cant indicator that the Bush administration has quietly
accepted the fact that Indiais a nuclear weapon state.®
Indiawon't necessarily be recognized asanuclear weapon
state, but it will betreated asone. U.S. policy has shifted
tothenext level. In other words, the United Stateswill no
longer try to persuade Indiato roll back itsweaponization
program. But it will try to influence India’ s nuclear doc-
trine and the architecture of its emerging minimum deter-
rent, and try and ensure the safety of its nuclear command
and control. During the Cold War years, and during much
of thelast decade, nonproliferation loomed very largein
Washington's South Asiaagenda. Now the Bush admin-
istration has decided to build on the legacy of the second
Clinton administration and establish more broad-based ties
with India. Hence, the focus has shifted to global terror-
ism, security of the sea-lanes of communicationsin the
Indian Ocean region, China, and so forth.

On the negative side, the lifting of the Glenn and other
sanctions on India means that the United States will no
longer oppose loans from multilateral agenciesto India;
which meansthat Indian politiciansand bureaucracieswill
have larger economic surpluses to play with. They will
also have greater leverageto deploy these surplusesinto
the nuclear/military sector. Thelifting of dual-usetech-
nology sanctions will also strengthen India’s domestic
nuclear lobbies, especialy the* strategic enclave.” How-
ever, on the positive side, once Indo-U.S. relations be-
come more broad-based, and there is a better
understanding of New Delhi’sregional security interests
and other sengitivities, the Indian policy elite might feel
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more reassured. Once the logic of India’s nuclear status
is internalized in Washington, there might be less pres-
surein New Delhi toindulgein nuclear flag-waving.

Asfar asPakistan is concerned, thelifting of all nuclear
sanctionswastriggered principally by the practical neces-
sity of cooperating with Pakistan after September 11. |
don’t think that otherwise all nuclear sanctionswould have
been lifted. Right now the Bush administration has to
court Pakistan, because the United States needs Pakistan
for operations in Afghanistan. Of course, thereis enor-
mous concern about what is going to happen in Pakistan.
If U.S. goals arerestricted to Osama bin Laden and the
destruction of histerrorist network, thiswill have alesser
impact on Pakistan. But if U.S. goals expand to include
theremoval of the Taliban, it could lead to acrisiswithin
Pakistan’s military and intelligence establishment, and at
that point, questions about political instability will arise.

In the medium and long term, the United Statesis going
to befocused on ensuring that Pakistan remains amoder-
ate |slamic state. Washington is likely to try and ensure
political stability and thereturn to democracy in Pakistan.
The United States will also exert strong pressure on
Islamabad to continueits policy of strategic restraint. Fi-
nally, it will press Pakistan to reevaluate its support for
the Taliban and to assess serioudly the possible blowback
from effortsto dislodge the Taliban in Afghanistan, that
is, to recognize the danger that Pakistan might itself at
some stage becomethe victim of “ Talibanization.”

Robert Einhorn: | disagreewiththat. | think thelifting
at this time of the [sanctions imposed by the] Glenn
Amendment, Pressler Amendment, and Symington
Amendment (in the case of Pakistan), should not be taken
as asign that the Bush administration has thrown in the
towel on nonproliferation in South Asiaandisnow going
to accept or legitimize the nucl ear-weapon state status of
thesetwo countries. Onefactual point: thedecisionto lift
the sanctions was taken before September 11 and before
the need to get Pakistan to work with us on this cam-
paign. | know this for a fact. It was just a question of
when to announceit and how to doit. Itismy view the
administration was|ooking for away to lift the sanctions
because it felt the sanctions simply were not working.
They weredisserving anumber of objectiveswithout serv-
ing any nonproliferation goals. So they werelooking to
lift the sanctions but in away that would not signal what
Gaurav was suggesting.
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Because of the pressures now of assembling the coalition
and so forth, the message has been blurred quite a bit,
and it isimportant for the Bush administration to make
clear that it hasn't given up on the nonproliferation agenda.
But what isthat agenda? The agendais not to rollback
the capabilities of these countries. Presumably the ad-
ministration would liketo do that, but it knowsthisgoal is
simply not feasible. So the agendaisrestraint, rather than
rollback. And | hope before long that the Bush adminis-
tration will make clear that itsagendaisrestraint and that
Indiaand Pakistan restraining those capabilitieswill help
the United States promote a broader nonproliferation
agenda.

Michael Krepon: Let meadd acouple of thoughts here.
Another casualty of September 11 that has yet to be
acknowledged isthe further postponement of substantive
discussions between Indian and Pakistan on nuclear risk
reduction. Thetwo countrieswere closeat the Agra Sum-
mit in July 2001 to coming up with a structured frame-
work for dialogue on this subject and others.

Now it appearsto methat a structured dial ogue has been
postponed, perhaps for the duration of the military cam-
paignin Afghanistan. Moreover, the government of Pa-
kistan continuesto assert that nuclear risk reductionisan
item of trade rather than something that is intrinsically
necessary and essential for South Asia. | find thisstance
very, very worrisome, and hope that it will change. We
arelooking at an extremely fluid period in South Asia. No
one can confidently predict what strainswill be placed on
the army in Pakistan during this campaign against terror-
ist groupsin Afghanistan. The Pakistani army leadership,
| think, feels that it has the situation pretty well in hand
and believesit has pretty good personnel reliability proce-
duresin place. But Pakistan is a country where people
have multiple allegiances. The army reflectsthe society
morethan ever beforeinitshistory. Andthearmy will be
under strain and the society will be under strain in the
weeks and months to come.

Guarav Kampani: | want to addressthreeissues. First,
| would surmise Robert Einhornisfactually right. Appar-
ently, the Bush administration was considering the waiver
of some nuclear sanctions on Pakistan. However, state-
ments emanating from administration officials prior to
September 11 did appear to suggest that Pakistan would
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not betreated exactly like Indiaasfar asthelifting of all
nuclear sanctionswas concerned.

Second, regardless of therationalefor thelifting of Glenn
sanctions in Washington, it isimportant to note how the
effects of the latest policy change are perceived in New
Delhi and Islamabad. If you follow the Indian mediaand
read commentaries in Indian news media sources, it be-
comesclear that Indiansnow believethat theworst isover,
and India has at last been tacitly accepted as a nuclear
weapon state. At an anecdotal level, thereisasmug feel-
ing that the Bush adminigtrationislessinternationdist than
its predecessor; that the Bush team consists of hard-headed
realists, unlike the liberalswho preceded them; and that
these are people with whom New Delhi can do business.
Similarly, the appointment of peoplelike Ashley Tellisto
the U.S. embassy in New Delhi has been interpreted by
Indian commentators as showing that at last there is an
individual inaninfluential position who understands|n-
dian sensibilities and can talk to the Americansin their
own language. In other words, there is a smug belief in
New Delhi that Indiahaswon acritical proliferation battle.

A final aspect, regarding Michael Krepon'scomments, |
think even though the dial ogue between India and Paki-
stan has been placed on the back burner, and invariably
we arefocusing on terrorism, | think attention will focus
onwhat the Pakistani government agencies have donein
Afghanistan and what isreally happening in Kashmir. If
the United States were to broaden its focus on terrorism
to include Pakistani state sponsorship of militant activi-
tiesin Kashmir, and were to bring pressure on Pakistan
to reduce state-sponsored violence at some level, then
there might al so be pressure on Indiato accept some sort
of an international mediation effort to addressthe Kash-
mir issue.

Amin Tarzi: First, | totally agree with Guarav. We un-
fortunately look at the world from a very Washington-
centric perspective. We have to see how the rest of the
world perceivesevents; it isimportant to understand not
only how we see it—that is, whether Bush hasthrownin
the towel or not, to use Bob Einhorn's words. | don't
think Bush has thrown in the towel, but the perception
out there isthat nuclear weapons matter. Look at Paki-
stan. Wehad aUN Security Council resolution [condemn-
ing the Taliban]—three of them, in fact—the last onewas
resolution 1333 of December 2000. We had people like
[former Assistant Secretary of State for South Asian Af-
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fairs] Karl Inderfurth calling on Pakistan openly to stop
their support of the Taliban. We have concurrent resolu-
tions of the U.S. Congress from October 2000, House
resolution 414 and Senate resol ution 150, calling on Pa-
kistan to stop supporting the Taliban. All of these declara
tions were made from 1998 up through 2000. But there
wasno action. We had all these policiesaimed at ending
Pakistani support of the Taliban but no implementation.

Now the United Statesisbasically going [in anew direc-
tion], and Pakistan has become our main ally. The con-
clusion that many are drawing isthat one reason we are
so keen on alying with Pakistan—there are other pos-
sibleallieslike Uzbekistan or Turkmenistan—is because
they arethe onesthat have nuclear weapons. At the same
time, no oneiseven raising theissue that Pakistan essen-
tially created the Taliban. So the perception that nuclear
weapon capabilities can change U.S. policy isout there.
We haveto look at that.

Leonard Spector: My thought on thisis that prior to
September 11, the United States had a new relationship
unfolding with India, which was based on Indiabeing the
world'slargest democracy and the Indian strategic pres-
encein South Asia. We had nothing specifictolink usto
Pakistan. Thus, we had animbalanced relationship with
the two South Asian countries. Now for better or worse,
we have a specia new relationship with Pakistan. Hav-
ing connections on both sides may allow us, at acertain
stage in the game, to bring them together a bit. Maybe
that iswishful thinking, but at least now we have the at-
tention of theleadership in both capitalsand acertain rap-
port with both countries.

Let’s turn now to the implications of the events of Sep-
tember 11 for U.S.-Russian WMD issues.

Nikolai Sokov: Theimpact of the September 11 terror-
ist attackson U.S.-Russian relationsislikely to be mini-
mal for two reasons. First, the relationship had stabilized
prior to the attack, so there was no need for afundamen-
tal turnaround. Cooperation has broadened in the after-
math of the terrorist attacks, but this process only
reinforcesalready existing trends. Second, theinstitutional
formsand the depth of current U.S.-Russian cooperation
inanti-terrorist operationsare not sufficient to fundamen-
tally change the nature of that relationship, at least notin
the short term. These events may trigger a new impulse
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toingtitutionalize the U.S.-Russian rel ationship, although
immediate resultsin thisrespect are unlikely. The suspi-
cion of the Russian military about U.S. aimsin Centra
Asia, which became apparent after the announcement of
the Russian official position, clearly demonstrated that
considerable mistrust of the United States remainsamong
Russian elites, and that this mistrust will be difficult to
overcome.

Onissuesrelated to the ABM and START tredties, | do
not anticipate any change whatsoever. The situation now
remains about the same as before the terrorist attacks.
The United States is likely to withdraw from the ABM
Treaty, while Russiawill probably respond by withdraw-
ing from START | and other treaties, whilerefraining from
more decisive actions, such as accelerated modernization
or deployment of weapons. This pattern was already quite
clear before September 11. The situation is similar with
regardto enlargement of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO). Yet again, Russiawill make strong ate-
ments, but will refrain from tough actioninthe near future.
There will be no impact on CTR activities. These pro-
grams will continue without any changes, at |east as far
asRussiaisconcerned. Weaready have several examples
of crisesduring the 1990s, theworst of which wasKosovo,
which had no impact on CTR programs.

Regarding India, | want to strongly support what Gaurav
said afew minutes ago. Theremoval of sanctions by the
United States against Indiamight be taken by Moscow as
agreenlight, asignthat it is acceptableto develop coop-
eration with India, including on nuclear and missiletech-
nology. The samelogic appliesto Iran. Consequently,
conflictswith the United States over thesetrade tieswill
continue. The position Iran has assumed with regard to
the anti-terrorist operation might, infact, help solidify the
Russian determination to continue thistrade. M oscow may
usethe lranian stanceto justify itstrade with Iran, argu-
ing that inthe new political climate, thistrade should not
cause the United States any concern.

Onlrag, the Russian positionwill not changeor will change
only marginally. If U.S. military actions are launched
against Irag without incontrovertible evidence of an Iraqgi
role in the recent terrorist attacks, the impact on U.S.-
Russian relations will be very negative, mostly because
of the political fallout inside Russia. The Russian rela-
tionship with Chinawill continue to develop as before,
although it did slow down a little bit over the summer,
partly asaresult of successful U.S.-Russian summits. In
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thefuture, concernsabout U.S. intentionsin Central Asia
might reemerge asacentral point of the Russian-Chinese
agenda. If the United States is not very careful with its
policy in theregion, we might see afaster rapprochement
between Russiaand China.

Thekey factor in future Russian policy remainsitsinte-
gration into the decisionmaking mechanisms of the West-
ern community, first and foremost NATO. | think the
recent invitation of [Russian Defense Minister] Sergei
Ivanov to the NATO Defense Ministers meeting [in Brus-
sels] was an extremely important and symbolic step, and
involvement of Russiain NATO structures should be pur-
sued further. Ultimately, nuclear deterrence can be re-
moved from the U.S.-Russian relationship only through
further integration and the devel opment of aninstitutional
framework supporting thisintegration. Itwould beamis-
take to conceptualize today’s U.S.-Russian rel ationship
in terms of whether Russia is “with” or “against” the
United States on terrorism. Many problemsinthe U.S.-
Russian relationship predate terrorist attacks and cannot
be resolved within the context of the anti-terrorist opera-
tion. Instead, the new, higher level of cooperation should
be utilized to create a new atmosphere and new institu-
tionsthat would help to resolve these other problems.

William Potter: | tend to agree with most of what Nikolai
said, particularly theimportance of engaging Russiaasa
real partner in the decisionmaking process. That isrealy
the key. The extent to which the United States is pre-
pared to include Russiain this manner islikely to deter-
minethefuture direction of the U.S.-Russian relationship.
It is also worthwhile to note what | see as a significant
change in Russian public sentiment towards the United
States, which | should give Putin more leeway than was
the case previously.

To the extent that there were any prospects for move-
ment on a Central AsiaNuclear Weapon-Free Zone, | fear
that not only will the Russians be lessflexible on thisis-
sue, but the United States may also revisit the question of
the potential utility of nuclear wesponsin Central Asaand
therefore may not be as supportive of the zone asit was
previoudly.

Aninteresting test both of the substantive commitment of
the U.S. administration to nonproliferation and the new
relationship with the countries of South Asiawill comein
the meetings of the Nuclear Suppliers Group. It will be
interesting to see whether the Russians continue to push
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for a separate regime for South Asia and whether the
United Statesreiterates its opposition to that positionin
light of the new potential strategic partnership with cer-
tain countriesin South Asia.

Leonard Spector: It seems to me that we have some-
thing of adisagreement within the group over whether or
not the Bush administration isgoing to soften up abit on
Russia. Here we are with Russia endorsing the idea of
U.S. military forces operating out of Central Asia...

Nikolai Sokov: Russiahad no choice. The United States
presented the choicein termsthat are very familiar from
Soviet history: “thosewho are not with usare against us.”
Russia had to go along. But those in Russiawho wanted
cooperation with the West hoped for more, especialy in
termsof ingtitutionalizing therelationship. It becameclear
early on that they hoped that Russia would become an
integral part of the coalition, completewith aplaceinthe
war councils, and arolein military decisonmaking. There
areaso very strong forcesinside Russiathat are unhappy
with the very limited role Russiais assigned at the mo-
ment and that remain very concerned about the implica-
tions of an expanded U.S. presencein Central Asia

L eonard Spector: To continuewith the point | wastry-
ing to make, the Russians have done enormous favors
for usin facilitating, or not objecting, to our putting some
kind of military forces right in their backyard. That is
pretty extraordinary. Clearly it is afavor of enormous
valueto us. Itishard toimagine that next week or next
month, in the context of all of these actions, we are going
to abrogatethe ABM Treaty. Perhapsothersdisagreewith
me that recent events are changing the nature of the U.S.-
Russian relationship. The ABM Treaty was the leading
issue of concern to Moscow for the past six months—
even more prominent than NATO expansion. | can’t be-
lieve that we going to go and poke afinger in their eye
after they have been so helpful to usin the war against
terrorism.

Michael Krepon: The need for cooperation from both
Russiaand Chinacould clearly affect decisionsof timing,
but it isnot clear to meyet that it affectsthe policy pref-
erences of the Bush administration.
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L et me go back to something important that Nikolai Sokov
said that isworth reinforcing. When wetalk about coop-
erative threat reduction, we can talk about it at varying
levels. Onelevel iscooperation together againgt terrorist
groups. A second level iscooperation against statesthat
have very, very murky relationswith terrorist groups, and
statesthat might well be pursuing WMD intheir ownright.
Nikolai was saying that he did not anticipate much change
in Russian relationswith Iran asaresult of thisnew world
that wearelivingin.

I do not anticipate much changein China srelationship to
Pakistan, either. We can get help from Russiaand China
againgt substate groupsthat weare al very worried about.
But theimpul sesthat haveled Russiatordatetolranina
certain way or that haveled Chinatorelateto Pakistanin
a certain way, those factors have not changed after Sep-
tember 11, even though, for example, the Chinese leader-
ship is very well aware of the ties between the army
leadership and the Inter-Service Intelligenceleadershipin
Pakistan with jihadi groupsthat are very activein Kash-
mir and that are Osamabin Laden’s biggest fansin Paki-
Stan.

| have to throw a little bit of cold water on Leonard
Spector’s hopeful guessthat perhaps better relations be-
tween the United States and both Islamabad and New
Delhi could lead to a constructive role on Kashmir. Un-
lessand until the army leadership in Pakistan changesits
Kashmir palicy, it ishard to see how the situationin Kash-
mir gets any better. The army leadership has basically
said they are going to cooperate with the United States
and are even ready, very reluctantly, to see what might
come after the Taliban. But they are doing thisto protect
their Kashmir policy and to protect their strategic assets.
That does not lead to a solution to the Kashmir problem.
A reevaluation by the Pakistani army leadership of the
wisdom of its Kashmir policy would open the door to a
useful U.S. role, and indeed, an entirely new U.S. rela-
tionship with Pakistan.

L eonard Spector: A thoughtful point, Michael. Let'sturn
to our final agendatopic, the Middle East.

Amin Tarz: | would liketo go back to Iraqg, and the point
made by Jonathan Tucker about the need to reintroduce
wesgponsinspectorsfrom UNMOVICinto Irag. | lsoagree
that these inspectors could then monitor not only Iraqgi
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weapons, but also potential transfersof Iragi specia weap-
onstechnology to terrorists. | absolutely agree with this
point. The only questionis: how do we achievetherein-
troduction of the inspectors?

Iraq is a very important issue, but when looking at the
Arab street, there are many things we should consider.
We haveto look at both military and intelligence issues,
but we also haveto look at our foreign policy, especialy
towardsthe Middle East. What has happened in the past
is the voice of the Arab street has never been heard. It
has basically been dismissed. Since Arab countries are
not democratic, the tendency hasbeen to say, “Who cares?
We basically support the government.”

What has that to do with Irag? U.S. policy on Iraq has
unfortunately been a contradictory policy. On one hand,
we have aUN policy calling for new inspections, while
ontheother wehaveaU.S. palicy calling for theremoval
of Saddam Hussein. That isonereason we arelosing the
support of some of the Permanent Members of the UN
Security Council (P-5). Becausethe P-5 areasking, “What
isU.S. policy? Do you really want inspectors? Or do
you want Saddam Hussein to be removed?’ And there
area so concernsamong other countrieswith theissue of
state sovereignty. Wemust look at thispolicy alittle closer
within the Bush administration. Early inthe Bush admin-
istration there was an attempt to review U.S. policy on
Iraq. Secretary of State Colin Powell went to Congress
and said that our Iraq policy was in disarray, but
Undersecretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz actually con-
tradicted Powell openly. So we saw a conflict between
the State Department and Department of Defense on how
to proceed with Irag. There was also an effort, mostly
by the Department of Defense, to push the removal of
Saddam Hussein by the INC [Iragi National Congress).
That didn’t work because the United States does not even
really understand the capabilities or motivations of the
INC.

The U.S. should conduct a very thorough review of its
policy toward Irag, because the way that we have been
manuevering for the past 11 years will not work. The
Saudi government, the Arab street, and even our own al-
liesarevery tired of thebombing campaign [against Iraq].
The Arab street thinkswearekilling Iragi childrenin or-
der to keep Saddam Hussein in check. Somein there-
gion even argue that the United States prefers to have
Saddam Hussein in power, because the threat he creates
legitimizesthe use of military force and generatestension.
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So that is how many in the Middle East perceive U.S.
policy on Irag, and we have lost the propagandawar. In
spiteof this, | think we need to resumeinspectionsin Irag,
and we may even have an opportunity to get rid of Saddam
Hussein. If thereis any evidence that he was involved
with the September 11 events, there will be a chance to
finally accomplish what we should have done in 1991.
Of course, that would not solve the problem of what to
do after heisgone.

Saddam Hussein has two Islamic groups fighting—the
Soldiers of Islam (Jund Islam) and the Movement of Is-
lamic Unity (Harakat al-Wahdat a-Idamiyyah)—in North-
ernlrag, most likely with Osamabin Laden’shelp. Heis
trying to attack the Kurds and, just yesterday, the two
Kurdish factions united against the new threat. We need
tolook both at our Irag policy, not only regarding inspec-
tions, but maybe regarding attemptsto changetheregime
inlrag. How feasiblethat is, of course, is something that
will be seenin the future. | do not see inspectors going
back, however, unlessthere are mgjor shifts. | don't think
Russiaor Francewill changetheir policiesin thisrespect.

Onlran, theresponse of Tehran showsthe divide between
the Iranian government and the people. What we haveis
unlike most other countriesin the region: the Iranian pub-
lic likes us [the United States], while [Iranian Supreme
Leader Ayatollah] Khamenei—at least at this point—does
not. Thelranian public held candldight vigils, whichwere
not fake, but genuine. The participants actualy risked their
own personal security to do that. You don't see that in
any placeinthe Middle East but Tehran. Inthe Arab public
mind, we are supporting very undemocratic and very
forceful regimes, so Arab sentiment is not so much with
us. Whereasin Iran, because the United Statesisnot sup-
porting an authoritarian system, but isinstead in conflict
withit, the public likes us.

Canweusethat? Yes. Butif weoveruseit, weare going
to jeopardize [President Mohammad] Khatami’sown gov-
ernment. It is avery fine line. At the same time, we
should not throw away Khamenei, as he controlsthe mili-
tary and theintelligence[services]. Khamenei may come
with us if we go through him. So | think that, even if
there is not yet an open dialogue with Iran, | hope we
keep this possibility open. I don’t think the mediashould
beinvolved, becauseif it is, then nothing will happen. Track
I1 or clandestine discussions can produce results.

Regarding Russiaand Iran, | agree with Nikolai Sokov.
Iran and Russia have a relationship, and if you read
Khamenei’s speech of September 26, he says, “First evi-
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dence shows that the American government attempts to
repeat what they did in the Persian Gulf and thisregion,
that isin Central Asia. They attempt to come and estab-
lishthemselvesin theregion under the pretext of thelack
of security here. Evidence showsthat they are doing so
in Pakistan, on the Subcontinent, in Central Asia, and Af-
ghanistan.” Basically the fear is that this situation will
mean that the United States, having established itself in
the Persian Gulf, will establishitself in Central Asiainthe
same manner. Iranian and Russian officialsare hand in
hand on thisissue and will oppose expanded U.S. influ-
ence, especidly inthe Caspian, aswill China. Sowemay
want to give and take and alow the Iranians and the Rus-
siansto deal with the Caspian on their termsso asto re-
duce these concerns.

Asfar asnuclear weapons and whether anti-terrorism co-
operation with Iran will reduce proliferation, my view is
pessimistic: Iranian proliferation has nothing to do with
who rulesthere. If we had the return of the Shah’s son,
who livesinthe United States, | till think Iran would still
want to go nuclear. And what happened in Pakistanisjust
more evidence that nuclear weapons areimportant. Fur-
thermore, Iran residesin aregion wherethey remain use-
ful. Soin my view, Iran will eventually try for anuclear
capability. In that case, it would be better if the Iranian
regime were more friendly to U.S. interests, but would
that initself stop proliferation? No. Infact, if anything, |
think recent developments place emphasis on nuclear
Wweapons even more.

Paul Schulte: | don't seeany immediate implicationsfor
UNMOVIC's chances of gaining accessto Irag. Some
devel opments could make the situation worse, such as
military action against Irag short of removing Saddam
Hussein, which would seal Iraqi defiance. A lot will de-
pend on what goes on in Afghanistan. If Russiais vio-
lently antagonized by along clumsy campaign, whichlooks
unlikely at the moment, then | think it could play an even
less helpful role over Irag. But the situation looks stale-
mated and unpromising. And | don’'t see it getting un-
locked by post-September 11 events, and | can see ways
inwhich it could get even worse.

Leonard Spector: My sense was that we seemed to be
embarked on a more cooperative relationship with Rus-
sia, and what Russiahas at stakein Irag ishard to under-
stand. Russia sometimes seemsto be motivated by aneur
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ingrained response to our desire to be present and influ-
ential inthe Persian Gulf region. If they could be brought
along to endorse a Security Council effort to get thein-
spectors back into | rag, Saddam would have to befearful
that we—meaning the United States and our British al-
lies—would back that up with force very emphatically.
So | thought the dynamics here have shifted a bit espe-
cially because of the connection between Saddam and
someterrorist groups and because of theincreased anxi-
ety in Washington about Iragi biological weaponsfalling
into thewrong hands. So | think there are opportunities
here. | recognize, however, that it may be that itisim-
possibleto movethisissueto the forefront of the agenda
of the United States because we have abigger challenge
right at the moment.

Paul Schulte: Theonly response | would maketothatis
that asuccessful campaign in Afghanistan isgoing to show
America’'sglobal reachiseven greater. 1t will beafurther
symbol of U.S. abilities around the world, including in
Russia’ sbackyard. If that happens, even though the Rus-
sians may welcomeit in many ways, because they don’t
likeldlamicterrorists either, arethey going to be anxious
to see another U.S. successin Irag?

Leonard Spector: | can't answer that, but perhaps this
isagood point to leave thismatter and permit our readers
to ponder theissuefor themselves.

Amin Tarzi: | wanted to respond to Rebecca Johnson’s
point onIslam. | think she made avery good point. And
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Prime Minister Blair has done agood job in engaging the
Islamic community in the United Kingdom. That said,
we have alack of knowledge of Islam. Most of usthink
jihad means holy war, according to I slamic law, and that
fatah means death threat, but both of these translations
arewrong. | think we need to engage and even persuade
the 99 percent of Muslimsin this country who are peace-
ful American citizensto become moreinvolved. We need
to persuade the Saudis to have conferences condemning
terrorism from the perspective of Idamiclaw. | think that
thisis something that should be used eventualy.

Leonard Spector: | seewe haverun out of time. This
has been an extremely valuable discussion, and | want to
thank all of you for participating.

1 The Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the CTBT, which was
scheduled to be held on September 25-27, 2001, at the United Nationsin New
York, was postponed following the September 11, 2001 attacks. For moreinfor-
mation, see <http://www.un.org/Depts/dda/WM D/ctbt/article_iv/index.html>.
2 The Shchuchye chemical weapons depot, located in Kurgan Oblast, Russia,
storesover 5, 450 metric tons of nerve agent, weaponized in nearly two million
artillery projectiles, 718 bulk-filled FROG and Scud missile warheads, and 42
bomblet-filled SS-21 warheads. See Jonathan B. Tucker and Kathleen M.
Vogel, “ Preventing the Proliferation of Chemical and Biologica Weaponsand
Know-How,” Nonproliferation Review 7 (Spring 2000), p. 92.

3 The 1994 Glenn Amendment imposes awide range of economic sanctionson
states defined as non-nuclear weapon states under the NPT (including India
and Pakistan) that detonate nuclear explosive devices. These sanctions were
triggered against both countries in 1998 following their nuclear tests. The
Pressler Amendment prohibits U.S. military assistance to Pakistan unlessthe
president certifies that Pakistan does not possess a nuclear explosive device.
Sanctions under this provision were imposed against Pakistan in 1990, when
President George H.W. Bush declined to makethis certification. The Symington
amendment prohibits economic and military assistance to NPT non-nuclear
weapon states that import uranium enrichment equipment unless they place
all of their nuclear facilities under IAEA inspection. This sanction was im-
posed against Pakistan in 1995 following itsimportation from Chinaof special-
ized magnetsfor itsuranium enrichment plant, one of several Pakistani nuclear
installations not subject to IAEA inspection. Sanctionsunder all three provi-
sions that applied to India and Pakistan were lifted by President George W.
Bush shortly after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacksin New York and
Washington. In a 1999 provision known as the Brownback Amendment 1,
Congress had previously provided the president discretionary authority to
waive these penalties. President Clinton had previously used this authority to
waive most elements of the Glenn Amendment sanctionsfor Indiaand severa
elementsfor Pakistan.
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