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Today, on the occasion of 60th anniversary of the atom bomb explosion, we come to Hiroshima with a sense of profound condolences to the hundreds of thousands of innocent Japanese people who were mercilessly killed. The best thing to commemorate them for us the living ones to do is to draw lessons from history to prevent occurrence of a new war.

After 9.11 incident , a war in Afghanistan occurred, the war in Iraq has not ended, and turmoils have appeared from Caucasus to Central Asia. In contrast to this, positive changes have taken place as regards security situation in East Asia. A trend is developing for keeping steady and healthy growth of relations among countries in Asia and Pacific region; regional cooperation continues to expand in scale and scope; countries turn to emphasize dialogue and cooperation , and all this has exercised positive impact on relations among countries.

This is firstly demonstrated by emergence of more common points of strategic interests of East Asian countries, particularly major countries. This situation has led to common practice of establishing bilateral dialogue structure among major countries. China and the United States have further realized that strengthening cooperation is in favour of the interests of both countries. A strategic partnership between China and Russia is developing steadily. Only the relations between China and Japan have seen a trend turning for worse, but their relations of economic cooperation is nonetheless still developing. The North-South relations on the Korean Peninsula have been adversely affected due to the impasse of resolution of the Korean nuclear issue, however, North-South relations have recently seen an omen of turning for better. ASEAN which is becoming the only important force could be on good terms with China, the US and Japan. It plays an essential role in maintaining East Asia security. In a word, a format of greater mutual dependence and mutual balance seems to have been created among East Asian countries. Not a major country is in a position of being capable to harm other countries’ interest at will and to seek its own selfish interest and a hegemonic status.

While discussing positive development of security situation in East Asia, we cannot but turn our eyes from East Asia to the entire Asian and Pacific region. In recent years, the rate of economic growth in developing countries in East Asian and Pacific region has always ranked first in the world. Particularly, China with the largest population in the world and India with the second largest population have achieved drastical economic growth which has caught the world’s attention.

In Asia, there are economically developed Japan and Korea, as well as the Asian portion of Russia with rich oil resources. At the same time however, we cannot ignore the other aspect of the fact that there is unbalanced economic development among Asian countries. There are industrial countries with per capita GDP ranking in front in the world, but also countries with very low per capita GDP. Such gap undoubtedly is not in favour of developing East Asian and Asian regionalization. Politics and economy always affect each other. Relative political stability maintained in East Asia has created conditions for countries to be able to concentrate their efforts on developing economy, while the trend of augmented economic development has served to promote greater cooperation among countries, which has provided solid foundation for regional security and stability.

With the growing economic globalization of the day, East Asian countries still face numerous difficulties and harsh challenges. Historical frictions, territorial disputes, and other clashes of interests in real life affect mutual trust. Terrorism still presents real threat in East Asian region. Environment and ecology continue to deteriorate. From SARS to tsunami, spread of epidemics and outbreak of natural disasters have caused loss of human life in hundreds of thousands and loss of property in dozens of billions of US dollars. The Korean nuclear issue as one of hot issues in East Asia has still remained unsolved up till now . China’s basic position on this issue is as follows: (1) Safeguard peace and stability in the Korean Peninsula;(2) Realize non-nuclearization of the Korean Peninsula;(3)Resolve the Korean nuclear issue through dialogue. China is of the view that it is in the interest of all parties including Korea for Korea to give up nuclear weapons. But to achieve this, it is only for the United States to totally change its hostile policy towards Korea and make assured commitment for Korea’s security which is a question of Korea’s concern. The six party talks which catch the world’s attention have held three rounds in Beijing. Though no breakthrough progress has been made, a number of important points of consensus have been reached. They are(1) Peace and stability should be maintained in the Korean Peninsula and for the purpose the Korean Peninsula should be de-nuclearized. (2)The Korean nuclear issue could be resolved only through negotiation and consultation, and no means of pressure and sanction should be resorted to.(3) All six parties have expressed their willingness to make their best efforts to seek a peaceful solution of the Korean nuclear issue.

Since the conclusion of the third round of the six-party talks , at one time news came that relations between some parties involved deteriorated, and at another time good message came that the six-party talks would soon be resumed. The key knot to a solution of the Korean nuclear issue still lies in the fact that United States wants Korea to give up nuclear weapons absolutely and irrevocably while Korea wishes to do that step by step before it is assured of a requisite to the effect that full and reliable safeguard to be given to its security. Return to the negotiation table to seek an approach to resolve the Korean nuclear issue still remains a best choice.

In East Asia, how the triangle relationship of China, the US and Japan develops will have profound impact on peace and stability of the region . Seven or eights years ago, Ambassador Matsunaga , Professor Ezra Vogel of Harvard University of America and I myself together initiated to hold a seminar on China-US-Japan triangle relationship with the objective to promote better cooperation among the three countries, increase mutual understanding and enhance mutual trust. I recall, I put forward my view that if China-US-Japan triangle relationship keeps balanced development, it will surely bring positive impact in East Asia. I mentioned that it seems there is more common ground on the security issue between Japan and the US, while a strong trend keeps going in the economic field between China and the US. But US-Japan relations are obviously more friendly than China-US or China-Japan relations. This constitutes a sort of imbalance in the triangle relationship. Somebody reminded me at that meeting that China-US and China-Japan relations were in the process of developing and that consensus on the question of human rights between China and Japan may be more than with the US. Therefore, maybe there are different degrees of closeness in different fields in China-US , China-Japan and Japan-US relations. Compared to several years ago, I think that today’s situation has become even a little worse. It is my deep belief that mutual trust is very important for relations between major countries. Professor Joseph Nye of Harvard University said that “If you treat someone as an enemy, he will become your enemy.” This is a comment full of philosophical wisdom. Today China’s economy sustains high-speed development. Not a few people are wondering: When China becomes strong, will it be a threat to me? Some others predict that China’s drastical growth will definitely end up with collapse. But I often tell other that “Don’t overestimate China’s economic development. It is not possible for the national power of China to surpass that of the United States . It would also be difficult for China to surpass Japan in per capita GDP. China’s per capital GDP ranks way behind many developing countries. As time goes by, China may move to the front ranks of developing countries, but will all along remain as a developing country. At the same time, however, don’t underestimate China’s capacity of overcoming difficulties. China is a big nation with a large population and vast area which provide big room to maneuver. In the course of developing, China is bound to encounter endless difficulties, but however great difficulties may be , they will not possibly shake the foundation of China’s development.”
In East Asia, ASEAN is the only regional organization which is growing with strong force and is an organization full of vigor and vitality. Over the years, through such structures as ASEAN Regional Forum and 10+3 (ASEAN with China, Japan and Korea(ROK)), ASEAN has kept close touch with countries inside and outside the East Asian region, and is playing an important role in promoting mutual understanding and safeguarding the regional security and stability. In December this year, the first East Asia Summit is going to be held in Malaysia. In my view, ASEAN could play a leading role in handling issues involving security cooperation in this region. This point has been accepted by all parties concerned. No doubt, ASEAN may play a role which all other major countries may not be in a position to play.

Not long ago, a Chinese official made the following remarks at a meeting: On the question of regional security, China takes care to develop and maintain constructive relations with major countries inside and outside this region, in addition to giving importance to enhance dialogue and cooperation with all countries in the region. China does not seek exclusive strategic interest in the region, nor excludes other major countries’ strategic presence and strategic interest  in the region. Our ultimate objective is to achieve common survival and all-win situation of all countries concerned. Based on this stand, China wishes to enter into cooperation with other major countries concerned on the question of regional security to the greatest possible extent; in case it is impossible to enter into cooperation due to difference in positions, we then seek coordination; in case even coordination is difficult to have , then we should work to avoid confrontation. This  approach of following the above three “C”s to handle security relations among major countries concerned is extremely constructive. This fully demonstrates China’s sincerity in seeking peace and stability. 

It is my deep conviction that no country can seek its own absolute security while ignoring other countries’ security, and that only through joint efforts to seek common security, can security and stability of the East Asian region be reassured.

Challenges to International Nuclear Arms Control

Ye Ru’an

Sixty years ago the world witnessed the enormous destructive power of atomic bombing and the dire consequences it brought to the people of Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  Ten years later, shortly after the first test of the American hydrogen bomb, eleven most eminent scientists of the time issued a statement, referred to as the Russell-Einstein Manifesto, warning governments and people throughout the world that “a war with H-bombs might possibly put an end to the human race.”  Although their apprehension did not come true, the remarks of these eminent scientists are still very much relevant today.  It is true that due to the universal opposition to the nuclear arms race and prevention of nuclear war, the world has so far averted the nuclear peril.  With the dissolution of the former Soviet Union and the superpowers’ global rivalry, and normalization and improvement of relations among the major powers that possess nuclear weapons, the danger of a nuclear war breaking out between them has reduced to the lowest level in the post-Cold War time.  However, one should by no means be complacent.  Despite the conclusion of several treaties and agreements between the two nuclear giants on the limitation and reduction of strategic nuclear weapons, the entire process of nuclear disarmament over the past decades is by and large a disappointing record.  Genuine, irreversible, deep nuclear disarmament will remain a mirage in the foreseeable future, not to mention complete prohibition and thorough destruction of all nuclear weapons on earth.
I wish to highlight some of the major challenges to the current international nuclear arms control in this short presentation.  These include, inter alia, the following:     

This is a paper (revised) presented at the 55th Pugwash Conference held in Hiroshima, Japan, July 22-27, 2005.

1. The danger of nuclear war still exists.  As a legacy of the superpowers’ nuclear arms race in the past decades, today the US and Russia still maintain huge stockpiles of nuclear weapons that are far more destructive than the bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  Despite universal efforts over the past half-century to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons, today the world’s total stockpiles of nuclear weapons remain huge, with assessments ranging from 27,000 [1] to 36,500 [2], or even as many as 42,000 [3], of which the two nuclear superpowers continue to possess more than 95 per cent of the total.  Compared with the highest ceiling of the nuclear inventory during the Cold War in the decade of 1975-84, it is a massive reduction of one-third of the total in number, but the more powerful and more sophisticated nuclear arsenals that exist today contain no less, if not more, destructive power.  It makes little difference in destroying the world 10 times or 3 times.  Therefore, the nuclear sword of Damocles is still hanging over the human race. And despite transformation of US-Russian relationship from foe to partner, as thousands of nuclear weapons of the US and Russia remain on hair-trigger alert, unauthorized and accidental launches are still possible.  This presents a serious challenge to international nuclear arms control.

2. The US policy has become the greatest obstacle to promoting progress in nuclear disarmament and arms control.  In the past five years, the Bush Administration has drastically changed the US traditional nuclear deterrence policy and given up a more proactive nuclear arms control policy pursued between the mid-1980s and the mid-1990s.  In 1999, the US Senate rejected the ratification of the CTBT Treaty submitted to it by the Clinton Administration. Now both Congress and the White House have turned down the treaty.  In the same year, Congress pressed President Clinton to sign the National Missile Defense Act.  Ballistic missile defense programs would not only drive the offense-defense spiral in a nuclear arms race, but lead to the weaponization of outer space and the deployment of nuclear weapons in space.  As a consequence, in 2002 the United States unilaterally scrapped the ABM Treaty that had served to maintain global strategic stability.  In early 2002, the US DoD released the new Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) in which it laid out a more threatening strategic posture based on the “New Triad”. The NPR indicates that nuclear weapons will continue to play a vital (enhanced rather than reduced) role in the US security strategy.  Shortly afterwards, Congress lifted the ban on research and development of low-yield nuclear weapons with which to strike deeply buried non-nuclear targets. That would lower the threshold of using nuclear weapons in a regional conflict. In order to “seek and field new generations of nuclear weapons”, the US Government decided to reduce the time necessary for resumption of nuclear tests from 36 to 18 months. This means that by now the Department of Energy and the national labs have got everything ready to resume nuclear tests any time in future.

Moreover, the Bush Administration has made it clear that the United States is no longer interested in treaty-based nuclear disarmament negotiations.  For nuclear (and other WMDs) nonproliferation, the United States is now relying more on counter-proliferation measures taken by US-led “coalitions of the willing”, such as the Proliferation Security Initiative, and less on the NPT/IAEA mechanisms or multilateral export control regimes such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group or the Australian Group.  The Administration takes a unilateralist and selective approach to the existing international arms control agreements and regimes, by which the US wants to retain and strengthen those that are still useful to control other countries while ignoring or evading its commitments to those that constrain its freedom of unilateral actions.  The new US-Russian Moscow Treaty (SORT) concluded in May 2002 is a legal instrument in form with little binding force.  Rather, it is a bilateral political declaration.  It sets a lower numerical ceiling on the number of operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads while placing thousands of such warheads into responsive force and active and non-active stockpiles. As each side can “determine for itself the composition and structure of its strategic offensive arms,” thousands of US and Russian strategic warheads would move into various unaccountable categories of reserve weapons [4], and within ten years, only 660 US strategic nuclear warheads would be reduced from its huge stockpile. [5] 

3. In the past decade and more, international efforts for the nuclear arms control, disarmament and nonproliferation have been losing steam. As nuclear weapons pose a grave danger to the world and human survival, nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation are the common concern and responsibility of the entire international community.  The ultimate goal of eliminating nuclear weapons can only be achieved through broadest international cooperation.  The United Nations, being the most authoritative and most broadly represented intergovernmental body in the world, should and must play the leadership role, and it did at one time or another in the past, but is now losing its clout and being marginalized.  The IAEA has accomplished a great deal in its missions under the auspices of the UN.  The United Nations convened three special sessions on disarmament (SSOD) in 1978, 1982 and 1988.  However, UN resolutions in the past decade on convening SSOD-VI were repeatedly rejected by the United States and its Western allies despite support by an overwhelming majority of member states.  As UN Secretary General Kofi Annan noted, “in Geneva, the Conference on Disarmament has been unable to agree on a program of work for eight years. … the UN Disarmament Commission has become increasingly marginal, producing no real agreement since 2000,” … the month-long 7th NPT Review Conference in May “could not furnish the world with any solutions to the grave nuclear threat we all face, ...and the intergovernmental bodies designed to address these challenges are paralyzed.”[6]  With the world so deeply divided on  nuclear issues, people are more pessimistic about the prospects of nuclear arms control than ever before.

4. Incentives for the nuclear proliferation still persist.  As far as nuclear nonproliferation is concerned, one the one hand, the existing nonproliferation regimes, including NPT, IAEA Safeguard agreements and the Additional Protocol, and various multilateral export control regimes, have played a significant role in preventing more states from acquiring nuclear weapons or weapons capabilities over the past 35 years.  As a result, the number of nuclear weapons states has not increased to 25 or more as was predicted at the time of the NPT conclusion.  Yet on the other hand, as there are perceived loopholes and deficiencies as well as double standards inherent in these regimes, they are not as effective as have been expected.  Today, in addition to the five original universally recognized nuclear weapons states, while a number of countries, such as South Africa, Brazil, Argentina and, more recently, Libya, have given up their nuclear weapon programs, there are a few de-facto nuclear weapons states, namely India, Pakistan and Israel plus a couple of threshold states like the DPRK and Iran whose nuclear status remains dubious.  There are a wide range of complex reasons and motives for states to seek or not to seek nuclear weapons.  But suffice to say that there are two underlying geopolitical driving forces for the nuclear  proliferation: One is enduring regional confrontation in the Middle East/Gulf region, on the Indian Sub-Continent, and on the Korean Peninsula;  the other is the prolonged adversarial relationship between the United States and a few US-categorized “rogue states.”

5. Growing proliferation activities of non-state actors have become a new dangerous factor for the nuclear proliferation in the future.  Companies, institutions, and individual brokers, etc. are engaged in illicit deals of WMD-related items.  They try to find every possible means to evade national and multinational export control regulations.  Economic and trade globalization provides them with new opportunities to set up regional or international networks for transnational movement of nuclear materials, designs, equipment (such as uranium enrichment centrifuges) and know-how.  The revelation of the A.Q. Khan nuclear black market network that involved many companies and individuals from a dozen countries is an alarming case which shows that it is extremely worrisome that nuclear components designed in one country could be manufactured in another, shipped through a third, assembled in a fourth and designed for eventual turnkey use in a fifth.  Such proliferation challenges were not contemplated when the NPT Treaty was concluded. .

6. Rapid technological advances and increasing technology transfers constitute another major driver for proliferation, as they have made the divide more blurring between military and civilian sectors and between military and civilian products. Updating control lists, and even catch-all lists, can hardly keep pace with cropping up of more and newer dual-use items.  When the NPT was formulated in the late 1960s, it was extremely difficult for a non-nuclear weapon state to be able to produce weapons-grade fissile materials and more so to make the bomb without receiving outside help.   As dual-use technologies, materials and equipment are now more easily accessible, it is relatively easier to do so through indigenous efforts if only a state has political will and makes sustained efforts.  It is a daunting challenge for the international community, and the IAEA in particular, to find out clandestine activities for a weapon program under the cover of “peaceful-purpose development of nuclear energy”. 

7. No less challenging is the fact that the NPT has no penalty provisions for non-compliance and violations and that a State Party has the right to withdraw from the treaty with a three-month advance notification. Who has the authority to determine and make the final verdict on acts of non-compliance and violation? States Parties would be locked in open-ended debates over disputes and divisions. If the United Nations or its Security Council has the mandate to hold a State Party accountable and penalize it for violations committed even before its withdrawal, then what would you do with the de-facto nuclear states which have remained outside NPT, and the international community seems to have no binding force on them once they crossed the nuclear threshold.  
How to meet such challenges described above and break the nuclear deadlock that has endured for a decade so as to promote genuine nuclear disarmament and arms control and effectively prevent nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism?  At every NPT review conference in the past 35 years, non-nuclear states have strongly urged nuclear weapons states to “pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.”  However, until today there has been no such nuclear disarmament under international control”, not to mention “with strict and effective verification.”  The UN Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution No. 1540, calling on member states and the international community to take “additional effective measures” for the prevention of WMD proliferation.  

To meet all these challenges, a multitude of proposals and suggestions have been put forth with a view to strengthening the existing nonproliferation and export control regimes.  Under the current international circumstances, it is absolutely necessary to take all possible measures to promote nuclear disarmament and make greater efforts to enhance international, regional and national cooperation.  No single country, however powerful it is, can accomplish this gigantic global task.  Individual, specific measures may be successful in one way or another, but to achieve genuine and meaningful nuclear disarmament and arms control and more effectively prevent nuclear proliferation, there is need to address the following fundamental issues:

First and foremost, the United States, being the strongest country in the world and the principal driving force in international nuclear arms control, should cast away the Cold War mentality and neo-conservative views in its nuclear strategy and policies.    

Secondly, as the United States and Russia assume special responsibilities for nuclear disarmament, they should take the lead in reducing their nuclear stockpiles to the reasonable minimum level by irreversibly destroying most of their nuclear warheads “under strict and effective international control”, so as to create conditions for the other nuclear weapons states to join in the global nuclear disarmament process.

Thirdly, all-out efforts should be made to seek fundamental solutions to the world’s most enduring regional tensions and conflicts in the Middle, in South Asia and on the Korean Peninsula. These three regions happen to be places of gravest (WMD) proliferation concern.

     Last but not the least, both the United States and the countries that regard each other as enemies should have some new thinking on finding ways to put an end to their hostilities and normalize their relationship with international help at an early date.

Notes:

[1]   “Kofi A. Annan: Break the nuclear deadlock”, International Herald Tribune, May 30, 2005.

[2]   SIPRI Yearbook 2003, Oxford University Press, p. 610.

[3]   Drell, Sidney D and Goodby, James E: “What Are Nuclear Weapons For?,” an Arms Control Association Report, April, 2005.

[4]   SIPRI Yearbook 2003, p. 610.

[5]   Natural Resources Defense Council, “Faking Nuclear Restraint: the Bush Administration’s Secret Plan for Strengthening U.S. Nuclear Forces”, February 2002.
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After the end of the Cold War, although the hazard of direct nuclear conflicts between two antagonistic military blocs has been mitigated, nuclear weapon related dangers still exist. Thousands of nuclear weapons with hair-trigger alert are still deployed in nuclear superpowers, the number of countries with nuclear weapons is increasing, the stockpile of nuclear weapon usable materials is expanding, the threat of nuclear terrorism is approaching to us… Never before have these problems so complicatedly interconnected with one another as they are today. If the international community does not properly solve these problems, the prospect of the world is quite grim. In order to defuse the threats of nuclear weapons, efforts in the following aspects should be made: reducing dramatically the nuclear stockpiles of major nuclear powers, strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation regime, and establishing effective security system on nuclear materials. Here, the author would focus on the issue of how to strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime. 

As we’re all aware, the international nuclear non-proliferation regime, with the non-proliferation treaty as its core, is a nuclear proliferation prevention regime based on assurance for peaceful use of nuclear energy and promotion for further nuclear disarmament. It is an institutional arrangement for nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon states making compromise. It stands on three pillars: non-proliferation, nuclear disarmament and peaceful use of nuclear energy. If such a regime failed, the security and sustainable development of the world would be at stake and the nuclear weapon related dangers would increase or even run out of control. Unfortunately, the NPT Review Conference held in New York in May 2005 tuned out to be fruitless. Fierce arguments broke out among the NPT state parties over issues like security assurance, withdrawal from the NPT, nuclear disarmament, supply of nuclear fuels, regional nuclear problems etc. The failure of the conference has indicated that there are still grave conflicts of interests and divided policies among the major state parties to the NPT. It is safe to say that the NPT regime has been bogged down in a dilemma. 

To save the NTP regime, it is necessary to find out the reasons behind its crisis so as to improve it as soon as possible. The author thinks that among so many reasons underlying the predicament, the most fundamental is the lack of a sound security arrangement for non-nuclear-weapon state parties within the regime. Nuclear weapons still enjoy an irreplaceable role in the security field: its function of deterrence can provide great protection for a country’s vital interests. When facing serious military threat but short of other alternative options, a state may turn to developing nuclear weapons. Security concern is the biggest motivation behind their aspirations to possess nuclear weapons. However, to our regret, the NPT regime still lacks a powerful security assurance system thus making it impossible to remove some countries’ motivations for developing nuclear weapons. Therefore, seeking nuclear weapons has become the option of some non-nuclear-weapon states that have security concerns.     

 
The current security arrangement of the NPT regime has two main defects. 

First, the security assurance mechanism of the nuclear non-proliferation regime is not legally binding. When the NPT negotiations were initially carried out, it was during a period of fierce nuclear arms race between the Soviet Union and the United States. As the danger of a nuclear war and using nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear-weapon state were so real at that time, the original intention of most non-nuclear-weapon states that had actively participated in the negotiations was to oblige all state parties to the treaty to exercise restraint and minimize the hazard of nuclear proliferation. Through their commitment to abandoning their option of developing nuclear weapons, these countries aspired to establishing a treaty mechanism so as to realize common security. Therefore, they demanded to include in the treaty the provision of no threat or use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states. But due to the reluctance the America to have its nuclear weapons restricted and the difficulty of coordinating the positions of major nuclear-weapon states, such a request was turned down at last. What they got in the treaty was merely a commitment to promoting peaceful use of nuclear energy. In terms of security assurance, there was only a statement approved by the UN Security Council, declaring “that aggression with nuclear weapons or the threat of such aggression against a non-nuclear-weapon State would create a situation in which the Security Council, and above all its nuclear-weapon State permanent members, would have to act immediately in accordance with their obligations under the United Nations Charter.” This is a weak guarantee, so the non-nuclear-weapon states are not satisfied. 
  Obviously, the non-nuclear-weapon states have made concessions in this regard since they were so anxious to reach an agreement on the treaty so as to arrest the trend of nuclear proliferation and promote nuclear disarmament.
  

After the treaty was agreed, non-nuclear-weapon states still kept demanding nuclear-weapon states to make security assurances of not to use nuclear weapons against them. Under the repeated requests of the vast number of non-nuclear-weapon states for years, major nuclear-weapon states issued a statement of not using nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states at the Special Session on Disarmament of the United Nations in 1978. In order to perpetuate the validity of the treaty, at the NPT Review and Extension Conference in 1995, the Security Council approved resolution No. 984, stating that when a non-nuclear-weapon state is under nuclear attack or threat, the Security Council will take immediate actions and provide necessary assistance to it in accordance with the UN Charter. This statement is called Positive Security Assurances provided by the nuclear-weapon states to the non-nuclear-weapon states. Then, five nuclear-weapon states also respectively issued their own statements, committing to non-threat or use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states. This is called Negative Security Assurances. However, except China, the United States and other nuclear states all attached a reservation clause to their commitments. As these commitments are not official treaties, they are not legally binding. At the 2005 NPT Review Conference, non-nuclear-weapon states once again tried to obtain legally binding security assurances. But unfortunately, their efforts failed again. 

Second, the nuclear non-proliferation regime runs short of conventional security assurance. Even legally binding positive and negative security assurances had existed, only part of security concern of non-nuclear-weapon states is addressed. For some states, the most evident threat posed by a powerful hostile state is not nuclear strike but conventional attack and military interference. Especially in the post-Cold War period, certain military big powers become more and more bent on unilateralism. Military attacks and interventions are increasingly resorted to. Except the allies of those nuclear big powers, who can enjoy their protection umbrella, most of the other non-nuclear-weapon states do not have conventional security assurances at all. It is just such a hostile international political situation that has stimulated more and more states to acquire nuclear weapons. 
In a word, non-nuclear-weapon state parties to the NPT abandoned their nuclear choice that can protect their national security, but the non-proliferation regime in return does not offer them an alternative option to address their security concerns. Therefore current non-proliferation regime is an internally flawed regime. 
Fundamentally, proliferation is a political problem rather than a technical one. In order to prevent nuclear proliferation, it is necessary to try to remove the impetus of non-nuclear-weapon states to go nuclear. This is the most important step in the efforts to repair the NPT regime. Imperative measure is to offer non-nuclear-weapon states legally binding positive and negative security assurances. At the same time, proliferation prevention efforts should be integrated into global and regional security cooperation mechanism. The international community should join hands to uphold peaceful settlement of international disputes and oppose military interventionism. Only after an effective international and regional security mechanism is established in the international community can it become possible to remove the dependency of every country on nuclear weapons. 
Of course, it’s also necessary to further strengthen the current IAEA safeguards system and export control which provide with technical barriers against proliferation. Through the signing of the Additional Protocol, IAEA can oversee the civilian nuclear energy program of the state parties with greater effectiveness and confidence. This is a quite necessary and feasible measure for the improvement of the IAEA, but requesting concerted cooperation and consultation of all countries. Besides, major nuclear powers should take concrete actions in terms of nuclear disarmament by accelerating their pace of eliminating their huge nuclear stockpile. They should also stop to pursue new missions for their nuclear weapons. Otherwise, they would lose their legitimacy within the NPT regime and totally destroy the norm basis underlying the global non-proliferation efforts. 

60 years ago, human being for the first time suffered from the enormous disaster of atomic weapons. For the purpose of avoiding another disaster caused by nuclear weapons, we must manage to walk out of the dilemma of the NPT regime with an effort to sustain and improve it. Such a challenge is too formidable to be tackled by only one or two states. Global action and a multilateral agenda are therefore needed.  
Tsunami and non-military security:

Fostering international cooperation

in the face of natural disaster
Xu Qiyu

The earthquake-induced tsunami disaster that struck without any warning on 26 December 2004 brought huge loss to the Indian Ocean rim countries. Nearly 300,000 people were killed and millions were injured, bereaved, made homeless and deprived of their livelihood. Thanks to the modern mass media, the magnitude of casualties and devastation were quickly known by the whole world, and thus sparked an unprecedented aid and humanitarian response worldwide. 

This catastrophe itself and the consequent relief efforts revealed the pressing need to cope with the threat of natural disasters, or in a greater sense, the non-military threats through international cooperation. Further, it also raises questions of what should be the best approach to dealing with these natural disasters on the one hand, while controlling and managing “traditional” elements during international cooperation on the other.

The necessity and possibility of international cooperation

This tsunami strike once again illustrated that we are living in an interdependent and interconnected world in which a disaster will affect much wider area than it originally did. In 2003, the SARS epidemic was a severe check for China as well as its “neighbor” right across the whole Pacific Ocean – Canada. This time, with the ferocious tsunamis attack, not only the local inhabitant suffered great casualties, but many of the tourists worldwide are also injured or killed. For example, the Swedish death toll following the Tsunami is the highest number of lives lost following one single event in a hundred years for Sweden.
 The fact that the natural disaster and commutable diseases disregard all national boundaries makes the international cooperation for dealing with those non-military threats more urgent.

It is also fully demonstrated that no country in the world can successfully meet such threats single-handedly. Taking the early warning system of earthquake and tsunami as an example, to establish such a system not only demands large sum of money and sophisticated technique, but also needs an efficient intelligence-sharing channel and widespread monitoring network. This could not become feasible if without international cooperation. In this respect, the developed countries’ participation is extremely valuable. Fortunately, in the wake of the tsunami, some of these countries have already taken active actions to offer both financial and technological help. On March 14, for instance, Germany signed a joint declaration with Indonesia concerning the realization of a tsunami early warning system and pledged to provide up to 25 seismometers, 10 GPS stations, 10 GPS-controlled tide gauges, 10 GPS buoys and up to 20 ocean-bottom pressure sensors.
 

However, to establish early warning system or efficient international fast response system is far from sufficient. Environmental protection is also essential in dealing with the natural disaster or other non-military threats, since many studies have already illustrated that natural disasters are often caused or magnified by people’s over-exploit of nature resources. But, to strike a balance between economic growth and environment is by no means an easy task, especially to those developing countries facing a tricky task of fighting poverty. Successful environmental protection requires the coordination between concerned countries on the one hand, and financial and technological aids from other member of the international community on the other. 

With the necessity of international cooperation becoming more and more obvious, the feasibility of fostering an efficient cooperation is also growing. Firstly, the non-military security issues are, at least in theory, less politically charged than those traditional security concerns, and so are inherently more suitable subjects on which nation-states can foster cooperation. Secondly, as this tsunami disaster demonstrated, it has created great impetus in pushing most countries to take this kind of issue more seriously: to establish a tsunami warning system for the Indian Ocean has become one of the most important topics in the regional affairs; and even in Europe, the European Union is also provoked to consider establishing a rapid reaction disaster relief force. In addition, although the tsunami “has not affected the security outlooks of even the most severely affected states in any fundamental way”, 
as some analyst put it, there are also some signs of adjusting the security priorities. For instance, the TNI (Indonesian armed forces) postponed purchasing new combat aircraft in favor of acquiring transport planes and helicopters suitable for relief efforts.
 These things combined, it seems there emerges a favorable environment in which the international cooperation on non-military security may successfully grow. 

The “traditional” vs. the “non-traditional ”
Although fighting against the natural disaster, serious epidemics and other non-military threats falls into the so-called non-traditional category, the effort is still deeply affected by the “traditional” concerns. Generally speaking, in a world composed of sovereign state-nations, to develop effective international cooperation has never been an easy task, even if this cooperation focuses on the non-traditional issues. When elements like the sovereignty, geopolitical consideration, military security and low-key competition among powers are involved, nations are always prone to keeping a wary eye and reluctant to participate in cooperation even they can get real benefits through it. Therefore, to control and manage those “traditional” elements have to be taken into consideration in order to reach a smooth international cooperation.

In the wake of this tsunami disaster, many regional and ex-regional powers have made huge efforts in the disaster relief and rehabilitation of the devastated community. However, despite their undoubted humanitarian concerns, many governments involved in the relief efforts have more or less geopolitical considerations and thus generated a somewhat “traditional” competition which undercurrents the relief and rehabilitation process. 

The traditional competition for influence started right after the occurrence of tsunami. By 28 December, the US had delivered sizeable military forces to the tsunami-affected region to carry out the disaster relief, with its main focus on Aceh, where a carrier strike group was deployed. It is apparent that the US military helicopters have played a key role in distributing emergency supplies and made big contribution to the whole relief efforts. In the meantime, the US also quickly announced the intention to establish a “core group” which is comprised by itself and a collection of its traditional politico-military allies or associates – Japan, Australia, India, Canada and Netherlands – under an ostensible claim to coordinate relief efforts. This proposal met resistance at the 6 January summit in Jakarta, during which European and some Asian states backed the UN to play a leading role in coordinating the relief and rehabilitation efforts. Also at this summit, Kofi Annan, the Secretary-General of the UN, called for nearly $1 billion to be put into UN-led relief programmes aimed at preventing disease outbreaks and rehabilitation and more than 70% of this sum was subsequently pledged by donor countries. Against such a backdrop, the US, in the wake of the 6 January summit, made clear the point that the UN needed to act more effectively and thus abandoned its “core group” initiative. The US’ action has highlighted its strategic interests in the region, besides the humanitarian concerns. It is a good opportunity for the US to improve its image in the world’s most populous Muslim state, which became more and more necessary when the US’ images have been continuously tarnished in Muslim world since the Iraqi War. Moreover, the US always sees Indonesia as strategically important because of its geographic position and oil resource, and keeping an influential position in this country and the whole region is essential to Washington’s global strategy. 

The tsunami-affected region is also strategically important for some other powers. Japan has exercised both its substantial “soft power” and “hard power” in the tsunami relief efforts, through its large donation and displaying its growing military deployment capacity. With huge donation and military deployment for relief efforts in Aceh, Australia focused on reaching a good improvement in the relationship with its most crucial neighbor – Indonesia, which has experienced significant declining since Canberra played a leading role in the UN-backed intervention in East Timor in 1999 and Australia’s active collaboration with the US in the Iraq War in 2003.
 In sum, the disaster relief efforts reflected the traditional interests and considerations of many powers as well as their humanitarian concerns. 

In some cases, the traditional consideration and competition are displayed even in the military dimension. For example, some Indonesia leaders were convinced that the US and Australian military forces deployed in Aceh for disaster relief efforts were not exclusively for the relief purpose, but also tried to collect intelligence of Indonesia. They declared that the end of March was the deadline for the presence of foreign military forces in Indonesia.
 Although such a deadline had been retracted shortly after its announcement, it nonetheless showcased the huge wariness of the governments of some disaster-hit countries to any possible encroachment of their sovereignty. In addition, even to establish a tsunami early warning system also involved traditional competition among powers for prestige and influence. It was pointed out that only a month after the tsunami catastrophe, India, Indonesia and Thailand were already competing to act as host to tsunami warning system, while the US, Germany and the UN all acclaimed themselves as leaders of the project.

These traditional elements were, to a large extent, obstacles to fostering effective international cooperation on meeting non-military security threats. However, to totally get rid of them would be unrealistic. Since it is difficult to move away from the traditional interest-based approach to the international relations, the traditional elements should be given much attention and carefully managed in order to mitigate their negative effect. When the international community is facing a new world that people never knew before, and finds itself still not out of the problems and dilemmas lasting for thousands of years, there should be more combination of realism and idealism in policies of world nations, and reach a balance between the tradition and future. 

Some suggestions on enhancing the cooperation

To enhance international cooperation on non-military threats, nation’s sovereignty should be upheld and respected as the essential principle. As has mentioned above, the traditional competition among nations, as well as the wariness to other powers’ strategic intention, has been a major obstacle to forming an effective international cooperation. However, such obstacle does not stem from the sovereignty but from the anarchic nature of the international system and therefore could not be solved by merely neglecting the sovereignty. On the contrary, respect for sovereignty would push forward the cooperation among nations through alleviating nation-states’ mistrust and suspicion, particularly to the smaller and weaker states involved. In the case of Indonesia’s announced deadline, Indonesia’s suspicion was natural enough. To most developing countries, the sovereignty, which serves as the last bulwark to protect them from the influence of a still unequal world system, 
is a very sensitive issue.
The UN’s leading role is necessary in international cooperation on coping with the non-military security threats. As the largest international regime incarnating collective security, the UN is much more qualified than any single power to play such a role. Further, other related international organizations should also play important roles in such cooperation to coordinate the relief efforts and foreign aids. As illustrated by this tsunami relief, many donations are issued through bilateral channel while quite a few countries wanted to channel their assistance through multilateral channels, for example through the multidonor trust fund managed by the World Bank.
 This is also a good way to tone down the competition among powers for “traditional” purpose. 

Regional organizations should further enhance their capacity building in early warning of serious natural disaster and relief efforts. In respect of regional cooperation on security issues, ASEAN Regional Forum has already made great contribution. For the recent decades, there has been much discussion on the “non-traditional” security in the Forum, which served to enhance public concern across the region. However, for various reasons, the capacity against the non-military threats such as natural disaster and severe epidemic still remained unsatisfactory. In this tsunami attack, the internet-based earthquake and tsunami alert system established by ASEAN in 2000 was not developed sufficiently to lessen the impact of the disaster, while the US base at Diego Garcia, mainly relying on the warnings issued from the Pacific Tsunami Warning Center in Hawaii, weathered the disaster without impact to facilities and personnel. Moreover, capacity building also needs establishing some particular mechanism. In this tsunami relief, the international coordination and cooperation were in large part on the ad hoc basis. To improve the effectiveness, some specialized mechanism against natural disaster and severe epidemic should be established, focusing on planning, coordinating precautions of respective countries, pooling relative intelligence and technology, etc. Such a mechanism is undoubtedly the result of international cooperation, while it will also prompt more effective international cooperation in return.

(Major Xu Qiyu, researcher of Institute for Strategic Studies, National Defense University, PLA. )
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This year sees the 50th anniversary of the signing of Russell-Einstein Manifesto-one of the most significant and far-reaching political documents ever produced in the Cold War.  On July 9, 1955, precisely over half a century ago, 11 world most eminent scientists (nine of them at that time, and one more in subsequent years were Noble laureates) announced through a statement at a press conference at London that they as scientists, driven by the conscience for humanity and the sense of responsibility for the security of mankind, urgently drew to the attention the greatest danger that the international community was facing, namely, the danger of nuclear weapons being again used after the devastating bombing at Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  

The Manifesto declared: “In the tragic situation which confronts humanity, we feel that scientists should assemble in conference to appraise the perils that have arisen as a result of the development of weapons of mass destruction.”  The statement thus strongly called on the scientists of the world and the general public to act and seek a resolution.  “In view of the fact that in any future world war nuclear weapons will certainly be employed, and that such weapons threaten the continued existence of mankind”, the Manifesto urged “the governments of the world to realize, and to acknowledge publicly that their purpose cannot be furthered by a world war, and … consequently, to find peaceful means for the settlement of all matters of dispute between them.”

The statement gained immediate worldwide attention  It was widely covered in newspapers around the world.  “Hundreds of letters and cables, from individuals and groups, came pouring in from all over the world, expressing approval and offering help.”
  The warm response indicated that the statement “had struck a sensitive chord in the minds of the public.”
  Undoubtedly, the Manifesto became a catalyst of the surge of peace and anti-nuclear movements organized by many non-governmental organizations in the height of Cold War being played out between the US and the former Soviet Union in 1950s, and has since been playing an important role in mounting moral pressures on the major powers, the two former superpowers in particular, in seeking the avoidance of a nuclear war and maintenance of world peace and stability. 
But now that 50 years have passed, is this manifesto still relevant to the security and peace of the world today?  The answer is definitely yes.  In fact, facing the increasingly complex and uncertain world situation, both the world governments and the public may perhaps stand benefited more from getting inspirations from the 50-year old document.

First of all, the prospect of the nuclear catastrophe caused by the use of nuclear weapons as envisaged by the Manifesto has not only still remained but seemed more complicated and harder to predict.  True, with the end of the Cold War and dismantling of the Soviet Union, possibility of a head-on nuclear confrontation between major powers is increasingly getting remote.  The overwhelming majority of the world nations seem still firm in their non-nuclear option, preferring to be faithful member of the NPT.  But the situation is far from being rosy.  15 years have passed since the end of the Cold War, there are still incredibly some 30,000 nuclear warheads in the arsenals of nuclear weapon states, almost the same number of these weapons when the NPT entered into force in 1970.  The last decade has been especially “one of missed opportunities and a marked deterioration in global security, not least regarding the nuclear threat. In that time, additional states have acquired nuclear weapons, there has been little tangible progress in nuclear disarmament, new nuclear weapons are being proposed, and military doctrines are being revised that place a greater reliance on the potential use of such weapons.”
  As a result of all these trends, the world has not escaped from a possible nuclear catastrophe by a nuclear war since as long as nuclear weapons exist, they will one day be used. 

But what could become an even more alarming danger looming ahead is the newly emerged role of non-state actors, who seem to be both the new source as well as the potential users of the nuclear material, technology or know-how in nuclear proliferation.  The international community is facing a new and real danger of a nuclear weapon, or a crude and dirty bomb falling into the hands of non-state actors like international terrorists or even the organized crimes.  The scenario of an explosion of such a device in a certain big city, killing hundreds of thousands of innocent people is not too far-fetched but simply unacceptable to the world.  This is a new threat indeed, as the entire international nonproliferation regime had been dealing with is only concerning the behavior of sovereign states.

Given the situation today, the following ringing remarks from the Manifesto should carry special weight to the international efforts to seek the effective way of maintaining peace and stability of the world:

“Here, then, is the problem which we present to you, stark and dreadful and inescapable: Shall we put an end to the human race; or shall mankind renounce war?...There lies before us, if we choose, continual progress in happiness, knowledge, and wisdom.  Shall we, instead, choose death, because we cannot forget our quarrels?  We appeal as human beings to human  beings: Remember your humanity, and forget the rest.”

Secondly, the Manifesto has highlighted the significance of an honest scientist’s social responsibility and conscience for the humanity of mankind.  Of these signatories of the document quite a few were atomic scientists formally engaged in research on nuclear weapons during the Second World War.  They pioneered the weapons program in the fear that Nazi Germany might acquire and use such weapons before the Allies, thereby subject the world to the unimaginable catastrophe.  But when many of them learned that Hitler was unable to produce such weapons, they either quit or were strongly opposed to using the bombs for the scramble for military supremacy in international politics.  As the Manifesto stressed “the men who know most are the most gloomy”, these scientists have since become the staunch fighter for nuclear disarmament and against the human folly of designing the nuclear war.

In this context, two signatories are perhaps particularly worth mentioning as fine examples of what an upright scientist should be.  One is Albert Einstein who was regarded the most eminent scientist alive at that time, symbolizing the height of human intellect.  But he was also “a realist and aware of what was going on in the world.  He was quite the opposite of what people think about scientists - being absent-minded and immersed in their work and naive.  He was fully aware and trying to do something about it… [I]f he were still alive, he would still be working on his theories. But he would be working towards peace.”
   According to one description, Albert Einstein took an early stand against the misuse of science for political aims.  When in October 1914 ninety-three German scientists signed the Fulda manifesto, claiming that science should be at the service of the fatherland and the military, he signed a counter manifesto organized by G.E Nicolai which promoted internationalism and peace.
  

Thus it was no surprise that Einstein played a most critical role in persuading the US government to start the Manhattan program but when the Second World War was over, he immediately wrote the US government, advising stopping developing and using nuclear weapons as there was no longer legitimate justification for that purpose.  His suggestion was turned down and he became chairman of emergency committee of Atomic Scientist in the US whose major mission was to alert the public to the danger of the nuclear war and to raise money to support anti-nuclear activities of scientists.  When one of his great friends Bertrand Russell wrote him about the idea of the declaration, he immediately responded not only positively, but also offering many insightful suggestions which helped put the Manifesto into shape.  A week after putting his signature on the declaration, Einstein died.  The document became his last act and dying wish, imploring the nation governments not to let the world be destroyed by human folly. 

The other man who should also be particularly commended is Joseph Rotblat.  A Polish-born British, Rotblat, like Einstein, was initially involved in the US nuclear program at Los Alamos.  But after he learned in 1944 that Germany had given up its nuclear program, he was the only person who resigns from the US project on the moral ground.  Since then he has been devoted all his life to prevent another such catastrophe like Hiroshima and Nagasaki and to go around and talk to scientists in Britain about the dreadful effects of the atom bomb, in spite of the difficult situation that he was labeled a Soviet spy or “traitor”. .  He was also the chief organizer of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs in 1957, whose main responsibility was to carry the message in the Manifesto into action, namely, to reach across national, political, and cultural divisions to bring together influential scientists and policy specialists to find ways of reducing and eliminating the risk posed by conflict, war and weapons of mass destruction, the nuclear weapons in particular.  I will come to Pugwash movement later.  But to talk about Rotblat, the experience in his long life has been indeed legendary worth deep respect and admiration.  At the age of 96, he is now the only survivor of the signatories to both the Manifesto and the founding document of Pugwash.  “For their efforts to diminish the part played by nuclear arms in international politics, in the longer run to eliminate such arms”, he and the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs were jointly awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1995.
  As the “godfather” of the Pugwash movement, he has never missed each and every Pugwash annual conference since its beginning in 1957 except for the most recent one at Hiroshima in 2005 owing to his senior age.  Although he was absent from the 55th Pugwash annual conference, he sent a written welcome speech, continuing to demonstrate his vision, courage and honesty in search for a better world, and call on the scientists to unite to contribute to this loft course.  He stressed:

“I am coming to believe that the time has come for Pugwash, while not for a moment relinquishing its scientific integrity, to lay the facts before the public. The end of the Cold War has led to public complacency, but in fact the dangers of a nuclear conflict are about as high as they have ever been…I believe that we must go beyond that, and seek to abolish war itself. This aim, intrinsic to the Russell-Einstein Manifesto, will take us on a long hard road. It does not necessarily mean pacifism as that is generally understood, but it means choosing to seek a world with ‘continual progress in happiness and wisdom,’ a world in which morality, law and mutual respect govern the relations between nations, and no nation uses military power to impose its will on others.”
 
The beliefs and actions of scientists of the older generation like Einstein and Rotblat are particularly valuable and pertinent in the struggle for the world peace and security today.  Since the end of the Cold War, many seem to take it for granted that the danger of a nuclear war is increasingly reseeding.  People seem indifferent to the possible nuclear catastrophe.  On the other hand, the current rise of unilateralism, disdain to the norm in the international relations, and war clamors as demonstrated in the policies of certain major powers have greatly confused the publics.  False accusations and misinformation from the governments have often clouded the dangers that the Manifesto had so urgently pointed out.  Further, with the growing material incentives offered to the scientific community as a result of the rapid development of science and technology and globalization, scientists seem less and less to think seriously about their social responsibility for the humanity of mankind and ethics in their research.  It is thus high time to rethink the examples these scientists has set for us.  Here another ringing paragraph by Rotblat is perhaps right to the point: 

“At a time when science plays such a powerful role in the life of society, when the destiny of the whole of mankind may hinge on the results of scientific research, it is incumbent on all scientists to be fully conscious of that role, and conduct themselves accordingly.  I appeal to my fellow scientists to remember their responsibility to humanity.”

Last but not the least, the Manifesto has also provided important inspirations to the international community for its current efforts to define a sustained and effective approach to addressing the nuclear danger in the future.  In the first place, our founding fathers of the document were not satisfied with only pointing out the danger of a nuclear catastrophe, but calling on taking actions to avert this danger.  As Russell, another chief designer for the Manifesto, pointed out:

“I find many people paralyzed by inability to think of anything that could be done; and I do not think we should rest content with pointing out the horrors of war, but should suggest practical steps toward preventing it.”

During the process of deliberations for the statement, both Russell and Einstein did try hard to include an action plan.  The Manifesto eventually ended up with a suggestion to call for a conference to fulfill this need.  It may be out of their expectations that the idea of a conference has resulted in the fast spread of peace movement the worldwide in the subsequent years.

The Manifesto has also made a unique contribution to the world peace and security by advocating the linkage of the elimination of weapons of mass destruction with the abolishment of war.  The vision has brought home the root cause of all the insecurities of the world in the past as well as today. 

But perhaps above all else, the Manifesto offered a new vision of addressing the international issues through multilateral cooperation and by peaceful means, which is still very relevant to our current efforts to eliminating all the weapons of mass destruction.  In this regard, one cannot but help admire the wisdom of those scientists of the older generation when they stressed the importance of inclusion of people from a wide range of political and national perspectives in order to achieve the purpose of preventing the nuclear disaster.  Ideological bias should not be an obstacle.  The manifesto argued:

“Most of us are not neutral in feeling, but, as human beings, we have to remember that, if the issues between East and West are to be decided in any manner that can give any possible satisfaction to anybody, whether Communist or anti-Communist, whether Asian or European or American, whether White or Black then these issues must not be decided by war.  We should wish this t be understood, both in the East and in the West.”

To further implement this new vision of achieving peace and security through cooperation rather than confrontation and war among nations which may have different values, both Einstein and Russell agreed that the selection of the participants to the Manifesto itself should symbolize this spirit.  These scientists “should be so diverse in their politics that any statement signed by all of them would be obviously free from pro-Communist or anti-Communist bias.”
  Thus, of the 11 eminent scientists to sign the document, there were both pro-Communists as well as anti-Communists.  In his invitation to Joliot-Curie to join the statement, Russell wrote emphatically to hammer on his point: “I am an anti-Communist, and it is precisely because you are a Communist that I am anxious to work with you.”
  

In conclusion, the significance of the Manifesto lies in as much a new vision offered to solve the international issues as the warning of the danger of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.  50 years have passed since the signing of the Manifesto, the world is faced with much more complicated and diversified threats in the post-Cold War era.  And perhaps the nuclear war between major powers is no longer the number one threats in the world as the statement had predicted 50 years ago.  But to solve all the present problems that may bring the same devastating destruction to the mankind, the Manifesto has contributed to a new security concept based on the multilateral and cooperative approach.  Situation may change.  Threats may emerge in different forms.  Yet the guiding lines to the solution of them as contained in the Manifesto are still very valid and would never become outdated.

The Russell-Einstein Manifesto becomes the Pugwash Conferences' founding charter.  In 1957, scientists from both the East and the West can together to hold the conference on science and world affairs in accordiance with the guiding principles as reflected in the documents.  For over 48 years the organization has brought together, from around the world, influential scholars and public figures concerned with reducing the danger of armed conflict and seeking cooperative solutions for global problems.  Meeting in private as individuals, rather than as representatives of governments or institutions, Pugwash participants with divergent perspectives exchange views and explore alternative approaches to arms control and tension reduction with a combination of candor, continuity, and flexibility seldom attained in official East-West and North-South discussions and negotiations.  Yet, because of the stature of many of the Pugwash participants in their own countries (as, for example, science and arms-control advisers to governments, key figures in academies of science and universities, and former and future holders of high government office), insights from Pugwash discussions tend to penetrate quickly to the appropriate levels of official policy-making.  Its inclusion of both Western and Socialist countries in the Cold War marked a particular advance and a brave demonstration of the independence of free minds.  

From that beginning evolved both a continuing series of meetings at locations all over the world -- with a growing number and diversity of participants -- and a rather decentralized organizational structure to coordinate and finance this activity.  By late 2002, there have been over 275 Pugwash Conferences, Symposia, and Workshops, with a total attendance of over 10,000 (there are now in the world over 3500 "Pugwashites", namely individuals who have attended a Pugwash meeting and are hence considered associated with Pugwash and receive our newsletter).  A basic rule is that participation is always by individuals in their private capacity (not as representatives of governments or organizations).

It is because of this unique contribution to the world peace and security, the organization was rewarded Nobel Peace Price together with Rotblat in 1995 as I mentioned earlier.  The Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs has become the most influential peace movement in the world.  

At present, averting the disaster rendered by weapons of mass destruction (the nuclear weapons in particular) remains the central focus of Pugwash efforts.  But to keep with time of change, the organization has spent increasing attention to the regional security as well as human security issues involving environmental, energy, equitable access to food, water, healthcare, education, and economic opportunity, etc, that are mostly related to the developing countries.  These are all understandable as part of Russell-Einstein Manifesto's overarching problem-the idea of abolishing the war and establishing anew international order.  It is to be expected that based on 48 years of experience in building trust among those in conflict, and with more than 50 national groups around the world, Pugwash will continue all this important work in the future.

In the meantime, as the international community is entering a more pluralistic, interdependent and uncertain world, Pugwash is confronted with new challenges that call for a need to adjust its strategy and adapt to the new situation.  To put them in more general terms, these challenges may be summarized as the following:

First, while nuclear danger continues to be a threat that people cannot afford to neglect, the cause of the possible use of nuclear weapons was much more complicated than the time when Russell-Einstein Manifesto was produced.  One eminent American specialist rightly pointed out that 

“All are still equally in peril, but the peril is radically different and infinitely more difficult to confront.  In fact, the choice between war and peace alone is inadequate to the task if peace brings continued indifference or acquiescence to the economic, political, religious and cultural issues that give rise to terrorism.”

Given the situation, Pugwash needs perhaps to strike a balance in its future multidimensional work in the future, namely, a balance between maintaining focus on nuclear matters on the one hand and on many other issues, the solutions of which may well be essential to the peace and security of the world on the other.  The two are not necessarily in conflict, but will pose problems for Pugwash of overstretching and losing its own identity if not kept in good proportion.

Secondly, Pugwash needs a strategy to better reach out the public and to enhance the awareness of the average people of the danger caused by weapons of mass destruction and the role that they can play in preventing the threat.   The Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs are first and foremost an organization of scientists.  And scientists have a shared frame of reference and speak the same language across ideological, religious or national dividing lines.  Thus it is the unique strength that Pugwash has.  Through communicating to the public, Pugwash can offer its objective and scientific assessment of the harmful consequences of scientific discoveries and wrong policies of the governments.  To a great extent, all of these efforts hinge on the ability of public relations of Pugwash so to speak.  That requires a lot of more work for the organization.  In this connection, one of the most essential challenges is if Pugwash is able to encourage various national groups each to better play its role in mobilizing the national resources for the accomplishment of Pugwash tasks.  Another important challenge is whether Pugwash is able to have better channels to reach the scientific communities as well as national governments of the developing countries while continuing to drawing support from the developed countries.

Lastly, Pugwash needs also to overcome a generation problem.  Our “Pugwashites” of older generation has contributed so much to the work of Pugwash.  But owing to the law of metabolism, many of them are now phasing out each year.  Thus it is natural that Pugwash will be experiencing a transitional process not only in its leadership, but also the main body of the participants.  This requires more participation of the young scientists who will carry on the spirit of the Manifesto and fine traditions of Pugwash.  Fortunately, the current leadership of Pugwash has attached importance to the task and made great efforts to accomplish the job.  But of course much more still needs to be done in this field in the future. 


PS:  Barely one week after this small piece was finished I sadly learned that Sir Joseph Rotblat died on August 31, 2001.  Pugwash has lost a friend, mentor and moral touchstone.  The whole international community has lost a staunch fighter for peace and security.  As a personal friend and student of Jo, no words can express my deep sorrow and condolence for this great loss.  But I believe the best way to remember him is to carry on the fighting spirit of Rotblat for a world free of all weapons of mass destruction, free of war and free of all evils.  I believe that is exactly what Pugwash is going to do in the future.  As the statement of the Council of Pugwash in memory of Sir Joseph Rotblat stressed:    

“Inspired by Jo, Pugwash has continued to grow, with representation today in more than 50 countries around the world, and with active involvement in precisely those conflict areas where the risk of nuclear weapons use is greatest…It will continue to strive for those ideals so wonderfully and eloquently articulated by Jo throughout his lifetime.  We may have lost his companionship, humor and intellectual guidance, but we will never lose his steadfast sense of purpose in knowing the right thing to do.” 
 
Sino-Nepalese friendship has gained much headway
When we talk about the relations between China and Nepal, those names, like Chinese Buddhist monk Fashien, Chinese traveler Xuan Zhang, Nepalese Princess Bhrikuti and Nepalese architect Arniko, are frequently mentioned. They were immortal witness and testimony to the antiquity of Nepal-China relations. That also indicates the continuity and stability of Sino-Nepal relations could be the result of more than 2,000 years of contact between China and Nepal.

A paradigm for good neighborly relations

Since the establishment of formal diplomatic relations on August 1, 1955, China-Nepal relations has entered an even better period, social and economic contact in the last 50 years as good neighbors has constituted solid foundations for our nowadays ties. As we used to say, our two countries do not have any intractable problems left by history, and what we only have are friendship, goodwill, understanding and cooperation. Since China and Nepal extend sympathy and support to each other in many respects. Sino Nepal relations have become a paradigm for good neighborly relations based on the five principles of peaceful coexistence.

The five principles of peaceful co-existence, which constitute the basis of peace and friendship is the secret of achieving smooth development of bilateral relations. It has really nurtured our relations, and has helped China and Nepal endure and surpass ups and downs brought about by changing times and circumstances. The regular exchange of high-level visits, the successful conclusion of boundary agreement in 1978 and mutual cooperation in international fora including the United Nations have greatly increased mutual understanding leading to still closer cooperation between the two countries. 
Chinese people always remember that Nepal has been consistently pursuing 'One China' policy. Nepal was among the first group of countries to recognize and establish diplomatic relations with the People's Republic of China. Nepal had taken a leading role in sponsoring China's admission to the United Nations and all other international agencies. In the UN Human Rights Commission sessions, Nepal has consistently voted in favor of China. China has deeply appreciated Nepal's stand in this respect.  China has also appreciated the stand of His Majesty's Government that Nepal will never allow her territory to be used for anti-China activities and that Nepal has recognized Tibet as an autonomous region of the People's Republic of China. And we particularly appreciate the measures taken recently by His Majesty's Government of Nepal in closing the office of Dalai Lama in Kathmandu. 
As a cordial friend of Nepal, China's relations with Nepal have stood on a firm footing ever since the establishment of bilateral relations. Apart from unselfish economic assistance to Nepal, Chinese government also firmly supports HM and HMG’s efforts to restore peace and stability, and provides all assistance to Nepal within its capacity. China is willing to see its neighbor of nation conciliation, social progress and economic development. As I know The Chinese government also has encouraged its viable enterprises to invest in friendly countries. Possibilities of developing bilateral co-operation through large-scale introduction of Chinese technology and capital in the form of joint ventures, do indeed, exist. 
Traditional friendship has gained much headway
In the past 50 years, with joint cultivation and due attentions from the leaders of our two countries, the bilateral understanding and friendship have maintained a healthy momentum, the binary cooperation is increasing and the traditional friendship has gained much headway.

During his visit to Nepal In 1996, Chinese President Jiang Zemin agreed with late King Birendra to develop good neighborly partnership geared to the 21st century from generation to generation, he recalled and said mutual trust, mutual equality and sincere cooperation are the basic traits to describe our current relations and the reason why our two countries can enjoy rapport is that both of us value sincerity in fostering our friendly ties.

During the visit of Chinese Premier Zhu Rongji to Kathmandu in January 2001, Nepal and China signed important agreements namely the construction of Syaprubesi-Rasuwa road, establishment of a poly-technique institute and construction of a civil service hospital in Kathmandu among others. The construction of the road connecting Syaprubesi of Nepal to Kerung of Tibet Autonomous Region of China will help boost the bilateral trade, people to people contact and tourism between the two countries. 
Nepal became the first South Asian country included by the Chinese Government in its outbound tourist destination list in 2001, there is a great potential for Nepal to attract many tourists from China. In order to facilitate the prospective visitors in obtaining Nepalese visas, His Majesty’s Government of Nepal opened an Honorary Consulate in Shanghai. Nepal and China have signed an agreement on June 17, 2002 in Kathmandu making Chinese currency convertible into Nepalese Rupees. These will immensely help promote tourism from China in the days ahead. 
In recent years, economic cooperation has seen a rapid development, the bilateral trade volume is hovering in a relatively high level, and cooperation in the joint ventures, the joint management and contracting projects enjoy fast progress.

China and Nepal can confidently face the 21st century. China is vigorously pursuing its strategy to develop its western regions. Under this strategy, it is extending railways, roads, aviation routes, and energy related infrastructure projects in its western frontiers. Similarly, the plan will also bring an increased amount of investment in the region. The enhanced Chinese economic activities in the region will positively influence the economic activities in Nepal’s bordering region. 
Furthermore, it is additionally hoped that the Lhasa-Gormu railway will have positive impacts to the Nepalese economy. This will have a highly conducive impact on neighboring Nepal. It will help Nepal reconstruct and reform its trade, transit, tourism and cultural contact with China, and thus allow it to integrate itself with western China's modernization, development and opening up programs. 

Future cooperation on the basis of the Five Principles of Peace and Co-existence. 

Despite the differences in size, both countries treat each other with civility and respect. The differences in social system, size and population have not affected neighborly relations over the past 50 years. Sino-Nepalese relations have shown that they are driven more by sincerity than strategic goals, and this will be increasingly so as relations develop even further over future years. 

Nepal-China friendship is a perfect model for the country-to-country relations. Now both countries have common forward-looking agendas related to peace, security and development. It is the domestic priority of continuing prosperity for ordinary people, as well as peace, security and development that have helped both countries in relations with others. 

As H.E. Mr. Kirti Nidi Bista, vice-chairman of Council of Ministers said not long ago, "The relation between two countries in the last 50 years has been developing to contribute intimacy and better understanding. Both during the 30 years of the Panchayat and in the last 12 years of multi-party democracy, Sino-Nepal relations is characterized by remarkable continuity and stability. Bilateral relations are witnessing a positive and encouraging trend due to greater contacts and deeper understanding at different fields." 
As a cordial neighbor, China always adheres to the principle of respecting Nepal’s sovereignty and independence, and non-interference in its internal affairs, that is one of the value-added characteristics of Sino-Nepalese ties. China is committed to be Nepal’s good neighbor and good friend in the days to come, and will always support and help Nepal. Whatever changes may happen in the international and regional scenario, the above-said policies will remain intact.
Furthermore, Sino-Nepalese ties, backed by the people, are positioned to achieve new heights. People of both countries, happy with the benefits they get from each other, will be the ones to secure relations for generations to come.

International Exchanges:

19-21 July, a CPAPD delegation led by Mr. Niu Qiang, Secretary General of CPAPD participated in the international conference held at the United Nations Headquarters in New York. The theme of the conference was “From Reaction to Prevention: Civil Society Forging Partnerships to Prevent Violent Conflict and Building Peace”. The conference is organized by the Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict(GPPAC) and co-sponsored by the United Nations Department of Political Affairs (DPA). 

The Voice and Acton of NGOs 

at the 7th NTP Review Conference in New York
Currently, among 191 UN member states, 188 members have joined NPT. Therefore, NPT is regarded as the cornerstone of international nonproliferation regime and its core is that the non nuclear weapon states will not develop nuclear weapons and the nuclear weapon states will eventually dismantle their nuclear weapons. At present, NPT is facing unprecedented serious challenges and the Review Conference is a crucial event. In order to strengthen NPT, promote international nuclear disarmament and exert NGOs’ influence and pressure on nuclear states, anti-war and peace NGOs in some major countries have been conducting many activities including networking and mobilization for more than two years to prepare the “New York March” in May 2005 and different meetings during the Review Conference. On May 1st, one day before the opening of the 7th NPT Review Conference, NGOs, including the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom and “Abolition 2000” staged the largest public demonstration for nuclear disarmament over two decades with about 45,000 participants. The demonstrators began their walk from the UN headquarter to New York Central Park for more than 2 hours, holding flags and placards with such words as “George Bush Is a War Criminal”, “Say ‘No’ to Nuclear Weapons” and shouting such slogans as “No War, No Nuclear Weapons”, “Abolish Nuclear Weapons”. At the gathering, quite a few representatives from different NGOs delivered speeches calling for abolishing nuclear weapons and building a nuclear-free world. 

The NGOs organized a series of conferences including “eradication of nuclear threat”, “prevention of a nuclear war”, and “transparency of nuclear disarmament”, “towards a nuclear-weapon-free world”. It was indeed impressive and moving to see so many representatives from various NGOs gathering at the U.N. working hard for the realization of a nuclear-weapon-free world.

The NGOs call for maintaining the integrity of NPT and emphasize that nuclear weapon states should implement their nuclear disarmament obligations. Non nuclear weapon states, New Agenda Coalition and NGOs have all criticized the U.S. for its serious challenge to international nonproliferation regime. The following is their major criticisms:

The U.S. has refused to adhere to the principle of irreversibility in nuclear disarmament. The Final Document of 2000 NPT Review Conference has stipulated that nuclear disarmament should be verifiable, irreversible and transparent. However, the U.S. has not implement the principle of irreversibility in its nuclear disarmament in any sense in any aspect in recent years. The Bush administration has made clear that it will not support the principle of irreversibility and the U.S. will maintain its nuclear arsenal flexible citing the need to adapt to the changing international security environment. The Moscow Treaty, which does not require dismantling a single nuclear weapon or a missile, is unverifiable and reversible. 

The U.S. has refused to formalize bilateral arms control and disarmament agreements and refused to reduce its non-strategic nuclear weapons. Non nuclear weapon states have urged The U.S. and Russia to formalize the President Nuclear Initiatives of 1991 and further their reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons with the principle of verifiability, irreversibility and transparency. Reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons is conducive to preventing terrorists from getting their hands on them. However the U.S. has refused to negotiate a legal agreement on tactical nuclear weapons under the pretext that it is not possible because tactical reductions are difficult to verify. In fact, the U.S. is developing earth-penetrators. 

The U.S. remains refused to ratify CTBT. The early entry into force of CTBT will be helpful to prevent non nuclear weapons and non-state actors from acquiring nuclear capability. Therefore, CTBT is a major part of international nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation process. However, the Bush administration has made it clear that the U.S. does not support CTBT and will not become a party to CTBT in the future. Now the Bush administration has been actively developing mini-nuclear weapons and “useable nuclear weapons” and quickens the preparation of Nevada test site for nuclear tests. Many NGOs believe that if the Bush administration considers it is necessary to conduct nuclear tests, it will withdraw from CTBT without any hesitation even if facing worldwide condemnation. 

The U.S has refused to negotiate a verifiable FMCT. To ban the production of nuclear fissile material for nuclear weapons and nuclear explosive devices is an important part of nuclear disarmament. The Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference has urged the Conference on Disarmament to begin to negotiate FMCT. However, after years of assessment, the Bush Administration has proclaimed it is impossible to negotiate a practical and verifiable FMCT. The majority NPT members believe that to negotiate an unverifiable FMCT is not conducive to the establishment of trust.

The U.S has refused to negotiate a legal-binding international instrument that the nuclear weapon states provide negative security assurances to the non nuclear weapon states. It is the nuclear weapon states’ obligation to provide the non nuclear weapon states with negative security assurances, which are stipulated by UN Security Council resolution 984. Agreeing to provide negative security assurances by the 5 nuclear weapon states to the non nuclear weapon states has been the critical condition that the Non-Alignment Movement countries agreed to the indefinite NPT extension. The Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference has reiterated that the 5 nuclear weapon states would provide negative security assurances to the non nuclear weapon states. Currently, the Non-Alignment Movement countries are seriously concerned about The U.S.’ policy of launching nuclear strike against the non nuclear weapon countries and strongly demand it should be the highest priority that the nuclear weapon states provide negative security assurances to the non-nuclear weapon states and negotiate a complete, unconditional and legal-binding international instrument. They demand the nuclear weapon states attach importance to and reiterate the UN Security Council resolution 984 and do not use nuclear weapons against the non nuclear weapon states. However, the U.S. is opposed to the formalization of negative security assurances under the pretext that it faces nuclear threats from countries that violate NPT and non-state actors. The Bush administration says, “the U.S. did not agree, does not agree and will not agree to negotiate a complete, unconditional and legal-binding international instrument to provide negative security assurances to non nuclear weapon states.”

The U.S. has refused to de-alert its nuclear weapons. The non-nuclear weapon states have demanded the nuclear weapon states to decrease the operational readiness of nuclear weapons system so as to reduce the possibility of an incidental nuclear war. However, The U.S. does not believe that generally de-alerting will be conducive to stability. It is reported that the U.S. has more than 2000 nuclear missiles on high alert, which can be launched within 15 minutes. 

The U.S has refused to implement its commitment to diminishing the nuclear weapons’ role in its national security strategy. The non-nuclear weapon states have urged the nuclear weapon states to devalue the nuclear weapons’ role in their national security strategies so as to minimize the risk that these weapons ever be used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination. However, the U.S. has insisted on using nuclear weapons as a main pillar of its national security strategy and kept the nuclear option in retaliation against a biological or chemical weapons attack. States that are even suspected of possessing WMD risk nuclear attack by the U.S. Development of low yield nuclear weapons has blurred the line between conventional weapons and nuclear weapons, thus lowering the threshold for nuclear weapons use. 

The U.S. has refused to support the establishment of the Middle East Nuclear Free Zone. To agree to establish the Middle East Nuclear Free Zone has been the critical condition for the Arab countries to support the indefinite extension of NPT in 1995. The Final Document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference demands all countries, especially the nuclear countries, countries in the Middle East and other relevant countries to report their efforts of promoting the establishment of the Middle East Nuclear Free Zone to UN Secretary General and 2005 NPT Review Conference. At present, except Israel, all other countries in the Middle East are NPT members. However, there is no progress on the establishment of the Middle East Nuclear Free Zone since the U.S. has refused to support the establishment of the Middle East Nuclear Free Zone by proclaiming that the Middle East is a serious issue and the establishment of the Middle East Nuclear Free Zone can not be considered until the realization of peace in the Middle East.          

Since the U.S. poses serious challenges to the integrity of NPT, the U.S. former President Jimmy Carter has criticized the Bush Government in his recent article entitled Saving Nonproliferation in the Washington Post by saying that “ the United States is the major culprit in this erosion of NPT.” 

Friendly Exchange

CPAPD Vice President Liu Jingqin led a 5-member delegation paid a friendly visit to the DPRK from July 5 to 12. 
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