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Interviewer: Matthew Martin joins us today from the Stanley Foundation.  Matt is a program officer in policy analysis and dialogue.  He brings a wealth of experience working directly on non-proliferation, cooperative threat reduction, missile defense, and strategic security issues.  Prior to joining the foundation in 2005, Matt spent 10 years in Washington directing projects in the think tank world and serving as senior defense aid for former senator Bob Kerrey.  He's held positions with the British American Security Information Council, the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, the Henry L. Stimson Center, and Amnesty International, USA.  Welcome, Matt and thanks a lot for being on this call today.

Matt Martin: Great. Thanks for having me. I'm happy to be here.

Interviewer: Great. Matt, let me start off by asking you if you could tell us a little about the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. What is it and which countries are signatory to this treaty?

Matt Martin: Sure, I'd be happy to. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty actually began as an idea back in the Kennedy administration in the '60s. President Kennedy looked out at the world and saw a number of situations in which certain countries might think about pursuing nuclear weapons themselves. And this was seen to be, back in the days of the Cold War, a very destabilizing, very dangerous environment in which to live and in which to hope for US security. And so he really got the genesis of the idea that there should be a global agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

This finally came to a full completion in 1970. In which the Non-Proliferation Treaty actually came into existence as a global agreement. And the basic idea of the treaty is that non-nuclear weapons states, of which most of the countries of the world still are, agreed not to pursue nuclear weapons on their territories. Agreed not ever to try to develop nuclear weapons for themselves. But on the other hand in return for making such a promise, the nuclear weapon states, and there were only five that were declared under this treaty including the United States. The nuclear weapons states would agree to move towards disarmament in a regular ongoing fashion.

This was how to make the status of non-nuclear weapon states palatable. And to further sweeten the pot the idea was that the nuclear weapon states that had advanced technology and know how on the nuclear sciences would help the non-nuclear weapon states with nuclear energy for civilian and research development for their own countries to develop diverse sources of energy, to gain technology, to gain medical expertise and benefits and that sort of thing. And over time, since 1970, every country in the world except for three, those being India, Pakistan, and Israel, have joined the Non-Proliferation Treaty. And the only other country that is in question right now is North Korea, which is in an odd diplomatic international status where it has withdrawn from the Treaty, but the international community has not yet fully recognized that it has withdrawn so it's sort of in a gray area.

But every other country in the world has signed up to it. And there is a vast array of instruments and bodies. Mostly notably the Internal Atomic Energy Agency that oversees the functioning of the Treaty even still today.

Interviewer: Great. Great info. So as countries both inside and outside of the Non-Proliferation Treaty expressing their nuclear ambitions, it's clear that the non-proliferation regime needs an overhaul. How do you think America can help strengthen the regime? And just for a point of clarification, can you briefly explain what we mean by non-proliferation regime?

Matt Martin: Sure. To start with the idea of a non-proliferation regime in general includes not only the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which is the foundation of it, the real core of the regime, but also other sorts of instruments. There are all sorts of other non-weapons agreements like the START Treaties and the SALT treaties from previous eras that sought to limit nuclear weapons between the United States and Russia. There are missile limitations on countries that agree to limit the sorts of missile technologies that they proliferate around the globe.

There are nuclear weapons free zones that have been instituted in many areas around the globe. Notably in Latin America, in Southeast Asia, that sort of thing. That countries pledge not to allow nuclear weapons to even - not only not develop them themselves, but not even to traverse across their territories and to be complete nuclear weapons free zones. So there are many pieces that make up the entire non-proliferation regime with the NPT as the core in the center.

And even though the world has changed in the 37 years now since the NPT came into existence, the United States was the leader and the most active proponent of the Treaty at the time and still has an important role to play in this changed world where we're again increasingly concerned about proliferation. If we look at where the areas of concern are, obviously the Middle East and Southeast Asia being first and foremost. We play critical roles in those processes and can do any number of things to either help or hurt the situation depending on our leadership and the amount of effort that we're willing to put into it.

We have very active negotiations right now going on with North Korea that happen to be looking as though they're bearing some fruit, tentatively even though it is at the moment. There are people on the ground in North Korea at the reactors trying to move towards disabling and then hopefully disarming North Korea as a nuclear weapon state. There are ongoing conversations obviously with Iran throughout the UN Security Council and the IAEA and the International Dialogue Process. 

And then there are also conversations going on with India about how to strengthen the relationship between the United States and India with India as a growing country that is taking a larger and larger place on the international stage. And how to do it in a way with - to further cooperation and yet not increase nuclear dangers associated with their nuclear program as one of the few countries outside of the non-proliferation regime. 
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Interviewer: Great. So actually let me ask you this question sort of as a follow up and you started to answer it a bit. How can we compel countries like India, Pakistan, Israel, and North Korea to ratify the Non-Proliferation Treaty and/or give up their nuclear programs?

Matt Martin: I think the first thing that we have to do is to look at the situations of those countries in their regional context. As opposed to the time of the Cold War when it was mostly the United States and the Soviet Union squaring off across the table, across the globe from each other and building up nuclear weapons infrastructures because of that to these incredible heights. We live in a very different world now where regional pressures and regional conflicts are now front and center stage.

And if you look at the situation in Iran, clearly what's going on in the region, whether it's the situation in Iraq or the other Gulf states and how they are reacting to an Iran that is playing an increasingly large role in the region. The status of Israel as another country outside of the NPT and the relationship between Israel and Iran. These are clearly front and center issues, which are driving nuclear decisions inside the region. 

And the same is very much true in the case of India. India is the largest democracy in the world, but it's also a country that is undergoing tremendous change. And the relations that it has not only with the United States, but with its neighbors Pakistan and China and to a lesser extents Afghanistan and Russia and Japan, play critical roles in being a leader in moving towards better regional security environment. I think is key to helping them reduce their reliance on their nuclear weapons. And by the way, we can also help by looking at our own policies. And to say, "What can we do to encourage other countries by example to do the right thing?" 

Or looked at from the other way, "What can we look at that we are doing right now that gives other countries excuses not to live up to their expectations, not to live up to their responsibilities?" For instance, if I look at what is going on inside the United States nuclear weapons complex at the moment, we are for the first time in a generation looking at building new nuclear weapons with new missions for the express purpose of doing things like going after hardened targets. Which are exactly the sorts of things that we worry about in Iran for instance.

And what sort of pressure, what sort of threat from the Iranian perspective does that put on the situation that then drives their actions and maybe forces them into situations that we don't want them to go into? Certainly no one thinks that if we just play the nice guy the rest of the world will go along. Nobody's that naïve. But I think it is true that if we hold up our responsibilities and our obligations it will reduce the cover that other countries get from having the United States be also outside of the regime.

Interviewer: Right. So - great. So you've touched on how America's role in non-proliferation is huge. Citizens for Global Solutions and the Stanley Foundation firmly believe that a global problem like nuclear proliferation must be solved at the global level. Can you talk a bit about what that means?

Matt Martin: Sure. Increasingly over the last number of years there's been an idea that we can deal with all of these issues directly, just the United States and this other country. Whether it's Iraq or whether it's Iran or so many other cases, Afghanistan, Pakistan. All of these countries that we feel like the bilateral relationship is enough. That we have the power to solve it. 

And we're finding time after time that those solutions don't work nearly as well as we would like them to. And that is because more and more today one of the defining factors of the environment international security situation we find ourselves in is a much more diverse and much more cross border, much more regional, much more cross cutting environment. And so to try to deal with issues particularly independently outside of that often times is not successful. And the only way to bring about real change is to deal with them at a larger level.

And I was just talking about the regional levels at which that's important, but then also looking more broadly trying to establish global norms, global directions in which we want the world as a world community to do so. And you see this in all sorts of other things like global climate change and even questions of civil wars and atrocities that spill over into other countries. We no longer have the luxury of thinking that issues can be contained within one country or two countries or small places. And we need to find a way to move forward on these issues as a global community. And the United States is in an excellent position. The best position of anyone in the world to take that lead. 
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Interviewer: What would you say is the greatest challenge facing the non-proliferation regime today?

Matt Martin: Well, I think it's interesting that - I would answer that question differently today than I would have one month ago.

Interviewer: Oh wow.

Matt Martin: I think that the most immediate direct challenge is unfolding on our TV screens and on the internet inside Pakistan. Pakistan is a country that has approximately 60 nuclear weapons. They have of course very tenuous relationship, chaotic relationship with their neighbor India, having fought three wars over their 50 years of existence. They have ties to terrorists and non-state actors and proliferators starting with the AQ Khan network that proliferated nuclear weapons and technology and know how to Iran and North Korea and possibly others. 

And now as we see ongoing on, and I'm sure it's changed even since I've seen the news this morning, an unstability - an instability inside of the country that leaves real questions as to whether or not this government is going to survive. And while there may be many people who want to have internal reform towards greater democracy, towards more concern for human rights, towards the rights of their citizens and obviously correctly so. There remains a very big question of in an unstable situation inside Pakistan, if the government falls what happens to those 60 nuclear weapons and how do we insure that the safety of those weapons is never in doubt? 

And I think that that's a real open question. So I mean that's the direct answer. There's a broader answer, which if we can get past the situation in Pakistan, which I hope we will, we can point to which will be true regardless. And the broader answer to that question is whether or not we still believe in a global effort to deal with these issues. And whether or not we are willing to live up to the responsibilities as well as the rights that we are given under those regimes.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty is not a piece of law in a sense of it's one country telling the rest of the world what to do or one system telling its citizens what they can and cannot do. It's a negotiated process. And it's only effective when there is an understanding and a belief around the globe that everyone is participating and everyone is following through with their obligations. And so when a country like Iran does not allow the level of inspection that the rest of the world would like, and it's no longer the United States obviously at this point. That the rest of the world would like about what's going on with their nuclear programs it causes great distress within the system. 

And when similarly the United States is not seen as living up to its obligations towards moving towards disarmament, it may not have any noticeable effect inside the United States' discussion because it's not something we think about. But it's something that has tremendous impacts internationally and is much more seen as part and parcel of a US belligerence, a US sense of superiority, and not needing to go along with the rest of the world. And, again, I think that we're seeing today in so many situations that this is an approach that does not fundamentally work and we need to readjust to that. So I think the greater challenge is to say whether or not we still believe that there is value in international consensus and moving forward with that. And I think that the clear example of the international security system today shows that we should move in that direction.

Interviewer: Great. That's a kind of good segue for my final question. Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty requires signatories to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures to nuclear disarmament. This, however, has not occurred and skepticism is at an all time high from non-nuclear weapons states. Do you think there's still hope for a world free of nuclear weapons?

Matt Martin: I absolutely do. And I'm even more encouraged now than I was two years ago because of it. The last time that there was real meaningful change in the US policy would have to go back really to the first Bush administration back in 1990 and 1991. When at the end of the Cold War president George H.W. Bush agreed to reduce stockpiles along with the former Soviet Union, the newly Russia. And at the same time withdrew nuclear weapons off of surface ships and from the planes that were on patrol. Unilaterally just decided that that was no longer needed and made the decision to do that.

In 1995 there was a reaffirmation of the NPT in which the United States pledged once again to move forward with its disarmament obligations and to move more quickly. But nothing has really happened since then to follow up in concrete terms. It's true that the current president Bush has signed an agreement of sorts with Russia called the SORT Treaty or the Moscow Treaty a number of years ago. But it is very loose in detail and is not at all verifiable or has no way to really back up and see if it's implemented. And it expires in a number of years too.

But the reason why I'm optimistic now is because in January of this year there was a bi-partisan statement that came out from four very senior, top level former officials from both democratic and republican administrations. Coming out in an op ed in the Wall Street Journal in January pleading for and making the case for not only global security, but how US national security is enhanced by once again seeking a world free of nuclear weapons. And it has re-generated, re-invigorated conversation in this country in way that I don't think really has been true since the early '80s. 

And certainly has not been looked at seriously within US government since, like I say, the early '90s. And this is a conversation that will not go away. They had a follow up conference to the conference that generated the January op ed just a few weeks ago. And in a bi-partisan fashion the heads of that effort are looking for ways to insert that thinking and those arguments not only into the current debate, but also into the campaigns of the presidency of both parties and into the 2009 situation both in the presidency and in Congress.

And this is something which the American people are whole-heartedly and fundamentally at a very base level in favor of. Poll after poll and there was another poll that just came out yesterday or the day before from the University of Maryland showing again the support that the American people have for reducing nuclear weapons, for strengthening the non-proliferation regime, for living up to our commitments. This is something that the people are behind at all levels and that the leaders eventually seem to be coming around to again for the first time, again as I say, in a long time. And I think that there's a real opportunity especially if people are active and involved and engaged in this next year to look at a situation in 2009 that has some real opportunity for major change.
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