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A Nuclear Test for Diplomacy

By Henry A. Kissinger
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The recent letter from Iranian President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad to President Bush needs to be considered
on several levels. It can be treated as a ploy to obstruct
U.N. Security Council deliberations' on Iran’s disregard®
of its obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
This consideration, and the demagogic® tone of the letter,
merited its rejection by Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice.

to a U.S. president in more than 25 years may also have

But the first direct approach by an Iranian leader

intentions beyond the tactical and propagandistic, and its
demagoguery may be a way to get the radical part of the
Iranian public used to dialogue with the United States.
America’s challenge is to define its own strategy and
purposes regarding the most fateful issue confronting us
today.

The world is faced with the nightmarish prospect
that nuclear weapons will become a standard part of na-
tional armament and *wind up* in terrorist hands. The
negotiations on Korean and Iranian nuclear proliferation
mark a watershed. A failed diplomacy would leave us

with a choice between the use of force or a worldp
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where restraint has been eroded by the inability or un-
willingness of countries that have the most to lose to
restrain defiant fanatics. One need only imagine what
would have happened had any of the terrorist attacks
on New York, Washington, London, Madrid, Istanbul or
Bali involved even the crudest nuclear weapon.

Of the two negotiations, the one on Korea—a six-
party forum of Japan, South Korea, China, the United
States, Russia and North Korea—seems more advanced

Ger-

many, Britain and Iran). Last September an apparent

than the four-party talk on Iran (among France,

agreement in principle was reached in Beijing that
North Korea will give up its nuclear program if the oth-
er parties provide adequate assurances of security, eco-
nomic help in the post-nuclear period and a substitute
for the power generation allegedly lost by abandoning
the nuclear program. But each side has demanded that
the other fulfill all its obligations before it undertakes
its own; a serious effort to discuss a concurrent’ sched-
ule has been prevented by North Korea’s tactic of
*stringing out® the period between each session, per-
haps to gain time for strengthening its nuclear arsenal.

With respect to Iran, there isn’t even a formal
agreement on what the objective is. Iran has refused to
agree to international control over its uranium enrich-
ment program, in the absence of which no control over
a weapons program is meaningful.

The public debate often focuses on whether the
United States is prepared to engage in bilateral discus-
sions with North Korea or Iran. With respect to Korea,
that is a subsidiary issue. The six-power talks provide
adequate opportunity for a bilateral exchange of views.
What Pyongyang is attempting to achieve—and what
the Bush administration has rightly resisted—is a sepa-
rate negotiation with Washington outside the six-party
framework, which would prevent other parties in the
Beijing process from undertaking joint responsibilities.
If bilateral talks replaced the six-party forum, some of
America’s present partners might choose to place the

onus’ for breaking every deadlock on Washington, p
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in effect isolating the United States.

The same considerations apply even more strongly to
bilateral negotiations with Iran at this stage. Until now for-
mal negotiations have been prevented by the memory of the
hostage crisis, Iranian support of terrorist groups and the
aggressive rhetoric of the Iranian president. Nor does the
Iranian president’s letter remove these inhibitions®. Never-
theless, on a matter so directly involving its security, the
United States should not negotiate through proxies®, however
closely allied. If America is prepared to negotiate with North
Korea over proliferation in the six-party forum, and with
Iran in Baghdad over Iraqi security, it must be possible to
devise a multilateral venue for nuclear talks with Tehran
that would permit the United States to participate—espe-
cially *in light of*® what is at stake.

An indefinite continuation of the stalemate would
amount to a de facto acquiescence by the international
community in letting new entrants' into the nuclear club. In
Asia,
certain addition of South Korea
and Japan; in the Middle East,
countries such as Turkey,

it would spell the near-

Egypt and even Saudi Arabia
could enter the field. In such a
world, all significant industrial
countries would consider nu-
clear weapons an indispens-

Radical

elements throughout the Islam-

able® status symbol.

ic world and elsewhere would
gain strength from the success-  *°hern from. in February 2006.
ful defiance of the major nuclear powers.

The management of a nuclear-armed world would be
infinitely more complex than maintaining the deterrent bal-
ance of two Cold War superpowers. The various nuclear
countries would not only have to maintain deterrent bal-
ances with their own adversaries, a process that would not
necessarily follow the principles and practices evolved over
decades among the existing nuclear states. They would also
have the ability and incentives to declare themselves as in-
terested parties in general confrontations. Especially Iran,
and eventually other countries of similar orientation, would
be able to use nuclear arsenals to protect their revolutionary

activities around the world. p

An anti-aircraft machine-gun is seen in front of the Re-
actor building of the Bushehr nuclear power plant, in
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There is an argument on behalf of acquiescing in
proliferation which holds that new nuclear countries have
proved responsible in the past. But this is not endorsed
by experience. Pakistan proliferated its nuclear tech-
nology through the A.Q. Khan project; North Korea has
been an active proliferator. In addition, the safeguarding
of nuclear material on the territories of emerging nuclear
countries is bound to be more porous* and less sophisti-
cated.

Diplomacy needs a new impetus. As a first step, the
United States and its negotiating partners need to agree

There

seems to be general agreement that Pyongyang is produc-

on how much time is available for negotiations.

ing enough plutonium for several weapons a year; there is
some disagreement about progress in producing actual
operational weapons in the absence of testing. Estimates
on how close Tehran is to producing its first nuclear
weapon range from two to 10 years. Given the risks and
stakes, this gap needs to be narrowed. Any consideration
of diplomatic pace must take account of the fact that in
2008 governments in both Russia and the United States
will change; this will impose a hiatus” on diplomacy
while the governments are preoccupied with transition
and, in America, restaffing the executive branch.

The next step is to recognize the difference between
multiparty negotiations and a preferred strategy of regime
change. But none of the participants in the existing or
foreseeable forums will support a policy explicitly aiming

Inevitably,

disarmament will involve compensation in security and

for regime change. a negotiation on nuclear
economic benefits in return for abandonment of nuclear
weapons capabilities and is, in that sense, incompatible
with regime change.

Focusing on regime change as the road to denucle-
arization confuses the issue. The United States should op-
pose nuclear weapons in North Korea and Iran regardless
of the government that builds them.

The diplomacy appropriate to denuclearization is
comparable to the containment policy that helped winp
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“the Cold War:
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no preemptive challenge to the external
security of the adversary, but firm resistance to attempts
to project its power abroad and reliance on domestic
forces to bring about internal change.

Though America is represented in the six-party fo-
rum by an exceptional diplomat in Christopher Hill, pe-
riodic engagement at a higher level is needed to give the
The objective should

be an understanding regarding security and political evo-

necessary direction to his efforts.

lution in Northeast Asia that requires no changes in
sovereignty as part of the process of denuclearization but

leaves open the prospect of Korean unification through

negotiations or internal evolution.

Parallel considerations apply to the case of Iran.
The current negotiating forum is highly dysfunctional.
Three European countries in close coordination with the
United States are acting partly as America’s surrogate®.
China and Russia do not participate in the negotiations
but are involved when their consequences go before the
U.N.

*play off'” the nuclear powers against each other.

Security Council—a procedure enabling Iran to

A more coherent forum for negotiation would com-
bine the three European nations with the United States,
China and Russia as the countries most directly affected
and in the best position to act jointly in the Security
Council. This could be set up after the passage of the
Security Council resolution now under discussion. It
would permit elaboration of the one hopeful scheme that
has emerged in Iranian diplomacy. Put forward by Russia,
it is to move certain enrichment operations out of Iran
into Russia, thereby preventing clandestine' weaponiza-
tion. The new, broader forum could be used to establish
an international enrichment program applicable to future
nuclear technologies to curb the looming specter of
unchecked proliferation.

Obviously, nuclear proliferation cannot be prevent-
ed simply by multiplying negotiating forums. The expe-
rience with existing conferences demonstrates the capac-
ity for procrastination® and obfuscation®. To be effective,
diplomacy must involve a willingness to provide clear
penalties for obstruction.

Only after we have created the requisite negotiating
framework and explored all aspects of diplomacy should

the issue of military measures be addressed. But neitherp
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should force be rejected in principle and for
all time before we know the circumstances in
which this last resort should be considered.
The issue before the nations involved
is similar to what the world faced in 1938
and at the beginning of the Cold War:
whether to overcome fears and hesitancy
about undertaking the difficult path de-
‘manded by necessity. The failure of that test
in 1938 pfoduced a catastrophic war; the
ability to master it in the immediate after-
math of World War II led to victory without
war. The debates surrounding these issues
will be conducted in the waning years of an
On the surface,
this may seem to guarantee partisanship.
But thoughtful observers in both patties will
know that the consequences of the decisions

American administration.

before us will have to be managed in a new
administration. The nuclear issue, capable
of destroying mankind, may thus, one hopes,
bring us together in the end. B
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The  United States is
restoring full diplomatic rela-
tions with Libya and removing
the North African country from
its list of state sponsors of ter-
rorism, the State Department
announced Monday. (£ H)H
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Six world powers—in-
cluding all five permanent
members of the U.N. Secu-
rity  Council—Thursday
agreed on a plan for resum-
ing negotiations with Iran—

but only if Tehran agrees to suspend its manufac-
ture of nuclear fuel. B E R4 X BLSAHHLEE
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A soldier looks at the na-
tional flag after Montenegrin
parliament deputies voted to
proclaim independence in
Podgorica June 3, 2006. The
former Yugoslav republic of
Montenegro declared indepen-
dence on Saturday. 2006 £ 6 A
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Elementary  school
children attend an
examination at a tent in
Yogyakarta. Officials in
Indonesia have revised
down the death toll from

a strong earthquake in Java to nearly 5,800, as new

aid supplies helped survivors move forward on the
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