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Abstract 

The purpose of this document is to review the progress of the 

Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific’s Study 

Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 

Destruction, and to assess whether or not it has met the 

objectives it had set out to achieve. The New Zealand 

Committee of the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia 

Pacific sends a delegate to attend and participate in these 

meetings.  The Study Group has been active since 2004, has 

held a total of thirteen meetings, and does not appear to be 

near completion.  This paper will analyse how key 

deliverables have been met thus far for the Study Group, 

utilising a framework proposed by Sheldon Simon to measure 

the soft outputs from these Study Groups.  In doing so, this 

paper posits that the WMD Study Group is not only out of step 

with regard to the norms around duration and commensurate 

outcomes for other Study Groups, it also fails to provide a 

measure of success with regard to soft outputs. As such, the 

recommendation to the New Zealand committee is one of a 

pragmatic orientation, the WMD Study Group may be an 

imperfect application of CSCAP Study Groups, but it does 

present a forum for engagement with various strategically 

important nations within the region, on a topic that holds 

relevance to New Zealand interests.  That offers an 

environment that enables the opportunity for robust debate 

and discussion around this sensitive topic. 
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Introduction	  

This research looks to assess if the Council for Security 

Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP) Study Group on 

Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 

(WMD) in the Asia Pacific has met the objectives it set out to 

achieve, and secondarily met the objectives of CSCAP Study 

Groups overall. 

 

To evaluate the success of the Study Group, this paper 

investigates the formation of this particular Study Group, what 

its explicit objectives are, as well as any implicit objectives 

that may have been achieved. This paper will assess whether 

or not these objectives have been meet, with a specific focus 

to any flow on effects with the Association of South East 

Nations (ASEAN) Regional Forum (ARF).  Further, this paper 

will also assess if there are any other factors that may need to 

be considered to determine success of the Study Group. 

 

The Study Group on WMD in the Asia Pacific (Study Group on 

WMD or WMD Study Group) has, on a surface assessment, 

over an extended period of time met some of the principal 

objectives that it set out to achieve. These were; the 

publication of the Handbook on preventing the Proliferation of 

Weapons of Mass Destruction and the publishing of 

Memorandum 17 Promoting the Peaceful Use of Nuclear 

Energy. With these deliverables effectively matching Study 

Groups that have a significantly shorter gestation period, the 

question remains, whether or not the Study Group has been 

as effective over this period of time as it could have been.  

 

Secondly, whilst the WMD Study Group is widely 

acknowledged for the link it forged directly into ARF, of debate 
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is what, if any, tangible outcome (beyond comments of 

appreciation) has eventuated from this strategy of linking 

directly into the ARF; and given the agreement reached in 

2009 between CSCAP and the ARF around reciprocity of 

attendance at topic specific forums, whether this linkage is 

able to be considered a success factor specific to this Study 

Group. 

 

Since the inception of Study Groups within CSCAP, as distinct 

from Working Groups, which were in place prior to 2004, 

Study Groups have followed the norm of approximately three 

meetings, or less as in the Study Group on the Responsibility 

to Protect (RtP), with some holding more than three, such as 

the Study Group on Facilitating Maritime Cooperation in the 

Asia Pacific. The Study Group on WMD however, has far 

exceed this norm, holding a 13th meeting in February 2011, 

and with its 14th due to be held in Hanoi in November 2011. 

Additionally, CSCAP Study Groups generally work to present 

a policy directive memorandum to the ARF.  The production of 

a memo that presents the recommendations of the Study 

Group generally signals the conclusion of the Study Group in 

question. In the case of the WMD Study Group, it has 

presented one memo in 2010, and is currently drafting a 

second memo that will be presented to the CSCAP steering 

committee for consideration, as well as production of a 

handbook. 

 

The question being posed is whether or not the continuation 

of the Study Group is beneficial, or whether it has reached a 

natural conclusion.  If it does continue, what relevance does 

this hold to New Zealand CSCAP decision-makers with regard 

to continued involvement? 



	   7 

Track 1 and Track 2 processes 
Track 1 and Track 2 are terms used to describe streams of 

diplomacy within the International Community.  From a high 

level view, Track 1 relates to those organisations that reside 

within a formal governmental system, whilst Track 2 relates to 

organisations whose participants are there in an unofficial 

capacity1. 

 

Within the Asia-Pacific region, the Track 2 term has specific 

implications that are not necessarily in line with other region’s 

definition of Track 2 processes.2 Track 2 refers to the 

‘unofficial’ nature of the meetings, and also in the nature of 

participation by the officials, as well as encapsulating any 

other activity undertaken on an informal basis.3  The proposed 

outcome of this informal basis of interaction is the potential 

formation of new norms, further socialisation of ideas and 

concepts, and the potential to foster mutual understanding of 

perceived security concerns.4 

 

The difference between this understanding, and execution, of 

Track 2 activities in the Asia-Pacific region, is the inclusion of 

NGO’s and “other elements of civil society"5 in the Northern 

Hemispheres application of Track 2 processes. This lack of 

engagement with NGO’s has previously been seen as one of 

the biggest gaps with regard to Track 2 processes within the 

                                                
1	  Capie,	  D.	  (2010).	  When	  does	  Track	  two	  matter?	  Structure,	  agency	  and	  Asian	  regionalim.	  Review	  
of	  International	  Political	  Economy	  ,	  17	  (2),	  291-‐318.	  Pp.292-‐294	  
2	  Ball,	  D.,	  Milner,	  A.,	  &	  Taylor,	  B.	  (2006).	  Track	  2	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  Reflections	  
and	  Furture	  Directions.	  Asian	  Security	  ,	  2	  (3),	  174-‐188.	  Pp.175	  
3	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.118	  
4	  Ibid	  
5	  Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  
84-‐96.	  Pp.86	  
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Asia-Pacific region6. However, various forums have been 

recently held with a substantial inclusion of various NGOs, 

which is being lauded as Track 2 forums within the region 

heading towards a more comprehensive and inclusive 

process. 

 

What is a fundamental prerequisite of a Track 2 process in 

both Northern and Southern Hemisphere is a linkage to at 

least one Track 1 process.7 This linkage can occur either 

through a formal direct reporting mechanism to the 

corresponding Track 1 process, or through the same officials 

from the Track 2 process acting in their official capacities in 

the Track 1 process.8 

CSCAP in Brief 
Prior to the inception of CSCAP, there have been other Track 

2 processes already in operation within the region, such as 

the ASEAN Institutes for Strategic and International Studies 

(ASEAN ISIS), and the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council 

(PECC).  However many of the Track 2 “elite” felt that there 

was a need for a more fully “inclusive region wide Track 2 

institution"9, and CSCAP was formed after the signing of the 

Kuala Lumpur accord in 1993, which was linked shortly 
                                                
6	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.149-‐150,	  	  
Kraft,	  H.	  J.	  (2010).	  The	  Autonomy	  Dilemma	  of	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  Southeast	  Asia	  (2000).	  In	  D.	  
Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  
(pp.	  162-‐178).	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.169,	  172	  
7	  Ball,	  D.,	  Milner,	  A.,	  &	  Taylor,	  B.	  (2006).	  Track	  2	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  Reflections	  
and	  Furture	  Directions.	  Asian	  Security	  ,	  2	  (3),	  174-‐188.	  Pp.175	  
8	  Ibid.	  
9	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.132	  
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thereafter to the ARF, as its Track 1 counterpart. 

 

CSCAP was formed to engage in topics and dialogue that 

may be seen as too risky for a Track 1 process to engage in, 

and to also involve experts in various security fields, 

academics and government officials within their private 

capacity10.  There is a view that this dialogue, and subsequent 

engagement in Working Groups and Study Groups, may 

promote innovative changes “ultimately leading to new 

mechanisms for international security dialogue"11, which will 

enable a focus on “searching for ways of moving from 

competitive security to common and cooperative security"12.  

 

An underlying theme of many of the Asia Pacific Regional 

Frameworks, such as the ASEAN Regional Forum and Asia 

Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), was the formation of a 

structured process by which nations within the region could 

look to create security cooperation, and increase regional 

confidence via dialogue13. CSCAP and other Track 2 

processes within the region are formed with the founding 

principle “of creating habits of dialogue to overcome security 

dilemmas and misperceptions and to forge closer political, 

economic, and social ties between states on both sides of the 

Pacific”14 through dialogue, consultation and cooperation15. 

                                                
10	  Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  
84-‐96.	  Pp.86	  
11	  Ibid.	  
12	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.78	  
13	  Ibid.	  Pp.83	  
Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  84-‐
96.	  Pp.86	  
14	  Capie,	  D.	  (2004,	  July	  13).	  Rival	  Regions?	  East	  Asian	  Regionalism	  and	  it's	  Challenge	  to	  the	  Asia-
Pacific.	  Retrieved	  October	  1,	  2011,	  from	  People's	  Agenda	  for	  Alternative	  Regionalisms:	  
http://www.alternative-‐regionalisms.org/?p=869	  Pp.150	  
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During the formation of CSCAP, and other regional 

frameworks, there existed the opportunity to capitalise upon 

the already present norms and values created via this 

economic regionalism, which presented a basis onto which 

security frameworks and dialogue could be superimposed.  

 

CSCAP, as a multilateral security dialogue, has a key 

objective to assist and promote the facilitation of peace and 

stability via means of cooperative dialogue, rather than 

through military balances16.  

 

The benefit of a second Track process such as CSCAP is in 

allowing for the generation of potentially controversial ideas 

and concepts as well as the environment for robust 

discussion and debate around these ideas, which in their 

embryonic form, would not be appropriate to raise in a Track 1 

forum17. 

 

CSCAP has striven to be inclusive with its membership, and 

as such this creates an opportunity for nations with competing 

security demands to engage in a non-confrontational 

manner18. The Track 2 process of using informal dialogue and 

discussion between various academics and government 

                                                
15	  	  Ibid	  
Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  84-‐
96.	  Pp.87	  
16	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.83	  
Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  Order	  
(2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  
CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp127	  
17	  Ibid.	  
18	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  
Studies.Pp.119	  
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officials in a non-official capacity, as opposed to the Track 1 

utilisation of more formalized discussion and occasional 

negotiation, has lead to the coining of the term ‘multilateral’ 

security dialogues for these types of forums19. 
Country Date of accession 
Australia June 1993 
Canada June 1993 
Indonesia June 1993 
Japan June 1993 
Korea June 1993 
Malaysia June 1993 
Philippines June 1993 
Singapore June 1993 
Thailand June 1993 
United States June 1993 
New Zealand June 1994 
Russia December 1994 
North Korea December 1994 
Mongolia June 1996 
China December 1996 
Vietnam December 1996 
Europe December 1998 
Cambodia June 2000 
India June 2000 
Papua New Guinea June 2000 
Brunei Darussalam December 2001 

Table 1 - CSCAP Membership 

The formation of CSCAP Study Groups 

Prior to 2001, CSCAP utilised ‘Working Groups’ which closely 

reflected those of another Track 2 Organisation, the Pacific 

Economic Cooperation Council (PECC), in design and 

practice20.  By 2003, Working Groups were identified as being 

too cumbersome, so CSCAP shifted the focus of the groups 

to address more “specific and urgent issues” 21.  With the 

                                                
19	  Ibid.	  
20	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.11	  
Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  Order	  
(2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  
CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.132	  
21	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.31	  
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inclusion of a strict sunset clause of two years22, “Study 

Groups” were established. The basic objective of a Study 

Group would be the creation of a CSCAP Memorandum (a 

short policy document), which would provide relevant 

arguments for presentation and potential inclusion into the 

ARF fora.23  

 

Table 1 shows that CSCAP membership includes nearly 

every country in the region, and notably includes China and 

the United States of America, the two major powers 

predominantly involved in the security landscape of the region 

since the conclusion of the Cold War.  Certainly a Track 2 

process focusing upon the security framework for the region 

would not be viable without the inclusion of these two 

significant nations.24 The admittance of China into the 

membership was based upon a couple of conditions.  The first 

lead to direct difficulties with regard to Taiwan's membership 

with regard to the conditions in which Taiwan would be able to 

participate in the Working Groups and then Study Groups25.  

Specifically, no more than two representative scholars from 

Taiwan could attend Study Groups, and an assurance that the 

Study Groups would follow the “One China" principle26.  The 

                                                
22	  Ibid.	  Pp.32	  
23	  	  Ibid.	  Pp.	  30	  
CSCAP	  Thailand.	  Concept	  Paper	  on	  “Enhancing	  Ties	  between	  Track	  I	  and	  Track	  II	  in	  the	  ARF,	  and	  
between	  the	  ARF	  and	  Other	  Regional	  and	  International	  Security	  Organizations”.	  	  
24	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.12	  
25	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  	  Pp.109	  
Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.20	  
26	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.33	  
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second condition established that there was to be no 

discussion around disputed sovereignty claims involving 

China, such as the South China Sea27.  Membership 

attendance in Study Groups is dependent upon an individual 

nation's own source of funding, and an interest in the topic at 

hand28. 

 

Involvement in these Study Groups is through a process of 

self-selection with nations suggesting topics for the formation 

of a particular Study Group. Should the CSCAP Secretariat 

determine the topic as relevant, and a Study Group forms, the 

sponsoring nation becomes a co-chair for that Study Group.29 

 

Study Groups generally meet up to three times to discuss a 

topic, with a view to the production of a memorandum. The 

production of this memorandum goes to the CSCAP 

Secretariat for consideration and adoption, and once adopted 

is generally presented by the Secretariat to the ARF for their 

information and consideration. One such example is the 

Facilitating Maritime Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific 

Study Group. This Study Group met two times, and produced 

two memoranda for presentation to the ARF. 

 

Since its inception, CSCAP has provided an opportunity for 

alternative diplomatic processes when a Track 1 process may 

                                                
27	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.109	  
Capie,	  D.	  (2010).	  When	  does	  Track	  two	  matter?	  Structure,	  agency	  and	  Asian	  regionalim.	  Review	  of	  
International	  Political	  Economy	  ,	  17	  (2),	  291-‐318.	  Pp.305	  
28	  Ibid.	  Pp.85	  
29	  There	  are	  some	  inherent	  issues	  involved	  with	  this	  process	  of	  creation	  of	  Study	  Groups.	  	  
Fundamentally,	  the	  concerns	  reside	  around	  the	  fact	  that	  there	  is	  a	  substantial	  cost	  associated	  
with	  being	  a	  host	  nation,	  and	  as	  many	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  groups	  have	  to	  seek	  external	  funding	  to	  
enable	  this,	  it	  can	  lead	  to	  potential	  bias	  in	  the	  groups	  as	  well	  as	  certain	  pertinent	  topics	  possibly	  
not	  being	  raised	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  funding	  to	  sponsor	  the	  ensuing	  meetings.	  
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become untenable30. It further allows and promotes a 

pertinent aspect in the fulfilling of regional security by allowing 

socialisation of adversaries who may not have cause for 

dialogue in a Track 1 process31. For example CSCAP was 

able to engage and include in its membership the reclusive 

North Korea via engagement in the North Pacific/Northeast 

Asia Working Group, prior to North Korea becoming an ARF 

member in 200032. 

The ARF in Brief 
Prior the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Pacific and 

Southeast Asian regions were dominated by relationships of a 

bilateral nature, however the end of the Cold War saw a 

renewed interest in attempting to coordinate a cohesive 

security framework for the region. The inception of a 

multilateral security framework was initiated on the back of the 

newly formed regional and sub regional organisation of 

APEC, looking at economic prosperity for the nations within 

the region. 

 

The formation of largely bilateral alliances within a ‘hub and 

spoke’ model has been the predominant alliance structure in 

the Asia-Pacific region since the Cold War era33. For many 

nations, the conclusion of the Cold War did not allay the 

uncertainties and security concerns that had been prevalent 

during the Cold War, specifically the potential spread of 

Communism.  This concern was compounded by an 
                                                
30	  Ball,	  D.,	  Milner,	  A.,	  &	  Taylor,	  B.	  (2006).	  Track	  2	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  Reflections	  
and	  Furture	  Directions.	  Asian	  Security	  ,	  2	  (3),	  174-‐188.	  Pp.180	  
31	  Ibid.	  
32	  Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  
84-‐96.	  Pp.88	  
33	  Jimbo,	  K.	  (2003).	  Emerging	  feature	  of	  multilateral	  security	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  From	  "double	  
Track"	  to	  "multi-‐layered"	  mechanism.	  Global	  Economic	  Review	  ,	  32	  (3),	  95-‐108.	  Pp.96	  
Capie,	  D.	  (2004,	  July	  13).	  Rival	  Regions?	  East	  Asian	  Regionalism	  and	  it's	  Challenge	  to	  the	  Asia-
Pacific.	  Retrieved	  October	  1,	  2011,	  from	  People's	  Agenda	  for	  Alternative	  Regionalisms:	  
http://www.alternative-‐regionalisms.org/?p=869	  Pp.149	  
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additional concern: that the fall of the USSR would lead to the 

potential withdrawal of the USA from the region. Many feared 

that the reduction of a US presence within the region could 

create a power vacuum, and such a power vacuum could lead 

to potential conflict and instability.34 Economic development 

and prosperity had been seen as a potent method to combat 

the potential threat of the spread of Communism, and as such 

economic regionalism was looked to, for growth and 

economic well being for the region.35 One such organisation 

was APEC, founded in 1989 at the instigation of the then 

Australian Prime Minister, Bob Hawke.  Twelve of the Asia 

Pacific economies agreed upon a collective vision of  
"stability, security and prosperity for our peoples"36 at the first 

Economic leaders meeting in 1994.  The APEC vision was 

further expanded in 1998 with the setting of the Bogor Goals 

of "free and open trade and investment in the Asia-Pacific by 

2010 for developed economies and 2020 for developing 

economies”37.  This economic regionalism, whilst based upon 

a security focus, did not in actuality provide a specific 

framework or structured process, for dealing with the unique 

security issues of the region and as such, this need stimulated 

the ‘networking of think tanks on a regional scale’38. 

 

The formation of the ARF therefore was an attempt to draw 

upon this networking, formalise it into a more multilateral 

approach to security within the region, and to facilitate a 

                                                
34	  Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  
84-‐96.	  Pp.87	  
35	  Ibid.	  Pp.85	  
36	  APEC	  Secretariat.	  (n.d.).	  History	  -	  Asia	  Pacific	  Economic	  Cooperation.	  Retrieved	  October	  1,	  2011,	  
from	  APEC	  Asia	  Pacific	  Economic	  Cooperation:	  http://www.apec.org/About-‐Us/About-‐
APEC/History.aspx	  
37	  APEC	  Secretariat.	  (n.d.).	  History	  -	  Asia	  Pacific	  Economic	  Cooperation.	  Retrieved	  October	  1,	  2011,	  
from	  APEC	  Asia	  Pacific	  Economic	  Cooperation:	  http://www.apec.org/About-‐Us/About-‐
APEC/History.aspx	  
38	  Ibid.	  



	   16 

smooth transition and adjustment to the new concerns and 

realities emerging since the conclusion of the Cold War39. 

 

The ASEAN Regional Forum formed in 1994 is considered 

one of the most comprehensive venues focused on 

multilateral security concerns with an emphasis upon 

confidence building40.  

 

The ARF is a Track 1 diplomatic process with a view to 

approach “conflict reduction and resolution through such 

indirect measures as security dialogues, military personnel 

exchanges, the voluntary publication of defence White 

papers, and shared concerns"41.  

 

The membership process of the ARF was not predicated on 

Alliance based relationships, and allowed for a diverse 

membership base including potentially conflicting security 

needs. The challenge for the ARF was, and still is, to allow 

balance between these differences, whilst also drawing the 

focus on providing positive security outcomes for the nations 

involved42. 

 

The ARF is now considered the most comprehensive security 

gathering in the world43, and unlike NATO, which is an 

                                                
39	  Jimbo,	  K.	  (2003).	  Emerging	  feature	  of	  multilateral	  security	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  From	  "double	  
Track"	  to	  "multi-‐layered"	  mechanism.	  Global	  Economic	  Review	  ,	  32	  (3),	  95-‐108.	  Pp.96	  
Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  84-‐
96.	  Pp.85	  
40	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp77,	  78	  
41	  Ibid.	  Pp.79	  
42	  Jimbo,	  K.	  (2003).	  Emerging	  feature	  of	  multilateral	  security	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  From	  "double	  
Track"	  to	  "multi-‐layered"	  mechanism.	  Global	  Economic	  Review	  ,	  32	  (3),	  95-‐108.	  Pp.98	  
43	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
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alliance-based organisation, the ARF is made up of nations 

that may currently have security-based disputes, 

predominantly territorial44. To ensure cooperation and 

inclusion of all nations, the process of the ARF (and indeed 

other mechanisms found in the region) is set within a 

framework of the “ASEAN Way". These principles include, 

“soft regionalism, multilateralism, inclusion of the non-like-

minded, avoidance of confrontation and arbitration, decision-

making by consensus, and an aversion to formal institutions 

and agenda setting”. 45 Whilst the ARF has found a level of 

success in stimulating dialogue amongst many nations that 

are potential security competitors, the norm of the ‘ASEAN 

way’ that is dominated by a strong sense of nonintervention, 

has been a significant constraint on innovative security 

solutions, and on the ability to engage in dialogue over 

relevant issues such as territorial disputes.46 

 

Table 2 shows the member nations of the ARF, and certainly 

what has been a dominant theme since China's ascension 

has been how the ARF can fulsomely engage China, whilst 

also mitigating and attempting to manage the potential friction 

of member nation’s relationships with China47. This dilemma 

is especially prevalent with regard to territorial disputes, and 

how to manage potential shifts in the balance of power in the 

                                                
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.78	  
44	  	  Ibid.	  Pp.78-‐79	  
45	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp114	  
46	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.79	  
47	  Jimbo,	  K.	  (2003).	  Emerging	  feature	  of	  multilateral	  security	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  From	  "double	  
Track"	  to	  "multi-‐layered"	  mechanism.	  Global	  Economic	  Review	  ,	  32	  (3),	  95-‐108.	  Pp.104	  
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region. 
ARF Membership 
Australia 
Bangladesh 
Brunei Darussalam 
Cambodia 
Canada 
China 
Democratic Peoples' Republic of Korea 
European Union 
India 
Indonesia 
Japan 
Laos 
Malaysia 
Myanmar 
Mongolia 
New Zealand 
Pakistan 
Papua New Guinea 
Philippines 
Republic of Korea 
Russian Federation 
Singapore 
Sri Lanka 
Thailand 
Timor Leste 
United States 
Viet Nam 

Table 2 - ARF Membership 

Fundamentally, the ARF set out to act as a mechanism to 

enable multilateral security dialogue with a focus on 

cooperative security48 and to facilitate this, initially adopted 

aspects of Northern Hemisphere security mechanisms, 

specifically those of preventative diplomacy and confidence 

building measures49.  

While aspects of the adopted ethos of confidence building 

measures has found a level of attraction within the ARF, that 

of preventive diplomacy has faltered significantly. The ARF in 

                                                
48	  Ibid.	  Pp.96	  
49	  Rüland,	  J.	  (2002).	  The	  Contribution	  of	  Track	  2	  Dialogue	  towards	  Crisis	  Prevention.	  ASIEN	  ,	  85,	  
84-‐96.	  Pp.88	  
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2001 adopted a set of principles that had been formulated by 

the CSCAP Working Group on Confidence Building 

Measures. These principles are summarized as such: 

 

The Principles emphasise that preventative 

diplomacy is based on non-coercive 

diplomatic action designed to prevent 

interstate disputes initially arising from and 

subsequently escalating to armed 

confrontation. Preventative diplomacy can 

only be activated with the consent of the 

parties involved. The mediators must be seen 

by the contestants to be neutral in the dispute 

and honest brokers. Finally, mediators must 

follow the principle of non-interference in 

states’ internal affairs50. 

 

Whilst agreement of the principles has been reached, the 

implementation of the principles has stumbled into a barrier 

linked closely to the “ASEAN Way". Specifically, that the 

underlying requirement of preventative diplomacy requires 

“involvement in the domestic affairs of state that may be or 

have become disputants"51. 

 

The Relationship between CSCAP and the ARF 
The linkage between CSCAP and the ARF is based upon the 

framework of Track 1 and Track 2 diplomatic processes, 
                                                
50	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.88	  
51	  Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.103	  
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however various membership committees of CSCAP have 

attempted to provide additional coherence around the nature 

of the relationship, and have been instrumental in looking to 

develop explicit linkages between these two processes.  Of 

particular note is the 2006 work by CSCAP Thailand with the 

production of “A Concept Paper on Enhancing ties between 

Track I and Track II in the ARF, and between the ARF and 

other Regional and International Security Organisations", 

which was welcomed warmly by the ARF ministers.52  

This Concept paper suggested priority should be given to 

strengthening linkages through extending invites of the 

respective Chairs to attend relevant Inter-Sessional Meetings 

(ISM) to present work undertaken; and circulation to ARF 

participants any recommendations compiled by CSCAP53. 

This framework appears to have provided the basis of 

enabling a vital linkage between specific Study Groups 

recommendations to the relevant subject areas within the 

ARF. 

 

Due to the inherent closeness of the two organisations and 

the fundamentally symbiotic nature of the relationship, there is 

ability for the ARF to impact CSCAP in unintended ways.54  

CSCAP exists to provide a forum for proactive policy-relevant 

dialogue, and from time to time, such as in the case of 9/11, 

this policy-relevant dialogue may also be reactive in nature.  

However the symbiotic relationship of the two organisations 

can also work against CSCAP and its stated objectives.  For 

example, should a specific Study Group traverse a topic that 
                                                
52	  Ball,	  D.,	  &	  Guan,	  K.	  C.	  (2010).	  Assessing	  CSCAP	  and	  its	  Prospects.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  
Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  251-‐269).	  S.	  
Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.70	  
53	  Thailand	  CSCAP.	  (2006).	  A	  Concept	  Paper	  on	  Enhancing	  ties	  between	  Track	  I	  and	  Track	  II	  in	  the	  
ARF,	  and	  between	  the	  ARF	  and	  other	  Regional	  and	  International	  Security	  Organisations.	  	  Pp.1-‐2	  
54	  Ball,	  D.,	  Milner,	  A.,	  &	  Taylor,	  B.	  (2006).	  Track	  2	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  Reflections	  
and	  Furture	  Directions.	  Asian	  Security	  ,	  2	  (3),	  174-‐188.	  Pp.185	  
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the ARF feels may challenge the ‘ASEAN Way’ principle, and 

in turn may impinge upon the code of non-interference, then 

the ARF may seek to not cooperate with CSCAP over the 

issue55.  

 

For many nations, especially the smaller states, the theory is 

that CSCAP presents the opportunity for a free and frank form 

of engagement with China and the USA as well as other 

nations such as North Korea, in a manner that is just not 

possible within the ARF mechanism56. Currently China, USA 

and North Korea are able to engage with each other over their 

respective security concerns, in an informal manner and free 

from potential political embarrassment57. Coupled with the 

overarching approach of the ‘ASEAN Way’ that is instrumental 

in the framework of CSCAP as well as the ARF, the ability to 

have this frank dialogue is a cornerstone for the creation and 

promotion of a multilateral security framework and the 

subsequent socialisation of norms. CSCAP therefore provides 

the ARF a valuable parallel diplomatic process as a failsafe 

mechanism, as it provides a safe environment for dialogue 

between China, US, Japan and North Korea on topics such as 

non-proliferation, creation of maritime protocols and the 

applicability of the Responsibility to Protect, and any other 

security issues of a particularly contentious nature58. 

                                                
55	  This	  will	  generally	  be	  around	  sovereignty	  related	  and	  territorial	  based	  issues.	  
Simon,	  S.	  W.	  (2010).	  Evaluating	  Track	  2	  Approaches	  to	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific	  
Region:	  The	  CSCAP	  Experience	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  77-‐111).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.111	  
56	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.129	  
57	  Kraft,	  H.	  J.	  (2010).	  The	  Autonomy	  Dilemma	  of	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  Southeast	  Asia	  (2000).	  In	  
D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  
(pp.	  162-‐178).	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.166	  
58	  These	  are	  Study	  Groups	  that	  have	  had	  engagement	  from	  these	  specific	  countries	  that	  have	  had	  
potentially	  traditionally	  opposed	  security	  stances.	  
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CSCAP Study Groups provide means for this dialogue to 

occur in a structured manner focused upon the topic at hand, 

however, at times the outputs of such meetings could be 

considered negligible due to lack of tangible results or specific 

adherence by its Track 1 counterpart. Whilst reports 

presented to the ARF are generally well received, the 

outcomes of such reports in most cases do not go much 

beyond the affirmation and appreciation of receiving the 

report59. This seems to provoke occasional coordinated 

attempts by CSCAP, to formalise the linkage between itself 

and the ARF in the hopes to promote more action orientated 

outcomes from the information provided by CSCAP Study 

Groups60. Desmond Ball suggests that this desire to see a 

direct outcome from the ARF is potentially leading CSCAP 

away from what its core focus should be, that of confidence 

building measures, sharing of norms and socialisation of 

security concepts via its Study Groups61. 

 

Other commentators suggest however, that the relevance of 

CSCAP and its future applicability as a Track 2 process is 

very much dependent upon its continued ability to present 

relevant and timely information to the ARF. Conversely, some 

commentators suggest that relevance of the ARF, and 

maintenance of its influence in the shaping of the security 

framework of the region, will only be retained as long as it 

                                                
59	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.133	  
60	  Ibid.	  	  
61	  Desmond	  Ball	  as	  quoted	  by	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  
Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  	  Pp.134	  
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acts in an appropriate and timely manner on pertinent policy 

recommendations from CSCAP reports.62 

 

To help facilitate the ability for timely and relevant advice to 

the ARF, a formal reciprocal arrangement has been in place 

since 2009 between the ARF and CSCAP with regard to 

attendance of CSCAP Co-chairs at the topic’s respective ISM, 

and has served to also further strengthen the linkage between 

these two processes63.   

New Zealand’s Role and attendance in CSCAP and 

the ARF 
New Zealand became a dialogue partner with ASEAN in the 

1970s, in process that became known as the ASEAN Plus 

One process64, and is a member of the ASEAN Regional 

Forum, which was set up in 1994. 

New Zealand's date of accession into CSCAP was in June 

1994 as a full member, approximately one year after 

CSCAP’s inception65. 

Measurement of Success for Study Groups 
There is a lot of academic literature and interest in how to go 

about measuring success of not just CSCAP as an institution, 

but also the Study Groups themselves. Given that the basis 

for involvement is on a self-selective basis and also self-

funded, it could be considered prudent to actively ensure that 

the continual attendance of various Study Groups presents 

value for money in these tight economic times. The dominant 
                                                
62	  Ball,	  D.,	  &	  Guan,	  K.	  C.	  (2010).	  Assessing	  CSCAP	  and	  its	  Prospects.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  
Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  251-‐269).	  S.	  
Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.258	  
63	  Ibid.Pp.258-‐259	  
64	  Ong,	  A.	  K.	  (2010).	  ASEAN	  and	  the	  Asia-Pacific	  Region’s	  Role	  in	  Regional	  Architecture.	  Institute	  of	  
Policy	  Studies,	  Conference	  on	  Asia-‐Pacific	  Regional	  Economic	  Intergration	  and	  Architecture,	  
Auckland.	  
65	  CSCAP.	  (n.d.).	  CSCAP	  -	  About	  Us.	  Retrieved	  March	  10,	  2011,	  from	  Council	  for	  Security	  
Cooperation	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific:	  http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=about-‐us	  
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school of thought suggests that CSCAP, and its included 

Study Groups, should be measured based upon how it has 

helped advance the goals of multilateralism and inclusive 

cooperative security, and fundamentally how it has supported 

the ARF in this goal.66 

 

There is debate around specific metrics by which to measure 

the soft outputs of any such Study Group, so other metrics 

have been applied, such as the longevity of Study Groups, the 

frequencies of meetings and what publications have been 

presented.67 Certainly the norm for Study Groups since 2004 

is the creation of a CSCAP memorandum, and usually within 

a two-year tenure. Generally, upon a Study Group having 

drafted a CSCAP memorandum that provides 

recommendations, principles or guidelines, the Study Group 

then essentially concludes.68 

 

Sheldon Simon has suggested an alternative framework by 

which one could attempt to measure the success of CSCAP, 

and ergo the Study Groups. This is based upon four aspects, 

those being: 

1. Production of new concepts and proposals. 

2. Gaining the attention of decision-makers. 

3. Sparking interest in an international attentive public. 

4. Demonstrating “enough shelf life that some of the principle 

concepts and proposals remain part of international 

                                                
66	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.145	  
67	  Ball,	  D.,	  &	  Guan,	  K.	  C.	  (2010).	  Assessing	  CSCAP	  and	  its	  Prospects.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  
Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  251-‐269).	  S.	  
Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.253	  
68	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp	  56	  -‐	  61	  
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dialogue"69. 

While there are significant limitations to this framework as 

definitive outputs are still very hard to determine, this paper 

will seek to utilise Simon’s Framework to determine the 

success of the Study Group via analysis of the four soft 

outputs and potential influence upon the ARF. 

The creation of a WMD Study Group 
With CSCAP moving from the process of Working Groups to 

that of Study Groups in 2004, the Study Group for Non-

proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction was one of the 

inaugural Study Groups set up in 2004 with a two-year tenure, 

holding its 1st meeting in Singapore, May 200570. The 

inaugural meeting was co-chaired by Singapore CSCAP and 

USCSCAP71, however in 2007 Singapore CSCSP stood down 

as co-chair, with the position of co-chair taken up by Vietnam 

CSCAP. 

 

Previously, the Working Group on Confidence and Security 

Building Measures (CSBMS) had achieved much success and 

is acknowledged as being the WMD Study Group 

predecessor.  Non-proliferation was one of the specified 

aspects of the Working Groups focus72. This specific Working 

Group was prolific in comparison to the majority of other 

Working Groups, holding a total of 22 meetings, with its last in 

                                                
69	  Sheldon	  Simon	  as	  quoted	  in	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  
Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  
International	  Studies.	  Pp.145-‐146	  
70	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.33	  
71	  Ibid.	  Pp.15,34	  
72	  Ball,	  D.	  (2010).	  CSCAP's	  Foundation	  and	  Acheivements.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  
Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  9-‐61).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  
School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.21	  
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Hanoi in 200473, and potentially aspects of this activity level 

have been replicated in the WMD Study Group.  For example, 

by 2006 the five other Study Groups established in 2004 had 

concluded, yet the WMD Study Group had secured 

independent funds to enable it to undertake further meetings, 

allowing it to hold a total of thirteen meetings over six years. 

 

The CSCAP website outlines that the objective of the Study 

Group ‘Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 

Destruction in the Asia-Pacific’ is “to develop specific 

recommendations for regional government consideration and 

inclusion into the overall action plan”74. 

It further states under the heading ‘Considerations’, that the 

primary focus of the group is “the creation of an Asia-Pacific 

Handbook and Action Plan to prevent WMD proliferation”75. 

Given the process of attendance to the Study Groups is a 

matter of self-selection, the participants in the WMD Study 

Group has varied slightly over the years.  However, during 

this period of time there have been certain nations that have 

been key to the ongoing dialogue of this Study Group.  Table 

3 shows the nations that have been involved in some form or 

another with the Study Group, and also their current nuclear 

status.  Of specific interest is that this is a Study Group where 

the four main nuclear powers of the region are actively 

involved.  This therefore brings into the discussion dialogue 

from other forums related to the ensuing strategic friction, for 

example, an ongoing agenda item is the Six Party talks. 

 

                                                
73	  Ibid.	  Pp.22	  
74	  CSCAP.	  (n.d.).	  CSCAP	  -	  Countering	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  
Pacific.	  Retrieved	  March	  20110,	  from	  Council	  for	  Security	  Cooperation	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific:	  
http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=Countering-‐the-‐proliferation-‐of-‐weapons-‐of-‐mass-‐
destruction-‐in-‐the-‐Asia-‐Pacific	  	  
75	  Ibid.	  
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Country Nuclear Weapons NPT Member 
Australia No Yes 
Canada No Yes 
Indonesia No Yes 
Japan No Yes 
Korea No Yes 
Malaysia No Yes 
Philippines No Yes 
Singapore No Yes 
United States Yes Yes 
New Zealand No Yes 
Russia Yes Yes 
North Korea Unconfirmed No - Withdrawn 
Mongolia No Yes 
China Yes Yes 
Vietnam No Yes 
Europe No Yes 
India Yes No 
Cambodia No Yes 

Table 3 - CSCAP Membership and respective Nuclear Capacity 

New Zealand’s Interest in the WMD Study Group 

New Zealand became party to the 1963 agreement to ban 

atmospheric testing, after a decade of the UK and USA 

undertaking nuclear tests in Australia and the Pacific. This 

culminated in New Zealand and Australia taking the French to 

the International Court of Justice in the early 1970s, in an 

attempt to ban the French from testing in French Polynesia76. 

France proceeded to ignore the ban, which led Norman Kirk, 

Prime Minister of the then Labour Led Government of New 

Zealand, to send two Navy frigates to the test area to protest 

the tests77.  In 1975, New Zealand called for the South Pacific 

states to take a stance against nuclear testing in the region 

and to set up a Nuclear Weapons Free Zone (NWFZ), with a 

goal to stop testing and dumping within the region78. However, 

it wasn't until Australia revived the idea of the South Pacific 

                                                
76	  New	  Zealand	  Minsitry	  for	  Culture	  and	  Heritage.	  (2009,	  May	  5).	  Nuclear	  Testing	  in	  the	  Pacific:	  
Nuclear	  Free	  New	  Zealand.	  Retrieved	  October	  9,	  2011,	  from	  New	  Zealand	  History	  on	  Line:	  
http://www.nzhistory.net.nz/politics/nuclear-‐free-‐new-‐zealand/testing-‐in-‐the-‐pacific	  
77	  Ibid	  
78	  NTI.	  (n.d.).	  NTI	  Research	  Library:	  Inventory	  of	  International	  Nonproliferation	  Organizations	  and	  
Regimes.	  Retrieved	  2011	  7-‐October	  from	  NTI:	  
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties	  
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Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (SPNWFZ) in 1983, that traction 

was made and the SPNWFZ, or the Rarotonga Treaty, was 

opened for signature in August 198579. Fundamentally the 

treaty “contributes to limiting the threat posed by nuclear 

weapons and serves to strengthen the NPT regime and 

nuclear non-proliferation"80.  

Public opinion against nuclear weapons and nuclear powered 

vessels had also reached critical mass in 1983 within New 

Zealand. Due to the level of ambiguity as to whether these 

ships were nuclear powered, protests had been occurring 

against ship visits since 1976.  Subsequently when David 

Lange passed the New Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, 

Disarmament and Arms Control Act in 1987, it was met with 

popular support. Despite numerous changes in government 

since the inception of this legislation, no government has 

actively pursued to overturn or modify it, and any hint to 

review the legislation is met with strong opposition, both 

politically and domestically. Arguably the 70’s and 80’s 

formed the basis of a ‘nuclear free psyche’ that is still evident 

today. Certainly, as table 4 shows, New Zealand has been an 

active participant in initiatives that aim to either endorse 

nuclear free regions, or work towards non-proliferation, such 

as participation in the American lead Proliferation Security 

Initiative (PSI). 

Other nations that participate in the WMD Study Group 

Table 4 further outlines the CSCAP membership committees 

that have been involved, in some form or another with the 

WMD Study Group, and their subsequent 
                                                
79	  NTI.	  (n.d.).	  NTI	  Research	  Library:	  Inventory	  of	  International	  Nonproliferation	  Organizations	  and	  
Regimes.	  Retrieved	  October	  7,	  2011,	  from	  NTI:	  
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties	  
80	  NTI.	  (n.d.).	  NTI	  Research	  Library:	  Inventory	  of	  International	  Nonproliferation	  Organizations	  and	  
Regimes.	  Retrieved	  October	  7,	  2011,	  from	  NTI:	  
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties	  
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adoption/involvement in some of the prevalent Nuclear 

Weapons and Testing treaties, and Nuclear Weapons Free 

Zones (NWFZs). The list of treaties and NWFZs included in 

the table is not exhaustive, but does provide a snapshot of the 

multilateral initiatives many of the membership committee’s 

nations are involved in. In the majority of instances, those 

states marked as associated with a respective treaty or 

NWFZ, have ratified the agreement. If there is either 

acceptance or accession of the treaty, then this is also noted; 

those where there are no markings may not be open to the 

treaty, or have not formally stated a position. It is interesting to 

note that none of the three recognised Nuclear Weapons 

States (NWS) have at this stage in time signed, ratified, or 

deposited the protocol to the South East Asian Nuclear 

Weapons Free Zone (SEANWFZ). These three NWS are also 

permanent “veto wielding" members of the UN Security 

Council. Currently the treaty zone consists of all “territories, 

continental shelves, and EEZ of the States parties within the 

zone". Should agreement be reached, it would potentially 

render all of South-East Asia a Nuclear weapons free zone. It 

is understood the stalemate with regard to these nations not 

signing-on to the treaty protocols, is based specifically on 

USA and French “objections regarding the unequivocal nature 

of security assurances and over the definitions of territory 

including exclusive economic zones (EEC)"81. It is of interest 

that another key issue the US has with signing the protocols is 

with regard to expressed ambiguity around certain terms, 

specifically the ability of ships carrying nuclear weapons into 

the ports of the treaty members. Maintenance of this 

                                                
81	  Nuclear	  Age	  Peace	  Foundation.	  (n.d.).	  Nuclear	  Weapon	  Free	  Zones	  .	  Retrieved	  2011	  9-‐October	  
from	  Nuclear	  Files:	  Project	  of	  the	  Nuclear	  Age	  Peace	  Foundation:	  
http://nuclearfiles.org/menu/library/treaties/nuclear-‐free-‐zones/trty_nuclear-‐free-‐zone-‐
index.htm	  
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capability is arguably of importance to the US. It is based 

upon this issue that New Zealand initiated the New Zealand 

Nuclear Free Zone, Disarmament and Arms Control Act 

(1987).  This domestic legislation is certainly more restrictive 

than either the SPNFWZ or the SEANFWZ.  Whilst New 

Zealand has domestic legislation, and many other nations 

within the region have signed up to either SPNFWZ or the 

SEANFWZ, Mongolia also has a treaty titled the Nuclear 

Weapons Free Status of Mongolia. This treaty covers the 

territory of Mongolia in its entirety, including its airspace, land, 

waters and the subsoil. It is similar in nature to the other 

NFWZs and New Zealand's domestic legislation, with regard 

to the production, movement, or detonation of nuclear 

weapons within its region.
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 Nuclear Weapons and Testing Treaties 

 
Regional Nuclear Weapons Free 
Zones 

 Antarctic 
Treaty 
195982 

Seabed 
Treaty 
197183 

Convention on 
Nuclear Safety 
199484 

Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty 
199685 

Rarotonga Treaty 
198586 (SPNFZ) 

Treaty of Bangkok 
1995 
(SEANWFZ)87 

Australia ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  
Cambodia    ✔  ✔ 
Canada  ✔ ✔ ✔   
China  ✔ ✔ ✔ Ratified Protocols 2 

and 3 only 
✗ 

Europe88       
India  ✔ ✔    
Indonesia   ✔ ✔  ✔ 
Japan ✔ ✔ ✔ Acceptance ✔   
Korea  ✔ ✔    
Malaysia  ✔  ✔  ✔ 
Mongolia  ✔  ✔   
New 
Zealand 

✔ ✔  ✔ ✔  

North 
Korea 

      

Philippines  ✔  ✔  ✔ 
Russia89 ✔ ✔ ✔ Acceptance ✔ Ratified Protocols 2 

and 3 only 
✗ 

Singapore  ✔ ✔Accession ✔  ✔ 
United 
States 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ Ratification 
pending 

✗ 

Vietnam  ✔  ✔Accession ✔   ✔  
Table 4 - CSCAP Membership and associated Treaties and Agreements 

                                                
82	  Nuclear	  Age	  Peace	  Foundation.	  (n.d.).	  Nuclear	  Weapon	  Free	  Zones	  .	  Retrieved	  2011	  9-‐October	  
from	  Nuclear	  Files:	  Project	  of	  the	  Nuclear	  Age	  Peace	  Foundation:	  
http://nuclearfiles.org/menu/library/treaties/nuclear-‐free-‐zones/trty_nuclear-‐free-‐zone-‐
index.htm	  
83	  US	  Department	  of	  State.	  (n.d.).	  Seabed	  Treaty	  Signatories.	  Retrieved	  October	  9,	  2011,	  from	  US	  
Department	  of	  State:	  http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/seabed3.txt	  
84	  International	  Atomic	  Energy	  Agency.	  (1994,	  June	  17).	  Convention	  on	  Nuclear	  Safety	  (CNS)	  .	  
Retrieved	  October	  9,	  2011,	  from	  Nuclear	  Safety	  and	  Security:	  http://www-‐
ns.iaea.org/conventions/nuclear-‐safety.asp	  
85	  Arms	  Control	  Association.	  (n.d.).	  The	  Status	  of	  the	  Comprehensive	  Test	  Ban	  Treaty:	  Signatories	  
and	  Ratifiers.	  Retrieved	  October	  9,	  2011,	  from	  Arms	  Control	  Association:	  
http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/ctbtsig	  
86	  South	  Pacific	  Forum.	  (n.d.).	  South	  Pacific	  Nuclear	  Free	  Zone	  Treaty	  (Rarotonga	  Treaty)	  (1985.	  
Retrieved	  October	  9,	  2011,	  from	  NTI:	  Nuclear	  Threat	  Inititive:	  
www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/pdfs/spnfz.pdf	  
87	  Treaty	  of	  Bangkok.	  (1997,	  March	  28).	  South	  East	  Asian	  Nuclear	  Weapon	  Free	  Zone	  .	  Retrieved	  
October	  10,	  2011,	  from	  Nuclear	  Threat	  Intititve:	  
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties	  
88	  Many	  of	  the	  treaties	  prior	  to	  the	  EU	  had	  multiple	  European	  memberships,	  however	  for	  the	  
purposes	  of	  this	  exercise	  only	  those	  treaties	  that	  the	  EU	  was	  party	  to	  is	  included.	  
89	  Early	  treaties	  have	  the	  USSR	  as	  signatories,	  and	  this	  has	  been	  translated	  over	  to	  Russia	  being	  a	  
signatory	  of	  the	  specific	  treaty.	  
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The WMD Study Group Outputs 

A brief overview of the tenure of the Study Group to date 

provides a basic understanding of the outcomes, and 

subsequent focus of the group.   

Whilst the Chair’s Reports of the initial meetings seem to hint 

to a level of discourse and confusion around what the Study 

Group was initially set up to achieve, this diminishes as the 

group gains perspective on the tasks at hand. The much-

discussed “Handbook on preventing the Proliferation of 

Weapons of Mass Destruction” was released in December 

2010.  In June 2011 the Steering committee published 

Memorandum 17 “Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy”.  As at 

the last meeting held in February 2011 a further memorandum 

potentially entitled “Reduction and Elimination of Weapons of 

Mass Destruction” or “Disarmament” was still in the drafting 

phase. 

To gain a full understanding of what the Study Group deemed 

to be its objectives and assess any achievements, it seems 

pertinent to timeline out the Study Group meetings, as well as 

key ancillary group meetings, specifically that of the Export 

Control Experts Group (XCXG) formed during the inaugural 

meeting of the WMD Study Group, and pertinent ARF 

meetings.   

 WMD STUDY GROUP XCXG  ASEAN REGIONL 
FORUMS90 

DELIVERABLES 

May 2005 First Meeting 
• Status of the Global 

Nonproliferation 
Norms (GNR) 

• Regional efforts to 
enforce Global Norms 

• Developments on the 
Korean Peninsula 

   

                                                
90	  This	  table	  will	  only	  review	  the	  times	  that	  ARF	  meetings	  had	  attendees	  from	  either	  the	  WMD	  or	  
the	  XCXG	  Study	  Groups.	  	  Therefore	  the	  Agenda	  items	  for	  these	  meetings	  will	  not	  be	  relayed	  in	  
this	  table.	  
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• Developing an East 
Asia Action Plan on 
Non Proliferation 

• Export Controls 
• Developing a 

Nonproliferation 
Action Plan and an 
Export Controls 
Expert Group 

November 
2005 

 First Meeting 
• Review of history 

of CSCAP and 
purpose of WMD 
Study Group 

• Nonproliferation 
Policy and Export 
Controls 

• Relationship 
between Trade 
and Security 

• Regional 
Governments 
Export Controls 
Policy’ 

• Export Controls 
Template 

• National 
Capabilities 

• UNSCR1540 
Filings 

  

December 
2005 

Second Meeting 
• Status of the Global 

Nonproliferation 
Norms 

• Regional efforts to 
enforce Global Norms 

• Proliferation Security 
Initiative 

• Developments on the 
Korean Peninsula 

• East Asia Action Plan 
on Non Proliferation 

   

March 
2006 

Third Meeting 
• Status of the Global 

Nonproliferation 
Norms 

• Nuclear Energy and 
Nonproliferation 

• Proliferation Security 
Initiative 

• Developments on the 
Korean Peninsula 

• East Asia Action Plan 
on Non Proliferation 

• WMD Threats 

 ARF Seminar on 
Nonproliferation of 
Weapons of Mass 
Destruction 
• The WMD SG 

invited attendees 
from this meeting 
to its March SG 
meeting. 

 

May 2006  Second Meeting 
• Recent 

Developments in 
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the Global 
Nonproliferation 
Regime 

• Regional Energy 
Developments 

• National Export 
Controls Regimes 

• Outreach 
Programmes 

• Export Controls 
Template 

November 
2006 

Fourth Meeting 
• The Global 

Nonproliferation 
Regime 

• Regional 
Nonproliferation 
Issues and Efforts  

• The Proliferation 
Security Initiative 
Today 

• Developments on the 
Korean Peninsula 

• Developing an East 
Asia Action Plan for 
Non Proliferation 

   

February 
2007 

Fifth Meeting 
• Developments in the 

Global 
Nonproliferation 
Regime 

• The Regional Nuclear 
Energy Outlook 

• The Additional 
Protocol 

• Korean Peninsula 
Developments 

• UNSCR1540: Key 
Elements 

Third Meeting 
• Developments in 

the Global 
Nonproliferation 
Regime 

• Regional Efforts to 
Support 
Nonproliferation 
Norms: Export 
Control 
Cooperation 

• United Nations 
Security Council 
Resolution 1540. 

• 1540 
Implementation. 

• The Role of 
Customs in 
Enforcing XCs and 
Overcoming 
Obstacles 

• Export 
Controls/WMD 
Handbook 

• Future XCXG 
Tasks and 
Priorities 

ARF Workshop on 
Implementation of 
United Nations 
Security Council 
Resolution 1540 
• The Co-chairs of 

the WMD SG 
provided a 
presentation on 
the topics and 
outcomes from 
the 5th Study 
Group direct to 
this forum. 

 

December 
2007 

Sixth Meeting 
• Outlook for the Global 

Nonproliferation 
Regime 

• Regional Nuclear 
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Energy Outlook 
• Six Party Talks 
• Implementation of 

Plurilateral initiatives 
to promote 
Nonproliferation 

May 2008 Seventh Meeting 
• Developments 

impacting the global 
nonproliferation 
regime 

• Recent developments 
on the Korean 
Peninsula and the Six 
Party Talks 

• Role of United 
Nations Security 
Council Resolution 
1540 in promoting the 
GNR 

• Role of regional 
safeguards 
arrangements in 
supporting IAEA 
safeguards 

• Regional WMD 
strategies 

• Progress review and 
discussion of Asia-
Pacific WMD 
handbook and action 
plan 

   

August 
2008 

 Fourth Meeting 
• Rationale for 

Export Controls 
and Strategic 
Trade 
Management 

• National 
Enforcement 
Practice 
Overviews 

• National 
Enforcement 
Capacity Building 

• Technical 
Benchmarks of 
Enforcement 
Practices 
Implementation 

• Capacity Building 
for the Future 

• CSCAP 
Memorandum on 
Strategic Trade 
Management 

  

January 
2009 

Eighth Meeting 
• Most of this meeting 
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focused upon the 
contents of the 
Handbook on 
Countering the 
Proliferation of 
Weapons of Mass 
Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific and 
WMD Action Plan 

March 
2009 

   Memorandum No.14 
- Guidelines for 
Managing Trade of 
Strategic Goods 
Published 

June 2009 Ninth Meeting 
• Developments 

affecting the global 
nonproliferation 
regime 

• Recent developments 
on the Korean 
Peninsula 

• Developments on the 
disarmament 
movement 

• Role of regional 
organizations in 
implementing UNSC 
Resolution 1540 

   

July 2009   Inaugural ASEAN 
Regional Forum 
Intersessional 
Meeting on 
Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament  

 

December 
2009 

Tenth Meeting 
• Developments 

affecting the global 
nonproliferation 
regime 

• Recent developments 
on the Korean 
Peninsula 

• Developments on the 
disarmament 
movement 

• Challenges 
associated with 
nuclear power 
facilities 

Fifth Meeting 
• Feedback on the 

CSCAP 
Memorandum No. 
14 on Guidelines 
for Managing 
Trade of Strategic 
Goods 

• Proliferation 
Networks and 
Export Controls 

• Regional Capacity 
Building 

• Capacity Building: 
Role of 
Enforcement 

• Regional 
Mechanisms and 
Linkages 

  

July 2010 Eleventh Meeting 
• Nuclear security 

Summit 
• Arms control and 

 Second ASEAN 
Regional Forum 
Intersessional 
Meeting on 
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disarmament 
developments 

• Nuclear 
Nonproliferation 
Review Conference 

• Developments on the 
Korean Peninsula 

• Peaceful uses of 
Nuclear Energy 

Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament  

December 
2010 

Twelfth Meeting 
• Recent developments 

in the global 
nonproliferation 
regime 

• Developments on the 
Korean Peninsula 

• Nuclear security 
• Nuclear energy 

infrastructure 
• Disarmament 

  Publication of the 
Handbook on 
Preventing the 
Proliferation of 
Weapons of Mass 
Destruction in the 
Asia-Pacific 

February 
2011 

Thirteenth Meeting 
• Recent developments 

in the global 
nonproliferation 
regime 

• Alternative 
approaches to 
promote Korean 
denuclearization 

• ‘Next steps’ in arms 
control 

• Alternatives to arms 
control as a means to 
achieving complete 
nuclear disarmament 

• The Biological 
Warfare Convention 
(BWC) and its role in 
addressing bio-
security threats 

• Regional 
organisations role in 
Asia-Pacific to 
promote WMD 
nonproliferation and 
disarmament 

 Third ASEAN 
Regional Forum 
Intersessional 
Meeting on 
Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament  

 

June 2011    Memorandum No.17 
- Promoting the 
Peaceful Use of 
Nuclear Energy 
Published 

Table 5 – WMD and XCXG Study Group agenda items and deliverables91 

The WMD Study Group has held to a similar format over the 
                                                
91	  The	  Agenda	  Items	  were	  collated	  by	  reviewing	  the	  respective	  meeting’s	  Chairman	  report	  –	  so	  
may	  not	  be	  a	  neither	  complete	  nor	  absolutely	  accurate	  reflection	  of	  the	  Agenda	  items	  that	  may	  
have	  been	  distributed	  at	  the	  time.	  



	   38 

course of its 13 meetings. Generally, the first component of 

the meeting deals with the agenda items, with the second 

component of the meeting focusing upon working on 

progressing the deliverables of the group.  

The agenda items over the last 13 meetings have largely 

remained the same, with some inclusions or exclusions as 

regional events have transpired. The core agenda items are 

discussion around the global non-proliferation norms; the 

regional efforts towards these global norms; nuclear energy; 

and later, disarmament. 

Other items have also found their way onto the agenda, such 

as the United Nations Security Council Resolution 1540 

(UNSCR 1540), and various summits and conferences that 

have occurred, such as a review of the Nuclear Security 

Summit.  

One of the questions these ongoing agenda items do pose is 

how they have informed the discussion and action around the 

Study Group’ mandated deliverables. It appears that the 

agenda items around global norms and regional efforts to 

enforce these norms, as well as discussion around the PSI 

and other initiatives to promote non-proliferation, lends itself 

to the outcome of the handbook, which is heavily focused 

upon the mechanics and compliance tools available in the 

region. However, very little else of what is discussed under 

the standing agenda has direct implications for any of the 

current deliverables of the Study Group, nor even the 

proposed deliverables.  This is with the one exception of 

discussions in Meeting Six examining a draft Statement of 

Principles for the Northeast Asia Peace and Security Charter.  

The chairs held the view that the document might provide a 

level of guidance and advice with regard to official discussion 

held within the Six-Party Talks Working Group on Peace and 
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Security in Northeast Asia.  It is noted that the WMD Study 

Group is not the originating source of the document; rather 

the CSCAP Workshop on Preventative Diplomacy and the 

Future of the ASEAN Regional Forum had passed it to the 

participants of the Study Group for their consideration.92 

 

A further aspect in the meeting notes was the potential 

semantics of language, concerning the terminology of 

‘suggested options’.  The Chair’s Reports outline many 

‘suggested options’ from meeting to meeting, however there is 

no definitive language used that appears to actually 

incorporate these into the Study Group’s overall objectives.  

As became evident in Meeting 11, many of these suggested 

options for discussion were utilised to inform breakaway 

groups to look into inclusion into an action plan. 

Reports from the 13 meetings reveal five key themes with 

specific regard to the initially prescribed deliverables, the 

actual outcomes achieved by the Study Group, and some of 

the other subjects discussed in the second session of the 

Study Group. 

Discussion around the United Nations Security Council 

Resolution 1540 – Non proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction 

In the early meetings of the Study Group, much attention was 

given to what CSCAP could do to facilitate the United Nations 

Security Council Resolution 1540 (UNSCR 1540).  The 

Resolution was passed on 28th April 2004, and required 

member states to adopt appropriate laws that would prohibit 

non state actors acquiring, manufacturing, possessing or 

                                                
92	  CSCAP.	  (2007).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  sixth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Jakarta.	  
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using nuclear, biological or chemical weapons from within a 

state’s jurisdiction. Part of the Resolution required nations to 

file an initial report on the steps being taken to control any 

WMD proliferation, and it was this part of the process that the 

Study Group felt it may be able to add value. 

During the first four meetings, discussion was given to the 

Study Group creating a template based upon the filings that 

had already been made. The view was to create a framework 

to identify key themes around adoption of UNSCR 1540 within 

the region. Upon establishment of a UN-led1540 committee, 

tasked to monitor the filings and provide assistance to those 

nations struggling to undertake the UNSCR 1540 mandate, 

the Study Group looked to other aspects in which it could 

assist. In the fifth meeting a 1540 Committee member 

attended the Study Group, and provided a presentation to the 

group. It was noted, “Among those countries with CSCAP 

member committees, only two - the DPRK and Papua New 

Guinea - have not made their initial 1540 filings". The report of 

this meeting stated “the WMD Study Group subsequently 

played the role of matchmaker in bringing the DPRK 

representatives together with a 1540 committee expert"93. 

This was not the only time a 1540 committee member would 

attend the Study Group and provide an update on the 

activities of the Committee and suggest avenues by which 

CSCAP and the Study Group could assist. During the seventh 

meeting, the 1540 committee attendee suggested that 

CSCAP could assist in taking various membership nations 

through a matrix the Committee had compiled, to help “pass 

the various declarations". Secondly, there was a role for the 

Study Group and CSCAP to explore the reasons why states 

                                                
93	  CSCAP.	  (2007).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  fifth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  San	  Francisco.	  
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may have not “implemented various treaties and agreements, 

identifying best practices to overcome national limits, and 

providing opportunities for governments to discuss their 

concerns"94. 

Whilst the Study Group has not undertaken to create any 

clear deliverables around the UNSCR 1540 resolution and 

filings, nor follow any of the recommendations for potential 

deliverables given to it by various UN 1540 committee 

members during the course of their presentations, it has been 

one of the dominant themes of discussion throughout the 

meetings. However, despite not undertaking any of the 

recommended roles, at the conclusion of the thirteenth 

meeting, the Study Group again discussed looking further into 

how the UNSCR 1540 filings could further the Study Group 

mandate to create an Action Plan around non proliferation of 

WMD’s, via examining various national implementation of the 

resolutions95. 

Asian Pacific Handbook and Action Plan on Preventing 

Weapons of Mass Destruction and Proliferation 

The Asian Pacific Handbook and Action Plan on Preventing 

Weapons of Mass Destruction and Proliferation was initially 

treated as a key deliverable for the Study Group that was to 

be based upon the EU Strategy Against the Proliferation of 

WMD's.  The action plan would take into consideration the 

regional sensitivities, and to avoid duplication, would be 

cognizant towards the plethora of bilateral and multilateral 

initiatives within the region. 

 

                                                
94	  CSCAP.	  (2008).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  seventh	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Ho	  Chi	  Minh	  City.	  
95	  CSCAP.	  (2006).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  third	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  .	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Singapore.	  
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It was acknowledged that the Action Plan was the “raison 

d'être" of the Study Group96, the meeting notes generally 

reflect that the drafting of the document was undertaken by a 

few key people97, and much of the discussion was around 

language utilised, and agreement of the pertinent principles. 

 

The outcome was the publishing in December 2010 of a 

Handbook on Preventing the Proliferation of Weapons of 

Mass Destruction in the Asia-Pacific.  The Handbook outlines 

the threats and challenges posed by WMD’s; the particular 

global treaties and conventions with regard to non-

proliferation; an aspect around disarmament (more with 

regard to information available such as Review Conferences, 

treaties etc); the compliance mechanisms currently in place; 

the treaty and the plurilateral initiatives currently in place; and 

brief chapters on the current compliance aspects around 

export controls, nuclear energy and mechanisms in place for 

National Capacity building. This handbook provides a 

complete understanding of the various compliance 

mechanisms and treaty agreements in place, as at the time of 

its publication, and presents a useful overview on the current 

situation within the region98.  

 

It does however fall short of the initial objective of creating an 

                                                
96	  Meeting	  two	  of	  the	  study	  group,	  and	  further	  discussed	  in	  meeting	  three	  “The	  WMD	  SG	  has	  as	  
one	  of	  its	  primary	  goals	  the	  development	  of	  a	  handbook	  and	  action	  plan	  to	  prevent	  the	  
proliferation	  of	  weapons	  of	  mass	  destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region”	  
CSCAP.	  (2005).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  second	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Philipines.	  
97	  From	  the	  meeting	  notes,	  it	  appears	  the	  key	  people	  were	  Brian	  Job	  CSCAP	  Canada	  and	  Carl	  
Baker	  USCSCAP.	  
98	  Council	  for	  Security	  Cooperation	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  WMD	  Study	  Group.	  (2010,	  Decebmber	  1).	  
Handbook	  on	  Preventing	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia-Pacific.	  
Retrieved	  February	  25,	  2011,	  from	  Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  
in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific:	  http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=Countering-‐the-‐proliferation-‐of-‐
weapons-‐of-‐mass-‐destruction-‐in-‐the-‐Asia-‐Pacific	  
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Action Plan.  

 

The Action Plan and Handbook morphed into two different 

deliverables on, or about, the fourth meeting. In this meeting 

the outline of the handbook was agreed upon and that further 

discussions for work on the action plan and handbook would 

be around “specific recommendations aimed at raising 

awareness of, and developing specific steps to address or 

counter, growing regional and global challenges associated 

with WMD proliferation”99.  This aspect is what is critically 

missing from the published version of the Handbook.  

 

From the fifth meeting through to the twelfth meeting, further 

discussion took place about the handbook in every meeting 

except one. These discussions seem to focus more upon the 

expansion of the Handbook to encapsulate the “range of 

mechanisms that comprise the global non-proliferation 

regime"100. By Meeting Nine, the document was no longer 

referred to as the Asian Pacific Handbook and Action Plan on 

Preventing WMD Proliferation, but rather the CSCAP 

Handbook on Preventing the Proliferation of Weapons of 

Mass Destruction and was referred to “as a useful source of 

reference material for those working on non-proliferation and 

disarmament issues"101. 

The Chair’s reports do not indicate any specific discussion 

that may have signified the split in deliverables, however this 

appears to be the first indication of a tacit change in outputs 
                                                
99	  CSCAP.	  (2006).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  fourth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Danang.	  
100	  CSCAP.	  (2008).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  seventh	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Ho	  Chi	  Minh	  City.	  
101	  CSCAP.	  (2009).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  ninth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Beijing.	  
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for this objective. 

 

During Meeting Ten, the distinct difference between the 

Handbook and the Action Plan is tangible, with the meeting 

notes reflecting a review of the final handbook draft, and a 

series of breakout sessions to “evaluate suggestions made 

during the past nine Study Group meetings that might be 

considered appropriate for inclusion in a CSCAP Action 

Plan”102. The meeting notes then state “Future meetings will 

focus on further exploration of the ideas gathered during 

these sessions and expand them into specific action plan 

recommendations”103. 

 

In point of fact, discussion on the Action Plan essentially 

ceased at the conclusion of the tenth meeting, with the focus 

shifting to the compilation of a Peaceful Uses memo, and the 

disarmament memo. 

CSCAP Memorandum number 17- Promoting Peaceful 

Use of Nuclear Energy 

CSCAP Memorandum number 17- Promoting Peaceful Use of 

Nuclear Energy was compiled across a total of four meetings. 

During the breakout session held in the WMD Study Group's 

tenth meeting, one of the topics discussed was Peaceful Use 

of Nuclear Energy. The recommendations discussed in this 

session proceeded to form the basis of a draft memo that was 

then presented at the WMD Study Group's eleventh meeting. 

A final draft was presented to the group during the 12th 

meeting and the final document was published in June 2011, 
                                                
102	  CSCAP.	  (2009).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  tenth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Hanoi.	  
103	  CSCAP.	  (2009).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  tenth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Hanoi.	  
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with a covering note acknowledging the damage to the 

Fukushima Daiichi nuclear power installations from the March 

11 earthquake and tsunami. 

Draft Memo on Disarmament 

Disarmament was one of the further topics that arose from the 

breakout sessions held in Meeting Ten.  Again the 

recommendations discussed in this forum appear to have 

been the basis of a draft memorandum on disarmament. This 

draft memo elicited much debate during Meeting Twelve, 

where it was finally agreed that instead of the memo focusing 

on all facets of WMD's, the memo would instead look to focus 

upon the “reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons and 

to defer discussion of other WMD". This potential restriction of 

topic seems a little out of alignment with the Study Groups 

stated purpose, that being about nonproliferation of WMD's.  

Revival of the Nuclear Energy Experts Group 

The suggestion to “resuscitate" the Nuclear Energy Experts 

Group (NEEG) was made early into the Study Group’s 

tenure104 and was to be revisited regularly over the following 

meetings105. Yet, this topic never made it onto a formal 

agenda, or into a clear deliverable for the Study Group. By 

Meeting Twelve, the discussion appears to become more 

about potential means of implementation of the NEEG.  

Formed in 1998 as part of the CSCAP Confidence and 

Security Building Measures Working Group, and discontinued 

in 2003106, a website associated with the group was still 

active, but significantly out of date. It was further determined 

that the revival of the NEEG would result in a long-term 

                                                
104	  Discussion	  started	  at	  the	  third	  meeting.	  
105	  Discussed	  further	  in	  meetings	  3,	  7,	  8,	  9,	  11,	  12	  
106	  CSCAP.	  (2010).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  twelth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Ho	  Chi	  Minh	  City.	  
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project which would require a significant level of funding. As 

such it was agreed that the “best approach would be to have 

one or two meetings to determine the feasibility and value of 

reinstituting the group"107. It is unclear whether the WMD 

Study Group was intended to be the forum for these scoping 

meetings, or whether or not this would fall into a new Study 

Group. What does appear to be evident is the Study Group 

views the output of a resurrected NEEG as a valuable tool to 

enable full-spectrum conversation about non-proliferation of 

WMD’s within the region, providing a similar stream of 

information to that the WMD Study Group derived from the 

XCXG. 

New Zealand’s input into the Study Group 
New Zealand appears to have sent appropriate personnel to 

these meetings, with the attendees being generally experts in 

their respective fields. 

Based upon the Chair’s reports, and internal reports between 

the attendees and CSCAP NZ, New Zealand has sent a 

participant to every meeting of the WMD Study Group, 

although the representatives have not necessarily remained 

constant.  

Dr Guy Wilson-Roberts, formerly the deputy director of the 

Victoria University Centre for Strategic Studies, who now 

resides in Canada, attended the first three meetings for 

CSCAPNZ. 

Dr Beth Greener-Barcham, a senior lecturer at the School of 

People, Environment and Planning at Massy University 

attended meeting four. 

Dr Tanya Ogilvie-White, Senior lecturer at the School of 

                                                
107	  CSCAP.	  (2010).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  twelth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  
Countering	  the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Ho	  Chi	  Minh	  City.	  
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Social and Political Sciences at the University of Canterbury, 

attended meetings five to seven. 

Mr. Lyndon Burford, a Ph.D. student with the Department of 

Political Studies at University of Auckland attended meetings 

eight to ten. 

Ms Angela Woodward, Program Director of the Verification 

Research, Training and Informational Centre (VERTIC) 

attended meeting thirteen. 

 

The New Zealand participants were active within these 

meetings, and more often than not were called upon to 

present the New Zealand Government’s view on various 

aspects of the debate. For example Dr Beth Greener-

Barcham provided a summary of the New Zealand 

government's thinking around the PSI during meeting 4; and 

Tania Ogilvie-White spoke to New Zealand's learnings from 

the development of the South Pacific Nuclear Weapons Free 

Zone (SPNWFZ), through to aspects that CSCAP could 

advise and recommend on to ARF with regard to various 

initiatives such as the implementation of UNSCR 1540, and 

actions to ensure the “health of the Bangkok Treaty" which 

Ogilvie argues is “pivotal to regional political development in 

security"108. 

Certainly, from the evaluation of the Chairman reports and 

internal emails between participants and CSCAPNZ, it 

appears that the New Zealand contingent was focused on 

attempting to steer the Study Group towards discussion and 

dialogue around how the region could look to stop 

                                                
108	  CSCAP.	  (2007).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  sixth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Jakarta.	  
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proliferation of WMD's, rather than just dialogue around 

current and historical issues109. 

The ARF and WMD Study Group Connection 
It is widely agreed that it is difficult to measure the efficacy of 

the linkage between the two Tracks, especially the influence 

that CSCAP via its Study Groups can exert on the ARF. There 

are times, such as the work done by the Maritime Working 

Group, where there appears to be a direct connection 

between the work undertaken by CSCAP, and the acceptance 

and uptake of direct recommendations by the ARF110. 

However, these instances are far and few between, and most 

often than not, the outcome of any Study Group has more of 

an indirect impact on ARF outcomes, and they are usually 

incorporated as part of overarching policy formation.111 

Therefore, being able to categorically ascertain the influence 

CSCAP has on ARF policies is an undeniably difficult 

exercise, especially with regard to the intangible outcomes.112  

 

The WMD Study Group is not the only Study Group facing a 

dilemma with regard to the facilitation of its mandated role and 

the management of ensuring information presented to the 

ARF is timely and relevant. This Study Group may indeed be 

performing a vital role in the aspect of socialising norms with 

regard to non-proliferation etc, however the ability to measure 

the acceptance, uptake, learnings and subsequent action by 

each nation is near impossible to measure with any real 

definitude.113 

 
                                                
109	  Based	  upon	  private	  correspondence	  between	  participants	  and	  CSCAP	  NZ	  Committee	  	  
110	  Ball,	  D.,	  Milner,	  A.,	  &	  Taylor,	  B.	  (2006).	  Track	  2	  Security	  Dialogue	  in	  the	  Asia-‐Pacific:	  
Reflections	  and	  Furture	  Directions.	  Asian	  Security	  ,	  2	  (3),	  174-‐188.	  Pp.182-‐183	  
111	  Ibid.	  
112	  Ibid.	  Pp.182	  
113	  Ibid.	  Pp.182	  
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To assist in assessing what the potential uptake and 

learning’s may be by the ARF with regard to work done by the 

WMD Study Group, it is worthwhile reviewing the three Inter-

Sessional Meetings on Non-Proliferation and Disarmament 

(ARF ISM on NPD), as well as any other linkage in with other 

ARF Forums for what, if any reference there is to the Study 

Group. 

The WMD Study Group had interaction with the ARF 

sporadically up until the ISM on NPD was formed, with the 

Study Group attempting to link in with as many relevant ISM’s 

as possible.  The first of these occurred in March 2006 when 

the Study Group held its third meeting back to back with the 

ARF Seminar on Non-proliferation of Weapons of Mass 

Destruction. For all intent and purposes, attendance at this 

meeting initially appears to have been in an observation role 

only, with the attendees of the Study Group not afforded the 

opportunity to speak to the forum114. 

In February of 2007, the fifth meeting of the Study Group was 

held to coincide with an ARF Workshop on the 

Implementation of UNSCR 1540. In this instance, attendees 

of the ARF workshop attended the Study Group and partook 

in discussion, whilst the co-chairs’ of the Study Group 

attended the ARF workshop and provided a presentation on 

the Study Group’s thinking.  At this stage in time, the Study 

Group still felt that there was a relevant role for the Study 

Group with regard to “identification of roadblocks and regional 

concerns and perceptions/misperceptions that hamper 

implementation", by the development of an Asian Pacific 

                                                
114	  ARF	  Co-‐Chairs'.	  (2006,	  March	  27).	  ARF	  Seminar	  on	  Non-Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  
Destruction.	  Retrieved	  April	  2011,	  from	  ARF	  Chairmans'	  Statements	  and	  Reports:	  
http://www.aseanregionalforum.org/PublicLibrary/ARFChairmansStatementsandReports/tabid
/66/Default.aspx	  
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Handbook and Action plan115. 

 
The ARF Workshop report outlines the attendance by the 

CSCAP WMD Study Group co-chairs’. It states that the 

presentation provided by the WMD Study Group firstly noted 

the positive role CSCAP played for the ARF, with specific 

reference to the assistance CSCAP provided in the creation of 

a working definition of Preventive Diplomacy, that the ARF 

subsequently endorsed. The WMD Study Group report then 

further presents to the ARF workshop various aspects the 

WMD Study Group could provide assistance. Whilst the ARF 

Workshop report notes subsequent discussion of topics also 

raised by the CSCAP WMD Study Group, it is not apparent if 

there is any specific correlation between the two. What is of 

interest is the conclusions and “steps forward” for the 

Workshop. The US delegation was putting forward a 

recommendation at the March 2007 Intersessional Support 

Group on Confidence Building Measures and Preventative 

Diplomacy (ARF ISG CBM-PD) to commit ARF participants (if 

appropriate) to developing individual Nation’s action plans for 

the implementation of UNSCR 1540, as well as a proposal for 

the creation of a ISM on nonproliferation issues. These two 

aspects were not recommendations put forward by the WMD 

Study Group, and in fact, the first recommendation with 

regard to the creation of individual action plans, is at direct 

odds to the WMD Study Groups offer to provide assistance 

around the regional action plan implementation of UNSCR 

1540. 

 

According to the inaugural ARF ISM on NPD report, the WMD 

                                                
115	  CSCAP.	  (2007).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  fifth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  San	  Francisco.	  
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Study Group provided a report on export controls from the 

findings of the XCXG.  Both the Study Group and the ARF 

forums discuss the need for a process by which export 

controls are in place to prevent the proliferation of WMD's, 

whilst also enabling the “legitimate rights of developing 

countries to sustainable development"116. Specific response to 

the presentation by the Study Group at the inaugural ISM on 

NPD is not particularly effusive, with the ISM NPD report 

stating, “some participants welcomed further study of the 

Guidelines for Managing Trade of Strategic Goods".  Of note 

are the stated objectives of the ISM on NPD, as contained in 

the report with regard to the next two sessions, the focus 

being upon disarmament and peaceful uses of nuclear energy 

respectively.  At the conclusion of the ARF ISM on NPD the 

WMD Study Group instigated two new objectives in response 

to the stated objectives of the ARF ISM on NPD, that being 

the creation of a memo on Peaceful uses and one on 

disarmament.  However, despite this decision, there was no 

change to the ongoing agenda items of the WMD Study 

Group.  

 

The 2nd ARF ISM on NPD report, includes even less 

information on either the topics raised by the WMD Study 

Group at the session, or any subsequent discussion that may 

have resulted from the presentation provided. Indeed, the 2nd 

ISM on NPD report again highlights, in similarity to the 2007 

ARF Workshop on UNSCR 1540 Implementation report, that 

the WMD Study Group expressed “a desire to deepen and 

                                                
116	  Co-‐Chairs	  for	  the	  ARF	  ISM	  on	  NDP.	  (2009).	  Co-Chairs’	  Summary	  Report	  of	  the	  First	  ASEAN	  
Regional	  Forum	  Inter-Sessional	  Meeting	  on	  Non-Proliferation	  and	  Disarmament	  .	  ASEAN	  Regional	  
Forum.	  
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broaden cooperation with the ARF"117. The point that was 

made in the 2007 ARF Workshop on UNSCR Implementation 

report, was that the WMD Study Group reiterated how CSCAP 

had been of use with regard to the working definition of 

preventative diplomacy that was accepted by the ARF in 

2001118. These two aspects seem to suggest that, regardless 

of what the WMD Study Group may have presented, the ARF 

only documented that CSCAP had been useful in 2001 and 

that CSCAP was keen to continue broadening links and ties 

with the ARF. There appears to be no reciprocity in the 

documentation around how the various ARF forums that the 

Study Group presented to perceive the current relevance of 

the WMD Study Group. It is noted at the conclusion of the 2nd 

ARF ISM on NPD report that the next meeting would focus 

upon disarmament issues and also the creation of an ARF 

ISM on NPD work plan. 

 

The report of the 3rd ISM on NPD reflects a need to 

undertake the completion of the work plan on non-proliferation 

and disarmament.  There is a direct reference to the XCXG 

Memorandum, Guidelines for Managing Trade of Strategic 

Goods, again being raised by some participants as requiring 

further study. This is not framed within the context of either a 

definitive decision, or a unanimous suggestion. Certainly, 

since some participants had raised further study of the memo 

at the inaugural meeting, any such study appears to have not 

yet taken place at that time.   

 
                                                
117	  Co-‐Chairs	  for	  the	  ARF	  ISM	  on	  NDP.	  (2010).	  Co-Chairs’	  Summary	  Report	  of	  the	  Second	  ASEAN	  
Regional	  Forum	  Inter-Sessional	  Meeting	  on	  Non-Proliferation	  and	  Disarmament	  .	  ASEAN	  Regional	  
Forum,	  Singapore.	  
118	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.133	  
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Table six outlines the topics covered since the decision by the 

WMD Study Group in 2009 to run their forums concurrently 

with the ARF ISM on NPD, which could have enabled the 

Study Group to offer the advice and information on an almost 

real time basis.  Such relevant and timely recommendations 

were not forthcoming. 

 WMD STUDY GROUP ARF ISM on NPD 
June/July 2009 • Developments affecting the 

global nonproliferation 
regime 

• Recent developments on 
the Korean Peninsula 

• Developments on the 
disarmament movement 

• Role of regional 
organizations in 
implementing UNSC 
Resolution 1540 

• Views on the Status of 
Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament regime 

• Reducing the WMD threat 
through UNSCR1540: The 
Role of the ARF 

• Strengthening Export 
Controls 

o This is the agenda 
item that the 
presentation from 
the XCSTUDY 
GROUP reported 

December 
2009 

• Developments affecting the 
global nonproliferation 
regime 

• Recent developments on 
the Korean Peninsula 

• Developments on the 
disarmament movement 

• Challenges associated with 
nuclear power facilities 

 

July 2010 • Nuclear security Summit 
• Arms control and 

disarmament developments 
• Nuclear Nonproliferation 

Review Conference 
• Developments on the 

Korean Peninsula 
• Peaceful uses of Nuclear 

Energy 

• Exploring and Promoting 
the Peaceful uses of 
Nuclear Energy and 
Technology 

o This is the agenda 
item where the 
WMD STUDY 
GROUP Co-chair 
reported. 

• Developing National 
Capabilities and Confidence 
Building Measures 

• International cooperation 
and Assistance 
programmes  

December 
2010 

• Recent developments in 
the global nonproliferation 
regime 

• Developments on the 
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Korean Peninsula 
• Nuclear security 
• Nuclear energy 

infrastructure 
• Disarmament 

February 2011 • Recent developments in 
the global nonproliferation 
regime 

• Alternative approaches to 
promote Korean 
denuclearization 

• ‘Next steps’ in arms control 
• Alternatives to arms control 

as a means to achieving 
complete nuclear 
disarmament 

• The Biological Warfare 
Convention (BWC) and its 
role in addressing bio-
security threats 

• Regional organisations role 
in Asia-Pacific to promote 
WMD nonproliferation and 
disarmament 

• Path to a world without 
Nuclear Weapons 

• Milestones on that path 
-‐ New START 
-‐ Comprehensive 

Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) 

-‐ Fissile Material Cut-
off Treaty (FMCT) 

-‐ Role of Nuclear 
Weapons-Free 
Zones (NWFZs) 

-‐ Chemical Weapons 
Convention 

-‐ Biological and Toxin 
Weapons 
Convention 

• Promoting Cooperation in 
Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament 

-‐ Transparency in 
Nonproliferation and 
Disarmament 

-‐ International 
Cooperation 

-‐ Role of Verification 
and Compliance 

Table 6 - Outline of WMD Study Groups agenda versus the ARF ISM on NPD outlined agenda 

Unlike Study Groups with topics that may challenge ARF to 

advance its preventative diplomacy mandate119, the WMD 

Study Group topic does not necessitate this. Rather it fits 

more clearly under the ARF mandate on confidence building 

measures, and is in line with the ARF’s intended objectives 

with regard to non-proliferation of WMD's. 

Critique of the WMD Study Group 
Table five reveals that the Study Group has been slow to 

                                                
119	  Job,	  B.	  L.	  (2010).	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy:	  Ideational	  Contribution	  to	  the	  Evolving	  Asian	  Security	  
Order	  (2002).	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  
Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  112-‐161).	  Singapore:	  S.	  Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  
Pp.154	  
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deliver mandated outputs, and has taken considerable time to 

get to certain key milestones such as the Handbook, and 

CSCAP Memoranda, essentially taking twelve meetings 

before any tangible outcome was evident compared to every 

other Study Group. 

Since the publication of the handbook at the start of the 

twelfth meeting, the Study Group has worked on and 

published one memo (Memorandum 17 – Promoting the 

Peaceful Use of Nuclear Energy), and has evidence of the 

production of another memo (the yet to be named 

Disarmament memo). It has taken ten meetings to publish a 

handbook about the current mechanisms and treaties within 

the region with regard to WMD’s, and only in the last 3 

meetings has the Study Group made demonstrable progress 

with respect to formal deliverables, or providing actual 

recommendations of any specific substance to the wider 

community.   

 

Examining the meetings in this way shows that whilst there is 

a causal link between the ARF and the WMD Study Group, 

any influence emanates from the ARF.  This is evident by the 

ability for the ARF to drive outputs of the Study Group; that 

the ARF does not actively respond to recommendations made 

by the Study Group; and in a least one instance the ARF has 

adopted a course of action which disregarded suggestions 

made by CSCAP120.  

 

Where the CSCAP Study Group has an understanding of the 

priorities of the ARF ISM on NPD, such as Peaceful Uses and 

Disarmament, the Study Group seems unable to move 

                                                
120	  	  During	  the	  2007	  ARF	  Workshop	  on	  UNSCR	  1540	  the	  US	  delegation	  promoted	  individual	  
action	  plans	  around	  implementation	  of	  UNSCR	  1540	  rather	  that	  suggest	  acceptance	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  
offer	  to	  collate	  and	  assist.	  
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decisively enough to present relevant recommendations. For 

example, there were two full Study Group meetings between 

the inaugural ISM on NPD and the second meeting of the ISM 

on NPD, and it was known that the topic of the second ISM 

meeting was to be around Peaceful Uses. In retrospect, this 

was to be a significant lost opportunity for the Study Group.  It 

wasn't until the meeting directly prior to the 2nd ISM that the 

topic of a memo even appears on the Study Groups agenda; 

and lastly, the memo was completed well after the discussion 

on Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy at the ISM on NPD 

occurred. The disarmament memo has followed a similar 

path, and when eventually published, will be well after the 3rd 

ISM on NPD. 

This undermines the founding purpose of CSCAP Study 

Groups in the goal to provide “relevant and timely advice”, as 

these two topics were clearly signaled to the WMD Study 

Group as being aspects that the ARF ISM on NPD was taking 

as priority. It is unclear as to whether this failing is due to the 

Study Group agenda having become aligned to other 

directions, or the Study Group deciding that the agenda items 

and outcomes of those items, held more benefit in the long 

run to the ARF. Certainly what is also becoming apparent as a 

further lost opportunity, is how the WMD Study Group could 

have influenced and provided relevant assistance in the 

creation of a regional action plan, as a ARF ISM on NPD 

Work Plan now appears to be being currently finalised by the 

ARF. 

 

It is acknowledged that the topics of the agenda for the WMD 

Study Group need not gravitate towards those of the ISM on 

NPD, as this is not a prerequisite of CSCAP’s view of 

supporting the ARF through introducing non-conventional 
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points of view121. Certainly there is room within the scope of 

supporting the ARF, and the realisation of it’s objectives, to 

adopt a forward-thinking approach around potential security 

threats and concerns. Despite this, it is difficult to discern any 

real evolution of the idea discussed in the Study Group over 

the last 7 years, nor are there any specific deliverables that 

have arisen from these topics. Lastly the direct link into the 

ARF around these discussion points has not resulted in any 

tangible output, or even acknowledgement of the potential 

applicability (excluding minor references by some participants 

to look further into CSCAP Memo 14). 

 

The link the WMD Study Group forged into the ARF to provide 

updates on the Study Group’s current thinking is now the 

norm. Certainly, the first 2 attempts to provide updates direct 

to the ARF, via the ARF Seminar on Non-Proliferation and the 

ARF Working Party on the Implementation of UNSCR 1540, 

were noteworthy at the time, but by 2009 there was a 

reciprocal arrangement in place between the ARF and 

CSCAP to facilitate theses linkages122.  

Whilst the ability to link into the ARF directly may afford 

greater influence for CSCAP and support to the ARF, it cannot 

be used as a success measure of the WMD Study Group, 

especially based upon the lack of uptake of suggestions or 

recommendations as outlined by the various chairman’s’ 

reports of the ISM's. 

Has the WMD Study Group met its objectives? 

The WMD Study Group set out to produce a Handbook on 
                                                
121	  Ball,	  D.,	  &	  Guan,	  K.	  C.	  (2010).	  Assessing	  CSCAP	  and	  its	  Prospects.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  
Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  251-‐269).	  S.	  
Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.259	  
122	  Ball,	  D.,	  &	  Guan,	  K.	  C.	  (2010).	  Assessing	  CSCAP	  and	  its	  Prospects.	  In	  D.	  Ball,	  &	  K.	  C.	  Guan	  (Eds.),	  
Assessing	  Track	  2	  Diplomacy	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific	  Region:	  A	  CSCAP	  reader	  (pp.	  251-‐269).	  S.	  
Rajaratnam	  School	  of	  International	  Studies.	  Pp.258	  
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Preventing the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, 

which it achieved after approximately ten meetings. 

Additionally there have now been two memoranda published, 

Memorandum 14 Guidelines for Managing Trade of Strategic 

Goods under its subgroup the Export Controls Experts Group 

(XCXG); and Memorandum 17 Promoting the Peaceful Use of 

Nuclear Energy, and currently has formulated a draft memo 

on Disarmament which was still in the early draft stage as at 

February 2011. Whilst this production of documentation 

places the WMD Study Group behind that of the Working 

Group on Maritime Cooperation (arguably the most prolific 

example utilised by CSCAP academics as a successful 

application of what CSCAP can provide to ARF), the output 

only marginally exceeds the deliverables of the majority of 

other Study Groups and previous Working Groups.  The 

question that needs to be addressed is whether or not the 

linkage into the ARF, in the manner that this Study Group has 

managed to achieve, outweighs the fact that the Study Group 

has met nearly five times more than any other Study Group, 

and has not met the terms associated with the Simon 

framework. 

 

The WMD Study Group clearly states that it has an objective 

to use the Study Group as a “vehicle for raising regional 

consciousness on important issues related to WMD 

proliferation"123. Arguably, especially since 2009 when the 

WMD Study Group started to hold meetings back-to-back with 

the newly formed ARF ISM on NPD, this was being achieved 

on one level.  The Study Group should be commended for 

                                                
123	  CSCAP.	  (n.d.).	  CSCAP	  -	  Countering	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  
Pacific.	  Retrieved	  March	  2011,	  from	  Council	  for	  Security	  Cooperation	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific:	  
http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=Countering-‐the-‐proliferation-‐of-‐weapons-‐of-‐mass-‐
destruction-‐in-‐the-‐Asia-‐Pacific	  
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linking the Study Groups recommendations on a meeting-by-

meeting basis around aspects such as the current situation 

around the Korean Peninsula, through to current thinking on 

the PSI, straight into the mechanisms of the ARF.  However 

the concern needs to be raised whether this linkage has been 

at the detriment of the more formal documentation, such as 

memorandums, that CSCAP is constitutionally set up to 

provide.  

 

This paper acknowledges that the measurement of success 

for a Study Group is fundamentally difficult to ascertain. 

Measurement can be attempted via quantification of tacit 

deliverables, such as the number of meetings and 

documentation created; or undertake a process whereby the 

measure of success is about the level of influence the Study 

Group creates on its respective ISM, and the ability to keep 

the topic to the fore. This paper also recognises that some 

view the attempt to measure success is deemed a moot point, 

with the actual process of searching for any measurement of 

success detracting from the real duty of CSCAP, that being to 

serve its function and purpose to the ARF by the holding of 

Study Groups.  Essentially it is argued that the fulfilling of this 

function is indeed the true measure of success. 

 

From a clear delineation from what the WMD Study Group 

stated at its inception were its objectives, the course of this 

research would state that the Study Group has not met the 

objectives it set out to achieve. 

 

As has already been discussed, using the framework 

proposed by Simon Sheldon to assess the potential implicit 

success of this Study Group, we may be able to determine, to 
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an extent, whether or not the WMD Study Group has been 

successful by this measurement. 

Production of new concepts and proposals 

Whilst the Study Group produced a Handbook and two 

memoranda, one from its subcommittee group, the XCXG, 

and another on the Peaceful uses of Nuclear energy.  These 

memoranda are the only output that could be considered 

either a new concept or proposal.  The Handbook merely has 

reproduced the current mechanisms and frameworks that are 

currently in place within the region. 

Gaining the attention of decision makers 

According to interviews with an active member of the Study 

Group, the Study Group felt that the attendance at these 

meetings “raised awareness of the challenges surrounding 

the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in the 

region”124.  

Despite this view by a member of the Study Group, and the 

fact that the Study Group made a specific effort to time 

meetings with ARF ISM’s and attended as often as was 

possible, the response as denoted in ARF reports does not 

seem to indicate that the Study Group gained much attention 

of this specific group of decision makers.   

Sparking interest in an international attentive public 

Arguably, interest of what the Study Group was doing, and 

what it could achieve, may have been part of the reason that 

UN 1540 committee members attended so frequently and 

provided updates directly to the group.  These attendees were 

not short in presenting further aspects that the WMD Study 

Group could look to undertake as part of its deliverables, 

                                                
124	  Capie,	  D.	  (2010).	  When	  does	  Track	  two	  matter?	  Structure,	  agency	  and	  Asian	  regionalim.	  
Review	  of	  International	  Political	  Economy	  ,	  17	  (2),	  291-‐318.	  Pp.304	  
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however the Study Group was unable to augment this 

success and as such failed to take advantage of the 

opportunity this presented. 

Demonstrating “enough shelf life that some of the 

principle concepts and proposals remain part of the 
international dialogue” 

Application of this last principle of Simon’s proposed 

framework brings all the various lack of results and missed 

opportunities in a single sharp relief.  Despite the fact that this 

Study Group has been prolific in its meetings, has forged links 

with the ARF and has produced a Handbook and a couple of 

memoranda, it has in no way created any “principle concepts” 

or “proposals” to even “remain part of the international 

dialogue”.  The Handbook presents information readily 

available125, the published memo on Peaceful Uses, and the 

as yet unpublished memo on Disarmament, will have been 

provided to the ARF well after the Track 1 dialogue had 

occurred on these topics. 

Recommendations for CSCAP New Zealand  

Maintain current presence 

CSCAP New Zealand could maintain its current presence in 

the WMD Study Group, as it enables a second forum for New 

Zealand to present its views with regard to Nonproliferation 

and work towards greater adoption of SEANFWZ.  With the 

formation of the ARF ISM on NPD and a subsequent work 

plan commissioned, it may be of interest to CSCAP New 

Zealand to be involved in as proactive manner as possible to 

potentially shape the best possible outcome against New 

                                                
125	  And	  arguably	  more	  searchable	  in	  the	  NTI	  website:	  	  
NTI.	  (n.d.).	  NTI	  Research	  Library:	  Inventory	  of	  International	  Nonproliferation	  Organizations	  and	  
Regimes.	  Retrieved	  October	  7,	  2011,	  from	  NTI:	  
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties	  



	   62 

Zealand agenda.  

Offer to co-chair different Study Group 

CSCAP New Zealand could review the ARF work plan once 

published, and ascertain if any of the topics fall outside of the 

WMD Study Groups mandated areas of dialogue. Should 

there be an area that CSCAP New Zealand feels may be 

worth pursuing, and can see a direct utility for the financial 

investment that would result from this, then it may want to put 

forward an appropriate Study Group proposal to the CSCAP 

Secretariat. 

Opt out of the Study Group 

There is the option of self-selection out of the current iteration 

of the WMD Study Group.  This would not be an option to take 

lightly, and CSCAP NZ would need to keep in mind a few 

aspects as it made the decision to withdraw.  

The first aspect to take into consideration would be that whilst 

the Study Group has a substantially longer tenure than that of 

other Study Groups, the topics discussed might be considered 

of importance for New Zealand to be in attendance at.  It is 

acknowledged that a level of dialogue occurs in this forum 

with regard to the Korean Peninsular and the current status of 

Global Nonproliferation initiatives.  The Study Group has 

attracted a reasonable level of external attendees that provide 

updates and presentations from time to time, ranging from UN 

1540 Committee members, attendees from the UN Center for 

Peace and Disarmament126, through to guest attendees from 

other Track 2 organisations such as the International Institute 

                                                
126	  CSCAP.	  (2005).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  first	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Singapore.	  
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of Strategic Studies127, although it is should also be 

acknowledged that this attendance may have waned over 

time.   

Second, given the tenure of this Study Group, a decision to 

cease attending may signal to the rest of attendees that 

CSCAP NZ no longer sees value in this topic, rather than the 

forum itself.  Any such extraction by New Zealand from 

attending further meetings would need to be well thought out, 

coupled with a level of transparent reasoning that left other 

CSCAP committees in little doubt of New Zealand’s ongoing 

commitment to the topic of the Study Group.  

 

Fundamentally, assessment needs to be made as to whether 

the Study Group attendees and issues of relevance to New 

Zealand are replicated in other forums.  Should there not be a 

similar level of engagement with attendees such as China, 

USA, Japan, India and DPRK around issues such as 

nonproliferation and disarmament in another Track 2 fora, it 

may be a more pragmatic approach for CSCAP to continue 

attending.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
127	  CSCAP.	  (2009).	  Chairmen's	  report	  of	  the	  tenth	  meeting	  of	  the	  CSCAP	  Study	  Group	  on	  Countering	  
the	  Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction	  in	  the	  Asia	  Pacific.	  CSCAP	  -‐	  Countering	  the	  
Proliferation	  of	  Weapons	  of	  Mass	  Destruction,	  Hanoi.	  



	   64 

 

 

 

 

Bibliography 
APEC Secretariat. (n.d.). History - Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation. 
Retrieved 2011  1-October from APEC Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation: 
http://www.apec.org/About-Us/About-APEC/History.aspx 

ARF Co-Chairs . (2007  15-February). ASEAN Regional Forum - Workshop 
on Implementation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1540 . 
Retrieved 2011  April from ARF Chairman's Statements and Reports: 
http://www.aseanregionalforum.org/PublicLibrary/ARFChairmansStatementsa
ndReports/tabid/66/Default.aspx 

ARF Co-Chairs'. (2006  27-March). ARF Seminar on Non-Proliferation of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction. Retrieved 2011  April from ARF Chairmans' 
Statements and Reports: 
http://www.aseanregionalforum.org/PublicLibrary/ARFChairmansStatementsa
ndReports/tabid/66/Default.aspx 

Arms Control Association. (n.d.). The Status of the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty: Signatories and Ratifiers. Retrieved 2011  9-October from Arms 
Control Association: http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/ctbtsig 

Arms Control Association. (2010). U.S. "Negative Security Assurances" At a 
Glance. Retrieved 2011  18-July from Arms Control Association: 
http://www.armscontrol.org/print/117 

ASEAN Regional Forum. (n.d.). ARF Chairman Statement and Reports. 
Retrieved 2011  April from ASEAN Regional Forum: 
http://www.aseanregionalforum.org/PublicLibrary/ARFChairmansStatementsa
ndReports/tabid/66/Default.aspx 

ASEAN Senior Leaders. (1995). The ASEAN Regional Forum : A Concept 
Paper.  

Ball, D. (2010). CSCAP and the ARF. In D. Ball, & K. C. Guan (Eds.), 
Assessing Track 2 Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific Region: A CSCAP reader 
(pp. 62-76). Singapore: S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies. 

Ball, D. (2010). CSCAP's Foundation and Acheivements. In D. Ball, & K. C. 
Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 2 Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific Region: A 
CSCAP reader (pp. 9-61). Singapore: S. Rajaratnam School of International 
Studies. 



	   65 

Ball, D., & Guan, K. C. (2010). Assessing CSCAP and its Prospects. In D. 
Ball, & K. C. Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 2 Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific 
Region: A CSCAP reader (pp. 251-269). S. Rajaratnam School of 
International Studies. 

Ball, D., Milner, A., & Taylor, B. (2006). Track 2 Security Dialogue in the Asia-
Pacific: Reflections and Furture Directions. Asian Security , 2 (3), 174-188. 

Caballero-Anthony, M. (2010). Non-traditional Security Issues in Asia: 
Imperatives for Deepening Regional Security Cooperation. In D. Ball, & K. C. 
Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 2 Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific Region: A 
CSCAP Reader (pp. 202-218). Singapore: S. Rajaratnam School of 
International Studies. 

Capie, D. (2004  13-July). Rival Regions? East Asian Regionalism and it's 
Challenge to the Asia-Pacific. Retrieved 2011  1-October from People's 
Agenda for Alternative Regionalisms: http://www.alternative-
regionalisms.org/?p=869 

Capie, D. (2010). When does track two matter? Structure, agency and Asian 
regionalim. Review of International Political Economy , 17 (2), 291-318. 

Carnegie Corporation of New York. (2005). Combined Annual Report 2004-
2005. New York. 

Co-Chairs for the ARF ISM on NDP. (2009). Co-Chairs’ Summary Report of 
the First ASEAN Regional Forum Inter-Sessional Meeting on Non-
Proliferation and Disarmament . ASEAN Regional Forum. 

Co-Chairs for the ARF ISM on NDP. (2010). Co-Chairs’ Summary Report of 
the Second ASEAN Regional Forum Inter-Sessional Meeting on Non-
Proliferation and Disarmament . ASEAN Regional Forum, Singapore. 

Co-Chairs for the ARF ISM on NDP. (2011). Co-Chairs’ Summary Report of 
the Third ASEAN Regional Forum Inter-Sessional Meeting on Non-
Proliferation and Disarmament . ASEAN Regional Forum. 

Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific WMD Study Group. (2010  
1-Decebmber). Handbook on Preventing the Proliferation of Weapons of 
Mass Destruction in the Asia-Pacific. Retrieved 2011  25-February from 
Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the Asia 
Pacific: http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=Countering-the-proliferation-of-
weapons-of-mass-destruction-in-the-Asia-Pacific 

CSCAP. (2005). Chairmen's report of the first meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Singapore. 

CSCAP. (2005). Chairmen's report of the second meeting of the CSCAP 
Study Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 



	   66 

in the Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Philipines. 

CSCAP. (2006). Chairmen's report of the third meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific . CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Singapore. 

CSCAP. (2006). Chairmen's report of the fourth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Danang. 

CSCAP. (2007). Chairmen's report of the fifth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, San Francisco. 

CSCAP. (2007). Chairmen's report of the sixth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Jakarta. 

CSCAP. (2008). Chairmen's report of the seventh meeting of the CSCAP 
Study Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
in the Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Ho Chi Minh City. 

CSCAP. (2009). Chairmen's report of the eighth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Bangkok. 

CSCAP. (2009). Chairmen's report of the ninth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Beijing. 

CSCAP. (2009). Chairmen's report of the tenth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 
Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Hanoi. 

CSCAP. (2010). Chairmen's report of the eleventh meeting of the CSCAP 
Study Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
in the Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Singapore. 

CSCAP. (2010). Chairmen's report of the twelth meeting of the CSCAP Study 
Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction in the 



	   67 

Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Ho Chi Minh City. 

CSCAP. (2011). Chairmen's report of the thirteenth meeting of the CSCAP 
Study Group on Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
in the Asia Pacific. CSCAP - Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, Las Vegas. 

CSCAP. (n.d.). CSCAP - About Us. Retrieved 2011  10-March from Council 
for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific: 
http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=about-us 

CSCAP. (n.d.). CSCAP - Countering Proliferation of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction in the Asia Pacific. Retrieved 2011  March from Council for 
Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific: 
http://www.cscap.org/index.php?page=Countering-the-proliferation-of-
weapons-of-mass-destruction-in-the-Asia-Pacific 

CSCAP. (2005). First Export Controls Expert Group meeting. CSCAP - 
Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Japan. 

CSCAP. (2006). Second Export Controls Expert Group meeting. CSCAP - 
Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Beijing. 

CSCAP. (2007). Third Export Controls Expert Group meeting. CSCAP - 
Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Tokyo. 

CSCAP. (2008). Fourth Export Controls Expert Group meeting. CSCAP - 
Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Manila. 

CSCAP. (2009). Fifth Export Controls Expert Group meeting. CSCAP - 
Countering the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Hanoi. 

CSCAP Thailand. Concept Paper on “Enhancing Ties between Track I and 
Track II in the ARF, and between the ARF and Other Regional and 
International Security Organizations”.  

CSIS. (2011  April). CSIS - Programs. From Center for Strategic and 
International Studies: http://csis.org/programs/pacific-forum-csis/cscap 

Desker, B. (2010). CSCAP: Shaping the Future of the ASEAN Regional 
Forum. In D. Ball, & K. C. Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 2 Diplomacy in the 
Asia Pacific Region: A CSCAP reader (pp. 227-239). S. Rajaratnam School of 
International Studies. 

International Atomic Energy Agency. (1994  17-June). Convention on Nuclear 
Safety (CNS) . Retrieved 2011  9-October from Nuclear Safety and Security: 
http://www-ns.iaea.org/conventions/nuclear-safety.asp 

Jimbo, K. (2003). Emerging feature of multilateral security in the Asia-Pacific: 
From "double track" to "multi-layered" mechanism. Global Economic Review , 
32 (3), 95-108. 



	   68 

Job, B. L. (2010). Track 2 Diplomacy: Ideational Contribution to the Evolving 
Asian Security Order (2002). In D. Ball, & K. C. Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 
2 Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific Region: A CSCAP reader (pp. 112-161). 
Singapore: S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies. 

Kraft, H. J. (2010). The Autonomy Dilemma of Track 2 Diplomacy in 
Southeast Asia (2000). In D. Ball, & K. C. Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 2 
Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific Region: A CSCAP reader (pp. 162-178). S. 
Rajaratnam School of International Studies. 

Morrison, C. E. (2004). Track1/Track 2 symbiosis in Asia-Pacific regionalism. 
The Pacific Review , 17 (4), 547-565. 

New Zealand Government. (1987  8-June). New Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, 
Disarmament, and Arms Control AAct (1987). Retrieved 2011  9-October from 
New Zealand Legislation: 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1987/0086/latest/DLM115116.html?se
arch=ts_act_Disarmament_resel&p=1&sr=1 

New Zealand Minsitry for Culture and Heritage. (2009  5-May). Nuclear 
Testing in the Pacific: Nuclear Free New Zealand. Retrieved 2011  9-October 
from New Zealand History on Line: 
http://www.nzhistory.net.nz/politics/nuclear-free-new-zealand/testing-in-the-
pacific 

NTI. (n.d.). NTI Research Library: Inventory of International Nonproliferation 
Organizations and Regimes. Retrieved 2011  7-October from NTI: 
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties 

Nuclear Age Peace Foundation. (n.d.). Nuclear Weapon Free Zones . 
Retrieved 2011  9-October from Nuclear Files: Project of the Nuclear Age 
Peace Foundation: http://nuclearfiles.org/menu/library/treaties/nuclear-free-
zones/trty_nuclear-free-zone-index.htm 

Nuclear Weapon Free Status of Mongolia. (2000  3-February). Retrieved 2011  
10-October from Nuclear Threat Inititive: 
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties 

Ong, A. K. (2010). ASEAN and the Asia-Pacific Region’s Role in Regional 
Architecture. Institute of Policy Studies, Conference on Asia-Pacific Regional 
Economic Intergration and Architecture, Auckland. 

Park, J. J. (2011). The US-led alliances in the Asia-Pacific: hedge against 
potential threats or an undesirable multilateral security order? The Pacific 
Review , 24 (2), 137-158. 

Ploughshares Fund. (2010). Momentum - Ploughshares Fund Annual Report 
2010. Ploughshares Fund. 

Ruland, J. (2002). The Contribution of Track Two Dialogue towards Crisis 
Prevention. ASIEN , 85, 84-96. 



	   69 

Simon, S. W. (2010). Evaluating Track 2 Approaches to Security Dialogue in 
the Asia-Pacific Region: The CSCAP Experience (2002). In D. Ball, & K. C. 
Guan (Eds.), Assessing Track 2 Diplomacy in the Asia Pacific Region: A 
CSCAP reader (pp. 77-111). Singapore: S. Rajaratnam School of International 
Studies. 

South Pacific Forum. (n.d.). South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty 
(Rarotonga Treaty) (1985. Retrieved 2011  9-October from NTI: Nuclear 
Threat Inititive: www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/pdfs/spnfz.pdf 

Treaty of Bangkok. (1997 28-March). South East Asian Nuclear Weapon Free 
Zone . Retrieved 2011 10-October from Nuclear Threat Intititve: 
http://www.nti.org/e_research/official_docs/inventory/#treaties 

United Nations Security Council. (2004 28-April). Securty Council Resolution 
1540: Non-prolfieration of Weapons of Mass Destruction . Retrieved 2011 12-
March from UN Security Council: Resolutions 2004: 
http://www.un.org/Docs/sc/unsc_resolutions04.html 

US Department of State. (n.d.). Seabed Treaty Signatories. Retrieved 2011 9-
October from US Department of State: 
http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/seabed3.txt 

 
 


