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Given its
problems,
is U.S.-style
capitalism
giving way
to the
European
economic
model?

MORE NUCLEAR ENERGY

President Obama’s decision this week to commit $8.3 billion
in loan guarantees to help build two nuclear reactors in the
state of Georgia and restart the American nuclear power in-
dustrymakes good sense.
We know that many environmentalists wantMr. Obama to

put all of his chips on energy efficiency and renewable fuels,
like wind and solar power. But nuclear power, which gener-
ates far fewer greenhouse gases than ordinary fossil fuels,
should be part of the energymix as the United States and oth-
er countries move toward a less-carbon-intensive world.
There are just more than 100 working nuclear plants in the

United States, supplying about one-fifth of the nation’s elec-
tricity. But a new plant has not been built in the country since
the 1979 accident at ThreeMile Island on the Susquehanna
River near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.
While the United States has sat on the sidelines, other gov-

ernments around the world are enthusiastically embracing
nuclear power as a way to lessen their greenhouse emissions
and their dependence on imported oil. Several also rightly
see nuclear technology as a strong export business.
The American nuclear industry’s safety record has im-

proved since the accident at ThreeMile Island forced numer-
ous power plants to be redesigned. The next generation of
plants—with advanced designs, new construction tech-
niques and strong oversight— should be even safer.
The biggest remaining obstacle has been financing. Nucle-

ar reactors are very expensive. The tab for a new reactor can
run as high as $7 billion to $8 billion, and overruns can add
more. There is a long lead time before a plant starts selling
power and paying returns. For these and other reasons,
banks have not been willing to lend.
It would be nice to think that the private sector could ad-

dress this problem on its own. But the private sector does not
underwrite the nuclear industry in other countries— govern-
ments do.
And nothing is going to happen here without government

loan guarantees.
There are certainly financial risks. If the reactors are com-

pleted and operate profitably, the borrowers will repay the
banks, in addition to an upfront fee to the federal government
in exchange for the loan.
If the project fails, the government—meaning American

taxpayers— could be left holding a rather large bag.
Fromwhere we sit, the risks are worth taking to get the

United States back into the game, for the sake of the climate,
America’s energy future and the jobs a vibrant nuclear tech-
nology industry could create.

The U.S. must take the risk of guaran-
teeing loans to build nuclear reactors
for the sake of the climate and the
country’s energy future.

Social democracy in America?

Stop at Start
Eliminating
nuclear
weapons
increment-
ally hasn’t
worked—
the thinking
has to be
more bold.

Al Qaeda’s quest for the bomb

H. D. S.
Greenway

Recently the directors of C.I.A., F.B.I.,
and National Intelligence told Senator
Dianne Feinstein that an attempted ter-
rorist attack on the United States in the
next few years was “a certainty.” If
Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Za-
wahiri have anything to do with it, the
attack is not likely to be an amateurish
effort similar to that of the pathetic un-
derpants bomber, Umar Farouk Abdul-
mutallab, who tried to blow up an air-
liner on Christmas Day.
Nor will it be limited to blowing up

buses and trains in London orMadrid.
That may be good enough for European
targets, but for the United States Al
Qaeda seems determined to better 9/11

and do something really spectacular.
This is the view of Rolf Mowatt-

Larssen, a former C.I.A. official and Di-
rector of Intelligence and Counterintel-
ligence at the Department of Energy. In
a paper, written for Harvard’s Belfer
Center, Mowatt-Larssen details Al
Qaeda’s patient, decade-long effort to
steal or construct an improvised nucle-
ar device— the ultimate horror.
The quest explains why Al Qaeda has

not sought “the production of tactical,
more readily available weapons such as
‘dirty bombs,’ chemical agents, crude
toxins and poisons” that might do dam-
age and take lives, but cannot compare
to “the benefits of producing the image
of amushroom cloud rising over a U.S.
city.” Like 9/11, such an attack would al-
ter ‘‘the course of history,”Mowatt-
Larssen writes.
This could explain why bin Laden’s

deputy, Zawahiri, called off an attack on
the NewYork subway system, holding
out for “something better.” A relatively
easy attack using tactical weapons
would not achieve the goals that Al
Qaeda leaders have set for themselves,
Mowatt–Larssen argues. Al Qaedamay
be holding out for a truly strategic blow.

Mowatt-Larssen details the efforts Al
Qaeda has gone to get a nuclearweapon
beginning in late 1993 and early 1994. Ac-
cording to anAl Qaeda defector, an at-
temptwasmade to buy nuclearmaterial
in SouthAfrica in order to build an “im-
provised nuclear device” for $1.5million.
In 1996 Zawahiri himself was detained

in Russia, but released by the security
services. The speculationwas that he
was trying to buy a bomb. Zawahiri once
said that for $30million it should be pos-
sible to buy a suitcase nuke from a disaf-
fected former Soviet scientist. In 1998 he
took personal control of Al Qaeda’s nu-
clear and biological weapons programs.
That same year bin Laden issued a

“fatwa” saying that it was a good
Muslim’s duty to “kill Americans and
their allies, civilians andmilitary . . .” It
was followed by the embassy bombings
in Tanzania and Kenya. That Decem-
ber, bin Laden told a TimeMagazine re-
porter that acquiring weapons of mass
destruction “for the defense ofMuslims
is a religious duty.”
In 1999 a secret Al Qaeda biological

weapons programwas set up in a
Kandahar laboratory. Anthrax seems to
have been the weapon of choice.

In the summer of 2001 amanmatch-
ing the description of the 9/11 bomber
MohammedAtta tried to buy a crop-
duster airplane in Florida. Zacarias
Moussaoui, now serving a life sentence,
was caught with crop-dustermanuals.
The list goes on. The Pakistani nucle-

ar proliferator, A.Q. Khan, reportedly
turned down anAl Qaeda request for
help building a bomb. Ramzi Yousef, the
World Trade Center bomber, planned to
have cyanide gas “engulf the victims
trapped in theNorth Trade Tower” in
his failed attempt to bring down the
building in 1993. But the explosion incin-
erated the gas.
Despite its interest in chemical and

biological weapons, Al Qaeda seems fo-
cused on the nuclear option. Its stated
goal is to kill fourmillion Americans.
America’s NATO allies with troops in
Afghanistanmight also be vulnerable.
While theworld focuses on Iran as

the greatest potential source of nuclear
proliferation, the clearest dangermay
be forming somewhere in Pakistan un-
der the direction of Zawahri and bin
Laden. And unlike Iran, Al Qaedawould
have no reason to develop a bomb other
than to use it.

The image
of a mush-
room cloud
over an
American
city would
alter the
course of
history.

Klaus F. Zimmermann

Themere suggestion that the United
States increasingly displays the charac-
teristics of a European-style social de-
mocracy appears like heresy to quite a
few Americans— and something to be
avoided at all costs.
Others argue the opposite, finding that

theUnited States has long had a com-
fortable social safety net—and has
therefore been a de facto, undeclared so-
cial democracy for some time.
Whatever themerits of these contra-

dictory findings, the interesting ques-
tion is whether U.S. society, in light of
the economic challenges it faces and the
resulting changes in the country’s socio-
economic landscape, can escape becom-
ing evermore “social-democratized.”
Such a developmentwould represent

a remarkable closing of ranks across the
Atlantic. For in Europe, one finds that
virtually all political parties embrace so-
cial democracy. This is true even for
many conservative governments—not
just in Scandinavia, but also in France
andGermany—which have embraced
the originallyGerman idea of a social
market economy inwhich freemarket
excesses are temperedwith support for
thosewho are falling through the cracks.
Many Americans are tempted to de-

scribe this as European “socialism”
and view it as antithetical to longstand-
ing American business and personal
values, including the horror of accept-

ing government hand-outs.
It is important to note that the reality

in Europe is quite different fromhow it
is often characterized in America. As a
result of global economic integration,
significant reforms have beenmade to
the comfywelfare state of old. Cutbacks
in unemployment benefits, even in coun-
tries likeGermany—Europe’s largest
economy—have resulted in a consider-
ably less-comfortable safety net and
moreU.S.-style economic adjustments.
Perhaps the greatest issue involving

the global recovery is the change that is
in store for theU.S. economicmodel. In
the past, except during theGreatDe-
pression, the great American jobma-
chinewould always kick into action—
doing somuch faster than in other indus-
trialized countries. In clear contrast to
continental Europe, this reliablemarket
mechanismkeptU.S. policymakers from
having to deal with the scourge of long-
termunemployment, and the related
challenge of pursuing active labor-mar-
ket policies, including retraining costs.
Much of the evidence from the cur-

rent recession suggests that there are
real doubts about theU.S. labormarket
regaining its vigor any time soon. Amer-
ican companies have shed significant
numbers of jobs, but are inclined to fur-
thermaximize the productivity of cur-
rent staff before adding to their payrolls.
With 20 percent of working-age Ameri-
canmales currently out of work, the
need formore support payments rises.
It is misleading to argue that it is only

in America, not in Europe, that people
see a connection between effort and re-

ward, and prefer low taxes to keep as
much of their earnings as possible. The
European welfare state spread its
wings not because Europeans were
soft-headed, but because economic
transformations led to job losses in en-
tire sectors, such as coal and steel, and
people needed some encouragement
for their personal future.
In the past, any proposition for the rise

of social democracy in theUnited States
was cast aside as un-
realistic. And there
was a good reason for
that, as Americans re-
lied on an innate
sense of turning the
corner and discover-
ing another frontier
on the horizon that
would resuscitate
their fortunes and re-
invigorate the na-

tion’s pursuit of a freemarketmodel.
However, that relentless optimism—

based on the ethos of a culture in con-
tinuous global ascendance and always
intent on uncovering new horizons—
may prove hard to rekindle. America’s
new normal maywell be that it is not so
exceptional anymore— that it may be
discovering the limits of its economic
dynamism, just as Europe did decades
ago. The net effect is a considerably
higher need for social support.
The inclination to avert such an out-

comewith facile talk about the U.S. fed-
eral government turning to “socialism”
may be an enticing rhetorical device,
but it is not a constructive way to deal

with the underlying challenge, which is
both human— and very real. Nor is the
categorical claim that it is fiscally im-
possible to afford such a structural
change in American society.
FromaEuropean perspective, two

easy—and probably unavoidable—
things need to change: First, contrary to
popular claim,many of the social bene-
fits being awarded by theU.S. tax code
and budget actually accrue not to those
in dire straits, but rather to people com-
fortably situated in the Americanmiddle
class. The tax deductibility of home
mortgage interest is but one example.
The other required change is that,

while there has been a consensus for
social spending in the United States for
some time, the same is not true on the
other side of the ledger— agreeing to
higher taxes to cover the costs of the re-
distributionmeasures.
Themain reasonwhy theU.S. budget

is so out of balance is because the gov-
ernment typically spends several per-
centage pointsmore each year than
what it takes in in revenues, a balance
that is bound toworsen significantly
over the next decade. That stark fiscal
mismatch supports the claim of those
who argue that America inmanyways
has already become a social democracy.
Unlike the othermain practitioners

around the world, though, in the Ameri-
can case it is an un(der)funded social
democracy.

KLAUS F. ZIMMERMANN is director of the In-
stitute for the Study of Labor in Bonn and
president of DIW in Berlin.

Barry Blechman

WASHINGTON In his speechWednes-
day at the National Defense University
here, Vice President Joe Biden opened
a new offensive in the administration’s
war on nuclear proliferation and nucle-
ar terrorism. One near-term objective
is completion and ratification of a new
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty be-
tween the United States and Russia.
But the ultimate goal, he said, remained
the peace and security of a world with-
out nuclear weapons.
In the absence of a roadmap from a

Start accord to global zero, one can only
assume thatMr. Bidenmeant the con-
tinued pursuit of similar, incremental
arms control agreements. But piece-
meal control efforts will never work;

we have to thinkmore boldly if we are
to achieve global nuclear disarmament.
The idea of achieving nuclear zero

through arms control agreements is
nothing new. It has been pursued for
nearly 50 years, and it’s a tough slog.
Such agreements take so long to negoti-
ate and require somuch political capital
that presidents rarely achievemore
than one. I should know: As amidlevel
State Department official in 1979, I spent
sixmonths trying to persuadeMidwest-
ern voters to support that era’s arms-
control proposal, the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty, known as SALT II.
Wherever I went, I encountered oppo-
nents. Somewere against specific provi-
sions;many simply opposed any limit
on American power, or wanted to deal a
blow to the Carter administration.
Most people recognized that SALT II

was just another baby step and did little
to ease nuclear dangers. The United
States and the Soviet Union together
possessedmore than 50,000 nuclear
weapons; the treaty would have barely
dented their arsenals. If nuclear war
began, we all would have been just as
dead, regardless of SALT II.
But the problem isn’t just American

politics. Piecemeal agreements be-
tween two nuclear powers to reduce,
but not eliminate, their atomic invento-
ries are insufficient; as the United
States and Russia leisurely reduce their
stocks, other states are building up ar-
senals, and still others are gaining the
technical skills to advance their own
programs. Since 1993, when the United
States and Russia signed the last for-
mal arms control treaty, Start II (which
was never fully ratified), India, North
Korea and Pakistan have joined the nu-
clear club, and Iranmay follow soon.
Accelerating nuclear proliferation

and terrorist attacks have led diplo-
mats worldwide to embrace disarma-
ment as a long-term goal. At the same
time, they say it is unrealistic to pursue

zero weapons in the near term.
Fortunately, that’s not true. The tech-

nical expertise necessary for air-tight
verification has already been de-
veloped through past agreements and
international supervision of the coun-
tries that have relinquished nuclear
programs. International precedents
already exist for virtually every proce-
dure necessary to eliminate nuclear
weapons safely, verifiably and without
risk to any nation’s security.
Here’s how a global nuclear disarma-

ment treaty could work. First, it would
spell out a decades-long schedule for
the verified destruction of all weapons,
materials and facilities. Those possess-
ing the largest arsenals— the United
States and Russia—wouldmake deep
cuts first. Those with smaller arsenals
would join at specified dates and levels.
To ensure that no state gained an ad-
vantage, the treaty would incorporate
“rest stops”: If a state refused to com-
ply with a scheduledmeasure, other na-
tions’ reductions would be suspended
until the violation was corrected. This
dynamic would generatemomentum,
but also ensure that if the effort col-
lapsed, the signatories would be no less
secure than before.
Critics cite cheating as themain rea-

son to dismiss disarmament, ignoring
that, evenwithout cooperative verifica-
tion, American intelligence has detec-
ted every past national effort to develop
nuclear weapons before those weapons
became operational. Furthermore,
elimination is simpler to verify than any
reduction in the number of warheads.
In a disarmament regime, the entirety
of the nuclear complexwould bemoni-
tored, shielding nothing from inspec-
tors’ eyes. Discovery of a kilogram of
fissilematerial in an undeclared loca-
tionwould blow thewhistle.
Moreover, an international verifica-

tion organization, akin to the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, would

have the authority to inspect any site in
every country at any time. In addition
to routinemonitoring, inspections
would be prompted by tips from nation-
al intelligence agencies, a procedure in-
corporated into three prior treaties.
To avoid the Security Council’s end-

less deadlocks, the treaty could estab-
lish its ownmeans of enforcement. For
themost serious violations, a superma-
jority of signatories would authorize
the collective use of military force to de-
stroy offending sites and even to dis-
lodge the regime and bring violating of-
ficials to trial. The 2007 Israeli
destruction of an illicit Syrian reactor
showed the effectiveness of convention-
al military strikes in stymieing secret
attempts to acquire a nuclear capacity.
Of course, in the event that a great

power chose to opt out of the treaty and
rebuild its arsenal, collectivemilitary ac-
tionwould be unlikely. But at worst, such
a shift would just return us to the status
quo ante— the other powers could just
as promptly rebuild their own nuclear
arsenals, netting the cheat nothing but
theworld’s enmity. (Experts agree that
theUnited States could restock its nucle-
ar inventory in as little as sixmonths.)
This isn’t to say that completing and

ratifying the newStart agreement is not
a good idea: The talks and subsequent
verificationmeasures are central to re-
lations between theUnited States and
Russia, and a treatywould reduce oper-
ational warheads on long-rangemissiles
and bombers bymore than one-fourth.
The question is what to do next. Another
Start is not the answer. A comprehen-
sive agreement for phased, verified re-
ductions to nuclear zero is not only feasi-
ble, but far less risky than the ineffective
pathwe have been on for so long.

BARRY BLECHMAN is a fellow at the Stimson
Center, a national security policy insti-
tute, and the co-editor of “Elements of a
Nuclear Disarmament Treaty.”

CHINA’S TIGER FARMS

One of themost intractable problems in the protection of spe-
cies is the Chinese appetite for traditional medicines. That
appetite has only grown as the Chinese have grownmore
prosperous.
Despite bans— by China’s government and international

agreements— on the sales of somematerials and the near
extinction of many of the animals used in traditional medi-
cine, prices for animal parts continue to rise, and so do the in-
centives for poachers and sellers.
As this newspaper has reported recently, one particularly

horrifying practice is Chinese tiger farms, which supply
pelts, worth up to $20,000 apiece, and tiger bones used in
medicines and aphrodisiacs.
These farms are thinlymasked as efforts at tiger conserva-

tion. In reality, their purpose is to raise tigers to be butchered
and consumed.
The tiger farms also do nothing to take pressure off the

dwindling population of wild tigers. Chinese consumers be-
lieve parts fromwild tigers have greater medicinal potency.
In China, there are only some 20 wild tigers left. And

Chinese demand— heightened by the farms and the begin-
ning of the Year of the Tiger— has caused sharply increased
poaching in India, which has only about 1,400 wild tigers left.
The Chinese government seems to be doing little or noth-

ing to shut down tiger farms or punish those who buy or sell
tiger parts. And it hasmade no attempt to persuade Chinese
consumers that tiger parts have no real medicinal value.
Unless China does both— shuts down the tiger trade and

finds a way to alter consumers’ tastes— the wild tiger is al-
most surely doomed.

Unless China’s appetite for traditional
medicines changes, the species will
almost surely become extinct.

LUBA LUKOVA

America may
be discover-
ing, just as
Europe did,
that its eco-
nomic dy-
namismmay
be limited.
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MORE NUCLEAR ENERGY

President Obama’s decision this week to commit $8.3 billion
in loan guarantees to help build two nuclear reactors in the
state of Georgia and restart the American nuclear power in-
dustrymakes good sense.
We know that many environmentalists wantMr. Obama to

put all of his chips on energy efficiency and renewable fuels,
like wind and solar power. But nuclear power, which gener-
ates far fewer greenhouse gases than ordinary fossil fuels,
should be part of the energymix as the United States and oth-
er countries move toward a less-carbon-intensive world.
There are just more than 100 working nuclear plants in the

United States, supplying about one-fifth of the nation’s elec-
tricity. But a new plant has not been built in the country since
the 1979 accident at ThreeMile Island on the Susquehanna
River near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.
While the United States has sat on the sidelines, other gov-

ernments around the world are enthusiastically embracing
nuclear power as a way to lessen their greenhouse emissions
and their dependence on imported oil. Several also rightly
see nuclear technology as a strong export business.
The American nuclear industry’s safety record has im-

proved since the accident at ThreeMile Island forced numer-
ous power plants to be redesigned. The next generation of
plants—with advanced designs, new construction tech-
niques and strong oversight— should be even safer.
The biggest remaining obstacle has been financing. Nucle-

ar reactors are very expensive. The tab for a new reactor can
run as high as $7 billion to $8 billion, and overruns can add
more. There is a long lead time before a plant starts selling
power and paying returns. For these and other reasons,
banks have not been willing to lend.
It would be nice to think that the private sector could ad-

dress this problem on its own. But the private sector does not
underwrite the nuclear industry in other countries— govern-
ments do.
And nothing is going to happen here without government

loan guarantees.
There are certainly financial risks. If the reactors are com-

pleted and operate profitably, the borrowers will repay the
banks, in addition to an upfront fee to the federal government
in exchange for the loan.
If the project fails, the government—meaning American

taxpayers— could be left holding a rather large bag.
Fromwhere we sit, the risks are worth taking to get the

United States back into the game, for the sake of the climate,
America’s energy future and the jobs a vibrant nuclear tech-
nology industry could create.

The U.S. must take the risk of guaran-
teeing loans to build nuclear reactors
for the sake of the climate and the
country’s energy future.

Social democracy in America?

Stop at Start
Eliminating
nuclear
weapons
increment-
ally hasn’t
worked—
the thinking
has to be
more bold.

Al Qaeda’s quest for the bomb

H. D. S.
Greenway

Recently the directors of C.I.A., F.B.I.,
and National Intelligence told Senator
Dianne Feinstein that an attempted ter-
rorist attack on the United States in the
next few years was “a certainty.” If
Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Za-
wahiri have anything to do with it, the
attack is not likely to be an amateurish
effort similar to that of the pathetic un-
derpants bomber, Umar Farouk Abdul-
mutallab, who tried to blow up an air-
liner on Christmas Day.
Nor will it be limited to blowing up

buses and trains in London orMadrid.
That may be good enough for European
targets, but for the United States Al
Qaeda seems determined to better 9/11

and do something really spectacular.
This is the view of Rolf Mowatt-

Larssen, a former C.I.A. official and Di-
rector of Intelligence and Counterintel-
ligence at the Department of Energy. In
a paper, written for Harvard’s Belfer
Center, Mowatt-Larssen details Al
Qaeda’s patient, decade-long effort to
steal or construct an improvised nucle-
ar device— the ultimate horror.
The quest explains why Al Qaeda has

not sought “the production of tactical,
more readily available weapons such as
‘dirty bombs,’ chemical agents, crude
toxins and poisons” that might do dam-
age and take lives, but cannot compare
to “the benefits of producing the image
of amushroom cloud rising over a U.S.
city.” Like 9/11, such an attack would al-
ter ‘‘the course of history,”Mowatt-
Larssen writes.
This could explain why bin Laden’s

deputy, Zawahiri, called off an attack on
the NewYork subway system, holding
out for “something better.” A relatively
easy attack using tactical weapons
would not achieve the goals that Al
Qaeda leaders have set for themselves,
Mowatt–Larssen argues. Al Qaedamay
be holding out for a truly strategic blow.

Mowatt-Larssen details the efforts Al
Qaeda has gone to get a nuclearweapon
beginning in late 1993 and early 1994. Ac-
cording to anAl Qaeda defector, an at-
temptwasmade to buy nuclearmaterial
in SouthAfrica in order to build an “im-
provised nuclear device” for $1.5million.
In 1996 Zawahiri himself was detained

in Russia, but released by the security
services. The speculationwas that he
was trying to buy a bomb. Zawahiri once
said that for $30million it should be pos-
sible to buy a suitcase nuke from a disaf-
fected former Soviet scientist. In 1998 he
took personal control of Al Qaeda’s nu-
clear and biological weapons programs.
That same year bin Laden issued a

“fatwa” saying that it was a good
Muslim’s duty to “kill Americans and
their allies, civilians andmilitary . . .” It
was followed by the embassy bombings
in Tanzania and Kenya. That Decem-
ber, bin Laden told a TimeMagazine re-
porter that acquiring weapons of mass
destruction “for the defense ofMuslims
is a religious duty.”
In 1999 a secret Al Qaeda biological

weapons programwas set up in a
Kandahar laboratory. Anthrax seems to
have been the weapon of choice.

In the summer of 2001 amanmatch-
ing the description of the 9/11 bomber
MohammedAtta tried to buy a crop-
duster airplane in Florida. Zacarias
Moussaoui, now serving a life sentence,
was caught with crop-dustermanuals.
The list goes on. The Pakistani nucle-

ar proliferator, A.Q. Khan, reportedly
turned down anAl Qaeda request for
help building a bomb. Ramzi Yousef, the
World Trade Center bomber, planned to
have cyanide gas “engulf the victims
trapped in theNorth Trade Tower” in
his failed attempt to bring down the
building in 1993. But the explosion incin-
erated the gas.
Despite its interest in chemical and

biological weapons, Al Qaeda seems fo-
cused on the nuclear option. Its stated
goal is to kill fourmillion Americans.
America’s NATO allies with troops in
Afghanistanmight also be vulnerable.
While theworld focuses on Iran as

the greatest potential source of nuclear
proliferation, the clearest dangermay
be forming somewhere in Pakistan un-
der the direction of Zawahri and bin
Laden. And unlike Iran, Al Qaedawould
have no reason to develop a bomb other
than to use it.

The image
of a mush-
room cloud
over an
American
city would
alter the
course of
history.

Klaus F. Zimmermann

Themere suggestion that the United
States increasingly displays the charac-
teristics of a European-style social de-
mocracy appears like heresy to quite a
few Americans— and something to be
avoided at all costs.
Others argue the opposite, finding that

theUnited States has long had a com-
fortable social safety net—and has
therefore been a de facto, undeclared so-
cial democracy for some time.
Whatever themerits of these contra-

dictory findings, the interesting ques-
tion is whether U.S. society, in light of
the economic challenges it faces and the
resulting changes in the country’s socio-
economic landscape, can escape becom-
ing evermore “social-democratized.”
Such a developmentwould represent

a remarkable closing of ranks across the
Atlantic. For in Europe, one finds that
virtually all political parties embrace so-
cial democracy. This is true even for
many conservative governments—not
just in Scandinavia, but also in France
andGermany—which have embraced
the originallyGerman idea of a social
market economy inwhich freemarket
excesses are temperedwith support for
thosewho are falling through the cracks.
Many Americans are tempted to de-

scribe this as European “socialism”
and view it as antithetical to longstand-
ing American business and personal
values, including the horror of accept-

ing government hand-outs.
It is important to note that the reality

in Europe is quite different fromhow it
is often characterized in America. As a
result of global economic integration,
significant reforms have beenmade to
the comfywelfare state of old. Cutbacks
in unemployment benefits, even in coun-
tries likeGermany—Europe’s largest
economy—have resulted in a consider-
ably less-comfortable safety net and
moreU.S.-style economic adjustments.
Perhaps the greatest issue involving

the global recovery is the change that is
in store for theU.S. economicmodel. In
the past, except during theGreatDe-
pression, the great American jobma-
chinewould always kick into action—
doing somuch faster than in other indus-
trialized countries. In clear contrast to
continental Europe, this reliablemarket
mechanismkeptU.S. policymakers from
having to deal with the scourge of long-
termunemployment, and the related
challenge of pursuing active labor-mar-
ket policies, including retraining costs.
Much of the evidence from the cur-

rent recession suggests that there are
real doubts about theU.S. labormarket
regaining its vigor any time soon. Amer-
ican companies have shed significant
numbers of jobs, but are inclined to fur-
thermaximize the productivity of cur-
rent staff before adding to their payrolls.
With 20 percent of working-age Ameri-
canmales currently out of work, the
need formore support payments rises.
It is misleading to argue that it is only

in America, not in Europe, that people
see a connection between effort and re-

ward, and prefer low taxes to keep as
much of their earnings as possible. The
European welfare state spread its
wings not because Europeans were
soft-headed, but because economic
transformations led to job losses in en-
tire sectors, such as coal and steel, and
people needed some encouragement
for their personal future.
In the past, any proposition for the rise

of social democracy in theUnited States
was cast aside as un-
realistic. And there
was a good reason for
that, as Americans re-
lied on an innate
sense of turning the
corner and discover-
ing another frontier
on the horizon that
would resuscitate
their fortunes and re-
invigorate the na-

tion’s pursuit of a freemarketmodel.
However, that relentless optimism—

based on the ethos of a culture in con-
tinuous global ascendance and always
intent on uncovering new horizons—
may prove hard to rekindle. America’s
new normal maywell be that it is not so
exceptional anymore— that it may be
discovering the limits of its economic
dynamism, just as Europe did decades
ago. The net effect is a considerably
higher need for social support.
The inclination to avert such an out-

comewith facile talk about the U.S. fed-
eral government turning to “socialism”
may be an enticing rhetorical device,
but it is not a constructive way to deal

with the underlying challenge, which is
both human— and very real. Nor is the
categorical claim that it is fiscally im-
possible to afford such a structural
change in American society.
FromaEuropean perspective, two

easy—and probably unavoidable—
things need to change: First, contrary to
popular claim,many of the social bene-
fits being awarded by theU.S. tax code
and budget actually accrue not to those
in dire straits, but rather to people com-
fortably situated in the Americanmiddle
class. The tax deductibility of home
mortgage interest is but one example.
The other required change is that,

while there has been a consensus for
social spending in the United States for
some time, the same is not true on the
other side of the ledger— agreeing to
higher taxes to cover the costs of the re-
distributionmeasures.
Themain reasonwhy theU.S. budget

is so out of balance is because the gov-
ernment typically spends several per-
centage pointsmore each year than
what it takes in in revenues, a balance
that is bound toworsen significantly
over the next decade. That stark fiscal
mismatch supports the claim of those
who argue that America inmanyways
has already become a social democracy.
Unlike the othermain practitioners

around the world, though, in the Ameri-
can case it is an un(der)funded social
democracy.

KLAUS F. ZIMMERMANN is director of the In-
stitute for the Study of Labor in Bonn and
president of DIW in Berlin.

Barry Blechman

WASHINGTON In his speechWednes-
day at the National Defense University
here, Vice President Joe Biden opened
a new offensive in the administration’s
war on nuclear proliferation and nucle-
ar terrorism. One near-term objective
is completion and ratification of a new
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty be-
tween the United States and Russia.
But the ultimate goal, he said, remained
the peace and security of a world with-
out nuclear weapons.
In the absence of a roadmap from a

Start accord to global zero, one can only
assume thatMr. Bidenmeant the con-
tinued pursuit of similar, incremental
arms control agreements. But piece-
meal control efforts will never work;

we have to thinkmore boldly if we are
to achieve global nuclear disarmament.
The idea of achieving nuclear zero

through arms control agreements is
nothing new. It has been pursued for
nearly 50 years, and it’s a tough slog.
Such agreements take so long to negoti-
ate and require somuch political capital
that presidents rarely achievemore
than one. I should know: As amidlevel
State Department official in 1979, I spent
sixmonths trying to persuadeMidwest-
ern voters to support that era’s arms-
control proposal, the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty, known as SALT II.
Wherever I went, I encountered oppo-
nents. Somewere against specific provi-
sions;many simply opposed any limit
on American power, or wanted to deal a
blow to the Carter administration.
Most people recognized that SALT II

was just another baby step and did little
to ease nuclear dangers. The United
States and the Soviet Union together
possessedmore than 50,000 nuclear
weapons; the treaty would have barely
dented their arsenals. If nuclear war
began, we all would have been just as
dead, regardless of SALT II.
But the problem isn’t just American

politics. Piecemeal agreements be-
tween two nuclear powers to reduce,
but not eliminate, their atomic invento-
ries are insufficient; as the United
States and Russia leisurely reduce their
stocks, other states are building up ar-
senals, and still others are gaining the
technical skills to advance their own
programs. Since 1993, when the United
States and Russia signed the last for-
mal arms control treaty, Start II (which
was never fully ratified), India, North
Korea and Pakistan have joined the nu-
clear club, and Iranmay follow soon.
Accelerating nuclear proliferation

and terrorist attacks have led diplo-
mats worldwide to embrace disarma-
ment as a long-term goal. At the same
time, they say it is unrealistic to pursue

zero weapons in the near term.
Fortunately, that’s not true. The tech-

nical expertise necessary for air-tight
verification has already been de-
veloped through past agreements and
international supervision of the coun-
tries that have relinquished nuclear
programs. International precedents
already exist for virtually every proce-
dure necessary to eliminate nuclear
weapons safely, verifiably and without
risk to any nation’s security.
Here’s how a global nuclear disarma-

ment treaty could work. First, it would
spell out a decades-long schedule for
the verified destruction of all weapons,
materials and facilities. Those possess-
ing the largest arsenals— the United
States and Russia—wouldmake deep
cuts first. Those with smaller arsenals
would join at specified dates and levels.
To ensure that no state gained an ad-
vantage, the treaty would incorporate
“rest stops”: If a state refused to com-
ply with a scheduledmeasure, other na-
tions’ reductions would be suspended
until the violation was corrected. This
dynamic would generatemomentum,
but also ensure that if the effort col-
lapsed, the signatories would be no less
secure than before.
Critics cite cheating as themain rea-

son to dismiss disarmament, ignoring
that, evenwithout cooperative verifica-
tion, American intelligence has detec-
ted every past national effort to develop
nuclear weapons before those weapons
became operational. Furthermore,
elimination is simpler to verify than any
reduction in the number of warheads.
In a disarmament regime, the entirety
of the nuclear complexwould bemoni-
tored, shielding nothing from inspec-
tors’ eyes. Discovery of a kilogram of
fissilematerial in an undeclared loca-
tionwould blow thewhistle.
Moreover, an international verifica-

tion organization, akin to the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, would

have the authority to inspect any site in
every country at any time. In addition
to routinemonitoring, inspections
would be prompted by tips from nation-
al intelligence agencies, a procedure in-
corporated into three prior treaties.
To avoid the Security Council’s end-

less deadlocks, the treaty could estab-
lish its ownmeans of enforcement. For
themost serious violations, a superma-
jority of signatories would authorize
the collective use of military force to de-
stroy offending sites and even to dis-
lodge the regime and bring violating of-
ficials to trial. The 2007 Israeli
destruction of an illicit Syrian reactor
showed the effectiveness of convention-
al military strikes in stymieing secret
attempts to acquire a nuclear capacity.
Of course, in the event that a great

power chose to opt out of the treaty and
rebuild its arsenal, collectivemilitary ac-
tionwould be unlikely. But at worst, such
a shift would just return us to the status
quo ante— the other powers could just
as promptly rebuild their own nuclear
arsenals, netting the cheat nothing but
theworld’s enmity. (Experts agree that
theUnited States could restock its nucle-
ar inventory in as little as sixmonths.)
This isn’t to say that completing and

ratifying the newStart agreement is not
a good idea: The talks and subsequent
verificationmeasures are central to re-
lations between theUnited States and
Russia, and a treatywould reduce oper-
ational warheads on long-rangemissiles
and bombers bymore than one-fourth.
The question is what to do next. Another
Start is not the answer. A comprehen-
sive agreement for phased, verified re-
ductions to nuclear zero is not only feasi-
ble, but far less risky than the ineffective
pathwe have been on for so long.

BARRY BLECHMAN is a fellow at the Stimson
Center, a national security policy insti-
tute, and the co-editor of “Elements of a
Nuclear Disarmament Treaty.”

CHINA’S TIGER FARMS

One of themost intractable problems in the protection of spe-
cies is the Chinese appetite for traditional medicines. That
appetite has only grown as the Chinese have grownmore
prosperous.
Despite bans— by China’s government and international

agreements— on the sales of somematerials and the near
extinction of many of the animals used in traditional medi-
cine, prices for animal parts continue to rise, and so do the in-
centives for poachers and sellers.
As this newspaper has reported recently, one particularly

horrifying practice is Chinese tiger farms, which supply
pelts, worth up to $20,000 apiece, and tiger bones used in
medicines and aphrodisiacs.
These farms are thinlymasked as efforts at tiger conserva-

tion. In reality, their purpose is to raise tigers to be butchered
and consumed.
The tiger farms also do nothing to take pressure off the

dwindling population of wild tigers. Chinese consumers be-
lieve parts fromwild tigers have greater medicinal potency.
In China, there are only some 20 wild tigers left. And

Chinese demand— heightened by the farms and the begin-
ning of the Year of the Tiger— has caused sharply increased
poaching in India, which has only about 1,400 wild tigers left.
The Chinese government seems to be doing little or noth-

ing to shut down tiger farms or punish those who buy or sell
tiger parts. And it hasmade no attempt to persuade Chinese
consumers that tiger parts have no real medicinal value.
Unless China does both— shuts down the tiger trade and

finds a way to alter consumers’ tastes— the wild tiger is al-
most surely doomed.

Unless China’s appetite for traditional
medicines changes, the species will
almost surely become extinct.

LUBA LUKOVA

America may
be discover-
ing, just as
Europe did,
that its eco-
nomic dy-
namismmay
be limited.
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Given its
problems,
is U.S.-style
capitalism
giving way
to the
European
economic
model?

MORE NUCLEAR ENERGY

President Obama’s decision this week to commit $8.3 billion
in loan guarantees to help build two nuclear reactors in the
state of Georgia and restart the American nuclear power in-
dustrymakes good sense.
We know that many environmentalists wantMr. Obama to

put all of his chips on energy efficiency and renewable fuels,
like wind and solar power. But nuclear power, which gener-
ates far fewer greenhouse gases than ordinary fossil fuels,
should be part of the energymix as the United States and oth-
er countries move toward a less-carbon-intensive world.
There are just more than 100 working nuclear plants in the

United States, supplying about one-fifth of the nation’s elec-
tricity. But a new plant has not been built in the country since
the 1979 accident at ThreeMile Island on the Susquehanna
River near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.
While the United States has sat on the sidelines, other gov-

ernments around the world are enthusiastically embracing
nuclear power as a way to lessen their greenhouse emissions
and their dependence on imported oil. Several also rightly
see nuclear technology as a strong export business.
The American nuclear industry’s safety record has im-

proved since the accident at ThreeMile Island forced numer-
ous power plants to be redesigned. The next generation of
plants—with advanced designs, new construction tech-
niques and strong oversight— should be even safer.
The biggest remaining obstacle has been financing. Nucle-

ar reactors are very expensive. The tab for a new reactor can
run as high as $7 billion to $8 billion, and overruns can add
more. There is a long lead time before a plant starts selling
power and paying returns. For these and other reasons,
banks have not been willing to lend.
It would be nice to think that the private sector could ad-

dress this problem on its own. But the private sector does not
underwrite the nuclear industry in other countries— govern-
ments do.
And nothing is going to happen here without government

loan guarantees.
There are certainly financial risks. If the reactors are com-

pleted and operate profitably, the borrowers will repay the
banks, in addition to an upfront fee to the federal government
in exchange for the loan.
If the project fails, the government—meaning American

taxpayers— could be left holding a rather large bag.
Fromwhere we sit, the risks are worth taking to get the

United States back into the game, for the sake of the climate,
America’s energy future and the jobs a vibrant nuclear tech-
nology industry could create.

The U.S. must take the risk of guaran-
teeing loans to build nuclear reactors
for the sake of the climate and the
country’s energy future.

Social democracy in America?

Stop at Start
Eliminating
nuclear
weapons
increment-
ally hasn’t
worked—
the thinking
has to be
more bold.

Al Qaeda’s quest for the bomb

H. D. S.
Greenway

Recently the directors of C.I.A., F.B.I.,
and National Intelligence told Senator
Dianne Feinstein that an attempted ter-
rorist attack on the United States in the
next few years was “a certainty.” If
Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Za-
wahiri have anything to do with it, the
attack is not likely to be an amateurish
effort similar to that of the pathetic un-
derpants bomber, Umar Farouk Abdul-
mutallab, who tried to blow up an air-
liner on Christmas Day.
Nor will it be limited to blowing up

buses and trains in London orMadrid.
That may be good enough for European
targets, but for the United States Al
Qaeda seems determined to better 9/11

and do something really spectacular.
This is the view of Rolf Mowatt-

Larssen, a former C.I.A. official and Di-
rector of Intelligence and Counterintel-
ligence at the Department of Energy. In
a paper, written for Harvard’s Belfer
Center, Mowatt-Larssen details Al
Qaeda’s patient, decade-long effort to
steal or construct an improvised nucle-
ar device— the ultimate horror.
The quest explains why Al Qaeda has

not sought “the production of tactical,
more readily available weapons such as
‘dirty bombs,’ chemical agents, crude
toxins and poisons” that might do dam-
age and take lives, but cannot compare
to “the benefits of producing the image
of amushroom cloud rising over a U.S.
city.” Like 9/11, such an attack would al-
ter ‘‘the course of history,”Mowatt-
Larssen writes.
This could explain why bin Laden’s

deputy, Zawahiri, called off an attack on
the NewYork subway system, holding
out for “something better.” A relatively
easy attack using tactical weapons
would not achieve the goals that Al
Qaeda leaders have set for themselves,
Mowatt–Larssen argues. Al Qaedamay
be holding out for a truly strategic blow.

Mowatt-Larssen details the efforts Al
Qaeda has gone to get a nuclearweapon
beginning in late 1993 and early 1994. Ac-
cording to anAl Qaeda defector, an at-
temptwasmade to buy nuclearmaterial
in SouthAfrica in order to build an “im-
provised nuclear device” for $1.5million.
In 1996 Zawahiri himself was detained

in Russia, but released by the security
services. The speculationwas that he
was trying to buy a bomb. Zawahiri once
said that for $30million it should be pos-
sible to buy a suitcase nuke from a disaf-
fected former Soviet scientist. In 1998 he
took personal control of Al Qaeda’s nu-
clear and biological weapons programs.
That same year bin Laden issued a

“fatwa” saying that it was a good
Muslim’s duty to “kill Americans and
their allies, civilians andmilitary . . .” It
was followed by the embassy bombings
in Tanzania and Kenya. That Decem-
ber, bin Laden told a TimeMagazine re-
porter that acquiring weapons of mass
destruction “for the defense ofMuslims
is a religious duty.”
In 1999 a secret Al Qaeda biological

weapons programwas set up in a
Kandahar laboratory. Anthrax seems to
have been the weapon of choice.

In the summer of 2001 amanmatch-
ing the description of the 9/11 bomber
MohammedAtta tried to buy a crop-
duster airplane in Florida. Zacarias
Moussaoui, now serving a life sentence,
was caught with crop-dustermanuals.
The list goes on. The Pakistani nucle-

ar proliferator, A.Q. Khan, reportedly
turned down anAl Qaeda request for
help building a bomb. Ramzi Yousef, the
World Trade Center bomber, planned to
have cyanide gas “engulf the victims
trapped in theNorth Trade Tower” in
his failed attempt to bring down the
building in 1993. But the explosion incin-
erated the gas.
Despite its interest in chemical and

biological weapons, Al Qaeda seems fo-
cused on the nuclear option. Its stated
goal is to kill fourmillion Americans.
America’s NATO allies with troops in
Afghanistanmight also be vulnerable.
While theworld focuses on Iran as

the greatest potential source of nuclear
proliferation, the clearest dangermay
be forming somewhere in Pakistan un-
der the direction of Zawahri and bin
Laden. And unlike Iran, Al Qaedawould
have no reason to develop a bomb other
than to use it.

The image
of a mush-
room cloud
over an
American
city would
alter the
course of
history.

Klaus F. Zimmermann

Themere suggestion that the United
States increasingly displays the charac-
teristics of a European-style social de-
mocracy appears like heresy to quite a
few Americans— and something to be
avoided at all costs.
Others argue the opposite, finding that

theUnited States has long had a com-
fortable social safety net—and has
therefore been a de facto, undeclared so-
cial democracy for some time.
Whatever themerits of these contra-

dictory findings, the interesting ques-
tion is whether U.S. society, in light of
the economic challenges it faces and the
resulting changes in the country’s socio-
economic landscape, can escape becom-
ing evermore “social-democratized.”
Such a developmentwould represent

a remarkable closing of ranks across the
Atlantic. For in Europe, one finds that
virtually all political parties embrace so-
cial democracy. This is true even for
many conservative governments—not
just in Scandinavia, but also in France
andGermany—which have embraced
the originallyGerman idea of a social
market economy inwhich freemarket
excesses are temperedwith support for
thosewho are falling through the cracks.
Many Americans are tempted to de-

scribe this as European “socialism”
and view it as antithetical to longstand-
ing American business and personal
values, including the horror of accept-

ing government hand-outs.
It is important to note that the reality

in Europe is quite different fromhow it
is often characterized in America. As a
result of global economic integration,
significant reforms have beenmade to
the comfywelfare state of old. Cutbacks
in unemployment benefits, even in coun-
tries likeGermany—Europe’s largest
economy—have resulted in a consider-
ably less-comfortable safety net and
moreU.S.-style economic adjustments.
Perhaps the greatest issue involving

the global recovery is the change that is
in store for theU.S. economicmodel. In
the past, except during theGreatDe-
pression, the great American jobma-
chinewould always kick into action—
doing somuch faster than in other indus-
trialized countries. In clear contrast to
continental Europe, this reliablemarket
mechanismkeptU.S. policymakers from
having to deal with the scourge of long-
termunemployment, and the related
challenge of pursuing active labor-mar-
ket policies, including retraining costs.
Much of the evidence from the cur-

rent recession suggests that there are
real doubts about theU.S. labormarket
regaining its vigor any time soon. Amer-
ican companies have shed significant
numbers of jobs, but are inclined to fur-
thermaximize the productivity of cur-
rent staff before adding to their payrolls.
With 20 percent of working-age Ameri-
canmales currently out of work, the
need formore support payments rises.
It is misleading to argue that it is only

in America, not in Europe, that people
see a connection between effort and re-

ward, and prefer low taxes to keep as
much of their earnings as possible. The
European welfare state spread its
wings not because Europeans were
soft-headed, but because economic
transformations led to job losses in en-
tire sectors, such as coal and steel, and
people needed some encouragement
for their personal future.
In the past, any proposition for the rise

of social democracy in theUnited States
was cast aside as un-
realistic. And there
was a good reason for
that, as Americans re-
lied on an innate
sense of turning the
corner and discover-
ing another frontier
on the horizon that
would resuscitate
their fortunes and re-
invigorate the na-

tion’s pursuit of a freemarketmodel.
However, that relentless optimism—

based on the ethos of a culture in con-
tinuous global ascendance and always
intent on uncovering new horizons—
may prove hard to rekindle. America’s
new normal maywell be that it is not so
exceptional anymore— that it may be
discovering the limits of its economic
dynamism, just as Europe did decades
ago. The net effect is a considerably
higher need for social support.
The inclination to avert such an out-

comewith facile talk about the U.S. fed-
eral government turning to “socialism”
may be an enticing rhetorical device,
but it is not a constructive way to deal

with the underlying challenge, which is
both human— and very real. Nor is the
categorical claim that it is fiscally im-
possible to afford such a structural
change in American society.
FromaEuropean perspective, two

easy—and probably unavoidable—
things need to change: First, contrary to
popular claim,many of the social bene-
fits being awarded by theU.S. tax code
and budget actually accrue not to those
in dire straits, but rather to people com-
fortably situated in the Americanmiddle
class. The tax deductibility of home
mortgage interest is but one example.
The other required change is that,

while there has been a consensus for
social spending in the United States for
some time, the same is not true on the
other side of the ledger— agreeing to
higher taxes to cover the costs of the re-
distributionmeasures.
Themain reasonwhy theU.S. budget

is so out of balance is because the gov-
ernment typically spends several per-
centage pointsmore each year than
what it takes in in revenues, a balance
that is bound toworsen significantly
over the next decade. That stark fiscal
mismatch supports the claim of those
who argue that America inmanyways
has already become a social democracy.
Unlike the othermain practitioners

around the world, though, in the Ameri-
can case it is an un(der)funded social
democracy.

KLAUS F. ZIMMERMANN is director of the In-
stitute for the Study of Labor in Bonn and
president of DIW in Berlin.

Barry Blechman

WASHINGTON In his speechWednes-
day at the National Defense University
here, Vice President Joe Biden opened
a new offensive in the administration’s
war on nuclear proliferation and nucle-
ar terrorism. One near-term objective
is completion and ratification of a new
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty be-
tween the United States and Russia.
But the ultimate goal, he said, remained
the peace and security of a world with-
out nuclear weapons.
In the absence of a roadmap from a

Start accord to global zero, one can only
assume thatMr. Bidenmeant the con-
tinued pursuit of similar, incremental
arms control agreements. But piece-
meal control efforts will never work;

we have to thinkmore boldly if we are
to achieve global nuclear disarmament.
The idea of achieving nuclear zero

through arms control agreements is
nothing new. It has been pursued for
nearly 50 years, and it’s a tough slog.
Such agreements take so long to negoti-
ate and require somuch political capital
that presidents rarely achievemore
than one. I should know: As amidlevel
State Department official in 1979, I spent
sixmonths trying to persuadeMidwest-
ern voters to support that era’s arms-
control proposal, the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty, known as SALT II.
Wherever I went, I encountered oppo-
nents. Somewere against specific provi-
sions;many simply opposed any limit
on American power, or wanted to deal a
blow to the Carter administration.
Most people recognized that SALT II

was just another baby step and did little
to ease nuclear dangers. The United
States and the Soviet Union together
possessedmore than 50,000 nuclear
weapons; the treaty would have barely
dented their arsenals. If nuclear war
began, we all would have been just as
dead, regardless of SALT II.
But the problem isn’t just American

politics. Piecemeal agreements be-
tween two nuclear powers to reduce,
but not eliminate, their atomic invento-
ries are insufficient; as the United
States and Russia leisurely reduce their
stocks, other states are building up ar-
senals, and still others are gaining the
technical skills to advance their own
programs. Since 1993, when the United
States and Russia signed the last for-
mal arms control treaty, Start II (which
was never fully ratified), India, North
Korea and Pakistan have joined the nu-
clear club, and Iranmay follow soon.
Accelerating nuclear proliferation

and terrorist attacks have led diplo-
mats worldwide to embrace disarma-
ment as a long-term goal. At the same
time, they say it is unrealistic to pursue

zero weapons in the near term.
Fortunately, that’s not true. The tech-

nical expertise necessary for air-tight
verification has already been de-
veloped through past agreements and
international supervision of the coun-
tries that have relinquished nuclear
programs. International precedents
already exist for virtually every proce-
dure necessary to eliminate nuclear
weapons safely, verifiably and without
risk to any nation’s security.
Here’s how a global nuclear disarma-

ment treaty could work. First, it would
spell out a decades-long schedule for
the verified destruction of all weapons,
materials and facilities. Those possess-
ing the largest arsenals— the United
States and Russia—wouldmake deep
cuts first. Those with smaller arsenals
would join at specified dates and levels.
To ensure that no state gained an ad-
vantage, the treaty would incorporate
“rest stops”: If a state refused to com-
ply with a scheduledmeasure, other na-
tions’ reductions would be suspended
until the violation was corrected. This
dynamic would generatemomentum,
but also ensure that if the effort col-
lapsed, the signatories would be no less
secure than before.
Critics cite cheating as themain rea-

son to dismiss disarmament, ignoring
that, evenwithout cooperative verifica-
tion, American intelligence has detec-
ted every past national effort to develop
nuclear weapons before those weapons
became operational. Furthermore,
elimination is simpler to verify than any
reduction in the number of warheads.
In a disarmament regime, the entirety
of the nuclear complexwould bemoni-
tored, shielding nothing from inspec-
tors’ eyes. Discovery of a kilogram of
fissilematerial in an undeclared loca-
tionwould blow thewhistle.
Moreover, an international verifica-

tion organization, akin to the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, would

have the authority to inspect any site in
every country at any time. In addition
to routinemonitoring, inspections
would be prompted by tips from nation-
al intelligence agencies, a procedure in-
corporated into three prior treaties.
To avoid the Security Council’s end-

less deadlocks, the treaty could estab-
lish its ownmeans of enforcement. For
themost serious violations, a superma-
jority of signatories would authorize
the collective use of military force to de-
stroy offending sites and even to dis-
lodge the regime and bring violating of-
ficials to trial. The 2007 Israeli
destruction of an illicit Syrian reactor
showed the effectiveness of convention-
al military strikes in stymieing secret
attempts to acquire a nuclear capacity.
Of course, in the event that a great

power chose to opt out of the treaty and
rebuild its arsenal, collectivemilitary ac-
tionwould be unlikely. But at worst, such
a shift would just return us to the status
quo ante— the other powers could just
as promptly rebuild their own nuclear
arsenals, netting the cheat nothing but
theworld’s enmity. (Experts agree that
theUnited States could restock its nucle-
ar inventory in as little as sixmonths.)
This isn’t to say that completing and

ratifying the newStart agreement is not
a good idea: The talks and subsequent
verificationmeasures are central to re-
lations between theUnited States and
Russia, and a treatywould reduce oper-
ational warheads on long-rangemissiles
and bombers bymore than one-fourth.
The question is what to do next. Another
Start is not the answer. A comprehen-
sive agreement for phased, verified re-
ductions to nuclear zero is not only feasi-
ble, but far less risky than the ineffective
pathwe have been on for so long.

BARRY BLECHMAN is a fellow at the Stimson
Center, a national security policy insti-
tute, and the co-editor of “Elements of a
Nuclear Disarmament Treaty.”

CHINA’S TIGER FARMS

One of themost intractable problems in the protection of spe-
cies is the Chinese appetite for traditional medicines. That
appetite has only grown as the Chinese have grownmore
prosperous.
Despite bans— by China’s government and international

agreements— on the sales of somematerials and the near
extinction of many of the animals used in traditional medi-
cine, prices for animal parts continue to rise, and so do the in-
centives for poachers and sellers.
As this newspaper has reported recently, one particularly

horrifying practice is Chinese tiger farms, which supply
pelts, worth up to $20,000 apiece, and tiger bones used in
medicines and aphrodisiacs.
These farms are thinlymasked as efforts at tiger conserva-

tion. In reality, their purpose is to raise tigers to be butchered
and consumed.
The tiger farms also do nothing to take pressure off the

dwindling population of wild tigers. Chinese consumers be-
lieve parts fromwild tigers have greater medicinal potency.
In China, there are only some 20 wild tigers left. And

Chinese demand— heightened by the farms and the begin-
ning of the Year of the Tiger— has caused sharply increased
poaching in India, which has only about 1,400 wild tigers left.
The Chinese government seems to be doing little or noth-

ing to shut down tiger farms or punish those who buy or sell
tiger parts. And it hasmade no attempt to persuade Chinese
consumers that tiger parts have no real medicinal value.
Unless China does both— shuts down the tiger trade and

finds a way to alter consumers’ tastes— the wild tiger is al-
most surely doomed.

Unless China’s appetite for traditional
medicines changes, the species will
almost surely become extinct.

LUBA LUKOVA

America may
be discover-
ing, just as
Europe did,
that its eco-
nomic dy-
namismmay
be limited.
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Given its
problems,
is U.S.-style
capitalism
giving way
to the
European
economic
model?

MORE NUCLEAR ENERGY

President Obama’s decision this week to commit $8.3 billion
in loan guarantees to help build two nuclear reactors in the
state of Georgia and restart the American nuclear power in-
dustrymakes good sense.
We know that many environmentalists wantMr. Obama to

put all of his chips on energy efficiency and renewable fuels,
like wind and solar power. But nuclear power, which gener-
ates far fewer greenhouse gases than ordinary fossil fuels,
should be part of the energymix as the United States and oth-
er countries move toward a less-carbon-intensive world.
There are just more than 100 working nuclear plants in the

United States, supplying about one-fifth of the nation’s elec-
tricity. But a new plant has not been built in the country since
the 1979 accident at ThreeMile Island on the Susquehanna
River near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.
While the United States has sat on the sidelines, other gov-

ernments around the world are enthusiastically embracing
nuclear power as a way to lessen their greenhouse emissions
and their dependence on imported oil. Several also rightly
see nuclear technology as a strong export business.
The American nuclear industry’s safety record has im-

proved since the accident at ThreeMile Island forced numer-
ous power plants to be redesigned. The next generation of
plants—with advanced designs, new construction tech-
niques and strong oversight— should be even safer.
The biggest remaining obstacle has been financing. Nucle-

ar reactors are very expensive. The tab for a new reactor can
run as high as $7 billion to $8 billion, and overruns can add
more. There is a long lead time before a plant starts selling
power and paying returns. For these and other reasons,
banks have not been willing to lend.
It would be nice to think that the private sector could ad-

dress this problem on its own. But the private sector does not
underwrite the nuclear industry in other countries— govern-
ments do.
And nothing is going to happen here without government

loan guarantees.
There are certainly financial risks. If the reactors are com-

pleted and operate profitably, the borrowers will repay the
banks, in addition to an upfront fee to the federal government
in exchange for the loan.
If the project fails, the government—meaning American

taxpayers— could be left holding a rather large bag.
Fromwhere we sit, the risks are worth taking to get the

United States back into the game, for the sake of the climate,
America’s energy future and the jobs a vibrant nuclear tech-
nology industry could create.

The U.S. must take the risk of guaran-
teeing loans to build nuclear reactors
for the sake of the climate and the
country’s energy future.

Social democracy in America?

Stop at Start
Eliminating
nuclear
weapons
increment-
ally hasn’t
worked—
the thinking
has to be
more bold.

Al Qaeda’s quest for the bomb

H. D. S.
Greenway

Recently the directors of C.I.A., F.B.I.,
and National Intelligence told Senator
Dianne Feinstein that an attempted ter-
rorist attack on the United States in the
next few years was “a certainty.” If
Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Za-
wahiri have anything to do with it, the
attack is not likely to be an amateurish
effort similar to that of the pathetic un-
derpants bomber, Umar Farouk Abdul-
mutallab, who tried to blow up an air-
liner on Christmas Day.
Nor will it be limited to blowing up

buses and trains in London orMadrid.
That may be good enough for European
targets, but for the United States Al
Qaeda seems determined to better 9/11

and do something really spectacular.
This is the view of Rolf Mowatt-

Larssen, a former C.I.A. official and Di-
rector of Intelligence and Counterintel-
ligence at the Department of Energy. In
a paper, written for Harvard’s Belfer
Center, Mowatt-Larssen details Al
Qaeda’s patient, decade-long effort to
steal or construct an improvised nucle-
ar device— the ultimate horror.
The quest explains why Al Qaeda has

not sought “the production of tactical,
more readily available weapons such as
‘dirty bombs,’ chemical agents, crude
toxins and poisons” that might do dam-
age and take lives, but cannot compare
to “the benefits of producing the image
of amushroom cloud rising over a U.S.
city.” Like 9/11, such an attack would al-
ter ‘‘the course of history,”Mowatt-
Larssen writes.
This could explain why bin Laden’s

deputy, Zawahiri, called off an attack on
the NewYork subway system, holding
out for “something better.” A relatively
easy attack using tactical weapons
would not achieve the goals that Al
Qaeda leaders have set for themselves,
Mowatt–Larssen argues. Al Qaedamay
be holding out for a truly strategic blow.

Mowatt-Larssen details the efforts Al
Qaeda has gone to get a nuclearweapon
beginning in late 1993 and early 1994. Ac-
cording to anAl Qaeda defector, an at-
temptwasmade to buy nuclearmaterial
in SouthAfrica in order to build an “im-
provised nuclear device” for $1.5million.
In 1996 Zawahiri himself was detained

in Russia, but released by the security
services. The speculationwas that he
was trying to buy a bomb. Zawahiri once
said that for $30million it should be pos-
sible to buy a suitcase nuke from a disaf-
fected former Soviet scientist. In 1998 he
took personal control of Al Qaeda’s nu-
clear and biological weapons programs.
That same year bin Laden issued a

“fatwa” saying that it was a good
Muslim’s duty to “kill Americans and
their allies, civilians andmilitary . . .” It
was followed by the embassy bombings
in Tanzania and Kenya. That Decem-
ber, bin Laden told a TimeMagazine re-
porter that acquiring weapons of mass
destruction “for the defense ofMuslims
is a religious duty.”
In 1999 a secret Al Qaeda biological

weapons programwas set up in a
Kandahar laboratory. Anthrax seems to
have been the weapon of choice.

In the summer of 2001 amanmatch-
ing the description of the 9/11 bomber
MohammedAtta tried to buy a crop-
duster airplane in Florida. Zacarias
Moussaoui, now serving a life sentence,
was caught with crop-dustermanuals.
The list goes on. The Pakistani nucle-

ar proliferator, A.Q. Khan, reportedly
turned down anAl Qaeda request for
help building a bomb. Ramzi Yousef, the
World Trade Center bomber, planned to
have cyanide gas “engulf the victims
trapped in theNorth Trade Tower” in
his failed attempt to bring down the
building in 1993. But the explosion incin-
erated the gas.
Despite its interest in chemical and

biological weapons, Al Qaeda seems fo-
cused on the nuclear option. Its stated
goal is to kill fourmillion Americans.
America’s NATO allies with troops in
Afghanistanmight also be vulnerable.
While theworld focuses on Iran as

the greatest potential source of nuclear
proliferation, the clearest dangermay
be forming somewhere in Pakistan un-
der the direction of Zawahri and bin
Laden. And unlike Iran, Al Qaedawould
have no reason to develop a bomb other
than to use it.

The image
of a mush-
room cloud
over an
American
city would
alter the
course of
history.

Klaus F. Zimmermann

Themere suggestion that the United
States increasingly displays the charac-
teristics of a European-style social de-
mocracy appears like heresy to quite a
few Americans— and something to be
avoided at all costs.
Others argue the opposite, finding that

theUnited States has long had a com-
fortable social safety net—and has
therefore been a de facto, undeclared so-
cial democracy for some time.
Whatever themerits of these contra-

dictory findings, the interesting ques-
tion is whether U.S. society, in light of
the economic challenges it faces and the
resulting changes in the country’s socio-
economic landscape, can escape becom-
ing evermore “social-democratized.”
Such a developmentwould represent

a remarkable closing of ranks across the
Atlantic. For in Europe, one finds that
virtually all political parties embrace so-
cial democracy. This is true even for
many conservative governments—not
just in Scandinavia, but also in France
andGermany—which have embraced
the originallyGerman idea of a social
market economy inwhich freemarket
excesses are temperedwith support for
thosewho are falling through the cracks.
Many Americans are tempted to de-

scribe this as European “socialism”
and view it as antithetical to longstand-
ing American business and personal
values, including the horror of accept-

ing government hand-outs.
It is important to note that the reality

in Europe is quite different fromhow it
is often characterized in America. As a
result of global economic integration,
significant reforms have beenmade to
the comfywelfare state of old. Cutbacks
in unemployment benefits, even in coun-
tries likeGermany—Europe’s largest
economy—have resulted in a consider-
ably less-comfortable safety net and
moreU.S.-style economic adjustments.
Perhaps the greatest issue involving

the global recovery is the change that is
in store for theU.S. economicmodel. In
the past, except during theGreatDe-
pression, the great American jobma-
chinewould always kick into action—
doing somuch faster than in other indus-
trialized countries. In clear contrast to
continental Europe, this reliablemarket
mechanismkeptU.S. policymakers from
having to deal with the scourge of long-
termunemployment, and the related
challenge of pursuing active labor-mar-
ket policies, including retraining costs.
Much of the evidence from the cur-

rent recession suggests that there are
real doubts about theU.S. labormarket
regaining its vigor any time soon. Amer-
ican companies have shed significant
numbers of jobs, but are inclined to fur-
thermaximize the productivity of cur-
rent staff before adding to their payrolls.
With 20 percent of working-age Ameri-
canmales currently out of work, the
need formore support payments rises.
It is misleading to argue that it is only

in America, not in Europe, that people
see a connection between effort and re-

ward, and prefer low taxes to keep as
much of their earnings as possible. The
European welfare state spread its
wings not because Europeans were
soft-headed, but because economic
transformations led to job losses in en-
tire sectors, such as coal and steel, and
people needed some encouragement
for their personal future.
In the past, any proposition for the rise

of social democracy in theUnited States
was cast aside as un-
realistic. And there
was a good reason for
that, as Americans re-
lied on an innate
sense of turning the
corner and discover-
ing another frontier
on the horizon that
would resuscitate
their fortunes and re-
invigorate the na-

tion’s pursuit of a freemarketmodel.
However, that relentless optimism—

based on the ethos of a culture in con-
tinuous global ascendance and always
intent on uncovering new horizons—
may prove hard to rekindle. America’s
new normal maywell be that it is not so
exceptional anymore— that it may be
discovering the limits of its economic
dynamism, just as Europe did decades
ago. The net effect is a considerably
higher need for social support.
The inclination to avert such an out-

comewith facile talk about the U.S. fed-
eral government turning to “socialism”
may be an enticing rhetorical device,
but it is not a constructive way to deal

with the underlying challenge, which is
both human— and very real. Nor is the
categorical claim that it is fiscally im-
possible to afford such a structural
change in American society.
FromaEuropean perspective, two

easy—and probably unavoidable—
things need to change: First, contrary to
popular claim,many of the social bene-
fits being awarded by theU.S. tax code
and budget actually accrue not to those
in dire straits, but rather to people com-
fortably situated in the Americanmiddle
class. The tax deductibility of home
mortgage interest is but one example.
The other required change is that,

while there has been a consensus for
social spending in the United States for
some time, the same is not true on the
other side of the ledger— agreeing to
higher taxes to cover the costs of the re-
distributionmeasures.
Themain reasonwhy theU.S. budget

is so out of balance is because the gov-
ernment typically spends several per-
centage pointsmore each year than
what it takes in in revenues, a balance
that is bound toworsen significantly
over the next decade. That stark fiscal
mismatch supports the claim of those
who argue that America inmanyways
has already become a social democracy.
Unlike the othermain practitioners

around the world, though, in the Ameri-
can case it is an un(der)funded social
democracy.

KLAUS F. ZIMMERMANN is director of the In-
stitute for the Study of Labor in Bonn and
president of DIW in Berlin.

Barry Blechman

WASHINGTON In his speechWednes-
day at the National Defense University
here, Vice President Joe Biden opened
a new offensive in the administration’s
war on nuclear proliferation and nucle-
ar terrorism. One near-term objective
is completion and ratification of a new
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty be-
tween the United States and Russia.
But the ultimate goal, he said, remained
the peace and security of a world with-
out nuclear weapons.
In the absence of a roadmap from a

Start accord to global zero, one can only
assume thatMr. Bidenmeant the con-
tinued pursuit of similar, incremental
arms control agreements. But piece-
meal control efforts will never work;

we have to thinkmore boldly if we are
to achieve global nuclear disarmament.
The idea of achieving nuclear zero

through arms control agreements is
nothing new. It has been pursued for
nearly 50 years, and it’s a tough slog.
Such agreements take so long to negoti-
ate and require somuch political capital
that presidents rarely achievemore
than one. I should know: As amidlevel
State Department official in 1979, I spent
sixmonths trying to persuadeMidwest-
ern voters to support that era’s arms-
control proposal, the Strategic Arms
Limitation Treaty, known as SALT II.
Wherever I went, I encountered oppo-
nents. Somewere against specific provi-
sions;many simply opposed any limit
on American power, or wanted to deal a
blow to the Carter administration.
Most people recognized that SALT II

was just another baby step and did little
to ease nuclear dangers. The United
States and the Soviet Union together
possessedmore than 50,000 nuclear
weapons; the treaty would have barely
dented their arsenals. If nuclear war
began, we all would have been just as
dead, regardless of SALT II.
But the problem isn’t just American

politics. Piecemeal agreements be-
tween two nuclear powers to reduce,
but not eliminate, their atomic invento-
ries are insufficient; as the United
States and Russia leisurely reduce their
stocks, other states are building up ar-
senals, and still others are gaining the
technical skills to advance their own
programs. Since 1993, when the United
States and Russia signed the last for-
mal arms control treaty, Start II (which
was never fully ratified), India, North
Korea and Pakistan have joined the nu-
clear club, and Iranmay follow soon.
Accelerating nuclear proliferation

and terrorist attacks have led diplo-
mats worldwide to embrace disarma-
ment as a long-term goal. At the same
time, they say it is unrealistic to pursue

zero weapons in the near term.
Fortunately, that’s not true. The tech-

nical expertise necessary for air-tight
verification has already been de-
veloped through past agreements and
international supervision of the coun-
tries that have relinquished nuclear
programs. International precedents
already exist for virtually every proce-
dure necessary to eliminate nuclear
weapons safely, verifiably and without
risk to any nation’s security.
Here’s how a global nuclear disarma-

ment treaty could work. First, it would
spell out a decades-long schedule for
the verified destruction of all weapons,
materials and facilities. Those possess-
ing the largest arsenals— the United
States and Russia—wouldmake deep
cuts first. Those with smaller arsenals
would join at specified dates and levels.
To ensure that no state gained an ad-
vantage, the treaty would incorporate
“rest stops”: If a state refused to com-
ply with a scheduledmeasure, other na-
tions’ reductions would be suspended
until the violation was corrected. This
dynamic would generatemomentum,
but also ensure that if the effort col-
lapsed, the signatories would be no less
secure than before.
Critics cite cheating as themain rea-

son to dismiss disarmament, ignoring
that, evenwithout cooperative verifica-
tion, American intelligence has detec-
ted every past national effort to develop
nuclear weapons before those weapons
became operational. Furthermore,
elimination is simpler to verify than any
reduction in the number of warheads.
In a disarmament regime, the entirety
of the nuclear complexwould bemoni-
tored, shielding nothing from inspec-
tors’ eyes. Discovery of a kilogram of
fissilematerial in an undeclared loca-
tionwould blow thewhistle.
Moreover, an international verifica-

tion organization, akin to the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, would

have the authority to inspect any site in
every country at any time. In addition
to routinemonitoring, inspections
would be prompted by tips from nation-
al intelligence agencies, a procedure in-
corporated into three prior treaties.
To avoid the Security Council’s end-

less deadlocks, the treaty could estab-
lish its ownmeans of enforcement. For
themost serious violations, a superma-
jority of signatories would authorize
the collective use of military force to de-
stroy offending sites and even to dis-
lodge the regime and bring violating of-
ficials to trial. The 2007 Israeli
destruction of an illicit Syrian reactor
showed the effectiveness of convention-
al military strikes in stymieing secret
attempts to acquire a nuclear capacity.
Of course, in the event that a great

power chose to opt out of the treaty and
rebuild its arsenal, collectivemilitary ac-
tionwould be unlikely. But at worst, such
a shift would just return us to the status
quo ante— the other powers could just
as promptly rebuild their own nuclear
arsenals, netting the cheat nothing but
theworld’s enmity. (Experts agree that
theUnited States could restock its nucle-
ar inventory in as little as sixmonths.)
This isn’t to say that completing and

ratifying the newStart agreement is not
a good idea: The talks and subsequent
verificationmeasures are central to re-
lations between theUnited States and
Russia, and a treatywould reduce oper-
ational warheads on long-rangemissiles
and bombers bymore than one-fourth.
The question is what to do next. Another
Start is not the answer. A comprehen-
sive agreement for phased, verified re-
ductions to nuclear zero is not only feasi-
ble, but far less risky than the ineffective
pathwe have been on for so long.

BARRY BLECHMAN is a fellow at the Stimson
Center, a national security policy insti-
tute, and the co-editor of “Elements of a
Nuclear Disarmament Treaty.”

CHINA’S TIGER FARMS

One of themost intractable problems in the protection of spe-
cies is the Chinese appetite for traditional medicines. That
appetite has only grown as the Chinese have grownmore
prosperous.
Despite bans— by China’s government and international

agreements— on the sales of somematerials and the near
extinction of many of the animals used in traditional medi-
cine, prices for animal parts continue to rise, and so do the in-
centives for poachers and sellers.
As this newspaper has reported recently, one particularly

horrifying practice is Chinese tiger farms, which supply
pelts, worth up to $20,000 apiece, and tiger bones used in
medicines and aphrodisiacs.
These farms are thinlymasked as efforts at tiger conserva-

tion. In reality, their purpose is to raise tigers to be butchered
and consumed.
The tiger farms also do nothing to take pressure off the

dwindling population of wild tigers. Chinese consumers be-
lieve parts fromwild tigers have greater medicinal potency.
In China, there are only some 20 wild tigers left. And

Chinese demand— heightened by the farms and the begin-
ning of the Year of the Tiger— has caused sharply increased
poaching in India, which has only about 1,400 wild tigers left.
The Chinese government seems to be doing little or noth-

ing to shut down tiger farms or punish those who buy or sell
tiger parts. And it hasmade no attempt to persuade Chinese
consumers that tiger parts have no real medicinal value.
Unless China does both— shuts down the tiger trade and

finds a way to alter consumers’ tastes— the wild tiger is al-
most surely doomed.

Unless China’s appetite for traditional
medicines changes, the species will
almost surely become extinct.
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