Regional Trouble Spots
The spotlight regularly trolls around looking for ‘hotspots’ or areas with a much higher potential for proliferation than others. The list below includes areas generally viewed as trouble spots, i.e. any that hinder the ultimate goal of zero proliferation. 

Centre stage at the moment is South Asia, with North Korea a close second. At the time of writing, the latter seems to have stabilized a bit with a sudden reprieve resulting from a pledge from North Korea to halt its missile programme. It is notoriously unpredictable, however, and attention will have to be kept on developments in the region. 
India and Pakistan have blazed the trail for new nuclear-weapon states. This is by far the most destabilizing situation the NPT has ever faced. How states parties now tackle this question at the Review Conference in 2000, as well as national reactions in dealing with the two countries, will determine to a large extent the potential future challenges to the regime. Weaponisation plans add to the uncertainty and tension in the region, especially as fighting in Kashmir heats up. Another element to watch will be how the Western/industrial powers react to and interact with these countries. If rewards seem imminent, rolling back the programmes will be harder to achieve. 
The Middle East is perennially a problem in the non-proliferation game. This entry would include first Israel, as it has been a thorn in the side of the NPT for the longest amount of time. While arguably more stable than its neighbours who are in various stages of acquisition, its arsenal is the most sophisticated and perhaps more troubling, and it is sanctioned by the world’s strongest nuclear power, the United States. The United States consistently plays an advocacy role for Israel in the NPT, which causes endless friction. The tacit presence of these weapons makes negotiations difficult on a range of security issues in the region, and serves as a convenient excuse for development of weapons of mass destruction by others in the neighbourhood. 
By no means is Israel the sole perpetrator, as Iraq and Iran have had caused more than their fair share of problems. Their programmes are covert, run by authoritarian regimes and their aims unclear. Nuclear weapons have not been the only goal, as there is deep concern over the chemical and biological weapon capabilities of these countries. 
In order to maximize stability in a region fraught with tension, some effort or mechanism will need to be sought to bring the three nuclear-capable states outside the treaty into the fold. Regular dialogue within the purview of the NPT would go a long way to build confidence in both South Asia and the Middle East, but that is discussed later in the article. 
Eyes are turning increasingly to China as well. There is much speculation as to what extent they have been modernizing their arsenal and producing new weapons. China remains a largely unknown quantity in NPT negotiations, relying heavily on rhetoric and impressive pledges. As a Group of One, they are involved in the Bureau of the NPT, which runs the administrative aspects of the meetings, but do not participate formally in other coordination groups. The one exception is the meeting of the five nuclear members of the NPT, which convene to prepare joint statements and loosely coordinate. Their motives are often hard to predict, which makes negotiations more difficult. While bilateral confidence-building measures seem to be providing some levels of understanding, China remains more of a mystery than most nations would like to admit. That, combined with accusations over covert nuclear sharing with other countries, should make China a focus for future scrutiny. 
NATO’s nineteen members adopted a new Strategic Concept in early 1999. It is considered here a regional trouble spot because there is deep concern over its continued reliance upon nuclear weapons, its planning and consultation on nuclear strategy and doctrine that involve sixteen non- nuclear countries and its dubious sharing arrangements with six non-nuclear-weapon states. Without change from this military organization, there will be little hope for true progress on nuclear disarmament, and commitments by its members to non-proliferation will be tainted by their association with an organization that has not satisfactorily answered the calls for openness and clarification. 
The Russian Federation has a unique set of problems, many of which are receiving remedies. It is as yet unclear the extent to which proliferation of nuclear materials has already happened and where they have gone. But nuclear safety is just one element of the problem, as reliance on tactical nuclear weapons is growing in the Russian strategy. Their strategic arsenal, with or without START II or III, will continue to decline and they will be left with a number well under 1,000. Given the uncertain political situation in the country, and the virtual lack of decision-making infrastructure, this region will remain on the trouble spot list for some time. 
The United States is perpetually one of the most recalcitrant of nations in regards to nuclear disarmament, which is intrinsically linked to non-proliferation. While absolute proponents of the latter, the former is a tougher nut to crack. Cuts are made according to a formula that leaves the arsenal and the doctrine very much intact, and accompanying statements reiterate the plan to keep these policies ‘for the foreseeable future’. Statements in the NPT, however, are vigorous in their conviction that nuclear disarmament is a core goal and at the top of their agenda. Conflicting messages such as these, combined with a digging in of heels at any potential forum for disarmament, cast a serious shadow of doubt as to the true aims of this powerful country. It is simple – without concrete disarmament, non-proliferation is merely a holding pattern that someday will come crashing down. 
