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Managing the nuclear threat
after Iraq: Is it time to replace
the NPT paradigm?
Ramesh Thakur

Nuclear arms control is back on the international agenda with a vengeance. It has three interlinked components: non-proliferation, arms control (for example, de-alerting and de-mating) and disarmament (the partial, limited or total abolition of nuclear weapons). According to the
High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, there is a twofold
threat of nuclear proliferation. First, some countries, from within the
shelter of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT), could either develop a full-ﬂedged weapons capability covertly
and illegally, or else acquire all the materials and expertise needed for a
weapons programme and withdraw from the treaty when they are ready
to proceed with weaponization. Second, there is genuine reason to fear
an erosion and possible collapse of the whole NPT regime over the longer term.1 The panel recalls US government fears in 1963 that over the
following decades the number of nuclear-weapon states (NWS) would
climb to 15–25, while others worried that the number could be as high
as 50. Instead, as of 2004 only eight countries are known to have nuclear
weapons.2 A still greater surprise, historically speaking, is that they have
not been used as an instrument of war since Hiroshima and Nagasaki in
1945.
There were two great pillars of the normative ediﬁce for containing
the nuclear horror: the doctrines of strategic deterrence, which prevented
the use of nuclear weapons among those who had them, and the nonproliferation regime, centred on the NPT, which both outlawed the
spread of nuclear weapons to others and imposed a legal obligation on
1
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the NWS to eliminate their own nuclear arsenals through negotiations –
their only explicit multilateral disarmament commitment. At the start of
the new millennium, both these pillars were at risk of crumbling. Some
commentators fear that arms control is at an impasse and disarmament
could be reversed. Treaties already negotiated and signed could unravel
through non-ratiﬁcation or breakouts. The testing of nuclear weapons
could be resumed. Revelations of a previously unsuspected underground
nuclear bazaar run by Abdul Qadeer Khan, the ‘‘father’’ of Pakistan’s
bomb, came as quite a shock. There is a lengthening list of proliferationsensitive ‘‘countries of concern’’. Iran’s confrontation with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) could lead it to pull out of the
NPT altogether, following the example of North Korea. No one seriously
advocates letting market forces triumph in order to level the killing ﬁelds
for the whole world. A world in which anyone who wanted to and could
get nuclear weapons was allowed to do so would be a far more dangerous
place for all of us.

The NPT regime
The NPT came into force in 1970 as the centrepiece of the global nonproliferation regime, which codiﬁed the international political norm of
non-nuclear-weapon status.3 It tries to curb proliferation by a mix of incentives and disincentives. In return for intrusive end-use control over
imported nuclear and nuclear-related technology and material, nonNWS were granted access to nuclear technology, components and material on a most-favoured-nation basis.
Proliferation refers to the dispersion of weapons, capabilities and technologies. Weapons can be sought for one or more of six reasons:4 deterrence of enemy attack; defence against attack; compellence of the enemy
to one’s preferred course of action; leveraging adversary and great power
behaviour;5 status; and emulation.
There are eight categories of proliferation-sensitive actors:
 vertically proliferating NWS: those that increased their nuclear stockpiles and upgraded their nuclear lethality from inside the NPT regime,
and by doing so undermined the non-proliferation regime and institutionalized international nuclear ‘‘apartheid’’;6
 NPT-irresponsible NWS: those that export nuclear-missile materials,
technology and expertise in violation of international treaties, regimes
and commitments;
 fragmenting NWS, or NPT splinters: when the old Soviet Union broke
up, for instance, we faced the prospect of an additional three NWS
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(Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine) – fortunately, they were persuaded
to forgo the nuclear option;
 NPT cheats: those that have signed the NPT but are engaged in activities in violation of their obligations;
 threshold NWS: those that do not claim possession of nuclear weapons,
have not forsworn the nuclear weapons option, produce signiﬁcant
amounts of nuclear material or equipment, and refuse to accept international control over their material and equipment – with India and
Pakistan coming out of the nuclear closet in 1998, and few left to deny
Israel’s nuclear weapons capability, the threshold status is in effect
obsolete;
 nuclear terrorists: it deﬁes credulity that nuclear weapons and materials
can be kept secure in government inventories and never be obtained by
any terrorist group – whereas a government’s nuclear capability can be
seized and destroyed, it is impossible to capture or kill every single terrorist and his/her last piece of dynamite, Semtex or timing mechanism;
 ‘‘virtual’’ NWS: the ﬂow of enabling technologies, material and expertise in the nuclear power industry can be used, through strategic prepositioning of materials and personnel, to build a ‘‘surge’’ capacity to
upgrade to nuclear weapons within the timeframe of a crisis degenerating into conﬂict. Thus Ichiro Ozawa of the Japanese Liberal Party
warned China not to forget that Japan could easily make 3,000–4,000
nuclear weapons;7
 missile proliferators: missiles are an acutely destabilizing form of weaponry because little defence is available against them; armed with biological, chemical or nuclear warheads, they can be lethal.
The speciﬁc causes of proliferation are many, diverse and usually
rooted in a local security complex. Persuading key problem states to
move to a non-nuclear-weapon status requires convincing them that the
balance of advantage lies with forswearing the nuclear option. This necessarily includes not just the national security calculus, but also the internal political constellation, the regional security complex and considerations of international equity. The most crucial elements in preventing
proliferation are ‘‘the creation and maintenance of political and security
conditions which are conducive to nonproliferation’’.8
The barriers against the acquisition, spread and use of nuclear weapons include legal conventions, norms and the fact of their non-use for
over 50 years. Norms, not deterrence, have anathematized the use of
nuclear weapons as unacceptable, immoral and possibly illegal in any
circumstance – even for states that have assimilated them into military arsenals and integrated them into military commands and doctrines. There
have been several occasions since 1945 (the United States in Viet Nam;
the former Soviet Union in Afghanistan) when nuclear weapons could
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have been used without fear of retaliation but were not, even at the price
of defeat on the battleﬁeld.9
The IAEA is part of the UN system and reports annually to the General Assembly on its work. One of its major functions is to apply safeguards to ensure that nuclear materials and equipment intended for
peaceful uses are not diverted to military uses. The safeguards system
constitutes the international community’s ﬁrst attempt to establish a control system over an industry of strategic importance. The IAEA is expected not to prevent the misuse of civilian nuclear facilities but to detect
possible misuse soon enough to give early warning to the international
community. The ex post facto revelations of South Africa’s acquisition
of nuclear weapons in the 1980s, the discovery of the extent of Iraq’s
pre-1990 clandestine nuclear programme while subject to IAEA safeguards and inspections, the continuing uncertainty over North Korea’s
nuclear programmes, the confessions by Libya of how advanced its programmes were, the revelations of the existence of an underground supermarket in Pakistan, and the continuing dispute with Iran have cumulatively eroded the IAEA’s credibility as an early-warning system.
On the supply side, a major proliferation challenge is the globalization of the arms industry, the ﬂooding of the global arms market and a
resulting loosening of supplier constraints. Safeguards are the technical
means to verifying compliance with non-proliferation obligations; export
control regimes are the technical means to preventing dissemination of
proliferation-sensitive materials. The industrial states gradually evolved
a regime of technical denial for keeping nuclear weapons capabilities
from potential proliferators through IAEA arrangements and export
control guidelines. Safeguards provide early warning of possible proliferation. The risk of detection adds an element of deterrence. Export restraints add to the technical difﬁculty, raise the costs of the nuclear weapons option, compel proliferators to take a more circuitous path, introduce
a longer lead-time and so buy time for offending governments to change
their mind and the international community to organize a suitable riposte.
The NPT regime also includes a number of treaties restricting nuclear
testing. The Partial Test Ban Treaty (1963) outlawed atmospheric, space
and underwater nuclear testing. The Threshold Test Ban Treaty (1974)
outlawed underground tests of more than 150 kt yield. The elusive goal
of a total ban on nuclear testing was seemingly realized in 1996 with
the endorsement by the UN General Assembly of the Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT). However, in part due to the rigid
entry-into-force provisions of the CTBT,10 and in part due to changed
administrations in Washington and the changed climate of arms control
after ‘‘9/11’’, the CTBT is unlikely to enter into force in the foreseeable
future. Nor has the world been any more successful in the pursuit of a
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non-discriminatory, multilateral and veriﬁable convention banning the
production of ﬁssile material for weapons purposes that would greatly
strengthen the non-proliferation regime.
Arms control efforts look too much to the past and are mostly reactive and curative. Nuclear-weapon-free zones are anticipatory and preventive integral components of the mosaic of international action on denuclearization and the de-legitimization of the entire ediﬁce of nuclear
weapons (possession, testing, deployment, doctrines, strategies and the
associated infrastructure of warheads, delivery systems, bases). They help
to embed and institutionalize the global non-proliferation norm at the regional level and thus offer a means of extending and reinforcing the NPT.
Such zones cover virtually the entire southern hemisphere but are conspicuously scarce north of the equator.11

The nuclear landscape in 2005
The mushroom clouds on the horizon in 2005 appeared to be the darkest
in years, although there were some silver linings. In December 2003,
Libya entered into a ‘‘grand bargain’’: in return for a comprehensive dismantling of its WMD (weapons of mass destruction) capabilities, the
United Kingdom and the United States agreed to lift sanctions and restore diplomatic relations. The implementation of the agreement was
swift, international watchdog agencies started dismantling and destroying
Libya’s nuclear-related material and stocks, and Libya joined the CTBT
and the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production,
Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction
(Chemical Weapons Convention). Moreover, Libya’s disclosures exposed
the global underground nuclear black market, led by the Pakistani metallurgist Abdul Qadeer Khan, which supplied sensitive nuclear technology
to Iran, Libya and North Korea. Although many questions remained
about the full extent of Khan’s network and activities, President Pervez
Musharraf pardoned him in exchange for his continued cooperation in
rolling up the network. The improvement in the political atmosphere
between Pakistan and India was sustained through the transition to a
Congress-majority government in New Delhi. The nuclear rivals moved
to more responsible nuclear stewardship of their programmes.
Non-state actors were the explicit focus of UN Security Council Resolution 1540. Adopted unanimously in April 2004, it called on all countries
to refrain from supporting by any means such actors attempting to acquire, use or transfer nuclear, chemical or biological weapons and their
delivery systems, and requires the establishment of domestic controls.
The bad news rather outweighed the good. The Conference on Disar-
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mament, established in 1979 as the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum of the international community, remained immobilized for
the ninth year in succession. Washington announced its commitment to
negotiate a legally binding ﬁssile material cut-off treaty, but without veriﬁcation provisions. Space talks remain blocked. Iran sent conﬂicting messages on compliance with NPT commitments and its pursuit of a nuclear
energy programme for peaceful purposes. The Six-Party Talks on the
North Korean nuclear programme made no visible progress in keeping
North Korea from establishing a fully functioning nuclear weapons programme. East Asia was further rattled with revelations of a series of supposedly ‘‘rogue’’ nuclear experiments by South Korean and Taiwanese
scientists. Concerns persist about the potential leakage of ‘‘loose nukes’’
from Russia to terrorists. Worst-case scenarios see terrorists using nuclear
or radiological weapons to kill hundreds of thousands of people. As far
as we know, however, no terrorist group has the competence to build nuclear weapons. Nor is there any evidence so far to suggest that nuclear
weapons have been transferred to terrorist organizations.
The seventh NPT Review Conference in May 2005 ended in complete
collapse. It failed to address the vital challenges or to offer practical ideas
for preventing the use, acquisition and spread of nuclear weapons. The
ﬁrst half of the conference was dogged by procedural wrangling and the
second was rancorous. The exercise ended in acrimony and recriminations over where the primary blame lay for the lost opportunity to bolster
the NPT. Most countries concluded that the nuclear powers had no intention of fulﬁlling their NPT-based disarmament obligations and agreed
commitments from the 1995 and 2000 conferences. This had a triple negative effect: it eroded support for US proposals for strengthening the
non-proliferation elements of the treaty, it weakened support for strong
action against possible Iranian and North Korean transgressions, and it
may soften adherence to NPT obligations over the long run.
China continues to modernize its arsenal. The United States has
retreated from several arms control and disarmament agreements, including the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, the NPT and the CTBT. It is
asserting the right to develop new generations of earth-penetrating,
bunker-busting nuclear weapons and battleﬁeld ‘‘mini-nukes’’ and reﬁning the doctrines underpinning the deployment and possible use of nuclear weapons. The bilateral agreement between India and the United
States on civilian nuclear cooperation, signed during Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh’s visit to Washington on 18 July 2005, proved extremely contentious. Supporters argued that it serves the strategic goals
of both countries while also advancing the global non-proliferation
agenda more realistically than any conceivable alternative. Opponents
countered that the gains were outweighed by the damage to the non-
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proliferation cause. Still more disappointment came with the UN World
Summit in September 2005. US insistence on dispensing with the NPT
pillars of ‘‘disarmament, non-proliferation, and the peaceful use of nuclear energy’’ in favour of a focus solely on preventing the further spread
of nuclear weapons gave ample cover for spoilers on the other side.
Secretary-General Koﬁ Annan rightly called the failure to agree on any
action on non-proliferation and disarmament ‘‘a real disgrace’’.

A paradigm shift?
In The Structure of Scientiﬁc Revolutions, Thomas S. Kuhn outlined the
process by which a dominant paradigm in science is replaced by a new
paradigm. Normal science is concerned with solving puzzles within a particular framework. In the course of ongoing research, however, anomalies are uncovered that suggest deﬁciencies in the theory or the existing
paradigm and generate auxiliary hypotheses within the dominant paradigm to explain the anomalies. If the old paradigm proves unable to accommodate the anomalies, the pressure grows for a new paradigm to
emerge. At this point ‘‘the anomalous has become the expected’’.12
Might a similar process be under way (a) with regard to the NPT regime
and, more generally still, (b) with regard to the dominant paradigm of the
contemporary world order?
The central doctrine underpinning the contemporary Westphalian system holds that sovereign states are equal in effectiveness, status and legitimacy. In reality, states are not of equal worth and signiﬁcance, either
militarily, economically, politically or morally. An important lesson of
peace operations is that impartial peacekeeping should not automatically
translate into moral equivalence among the conﬂict parties on the
ground. The Brahimi Panel on United Nations Peace Operations noted
that, in some cases, local parties consist not of moral equals but of aggressors and victims, and consequently ‘‘peacekeepers may not only be
operationally justiﬁed in using force but morally compelled to do so’’.13
Can this insight be applied to the nuclear dilemma? It seems counterintuitive to postulate that, in the eyes of most people and countries, nuclear weapons in the hands of the United Kingdom and North Korea
would pose equal risks to international peace and security. The United
Nations, resting on the principle of the sovereign equality of member
states, is compelled to assert the danger of nuclear weapons per se arising
from their uniquely destructive properties. But, if the United Nations is
not able or willing to distinguish between regimes with respect to the
risks they pose and the threats they constitute, then either it must be reformed and reconﬁgured to enable such determination, or else we must
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accept the reality that concerned countries will make these tough decisions and act on them outside the UN framework. Such countries are
not going to imperil their national security through an idealistic faith in
the UN system of collective security resting on demonstrably false assumptions.
Since 1968, the symbol of the dominant arms control, disarmament and
non-proliferation paradigm has been the NPT regime. Over the course of
three decades, however, signiﬁcant anomalies have accumulated and now
weigh down the regime. The question is: are they so insubstantial that
they can be accommodated within the NPT regime through reforms and
auxiliary agreements, or are they of sufﬁcient number and magnitude that
the NPT needs total replacement? They can be grouped into ﬁve broad
categories: a discrepancy between the legal deﬁnition and actual nuclearweapon status; the dangerous gap in time between the threat of nonproliferation becoming evident and the capacity of the existing international modalities to respond effectively to it; the risks of lumping
together biological, chemical and nuclear weapons under the one label
of WMD; the tensions between norms and treaties, on the one hand,
and compliance mechanisms and enforcement agents, on the other; and
the difﬁculty of encouraging the acquisition of nuclear weapons as the
deterrent of choice resulting from efforts at compulsory or pre-emptive
disarmament.

Anomaly 1: Legal deﬁnition vs. strategic reality
The deﬁnition of a nuclear-weapon state is chronological, a function of
countries having been nuclear powers before the NPT was signed, rather
than analytical or existential. For example, the nuclear arsenals of India,
Pakistan and Israel are NPT-illicit – these countries could test, deploy
and even use nuclear weapons but they cannot be described as nuclearweapon states.14 In principle, the United Kingdom and France could dismantle their nuclear ediﬁce and destroy their nuclear arsenals, but would
still count as nuclear-weapon states. This is an Alice-in-Wonderland
approach to affairs of deadly seriousness. When legal ﬁction comes into
collision with strategic reality, either the legal ﬁction gives way or the
world becomes a more dangerous place. Moreover, if the gap between
strategic reality and the NPT world view is not bridged, in time it is the
NPT that will become progressively less credible and relevant. Yet can
the NPT deﬁnition be opened up for revision through a formal amendment of the treaty, with all the unpredictable consequences regarding
the status of existing States Parties? The conceptual fudge is evident in
the report of the High-level Panel asking Middle Eastern and South
Asian countries to ratify the CTBT and negotiate regional nuclear-
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weapon-free zones.15 Should India, Pakistan and Israel do so as nuclearweapon states? If so, would this not formalize their nuclear status outside
the NPT? Furthermore, why not make the same call to the other ﬁve nuclear powers? If not, w(h)ither realism?

Anomaly 2: Fast-paced threats, slow institutional response
The cases of Israel, India and Pakistan show that, decades after the problem arose, the international community is still unable to agree on an appropriate response within the existing NPT framework. In conducting 11
nuclear tests in May 1998, India and Pakistan confronted the world with a
dilemma. A moderate response would have been self-negating. The nuclear hawks would have felt vindicated, saying that their country was being treated with respect because it had nuclear weapons. To accept India
and Pakistan as nuclear-weapon states would reverse three decades of
non-proliferation policy and victimize many countries that signed the
NPT and CTBT on the understanding that the number of nuclearweapon states would be limited to ﬁve. On the other hand, a harsh response would have been self-fulﬁlling. The hawks would have argued
that a friendless India that is the target of hostile international attention
needs an arsenal of nuclear weapons to defend its interests. Seven years
later, trying to revert to the status quo ante in South Asia is as realistic as
demanding an immediate timetabled framework for the elimination of all
nuclear weapons. For India, Israel and Pakistan, the question is no longer
if they are nuclear powers but what kind of nuclear powers they are going to be.
On Iraq, Washington did not help its case for war against Saddam Hussein by issuing a confused mix of motives and explanations. In the resulting ‘‘noise’’ of diplomatic trafﬁc, answers were not forthcoming to two
crucial questions: why Iraq, and why now? Any single answer to the ﬁrst
question – such as known/suspected links to terrorism or to weapons of
mass destruction – would always complicate attempts to answer the second, since people could instantly counter with more compelling cases of
the same pathology.
For instance, whereas evidence of nuclear weapons remained elusive in
Iraq, North Korea did almost everything except actually conduct a nuclear test. The glib conclusion drawn by the anti-war lobby, therefore,
was that Washington’s inconsistent response to the simultaneous crises
showed two things: Iraq did not possess usable nuclear weapons, and
North Korea does not have oil. Yet, glibness aside, Washington could
have constructed a powerful case for its action on Iraq precisely by linking the two crises. We know that Saddam had pursued the nuclear option
in the past, had possessed and used biochemical weapons against his own
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people as well as against Iran, and had played a dangerous game of hide
and seek with UN weapons inspectors for over a decade. Given that we
cannot be certain that North Korea has not already crossed the nuclear
threshold, what options are available to the international community for
dealing with Pyongyang without causing grave damage to ourselves? The
UN Security Council seems barely able to table the North Korean threat
for discussion and resolution. Similarly, it would have been impossible to
de-fang Saddam of nuclear weapons the day after he acquired and used
them – the United Nations is incapable of doing so the day before –
hence the American determination to do so instead. Thus the two questions (why Iraq and why now?) can be answered simultaneously and symbiotically.
The reality of contemporary threats – a virtual nuclear weapons capability that can exist inside non-proliferation regimes and be crossed at too
short notice for international organizations to be able to react defensively
in time, and non-state actors that are outside the jurisdiction and control
of multilateral agreements whose signatories are states – means that signiﬁcant gaps exist in the legal and institutional framework to combat
them. If international institutions cannot cope with today’s real threats,
states will try to do so themselves, either unilaterally or in company with
like-minded allies. If military action is strategically necessary and morally
justiﬁed but not legally permitted, then the existing framework of laws
and rules – not the anticipatory military action – is defective.
Recognizing this, a group of like-minded countries has launched a Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) to interdict illicit air, sea and land
cargo linked to WMD. Its premise is that the proliferation of such weapons deserves to be criminalized by the civilized community of nations.
The PSI signals a new determination to overcome an unsatisfactory state
of affairs through a broad partnership of countries that, using their own
national laws and resources, will coordinate actions to halt shipments of
dangerous technologies and materiel. Whereas the High-level Panel encouraged all states to join the PSI,16 the Secretary-General simply welcomes the voluntary initiative.17

Anomaly 3: Weapons of mass destruction
Nuclear non-proliferation efforts must be viewed within the context of the
broader proliferation environment, which in addition to nuclear weapons
includes biological, chemical and conventional weapons and their delivery
systems. The clandestine nature of all biological and chemical weapon
programmes suggests that no prestige value attaches to them. They have
been so successfully stigmatized and evoke such universal revulsion that
they are not a source of national pride.
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Language is not always neutral, and often contains powerful codes of
permissible and impermissible behaviour. It is not clear that biological,
chemical and nuclear weapons belong in one conceptual category. They
differ in their technical features, in the ease with they can be acquired
and developed, and in their capacity to cause mass destruction. Treating
them as one category of weaponry can distort analysis and produce
ﬂawed institutional responses. In the long-lasting and particularly traumatic conﬂicts in Africa and Asia, the real weapons of mass destruction
are small arms and landmines. There is also the danger of mission creep
for nuclear weapons. The taboo against nuclear weapons use is so strong
that it is difﬁcult to imagine their use other than against enemy nuclear
weapons.
The creeping tendency to redeﬁne the mission to counter WMD has
three consequences: it lumps together biological, chemical and nuclear
weapons in one conceptually fuzzy category; it weakens the nuclear
taboo; and it permits the nuclear powers to obfuscate the reality that
they are the possessors of the most potent WMD.18 If nuclear weapons
are accepted as having a role in countering biological/chemical warfare,
then by what right or logic can we deny a nuclear weapons capability to
a country such as Iran that has actually suffered chemical weapons attacks? In other words, mission creep carries the attendant danger of
cross-category horizontal proliferation. It also raises a further interesting
question: why should there not be a universal nuclear weapons convention banning such weapons, comparable to the biological and chemical
weapons conventions?

Anomaly 4: Enforcers as exemplars
The NPT-N5 (the ﬁve nuclear powers recognized as such by the NPT)
preach nuclear abstinence but do not practise it. It deﬁes history, common sense and logic to believe that a self-selecting group of countries
can keep a permanent monopoly on any class of weaponry. Not a single
country that had nuclear weapons when the NPT was signed in 1968 has
given them up.19 Moreover, their stockpiles are in deﬁance of the International Court of Justice’s Advisory Opinion of July 1996 of a legal obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations
leading to nuclear disarmament. India and Pakistan breached no international treaty, convention or law by testing. For the ﬁve nuclear-weapon
states to impose sanctions on the nuclear gatecrashers is akin on this
issue to outlaws sitting in judgment, passing sentence and imposing punishment on the law abiding. Such behaviour fuels the politics of grievance
and resentment.
There is profound scepticism about the country with the world’s most
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powerful nuclear weapons using military force to prevent their acquisition by others. By attacking Iraq in deﬁance of world opinion without
UN authorization, Washington exempted itself from the existing normative restraints on the use of military force. Many prudent national security planners around the world will be more attracted than they were before the Iraq war to nuclear weapons for deterring possible attack on their
countries in the suddenly harsher jungle of international relations. They
may begin to edge away from existing non-proliferation commitments
and become interested in nuclear warheads and missiles as leveraging
weapons in order to affect the calculus of US decision-making on wars.
The nuclear-weapon states are trapped in the fundamental paradox
that, while they justify their own nuclear weapons in national security
terms, they seek to deny such weapons to anyone else for reasons of
global security. Ultimately, however, the logic of nuclear nonproliferation is inseparable from the logic of nuclear disarmament. Hence
the axiom of non-proliferation: as long as any one country has them,
others, including terrorist groups, will try their best (or worst) to get
them.
For arms control regimes – the infrastructure of sustainable disarmament20 – to be vested with legitimacy, they must incorporate a balance of obligations between the present nuclear haves and have-nots.
The urgent requirement now is to put in place an increasing number of
veriﬁable constraints on the policies, practices and arsenals of nuclearweapon states. The lack of compliance and enforcement of NPT obligations on the nuclear-weapon states de-legitimizes the NPT’s normative
claims in the eyes of others. The historic and favourable changes in the
world strategic situation must be embedded in structures that consolidate, deepen and reinforce the non-proliferation, arms control and disarmament regimes in their normative, technical-denial and compliancecum-enforcement attributes. All the regimes must be invested with the
requisite political will, ﬁscal means and intelligence support.

Anomaly 5: Utility vs. futility of nuclear weapons
During the Cold War, large numbers of US nuclear warheads were aimed
at ﬁxed enemy targets. Under the targeting system called ‘‘adaptive planning’’ based on ‘‘offensive deterrence’’, Washington would have the option of launching a pre-emptive strike with precision-guided conventional
bombs or ‘‘special-purpose nuclear weapons’’ against hostile countries
that posed a threat of WMD attack on the United States. Does contemplating and preparing for the use of nuclear weapons with lower yield
and reduced fallout constitute a preparatory step too far?
The Nuclear Posture Review has the great merit of trying to reconcile
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the reality of nuclear weapons with operational military doctrines. The
unique properties of nuclear weapons mean that they will continue to
play critical roles. Their military-political utility ranges from assurance
of allies and friends to dissuasion of competitors, deterrence of aggressors and defeat of enemies. In the process, however, nuclear weapons
have advanced up the ladder of escalation from the weapon of last resort to a weapon of choice, and the underlying defence doctrine has
changed from the Cold War’s mutual assured destruction to the post–
Cold War’s unilateral assured destruction. Such doctrinal spread may
have unhappy consequences, because the calculus of potential proliferators is bound to change in response to the new US doctrine. It is not possible to convince others of the futility of nuclear weapons when the facts
of possession and the doctrines of use prove their utility for a selfselected few. Lowering the threshold of their use weakens the taboo
against them, and thus inevitably lowers the normative barriers to nuclear proliferation.
A dramatic deterioration in the security environment hardens the determination of the ‘‘rogues’’ to acquire the most lethal weapons in order
to check armed attacks they fear will be launched by the United States.
Just as Iraq as a hotbed of terrorism became a consequence more than a
cause of war, so proliferation of nuclear weapons may result from that
war: some countries will have concluded that only nuclear weapons can
deter Washington from unilateral wars of choice. Thus, as Washington
throws off the fetters on the unilateral use of force and the universal taboo on nuclear weapons, it strengthens the attraction of nuclear weapons
for others while simultaneously weakening the restraining force of global
norms and treaties.
But this in itself is now less worrying to Washington. For yet another
effect of 9/11 was to change dramatically the focus of concern from universal to differentiated nuclear proliferation. Previously, the NPT was
the centrepiece and embodiment of the non-proliferation norm. Now the
US concern may be not so much the NPT as the relations of the proliferators with Washington. US-friendly countries such as Israel have never
evoked outrage over their nuclear weapons programmes. The failure to
confront Israel’s nuclear weapons increasingly complicates efforts to address nuclear concerns by others in the region. Since 9/11, even India
and Pakistan have been lifted out of the ranks of countries of concern
(with Pakistan being designated a major non-NATO ally) in favour of
concentrated attacks on the axis of evil countries – that is, US-hostile
proliferators. And of course the concern is no longer limited to state proliferators, but extends much more broadly to non-state groups and individuals as well, especially those who might some day contemplate acts of
nuclear terrorism.
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In turn this changes the basis of world order as we know it. And
that might be the most profound and long-lasting signiﬁcance of 9/11,
which may indeed have changed the world and tipped us into a postWestphalian world. US policy is full of contradictions within the Westphalian paradigm. How can the most prominent dissident in many global
norms and regimes claim to be the world’s most powerful enforcer of
global norms and regimes, including non-proliferation? How can the
most vocal critic of the very notion of an international community anoint
itself the international community’s sheriff?
The answer lies in a conception of world order rooted outside the
framework of Westphalian sovereign equality. This also explains why
some of today’s most potent threats come not from the conquering states
within the Westphalian paradigm but from failing states outside it. In effect, President Bush is saying that the gap between the ﬁction of legal
equality and the reality of power preponderance has stretched beyond
breaking point. Washington is no longer bound by such ﬁction. The
Bush administration insists that the United States will remain as fundamentally trustworthy, balanced and responsible a custodian of world
order as before – but of a post-Westphalian order centred on the United
States. Other countries and leaders must pay their respects to Washington
as the new imperial centre, or else Washington will make them pay for
their disrespect.

Outline of the book
Can the International Atomic Energy Agency be transformed from an
inspectorate into an international nuclear police force? Or even an international nuclear-ready reaction force, equipped, tasked and prepared
to destroy unauthorized nuclear facilities by force? Alternatively, now
that we know just how well the UN inspection machinery (UN Special
Commission/UN Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection Commission)
worked in containing Saddam Hussein’s nuclear ambitions, could they
be transformed from ad hoc to standing institutions? The success of such
ventures cannot be guaranteed, and they are high risk too in terms of
precipitating conventional and nuclear wars and ecological disasters.
These and other questions are discussed and analysed from a variety of
perspectives in this book. The key questions include: are the problems we
now face old problems (such as those of non-compliance by states members of various regimes) or new problems (such as non-compliance by
states not members of various regimes); are the gaps in the international
institutions to deal with non-compliance the result of the lack of resources
or of a lack of norms; are there lessons to be learned from other reforms,
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such as the Brahimi Panel on UN Peace Operations, which challenged
the traditional notion of impartiality in peacekeeping? Is a similar norm
applicable to non-proliferation? What weaknesses did the Iraq crisis
expose in the non-proliferation regimes and in the UN system’s role as
a central arena for handling proliferation crises? What successful elements of the international community’s policies vis-à-vis Iraq should not
be forgotten? What are the lessons learned for devising international responses to proliferation challenges in the Middle East and in North-east
Asia?
Part I (Chapters 2–4) looks at doctrinal issues regarding the use of
force in general and at the implications of a shift in the utility of nuclear
weapons from deterrence to compellence, and of an abandonment of the
parallel pursuit of nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament in favour
solely of non-proliferation. Part II (Chapters 5–8) examines the place
and role of the United Nations in attempting to control the spread and
use of nuclear weapons. In Parts III (Chapters 9–10) and IV (Chapters
11–13), we discuss the regional dynamics of proliferation concerns in
North-east Asia and the Middle East, respectively. Parts V (Chapters
14–18) and VI (Chapters 19–20) look at the policy drivers of the NPT
and extra-NPT nuclear powers. Finally, in Part VII (chapters 21–23), we
conclude with a range of observations on the threats posed by the possible acquisition of nuclear weapons by non-state actors and by missiles, as
well as the state of affairs after the Iraq war.

The three pillars of arms control
The goal of containing the genie of nuclear weapons was unexpectedly
successful for three decades from 1968 to 1998, but it has suffered serious
setbacks since then. The success rested on three pillars, each of which has
been crumbling in the past few years: norms, treaties and coercion.
Norms are socially efﬁcient mechanisms for regulating human behaviour from the family and village to the global setting. In conducting 11
nuclear tests in 1998, India and Pakistan did not violate any treaty they
had signed. But they did breach the global anti-nuclear norm and were
roundly criticized for doing so. By now they are increasingly being accepted back into the fold as de facto nuclear powers, which weakens the
anti-nuclear norm still further.
Non-fulﬁlment of treaty obligations by the nuclear powers weakens the
efﬁcacy of the anti-nuclear norm in controlling the threat of proliferation.
The ﬁve permanent but unelected members of the UN Security Council –
the N5 – then have to resort to measures of coercion ranging from diplomatic and economic to military. But relying solely on coercion with little
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basis any longer in norms (morality) and treaties (legality) usually turns
out to be counter-productive.
A norm cannot control the behaviour of those who reject its moral status. India had argued for decades that the most serious breaches of the
anti-nuclear norm were being committed by the ﬁve nuclear powers,
which simply disregarded their disarmament obligations under the NPT.
Of late, Washington has engaged in a systematic belittling, denigrating
and hollowing out of a series of arms control and disarmament agreements. Arguably, it has also been engaged in a similar frontal assault on
the principle of global norms – from arms control, climate change and
international criminal justice to conventions against torture and for the
rights of children and planned parenthood. In doing so, Washington contributes to a worsening of the proliferation challenge by weakening the
behaviour-regulating force of global norms.
Precisely because multilateral agreements are negotiated outcomes,
they are typically imperfect bargains, reﬂecting the compromises that all
sides had to make in the interests of getting an agreement that meets the
minimum concerns of all parties while falling short of their maximum ambitions. Australia helped to broker the CTBT in the belief that technical
improvements through continued nuclear testing were subordinate to the
risks of nuclear proliferation if testing was not terminated. Canada was
the catalyst for the ban on antipersonnel landmines because their marginal military utility is outweighed by their humanitarian carnage.
While the CTBT and the NPT, along with the chemical and biological
weapons conventions, the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use,
Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on
Their Destruction (the Ottawa Treaty) and other international instruments, raise the threshold of proliferation and use, they simultaneously
lower the bar to collective international responses for ensuring regime
compliance. They thus lower the threat, reduce the need for counterproliferation preparation and strategies, and promote norms of acceptable international behaviour. In signing international arms control treaties, states accept binding obligations. If a state should seek to acquire
nuclear weapons, NPT obligations give us signiﬁcant leverage ﬁrst to
hold it to a legal contract, and second, if that is ignored, to fashion a collective response to non-compliance. It is far easier to form coalitions of
the willing from those angered by non-compliance with international
treaties and global norms – which is a good working deﬁnition of a rogue
state.
Of course, no arms control regime can provide foolproof assurance
against cheating. But the key issue, as in all aspects of life, is risk management. We do not stop driving or ﬂying because of the risk of accidents.
Rather, we take reasonable precautions, institute safety procedures, en-
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sure minimum skills through approved testing procedures and set in
place mechanisms and people for catching and punishing the violators of
the collective norms of driving and ﬂying. There is no country in which
people do not violate trafﬁc laws and seek to evade detection. Some
even succeed. It would be as irresponsible as it would be irrational to
conclude that driving licence requirements and trafﬁc codes should therefore be thrown out in favour of a free-for-all on the nation’s roads.
Some states and groups will surely try to cheat on their international
obligations. But the veriﬁcation and monitoring mechanisms built into
arms control regimes give us a higher chance of catching them out in
their efforts to cheat. The risk of detection acts as a deterrent against
cheating, and the risk of being branded a cheat adds an element of compliance. The United States can leverage its hard and soft power assets to
hold signatories to their international treaty obligations. If these are violated, the United States can leverage the same set of assets to forge coalitions of the willing, as in the Persian Gulf, Kosovo and Afghanistan
wars over the past decade. The world needs American muscle and leadership on the side of the law-abiding.
In sum, there was great merit in relying on an integrated strategy of
norms, treaties and coercion to keep the threat of nuclear proliferation
in check. The NPT is tied to a frozen international power structure decades out of date, and it has become dangerously fragile. The road to the
nuclear-free destination includes deep reductions in nuclear arsenals; further constraints on the extra-territorial deployment of nuclear weapons;
the entry into force of the CTBT; a ban on missile test ﬂights and the production of ﬁssile materials; a pre-emptive ban on the nuclear militarization of outer space; and the de-alerting and de-mating of nuclear forces,
warheads and missiles.
Confronted with a world that cannot be changed, reasonable people
adapt and accommodate. Yet the turning points of history and progress
in human civilization have come from those who set out to change the
world instead. The only guarantee against the threat of nuclear war is the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons. In most contexts, a step-bystep approach is the best policy, but such caution can be fatal if the need
is to cross a chasm. In the case of nuclear weapons, the chasm over which
we must leap is the belief that world security can rest on weapons of total
insecurity. Such scenarios provoke dismissive comments from so-called
‘‘realists’’. Realistically speaking, what other option is there? A rollback
to the pre-1998 status quo, in the name of realism? Unchecked proliferation? Rearmament? As with Winston Churchill’s famous aphorism on
democracy, the abolitionist option may well be unrealistic; all other conceivable options are even less realistic as strategies for our common security and survival.

18

RAMESH THAKUR

Notes
1. High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, A More Secure World: Our
Shared Responsibility, UN Doc. A/59/565 (New York: United Nations, December
2004), para. 108.
2. Ibid., para. 110.
3. I use the term ‘‘regime’’ loosely to refer to norms, rules and behaviour around which
actor expectations converge in the issue-area of non-proliferation even in the absence
of formal international organization. The non-proliferation regime includes the norms
of international nuclear behaviour and the network of international treaties, institutions, export controls and nuclear trade agreements.
4. This is developed more fully in Ramesh Thakur, ‘‘Arms Control, Disarmament, and
Non-Proliferation: A Political Perspective’’, in Jeffrey A. Larsen and Thomas D. Miller,
eds, Arms Control in the Asia–Paciﬁc Region (Colorado Springs: USAF Institute for
National Security Studies, US Air Force Academy, 1999), pp. 39–61.
5. Many of the newer proliferating materials and processes are ‘‘leveraging’’ technologies
that allow poorer countries to offset high-technology advantages. By demonstrating the
acquisition of just a few key capabilities, developing countries can affect the perceptions
and alter the decision calculus of diplomacy and war of the advanced military powers.
6. The use of the emotive word ‘‘apartheid’’ by critics of the NPT entails entirely negative
connotations. Apartheid referred to a system in which a minority imposed its order on a
majority by coercion. The NPT has been signed by a majority of the world’s countries
exercising their free choice.
7. Japan Times, 6 April 2002.
8. Hans Blix (then Director General of the IAEA), ‘‘Strengthening the NPT and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regime’’, Disarmament: A Periodic Review by the United Nations, Vol. 16, No. 2 (1993), p. 5.
9. See Nina Tannenwald, ‘‘The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and the Normative Basis
of Nuclear Non-Use’’, International Organization, Vol. 53 (Summer 1999), pp. 433–468.
10. China joined the NPT regime in March 1992, followed by France in August, thereby
bringing all ﬁve known nuclear-weapon states within the NPT fold. If analogous clauses
had been written into the NPT, that treaty would never have entered into force.
11. See Ramesh Thakur, ed., Nuclear Weapons-Free Zones (London/New York: Macmillan
and St. Martin’s Press, 1998).
12. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientiﬁc Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962), p. 53.
13. Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations, UN Doc. A/55/305–S/2000/809,
21 August 2000, para. 50.
14. The ofﬁcial UN formulation is that India and Pakistan are ‘‘non-NPT States that have
conducted tests of nuclear devices’’. India describes itself as a declared possessor of nuclear weapons. See W. P. S. Sidhu, ‘‘India’s Nuclear Use Doctrine’’, in Peter R. Lavoy,
Scott Sagan and James J. Wirtz, eds, Planning the Unthinkable: New Proliferators and
the Use of Weapons of Mass Destruction (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000),
pp. 125–157; and Ramesh Thakur, ‘‘The South Asian Nuclear Challenge’’, in John
Baylis and Robert O’Neill, eds, Alternative Nuclear Futures: The Role of Nuclear Weapons in the Post-Cold War World (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), pp. 101–124.
15. High-level Panel, A More Secure World, para. 124.
16. Ibid., para. 132.
17. Koﬁ Annan, In Larger Freedom: Towards Development, Security and Human Rights for
All. Report of the Secretary-General, UN Doc. A/59/2005 (New York: United Nations,
21 March 2005), para. 100.

IS IT TIME TO REPLACE THE NPT PARADIGM?

19

18. The WMD issue was further clouded (no pun intended) with conﬁrmation that US
forces had used white phosphorus during their assault on Fallujah in November 2004.
As the New York Times argued in an editorial, ‘‘U.S. demands for counter-proliferation
efforts and international arms control ring a bit hollow when the United States refuses
to give up white phosphorus, not to mention cluster bombs and land mines’’ – ‘‘Shake
and bake’’ (the ‘‘unsettling military name’’ given to white phosphorus), International
Herald Tribune, 30 November 2005.
19. The renunciations by Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine after the breakup of the former
Soviet Union do not alter the substantive claim, insofar as, for this purpose, the successor state is Russia.
20. See Ramesh Thakur, ‘‘Sustainable Disarmament’’, in Carl Ungerer and Marianne Hanson, eds, The Politics of Nuclear Non-Proliferation (St Leonards: Allen & Unwin Australia, 2001), pp. 11–30.

Part I
Strategic doctrine, norms of
non-proliferation and disarmament,
and world order

2
The use of force in international
politics: Four revolutions
Kalevi J. Holsti

The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) is a symptom
of deep structural characteristics in the contemporary international system. Agents and actors obtain weapons systems for a variety of reasons,
ranging from prestige, through compellence, to deterrence. The processes
by which weapons systems migrate from community to community include sales and commerce, mimicry, indigenous research and development, spying and illegal purchases. There is nothing new about weapons
proliferation. What distinguishes the current problem from its predecessors is (1) the extreme lethality of certain types of weapons, and (2) an
assumed willingness on the part of the proliferators to use those weapons
as instruments of terror, blackmail or irrational strikes against innocents.
These are the nightmares of many contemporary defence analysts. In the
contemporary mind, these threats are sufﬁciently great to generate and
sustain not only speciﬁed weapons prohibition ‘‘regimes’’ but also coercive military action to disarm suspected violators of these regimes. The
US attack on Iraq in 2003 was largely justiﬁed in terms of the threat that
Iraq’s asserted (but unproved) weapons of mass destruction posed to the
United States and the international community.
Weapons proliferation is a sub-problem of the main issue in the relations between sovereign political communities in a system of anarchy.
That issue is the use of force between those communities. The systematic
study of the essential characteristics of international relations has traditionally focused on the problem of war, which, according to analysts
such as Hobbes, Rousseau and contemporary Realists, is an inevitable
23
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outcome of anarchical systems. In gaining sovereignty from the old medieval order characterized by command and obedience relationships, the
newly independent states gained their freedom to rule internally and to
pursue their foreign ventures, but in the process created a system of perpetual insecurity. Hobbes and Rousseau did not specify when, where or
over what issues the sovereigns were going to use force, so there is no
known degree of threat at any time. In a system of anarchy, according to
Hobbes, there is, like rain in England, a perpetual ‘‘disposition’’ to war.
For Rousseau, in his famous parable of the stag hunt, war is inevitable
because of the security dilemma and the lack of trust between states.
Throughout history, armed force has been a ubiquitous characteristic
of the relations between independent polities, be they tribes, cities,
nation-states or empires. For example, a striking feature of the relations
between the Greek city-states in the period 700 to 300 BC was their propensity to engage in warfare; it was almost a constant activity for at least
the greatest of the political communities, and undertaken for seemingly
trivial reasons. Conquest was its most frequent outcome. Similarly, all
the great historical empires – Roman, Mongol, Mogul, Spanish and Russian, for example – were created largely through military conquest. But,
if we review the record of war in the past three centuries approximately,
we can discern some critically important modiﬁcations in the long and
dreary history of armed conﬂicts. There are at least four aspects of the
use of force between polities that can be considered revolutionary. By
revolutionary, I mean that common and historical practices have changed
roles, tasks and functions (transformation); trends in practices have had a
critical increase or decrease in incidence; or practices have become obsolete or disappeared. The revolutions are:
1. the signiﬁcant decline in the incidence of war between states;
2. the de-legitimization of conquest;
3. a developing norm that requires collective authorization for the use of
force to be legitimate;
4. the change in the purposes and tasks of armed force.

The incidence of inter-state war
Numerous statistical studies on the incidence of inter-state war exist but,
because they use different deﬁnitions of war, different time periods and
different databases, the details differ. However, the trends are roughly
similar. Table 2.1 summarizes the frequency of inter-state war (war, not
war involvement, is the unit of analysis) as noted in two recent studies.1
Several patterns emerge from these data. First, the raw amount of interstate war has not declined in the past three centuries. Whereas a new war
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Table 2.1 The incidence of inter-state war since 1495

Period
Holsti datab
1495–1600
1648–1714
1715–1814
1815–1914
1918–1941
1945–1990
1991–2005
Sarkees et al. data
1816–1899
1900–1997

Number of
states
(average
for period)

Number of
inter-state
warsa

Average
interval
between
wars
(years)

18
20
19
21
30
145
181

40
22
36
29
25
38
8

2.6
3.0
2.8
3.4
0.9
1.2
1.9

0.15
0.15
0.15
0.16
0.36
0.06
0.01

30
98

30
49

3.0
2.0

0.519c
0.283c

Inter-state
war per
state
per year

a Includes armed interventions with 1,000þ casualties as a result, but does not include wars of colonial conquest or paciﬁcation, or wars of ‘‘national liberation’’–
decolonization.
b Data for the 1495–1600 period come from Quincy Wright, A Study of War (2nd
edn, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965, pp. 641–642).
c Wars per system member.

began on average once every three years in the period between Westphalia and the Treaty of Utrecht (1715), in the period since 1991 there has
been a new inter-state war or armed intervention almost every second
year. As noted by many historians, the nineteenth century, compared
with its successor, was an era of relative peace in Europe, with a new
war or armed intervention taking place only once every 3.4 years on average. The worst record of warfare was the period between the two world
wars of the twentieth century, when a new war or armed intervention became on average an annual event. Woodrow Wilson’s characterization of
World War I as the ‘‘war to end war’’ was tragically incorrect because it
actually spawned an era of unprecedented armed violence and conquest
between states. Similarly, George H. W. Bush’s 1991 declaration of a
‘‘New World Order’’ has been succeeded by eight inter-state wars and
major armed interventions rather than by peace.
However, these ﬁgures hide as much as they reveal. Because the number of states has increased from approximately 20 in the mid-nineteenth
century to 191 current members of the United Nations, we would expect
on a basis of probability that, as in increasing trafﬁc densities, the incidence of accidents (war) would climb. Yet, the trend here is a dramatic
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reversal from the historical pattern. For the average state in an average
year, the probability of using armed force against an external adversary
has declined from one chance in seven during the era of the Enlightenment (1715–1814) to one chance in one hundred currently. Many areas
of the world have known no war for more than a half-century (Western
Europe, South America) and a few states have not been to war for almost
three centuries (Sweden, Siam/Thailand). Hobbes’ world of perpetual
fear of attack and invasion has not come to pass. For millions, perhaps
billions, of people, the main threats to their security and livelihood today
come from domestic sources, not from outside attack.
States have used armed force, as Clausewitz suggested, for known political purposes. Over the centuries, these purposes have changed, and
what we notice in drafting a map of conﬂict-generating issues over the
period is that many of the purposes and values over which states so often
went to war no longer generate lethal conﬂicts. In the eighteenth century,
contests over trade, semi-ofﬁcial piracy, dynastic prestige (‘‘glory’’ as it
was called), colonial competition, succession issues and territory gave
rise to the use of force. For example, Louis XIV’s attack on Holland in
1672 was designed primarily to establish the king’s ‘‘glory’’ and reputation as a warrior. In the same era, Holland and England went to war
three times over issues of trade and the limits of territorial jurisdiction.
Today, institutions such as the World Trade Organization or the International Court of Justice resolve such issues. Most of the uses of armed
force of the recent past have involved issues of ideology, the composition of governments, national self-determination, state integrity, terrorist
activity, the collapse of state authority and pre-empting the development
of WMD (the Israeli bombing of Iraq’s Osirak nuclear reactor in 1981;
the US attack on Iraq in 2003). Territorial conquest, colonies, empire
and glory no longer exist in the minds of most government leaders.
Historically, decisions to use armed force were made only after procedures to resolve issues through diplomatic and other non-violent means
had failed. Many wars escalated from militarized crises; others expanded
when alliance partners felt compelled to meet their treaty obligations; still
others were forms of retaliation against earlier provocations. In most of
these cases, the policy makers did not seek out opportunities to launch
their armed forces. They went to war because other instrumentalities of
persuasion failed; most were perceived as wars of necessity.
Aggression – a secretly planned, unprovoked war of choice, usually
with a staged ‘‘incident’’ or some ‘‘intolerable’’ condition as a pretext –
remains a relatively rare event in international life. Table 2.2 lists some
of the more spectacular cases of aggression in the history of the contemporary states system.2 Although this list is not comprehensive, its brevity
– except for the 1930s – suggests that the unjustiﬁed use of force, not pre-
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Table 2.2 Major military aggressions/conquests, 1648–present
Aggressor

Victim

Year

Louis IV
Frederick II
Napoleon
Bismarck
USA
Japan
Japan
Italy

Holland
Austria
Multiple
France
Spain
Russia
Manchuria
Ethiopia, multiple

Japan
Germany

China
Poland, multiple

USSR
Japan
Israel, UK, France
USA
Egypt, Syria
North Viet Nam
Indonesia
Iraq
USA, UK

Finland
USA
Egypt
North Viet Nam
Israel
South Viet Nam
East Timor
Kuwait
Iraq

1672
1740
Multiple
1870
1898
1905
1931
1935, 1939,
1940
1937
1939, 1940,
1941
1939
1941
1956
1964
1973
1975
1975
1990
2003

Incident

Ems telegram
Battleship ‘‘Maine’’
Mukden incident
Marco Polo Bridge
Gleiwitz ‘‘canned
goods’’ attack
Mainila incident
Gulf of Tonkin

‘‘weapons of mass
destruction’’

ceded by prior diplomatic means of conﬂict resolution and often legitimized by a phoney or staged ‘‘incident’’, is a rare form of statecraft. If
we exclude the serial aggressions of Napoleon, those of the dictators in
the inter-war period and imperial wars, there were only 16 cases of outright aggression/occupation in the more than 350 years since Westphalia.
As in the case of all inter-state war, the raw incidence of aggression has
not declined but, when adjusted for the number of states, its comparative
infrequency does constitute a major shift away from the historical pattern
of the use of armed force.
Armed force need not, however, involve war in the sense of a contest
of violence between the armed forces of two or more states. If we include
unilateral armed intervention as a form of armed force, then our ﬁrst revolution needs to be qualiﬁed. Armed intervention, a relatively rare phenomenon in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, has become a hallmark of the use of force since the end of World War II. The purpose of
this type of armed force is not to achieve ‘‘victory’’ over an adversary’s
military forces, but to sustain or change another polity’s conﬁguration of
public authority or political personnel. Since 1945, the United States, the
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United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and France have employed force on
numerous occasions for this purpose.
Overall, the ﬁgures in Table 2.2 show two remarkable shifts from
historical trends: the signiﬁcant decline in the incidence of conquest/
aggression and classic inter-state wars, offset by the increase in the great
powers’ propensity to use force unilaterally to prop up or depose regimes
in the post-colonial world.

The obsolescence of conquest
Conquest was the common outcome of wars throughout history. The typical pattern was for the armies to ﬁght in the ﬁeld (or navies on the seas)
and, once a victory had been gained, the victors physically occupied the
city of the vanquished, put the military-age men ‘‘to the sword’’, and
took women and children as slaves. If the victor did not wish to maintain
hold of the vanquished city, it razed it.
The pattern of conquest in Europe going back to the seventeenth century is roughly similar, although the winning side in a war seldom killed
off the peoples of the conquered territories (except in establishing colonies in the ‘‘New World’’). Every war fought within Europe since the
great Thirty Years War and until 1945 led to territorial revision of one
type or another. Provinces, cities, duchies and whole countries were
carved up, attached to the victors or divided among several parties. A
sovereign, according to legal analysts, had a right of conquest, provided
certain conditions were met.
Since the early nineteenth century, that right has been increasingly circumscribed and, today, eliminated. The Congress of Vienna began the
process. Although not written into the ﬁnal document, the main protagonists agreed in the Austrian capital and at subsequent Concert of Europe
meetings that any great power that gained territory through the use of
armed force had to seek the approval of the other great powers, and
that in no case could a great power use military force against the interests
of another great power. This norm was put to its severest test in the case
of the Russo-Turkish war of 1877. The resulting peace treaty of San
Stefano (1878) was subjected to revision at the Congress of Berlin in the
same year, where Austria and England compelled Russia to give up some
of its territorial gains made at the expense of Turkey. A conquest was
partially undone.
The Great War and its aftermath spelled the death knell of the old sovereign right of conquest. In Article 10 of the League of Nations Covenant, member states agreed that the new League of Nations had as its
main purpose the protection of the independence and territorial integrity
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of all states. The Kellogg–Briand Pact of 1928 outlawed aggressive war,
and the Stimson Doctrine (1931), later adopted as a formal component
of international law, stated that no new legal rights could emanate from
territorial conquest. In the event, this meant that Japan’s conquest of
Manchuria and its establishment of the puppet state of Manchukuo had
no legal standing and would not be recognized by the governments of
the world. The ﬁnal blow to the right of conquest came in the Charter of
the United Nations, which, as in Article 10 of the Covenant, claimed that
the main purpose of the Organization is to protect the independence and
territorial integrity of its members. Force can be used legitimately only
for self-defence or on the order of the Security Council. Moreover, any
territorial revision brought about through armed force violates the principle of self-determination. This norm has been reiterated in the Helsinki
Final Act (1976), the Pact of Paris (1990), and literally dozens of diplomatic notes sent by the United States and members of the European
Union to the successor states of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. The
message is now clear: there can be no territorial revision except through
the consent of the parties involved in a dispute.
Conquest has been de-legitimized. But is this only the case at the rhetorical level? The answer is no. There have been few conquests since
1945 and, of those that have taken place, most were undone later. Indonesia was compelled to give up East Timor; the Arab territories occupied
by Israel will not (with minor exceptions) become formally annexed to Israel (or will not be accepted as legal by other states); and all the attempts
at conquest (Korea in 1950, Suez in 1956, Iraq in 1990) failed largely as a
result of overwhelming international opposition. Although there have
been a few minor territorial revisions (primarily disputes about the exact
location of boundaries) achieved through military force since 1945, the
only successful (i.e. permanent and internationally recognized) conquests
of an established jurisdiction were India’s annexation of Daman, Diu and
Goa in 1961, and North Viet Nam’s forced annexation of South Viet
Nam in 1975–1976. The near-obsolescence of conquest stands in stark
contrast to the previous patterns of war throughout recorded history.3
This is a genuine revolution in the use of military force.

The collective legitimization of the use of force
Throughout that history, rulers seldom sought outside approval to unleash the sword. The doctrine of sovereignty is a negation of any authority above the state. No European dynast of the seventeenth or eighteenth
century could have conceived that a decision to use armed force might
require external authorization.
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This exclusive domain of decision-making began to erode after the Napoleonic wars. The Concert of Europe was a loose consultative system
among the great powers that developed important norms about when
and in what circumstances a government could legitimately use force
within Europe. The sovereigns of the era expected that (1) there would
be consultations prior to the use of force, (2) no great power would
use force that threatened the vital interests of another great power, and
(3) any conquests (in Europe) required monitoring, review and possible
revision.
The League of Nations did not go far beyond these ideas. The Covenant contained no speciﬁc requirement that any use of force must have
prior authorization by the Council or Assembly. However, Articles 12–
16 made it clear that all states had to exhaust numerous procedures (conciliation, mediation, court decisions, etc.) before they could legitimately
use armed force.
The real revolution appears formally for the ﬁrst time in the Charter of
the United Nations. It dramatically circumscribes the use of force to two
circumstances: for self-defence, and in applying sanctions under Chapter
VII. The latter requires formal votes in the Security Council. That is, any
use of force to be legitimate (except in self-defence) must obtain authorization from the Security Council. That authorization represents a mandate from the international community. Absent the mandate, the use of
force (except in self-defence) is presumably illegal. This is a dramatically
new norm in international relations. It has no historical precedent. As a
metric of the international community’s tolerance for the use of force, it
raises the bar to unprecedented levels. Indeed, the bar may be so high
that there will be a signiﬁcant gap between the norm and actual behaviour. What do the ﬁgures show?
The United Nations Security Council has authorized collective military
action 15 times since 1950. In addition, regional organizations have undertaken collective military activities on at least 36 occasions, all with
the ultimate approval of the United Nations. Korea was the ﬁrst authorization, although it must be recalled that South Korea and the United
States launched military action prior to authorization by the Security
Council. In 1991 and 2001, UN resolutions authorized member states to
force the withdrawal of Iraqi troops from Kuwait and the United States
to attack Afghanistan for harbouring al-Qaeda.
Although we know of these successes, a majority of instances of the use
of force between states since 1945 did not receive international authorization. Inter-state wars and armed interventions have recurrently taken
place in the absence of Security Council authorization. The Soviet Union,
France, the United States, Israel, India, Pakistan, the United Kingdom,
China, Viet Nam, Tanzania and many others have all launched military
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campaigns and armed interventions against their neighbours and more
distant locales without any reference to an international organization,
much less to a formal request for authorization. Some political leaders –
most recently George W. Bush – have publicly claimed that they would
never submit decisions relating to the security of their countries to external authorization. We can legitimately query, then, whether a norm that
is systematically violated actually constitutes a norm that effectively constrains decision-making. Or, to put it another way, can we speak of a
‘‘revolution’’ in military affairs when in so many instances states behave
unilaterally, as their predecessors did throughout history?
The existence of the norm is indicated by the strenuous debates surrounding the NATO armed intervention against Serbia in 1999 and the
US aggression against Iraq in 2003. Most analysts have concluded that
the NATO attack on Serbia was technically illegal because it failed to
obtain Security Council authorization. However, there were compelling
moral reasons in this case that vitiated the authorization requirement.
Without military action, there would have been a humanitarian catastrophe, because the policy of the Serbian government was to force the
Kosovars to leave their homeland. In this case, ethical requirements
trumped legal obligations, just as in the case where a passer-by jumps in
a lake clearly marked ‘‘no swimming’’ in order to save a drowning child.
In the Iraq case, a large majority of UN members made it clear that no
attack on Baghdad would be legitimate in the absence of an authorizing
vote in the Security Council. The Secretary-General of the United Nations unequivocally characterized the US action as illegal. This position
was also adopted by huge numbers of people throughout the world.4
Governments that supported the United States against overwhelming domestic opposition (e.g. Spain) have had to pay an electoral price. All of
this suggests that in the contemporary popular mind there is a strong supposition that, for any military action to be legitimate, it must have the imprimatur of an international organization, preferably the United Nations.
This is at least circumstantial evidence about the existence of the norm.
That it represents a revolutionary change in attitudes toward the use of
force can be established if we compare the debates of 2003 with the complete freedom of action enjoyed by Louis XIV, Napoleon, Bismarck and
the dictators of the twentieth century.

The fourth revolution: Re-inventing military tasks
Throughout history, military forces have been used for ﬁve essential purposes: (1) conquests and holding them; (2) defence against attack; (3)
compellence; (4) dissuasion/deterrence; and (5) visual displays of prestige
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and power. In the Clausewitzian conception of war, the purpose of organized violence is to compel the adversary to surrender. In the past several decades, however, we have seen the rise of a new array of military
tasks. These include peacekeeping (in the original sense of monitoring
and separating combatants), peace enforcement and the plethora of roles
and tasks involved in post-conﬂict ‘‘stabilization’’ and ‘‘nation-building’’.
Most military organizations around the world now have training components that deal with the highly specialized tasks of peacekeeping, peacemaking and peace enforcement, and many governments have created
special units to undertake these tasks. I should add, as well, that many
of the armed forces of post-colonial and post-Soviet states have as their
main function the monitoring and policing of domestic society. Their
main tasks are no longer to deter or defend against external threats, but
to maintain domestic order and, as in so many current cases, to defeat secessionist and other types of domestic insurgencies.
This fourth revolution in the use of force is a symptom of the rise of
private armed violence in an international system that contains numerous
weak and collapsing states. The victory of the European state over other
forms of organized armed strength was symbolized by the publication, in
the 1820s, of Karl von Clausewitz’s famous work Von Krieg. Clausewitz’s
work is notable for a number of reasons, but for our purpose its main
points reﬂected the near-monopoly over the use of armed force that the
states of Europe had achieved by the end of the Napoleonic period.
Armed force, as Clausewitz famously noted, is a continuation of state policy by violent means. It is not organized plunder, medieval-type private
violence or mayhem that feeds on itself – as was so typical in the Thirty
Years War (1618–1648). War is a distinct form of violent confrontation,
but one intimately linked to public purposes. Michael Howard provides
a precise characterization of the Enlightenment conception of war:
The prime characteristic of the military is not that they use violence, or even that
they use violence legitimized by virtue of their function as instruments of the
state. It is that they use that violence with great deliberation. Such violence, purposeful, deliberate, and legitimized is normally known as force, and the use of
force between states is what we mean by war. War consists of such deliberate,
controlled, and purposeful acts of force combined and harmonized to attain what
are ultimately political objectives.5

State-organized, -controlled and -directed use of military capabilities does
not encompass a signiﬁcant amount of organized violence in the contemporary world. Today, the political landscape of many regions and states is
populated by armed secessionist movements, millenarian religious groups
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and cults, organized terror cells, armed militias under little if any political control, armed, proto-criminal gangs parading as ‘‘liberation movements’’, private mercenary ﬁrms, armed dacoits, and the like. David
Capie summarizes the characteristics and range of armed, non-state
actors.
These groups [of armed non-state actors] vary enormously in terms of their size,
behaviour, structure, motives, goals and resources. Some resemble traditional armies, with a formal, hierarchical command structure, while others operate with
only loose controls between commanders and front line troops. Groups also have
diverse motives. Some aspire to take over and control the state they are ﬁghting,
while others seek to create a new political community. Some ﬁght to enrich themselves and their friends, while others pursue less tangible religious or spiritual objectives. Some groups exist in the open, associating with a political wing or party
that advocates their cause, while others remain secretive and reclusive.6

The redeﬁnition of military tasks is a response to this rise of private
armed power and violence. As the line between criminality and classic
military operations has become increasingly blurred in contemporary
intra-state wars, so has the line between military and police tasks in the
international responses to them.7
In terms of the proliferation problem addressed in this volume, weapons of mass destruction may not be the most compelling issue on the international security agenda. Although large numbers of innocent civilians
may perish as the result of the use of nuclear or other mass-destruction
weapons, to date the number of casualties resulting from WMD attacks
and from terrorist incidents pales in comparison with the deaths attributed to conventional small arms used in civil wars and local insurgencies
of various types. Conventional small arms rather than weapons of mass
destruction or terrorist bombs killed 3 million in the Congo, almost 1 million in Rwanda and 100,000 in Darfur. If the number of actual or potential victims of violence is our measure of urgency, then the problem of
licit and illicit trade and commerce in conventional weapons should take
precedence over concerns about the proliferation of nuclear and other
potential weapons of mass destruction. The probability that a ‘‘rogue’’
state would actually launch a nuclear attack on any other state is much
smaller than the probability that privately armed groups will continue to
kill hundreds of thousands of civilians within Burma, Kashmir, Chechnya,
Sudan, Uganda, Nagorno-Karabakh, Congo and elsewhere. Nuclear
weapons in the hands of non-state actors such as terrorist groups present
a very serious threat but one that remains somewhat remote in comparison with intra-state violence commissioned with small weapons.
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Responses to the problems of weak states, insurgency and
private armed power
The purpose of the United Nations, as the Preamble to the UN Charter
claims, is to ‘‘rid the world of the scourge of war’’. This signiﬁes a global
determination not to repeat the experiences of the 1930s, to place limits
on the use of force between states and to provide procedures that must
be used as alternatives to war. The founders of the United Nations can
perhaps be excused for being backward looking – solving the problems
of the past – and not foreseeing the explosion of civil wars, state collapse,
wars of national liberation and the re-appearance of private armed power
that are the legacies of colonialism. These, rather than wars between
states, have formed most of the agenda of the United Nations during the
past several decades.
The United Nations was created to protect states from their external
enemies, meaning other states. It has now become primarily an organization to protect states from their internal enemies, be they secession
movements, religiously or ideologically inspired insurgents, quasicriminal organizations, terrorists, local militias or, sometimes, governments themselves. It is ironic that, in dealing with these new problems,
the United Nations has transformed itself from an organization dedicated
to the limitation and prohibition of public armed violence in the world to
one that is seeking to decide how to use military force.8 The primary
question today is no longer how do we prevent war between states but
in what circumstances and with what procedures can the international
community legitimately use force to protect citizens from their own governments, massive abuses of human rights, humanitarian catastrophes,
terrorist attacks, civil wars, proliferation of WMD and the resurgence of
armed private groups? The United Nations is no longer an instrument of
collective security against aggression so much as a collective life belt for
endangered peoples and the states they inhabit.
The Enlightenment/Clausewitz conception of war contained an element
of symmetry. The use of force involved a battle between the organized and
centrally controlled armed forces of two sovereigns. The sole purpose of
force was to induce the surrender of the opponent by defeating him on
the battleﬁeld, after which the diplomats would negotiate terms of peace.
They would establish a new legal status quo. The tasks of contemporary
collective force, in contrast, are highly variegated. In typical civil wars,
the military forces may initially have only the task of separating the
armed forces, roving militias and militarized gangs from the civilians
upon whom they prey, but eventually they must provide overall security
for citizens whose own governments are too weak, incompetent and/or
corrupt to maintain law and order in their realms. Peacebuilding requires
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a host of civilian projects for which traditional armed forces were seldom
trained. These include organizing elections, rebuilding infrastructure,
training police, restoring civil society institutions such as courts, schools,
hospitals and municipal services, relocating refugees, organizing amnesties or various forums for reconciliation, and the like. These multiple
tasks have two aims: to establish conditions that will signiﬁcantly lower
the risk of new outbreaks of hostilities, after which the priority is to withdraw the intervening troops.
In terms of UN-sponsored peacemaking and peace-enforcing missions
since the end of the Cold War (so-called ‘‘second generation’’ operations), the community military capabilities are impressive. At the height
of these missions in the early 1990s, the United Nations had under its
auspices more than 78,000 troops in the ﬁeld – the equivalent of about
ﬁve standard army divisions.9 More than 800 peace keepers perished in
this same period, a ratio of casualties to armed forces higher than US
losses in Iraq since 2003. By 2001, there were 51 UN and UN-authorized
ongoing peace operations, the majority including armed components.
There were also 32 operations under the auspices of regional organizations.10 The current debate over the conditions under which collective
armed force can be used to prevent or put an end to humanitarian emergencies clearly accepts the basic procedural norm that any individual or
collective intervention must receive collective authorization to be legitimate.11 That issue has generated a near-universal consensus. The remaining issue is how to take effective action in the event that the Security
Council is unable to authorize use of force owing to a veto.

A counter-revolution? The doctrine of pre-emptive attack
In 2003, Condoleezza Rice, the then National Security Advisor to President George W. Bush, wrote in a memorandum to her boss that ‘‘preemptive attack against terrorists or tyrants who control rogue states is a
legitimate form of self-defense’’.12 This is an even more extreme version
of the pre-emptive war doctrines adopted as ofﬁcial policy by the United
States in 2002. It asserts that the United States is justiﬁed in attacking any
state or group that is even suspected of having or seeking weapons of
mass destruction. There is no test of intent. Mere suspicion of potential
possession is adequate justiﬁcation for launching a military attack. This
is the ultimate method of preventing proliferation, but it contradicts the
essential norms governing the use of force in the UN Charter. The US attack on Iraq in 2003 established that the United States would act according to Ms Rice’s advice. For there is mounting evidence that the president and his advisers knew before the attack, despite public rhetoric to
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the contrary, that Saddam Hussein did not possess weapons of mass destruction, or that at best he had only intentions to obtain them at some
distant future date. The International Atomic Energy Agency in late
February had certiﬁed that Iraq had no nuclear weapons programmes
and, despite Saddam Hussein’s attempts at deception and other cat-andmouse games, by 19 March 2003 the Blix investigating commission had
come up empty-handed in its search for evidence.
A major government that announces a fundamental change in military
doctrine from deterrence to ‘‘attack-on-suspicion’’ risks creating a mimic
problem. Even prior to the announcement of the Bush doctrine in 2002,
Israel had long reserved for itself a right to act pre-emptively. But others
could ignore that policy because it applied primarily to a limited geographical domain. Now, however, the United States has set a new (and
signiﬁcantly more risky) standard, which has been quickly followed by
Australia and Russia. Others may claim the same ‘‘right’’, which means
that the norms governing the use of force, evolved over almost two centuries, will become increasingly irrelevant.
However, the tension between the norms regulating the use of force
and the problems associated with proliferation and the rise of private,
subnational and transnational armed groups can be viewed in another
light. We may be observing the development of a new proﬁle of military
violence that seems reminiscent of a ‘‘good guys, bad guys’’, ‘‘cops and
robbers’’ metaphor. In this environment certain states, unilaterally or in
ad hoc coalitions, take it upon themselves to deal with ‘‘rogue’’ states or
non-state armed actors that pose the greatest threats to the international
community at any given time. International relations then is no longer a
game between sovereign equals, where war between them is the main
problem to regulate (the fundamental assumption underlying the United
Nations), but becomes a contest between anti-state and state forces. If
this is the case, then the norms designed to deal with inter-state wars
may not be relevant to the newer problems. We may be in the early
stages of a new and prolonged contest between states and new kinds of
actors that pay no attention to system-wide norms.13

What about the ‘‘nuclear revolution’’?
After the two atomic bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki
in 1945, military analysts were quick to proclaim a ‘‘nuclear revolution’’.
These new weapons – enhanced many-fold by hydrogen bombs – caused
such horrendous destruction that it was inconceivable they could actually
be used as instruments of warfare. Their sole purpose, aside from serving as indicators of prestige, is deterrence – the prevention of war. Nuclear technology was making war obsolete. Should not this development
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constitute a ﬁfth revolution in the use of armed force in international
politics?
The contemporary concern with nuclear proliferation indicates that, in
both popular and ofﬁcials minds, nuclear weapons constitute a continuity
of threats to international peace and security, not a break from the past.
Whereas the leaders of both Cold War blocs and their allies insisted that
their possession of nuclear weapons for purposes of deterrence was fully
rational and a contribution to international peace and security, they perceived the expansion of nuclear capabilities to other states as a serious
threat. The leaders of new states or ‘‘rogue’’ states could not be assumed
to possess the rationality and moderation of leaders in Moscow, Paris,
London or Washington. For some unexplained reason, the prudence
learned by the nuclear great powers cannot be trusted to be learned by
others. This view has prevailed despite evidence that, for example, the
crisis between India and Pakistan in 2002 might well have resulted in
war had their governments not feared that military necessity would
demand the use of nuclear weapons. Nuclear proliferation is a serious
problem, to be sure, but it must be differentiated. It makes a considerable
difference whether additional aspirants to the nuclear club are wellestablished states such as India or Japan or non-state-based terrorist
groups. Yet the conventional wisdom underlying the view of proliferation
as a profound and continuing threat is that such weapons have not at all
altered the calculus of war and that therefore the greater the number of
states possessing these weapons, the greater the probability they will be
used.
There are serious problems with this view, but there are more important reasons why nuclear weapons have not produced a revolution in the
use of force. The record clearly indicates that for most crises, wars and
armed interventions since 1945 nuclear weapons have been irrelevant.
The possession of nuclear weapons undoubtedly moderated behaviour
in a few crises, such as Berlin in 1961, Cuba in 1962 and Czechoslovakia
in 1968, but, for the hundreds of other instances where force was used,
they did not come into play in any meaningful sense. War has not become obsolete, states still possess armed forces primarily for ‘‘national
security’’, and many states have launched those armed forces against
their neighbours and more distant societies. Nuclear weapons may
complicate defence decision-making, but by themselves they have not
brought forth a revolution as deﬁned earlier.

Conclusion
If we go back three millennia to explore the use of military force, we see
a pattern of recurrence of violence, frequent conquest and uninhibited
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warfare. Westphalia did not terminate that long-run trend of war between independent polities. However, the Napoleonic wars resulted in
such havoc, devastation and assault on Enlightenment sensibilities that
the governments of the European states began thinking seriously about
means to limit the frequency and consequences of war. World War I was
a watershed event in the sense that it helped bring forth normative,
public-opinion-based constraints on the use of force. It also gave effect
to popular values dealing with the sovereignty and territorial integrity of
states as well as national self-determination. Despite the systematic aggressions of Hitler, Stalin, Mussolini and the Japanese imperialists during
the 1930s, millennia of conquests were about to come to an end. Although not endorsing a strict philosophy of historical progress, the revolutions in military affairs reviewed in this chapter give rise to the conclusion that the texture of international politics has changed dramatically in
the past several centuries, and particularly since 1945. Kant predicted
that humans would learn to overcome the urges to use military force
only after suffering a series of ever-more catastrophic wars. His prediction has been borne out by subsequent events. The world wars of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries gave rise to immense normative
changes that, in turn, affected the practices of states. Today – in stark
contrast to the state of affairs at the time of Westphalia – there are
important norms proscribing conquest and limiting the legitimate use of
violence in the relations between states. The problem of war between
states and unilateral armed intervention has not been solved by any
means, but their frequency, given the greater number of states today,
has declined signiﬁcantly. Currently, it is primarily private armed insurgent groups and, often assumed though not proven, ‘‘rogue’’ states that
pose the most urgent contemporary threats. Dealing effectively with
them may require new techniques that are contrary to some of the norms
regulating the use of force between sovereign states. If the declining incidence of classic inter-state wars approximates Kant’s view of a peaceful
world, the rise of new kinds of threats challenges this optimistic view of
historical progress. To deal effectively with these threats, assuming that
they are genuine and enduring, may require moving backward to prototypes of eras when war was unregulated, where conquest was normal and
where unrestrained unilateralism was the predominant form of behaviour
when it came to the use of force.
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From deterrence to compellence:
Doctrinal implications of the
Iraq crisis
Kennedy Graham

‘‘The unleashed power of the atom has changed everything save our modes of
thinking, and thus we drift toward unparalleled catastrophe.’’
(Albert Einstein, telegram, 24 May 1946)

The human capacity to devastate the planet is still, in evolutionary terms,
a new phenomenon. Whereas non-use of a particular kind of weapon is,
for the ﬁrst time, a political and moral imperative, its non-possession has
not become universal policy. The force of tradition in security thinking
still prevails in the modern age, with the acquisition of nuclear weapons
still valued as a symbol of power, and their deployment as a credible sign
of readiness for use in extreme circumstances.
This chapter explains how the extended Iraq crisis (1990–2006) comprises a pivotal point in the continuing efforts at controlling nuclear
weapons. Its importance derives from the conﬂuence of ‘‘old’’ and ‘‘new’’
security threats – inter-state aggression and nuclear proliferation. Its signiﬁcance lies in two facts of portent for the future. It is the ﬁrst time a
UN member state has been forcibly denied the potential ownership of
nuclear weapons, and it is the ﬁrst time in the post–Cold War era that regime change has been undertaken of a member state’s government recognized at the United Nations. As such, the crisis signiﬁes the beginning
of an apparent move from one doctrinal age to another. Yet even the
Iraq crisis must be placed in the larger context of the nuclear dilemma
faced by the international community as a whole, involving other equally
difﬁcult crises elsewhere.
40
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Collective security and self-defence: The Faustian
relationship
Collective security, as enshrined in the UN Charter, and the strategic
doctrine that emerged to govern the nuclear age are only distantly
related. Collective security was fashioned as the mechanism by which
states, employing their combined conventional might, could repel aggression once it had been committed. The security system it reﬂected was designed, not for the ﬁrst time, to prevent the preceding war. Contemporaneously, the advent of new and more potent weaponry ensured, not for
the ﬁrst time, its immediate obsolescence. The development of nuclear
weapons and their spread among the major powers within a decade generated a military game for which the retrospective institutional rules were
not designed. Conventional collective security was emasculated with the
bipolar nuclear stand-off that paralysed the Security Council. Strategic
doctrines designed to ensure global stability took its place, operating independently of, if loosely compatible with, the Charter.
The rules governing the use of force in the UN era have correspondingly undergone a mutation from that originally envisaged. The plans of
the 1940s for ensuring the avoidance of further global conﬂict posited one
exception only for the use of military force – the collective response to
aggression authorized by the Security Council. It was not until the San
Francisco Conference itself, ﬁve weeks before the Charter was signed,
that a second exception was entered as a compromise with those urging
greater autonomy for regional security mechanisms. The right of individual and collective self-defence was included as a second exception for the
use of force. Unlike collective security, self-defence is an ‘‘inherent right’’
that exists independently of Council authorization – the only requirement
being to report to the Council on any armed action undertaken in its
name. Self-defence is subordinated, however, to collective security insofar as the right lasts only until the Council takes the necessary measures
to maintain peace.1
The compromise was to prove fateful for the international community.
As collective security collapsed under the weight of the Cold War, selfdefence moved centre-stage as the principal justiﬁcation for the use of
force, encompassing at the same time the novel phenomenon of nuclear
weapons. Thus regional nuclear defence alliances sprang up as the central struts of the international security architecture for half a century.
These tenets – self-defence and nuclear alliances – governed international security for 50 years. In the new era they continue to be pursued,
but in scarcely recognizable form compared with only a few decades
before.
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The Cold War and deterrence: Son of Faust
During the Cold War, ‘‘deterrence’’ became the governing paradigm for
strategic relations among the ﬁve nuclear powers (the United States, the
United Kingdom, France, Russia and China) and ‘‘persuasion’’ became
the governing paradigm for relations between the nuclear powers and
the non-nuclear states. The ﬁve nuclear powers were ‘‘deterred’’ from
mutual aggression and the hundred or so non-nuclear states were ‘‘persuaded’’ to agree to forgo such weapons.

Deterrence
Deterrence involves the threatened use of military power to induce
an adversary not to undertake an action it might otherwise be disposed
to do. It is achieved by making the adversary believe that the deterrer
is able and ready to inﬂict unacceptable damage upon it if that action is
undertaken. Although deterrence as a psychological concept has characterized political activity for millennia, it became the principal feature of
global stability in the nuclear age. Before the nuclear age, the purpose of
military strategy had been to win wars; since then, its chief purpose has
been to avert them.2
During this period the doctrine evolved, at least in Western thinking, from ‘‘massive retaliation’’ to ‘‘mutual assured destruction’’ (MAD).
MAD rested on two interdependent phenomena: the maintenance of
a negotiated ‘‘rough parity’’ in strategic offensive nuclear forces and the
foreswearing of strategic defence. Manifest in twin legal instrumentation
– the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) and Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) on the one hand and the Anti-Ballistic Missile
(ABM) Treaty on the other – strategic deterrence kept a cold, calculated
and, ultimately, dangerous peace for two generations of policy makers.

Persuasion
While ‘‘deterrence’’ prevailed among themselves, ‘‘persuasion’’ was
prosecuted by the leading nuclear powers towards all other states to
construct an effective non-proliferation regime. The Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) was a bargain between the desire for a nuclear-free world, or one close to it, and the concerns of the
non-nuclear states over the discriminatory advantage of nuclear technology for the major powers. The quid pro quo for the non-nuclear states,
in terms of national interest, was two-fold. Their energy needs could be
met through national development of nuclear power for peaceful use,
with assistance from the nuclear powers. Their security interests were
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met through inclusion in nuclear alliances or, for the non-aligned, the
‘‘positive security assurances’’ entered by the permanent members in
the Security Council.3 A third consideration was entered – a compromise
over the broader issue of global security, namely a declaratory vision of
the ‘‘total elimination of nuclear weapons from national arsenals’’ and a
binding obligation on the nuclear-weapon states to negotiate nuclear disarmament ‘‘in good faith’’.4
This two-tier discrimination over nuclear weapons possession generates continuing political and legal controversy. The dichotomy enshrined
by the NPT rests on a time-sequenced distinction between states that
possessed nuclear weapons before 1967 and all others.5 Politically this allowed the dual ﬁction that justiﬁed possession by the permanent ﬁve
members of the Security Council (the P-5): their ‘‘superior’’ command
and control systems and a special responsibility for peace and security
under the Charter. Legally, however, the fact remains that membership
of the NPT is a voluntary act by every state, each of which retains the
right of withdrawal at three months’ notice if ‘‘extraordinary events’’
jeopardize its ‘‘supreme national interests’’. Conversely, continued adherence to the Treaty requires, to this day, a judgement that nuclear
non-possession is continuously in a country’s national interests. If the
‘‘negative criterion’’ is not met, a withdrawing state is simply obliged to
give notice to all other parties and to the Security Council, including a
statement of the events that have jeopardized its supreme interests.
Such was the controversial nature of the NPT that it was originally
struck for 25 years, with reviews undertaken every 5 years. Two nuclear
powers remained outside the regime – China and France objecting to the
discriminatory nature of the deal struck. Only half the UN member states
immediately joined. Review conferences were tense and acrimonious.
Several outside the Treaty moved purposefully towards nuclear-weapon
status. ‘‘Persuasion’’ worked, but only partially and at an agonisingly
slow pace in a fateful race against time.

The ‘‘war on terror’’ and compellence: Second son of Faust
The collapse of the socialist system and the move from bipolarity to
unipolarity have transformed the strategic landscape. Deterrence retains
a rhetorical element, with nuclear weapons deployed as ‘‘weapons of
truly last resort’’ in statecraft, involving reduced force levels and lowered
alert status on the part of some powers. But deterrence between the major powers is no longer politically centre-stage in global strategy, being
consigned to the doctrinal closet for retrieval in the event of a revived
strategic rivalry. Deterrence is now focused on pre-emptive tactical use
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against non-state actors.6 Eclipsing deterrence politically is a new major
power relationship – ‘‘nuclear collaboration’’, prosecuted through a newly
assertive Security Council.

Collaboration
The strategic realignment of major power interests in the early 1990s created a heightened awareness of their common ‘‘superior’’ nuclear status,
signalled by a policy change by China and France in support of the NPT.
The hopes of the international community for a reinvigorated Security
Council to govern the peace coincided with a more united nuclear pentarchy in the form of the P-5 claiming in common the two overarching
symbols of global power: permanent Security Council membership and
nuclear weapon possession. The post–Cold War development – a more
effective Council with a generally pliant rump in the elected 10 members
– is a novel scenario. Yet it shows sibling characteristics common to the
nuclear family.
Since 1990 the Council has thus begun to evolve from the traditional,
narrowly conceived instrument that responds to inter-state aggression
envisaged by the framers of the Charter into a prototype body of global
governance. Part of this has involved the manner in which the Council
has started to act on the legal and enforcement aspects of the nuclear
regime. The Council has begun to ‘‘legislate’’ in the matter of nuclear
weapons. In the 1990s, the P-5, acting through the Security Council,
moved away from the quid pro quo debate towards a new global strategy,
one predicated on the presumption of the legality of their own nuclear
weapons.
This trend has been strengthened by the deliberations of the International Court of Justice (ICJ). When the matter was submitted to it for an
advisory opinion, the Court was unable to conclude that the use or threat
of use would be illegal in an extreme circumstance of self-defence when
the very survival of a state was at stake.7 The Court added that a binding
obligation existed on the nuclear powers to negotiate disarmament in
good faith, which was widely regarded as simply a reiteration of the existing NPT provision. The implication, however, is that nuclear weapon use
is not illegal when national survival is threatened and provided the requisite humanitarian principles are observed. In the view of most legal authorities, this is a contradiction in terms.
The departure from deterrence was marked by the US withdrawal
from the ABM Treaty and the development of a rudimentary ballistic
missile defence.8 The move towards nuclear collaboration was marked
by the 1992 Summit Statement of the Security Council that ‘‘the proliferation of all weapons of mass destruction constitutes a threat to interna-
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tional peace and security’’.9 With that seminal ‘‘decree’’ the P-5 distinguished between their own possession of nuclear weapons as ‘‘guardians
of the peace’’ and possession by others as ‘‘threats’’ to that peace.10 Having delivered themselves of that distinction, the nuclear powers proceeded to signal their intention to retain nuclear weapons ‘‘for the foreseeable future’’.11 The world is thus set for an indeﬁnite two-tier system
of oligarchic nuclear power.

Compellence
After securing the NPT’s indeﬁnite extension in 1995 and persuading nearly all the non-nuclear states to join,12 the nuclear powers have
moved, on a collaborative basis, to a more nuanced policy towards the
non-nuclear world. A majority of states remain ‘‘persuaded’’ of their
own accord that their national interests continue to reside in adherence
to the NPT. But the past decade has witnessed a development that requires the calibration of ‘‘persuasion’’ with ‘‘compellence’’. Thus the P-5
have begun a historic move in global strategic policy: those that will not
be ‘‘persuaded’’ to remain non-nuclear will be ‘‘compelled’’ to do so.
In fact the Council has developed a three-tiered policy in the past decade towards nuclear proliferators, namely:
 ‘‘persuasion’’ (bordering on coercion) of the majority of states that are
‘‘amenable’’;
 ‘‘exceptionalism’’ towards the three nuclear-weapon states (Israel,
India and Pakistan) that were always outside the dragnet (the NP-3);
and
 ‘‘compellence’’ towards those that seek to escape from within.
The successful ‘‘persuasion’’ effort had, by 1990, established a norm of
universality in non-proliferation. Following the Soviet collapse, Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Belarus hosted nuclear weapons on their national territories. Yet the combined political pressure and ﬁnancial incentives of
the US Department of Defense’s Cooperative Threat Reduction Program succeeded within the context of ‘‘persuasion’’. Apartheid South
Africa’s secret programme was terminated in 1990 by the democratic
government, which joined the Treaty the following year. Ratiﬁcation by
Argentina and Brazil in 1995 and 1998, respectively, completed the policy of ‘‘persuasion’’ towards the major threshold countries. And in 2003
Libya terminated its weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programme,
which included a nuclear component.
Three states, however, have escaped the tightening non-proliferation
regime. Israel, suspected of having nuclear weapons since the 1960s, implacably maintains a policy of ‘‘nuclear ambiguity’’. Despite persistent
efforts by the Arab League, the Security Council, facing a US veto, has
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never made a pronouncement on the matter, reducing the credibility and
legitimacy of the pentarchic policy. India and Pakistan, never having
joined the NPT, were denied, at the time of their nuclear tests in 1998,
the ‘‘status of a nuclear weapon State . . . in accordance with the NPT’’ –
stretching the P-5 nuclear ﬁction to near breaking-point.13 Notwithstanding its view that this constituted a threat to the peace, the Council merely
condemned the development, failing even to apply economic sanctions.14
South Asia is today the only region where nuclear deterrence directly
underpins security in a political as well as a doctrinal stance.15 With
the NP-3, the Council’s impotence with faits accomplis has been amply
demonstrated.

Compellence or persuasion: Three critical tests
Three states – Iraq, North Korea and Iran – are the litmus test of the
choice between ‘‘persuasion’’ and ‘‘compellence’’, which is expressed in
doctrinal terms in the distinction between the US policy of pre-emption
and the European policy of pre-emptive engagement.16 These three
countries are also listed by the United States as comprising the ‘‘axis of
evil’’ – a characterization that, apart from inﬂaming political passions,
obfuscates policy-making by conﬂating proliferation and terrorism to no
constructive effect.

Iraq: Failing the ﬁrst test
Iraq remains to this day the only complete case of ‘‘selective compellence’’. The multinational response to Iraq’s aggression against Kuwait
in 1990 showed the ability of the United Nations to make collective security work when the Council is united. Of equal signiﬁcance, however, was
the Council’s readiness to apply a vice-like grip on Iraq’s sovereignty
over WMD. Its ‘‘decision’’ of April 1991 that Iraq would reafﬁrm its adherence to the NPT and the Biological Weapons Convention, and undertake all WMD disarmament under UN inspection, was a seminal move.17
It was the ﬁrst time the Council had, under binding authority, decided
that a sovereign state would not be free to withdraw from a WMD treaty
and manufacture WMD.18
Did the Council have the inherent authority to make such a decision,
stripping a sovereign member state of its customary right to acquire any
armaments it might deem necessary for its defence? Of the three judgements the Council can make to trigger enforcement powers, the ﬁrst two
– aggression and breach of the peace – pertain to acts of commission.
They are territorially speciﬁc, amenable to empirical veriﬁcation and in-
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volve the direct response of a military roll-back of an aggressor’s forces.
The third – a ‘‘threat to the peace’’ – is wide-ranging and inherently subjective. Yet the Council has had no compunction over the past decade in
according itself considerable latitude in identifying what constitutes such
threats.19 In this case the Council’s judgement did not derive directly
from Iraq’s aggression.20 It came rather from its concern eight months
later over the reports ‘‘in the hands of Member States’’ that Iraq had attempted to acquire material for a nuclear weapons programme ‘‘contrary
to its obligations under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons’’. It also deplored ‘‘threats made by Iraq during the recent conﬂict to make use of terrorism against targets outside Iraq and the taking
of hostages by Iraq’’.21 In April 1991 the Council was acting on new
‘‘facts on the ground’’ (nuclear proliferation) yet evoking enforcement
powers derived indirectly from the earlier aggression.
By August 1991 the Council had already determined that Iraq’s actions
comprised ‘‘serious violations’’ of its obligations under, and thus a ‘‘material breach’’ of, the Council’s disarmament resolution. It was not until
October 1994 that the Council determined that subsequent post-invasion
actions by Iraq, namely ‘‘any hostile or provocative action directed
against its neighbours’’, constituted a ‘‘threat to peace and security in
the region’’.22 Economic sanctions – ‘‘mild compellence’’ – cost the world
half a million Iraqi children, souls forever immortalized in the comment
of one policy maker that their sacriﬁce had been worthwhile.23
The invasion of Iraq by the coalition in 2003 signiﬁed the potent force
of the US policy of pre-emption in the name of self-defence – an action
not authorized by the Council. But the debate in the Council was not, in
early 2003, over whether it had the right to authorize intervention, but
rather over when that authorization might be most appropriate and politically wise in light of the facts known at the time.24

North Korea and Iran: Searching for middle ground
Doctrinally, the Iraq crisis has run its course – the United States and the
United Kingdom, if not the Council, will engage in compellence if necessary, and the United States will do it alone if necessary. Politically, however, the test for the future lies with the Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea (DPRK) and Iran.
These two axis cases are different from Iraq. Whatever lack of sympathy the North Korean regime may attract from beyond its borders, it
advances a credible claim for WMD acquisition on grounds enshrined in
the NPT and observed by the P-5 for themselves – national security in extreme situations. Legally, the ICJ’s opinion that nuclear weapons cannot
be judged illegal when ‘‘the very survival of the state is at stake’’ applies
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to the DPRK as much as to the P-5 and the NP-3. Is the DPRK free to
exercise its right to withdraw from the NPT and acquire nuclear weapons? The Court, in 1996, implied it is. The Security Council, in 1992, indicated it is not. A legal loophole thus currently exists that is open to political exploitation.
The Korean crisis lies at the fulcrum of ‘‘persuasion’’ and ‘‘compellence’’. The DPRK’s unprecedented withdrawal announcement of 1993,
specifying joint military exercises by the United States and South Korea
as a ‘‘nuclear war rehearsal’’ designed to disarm it and ‘‘strangle’’ its
socialist system, elicited an unprecedented response.25 The three NPT
depositary governments issued a joint statement querying whether the
events cited by North Korea did, in fact, constitute ‘‘extraordinary
events’’ that jeopardized North Korea’s ‘‘supreme interests’’.26 Legally
that judgement remains within the sovereign discretion of the state
concerned – the NPT explicitly accords neither the depositary governments nor the Security Council the authority to query the national view.
Despite this, the Security Council noted the scepticism of the depositary
powers, condemned the DPRK move and called for negotiations to resolve the crisis.27 The 1994 US–DPRK Agreed Framework offered sufﬁcient incentives (guaranteed heavy oil supplies, upgraded nuclear technology) to ‘‘persuade’’ the DPRK not to proceed with withdrawal. But
the security situation again deteriorated in Pyongyang’s view, and in
January 2003 it simply announced its withdrawal (rather than an intention) on the grounds of the security situation on the Peninsula arising
from the ‘‘aggressive actions of the US’’, this taking effect in April. The
DPRK alternately acknowledges and denies nuclear weapons possession.28 The six-power dialogue with North Korea suggests that ‘‘persuasion’’ is preferred to ‘‘compellence’’, reﬂecting a natural Asian instinct
for dialogue and also American preoccupations with the difﬁculties
of compellence elsewhere. Yet a pre-emptive strike, considered by the
United States in the mid-1990s, is still not ruled out.
Iran, like Iraq, denies it has a nuclear weapons programme and, given
the inadequacies of national intelligence advice over the Iraq crisis, prudence may be in order. Yet the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) remains concerned over Iranian insistence on its ‘‘inalienable
right’’ to peaceful nuclear technology and its refusal to suspend its enrichment programme. The Agency’s Statute requires it to refer any violations of the NPT to the Security Council.29 To date it has chosen not to
do so, but Tehran’s acrimonious rhetoric towards Israel of October 2005
may change that. Meanwhile there exists continuing apprehension over
the possibility of a pre-emptive strike by Israel, with tacit US encouragement and support. Israel’s 1981 strike on Iraq’s nuclear reactor, un-
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animously condemned by the Council but without any punitive action,
remains a de facto precedent.30

Dealing with the sibling – Iraq and problems of
‘‘compellence’’
The halting move from ‘‘deterrence–persuasion’’ to ‘‘collaboration–
compellence’’ reﬂects the international community’s attempts at a
nuanced calibration of policy in an increasingly complex world.
There is an acute distinction in human behaviour and state policy
between coercion (compellence) and coerced volition (deterrence). As
Schelling put it in the 1960s, the difference was ‘‘between taking what
you want and making someone give it to you, between fending off assault
and making someone afraid to assault you’’.31 Deterrence and compellence differ in both objectives and means. Deterrence aims to inﬂuence
an adversary to refrain from undertaking an action. Compellence aims
to force an adversary to stop doing something it has started to do. Deterrence involves only the threat of force. Compellence involves the actual
use of force before the action is performed. Given that no nuclear power
can ‘‘compel’’ another to surrender its nuclear weapons, the only option
is to inﬂuence them not to use them and to collaborate in keeping the
numbers down. With respect to non-nuclear states, however, the option
of compellence exists in the event that persuasion fails.
Thus the fundamental distinction has to be drawn between the nuclear/
nuclear relationship and the nuclear/non-nuclear relationship. In the former case, stability among the nuclear powers, locked in Cold War adversarial rivalry, was held to rely only upon deterrence. As the relationship
thawed, deterrence could cede to collaboration, albeit of modest proportion as beﬁts major global players. In the latter case, persuasion towards
non-nuclear states was required when the concept of national sovereignty
retained the commanding heights of the Westphalian terrain, but could
cede, in extreme cases of the post–Cold War era, to compellence when
the major powers judged it necessary and feasible to breach the conceptual norm. It is a passing irony that Schelling advanced the concept of
compellence, linking it with deterrence and persuasion, during Cold War
days, but that a clearer matrix of these concepts is emerging in the post–
Cold War era.
Compellence strategy rests, in the ﬁrst instance, on regulatory controls
(through the IAEA, the Nuclear Suppliers Group and the Missile Control Technology Veriﬁcation Regime), tightened recently in the Proliferation Security Initiative. If these fail, the Council must decide on the
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legal merits of intervention and regime change. The latter, however, cannot be legally sanctioned purely on grounds of violations of NPT obligations. Nor can it be sanctioned by any judgement of the Security Council
(or ‘‘willing coalition’’) over the nature of their political systems, whether
communist or Islamic.
The weaknesses of compellence strategy in the twenty-ﬁrst century –
essentially a magniﬁcation of those of deterrence in the twentieth century
– have to do with credibility borne of mutual understanding. In deterrence strategy it was recognized that conveying the appearance of irrationality introduces uncertainty in the adversary’s decision-making calculus.32 The same applies to compellence. Any assumption that military
force will ultimately induce compliant behaviour in recalcitrant states
carries the risk of miscalculation. Such a state may be motivated by rational considerations more than is presumed, and the pressure applied
by the major powers may simply induce the opposite behaviour to that
intended because of an adversary’s different value system.
These shortcomings were portrayed in the Iraq crisis in three ways.
Because compellence involves force, Iraq’s prevarication required the
Council to decide how to react. The question of when to use armed force
against Iraq for alleged material breaches of its disarmament ‘‘obligations’’ had vexed the Security Council since the mid-1990s.33 In 2003, the
Council’s divisions stemmed from disagreement not over shared suspicions of Iraqi WMD possession but over how to enforce its disarmament.
The majority view that the ‘‘logic of peace’’ (UN inspections backed
by an over-the-horizon military presence) should prevail over the ‘‘logic
of war’’ (immediate invasion and regime change) signiﬁed a preference for ‘‘persuasion’’ over ‘‘compellence’’. The coalition’s rationale for
compellence – securing compliance by Iraq with the Council’s disarmament conditions34 – was deemed by the UN Secretary-General, a majority of states and global opinion to be lacking in legitimacy35 and, indeed,
to be ‘‘illegal’’.36
Secondly, compellence relies on credibility on the part of those applying the compulsion. The coalition’s rationale was subsequently shown
to be false, as the US congressional inquiry established. Iraq in fact
had consistently denied possessing any WMD,37 an assertion incorrectly
branded by the United States as a ‘‘lie’’.38 The ‘‘replacement rationale’’
advanced in the occupation phase – ‘‘removing tyranny’’ and ‘‘fostering
freedom and democracy’’ – involves goals for which armed force is
not sanctioned in the Charter. This constraint is undergoing change –
‘‘principles of intervention’’ reﬂecting the emerging norm of ‘‘responsibility to protect’’ were advanced by the 2004 report of the High-level Panel
on Threats, Challenges and Change and endorsed by the Secretary-

FROM DETERRENCE TO COMPELLENCE

51

General.39 But, at its 2005 World Summit, the General Assembly kept
the norm conﬁned to a ‘‘case-by-case’’ basis.40
Thirdly, compellence also invites resistance, which, if it is based on reasonable legal grounds, can be politically potent. In response to the invasion of Iraq, the Arab League sought an urgent session of the Security
Council with regard to ‘‘halting the American-British aggression and the
immediate withdrawal of the invading forces’’.41 The refusal of the
Council to consider this request revealed, not for the ﬁrst time, the
body’s structural shortcomings, further undermining its credibility in
the General Assembly.42 The popular Arab response to the SecretaryGeneral’s judgement over the illegality of the invasion was to claim legitimacy for the Iraqi resistance, repudiating at the same time the atrocities
committed in its name.43 Support for such resistance extends beyond the
Arab world, inﬂuencing the debate elsewhere.
Misjudging the psychological calculus may have more lethal signiﬁcance in relation to dissident non-state actors, involving their possible acquisition of nuclear or radiological weapons. That twenty-ﬁrst-century
spectre introduces qualitatively different reasoning for global strategy.
In the twentieth century, the adversary was perceived by each side to be
a rational actor, pursuing national interests through traditional statecraft.
Each side felt the need to deploy nuclear weapons, yet neither wished to
use them. The mutual strategy was thus designed to heighten that disinclination. In the war on terror the potential adversary is taken to be less
rational, less predictable and more inclined to use nuclear weapons. Yet
non-state actors are seen by many as also more rational than establishment rhetoric suggests. Extreme behaviour, including sacriﬁcial and brutal actions (suicide bombings, civilian massacres), is not ipso facto irrational. It simply reﬂects visions and values that may be alien to the
modern establishment power structure. For non-state actors, the utility
of nuclear weapons lies in their potential not as military instruments of
war but as ‘‘political instruments of terror’’.44 In the past, nuclear weapons were seen as symbols of stability for the preservation of the status
quo. Now they are sought by non-state actors as potential agents of radical global change. That heightened readiness for potential use drives the
logic of the pre-emption doctrine, heightening concern over the erosion
of international law.45
Pre-emptive intervention in support of a WMD prevention policy thus
remains problematic. The United States cites ‘‘UN enforcement’’ in the
Security Council but ‘‘self-defence’’ in the domestic debate (‘‘no ‘permission slip’ is required’’. . . .). That degree of pre-emption for self-defence is
not what the framers of the Charter had in mind, yet that document,
framed principally by the thirty-second US president, appears to matter
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less to the forty-third. Current US policies – effecting withdrawal from
the ABM Treaty but denying that right for the NPT, and threatening
the use of nuclear weapons to deny them from others46 – take the ‘‘discrimination double standard problem’’ to new heights.

Some prescriptive thoughts from the Iraq crisis
If compellence is to become acceptable to a majority of states, there will
be a need for improvements in the procedures by which it is prosecuted.
Two areas in particular are worthy of consideration.
First, the conceptual confusion deriving from the Iraq crisis has been
largely clariﬁed by the November 2004 report of the Secretary-General’s
High-level Panel.47 The Panel’s prudent judgement that the UN Charter
was sufﬁcient to accommodate the ‘‘new realities’’ of the twenty-ﬁrst
century, and did not require amendment, is useful guidance to a divided
world, and it was reiterated by the 2005 World Summit.48 The Panel’s
view that this applied to both the self-defence provision (Article 51) and
the broader collective security provisions of Chapter VII has clariﬁed the
division between the ‘‘pre-emptive strikers’’ (the United States) and the
‘‘pre-emptive engagers’’ (the European Union). Pre-emptive self-defence
under Article 51, the Panel thought, can legally be used against a terrorist threat provided that this is imminent and cannot be deﬂected
otherwise, and that proportional means are employed. Preventive action
against a WMD proliferator, however, is a longer-term threat and the use
of force in such cases is a matter of collective security requiring Council
approval (and not self-defence, which requires only notiﬁcation).
In this received wisdom, compellence clearly falls into the latter category, requiring Council approval. Pre-emptive military action against
proliferators cannot be unilaterally undertaken in the name of national
self-defence. In making this clear, the Panel has usefully drawn the distinction between terrorism and proliferation, in effect implying that the
Iraq invasion was illegal.
The second area concerns the way the Council makes decisions. The
High-level Panel’s recommendation was for an expanded Council of 24,
which is unlikely to be acted upon any time soon. Certainly an expanded
Council would increase its legitimacy and enhance its authority. Yet even
an expanded Council will make mistakes of judgement and policy if procedural reform is not introduced as well. As the Iraq crisis showed, many
procedural shortcomings remain that make the Council ineffective in
times of crisis. As a remedial measure in this respect, ﬁve procedural improvements could be contemplated, namely:
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 a mechanism for factual veriﬁcation that serves the Council when
enforcement powers are at stake, with a ‘‘ﬁrewall’’ established between the multilateral veriﬁcation and national intelligence functions,
and stricter procedures governing the admissibility of evidence for
decision-making;
 more clarity on the legal merits of the use of force – in advance of a
decision;
 greater precision in the language used in any resolution authorizing
force;
 a time limitation on resolutions authorizing force (three months) –
whose objective is explicitly identiﬁed;
 a procedural threshold for the use of force through an announcement
by the Council president, it being understood that any use of force
without that announcement is deemed illegal.
The ﬁrst two improvements would require the Council to establish subsidiary organs – a Veriﬁcation Committee and a Legal Committee. Both
could be composed of diplomatic and expert representatives of Council
member states. They would have advisory functions only and would be
subordinate to the plenary powers of the Council as a whole. But, together, they would help ‘‘stabilize’’ and, to some extent, ‘‘de-politicize’’
Council deliberations. The other three suggestions would simply require
innovation in customary behaviour.
Persuasion and compellence are at either end of a political spectrum
but there is a logical contradiction between them. Although persuasion
is the preferred route, the moment it fails it is too late for compellence.
Yet if compellence is introduced prematurely, it undermines persuasion.
So the two are antithetical. As long as nuclear weapons remain subject to
national control, that catch-22 will haunt policy makers as they continue
to deal with the Faustian dilemma of our times. Meanwhile, civilizational
tensions are on the boil. We are in for a tough century.
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‘‘Do as I say, not as I do’’:
From nuclear non-proliferation
to counter-proliferation
Rebecca Johnson

Introduction
From its beginnings in the 1960s, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons (Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, or NPT) was
primarily designed to prevent the horizontal spread of nuclear weapons
after their acquisition had already been accomplished by a small number
of states. That is unsurprising, since the concept of non-proliferation was
largely promulgated by three of those nuclear powers – the United
States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom – with a view to stabilizing the world in conformity with their perceived strategic interests. The
objective of nuclear disarmament was insisted on by a number of nonnuclear-weapon states, but the best they were able to obtain was a very
vague commitment in Article VI, which came after other incentives,
such as the right to share in the beneﬁts of nuclear energy and ‘‘peaceful’’
nuclear explosions. Though the arsenals continued to grow in size during
the Cold War, the next three decades witnessed the progressive recognition of disarmament as an essential component of the concept of nonproliferation. However, this appearance of a stronger normative relationship was largely due to UN politics, including diplomatic strategies
promoted by the non-aligned states, together with pressure from civil society; it would be a mistake to assume that the increased levels of political gesture and lip-service ever signiﬁed any genuine acceptance of the
necessity of disarmament by the major nuclear powers.
As the Cold War ended, governments cemented their approach to
chemical weapons threats by establishing a non-discriminatory prohibi57
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tion regime that required all the existing chemical weapons arsenals to be
veriﬁably dismantled and destroyed. By comparison with the NPT, which
had differentiated the obligations of those already possessing nuclear arsenals from those that were to undertake never to acquire such weapons,
the universal approach taken by the Chemical Weapons Convention
(CWC)1 was revolutionary. By the end of the 1990s, no one seriously
challenged the relationship between disarmament and non-proliferation
where biological and chemical weapons were concerned. By contrast,
the strategic and political roles assigned to nuclear weapons made it
much harder for the nuclear-weapon states to accept that the progressive
elimination of their own nuclear arsenals might likewise be a prerequisite
for effective non-proliferation.
The original brief for this chapter was to examine changes in the normative relationship between disarmament and non-proliferation, which
led to the conclusion that progress on nuclear disarmament – as opposed
to arms limitation – has largely been illusory, taking place in the realm
of diplomatic gesture rather than being incorporated into policy and
practice. As this chapter will explore, the salient shift that has actually occurred in conjunction with the war on terrorism is from norm-based nonproliferation to counter-proliferation, involving self-selected coalitions of
the willing backed up by the threat or use of force. Driven by US policy
changes, illustrated also in the war on Iraq, the counter-proliferation
approach has been pursued on several fronts, though it is far from being
internationally accepted. This approach carries inherent limitations for
efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. The problem goes beyond debates about whether there has been adequate progress to reduce
nuclear arsenals. For disarmament to have a structural and normative
impact on non-proliferation, the existing nuclear weapons possessors
would need to incorporate it as a genuine policy imperative, which would
mean confronting the fundamental problem of the use and threat of
use of nuclear weapons embedded in their own doctrines. The counterproliferation approach avoids this challenge by focusing on ‘‘the bad
guys’’. Although counter-proliferation can contribute useful tools, especially for dealing with non-state actors, there is a risk that, by de-linking
disarmament from non-proliferation and failing to address the complex
motives and causes underlying proliferation, its advocates will undermine
the non-proliferation regime, rendering it less effective and authoritative.

1968–2000: Establishing a universal regime, from the
NPT to the Thirteen Steps
Nuclear non-proliferation was an idea that came to the fore in the 1960s.
The NPT developed out of a joint US–Soviet draft designed to reﬂect
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their own strategic interests, even though the idea had originated with
non-nuclear countries, spearheaded by Ireland. Chastened by the Cuban
missile crisis and trying to cope with the uncertainties of the bilateral nuclear relationship, President John F. Kennedy had looked at the possibility of 20–25 nuclear-weapon states by the 1970s and shuddered. The
United States and the Soviet Union recognized that the spread of nuclear
weapons would undermine both the perceived military and political utility of their own nuclear forces and their efforts to impose their version of
bilaterally controlled stability on the rest of the world.
Arms control itself was a relatively new concept for the nuclear
powers, and was developed to manage the US–Soviet nuclear relationship. Though disarmament proposals and zero options were periodically
advanced by one side or the other during the Cold War, they were chieﬂy
for propaganda purposes. The Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT),2 which
entered into force in 1963 (though without France, which started nuclear
testing in 1960), was more signiﬁcantly a measure of environmental protection than arms control, though one purpose of forbidding aboveground nuclear testing was to slow would-be proliferators down. Having
crossed the nuclear threshold themselves, the ﬁrst three nuclear-weapon
states had no intention of renouncing nuclear weapons, but they were
concerned about signiﬁcant nuclear programmes in countries ranging
from Sweden and India to China and Japan. The urgency of pursuing
non-proliferation was underscored when China conducted its nucleartesting rite of passage in 1964 and became the ﬁfth nuclear power.
Developed as an additional instrument for managing Cold War international relations, non-proliferation differed from arms control in that
it was designed to constrain the rest of the world. By seeking to ban
the production and possession of a particular weapon, the nuclear nonproliferation regime departed from earlier multilateral instruments,
which regulated use. For example, in response to the gassing of soldiers
in World War I, which had come to be viewed in retrospect as more abhorrent and unsoldierly than conventional weaponry, the 1925 Geneva
Gas Protocol prohibited the use of asphyxiating and poisonous gases
and bacteriological methods of warfare, but did not ban the production,
possession or stockpiling of the weapons.3 Two years after the NPT
entered into force, and following a US decision unilaterally to renounce
the production and use of bioweapons and toxins, the Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC)4 was concluded in 1972. This
banned both the weapons and their production, but lacked any veriﬁcation and implementing authority. Though the BTWC did not explicitly
prohibit the use of biological or poisonous weapons, it made clear that
the 1925 prohibitions remained valid. It differed fundamentally from the
NPT in imposing the same legal conditions and restraints on all States
Parties, regardless of whether they had bioweapons programmes or not.5
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Though there were continuing efforts towards prohibiting chemical weapons, it took the end of the Cold War and Saddam Hussein’s use and
stockpiling of chemical weapons to create the conditions and urgency for
the CWC to be concluded in 1992. It emulated the BTWC by treating all
States Parties alike, but reﬂected an important post–Cold War shift by
including an elaborate multilateral veriﬁcation regime.
By contrast, eschewing a universal approach to banning nuclear
weapons, the nuclear powers in the 1960s sought the trickier objective of
maintaining their own capabilities but preventing others. This was not
acceptable to some of the leading non-nuclear-weapon states, which
insisted on introducing disarmament by the nuclear-weapon states into
the non-proliferation equation. They queried the dominant powers’ logic
that the problem was not the weapons but their spread, with its concomitant assumption that nuclear weapons were essential for deterrence and
their own security but too dangerous or unsuitable for other countries to
develop. Although they were prepared to accept that unbridled proliferation would be bad for international security and could increase the risks
of nuclear accident or war, the non-nuclear-weapon states pointed out
that for them to renounce weapons of such awesome power for the foreseeable future made security sense only if the overall objective was the
complete elimination of those weapons from the face of the Earth. Since
the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom were eager
to sign up as many non-nuclear countries as possible, the outcome of
these negotiations was Article VI, a watered-down pledge to pursue in
good faith the cessation of the nuclear arms race, nuclear disarmament
and general and complete disarmament. The relationship between these
three objectives, and whether they should be treated as linear steps or
dependent conditions, has been a source of endless politicking ever since.
The non-nuclear countries were also given some conditional security assurances, not in the treaty itself but via the UN Security Council (Resolution 255 (1968)). As part of a different bargain, Article IV pledged that
the treaty would not affect an ‘‘inalienable right’’ to nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes, which has come to haunt modern efforts to combat
nuclear threats. In addition, the initial period of the treaty’s operation
was set at 25 years, requiring a further decision in 1995 if it were to remain in force for longer.
Though the NPT did not address the use of nuclear weapons, a growing public awareness of the effects of nuclear weapons had contributed
to the effective establishment of a taboo on the use of nuclear weapons.
Though never formally acknowledged, this taboo was an important factor
in deterrence and self-deterrence. It arose from the perception that the
mounting nuclear arsenals made surviving a nuclear war less and less
plausible. Theories of deterrence were borne from policy makers’ realiza-
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tion that nuclear war was unplannable and would result in the incineration of their homelands. By the 1970s, the nuclear governments bought
voters’ acceptance for their nuclear arsenals chieﬂy by arguing that they
were there not to be used but to prevent use. Although the doctrines of
the NATO weapon states kept open the option of using nuclear weapons
if required to avoid defeat in a conventional war, it was clear that most
of their citizens would prefer occupation (which might be survived and
overcome in the future) to nuclear obliteration, seen as more terrible
and ﬁnal.
In real terms, the United States accepted defeat rather than use
nuclear weapons in Viet Nam, as did Russia in Afghanistan. In effect,
nuclear weapons were legitimate only if never used; the justiﬁcation
for their possession was to deter anyone from using them. Deterrence
came to be elevated into an article of faith, although some practitioners
later claimed that its success rested chieﬂy on luck.6 The non-nuclearweapon states, meanwhile, continued to assert that the only sure way to
prevent the use of nuclear weapons was to prohibit and eliminate them
altogether.
As more states acceded to the NPT, the nuclear non-proliferation bargain was progressively reinterpreted, with the nuclear states’ failure to
halt testing and make progress on nuclear disarmament becoming the focus of non-nuclear – and especially the non-aligned – states’ complaints.
Proliferation was portrayed as having two equally important axes: horizontal proliferation – the spread of weapons and their technology to
new states – and vertical proliferation, referring to qualitative developments, modernization and quantitative increases in existing arsenals. Disarmament and non-proliferation came to be seen as two sides of the same
problem, which was nuclear insecurity.
The momentous upheavals of the 1980s changed the nuclear calculations forever. First came the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
(INF) Treaty, which removed land-based Cruise, Pershing and SS20 missiles from Europe. Dictated by political developments and civil society
pressure, the INF Treaty pre-dated the fall of the Berlin Wall. In conjunction with the extraordinary debates between Presidents Reagan and
Gorbachev at the Reykjavik Summit a year earlier, it was both a reﬂection of and factor in the upheavals that ended the Cold War. The START
(Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) process followed, but where the INF
Treaty may be characterized as a genuine disarmament measure, eliminating state-of-the-art nuclear weapons, the bilateral START agreements
and unilateral reductions of the early 1990s had the primary effect of rationalizing military and budgetary burdens.
Even as they claimed credit for cutting the numbers and types of
nuclear weapons, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United
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States emphasized the importance of their nuclear ‘‘deterrents’’ for security, which suggests that disarmament per se was not in their sights. China
quietly carried on with its programme of nuclear modernization, while
periodically calling for the ‘‘complete and thorough prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons’’ and a multilateral agreement on no ﬁrst
use. The non-nuclear-weapon states, however, took the opportunity
to push the cause of irreversible nuclear disarmament, starting with the
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), which had been languishing on the non-proliferation agenda since the 1950s. They were
also successful in linking disarmament principles and objectives with the
1995 decision on extending the NPT. Again the product of difﬁcult negotiations with nuclear-weapon states which did not want to make measurable or accountable commitments to nuclear disarmament, the paragraphs on disarmament speciﬁed the CTBT and a ban on ﬁssile material
production (ﬁssban) already in the pipeline, and then tailed off into
fudged references to ‘‘the determined pursuit . . . of systematic and progressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally, with the ultimate
goal of eliminating those weapons’’.7 This was as generalized as they
could get away with, but nevertheless an improvement on the vagueness
of Article VI.
These developments were followed in 1996 by an Advisory Opinion
from the International Court of Justice (ICJ) on the legality of the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Reﬂecting established geo-strategic
and political interests, it was inevitable that the Opinion was ambiguous
in several places. Most importantly, however, there was consensus among
the judges that ‘‘[t]here exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and
bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all
its aspects under strict and effective international control’’.8 The point
here was that the goal of disarmament must be realized, not just evoked
with political gesture. In a further split decision, carried by the president’s casting vote, the Court determined that ‘‘the threat or use of
nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of international law applicable in armed conﬂict, and in particular the principles
and rules of humanitarian law’’.9 Soon after, the Canberra Commission
on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons published its report, which dissected and debunked nuclear deterrence and recommended several practical steps for reducing nuclear dangers, including: taking nuclear forces
off alert; removing warheads from delivery vehicles; ending the deployment of non-strategic nuclear weapons; ending nuclear testing; initiating
negotiations to further reduce US and Russian nuclear arsenals; and
reaching agreement among the nuclear-weapon states regarding reciprocal no-ﬁrst-use undertakings (i.e. that they would not be the ﬁrst to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against each other) and also under-
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takings that they would not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons in
any conﬂict with a non-nuclear-weapon state – a position going beyond
the conditional security assurances currently in place.10
During the 1990s, nuclear weapons became viewed increasingly as a
security problem, even by the weapons states. Though it is debatable
whether policy makers in the nuclear-weapon states (NWS) were ever
convinced that eliminating their own nuclear weapons would contribute to their security, the concepts of disarmament and the non-use of
nuclear weapons had become integral normative components of nonproliferation. However slow their progress in eliminating the existing
arsenals, disarmament was at least an objective that the NWS had to pretend to accept.
Though eagerly taken up by civil society and the non-aligned states,
the ICJ and Canberra Commission reports received little policy attention
from the major powers. After the NPT was indeﬁnitely extended in 1995
and the CTBT concluded in 1996, the world was rocked by a series of nuclear tests by India and Pakistan in May 1998. A month later, a group of
foreign ministers from Africa, Latin America, Europe and the Paciﬁc
issued a declaration entitled ‘‘A Nuclear Weapons Free World: The Need
for a New Agenda’’.11 Coming at a time of crisis for non-proliferation,
the New Agenda Coalition attracted great interest, with signiﬁcant
support and high-level opposition. Building on the ICJ Opinion and the
Canberra Commission’s practical steps, the New Agenda played a crucial
leadership role for the non-nuclear-weapon states, developing the ideas,
the teamwork and the strategies that enabled the NPT Review Conference in May 2000 to adopt a substantive set of agreements. Known now
as the ‘‘Thirteen Steps’’ – though the 13 numbered paragraphs actually
comprise more than 13 principles, objectives and speciﬁc measures – the
NPT 2000 plan of action on nuclear disarmament included a groundbreaking ‘‘unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear weapon states to accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear
disarmament to which all States parties are committed under Article VI’’.
A number of unilateral, bilateral, plurilateral and multilateral steps were
speciﬁed in a multi-stranded approach that recognized the need for
different measures to be promoted singly or together, depending on political or international conditions or the particular circumstances of the
different weapons states. These include: support for the CTBT, and a
moratorium on nuclear testing pending its entry into force; negotiations
on banning ﬁssile materials for weapons; implementation of deeper
reductions in deployed strategic nuclear forces (the START process);
further unilateral reductions in nuclear arsenals; further reductions in
non-strategic nuclear weapons; increased transparency and conﬁdencebuilding measures; reduction in the operational status of nuclear weapons
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systems; a diminished role for nuclear weapons in security policies, thereby
minimizing the risk of their ever being used (which could encompass no
ﬁrst use or strengthened security assurances); negotiations involving all
the nuclear-weapon states; and veriﬁcation to build conﬁdence in the
implementation of agreements.
Though the apparent breakthrough was heralded as an important stage
forward in the tortuous route to disarmament, the years since the adoption of the ‘‘Thirteen Steps’’ have seen disarmament become more marginalized and the regime put under increasing pressure from new proliferators and arrogant weapons states. The ‘‘war on terror’’ has conveniently
provided a context for reinterpreting the meaning of non-proliferation.12
Going beyond the Clinton administration’s attempts to square nuclear
possession with non-proliferation in the early 1990s, neoconservative
doctrine seeks to direct attention away from the special destructiveness
of nuclear weapons and the disarmament objectives implicit in the wider
concept of non-proliferation and focus selectively on keeping such weapons out of the hands of ‘‘bad guys’’.

2001–2004: The shift to counter-proliferation
Well before the Twin Towers were brought down on 11 September 2001,
Bush administration strategists had been working on a new nuclear and
security strategy for the United States and, by extension, its allies. Published in February and September 2002 respectively, the Nuclear Posture
Review (NPR) and National Security Strategy (NSS) echoed the late
1940s and early 1950s, when military and political superiority was the
overriding objective and nuclear weapons were not subject to deterring
taboos but regarded as a powerful but specialized tool in the military arsenal. Instead of communism, terrorism is being packaged for the twentyﬁrst century as the military and ideological enemy of ‘‘the Free World’’.
Though non-state armed groups that perpetrate bombings, hijackings and
other atrocities against civilians are the putative target, some states are
also demonized within the category. In January 2002, Iraq, Iran and
North Korea were dramatically castigated by President Bush as an ‘‘axis
of evil’’, though they were clearly not in concert with one another.13 In
the war on terror, the reasons for targeting particular countries appear
elastic: some (but not all) proliferators of technology or materials for
weapons of mass destruction (WMD); some (but not all) totalitarian regimes with appalling human rights records against their own citizens or
aggressive postures towards their neighbours; some (but not all) governments believed to sponsor or harbour armed groups bent on the destruction of other religious, ethnic or national ways of life. As with nuclear-
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armed communism, the United States has reason to view terrorism as a
threat; but, like the paranoia over communism in the 1950s, it appears
that the terrorist accusation is all too easily stretched to silence or undermine those who are merely guilty of being critical of US actions or having
conﬂicting or competitive interests. One consequence of the ideology underpinning the war on terror may be a new era of witch-hunts to root out
‘‘un-American’’ behaviour, internationally as well as domestically, backed
up by draconian (if frequently irrational) immigration restrictions and arbitrary arrest, interrogation and deportation powers.
It can be argued that several elements of the National Security Strategy were laid down under the Clinton administration, in part owing to
the inﬂuence of the Republican majority in Congress, but the Bush administration has gone considerably further. On nuclear policy, President
Clinton accomplished some useful agreements, but signally failed to get
to grips with the challenges of the end of the Cold War. Although many
agreed with Les Aspin (Clinton’s ﬁrst Secretary of Defense, whose term
was cut short by serious illness) that it was in US security interests to take
the lead in nuclear disarmament, Clinton fudged his historic opportunity
to restructure US defence and foreign policy and contribute more profoundly to international security. Aspin had understood that the world
was changing profoundly, and that nuclear weapons, once symbols of military sophistication, power and status, would become more accessible to
weak leaders who would seek them as leverage or levellers against strong
powers such as the United States.
Faced with what the 1999 Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation
and Disarmament characterized as ‘‘a choice between the assured
dangers of proliferation or the challenges of disarmament’’,14 Clinton
dodged the challenge and went for arms control business-as-usual, augmented by the Nunn–Lugar cooperative threat reduction programme to
reduce threats arising from the crumbling Soviet infrastructure and loose
nukes. Rather than thinking through the future security environment and
its requirements, he took the easier path of continuing to engage the
Russians in the plodding bilateral measuring game of START II, while
he also became embroiled in expanding the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), to appease some European governments and US defence contractors (for whom the expansion opened up lucrative new markets under the rubric of interoperability). Though the inﬂuence of the
Republicans in constraining and hounding his administration must not
be underestimated, Clinton’s eight-year presidency in the ﬁrst decade of
post–Cold War reconstruction represented a real lost opportunity for
foreign and security policy.
It is to the Bush administration’s credit that it did not shirk the post–
Cold War challenges. Less creditably, its analysis was largely driven by
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ideology, which seriously distorted the policy options. By fundamentally
reframing the strategic triad in 2002, the Pentagon recognized that
the large nuclear arsenals of the past were unusable and a drain on resources. The administration was more than happy to see deep cuts from
Cold War levels of deployment. It appeared to demote reliance on nuclear weapons by elevating the strategic role of conventional forces, but
leaked excerpts from the NPR showed that downgrading the strategic
role of nuclear weapons went hand in hand with more tactical and ‘‘adaptive’’ nuclear capabilities to deal with contingencies. Taken together,
these proposals would undermine deterrence and the normative taboo
on the use of nuclear weapons, while also lowering the threshold for
nuclear use. That this is intentional is borne out in public statements and
the ways in which US security assurances have been reinterpreted.
Depending in part on how other states respond, the Bush administration policy risks destabilizing international norms and non-proliferation
in several other ways. The Pentagon persistently sought funding to develop robust nuclear earth penetrators (aka bunker busters) and smaller,
more ﬂexible tactical nuclear weapons, though Congress remained unconvinced, particularly as the defence budget and the occupation of Iraq
were both spiralling out of control. The latest buzz from the US laboratories is now the ‘‘reliable replacement warhead’’ (RRW), which Britain
also seems keen to embrace for its successor to the Trident nuclear submarine system.
The 2002 NPR envisages employing nuclear weapons in three broad
circumstances: against targets able to withstand non-nuclear attack; in retaliation for the use of nuclear, biological or chemical weapons; or ‘‘in the
event of surprising military developments’’, which is understood to extend to preventive or pre-emptive strikes. The ﬁrst leg, as noted above,
envisages a strategic role for conventional as well as nuclear weapons.
The second leg encompasses defence, notably missile defence. In a remarkable innovation, capability-based planning was introduced as the
third leg of the triad: ‘‘A revitalized defence infrastructure that will provide new capabilities in a timely fashion to meet emerging threats’’. Replacing strategic planning based on threat assessments, capability-based
planning effectively rules out disarmament, though it allows for the rationalization of arsenals and withdrawal of redundant or obsolete weapons.
Most importantly for the Republicans, capability-based planning would
enable the Pentagon to support its defence industry indeﬁnitely, making
necessity-justiﬁed ﬁnancial claims on taxpayers for research, development and testing. Hence, it would drive its own solitary, expensive, escalatory arms race to keep all options open to beat all possible future
threats, whether feasible or fanciful.
The shock of 9/11 was real, but the timing was extraordinarily conve-
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nient for the Bush administration, which moved swiftly to consolidate the
political construction of an unlimited, Orwellian war on terror. The NPR
named North Korea, Iraq, Iran, Syria and Libya as countries that could
threaten the United States and pose the kind of ‘‘immediate, potential
or unexpected’’ contingencies to warrant nuclear-strike plans. Whereas
threat-based planning required intelligence to be carefully sifted and rationally assessed as part of a process of identifying targets and priorities,
the new approach has intelligence marshalled to legitimate a previously
chosen target, as was seen in the build-up to the Iraq war.
Presaging the new policies, the Bush administration scuppered the
BTWC veriﬁcation protocol, which had taken six years to negotiate, in
part to avoid reciprocal intrusive monitoring of US biotech industries
or defence establishments. Bush also withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty and inaugurated a missile defence programme
intended to provide interception (and attack) capabilities on land, sea
and air platforms, with plans also to extend to weapons in outer space,
the ‘‘fourth medium of warfare’’. In the wake of the NPR and the NSS,
the agencies hurried to change US diplomatic positions in other areas
too. Although the United States had been ‘‘out front pulling’’ for the
CTBT during the Clinton years, and had played a constructive role in negotiating the Thirteen Steps in 2000, during 2002–2005 the United States
spoke and voted against the CTBT and nuclear disarmament in concept
and practice at numerous meetings of the United Nations and the NPT.15
At the 2005 NPT Review Conference, the United States tried to steer
NPT meetings away from disarmament, seeking condemnation of Iran
and North Korea for violating their non-proliferation obligations, and
taking credit for the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and Libya’s
deproliferation.16
The PSI exempliﬁes the shift from non-proliferation approaches based
on the multilateral NPT regime to counter-proliferation as a policing
operation. It was launched in September 2003 as ‘‘an initiative to develop
political commitments and practical cooperation to help impede and stop
the ﬂow of WMD, their systems and related materials to and from states
and non-State actors of concern’’.17 Billed as ‘‘a response to the growing
challenge posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
their delivery systems, and related materials worldwide’’,18 it followed
on from the ‘‘Container Security Initiative’’ undertaken in the wake of
the 2001 terrorist attacks. Six speciﬁc actions are authorized: not to allow
anyone to transport or assist in transporting cargoes deemed to be proliferation sensitive; boarding and searching proliferation-suspected ﬂagged
ships, whether in internal or international waters; permitting another PSI
member to board and search ﬂagged vessels and seize any proliferationrelated cargoes; enforcing conditions on vessels entering or leaving ports;
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grounding and searching proliferation-suspected aircraft or denying them
air space; and carrying out inspections at ports, airports and other shipping facilities, with seizure of any proliferation-relevant cargoes.
Referring to ‘‘the increasingly aggressive efforts by proliferators to
stand outside or to circumvent existing nonproliferation norms’’,19 the
PSI was described by the White House as ‘‘a broad international partnership of countries which, using their own laws and resources, will coordinate their actions to halt shipments of dangerous technologies to and from
states and non-state actors of proliferation concern – at sea, in the air,
and on land’’.20 France put a slightly different emphasis on PSI, underlining that its role in reducing ‘‘the risk of WMD falling into the hands of
terrorists’’ must be seen as ‘‘part of the overall effort in support of nonproliferation’’ that can contribute to the ‘‘full implementation of and
compliance with commitments under this regime, in particular multilateral non-proliferation agreements’’.21 The PSI, which has to date coordinated 10 interdiction exercises, quickly grew to 15 members,22 with more
expected. Others, including India, have agreed to abide by the rules, and
Panama and Liberia have made bilateral agreements with the United
States to permit vessels carrying their ﬂags to be boarded and searched
in accordance with the principles of the PSI.
Most Western states quickly welcomed the PSI, particularly after its
successful interdiction in October 2003 of the BBC China (belonging to
BBC Chartering and Logistic, Germany), en route to Tripoli from Dubai
carrying thousands of centrifuge components that might be used to enrich
uranium. Reports differ on whether this seizure precipitated Libya’s decision, announced on 19 December 2003, to come clean and renounce its
WMD programmes, or whether the interdiction was made possible as a
result of Libyan information as part of its decade-long normalization negotiations with the United Kingdom and the United States. In any case,
the interdiction of the BBC China is generally presented as a spectacular
ﬁrst success for the PSI. Similarly, Libya’s renunciation of WMD has
been hailed by the United Kingdom and the United States as resulting
from the ‘‘decisive actions’’ and ‘‘no tolerance’’ approach epitomized
by the war on Iraq.23 Libya clearly had an active chemical weapons programme, but its nuclear programme was aspirational rather than real,
which made it doubly shocking for investigators to ﬁnd that Gaddaﬁ had
acquired a warhead blueprint. Though Libya’s return to full compliance
with the NPT and its accession to the CWC and CTBT are undoubtedly
welcome, the real importance of the Libyan revelations was in bringing
into the open the long-suspected black market network centred on the
‘‘father’’ of Pakistan’s bomb, Abdul Qadeer Khan. Khan’s public confession on 4 February 2004 has removed him from the active hub and information has been gained about the illicit trade in WMD-related technol-

FROM NON-PROLIFERATION TO COUNTER-PROLIFERATION

69

ogy and materials with North Korea, Iran and others, and industrial connections have been exposed from the United Kingdom to Malaysia, and
Germany to South Africa. But US reliance on Pakistan in the war on terror’s theatre in Afghanistan meant that the world was forced to acquiesce
in General Musharraf’s decision to pardon Khan, thereby ensuring that
no information embarrassing to Pakistan’s government or nuclear industry would emerge in a trial. Hence, although it has clearly been crippled,
no one can say with assurance that Khan’s nuclear supermarket has
ceased trading.
The PSI’s members have been at pains to underline that it is consistent
with international law and the implementation of the UN Security Council presidential statement of 31 January 1992, and also in line with the
Kananaskis and Evian G-8 Summit declarations as well as recent EU
statements, but many others are concerned that the PSI lacks international legal authority and enables a cartel of states to act outside the
institutions established to oversee and implement the WMD regimes, operating coercively to suit the interests of the powerful and impede legitimate trading or technology transfers among developing states.
In consequence, and to gain further international support while heavily
bogged down in Iraq, the United Kingdom and the United States circulated a draft UN Security Council resolution. The initial draft was
essentially the PSI principles written into a resolution; it heavily emphasized terrorism and made scant reference to the treaties governing chemical and biological weapons, with no mention at all of disarmament or
the NPT. In order to get consensus, the resolution underwent several
changes, with input from both PSI supporters and sceptics on the Security Council. It was eventually adopted on 28 April 2004, as UNSC Resolution 1540 on WMD.24
Resolution 1540 extends the reference to the January 1992 UN Security Council presidential statement by calling on UN members ‘‘to fulﬁl
their obligations in relation to arms control and disarmament and to prevent proliferation in all its aspects of all weapons of mass destruction’’.25
It afﬁrms ‘‘support for the multilateral treaties whose aim is to eliminate
or prevent the proliferation of nuclear, chemical or biological weapons’’,
removing the reference in an earlier draft to ‘‘illicit acquisition’’, which
could have been construed as legitimizing the nuclear weapons acquired
by the NWS and non-NPT nuclear weapons possessors. The multilateral
regimes are brought in several times in the ﬁnal resolution, including a
new paragraph that encourages member states ‘‘to implement fully the
disarmament treaties and agreements to which they are party’’, which
could be open to exclusive or inclusive interpretation. Nevertheless, it is
politically important to recognize that such endorsements of the treaty
regimes and disarmament appear in the preamble. The operative part of
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the resolution is almost exclusively concerned with setting out the obligations and powers of states in nationally implementing non-proliferation
agreements and in underlining their responsibilities for dealing with
non-state and industrial activities in order to prevent terrorist acquisition
of WMD. In particular, Resolution 1540 requires that states refrain from
providing any support to non-state actors seeking to develop WMD and
that they adopt and enforce domestic controls and national procedures
and laws to prevent and prohibit non-state actors from acquiring WMD.
It also established for up to two years a Committee of the Security Council to report back on the resolution’s implementation.
Though Resolution 1540 treats nuclear, biological and chemical weapons similarly, they are not the same in law and strategic thinking. Disarmament and prohibition are now embedded in the biological and chemical weapons regimes, and no one is suggesting that this be revoked.
By contrast, US strategies at the 2005 NPT Review Conference appeared
designed to reinforce the NPT’s division between haves and have-nots,
despite the obvious fact that the non-nuclear-weapon states (at least)
would feel more secure in a world without nuclear weapons. In particular, a major factor in the NPT conference failure was the attempt by the
Bush administration to repudiate its disarmament commitments by sidelining the outcome of the 2000 Review Conference. Hence, what had appeared to be the progressive acceptance of disarmament as an inextricable component of non-proliferation in the 1990s has been exposed during
the early twenty-ﬁrst century as little more than gesture politics. A growing number of military ofﬁcers and ofﬁcials in the weapons states may be
willing to acknowledge (usually off the record) that nuclear weapons no
longer have a rational military utility, but they still occupy the strategic
high ground, as the policies of the P-5 and the nuclear declarations of India and Pakistan after their 1998 nuclear tests demonstrated. Underlining
this fact, despite widespread opposition among Members of Parliament
and the British public, the government of the United Kingdom is now
planning to spend over £25 billion on a successor nuclear weapon system
for when Trident reaches the end of its service life around 2024. The end
of the Cold War could have changed this salient fact, but did not.

Countervailing trends and implications
Whereas 2003 was dominated by US policies based on selective uses of
intelligence, unilateral action and ‘‘coalitions of the willing’’, as illustrated by the Iraq war and PSI, the lessons from 2004–2005 suggest that
Washington is becoming conscious again of the need for multilateral cooperation, assistance and legitimacy. Resolution 1540 is regarded positively (although sceptics question what it has achieved in real terms),
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but the failure of NPT States Parties to make progress on strengthening
compliance, accountability and the implementation of disarmament commitments at the 2005 Review Conference is regarded as a setback.
Even before this failure, international experts were sounding the
alarms. In 2004, the international High-level Panel (HLP) on Threats,
Challenges and Change made a thoughtful contribution to the debate on
terrorism, but stressed the necessity for a more comprehensive concept of
collective security, which included wider concerns about non-compliance
and the health of the regimes, particularly the ‘‘precarious state of the
nuclear non-proliferation regime’’.26 The HLP report is based around
four basic themes and offers 101 recommendations, nearly half of which
address ways of making the United Nations more effective for the
twenty-ﬁrst century. The themes are the need for a new security consensus, taking account of non-state actors as well as states; comprehensive,
collective security, recognizing the challenges of prevention and the
limits of self-protection (ranging from WMD to infectious diseases and
environmental degradation), covering conﬂict within and between states;
security and the use of force; and security architecture, with particular
emphasis on improving the effectiveness and accountability of the United
Nations.27 In his response, In Larger Freedom: Towards Development,
Security and Human Rights for All, the Secretary-General expanded on
the Panel’s approach and linked non-proliferation and security closely
with development and human rights objectives. The ﬁrst recommendation argues that the nuclear-weapon states should honour their commitments under Article VI of the NPT, ‘‘take several steps to restart disarmament’’ and ‘‘reafﬁrm their previous commitments not to use nuclear
weapons against non-nuclear weapon states’’. The bulk of the recommendations, however, concern better enforcement of existing instruments, relying on four layers of defence and prevention: reducing demand; reducing supply; better enforcement capabilities; and better public health and
emergency planning defences.28 Although the non-discriminatory prohibitions against the production, possession and use of biological and
chemical weapons have helped to create powerful norms against such
weapons, even for terrorists, and disarmament would undoubtedly reduce demand for nuclear weapons, it is revealing that neither the HLP
nor In Larger Freedom gave much attention to nuclear disarmament.
This is indicative of the penetration into international thinking of the
US-led shift from non-proliferation to counter-proliferation.

The counter-proliferation approach: A world of sheep and goats
UK defence and foreign policy ofﬁcials, who followed the Americans
in renaming their non-proliferation departments ‘‘counter-proliferation’’
departments, are fond of characterizing their new approach in terms of
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sheep and goats. Though they have not yet applied the metaphor to disarmament, to which they still pay lip-service as an ‘‘ultimate’’ goal, they
do use it to justify PSI-type coalitions of the willing or to explain why the
United Kingdom opposes multilaterally imposed fuel-cycle restrictions
on the enrichment of uranium or reprocessing of spent fuel: equal and
universally applied constraints are portrayed as putting an unnecessary
and onerous burden on the law-abiding sheep, when it is only really the
troublesome goats that ought to be stopped.29
Though evident in developments pre-dating the terrorist attacks of
9/11, the attractiveness of sheep-and-goats counter-proliferation reﬂects
dissatisfaction with the operation of the treaty-based regimes when confronted with states that shelter within treaties while pursuing clandestine
weapons programmes, such as Iraq, North Korea and potentially now
Iran. Concerns about the inadequacy of the regimes for dealing with state
non-compliance were exacerbated after 9/11 by the heightened fear of
non-state acquisition and use of WMD, which the treaties had not been
designed to address. Such concerns are widely shared, but there have
been profound disagreements about the means used to address these
shortcomings.
Few would dispute the value of adopting national implementation
measures to reinforce treaty obligations on states and hold national
governments accountable for WMD-related transactions emanating from
their territory. Most would applaud the strengthening of international
powers and collective action to prevent terrorists from acquiring WMD
capabilities, providing these actions are consistent with international
law. Much of the world’s population, however, would consider any use
of WMD, particularly nuclear weapons, to be unlawful and inherently terrorist. Their security concerns could be met only through a disarmamentbased approach. Instead, counter-proliferation initiatives are intended
to exempt certain states and governments from interdiction or punitive
action. Here lies a core problem for the legitimacy and effectiveness of
counter-proliferation.
Why, for example, are ballistic missiles or warhead components transported between the United Kingdom and the United States or plutonium
products regularly shipped to Japan from the British and French reprocessing plants at Sellaﬁeld and La Hague not considered proliferation
sensitive, whereas dual-use aluminium tubes would be deemed a reason
to board a Chinese or Malaysian ship under the PSI? The neoconservative response is to dismiss such legal or deﬁnitional problems with impatience, as if the identity and malign purpose of the designated targets are
self-evident. This cavalier attitude to international legal checks and balances has most clearly been demonstrated in the war on Iraq, but its legacy has seeped into other areas of international relations and underpins
the shift from non-proliferation to counter-proliferation.
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To compound the problem, much of the debate on the PSI has been
couched in adversarial terms, as if its supporters are bent on undermining
the multilateral and normative regimes. Although it is undeniable that
certain neoconservatives within the Bush administration have done their
utmost to marginalize a range of arms control and disarmament agreements that constrained US freedom of action, and that they viewed the
PSI as another weapon in that armoury, this simplistic attitude is not
shared by most PSI members or by many US ofﬁcials responsible for implementing security policy. It is desirable that the operation of the PSI be
open for critiquing and evaluation, but treating it as a regime-breaker
merely plays into the hands of those who prefer their treaties to be weak
or non-existent.
Without glossing over its limitations, the ﬁnal text of Resolution
1540 can be welcomed for contextualizing PSI-type operations, policing
controls and national responsibilities in conformity with arms control
and disarmament treaties and agreements. Indeed, as used in Resolution
1540, the word ‘‘agreements’’ is diplomatic code intending to encompass
the consensus ﬁnal document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference,
which contains the nuclear disarmament plan of action. Multilateral treaties provide legal parameters, norms, rules and authority; far from being
in competition with unilateral or plurilateral enforcement initiatives, their
implementation has invariably evolved to include a mix of incentives and
controls that might not have been envisaged or that it might not have
been possible to put in the original treaty. For example, security assurances and export controls provided incentives and supply-side restrictions
not contained in the NPT text but widely accepted as integral to the NPTbased regime. Whereas some treaties were written with national implementation measures explicitly stated, these were missing from the NPT
and BTWC, so spelling out the responsibilities and requirements through
the PSI and Resolution 1540 is a sensible way to plug that gap. Regional
measures may also be selective but necessary instruments for reinforcing
international regimes. The European Union (EU), for example, which has
long applied a human rights condition to its trade and aid contracts, recently expanded this to include the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.30 The imposition of the EU non-proliferation condition has
been credited with creating the right kind of pressure and incentives to
get certain reluctant countries ﬁnally to accede to the CWC.
On the negative side, counter-proliferation portrays nuclear weapons
as security problems only if sought or acquired by terrorists or the
‘‘wrong’’ states. The United States has recently treated NPT meetings as
occasions to accuse others of violating their obligations, while downgrading disarmament commitments already undertaken, but it also opposes
reforms that would give NPT States Parties greater institutional powers
to address non-compliance. At the same time, US allies in the ‘‘war on
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terror’’, which include the three states that have pursued nuclear weapons outside the NPT, have been given a relatively easy ride, notwithstanding Israel’s violation of Security Council resolutions, India’s provocative nuclear tests and role in driving a regional arms race, and Pakistan’s
record on terrorism and Dr Khan’s nuclear black market. The United
States is not alone in its bid to co-locate India, Israel and Pakistan with
the NPT regime ‘‘as if’’ they were nuclear-weapon states. The HLP also
eschewed the ritual call for these states to join the NPT, instead calling
on them to ‘‘pledge a commitment to non-proliferation and disarmament,
demonstrating their commitment by ratifying the CTBT and supporting
negotiations for a ﬁssile material cut-off treaty’’.31

Disarmament: An ideological distraction or integral to
non-proliferation?
An important factor in the development and stability of deterrence had
been that nuclear weapons were understood to cause such massive annihilation and suffering that they were regarded as essentially suicidal and,
to all intents and purposes, their use became subject to quite a powerful,
if unacknowledged, taboo. The 9/11 attacks provoked fears that terrorists
would neither be swayed by norms or taboos nor be deterred by nuclear
forces. Although fear of terrorist use has rightly driven efforts to prevent
nuclear materials and technology from falling into unauthorized hands,
we look in vain for policy changes reﬂecting that nuclear weapons are
useless for deterring, defending against or retaliating against terrorists
or irrational leaders.
Having failed to take the opportunity to remove the Damoclean sword
of nuclear war by getting rid of their nuclear weapons, the weapons states
for a while considered it expedient to espouse the goal of disarmament,
in part because they were faced in the 1990s with newly energized multilateral institutions, bolstered by resurgent civil society participation. Yet
even though disarmament aspirations were at the heart of the successful
NPT Review Conference in 2000 and nuclear-weapon-free zones were
established to cover the Southern hemisphere and beyond, disarmament
commitments were never signiﬁcantly embedded in the policies of the
weapons states or their allies.
These developments beg the question: is nuclear disarmament a necessary and integral aspect of non-proliferation, as many NPT States Parties
assume, or an ideological distraction when faced with threats from terrorists or undemocratic states, as the nuclear-weapon states would have us
believe? A point emphasized by the nuclear powers, with which few analysts would disagree, is that proliferators act principally on the basis of
national and regional calculations rather than international norms, and
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so there is no direct or causal link between arms control or disarmament
and the decisions of other nuclear weapons possessors or aspirants. It is
true that, if the weapons states were to go forward with nuclear disarmament, this alone would not be enough to ensure non-proliferation, but
that misses the point, for a disarmament decision would never be taken
in isolation. It is axiomatic that, if any of the nuclear powers were to
cease to rely on nuclear weapons, they would become very active in creating favourable security conditions for their disarmament by putting
pressure on others and promoting a host of measures to prevent proliferation and ensure that no one else could threaten them with nuclear weapons or capabilities. Proponents of nuclearized defence invariably ignore
the costs and opportunity costs of retaining nuclear weapons. If the
weapons states do not go forward towards disarmament they make the
long-term prevention of proliferation impossible. In other words, though
proliferation may be slowed by supply-side denial of access to nuclear
technologies and materials imposed by the dominant supplier states,
backed up by coercive military force, as sanctioned by the PSI, Resolution 1540, export controls and the G-8 initiatives, such approaches do
not halt nuclear weapon ambitions. Such coercive approaches may actually act as drivers, though they may also drive clandestine programmes
further underground.
To halt proliferation it is necessary to pay equal attention to the demand side. If non-proliferation is narrowed down to ‘‘rogue’’ states and
terrorists, this fails to address the political problems of a discriminatory
approach to security in which certain haves are privileged above the majority of have-nots. As long as selective non-proliferation allows the major powers to assert the security value and military utility of their nuclear
weapons, they are undermining the security incentive that is essential for
stable, sustainable non-proliferation. Moreover, they make it harder for
governments to justify not pursuing nuclear weapons for national security, as demonstrated by the public clamour in India, Pakistan and, most
recently, Iran. Finally, safety and physical protection problems are made
worse when nuclear facilities and bases are kept operating and nuclear
weapons and materials continue to be transported around half the world.

Conclusion
The war on Iraq, the adoption of the PSI and the decisions at recent
meetings of G-8 heads of state and NATO reﬂect and promote the
reframing of non-proliferation as a policing operation rather than a
regime-building process. The United States appears to have been successful in carrying most if not all its fellow nuclear weapons possess-
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ors in this narrow interpretation of non-proliferation because it feeds directly into their own desires to retain and, in some cases, develop their
nuclear arsenals. Even New Delhi, erstwhile champion of non-aligned
pressure for nuclear disarmament, will happily go along with narrow
non-proliferation provided that India is accepted as a member of the nuclear club, as is increasingly the case (though not in terms of the NPT).
This approach carries dangerous risks for world security. Conﬁdence
is already eroding in regimes that are so obviously unsupported by the
world’s major power. US policy, exempliﬁed by the Bush administration’s strategic triad, doctrine of prevention and military action in Iraq,
is having the perverse effect of once again elevating the importance of
nuclear weapons and eroding the taboo on nuclear weapons use. The
contradictions in US policy towards Iraq and North Korea may also lead
other isolated or beleaguered states to consider that a credible and demonstrable (if not necessarily proven) nuclear weapon capability is a necessary deterrent to prevent US military action.32
This chapter has argued that the apparent trend towards centralizing and embedding disarmament as an essential component of nonproliferation, exempliﬁed by the successes of civil society and the nonnuclear-weapon states during the 1990s, was illusory: disarmament
remained largely on the level of diplomatic gesture politics. That lipservice is now being discarded as the United States uses the ‘‘war on terror’’ to shift international support from regime-based non-proliferation
to counter-proliferation under the auspices of willing cartels or coalitions
of the self-proclaimed ‘‘good guys’’. Nothing illustrates the Bush administration approach more vividly than the way in which Ambassador John
Bolton eliminated all references to disarmament and development from
the 2005 World Summit outcome document.
The theoretical question underpinning this chapter is ‘‘do regimes matter?’’ If they do, then disarmament must be taken seriously, because it
will progressively reduce incentives and access to dangerous materials. If
not, then we are likely to see a further erosion of international norms
against proliferation, to be replaced by regional and coercive counterproliferation approaches. These may provide useful tools in the short
term, but they will not achieve non-proliferation. It is also important to
recognize that, if leading countries seek to control others while keeping
all options open for their own military and commercial interest groups,
they will undermine the credibility of the regimes, whether or not that is
an intended objective.
Without regime norms, principles and rules, it may be much harder to
sustain the coalitions of the willing required for the PSI, Resolution 1540
and other disparate non-proliferation efforts, especially in the long run.
Disarmament, if integrated with better policing and progressively pur-
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sued with effective monitoring and veriﬁcation of the dismantling of
facilities and the elimination and disposal of weapons and materials, can
do much to reduce nuclear threats and keep dangerous materials out of
the hands of those who might be tempted to use them. This is now unequivocally accepted in the parallel WMD cases of biological and chemical weapons. Delinking disarmament from non-proliferation narrows
the zone of political, technical, legal and physical options within which
effective non-proliferation policies can be developed. A comprehensive
approach needs to be consensual, which implies reciprocity and the diminishing of the current levels of institutional privilege accorded to certain haves above the majority of have-nots. It needs to offer greater security and other incentives, with regional as well as international measures
put in place. Finally, the task of keeping weapons and materials safe and
out of terrorist hands would be greatly strengthened if nuclear facilities
and bases were closed down and nuclear weapons were dismantled and
their materials properly safeguarded and disposed of, instead of being
paraded before eager-eyed wannabe nuclear terrorists. ‘‘Do as I say and
not as I do’’ is the worst possible example to set in the post-colonial,
post–Cold War era.
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Part II
The centrality of the United
Nations in non-proliferation
and disarmament?

5
The Security Council’s role
in addressing WMD issues:
Assessment and outlook
Tsutomu Kono

The Security Council’s engagement in WMD issues:
An overview
With the exception of its pre-eminent role in the disarmament of Iraq’s
weapons of mass destruction (WMD), the United Nations Security Council has rarely addressed WMD issues. In fact, the question of Iraq’s disarmament represents a unique case in the work of the Security Council
over the past six decades. Whereas the Council adopted dozens of resolutions on Iraq, it passed only eight resolutions on other WMD issues.1
These numbers underline that the Council’s involvement in WMD issues
constitutes a small fragment of its work, given that it has adopted over
1,600 resolutions since its inception.
In early years, the Security Council considered reports of the Atomic
Energy Commission, which was created by the ﬁrst resolution of the
General Assembly in 1946, but took only procedural measures by adopting three resolutions that transmitted the Commission’s reports and resolutions to the General Assembly.2 Although the General Assembly recommended in December 1946 that the Security Council facilitate the
work of the Atomic Energy Commission and expedite consideration of
its reports,3 the Council soon ceased to address WMD issues. Thus, for
most of the post-war period, with the notable exception of Iraq, WMD
issues were generally discussed outside the Security Council, mainly in
the General Assembly and the Conference on Disarmament (and its
predecessors). More signiﬁcantly, the most crucial negotiations regarding
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WMD disarmament and arms control were held outside the United Nations, especially in the context of bilateral talks between the United
States and the Soviet Union (and its successor, the Russian Federation).
However, the Security Council did address a number of major WMD
issues, making important policy statements and establishing valuable
precedents. Aside from the question of Iraq’s disarmament, the Security
Council addressed the questions of (1) security assurances to nonnuclear-weapon states; (2) nuclear non-proliferation in the Middle East;
(3) investigations into the use of chemical weapons in the Iran–Iraq war;
(4) North Korea’s withdrawal from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT); and (5) nuclear tests by India and Pakistan.
The Council’s engagement in these ﬁve WMD issues is summarized in
Table 5.1.
The Security Council has also made a number of signiﬁcant policy
pronouncements on WMD. In particular, on 31 January 1992, when the
Council held its ﬁrst ever summit-level meeting, it declared that ‘‘the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction constitutes a threat to international peace and security’’. The Council further stated that its members
‘‘committed themselves to working to prevent the spread of technology
related to the research for or production of such weapons and to take appropriate action to that end’’.4 But this was also a product of an exceptional circumstance in which the international community was gravely
concerned about the spread of WMD following the discovery of Iraq’s
vast clandestine unconventional weapons programmes. When the heads
of state and government of the members of the Security Council again
gathered in September 2000 and in September 2005, they did not address
WMD issues, instead adopting resolutions on the maintenance of peace
and security, particularly in Africa; international terrorism; and conﬂict
prevention, particularly in Africa.5 This reﬂected the reluctance of the
Council’s permanent members (the P-5) – all nuclear-weapon states – to
address the question of WMD in the Council.
The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, however, brought about a
signiﬁcant change in the Security Council’s dealing with issues related to
WMD. A sense of urgency aroused by the nexus between terrorism and
WMD prompted the United States and other P-5 countries to negotiate a
new resolution that would require all states to adopt and enforce the necessary legislative measures to prevent a transfer of any WMD and related
materials to non-state actors and establish domestic control over them.
The resolution, adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter as Security Council Resolution 1540 (2004) on 28 April 2004, established a subsidiary committee of the Council and called on states to submit a ﬁrst
report on the above measures to the Committee by 28 October 2004.
The Council’s action not only represented a departure from its previous
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Table 5.1 The Security Council’s involvement in WMD issues other than Iraq
and WMD terrorism
Security Council actions

Background

North Korea’s withdrawal from the NPT
Presidential Statement of 8 April 1993 (S/25562)
Pyongyang declared its intention to
Encouraged the IAEA to continue its
withdraw from the NPT in March
consultations with North Korea for
1993. The IAEA Board of
proper settlement of the nuclear
Governors declared on 1 April 1993
veriﬁcation issue in the country.
that North Korea was in violation of
Resolution 825 (1993) of 11 May 1993
its Safeguards Agreement with the
Called on Pyongyang to reconsider its
Agency and its commitments under
decision to withdraw from the NPT,
the NPT, and referred the matter to
honour non-proliferation obligations
the Security Council.
under the NPT and comply with its
Safeguards Agreement with the
IAEA; and requested the Director
General of the IAEA to continue to
consult with the North.
Presidential Statement of 31 March 1994 (S/ PRST/1994/13)
In March 1994, North Korean ofﬁcials
Called on Pyongyang to allow the
refused to allow inspectors to enter
IAEA inspectors to complete their
and examine the reprocessing
inspection activities, and stated its
facilities and conduct broad sweeps
decision to remain actively seized of
for radiation throughout the
the matter and undertake further
Yongbyon facility. The Director
consideration if necessary.
General of the IAEA reported to
the Security Council on 22 March
1994 that the IAEA was unable to
draw conclusions as to whether
there had been either diversion of
nuclear material, reprocessing or
other operations.
Presidential Statement of 30 May 1994 (S/PRST/1994/28)
In April and May 1994, a dispute
Strongly urged North Korea to
arose between North Korea and the
proceed with the discharge
IAEA over the refuelling of the
operations at the 5 MW reactor only
Yongbyon reactor.
in a manner preserving the technical
possibility of fuel measurements in
accordance with the IAEA’s
requirements and called for
immediate consultations between
the IAEA and North Korea on the
necessary technical measures.
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Table 5.1 (cont.)
Security Council actions

Background

Presidential Statement of 6 November 1994 (S/PRST/1994/64)
On 2 June 1994, IAEA Director
Expressing satisfaction with the
General Hans Blix informed the UN
‘‘Agreed Framework’’ and took
Secretary-General that the Agency
note of Pyongyang’s decision to
could no longer perform its basic
remain a party to the NPT and to
function in North Korea: to
come into full compliance with the
determine with good conﬁdence the
safeguards agreement with the
non-diversion of plutonium for
IAEA; and requested the IAEA to
weapons purposes. Following hightake all necessary steps to verify the
level diplomacy between the United
accuracy and completeness of North
States and North Korea, most
Korea’s initial report on all nuclear
notably former President Jimmy
materials in the country and its full
Carter’s visit to Pyongyang, on 21
compliance with its Safeguards
October 1994 they signed an overall
Agreement.
resolution of the nuclear issue on
the Korean Peninsula, better known
as the ‘‘Agreed Framework’’, in
which North Korea agreed to freeze
activity at its existing reactor and
the reprocessing site and permit
IAEA inspections in exchange for
an assurance by the United States
not to use nuclear weapons against
North Korea and for economic
assistance including provision of two
light-water reactor systems and oil
shipments.
In 2003, no action
After postponing discussion on North
Korea’s withdrawal from the NPT
for two months, the Security
Council discussed the issue in
informal consultations on 9 April,
but took no action because China
and Russia opposed any formal
action by the Council, favouring
quiet diplomacy.

Pyongyang discontinued its
cooperation with the IAEA,
expelled its inspectors in December
2002, and announced its withdrawal
from the NPT on 10 January 2003.
On 12 February, the IAEA Board
of Governors declared that North
Korea was ‘‘in further noncompliance’’ with its Safeguards
Agreement and agreed to report the
matter to the Security Council.

Nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan
Presidential Statement of 14 May 1998 (S/1998/PRST/1998/12)
India conducted three underground
Strongly deplored nuclear tests by
nuclear tests on 11 May 1998 and
India and urged it to refrain from
two further tests two days later.
further tests; afﬁrmed the crucial
importance of the NPT and the
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban
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Table 5.1 (cont.)
Security Council actions

Background

Treaty (CTBT); appealed to India
and all other states that had not yet
done so to become parties to the
NPT and to the CTBT; and
encouraged India to participate in
the proposed negotiations for a
ﬁssile material cut-off treaty.
Presidential Statement of 29 May 1998 (S/1998/PRST/1998/17)
Pakistan conducted an underground
Strongly deplored a nuclear test by
nuclear test on 28 May 1998.
Pakistan on 28 May 1998, and urged
India and Pakistan to refrain from
further tests. This statement
generally replicated the earlier
Presidential statement of 14 May on
India’s nuclear tests.
Resolution 1172 (1998) of 6 June 1998
Condemned the nuclear tests
conducted by India and Pakistan
and demanded that they refrain
from further nuclear testing; called
upon India and Pakistan to stop
their nuclear weapon development
programmes immediately, to refrain
from weaponization or from the
deployment of nuclear weapons, and
to cease development of ballistic
missiles capable of delivering
nuclear weapons and any further
production of ﬁssile material for
nuclear weapons; requested India
and Pakistan to conﬁrm their
policies not to export equipment,
materials or technologies that could
contribute to WMD or missiles
capable of delivering them, and
encouraged all states to prevent the
export of equipment, materials or
technology that could in any way
assist programmes in India or
Pakistan for nuclear weapons or
ballistic missiles capable of
delivering such weapons; recalled
that, in accordance with the NPT,
India or Pakistan cannot have the
status of a nuclear state, and urged
them to become parties to the NPT

Pakistan conducted a second
underground nuclear test on 30 May
1998
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Table 5.1 (cont.)
Security Council actions

Background

and the CTBT; requested the
Secretary-General to report urgently
to the Council on the steps taken by
India and Pakistan to implement
this resolution, and expressed its
readiness to consider further how
best to ensure the implementation
of the resolution.
Nuclear non-proliferation in the Middle East
Resolution 487 (1981) of 19 June 1981
Strongly condemned Israel’s military
attack against the Iraqi reactor in
clear violation of the UN Charter
and the norms of international
conduct; considered that the attack
constitutes a serious threat to the
entire safeguards regime of the
IAEA; noted that Israel has not
adhered to the NPT and called upon
Israel urgently to place its nuclear
facilities under the safeguards of the
IAEA; and requested the SecretaryGeneral to keep the Council
regularly informed of the
implementation of the resolution.
Resolution 687 (1991) of 3 April 1991
Noted in paragraph 14 that the actions
to be taken by Iraq in the fulﬁlment
of its disarmament obligations
represented steps toward the goal of
establishing in the Middle East a
zone free of weapons of mass
destruction and all missiles for their
delivery and the objective of a
global ban on chemical weapons.
In 2003, no action
The Syrian draft on a WMD-free zone
was never put to a vote because it
failed to gain the necessary support
from Council members. Syria put
forward the same draft resolution at
the end of 2003, but the Council
again failed to take action on it.

Israel undertook air strikes on the
Osirak reactor in Iraq on 7 June
1981.

Following military action to force Iraq
to withdraw from Kuwait and Iraq’s
surrender to the coalition forces, the
Security Council passed a resolution
formalizing a ceaseﬁre between Iraq
and the coalition.

Shortly after the beginning of military
action against Iraq in the spring of
2003, Syria tabled a draft resolution
calling for the establishment of a
WMD-free zone in the Middle East.
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Table 5.1 (cont.)
Security Council actions

Background

Security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon states
Resolution 255 (1968) of 19 June 1968
Recognized that aggression with
nuclear weapons or the threat of
such aggression against non-nuclearweapon states would create a
situation in which the Security
Council, and especially its nuclearweapon-state permanent members,
will act immediately in accordance
with the relevant provisions of the
UN Charter.
Resolution 984 (1995) of 11 April 1995
Took note of the statements made by
each of the nuclear-weapon states,
in which they give security
assurances against the use of nuclear
weapons to non-nuclear-weapon
states that are parties to the NPT;
and reiterated that the Security
Council, and above all its nuclearweapon-state permanent members,
will act immediately in accordance
with the relevant provisions of the
UN Charter in the event that such
states are the victim of an act of, or
object of a threat of, aggression in
which nuclear weapons are used.

In efforts to canvass broad support for
the NPT, the United Kingdom, the
United States and the Soviet Union
tried to address the legitimate
interest of non-nuclear-weapon
States Parties to the NPT to receive
security assurances.

In 1995, as part of their harmonized
efforts to secure the indeﬁnite
extension of the NPT at its Review
and Extension Conference in April
and May 1995, the United Kingdom,
France, Russia and the United
States negotiated and agreed on the
text of a statement providing
security assurances to non-nuclearweapon States Parties to the NPT.
Each of the four countries, along
with China – which has an
unqualiﬁed non-ﬁrst-use pledge –
provided this text as their respective
statements to the Security Council.

Investigation into the use of chemical weapons in the Iran–Iraq conﬂict
Presidential Statements of 30 March 1984, 25 April 1985, 21 March 1986 and 14
May 1987
Between 1984 and 1987, the Security
Expressed profound concern or deep
Council considered annually the
dismay about the unanimous
reports of the missions of specialists
conclusions of the specialists that
dispatched by the Secretary-General
chemical weapons had been used on
to investigate allegations of the use
many occasions; condemned the
of chemical weapons.
continued use of chemical weapons
in clear violation of the 1925
Geneva Protocol; and demanded
that the provisions of the Geneva
Protocol be strictly observed.
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Table 5.1 (cont.)
Security Council actions

Background

Resolution 582 (1986) of 24 February 1986
Deplored the escalation of the conﬂict, In February 1986, the hostilities
intensiﬁed in the Fao peninsula, and
especially, inter alia, the violation of
renewed allegations of the use of
international humanitarian laws and
chemical weapons were made in the
other laws of armed conﬂict and, in
conﬂict.
particular, the use of chemical
weapons contrary to obligations
under the 1925 Geneva Protocol.
Resolution 612 (1988) of 9 May 1988
Condemned vigorously the continued
use of chemical weapons in the
conﬂict; expected both sides to
refrain from the future use of
chemical weapons; and called upon
all states to continue to apply or to
establish strict control of the export
to the parties to the conﬂict of
chemical products serving for the
production of chemical weapons.

Following Iraq’s chemical weapons
attacks in Halabja in March 1988,
the Secretary-General dispatched a
mission of specialists to investigate
allegations of the use of chemical
weapons in the Iran–Iraq conﬂict.

Resolution 620 (1988) of 26 August 1988
Despite Iran’s acceptance in July 1988
Called on all states to continue to
of Resolution 598 (1987), which
apply, to establish or to strengthen
demanded a ceaseﬁre under
strict control of the export of
Chapter VII of the UN Charter,
chemical products for the
Iraq continued its offensives and
production of chemical weapons, in
allegations of the use of chemical
particular to the parties to a conﬂict;
weapons persisted. To investigate
encouraged the Secretary-General
these allegations, the Secretaryto carry out promptly investigations
General dispatched missions of
in response to allegations brought to
specialists, whose reports concluded
his attention by any member state
that there had been continued use
concerning the possible use of
of chemical weapons in the conﬂict
chemical and biological weapons
and such use against Iranians had
that might constitute a violation of
become more intense and frequent.
the 1925 Geneva Protocol; and
decided to consider immediately,
taking into account the
investigations of the SecretaryGeneral, appropriate and effective
measures in accordance with the UN
Charter, should there be any future
use of chemical weapons in violation
of international laws, wherever and
by whoever committed.
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aversion to WMD issues but also sparked a controversy on the role of
the Council in addressing them. In particular, the new resolution’s global
legislative nature and relationship with the existing disarmament treaty
regime raised serious questions regarding how the international community would address a wide range of WMD issues.
This chapter will examine the roles of the Security Council in two
prominent cases (Iraq and WMD terrorism), assess its roles and functions
on WMD issues, and ﬁnally shed light on challenges and problems it is
likely to encounter in the future.

Iraq: Coercive disarmament
The disarmament regime established for Iraq pursuant to Resolution 687
(1991) was exceptional in many respects. It was imposed on Iraq as a
condition for a ceaseﬁre. It was linked to a sweeping economic embargo
and was backed by military threats. For these reasons, it is called a
‘‘coercive’’ disarmament regime, as opposed to normal disarmament regimes, which are constructed on voluntary agreements into which states
enter out of their free will. However, various measures taken by the Security Council since 1991 to disarm Iraq delineate the parameters for the
Council’s future action in addressing serious non-proliferation and disarmament issues. Despite its unfortunate ending, the disarmament regime
established and operated ﬁrst by the United Nations Special Commission
(UNSCOM) in Iraq and then by the United Nations Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC), as well as by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), serves as a useful model
for coercive WMD disarmament, setting important examples for a range
of fairly effective mechanisms for addressing WMD issues in their various
aspects.

Inspections, veriﬁcation, investigation and dismantlement
By Resolutions 687 (1991) and 1284 (1999), the Security Council established independent inspection agencies – UNSCOM and UNMOVIC –
to verify the disarmament of proscribed programmes. The Council gave
them a sweeping inspection mandate and an unprecedented invasive authority regarding access to sites, personnel and information. Their powers
were further reinforced by Resolution 1441 (2002). The Special Commission established pursuant to Resolution 687 (1991) started as an ad hoc
commission comprising a group of commissioners and a small number of
staff seconded by member states and the UN Secretariat, but over time
it grew into a permanent bureaucracy known as UNSCOM. Following
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Iraq’s rejection of UNSCOM in the wake of Operation Desert Fox in December 1998 and a controversy over spy charges against it, the Security
Council held lengthy discussions on disarmament issues. In early 1999,
the Council created an expert panel chaired by the permanent representative of Brazil to the United Nations, Ambassador Celso Amorim. The
panel, also known as the Amorim Panel, put forward a series of recommendations, including those on the structure of the inspection agency.6
When the Security Council adopted Resolution 1284 (1999) on 17 December 1999, these recommendations were incorporated in its provisions
regarding the establishment of UNMOVIC. As a result, the new inspection agency was made more impervious to external political inﬂuence and,
while remaining accountable solely to the Security Council, acquired a
number of attributes associated with the UN Secretariat.7
When the Security Council adopted Resolution 687 (1991), it envisaged a simple veriﬁcation scheme in which UN inspectors were to verify Iraq’s disclosure of its proscribed programmes and the dismantling of
WMD and associated facilities. In the Council’s vision, the burden of
proof rested with Iraq. However, since the Iraqi government chose to
conceal the bulk of its WMD and ballistic missile programmes, particularly its nuclear and biological weapons programmes, the Special Commission and the IAEA were forced to engage in lengthy search and investigative operations. Moreover, their investigations were confounded
by Iraq’s unilateral destruction of its proscribed weapons in the summer
of 1991, a ﬂagrant violation of Resolution 687 (1991), which provided for
the dismantling of Iraq’s illegal weapons under international supervision.
Thus, Iraq succeeded in shifting the burden of proof to the United Nations, and a decade-long cat-and-mouse game ensued. Consequently,
UNSCOM and the IAEA developed a highly sophisticated informationgathering capacity, establishing working relationships with national intelligence services. Although UNSCOM’s close relationships with US
and Israeli intelligence agencies tainted its independence, such collaboration enabled it to uncover evidence of Iraq’s biological weapons programmes.8 Likewise, information provided by national intelligence services was also crucial to the IAEA’s discovery of Iraq’s nuclear weapons
programme in the early 1990s.9 Following the damaging espionage
charges against UNSCOM, the executive chairman of UNMOVIC, Hans
Blix, taking into consideration the Amorim Panel’s recommendations,
instituted a more independent system of intelligence-sharing, in which intelligence ﬂowed in only one direction, from national intelligence bodies
to UNMOVIC.
Finally, the IAEA, UNSCOM and UNMOVIC all demonstrated their
capabilities in dismantling proscribed weapons programmes. In particular, UNSCOM destroyed large volumes of weapon stockpiles, production
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facilities and equipment, and precursors and growth agents in the chemical, biological and ballistic missile areas. During a short period of time,
UNMOVIC also supervised the destruction of dozens of Al-Samoud 2
missiles and a small amount of mustard and 155 mm artillery shells used
for mustard gas.

The monitoring mechanism
Resolution 687 (1991) envisaged a monitoring plan for Iraq to ensure
that Iraq would never reconstitute banned WMD programmes. In accordance with the Ongoing Monitoring and Veriﬁcation (OMV) plan
approved by Resolution 715 (1991), UNSCOM and the IAEA established and operated a meticulous monitoring system throughout Iraq. In
addition, these agencies jointly established an export/import monitoring
mechanism for Iraq pursuant to Resolution 1051 (1996), which was designed to ensure that dual-use goods imported by Iraq for civilian uses
would not be diverted for military purposes. Resolution 1051 (1996) required both Iraq and exporting countries to submit semi-annual declarations to UNSCOM, which could serve as a useful transparency measure.
Moreover, in an effort to streamline the economic sanctions, the Security
Council approved the Goods Review List (GRL) by adopting Resolution
1409 (2002). This list is a comprehensive compilation of dual-use items
that could be used for military purposes. Although the GRL was adopted
to rationalize the sanctions regime, it can be utilized to establish international controls over the trade in these items, thus signiﬁcantly contributing to global efforts to combat WMD proliferation.

The sanctions regime/oil-for-food programme
Although highly controversial, the economic sanctions imposed on Iraq
by Resolution 661 (1990) provide valuable lessons for the future use of
sanctions. Despite its deﬁciencies, the embargo against Iraq was still a
relatively effective, evolutionary regime. To alleviate its negative humanitarian impact, the Security Council repeatedly modiﬁed the sanctions
regime, particularly establishing and expanding the Oil-for-Food programme, which allowed the Iraqi government to sell billions of dollars
worth of oil and to purchase foodstuffs, medicine and other essential civilian goods.10 Furthermore, when the Security Council adopted Resolution 1284 (1999), it also removed the ceiling on the amount of oil that Iraq
was allowed to export, thus virtually ending the oil embargo. As a result,
the Oil-for-Food programme became the largest humanitarian programme in UN history, with the Iraqi government earning over US$60
billion from the end of 1996 to the spring of 2003. Furthermore, as the
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sanctions regime began to erode, the Security Council instituted so-called
‘‘smart sanctions’’ by adopting an extensive dual-use Goods Review List,
while liberalizing the import of civilian goods.11 Although it became
clear that the Oil-for-Food programme was seriously compromised by
Baghdad’s abuses, collusion by member states and a degree of mismanagement by the UN Secretariat, the fact remains that the programme
served as the only lifeline for Iraqi people. Following the coalition’s invasion in the spring of 2003, it also became clear that economic sanctions
played a crucial role in preventing Baghdad from reconstituting its proscribed weapons programmes. When the Security Council contemplates
the possibility of imposing sanctions on non-compliant parties in the future, the experience with the Iraqi economic sanctions and humanitarian
programme could serve as a useful guide in designing a more effective
and humane sanctions regime.

The disarmament of Iraq: Assessment
The failure to ﬁnd a signiﬁcant WMD stockpile in Iraq has already
prompted reassessments of the effectiveness of the disarmament regime
and economic sanctions.12 Although the results of these post mortems
are encouraging, signiﬁcant caveats and counterfactual assumptions underline that a number of questions remain unanswered. In particular,
the difﬁcult situation UNMOVIC was facing before the United States began to threaten military action against Iraq prompts us to look again at
why the multilateral disarmament and sanctions regimes in Iraq were
widely regarded as unworkable. There were no inspections in Iraq between December 1998 and November 2002 because UNMOVIC and the
IAEA were not allowed to return to the country. It was only after the
United States threatened military invasion in September 2002 that Iraq
accepted UN inspections in the hopes of averting US military action. As
early as the autumn of 1998, the Clinton administration concluded that
the UN inspection regime was not working because Iraq had learned
how to manipulate Security Council members. Operation Desert Fox
was not designed to bring Iraq back into compliance with Security Council resolutions. It was aimed at degrading Iraq’s WMD capabilities.13 The
lengthy list of unresolved disarmament issues, submitted to the Security
Council pursuant to Resolution 1284 (1999) in March 2003, also underscores the difﬁculties encountered by UNMOVIC inspectors in verifying
Iraq’s WMD programmes.
In addition, during the absence of inspectors, economic sanctions gradually eroded as Iraq launched an aggressive campaign to weaken the
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sanctions regime with the assistance of various countries friendly to Iraq,
including key members of the Security Council. Baghdad subverted the
Oil-for-Food programme and siphoned billions of dollars into its coffers,
which allowed it illegally to import various materials for its military programmes. The Bush administration tightened the UN sanctions regime by
adopting the Goods Review List but, despite the new mechanism, sanctions violations continued and contraband goods continued to ﬂow into
Iraq. When UN inspectors returned to Iraq and coalition ofﬁcials started
their search for WMD, they found clandestine procurement networks
and various military and dual-use items imported in violation of UN
sanctions.
In retrospect, the performance of the disarmament regime for Iraq
hinged upon three crucial requirements: international legitimacy; sustained military threats; the unity of the Security Council. In the early
1990s, these three factors ensured the efﬁcacy of the disarmament regime. Starting in the mid-1990s, however, these requirements, particularly the unity of the Security Council, became increasingly absent, which
led to the signiﬁcant deterioration of the disarmament regime.

International legitimacy
A series of actions by Iraq, starting with its invasion of Kuwait and continuing with its resistance to UN inspections, helped the Security Council
maintain international legitimacy regarding the UN disarmament and
sanctions regimes. In the 1990s, the international community accepted a
wide array of invasive measures and punitive actions against Iraq taken
by the Security Council. These included the continuation of comprehensive economic sanctions, the creation of the UN Compensation Commission for the victims of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, and even the military
humanitarian intervention in northern Iraq known as Operation Provide
Comfort. The disarmament regime for Iraq enjoyed a fairly high degree
of international legitimacy but, as time elapsed, international support for
the regime began to erode. Despite Baghdad’s continued non-compliance
with its disarmament obligations, prolonged inspections gradually weakened international support for the disarmament regime. Even key Security Council members, such as Russia, France and China, grew tired of
the lengthy disarmament process and began to challenge UNSCOM and
question its work and credibility. The situation was exacerbated when
Iraq and its allies began to condemn what it saw as UNSCOM’s complicity with the United States. In the wake of Operation Desert Fox, and with
the revelation of UNSCOM’s close relationships with Israeli and US intelligence services, three permanent members of the Council, particularly
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China and Russia, focused their efforts on discrediting UNSCOM. In the
absence of support from key Council members and facing Iraq’s rejection
of further inspections, UNSCOM was unable to complete its mandate.
Under the leadership of Hans Blix, the executive chairman of the new
inspection agency, UNMOVIC, the international legitimacy of the disarmament regime for Iraq was restored. With Blix’s conscious effort to create an independent and competent inspection agency, UNMOVIC gradually gained international credibility and enjoyed broad support from the
international community. However, as the international community continued to witness the Iraqi people’s sufferings under the economic embargo, it began to question the legitimacy of the sanctions regime. In the
late 1990s, three permanent members of the Security Council – Russia,
France and China – vigorously called for a lifting of sanctions on humanitarian grounds. Russia and France joined Iraq in its effort to tear down
the sanctions regime by challenging the air embargo. The Oil-for-Food
programme created economic stakes, which conferred powerful leverage
on Baghdad. As many countries pursued their economic interests in Iraq,
international support for the economic embargo on Iraq began to wane.
The Security Council took various measures to alleviate the adverse effect on the humanitarian situation in Iraq by expanding the Oil-for-Food
programme and adopting the Goods Review List, but questions still remained about how much longer the international community would support such a comprehensive economic embargo.

Military threats
When the Security Council established the disarmament regime for Iraq
in 1991, there were expectations that Iraq’s non-compliance would trigger a resumption of military action by the coalition. Although the Iraqi
government still sought to subvert the disarmament mechanism by concealment and deception, it largely accepted inspections by the Special
Commission and the IAEA. Even in those early days, however, in the
absence of a clear threat of immediate military action, Iraq deﬁed the
orders of UN inspectors and refused to surrender equipment and documents relevant to its proscribed weapons programmes. As the inspection
process became more prolonged, immediate military threats began to recede. The coalition also became less willing to take military action in response to Baghdad’s non-compliance.
In the meantime, Iraq gradually learned how to cope with military
threats and absorb military action, and started to abuse the inspection
mechanism. Between the autumn of 1996 and the end of 1998, it became
a pattern that Saddam Hussein’s brinkmanship prompted Washington to
send its armada to the Persian Gulf to force him to accept inspections,
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only to bring it back after his last-minute about-face rendered military
action unnecessary. But such massive long-distance military deployments
cost Washington billions of dollars, and aroused resentment and fatigue
among Clinton administration ofﬁcials. It was little surprise that, in the
course of the impasse in the Security Council over Iraq after Operation
Desert Fox, the Clinton administration quietly disengaged from Iraq and
left its Iraq policy, by and large, on automatic pilot. Accordingly, with the
exception of the continued enforcement of the no-ﬂy zones, US military
threats over Iraq were diminished signiﬁcantly, which in turn encouraged
Iraq’s resistance to UN inspections. It was also during this period that the
economic sanctions began to unravel.
As Washington’s immediate military threats subsided, Baghdad hardened its position on weapons inspections. In the absence of immediate
military threats, Iraq adamantly rejected anything associated with Resolution 1284 (1999), especially UNMOVIC, its executive chairman, Hans
Blix, and a high-level coordinator on the issues of missing persons and
Kuwaiti property, Yuli Vorontsov. In his dialogue with Iraqi Foreign
Minister Mohammad Sahaf in the spring of 2001, the UN SecretaryGeneral sought to focus on the return of weapons inspectors. But Sahaf
tried to belittle weapons inspections by claiming that no major disarmament issues remained, while attempting to shift the focus of discussions
to the mechanism of lifting sanctions, no-ﬂy zones, US threats against
Saddam Hussein’s government, and the creation of a WMD-free zone in
the Middle East (as mentioned in paragraph 14 of Resolution 687
(1991)). The Iraqi leadership was well aware of Washington’s unwillingness to use force, and it did not have to use its trump card – weapons inspections – to stave off US strikes.
As the Bush administration stepped up its threat to change the Iraqi
regime by force, Baghdad’s attitude toward weapons inspections changed
signiﬁcantly. In early 2002, the Iraqi leadership sought to resume dialogue with the UN Secretary-General, hinting at the possibility of accepting weapons inspections. The Iraqi delegation began to engage in substantial discussions with Hans Blix and his UNMOVIC staff, as well as
with Mohamed ElBaradei, the Director General of the IAEA, and his
staff. No sooner had President Bush challenged the United Nations to enforce resolutions on Iraq in his address to the General Assembly in September 2002 than Saddam Hussein accepted UN weapons inspections in
his attempt to thwart US military action. This raises an important question about UNMOVIC: had the United States not decided to use force,
would Iraq have allowed UN weapons inspectors back in? No less significant, in the absence of US military threats, the Council continued to face
a serious credibility problem in the face of Iraq’s continued deﬁance and
non-compliance.
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The unity of the Security Council
The Charter concept of maintaining peace and security is based on the
power of the permanent members of the Security Council. In the absence
of agreement among these ﬁve veto-holding countries, the United Nations does not work properly. The P-5 must come to a broad agreement
on Council actions while respecting their various interests, and cooperate
in implementing Council decisions. Unfortunately, in the case of Iraq,
such agreement among the P-5 proved largely elusive. Their differences
ranged from the Council’s response to Iraq’s resistance to inspections,
judgements on the results and methods of inspections, the organization
and management of inspection agencies, economic sanctions, the Oil-forFood programme, the legality of the no-ﬂy zones, and the role of the
Secretary-General to their position on the use of force, which all but paralysed the Security Council.
In the face of a recalcitrant party, the UN inspection regimes need
broad and strong international political support. The history of UNSCOM demonstrates that strong political support from the Security
Council for the inspection agency is not only a prerequisite for UNSCOM’s success but also its lifeline. Between 1996 and 2003, however,
the Security Council was deeply divided over Iraq and unable to take effective measures. Serious divisions in the Council, particularly among its
permanent members, highly politicized the disarmament process, undermined UNSCOM’s work in Iraq and eventually prevented it from implementing its mandate. As Iraq’s inﬂuence grew in the Council, UNSCOM’s integrity was questioned, and attempts were made to shift
the burden of proof to UNSCOM. Operation Desert Fox deepened the
Council’s schism, because Anglo-American military action angered the
other permanent members.
Divisions within the Security Council also overshadowed the work of
UNMOVIC. Throughout 1998, a paralysed Security Council was not
able to agree on a new omnibus resolution establishing a new inspections
system. Even when the Council ﬁnally adopted Resolution 1284 (1999)
on 17 December 1999, its division was manifested by abstentions by three
permanent members, which seriously weakened UNMOVIC’s mandate
at its inception. It was little surprise that Iraq quickly rejected the new
mandatory resolution adopted under Chapter VII.
The Council’s continued divisions also had negative effects on the
sanctions regime. As the humanitarian situation gravely deteriorated –
mainly as a result of Iraq’s refusal to implement the Council-mandated
humanitarian programme over ﬁve years – Russia, China and France
also became staunch advocates of Iraq’s humanitarian cause. Iraq ﬁnally
accepted the Oil-for-Food programme in April 1996, but the programme
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accorded Iraq powerful economic leverage in the Council. Since the programme allowed Iraq to choose its trade partners, Baghdad actively exploited the programme to cultivate its inﬂuence in the Council and mobilize its allies to change the Council’s policy by granting them lucrative
trade deals. The Clinton administration’s relatively hands-off policy toward Iraq in the wake of Desert Fox lent a hand to Iraq.
Iraq’s inﬂuence in the Security Council grew signiﬁcantly as a result of
a dramatic increase in its oil revenues. Baghdad was thus able to extract
numerous concessions from the Council in humanitarian areas, such as
removal of the ceiling on oil exports, rehabilitation of its oil industry
and expansion of the scope of civilian imports. These concessions greatly
helped ease the sanctions against Iraq and permitted it to restore trade
relations with the rest of the world. But growing economic interests in
Iraq also impeded the Council from taking effective measures against
Iraq’s efforts to circumvent the sanctions regime through smuggling and
illegal surcharges on its oil exports. In the autumn of 2000, a paralysed
sanctions committee was unable to act on Baghdad’s bid to erode the
sanctions, which allowed Baghdad to restore international air links.
As the Bush administration began to threaten to change the Iraqi regime openly, however, the Security Council gradually restored its unity
on disarmament. As Iraq continued to reject weapons inspections, China
and France became more critical of the Iraqi government and began to
press it to accept UNMOVIC inspections. Russia also began to pressure
Iraq to accept UN inspections. By 2002, UNMOVIC came to enjoy full
support from the Security Council, which unanimously demanded that
Iraq accept its inspections. Meanwhile, the Council also began to restore
its unity on the sanctions regime. Washington’s active diplomacy resulted
in French and Chinese agreement to restructure the sanctions regime by
adopting the Goods Review List (GRL) in May 2001. In the face of
active lobbying by Iraq, Russia initially opposed the new initiative.14 In
the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, however, Russia joined the US effort to ﬁght terrorism, and the relationship between the two countries
warmed considerably. In November 2001, Moscow joined the consensus
on Resolution 1382 (2001) in which the Council expressed its intention
to adopt the GRL within six months. This led to the adoption of Resolution 1409 (2002) in May 2002 – the most sweeping restructuring of the
sanctions regime – and the Council was able to restore unity on the most
important humanitarian issue.
Despite the Council’s unity regarding the new sanctions regime and
the resumption of weapons inspections, there remained a number of differences over issues related to Iraq. For example, although agreeing to
the ‘‘smart sanctions’’ in the sanctions committee, Russia continued to
oppose the Anglo-American effort to suppress Iraq’s unauthorized reve-
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nues earned through illegal surcharges. More signiﬁcantly, the Council
was sharply divided over the way forward on the issue of disarmament
in Iraq, particularly the prospects of the use of force. Russia, China and
France were not ready to support US military action even if Iraq continued to reject weapons inspections. They also disagreed with Washington’s declared objective of overthrowing the regime of Saddam Hussein.
It is little surprise that the different stands on the use of force among the
P-5 eventually came to the fore when the Council discussed Iraq’s compliance with Resolution 1441 (2002) and ﬁnally became deadlocked over
the matter in March 2003.

Dealing with WMD terrorism: Resolution 1540
Following the 9/11 terrorist attacks, greater international concern about
the possible acquisition of nuclear weapons by terrorists has added a new
dimension to the effort to combat nuclear proliferation. The IAEA has
stepped up its efforts to help member states improve the physical security
of their nuclear materials against risks of theft and terrorism, and the
Secretary-General’s Policy Working Group on terrorism has focused on
the linkage between terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. Following President George W. Bush’s call in September 2003 for the adoption
by the Security Council of an anti-terrorism resolution, the Council’s permanent members began their consideration of a draft resolution.15 After
ﬁve months of intensive consultations, the P-5 agreed on a draft resolution, and one month later the Security Council unanimously adopted
Resolution 1540 (2004) on 28 April 2004, which represented the Council’s ﬁrst attempt to address an important WMD non-proliferation issue
in a systematic manner.
In this resolution, the Security Council, acting under Chapter VII of the
UN Charter, decided that all states should refrain from providing ‘‘any
form of support’’ to non-state actors that seek to acquire certain weapons
of mass destruction or their means of delivery. The Council also required
all states to adopt and enforce ‘‘appropriate effective laws’’ to this effect
and, more generally, required all states to establish various types of
domestic controls ‘‘to prevent the proliferation’’ of such weapons.16 To
ensure global implementation of the resolution, the Council decided
to establish a Committee of the Security Council to review the implementation of the resolution and, to this end, called upon states to present a
ﬁrst report to the Committee on steps they had taken or intended to
take to implement this resolution within six months of the adoption of
the resolution. The Council also called on all states to take cooperative
action to prevent illicit trafﬁcking in such items and related materials,
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which was meant to encourage arrangements that allow interdiction of
cargo ships suspected of carrying WMD or related materials.17 Finally,
the resolution envisaged the possibility of international assistance to
states that might require help in implementing the provisions of the
resolution.
Although Resolution 1540 (2004) was a fresh attempt by the Security
Council to address WMD proliferation issues on a global scale, it was a
logical extension of the Council’s effort to combat terrorism. In Resolution 1373 (2001), the Council noted with concern the close connection between international terrorism and transnational organized crime, illicit
drugs, money-laundering, illegal arms trafﬁcking, and illegal movement
of nuclear, chemical, biological and other potentially deadly materials,
and emphasized the need to enhance coordination of efforts on various
levels in order to strengthen a global response to this serious challenge.
The reporting mechanism established by Resolution 1540 (2004) is fashioned after that of the Counter-Terrorism Committee, as well as that of
the al-Qaeda/Taliban Committee established by Resolution 1267 (1999).
From the disarmament/proliferation perspective, the adoption of Resolution 1540 (2004) was rather controversial. Critics of the resolution contend that the Security Council went beyond its mandate by acting as a
global legislature imposing law on all states, usurping the sovereign right
of states to enter into treaties out of their free will.18 As a matter of fact,
WMD issues have usually been discussed outside the Security Council,
and such a long-established practice seems to have contributed to the
understanding that addressing these issues, particularly those of a general
nature, is beyond the competence of the Security Council. From a legal
standpoint, the Security Council does have the mandate to address the
issue of WMD terrorism. According to the UN Charter, UN members
confer on the Security Council primary responsibility for the maintenance
of international peace and security and agree that, in carrying out its duties under this responsibility, the Council acts on their behalf (Article 24).
Moreover, UN members agree to accept and carry out the decisions
of the Security Council in accordance with the Charter (Article 25).
Furthermore, acting under Chapter VII, the Council determines the existence of any threat to the peace and decides to take appropriate measures (Article 39). In the preamble of Resolution 1540 (2004), the Council afﬁrmed that proliferation of WMD and their means of delivery
constitutes a threat to international peace and security, and therefore
acted within the powers granted to the Council by the Charter. Also,
this is not the ﬁrst time the Council has imposed a wide range of obligations on states. Resolution 1373 (2001) had already established such a
precedent.
From a political standpoint, however, the Security Council’s sweeping
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action in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation caused jarring
repercussions in the diplomatic community. Prior to the adoption of Resolution 1540 (2004), a number of member states had expressed concern
about the resolution’s potential impact on the existing disarmament regime. A number of non-aligned countries criticized the draft resolution
for focusing only on non-state actors while ignoring states, expressed
concern that the new obligations imposed by the resolution went beyond
what is required from States Parties to the NPT, the Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC) and the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC),
and faulted its exclusive focus on non-proliferation.19 A mere passing
reference to disarmament in the preamble only aroused concern among
non-nuclear-weapon states that the resolution would further tip the balance between disarmament and non-proliferation – which had been
carefully maintained through tireless negotiations – in favour of nonproliferation.
To allay these concerns, Council members sponsoring Resolution 1540
(2004)20 stressed the imminence and gravity of the threat posed by terrorists’ acquisition of WMD and the need for closing a gap in the existing
international instruments. However, although the co-sponsors accommodated these concerns by revising its preamble, the Council adopted Resolution 1540 (2004) without incorporating major amendments sought by
many UN members. It is still unclear whether these concerns may affect
the implementation of the resolution, but broader acceptance of the resolution by a wide UN membership is crucial in order to ensure full implementation. Although Resolution 1540 (2004) was adopted under Chapter
VII of the UN Charter, there were some doubts about the extent to
which this resolution would be implemented by the UN membership.
Several Council members have already made clear the intention to narrow the scope of their implementation by interpreting only the ﬁrst three
paragraphs as legally binding on them.21
Several Council members’ ambivalence was also reﬂected in the work
of a new Committee established pursuant to the resolution. The 1540
Committee, which came to be known as such owing to disagreement
about the title of the Committee and which consists of the same members
of the Security Council, could not meet for about one month because of
disagreement over its chairmanship.22 In mid-June, the Committee ﬁnally started its work, but it took the Committee about two months to
agree on guidelines on the conduct of its work and another month to
agree on guidelines for hiring experts to be recruited. Since the Committee makes its decisions by consensus, there is always the danger that its
work could be blocked or delayed by a single Committee member.
As of November 2005, the 1540 Committee had received and considered the ﬁrst reports from 124 member states and one regional organiza-
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tion (the European Union). In response to the Committee’s replies to
these reports, 29 states submitted second national reports. But, given
that its current mandate will expire on 28 April 2006, the Committee has
not yet decided how to proceed with the examination of these reports.
Although about two-thirds of UN member states have submitted their
ﬁrst reports, much remains to be done to ensure full implementation of
Resolution 1540. Committee experts reported that signiﬁcant gaps exist
between measures in place and measures required under the resolution.
The Committee also has yet to address the problem of non-reporting and
inadequate reporting, as well as the issue of technical assistance. The Security Council therefore needs to revisit the Committee’s mandate soon,
deﬁne the scope of its work and establish an appropriate timeframe for
fulﬁlling such work.

The Security Council: Roles and functions in WMD issues
An examination of the Security Council’s past involvement, particularly
the cases of Iraq and WMD terrorism, indicates that it has already assumed a wide range of roles and functions in addressing WMD issues.
The following are an indicative but not exhaustive list of these functions:
1. guaranteeing compliance with multilateral disarmament/proliferation
regimes;
2. promoting multilateral disarmament/proliferation regimes;
3. investigating alleged uses of WMD or suspected WMD facilities;
4. verifying and monitoring compliance;
5. dismantling WMD and related facilities and disposing of related
materials;
6. promoting preventive measures against WMD proliferation and
WMD terrorism;
7. enforcing disarmament.
The Security Council has already performed these functions in various
cases. As the ultimate guardian of international peace and security, the
Council dealt with non-compliance cases such as Iraq and North Korea.
It also took steps in the event that serious threats emerged to the existing
multilateral regime. Israel’s military attacks on the Iraqi nuclear reactor,
the use of chemical weapons in the Iran–Iraq conﬂict and India and Pakistan’s nuclear tests are cases in point. Whenever the Security Council
dealt with these speciﬁc issues related to WMD, the Council afﬁrmed
the importance of existing disarmament and non-proliferation regimes
and promoted their universalization by calling on non-adherent states to
accede to these treaties. The Council repeatedly utilized the SecretaryGeneral’s investigative role during the Iran–Iraq conﬂict. In the area of
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monitoring compliance, the Council asked UNSCOM and the IAEA to
establish the OMV system with a view to ensuring that Iraq would not
reconstitute its WMD programmes. Although disarmament inspections
proved particularly difﬁcult, both agencies found that the monitoring
operations were implemented smoothly and with full cooperation from
the Iraqi government. The 1540 Committee has been monitoring states’
implementation of the resolution by examining their reports. UNSCOM, UNMOVIC and the IAEA discharged their mandate in dismantling WMD assets and programmes in Iraq. These dismantling operations
were not as contentious as intrusive inspections carried out by UNSCOM, and the Iraqi government exhibited a relatively high degree of
cooperation with UN agencies. The Security Council also embarked on
a preventive function by adopting Resolution 1540 (2004), which requires
all states to take and enforce a broad array of legislative and enforcement
measures. In the area of enforcement, the Security Council has a particularly large dossier regarding Iraq’s disarmament. Although the case of
Iraq is exceptional in many respects, the Council accumulated numerous
lessons drawn from its enforcement measures, ranging from economic
sanctions and the humanitarian programme to use of force.
Yet how effective were the functions of the Security Council in addressing WMD issues? Did Iraq stop using chemical weapons? Did Israel
join the NPT? Did India and Pakistan cease their nuclear weapons development programmes? Did Iraq completely abandon its WMD ambitions?
Did the Council stop North Korea from developing nuclear weapons?
Unfortunately, the answers to these questions are mostly in the negative.
As in other areas, the Security Council has a poor record of following up
its decisions on the issues related to WMD. But this does not mean that
the Council’s roles in addressing WMD issues are likely to be ineffectual.
On the contrary, the past record suggests that the Security Council has
underutilized certain functions and could well be more effective in the
future.
For example, the Security Council could again utilize its investigative
function in the event of alleged uses of WMD in the future. The Council’s experience over the use of chemical weapons in the Iran–Iraq conﬂict indicates its tendency to moderate or equivocate its position on concrete cases of chemical warfare. Most of the resolutions and presidential
statements adopted by the Security Council between 1984 and 1988
avoided specifying the party guilty of violations.23 This reﬂects the Council’s desire not to antagonize the belligerent in seeking a political settlement to the conﬂict. The reports of the Secretary-General’s missions revealed similar political sensitivity. Nonetheless, the Secretary-General
and the Security Council established a useful template for investigating
the use of chemical weapons in the future. In particular, the Council
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needs to match its actions with its strong pronouncements contained in
Resolution 620 (1988), in which the Council encouraged the SecretaryGeneral promptly to carry out investigations into allegations of possible
use of chemical and biological weapons and, taking into account the investigations of the Secretary-General, decided to consider appropriate
and effective measures immediately should there be any future use of
chemical weapons.
Since the Iran–Iraq conﬂict, there has been no conspicuous use of
chemical weapons that has affected international security.24 There has
not been a chance to test the Council’s resolve to deal resolutely with
possible use of chemical weapons in the future. In 1997, the Chemical
Weapons Convention took effect, banning an entire category of chemical
weapons and establishing the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) to carry out the functions of inspections and veriﬁcation. However, the precedent established during the Iran–Iraq war
still provides a useful model for the Council’s use of the SecretaryGeneral’s investigative function concerning alleged uses of chemical
weapons. The Security Council or the Secretary-General can turn to the
OPCW for such investigations. More signiﬁcantly, the Council can create
a stronger mandate than that given to the OPCW by the CWC.
In this regard, UNMOVIC’s expertise and experience could also be
utilized, particularly in biological and ballistic missiles areas. Critics argue that there are no criteria for compliance in these areas owing to a
lack of a veriﬁcation mechanism or a global norm. However, the Security
Council itself can set such criteria and establish standards for compliance.25 Although UNSCOM and UNMOVIC were created for a speciﬁc
purpose in extraordinary circumstances, their expertise could be utilized
once the Council provides a new mandate. Since military action against
Iraq in the spring of 2003 and the US-led Iraq Survey Group took over
the search and dismantling mission for Iraq’s WMD programmes, the
multilateral disarmament mechanism created by the Security Council
has been sidelined. UNMOVIC did not receive either any information
or a request for assistance from the Iraq Survey Group until 8 October
2004, when Charles Duelfer, Special Advisor to the US Director of Central Intelligence for Iraq’s Weapons of Mass Destruction, visited UNMOVIC following the release of his comprehensive report to the public.26 In May 2003, the Security Council expressed its intention to revisit
the mandate of UNMOVIC and the IAEA and reafﬁrmed this intention
in June 2004.27 The Iraq Survey Group concluded its work in 2005 with
the revision of the comprehensive report and the publication of its addendums. Yet the Security Council has not initiated serious discussion
on their mandates.
At the moment, discussion of the Council’s role in addressing WMD
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remains clouded by its unfortunate experience with Iraq. But, as mentioned above, the Council’s long engagement in Iraq’s disarmament also
could provide useful ideas and templates for dealing with a variety of
issues. What is required is to sort out political baggage and extract the
purely technical merits of the Iraqi ﬁle.

Obstacles and challenges
An overview of the Council’s engagement in past WMD issues also suggests that it may encounter major obstacles in the future. Among these
obstacles, the following three seem particularly important: political gridlock; legitimacy; and marginalization.

Political gridlock
In fulﬁlling its role as ultimate guarantor of international peace and security, the Security Council is faced with the dilemma that, although the
unity of the Council (particularly among the P-5) is indispensable to instituting effective measures to deal with cases of non-compliance, there is
no guarantee of such unity. In particular, the P-5 have different priorities
regarding disarmament and non-proliferation issues and pursue different
interests in dealing with non-compliant parties. These differences among
the P-5 also cast a shadow over the Council’s future action on North
Korea and Iran. The cases of Iraq and North Korea highlight the problem of a ‘‘veto umbrella’’. When a veto-holding permanent member
seeks to protect non-compliant parties, the Council is unable to take effective action. In theory, the Security Council can take strong measures,
including economic sanctions and even military action. This power constitutes the basis for its role as guarantor of compliance with multilateral
disarmament treaties and provides teeth to the Council’s decisions. However, if one of the permanent members does not wish to take a coercive
step, the Council cannot play the role of such a guarantor.
The unity of the Security Council is critical to shoring up the authority
of inspection agencies. Iraq, North Korea and Iran all argued that inspection agencies became an instrument of the foreign policy of major
powers, particularly the United States. Iraq repeatedly made this point
regarding UNSCOM. It went further to argue that the Security Council
also became a policy instrument of the United States, and adamantly
refused UNMOVIC inspections. North Korea also suggested that the
IAEA had become a tool of US diplomacy. Iran too has repeatedly
warned the IAEA against yielding to pressure from the United States.
Discrediting inspecting agencies and international organizations is a com-
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mon strategy pursued by recalcitrant states that are subjected to special
inspections. The Council’s experience with Iraq indicated that a divided
Council strengthened Iraq’s hand in pursuing this strategy.
The question of the use of force is particularly problematic. Generally
speaking, Russia and China and, to a lesser extent, France are more cautious about coercive action, particularly military action. And the issue of
military action is related not only to a permanent member’s ‘‘veto umbrella’’ but also to their own power relationship. As the Iraq crisis clearly
demonstrated, China, France and Russia are wary of the Bush administration’s unilateral tendencies, especially regarding its perceived haste in
resorting to military force. In order to counter Washington’s power and
constrain its freedom of action, these countries resort to the Security
Council, where they can raise the issue of legitimacy and appeal to international opinion.28 They share the view that only the Security Council
can authorize the use of force – a view to which the United Kingdom is
also sympathetic. Increasingly unsettled by US power and its growing
unilateral tendencies, these states might seek to check US military action
through the United Nations. US primacy may be indisputable outside the
United Nations, but the United States remains equal to these other nations as a veto-wielding permanent member in the Security Council. Unfortunately, the lopsided distribution of power, resources, commitments
and responsibilities only encourages the P-5 to pursue divergent policies.
Furthermore, Russia and China are particularly averse to the use of
force, as was demonstrated during NATO’s military campaign in Kosovo.
They also have serious concerns about the implications of the use of force
for issues of their own concern.

Legitimacy
A second obstacle concerns the legitimacy of actions taken by the Security Council on behalf of the UN membership. Because disarmament and
proliferation issues often relate to the vital question of national security,
states are more reluctant to accept the Council’s unilateral edict. UN
members are more or less accustomed to the long-established practice
in post-war intergovernmental disarmament parlance in which they
maintain their sovereign right to negotiate and enter into treaties, so
they would resist a greater role played by the Security Council in this
speciﬁc area (although the fact is that it is only the Security Council that
can force reluctant states to accept certain disarmament/non-proliferation
measures.). Moreover, since the Security Council is a 15-member club
dominated by 5 veto-wielding nuclear-weapon states, there are strong
sentiments among UN members that disarmament and proliferation
should be achieved in more universal and non-discriminatory forums, es-
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pecially the Conference on Disarmament. Therefore, it can be reasonably
assumed that the wider UN membership would not welcome the Council’s attempt to assume greater responsibility for global disarmament and
non-proliferation. If fully implemented, Resolution 1540 (2004) would
contribute hugely to global efforts to prevent the spread of WMD, particularly to non-state actors. However, its implementation hinges upon the
degree to which states will accept the provisions in the resolution. Hence,
when the Security Council plays a more active role in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation in the future, it should take into account
concerns and views expressed by the UN membership. In particular, the
permanent members need to address non-nuclear-weapon states’ concerns, especially the slow progress in nuclear disarmament, an increasing
emphasis on non-proliferation and security assurances against the use of
nuclear weapons.

Marginalization
Another problem the Security Council may encounter in addressing
WMD issues is that the United States may sideline the Security Council
and create a coalition of like-minded countries. Washington’s current
promotion of the Proliferation Security Initiative and its exclusion of
UNMOVIC and the IAEA from search and dismantling operations
in Iraq underline this problem. Since the P-5’s differences are directly
linked to lopsided geopolitical imbalances, there are always temptations
for Washington to resort to unilateral measures or ad hoc arrangements
outside the United Nations that can be established much more easily. US
ofﬁcials who advocated marginalizing the Security Council may have
found a good case for their argument in the Security Council’s experience with Iraq. Although Russia, France and China agreed with the
United States and the United Kingdom that Iraq was in non-compliance
with Security Council resolutions, they did not participate in enforcing
compliance by joining the US military operations. They also agreed that
Iraq’s military and WMD programme constituted a threat to regional security, but they did not contribute to the Anglo-American effort to maintain peace and security in the Gulf. In supporting the containment policy
of Iraq, the United States and the United Kingdom (and France initially)
maintained the no-ﬂy zones, but Russia and China played virtually no
role in this regard. In fact, as Iraq began to challenge the no-ﬂy zones as
illegal and tried to shoot down US and UK airplanes, Russia and China
joined Iraq’s effort by condemning US and the UK military actions, which
they insisted were reactions of self-defence. Rather than criticizing Iraq’s
provocation, they sought to dismantle the no-ﬂy zones. In particular,
China’s assistance to Iraq in upgrading its anti-aircraft facilities high-
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lighted competing interests between the permanent members of the Security Council.
Although such experience may have strengthened the impulse to bypass the Security Council, it became clear to other Council members
that, despite their strong opposition, the United States was undeterred
from using force. The sad ending of the Iraq crisis in March 2003 attests
to this point. The irony is that adamant opposition from other Council
members will only drive the United States away from the Security Council, with the ominous consequence of further marginalizing the Council
and the United Nations. That is, recourse to military force by the United
States and other countries without explicit authorization from the Security Council certainly undermines the Council’s authority and credibility,
but this also means the power and prestige accorded to the other permanent members are similarly diminished. Russia, France, China and the
United Kingdom are well aware of this dilemma, which suggests that
they may realize that it would be in their interests to work out a formula
for the use of force that is acceptable to the United States and can be authorized by the Council as a whole. The question of the use of force does
not come to the Security Council so often. But it is in the interests of
all permanent members of the Security Council to accommodate one
another’s interests, ﬁnd a common position on WMD issues and thus
avoid the marginalization of this august body.

Conclusions
The Security Council has played an important role in addressing the
issues of WMD proliferation and disarmament. The Council’s past engagement in these issues provides useful models and templates for its future
role, but also underscores the complex political constraints on effective
Council action, particularly in cases that touch upon the deep differences
between permanent members in addressing issues of WMD proliferation
and non-compliance. The case of Iraq highlights a stark divergence of
permanent members’ goals and approaches, which clearly reﬂect their
conﬂicting interests. The United States and the United Kingdom focused
on Iraq’s complete disarmament of WMD and compliance with Security
Council resolutions, and primarily dealt with Iraq by pursuing a policy of
containment through economic sanctions and no-ﬂy zones. Russia, France
and China focused on humanitarian and economic issues, and pursued a
policy of engagement with Iraq by seeking to lift the economic embargo
and expand their commercial gains from the Oil-for-Food programme.
Regarding WMD disarmament, the United States and the United Kingdom sought ‘‘complete’’ disarmament, whereas Russia, France and China
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aimed at its ‘‘early’’ conclusion and transition to monitoring. These stark
differences often prevented the Council from taking effective action on
Iraq’s non-compliance.
Iraq’s economic power also undermined the Council’s efforts to take
effective action. The economic stakes in Iraq became particularly important for Russia and France – to which Iraq owed billions of dollars – and,
to a lesser extent, China, as Iraq manipulated the Oil-for-Food programme to dispense oil and humanitarian contracts on the basis of political preference and awarded these nations billions of dollars worth of
contracts. As the economic and commercial interests of Iraq and these
permanent members converged, the latter began to represent and defend
Iraq’s interests in the Security Council. In the meantime, the United
States and the United Kingdom were spending billions of dollars to deal
with Iraq by maintaining aerial patrols in the no-ﬂy zones, enforcing the
sanctions through a multilateral interdiction force deployed in the Gulf,
and, in responding to Iraq’s non-compliance, deploying a large military
presence in the region. Iraq penalized US and UK companies for their
governments’ political stance, discriminating against them in implementing the Oil-for-Food programme.
The Iraq case also revealed other potential constraints on effective
Council action: protection of a non-compliant party by a permanent
member’s ‘‘veto umbrella’’; and political rivalry between permanent
members and their use of the Council as a counterweight to a predominant power. In hindsight, Iraq’s continued deﬁance was encouraged by
the protection offered by its veto-holding allies in the Security Council.
By threatening to exercise their veto, these permanent members shielded
Iraq from more stringent measures against it. In addition, there were indications that these pro-Iraq P-5 members utilized the Security Council
as an arena in which they could counterbalance US power. Such indications were particularly evident when the United States and the United
Kingdom sought to use military force against Iraq. In reality, as long as
the Council’s permanent members enjoy equal status and veto power,
they can use these powers to equalize their real-world power relationships and thwart any action sought by another permanent member. This
political constraint may persist as long as the power distribution among
the permanent members is lopsided and their status and privileges fail to
reﬂect their actual power relationships. Also, if the United States pursues
its policies, particularly when resorting to military action, other permanent members, with the possible exception of the United Kingdom, are
enticed to undercut US power and prevent such unilateral action.
To address critical issues of nuclear breakout and non-compliance, the
Security Council must overcome these political constraints. In the wake
of the Council’s failure to address Iraq’s non-compliance, there seems to
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be a growing reluctance to refer non-compliance issues to the Security
Council. Many fear that referral to the Council could lead to enforcement measures, particularly military action. The current debate on Iran’s
nuclear programme is a case in point. But it has highly politicized the
IAEA Board of Governors, which used to be a technical body. This
raises a serious question regarding the role of the Security Council in
the collective security system. If the Council avoids dealing with WMD
issues, particularly those involving non-compliance, this sends the erroneous message that non-compliance will have no serious consequences, thus
weakening the existing non-proliferation regimes.
The permanent members of the Security Council have a special
responsibility and must cooperate to overcome the political constraints
associated with WMD issues. After all, the Security Council remains the
most important source of international legitimacy in dealing with questions of international peace and security. At the last session of the General Assembly of the League of Nations in 1946, the veteran French
statesman Joseph Paul Boncour stated prophetically: ‘‘The strength and
weakness – I repeat the strength and weakness – of the new institution
is that it depends on agreement between the ﬁve permanent Great
Powers.’’29
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6
Dealing with WMD crises:
The role of the United Nations
in compliance politics
Harald Müller

The problem
Weapons of mass destruction, by their very nature, pose security problems. Because of their destructive and lethal character, their mere existence endangers the survival of states. Even if this statement is entirely
true only for nuclear weapons, it applies in certain, very speciﬁc circumstances for biological weapons; chemical weapons would have less significant consequences, and only if used in large quantities against undefended civilian populations.
The menace is most acute in the immediate environment of the state
possessing such weapons. But it can be equally virulent for states living
in a hostile relationship with a far-away power that possesses longdistance power projection and WMD delivery capabilities. WMD’s inherent threat of complete destruction presents the world with its single most
menacing risk. The interaction of rival or hostile states in the context of
the security dilemma,1 fostered by misperception, misunderstanding and
the fear of becoming the victim of a devastating and disarming ﬁrst strike,
could precipitate a WMD disaster even against the better interests and
conscious will of the participating parties. This risk haunted strategists
throughout the Cold War2 and remains a nightmare wherever states
armed with WMD face each other in an ongoing conﬂict.
On the other hand, weapons of mass destruction are seen by quite a few
people as the solution to security problems and the guarantor of (eternal)
peace. Through their capacity to inﬂict immense damage, they are be114
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lieved to implant a grain of caution in the minds of otherwise hot-headed
national leaders. Such leaders might contemplate the use of force to bolster the supposed national interest if they were not dissuaded by the
threat of total annihilation or at least the unbearable cost invested in the
WMD of the potential enemy.3 As guarantors of peace, WMD may
sometimes look attractive even to countries with quite a paciﬁst attitude.4
For small powers, WMD appear to offer the guarantee of survival in a
world in which lurk great powers with predatory motivations (ranging
from ordinary territorial expansion to morally preferred regime change).
The trouble with this positive view of WMD is that, the more widely it
is shared, the more WMD proliferation is likely to occur. It is improbable
that a country in conﬂict with another state that is procuring WMD
would watch these activities with sanguinity. Rather, reciprocal action is
to be expected. The more WMD-endowed state dyads there are, the
greater the probability that the unintentional escalation scenario will
actually happen. As an unwelcome side-effect, with more and more countries possessing WMD, the opportunities for unauthorized, non-state actors to access such weapons and/or their materials and technologies rise.5
The international community was and is therefore well advised to uphold and strengthen those regimes that have been devised to provide for
the disarmament and/or non-proliferation of WMD and have been the
ﬁrst and most important line of defence against the risks of spreading
WMD.6 These regimes rest largely on the voluntary renunciation of
WMD by their members (a commitment the nuclear-weapon states have
still to emulate) and the ﬁrm determination of the overwhelming majority
of the regimes’ members to abide by their undertakings.7 However, this
strength would be fatally undercut if the regimes did not include reliable
and robust mechanisms to be applied when the compliance of a party
with its basic obligations was in serious doubt.8
The suspicion or the proof of non-compliance with undertakings regarding WMD perforce have an impact in one way or another on international peace and security. This was the ﬁnding of the UN Security
Council summit meeting in January 1992, when the Council declared the
proliferation of WMD in all their forms to be a threat to peace and international security, and was reconﬁrmed in Security Council Resolution
1540 in April 2004. It is thus inevitable that the United Nations, and the
Security Council in particular, should be involved in all cases where the
spectre of WMD non-compliance is rising. Non-involvement, in turn,
raises the immediate question ‘‘why?’’.
The compliance procedure ideally rests on a triad: veriﬁcation, compliance activities, and enforcement if and when compliance cannot be
ensured by other means. In this chapter, I focus on compliance and
enforcement – and the role of the United Nations therein – and neglect
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veriﬁcation, which has been the subject of much previous work. It must
be emphasized, however, that veriﬁcation – or, if not available, other
means to collect evidence on the behaviour of a state suspected to be in
non-compliance with its undertakings – is the basis for all compliance and
enforcement procedures: without solid information, all such procedures
are no more than a frantic dance in the fog.

Beware of circumstances: Reasons for non-compliance
There is too great an inclination nowadays to start discussing military
action as soon as concerns about non-compliance arise. Although military pre-emption might be justiﬁed in certain circumstances to prevent
worse consequences, all military enforcement engenders undesirable and
morally deplorable consequences that are described very inadequately by
the euphemism ‘‘collateral damage’’. In military action, however surgical
it might be intended to be, innocents will die or be maimed. The boy who
lost his arms and legs in the US/UK operation to ‘‘liberate’’ Iraq should
never be forgotten. These personal disasters, which are, I repeat, an inevitable part of all warfare even if it is conducted with the most humane of
intentions, are a serious counter-argument to engaging in military enforcement. This moral aspect is too easily forgotten in the current rediscovery of the notion of a ‘‘just war’’, which looks at the general justiﬁcation for military action and the observation of the rule of proportionality
and overlooks the individual calamities that occur even if the decision to
go to war is well covered by the ‘‘just war’’ argument.9 It is always morally suspect to weigh a human life against another human life, or against
other values. In any case, to be justiﬁed in deciding to attack in order to
forestall the development, or use, of hostile WMD one needs very good
knowledge about the circumstances on the ground, a well-founded conviction that avoiding military action would lead to even worse results
(with more innocent lives at stake), proof of a complete lack of promising
alternatives, and a reliable assessment that the prospects are very good
that military action will be successful in an enforcement procedure.
An in-depth look at the circumstances surrounding the acquisition of
WMD by a state that has undertaken not to do so is thus required (of
course, one has to deal with WMD procurement by states not bound by
such an obligation as well – but this is not the subject of this chapter). To
start with, there are very trivial cases of non-compliance, such as the failure of several states with no nuclear activities on their territory to negotiate and sign the required Safeguards Agreements with the International
Atomic Energy Agency. I shall ignore all such cases of non-compliance
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related to secondary obligations under the relevant treaties, and instead
focus on those that concern serious attempts to acquire prohibited WMD.
The degree of the threat to international peace and security emanating
from states newly acquiring WMD does not rest on the technical capabilities of the weapons – their destructive potential – alone. It is also determined by the motivations of the particular government.10 If a government
has no intention whatsoever of using these weapons except in the most
dire of circumstances when national survival is at stake (the case that is
exempted in the International Court of Justice Advisory Opinion on the
legality of nuclear weapons11), this represents less of a threat than if the
WMD are meant to be instruments of aggressive and expansive designs.
It is thus necessary to consider the motivations that might drive a state
and its government to seek to acquire these weapons.12
The most likely motivation is national security. States embroiled in ongoing rivalry and conﬂicts that have already resulted in a serious war and
inﬂicted destruction and loss of life might seek recourse to WMD as a
general deterrent for preventing new outbreaks of war. The hope of forestalling further violence between this state and its neighbours might prove
illusory, but that is not the point here. What is decisive is the purely defensive motivations behind the proliferation. Likewise, a state facing an
overwhelming threat might seek WMD as an asymmetric deterrent
against this threat. This could be the case if a major power declared this
state an enemy, if the state was confronted with conventionally superior
forces of a state or an alliance, or if the threatening state itself possessed
WMD.
State security is generally viewed as a legitimate concern. This is
why the international instruments relating to WMD contain withdrawal
clauses. A state that feels compelled to take the proliferation route for
security motivations is thus under an obligation to do so in a legal and orderly way. However, it is in precisely the situations where a real or perceived threat drives states to acquire WMD that they can be expected to
be most reluctant to reveal their activities until they are completed. If
their intentions are betrayed, the security threat they face might become
an attempt at prevention, provoking exactly the violence that the acquisition of WMD was meant to forestall. It is thus not surprising – though
strictly it is illegal – when security-motivated states try to conceal their
activities as long as they can.
Proliferation for security motivations does not immediately increase
the risk of intentional, premeditated use of WMD. We are left in this
case with the risk of further chains of escalation, with an inevitable rise
in the probability that WMD use will emerge from counter-intentional
escalation processes, and of unauthorized use or easier access by non-
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state actors to WMD owing to the greater numbers of these weapons and
of sites where they can be acquired.
A second motivation is to enhance a nation’s status. Today, the continued possession of nuclear weapons by the United Kingdom or France can
hardly be justiﬁed by any serious security considerations.13 These two
countries do not want to give up their nuclear weapons lest their international standing be diminished. And status considerations have played a
major role in India’s acquisition of nuclear weapons too.14 Status motivations do not propel intentional use, and the remaining risks are the same
as for the security motivation: proliferation chains through mimicry
(which is particularly strong if status is in effect accorded to the new
WMD possessor), escalation out of the security dilemma, and terrorist
access.
It is the integration of WMD in aggressive political designs that poses
the gravest threat to peace and international security. WMD can be employed to intimidate and blackmail a non-possessing state into concessions that it would not otherwise have made, to prevent external powers
from coming to the aid of a threatened or attacked state under Article 51
of the UN Charter, or to force another state into surrender by threatening to use or actually using WMD in war. In these circumstances, possession of WMD by this kind of actor signiﬁcantly enhances the probability
of their use.
These three types of motivation call for quite different treatment in
terms of compliance policy. A state facing a real or perceived threat that
it tries to avert is acting in the legitimate tradition of sovereign statehood.
Preventive military action would certainly not be justiﬁed, and it would
mean adding insult to injury if the threat emanated from a WMD-armed
power that then carried out the act of disarmament, ostensibly in the
name of international law. What is called for is thoroughly addressing
the states’ grievances with a view to changing the security environment
in a way that would persuade the state to stop its WMD activities because
national security can be achieved in a different and less risky way.
If, however, proliferation cannot be stopped in this way, rather than
enhance the level of international violence by going to war against the
proliferator, the international community would probably be better advised to acquiesce in the undesirable increase in the number of WMDarmed states and to try to contain and mitigate the concomitant danger.
The risks and costs of military action would probably outweigh the risks
arising from the proliferation case itself, especially if the attacked state
already possessed some WMD capability. However important the objective of non-proliferation, it would not be worth the cost in lives in a war
for disarmament if containment of the proliferator would be likely to
forestall the use of its WMD and prevent attacks on neighbours that this
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state might consider if the international community did not erect a credible deterrent posture against this possibility.
A state acquiring WMD for status may be harder to stop because of
the irrational and intangible nature of that motivation. If a substitute for
according status is available it should be offered, though with great care
lest other states be induced to follow the same route to glory. Alternatively, a state that stubbornly pushes for WMD in order to enhance its international standing might be isolated and have sanctions imposed in
order to deter others from emulating this example. In this case, thorough
containment of this state is needed to protect its neighbours from possible security threats; positive security assurances loom large in this scenario.15 But, again, ﬁghting a war of disarmament appears to be a disproportionate response given the limited character of the emerging threat.
Of course, WMD in the context of an aggressive state actor are a quite
different matter. Here, the risks for the international community and the
immediate neighbourhood of the perpetrator are considerable. They
might be big enough to justify preventive action if the prospects of success are reasonable high and diplomatic efforts to dissuade the government in question from its illegal activities have borne no fruit. Diplomacy
would still be the ﬁrst line of defence, but the ‘‘big stick’’ must already be
visible in the background while diplomatic efforts are going on.

The forensic and the political: What compliance politics
involves
The preceding discussion has already revealed some requirements of an
orderly compliance process. Compliance policy consists to a large degree
of the necessity to determine what the situation on the ground really is
and what means are appropriate to deal with the realities of this situation. In a nutshell, compliance politics is very much about proliferation
forensics and, inasmuch as this process is politically charged, it shows similarities to a criminal trial.
The ﬁrst question that must be answered is whether there is indeed a
case of non-compliance, that is, a serious attempt to acquire weapons of
mass destruction. Evidence must be collected and assessed to give the
best informed answer possible. Experience shows that this is not always
easy. Veriﬁcation is helpful in supporting that determination, as is intelligence. But neither veriﬁcation nor intelligence is foolproof, and either
may be confronted with attempts at concealment and deception. In many
cases, thus, evidence will be less self-explanatory and unambiguous than
one would wish.
It is this ambiguity that opens the door wide for politicking. In jurispru-
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dence, procedures are shaped to grant as impartial a treatment of evidence as possible. In politics, national interests, traditional amity and enmity, national prejudices and idiosyncrasies or blatant ignorance enter
the picture. It would be necessary to devise procedures that at least curb
these distorting inﬂuences on compliance policy. To start with, it must be
understood by everybody, including the governments of the United
States and the United Kingdom, that their justiﬁcation of the invasion of
Iraq through the allegation of large WMD programmes in Iraq, and the
subsequent complete failure to ﬁnd such weapons, parts or related production facilities in Iraq, mean that national intelligence assessments will
not be accepted as a reliable basis for decision-making on WMD noncompliance for at least a generation.
On the basis of the experience in Iraq, information gathered through
international veriﬁcation should generally be rated as of higher quality
and reliability than intelligence.16 Intelligence information should be included in an overall threat assessment only if conﬁrmed either by two
sources independent of each other or by international veriﬁcation following the intelligence lead. In the case of two intelligence sources conﬁrming each other, care should be taken that there is true independence and
that the conﬁrmation is not the result of a ‘‘quotation chain’’, where one
intelligence agency quotes information obtained from the other without
admitting this.
If factual evidence has been dealt with and the case has been established that a serious proliferation concern exists, it would still be necessary to gain insights into the motivation behind the WMD activities.
That they are illegal for a State Party to one of the regimes is beyond
doubt. But, as the discussion in the previous section has shown, the illegal
character of the act does not yet determine the kind of response without
an in-depth attempt to understand the forces behind that state’s breach
of the rules.
Assessing motivations is naturally even harder than assessing concrete
facts. One has to look at the past behaviour of the accused state, the personal attributes of its leaders, the threats it is facing, its policies towards
its neighbours, and also its overall military capabilities as related to explicit political objectives. All this implies very politically charged judgements. To discuss these issues openly about a sovereign state is, even
in the best of circumstances, a fairly delicate matter. Yet it cannot be
avoided in a complete and orderly compliance procedure.
Again, the inﬂuence of national idiosyncrasies on these deliberations
should be curbed as much as possible. It would be necessary to look at
the supposed intentions from every possible perspective. For example, it
was stated before the 2003 Iraq war that Saddam Hussein did not respond to deterrence. That stands in stark contrast to several accounts
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that he was deterred from using chemical and biological weapons in 1991.
Although it is certainly true that his risk calculus was different from
that of Western and Eastern bloc states during the Cold War, it was clear
that he was not willing to go to extremes with no regard for the consequences.17 It is thus necessary that, in determining the threat by estimating the intentions of a proliferator, states do not just utter their prejudices
but approach the debate with an open mind, willing to listen until all relevant facts have been put on the table. It would be useful to have some
independent institution involved in this process, although it is clear that
this goes beyond the brief and the competence of the various veriﬁcation
agencies.
A ﬁnal comment on intentions concerns the actual possibility of saying
anything reasonable about them at all. Sometimes it is argued that, since
intentions are within the brain and the brain of political leaders is a black
box that cannot be opened, speculation about intentions is in vain and
capabilities are the only indicator on which a judgement can be based.
This might be true in terms of developing social science theory, but it
fails to recognize that we work on the basis of estimated intentions in
quite a few ﬁelds. Again, it is useful to employ the analogy with the criminal trial. Here, assessing intentions is part of the regular procedure; intent and neglect are powerful legal categories that lead judges to distinguish between different degrees of gravity of a crime or misdemeanour;
the assessment of the presence and the type of intent, for example, is instrumental in the distinction between murder and other, lesser forms of
homicide. Without exaggerating the analogy, it is obvious that an assessment of political intent should not in principle be beyond the reach of
compliance procedures.
Lastly, one has to decide how to respond. Both the technical parameters of the situation and the ﬁndings on motivations must inform this
decision. As discussed above, the response must depend primarily on the
gravity of the threat – measured by the maturity of the WMD programme
in question and the type of motivation behind the programme. If, and
only if, intention of future use is rated very high does pre-emption become a viable option. The choice of response should also depend on the
prospects of success. An essential criterion in this consideration is proportionality. A second criterion is the expected effectiveness of the chosen
instrument: a country whose attitude to security is close to paranoia is
unlikely to be swayed by the threat of sanctions; a country looking for
status is probably immune to the lure of security guarantees; a state in
poor economic shape might be more open to economic incentives than
to status promises, and so on. Lastly, the probable effects of the response
on third parties must be taken into account. If concessions are likely to
arouse envy and lead to emulation of the proliferator’s illegal action, if
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containment is not adequate to mitigate security concerns in the neighbourhood, or if threats of pre-emption send a whole region into panic,
the choice of response was probably poor and must be reconsidered.

Justice, fairness and truth: Substantial and procedural
requirements
The previous section discussed some substantive and procedural criteria
that compliance procedures must satisfy; these were very much of a practical, functional nature, meant to ensure the adequacy and effectiveness
of the assessment and the concomitant response. Another set of criteria
could be described as ‘‘moral’’. They concern moral values that are common across world cultures, notably justice, fairness and truth. It is suggested that disregard for these criteria undermines international support
for compliance measures, especially those containing an enforcement
component. Without such support, the non-proliferation/disarmament regimes would very rapidly lose legitimacy and might no longer be robust
enough to resist challenges internally as well as externally.18
The basic principle of justice that applies to our cases is that what is
valid for one is valid for all. The rule of equal standards is one of the
most fundamental notions of justice in world cultures and is very pertinent to WMD non-compliance responses. First of all, it is relevant to the
way we treat individual cases of non-compliance. Vast differences in
approach towards the same type of non-compliance raise serious questions. As stated above, differential treatment might make sense if the response would engender different risks or, because of the proliferators’
different motivations, deliver results with very varying levels of reliability
and efﬁciency. However, these different strategies are then explainable in
terms of the regimes themselves, their superior goals, or other aspects of
peace and international security. It is quite another matter if different
strategies can be explained only by patterns of sympathies, antipathies,
biases and prejudices, or by vested interests in particular relationships
(e.g. with an oil producer). Variation of this kind tends to undermine
the legitimacy of the response to non-compliance.
The other dimension of substantive justice concerns the overarching
balance of undertakings within the regimes as they relate to noncompliance. This problem is most obvious in the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, or
NPT). This Treaty consists of a careful balancing of rights and duties between unequal sets of parties: nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclearweapon states. The balance is inherently asymmetrical because the duties
of non-nuclear-weapon states are stated in fairly clear terms and are sub-
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ject to veriﬁcation and assessment, whereas those of the nuclear-weapon
states remain vague and lack a veriﬁcation and assessment procedure.
This asymmetry would be tolerable if there was a credible attempt by
the nuclear-weapon states to implement their obligations. In the eyes of
many, though, this credibility is lacking. It is thus a very sensitive situation that it is the permanent ﬁve members of the Security Council (the
P-5), which also happen to be the ﬁve nuclear-weapon states and the erstwhile sinners, as it were, that decide upon enforcement measures and are
the ones on which enforcement, if it is imposed, has to rely. The asymmetry of obligations and the imbalance in implementation create feelings
of injustice that, in turn, detract from the legitimacy of compliance and
enforcement measures.19
The term ‘‘fairness’’ as used here relates to procedural justice, the principle that decision-making should involve all those affected by the decision and ensure that all relevant aspects, opinions and interests can be
expressed during the proceedings.20 I have already exposed the complexity of procedural fairness in alluding to the participatory privileges of the
P-5. The P-5 would be well advised to exert some self-restraint in these
proceedings and to rein in their politicking. Doubts about their impartiality and their willingness to solve the issue at stake in a manner compatible with the interests and values of the international community are
likely to undermine the credibility of the UN Security Council as the ultimate arbiter on war and peace and detract from the legitimacy of, and international support for, the WMD regime. In this regard, the Iraqi case
was a full-scale disaster.
We need to recognize other aspects too. First, the accused country
must be given an opportunity to defend itself. Equally importantly, if
the spectre of war is looming the neighbouring countries have such a
stake in the matter that their views should be taken fully into consideration when counter-measures against the proliferator are debated. Finally, a decision on preventive or pre-emptive military intervention is a
grave and fateful occasion that affects the whole international community. Even if formal participation in the eventual decision cannot be
granted, an input by the international community as a whole can be enabled through open sessions of the Security Council and a full debate in
the General Assembly on the matter under consideration.

Compliance procedures in existing regimes: Tools, levels,
strengths, weaknesses
All three regimes covering weapons of mass destruction contain ways and
means to address non-compliance. The NPT lacks a treaty organization,
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which creates some problems in terms of reliable compliance procedures.21 The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) is charged
with verifying compliance by non-nuclear-weapon states. Its veriﬁcation
tools have been greatly strengthened by the adoption of an Additional
Protocol that grants it extended access rights. The empowerment to
draw on all kinds of sources and to apply up-to-date technology has improved the Agency’s capability to detect clandestine, undeclared activities. It falls on the IAEA Secretariat to report on non-compliance cases
to the Board of Governors, which then determines if a case of noncompliance exists; non-compliance, that is, with the Safeguards Agreement the state had concluded with the IAEA, not with the NPT as a
whole. The board can take such a decision by a majority, though there is
always an effort to achieve consensus. If the board considers the case to
be sufﬁciently grave, it reports it to the United Nations General Assembly and Security Council. The procedure is not written directly into the
NPT, but follows stipulations in the Safeguards Agreement and the
IAEA Statute (Article XII).
The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production,
Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction
(Chemical Weapons Convention, or CWC) puts the review of compliance
squarely into the hands of the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). As in the nuclear case, the Secretariat reports on
the ﬁndings of its inspections and the Board of Governors makes the decision. In addition to the tools available in the nuclear sector, the CWC
has a clariﬁcation procedure involving the Executive Council and can
deploy the instrument of challenge inspection: a member state suspecting
another member state of cheating can call for such an inspection at any
particular site. The procedural prescriptions are such that the inspection
proceeds within a timeframe that makes it very difﬁcult for the inspected
state to conceal evidence before the inspectors actually arrive on the
spot. The inspection will occur unless it is blocked by three-quarters of
the executive board of the IAEA, which is a very high hurdle. If the clariﬁcation process does not progress satisfactorily, or if a challenge inspection gives an indication of non-compliance, the matter is forwarded to
the Conference of States Parties. Following a determination of noncompliance, the Conference of States Parties will consider suspending
the rights and privileges of the perpetrator under the Convention, recommending collective measures to States Parties of the CWC, and, in grave
cases, referring the case to the UN General Assembly and Security
Council (Article XII).
A similar procedure was foreseen in the Draft Protocol to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling
of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their De-
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struction (Biological Weapons Convention, or BWC). However, since the
Draft Protocol was rejected by the United States, States Parties are left
with the devices written into the regime itself. Article V calls for states
that have doubts about the compliance of a fellow member state to seek
clariﬁcation of the matter bilaterally or through the appropriate international procedures. Article VI entitles states to go directly to the Security
Council with their complaint if they are not satisﬁed with the results of
the clariﬁcation process or feel otherwise that the matter is grave enough
to concern the Council (BWC, Articles V and VI). In addition, the UN
Secretary-General has been given the task by UN Security Council resolutions of acting as the investigator of alleged uses of biological (and
chemical) weapons relating to the Geneva Protocol.22 For this purpose,
a ‘‘mechanism’’ has been set up, which simply consists of a list of experts
on whom the Secretary-General can draw if an investigation is to be conducted and a list of laboratories that would be available for analysing
samples taken by the experts in the course of an investigation. Investigations have taken place with regard to the alleged use of chemical and biological weapons in South-east Asia (1981/82), during the Iran–Iraq war
in 1984–1988, and in Mozambique and Azerbaijan in 1992.23
Looking at the strengths and weaknesses of these procedures, it must
be emphasized that, in the nuclear and chemical sectors, the link between
the relevant regimes and the Security Council is sensible and well designed. The technical expert community works on the collection of technical data and evaluates them. The Security Council enters the stage only
when there has already been an assessment of the evidence. That should
normally serve to constrain the involvement of vested interests and politicking that would otherwise be possible. Yet, the lack of established procedures and of the involvement of neutral, international institutions in
the decision-making process leaves much to be desired. Security Council
decision-making involves just the usual negotiation over a Council resolution and is not adapted to the speciﬁc forensic requirements of WMD
non-compliance cases. Given the relevance to international security of
the spread of weapons of mass destruction, the very difﬁcult assessments
the Security Council has to make, and the speciﬁcs of the decisionmaking process, notably its forensic character, this situation is not satisfactory.
In addition, non-compliance with the BWC lacks any intermediate step
between bilateralism (the consultation process) and the Security Council,
where the spectre of Chapter VII casts a shadow over all proceedings
from the very beginning. Moreover, owing to the lack of an international
expert organization, no routine technical procedures have been established and there is no experienced crew of specialists, accustomed to
working together in an investigative capacity, available to collect, analyse
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and assess evidence before the diplomats become concerned with the
matter. This is undoubtedly a very serious weakness. The Geneva Protocol mechanism is only a weak substitute for a robust and authoritative
expert organization. There is no established procedure for dealing with a
case of non-compliance. Moreover, the lists that make up the mechanism
are disastrously outdated.

The role of the United Nations in legal and political terms
As elaborated in the discussion about the compliance mechanisms written into the WMD regimes, the Security Council and, to some extent,
also the Secretary-General play important roles in ensuring the completion of a compliance process. In particular, the Security Council is where
the major enforcement decisions take place. This is entirely appropriate
because these decisions have to be taken when international peace and
security are at stake – as with all WMD proliferation – and when the use
of force might be considered as a remedy. Since this does not involve a
situation of immediate self-defence, only the Security Council has the authority, if need be, to impose military sanctions on a perpetrator.
The General Assembly shares with the Council the responsibility for
international security and peace, but in a deliberative rather than a
decision-making capacity. It can thus choose to concern itself with matters related to WMD compliance without, however, pre-empting the
Council’s prerogative. In the nuclear non-proliferation regime, the GA
membership is to be informed by the IAEA Board of Governors about
all cases of non-compliance with the Safeguards Agreement referred to
the Security Council, and by a state withdrawing from the NPT about its
reasons for doing so. The General Assembly is then free to take up the
issue and deliberate on it. If the Executive Council of the Chemical
Weapons Convention reports a case to the Security Council, the General
Assembly is also to be informed.
The Secretary-General could play a more active and prominent role
than in the past. This role could be based upon Article 99 of the UN
Charter, which gives the Secretary-General the right to bring any issue
before the Security Council that, in his view, concerns international
peace and security. This might well be the case if a non-compliance incident is ignored by the Council for whatever reason, or if information
not available to Council members – or to the organizations dealing with
WMD – is brought to the attention of the Security Council, for example
by a member state without a Council seat. In this case, the SecretaryGeneral would have to weigh the pros and cons of approaching the
Council. The Secretary-General currently lacks the necessary technical
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expertise to evaluate information conveyed to him, so this task can hardly
be fulﬁlled in an appropriate manner.
The way the Security Council has tackled WMD non-compliance issues
cannot be rated effective or satisfactory. In the case of the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), the Security Council looked at the
issue in 1993 and then left it to bilateral negotiations between the United
States and the DPRK to ﬁnd a solution. This might still be regarded as a
wise and appropriate decision, because – for the time being – the case
was solved politically without the use of force. However, it was solved
by suspending the rules of the NPT, thereby clearly transgressing the
boundaries of existing legal obligations.24 When North Korea breached
its undertakings under the Agreed Framework of 1994, the Security
Council did not act because of Chinese opposition.
Even worse, it also did not act when North Korea declared its withdrawal from the NPT, which it had violated before. This is deplorable,
because the procedure prescribed by Article X(2) of the NPT requires
the withdrawing state to inform all other parties as well as the Security
Council about the reasons for withdrawal, which must relate to the ‘‘extraordinary events related to the subject-matter of the Treaty’’ which
have ‘‘jeopardized the supreme interest’’ of the withdrawing state and
thereby motivated the decision to withdraw, and have a substantial relation to the subject matter of the Treaty. The Security Council could have
scrutinized the reasons given by the DPRK to check whether they really
met the criteria. It should also have determined whether North Korea
had abused its membership of the NPT to acquire technology that helped
in its illegal endeavour to produce nuclear weapons. Finally, the Security
Council should have passed judgement on whether a state not in good
standing with the treaty is entitled to make use of Article X(2) in the ﬁrst
place. In light of all these deliberations, the Security Council could still
have decided to give the six-nation talks the power to ﬁnd a diplomatic
solution to the crisis, but it would clearly have played its legitimate role
in the compliance process.
Instead, China refused to take the issue up lest its client, North Korea,
be confronted with sanctions, a move China deemed counter-productive
and also not in its own interests (even though China is not enthused by
the idea of nuclear weapons on the Peninsula). The United States, for its
part, did not want to challenge the reasons of another country, not even
North Korea, for using a withdrawal clause to escape from a treaty because the United States itself wishes to reserve its right to withdraw
from treaties it no longer likes (as it did in the case of the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty) and does not want its reasons to be challenged. Politics,
in other words, prevented the Security Council from fulﬁlling at least its
formal role in the NPT compliance procedure.25
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The Iraqi case of 2002–2003 is unique because the breach of its obligations related to the armistice Resolution 687 and its corollaries, not to the
WMD regimes as such. Here, the Security Council lost its active role in
the second half of the 1990s. For political and economic reasons, France
and Russia were opposed to active pressure to improve Iraqi cooperation
with the UN Special Commission, or to force the return of the inspectors
or the entry of the successor UN Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection
Commission (UNMOVIC). The United States and the United Kingdom,
in contrast, insisted on keeping wholesale sanctions that impinged more
on the population than on the regime in the vague hope that this would
force a regime change, and they were willing to enforce Resolution 687, if
necessary, by the unilateral use of military force, as in Operation Desert
Fox.
In 2002, things appeared to take a turn for the better. Under the umbrella of a US/UK military threat, the Security Council forced Iraq to
open up to new inspections and established an elaborate system of reports by the inspectors, deliberation, and new and speciﬁc demands on
the Iraqi government. The system worked: inspections were carried out
whose ﬁndings (no weapons programmes), as we know today, were correct, and Iraqi cooperation improved incrementally. In early March 2003,
UNMOVIC and the IAEA had a clear plan to complete their work
within the set time-limits and to produce a ﬁnal assessment of Iraq’s
weapons of mass destruction then.26 On this basis, the majority of the Security Council was not willing to vote for military action – in this sense,
the procedure functioned perfectly. What did not function was the political decision-making in Washington and London, where leaders decided on the basis of distorted evidence, and against the rules of international law, to go to war on their own.
What was wrong with the Security Council procedure on WMD noncompliance in general came to the fore on 5 February 2003, when US
Secretary of State Colin Powell presented the evidence on Iraq available
to the war-inclined parties. After his speech to the Council, there was no
scrutiny in the Council of the validity and reliability of this evidence.
Rather, Powell’s one-hour multimedia presentation was followed by the
reading of prepared statements by the other foreign ministers. There
was never really a careful probing of the reasoning of those opting for
war, just retaliatory propaganda.
In recent attempts to defuse the crisis over Iran’s nuclear programme,
the Security Council has played the background role of the ‘‘bad cop’’
while diplomatic efforts are focused on the IAEA and the EU-3 negotiation process, whereby France, Germany and the United Kingdom have
offered Iran a package of incentives in exchange for Iran’s readiness to
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halt its fuel-cycle activities, which, in due course, could lead to the production of nuclear weapons. Although it might be wise to postpone, for
the time being, deliberation of the Iranian issue under Chapter VII, it appears strange that the Security Council should not even take note of, and
stand seized on, an issue when the IAEA Board of Governors has already
determined a breach by Iran of its Safeguards Agreement pursuant to the
NPT. Having an issue like that before the Council does not necessarily
and automatically imply sanctions (the North Korean case amply proves
that). But it serves as a signal that the international community takes the
issue seriously and that the state concerned must make an effort to remedy the situation lest the Security Council take a more proactive role.
It should also be noted that the Security Council has never been occupied with alleged breaches of the Chemical Weapons Convention or the
Biological Weapons Convention. Despite many allegations – some of
them made public – about some states, or even particular states, having
breached their obligations, there has never been a request for either a
challenge inspection under the CWC or a Security Council investigation
under the BWC. Likewise, these rumours and allegations have never motivated the Security Council to act on its own – as it clearly could under
the UN Charter – even though many of these allegations emanate from
one of the P-5.
The balance is thus not positive. The Security Council has acted too
rarely and then in a very selective and not very efﬁcient manner. In the
Iraqi case, it had ﬁnally found a good way to handle the issue, but it was
undermined by the unilateral action of some of its members. Politics and
national idiosyncrasies repeatedly got in the way of fair and appropriate
decision-making on WMD non-compliance. States overlook too easily
that weakening the Security Council ultimately runs counter to their own
interests. Although the lack of wisdom in the capitals of major powers
can, in the end, not be helped, better decision-making procedures might
at least improve the prospects of the Security Council coming closer to
doing its duty in WMD crises than it has done in the past.

Institutional and procedural options
In principle, cases of (suspected) non-compliance should progress through
a three-layer system: ﬁrst, the routine procedures contained in the treaties and their protocols; second, extraordinary actions by the relevant
treaty community; third, the United Nations, with a non-exclusive focus
on the Security Council.
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Layer one: The treaty organizations
The role of the routine procedures attached to the treaty regimes is to
collect relevant evidence through the respective organizations and to use
their decision-making bodies to determine whether there is a case of noncompliance, whether the organization has the tools available to remedy
it, and, if the case turns out to be intractable and serious enough, whether
to move it to the Security Council. Both the IAEA and the OPCW possess a considerable collection of veriﬁcation instruments for putting evidence on the table. This evidence may be complemented by information
made available to member states in the course of the deliberations,
though it has to be emphasized that member states having such information would usually be expected to have inserted it already in the collection exercise by the organization. It goes without saying that commercial
satellite images and open sources are also available to them.
One sensitive issue that arises in this context and that the international
community might tackle in the future is the potential synergy that could
exist among the various veriﬁcation agencies (including, in this case, the
Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban-Treaty Organization or CTBTO) in
cases of suspected non-compliance. Complementing the ‘‘lead agency’’
with insights gained by the other agencies might help to clarify the situation (given, for example, that a reprocessing plant is basically a chemical
industrial facility, or that radionuclides of interest to the IAEA might be
picked up by the CTBTO’s monitoring system). Presently, however, the
legal authority does not exist to exchange such information, because
the organizations are responsible to different treaty communities, and
the treaties do not contain the authority to give away information gained
during treaty-related inspections to other treaty-unrelated entities. However, it is conceivable that a state that is under suspicion, but innocent,
would have an interest in providing as much information on its activities
as possible to avert suspicion of non-compliance. To prepare for this contingency, the executive (governing) boards of the organizations could
empower their secretariats to transfer case-speciﬁc information to the
agencies investigating the non-compliance case unless the state under investigation objects. It is clear that the state would have to be consulted in
advance before the information transfer took place.
Although this might work well with nuclear and chemical weapons,
there are no such devices in the biological weapons sector. The Draft
Protocol had proposed quite sophisticated processes to address the issue
of potential non-compliance and had envisaged establishing an organization responsible for implementation. Lacking this organization, there are
only the meagre prescriptions in Articles V and VI of the Convention to
fall back on. It is therefore important to explore whether it would be pos-
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sible to establish a level of non-compliance procedure short of the highly
politicized Security Council.
Such an option might be available if the technical capability for dealing
with biological weapons issues were established at UN Headquarters, as
proposed by the Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament
Matters.27 Such a unit, if well trained and endowed with access to further, external expertise and laboratory services, could ﬁll the gap opened
by the failure to adopt the protocol. Countries suspecting other countries
of illegal biological weapons activities could approach the SecretaryGeneral in his capacity under Article 99, which gives him a general responsibility for oversight of matters concerning peace and international
security.
Such countries could ask for advice on whether or not the evidence
available to them is serious enough to alert the Security Council, and
leave it to the Secretary-General to take action to concern the Security
Council with the matter. Depending on the results of the ensuing analysis, the complainant state might go back to the consultative stage with
the suspected state, be satisﬁed that its suspicions are defused and thus
drop the case, call for an extraordinary meeting of the States Parties, or
put the case to the Security Council. Whatever direction is chosen, there
would be a ﬁrst layer of investigation before the Security Council takes
up the matter.

Layer two: The community of States Party to the treaties
The second layer comprises the States Parties themselves. Although the
Security Council is the trustee of the treaty regimes, it does not own
them. The ‘‘shareholders’’ are the parties. It is sort of perverse that, in
the most pressing circumstances, when one of the States Parties is under
suspicion of violating its sacred duties towards the rest of them, the parties should trot sheepishly to the Security Council and let the big guys
deal with the matter. It is equally perverse that Review Conferences,
which are meant to look at compliance with the treaty and at ways and
means to improve it, have been unable so far to take up non-compliance
cases, not least because the accused state was present at the conference
and could block the adoption of a ﬁnal declaration naming it because of
the consensus rule.
It is high time to devise a way for the treaty communities to address
this issue. In the course of the NPT Preparatory Commission (PrepCom)
process, Germany proposed, in a working paper, an extraordinary conference of States Parties if a party declared withdrawal.28 It would make
sense to extend the scope of such a conference in order to deal with cases
of non-compliance as well (for example if a certain proportion of its
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membership so requests). It would even be conceivable for Review Conferences to establish themselves as extraordinary conferences to deal with
cases of non-compliance.
The rules of these conferences should be signiﬁcantly different from
Review Conferences, with a view to avoiding a one-country veto by the
perpetrator. There are two possible ways to handle this. First, in extraordinary conferences, the credentials of the accused party would be automatically suspended, and its participation would be possible only without
voting rights. Second, there could be a rule that decisions in extraordinary conferences are taken principally by resolution, not by consensus
declaration, with a large majority (say, 75 per cent of the membership)
needed for approval. This would eliminate the possibility not only of a
one-country veto but equally of clientele relations preventing an appropriate decision.
What, after all, should be the substance of such decisions? The conference would act on the basis of evidence and assessments presented by the
relevant organization (for the BWC, see above). If it comes to the conclusion that there is a real case of non-compliance, all parties will be
aggrieved because the violator has breached its commitment to each of
them. Being aggrieved justiﬁes measures in response. Breaking out of
the treaty – reciprocal action in kind – is obviously not a reasonable answer if the parties believe that the treaty should be upheld and strengthened. Parties could thus agree among themselves to punish the perpetrator by, for example, withholding economic and scientiﬁc cooperation in
the relevant technology. It is also conceivable that a far-reaching economic embargo could be agreed if it is deemed proportional and likely
to succeed. It has to be emphasized that, in contrast to the Security Council acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, such agreements would
be non-mandatory and would certainly not affect the rights and duties of
non-parties. But they would send a powerful signal and, if largely observed, could have a serious impact on the economic interests of the perpetrator.
Beyond that, they would serve as a persuasive signal to the Security
Council. A decision by a very large number of UN members that charges,
or exonerates, a state that has come before the Security Council for consideration would certainly inﬂuence Security Council membership. To
take a stand against a large majority of the members of the particular
treaty, which have made up their mind on the basis of expert advice and
assessment, would not be an easy political decision and would certainly
require extra justiﬁcation. It is likely that this would act as a deﬁnite, if
not the ultimate, constraint on the usual politicking that has reigned
over non-compliance deliberations in the Council.
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Layer three: The United Nations
However, this by no means implies that the Security Council should not
make a serious effort to arrive at its own conclusion. Given that it has to
decide on what to do – possibly in mandatory form, and involving the use
of force – it must draw on, but cannot entirely rely on, the assessments
prepared at the previous stages. In this regard, the Council is acting as a
kind of ‘‘court of appeal’’ for the case in question.
It has been argued throughout this chapter that there are some analogies between a non-compliance procedure before the Security Council
and a criminal court case. Taking this aspect seriously, one must explore
whether elements from criminal court procedures could be imported into
the proceedings of the Security Council.
First, there should be rules about the evidence that is admissible in the
deliberations of the Council. Whatever the treaty organizations present
to the Council must be admitted. National intelligence, however, should
be used as an element of evidence only when independently conﬁrmed
by two sources. States might be free to present single-source evidence
but, as in court cases where the jury is requested by the judges to ignore
certain pieces of irregular evidence in their deliberations, single-source
intelligence should be ignored if not conﬁrmed independently (although
no one can prevent the presenting state, if it is a member of the Council,
from taking its own intelligence into account). All pieces of national intelligence presented should be subject to independent review and the
Council should be given a review report.
Second, consideration might be given to the introduction of a procedure of advocacy. One state might act as prosecutor and one as defender
of the accused state (in addition, the accused state must be given the opportunity to defend itself as well). None of these states must necessarily
be a member of the Council. If one is, it should be obliged to abstain
from voting on the case.
Third, the Council must make a major effort to assess the motivations
and intentions of the perpetrator, since, as argued above, this is essential
in deciding on an appropriate response. This would be the most sensitive
part of its deliberations. It might be most appropriate to entrust an independent expert group, appointed by the Security Council pursuant to a
proposal by the Secretary-General, with this difﬁcult task. The expert
group would look at the available evidence, request information from
the state concerned, and listen to neighbouring states’ assessment of the
situation. It would also draw on intelligence provided by member states,
although with the same caveat as applies to the deliberations of the
Council itself.
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In determining the extent of the danger and deciding upon an appropriate response, the Security Council would rely on the report and the
expertise of the group of experts, who should be available for a hearing,
on statements from neighbouring countries and, of course, on information and assessments from the member states themselves. Opinions offered by the General Assembly would also be considered. On this basis,
the Security Council would be in a position to assess the threat and the
risks facing the international community should the perpetrator succeed
in achieving its objectives. These risks must include not only the immediate consequences for the neighbourhood, but also the potential impact on
the cost–beneﬁt assessments of other states that might feel compelled to
emulate the perpetrator’s example, in other words, the possibility of a
‘‘proliferation chain’’.
After the assessment of threats and risks, the Council would proceed to
considering counter-measures tailored to the motivations and the degree
of threat and risk. As mentioned above, a broad range of options is available, from accommodation and incentives to military action with a view
to eliminating the dangerous capabilities and, if the political will to acquire WMD and use them is seen to be connected to the speciﬁc features
of a particular leadership, to effecting a regime change as well.
The choice of options cannot be made by assessing the cost. The Security Council must be sure that the medicine will not be worse than the illness to be cured. Economic sanctions could be imposed that target the
speciﬁc industrial sector, or the whole realm of dual-use and high technologies and/or the personal assets of the leadership responsible for
non-compliance. Given the experiences with the sanctions on Iraq in the
1990s, a thorough assessment of the impact of such measures on the welfare of ordinary people is required. It would be helpful to obtain an
informed impact assessment from the regional/country experts of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank and the United Nations Development Programme.
As for military options, an assessment of the expected ‘‘collateral damage’’ and regional repercussions is indispensable. In terms of regional
consequences, the opinion of neighbouring states is of great importance.
As for ‘‘collateral damage’’, a calculation by military experts of the effects of possible military operations is imperative. Although the Highlevel Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change has proposed the dissolution of the defunct Military Committee, it might gain a new function in
this context.29 The Military Committee could be given the task of bringing together a group of experienced military ofﬁcers to simulate various
military options and calculate the resulting casualties. This estimate could
be handed over for comments to the military staffs of countries willing to
conduct operations under a Security Council mandate. It is obvious that
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these states cannot be expected to detail their planned operations or they
would lose the tactical surprise and increase the risks to their own troops.
But an informed comment on the calculations of the Military Committee’s
expert group would enhance the information available to the Security
Council.
As result of this analysis, the stages of ‘‘determination of noncompliance’’, ‘‘assessment of motivations, threat and risks’’, and ‘‘the
costs and risks of response options’’ should be obligatory items on the
Security Council agenda whenever a non-compliance case is tackled.

The need for independent assessment capacity
Throughout these considerations, the availability of ‘‘second opinions’’ or
independent analytical and technical capacity has been emphasized. This
is inevitable given the Iraq experience where purely national-based assessments have been all too thoroughly discredited. This does not eliminate the need for national inputs in the deliberations at all three levels.
However, there is the need for double-checking, and in this section I try
to develop viable and not too costly options for such double-checking in
order decisively to enhance international conﬁdence in the competence
and impartiality of the Security Council and the integrity and appropriateness of its decisions.
Of course, for nuclear and chemical weapons contingencies, the main
bodies will always be the IAEA and the CWC. It would be helpful, however, to have some additional expertise. This could be quite modest, with
just the capacity to screen the reports of these two organizations and, if
necessary, collect and coordinate questions on their reporting at UN
headquarters, not as supervisors but as facilitators of the contacts. Full
responsibility for the relevant assessments would continue to rest with
these organizations. For biological weapons, pending the adoption of a
veriﬁcation protocol to the BWC, the biological weapons expert staff
members of UNMOVIC should be transferred to the Department of Disarmament in the Secretariat as a permanent body for investigation and
veriﬁcation missions in the BW ﬁeld. This would be better than locating
them directly at the Security Council because the Secretary-General
needs to be able to make use of them in his capacities related to the
Geneva Protocol and Article 99 of the UN Charter.
Expert groups to assess motivations should be brought together as required, because it would be impossible to keep a large group covering the
whole world idle for relatively low-probability contingencies. As for the
military expertise to assess the consequences of military action, it is conceivable that it could be marshalled ad hoc, but it might also be worthwhile to have a small permanent military staff, (relatively) independent
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from member states, as UN employees who would have the necessary
skills (notably gaming and computer simulation) and could, as required,
draw on additional experts seconded by the member states.

The Secretary-General and the UN General Assembly
As a consequence of the above considerations, the role of the SecretaryGeneral in dealing with cases of non-compliance will inevitably be enhanced. First and foremost, invoking his rights and duties under Article
99 gives him a more proactive role, all the more so if this is taken, as proposed, as a stopgap measure for the missing or ﬂedgling compliance procedures under the BWC. Secondly, the location of technical expertise,
especially in the BWC sector, clearly enhances the importance of the Secretariat and therefore of the Secretary-General as head of the Secretariat.
Third, bringing together the various expert groups and providing for the
necessary logistical support and secretarial services further enlarges the
Security Council’s responsibility for an orderly and smooth working of
the procedures.
As I have already stated, the General Assembly must be involved in
order to ensure the legitimacy of the Security Council’s decision. It
should be informed and, where appropriate, invited to deliberate the
case in its own right. The General Assembly might even decide to pass
resolutions in order to convey the opinion of the whole international
community to the Security Council when the Council is tackling the difﬁcult task of deﬁning an appropriate response.
The General Assembly might even go further if the Security Council is
incapable of reaching a decision (for example because of the veto) and a
large majority in the General Assembly is of the opinion that inaction is
causing grave dangers to peace and international security. In that case,
the General Assembly might consider using the ‘‘Uniting for Peace Resolution’’ procedure, under which the Assembly can, in a situation where
peace and international security are severely jeopardized and the Security Council is not capable of acting, invite member states to take appropriate measures.30 Such a resolution, although not mandatory like Security Council resolutions, would command much more legitimacy than the
unilateral decision of a single nation-state or of self-appointed ‘‘coalitions
of the willing’’. As a procedure of last resort, it should not be ruled out
completely as an option in non-compliance cases.

Conclusions
Current procedures to deal with alleged or proven non-compliance with
undertakings under the WMD regimes are not satisfactory. They lack re-

THE ROLE OF THE UN IN COMPLIANCE POLITICS

137

liability, completeness, impartiality and effectiveness. The analysis in this
chapter was intended to uncover these weaknesses and to come up with
helpful proposals on how to remedy them.
I am aware that quite a few of the options considered sound utopian,
especially given the current attitudes of some of the major powers towards the United Nations. Nevertheless, we need a major rethink about
the ways and means to be employed by the international community if
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction is on the agenda. National decision-making has not proven capable of producing fruits of wisdom regularly, to put it mildly. Broad participation is much more likely to
bring to the table all the information and all the perspectives that have to
be taken into account.
Some features stand out:
1. The emphasis on a second layer between treaty organizations and the
United Nations, consisting of related activities of the treaty communities.
2. The urgent need for an independent assessment capacity at UN level,
to deal with all the difﬁcult issues that must be taken into account in
decision-making.
3. The need to be fully aware of the forensic character of a considerable
part of this decision-making, and to shape procedures accordingly.
4. The importance of paying due attention to justice, fairness and truth,
terms that are disdained by so-called realists, who believe that international relations is just about power, but that are nevertheless a shaping
force in world politics whose neglect comes at a heavy price.
5. The advisability of admitting the synergies between the insights of the
separate veriﬁcation agencies.
6. The inevitable enhancement of the Secretary-General and its Secretariat, not at the cost of but rather to the beneﬁt of the Security
Council member states charged with the very difﬁcult task of coming
up with viable decisions in a crisis that is seriously affecting peace and
international security.
Some of the proposed measures cost money – installing additional positions in the Department for Disarmament Affairs, bringing together expert groups, seeing through a complex decision-making process in the
shortest possible time. However, compared with the costs of the ‘‘war on
terror’’ of US$80 billion per year, the necessary investments of maybe
tens of millions of dollars to enable the international community to cope
better with one of the main security challenges of our time are paltry.
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7
Lessons of UNSCOM and
UNMOVIC for WMD
non-proliferation, arms control
and disarmament
Trevor Findlay

Introduction
The long crisis over Iraq’s actual and presumed weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capabilities has produced not only agonizing dilemmas for
the international community but also novel ways of attempting to deal
with the problem. In particular it has led to the establishment by the UN
Security Council of two bodies designed to monitor, verify and assist
in Iraq’s disarmament. Both were given powers of inspection and
information-gathering in relation to a sovereign member state that are
unprecedented in the history of the United Nations. Both were withdrawn from Iraq in the face of Iraqi non-cooperation, which was judged
by two permanent members of the Security Council – the United Kingdom and the United States – to warrant the use of military force.
This chapter considers the lessons for non-proliferation, arms control
and disarmament that might be learned from the experience of the UN
Special Commission (UNSCOM) and the UN Monitoring, Veriﬁcation
and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC). Since both UNSCOM and
UNMOVIC cooperated closely with the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA), which was given responsibility for the Iraqi nuclear
‘‘ﬁle’’, the experiences of that agency will also be considered where
relevant.

140

LESSONS OF UNSCOM AND UNMOVIC

141

Background
The UN Special Commission
The UN Special Commission was established in 1991 as an integral part
of the arrangements for ending the ﬁghting between Iraq and the coalition of states that, with Security Council authorization, had driven Iraqi
forces from Kuwait. Part C of Security Council Resolution 687 of 3 April
1991 required Iraq unconditionally to accept the destruction, removal or
rendering harmless, under international supervision, of all of its weapons
of mass destruction and of all materials and facilities that could be used
for WMD, including means of delivery.1 Iraq was required to submit detailed reports of its inventories in the nuclear, chemical and biological
ﬁelds as well as of missiles with a range exceeding 150 km. It was also obliged to accept ‘‘urgent on-site inspections’’ in order to verify the capabilities mentioned in Iraq’s declarations as well as of any additional locations chosen by the Special Commission. Whereas UNSCOM was given
the chemical, biological and missile ﬁles, the IAEA was charged, in cooperation with UNSCOM, with handling the nuclear portfolio.
UNSCOM was the ﬁrst subsidiary body ever established by the Security Council for such a purpose. It was given uniquely intrusive powers
of inspection in relation to a sovereign UN member state. It was also extraordinary in having to be built from scratch, having been mandated to
conduct urgent inspections even before it had any capacity to do so.
In just a few months the Commission’s hastily assembled staff developed the plans and procedures and garnered the resources needed to fulﬁl UNSCOM’s mandate. In May 1991, just one month after the creation
of the disarmament regime, UNSCOM conducted its ﬁrst inspection. It
also began assessing Iraq’s declarations in detail, as well as planning and
in some cases executing the destruction of declared weapons and capabilities. When it became apparent that Iraq’s declarations were incomplete
and that Iraq’s cooperation would not be unconditional, UNSCOM
turned its attention to identifying the gaps and seeking hidden or undeclared facilities and items.
Organizationally, UNSCOM comprised a College of Commissioners,
who provided policy and other advice to an executive chairman, Swedish
diplomat Rolf Ekeus. He had a small headquarters staff. The majority of
inspection team members were seconded, on request, by supportive governments, mostly Western. UNSCOM also rapidly acquired techniques
and technology not normally available to UN bodies. In August 1991,
the United States provided the services of a U-2 high-altitude reconnaissance aircraft to support on-site inspection (OSI) planning and industrial
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infrastructure monitoring and to search for undeclared facilities. In 1991
and 1992, UNSCOM acquired low-altitude aerial capabilities in the form
of helicopters and ultimately an Aerial Inspection Team, which provided
overhead security at inspection sites and conducted aerial photography.
Finally, and controversially as it turned out, UNSCOM began to seek
and receive information, including intelligence information, from governments. This began with supplier information to permit UNSCOM to track
Iraqi imports, but later expanded to include sensitive information obtained from so-called National Technical Means, such as satellites, and
human intelligence.
It became clear as early as the end of 1991 that what many thought
would be a quick accounting and veriﬁcation exercise would turn into a
tug of war with the ‘‘host’’ government. In October 1991, UNSCOM reported to the Security Council that ‘‘[t]he elements of misinformation,
concealment, lack of cooperation and violation of the privileges and immunities of the Special Commission and IAEA have not created any
trust in Iraq’s intentions’’.2 In June 1991, acting on information provided
by the United States, a nuclear inspection team tried to examine two facilities suspected of containing undeclared components of the Iraqi nuclear programme. Iraq barred the inspectors from both facilities and ﬁred
at inspectors at one of them. In response, the Security Council passed
Resolution 707 condemning Iraq’s actions as a ‘‘material breach’’ of the
ceaseﬁre, language that would resonate more than a decade later in
the Security Council debate over whether or not to invade Iraq. Three
months later, another fabled incident occurred in which inspectors, again
acting on external information, raided several facilities in Baghdad in
search of documents relating to Iraq’s nuclear programme. When inspectors seized documents, the Iraqis took some of the papers back and then
besieged inspectors in a car park to force them to surrender the remainder. The incident ended only after the inspectors managed to transmit
the incriminating data electronically to Washington.3
Whereas UNSCOM was able to piece together the details of and eventually almost completely destroy Iraq’s nuclear and chemical weapon
capabilities, Iraq was particularly unforthcoming about its biological
weapons (BW) activities. UNSCOM had continuing suspicions about the
extent of the programme, especially because of the large amount of biological growth media that Iraq had imported. Iraq admitted that it had a
BW programme only after this was revealed by the defection in 1995 of
President Saddam Hussein’s son-in-law, General Hussein Kamal Hassan.
Between 1995 and 1998 UNSCOM embarked on an intensiﬁed series
of investigations and developed more intrusive techniques in an effort
to clear up the remaining mysteries about Iraq’s capabilities.4 These included digging up sites where Iraq claimed to have unilaterally destroyed
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and buried weapons and other materials; interviews with Iraqi personnel;
and attempts to penetrate Iraq’s concealment, deception and denial activities.
Inevitably, Iraq reacted badly and attempted to end UNSCOM’s activities once and for all. In October, it ejected all US nationals participating
in UNSCOM. In November, it refused all cooperation with the Commission on the grounds that the organization had been used as a cover for
Western espionage – a charge that unfortunately had some truth to it.
The United Kingdom and the United States carried out a series of bombing raids in December 1998 in an attempt to force Iraq to comply. When
Baghdad refused, the Council disagreed about how to proceed and ultimately even the United Kingdom and the United States allowed their
focus to shift away from the Iraq issue. UNSCOM remained in a hiatus
for a year, able to observe Iraq only from afar, while the Council decided
what to do.
Among the achievements of UNSCOM and the IAEA’s Iraq Action
Team – which was responsible for nuclear inspections in Iraq – were the
discovery of an offensive biological weapons programme, a VX nerve
agent capability, long-range missiles capable of delivering weapons of
mass destruction and a clandestine nuclear programme. The inspectors
successfully destroyed signiﬁcant quantities of ballistic missiles, chemical
munitions and agents, and closed down a BW facility and an entire nuclear weapons research and production capability.
But Iraq never did produce a credible complete and ﬁnal accounting of
its capabilities and what had become of them, particularly in respect of
biological weapons. UNSCOM and IAEA inspectors were faced with
persistent Iraqi non-cooperation, harassment and dissembling. They had
therefore not been able to verify Iraqi disarmament completely or to
ﬁnish putting in place the planned long-term Ongoing Monitoring and
Veriﬁcation (OMV) system, which was designed to prevent Iraq from
reacquiring WMD capabilities. Unfortunately, UNSCOM ended its life
in controversy. The organization was accused by Iraq of having become
a Trojan horse for Western intelligence operations, and its second executive chairman, Richard Butler, was seen as too heavy-handed and as having become too close to the United States.5

The UN Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection Commission
UNSCOM was abandoned in December 1999, after a year of debate in
the Council, to be replaced by UNMOVIC. Created by UN Security
Council Resolution 1284 on 17 December 1999, the new body inherited
its predecessor’s responsibilities, as well as being mandated to strengthen
the OMV, now to be known as the Reinforced Ongoing Monitoring and
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Veriﬁcation (R-OMV) system. The IAEA retained its separate role with
regard to nuclear matters. Swedish diplomat Dr Hans Blix, former Director General of the IAEA, was appointed UNMOVIC’s executive chairman.6 A 16-member College of Commissioners was also appointed that
would meet at least every three months to provide the chairman with advice and guidance. The proposed role and membership of the commissioners elicited allegations that UNMOVIC would have less political independence than UNSCOM, but such fears never materialized.7
Organization and capabilities
UNMOVIC drew heavily on the experience of its predecessor, as well as
acquiring its assets and archives and some of its personnel. However, it
became a much more capable organization than UNSCOM had been,
partly because UNSCOM had done much of the groundwork but also because UNMOVIC used the three years between its establishment and the
deployment of its inspectors to Iraq to great advantage. It also implemented many of the recommendations of the Amorim Panel, named after
Brazilian Ambassador Celso Amorim, which had been appointed by the
Security Council to suggest ways forward after Iraq refused all cooperation with UNSCOM.8
The reforms included engaging all UNMOVIC staff, including inspectors, as UN civil servants, rather than accepting them on secondment
and in the pay of governments. All staff would therefore be obliged to
act on behalf of and in the interests of the world organization. This was
in part an attempt to avoid the possibility of national intelligence agents,
still beholden to their national authorities, being planted in the inspection
teams. This intention was reinforced by Blix’s determination that the ﬂow
of intelligence information would be strictly ‘‘one-way trafﬁc’’, that is
from national intelligence services to UNMOVIC.9 In addition, the post
of deputy executive chairman was abolished, since, as Blix puts it, ‘‘it had
always been a direct channel to the authorities in Washington’’.10 Internally, intelligence information would be restricted to the executive
chairman and a ‘‘special ofﬁcer’’, an intelligence conduit trusted by supplier governments. In the event that intelligence information was needed
for directing the location or conduct of an on-site inspection, the head of
operations and the team leader would also be included in the ‘‘loop’’, as
agreed with the intelligence provider.
Another UNMOVIC innovation was to establish multidisciplinary analytical and inspection teams to avoid the ‘‘stove-piping’’ of information
into the three types of WMD, which could result in missed leads and lost
opportunities. Training courses were established to reﬂect the need for
cross-disciplinary thinking.
A key difference between UNMOVIC and its predecessor was that

LESSONS OF UNSCOM AND UNMOVIC

145

UNSCOM was launched straight into inspections, whereas UNMOVIC
had the beneﬁt of three years of preparation. UNMOVIC was able to
use the waiting period to determine priority sites for inspection, carefully
analyse the huge amounts of information on Iraq’s WMD programmes
and capabilities that UNSCOM had collected, consolidate and learn from
the experiences of its predecessor, create a well-trained force of inspectors and reﬁne its monitoring and inspection methods.
As instructed in Resolution 1284, UNMOVIC focused on identifying
‘‘unresolved disarmament issues’’ and ‘‘key remaining disarmament
tasks’’. To this end, it assembled the unresolved issues into interrelated
clusters to obtain a better overall picture of Iraq’s WMD programmes
and to assess the signiﬁcance of gaps in its knowledge and hence what
still needed to be veriﬁed.11
Staff training – under UNSCOM largely the responsibility of member
states – was now organized and conducted solely by UNMOVIC (but
with some support from governments).12 Because UNSCOM had been
accused of cultural insensitivity, the training included an Iraqi cultural
training package that covered the history, economy, politics and society
of Iraq, with regional, social and religious themes. With the completion
of the ﬁrst training courses and the recruitment of 42 professional core
staff in New York, UNMOVIC was in a good position by the end of 2002
to commence inspections at short notice. Courses were still running in
February 2003 when UNMOVIC was withdrawn from Iraq, bringing the
total of experts on the UNMOVIC roster to 380 from 55 nations.
UNMOVIC also had better technological capabilities than UNSCOM.
Surveys and inspections were greatly assisted by signiﬁcant improvements in technology after 1998. Detection devices were smaller, lighter,
faster and more accurate. They included miniature radiation sensors,
portable chemical and biological weapon detectors and groundpenetrating radar.13 The IAEA used environmental sampling techniques
developed for improved nuclear safeguards veriﬁcation to monitor water,
air and vegetation. The equipment used to survey Iraq’s watercourses
was so sensitive that it could detect the permitted use by Iraq of radioisotopes for medical applications. Information technology developments
also helped UNMOVIC. For instance, the IAEA and UNMOVIC databases were linked and cross-disciplinary analysis not previously available
was used to look for patterns and linkages.
UNMOVIC’s capabilities were also to be enhanced by the establishment of two regional ofﬁces (in Basra and Mosul), the freedom to ﬂy into
Baghdad rather than an airport several hours’ drive away, a ﬂeet of British, Canadian and Russian helicopters, access to colour satellite images –
including from commercial providers – and use of Mirage and U-2 aircraft for reconnaissance (although the latter took some time to arrange).
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It was also planned to obtain data from unmanned aerial vehicles, but
these could not be deployed before UNMOVIC’s premature withdrawal.

The build-up to UNMOVIC’s entry into Iraq
The ﬁrst signs of movement in the Iraqi position on allowing inspectors to
return began in the early part of 2002, prompted by US and UK intimations that the use of force could not be ruled out if Iraq continued to defy
the Security Council.14 Pressure was increased by the US release in September of intelligence information on Iraq’s alleged import of aluminium
tubes for use in uranium enrichment centrifuges. The now infamous UK
dossier on Iraq’s alleged weapons of mass destruction was published on
24 September 2002.15
On 8 November 2002, the Council unanimously adopted Resolution
1441, declaring that Iraq had been and continued to be in ‘‘material
breach’’ of its obligations and calling on it to cooperate ‘‘immediately,
unconditionally and actively’’ with UNMOVIC. It ordered Baghdad to
provide UNMOVIC and the IAEA with ‘‘immediate, unimpeded, unconditional, and unrestricted access to any and all, including underground,
areas, facilities, buildings, equipment, records, and means of transport
which they wish to inspect’’.16 The two bodies could impose no-drive and
no-ﬂy zones around suspect sites and could destroy, impound or remove
any armaments, materials or records. They were also entitled to receive
comprehensive lists of and ‘‘immediate, unimpeded, unrestricted, and
private access to all ofﬁcials and other persons’’ whom they wished to interview in a mode or location of their choosing, without the presence of
Iraqi observers. Gone were the special procedures for the inspection of
the eight so-called presidential sites negotiated by UN Secretary-General
Koﬁ Annan in February 1998,17 as were the conﬁdential ‘‘understandings’’ previously reached with Iraq by Ekeus. Inspectors’ premises were
to be protected by UN guards, and UNMOVIC and IAEA personnel
were to have unimpeded entry to, and exit from, Iraq and the right to import and export any equipment and material they required.
Not only was UNMOVIC’s mandate now tougher and more intrusive
than that of UNSCOM, but it was also politically more compelling. Unlike the resolution establishing UNSCOM, UNMOVIC was now speciﬁcally authorized under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, leaving no doubt
that compliance with the resolution was mandatory. Furthermore, the
resolution was, unlike the initial UNSCOM resolution, adopted unanimously (even Syria voted in favour). Resolution 1441 also explicitly
stated that failure to comply at any point ‘‘shall constitute a further material breach of Iraq’s obligations’’, which would be reported to the Secu-
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rity Council for immediate assessment, with the possibility of ‘‘serious
consequences’’. This was the ﬁrst time that such a direct threat of force
had been made in a resolution concerning the UN inspection regime.
Previously, it had been linked indirectly as part of Iraq’s ceaseﬁre obligations.18
Several deadlines were imposed by Resolution 1441 – 7 days for Iraq
to notify the Council that it would comply and 30 days for it to provide
a ‘‘currently accurate, full and complete declaration of all aspects of its
programmes to develop chemical, biological and nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles, and other delivery systems’’. UNMOVIC was to begin inspections within 45 days and report to the Council 60 days thereafter,
but earlier if Iraq was failing to comply.
On 13 November 2002, Iraq informed the Council of its decision to
comply with the resolution ‘‘without conditions’’. An advance team of 30
lost no time in travelling to Baghdad. Led by Dr Blix and IAEA Director
General Dr Mohamed ElBaradei, they held talks on 18 November with
Iraqi ofﬁcials on practical arrangements for the return of inspectors and
began to prepare premises and organize logistics to permit the resumption of operations. On 7 December a crucial deadline was met when Iraq
provided, more than 24 hours before it was required to do so, what purported to be the required ‘‘accurate, full and complete declaration’’.
Comprising over 11,807 pages, with 352 pages of annexes and 529 megabytes of data, the declaration was detailed, technical and partly in Arabic.

UNMOVIC in Iraq
The ﬁrst inspectors arrived in Iraq on 25 November 2002. There were just
11 experts but they covered all areas of UNMOVIC’s work. This paved
the way for inspections to begin early, just two days later, on 27 November, when three sites previously inspected by UNSCOM were visited.
Several more inspections were conducted, unimpeded by the Iraqis, on
successive days. These early inspections were low-key affairs designed
to test Iraqi cooperation. On 3 December, the ﬁrst presidential site was
inspected, again without serious incident, although access was delayed.
The pattern of inspections by UNMOVIC and the IAEA’s Iraq Action
Team – renamed the Iraq Nuclear Veriﬁcation Ofﬁce (INVO) – had two
distinct phases. From November 2002 until the beginning of 2003, the
focus was on re-establishing a baseline for the declared sites by assessing
any changes made in activity, personnel or equipment after inspectors
had left in 1998. Newly declared sites were also visited and all sites assessed against Iraq’s 7 December declaration. From 14 December inspections began in earnest, averaging eight per day, with discipline-speciﬁc
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teams focusing on their own particular area of interest. Inspection teams
ranged from 2 to 40 inspectors, 8 being the average. From mid-January
2003 onwards, UNMOVIC and the INVO began a second, investigative
phase, designed to identify and pursue leads obtained from inspections,
Iraqi documents or information from other sources, including intelligence. This phase included the re-inspection of key sites.
In its 111 days in Iraq UNMOVIC conducted 731 inspections at 411
sites – of which 88 had not been inspected previously19 – and the INVO
conducted 237 nuclear inspections at 148 sites, including 27 new sites,
covering over 1,600 buildings.20 Most of the sites were located around
Baghdad or the northern city of Mosul, the latter facilitated by the opening of a regional ﬁeld ofﬁce there.21 Despite the intensity of UNMOVIC’s
activity, the United States, convinced that there were WMD to be found,
was becoming increasingly impatient. Vice President Dick Cheney, fearful that a drawn-out inspection process would permit Iraq indeﬁnitely to
delay the US invasion that was being secretly planned, publicly expressed
disdain for UNMOVIC.22
By mid-March 2003, differences in the Security Council over continuing Iraqi non-compliance reached a head. China, France, Germany and
Russia on the one hand and the United States and the United Kingdom
on the other clashed heatedly over the US/UK proposed resolution declaring Iraq in material breach of Resolution 1441 and authorizing the
use of force. When France indicated that it would not support any such
resolution, the United States, with UK support, contended that it needed
no second resolution after all and interpreted Resolution 1441 as permitting it to act unilaterally. On 18 March 2003, two days after Washington
advised the United Nations that the inspectors should leave for their own
safety, UNMOVIC and the IAEA withdrew from Iraq. So ended the second round of international inspections. Bombing by US and UK aircraft
began on 20 March and the coalition invasion began soon after.

UNMOVIC’s achievements
Many observers and signiﬁcant numbers of Security Council member
states, including China, Russia, France and all of the non-permanent
members except Bulgaria and Spain, felt that UNMOVIC had not been
given enough time to fulﬁl its mandate. Although Iraq had not been proactive in assisting the inspectors and continued to prevaricate about its
past programmes, it had nonetheless cooperated sufﬁciently to permit
UNMOVIC and the IAEA to carry out their tasks unhindered and had
consistently backed down on speciﬁc issues when pressure was applied
by the Council.

LESSONS OF UNSCOM AND UNMOVIC

149

UNMOVIC had barely been in the country three months. It had not
yet completed its second phase, had only just begun receiving overhead
imagery and had not installed monitoring equipment. It had yet to open
an ofﬁce in Basra, which would have opened up southern Iraq to more
thorough inspection and increased the element of surprise. In the end
only seven sites were inspected in the southern third of the country. UNMOVIC had also interviewed only a tiny number of the scientists and ofﬁcials that it wished to.
UNMOVIC appeared at all times to act professionally and efﬁciently,
despite the adverse conditions. Among these were at the time a perceived failure by the Western states to provide adequate, reliable intelligence information early enough and fully enough to permit inspections to
move more quickly. It turns out, in retrospect, that no reliable intelligence information was available, which is why the United States and the
United Kingdom were so coy in providing it. Also difﬁcult for UNMOVIC
were the insinuation and carping from critics within or associated with
the US administration about its alleged shortcomings. Blix, as the head
of an international organization that was supposed to balance the interests of all UN member states, including Iraq, could clearly not engage
in an open, all-out debate with his critics without further harming UNMOVIC’s reputation. On the contrary, his ofﬁcial reports to the Security
Council and public comments were a model of tact, balance and diplomacy.
If there was one failure by UNMOVIC in fulﬁlling its mandate, which
was much criticized by US ofﬁcials, it was Blix’s understandable reluctance to attempt to remove Iraqi scientists (accompanied presumably by
their families) from Iraq for interview. However, plans were being developed, before UNMOVIC’s withdrawal, for this to occur in another Arab
state or possibly Cyprus. This probably would not have helped much. Scientists might still have felt too intimidated by the Iraqi regime to have
divulged much information of use. Even after the invasion, the United
States had little success in inducing Iraqis to talk and, when it did succeed, its interlocutors revealed little or actually denied the existence of
WMD programmes or plans.
The failure of US and coalition forces and the Iraq Survey Group
(ISG) subsequently to uncover anything more of substance than had UNMOVIC has retrospectively gilded the UN inspector’s reputation.23 Calls
for the ISG to be given more time and vastly greater resources reinforced
the notion that UNMOVIC itself should have been afforded these. The
difﬁculty for UNMOVIC, even if had been given more time and resources, was the perennial challenge that all veriﬁers, including the ISG,
face – that of verifying a negative, in this case the absence of Iraqi WMD
capabilities. The professional duty of veriﬁers to give honest assessments
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of the probabilities involved in seeking veriﬁable certainty provides
openings for those with political motives to invoke worst-case scenarios
that are ultimately unveriﬁable. The fact that no WMD were found does
not, as some observers claim, indicate that UNMOVIC was not tested;
in fact the opposite is true – it is much easier to verify the existence of
weapons than to verify their non-existence.

The strategic lessons of UNSCOM and UNMOVIC
The ﬁrst strategic lesson to be drawn from the cases of UNSCOM and
UNMOVIC and the experiences of their partner in the nuclear ﬁeld, the
IAEA, is that international veriﬁcation can work effectively even in the
most disadvantageous of conditions. Despite Iraq’s non-cooperation and
deliberate attempts at sabotage, both bodies broadly succeeded in their
veriﬁcation mission. Both demonstrated that an international inspection
body can perform creditably: both were able to prepare themselves well,
deploy quickly, use technology skilfully, organize efﬁciently, maintain
their impartiality and produce sober, balanced reports of a high technical
standard. They were also able successfully to follow intelligence leads
and reach quick and decisive, albeit suitably caveated, conclusions.
The ﬁndings of UNSCOM and UNMOVIC respectively have subsequently been vindicated as largely true: Iraq did destroy the bulk of its
WMD capabilities, either unilaterally before inspections commenced or
under international supervision. In the nuclear area the IAEA’s closure
of the nuclear ﬁle on the grounds that Iraq no longer possessed signiﬁcant nuclear capabilities or the possibility of swiftly rejuvenating them
has proved correct. Similarly, UNMOVIC determined that the chemical
weapons programme had, with a few innocuous exceptions, largely gone
by 1991, a fact that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) now admits
was correct.24 In the biological weapons area, although substantive questions remained after UNSCOM’s withdrawal, some of which even now
have never been satisfactorily explained, the more outlandish claims by
US intelligence, such as the existence of mobile BW laboratories and
pilotless drones for BW dissemination, were credibly rebuffed by UN
inspections. In the missile area, where question marks remained after
UNSCOM’s departure, UNMOVIC did detect Iraqi violations and was
in the process of removing them when it was withdrawn.
A second strategic lesson, though, follows from the ﬁrst. The experience of both UNSCOM and UNMOVIC demonstrated once more that
the full support of the Security Council, or at least its permanent membership, is essential for a multilateral veriﬁcation endeavour to succeed
in the face of opposition from the country being veriﬁed. In the UN-
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SCOM case, a signiﬁcant cause of its ultimate failure was French and
Russian reluctance to press Iraq to comply and to give UNSCOM full
political support for its intrusive inspections. Without a united Security
Council, the executive chairman was simply unable to force the Iraqis to
back down.
In the case of UNMOVIC, the re-admission of inspectors to Iraq and
the substantive success of the process, even up to the very end of their
presence in the country, were undoubtedly the result of the steeling of
the Council’s nerve by the United States and the United Kingdom. The
threat of the use of force in the event of continuing Iraqi non-compliance
and a growing UK–US military presence on Iraq’s doorstep undoubtedly
were key factors in forcing Iraq to back down. In turn, the premature
withdrawal of UNMOVIC was caused by the ﬂouting of the majority
view of the Council, not by Iraq but by the United States and the United
Kingdom. The Bush administration’s pretence of growing impatience
with the inspection process, seeking to mask a predetermined preference
for military means irrespective of UNMOVIC’s performance,25 split the
Council irredeemably.
A third strategic lesson is that an international monitoring and veriﬁcation system backed by military pressure, and in combination with economic sanctions and control of militarily signiﬁcant imports and exports,
can provide effective containment of a renegade regime. Having, as it
turned out, successfully disarmed Iraq of its WMD capabilities, it can
now be seen that the planned Ongoing Monitoring and Veriﬁcation regime, which was never fully implemented, would likely have proved effective in detecting any future moves by Iraq to reacquire its lost capabilities.
In addition to these strategic lessons there are numerous institutional,
operational and technical lessons that have been learned as a result of the
UNSCOM/UNMOVIC/IAEA experience in Iraq.

Institutional lessons
Institutionally, there was a direct lineage between UNSCOM and UNMOVIC, but also some evolution. Both were established by the Security
Council and remained under its control and direction, rather than becoming part of the UN Secretariat. This had advantages for the political credibility of the organization, in that there was a direct line of authority to
the Council. Both UNSCOM and UNMOVIC were headed by executive
chairmen with strong executive powers and answerable to the Security
Council (although appointed by the UN Secretary-General) and a College of Commissioners.
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Iraq could have been under no illusion that it was dealing with another
toothless part of the sprawling UN bureaucracy under a SecretaryGeneral obliged to act in accordance with diplomatic niceties. Indeed,
Richard Butler resisted attempts by UN Secretary-General Koﬁ Annan
to manage him, criticizing Annan for his alleged over-solicitousness towards the Iraqis.26 The United States too was critical when it appeared
that Annan had weakened UNSCOM’s inspection powers in respect of
the so-called presidential sites in his February 1998 agreement with Iraq
(it turned out that the agreement made very little difference either way).
All this reinforces the necessity for the head of future such veriﬁcation
operations to be independent of the UN Secretary-General and Secretariat to the extent possible.
Finance is also critical to organizational independence. UNSCOM had
been funded for the ﬁrst six months from the UN Working Capital Fund
and subsequently by individual, mostly Western or pro-Western, UN
member states (notably Australia, France, Japan, Kuwait, Norway, Saudi
Arabia, the United Kingdom and the United States). By funding UNMOVIC through the Iraq Oil-for-Food programme escrow account (0.8
per cent), the independence of the organization, as well as the ready
availability of funding, was assured. Had UNSCOM or UNMOVIC been
set up under the UN Secretariat or by the UN General Assembly, their
budget would have been scrutinized by the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions and undoubtedly been whittled
down by those states that had political objections to their existence. UNSCOM’s reliance on seconded staff provided and paid by UN member
states (in addition to seconded personnel from various UN agencies)
had called into question its independence, as well as being managerially
unsatisfactory. Independent funding enabled UNMOVIC to hire the necessary staff quickly, an essential requirement when inspections have been
urgently mandated by the Security Council.
Although the vast majority of UNSCOM personnel undoubtedly behaved professionally and in the best interests of the international community, UNSCOM was to some extent subject to undue inﬂuence by
some UN member states. This occurred in two ways. First, the nature
and pace of inspections may have been inﬂuenced without the agreement
of UNSCOM’s executive chairman. Former US National Security Advisor Richard Clarke claims that he ‘‘set up’’ the confrontational nuclear
inspections under UNSCOM, with British connivance, although it is not
clear whether this was approved by the executive chairman in advance.27
A second misuse of UNSCOM was the reported planting of listening devices by the United States on UNMOVIC’s monitoring equipment and
the use of inspections for national intelligence-gathering purposes as a result of inspectors reporting back to capitals.
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Compared with UNSCOM, UNMOVIC more successfully avoided being taken advantage of by any UN member state, managed not to offend
Iraqi sensibilities unnecessarily and was able to parlay strong Security
Council support into achieving Iraqi cooperation, if not proactive engagement and full compliance.

Operational lessons
Intelligence information and veriﬁcation
There are continuing lessons to be learned from both UNSCOM and
UNMOVIC with regard to the relationship between intelligence information and multilateral veriﬁcation. Clearly intelligence information can be
of great assistance to multilateral veriﬁers. It may, for instance, derive
from highly sophisticated National Technical Means that are beyond the
reach of international bodies. High-resolution satellite photography is
one example, although one that is declining in importance with the advent of cheap commercial satellite photography with resolutions below 1
metre.
But, as in the Iraq case, national intelligence information can also
largely consist of analysis of human intelligence sources obtained by national intelligence agencies or through electronic eavesdropping. As the
various inquiries by legislatures in Australia, the United Kingdom and
the United States have revealed, such intelligence information may be
based on unreliable, self-interested and/or malicious sources. National intelligence agencies, adopting worst-case scenarios or under political pressure, can dangerously inﬂate their analyses. By the time such analyses and
‘‘information’’ are provided to multilateral veriﬁers they may have lost
their qualiﬁers, their context and often, in an effort to protect the source,
their provenance. International veriﬁcation bodies therefore need to be
extremely wary of taking intelligence information provided by states at
face value, even when it is provided in good faith.
It appears that UNMOVIC did learn from the difﬁculties that UNSCOM experienced in what was later regarded as too cosy a relationship
with national intelligence agencies. There was, however, a price to pay.
In seeking to formalize the relationship between UNMOVIC and national agencies by restricting it to the highest levels and a single designated ‘‘conduit’’, UNMOVIC may have cut itself off from valuable contacts and information at the working level. This may, however, be
necessary to keep the intelligence/veriﬁcation nexus as pristine as possible.28 The relationship between any future inspection agency and national intelligence needs thorough review and careful thought.29 It is en-
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couraging, however, that UNSCOM, the IAEA and UNMOVIC were
never accused of leaking classiﬁed information and, indeed, were successful in establishing systems to safeguard it. This should help rebuff critics
who claim that UN bodies inevitably ‘‘leak like sieves’’.

Veriﬁcation and public relations
A key lesson for the future that has been identiﬁed by the IAEA, but
which applies equally to UNMOVIC as well, is that multilateral veriﬁcation bodies need to make better use of the media to convey their achievements to the public and to decision makers.30 In part because of the multilateral nature of such bodies but also because traditionally UN bodies
have not been adept in defending their case, it was relatively easy for illinformed and hostile observers to impugn the intentions and capabilities
of the inspectors. Naturally there are constraints on how virulently UN
bodies can engage in self-defence in these circumstances, especially
when critics can be as senior as a US Vice President. Nonetheless, they
should have public information and media capacities to enable their case
to be injected clearly into the public arena.

Deception and denial
Initially, UN inspections in Iraq may have begun in the naive hope that
they would be concluded within weeks if not months, but UNSCOM
quickly entered a steep learning curve in terms of the degree of deception and denial that Iraq was willing and able to undertake. UNSCOM,
the IAEA and UNMOVIC all ended up participating in a ‘‘deception
and denial’’ race, in which the Iraqis attempted increasingly sophisticated
means that the international bodies sought to counter with innovative
schemes of their own. Just one example relates to prior notiﬁcation of inspections: after realizing that pre-notiﬁcation allowed the Iraqis to clear
intended sites of any traces of WMD, the inspectors developed techniques of setting off vaguely in one direction, while leaving their actual
destination a mystery until the last possible moment. Learning such
counter-deception techniques is unusual for a UN body but clearly necessary in the circumstances. The lessons of such campaigns need to be
collated and analysed for use when future challenges to veriﬁcation arise.

Technical lessons
The technical lessons that may be gleaned from the UNSCOM/
UNMOVIC/IAEA experience are too numerous to be detailed in this
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chapter. Nonetheless several broad categories of lessons are readily identiﬁable. One is the need for rapid deployment. All three veriﬁcation
bodies fared well in this respect, but future such endeavours would be facilitated by pre-contracted airlift, pre-positioned equipment and standing
contracts with inspection personnel, rosters of experts and pre-authorized
analytical laboratories. A second lesson is that UN veriﬁcation bodies are
clearly capable of rapidly absorbing and even advancing the latest veriﬁcation techniques. Examples from the Iraq experience include U-2
overﬂights, ground-penetrating radar and environmental sampling. This
should give pause to those who claim that UN bodies will always be behind the technology curve.
An innovation of UNSCOM and UNMOVIC, one acted on most stridently by David Kay as an IAEA inspection team leader, was the search
for and use of a paper trail – documents that would reveal WMD capabilities and intentions – rather than searching endlessly for the capabilities
themselves.31 A further innovation of UNMOVIC was what might be
termed ‘‘veriﬁcation archaeology’’, the digging up of sites to detect
buried weapons or weapons components or to determine destruction
techniques and timelines. UNMOVIC did this fruitfully in relation to
both missiles and chemical weapons. Finally, the role of UNSCOM and
UNMOVIC in seeking information from UN member states about Iraqi
imports of weapons-related technology and materials and those of a dualuse character, and about the companies and organizations involved, was
also unprecedented for a UN body. The IAEA has followed such success
in attempting to trace the reach of the Abdul Qadeer Khan network in
facilitating nuclear proliferation in the cases of Libya and Iran. Such
precedents are valuable for future counter-proliferation efforts.
Perhaps the greatest legacy of the Iraq veriﬁcation experience is the
size of the veriﬁcation cadre that it has produced. Literally hundreds of
inspectors have been trained and have gained ﬁeld experience in all areas
of WMD veriﬁcation. Not only has this beneﬁted the standing veriﬁcation
bodies such as the IAEA and the Organisation for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons (OPCW), but it will be useful for any future biological weapons investigations under the UN Secretary-General’s mandate or in a future BW organization. Such experience and capacity
should be retained and nurtured, including by considering a permanent,
standing veriﬁcation body to succeed UNMOVIC that would be available
for future Iraq-style non-compliance challenges.
Further lessons relate to health and safety and environmental issues,
which may seem minor and parochial but which can assume great signiﬁcance. UNSCOM initially underestimated the time it would take to ensure the safety and security of its personnel in a hostile political and
physical environment. If such considerations are not taken into account,
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veriﬁcation can stop dead in its tracks, with enormous political ramiﬁcations. Several UNSCOM inspectors suffered damaging exposure to toxic
chemicals; UNMOVIC was much more careful in this respect, having
learned the correct lessons. Similarly, the United Nations cannot be seen
to be ﬂouting environmentally sound practices and international conventions in its rush to destroy WMD. In the early days of UNSCOM, for instance, chemical weapons were simply dynamited in open pits. Criticism
of veriﬁcation activities on environmental grounds can provide yet one
more political excuse for opposing such multilateral action and should
be avoided by proper planning and organization.

Conclusion
The experiences of the three international bodies involved in veriﬁcation
in Iraq have been both salutary and path breaking. They have added
greatly to the store of veriﬁcation know-how and capacity that can be utilized in future such endeavours.32 Lessons learned have already been fed
into the standing multilateral veriﬁcation bodies and were notable in the
UNSCOM–UNMOVIC transition. The task for the international community is to ensure that such capacities as have been developed are preserved and strengthened for future use. Giving the United Nations the
capacity for launching intrusive, highly capable veriﬁcation operations
when required may give pause to the small number of states that are
tempted to violate international treaties and norms relating to WMD.
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Why we got it wrong:
Attempting to unravel the
truth of bioweapons in Iraq
Patricia Lewis

What we ﬁrmly believe, if it is true, is called knowledge . . . What we ﬁrmly believe,
if it is not true, is called error.
(Bertrand Russell, ‘‘Knowledge, Error, and Probable Opinion’’)1
What the intelligence professionals told you about Saddam Hussein’s programs
was what they believed. They were simply wrong.
(Letter to President George W. Bush from the WMD Commission, 31 March
2005)2

Intelligence estimates that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction
(WMD), including biological weapons, were the major rationale for the
US-led invasion of Iraq in early 2003. Yet to date – and following the formal closure of the Iraq Survey Group’s ﬁeld operations – no biological
weapons have been found and indeed they are judged to have been destroyed over 10 years previously.3 Given the signiﬁcance of the concerns
over the Saddam Hussein regime’s continuing possession of bioweapons
in the decision to go to war, it is incumbent on the international community to understand how we got it so wrong and how we can help prevent
similar grave misjudgements happening again.
It is time to take stock of what we have learned about what we previously thought we knew about the existence of bioweapons in Iraq.4 It is
important to understand that it was not just the intelligence agencies of
the United Kingdom and the United States that had misjudged the extent
of the WMD programmes in Iraq in 2002–2003. Independent analysts all
over the world had similar assumptions, including those in the United
Nations. It is fair to say that many academic analysts were more cautious
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in their conclusions and were certainly more open to the implications of
the lack of evidence produced by UN inspectors in early 2003 than were
certain key politicians in the lead-up to the war. Nonetheless, that there
was no signiﬁcant bioweapons programme in Iraq and that it is almost
certain now that the Iraqi government was telling the truth when it declared that it had destroyed most, if not all, of its bio-agents in 1991,
came as a surprise to most experts. In addition, some analysts still ﬁnd
this impossible to accept and continue to postulate theories about the
transfer of bioweapons to a neighbouring country or the burial of the capability in the desert.
Attempting to prove the non-existence of something is far harder than
the reverse. But enough is now revealed that we can have strong assurance that, in 2003, the prevailing view that Iraq still possessed a considerable WMD capacity was an error. It was an error that cost tens of thousands of lives. The central question of this chapter is: how could such a
mistake over the continuing possession of bioweapons in Iraq have been
made and what can we learn from this mistake so that structures are put
in place to prevent the like of such errors being made again?
To frame this issue, it is necessary to go back to the period between
1991 and 1995, when inspectors from the UN Special Commission (UNSCOM) began searching for evidence of Iraq’s bioweapons programme.
Features of the search for Iraqi bioweapons in that period have important consequences for the later drumbeat of war and invasion.5
That Iraq had an extensive and ambitious bioweapons programme
since the 1980s is now well documented. However, it is worth noting
that, in 1991, many Western intelligence analysts were of the opinion
that Iraq did not have a signiﬁcant bioweapons capability.6 This initial
lack of high-level concern over Iraq’s bioweapons potential led to some
serious mistakes being made in the early days of UNSCOM.7 These mistakes were soon rectiﬁed and UNSCOM did a superb job of uncovering
the extent of the bioweapons programme in Iraq long before the defection of Hussein Kamal Hassan, Saddam Hussein’s son-in-law, who was
in charge of and spilled the beans on the whole Iraqi WMD effort in
1995.8 However, it may be true that this initial misjudgement led to an
over-reaction later and a worst-case analysis of the possible continuation
of the Iraqi WMD programmes.9 This was exacerbated by the continual
lies and deliberate obfuscation by the Iraqi government during the 1990s.
How does one believe a liar, even when he is telling the truth?

Production, destruction and UNSCOM
Dr David Kelly led the ﬁrst UNSCOM bioweapons inspection in August
1991. Before the ﬁrst inspection, Iraq declared – incompletely – 11 major
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bio-facilities with dual-use equipment. Following discussions with Iraqi
ofﬁcials in the ﬁrst bioweapons inspection, where UNSCOM inspectors
found key pieces of equipment,10 the UNSCOM team reported that
‘‘Iraqi ofﬁcials admitted that Iraq had carried out a programme of biological research for military purposes which, it was made clear, could be
used for both defensive and offensive purposes’’.11 Iraq also disclosed
that it had a military biological programme and Dr Kelly stated in his
report that, ‘‘during the inspection, it was apparent that the emphasis was
offensive research’’.12 At that point, however, there was no real expectation of a fully weaponized capability.
Iraqi ofﬁcials handed over a collection of over 70 unused, original vials
of microbial materials including bacillus anthracis, clostridium botulinum,
clostridium perfringens and brucella in August 1991.13 They claimed that
all microbial cultures had been ordered to be destroyed in late 1990
through a process of autoclaving with superheated steam.14 Iraq admitted to other biological facilities and activities as early as 1991, but
not to their full purpose.15 Through to the end of 1994, Iraq attempted
to conceal the full extent of its programme. However, from their ﬁndings,
UNSCOM inspectors were able to report that ‘‘conclusive evidence that
Iraq was engaged in an advanced military biological research programme
has been collected’’.16 Even though the Iraqi bioweapons programme, including the role of Al Hakam, was well understood by Western intelligence agencies, it should be noted that UNSCOM inspectors did not visit
there until late 1995.17
Iraq ﬁnally admitted to the production of bulk bio-warfare agents in
July 1995,18 although by then UNSCOM inspectors had gathered so
much incriminating evidence that the admission contained few surprises.
In August 1995, following the defection of Hussein Kamal Hassan, Iraq
admitted weaponizing bio-agents prior to the 1991 Gulf war, including
the ﬁlling of 166 bombs and 25 Al Hussein warheads. Altogether, Iraq
admitted to the production of 19,000 litres of botulinum toxin, 8,500 litres
of anthrax and 2,200 litres of aﬂatoxin; of these, some 10,000 litres of botulinum toxin, 6,500 litres of anthrax19 and 1,580 litres of aﬂatoxin were
reported to have been ﬁlled into weapons. These admissions were detailed in a report from Iraq in October 1995. In 1996, the Iraqi government claimed that, in May–June 1991, an oral order was given to destroy
the bio-munitions and the bulk agent. Some 8,000 litres of botox, 2,000
litres of anthrax and 340 litres of gas gangrene were said to have been
emptied into the septic tank at Al Hakam.20 UNSCOM took samples at
the sites in 1994 and 1996 and, at the time, found elevated levels of anthrax spores.21 Recent genotypic analysis of the samples showed that
the anthrax strain from the Al Hakam site is the same as the strain declared by Iraq to have been used in its agent production and the strain
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analysed in the R-400 bombs excavated by Iraq under the supervision
of the UN Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) in early 2003 from the Al-Aziziyah ﬁring range.22 The R-400
bombs were found to contain liquid and not dry anthrax, thus verifying
Iraq’s declaration of 1995. In addition, analysis of potassium permanganate, nucleic acids, bacilli and spore-forming bacteria from the sites supports Iraqi claims that large amounts of B. anthracis were deactivated
and destroyed prior to 1997. It is now clear that the most likely fate of
the B. anthracis was destruction in 1991–1992.23
The lack of documentation on the destruction contradicts all the normal practice of the Iraqi military and scientiﬁc efforts in WMD development, and so UNSCOM inspectors, for the most part, assumed that Iraq
was lying, as it had lied so often – a natural assumption to make, but one
that now appears to have been in error. Indeed, in August 1995, Rolf
Ekeus, the head of the UNSCOM inspection team, was taken to a
chicken farm that had belonged to Hussein Kamal and was handed numerous boxes ﬁlled with over half a million pages of documents, photographs, disks, etc. pertaining to the Iraqi WMD programme. Buried in
the boxes were documents that had previously been described as destroyed or non-existent. It seemed, at the time, naive to believe that Iraq
had undertaken a large-scale destruction of its bio-agents without being
able to produce written evidence of an order to that effect and so an indepth investigation of such claims was judged to be a waste of time. In
fact, Iraq admitted ofﬁcially that, since the outset of the Commission, it
had been withholding important information and that its disclosures
over a number of years had been deliberately misleading.24
There is now evidence that in 1991 the Iraqi government decided to
destroy the bioweapons and bulk agents in order to hide its capacity
whilst retaining expertise and equipment for the future. In addition it
would seem that Hussein Kamal preferred not to use written orders in
sensitive situations but to deliver them in person.25 It is now understood
that, as a result of the UN sanctions and far more thorough UN inspections than he had expected, Saddam Hussein decided to abandon the
WMD programmes and ordered the unilateral destruction of the bioweapons stockpile.26 According to the report by the WMD Commission,
only six or seven senior ofﬁcials are likely to have known about this
order.27 In addition, the Iraq Survey Group concluded that, owing to
Saddam’s tight control on decision-making, instructions to subordinates
were rarely documented and often shrouded in uncertainty.28 So the
lack of documentation in this respect is perhaps not so inexplicable.
From mid-February 1996, the new open approach from Iraq appeared
to close again29 until late 1997, when Iraq provided another ‘‘Full, Final
and Complete Disclosure’’, which, according to the executive chairman
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of UNSCOM, also failed to give ‘‘a remotely credible account of Iraq’s
biological warfare programme’’.30 This opinion was endorsed by an international panel of experts.31

UNMOVIC, the hiatus and the march to war
In March 1999, the Amorim Panel Report stated that UNSCOM had a
detailed but incomplete picture of Iraq’s procurement activities for its bioweapons (BW) programme.32 The Panel recognized that Iraq continued
to possess the capability and knowledge base through which BW agents
could be produced quickly and in volume. Following this report, the UN
Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) was
established in December 1999.33 There were no inspections in Iraq between late 1998 and late 2002. In the interim period UNMOVIC was
formed as a successor to UNSCOM and, at the beginning of the inspection period, UNMOVIC inspectors had to carry out three tasks in parallel: to re-establish baseline information; to check out the information supplied in the Iraqi declaration; and to investigate the claims made by the
United Kingdom, the United States and others over speciﬁc sites and
weapon systems.
There was also no immediate prospect for the return of inspectors and,
despite a sanctions regime against Iraq, there was concern that key
equipment and pathogens for WMD R&D programmes were slipping
through the net. In addition, there were several indications that Iraq was
generating funds through bartering goods or illicit sales of oil. Because of
suspicions that Iraq still had the motivation, the money, the capability
and the intention to continue its WMD programme, such developments
were viewed as potent signs that Iraq had managed to thwart the sanctions and the Oil-for-Food programme.34
For example, the most high-proﬁle import was said to be a convoy of
large trucks that had been adapted as mobile BW agent production facilities. They were revealed in the UK government’s September 2002 dossier
as evidence from defectors, with a conﬁrmation from ‘‘recent intelligence’’ that the Iraqi military had developed mobile facilities.35 US Secretary of State Colin Powell brought them to the attention of the United
Nations during his presentation to the Security Council in February
2003.36 One defector’s testimony was made public in May 2002.37 However, the Iraqi government repeated the claim that Iraq had been bioweapon and bio-agent free since 1991 and expressed astonishment at the
allegations of mobile laboratories.38 Of course, by then few people believed any statement that came from the Iraqi government. It turned
out, however, that Iraq was speaking the truth (see below).
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In the December 1998–December 2002 period there were sporadic
press articles referring to intelligence on Iraq’s BW capabilities. Defector
reports, on the ground human intelligence information (humint), satellite
images and signals intelligence information (sigint) formed the most part
of the basis for the reports. However, the UK dossier cautioned that intelligence rarely offers a complete account of activities that are designed
to remain concealed and that Iraq was a difﬁcult target for the intelligence services. Despite this, Prime Minister Blair stated that he believed
that the assessed intelligence had established beyond doubt that Saddam
had continued to produce chemical and biological weapons and that the
policy of containment had not worked sufﬁciently well to prevent Saddam from developing these weapons.

Back to Iraq
Thanks to skilful diplomacy (not altogether appreciated by some key
countries) by the UN Secretary-General, Dr Hans Blix and others, UNMOVIC ﬁnally got the chance to clear up the issue of WMD in Iraq and
possibly prevent the seemingly inevitable war. Most experts expected
UNMOVIC to discover a continuing bioweapons programme and thus
call Iraq’s bluff on the issue and give everyone a chance to sort things
out through the Security Council.
In the ﬁrst three weeks of inspections in late 2002, UNMOVIC inspected 44 sites that had been declared by Iraq or had been previously
inspected by UNSCOM/IAEA. By January 2003, UNMOVIC was using
helicopters to conduct surprise inspections and aerial surveillance planes
to monitor activities. Early in the process, UNMOVIC’s chairman expressed great frustration at the lack of information that he was being
given by those who said they had it.39 From February, Iraq provided
more substantive cooperation. The Iraqi government released more documentation on the bioweapons programme and provided more information on its claims that the bio-agents were destroyed in 1991, including a
re-excavation of a disposal site. It also produced remnants of over 92
bombs and 8 intact liquid-ﬁlled R-400 bombs and the results of investigations to quantify the amount of unilaterally destroyed anthrax dumped
at a site.40 Yet the work of UNMOVIC in Iraq came to a halt and the
United States and the United Kingdom led the attack on Iraq.
It is now widely accepted that halting the inspections was a mistake. It
was becoming clearer and clearer that the inspections were revealing evidence that conﬂicted with the prevailing view of the US and UK intelligence agencies. Had more information come to light through UNMOVIC
inspections, it might have been possible to call a halt to military offensive
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action and ﬁnally bring Iraq to book in the Security Council vis-à-vis its
compliance with UN Security Council resolutions. Certainly it can be argued that parliaments in democracies around the world would have taken
a different view of the justness of the cause for war had it become clear
that Iraq’s WMD possession was not as deﬁnite as had been thought and,
indeed, in the case of nuclear and biological weapons, did not even exist,
let alone pose a threat.

Post-war inspections
Following the war in Iraq, the US military was charged with the immediate search for WMD. That responsibility was passed to the Iraq Survey
Group (ISG) in June 2003, commanded by General Keith Dayton. The
inspections were originally led by Dr David Kay (from July 2003 to January 2004) and then, until their close in January 2005, by Charles A.
Duelfer. According to Duelfer in September 2004, the ISG had found
no direct evidence that Iraq was conducting BW-speciﬁc work after 1996
and since the mid-1990s there appeared to have been a complete absence
of interest in BW at the presidential level.41 The ISG has judged that in
1991 and 1992 Iraq appeared to have destroyed its undeclared stocks of
BW weapons and remaining holdings of bulk BW agent, although there
was not enough evidence to document the complete destruction.42 In addition, research carried out in Iraq prior to 2003 was judged to be unconnected to any BW programme43 and, in spite of exhaustive investigation,
there was no evidence that Iraq possessed or was developing mobile bioagent production facilities.44 Indeed, information has now been revealed
that shows a complete misjudgement on this issue from at least three intelligence agencies. The primary source for the information on the mobile bio-labs was in fact fabricating the evidence, probably in exchange
for a visa to live abroad, and was thus an unsound source. The other
two corroborating sources for this information were already considered
unsound.45

So what does all this mean for arms control?
First, we have a strong case that a combination of inspections, export
controls and sanctions worked better than anybody believed it would. In
1998, it was generally believed that bioweapons inspections in Iraq had
failed to uncover the bio programme fully and that the regime had managed to hide away its bioweapons capability. This had major implications
for the negotiation of the protocol to strengthen the Biological and Toxin
Weapons Convention. The negotiation collapsed in 2001 largely due to
the belief from the United States that effective veriﬁcation of the Con-
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vention was not feasible. Much of this belief was based – erroneously as
we now know – on the understanding that, despite highly intrusive inspections in a go anywhere, anytime manner, UN inspectors had failed
to unravel the bioweapons programme in Iraq. In truth, well before the
defection of Hussein Kamal, UNSCOM had unravelled the full extent of
the bioweapons programme. They had not found the vast quantities of
weapons produced due to one simple fact – the weapons had been destroyed. In addition, it is now clear that the efﬁcacy of the UNSCOM
inspections coupled with the sanctions regime was the deciding factor
in Saddam Hussein’s decision to destroy stocks of WMD. So the major
pillar on which the belief that an effective veriﬁcation regime for bioweapons is impossible turns out to be a false premise. If only the clock
could be turned back.
The absence of bioweapons in Iraq has remarkable implications for
arms control more generally. Indeed, the former head of inspections of
the ISG stated that ‘‘the U.N. inspection process achieved quite a bit. . . .
Inspections accomplished a great deal in holding a program down, and
that’s where the surprise is. In holding the program down, in keeping it
from break out, I think the record is better than we would have anticipated.’’46 Dr Hans Blix has also come to the conclusion that ‘‘inspections
and monitoring by the IAEA, UNMOVIC and its predecessor UNSCOM,
backed by military, political and economic pressure, had indeed worked
for years, achieving Iraqi disarmament and deterring Saddam from rearming. Containment had worked.’’47
This should give us optimism for the future. Arms control, including intrusive veriﬁcation measures, is a useful tool for international peace and
security and should be restored to its rightful place. Arms control is not a
panacea and veriﬁcation cannot tell us everything – neither, for that matter, can intelligence-gathering. However, arms control treaties are legal
instruments that hold countries to account for their behaviour. The veriﬁcation regimes for such treaties are the mechanisms through which we
build trust in compliance or else gather information to challenge a miscreant. Intelligence-gathering and veriﬁcation regimes can work side by
side as complementary and mutually reinforcing tools for international
peace and security. The key issue in both cases is to be aware of the limits of each technique and the uncertainties and ambiguities inherent in
each and to factor these limits and uncertainties into the decision-making
equations.

How should we have treated the information we had?
In 2002, it was accepted as ‘‘fact’’ that Iraq had not destroyed its BW
capability. Iraq had lied and lied again, and so it was natural not to be-
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lieve it when it said that it had destroyed all the weapons and bulk
agents, particularly when it could produce no documents to support such
statements.48
However, not believing is very different from believing the opposite. It
was completely justiﬁable to be sceptical of Iraq’s statements, but inspectors, intelligence analysts, academics, journalists and politicians should
also have kept in mind that there was no hard proof that Iraq still had
such weapons. Yes, there was evidence of production and weaponization
that had originally been hidden but there was no evidence of the continued existence of bioweapons. That should have been borne in mind and
decision makers should have been a little less certain about their assumptions. Indeed, given the hiatus in inspections between the end of 1998 and
the end of 2002, the uncertainties inherent in the human sources of the
intelligence agencies (such as single-source concerns, motivations, ambiguities, fabrication, exaggeration) should have been given greater weight
than they were.
Indeed, by spring 2003, the continuing lack of evidence from the UNMOVIC inspections was giving the United Nations plenty of pause for
thought. At ﬁrst it was hard to understand why the UNMOVIC inspections had found nothing at sites that had been classed as sure bets by the
intelligence agencies. Unsure of the implications, Drs Hans Blix and Mohamed ElBaradei increased the note of caution in their reports to the UN
Security Council, urging the continuation of the inspection effort until
things became clearer one way or another. In addition, from what we
now know, it would seem that, even before 1998, the yardsticks by which
Iraqi compliance was being judged might well have produced a false impression. For example, the issue of ‘‘missing growth media’’ turns out to
have been a red herring. It was all down to measurement error in the
end: out of 42 tonnes of growth media, only 142 kg was unaccounted for
– an amount well within normal measurement errors over a period of
seven years. Moreover, concerns over the purchase of a spray drier were
unfounded: it had not been bought in 1989 as had been thought.49

What would have been the impact of continuing the
inspections for another year?
We must recognize that the inspections resumed at the end of 2002 only
because of the threat of war. It would be disingenuous to forget the salient fact that UNMOVIC inspectors were allowed to return to Iraq only
because the Iraqi regime was given the distinct impression that continued
denial of access would mean war. So it would have been vital for that
threat to have remained real and worrying to the Iraqi Ba’athist regime
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in order to retain its cooperation. Could such a threat have been maintained for another six months, or even a year? It would have been difﬁcult but, with the beneﬁt of hindsight, it clearly would have been better to
have tried that approach. The inspections in Iraq were yielding such unexpected results that this alone should have warranted some pause for reﬂection and more information-gathering. The UK and US intelligence
agencies had already stressed caution about the information they had
presented,50 and so presidents and prime ministers would have done
well to have been less sure of what they ‘‘knew’’.
If the inspections could have been continued for, say, another six
months, what might have been the outcome? Would there have been
war nonetheless? Although we would have known more, we still would
have had large uncertainties. Given how long it took the Iraq Survey
Group in a post-conﬂict, US-occupied Iraq to feel certain enough to publish its ﬁndings, imagine how long it would have taken UN inspectors in a
pre-war environment to be sure that Iraq had no bioweapons and then to
have their ﬁndings accepted by the UN Security Council.
Or would Iraq have come clean about everything and convinced the
United Nations, the United States, the United Kingdom and others of
the absence of WMD? This last scenario is unlikely and not supported
by the available evidence.51
However, there clearly was a strong and growing case for continuing
the inspections and delaying an invasion. The legal basis for war, as it
was understood and put by the proponents of that war, was the noncompliance of the Iraqi government with the UN Security Council resolutions on disarmament. As full an investigation of Iraqi compliance as
was possible was therefore morally, ethically and legally warranted. This
was particularly so in light of the fact that inspections had not taken place
for four years and there could be no certainty over the issue of Iraqi compliance with the resolutions. Even though the inspections would have
continued to be inconclusive in this regard, the continuing lack of evidence could eventually have led states to a new understanding of Iraqi
behaviour and the WMD programmes. War could have been prevented.
On the other hand, even if the lack of evidence was dismissed on the
grounds that lack of evidence does not necessarily mean non-existence,
at least due attention would have been paid to the process of gathering
evidence.

Intelligence and information
We need to reassess the interaction between intelligence assessments and
arms control. The information gleaned from intelligence methods is dif-
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ferent from the information gathered through inspections in arms control
measures. For one thing, information gleaned from intelligence methods
is secret. It is scrutinized by a small, closed set of analytical minds. Those
conducting the analysis mostly come from one particular culture and thus
tend to interpret information in similar way. When there are differences
of opinion, it is usually owing to relative emphases on the weight of different pieces of information relevant to the issue. Information gleaned
from human sources is often the most suspect. People providing such information have a variety of motives (spite, greed and betrayal, as well as
higher motives of whistle-blowing and prevention of conﬂict). Furthermore, such sources are often not fully aware of the facts. They may have
heard rumours that are untrue, they may be unwittingly being used to
pass deliberately false information or they may have interpreted a piece
of information in the wrong way and passed it on as ‘‘fact’’.52 Intelligence
gleaned from technical sources, such as signals, radio communications
and remote imaging by aircraft or satellite, may be more likely to be
value free, but such sources are still subject to deliberate deception and
inadvertent misinterpretation – or simply being missed and thus not factored into the debate.53
Information from arms control inspections tends to go to a wider analytical set. It is given to all states involved, including the inspected state.
It is not covert – quite the reverse in the case of on-site inspections. Indeed, the concern is often the amount of notice given, which can give a
miscreant time to hide evidence of clandestine activities (this happened
on more than one occasion in 1991–1998 in Iraq). Information from national or multinational technical means is written into an agreement and
thus can be used by the parties to that agreement. Obviously, the capabilities of national technical means still have to be protected – as in the case
of intelligence-gathering – so as not to give away details that would allow
a treaty violator to subvert them.
In addition, the role of open source information and how that is factored into the equation must be addressed. How the different strands of
information from intelligence-gathering, veriﬁcation activities and open
sources interact is important and very few analysts pay adequate attention to this. In particular, the problem of the ‘‘world view’’54 or ‘‘group
think’’ or the development of a ‘‘prevailing wisdom’’ has to be addressed.55 Major Richards J. Heuer, Jr, wrote that ‘‘intelligence failures
are usually caused by failures of analysis, not failures of collection.
Relevant information is discounted, misinterpreted, ignored, rejected, or
overlooked because it fails to ﬁt a prevailing mental model or mind-set
. . . A mind-set is neither good nor bad. It is unavoidable. It is, in essence,
a distillation of all that analysts think they know about a subject. It forms
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a lens through which they perceive the world, and once formed, it resists
change.’’56 Dealing with ‘‘group think’’ and ‘‘mind-sets’’ is paramount.
Doubt has to be encouraged, competing hypotheses have to be regularly
tested against the available evidence and we – including politicians –
have to be able to live with uncertainty. On the other hand, decisions –
life and death decisions – have to be made and leaders have to come
down on one side of the evidence or the other. Not to act is often more
risky than to take action, and it is easy to criticize such decisions from an
armchair in the university library; it is far harder to be the person making
that decision while holding the security of your citizens in your hands.
This is all the more reason that politicians should be fully apprised of the
uncertainties and dissent involved in reaching intelligence estimates. It is
vital for the future of humanity that presidents, ministers, parliamentarians, journalists and citizens are treated not as children to be protected
from complexity but as fully functioning adults, educated to be able to
cope with subtleties and uncertainty and still make difﬁcult decisions. It
is time we stopped pretending that through intelligence-gathering we
can know everything – we can’t – or that a veriﬁcation regime has to provide us with 100 per cent certainty for it to be valuable or even admissible. We live with uncertainties every day of our lives and we cope. We
can try to ﬁnd out everything politicians want to know, but we’ll always
understand far less than we need to.

Getting things right from now on
One of the lessons we can take from the tragedy of the hunt for bioweapons in Iraq is that we need a way of obtaining information on compliance with the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC) as
well as compliance with a range of other WMD measures. For nuclear
non-proliferation we have the IAEA safeguards; for chemical weapons
prohibition we have the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons (OPCW); for bioweapons we have no international way to
check compliance with the treaty or other laws. There have been a number of proposals to address this deﬁcit.
First, there is the possibility of resurrecting the attempt to strengthen
the BTWC with a protocol that includes a veriﬁcation regime. Currently
such an attempt is generally judged to be politically impossible.57 Moreover, many experts agree that the protocol as it was constructed by 2001
was not adequate to the task of verifying compliance in the long term,
given the rapid changes in biotechnology. Thus, a resurrection of the
protocol, although a long-term goal, would need such a high degree of
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political consensus that it would have to be constructed again from its
foundations.
A second approach would be to extend the life and mandate of UNMOVIC. UNMOVIC’s mandate was to verify Iraq’s compliance with its
obligation to be rid of its weapons of mass destruction (chemical and
biological weapons and missiles with a range of more than 150 km), and
to operate a system of ongoing monitoring and veriﬁcation to ascertain
that Iraq did not reacquire the same weapons prohibited to it by the
Security Council. UNMOVIC’s mandate could be extended to all states.
In terms of nuclear weapons, UNMOVIC’s role would be to carry on
working in partnership with the IAEA, as it has done from its inception,
and a similar arrangement could be forged with the OPCW. In effect,
UNMOVIC would not have any direct responsibility for monitoring compliance over nuclear or chemical weapons. In the case of bioweapons and
missiles, however, UNMOVIC has an unparalleled degree of expertise in
terms of knowledge of materials, experience in inspections and background knowledge of illegal markets, transfers and procurement. Such
expertise and all the archived materials and in-depth analysis from UNSCOM and UNMOVIC should be retained and used for international
peace and security.58
Third, since 1987 and the use of chemical weapons in the Iraq–Iran
war and on Kurdish towns and villages in Iraq, the UN SecretaryGeneral has a General Assembly mandate to carry out fact-ﬁnding missions to investigate the alleged use of biological and chemical weapons.59
An updated roster of trained experts should be maintained so that, at the
very least, the Secretary-General can implement this mandate in the
event of such an allegation.
Fourth, a form of self-regulation of scientists and technologists in the
sphere of biotechnology is being pursued by a number of august bodies.
Notably the Biotechnology, Weapons and Humanity initiative of the International Committee of the Red Cross60 is working with professional
bodies such as the Royal Society, the British Medical Association and
the US Academy of Sciences to develop a Code of Conduct for people
working in the life sciences. In 2005, States Party to the BTWC
discussed – at both expert and political levels – the content, promulgation
and adoption of codes of conduct for scientists. Other work on codes of
conduct and codes of practice is being formulated,61 along with training
for industrial and academic scientists in the issues of biotechnology security and prevention of proliferation. Codes of conduct and practice are
necessary for the life sciences and will need to be incorporated into any
national or multilateral efforts to control biotechnology and ensure that it
develops for the beneﬁt of humanity.
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Knowledge
Knowledge is a resource that, like life, builds on what came before. Each
generation is faced with the questions: What is it we know? What is it we
understand? Each generation has to build on the knowledge acquired by
their ancestors and thus will ﬁnd ﬂaws in past understandings and gaps in
our knowledge. We already know that. What we handle so badly is the
extent of our ignorance. For some reason, leaders – be they politicians,
teachers or parents – feel the need to pretend to know things when they
don’t. Thus we can embark on a programme of self-delusion and deception, not through any malicious intent, rather through feelings of inadequacy when faced with our own ignorance. Bertrand Russell, like many
philosophers before and after him, grappled with the concept of knowledge. Russell also dedicated much of his life to the pursuit of peace and
the abolition of weapons of mass destruction and was a thorn in the side
of successive British governments. He has something to say to us today as
we struggle to make sense of our collective ignorance and our inability to
admit what has been done.
Philosophy may claim justly that it diminishes the risk of error . . . To do more
than this is not possible in a world where mistakes must occur; and more than
this no prudent advocate of philosophy would claimed to have performed.62

Notes
1. Bertrand Russell, ‘‘Knowledge, Error, and Probable Opinion’’, in The Problems of Philosophy (London: Oxford University Press, ﬁrst published 1912, taken from sixteenth
impression, 1989), p. 81. Russell goes on to explain that what we ﬁrmly believe, if it is
neither knowledge nor error, is probable opinion. Probable opinion is also what we hesitatingly believe – owing to it being, or derived from, something that has not the highest
degree of self-evidence. ‘‘Thus the greater part of what would commonly pass as knowledge is more or less probable opinion.’’
2. Letter to President George W. Bush from the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, 31 March 2005,
hhttp://www.wmd.gov/report/transmittal_letter.pdfi (accessed 23 February 2006).
3. Comprehensive Report of the Special Advisor to the DCI on Iraq’s WMD. Volume 3:
Biological Warfare, 30 September 2004, hhttp://www.foia.cia.gov/duelfer/Iraqs_WMD
_Vol3.pdfi (accessed 23 February 2006), p. 2 and pp. 50–53.
4. This chapter is a sequel to Patricia M. Lewis, ‘‘Armes biologiques irakiennes: ce que
nous savons, ce que nous ignorons et ce que nous pourrions apprendre [Bioweapons in
Iraq: What We Knew, What We Still Don’t Know and What We May Be Able to
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Part III
Proliferation challenges
and international responses
in North-east Asia

9
Nuclear threat reliance in East Asia
Wade L. Huntley

Introduction
This chapter offers a regional perspective on proliferation challenges in
East Asia, to complement the country-based analyses of other contributors to this volume. The analysis consists of two sections.
The ﬁrst section presents an analytical framework for the dynamics
in the region and the challenges that these dynamics pose to the nonproliferation regime. This section outlines two key new features of an
emerging new structure of regional relations: the relatively more autonomous role of nuclear policy as distinct from nuclear armament levels, and
the relatively greater importance of regional over global security environments in security perceptions.
The second section adopts these analytical precepts to review the current nuclear weapons policies of six governments whose behaviour shapes
the security environment of East Asia: the United States, China, Japan,
North Korea, South Korea and Taiwan.1 This section focuses on how reliance on nuclear threat-making by both nuclear-armed and non-nuclear
governments responds primarily to regional threat perceptions.
The chapter concludes by underscoring the importance of regional collective security mechanisms to easing nuclear threat reliance and to promoting arms control and non-proliferation, and by noting the links between these regional dynamics and contemporary trends in the global
non-proliferation regime.
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The new nuclear age
Nuclear weapons were born into a world deﬁned by the pitched ideological confrontation of the United States and the Soviet Union. Consequently, the dilemmas of the nuclear age were deﬁned by this ‘‘bipolar’’
structure and rarely conceived of outside it. Nuclear weapons also deepened the shadow the superpower competition cast over more localized
inter-state disputes, from concern that even the smallest spark could ignite a nuclear conﬂagration.
Accordingly, the focus of efforts toward nuclear arms control, nonproliferation and eventual disarmament was on the United States and the
Soviet Union. Bilateral arms reductions were an immediate priority, and
stemming ‘‘horizontal’’ proliferation of nuclear technology to more states
was intrinsically linked to rolling back ‘‘vertical’’ proliferation by the two
superpowers – a linkage enshrined in the ‘‘grand bargain’’ of the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, NPT), which committed the ﬁve ‘‘permanent’’ nuclear-weapon
states to the ultimate goal of disarmament. Control of nuclear weapons
hinged upon the willing participation of the two superpowers.
The end of the Cold War’s pitched ideological confrontation allowed
immediate progress in non-proliferation and arms control efforts.
Achievements included unilateral actions, bilateral accords and multilateral agreements, reaching a symbolic zenith with the indeﬁnite extension
of the NPT in 1995. However, this progress then languished. The 1998
nuclear tests by non-NPT members India and Pakistan and the US
Senate’s refusal to ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
(CTBT) augured the closing of the post–Cold War ‘‘window of opportunity’’ for signiﬁcant progress towards nuclear disarmament.
The failure to realize the hope for reducing nuclear dangers that the
end of the Cold War initially offered has many sources, including failures
of political will, the pernicious effects of parochial military and economic
interests, and the continuing appeal of nuclear weapons as strategic tools
and symbols of prestige in an anarchic world. Few of these explanations,
however, question the understandings of the basic workings of the nuclear age bestowed by Cold War era analyses blinkered by the bipolar,
ideologically driven competition deﬁning that era.
The end of the Cold War initiated a new, second era of the nuclear age.
In this new era, dissipated ideological confrontation has liberated ethnic,
national and religious aspirations. Global relations are not structured bipolarly but shaped by crosscutting forces of US primacy, multipolar interaction and transnational globalization. On this new global terrain, nuclear weapons have fundamentally altered roles. The slowness of arms
control and non-proliferation advocates in adjusting their thinking ac-
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cordingly is an important and under-appreciated reason for the waning of
progress towards disarmament at the start of the twenty-ﬁrst century.
Two elements of the changed circumstances of this new era are particularly relevant to understanding proliferation pressures in East Asia. The
ﬁrst is the relatively more autonomous role of nuclear policy as distinct
from nuclear armament levels. The second is the relatively greater importance of regional security environments, as opposed to the global environment, in nuclear strategizing and decision-making. The remainder
of this section outlines these two elements.

Nuclear arms and nuclear policy
The distinction between nuclear capabilities (deployed nuclear weapons
and associated material assets) and policies pertaining to those capabilities (including both military planning and nuclear threat-making by
national leaderships) is in practice sometimes opaque but conceptually
vital. Nuclear policies function as the conduit through which nuclear
weapons capabilities and practices, on the one hand, and prevailing
political-security conditions, on the other, interact synergistically (see
Figure 9.1)
In the Cold War era, concern for the autonomous role of nuclear policies was relatively muted because, in its ideologically polarized climate,
both nuclear strategists and nuclear abolitionists tended to regard nuclear weapons issues as largely independent of politics. For the strategists, the existence of nuclear weapons imposed a logic of its own:
theories of deterrence and war-ﬁghting held for any ‘‘rational actor’’.
For the abolitionists, a parallel logic obtained: the cataclysmic potential
of widespread nuclear warfare rendered their use as a weapon of war
‘‘unthinkable’’ and established the primacy of the imperative of nuclear
disarmament. Both communities implicitly held that the driving feature
of the nuclear age was the existence of the weapons themselves; policies
were derivative.
The manner by which the Cold War ended belies this contextual autonomy of nuclear weapons. Elimination of the Cold War’s ideologically
driven animosity dramatically reduced the perceived threat of deliberate
nuclear war between the United States and Russia, despite force levels
and launching capabilities as lethal as ever, and so enabled (rather

Figure 9.1 The intermediate role of nuclear policies.
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than followed) the subsequent dramatic nuclear arms reductions, which
quickly dwarfed Cold War achievements. The historical lesson is that
evolving political conditions are more determinative than abstract strategic logic or operational doctrines of the ultimate role and disposition of
nuclear weapons.
Because the emerging autonomous role of nuclear policies was underappreciated, efforts to reduce state reliance on nuclear threats in security
policies did not match efforts to reduce nuclear weapons levels. The inevitable stalling of progress in the control of nuclear (and other nonconventional) weapons capabilities both reinforced reliance on the nuclear threats and obstructed resolution of security tensions wherever
such threats were tangible. Regional relations in East Asia and the
Middle East exemplify these patterns most prominently.

Regional and global dynamics
Cold War superpower competition, with its nuclear dimension, imposed
itself on many generically regional conﬂicts, leading to the presumption
that control of nuclear weapons needed to be pursued at the global level.
Pursuing disarmament through regional initiatives was often viewed as
supplemental to globally focused efforts, rather than as principally useful
in its own right.
The end of the Cold War has ‘‘loosened’’ world politics by lessening
the inﬂuence of overarching global security circumstances on many regional security environments. More geographically proximate and immediate security concerns have taken on higher priority in state security
policy-making, driving the emergence of regionally identiﬁable security
environments that have, in turn, taken on a greater role in shaping the
overarching global security motif. Thus, although the global and regional
security ‘‘levels’’ continue to interact bi-directionally, the end of the Cold
War has shifted the weight of inﬂuence from the global to the regional
level, as Figure 9.2 depicts.

Figure 9.2 Regional inﬂuences on nuclear policies.
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Developments in East Asia exemplify how nuclear policy decisionmaking has followed this trend. As reviewed in the following section,
the nuclear policies of each of the principal governments of the region
are now primarily responsive to regional conditions. In some cases (for
example, China and Japan) this marks a notable shift from the primary
considerations of the Cold War era. Similar thinking also underlies the
nuclear policies of governments in South Asia, the Middle East and
even Russia.
Although the United States emerged from the Cold War as the world’s
only truly global power, its nuclear weapons policies are also evolving towards greater regional speciﬁcation. During the Cold War, the United
States established a network of alliance relationships, girded by extended
nuclear deterrence guarantees, as a bulwark against Soviet expansion.
With the end of the Cold War removing this overarching strategic motivation, the United States’ extended nuclear deterrence alliance relationships are now increasingly justiﬁed as protecting US interests and allies
from threats of nearer origin.
Thus, the regional determinants of all states’ reliance on nuclear threats
and nuclear capabilities (latent or extant) are now of vital concern to the
pursuit of nuclear arms control and non-proliferation. In place of the implicit Cold War assumption that regional progress would follow progress
at the global level, and could not be realized in its absence, the question
now becomes what states in a speciﬁc region can do to move towards
nuclear disarmament more locally, and thereby facilitate global nonproliferation in the process.

Nuclear threat reliance in East Asia
Developments in East Asia since the end of the Cold War exemplify how
proliferation of nuclear capabilities and propagation of nuclear threats
now proceed primarily along regional lines and for regionally deﬁned
purposes. All the principal states and governments in East Asia –
including those lacking nuclear weapons capabilities – now rely upon
some form of nuclear deterrence or coercion in their security postures.
This section reviews the nuclear weapons policies of six governments whose behaviour shapes the nuclear environment of East Asia:
the United States, China, Japan, North Korea, South Korea and Taiwan.
Operating from the analytical viewpoint of the preceding section, this
review focuses on how these states’ reliance on nuclear threat-making
pursues security goals derived mainly from regional-origin security
concerns.
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US nuclear policy
During the Cold War, the United States employed extended nuclear deterrence to protect overseas interests and allies against perceived Soviet
global ambitions. In East Asia, extended nuclear deterrence applied primarily to Japan, South Korea and Taiwan. To bolster the credibility of
the retaliatory threat at the heart of extended deterrence, the United
States deployed an array of tactical and battleﬁeld nuclear weapons
in the region offering ‘‘limited’’ nuclear options to implement ‘‘warﬁghting’’ and ‘‘ﬂexible response’’ nuclear strategies.2
The end of the Cold War threat that Soviet conventional forces had
posed in Europe and Asia fundamentally changed prevailing political
and military conditions. Responsively, the United States made unilateral
cuts in the absolute size of its nuclear arsenal and drew back most of its
forward-deployed nuclear forces, including those on the Korean peninsula and on surface naval vessels. But US policy continued to rely on
Cold War era extended nuclear deterrence as a core pillar of the US posture in East Asia. Thus, the end of the Cold War saw dramatic changes in
both East Asian political-security conditions and the operational US nuclear posture in the region, but not in the extended nuclear deterrence
policies mediating them.
The curtailed ability of US nuclear policy to perform its linking function between East Asia’s transformed political-security conditions and
reduced nuclear forces introduced new, pernicious sources of regional instability. Russia, China and North Korea perceived continued US adherence to ﬂexible response strategies as evincing US determination to
compel and coerce them, rather than merely to deter them. These perceptions encouraged destabilizing responses, including North Korean nuclear ambitions and more assertive Chinese nuclear policies (as discussed
below). Meanwhile, for Japan and South Korea, continued US reliance
on extended deterrence raised questions about the credibility of security
guarantees in some circles while in other circles spawning perceptions
that US policy was unsympathetic to these allies’ newer security concerns, fuelling restiveness in the relationships across the board.
Instead of revisiting nuclear policies, however, US strategic planners
began working to bring US military capabilities and threat perceptions
in East Asia back in line with reliance on extended nuclear deterrence.
This effort has neared culmination under the George W. Bush administration: the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR)3 calls for developing a
new generation of smaller, versatile nuclear weapons to restore the type
of tactical capabilities that girded extended deterrence throughout
the Cold War, but now aiming to deter attacks – or even compel
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disarmament – by ‘‘rogue’’ states armed with weapons of mass destruction, among which North Korea ranks most prominently.4
Given the United States’ pre-eminent position at the global level, its
expanded reliance on nuclear weapons threats in regional contexts may
motivate other, conventionally weaker states to seek ‘‘equalizing’’ nuclear capabilities.5 Certainly, emphasis on nuclear threat-making by the
world’s conventionally strongest state works to undermine nuclear nonuse and non-proliferation norms in East Asia and other key regions, as
well as at the global level.

Chinese nuclear policy
In the wake of the collapse of the Soviet Union, China appeared to some
to be poised to emerge as the new Asian hegemon, exercising the greatest
inﬂuence over (if not posing the greatest threat to) security in the region.6
In terms of nuclear weapons policies, the impact of the end of the Cold
War on China has been somewhat the opposite of this. Consistent with
the increasing salience of regional over global considerations, China no
longer views its nuclear weapons as a means of independence from the
Cold War superpower competition, but sees them as an instrument of
foreign and security policies focused on the country’s immediate region.7
At the top of the list of China’s security concerns is protection of its
claims to sovereignty over Taiwan. Many in Beijing believe that only Chinese threats to respond with force deter an overt declaration of independence by Taiwan. Although the 1972 US–China Shanghai Communiqué
formally recognized China’s sovereignty over Taiwan, the 1979 Taiwan
Relations Act pledges US ‘‘defensive’’ support of the island to ensure
that ‘‘the future of Taiwan will be determined by peaceful means’’.8 This
US commitment, although deliberately ambiguous, raises the prospect of
direct US–China conﬂict over Taiwan. That prospect has a clear strategic
dimension: China possesses a small arsenal of intercontinental ballistic
missiles (ICBMs) capable of carrying nuclear weapons to targets in the
continental United States, and it has undertaken a strategic modernization programme to improve the size, accuracy and survivability of these
forces.9
Because China’s ICBM forces will remain smaller and less capable than
US forces for the foreseeable future, US analysts see little prospect that
China would initiate a nuclear conﬂict.10 However, China’s capacity to
threaten such an attack poses a politically meaningful coercive instrument: in the event of a conﬂict over Taiwan, US war planners would
have to factor a possible Chinese nuclear attack into their decisionmaking. Deterring (or at least moderating) any US intervention in a
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Taiwan conﬂict is now the principal function of China’s strategic forces –
evincing the primacy of local over global considerations in China’s strategic policies. This same regional primacy also drives China’s concerns over
other US strategic plans, particularly missile defence and the potential
weaponization of space, because these are the elements most imperilling
China’s nuclear threats relative to Taiwan.11
In the aftermath of the 11 September 2001 attacks, tensions between
the United States and China over Taiwan, missile defence and nuclear
threats became muted as China moved from ‘‘strategic competitor’’ to
anti-terrorism ‘‘partner’’ in the Bush administration’s eyes. But, as the
impact of 9/11 slowly recedes, concern over the threat of a ‘‘rising China’’
has begun to re-emerge in Washington. Over the long run, ongoing interactions over Taiwan and the Korean peninsula are most likely to orient
US–China strategic relations.12 Success in moderating nuclear weapons
proliferation on the Korean peninsula and in building a US–China relationship sturdy enough to manage the volatile issues surrounding Taiwan
could help reduce reliance on nuclear threats in the region by both countries.

North Korean nuclear policy
Throughout the Cold War, North Korea’s ruling regime saw itself directly threatened by US nuclear forces, particularly those deployed in
and near South Korea. Pyongyang met that threat through its own economic and military power and the support of both China and the Soviet
Union. By the end of the Cold War, however, both these pillars had collapsed: support from the dissolved Soviet Union evaporated, China was
liberalizing its economy and had opened burgeoning trade relations with
South Korea, and North Korea’s own economy had disintegrated into energy and famine crises.
This is the context in which North Korea began pursuing an independent nuclear capability. Although nuclear research may have begun in
the 1950s, a dedicated nuclear weapons programme appears to have begun in the mid-1980s with construction of the research reactor and plutonium reprocessing facilities at Yongbyon. North Korea joined the NPT in
1985 but did not reach a Safeguards Agreement with the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) until 1992, at which time the country
was already suspected of having extracted enough nuclear material from
the reactor to fabricate at least one explosive device.13 From this point
on, North Korea’s regional relationships have evolved against the backdrop of its potential possession of nuclear weapons.
Ensuing IAEA inspections soon produced evidence of North Korean
reprocessing activities, escalating to a full confrontation resolved only by
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direct US intervention. The 1994 US–North Korea Agreed Framework
froze North Korea’s plutonium-based nuclear programme, but left the
spent plutonium stockpile in the country pending construction of two
new nuclear reactors – allowing North Korea to retain the threat to resume its nuclear programme on relatively short notice. This circumstance
provided the Pyongyang government with a latent nuclear threat that it
utilized to considerable effect for the next decade. Uncertainties over
whether North Korea had already weaponized the material extracted
earlier did not impinge on its ability to use its latent nuclear capability
coercively.
The 1994 agreement unravelled following US charges in October 2002
that North Korea was developing a second nuclear weapons programme
based on uranium enrichment. By the end of 2002 North Korea had expelled IAEA inspectors from Yongbyon, removed seals and monitoring
equipment from its safeguarded nuclear facilities, and prepared to resume reprocessing of the spent nuclear fuel. Early the following year the
IAEA referred North Korean ‘‘chronic noncompliance’’ with its Safeguards Agreements to the UN Security Council.14
In 2003 the United States reportedly detected evidence that reprocessing of the spent fuel stockpile was under way in multiple hidden locations,
and by 2004 it estimated that North Korea had ‘‘at least eight’’ functional
nuclear devices.15 Pyongyang’s own claims to its capabilities escalated
steadily, culminating in early 2005 with the ﬁrst explicit declaration that
the regime possessed nuclear weapons.16 With both its plutonium and
uranium programmes unfettered, North Korea may eventually be able
to produce between 29 and 56 weapons per year, yielding between 120
and 250 nuclear weapons by the end of the decade.17
North Korea with a growing nuclear arsenal heightens regional insecurities and uncertainties, threatens the integrity and sustainability of
the NPT regime, and creates new potential for ﬁssile material proliferation. US policies under the Bush administration’s ﬁrst term – trading
prior US engagement for contempt and lack of interest, and planning vigorous expansion of US nuclear capabilities and policies clearly aimed at
North Korea – have only fuelled Pyongyang’s nuclear ambition while offering little alternative to confrontation.18 In its second term, the Bush
administration has moderated its posture toward North Korea, and the
Six-Party Talks agreement on 19 September 2005 offered grounds for
limited optimism; however, a full resolution of the confrontation will still
be long and hard in coming.19
North Korea’s behaviour well illustrates how nuclear threat-making
links nuclear capabilities to prevailing political conditions. In the short
run, the number of functioning nuclear warheads Pyongyang actually
has at hand is secondary – the prospect of its nuclear armament alone
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is enough to garner the regime useful coercive leverage. Indeed, from
this point of view, threatening to test a device is more valuable to the
regime’s purposes than actually doing so.
To be sure, Pyongyang’s motivations for relying on nuclear threats
probably include preserving the regime’s domestic authority as well as
protecting territorial sovereignty. Nevertheless, spending decades subject
to US nuclear threats has clearly instructed the regime on the potency of
that instrument. If in Pyongyang’s eyes its nuclear motivations are domestic as well as regional, so they are also for North Korea’s neighbours:
amelioration of conditions within North Korea (with or without the cooperation of the current leadership) is an essential component of the improvement of the regional security environment upon which reducing reliance on nuclear threats in East Asia relies. A comprehensive negotiated
settlement, addressing North Korea’s nuclear capabilities but aimed at a
general resolution of energy, economic and political conditions on the
Korean peninsula, is thus also a precondition for moving from the immediate challenges posed by North Korea’s proliferation activities to a more
encompassing agenda of eliminating the role of nuclear weapons threats
in East Asia comprehensively.

Japanese nuclear policy
Although Japan does not possess nuclear weapons, the country’s security
policies rely fundamentally on nuclear weapons threats. This reliance
takes two forms: acceptance of the role of US nuclear threats in deterring
attacks on Japan, and the coercive resource ﬂowing from Japan’s latent
capacity to develop nuclear weapons of its own.
US policy threatening potential nuclear responses to attacks on Japan
– the ‘‘nuclear umbrella’’ – has constituted the central pillar of the relationship between the United States and Japan since the end of World
War II. During the Cold War this nuclear guarantee was mainly aimed
at deterring both attacks on and coercion of Japan by the Soviet Union.
Over this period, Japanese governments’ embrace of the nuclear umbrella
was often far more fulsome than commonly realized.20
The end of the Cold War and the subsequent US decision to remove
all nuclear weapons from surface naval vessels and overseas deployments
reduced US nuclear force presence around Japan and eliminated tensions
over the US naval presence in Japanese ports. However, reliance on nuclear deterrence in the US–Japan security relationship remained as
deep as ever, focused now more proximately on North Korea. Deepening
US–Japan military collaboration, including expanding the range of Japanese activities under joint auspices and Japanese participation in USsponsored missile defence research and planning, has been viewed by
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defence planners in both countries as underscoring mutual alliance commitment, including bolstering the credibility of extended US nuclear deterrence guarantees.21
The second form of Japan’s reliance on nuclear weapons threats is the
coercive resource ﬂowing from Japan’s latent capacity to develop nuclear
weapons of its own. Japan sustains a peaceful nuclear power programme
that generates enriched plutonium, a space launch capability and the
technical expertise to reorient these activities into a sophisticated nuclear
weapons development effort if it chose to do so.22 Over time, a small
submarine-based intercontinental nuclear missile force, providing Japan
with a secure second-strike capability and making it a nuclear peer of
China and Russia, is likely within Japan’s technical and ﬁnancial capabilities.
The prospect of North Korea gaining overt nuclear weapons capability
fuels speculation that Japan would develop nuclear weapons in response.23 Few Japanese leaders openly favour development of nuclear
weapons, which lacks a compelling strategic logic24 and directly contradicts widespread Japanese public commitment to the country’s nonnuclear status.25 Nevertheless, Japan could do more demonstrably to
limit its capacity to develop nuclear weapons one day, by both limiting
its material potential and more aggressively pushing to de-nuclearize the
region.26 Japan refrains from taking these steps, in part, because they
would entail surrendering the coercive capacity provided by Japan’s latent threat to gain nuclear arms.
The spectre of a nuclear-armed Japan fuels longstanding concern
among Japan’s neighbours over reawakened Japanese militarism and regional ambitions. US and Japanese policy makers justify maintaining the
US ‘‘nuclear umbrella’’ and deepening joint defence ties as serving regional interests by supplanting the need for Japan to develop nuclear capabilities of its own. Japan’s latent nuclear threat helps Japan mollify its
neighbours over the expanding of both Japanese and US forward presence in the region, such as envisioned in the 1997 revisions of the US–
Japan guidelines for security cooperation.27 This leverage also helps
Japan keep US policy makers attentive to Japan’s regional security concerns, such as developments in Korea.
Japan is unlikely to pursue nuclear weapons anytime soon. Although
Japan would perceive North Korea’s development of an overt nuclear
weapons capability (or the emergence of a nuclear-armed uniﬁed Korea)
as speciﬁcally threatening, conﬁdence in US security guarantees is probably the crucial tipping point among many Japanese defence planners. So
long as that conﬁdence endures, many Japanese strategists will quietly
appreciate that Japan’s threat to go nuclear is far more useful in current
regional relations than would be actually going nuclear. Unfortunately,
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Japan’s reliance on both this latent threat and the US nuclear umbrella
obstructs the reduction of the role of nuclear weapons threats in the region and the development of viable non-nuclear cooperative security
mechanisms.

South Korean nuclear policy
For South Korea, as for Japan, extended US nuclear deterrence has
been a vital component of national security policy, and in the Cold War
represented an allied response to overarching threats. Unlike with Japan,
extended deterrence in South Korea also applied to the speciﬁc local
threat of North Korean aggression. But, in the aftermath of South Korean
President Kim Dae-jung’s ‘‘Sunshine Policy’’, North–South relations
have warmed considerably. Only a minority now view the North as a
principal threat, whereas views of the United States are increasingly
ambivalent.28
The South Korean public also do not share the popular aversion to national nuclear capability found in Japan: a poll in 2004 showed 51 per
cent of the South Korean public supporting the acquisition of nuclear
weapons.29 Some South Koreans envision eventually ‘‘inheriting’’ North
Korean nuclear capabilities, enabling a newly uniﬁed Korea to ‘‘balance’’
China and Japan and provide for its security without reliance on the
United States.30 Public opposition, a key factor restraining Japan from
developing nuclear weapons, seems absent in South Korea.
Reﬂecting these sentiments, South Korean leaders have previously
contemplated acquiring nuclear weapons. In the 1960s and 1970s, perceptions of waning US commitment to South Korea’s defence helped motivate several attempts to develop a nuclear weapons programme, which
were ultimately thwarted largely by intensive US pressure.31 Some ofﬁcials in South Korea’s nuclear establishment continued to aspire to plutonium reprocessing capability, ostensibly in order to ‘‘close the fuel cycle’’,
but resenting discriminatory US treatment allowing Japan but not South
Korea to possess reprocessed plutonium.32
These lingering issues were rekindled with South Korea’s twin revelations in September 2004 that technicians afﬁliated with the Korea Atomic
Energy Research Institute (KAERI) undertook uranium enrichment activities on two separate occasions, in 1979–1981 and 2000, and also separated a small amount of plutonium in 1982. KAERI’s suppression of this
information prevented the Ministry of Science and Technology (MOST)
from reporting these activities to the IAEA, putting South Korea in violation of its IAEA Safeguards Agreements.
In the 2000 incident, KAERI researchers enriched 0.2 grams of uranium to an average of 10.2 per cent concentration of U-235. The 1979–
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1981 experiments enriched 700 grams of uranium to an average of 0.72
per cent concentration of U-235. KAERI hid these activities until it realized that South Korea’s ratiﬁcation of the IAEA Additional Protocol in
February 2004 would expose the experiments.33
The plutonium separation activity is more disturbing insofar as current
information reveals more deliberate KAERI subterfuge and a measure
of US culpability. In 1981, KAERI technicians irradiated a fuel assembly
containing 2.5 kg of depleted uranium, and then in 1982 separated approximately 40 mg of plutonium from the ﬁssion products. However,
South Korea reported to the IAEA that this fuel assembly remained in
the reactor and subsequently became part of a ‘‘measured discard’’, explicitly misleading the IAEA about its nuclear activities (rather than
simply failing to disclose them). The United States, tracking these activities closely and therefore aware of the reprocessing, also did not disclose
this information to the IAEA. Ironically, South Korea’s NPT obligations
did not restrict this activity; only its failure to report it constitutes a
violation.34
These reported activities fell far short of providing South Korea with a
latent nuclear weapons capability and do not seem to indicate a South
Korean government desire to develop nuclear weapons, but they are
troubling for several reasons. One is the absence of South Korean public
concern: more than two-thirds appear not to have been alarmed by
KAERI’s surreptitious nuclear activities, some apparently viewing them
as justiﬁable ‘‘balancing’’ of North Korea’s nuclear ambitions.35 Second
is the apparent deﬁciency of civil regulation of South Korea’s nuclear facilities; MOST ofﬁcials may have known informally about at least some of
the KAERI activities, suggesting a wider tolerance for bending the rules
that would also reﬂect public attitudes. Thirdly, revelation of the concealed experiments opened South Korea (and to an extent the United
States) to charges of hypocrisy in challenging North Korea’s violations
of its IAEA Safeguards obligations – although far less egregious than
North Korea’s behaviour, South Korea’s deceptions were similar enough
in principle to carry symbolic weight.
The South Korean revelations do offer hope that the improved IAEA
inspection system will be effective. But this optimism must be tempered.
No inspection regimen can be 100 per cent effective against wilful deception. Moreover, the very success of the new system may increase the reluctance of other states to embrace it too fulsomely.
The South Korea experience indicates again that materials control
treats only the ‘‘supply’’ side of nuclear proliferation. Quelling
‘‘demand’’ – that is, instilling a desire to abide by commitments – requires
easing regional political tensions to undermine the utility of the nuclear
threat-making capacities that nuclear capabilities enable.

194

WADE L. HUNTLEY

Taiwan’s nuclear policy
Taiwan’s interest in nuclear explosives dates at least to the 1950s, and it
has undertaken several covert nuclear weapons programmes. Soon after
Taiwan began operating a plutonium-producing research reactor in 1973,
the US Central Intelligence Agency concluded that Taiwan might develop a nuclear weapon within ﬁve years. IAEA inspectors in early 1976
discovered that fuel rods containing about 500 grams of plutonium could
not be located, sparking concern that Taiwan might have secretly reprocessed them. Further suspicious discoveries elicited strong US pressure,
leading eventually to Taiwan’s shutting down the research reactor; however, the status of the diverted materials was never resolved. Concerns
re-emerged in the late 1980s when Taiwan began building a new reprocessing facility; again, US pressure led eventually to its dismantling and
no plutonium separation is thought to have taken place.36
US intervention has been instrumental in restraining Taiwan’s nuclear
ambitions owing both to Taiwan’s dependence on US security guarantees
and to Taiwan’s unique status under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty. Taiwan signed the NPT in 1968; however, United Nations recognition of the People’s Republic as the sole representative of China in
1971 led to Taiwan’s expulsion from the IAEA. The United States and
the IAEA subsequently agreed informally to continue an existing trilateral arrangement for maintaining NPT-type safeguards on Taiwan’s nuclear materials and facilities.
Taiwan today seems to have no active plans to develop nuclear weapons and has implemented the IAEA’s newer safeguards. However, how
quickly Taiwan could build nuclear weapons if it chose to is unknown.
Most estimates of the amount of plutonium Taiwan reprocessed fall far
short of the quantity needed for a nuclear weapon, but this work is likely
to have yielded important knowledge; Taiwan probably possesses the
technological expertise to develop nuclear weapons if it were able to
obtain the requisite ﬁssile materials. As in Japan, some Taiwanese strategists believe Taiwan’s security vis-à-vis China beneﬁts from the perception that Taiwan could quickly develop effective nuclear strike capabilities should the need arise. Unlike with Japan, however, US interests
vis-à-vis China are less served by Taiwan wielding this latent threat, helping to explain lesser US tolerance for Taiwanese nuclear ambitions.
As with Japan, US security support reduces Taiwan’s incentives for nuclear acquisition. Since the 1979 adoption of the Taiwan Relations Act,
US policy has entailed a crafted ambiguity concerning US intentions
actively to aid Taiwan in the event of an outbreak of hostilities with
China, which is aimed at discouraging both sides from precipitous
action.37 Taiwan’s resumption of nuclear weapons ambitions would likely

NUCLEAR THREAT RELIANCE IN EAST ASIA

195

lead at least to curtailed US assistance to Taiwan’s nuclear power programme and perhaps to retraction of US security support, while simultaneously disrupting Taiwan’s regional economic relations, undermining its
efforts to enhance its political legitimacy and inviting a Chinese preemptive strike to prevent nuclear acquisition.
For this reason (and unlike with Japan and South Korea), too much
US support, as well as too little, might induce Taiwan to revive a nuclear
weapons programme by reducing the disincentives for Taiwan to establish more independence from China generally. For example, President
Bush’s indications of more overt US commitment to defend Taiwan –
criticized for increasing the dangers of conﬂict38 – have dovetailed with
renewed interest in Taiwan in developing an ‘‘offensive capability’’ aiming to ‘‘deter’’ a Chinese attack on the island by posing ‘‘credible threats
to China’s urban population or high-value targets’’.39 If such a strategy,
albeit conventionally based, increased the prospects of Chinese preemptive attack, reliance on it could then induce Taiwan to develop a retaliatory nuclear threat rather than retreat from the policy.
Skilful US–China management of their relationship could pull back the
nuclear shadow over the Taiwan Strait, as was noted earlier. Taiwan’s security posture, with its latent nuclear ambitions, adds a volatile complication to this imperative.

Conclusion: Proliferation and non-proliferation in East Asia
In East Asia today, the United States, China and now North Korea rely
in key ways on explicit nuclear threats. Japan, South Korea and Taiwan
may now all be ‘‘virtual’’ nuclear-weapon states able to cross the line and
make nuclear arms more quickly than the international community could
effectively respond.40 Such nuclear threat usage offers an ‘‘equalizer’’
with unique application in the more autonomous multipolarity of the
post–Cold War region, offering redress of conventional weaknesses with
fewer complications than the alternative of costly alliances.
Nuclear threat reliance in this setting also creates the potential for an
explosive nuclear arms race. Any erosion of the several relatively improved regional relationships (such as between China and South Korea)
could incite rapid escalations in nuclear acquisitions. Thus, the creation
of durable cooperative security structures in the region, desirable in its
own right, is also vital to reducing nuclear threat reliance and dampening
proliferation incentives.
Developments in East Asia also interact with circumstances elsewhere.
The US-led attack on Iraq appears to have fuelled Pyongyang’s nuclear
ambitions by challenging its conﬁdence that its conventional threat
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against South Korea alone would deter a US attack.41 North Korea’s
own proliferation activities have exacerbated proliferation threats elsewhere in the world and challenge the durability of the NPT regime overall.
Reﬂecting such global impacts, the UN Secretary-General’s ofﬁce has
identiﬁed nuclear proliferation as a paramount global security danger
and called for both renewed commitment to disarmament by the world’s
nuclear-armed states and new efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation to
new states or terrorist groups.42 But this trade-off, the foundation of the
NPT, has become increasingly strained, as evinced by the deadlock of the
2005 NPT Review Conference and the failure of the 2005 United Nations
World Summit even to address the issue of nuclear proliferation.43
Pressing all states, nuclear-armed or not, to reduce reliance on nuclear
threats in their security postures offers opportunities to circumvent this
paralysis by highlighting a non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament obligation. Moreover, the post–Cold War disaggregation of world security
relations creates the potential for progress towards reducing nuclear
threat reliance in separate regions independently. Thus, fostering durable
non-nuclear collective security mechanisms in East Asia would also be a
vital contribution to non-proliferation efforts throughout the world.
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Non-proliferation after 9/11 and
beyond: A Japanese perspective
Heigo Sato

Introduction
The terrorist attack of 11 September 2001 refocused a global concern
about the risks of a connection between international terrorist networks
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). The
threat was recognized long before the dreadful attack, but it was reconﬁrmed when the international community was faced with covert nuclear development by Iraq and North Korea. Coupled with concern that
international terrorist groups might use WMD for terrorist attacks, nonproliferation was put centre-stage in global security.1
However, the current non-proliferation policy is faced with three problems. First, as is apparent in the case of Iraq and North Korea, the peaceful use of nuclear energy, as assumed in Article IV of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), is not a menu for giving
up the military development of nuclear energy but a menu of choice for
those who aspire to nuclear development. Second, a regime-based nonproliferation strategy is insufﬁcient to deal with non-state actors, including terrorist groups and the nuclear black market. Third, the political
complexity surrounding NPT violators may limit the option to use coercive measures by the countries concerned. The Iraq war revealed the divisions within the existing non-proliferation scheme.
Despite these problems, a global focus on non-proliferation provided
both an opportunity and a challenge to Japan’s security policy. On the
positive side, it allowed Japan to exercise political leadership, especially
in the Asia-Paciﬁc, to persuade countries in the region to comply with
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the global effort on non-proliferation. Japan justiﬁed its growing activism
on the international scene by arguing that it had ‘‘international responsibility’’ for the peace and stability of the existing global order. Domestically, Japan emphasized its status as a major beneﬁciary of the current international system. The Japanese government has repeatedly emphasized
the importance of the international non-proliferation regimes and of
global cooperation and collaboration on non-proliferation.
The key challenges to the global effort on non-proliferation came from
the basic framework on which Japan depends for its political legitimacy.
Particularly when faced with the putative North Korean nuclear development and North Korea’s declaration of withdrawal from the NPT, Japan
as well as the rest of the world faced the reality that the existing nonproliferation regime alone cannot prevent a determined country from acquiring weapons of mass destruction. Furthermore, as the focus of proliferation issues moves from latent and ﬁrst-tier proliferation to second-tier
proliferation and beyond, as explained by Braun and Chyba,2 the networks of proliferation must be addressed with new sets of measures that
would prevent and detect, or even destroy, such networks.
These complex features of proliferation required multiple measures,
including strengthening the non-proliferation regime, enforcing strict
export control mechanisms domestically, promoting coercive measures
to prevent proliferation, and exercising the military option to remove
‘‘rogue’’ regimes.3 Some of these measures were traditional and already
enforced, but some measures were completely new and required existing
international law and rules to be redeﬁned. The Iraq war, in particular,
provoked a debate within the international community about the role of
the United Nations and the desirability of the United States’ unilateralist
security policy.
As a faithful adherent of international norms and rules and an ally of
the United States, Japan faced the question of how to reconcile both positions in cooperating with the global effort to prevent a proliferation of
WMD and related materials. Indeed, the North Korean threat made the
Japanese position unambiguous, but Japan still went on with a debate
domestically to answer this question. By following the development of
Japan’s non-proliferation policy after 9/11, this chapter explains an impact
of the Iraq war and its aftermath on its nuclear non-proliferation policy.

Continuity and discontinuity in Japan’s non-proliferation
policy
Policy framework
Japan is a signatory of the major non-proliferation regimes. It has been
an NPT signatory since 1970 (the NPT was ratiﬁed in 1976), is subject to
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a Safeguards Agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and became a signatory to the IAEA Additional Protocol in
December 1998 (and ratiﬁed it in December 1999).4 Japan is also a signatory of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), which
was ratiﬁed in 1997. A brief outline of Japan’s active participation in
and contribution to the various non-proliferation regimes serves to afﬁrm
its commitment to global non-proliferation efforts.5 Compliance with the
non-proliferation regimes and their norms and terms is a core objective
of Japan’s arms control and disarmament diplomacy.6 Japan’s commitment supports its position as a strong advocate of those global norms.
Japan believes that its position is further reinforced by its domestic arrangements, such as the Three Non-Nuclear Principles, and its policy of
denial towards the arms trade.
Japan reconﬁrmed the signiﬁcance of non-proliferation after 9/11,
and the succeeding war on terror and the North Korean nuclear showdown reinforced its conviction that the world would be better off if
universal compliance with the existing non-proliferation regimes were accomplished. The Japanese prime ministers and other political leaders
have repeatedly emphasized the value of non-proliferation regimes on
various occasions, both before and after 9/11. For example, at the UN
General Assembly in 21 September 1998, Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi
stated, ‘‘the existing format certainly is not perfect, but there is no feasible, realistic alternative if we are to ensure stability in our international community’’. He proposed ﬁve points for further promoting nonproliferation: the nuclear non-proliferation regime should become more
universal; strict export controls should be placed on equipment, materials
and technologies that relate to nuclear weapons and missiles in order to
complement the NPT and ensure nuclear non-proliferation; any further
nuclear testing should be prevented (by encouraging universal support
for the CTBT); nuclear disarmament should be further promoted by
nuclear-weapon states sincerely implementing their obligations under the
NPT; each nation should reach an early conclusion on a ﬁssile material
cut-off treaty.7
Four years later, in September 2002, Prime Minister Koizumi stated at
the UN General Assembly that four challenges were facing the international community: the ﬁght against terrorism; the consolidation of peace
and nation-building; the simultaneous achievement of environmental
protection and development; and nuclear disarmament. As regards the
fourth challenge, Prime Minister Koizumi stated:
I believe that Japan, as the only country in human history to have suffered nuclear devastation, has a signiﬁcant role to play in nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation. Japan will continue its efforts to realize a peaceful and safe world,
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free of nuclear weapons, as early as possible. To that end, we will propose a draft
resolution titled ‘‘A path to the total elimination of nuclear weapons’’ at this session of the General Assembly, and will redouble our efforts to achieve the early
entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty.8

In fact, although Japan’s policy on non-proliferation was not affected
by 9/11, it was closely linked with the introduction of a missile defence
system. Japan valued a regime-based approach to non-proliferation, but
was realistic about its limits and therefore sought defensive measures. In
a joint statement issued on 30 June 2001, US President Bush and Prime
Minister Koizumi of Japan announced that ‘‘recognizing the growing
threat from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic
missiles, the two leaders emphasized the need for a comprehensive strategy to address this threat, including a variety of defense systems and
diplomatic initiatives, such as arms reductions’’, and ‘‘the President
and the Prime Minister agreed that the two governments should continue
to consult closely on missile defense, together with strengthened nonproliferation and counter-proliferation measures’’.9 Japan was involved
with joint technology development with the United States at that time,
but did not make a decision to join the full ballistic missile defence system until 19 December 2003.10
The limits of the traditional regime-based approach to nonproliferation11 were keenly felt when faced with the Iraq and North Korea cases. At a press conference on the issue of Iraq on 20 March 2003,
Prime Minister Koizumi asked: ‘‘What would be the consequences were
dangerous weapons of mass destruction to fall into the hands of a dangerous dictator?’’ He answered: ‘‘I believe that all people are now aware
that we would all be facing grave danger’’, adding that ‘‘how to prevent
this is a matter of concern to the entire world’’. Koizumi justiﬁed his support for the US and UK military operation in Iraq by criticizing Iraq,
which ‘‘has unfortunately ignored, or has not taken seriously, or even
ridiculed the United Nations resolutions. I do not believe that Iraq has
acted with sufﬁcient sincerity.’’12 An interesting point in this speech is
Koizumi’s reasoning for supporting the US action. Although he emphasized the danger posed by the possession of WMD by ‘‘a dangerous dictator’’, he put most weight on Iraq’s repeated ignoring of UN resolutions.
This revealed Japan’s concern about the deﬁciencies in the existing regime, and that the regime-based approach depends on the sincerity of
political leaders, which is not always dependable.
Looking at the limitations of regime-based non-proliferation, there appear to be political and institutional elements. The ﬁrst political limitation that Japan experienced was a conﬂict between political necessity
and the application of the policy’s principles. The norms and rules of
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non-proliferation and disarmament regimes are valid when universal application is sustained or the wider international community is working toward that end. This includes unilateral or coordinated sanctions against
violators. Under this principle, Japan enforced sanctions against India
and Pakistan after their nuclear tests in 1998. In October 2001, however,
the Koizumi administration announced that Japan would terminate these
sanctions. The Cabinet Secretary Yasuo Fukuda issued an announcement
stating that ‘‘Japan highly values India and Pakistan’s efforts to contribute to strengthening the international coalition against terrorism. It is vitally important that Pakistan remains stable and cooperative with the
international society in this combat against terrorism.’’ As for India, Japan’s concerns were India’s role in combating terrorism in South Asia.
Regarding non-proliferation, the announcement said, ‘‘both India and
Pakistan have been maintaining their moratoria on further nuclear tests
for the past three years and declaring their intention to maintain it. Furthermore, both countries have stated that they will ensure strict controls
of nuclear and missile related goods and technologies. To that extent,
Japan’s measures have obtained due achievement.’’13
The 1998 statement of economic sanctions against these two countries
had demanded the termination of further nuclear tests and of nuclear development, as well as the unconditional signing and ratiﬁcation of the
NPT and the CTBT. Judging from the announcement made by Cabinet
Secretary Fukuda in 2001, Japan clearly had not obtained what it demanded. Rather, Japan made a policy shift out of political necessity and
justiﬁed it on the basis of future promises by these two countries. Japan
introduced a new agenda into the bilateral relationship, which was to
support India and Pakistan in the war on terror. The irony is that the policy principle had to compromise with political needs for the sake of keeping up with the United States on the war on terror.
The second political limitation of the ‘‘regime-based’’ approach for Japan is US policy towards non-proliferation. If we simplify the assumption
behind Japan’s non-proliferation policy, it is that there is no contradiction between support for the United States and for the international community. Thus, the United States represented the global public will and
provided the de facto global standards on non-proliferation. This is the
logic behind Prime Minister Koizumi’s emphasis on the coexistence of
the Japan–US alliance and cooperation with the international community.14 On this basis, Japan was able to accept counter-proliferation and
anti-proliferation measures conducted through military means, although
they were not welcomed. However, another important element of
Japan’s foreign policy is to support an increasing and crucial role for the
United Nations in global issues involving non-proliferation.15 The em-
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phasis on support for both the United States and the United Nations
could be conﬂictual if one side implements a policy without due consideration of the interests of the other.
As the United States elaborated its comprehensive non-proliferation
strategy, Japan was faced with a dilemma. In a speech at the National
Defense University in February 2004, President Bush outlined a forward
strategy on non-proliferation. Following this speech, John Bolton, US
Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security, explained
the strategy in June at the American Enterprise Institute and said ‘‘the
frontlines in our nonproliferation strategy must extend beyond the wellknown rogue states to the trade routes and entities that are engaged in
supplying the countries of greatest proliferation concern’’. He outlined a
number of measures, including sanctions, interdiction and credible export
controls, through which to disrupt procurement efforts. In his speech,
Bolton valued the lessons of the Iraq war: the United States had ‘‘gained
enormous, immensely valuable and even decisive credibility from our actions there’’ because ‘‘our intervention in Iraq has made this seminal
message both possible and credible for the ﬁrst time’’.16
The question of whether Japan should accept Bolton’s reasoning on
the value and lessons of the Iraq war is a tricky problem in terms of both
global norms and Japanese domestic politics. According to the forward
strategy on non-proliferation, a ‘‘regime-based’’ approach or utilization
of the international legal architecture comprises a part of the US nonproliferation policy and is designed speciﬁcally to dissuade WMD aspirants and their diversion networks from pursuing WMD development.
Therefore, if the doctrine of regime change through preventive attack
provides some clue to the emerging non-proliferation challenge, should
Japan welcome this approach and compromise its paciﬁst security policy
with ‘‘effective’’ non-proliferation measures? In fact, faced with a warning from the North Korean regime that any move to impose economic
sanctions on Pyongyang would be seen as a ‘‘declaration of war’’, it was
clear to the Japanese government that it is a delicate decision even to
make a formal condemnation of nuclear development and/or kidnapping
cases.
Although acknowledging that the Iraq and Afghanistan campaigns
have compromised Libya’s nuclear ambitions, Japan strongly opposes the
‘‘war of choice’’ approach in dealing with North Korea. Therefore, Japan
was in desperate need of international coordination and authorization to
encircle North Korea politically to deal with the threat. Particularly after
9/11, Japan was an active promoter of an international consensus on nonproliferation in North-east Asia, which included sub-regional (the SixParty Talks, the Trilateral Coordination and Oversight Group), regional
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(the ASEAN Regional Forum, Asia-Paciﬁc Economic Cooperation, the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations, ASEANþ3, etc.), and global
(the G-8, the United Nations, etc.) mechanisms.
The irony of this approach is that its success depends on the degree to
which the United States refrains from the unilateral solution after the
Iraqi experience. The solution may involve military as well as diplomatic
measures. For example, China, Japan and South Korea – three of the
members of the Six-Party Talks – have been urging the United States to
take a more ‘‘realistic’’ approach instead of its current insistence on complete disarmament before rewarding North Korea, but the United States
has refused to do so because it would send the wrong message to Pyongyang.17 The Japanese government will publicly support the United
States’ position, but is aware that the lack of ﬂexibility may lead to a political impasse, which will give North Korea time to further develop its
nuclear weapons programme.

Institutional architecture
On the institutional side, the limitations of the existing approach are felt
on many fronts. On the high-enriched uranium (HEU) issue, President
Bush made a statement on February 2004 that, under the NPT, ‘‘regimes
are allowed to produce nuclear material that can be used to build bombs
under the cover of civilian nuclear programs’’ and he proposed to close
this treaty’s ‘‘loophole’’.18 In March 2004, the IAEA’s Director General,
Mohamed ElBaradei, told the agency’s Board of Governors that ‘‘the
wide dissemination of the most proliferation-sensitive parts of the nuclear fuel cycle – the production of new fuel, the processing of weaponsusable material, and the disposal of spent fuel and radioactive waste –
could be the ‘Achilles’ heel’ of the nuclear nonproliferation regime’’.19
The HEU issue represents one of the major problems facing the NPT
regime. Under current mechanisms, the NPT cannot prevent ambitious
states from making use of civil facilities for weapons development purposes because it allows peaceful nuclear development as a right for the
non-nuclear states under the regime. Furthermore, it cannot punish states
or non-state actors that illegally try to acquire nuclear weapons either. If
an individual state or group of states is the only actor willing to punish or
coerce nuclear aspirants to make them subject to international rules and
norms, trust in the non-proliferation regime would soon evaporate. The
doctrine of compliance makes its way to the heart of non-proliferation
because, as John Bolton, Under Secretary of State, says: ‘‘we are determined to use every resource at our disposal – using diplomacy regularly,
economic pressure when it makes a difference, active law enforcement
when appropriate and military force when we must.’’20
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A similar problem exists in export control. The uncovering of a nuclear
smuggling ring headed by Pakistani scientist A. Q. Khan revealed the
fragility of the measure itself. The fact that even tough domestic control
does not guarantee the prevention of technology diversion to the smuggling network or terrorists was one of the contributing factors to Japan’s
introduction of the ‘‘catch-all’’ provision in the Foreign Exchange and
Foreign Trade Law. Japan introduced the provision in April 2002. Following a recommendation by the project group organized by the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI) in December 2001, METI
amended the Foreign Exchange and Foreign Trade Law and introduced
a licence requirement for the items listed in the Export Control Regulations Item 16 and the Foreign Exchange Regulations Item 16.21
The amendment featured a major change to Japan’s export control
mechanism after 9/11. The need for a ‘‘catch-all’’ provision was ﬁrst proposed in the early 1990s and Ichita Yamamoto of the Liberal Democratic
Party and Keiichiro Asao of the Democratic Party claimed in 1999 that it
would be useful to punish North Korea.22 However, Japan’s introduction
of the ‘‘catch-all’’ provision was late compared with the United States and
the European Union, partly because the Ministry of International Trade
and Industry (which became METI in 2001) was reluctant to impose
an administrative burden on the export industry, and also because it had
doubts about the utility of the ‘‘catch-all’’ mechanism. MITI had introduced the so-called ‘‘Know Regulations’’ under a supplementary export
control initiative in the early 1990s.23 However, owing to increased concern over the proliferation of WMD and related materials, the effectiveness of existing non-proliferation regimes and treaties became a major
issue, and the enforcement of national export controls became a focus of
domestic debate.24 In an interim conclusion paper issued in December
2001 by the Security Trade Control Subcommittee of the Industrial Structure Advisory Committee, the nuclear development of Iraq and North
Korea, missile proliferation, and possible chemical attack by international terrorist groups were listed as major concerns in terms of the proliferation of WMD and related materials.25 This clearly shows that 9/11
contributed to the policy shift.
It is true that the success of export control is less visible and, if illegal
transfers occur behind the scenes, there is no way to judge if the system
is defective. The Myoshin case, in which the export of a condenser to
North Korea was successfully prevented, showed the utility of the catchall regulation.26 However, the success and failure of export control are
mostly determined behind the scenes. Furthermore, export control will
never be effective if there is no universal enforcement. The four export
control regimes have no legally binding measures and many developing
countries are outside the regimes. It is often pointed out that the catch-
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all provision is only one of the solutions to the complicated export
procedures.
To summarize the institutional limitations of the non-proliferation
effort, the inability to distinguish legitimate and peaceful transfers of
critical technologies from potentially destabilizing transfers, the lack of
enforcement and compliance measures, and a less-than-universal nonproliferation regime have the potential to derail non-proliferation efforts.
These factors point to the necessary measures to meet future challenges. First, the reinforcement of non-proliferation norms is particularly
signiﬁcant. In this realm, the role of the United Nations is still the mainstay of global efforts, since the United Nations can provide an overarching agenda with a sense of legitimacy. UN Security Council Resolution
1540 (2004) afﬁrmed that ‘‘proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, as well as their means of delivery, constitutes a threat to international peace and security’’.27 Together with repeated references to
this resolution during the Iraqi debate from late 2002 to early 2004, it is
undeniable that the authority of the United Nations is still large and signiﬁcant. In this regard, Japan has consistently supported UN initiatives
on non-proliferation.
However, the reinforcement of non-proliferation norms does not necessarily involve the accumulation of declarations or pledges and persuasion of non-compliant parties by member states. There need to be active
and passive measures to reinforce non-proliferation. One of the active
measures is the use of force. Supposedly backed by UN Resolution 1540,
it may be true that the use of force against WMD aspirers is justiﬁable if
those parties do not comply with requests from the international community. Although the UN member states must recognize their responsibility
to deal with threats to international peace and security, the ways in which
active measures are applied may vary depending on the issue area and
the region.
In the case of Iraq, the US goal was non-proliferation as well as regime
change in Iraq, whereas the United Nations was seeking Iraqi compliance
with UN resolutions. Indeed, there were shared goals, but the United
States put as much emphasis on the wider implications for the security
order of the Middle East and the peace and security of the wider international community by demonstrating its will and power in this case. In
the case of North Korea, on the other hand, given the complexities of
the issues involved, the United States and the members of the Six-Party
Talks are reluctant even to submit this case to the United Nations. It is
interesting to compare the US reaction to these two cases, since North
Korea had declared its possession of nuclear weapons on several occasions. Besides the trustworthiness of North Korea’s declaration, it might
be true that lessons in one particular case cannot be transferred to other
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cases where the nature of the threat and the regional dynamics may
differ.
The passive measures on non-proliferation are equally signiﬁcant. The
most basic passive measure is reinforcement of the existing regime and
treaty. In a working paper submitted to the Third Session of the Preparatory Committee for the 2005 Review Conference of the Parties to the NPT,
Japan listed as important areas: nuclear disarmament; non-proliferation;
peaceful uses of nuclear energy; universality and compliance; nuclearweapon-free zones and negative security assurance; and strengthening
dialogue with civil society and future generations. Particularly in the
nuclear disarmament ﬁeld, Japan stated that ‘‘nuclear-weapon States are
urged to respond to such resolute determination on the part of nonnuclear-weapon States by demonstrating tangible progress towards nuclear disarmament’’. For Japan, the crucial issues in nuclear disarmament
are: the early entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban
Treaty; negotiations on a ﬁssile material cut-off treaty; a reduction in
nuclear weapons by nuclear-weapon states; a reduction in non-strategic
nuclear weapons; assistance for denuclearization in the former Soviet
states; and regular report by States Parties on their efforts towards nuclear disarmament.28 It is fair to argue that Japan’s interests are concurrent with global efforts on the issue of non-proliferation.
An equally important passive measure would be an outreach
programme aimed at raising awareness among non-regime members
about non-proliferation and strengthening their domestic control mechanisms. The awareness-raising can take the form of either government-togovernment lectures or public education. Through a government-level
lecture programme, ofﬁcials in developed countries talk about the value
and lessons of their export control system and encourage, or in some
cases help, developing countries to establish such a system. This would
beneﬁt the developed countries because they can export technologies to
the developing country without worrying about third-party transfer or
technology diversion if full compliance is implemented. As regards public
education on non-proliferation, papers were submitted to the Third Session of the Preparatory Committee for the 2005 Review Conference of
the Parties to the NPT by individual states. Japan’s paper shows that
it is actively involved in the promotion of public education about nonproliferation.29
Other measures deal with enforcing compliance on defectors and
neglectors. The introduction of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI)
was intended to ﬁll the gap between the domestic measures and military
operations. Many analysts welcomed the initiative because of its implications for Japan’s North Korean policy, particularly its curtailment effect
on North Korea’s external revenue sources. Through PSI, Japan was
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able to impose de facto ‘‘economic sanctions’’ on North Korea in the
name of international consensus and cooperation, thus avoiding being
criticized for unilateral self-interested sanctions. This might be called a
side-effect of non-proliferation.

Japan’s initiative on global and regional non-proliferation
Japan’s initiative on non-proliferation is built on three layers: regime
compliance, global and regional commitment, and norm-building. Within
these layers, Japan incorporates a new development of the issues and
measures to overcome the political and institutional limits noted earlier.

Regime compliance
Japan is proud of having been an active supporter of the nonproliferation regime throughout the recent history of Japanese foreign
policy. Its stance is further enhanced by its initiatives on conventional
weapons such as landmines and small arms. For example, Ambassadors
Mitsuro Donowaki and Kuniko Inoguchi showed strong leadership
in the matter of small arms, with Professor Inoguchi being appointed
Chairperson-Designate of the United Nations First Biennial Meeting
of States on Small Arms and Light Weapons, held in New York in July
2003. This represented one of Japan’s commitments toward promoting
non-proliferation.
Indeed, Japan’s approach to regime compliance can be broken down
into two aspects: regime participation/adherence and self-restraint. The
former aspect is demonstrated in Japan’s active participation in the nonproliferation regime, while the latter aspect explains Japan’s determination not to be a source of proliferation through technology diversion.
In addition to strictly controlling military and dual-use technology
exports to prevent technology diversion, Japan is determined not to
become equipped with nuclear weapons. Japan’s Three Non-Nuclear
Principles, which state that Japan will not possess, produce or allow
the transhipment of nuclear weapons, have been enforced since the
1960s and are still in place despite the Chinese nuclear programme in
the late 1960s and North Korean nuclear developments in the early 1990s
and beyond. It is true that a legal interpretation by the Director of the
Cabinet Legislative Bureau, Hideo Sanada, in 1978 would allow Japan’s
possession of nuclear weapons as not unconstitutional, but Japan maintains the principles for political purposes.30 The issue of Japan’s nuclear
possession resurfaced in May–June 2002 because a private and off-therecord speech at Waseda University by Deputy Cabinet Secretary Shinzo
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Abe was intentionally misinterpreted and leaked, but Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda reiterated the government’s traditional position in the
Diet.31
Japan nonetheless periodically faces doubt and suspicion from neighbouring countries and especially from academics about possible nuclear
development and possession. According to realist theory, it would be rational for Japan to develop and possess nuclear weapons because it is
surrounded by hostile states with nuclear weapons. In fact, it is widely believed that Japan has the technological foundation to develop nuclear
weapons and delivery systems in a short period of time. Japan’s nuclear
option was highlighted when Dr Masashi Nishihara, president of Japan’s
National Defense Academy, wrote to the Washington Post about the
non-aggression pact between the United States and North Korea in August 2003. Dr Nishihara argued that ‘‘such a pact would in fact lead only
to a withdrawal of U.S. troops from South Korea and perhaps even to
justifying the development of its own nuclear weapons’’.32
The Japanese government strongly counters these doubts and suspicions. First, as Defense Minister Shigeru Ishiba explained in November
2002, Japan is a faithful supporter of the NPT and ‘‘must respect and extend the spirit of the NPT regime’’.33 Second, the Japan-US alliance provides security guarantees and the US presence in the Asia-Paciﬁc works
as a stabilizing factor in this region. Japan also beneﬁts from the US nuclear umbrella. The Japanese government further explains that joining
the ballistic missile defence (BMD) system would supplement the US security guarantee and reinforce Japan’s protection from missile attacks.
Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda announced that ‘‘Japan will take all possible measures to ensure national defense and prevention of proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, by ensuring transparency and encouraging international understanding on BMD, and by promoting further cooperation with the United States on technology and operation’’.34
The negative side of this approach is that an over-reliance on the US
deterrence capability might remove Japan’s freedom of action in many
areas of its security policy. Critics argue that Japan has become a poodle
(often termed pochi in Japanese, which means ‘‘faithful dog to his master’’) of the United States and could not stop US unilateralist policy
even if it wished to do so. This argument has surfaced from time to time
since 9/11 and is used to criticize Prime Minister Koizumi’s policy towards the United States. However, at a press conference on the issue of
Iraq on 20 March 2003, Prime Minister Koizumi opposed this view by arguing that ‘‘the people of Japan should not forget that the fact that the
United States deems the attack to Japan as an attack to itself is serving
as a great deterrence against any country attempting to attack on
Japan’’.35
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Global and regional commitment
Global commitments
Japan continues to support a global commitment on non-proliferation
and has been an active promoter of the various initiatives. In a statement
of global partnership against the proliferation of WMD issued at the G-8
Summit in Canada in 2002, the G-8 leaders declared that ‘‘we commit
ourselves to prevent terrorists, or those that harbour them, from acquiring or developing nuclear, chemical, radiological and biological weapons;
missiles; and related materials, equipment and technology’’. The G-8
called on all countries to join them in a commitment to six principles on
non-proliferation: promote the adoption, universalization, full implementation and strengthening of multilateral treaties and other international
instruments; account for and secure such items in production, use, storage and domestic and international transport; develop effective physical
protection measures applied to facilities; develop effective border controls, law enforcement efforts and international cooperation to detect,
deter and interdict in cases of illicit trafﬁcking; develop effective national
export and transhipment controls over items on multilateral export control lists; manage and dispose of stocks of ﬁssile materials designated as
no longer required for defence purposes, eliminate all chemical weapons,
and minimize holdings of dangerous biological pathogens and toxins.36
These principles became the guidelines of Japan’s non-proliferation
efforts.
The diversion of weapons, technology and personnel engaged in WMD
development is one of the most serious issues facing the international
community, and the former communist countries were deemed to be major sources of supply because of a lack of resources to prevent diversion.
Cooperation projects in Russia had started years before the G-8 statement. In fact, the Russian disposal of nuclear waste in the Sea of Japan
had been pointed out in the early 1990s, and both governments engaged
in cooperation to deal with this problem. Since 1993 Japan has provided
US$70 million to the Committee for Cooperation to Assist the Destruction of Nuclear Weapons Reduced in the Russian Federation and has
undertaken a programme to assist in the denuclearization of Russia. A
bilateral initiative agreed in May 1999 – the Japan-Russian Federation
Joint Efforts for Disarmament and Environmental Protection – identiﬁed
three areas in which to promote cooperation: the dismantling of decommissioned nuclear submarines in the Far East region; promoting the conversion of military resources to the private sector; and the management
and disposal of surplus Russian weapons-grade plutonium by using Russia’s BN600 fast reactor.37
In fact, the issue was ﬁrst put on the global agenda at the G-7 Tokyo
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Summit in 1993. The Political Declaration stated that ‘‘enhanced cooperation is necessary in combatting the danger of proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and missiles’’. One of the goals was to ‘‘encourage
the countries concerned of the former Soviet Union to ensure rapid,
safe and secure elimination of nuclear weapons in accordance with
current agreements, providing effective assistance to this end’’.38 Japan
supported participation by the former communist countries in the nonproliferation regimes after the Cold War. Furthermore, it provided ﬁnancial support to Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus to dismantle
their nuclear weapons, a project established in line with the United
States’ Cooperative Threat Reduction programme. Unfortunately, the
project was terminated because the funds provided by the Japanese government were not disbursed. However, Japan announced at the G-8
Summit in Canada that it would provide US$200 million to the nonproliferation programme in Russia.39 Japan reached an agreement on 28
June 2003 to the pilot project of dismantling one Victor III-class submarine at Zvezda Shipyard, Primorye.
Regional commitments
Japan is actively engaged in an outreach programme in the Asia-Paciﬁc,
which has two tracks. The ﬁrst track is the Asian Export Control Seminar
hosted by the Center for Information on Security Trade Control (CISTEC). CISTEC, established in 1989, is a private organization with strong
ties to the Japanese government, especially with METI. CISTEC started
the Asian Export Control Seminar in 1993. The idea behind the seminar
was to invite export control administrators and practitioners in the AsiaPaciﬁc to Japan and to help them learn the signiﬁcance and practical
beneﬁts of establishing their own export control system. It was part of
Japan’s regional responsibility to monitor the progress of the legal development of export controls in the Asia-Paciﬁc region, which was shared
under the framework of the Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export Controls. In October 2004, the 12th Asian Export Control Seminar
was held in Tokyo. Reﬂecting the increasing awareness of the signiﬁcance of international cooperation on export controls, Hong Kong and
Singapore changed their status from ‘‘participating country’’ to ‘‘cooperating country’’, the category to which Australia, Germany, South Korea
and the United States belong.
The second track is the Asian Senior-level Talks on Non-Proliferation
(ASTOP) hosted by the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA).
ASTOP started in November 2003 by inviting 12 Asian nations, namely,
Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Japan, the Republic of Korea,
Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Viet
Nam, together with Australia and the United States as participants.
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ASTOP is a senior-level dialogue among the Asian countries dedicated
speciﬁcally to the discussion of the non-proliferation of WMD. In conducting the ASTOP, the Japanese government refers to various documents,
including the G8 Declaration on Non Proliferation of Weapons of Mass
Destruction adopted in June 2003, the Political Declaration on Prevention of Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Their Means
of Delivery adopted by the ASEM (Asia Europe Meeting) foreign ministers in July 2003, the Joint Declaration on the Promotion of Tripartite
Cooperation among Japan, the People’s Republic of China and the Republic of Korea, and the APEC (Asia Paciﬁc Economic Cooperation)
Leaders’ Declaration adopted in October 2003. It is clear that the idea
for ASTOP arose from the growing emphasis on non-proliferation within
the international community after 9/11.
In his opening statement at the ﬁrst ASTOP meeting in November
2003, Ambassador Yukiya Amano argued that the ‘‘proliferation process
consists of several phases – the export phase, traveling phase and import
phase’’. For the export phase, he argued that ‘‘export control as well as
customs security must be duly reinforced in the respective countries in
order to stop the ﬂow of the sensitive items’’. Explaining the transportation and import phases, he argued that ‘‘sensitive materials travel across
borders because there may be those who wish to acquire them in our
countries’’, so that ‘‘we must also seriously consider ways to illegalize
the acquisition of sensitive materials for criminal use and seek for ways
to duly penalize the end-users of concern’’; he also stressed ‘‘the importance of taking a more proactive approach to stop shipments of proliferation concern in their traveling phase’’.40 In this regard, Ambassador
Amano emphasized the importance of the PSI. To encourage security cooperation on the high seas, MOFA hosted the Asia Non-proliferation
Seminar in May 2004, and invited ofﬁcials from Cambodia, Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Philippines and Thailand to provide lectures on law enforcement on the high seas.
Comparing these two tracks of Japan’s outreach effort in the AsiaPaciﬁc, the ﬁrst initiative is conducted and managed by a METIinﬂuenced institution, and the second is undertaken by MOFA itself.
Although ASTOP’s status in Japan is high in bureaucratic terms, and
its policy implications are considered signiﬁcant, export control is actually managed by trade, police and military ofﬁcials, so that the Asian
Export Control Seminar deals with the more pragmatic elements of nonproliferation. This shows that the Japanese government has taken the signiﬁcance of non-proliferation very seriously since the early 1990s. Thus,
developments since 9/11 have merely helped to accelerate the various
initiatives that were already under way, although they have added a new
dimension that emphasizes the importance of enforcement measures such
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as the PSI and the Container Security Initiative (CSI). However, interestingly, Japan understood the importance of the military measures but did
not elaborate on when and how military operations might be justiﬁed as a
part of the non-proliferation strategy.

Norm-building
The Japanese government is active in promoting a variety of measures
in relation to norm-building, including norm formation, the promotion
of awareness and enlightenment, and the education of young people.
Norm formation
Japan encourages both academics and practitioners jointly to develop
new norms and to hold symposiums and seminars to elaborate problemsolving methods. For example, after the nuclear tests by India and Pakistan, the Japan Institute of International Affairs and the Hiroshima Peace
Institute, supported by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, hosted the Tokyo
Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament in May 1998.
The Tokyo Forum made 17 key recommendations in July 1999, which
were submitted to UN Secretary-General Koﬁ Annan. Another example
was an international seminar titled ‘‘Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regime:
In the Face of a Possible Renewed Nuclear Arms Race’’, which was
held just before the NPT Review Conference in April–May 2000 to discuss how to lead the conference to success. In August 2000, the Japan Institute of International Affairs hosted the ‘‘International Workshop on
Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation’’, which considered how
to implement the practical steps towards nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation agreed on at the Review Conference. Thus, most of these
initiatives started before 9/11.
The promotion of awareness and enlightenment
MOFA anticipates a role for non-governmental organizations (NGOs) in
promoting awareness and enlightenment about nuclear issues. For example, the Hiroshima and Nagasaki peace movements perform a crucial
role in supporting Japan’s insistence on the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, since they are able to convey the true picture of the effect
of nuclear weapons. MOFA and the Japanese government also anticipate
that NGOs will be involved in the disarmament domain. It is deemed
appropriate for NGOs to act as implementation bodies in landmine clearance, and the Japanese government is keen to support their activities
through the Japan Platform, which provides emergency relief in natural
disasters and refugee situations.
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The education of young people
In educating young people, Japan supports the United Nations Disarmament Fellowship Programme and its seminars. Japan also invites
teachers in the Asia-Paciﬁc to help develop teaching techniques on nonproliferation. Most of the programme was developed after 9/11, but its
importance was recognized before 9/11.

Conclusion
It is not clear that the 9/11 attacks and the Iraq war had an impact on Japan’s non-proliferation policy. In fact, most of the initiatives highlighted
under the banner of the war on terror and the non-proliferation strategy
were already under way before 9/11. Unfortunately, despite Japan’s
conviction about the inseparable relationship between arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation under the NPT regime, Japanese efforts
and initiatives are fragmented by political realities and strategic demands. For example, there is an implied contradiction in the fact that
Japan relies on the extended deterrence of the United States while proclaiming the elimination of nuclear weapons at the United Nations. Furthermore, the future direction of the PSI indicates that there might be a
demand for more joint operations with other militaries to promote nonproliferation, whereas Japan maintains a strict restriction on the use of
force other than for territorial defence purposes.
The Iraq crisis revealed the weakness of the non-proliferation regime
and its role in the UN system. This weakness has two dimensions. First,
there were no concrete measures to deal with deliberate violations of
the existing norms and procedures. Second, in spite of many promises by
the international community on various occasions, it was extremely difﬁcult to achieve international consensus when positive action was required
and necessary. Therefore, if we wish to transfer the lessons of the Iraq
war to other regions, measures need to be situation driven rather than
derived from the universal application of principles. In this regard, a
‘‘war of choice’’ will be just one option in dealing with the proliferation
problem. Within this logic, unfortunately, a pre-emptive strike against
potential and/or actual proliferators could be irregular policy means in
the future, since sensitive management of any ad hoc coalition is necessary, which is a key to effective military operations. It is true that
the United States has a special role and responsibility in international
society. However, US-led initiatives are not a substitute for global nonproliferation. The irony is that international society cannot live without
US initiatives in dealing with non-proliferation, but nor does it wish to
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give the United States dominance over the issue. This ambivalence creates a split in non-proliferation, and the Iraq war can be seen as a means
of ﬁlling the gap before the divergence grew any bigger.
In these circumstances, countries are obliged to cooperate with the
United States, while complaining about its unilateral attitude towards
the issue. Japan and other countries should therefore utilize the US policy to beneﬁt their interest but also undertake their own initiatives based
on their limitations and interests. In this course of action, however, an international society must face the question of the legal foundations of US
policy and the role of the United Nations, and how it accommodates this
dissension will be one of its greatest challenges in the future.
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From bomb to fuel! Iran and
the question of weapons of
mass destruction
Jalil Roshandel

Since the mid-1980s, Iran’s nuclear programme has been subjected to intense international attention. For much of the ﬁrst half of this period,
concerned countries in the region and the West, although accusing Iran
of having a secret nuclear weapons project, could make no progress in
unravelling the mysteries of Iran’s nuclear objectives. Iran itself did not
succeed in taking great leaps forward in developing its nuclear capability
and the more it approached countries with nuclear capabilities the less it
secured their cooperation and technical assistance. This absurd international search for assistance in fact turned global attention to Iran. In addition, Israeli sensitivity concerning Iranian nuclear plans made it harder
for Iran to ﬁnd reliable partners. The hardship experienced did not, however, lessen the Iranian desire to develop a nuclear capability.
Revolutionary Iran had initially refuted the necessity to have advanced
weapons systems such as the American AWACS aircraft and had interrupted development of its nuclear reactors ordered under the Shah. By
the mid-1980s, however, it was clear that the mind-set within the religious
leadership of the country had shifted from rejection of advanced technology to appreciation of it and was hankering after some sort of weapons of
mass destruction. The most convincing and concrete reason must have
been that, had Iran been in possession of any of such devices, the Iran–
Iraq war might have been avoided all together or at least would have
lasted for far fewer than eight years and been brought to an end with
much more positive results for Iran. Other than this, there was a secondary incentive: the Bushehr nuclear plant, which was started by the Shah
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in the 1970s, reminded people of the Shah’s plan to make Iran a regional
superpower. Until the mid-1980s, the Islamic Republic was unable to
take signiﬁcant steps towards the physical completion of the construction
of the plant, but suddenly the decision to continue the project was taken.
Whether there was a particular interest group behind the decision remains a mystery, but there are other factors that must have induced Iran
to follow up its plans. This chapter will explain the process and argue
that, based on a speciﬁc interpretation of the text of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), Iran sees no reason to
abandon what it calls a peaceful nuclear programme; it seems that the decision has also been designed to extend the programme as far as possible
while giving the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) full access
to its sites.
Although the IAEA expects Iran to stop its processing of nuclear fuel
because of its potential as a dual-use technology, Iran shows no interest
in doing so. As we shall see, the continuation of the Iranian project for
more than two decades has transformed it into the main issue that is directly related to Iranian national honour and dignity. Therefore, any attempt to stop the project or militarily to destroy the facilities would deﬁnitely jeopardize regional security even more than the Iranian nuclear
capability per se. Within Iranian society, a nuclear capability is to some
extent viewed not only as a military necessity in light of Iran’s nucleararmed neighbours but as a symbol of the greatness of Iran and the nation’s independence in the face of pressure from the hostile West. Should
Iran succeed in acquiring a nuclear capability of some sort, civilian or
military, the chances of that force being brought to bear against Israel
seem slim. Despite the longstanding animosity between Iran and Israel
and the Islamic regime’s continuous support of Hezbollah and Hamas, it
seems unlikely that Iran would risk the consequences of a nuclear attack
upon Israel. Having seen the immediate and overwhelming force applied
by the West against Saddam Hussein during the Persian Gulf war, or
since March 2003 to oust him from power, Iran is certainly aware that
the successful launch of a nuclear weapon against Israel could only result
in a severe backlash from both Israel and the West. Given the probability
that a nuclear-armed Iran would not use that technology unless threatened, it is important to examine the potential consequences of Western
military action to intervene in the creation of that technology. Should
the West decide to end the Iranian nuclear programmes militarily, the
project’s stature in the minds of the Islamic regime and the minds of Iranians would surely provoke a signiﬁcant response, perhaps including conventional weapon attacks on Western interests within the Middle East.
Given the instability stemming from so many pressure points within the
region, Iran’s introduction as a hostile player on the regional stage could
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easily and signiﬁcantly exacerbate existing tensions and conﬂicts and, in
such circumstances, Israel would most certainly be Iran’s target of choice.
It may not be desirable to stand idly by while Iran develops its nuclear
capability, but the potential consequences of military intervention might
easily dwarf the threat posed by a nuclear-capable Iran, given the Islamic
regime’s inability actually to use a military nuclear capability.

Background
Since the ceaseﬁre with Iraq in 1989, Iran’s security calculations have
shifted from the old concerns about the Arab world and the Persian
Gulf states’ rivalries to greater threats that supposedly target both the
territorial integrity and the cleric structure of the Iranian regime. The
Iran–Iraq war proved how Saddam Hussein was rewarded for his aggression against Iran, leaving Iranians defenceless and with practically no allies. Seen from Tehran, Saddam was rewarded for his aggression because
his success would put an end to Iran’s Islamic regime, which was making
many Europeans and Americans unhappy. In fact, more than disagreements over borders, what was really at risk was Iran’s Islamic identity.
Maintaining the system meant something far beyond ‘‘distrust’’ of a hostile neighbourhood and would take much more than the human shield
and conventional defences that were used (and perhaps overused) during
the war with Iraq. The acquisition of some sort of nuclear capability for
deterrent purposes would naturally be the most appropriate answer.

New threats
This period coincided with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
emergence of the newly independent Central Asian and Caucasian republics, which transformed Iran’s perception of post–Cold War regional
threats. It also brought some hope of obtaining nuclear materials or perhaps scientists from the expanded market that opened up during this period.
In this new environment, the major threats to Iran’s security stemmed
not only from the hostile Arab states of the Persian Gulf, ‘‘whom Iran
feared would actually form a US-aided and abetted anti-Iranian Arab
front’’,1 but also from geo-strategic changes under way on Iran’s northern borders with the former Soviet Union and the Caspian Sea. The new
threats arose from the distinctive geopolitical environment that directly
resulted from the so-called New World Order.
The creation of an Arab front united against Iran, however hypo-
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thetical, was one of the scenarios Iran feared most. Despite the fact that
the Arab world has never reached such a consensus, an Iran surrounded
by unfriendly nations was and still is facing a threat to its survival. One
might argue that most of Iran’s neighbours are unlikely to be real sources
of threat or to have the military strength necessary for that purpose. This
is true, yet one cannot ignore Kautilya’s notion of ‘‘enmity’’, which deﬁnes the ‘‘natural relation between neighbors’’.2 Added to the magnitude
of this perception was the US military presence in the Persian Gulf after
the Iran–Iraq war, a presence that increased in size after the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait.
One of the imperatives in the post–Cold War era for Iran has been to
equalize its relationship with Iraq because UN Security Council Resolution 598 only declared a ceaseﬁre between the two belligerents and did
not create a treaty for peace. Indeed, immediately after the end of the
war with Iran, Iraq, helped by the international community, was able to
reorganize its army and deploy it in another act of aggression – the occupation of Kuwait. Following and as a result of the war with Iraq, Iran was
not in a position to defend itself by conventional means. The Islamic
regime was facing severe international isolation and embargoes and was
well aware that the theocratic nature of the regime was attracting the ire
of much of the world. This was enough to convince the decision makers
within Iran that any strategic weapons (such as ballistic missiles and nuclear, chemical or biological warheads) would make the regime safer and
reduce its vulnerability to a completely hostile international system. In
addition, they believed that advanced weapons systems would put Iran
into a different category in the world order and bring international recognition of its capabilities.
From studying the Iranian land forces, air force, ground-based air
defence forces, naval forces, mine and amphibious-warfare capabilities,
and anti-ship missile forces, Anthony Cordesman argues that, in almost
all areas, the Iranian military capability falls far short of ‘‘sustained capability’’. By ‘‘Gulf standards’’, the Iranian forces may have signiﬁcant superiority in some ﬁelds, but Cordesman conﬁrms Iran’s inability to pose
an operational threat against neighbours such as Iraq or Saudi Arabia.
He also believes that Iran’s ‘‘Southern Gulf neighbors are modernizing
and expanding their forces at a much faster rate than Iran. In spite of
[the] currently programmed force cut, the United States retains the capability to decisively intervene in the Gulf. It can rapidly achieve naval and
air supremacy, and while it cannot rapidly deploy land forces against
Iran, it can carry out the kind of strategic-bombing campaign it carried
out against Iraq. In spite of Iraq’s defeat in the Gulf War, it is still a
superior military power and still poses a potential threat to Iran.’’3 It is
very likely that the revolutionary regime had reached similar conclusions

IRAN AND THE QUESTION OF WMD

227

and had decided that a nuclear capability would go far in addressing the
gap and balancing military power in the Persian Gulf.
A less signiﬁcant argument put forward by Iran was to consider nuclear
technology as an appropriate ﬁeld for creating new jobs and as a source
of non-market-oriented production. One should remember that, with low
oil prices in those years and an increasingly young population, Iran’s concern was quite legitimate and any small steps could have had a positive
impact on the Iranian job market. These arguments were of course never
made in public, which is why there was little or no evidence and there
was very little visible evidence of Iranian nuclear plans and intention.
The only visible military activity was the development of a parallel and
related capability of medium- to long-range ballistic missile – the Shihab
series.
In the face of such weaknesses and vulnerabilities, Iran did have other
options available to it and in fact several of them were explored. Regional
cooperation seems to have been the ﬁrst option examined during President Rafsanjani’s administration from 1989 to 1996. In his ﬁrst term, Rafsanjani was ﬁnally able to accept a ceaseﬁre with Iraq. However, he was
unable to meet people’s post-war economic demands. It was only his family, ‘‘who rose from modest origins as pistachio farmers’’, who became
more involved in economic activities, and his ‘‘clan’’ gradually ‘‘took key
positions’’ in rich ministries such as the Ministry of Oil.4 Unfortunately,
he followed a patriarchal policy and, as a consequence of his autocratic
weight, gradually pushed Ayatollah Khamenei towards more conservative policies. Rafsanjani’s role behind all decisions during this period cannot be contested, yet he has to be credited with limited attempts at regional cooperation.
Another option was to reduce international tension. Iran tried, however inadequately, to approach some countries and sent calculated signals to the United States – not good enough to melt the ice, but they did
create hope for the people who were beginning to demand better relations with the West, particularly with the United States, while constantly
pressuring for more freedoms at the domestic level. Rafsanjani’s second
term is a clear example of this policy: Rafsanjani’s hidden political ﬂirtations led to a minor opening with the Arab states of the Persian Gulf,
somewhat less tense relations with Europe and a lucrative contract for
the Russians to ﬁnish the construction of the nuclear plant in Bushehr.
This same period, however, produced no signiﬁcant achievements in relations with the United States.
The unexpected and undesirable (for the conservatives) ascendance of
Mohammad Khatami to power in 1997, followed by the insulting behaviour of reformists in the process of the sixth parliamentary election (which
eliminated Rafsanjani from parliament), had some direct and perhaps in-
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direct results that affected Rafsanjani and the decisions made under his
patriarchy:
 Rafsanjani received a new mandate of authority at the head of the
newly empowered Expediency Council, which had its own Centre for
Strategic Studies. The centre was soon inviting university professors,
distinguished scholars and former policy makers to work for the centre
and for the council.
 All strategic decisions made under Rafsanjani’s patriarchal rule, including the decision to go nuclear, became increasingly invisible, although
Iran did not abandon its nuclear ambitions.
 Although a reformist government was formed and later had the support of an ultra-reformist parliament, society was under the kind of
control that is reminiscent of the military Junta in Greece. The reformists were apparently free to say, ask and demand anything they wanted,
but they could not expect their adversaries to be restrained. On the
contrary, vigilante groups were free and even encouraged to act against
the reformists. This had a signiﬁcant impact on the strategic decisions
made by the reformists and gradually led to the eventual stalemate.
In this chaotic situation (which was often wrongly interpreted as freedom), the implementation of the government’s promises – internally and
externally – and of the government’s international commitments became
more and more difﬁcult. Once in power, Khatami signed more international agreements than had all previous presidents under the Islamic system since 1979, yet, especially since his second term, it has been completely impossible to consider his words and signature as legally binding
on Iran’s policies if they have not been conﬁrmed by the clerics or the
patriarchal institutions that often act as a second government.5 Under
Khatami’s presidency, Iran’s slow walk towards democracy engaged the
whole world. New hopes and expectations were aroused and everything
pointed to a new political and social life for Iran.
While the world’s attention was diverted by the fate of democracy and
the reform movement in Iran, nuclear issues became less important.
Though the transparent part of Iran’s nuclear programme was under
IAEA control, the invisible part in fact managed to buy more time and
was continued in secrecy. On the diplomatic side there was a very valuable understanding between the IAEA and Iran’s formal government,
but the shadow government was making secret deals with Pakistani nuclear scientists (perhaps because of the low cost). With the transfer of
technology and equipment, Iran took several steps forward. Although
there was not enough time to take the ﬁnal step to bulk production of
weapons-grade materials, a considerable level of expertise in highly
important dual-use industry was assembled. In August 2002, when an
Iranian opposition group ﬁrst revealed publicly that Iran was building a
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uranium enrichment facility near Natanz (north of Isfahan), the IAEA
quickly characterized the site as ‘‘sophisticated and the culmination of a
large, expensive effort’’.6 The world was puzzled when commercial satellite images, taken in 2002, made it clear that the facility was using gas
centrifuges. Small, negligible and perhaps unimportant parts had been
patched together to produce an industrial system and potential that was
unthinkable for the West. Part of this enrichment chain was imported
from other countries, but the major infrastructure and the primary engineering of the large underground structures were carried out solely by
Iranians. Iran’s operating centrifuge, assembly facilities and a centrifuge
pilot plant suddenly became an international focal point, although not
operating with uranium as of late March 2006 when this chapter was
edited.
After almost 20 years of observation, control, sanctions, continued
alarms (mainly issuing from Israel) and continuous monitoring of Iran’s
interaction with countries with nuclear know-how, it is now clear that
Iran has progressed so far in the industry that the assessment by the
Institute for Science and International Security (ISIS) – even though
‘‘preliminary’’ – claims that ‘‘Iran has demonstrated a capability possessed by only about ten countries’’.7 However, during the past few years
Iran has always insisted that its capability is for peaceful purposes only.8
Even the Director General of the IAEA, Mohamed ElBaradei, has
stated that:
Iran has no nuclear weapons program, but I personally don’t rush to conclusions
before all the realities are clariﬁed. So far I see nothing which could be called an
imminent danger. I have seen no nuclear weapons program in Iran. What I have
seen is that Iran is trying to gain access to nuclear enrichment technology, and so
far there is no danger from Iran.9

Between the two extremes
The past 20 years of Islamic rule in Iran have been ﬁlled with clashes between the Iranian political system – despite domestic factional rivalries –
and the West. In a word, the West does not want Iran to be one of the
world’s nuclear-capable states, because the United States and Europe
think this would violate the NPT. Iran had itself signed the NPT and accepted its extension in 1995 (incidentally under President Rafsanjani). At
the diplomatic level, Iran has always called attention to its signing of the
extension of the NPT as signalling its acceptance of and respect for the
efforts by the United Nations for disarmament. However, during his last
months in power, President Khatami found himself increasingly power-
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less in the face of a parliament dominated by hard-liners and he was
under pressure to follow North Korea’s example and quit the NPT. For
instance, in September 2004, the conservative parliamentary representative Hassan Kamran prepared a bill for submission to parliament that
would have forced the government to set a November deadline for the
UN nuclear watchdog to take Iran off the agency’s agenda,10 otherwise
Iran might consider withdrawal from the treaty; the bill was not passed.
The IAEA threatened to take tough action against Iran at its November 2004 meeting if Iran deﬁed the agency’s call to stop uranium enrichment. In the face of this threat two different reactions were demonstrated:
 The hard-liners almost unanimously pressured for withdrawal from the
NPT.
 The reformists advocated staying under the non-proliferation regime.
They have so far insisted that Iran is not seeking a nuclear bomb and
that the network of nuclear facilities is geared to producing nuclear
fuel for the atomic reactors and not a nuclear weapon.
At times even the clerics have refuted the accusation by saying that it is
against Islamic ethics to produce weapons of mass destruction. Whereas,
in 2003, demonstrators were shouting ‘‘no compromise, no surrender’’
and asking to ‘‘get out of the NPT’’;11 in August 2004, President Khatami
reassured that ‘‘We are ready to do everything necessary to give guarantees that we won’t seek nuclear weapons’’.12
Confusing messages from the two extremes of the Iranian political
spectrum make it impossible for scholars or professionals to support
Iran’s claim that it does not have a hidden agenda. The Iranian decision
makers need to speak with one voice and build conﬁdence through practical measures. So far Iran has always insisted that its nuclear programme
is peaceful and that the ultimate goal is only to be self-sufﬁcient and to
produce nuclear fuel for its own nuclear plants.
The question is whether access to a nuclear capability for peaceful purposes is permitted by the NPT. The answer is deﬁnitely negative. That
brings us to a second question: Why can Iran not have access to a capability that it has achieved with limited or no assistance from the industrial
West? The answer is not as straightforward as it might seem. Everyone
knows the answer, but no one wants to spell it out. The world does not
want an Islamic Iran to become a nuclear-capable state.
The clerics in Iran are well aware of this trend in the West. They know
that, if democracy prevails, their role and usefulness in Iranian society
will be limited and therefore they will do whatever is necessary to
strengthen their position. They sometimes bribe the Europeans against
the Americans and try to get support from the Arabs against Israel, but
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this is not sufﬁcient to get a green light on nuclear issues. What is wrong?
What needs to be changed? The fact is that Iran and the West represent
two extremes. The problem of Iran’s nuclear capability cannot be solved
in current circumstances. It may seem extremely improbable, but it really
does not matter if sometime in 2006 Iran’s case is submitted to the Security Council. The Security Council will have a hard time reaching unanimity on Iran’s case. There is also a strong probability that Iran will
decide to withdraw from the NPT.
Recent developments in Iran have only complicated Iran’s nuclear case.
First, there was a change in the conﬁguration of parliament and then the
presidential elections in June 2005 brought the hard-line candidate Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to power from 3 August 2005. In fact the positions
taken by the hard-liners do not reassure the international community
about Iran’s intentions. Ahmadinejad’s statement to the UN Summit in
New York on 14 September 2005 and his ‘‘Israel must be wiped off the
map’’ rhetoric in October,13 which irritated the international community,
did little to advance Iran’s ‘‘peaceful’’ purposes.

Other factors
Although it is not possible to discuss all the aspects of the Iranian nuclear
ﬁle in this short chapter, there are a few related issues at the international
level that merit further elaboration.

The inadequacies of the existing disarmament regime
under the NPT
It is a fact today that the NPT is not able to regulate relations between
the haves and the have-nots. As long as the language used in the treaty
leaves loopholes for legal arguments and new interpretations of the
treaty, it cannot be used against countries that wish to be a nuclear state,
let alone against Iran with its constant declarations about respecting the
treaty and justifying what has been achieved so far, which is the direct result of full implementation of the treaty. As a member of the NPT, Iran
has bound itself to a commitment to cooperate with the components of
the treaty, including extensive IAEA monitoring. Iran’s decision not to
withdraw from the NPT yet can be interpreted in one of two ways: either
Iran is legitimately seeking to make itself self-sufﬁcient in nuclear fuel
and the NPT is allowing it to create some degree of transparency in its
nuclear programmes; or the IAEA’s relatively ineffectual means of assuring compliance with the NPT offer Iran the chance to appear cooperative
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while easily concealing dual-use plans. Whatever the reason, Iran is to
some extent held in check by the mere fact that it is a signatory of the
NPT and some provisions of the treaty have been enforced within Iran.
Countries such as Israel, Pakistan and India have built up their nuclear
capability by refusing to sign the treaty; these nations, though not perceived as threats to the West, are in reality loose cannons in the global
nuclear non-proliferation movement. However, this problem is not exclusive to the NPT – all treaties and formal agreements are effective in regulating the activities only of their signatories. Although Israel has never
admitted to possessing a nuclear arsenal of any kind, the assertion that
Israel does possess such a capability is rarely disputed. Close ties with
the West have permitted Israel in large measure to avoid the magnifying
glass of the international community, reinforcing Iranian concerns about
the asymmetrical application of the treaty. Israel, like a few other nuclearcapable non-NPT nations, has avoided becoming an NPT signatory in
large part owing to the freedom of action it possesses outside the treaty.
Even with a promise to support India’s entry into the world’s industrial
nations, it appears that Germany could not convince Manmohan Singh,
the Indian prime minister, to sign the NPT. He rejected it by saying that
the circumstances were not ‘‘ripe’’.14

Challenges to the authority of the United Nations and the IAEA
The United Nations and the IAEA, as the sole authorities that can –
among other responsibilities – authoritatively implement the binding
clauses of the treaty, are facing tremendous challenges from within and
without. Any organizational difﬁculties within the IAEA may affect Iran.
Before the reappointment of ElBaradei as the IAEA’s Director General,
there were rumours that he was at odds with US preferences. Iran calculated that, until this was resolved, the IAEA might experience some internal difﬁculties that in the short run would work in favour of Iran.
After ElBaradei was reappointed on 13 June 2005, the Iranian position
changed, in the belief that the reappointment has political implications
and will negatively affect Iran’s case.
After his nomination for the Nobel Peace prize, ElBaradei’s statement
that the prize was ‘‘a shot in the arm’’ for his agency and would reinforce
its resolve in dealing with Iran and North Korea was taken as some sort
of conspiracy to encourage ElBaradei to facilitate the transfer of Iran’s
case to the UN Security Council. This time again, the hard-liners’ interpretation prompted the political will (even a conspiracy) internationally
to put extra pressure on Iran.
Externally, the IAEA is facing obstruction by non-member states. For
instance, according to the Iranian news agency (Islamic Republic News
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Agency) in October 2004 Pakistan said that the IAEA could not be allowed to meet or interview its nuclear scientists.15 If this is correct, then
it reveals a different form of resistance to the IAEA investigation. Any
access could shed light on how Pakistani equipment has been exported
to the black market and to Iran.16 No doubt Israelis have similar excuses
for categorically ignoring international calls for transparency in their nuclear programme.
Iran has been relatively more cooperative with the IAEA, but the
reformist government has frequently been criticized by the hard-liners
for giving access to ‘‘spies’’. In a resolution adopted on 13 March 2004
by the IAEA Board of Governors, the agency reported that Iran ‘‘[has]
been actively cooperating with the Agency in providing access to locations requested by the Agency’’, but that ‘‘Iran’s cooperation so far had
fallen short of what was required’’.17
This can be interpreted in several ways. First, the IAEA has not found
any signiﬁcant proof of Iran’s nuclear activities other than what is considered to be normal and peaceful. Second, in the case of Iraq, the IAEA is
unhappy about the way its ﬁndings were used to justify the war and
therefore does not want to play the same role again in Iran. This (if combined with Koﬁ Annan’s statement about the illegality of the war in
Iraq18) reveals concerns about the role of the IAEA and ultimately of
the United Nations in the international security arena and about how
their ﬁndings could have been used to condone and justify the war on
Iraq. The United Nations’ function as the only international organization
dealing with issues related to global peace and war is constantly being
jeopardized by US unilateralism under the current Bush administration.
According to Al-Sharq al-Awsat, ElBaradei considered that referring
Iran’s case to the UN Security Council ‘‘for violating the provisions of
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) would be the worst-case
scenario’’.19 Yet, many interest groups and even some Iranian expatriates in the United States were extremely pleased that the IAEA Board
of Governors, despite a more positive report in 2005, took a major step
by the phased referral of Iran’s case to the UN Security Council.20

Conﬂict between US global policies and other nations’ interests
US unilateralism is widely contested by the international community and,
unless other states change their considerations and expectations, there
are going to be major disagreements between US global policies and
other nations’ interests. In the short run, small states such as Iran, pursuing their national interest, can beneﬁt from this global discontent and
lack of consensus. Iran has forged separate relations with Russia and Europe to the extent that both have direct and considerable economic inter-
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ests in Iran. The existence of mutual interests makes it difﬁcult if not impossible to support any Security Council resolution against Iran and
therefore Iran can expect such resolutions to be vetoed.
Debates since the 2004 US presidential election indicate that neither
the United States nor Israel is eager to take military action against Iran.
For obvious reasons, economic sanctions have so far had more negative
impacts on US corporations than on Iranians. However, an indirect
threat to take military action against Iran has always been one of the options and at times there have been reports about preparations for targeting Iran’s nuclear facilities.21 For instance, in an interview in January
2005 with NBC regarding the US administration’s willingness to use military force against Iran, President Bush speciﬁed that he would ‘‘never
take any option off the table’’ as long as the international community
continued to suspect Iran of a nuclear weapons programme.22 More recently, the US options have always included the military option, but in
most cases it looked like a warning to Iran rather than a real decision to
use military action.
US involvement in Iraq and US–European involvement in Afghanistan
put Iran in a key position. The situation is very similar to the late 1990s
when Pakistan used such an opportunity to test its bomb. If Iran had the
same type of relationship and had been supportive of the US war in Iraq
and Afghanistan, then it could deﬁnitely expect a blind eye to be turned
to its nuclear activities.

The complexity of regional security issues
Israel has never stopped sounding the alarm – sometimes false, sometimes true – about Iran’s alleged nuclear bomb. At the same time, it has
increased its own nuclear and conventional capabilities, which threaten
the entire Middle East. The Israelis’ major concern is based on the fact
that Iran supports Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Palestine and
that, if Iran achieved nuclear capability, it would use that capability
against Israel.23 This assumption contains some elements of both myth
and truth, given that Iran has never recognized the legitimacy of the
State of Israel. However, this rejection of recognition has been purely a
matter of rhetoric. At times this rhetoric has even unwisely been used
by Iranian leaders. Shortly after Ahmadinejad’s comment that ‘‘Israel
must be wiped off the map’’ was condemned by the United Nations, the
Iranian foreign ministry declared: ‘‘The Islamic Republic of Iran is committed to its obligations under the United Nations Charter and has never
used or threatened to use force against any other state.’’24
As I shall discuss further, Iran needs to reassure the international community with more transparency and by taking practical steps towards re-
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ducing the tensions it has created in the world. Torn between Islamic idealism and reformist optimism, Iran cannot decide which way to go and,
because it cannot reassure the international community, its commitment
to its international undertakings may be judged ambiguous and uncertain. Iran’s multiple decision-making centres and shadow government,
which usually overrule the formal government’s decisions, threaten its international credibility.

Comprehending the past
I have so far explained in this chapter how the Iranian desire to have the
legal right to a nuclear capability evolved from a basic intention to produce a nuclear bomb, scaled down to a desire to produce nuclear fuel.
Iran’s quest for nuclear capability was always beset by difﬁculties, and,
eventually, the state concluded that if producing a nuclear weapon was
currently unlikely its focus should shift toward the production of fuel to
be used within the nation’s nuclear reactors. Producing a nuclear weapon
during the ﬁrst few years of the war with Iraq was felt to be necessary because of concerns about the regime’s sustainability, but this is no longer
the case. Several years of trial and error proved that this might not be so
easy to achieve as Tehran initially thought.
The completion of the two nuclear plants in Bushehr became a question of the regime’s efﬁciency and later on a matter of the military efﬁciency of the revolutionary army. Although the lack of technological support and international pressure had made it almost impossible for Iran to
produce its bomb, it seemed that producing nuclear energy would be a
workable plan. As a result, Iran turned toward international suppliers
and, to cut a long story short, ﬁnally turned to Russia. This approach
had two goals: ﬁrst, to complete the reactors, which had become a matter
of national dignity and pride; and, second, to build up technologies that
would eventually help Iran to produce the capability needed to assemble
an atomic weapon within one month in the event of an imminent threat.
At the same time, Iran has made considerable progress in developing its
ballistic missile technology. However, the missiles have no proven targeting efﬁciency with conventional warheads. It is also unclear how many of
these missiles have been produced.
Iran’s inability to secure sufﬁcient technological and material components for a bomb, on the one hand, and extreme international pressure
and lack of cooperation, on the other, presumably compelled the system
to shift its focus from weapons to the more viable and feasible product –
nuclear energy. If this assumption is true, then in theory Iran will stay as
close to nuclear capability as possible so that a shift from one usage to
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the other would be possible in the shortest possible time. Parallel to technological progress a broader interpretation of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty was adopted. This interpretation is consistent with the approach
by India and Pakistan and is based on both the discriminatory nature of
the treaty and the fact that Iran’s commitments under the NPT do not require it to stop its progress in fuel production. The discriminatory nature
of the NPT is nothing new – many nations including Pakistan, Israel and
India have never joined the NPT, and even today the prime minister of
India would agree with this decision.25
Based on the above approach and also on Iran’s need for fuel for its
nuclear plants, Iran decided to convert its own natural uranium into
processed uranium that could be used in future nuclear reactors. This
seemed rational and legitimate, and in addition it had incontestable national support. Small pieces of knowledge and expertise here and there,
together with considerable help from Pakistan combined with Iranian experts, have made it possible for young technicians trained by Russians to
take the lead. In 2003, about 400 Iranian technicians trained in Russia
were intended to replace the 1,000 Russian technicians who were installing ‘‘peripheral’’ equipment in Bushehr. Another 300 ﬁnished their training later and were supposed to start working at Iranian nuclear plants.
Some Iranian experts originally graduated from European universities
and were then sent to Russia to get more specialized training.26 For the
most part, however, such activities have been kept hidden and in undisclosed locations.
Iran also ﬁnds itself within range of Israeli missile and air attacks and is
convinced that Israel would not miss a moment in attacking Iran’s nuclear sites the same way it attacked Iraq in 1981. The most recent US
planned delivery of ‘‘smart bombs’’ to Israel increases the existing concerns about an air raid over Iran’s nuclear facility.27 Despite the very
good relationship established with the IAEA on the continuation of
work on the Bushehr nuclear reactors and some other sites where everything was transparent and the IAEA had full access, it is widely believed
that Iran might still have some facilities kept secret like the one in Natanz.
Occasionally, the Russians have stalled Iran’s rush toward nuclear
power by delaying their agreement for various reasons, including delivering or not delivering centrifuge units or disputing the way nuclear wastes
should be returned. The possibility of returning nuclear fuel wastes is in
fact technically in doubt.28 Yet, as Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov arrived in Tehran in October 2004 for an ofﬁcial visit to discuss future
nuclear relations, the ofﬁcial Itar-Tass news agency declared that ‘‘Moscow’s principled stance is that Iran must develop the nuclear program
within the framework of the IAEA regime and nuclear Non-Proliferation
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Treaty’’.29 Earlier, Iranian newspapers had mentioned that the two countries would also discuss the modality of returning fuel waste to Russia,
and the Russian news agency MosNews had said that Sergei Lavrov
‘‘may discuss missiles with Iran’’.30 Usually, the Russian position is to
support Iran as long as the United States has no objections, but, when
the Americans apply more pressure, the Russians too try to slow down
the process. In the absence of more secure economic relations with the
rest of the world and facing tremendous economic hardship, the Russians
do not want to jeopardize their long-term hard currency income from
Tehran.
The rest of the Iranian ﬁle is clear. An opposition group that still has
some inﬂuence inside the country reveals the sites. International pressure
increases and Iran sticks to its legal interpretation of the NPT. In response, the conservative right insists on withdrawal from the NPT. At
the time, President Khatami and the (then) reformist parliament, which
supported his policies, did not want to create a hostile environment and
tried to solve the problem by approaching the Europeans. This seemed to
be working for a while, but later even the Europeans decide to follow the
US and Israeli policy of asking Iran to halt all nuclear activities, including
the production of nuclear fuel.

Policy recommendations in the guise of a conclusion
With the latest developments in Iranian domestic politics and the return
of the hard-liners to power, Iran’s case becomes more and more complicated. What are the options available to both sides of the Iranian nuclear
stalemate? Would Iran be willing to give up its existing potential for nuclear fuel processing and probably other capabilities? I shall now try to
make some policy recommendations.
Iran’s missile and nuclear programmes irritate the Americans and
alarm the Europeans, although not as much as they frighten the Israelis
(see note 23). Iran has tremendous security problems involving a vast
array of implications, which range from territorial disintegration to civil
war and from direct external military threats to more immediate threats
to its survival as an Islamic entity. The fact that the Soviet Union collapsed while it was a nuclear superpower proves that the nuclear bomb
cannot save ideology. At the domestic level there is little doubt that no
military would be able to compel people to give up their claims and that
a nuclear bomb would not be used in a domestic situation. In other
words, the Iranian nuclear capability is not intended to be used against
its own people. In the international arena, any step towards transparency
and conﬁdence-building will pay off, reducing tension, whereas aggres-
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sion will only deepen the existing crisis. It is therefore more appropriate
to see what could be done by both Iran and the international community
to reduce tension and maintain peace and tranquillity in a region where
the ﬂames of war have not yet died down since 1980.

Iran
It is absolutely vital to demonstrate that there is only one voice and that
it comes through the legal and formal channels of the government. No
ultra-governmental channels or shadow government should be permitted
to put any pressure on the decision-making process or reverse agreements already made. As a society and a state in which the clerics and
the regime’s core leaders possess so much power in ultimately setting
the Iranian agenda, much progress is needed towards consolidating
power within formal structures and limiting the inﬂuence of the extremists in setting the main policy agenda. Iran should put an end to inappropriate statements by hard-liners and limit their room for manoeuvre and
action on highly sensitive policy issues. Their intervention in Iran’s foreign and security policies and provocation of fanatical groups for ideological purposes have only been destructive. Their illegal ﬁnancial activities
are increasingly destabilizing and could gradually connect them to nonstate players that are jeopardizing international security, including Iran’s
own security.
In an era of unilateral action by the United States in the pursuit of its
national interest, Iran needs to strengthen its ties with international organizations such as the IAEA and the United Nations, yet it also needs
to mend its ties with the United States. If Iran decides to continue its animosity toward the United States and its allies, and reduce its level of cooperation with the United Nations and its organizations, it will automatically isolate itself further and, instead of saving one of the most historic
cultures and civilizations of the world, it will work only to fragment it
and jeopardize its very existence.

The IAEA and the United Nations
The ambiguity of the NPT is a major obstacle that has to be addressed in
the twenty-ﬁrst century. If today the number of countries considered
nuclear capable (formal or informal makes no difference) is less than a
dozen, it is not because of the NPT. The Non-Proliferation Treaty is a
completely inefﬁcient means of policing international supply and demand
and the situation will undoubtedly only worsen in the future. The consumption of oil is rapidly increasing. New markets are opening for the
oil-producing countries and populations and local consumption are also
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on the rise. Nuclear energy may not be enough to satisfy ever-increasing
demands because it, too, depends on another shrinking natural resource.
The international community needs a well-deﬁned code of conduct and
set of rules to face future problems in all areas. This may include the role
of the United Nations and its related organizations such as the IAEA.
The IAEA cannot continue to supervise the NPT as long as there is no
clear and internationally accepted interpretation of its content. It is time
to ink a new treaty or at least to draw new lines on interpretation and implementation of the existing treaty and to re-engage member states or invite non-members to accept the IAEA’s supervisory role.
The existence of an international black market in nuclear materials and
equipment reveals to what extent the NPT is incapable of regulating international atomic energy issues. As long as other nations in the Middle
East and the Indian sub-continent are stockpiling nuclear materials and
helping to spread know-how for economic reasons, the IAEA will have
a hard time accomplishing its goals. ElBaradei righteously warned in
June 2004 that universal non-proliferation would not succeed as long as
India, Pakistan and Israel remained uncommitted.31 It is time thoroughly
to revise the treaty and strengthen it for the security of future generations.
The Islamic regime is not an attractive one. Its human rights record, its
tolerance for opposing ideas and opposing thoughts, its respect for religious and intellectual minorities, and its support for fanatical groups are
all among the factors that distinguish it negatively among other members
of the international community. But the NPT is not about the suitability
of a political system; it does not deﬁne nuclear capability in terms of political ideology or desirability of the political system. The hard-liners in
Iran feel surrounded by hostile neighbours, some of them nuclear, and
they see the IAEA putting signiﬁcant pressure on an activity they presume to be fully legal and within the norms of the NPT. They also have
the impression that IAEA requirements are infringing the state’s sovereignty.
The NPT has no interdiction or prohibition on fuel-cycle works. The
clerics – contested as their political regime might be – are even ready to
guarantee that their activity has no military objectives. It is precisely on
this point that the international community and its supervisory body, the
IAEA, could sit and talk to Iran, engage it in a network of obligations
and commitments, rather than blackmailing and threatening a nation
that is ﬁghting internally for a common cause: democratic rights. Before
pushing Iran out of the treaty, and pushing the Islamic regime towards
further radicalism, one should try alternatives and give the nation the opportunity to put the nuclear power plant into operation. Full supervision
could be imposed and the deal could apparently be fully reversible. At a
time when non-members of the NPT proﬁt from freedom of action in
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their nuclear activities, the IAEA’s stubborn and exacting relationship
with its member states goes against the peaceful mission of the agency.
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Arab perspectives on the
question of WMD proliferation
in the Middle East
Mohammad El-Sayed Selim

Since the end of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1991, the question of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) has been dominating Middle Eastern politics. The catalyst of this domination was the issue of Iraq’s compliance with Security Council resolutions that obliged Iraq to remove its
WMD arsenal as a prelude to the elimination of all WMD from the
Middle East. Whereas the ﬁrst task of eliminating the Iraqi WMD has
been achieved, the second regional one has stagnated. The regional task
was considered within the framework of the Arab–Israeli multilateral
talks initiated after the Madrid peace conference of October 1991, especially in the Working Group on Arms Control and Regional Security
(ACRS). This Group witnessed major duels between the Egyptians and
the Israelis over the modalities of removing WMD from the Middle
East, and its meetings were halted without reaching an agreement. The
issue surfaced once more in 2002 as the US and UK governments began
to argue that Iraq had WMD in violation of the Security Council resolutions and then invaded Iraq in 2003 in order to remove them. However, it
was found that Iraq had no such weapons and that the question of WMD
was used to camouﬂage other strategic goals. The issue continued to
dominate the region as the Western powers shifted gear towards Iran. It
is in this context that Arab countries began to advocate new strategies to
deal with the question of WMD in the Middle East.
The objective of this chapter is to review and assess the perceptions of
Arab countries (except Egypt) of the question of WMD in the Middle
East and their likely impact on the global and regional debate on this
issue. This chapter will deal with the following main questions:
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244

MOHAMMAD EL-SAYED SELIM

1. How have Arab states used and relied upon the current WMD nonproliferation regimes, and how do WMD ﬁgure in the strategies of
these countries? And what are the key pressures within the region?
2. What are the responses of Arab states to the current non-proliferation
agenda of the United States as embodied in the invasion of Iraq, the
Proliferation Security Initiative, the resumption of nuclear weapons
development (e.g. ‘‘mini-nukes’’), and the diplomatic approaches visà-vis Iran and North Korea?
3. What are the perceptions of Arab states of the factors which account
for the failures of WMD non-proliferation regimes?
4. What are the main shifts in Arab approaches towards the issue of
WMD in the wake of the invasion of Iraq?
5. How do Arab countries perceive the question of the potential possession and use of WMD by terrorist groups?
I shall conclude with a presentation of a policy framework that reﬂects
the emerging consensus among Arab countries on the question of WMD.
In dealing with these questions, I shall focus on the cases of Syria,
Saudi Arabia, Libya and Algeria. This is because the Egyptian case is
dealt with in a separate chapter in this book (Chapter 13) and because
these countries are the main Arab countries directly involved in the question of WMD in the Middle East, now that Iraq has been removed from
the Middle Eastern debate on WMD.

WMD in the strategies of Arab states
No Arab country has nuclear capabilities. Algeria has a 10–15 MW reactor built in Ain Oussera with Chinese assistance. It also has a 1 MW reactor (Nur) at Draria, on the coast, which produces radioactive isotopes.
Algeria has signed and ratiﬁed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT) and in 1996
signed a comprehensive Safeguards Agreement with the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), providing for IAEA inspections of all
Algeria’s nuclear facilities. The agreement came into effect on 7 January
1997. In the meantime, Algeria is expanding the use of nuclear power for
the production of medical isotopes. There is no evidence of Algeria’s deployment or possession of chemical or biological weapons. It has Scud-B
missiles with a range of 300 km. In addition to the NPT, Algeria is a full
member of the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) and the Biological
Weapons Convention (BWC).
Libya used to have chemical weapons involving blister and nerve
agents and a modest biological research programme, as well as Scud-B,
Scud-C and No-dong missiles and some nuclear programmes, which
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were never turned into weapons. In March 2004, Libya handed over all
technical data, material and weapons production equipment for its nuclear programmes to the United States and allowed full IAEA inspection. It also abandoned its chemical weapons programme and missiles
with a range over 150 km. Libya has ratiﬁed the NPT and acceded to
the CWC and the BWC, although it has not developed or produced biological weapons.
Syria has a 30 kW neutron research reactor built in cooperation with
China. It is widely believed it has stockpiled 500–1,000 metric tonnes of
chemical agents, which include persistent (VX) and non-persistent nerve
agents (Sarin), as well as blister agents. It is believed that Syria has some
biological capabilities and has Scud-B, Scud-C and SS-21 missiles. Syria is
a full member of the NPT but has not signed the CWC or the BWC and
did not sign the Additional Protocol of the NPT.
As for Saudi Arabia, it has no known nuclear, chemical or biological
capabilities, but does have CSS-2 missiles with a range of 2,650 km and
a payload of 2,150 kg. These were purchased in 1988 from China. It has
been reported that Saudi Arabia has attempted to beneﬁt from Pakistani
nuclear expertise, but this has not been conﬁrmed with any degree of certainty. Saudi Arabia is also a full member in the three global WMD regimes.1
Among the four Arab states, Syria is the country that has made the
most serious attempts to develop WMD capabilities. This was essentially
to compensate for its strategic weakness vis-à-vis Israel, especially after
the break-up of the Soviet Union, its main arms supplier during the
Cold War. After the end of the Cold War, Syria was surrounded by hostile powers (Israel and Turkey). In addition to its strategic inferiority, the
Syrian decision to seek WMD capability was inﬂuenced by Israel’s possession of nuclear weapons and delivery systems, including three submarines capable of deploying nuclear warheads, purchased from Germany by the mid-1990s. Another factor is Israel’s occupation of Syrian
territories (the Golan Heights) since 1967, and its decision to annex
them to Israel in the early 1980s. The Syrian quest for WMD capability
was an attempt to create a rough strategic balance with Israel so as to be
able to enter into meaningful negotiations to retrieve the Golan Heights.
The Syrians were strongly inﬂuenced by a book by Amin Howeidi, a former Egyptian chief of intelligence, published in 1983 in which he encouraged Arab countries to develop non-conventional capabilities (chemical
and biological) to counterbalance Israel’s nuclear capabilities. He argued
that, because it is difﬁcult for Arab countries to gain nuclear capabilities,
it is more feasible to develop chemical and biological weapons and use
the protection they provide to develop nuclear capabilities.2
The Syrian decision was also inﬂuenced by Israel’s strategic doctrine,
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which does not limit WMD to a purely deterrent role. In 1962, Shimon
Peres, the architect of the Israeli nuclear programme, referred to the
idea of ‘‘non-conventional compellence’’, that is, the use of nuclear weapons to force the Arabs to accept Israel’s view of the future of the region.
In fact, it was revealed that Israel had actually deployed its nuclear warheads against the Egyptians during the early days of the October 1973
war. Later on, Yitzhak Mordekhai, the former defence minister of Israel,
suggested that Israel ‘‘had tactical nuclear weapons and would be prepared to use them’’.3
A third factor that inﬂuenced the Syrian quest for WMD capability was
the Iran–Iraq war, which witnessed the massive use of chemical weapons
and the success of such weapons to achieve their objective of halting the
advance of Iranian forces on Iraqi territory. The Syrians thought that a
chemical capability could serve to stop a possible Israeli advance on
Damascus. In summary, the main Syrian motive for developing WMD capability was to achieve strategic parity with Israel and to serve as a deterrent and a bargaining chip.
The Libyan decision to seek WMD capabilities was inﬂuenced by the
mismatch between Libya’s strategic vulnerability and its ambitions to
gain strategic regional weight. Libya’s population is around 2 million,
but the country’s vast area and long coasts made it almost impossible to
provide a credible deterrent. This problem was aggravated by Libya’s
ambitions for change not only in the Middle East but also in the world.
Because these ambitions brought military responses from the West (the
US attack against Libya in 1986 and Europe’s establishment of rapid intervention forces in the Mediterranean), the Libyans decided to embark
on and accelerate their WMD programmes, especially when it became
apparent from the Soviet response to the 1986 attack that it was no longer in a position to provide any protection to Libya.
The Saudi motives to obtain long-range missiles were mainly a result of
the changes in the Gulf region after the outbreak and prolongation of the
Iran–Iraq war in 1981. The main goal was to provide a deterrent against
a possible Iranian assault as the war extended to other Gulf countries,
namely Kuwait. Iran was thought to have considered a possible attack
against Saudi Arabia in response to the latter’s support of Iraq, which
had resulted in a serious deterioration in Saudi–Iranian relations. Gulf
security considerations, rather than the Arab–Israeli conﬂict, were the
main motive for Saudi Arabia to seek long-range missiles.
Likewise, Algeria sought WMD capabilities in order to gain strategic
advantage in its north African region. The major motives in its decision
were its protracted conﬂicts with Morocco over the demarcation of the
border and the Western Sahara, and its concern about the erratic beha-
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viour of the Libyan regime, which it suspected was developing WMD capabilities.
The decisions of the four Arab countries to acquire WMD capabilities
were mainly an outcome of changes in their immediate regional environment. None of them has ventured operational use of these capabilities,
and only in the case of Syria was the main target Israel.

Arab responses to the American WMD agenda in the
context of the invasion of Iraq
The Anglo-American invasion of Iraq in 2003 was rationalized on the
basis of Iraq’s possession of WMD in violation of Security Council resolutions. However, it was found that Iraq had no WMD because they had
been destroyed either during the 1991 war or by the UN inspectors. The
United States continues to pursue a WMD agenda that focuses on countering proliferation in hostile countries such as Iran and North Korea.
After the re-election of President George W. Bush, Syria was added to
the agenda. Further, in September 2003 the United States announced a
Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), which provided for the interdiction
of the transfer or transport of WMD, their delivery systems, and related
materials to and from states and non-state actors ‘‘of proliferation concern’’ to Western countries. The countries ‘‘of proliferation concern’’
were not speciﬁed in the PSI – the decision to identify them was left to
the judgement of the signing powers. Four issues emerged from the new
US policy and agenda. These were the US quest to remove WMD from
Iraq, the US decision to resume the production of ‘‘mini-nukes’’, the PSI,
and the US engagement with Iran and North Korea. A brief review of
Arab responses to these issues may be in order.
In responding to the United States’ new WMD agenda, Arab countries
were reluctant to articulate anti-American views on these issues lest the
United States should turn against them. The survival instinct led most of
them to express their views cautiously so as not to offend the United
States and as a result become a target of US wrath. Indeed, some Arab
countries, especially Egypt, subscribed to the American agenda of removing Iraq’s presumed WMD; President Hosni Mubarak had argued
before the invasion that Iraq had WMD and it should abide by the UN
resolutions. Saudi Arabia also provided some logistical support to the
American invading troops. However, from the public debate, governmental and non-governmental, around these issues, one can identify
some major trends.
Most Arab countries were silent on the issue of the linkage between
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the invasion and Iraqi WMD. Only Syria argued that the invasion was
not related to the question of WMD but reﬂected strategic objectives to
dominate the region. It continued to argue that the United States should
admit the illegality of the invasion and withdraw from Iraq as soon as
possible. Syria, in conjunction with other Arab countries, argues that the
question of Iraqi WMD should lead the big powers to embark on the task
of removing WMD from the Middle East as a whole, as stipulated in Security Council Resolution 687 of 3 April 1991, which set out the conditions of the ceaseﬁre with Iraq (Article C/14). The main argument of
these countries was that a pan-regional approach should be adopted and
that no single country should be exempted from Article C/14.
The second issue was the US decision of May 2003 to resume the production of ‘‘mini-nukes’’. Arab countries expressed concern about this
decision, which was initially triggered by the US Senate Armed Forces
Committee’s repeal of a longstanding ban on the development of small
nuclear bombs. The decision was viewed as a setback to US obligations
under the NPT. Among these obligations is the eventual global removal
of nuclear weapons, including those possessed by the legitimate nuclear
powers.
Arab countries also expressed some concern about the PSI. The PSI
was launched outside the UN system and as such failed to take into consideration all members of the international community. Further, the PSI
focuses on countries that attempt to acquire WMD and pays no attention
to those that already possess them through indigenous capabilities, such
as Israel. These countries are outside the PSI regime. It was also argued
that the PSI would legitimize international piracy because it delegates the
interdiction decision to certain countries that are under no legal global
obligation to observe any rules.
Finally, the Syrians came out in support of the Iranian decision to pursue a programme for the enrichment of uranium, arguing that this programme was consistent with the NPT; they also called for Israel to be
treated similarly. Only the Libyans called on Iran to pursue the Libyan
model and give up its WMD; they did not call upon Israel to do likewise.
Arab countries have not expressed a speciﬁc policy stance on the North
Korean nuclear issue. They feel that they already have enough problems
without engaging in a remote issue such as the North Korean case, especially if this would create trouble with the United States. Relations between Arab countries and Japan and South Korea could also account
for the reluctance of Arab countries to address the North Korean issue.
Arab silence reﬂects sympathy with North Korea, which had been a traditional supplier of missiles to Egypt and Syria. This sympathy never
came to the forefront of the debate on WMD. However, Arab coun-
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tries have noted the difference between the United States’ militaristic
approach to Iraq and its political approach to North Korea.
These views were mostly advocated by intellectual élites in Arab countries. Their governments were reluctant to make strong statements about
American policies because of the new American strategy of military interventionism. Moreover, the Libyan appeal to Iran was widely criticized
in the Arab world for its failure to address Israel’s nuclear capabilities as
well.

Arab perceptions of the failures of the WMD regimes
Despite its adherence to the NPT and the BWC, Iraq had developed an
elaborate WMD arsenal. It was on the verge of developing a nuclear
bomb, and had already developed chemical and biological capabilities.
This situation is considered by some actors as indicating the failure of
the global regimes for the control of WMD, and they call for another
strategy to prevent the proliferation these weapons. The dominant view
in the Arab world holds Western powers accountable for this failure.
The failure lies not in the regimes themselves, as is widely argued in the
West, but in the West’s selective approach to these regimes.
Arab countries argue that the failure preceded the Iraqi case, and
should be attributed to the West’s unbalanced strategies in the Middle
East. They contend that the West facilitated Israel’s development of nuclear weapons and protected it from any international control. France
had supplied Israel with nuclear reactors, and the United States did its
best to make sure that Israel would develop nuclear capabilities. Iraq
considered WMD capabilities only when Israel possessed them. Even
after the 1991 war, which resulted in the destruction of most of Iraq’s
arsenal of WMD and was followed by Iraq’s acceptance of Security
Council Resolution 687, the West continued to refuse any meaningful debate on the question of Israel’s nuclear weapons in the deliberations of
the Working Group on Arms Control and Regional Security (ACRS),
which was part of the multilateral track resulting from the Madrid Peace
Conference of 1991, and did not take any steps towards implementing
Article C/14 of Resolution 687. It was also Western powers, especially
the United States, that supplied Iraq with chemical weapons during the
Iran–Iraq war and condoned their use against the Iranians.
Further, Western powers dealt a major blow to the NPT when they
violated two major articles in that treaty. The ﬁrst is the one that stipulates that ‘‘legitimate’’ nuclear powers will eventually remove their nuclear weapons. These powers have not taken serious steps towards those
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goals. On the contrary, in the 1990 London Declaration, NATO countries
asserted that they would keep nuclear weapons indeﬁnitely because new
threats had emerged that required them to be retained. The 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty between the United States and the Soviet
Union (START II), which obliged both parties to make drastic reductions in their nuclear weapons, was not implemented and was replaced
by the Moscow Treaty of 2002. Although this mandated both countries
to reduce their nuclear warheads from 6,000 to 2,200, the removed warheads would not be destroyed but ‘‘stored’’ and as a result could be made
operational if needed.
Arab countries also argue that, according to Article IV of the NPT, they
are entitled to be given access to nuclear technology for peaceful means.
In fact, the NPT rewards countries that ratify it by giving them preferential
treatment in gaining access to nuclear energy. However, no such technology was provided. The main case was Egypt, which had a programme to
build six nuclear reactors to generate electricity. The West made Egypt’s
ratiﬁcation of the NPT a condition for selling it these reactors. Once
Egypt had ratiﬁed the NPT in 1981, the West, and especially the United
States, made every effort to deny Egypt access to nuclear technology.
The policy implication of these assessments is that, if the global regimes for the control of WMD are to have any real credibility, the great
powers should pursue a balanced approach to the elimination of these
weapons. The solution is not a further tightening of the system of controls, as envisaged by the PSI, but the pursuit of a new approach. This
approach will be reviewed in the following section.

Arab approaches to the question of WMD
One may differentiate two main approaches to WMD among the four
Arab countries studied in this chapter. According to the ﬁrst approach,
the Arabs should, immediately and unilaterally, rescind any ambitions to
possess WMD. Arabs should abide by all global regimes without waiting
for Israel to do likewise. This approach makes no linkages between
various regional actors’ possession of WMD. This is the approach advocated by Libya since it handed over all its WMD programmes and weapons to the United States.
The second approach is mainly advocated by Syria, although Syria’s
approach went through two main stages: the ﬁrst stage lasted from 1992
until the Anglo-American invasion of Iraq; the second stage emerged as
a result of that invasion. Before the invasion, Syria advocated the comprehensive elimination of WMD from the Middle East, but this should
be preceded by an Arab–Israeli political settlement. An Israeli commit-
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ment to a ‘‘no-ﬁrst use’’ of its nuclear weapons would be the ﬁrst step in
the process of their inclusion in the projected arms control regime. Ballistic missiles would not be included in that regime because they are a stabilizing factor given Israel’s air superiority. Certain measures could be introduced to minimize the risk of their use, such as pre-notiﬁcation of the
testing of missiles.5 The main emphasis was thus on the political process,
which would lead eventually to the question of WMD being dealt with.
This explains why the Syrians boycotted the deliberations of the ACRS,
arguing that these deliberations should come after a political settlement
had been reached. Ironically, the Syrian approach was congruent with
the Israeli one. Israel too focused on reaching a political settlement before dealing with the issue of WMD in the Middle East.
The Syrian approach drastically changed after the Anglo-American
invasion of Iraq, to give priority to the elimination of all categories of
WMD from the Middle East. In April 2003, Syria presented a draft resolution to the Security Council that called upon the Security Council to
adopt the following measures: (i) to emphasize the role of the Security
Council in adopting a global approach to countering the spread of all
WMD in the countries of the Middle East without exception, (ii) to urge
the implementation of the Security Council resolutions, in particular Resolution 487 (1981) and Resolution 687 (1991), which are aimed at freeing
the Middle East region from all WMD, in particular nuclear weapons,
(iii) to call upon states of the Middle East, as non-nuclear-weapon
states, to accede to the NPT, the BWC, the CWC and the Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, (iv) to determine to prevent the threat posed
by the possession of WMD by terrorist groups, and (v) to request the
UN Secretary-General to submit a report within one month from the
date of this resolution on the implementation of its provisions. This draft
resolution did not link the elimination of WMD with the political resolution of the Arab–Israeli conﬂict. The Syrians hoped to capitalize on the
momentum created by the United States concerning the question of Iraqi
WMD to extend the Anglo-American agenda to the Middle East. The
Syrian draft resolution did not deﬁne the Middle Eastern countries that
would be affected by the mechanisms of the resolution if it were adopted.
For example, it was not clear if Turkey would be included in the scope of
the resolution. Turkey considers itself outside the deliberations on arms
control in the Middle East. The draft resolution was also vague on the
question of the nuclear weapons already developed by Israel. In any
event, under US pressure, the Syrians were forced to withdraw their draft
resolution.6 However, Syria is still advocating the comprehensive and immediate elimination of WMD from the Middle East. This has brought
Syria in line with the approach that Egypt has been advocating in the
multilateral Middle Eastern talks.
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Arab perceptions of WMD terrorism in the Middle East
The attacks on 11 September 2001 in the United States brought to the
forefront the question of the potential possession and use of WMD by
terrorist groups. In fact, this issue was being discussed after the fall of
the Soviet Union because of the resulting vulnerability of the WMD arsenal possessed by its heir states to potential theft from insiders. Advances
in technology have also made terrorism using WMD easier to carry out.7
The dominant view in the West, China and Russia is that WMD terrorism is a real possibility and as such it represents a threat. The US Central
Intelligence Agency warned in October 2004 that Iraqi resistance groups
were attempting to acquire nerve gas materials in addition to biological
weapons to be used against US forces.8 Some American academics have
also outlined scenarios for the possible use of WMD by terrorist groups.9
A Chinese scholar has expressed concerns about the threat of WMD possession by terrorist groups.10 Mohamed ElBaradei, the Director General
of the IAEA, encouraged world leaders to make more effort to prevent
terrorists from obtaining nuclear materials that could be used for operational purposes, arguing that there had been 650 cases of the smuggling
of nuclear radioactive materials during the last few years.11
The issue has been discussed in the Middle Eastern context in many
ways. In its draft resolution to the Security Council, Syria referred to the
potential use of WMD by terrorist groups and used that scenario to advocate a pan-regional approach to WMD elimination. One may also refer to
the initiative developed by some Arab non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) to eliminate WMD from the Middle East. The initiative is entitled ‘‘A Message to the NGOs and Governments participating in the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons Concerning their
Elimination from the Middle East’’. The initiative was widely discussed
at a conference held under the auspices of the Egyptian Council for Foreign Relations and the Afro-Asian Peoples Solidarity Organization in
Cairo on 15 March 2005. The initiative pointed to the threat that terrorist
groups could possess WMD, and used that argument to plead for a global
non-discriminatory approach to WMD elimination. The 2003–2004 volume of the Arab Strategic Report published in Cairo also referred to
‘‘scenarios of nuclear terrorism after September 11’’.12
The dominant view in the Arab world is that the issue of WMD terrorism has been blown out of all proportion and is being used to legitimize
Western aggression and a discriminatory WMD agenda. Prince Turki bin
Abdel-Aziz, the former Saudi chief of intelligence, has said that he had
received no information concerning WMD possession by terrorist
groups.13 The Arab Strategic Report also concluded that nuclear terrorism was unlikely owing to the complexities involved in manufacturing a
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nuclear weapon. It added that the acquisition of a ready-made nuclear
bomb would not help because such a bomb will be a ‘‘dead device’’ in
the hands of the terrorists.14

Conclusion
One of the major features of Arab approaches to the question of WMD is
the convergence between the Syrian and Egyptian approaches. Both approaches advocate the immediate and pan-regional elimination of all categories of WMD without waiting for the completion of the Middle East
peace process. Implicit in these approaches is a concern about the United
States’ new selective counter-proliferation strategy and the advocacy of a
linkage approach. These linkages include (i) linking the elimination of all
categories of WMD – nuclear, chemical and biological – and their means
of delivery, (ii) linking the elimination of WMD and the establishment of
a pan-regional arms control regime because conventional weapons could
be as devastating; and (iii) the simultaneous linking of the elimination of
destructive weapons from all Middle Eastern countries, including Israel.
In the judgement of Arab countries, the worst scenario would be to
deepen the present strategic imbalance in the Middle East by keeping Israel outside the global WMD regimes. This scenario is unlikely to lead to
a genuine peace process. What is new in the Arab discourse on WMD is
the involvement of Arab NGOs in the debate, as reﬂected in the March
2005 conference held in Cairo where they expressed concern about the
new American agenda. In my judgement, Arab approaches and concerns
are not likely to be reﬂected in the debate over the question of WMD in
the Middle East, as these views are being expressed from a position of
strategic inferiority and global unipolarity.
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13
An Egyptian perspective
Mohamed I. Shaker

On 17 August 1965, the ﬁrst American draft treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons was submitted to the Conference on
Disarmament in Geneva, known then as the Conference of the EighteenNation Committee on Disarmament (ENCD).1 The Conference members
came from three distinct groups: the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), the Warsaw Pact and the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM).
There were ﬁve members each from NATO and the Warsaw Pact and
eight members from NAM, among which was Egypt (then known as the
United Arab Republic).2 Egypt found itself entangled in protracted negotiations of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT), which lasted in the ENDC
until April 1968 and then resumed at the United Nations General Assembly, which on 12 June 1968 commended the ﬁnal text of the treaty as it
stands today.3
Egypt signed the NPT on the ﬁrst day it was opened for signature, 1
July 1968. It did so on the basis of the active role it played in laying
down the principles that guided the NPT negotiations and as a leading
party in the negotiations. However, it postponed its ratiﬁcation for almost 13 years, hoping to ratify the treaty if Israel were to adhere to it.
In 1968, Israel already had a nuclear research reactor at Dimona in the
Negev Desert that was not under international safeguards administered
by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and that went
critical in December 1963. It was then, and still is, a source of great
concern to Egypt and to the Middle East region at large. In the circum256
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stances, it was not possible for Egypt to take a further step down the road
and ratify. It did so, however, on 22 February 1981 for two basic considerations.
The ﬁrst was the realization by Egypt that it would be difﬁcult if not
impossible to develop further its electrical power on a large scale through
the introduction of nuclear power plants (about 8–10 units) without the
ratiﬁcation of the NPT and the application of full-scope safeguards by
the IAEA. To continue with the old policy of linking ratiﬁcation with
the adherence of Israel to the NPT would have meant, in the words
of the then deputy prime minister and minister of foreign affairs, Kamal
Hassan Aly, in the Shura Assembly (the Upper House), allowing ‘‘others
to veto the development and promotion of our peaceful programmes
needed to achieve prosperity and well being of our people’’.4
A secondary consideration was Israeli support for the establishment of
a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, an Egyptian–Iranian initiative put forward in 1974. A consensus resolution was adopted at the
UN General Assembly in 1980.5 The initiative, now led by Egypt, receives an annual endorsement by the UN General Assembly.6
Alas, Egypt’s rationale for its NPT ratiﬁcation failed to materialize. On
the one hand, and as a result of the Chernobyl accident in Ukraine in
1986, Egypt decided to shelve its nuclear power plants project, which
was on the verge of opting for its ﬁrst plant at Dabaa on the north coast
of Egypt, west of Alamein. The site of the project is still reserved and
fenced round. On the other hand, and apart from continued Israeli support for the yearly UN General Assembly resolution on a nuclearweapon-free zone in the Middle East, Israel seems as far as ever from
joining the NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon state. A few Israeli ofﬁcials
and scholars, supported by others, would like to see Israel, along with
India and Pakistan, accommodated within the NPT regime or in the context of a new non-proliferation regime. I shall come back to these attempts later. It is also believed that, if Egypt had not ratiﬁed the NPT before the Israeli attack of June 1981 on the Iraqi nuclear research centre,
it would have been difﬁcult for Egypt to ratify the treaty in the aftermath
of the attack and even beyond.
After ratifying the NPT, Egypt, for years, found in its initiative on a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East a yearly reminder of the
importance of engendering a sense of security in its region along with
other initiatives within the United Nations or the IAEA calling upon Israel to adhere to the NPT and to IAEA full-scope safeguards as well as
calling for a study on veriﬁcation of such a zone. The thrust forward of
the other initiatives is relentless and is not hindered by occasional setbacks or resentment from certain quarters, including Israel and the
United States.
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Egypt fully supported the formation of a UN expert group on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. The report produced in 1990 by the group remains to this date the only solid
attempt to deal with the different aspects of the establishment of such a
zone.7
On 8 April 1990, Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak put forward another proposal for the establishment of a Middle East zone free of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), thus adding other weapons of mass
destruction to nuclear weapons. The new initiative coincided that year
with several worrying reports and actions indicating that Iraq was trying
to acquire equipment and materials relating to weapons of mass destruction. Egypt seemed keen indirectly to draw the attention of the world
community to the importance of averting an escalation in the acquisition
of weapons of mass destruction in the region. Israeli nuclear weapons capability was also foremost in the mind of President Mubarak when he put
forward this new proposal. President Mubarak emphasized the following:
1. All weapons of mass destruction, without exception, should be prohibited in the Middle East, i.e. nuclear, chemical, biological, etc.
2. All states of the region, without exception, should make equal and reciprocal commitment in this regard.
3. Veriﬁcation measures and modalities should be established to ascertain full compliance by all states of the region with the full scope of
the prohibitions without exception.8
The initial reaction to President Mubarak’s new initiative was surprisingly lukewarm. For example, the Foreign Ofﬁce in London issued a
statement just taking note of the initiative. There was, however, a delayed reaction to Mubarak’s vision. A few months later, in the aftermath
of Operation Desert Storm to free Kuwait from Iraqi occupation, revelations about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction attracted the attention of
the world in a dramatic way and led to the adoption of Security Council
Resolution 687 of 1991 ordering the dismantling of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq, a process that extended well into March 2003 when war
on Iraq was launched by the United States, the United Kingdom and the
coalition forces.
Following the adoption of Security Council Resolution 687, the then
minister of foreign affairs of Egypt, Amre Moussa, forwarded another letter to the UN Security Council in which he pointed out that recent events
in the Middle East induced many states to endorse Egypt’s latest initiative, which was also endorsed by the Security Council in the context of
its Resolution 687 (1991).9 The resolution indicated that the dismantling
of weapons of mass destruction in Iraq could lead to the beginning of the
establishment of a WMD-free zone in the Middle East. The minister
spoke of according priority to ridding the region of weapons of mass de-
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struction. In order to accelerate the establishment of the Middle East as a
zone free of weapons of mass destruction, a number of proposals were
put forward by Mr Moussa:
a) Egypt calls on the major arms-producing States – and particularly the permanent members of the Security Council – as well as Israel, Iran and the Arab
states to deposit undertakings with the Security Council in which they clearly
and unconditionally endorse the declarations of the Middle East as a region
free of weapons of mass destruction and commit themselves not to take any
steps or measures which would run counter to or impede the attainment of
that objective.
b) Egypt calls on the arms-producing States and the parties to the Treaty on the
Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to step up their efforts to ensure that
all Middle East nations which have not yet done so to adhere to the Treaty,
in recognition of the fact that this is a step of the utmost importance and urgency.
c) Egypt calls on the nations of the Middle East region which have not yet done
so to declare their commitment:
i. Not to use nuclear, chemical or biological weapons,
ii. Not to produce or acquire any nuclear weapons,
iii. Not to produce or acquire any nuclear materials susceptible to military use
and to dispose of any existing stock of such materials,
iv. To accept the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards regime
whereby all their nuclear facilities become subject to international inspection.
d) Egypt calls on those nations of the region which have not yet done so to declare their commitment to adhere to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, as well as to the Convention concerning the prohibition of
biological weapons of 1972, no later than the conclusion of the negotiations on
the prohibition of chemical weapons being conducted by the Conference on
Disarmament in Geneva.
e) Egypt calls on Middle East States to declare their commitment actively and
fairly to address measures relating to all forms of delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction.
f) Egypt calls on nations of the region to approve the assignment to an organ
of the United Nations or another international organization of a role, to be
agreed upon at a future date, in the veriﬁcation of these nations’ compliance
with such agreements on arms reduction and disarmament as may be concluded between them.10

Egypt pursued the 1974 and 1990 initiatives simultaneously. The latter
initiative has not affected the yearly submission by Egypt of a resolution
on the nuclear-weapon-free zone to the UN General Assembly. It should
be deduced from the above-mentioned proposals that Egypt’s priority
and real worry are nuclear weapons and more particularly Israeli nuclear
weapon capabilities. However, Egypt’s thrust forward on weapons of
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mass destruction led to another study, this time in 1996 by the United
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research on a zone free of weapons
of mass destruction in the Middle East.11
Between the 1990 initiative and the 1996 study, the Madrid Conference
on the Middle East convened in 1991. Under its umbrella, bilateral
Arab–Israeli negotiations took place and multilateral tracks were initiated among which was the establishment of a Working Group on Arms
Control and Regional Security (ACRS).12 The work of ACRS reached a
dead end in 1994 as a result of a sharp divergence of views between the
Arabs and the Israelis. Whereas the former wanted to pursue the nuclear
issue and to force the Israelis to open up on it, the latter wanted to concentrate solely on conﬁdence-building measures, on which some progress
was made in the group. Israel’s objections to dealing with the nuclear
issue have been based on its refusal to forgo the element of ambiguity in
its policy, arguing that a discussion of this matter would lead Israel down
a slippery slope.13
During the same period (1990–1996), the Chemical Weapons Convention was opened for signature on 13 January 1993 and entered into force
on 29 April 1997. Egypt and a few Arab countries abstained from adhering to the Convention in the absence of Israel’s adherence to the NPT,
which raised speculations about Middle Eastern countries’ capabilities in
waging chemical warfare, or using chemical weapons as a deterrent or an
equalizer vis-à-vis Israeli nuclear weapon capability.14
In 1995, when the NPT was extended indeﬁnitely, a key resolution on
the Middle East closely linked with the three decisions adopted by the
NPT Review and Extension Conference called for the creation of a zone
free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East.15 There would
have been no consensus on any of the three decisions, including the decision on the indeﬁnite extension of the treaty, without the Middle East
resolution. However, implementation of the resolution is lagging and facing difﬁculties. In the words of one US delegate, the resolution was ‘‘a
mistake’’. It is worth mentioning that the resolution was sponsored by
the depository governments designated by the NPT, i.e. Russia, the
United Kingdom and the United States.
The League of Arab States, whose headquarters are in Cairo, is
actively contributing to the efforts towards the establishment of a zone
free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East. A special committee within the League opted for the establishment of such a zone instead of a nuclear-weapons-free zone. It was entrusted with negotiating
a draft treaty on the establishment of a WMD-free zone. The committee
made great progress but many issues have yet to be agreed upon and
settled, such as veriﬁcation mechanisms within the zone, along with
IAEA and possibly OPCW (Organisation for the Prohibition of Chem-
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ical Weapons) veriﬁcations, as well as the geographical delimitations of
the zone, etc.
At the Arab League’s annual Summit in Tunisia in May 2004, a statement was issued calling for the convening of an international conference
under the auspices of the United Nations for the establishment of a
WMD-free zone in the Middle East.16 It was expected that this move
would be followed by speciﬁc action within the United Nations to translate this call into an action plan, such as suggesting a new item on the UN
General Assembly agenda or submitting a draft resolution under an
appropriate agenda item calling for the convening of an international
conference. Those are matters that ought to be carefully planned and
executed.
In all of this, Egypt has been playing a leading role in moving ahead
with its proposal for a zone free of WMD in the Middle East. It is quite
interesting that the ruling party in Egypt, the National Democratic Party,
at its annual conference in September 2004 asserted in its policy paper
Egypt and the World the importance of responding positively to President Mubarak’s initiative.17 It conﬁrmed the importance of convening
an international conference on non-proliferation and freeing the Middle
East from weapons of mass destruction and, more particularly, nuclear
weapons. The paper went on to say that the conference would be of great
signiﬁcance, especially in the current international climate in which the
tendency was towards tightening restrictions and international norms
with regard to non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction while
failing to deal effectively with the nuclear programmes falling outside international control, an implied reference to Israel in particular.
The idea of an international conference on weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East under the auspices of the United Nations is not
a completely new idea. Soon after his proposal of 1990, President Mubarak hinted at the possibility of convening an international conference
for the elimination of all weapons of mass destruction worldwide. This
was long before the conclusion of the Chemical Weapons Convention of
1993 and the recent attempts to improve the veriﬁcation procedures of
the Biological Weapons Convention of 1972.
But why the call now for an international conference on weapons of
mass destruction in the Middle East? In my view there are four basic reasons:
 There is a genuine need on the part of the Arab countries for international involvement in establishing a zone free of WMD. It reﬂects a realization that the countries of the Middle East cannot do it alone, in
contrast to what other nations have achieved in their respective zones
by their own efforts. One such example is the Treaty of Tlatelolco in
Latin America, although the parties to that treaty secured guarantees
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from the ﬁve nuclear-weapon states as deﬁned in the NPT not to use or
threaten to use nuclear weapons against the zone.
 Now that the efforts to check the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction have had some success – for example in Iraq (Security
Council Resolution 687 of 1991 and successive relevant resolutions),
Libya (the dismantling of its WMD in April 2004) and Iran, which
signed the Additional Protocol to the Safeguards Agreement with the
IAEA and has undertaken to freeze uranium enrichment – Israel’s nuclear weapon capabilities still haunt us in the region, especially if we
take into consideration the brutal and oppressive practices of the Israeli government in the occupied Palestinian territories.
 The United Nations has so far failed to convene a further special session on disarmament where the issue of a WMD-free zone could have
been further elaborated upon and developed. Furthermore, the unlikely possibility of convening a UN conference on disarmament and
arms control similar to the UN conferences on population, women, the
environment, and so on, led to a tendency to concentrate on a conference on WMD in the Middle East. In any case, if such a conference
were to take place, it would have to be linked in some way with the disarmament process in general. This was felt to be important to nongovernmental organizations concerned with disarmament. The NPT
Review Conference of 2000 prescribed 13 steps on disarmament, and
more particularly nuclear disarmament, with the approval of the ﬁve
nuclear-weapon states, which unfortunately have not done much to
comply with the recommendations of the conference. It should also be
recalled that, at that conference, Israel was mentioned for the ﬁrst time
by name as the only state in the Middle East not party to the NPT. It
was called upon to adhere to the treaty.
 There is a slight opening up on nuclear issues among Israeli scholars.
They are not as inhibited as they used to be a few years ago on these
issues. Informal gatherings and the so-called second-track meetings
have contributed to this new attitude.
The ﬁrst step in the preparation of the proposed international conference should be taken by the Arab states activating their statement issued
in Tunisia by formally requesting the convening of this conference under
the auspices of the United Nations. The second step would be to make
good preparations for the conference by establishing a preparatory committee that would meet two or three times before the conference takes
place. Also, raising the matter at the 2005 NPT Review Conference
should have helped attract world attention to this initiative, especially
through the UN General Assembly.
In convening such a conference, the factor of non-state actors should
not be neglected. In other words, the potential of international terrorism
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using weapons of mass destruction should not be overlooked. The Middle
East has suffered greatly from terrorism, both state and non-state. It is
believed that the discussion of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle
East with a view to eliminating them from the region would not be complete without dealing with the terrorist factor. It had been widely reported in the media that some equipment and materials disappeared in
Iraq in the midst of the chaos of war in the country.
In a draft study in 2004, the Carnegie Endowment suggested a number
of commendable measures with regard to the supply of nuclear materials
and fuel.18 However, it must be emphasized that any measures preempting nuclear terrorism should not affect the inalienable right of all
nations to invest in peaceful uses of nuclear energy without hindrance or
obstacles.
There is a tendency in some inﬂuential quarters to lament a loophole
in Article IV of the NPT, the article that promotes international cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In response to this view, it
must be said that, without Article IV of the NPT, there would have been
a loophole in the NPT. There would have been no NPT without Article
IV. If parties to the NPT such as Iran are to give up their right to invest
in certain nuclear technologies, they must in return be assured of the supply of equipment and materials needed for their peaceful nuclear programmes.
Iran is not the only case. Assurances of supply must be given to all parties to the NPT on an equal basis. Unfortunately, the IAEA experience a
few years ago is extremely disappointing. The IAEA Committee on Assurances of Supply, which is now defunct, failed to convince the supplier
states to give such assurances. Also, the UN Conference on the Promotion of International Co-operation in the Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy held in Geneva in 1987 failed to agree on a set of principles in this
domain as a result of the major suppliers’ reluctance to approve of these
principles. Would the suppliers be forthcoming now, or would they rather
treat case by case, as in the Iranian case? What is really needed are reliable and legally binding assurances of supply to all. Recipients, especially
developing countries, have to have secure supplies. Many of them have
experienced a long history of exploitation and deprivation of basic needs
for political reasons. The IAEA may be entrusted as the guarantor of
supply, as suggested by the report of the UN Secretary-General’s Highlevel Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change referred to below.
This brings us to the export control regimes, which are virtually cartels
in which guidelines and policies are planned without consultation with the
recipients. Is this in conformity with the spirit and letter of Article IV of
the NPT? Certainly not.
Going back to non-state actors, Security Council Resolution 1540 of 28
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April 2004 prescribed for the ﬁrst time under Chapter VII the way to
contain, respond and act to face up to potential WMD terrorism. One
reservation with regard to this justiﬁed resolution is that the Council is
trying to legislate for matters that should be legislated by states through
treaties and conventions. That is why it is important to call for an international conference on terrorism that would have the opportunity to
tackle, among other issues, WMD terrorism and to recommend certain
actions or negotiations with a view to concluding international agreements. Here again, Egypt has repeatedly renewed its call for such an international conference, another initiative it is keen to carry through.
Now that the December 2004 report from the UN Secretary-General’s
High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change entitled A More
Secure World: Our Shared Responsibility19 has come up with substantive
elements of a deﬁnition of terrorism,20 the way may be open to convene
an international conference on terrorism, which has stumbled for many
years because of international controversy over a deﬁnition.
The same report dealt with weapons of mass destruction: nuclear, radiological, chemical and biological weapons.21 A key segment of the report says that the ‘‘nuclear non-proliferation regime is now at risk because of lack of compliance with existing commitments, withdrawals or
threats of withdrawal from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to escape those commitments, a changing international
security environment and the diffusion of technology. We are approaching a point at which the erosion of the non-proliferation regime could become irreversible and result in a cascade of proliferation.’’22
This rather pessimistic view needs to be taken seriously. The report
was right in pointing to the nuclear-weapon states that should honour
their commitments under Article VI of the NPT. It is also recommended
that negotiations to resolve regional conﬂicts should include conﬁdencebuilding measures and steps towards disarmament. It went on to recommend that ‘‘peace efforts in the Middle East and South Asia launch
nuclear disarmament talks that could lead to the establishment of
nuclear-weapon-free zones in those regions’’.23
All of the above is very much in line with Egypt’s known positions and
beliefs and, more importantly, with regard to its two initiatives on WMDfree and nuclear-weapon-free zones. If any such zones were to materialize, it would be a boost to the crumbling non-proliferation regime.
With the spread of such zones around the world, together with progressive steps towards nuclear disarmament in accordance with Article VI,
the NPT might one day become less relevant, not because of violations
and non-compliance, but, on the contrary, because of positive steps and
parallel effective regional mechanisms.
Lastly, the report recommended that ‘‘States not party to the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons should pledge a commitment
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to non-proliferation and disarmament, demonstrating their commitment
by ratifying the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty and supporting
negotiations for a ﬁssile material cut-off treaty, both of which are open to
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States alike’’.24
The report avoided calling upon states not party to the NPT in the
Middle East and South Asia (i.e. Israel, India and Pakistan) to adhere to
the NPT. Instead they have been asked to join the CTBT, the cut-off
treaty and the nuclear-weapon-free zones, as earlier indicated. Their status as nuclear-weapon states would not be compromised with regard to
the ﬁrst two measures, but would be with regard to nuclear-weapon-free
zones or WMD-free zones and certainly the NPT. Nuclear-weapon states
are clearly deﬁned in the treaty to mean only the ﬁve nuclear-weapon
states that happen to be the ﬁve permanent members of the UN Security
Council.25 If Israel, India or Pakistan were to adhere to the NPT, it could
not but mean that they would be giving up their nuclear weapon capabilities, thus adhering to the treaty as non-nuclear-weapon states, a farfetched possibility.
In order to get round this dilemma, two trends have emerged, supported by Israeli scholars and others. One suggests inviting Israel, India
and Pakistan to accede to an additional protocol to the NPT obliging
them to behave ‘‘as if’’ they were members of the treaty.26 Such a protocol would permit the three states to retain their programmes but would
inhibit further development.27 The second trend advocates a new regime
to replace the NPT and include the three non-NPT states. With regard to
the latter states, only ﬁssile materials produced for peaceful purposes
would be monitored.28
Without going into the details of these proposals, it is clear that the
three non-NPT nuclear-weapon states would continue with their nuclear
weapon capabilities unabated. Either they would undertake to abide by
certain provisions of the NPT that would not affect their nuclear weapon
status; or they would abide by a new regime that would bring them closer
to or on par with the acknowledged ﬁve NPT nuclear-weapon states. In
other words, nuclear-weapon status would be conferred upon them and
endorsed by either the present or the ‘‘new’’ non-proliferation regimes.
Israel, a country that has stated that it would not be the ﬁrst to introduce
nuclear weapons into the region, would ﬁnd itself being forced to accept
a status, implicitly or explicitly, that it has so far hesitated to recognize.
Accommodating the three countries, whether within the NPT regime
or a ‘‘new regime’’, might encourage further proliferation within the
NPT regime. Non-compliance and violations have already plagued the
regime, and the suggested accommodation could exacerbate the malaise.
In such an atmosphere, the disarmament process in compliance with Article VI of the NPT might also be further downgraded or disregarded.
Moreover, a protocol attached to the NPT would be tantamount to an
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amendment of the treaty, whose parties have agreed to follow certain
procedures and conditions prescribed by the treaty that seem to be rather
difﬁcult, if not impossible, to fulﬁl. In the past, additional protocols to
the NPT have been suggested with regard to other issues but they were
quickly discarded or withdrawn because of the aforementioned considerations.
In the particular case of Israel, the way is wide open for it to adhere to
the NPT and abide by its provisions as a non-nuclear-weapon state. A
unilateral declaration of behaviour as if it were a party to the NPT, the
alternative proposed by some, is meaningless if Israel’s status remains
ambivalent and if its nuclear activities are not subjected to the veriﬁcation system of the IAEA. There is a direct route to inspire non-parties
to abide by the NPT regime, simply adhering to the treaty. Why invent
other routes that would in fact legitimize the status quo and appear to Israel’s neighbours as outright appeasement?
Israel’s nuclear programme is a source of great anxiety in the Middle
East. Security cannot prevail in the region in the shadow of Israel’s growing nuclear weapon capabilities. The establishment of a nuclear-weaponfree or WMD-free zone ought not to wait until a comprehensive peace in
the Middle East is established. The two processes should proceed simultaneously. The second phase of the roadmap to peace in the Middle East,
which has lately received a boost by its sponsors, the United States, the
European Union, the United Nations and Russia (known as the Quartet),
prescribes reconvening the multilateral tracks, including the Working
Group on Arms Control and Regional Security (ACRS). The latter
would be a convenient vehicle for assessing and following up on the progress achieved so far in establishing the free zone.29
The way ahead is fraught with serious difﬁculties and obstacles. The removal of WMD threats should be high on the peace agenda. With vision
and determination, we could reach our destination and achieve our targets. And as rightly said by an Egyptian representative at ACRS, ‘‘without dwelling on who has what, let us discuss what a nuclear (or WMDs)
free Middle East should look like, what conditions are necessary to establish such a region’’.30
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Part V
The permanent ﬁve: Part of the
problem or devising new solutions?

14
An American perspective:
The US response to proliferation
in weapons of mass destruction
Damon Coletta

The United States homeland, unscathed by two world wars and a 40-year
showdown against Soviet nuclear weapons, suddenly appears more vulnerable than it was back in the early days of the republic. In those ﬁrst
years after ratiﬁcation of the Constitution, the United States contended
with great power land and naval forces on all sides. Now, in the opening
years of the twenty-ﬁrst century, any failing state or rogue state can provide the necessary breeding ground to sustain a terrorist network. AlQaeda demonstrated that such a network could operate foreign cells
embedded in the infrastructure of European allies and the United States
itself. The genius of the terrorists’ attack on 11 September 2001 (9/11) lay
in the modest amount of physical effort needed to spin vital American
systems – transportation, communication, ﬁnance and skilled training –
violently out of control. If four jet-liners could cause such damage, Americans had to wonder what might happen if al-Qaeda or a follow-on terrorist group acquired even a few nuclear weapons.
Proliferation in weapons of mass destruction (WMD) has concerned
the United States since the dawn of the atomic age. In previous decades
though, the threat came from a state counterpart, one with a bureaucracy
to engage and ﬁxed assets to threaten if necessary. Al-Qaeda apparently
operates well enough without either of these. If it possessed nuclear
weapons, there is little the United States could do to deter or persuade
the terrorists from tearing once again at the social fabric of the nation
with horribly destructive strikes that could induce widespread panic.
The most likely proliferation sources for instruments of mass destruc271
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tion are under-secured materials in Russia or arsenals from states that
choose to defy international proliferation regimes. While the ﬁrst problem has already inspired unprecedented multilateral cooperation involving annual contributions on the order of US$1 billion from the United
States, the second supply route places enormous pressure on the national
security apparatus to act before dangers gather.1
At the strategic level, what 9/11 most clearly accomplished was to
wrench the American nation-state from its position of majestic repose to
that of an eagle on the edge. The olive branches, on the eagle’s right in
the presidential seal, have fallen away, reserved only for those countries
– and international organizations – that stand clearly with the United
States. Meanwhile, the arrows on the eagle’s left have multiplied for any
party that presses too close to the United States’ newly exposed vulnerability.
The strategic shift is both rational and foreseeable. It is also dangerous:
if the United States strikes too many regimes with its superior conventional forces, it may stop proliferation threats in the short term but, eventually, even allies may resist the United States’ assault on the bedrock
principle of inviolable state sovereignty. Its military and economic
strength notwithstanding, the United States could exceed the limits of its
power, exhausting itself in lengthy occupations. The list of countries suspected of sponsoring terrorism or pursuing nuclear weapons programmes
could grow as governments opposed to the United States consider a dash
across the threshold of secure second-strike capability before the United
States decides to eliminate them with a swift, high-tech campaign such as
those unleashed against the departed Taliban and Saddam Hussein. Vigorous action by the United States against near-term threats can make the
long-term solution to proliferation of weapons of mass destruction more
difﬁcult to reach.
In order to better understand the US response to proliferation threats
after 9/11, it is useful to note how competing impulses, not always of
equal strength, have vied for the soul of US policy in the past. On occasion, the United States has advocated steps toward a permanent solution
involving international control. At other times, it has demonstrated willingness to counter impending dangers with a more aggressive response.
Once placed in historical context, twists in US non-proliferation efforts
after 9/11 and Operation Iraqi Freedom are more easily understood. The
dual nature of the US perspective means that the dovish impulse, although not always plainly apparent, is unlikely to disappear forever.
Despite current tensions, there remains substantial overlap of interest between the United States, leading supranational bodies such as the United
Nations and the European Union, and many individual states that inevitably face consequences from American action.
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The historical pursuit of dual goals
From the ﬁrst atomic explosion, those responsible for US policy understood the instinctive revulsion experienced by atomic scientists who knew
best what they had created.2 The scientists’ horror was compounded by
the urgency with which they had applied their talents to build the bomb.
They raced to prevent Nazi Germany from achieving an atomic monopoly only to fortify new dangers in the aftermath of World War II, namely
a nuclear exchange between the United States and the rising Soviet
Union. Throughout the history of US efforts to prevent proliferation,
America agonized over similar competing concerns: to deter strategic
threats through superior nuclear arms or to cement world recognition
that general use of these weapons in war would be disastrous for civilization as a whole.
Several of the original atomic scientists indeed backed an effort toward
mutual nuclear disarmament in 1945–1946.3 The plan, presented by US
Representative to the United Nations Bernard Baruch, called for complete nuclear disarmament in order to prevent a catastrophic third world
war, with ﬁssile materials and processing technologies secured under an
international authority tied to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission.4 The fear of a world populated by several nuclear states, each
crowding the threshold for launching an attack to avoid becoming the
victim of destruction themselves, prompted the United Nations General
Assembly formally to support international controls in 1948. By that
time, however, the Soviet Union had insisted that the United States give
up its nuclear monopoly, that is, unilaterally disarm in the face of overwhelming conventional imbalance in Europe, before the rest of the world
submitted incipient production facilities to supranational authority.
The US reaction, reinforced after the Soviets’ ﬁrst nuclear explosion in
1949, the invasion of South Korea in 1950 and the election of Dwight Eisenhower to the presidency in 1952, was to keep, as far as possible, design information away from adversaries while permitting limited cooperation with the United Kingdom. In order to maintain the balance of
power in Europe as well as on the periphery of Asia, the United States
veered away from the Baruch Plan principles, increasing its reliance on
nuclear superiority.
Nevertheless, one of the chief implementers of Eisenhower’s strategy,
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, seemed to be of two minds on the
utility of nuclear weapons.5 In response to communist pressure in Asia,
he brandished nuclear weapons, establishing ‘‘brinkmanship’’ as a diplomatic complement to the New Look force structure. Should an adversary
call the US bet, however, Dulles was aware of the disaster if nuclear
threats led to a large-scale exchange. The era of the New Look emphasis
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on nuclear weapons was also the era of proposals such as ‘‘Atoms for
Peace’’ and ‘‘Open Skies’’, which sought mutual safety through greater
international control of nuclear materials and facilities. Atoms for Peace
restricted the availability of ﬁssionable materials by obligating the United
States and the Soviet Union to supply a new international body, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), with uranium. The IAEA
would then assist developing countries in constructing reactors for peaceful purposes in return for their commitment to refrain from building
atomic bombs.6 Open Skies was designed to shore up obstacles to vertical proliferation in the Soviet Union and the United States as each of
the powers consented to foreign monitoring of their nuclear facilities.
Despite his hard-line reputation, Dulles did not reject these proposals
out of hand. Restricting the supply of ﬁssionable materials and detecting
expansion of operations were reasonable approaches to preventing the
Soviet Union from acquiring a large arsenal that might be used for a devastating surprise attack. Yet, similar to the case of the Baruch Plan, mistrust between the leading powers, and further divisions pitting states
vested in the status quo against non-nuclear states, undermined longterm cooperation.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union again raced forward with
more weapons and improved missiles. Furthermore, the Soviets rejected
the premise of Open Skies, which froze their numerical inferiority in
place at the same time that it provided the Americans with more information for a more effective ﬁrst-strike option. Damage to the prospects
for a global non-proliferation regime stemming from civilian assistance
under Atoms for Peace became apparent later, after India – one of
the largest countries outside either the communist or Western blocs –
detonated its own surprise nuclear explosion in 1974.7
By that time, aid for civilian purposes and the IAEA had been incorporated into the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT). Although not agreeing to
place their arsenals under international control, the superpowers, in the
somewhat warmer climate of relations following the Cuban missile crisis,
did commit themselves before the international community to good-faith
efforts for the reduction of their nuclear complexes. This was in return
for promises from all declared nuclear powers under the treaty not to
transfer – for proﬁt or for purposes of alliance – nuclear weapons technology to aspiring states. Non-nuclear signatories, for their part, pledged
to cooperate with the IAEA and restrict themselves to civilian uses; essentially, this meant technology for slow reaction rates, below the threshold required for a nuclear explosion.
The 1968 NPT became one of the crown jewels in a sprawling arms
control regime developed during the years of superpower détente. If in-
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ternational agreements constitute conditional delegation of sovereign authority, then the United States in the ensuing decade established a new
precedent for accepting international interference in basic national security decisions. The 1972 Interim Agreement on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (SALT I) placed explicit, albeit light, constraints on
the numbers and types of platforms the superpowers could build for
long-range delivery, and the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty
prohibited either side from pursuing a plausible defence against the
‘‘assured destruction’’ of a large-scale nuclear strike. In addition to the
drama of superpower summit meetings, the signing of these agreements
created institutions, such as the Standing Consultative Commission, and
rules of the road, such as those facilitating national technical means of
veriﬁcation, that further narrowed the acceptable range of nuclear behaviour.8
Unfortunately for optimists who welcomed a steady, if incremental,
march toward international control of nuclear weapons, several events,
particularly in the latter half of the 1970s, made it difﬁcult for the United
States to refrain from hedging its bets in ways that undermined more ambitious attempts at multilateral cooperation. The surprise 1974 nuclear
explosion orchestrated by India served notice that civilian assistance encouraged by the NPT for developing countries could not be entirely separated from the capacity to manufacture weapons-grade materials. On
the broader geopolitical chessboard of the Cold War, America’s humiliating retreat from Viet Nam in 1975, along with growing Soviet-backed
rebellions in Angola and Nicaragua and direct Soviet intervention in Afghanistan by the end of the decade, called into question the linkage between advances in nuclear arms control and the nurturing of more stable,
businesslike relations between the superpowers.9
In fact, Cold War hawks questioned whether the elaborate catechism
of rules and rituals regarding nuclear weapons, purportedly designed to
build conﬁdence, might actually lull the United States into a false sense
of complacency. To be sure, the United States continued to compete in
nuclear dimensions, improving accuracy and expanding the number of
warheads on treaty-controlled platforms with multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVs). At the same time though, the United
States government hesitated over whether to produce the neutron bomb
or the supersonic B-1 bomber. Moreover, the 1979 SALT II Treaty
signed by President Carter seemed to codify US numerical inferiority in
the arms race without sufﬁciently guarding against the potential of Soviet
breakout. Soviet duplicity might play out in the form of a new ‘‘offensive’’ missile large enough to deliver extremely high-yield warheads to
hardened targets.
Responding to these concerns, the early Reagan years featured wither-
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ing attacks on the international regime for arms control. Consistent with
the president’s characterization of the Soviet Union as the evil empire,
negotiations stalled on several initiatives for international regulation of
the superpower arsenals. Yet, even in this climate of mistrust, the Reagan
administration continued to abide by the still unratiﬁed limits of SALT II
and to express a long-term desire for not just ceilings on future expansion
but mutual force reductions.
During the early 1980s, when the rhetoric of the mini Cold War was at
its most vituperative, arms control advocates suspected that the professed
administration goal of arms cuts – conveniently consistent with commitments made under the NPT – actually provided political cover for rejection of the old regime while expansion proceeded under a sharply rising
defence budget. Much of this build-up involved the modernization of
conventional systems, but many who feared the demise of arms control
achievements such as SALT, the ABM Treaty and the NPT could draw
a clear link between new radars and interceptors for Reagan’s Strategic
Defense Initiative and a future that saw even greater superpower reliance on vertical proliferation. Larger numbers of offensive nuclear weapons would overwhelm potential defences and preserve a secure secondstrike capability.
As it happened, the ascendance of a new generation of leadership personiﬁed by Mikhail Gorbachev inaugurated a turn toward more cooperative superpower relations. By the end of the decade, intrusive monitoring
to verify signiﬁcant arms reductions did not seem far-fetched. The
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, signed in December
1987, eliminated a class of nuclear-tipped ballistic missiles from Europe
and introduced on-site inspections among the nuclear powers. The ﬁrst
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), completed in 1991, kicked
off a steep decline in the number of nuclear warheads held by both sides,
from some 11,000 to 6,000 each, that would carry on through the 1990s.10
This followed after Reagan, during a summit with Gorbachev in Reykjavik, Iceland, nearly committed the United States to a major step in the
ultimate vision of NPT: the dismantling of all offensive ballistic missiles.11
The stunning achievements at superpower summits spilled over into
multilateral forums for restraining the spread of nuclear weapons.12 The
year of the INF Treaty also saw the inauguration of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). By making it more difﬁcult to acquire
delivery systems, signatories hoped to lower the incentives for states on
the cusp of acquiring nuclear warheads. As numbers fell in the leading
arsenals, all ﬁve declared nuclear powers saw greater advantages in expanding and strengthening the NPT. Between 1978 and 1990, 12 states
joined the Nuclear Suppliers Group, and stricter controls were advanced
through bilateral meetings. Recipient countries of civilian nuclear aid
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were encouraged to sign more intrusive inspection protocols with the
IAEA.13
After the fall of the Soviet Union, cooperative non-proliferation with
strong support from the United States advanced on two fronts. Several
states with highly developed nuclear reactor programmes, including Brazil, Argentina and South Africa, pledged not to build nuclear weapons
and acceded to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Second, the Russian Federation and the United States agreed that intensiﬁed cooperation was vital
for reducing and securing the former Soviet arsenal. Overriding misgivings in the US Congress about military aid to a strategic competitor, the
United States government provided some US$7 billion over 10 years to
fund a suite of cooperative threat reduction (CTR) programmes. Broadly
speaking, the activities included an effort to ‘‘repatriate’’ nuclear weapons
and de-activate related facilities located in newly independent republics
such as Belarus and Ukraine. Best practices for destroying platforms,
mothballing warheads and securing reactors were shared and ﬁnancially
supported from the United States. A special programme from the US
Department of Energy provided funds to create a soft landing for exSoviet scientists and engineers who might otherwise lend their services
to aspiring nuclear states. CTR funding dipped with the arrival of George
W. Bush at the White House but, two years after 9/11, the CTR budget
had recovered, reaching US$1.5 billion for 2003.14
In short, from the end of World War II to 9/11, despite the frequent
outbreak of acute threats, the United States maintained its interest in a
long-term solution to the profound security problem presented by nuclear weapons. Although this solution necessitated cooperative regimes
and international authority, the United States, at the same time, could
never banish its fear of the nightmare scenario in which it lay at the
mercy of a nuclear aggressor that somehow managed to escape disarmament veriﬁcation measures. The next section maintains that the dramatic
ascendance of non-state terrorist networks as a primary security threat
did not extinguish the cooperative impulse in what has always been a
dichotomous approach to nuclear weapons. Despite an apparent shift
toward a more aggressive response, including the development of new
deployment techniques and a new strategic triad suitable for nuclear
superiority after 9/11, the United States remains receptive to multilateral
programmes for controlling the spread of mass destruction weapons.

The current policy for non-proliferation
One perspective on the current non-proliferation policy for the United
States pays close heed to the unilateralist rhetoric of the Bush adminis-
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tration. Negative reactions to early opportunities for international cooperation such as the Kyoto Protocol on greenhouse gas emissions and the
International Criminal Court conﬁrmed the impression of an arrogant
‘‘hyper-power’’ that saw little need to indulge what it viewed as prideful
or jealous claims from weak allies. Although the administration was careful not to target the NPT in principle, in certain areas related to proliferation, such as the proposed Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
(CTBT) and the ailing ABM Treaty, it showed no nostalgia for the Cold
War arms control ediﬁce.15
The run-up to the Iraq war, billed as both a counter-terror and a
counter-proliferation operation after 9/11, reopened wounds in relations
between the United States and key interlocutors on both terror and nuclear weapons. The United States walked with the United Nations halfway down the road to disarming Iraq but, when it came time to tighten
the legal noose around any remaining WMD programmes, the United
States lost patience. In frustration, the Bush administration admonished
the international community, arguing that the United Nations Security
Council was useless for reducing proliferation as long as it could not muster the will to enforce its own resolutions. The United States would not
stand idly by while Saddam Hussein used UN inspections and deliberations to play for time to build his arsenal.
Since no weapons of mass destruction have been found in Iraq, and the
congressionally mandated 9/11 Commission found that no operational
links tied al-Qaeda to Iraqi agents before the US-led invasion, US nonproliferation policy is ripe for criticism. The US willingness to ignore the
results of Security Council deliberations and to carry out unilateral regime change on mere suspicion of nuclear weapons development makes
it hard for many international observers to imagine that there might still
be room in the US approach for multilateral cooperation and international controls. Despite the watershed events of 9/11 and Operation Iraqi
Freedom, however, several American choices indicate enduring hope in
international agreements rather than in the use of force as a long-term
solution to the conundrum ﬁrst posed by Bernard Baruch in 1946: namely
that an arena of sovereign states armed with nuclear weapons would produce destabilizing crises as each leader confronted a narrow choice between ‘‘the quick and the dead’’.16
To be sure, neoconservative hawks in the Bush administration make
any olive branches in US policy harder to detect. They place a premium
on being quick, rejecting second thoughts on the invasion of Iraq. According to this muscular perspective, decisive pre-emption forestalled a
probable attack on the United States that eventually would have been
executed or sponsored by Saddam Hussein. Even so, the case of Iraq
should be viewed not solely in terms of today’s hawkish rhetoric but also
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against the backdrop of a broader-based scepticism in the twenty-ﬁrst
century about the denial of WMD to determined proliferators.
In an analysis of the indeﬁnite extension of the NPT, a measure that
was supported by the United States and passed the Treaty Review Conference in 1995, George Rathjens, a science adviser to President Eisenhower and a long-time advocate of international arms control, described
how the technology of nuclear proliferation had evolved since the treaty’s
ﬁrst signing in 1968. The scientiﬁc and engineering know-how to turn a
bundle of ﬁssile material into a bomb had diffused over three decades,
and the options for acquiring weapons-grade material through uranium
enrichment or the reprocessing of spent fuel from civilian reactors were
expanding. Even a relatively small state, if it were willing to spend years
and a signiﬁcant percentage of its gross domestic product, could eventually assemble a ﬁssion bomb with a fair chance of deterring the United
States.17
Rathjens’ concerns on technical grounds were supported by various
unpleasant surprises throughout the 1990s. Inspectors after the 1991 Gulf
war were shocked at how far Iraqi scientists had progressed in their nuclear weapons programme while under the IAEA inspections mandated
by the NPT. North Korea, another one-time signatory, held its NPT status hostage while fending off international interference in its programme
to divert enough spent plutonium from its civilian reactor at Yongbyon to
fashion one or two nuclear bombs.
Well before President Bush’s ‘‘axis of evil’’ remarks in his 2002 State of
the Union address, America’s experts viewed Iraq, North Korea and Iran
as the most dangerous aspiring states. Prior to 9/11, it was difﬁcult to envision the United States mobilizing domestic and international support
for exercising the full range of options against these would-be proliferators. The so-called rogue states cut themselves off from the constraining
inﬂuence of the international community in many respects, but even they
had ﬁxed assets to hold at risk. If the non-proliferation policy failed, nuclear war might be more likely, but war in any form was not the obvious
next step.18 Proliferation optimism, the notion that new nuclear states
would exercise caution to avoid uncontrolled escalation in a foreign
crisis, did not convince the United States to abandon efforts for slowing
the spread of nuclear weapons, but it did make the more extreme
counter-proliferation options of a disarming blow or regime change seem
disproportionately costly.19 The catastrophic union of international terrorism and what might be called WMD tactics in 2001 precipitated a dramatic reassessment of the costs of using force, and particularly regime
change, as an instrument for counter-proliferation.
Despite this shift in threat and a recalibration of the costs of aggressive
options, other items remained on the counter-proliferation menu. The
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Clinton administration, faced with increasingly demanding requirements
in its peaceful denial strategy, had previously expanded to the ‘‘8 D’s’’
of counter-proliferation, which included ‘‘denial’’ but ranged from ‘‘dissuasion’’ to ‘‘destruction’’.20 While the Bush administration captured
headlines by reasserting the importance of pre-emptive force to deny terrorists access to WMD, the National Security Strategy and the National
Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction of 2002 reiterated the
full panoply of policy tools.
Because the Bush administration tool-set matched the 8 D’s, technically speaking, there was no brand-new US doctrine of pre-emption.
Even though the United States appeared more willing to entertain preemptive or preventive attacks, it did not lose its sensitivity to war costs.
It remains reluctant to drain the treasury in defence of something called
‘‘the pre-emption doctrine’’ that, in principle, would require regime
change in every state of concern with evidence of a nuclear weapons programme. Several commentators have already noted US pragmatism in
the very different treatment accorded surviving members of the axis of
evil after the war in Iraq.21 An equally valid way of viewing US policy
on North Korea and Iran emphasizes the long-term continuity in US efforts oriented toward dissuasion, diplomacy and denial as complementary
to the threat of pre-emptive strike.
On North Korea, for example, the Bush administration slowed the
pace of negotiations – to the dismay of some arms controllers, who would
like to see Kim Jong-il re-engaged in international agreements that, nominally at least, commit his regime to nuclear disarmament. Yet, neither
the Clinton administration nor the Republican-controlled Congress was
enamoured with the 1994 Agreed Framework, well before Bush administration experts began their review in March 2001. In the face of a vexing
problem, including the high cost to Seoul of any of the destruction alternatives, the Bush administration in June 2001 adopted a policy that actually resembled former Secretary of Defense William Perry’s recommendation to President Clinton after a similar review in 1998 calling for
broader engagement with North Korea.
The most serious deterioration in talks under Bush came later, in the
fall of 2002. This followed new evidence of North Korean uranium enrichment that violated the spirit of the 1994 Agreed Framework between
the United States and North Korea and the common understanding of
commitments under the NPT. The hard-line reaction of the United States
probably accelerated the collapse of the Framework and North Korea’s
withdrawal from the NPT. Yet, even during the darkest months when
the US government declined to talk directly with North Korea, there
were episodes of back-channel diplomacy: the North Korean visit with
Democratic Governor Bill Richardson of New Mexico in January 2003
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and the visit by Stanford University researchers in January 2004 after the
ﬁrst, inconclusive round of talks. Every round of those Six-Party Talks, in
turn, relied upon international cooperation among several declared nuclear powers under the NPT – the United States, Russia and China – as
well as regional, non-nuclear powers – South Korea and Japan. The multilateral forum permitted the Bush administration to engage North Korea
without explicitly rewarding it for illicit uranium enrichment activities.
After the third round of Six-Party Talks in June 2004, the United
States, in acknowledgment of positions taken by its partners, demonstrated ﬂexibility. It offered a return to the mix of energy and security
incentives for North Korea if that country submitted to a rapid and veriﬁable nuclear disarmament protocol. North Korea spurned the offer, objecting to the sequencing and probably eyeing the upcoming American
elections, but the international community took note.22 In the year following Bush’s re-election, North Korea accepted a new round of talks
and agreed, in principle, to abandon nuclear weapons along with existing
nuclear weapons programmes in exchange for Western security assurances and energy assistance.23
The United States and international partners have also cooperated on
other initiatives to re-emphasize dissuasion, denial and defence rather
than destruction in counter-proliferation. In 2003, the United States and
several maritime allies inaugurated the Proliferation Security Initiative
(PSI) for interdicting illegal shipments of WMD-related materials. Spain
signed on early because of a previous misstep in attempting to help the
United States. After acting on US intelligence and performing a daring
seizure of North Korean missiles on the high seas in December 2002, it
received word that the shipment involved a legal sale to Yemen. In a
concession to international procedure, the United States then requested
release, and Spain, despite its chagrin, permitted the ship to continue on
its way. Spain at that time was a close ally of the United States in pressuring Iraq. More impressively, by May 2003, PSI had attracted key opponents of the Iraq war – France and Germany. Though many physical
and legal obstacles to creating a foolproof net for WMD proliferators remain, PSI won broad support from some 60 states before its one-year anniversary in 2004.24
The success of PSI notwithstanding, the Bush administration still laboured under a reputation for dismantling cooperative arms control,
stemming from its dumping of the venerable Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty. Yet, the story of ABM and counter-proliferation through missile
defence had its cooperative aspects. As mentioned, the Clinton administration understood the low likelihood of perfectly enforcing denial strategies, and ‘‘defence’’ had played a more prominent role toward the end
of President Clinton’s second term. The technical challenges of protect-
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ing cities from a small-scale attack of the type anticipated from a rogue
state or terrorist group were continually shifting as were the politicalstrategic consequences of abandoning the ABM regime.
Though al-Qaeda did not launch missiles on 9/11, the imagery of projectiles crashing into skyscrapers and detonating huge explosions, along
with the United States’ inability to track and intercept the third and
fourth airplanes after the ﬁrst two struck New York, ﬁred the imaginations of US leaders as well as potential overseas partners. In December
2001, critics highlighted President Bush’s unilateral withdrawal from one
of the central arms control agreements of the 1970s. Less prominent was
the diplomatic triumph implied by the surprisingly mild concerns expressed by Russian and West European leaders. Their countries and
other important players such as Japan, South Korea and India were approached in 2002 about the possibility of competing for subcontracts in
missile defence, thereby giving substance to the notion that America
could think simultaneously in terms of unilateral options and multilateral
opportunities. The United States also demonstrated that, consistent with
principles of cooperative security if not the ABM Treaty, it had less interest in protecting itself from missile-based WMD attack if like-minded nations would be left completely vulnerable.25
Originally, acceptance of ABM constraints had been considered, in the
vertical sense, as an anti-proliferation measure. By leaving the leading
powers clearly vulnerable to destruction through missile attack, strategic
incentives pointed toward a secure second-strike capability and no further. There was no need to pour resources into offensive forces in order
to overwhelm defences that did not exist. In 2002, however, cooperative
ABM served horizontal anti-proliferation by decreasing the incentives
for small-time proliferators. ABM defences reduced the chances of success for a rogue state or terrorist network that could muster only a few
ballistic missiles. Technological and strategic obsolescence – not lawless
unilateralism – led both the Clinton and Bush administrations to legally
weaken and eventually lift the ABM ban. At least in this important case,
an American ‘‘assault’’ on one ailing global regime reinforced another,
more critical multilateral norm against proliferation.26
Even after the shock of 9/11, defence, denial and dissuasion continue
to serve as complementary elements of US counter-proliferation policy.
Steps toward initial ABM deployment have been accompanied by fresh
calls for an international ﬁssile materials ban, along with continuing reductions in both strategic and sub-strategic nuclear weapons.27 The measures on defence and denial support dissuasion under the NPT. Aspiring
states facing the prospects of cooperative missile defence and a multilateral ﬁssile material cut-off have a much longer, more arduous road to
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produce an effective strike capability. Adding positive security and economic incentives to the mix – of the sort now on the table in talks with
North Korea – could help encourage general NPT compliance and dissuade states now weighing the potential beneﬁts of nuclear weapons.
That said, not all the 8 D’s work together smoothly in all instances.
Completed at about the same time as the new National Security Strategy,
the Bush administration’s 2002 Nuclear Posture Review identiﬁed a US
vulnerability that might be neutralized most effectively with a new class
of nuclear weapon. The concern relates to hardened deeply buried facilities, within the ﬁnancial reach of a rogue state or even a global terrorist
network poaching territory within a weak state, that could be used for
developing WMD. The problem is that, even if such a secret facility
were discovered and even if the political will existed to mount a counterproliferation strike, the United States would not be able to destroy the
complex using conventional bombs. The surest military solution would
be to deliver a highly explosive package deep under the Earth’s surface
and, to keep that package as small as possible, the Bush administration
in 2003 requested and received authorization from Congress to research
custom nuclear warheads.28
It may be the case that no new ﬁssile material and no new nuclear testing will be required to develop nuclear bunker busters, and it may also be
true that the net number of US nuclear warheads can decline even as the
tailored warheads are ﬁelded. The United States, however, will struggle
to maintain its NPT obligation to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons
even as it assigns them to new, high-priority missions. Proliferation
destruction and dissuasion do not always go hand in hand.29 In tacit acknowledgement of this tension, the Bush administration dropped its 2006
congressional funding request for nuclear bunker busters and turned toward more research on conventional alternatives.30

Conclusion: Coping with an eagle on the edge
Friction between different elements of counter-proliferation policy fuels
heated arguments at both the domestic and international levels. Although greater emphasis on counter-proliferation through destruction
can skew incentives for potential target states, actually making it harder
to dissuade them or deny them WMD programmes, it also makes
deterrence – one of the other D’s in the counter-proliferation suite –
more credible.31 A higher risk of punishment could help persuade some
states to abandon the road to nuclear weapons. Indeed, some conservative commentators claim that ‘‘destruction’’ in Iraq helped persuade
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Muammar Gaddaﬁ in Libya to change course and accept the carrots of
denuclearization rather than run the risks of regime-ending attack for
several years before his nuclear programme bore fruit.32
With respect to those states that can be deterred, the difference between spurring them on and deterring them lies in how judiciously the
United States applies its regime-killing capability. The nightmares unfettered after 9/11 haunt US statespersons. Out of a series of surprises related to nuclear programmes in Iraq, North Korea and Iran, only Iraq
2003 has presented a false positive. Taken together, recent intelligence
failures make it more, not less, agonizing to wait for inspections. Regardless of political party, a person bearing the responsibilities of commanderin-chief is more likely to hedge against the worst-case scenario and perceive a proliferation threat that merits quick action rather than deliberate
hesitation.33
Unfortunately, a preference for quick and decisive action not only pulls
the chief executive away from the cast of supporting characters in the US
foreign policy process, it also pulls the United States away from its partners in the international community. Two high-level UN reports representing the views of the Secretary-General and the General Assembly
on the occasion of the 2005 World Summit in New York reiterated the
importance of a universal commitment by member states to multilateralism after Iraq.34 In subsequent paragraphs, these same reports urged
measures to make the Security Council work better. US policy makers,
more so than their UN counterparts, are likely to link these passages as
part of a quid pro quo. Without improvements in the Council’s efﬁciency
and effectiveness, the United States will ultimately rely on its own volition and capacity to defend its citizens from speciﬁc threats. It will resist
delegating its security functions as long as the Council remains weak, regardless of the beneﬁts that collective action offers in terms of legitimacy.
For democratically accountable leaders, even small numbers of nuclear
weapons in the hands of terrorists pose Baruch’s old dilemma between
‘‘the quick and the dead’’. The work involved in multilateral cooperation
may be worth extra legitimacy when the counter-proliferation strategy is
dissuasion or denial but, when it comes to destruction of a proliferator,
transparency, delay and compromise at the international bargaining table
undermine the efﬁciency and effectiveness of US military operations. The
UN reports, progressive in their intent, nevertheless reﬂect truths enduring from the beginning of the nuclear age. US statespersons wrestle with
crosscutting incentives: too many concessions to formally correct UN
procedures eviscerate the destruction option in the immediate situation;
yet too few concessions to collective action drain US striking power over
the long term, starving it of international legitimacy.
Returning to the metaphor at the beginning of this chapter, ‘‘an eagle
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on the edge’’ evokes a once proud creature that retains its ﬁerceness
even if fear has suppressed some of its nobility. If America overemphasizes pre-emptive attack, it is not because Americans have completely
forgotten the impulse to craft more durable multilateral solutions to the
problem of WMD proliferation. Rather, Americans and the US government in particular discount the damage to long-term strategies such as
denial and dissuasion in order to make sure near-term WMD threats are
destroyed. True to its traditions, the United Nations would like to see the
United States restore the balance in its counter-proliferation policies
away from unilateral violence and toward international cooperation. For
the American eagle, this diplomatic mix is actually a more natural state
of affairs, provided that, in those rare instances when diplomacy fails, as
a former US Assistant Secretary of Defense under President Clinton recently wrote, there remains a credible prospect of punishment.35
Together, the United States and the international community confront
mounting proliferation threats from North Korea and Iran. In both cases,
the United States and key allies have struggled to preserve a united front
to convince these deﬁant regimes that there will indeed be consequences
to pay if they continue to ﬂout international non-proliferation norms.
Counter to present inclinations, United Nations members cooperating
with the IAEA to bring recalcitrant states – not to mention the irascible
American eagle – back into the fold may ﬁnd better success emphasizing
the viability of the destruction option sooner rather than later.
Although hasty counter-proliferation strikes against North Korea or
Iran could bring horriﬁc costs in their own right and severely limit the opportunities for multilateral dissuasion in the future, putting off international planning or authorization for the use of force until the last possible
moment will strike almost any US president as a recipe for paralysis.
After 9/11, ‘‘last resort’’ sounds to an anxious America suspiciously like
‘‘never’’ or ‘‘too late’’. In the circumstances, fastidious commitment to
sovereign equality and procedural correctness in collective action may increase the chances of the violent outcomes such steps were established to
avoid. If the American eagle senses its own political isolation before the
fact, it will have less reason to wait for its prey to acquire nuclear weapons before pouncing in self defence.36
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UK perspectives on WMD
proliferation, arms control,
disarmament and WMD
use by non-state actors
John Simpson

Introduction: Some core perspectives
The United Kingdom is no stranger to weapons of mass destruction
(WMD). The history of its possession of WMD and its support for attempts to develop international controls stretches back for at least a century. The key to understanding its contemporary ofﬁcial position is that it
regards possession of one type of WMD – nuclear weapons – as the ultimate guarantor of its security, and this makes it unnecessary to have other
types of offensive WMD capabilities. As a consequence, it has supported
strongly the global bans on chemical and biological weapons that were a
key element of the United Kingdom’s past disarmament efforts, backed
by the belief that Britain’s possession of nuclear weapons would in any
event deter use of other forms of WMD against its territory and forces.1
Nuclear weapons were and are seen as qualitatively in a league of their
own in their destructiveness, and thus their deterrent effect, compared
with other WMD.
UK policies towards WMD have been, and continue to be, pragmatic
rather than logically consistent. Indeed, Britain’s current possession of a
nuclear deterrent is probably explained more by its past existence, the
bureaucratic inertia this has generated, and its relationship to US security
decision-making, rather than a response to existing threats. Indeed, if the
United Kingdom did not currently possess nuclear weapons, it would almost certainly not seek them.
The world of 2006 is not the world of 1991: security threats have
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changed, as have assessments of the capabilities necessary to combat
them. This is an age of nuclear transition, if not a post-nuclear age, so
far as much of Europe is concerned.2 One consequence is that the invulnerability to surprise attack possessed by the United Kingdom’s Trident
submarine missile force appears disconnected from current and probable future security challenges. In addition, the UK defence budget is
stretched. As a consequence, the time is approaching for a principled policy debate of a type last seen in the 1957–1963 period, asking what are
the United Kingdom’s nuclear weapons for; why does it need them; do
they have priority for scarce resources over conventional security capabilities; and, if they do not, how should the United Kingdom divest itself
of them?

UK WMD policies post-1991
The collapse of the Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) and the USSR
led to major changes in UK defence policy. The United Kingdom abandoned signiﬁcant elements of its WTO-oriented nuclear war-ﬁghting capability and reoriented its armed forces to peacekeeping roles in support
of multilateral UN humanitarian interventions. Decisions were also made
to withdraw the existing force of Polaris submarines as soon as the ﬁrst
two of the successor Trident submarines had been commissioned. In
1993, it was made clear that any military response to WMD proliferation
would not be a nuclear one,3 and therefore conventionally armed US
Tomahawk cruise missiles were purchased for this and other roles.
Successive annual Defence White Papers during this period emphasized the signiﬁcant role played by multilateral and bilateral arms control
agreements in making these nuclear reductions possible.4 These were followed in 1998 by a Strategic Defence Review (SDR), which resulted in
the dismantling of the remaining UK nuclear gravity bombs. Although
retaining the continuous patrolling intended to deter a surprise nuclear
attack on the United Kingdom, the Trident force was de-targeted; its
alert status was changed from hours to days; and it assumed both a strategic and a sub-strategic role. This force is more closely integrated into
the equivalent US capabilities than was its predecessor Polaris force. Its
‘‘spare’’ missiles are held in common with those of the United States,
thus locking any future UK missile modernization into US decisions on
its force.
From the mid-1990s onwards, work started in both academic and technical circles in the United Kingdom on the practicalities of nuclear disarmament.5 The SDR announced plans to use the dismantling of its weapons as a test-bed for nuclear disarmament veriﬁcation techniques,6 but at
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the same time concerted pressure for UK unilateral nuclear disarmament
declined sharply. At the Review Conference of the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty (NPT) in 2000, the United Kingdom tabled a discussion paper on the practicalities of nuclear disarmament,7 and this exercise
was responsible for the inclusion of this item in the ‘‘13 practical steps to
disarmament’’ contained in its Final Document.8
One area of latent friction between the US and UK nuclear policies
during this period concerned the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty.
There were those who preferred this treaty to remain in place, among
other things to constrain any Russian ABM upgrading decisions and their
knock-on effects on the technical credibility of the United Kingdom’s offensive missile capabilities and on ‘‘strategic stability’’. Unlike Reagan’s
‘‘Star Wars’’ proposals of the 1980s, the proposed US national missile defence (NMD) system could not defend both the United States and Europe. Whereas the United States needed infrastructure capabilities in
the United Kingdom and elsewhere for its system, Europe, including the
United Kingdom, saw no pressing need for an equivalent, and in the
United Kingdom it was viewed as likely to divert resources from more
pressing defence requirements.9
Following 9/11, the debate on NMD lost salience in the United Kingdom. The international consequences of the US withdrawal from the
ABM Treaty appeared to be minimal. In May 2002, Russia and the
United States signed the Moscow Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions, which in effect normalized their relationship, conﬁrmed that they
were in a non-adversarial military situation, and implied that further bilateral legal arms control agreements between them were unnecessary.
Although politically the UK government could not deny access to the capabilities in the United Kingdom necessary to defend the US homeland,
it delayed decisions on this matter as long as was practically possible.
Overall, the nuclear situation in 2005 was one where UK national policy appeared to revolve around two main perspectives. The ﬁrst perspective was that the UK Trident force and the infrastructure that sustains
it were ‘‘the ultimate guarantor of the United Kingdom’s national security’’.10 Linked to this was the argument that, operationally and technically, the force was a minimum one and could not be reduced further
without moving to de facto nuclear disarmament because of the time required to re-establish its operational effectiveness. Only if all other nuclear weapon states’ warhead numbers were close to those of the United
Kingdom would it be prepared to engage in multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations. Indeed, in the late 1990s it was hoped that the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) process would lead to negotiations
on a multilateral Nuclear Arms Reduction Treaty (NART) covering
both strategic and sub-strategic nuclear weapons. The inclusion of non-
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strategic weapons in such negotiations was an implicit UK prerequisite
for engaging in them. This perspective was one of the inspirations for its
technical work on nuclear disarmament.
The second perspective was that the technically dependent UK force
constituted a key part of the wider politico-military relationship with the
United States, because the United Kingdom’s independent capability for
use gave it direct access to US nuclear decision-making. Although this
was a cornerstone of UK security policy, at the same time it generated
frictions with another component of that policy – support for arms control agreements. Indeed, the UK government would probably have been
prepared to be a more visible advocate of nuclear arms control agreements than it has been in the past, but for pressures not to undermine
the national nuclear positions of the United States and France.
Decisions on a replacement of the current Trident nuclear force now
seem likely to occur in the 2006–2010 period.11 Defence Secretary John
Reid indicated in June 2005 that ‘‘decisions on whether to replace Trident . . . are likely to be needed during this Parliament’’.12 In March
2006 the Defence Committee of the House of Commons started the ﬁrst
of a number of inquiries into aspects of a Trident replacement decision,13
while reports indicated that there have been ‘‘talks with the US government on a successor to Trident’’.14 The technical factors driving the decision remain obscure, although they may focus on the platforms rather
than the missiles or the warheads. Above all, the speciﬁc threat, if any,
that the force is designed to deter is unclear.15 This suggests a very different replacement debate than in the past: current terrorist WMD threats
to the United Kingdom are unlikely to be deterred by a national nuclear
weapon capability.16 This has led to suggestions that the choice may lie
between long- and short-term perspectives – between insuring against an
uncertain future, and accepting that such an insurance policy is an expensive luxury for the United Kingdom. Cashing it in without direct replacement could free up scarce defence resources for the acquisition of
modern network-centric warfare and conventional intervention capabilities.17 The compromise would be to replace the submarines but not
change the missiles and warheads, giving the force at least 15 further
years of life.
In these circumstances, the United Kingdom would become a virtual
nuclear-weapon state, but with an ability to regenerate it at short notice.18 What would be the implications of implementing this option for
the United Kingdom’s strategic alliance with the United States, its relations with NATO and its partners in the European Union, and with
France? Answers to these questions are uncertain, and these and other
political implications of possible replacement options will need detailed
analysis before any decision is taken. For, if sustaining a strong NPT-
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based multilateral nuclear security regime remains a prime objective of
UK policy, as it has been in the past, any positive replacement decision
is likely to have a negative impact on the 2007–2010 cycle of the NPT review process. One option to ameliorate this might be to accompany the
decision with some very positive UK initiatives in the multilateral nuclear
arms control area. However, as William Walker has pointed out, the
United Kingdom may ﬁnd itself constrained from doing this by pressures
from the United States and France.19

The United Kingdom, the war on terrorism and
WMD non-proliferation
In the period since 1991, perceptions of the main WMD security threat to
the United Kingdom have switched from the former USSR to global terrorism and, to a much lesser extent, attacks from ‘‘states of concern’’.20
Public debate on these new threats evolved much more slowly in the
United Kingdom than in the United States. It was not until after 9/11
that the issues became fully transparent to UK audiences. Previously,
public UK perceptions had often been of a US security establishment
seeking new threats to justify its existence. This was particularly so for
the counter-proliferation strategy ﬁrst set out by the Pentagon in the
mid-1990s. One consequence was that, although dealing with Iraq’s
WMD capabilities was a signiﬁcant issue in UK public decision-making
over nuclear proliferation from 1991 onwards, it took 9/11, the intervention in Afghanistan, the 2002/2003 confrontation with Iraq over its WMD,
and the revelations about the ‘‘commercial activities’’ of Abdul Qadeer
Khan (the ‘‘father’’ of Pakistan’s bomb) in Iran, Libya and other states
to align UK public perceptions of the WMD threat with those held in
the United States.21
At the ofﬁcial level, however, perceptions of the threat moved closer to
those in the United States at a much earlier date. Walker points to a desire to ‘‘keep in step with Washington’’ as one explanation for the shift at
the politico-military level,22 though the main driver appears to have been
secret intelligence information. UK and US intelligence services had
been monitoring the activities of both al-Qaeda and the A. Q. Khan procurement network for some considerable time, although a comprehensive
understanding of the latter’s role in supplying states other than Pakistan
took years to evolve.
The role of intelligence is thus central to both UK anti-terrorism and
UK anti-proliferation policies. Intelligence-sharing and cooperation comprised the second pillar of the ‘‘special relationship’’ with the United
States that developed from 1946 onwards, and its preservation and ex-
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ploitation remain a core objective of UK policy, as well as an important
element in the United Kingdom’s international capabilities.23 At the same
time, the evolving intelligence relationships with other European governments indicated they held similar threat perceptions over Iraq, although
they differed in how to respond and what mixture of military and diplomatic pressures should be deployed.
This situation placed UK ofﬁcials and ministers in a difﬁcult situation,
because UK intelligence capabilities meant there was a disjunction between governmental and popular perceptions of the proliferation threat.
Pakistan’s role as both a nuclear proliferator and a base for anti-al-Qaeda
operations was known, but the activities of A. Q. Khan remained hidden
until Libya decided to disarm. One structural consequence was that the
balance between action to support the multilateral non-proliferation regimes and more direct action with allies to counter proliferation threats
appeared to outsiders to change visibly in the latter direction after 9/11,
although, as Walker comments, the UK government ‘‘remained deeply
uneasy . . . with the aggressive and unilateral approach taken by the Bush
administration’’.24
This shift in focus should not be exaggerated, however. UK nonproliferation policy had always depended heavily on UK intelligence capabilities and bilateral diplomacy. This had been the case, for example,
over policy towards India and Pakistan after the tests in 1998. The
United Kingdom was a major actor in the international Task Force created to manage the resultant regional nuclear tensions and had taken a
pragmatic view of the situation, arguing that the ﬁrst priority was to prevent nuclear war, even if this necessitated engagement with these states
rather than isolating and punishing them. The United Kingdom was subsequently able to use its position as a member of the UN Security Council to stimulate action to address this speciﬁc situation and more general
issues of WMD proliferation and terrorism, such as acting as a prime
mover behind Security Council Resolution 1540 on the non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction. Pursuing both regime policies and direct
policies in these areas when confronted by the new proliferation threats
was a natural continuation of existing UK policies; by contrast, those outside government tended to focus their attention on the more visible and
accessible treaty regimes. From 2002 onwards, however, this gap started
to close as more information emerged about clandestine proliferators and
international terrorist networks.
After the advent of the Bush administration and 9/11, the emphasis in
UK policy changed from non-proliferation to counter-proliferation. One
driver of this was the uncovering of information in Afghanistan suggesting that some elements of al-Qaeda had been planning to use WMD for
terrorist purposes. There were also concerns that the al-Qaeda network
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had been attempting to acquire WMD precursors and technology
through clandestine A. Q. Khan-type procurement channels. One consequence was a tendency for UK ministers and annual Defence White Papers to make open-ended deterrent statements about possible responses
to offensive actions against the United Kingdom, its forces and its interests, rather than emphasize the international legal constraints accepted
by the United Kingdom.25
The terrorist threat also generated policies of countering threats
at source via interventionist counter-proliferation policies, rather than
through regime action.26 This was in part responsible for a change in the
name of the relevant sections of both the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Ofﬁce and the Ministry of Defence to the Counter-Proliferation
Department (CPD) and Counter-Proliferation and Arms Control Secretariat (C-PACS).27 The advent of the Bush administration also had the
effect of forcing the United Kingdom to abandon its longstanding leadership of the attempt to create a veriﬁcation protocol for the Biological
Weapons Convention. However, one institutional initiative the United
Kingdom was able to advance was the development of the International
(later Hague) Code of Conduct on Missile Technology.
UK participation in the military interventions in both Afghanistan and
Iraq was the most visible indicator of a move towards the policy stance
being adopted by the United States. In the former case, there seemed
little alternative if the al-Qaeda network was to be disrupted. In the case
of Iraq, it was the consequence of decisions taken by the United Nations
years earlier fully to disarm its WMD capabilities and to apply military
sanctions if this was opposed. The lack of consensus within the UN Security Council on this matter from the mid-1990s onwards led directly to the
US and UK actions. Regime overthrow by force appeared to be the only
effective method of resolving the problem in a deﬁnitive manner.28 The
United Kingdom sought to do this in the context of an explicit UN Security Council resolution reafﬁrming previous authorities to act, whereas
the United States was content to move ahead without it.29 Walker argues
that, because the United States could not be dissuaded from embarking
on military operations in Iraq, the United Kingdom reluctantly supported
it as ‘‘opposition would . . . damage the transatlantic relationship without
bringing tangible beneﬁts’’ and it was driven ‘‘towards supporting US
policies even when [it considered] them antithetical to its political and
security interests’’.30 Deploying the military option generated major domestic opposition within both Parliament and the country at large.31
One consequence of the move into Iraq was to expose the limitations
of basing WMD counter-proliferation policy on intelligence capabilities.
Admittedly, the United Kingdom and other states had relied on the UN
inspection system for information on Iraq’s WMD prior to 1998. It was
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only afterwards that attempts were made to create national networks
within Iraq. Thus reliable human intelligence about intentions was impossible to obtain. By contrast, the case of Libya in late 2003 illustrated
the ability of the UK intelligence system to play a pivotal role in international non-proliferation policies. It succeeded in inﬁltrating A. Q. Khan’s
network, and its ability to enable centrifuge components to be seized on
the BBC China precipitated the meeting between the head of Libyan intelligence and his US and UK counterparts in the Travellers Club in London, which resulted in the UK/US-led process for neutralizing Libya’s
WMD capabilities.32
The lessons from Iraq and Libya have thus been radically different
from a UK perspective, and to some extent contradictory. On the one
hand, Iraq was an intelligence failure that demonstrated the perils of using intelligence information (or the lack of it) as a basis for interventionist counter-proliferation policies.33 On the other hand, the intelligence
services appear to have played the major role in securing Libyan WMD
disarmament and in so doing exposing both Iranian and North Korean
proliferation activities. The need for effective intelligence capabilities targeted on clandestine proliferation has moved to the heart of UK security
policy, but at the same time has sustained the ‘‘special relationship’’ in
intelligence with the United States. In so doing, the intelligence services
may also have made the ‘‘special relationship’’ with the United States
over nuclear weapons relatively less salient in current circumstances.

The United Kingdom and multilateral strategies to combat
the WMD threat
The United Kingdom has continued to use its UN position as a signiﬁcant
part of its policy to combat WMD proliferation.34 It remains publicly unclear where the United Kingdom stood over the WMD language in the
September 2005 Millennium Summit Outcome document (particularly
on disarmament and the three pillars of the NPT), given that the relevant
sections of the draft text were removed as a result of US actions. It was
notable, however, that the agreed statement on these subjects generated
by the UK-chaired G-8 Gleneagles Statement on Non-Proliferation did
cover these issues, and may indicate what the United Kingdom might
have been prepared to commit itself to at the Summit had circumstances
been different.35 Moreover, previously the United Kingdom had encouraged the creation of a Security Council Committee to address terrorism,
and had sponsored Resolution 1540, which created a similar committee
to address national measures to make it more difﬁcult for non-state ac-
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tors to acquire nuclear weapons and radiological devices. This may eventually link into existing and new international coalitions of the willing designed to address speciﬁc aspects of the WMD proliferation problem.
The ﬁrst of these bodies, the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), was
originally called the London Group. It was convened by the United Kingdom in 1974 to harmonize the national nuclear export control list. The
United Kingdom has consistently supported this body and a similar informal entity for chemical and biological precursors, the Australia Group,
based in Vienna. The United Kingdom was also one of the initial sponsors in the 1980s of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR),
which was designed to perform the same function for the trade in missile
technologies. The United Kingdom was also one of the initiators in 2003
of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). This was designed to facilitate cooperation among like-minded states in physically interdicting
transfers of WMD materials and associated technologies taking place beyond the scope of these export control activities.
More recently the United Kingdom has been a member of the G-8
Global Partnership, created in 2002 to assist the Russian Federation and
others to secure stocks of nuclear weapon materials. In 2004, the G-8 established a more comprehensive Action Plan on Non-Proliferation. The
UK presidency of the G-8 could have been used as an opportunity to further develop and implement this plan. However, although the Gleneagles
Statement on Non-Proliferation indicated that intensive work was taking
place on implementation of the Action Plan, little in the way of new commitments emerged from it.

The European connection
The United Kingdom is one of two nuclear weapon states in the European Union, some of whose members are strong advocates of nuclear
disarmament. At the same time, the European Union has become an increasingly central body in the international politics of WMD control because, if it can agree on policy initiatives, it is the most coherent voting
bloc in the international community. Thus, at the same time as the balance in UK counter-proliferation policy appeared to be tilting away from
strengthening the WMD institutions towards more direct action through
US-led coalitions of the willing, the United Kingdom was also integrating
itself more closely into EU defence and foreign policy, from which the
United States was excluded.
This integration has occurred through the EU policy coordination
framework, which facilitates common positions to be enunciated at

298

JOHN SIMPSON

WMD treaty meetings by the state holding the EU presidency. Member
states are legally bound to adhere to these common positions – thus
France and the United Kingdom could not start nuclear testing again
without being in breach of EU law. Although mechanisms are lacking to
change these positions during extended conferences, the EU states do
meet more regularly as a caucus group during such meetings than others.
Given the range of states involved, the European Union also plays a central role in identifying the areas where compromises are possible.
At the end of 2003 under the Greek presidency, the European Union,
as with NATO, sought to play a more independent role in the WMD politics by creating its own strategy against the proliferation of WMD.36
This sets out a broad range of initiatives and measures to harmonize activities of EU states in this area. In addition, three of the EU states –
France, Germany and the United Kingdom – plus representatives of the
EU Council have played a leading role in trying to engage with Iran over
the future of its nuclear energy programme and its alleged nuclear weapon activities. In doing this they have used the EU states’ trade and aid
capabilities to engage in ‘‘carrot and stick’’ diplomacy.
In the course of this diplomacy, the United Kingdom has at times distanced itself from the United States on the issue, unless one regards it as
engaged in a ‘‘good cop, bad cop’’ routine. Indeed, the United Kingdom’s
approaches towards Iraq and Iran have been markedly different. There
appear to be two main reasons for this. One is that the United Kingdom
was committed to a confrontational position over Iraq from the early
1990s onwards. Thus regime change was a natural extension of existing
policies and commitments. The second is that the US–Iran relationship
remains heavily conditioned by the hostage crisis of a quarter of a century ago, whereas UK perspectives are free of this, enabling the United
Kingdom to take a more pragmatic approach.
UK attitudes towards WMD policies are therefore conditioned by the
need to walk the tightrope between its European and US interests. On
Iraq, Walker observes that ‘‘while adopting a special stance on arms control and on multilateralism at variance with Washington’s, the alliance
with the United States was preserved even when the United Kingdom’s and its European partners’ multilateral objectives were being
thwarted’’.37 On Iran, any UK support for a hawkish US policy would
have a negative impact on its relations within the European Union, given
the lead it has taken on the issue with France and Germany. As Simpson
notes, the United Kingdom could ﬁnd itself in a ‘‘much more delicate and
difﬁcult position’’ in Europe than it was over Iraq if it were actively to
support the United States in actions against more ambiguous cases of
proliferation.38
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Conclusions
There is no doubt that UK perspectives on WMD have changed signiﬁcantly since 1991. The core change has been in threat perceptions: Soviet
nuclear weapons are no longer the main concern; all types of WMD in
the hands of states on the periphery of Europe and of its main trading
partners or non-state terrorist entities are now seen as threats. The UK
response to the pre-1991 situation was a mixed and pragmatic one. It
rested on four pillars: a capability for independent action with its own
nuclear weapons; a capability to inﬂuence US nuclear decision-making
through coordination between US and UK nuclear forces; a signiﬁcant
national intelligence capability partnered with that of the United States;
and membership of NATO and the possession of conventional forces capable of ﬁghting a major land battle in Europe. Arms control and nonproliferation policies were shaped by, and supportive of, these central
pillars of UK security policy. This resulted in active support and engagement in WMD arms control and non-proliferation activities, and more
particularly in the search for bans on biological and chemical weapons.
Signiﬁcant contradictions were visible in these UK policies, but these
were seen to be outweighed by national security necessities arising from
the East–West confrontation. The key guides for policy remained to sustain a close UK–US security relationship; to accept nuclear disarmament
only if all others did so; and to support bans on chemical and biological
weapons as a backstop to UK assumptions that nuclear capabilities would
deter their use against UK interests. The limitations on Soviet ABM capabilities were also supportive of the small UK nuclear deterrent force.
At times, nuclear weapons and arms control policies were mutually reinforcing; at others radically opposed, but pragmatism rather than strict
logic prevailed throughout.
Since 1991, the threat picture has changed radically, yet UK responses
still contain many elements of continuity with the past. WMD threats are
reduced in scale and more varied in their nature. The UK nuclear capability is the minimum that is technically credible. Defences are no longer
seen to undermine the long-term credibility of the existing UK force as
they have in the past, but neither are they currently regarded as necessary for the United Kingdom. The elements of continuity are that the
nuclear relationship with the United States remains, as does UK operational control over its force. Yet the United Kingdom has no acute adversarial relationship with any other state, and thus no permanent or obvious
targets for its assured retaliation capability against surprise attack.
The main UK response to WMD proliferation threats is now a layered
series of defence and security capabilities, starting with an ability to de-
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stroy the threats at source and then interdict their movement towards the
United Kingdom. The former is seen to require specialized intervention
forces, as well as conventionally armed cruise missiles and a greater commitment by states to monitor and eliminate non-governmental WMD activities. Interdiction of the means of delivery implies preliminary work on
missile defences and closer monitoring of cargoes in transit and entering
the United Kingdom. All of these activities place great reliance on accurate and effective intelligence-gathering and analysis, and this has been
highlighted by the decision to expand the size of the UK intelligence establishment.39 US–UK intelligence exchange arrangements thus remain
central to UK security policies, but so too does the ability of the European Union to police WMD activities within its member states.
One consequence of this evolution is that, in relative terms, the United
Kingdom appears to have moved away from a multinational institutionally based approach to WMD non-proliferation and towards direct action
against those perceived to be breaking regime rules. This is seen in the
UK role in the development and use of multinational instruments other
than the WMD treaties, and its use of military and intelligence capabilities to prevent proliferation in Iraq, Iran and Libya.
Actions, however, often speak louder than words, and in this respect
the record of the United Kingdom over the past few years is puzzling
and contradictory. Iraq was an example of a failed attempt to use the
United Nations; a military intervention to generate regime change that
succeeded in that objective but generated no stable successor regime;
and a failure in intelligence by all countries concerned. This failure may
place domestic limits on the ability to implement similar actions in future.
By contrast, Libya was an example of a very successful intelligence-led
operation conducted on a US–UK basis that succeeded in preventing
WMD proliferation, led to disarmament, and generated the possibility of
further such operations. The United Kingdom has also joined with other
EU states to engage potential proliferators (notably Iran) diplomatically,
and to attempt to persuade them to desist from nuclear activities of international concern.
Overall, what does this mean in terms of UK perspectives on WMD
proliferation, arms control, disarmament and WMD use by non-state actors? First and foremost, the United Kingdom will continue to seek to
prevent WMD proliferation by using a much wider range of instruments
and coalitions of states than before. Although its active security policies
appear to have moved it closer to US policies in this respect, the United
Kingdom has also developed more effective ties with the EU states, and
thus, as in the past, its policy choices are likely to be pragmatic – a matter
of matching the means to the objective.
As far as arms control is concerned, the United Kingdom does not ap-
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pear to be particularly concerned over the lack of movement in veriﬁed
bilateral arms control between Russia and the United States, or over the
consequences of the end of the ABM Treaty. However, it does see a
need to engage with declared nuclear-weapon states such as India and
Pakistan.
The United Kingdom’s disarmament position is that it is expending resources on exploring the technical possibilities of verifying a nuclear disarmament agreement, but the current context is one where ‘‘the continuing risk from the proliferation of nuclear weapons’’ means that ‘‘Trident
. . . is likely to remain a necessary element of our security’’,40 despite the
friction within NPT forums that this may generate.
Finally, preventing WMD use by non-state actors entails a greater emphasis on states policing all WMD-related activities within their borders.
Distinguishing non-state procurement networks from those of state proliferators may be difﬁcult, but the same intelligence and interdiction
methods can be used for dealing with both state actors and non-state
ones. In short, pragmatism continues to rule!

Notes
1. This pragmatic UK position contrasts sharply with the principled argument advanced by
Ramesh Thakur in his introduction to this volume (Chapter 1, pp. 10–11).
2. See John Simpson, ‘‘The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regime: Back to the Future?’’, Disarmament Forum, No. 1 (2004); and John Baylis and Robert O’Neil, eds, Alternative
Nuclear Futures: The Role of Nuclear Weapons in the Post-Cold War World (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000).
3. Minister of Defence Malcolm Rifkind in a speech on ‘‘UK Defence Strategy: A Continuing Role for Nuclear Weapons?’’ at the Centre for Defence Studies, King’s College,
London, 16 November 1993.
4. See, for example, Ministry of Defence, Statement on the Defence Estimates 1995: Stable
Forces in a Strong Britain, Cm 2800 (London: HMSO, May 1995), p. 25, para. 250.
5. See Darryl Howlett, Ben Cole, Emily Bailey and John Simpson, ‘‘Surveying the Nuclear
Future: Which Way from Here?’’, Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 20, No. 1 (1999).
6. See Ministry of Defence, Strategic Defence Review. White Paper: Modern Forces for the
Modern World, Presented to Parliament by the Secretary of State for Defence by Command of Her Majesty, Cm 3999, July 1998; and ‘‘Veriﬁcation of Nuclear Disarmament:
Second Interim Report on Studies into the Veriﬁcation of Nuclear Warheads and Their
Components’’, Working paper submitted by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, NPT/CONF.2005/PC.III/WP.3, 8 April 2004.
7. See ‘‘Systematic and Progressive Efforts to Reduce Nuclear Weapons Globally: A Food
for Thought Paper’’, Submitted by the United Kingdom to the 2000 Review Conference
of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, NPT/
CONF.2000/23, 4 May 2000.
8. See Final Document of the Conference, 2000 Review Conference of the Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 24 April–19 May 2000, New
York, Vol. I, Part I, NPT/CONF.2000/28 (Part I).

302

JOHN SIMPSON

9. See Mark Smith, ‘‘European Perspectives on Ballistic Missile Proliferation and Missile
Defences’’, in Missile Proliferation and Defences: Problems and Prospects, Occasional
Paper No. 7, Special Joint Series on Missile Issues, Center for Nonproliferation Studies
and Mountbatten Centre for International Studies, 2001.
10. See Delivering Security in a Changing World, Defence White Paper, Presented to Parliament by the Secretary of State for Defence by Command of Her Majesty, December
2003, Cm 6041-I (London: The Stationery Ofﬁce, 2003), p. 9, para. 3.11, hhttp://
www.mod.uk/NR/rdonlyres/051AF365-0A97-4550-99C0-4D87D7C95DED/0/cm6041I
_whitepaper2003.pdfi.
11. Although the SDR indicated that ‘‘Trident could remain an effective deterrent for up to
30 years’’, the December 2003 Defence White Paper noted that ‘‘decisions on whether
to replace Trident are not needed this Parliament but are likely to be required in the
next one’’. Delivering Security in a Changing World, p. 9, para. 3.11.
12. House of Commons, Written Questions, 20 June 2005: Column 666W, ‘‘Nuclear
Deterrent’’, hhttp://www.parliament.the-stationery-ofﬁce.co.uk/pa/cm200506/cmhansrd/
cm050620/text/50620w02.htmi.
13. See ‘‘The Future of the Strategic Nuclear Deterrent: The Strategic Context’’,
House of Commons Defence Committee, Evidence Sessions, Session 2005–06, 8
March 2006, hhttp://www.parliament.uk/parliamentary_committees/defence_committee/
def060308___no__25.cfmi.
14. David Cracknell, ‘‘Talks Start with US on Trident’s £15bn successor’’, Times Online, 17
July 2005, hhttp://www.timesonline.co.uk/article/0,,2087-1697246,00.htmli.
15. For a detailed analysis of the factors involved in the United Kingdom’s post–Cold War
deterrence policy, see John Simpson, ‘‘France, the United Kingdom and Deterrence in
the Twenty-ﬁrst Century’’, Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 25, No. 1 (2004), pp.
136–151.
16. The diminished deterrence value is alluded to in Ministry of Defence (MoD) and Foreign and Commonwealth Ofﬁce (FCO) documents, particularly those published following 9/11.
17. William Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle: The United Kingdom and the 2005 NPT Review Conference’’, Arms Control Today, Vol. 35, No. 1 (2005), p. 18.
18. The United Kingdom would, of course, remain a nuclear-weapon state legally in the
context of the NPT.
19. Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle’’, p. 18.
20. The SDR emphasized the need to provide deployed British Armed Forces with effective
nuclear, biological and chemical protection. This signalled a shift in perception of the
perceived nature of UK military vulnerabilities – abroad in scenarios with deployed
forces, not within the United Kingdom’s borders. It also reﬂects the strategy of actively
countering threats at their source.
21. The Butler Report speciﬁcally mentions the effect of 9/11 on British policy towards Iraq.
‘‘In his evidence to us, the Prime Minister endorsed the view expressed at the time that
what had changed was not the pace of Iraq’s prohibited weapons programmes, which
had not been dramatically stepped up, but tolerance of them following the attacks of
11 September 2001’’. Review of Intelligence on Weapons of Mass Destruction. Report of
a Committee of Privy Counsellors, Chairman: The Rt Hon The Lord Butler of Brockwell KG GCB CVO, 14 July 2004, HC 898 (London: The Stationery Ofﬁce, 2004),
hhttp://www.ofﬁcial-documents.co.uk/document/deps/hc/hc898/898.pdfi, p. 105, para.
427.
22. Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle’’, p. 17.
23. The FCO emphasized the importance of international cooperation and intelligencesharing in a December 2003 document outlining its international priorities. Interna-

UK PERSPECTIVES

24.
25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.
31.

32.
33.

303

tional terrorism and the proliferation of WMD were stated as having ‘‘emerged as
potentially the most catastrophic dangers to our [the United Kingdom’s] national security in the early twenty-ﬁrst century’’. UK International Priorities: A Strategy for the
FCO, Presented to Parliament by the Secretary of State for Foreign & Commonwealth
Affairs by Command of Her Majesty, 9 December 2003, Cm 6052 (London: The Stationery Ofﬁce, 2003), hhttp://www.fco.gov.uk/Files/kﬁle/FCOStrategyFullFinal,0.pdfi,
p. 1.
Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle’’, p. 17.
In March and April 2002, UK Defence Secretary Geoffrey Hoon made statements alluding to the possibility of nuclear weapon use in retaliation for a chemical and biological weapon attack on British deployed forces. These included the United Kingdom’s
‘‘willingness and ability to use them in appropriate circumstances’’ and being ‘‘absolutely
conﬁdent that in the right conditions we would be willing to use our nuclear weapons’’.
Select Committee on Defence, Minutes of Evidence, Questions 236 and 237, Wednesday 20 March 2002, hhttp://www.parliament.the-stationery-ofﬁce.co.uk/pa/cm200102/
cmselect/cmdfence/644/2032008.htmi. He also stated that the United Kingdom ‘‘ ‘reserved the right’ to use nuclear weapons if Britain or British troops were threatened by
chemical or biological weapons’’. Richard Norton Taylor, ‘‘Bush’s Nuke Bandwagon’’, Guardian (London), 27 March 2002, hhttp://www.guardian.co.uk/comment/
story/0,,674632,00.htmli. On 29 April 2002, he conﬁrmed that although ‘‘the use of nuclear weapons is still a deterrent of last resort . . . ultimately and in conditions of extreme
self-defence, nuclear weapons would have to be used’’. See HC Debates, Oral Answers
to Questions, 29 April 2002, hhttp://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200102/
cmhansrd/vo020429/debtext/20429-05.htm#20429-05_spnew9i.
The FCO clearly states that, because ‘‘there is no panacea’’ or ‘‘one-size-ﬁts-all’’
policy to counter WMD threats, ‘‘the Government uses the tools that it judges will
be most effective in each case’’. Counter-Proliferation Strategy, Terrorism & Security,
UK Priorities, hhttp://www.fco.gov.uk/servlet/Front?pagename=OpenMarket/Xcelerate/
ShowPage&c=Page&cid=1065432164878i.
Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle’’, p. 17.
According to the Butler Report, ‘‘[t]he Government . . . saw a need for immediate action
on Iraq because of the wider historical and international context, especially Iraq’s perceived continuing challenge to the authority of the United Nations’’. Review of Intelligence on Weapons of Mass Destruction, p. 105, para. 428.
The Butler Report indicates that ‘‘[t]he Government also saw in the United Nations and
a decade of Security Council Resolutions a basis for action through the United Nations
to enforce Iraqi compliance with its disarmament obligations’’. Review of Intelligence on
Weapons of Mass Destruction, p. 105, para. 428.
Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle’’, p. 18.
There were heated exchanges on the war in the House of Commons, and several ministers resigned over the issue. The formal parliamentary debate and decision took place
on 18 March 2003. See hhttp://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200203/cmhansrd/
vo030318/debtext/30318-06.htmi. Public opposition to military action against Iraq was
also evident, with massive demonstrations leading up to and during the war. For example, see ‘‘ ‘Million’ March against Iraq War’’, 16 February 2003, hhttp://news.bbc.
co.uk/1/hi/uk/2765041.stmi.
See Peter Beaumont, Kamal Ahmed and Martin Bright, ‘‘The Meeting That Brought
Libya in from the Cold’’, Observer, 21 December 2003.
Although the Iraq case is often seen as an intelligence failure, the Butler Report indicated that the British ‘‘Government’s conclusion in the spring of 2002 that stronger
action (although not necessarily military action) needed to be taken to enforce Iraqi dis-

304

34.

35.

36.

37.
38.
39.
40.

JOHN SIMPSON
armament was not based on any new development in the current intelligence picture on
Iraq’’. Review of Intelligence on Weapons of Mass Destruction, p. 105, para. 427.
MoD and FCO documents emphasize the United Kingdom’s commitment to multilateral organizations, particularly the United Nations. Delivering Security in a Changing
World, p. 5, para. 2.16.
The July 2005 Gleneagles Statement on Non-Proliferation afﬁrmed the G-8’s full commitment to all three pillars of the NPT, and that it should form the basis for addressing
threats and challenges to the nuclear non-proliferation regime. See Gleneagles Statement
on Non-Proliferation, July 2005, hhttp://www.fco.gov.uk/Files/kﬁle/PostG8_Gleneagles
_CounterProliferation.pdfi. At the Millennium Summit, however, US insistence on the
deletion of the word ‘‘disarmament’’ resulted in the complete omission of the draft section on disarmament and non-proliferation, and thus any reference to the substance of
the statements agreed at Gleneagles. More speciﬁcally, the US delegation insisted on
deleting reference to the NPT having three pillars. See Julian Borger, ‘‘Road Map
for US Relations with Rest of World’’, Guardian (London), 27 August 2005, hhttp://
www.guardian.co.uk/usa/story/0,12271,1557488,00.htmli, and Jim Wurst, ‘‘Nonproliferation, Disarmament Matters Dropped from U.N. Summit Document’’, Global Security
Newswire, 16 September 2005, hhttp://www.nti.org/d_newswire/issues/539B1CCDi.
See Clara Portela, ‘‘The Role of the EU in the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons:
The Way to Thessaloniki and Beyond’’, PRIF Reports No. 65, Peace Research Institute
Frankfurt, 2003, hhttp://www.hsfk.de/downloads/prifrep65.pdfi.
Walker, ‘‘Caught in the Middle’’, p. 17.
Simpson, ‘‘France, the United Kingdom and Deterrence in the Twenty-ﬁrst Century’’,
p. 147.
See Mark Huband, ‘‘MI6 Steps up Spy Recruits to Cold War Levels’’, Financial Times
(London), 5 May 2003.
Delivering Security in a Changing World, p. 9, para. 3.11.

16
Nuclear non-proliferation after Iraq:
A French perspective
Philippe Errera

When voting unanimously on Security Council Resolution 1441, all 15
members of the UN Security Council recognized ‘‘the threat Iraq’s noncompliance with Council resolutions and proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and long-range missiles poses to international peace and security’’, and recalled that they had ‘‘repeatedly warned Iraq that it will
face serious consequences as a result of its continued violations of its obligations’’. In effect, they were envisaging, for the ﬁrst time in the organization’s history, the possibility of using force in order to achieve disarmament1 if the Iraqi government refused to seize its last chance to
comply with its obligations. The fact that there were other motives behind the US action,2 expressed both explicitly and less explicitly, both before and after the war, as well as the facts that war was ﬁnally declared
without UN Security Council authorization and that no weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) were found in Iraq, does not alter the fundamental
fact that Operation Iraqi Freedom was ostensibly the ﬁrst war ever
fought with a counter-proliferation rationale.
Almost three years after the end of major combat operations in Iraq
was declared on the ﬂight deck of the USS Abraham Lincoln by President George W. Bush, the net effect of this war on efforts to counter
WMD is, at best, mixed. Zhou Enlai’s famous assertion regarding the effects of the French Revolution (‘‘It’s too early to tell’’) comes to mind
in this regard. It is worth examining the positive and negative impacts
of this endeavour on individual proliferation cases and, more broadly,
on the elements of the international order whose purpose it is to prevent
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proliferation in the ﬁrst place, constrain proliferators when this ﬁrst
level fails and, ultimately, offer possibilities for rolling back proliferation
through coercive measures.

The impact of the Iraq war on individual proliferation cases
One aspect of the Iraqi campaign that, surprisingly, was not particularly damaging was its immediate impact on joint transatlantic nonproliferation efforts. Given the degree of resentment between members
of the Security Council, and in particular between Washington on the
one hand and Paris and Berlin on the other, one would have thought
that this situation would have been incompatible with the sense of shared
purpose necessary to cooperate closely on the two other pressing proliferation cases, i.e. Iran and North Korea. This cooperation, however,
continued.
For example, in the case of North Korea, close coordination was required to get board members of the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO) to stop heavy fuel oil shipments and then
suspend construction of the light water reactors. The Franco-German interception of a ship bound for North Korea (via China) with specialized
aluminium tubes for centrifuge production occurred in April 2003 at the
height of the Iraqi crisis. Judging from French Defence Minister Michèle
Alliot-Marie’s assertion on 16 October 2002 that Washington had already
informed France of the results of Assistant Secretary of State James
Kelly’s fateful visit to North Korea barely two weeks earlier,3 it is hard
to see the falling out that one would have expected. To a certain extent,
this state of affairs served as a useful reminder that, contrary to the assertions of the US administration (not to mention the US media), the differences over Iraq had not so much to do with alleged differences regarding
the importance of dealing resolutely with illicit WMD programmes as
with the balance of risks and beneﬁts in dealing with the suspected Iraqi
WMD programme through force before having exhausted all nonmilitary options.
As time passed, and it became increasingly clear that the Iraqi endeavour was not turning out to be the initially planned success, the US administration made a resolute effort to mend fences. Bush’s second term began with a conscious effort to reach out to European partners, including
France and Germany, in order to turn the page. Part of this endeavour –
arguably its most visible manifestation – was the decision to support efforts by the EU-3 (France, Germany and the United Kingdom) to solve
the Iranian nuclear crisis through diplomatic means. On the European
side, it has been argued that Paris, Berlin and London embarked upon
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the attempt to deal with the Iranian nuclear threat with the intention,
among many other motivations, of re-creating a transatlantic sense of
purpose and determination in dealing with strategic threats, an objective
also present in the European Security Strategy of December 2003.
In sum, as far as the narrow ﬁeld of transatlantic relations is concerned,
it can therefore be argued that the Iraq war had neutral or even, paradoxically, positive effects on the non-proliferation agenda.
The global negative effects of the Iraqi diplomatic campaign and then
military operations were, however, more direct and, at least with the
limited hindsight that we have today, more forceful than the impact on
transatlantic cooperation. The ﬁrst negative effect can be characterized
as the distraction that Iraq represented for Washington from more pressing proliferators: US intelligence assets and, in an even more acute manner, diplomatic capital were fully mobilized to prepare for the Iraqi diplomatic and military campaigns. There were even more direct, inverse
correlations between efforts to deal with Iraq on the one hand and North
Korea and Iran on the other.

North Korea
North Korea seemed to time each of its provocations in relation to a
development in the Iraqi issue. It was helped by the American ﬁxation
on Iraq, and by Russian and, especially, Chinese approaches. Insofar as
Beijing and Moscow perceived North Korean restraint as something that
was more in the US interest than in theirs, and insofar as Washington
accepted this view de facto, Washington felt that it had to make a choice
between Chinese and Russian pressure on North Korea on the one hand
and a ‘‘helpful’’ attitude on Iraq on the other . . . and that choice was
quickly made. This may have been one of the reasons that Washington
was not particularly pressed to refer the North Korean dossier to the Security Council and, once it was placed there, to push harder to try to obtain consensus for coercive measures. In Washington’s defence, neither
its Asian allies most directly concerned (South Korea and Japan) nor
China wished to see the possibility of sanctions raised.
Furthermore, it was important for the Bush administration to dissociate the Iraqi and North Korean issues domestically. When US Assistant
Secretary of State James Kelly returned to Washington from Pyongyang,
after the deﬁant North Korean admission of a clandestine uranium enrichment programme in October 2002, the foremost preoccupation of the
US administration seemed to be to keep the issue out of American newspapers, in order to prevent it from interfering with the congressional vote
authorizing the administration to intervene in Iraq. Some isolated democratic Congress members criticized the administration for this behaviour,
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but they were not heeded by their own party members, let alone the Republican majority.
Thus, in this Iraq-focused environment, Pyongyang was able to cross
one American ‘‘red line’’ after another without any consequences: withdrawal from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT), eviction of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors, reprocessing of spent fuel at the Yongbyon nuclear reactor. Pyongyang may have drawn the conclusion from the American rhetoric and
preparations for war that regime survival required a determined, and ostensible, acceleration of its nuclear programme, in order to have available a comfortable deterrence margin once Washington emerged from its
Iraqi endeavour. President Bush’s 2003 State of the Union address contained an almost explicit recognition of the judicious nature of North Korea’s choice to have pressed full steam ahead, and an unhelpful message
indeed for the Iranian leadership,4 which was doubtless monitoring the
way the world dealt with the North Korean crisis as closely, if not more
so, as it was observing Saddam Hussein’s fate.
In the case of North Korea, one could argue that active counterproliferation (in Iraq) led to accelerated proliferation. However, this
had more to do with tactics, i.e. with good North Korean gamesmanship,
than with direct causality: North Korean violations of the 1994 Agreed
Framework between the United States of America and the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea had started well before the Bush administration was in place.

Iran
The case of Iran is more ambiguous. It is possible that Iranian leaders initially thought that they would be able to get away with a dose of ‘‘transparency’’ (i.e. admitting part of what had already been claimed publicly
by opposition movements, but casting it in the framework of a civilian
nuclear programme5), before getting tangled up in their web of omissions, contradictions and, ultimately, lies. The apparent ease with which
US forces crushed the Iraqi army in the spring of 2003 may have focused
some minds in Tehran and helped, indirectly, the EU-3 to reach an
agreement with Iran in the 21 October 2003 Paris accord, by which Iran
accepted the suspension of its fuel-cycle activities so long as the dossier
was treated in the IAEA and not referred to the Security Council. However slim, there was still a possibility that US troops in Iraq could, at some
point down the road, pose a credible military threat to Iran – if not for a
full-ﬂedged invasion, at least for a series of destabilizing actions. Relatively quickly, however, the Iranian leadership realized that UK and US
forces were largely bogged down in Iraq and that their presence there
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could provide Tehran with strategic leverage against Washington and
London, and not the other way around.
Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, chairman of the Expediency Council,
thus stated in early 2005 that ‘‘[Iran’s] defensive power has increased . . .
and meanwhile the US has become vulnerable after attacking Iraq and
Afghanistan. They cannot do anything to us.’’6 A week earlier, Iranian
Defence Minister Shamkhani had asserted somewhat quizzically that
‘‘one can only have deterrent power vis-à-vis an opponent by identifying
the opponent’s weaknesses and strengths’’.7 Iranian Revolutionary
Guards actually took eight UK sailors hostage in the summer of 2004,
very probably as a signal of what was to come if the United Kingdom, or
the United States for that matter, pressed too hard. According to British
ofﬁcials speaking at the end of 2005, Iranian know-how was increasingly
shared with Iraqi insurgents against US and UK forces.
Here we have an interesting paradox. For some in the US administration, the main purpose of the Iraq war was to demonstrate the extent
of US military strength and new-found determination to the rest of the
world, and in particular to regimes in the Middle East. This signal, coming on the heels of the lightning-quick Afghan success, was intended
to deter regimes from again attacking America or Americans as they
had in the 1990s (for example, the Khobar Towers bombing, attributed
by American investigators to Iran using Hezbollah). The problem is that
the Iraqi campaign showed the neighbours of Iraq that, no matter how
formidable it might be in terms of conventional war-ﬁghting, the US military tool had very serious limitations in achieving non-military objectives, such as state-building, or in ﬁghting non-conventional adversaries.8
Furthermore, even though the evidence on the Iranian nuclear programme comes from a United Nations Agency (the IAEA), and even
though the IAEA Board of Governors repeatedly considered that ‘‘Iran’s
policy of concealment . . . until October 2003 has resulted in many
breaches of its obligations to comply’’,9 before openly declaring Iran in
non-compliance with its Safeguards Agreement in September 2005, the
fact remains that in a signiﬁcant part of the world, and in particular in
the Muslim world, US pressure on Iran is seen solely as a continuation
of the Bush policy that led to the Iraq war. Iran is seen not as a violator
but as a victim, despite the fact that its most direct threat has been eliminated thanks to US action.10
Beyond the disappearance of the threat that Saddam Hussein constituted, and the stronger foothold that Shiite Iran has gained in the region,
the Iranian regime was, at the end of 2005, thriving in the long and dark
shadow of the Iraq war – probably beyond its wildest expectations:
 the shadow of Iraq has seriously undermined the international credibility of US, and more broadly Western, intelligence assessments of clan-
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destine WMD programmes – even when they are, as in the Iranian
case, solid and corroborated by data gathered by IAEA inspectors;
 the shadow of Iraq has seriously undermined the credibility of the
threat of use of force against Iran, not so much in operational terms
(the US Air Force is not subject to the same burdens as the US Army)
but in domestic political terms and in diplomatic terms;
 the shadow of Iraq has seriously limited the appetite of a great number
of countries to refer the Iranian dossier to the UN Security Council,
which is where the IAEA Board of Governors squarely stated that
it should be in its September 2005 Resolution. Once the matter is
reported to the Security Council, it will have been after much costly
hesitation and delay.
The end of this story is, fortunately, not written. For the moment, however, the Iraq war has clearly hampered international efforts to deal with
the challenge posed by the Iranian nuclear programme, which is one of
the key threats to international peace at the opening of the twenty-ﬁrst
century, while it has boosted Tehran’s strength in the region.

Libya
The Libyan case is more interesting. The US administration has cast this
clear non-proliferation success as resulting directly from the Iraq campaign: impressed by US military might, Muammar Gaddaﬁ decided that
he was better off coming back into the fold. UK ofﬁcials, who actually
took the leading role in setting up and concluding the deal that led to
the Libyan renunciation of WMD, have sometimes echoed this assertion
but have generally put forward a more subtle analysis to do with the effect of bilateral and UN sanctions and the prospect of having them lifted.
Whatever the case may be (and this second view does seem more convincing), the interesting fact is that Washington could take ‘‘yes’’ for an
answer in the Libyan case, something that is far from evident in the Iranian case and was clearly not so in the Iraqi case. Given Iraqi failure to
comply with all of the requests contained in UN Security Council Resolution 1441 (for example, Iraq’s 12,000-page weapons declaration in December 2002), this question was never put to the test. In an instance
where prohibited items were discovered (e.g. Al-Samud missiles, whose
range was greater than the 150 km authorized by Security Council Resolution 687), their destruction by Baghdad was seen as simply a further
sign that the Iraqi leadership was playing games; but then again, by February 2003, it was in any case too late for Washington to take ‘‘yes’’ for
an answer.
This question is not purely hypothetical, because it is posed in almost
identical terms in the Iranian case; or rather was until June 2005 – it can
be argued that the election of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has fundamen-
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tally changed the equation. For the Iranian leadership until the summer
of 2005, the situation was very different depending on whether it considered that a strategic choice of renunciation of its clandestine nuclear programme would get it closer to normalization with Washington or simply
strip it of a possible deterrent and expose it to US military power. To the
fundamental question of whether the problem is the Iranian regime or
the Iranian regime’s behaviour, there was for long no single American
answer; rather, there were many, simultaneously held by different actors
in the administration. Statements in the spring of 2005 gave greater coherence to US policy vis-à-vis the EU-3’s efforts, but in parallel there
had been more strident rhetoric on regime change, which undercut the
European effort tactically. Today, the question is largely moot anyway,
considering the Iranian president’s incendiary statements on Israel, the
United States and the West more generally.

Reinforcing the nuclear non-proliferation regime
Among the few encouraging signs of the past few years, we may at least
take comfort in a common sense of purpose among key international actors in their wish to reinforce the nuclear non-proliferation regime. This
sense of purpose does not appear to have been set back by divisions over
Iraq – quite the contrary.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty
Despite its shortcomings, the Non-Proliferation Treaty has played an essential role in shoring up the nuclear order. If President Kennedy’s prediction that, by the end of the twentieth century, there would be 20 or 30
nuclear nations has turned out to be false, it is essentially thanks to the
NPT. However, this does not mean that the NPT cannot be perfected
or, rather, that the regime of which it is the core cannot be strengthened.
In the run-up to the 2005 NPT Review Conference, France put forward
a series of proposals in this regard, both within the NPT framework11
and more broadly. Two of the key French proposals to strengthen the
NPT can be summarized as preventing the risks stemming from the dissemination of sensitive nuclear technologies and raising the stakes for
withdrawal from the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
Preventing the risks stemming from the dissemination of sensitive nuclear
technologies
In most cases, developing nuclear energy for peaceful purposes does not
require transfers of sensitive and potentially proliferating technologies or
materials, such as enrichment, reprocessing, heavy water production fa-
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cilities, equipment or related technologies. Furthermore, recent proliferation crises (North Korea, Libya, Iran) have demonstrated the need for
strengthened export controls on those technologies or materials. Different approaches can be taken.
In terms of sheer effectiveness, the US proposal that enrichment and
reprocessing equipment and technologies should no longer be exported
‘‘to any state that does not already possess full-scale, functioning enrichment and reprocessing plants’’12 certainly makes sense. The difﬁculty is
two-fold: ﬁrst, it is politically impractical to obtain consensus among the
40 members of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) on such a measure;
second, it hardens the opposition from third countries, by creating an artiﬁcial fault-line between ‘‘haves’’ and ‘‘have-nots’’. The second camp includes countries that would probably never have been interested, in practice, in trying to obtain such technologies had their perceived right
to them not been put into question. In other words, we would be doing
the bidding of the proliferators for them by rallying countries to their
rhetoric.
The approach taken by France aims to avoid these two pitfalls, by focusing on the speciﬁc context in which the transfer would take place on a
case-by-case basis. The export of such materials, facilities, equipment or
related technologies should be envisaged, in the French view, only in the
light of the existence of a set of economic and political conditions relevant to the global non-proliferation regime and NPT objectives. In addition, in order to strengthen the legal base and framework for such cooperation, suppliers should commit themselves to linking any transfer of
sensitive items and major transfers of non-sensitive items to non-nuclearweapon states to the signature of intergovernmental agreements. Any
transfer not covered by such an agreement should be considered illegal,
with the necessary legal action being at the national level. This would
make proliferation networks, such as the one set up by A. Q. Khan and
his associates both inside and outside the Pakistani establishment, more
difﬁcult to hide, especially when they involve transhipment through nonNSG countries to and from non-NPT members (witness the role of Dubai
and Malaysia).
It is important, at this stage, to set the record straight regarding a
so-called ‘‘inalienable right’’ to enrichment or reprocessing technologies. This ‘‘inalienable right’’ has been claimed by Iran, and others, in
order to create the impression that they would be giving up something
to which they are entitled in accepting a cessation of all enrichment and
reprocessing-related activities, and therefore should get something in return. The NPT refers, in Article IV, to ‘‘the inalienable right of all the
Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes’’. The text of the treaty therefore does not
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mention the fuel cycle, even though a reasonable interpretation of Article IV might lead one to a broader perspective. More importantly, according to the treaty, at least two conditions must be met in order to be
able to exercise this right:
 The programme must have peaceful purposes. Given the Preamble,
and given Article IV, a non-nuclear-weapon state may embark on a
nuclear research or energy production programme only if it intends,
in good faith, to pursue a nuclear programme for peaceful purposes
and these activities are necessary in order to enjoy the beneﬁts of
peaceful applications of nuclear energy. This is where the rub is, in the
case of Iran, because the peaceful purpose behind the Iranian efforts to
master the fuel cycle cannot be established. Iran has no nuclear power
plants or an export market justifying the mastering of uranium enrichment. Furthermore, it can obtain from other States Parties the enriched
uranium it needs in order to beneﬁt from all of the advantages of
peaceful applications of nuclear energy, given the current state of its
programme.
 Non-proliferation commitments must be respected. Article IV emphasizes that the rights it recognizes must be exercised in conformity
with Articles I and II of the treaty, and more broadly with the nonproliferation obligations identiﬁed by the treaty, including the Safeguards Agreements with the IAEA. Here, again, Iran is in a situation
where it has very probably forfeited this right by breaching the obligation to comply with its Safeguards Agreement and by possible violation
of Article II of the NPT itself, because it received technology exclusively related to nuclear warhead manufacturing as early as 1987 from
Pakistan.13
Raising the stakes for withdrawal from the Non-Proliferation Treaty
This issue may seem like an arcane legal issue, but even a summary examination of the North Korean crisis underlines the importance of coming to terms with it. Like any treaty, the NPT has a withdrawal clause.
But the particular danger with withdrawal from this treaty is that what a
non-nuclear-weapon state is entitled to while it is a party – nuclear cooperation, transfers of know-how and materials, etc. – is precisely what is
forbidden to non parties, and for good reason: because it is at the core
of a military nuclear programme.
The idea is not to limit the sovereign ability of a state to withdraw from
a treaty that it is complying with: however politically desirable such a limitation might be in terms of the predictability and stability of the international order, that is legally a non-starter (and politically a non-starter for
states that are highly attached to their freedom of manoeuvre, such as the
United States, Russia or China). The idea is to limit the ability of a state
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to withdraw from a treaty that it is violating, both by raising the cost of
such an action and by limiting the beneﬁts derived from it.
The French proposal initially put forward in the context of the Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) for the 2004 NPT Review Conference was
straightforward. First of all, a state that withdraws from the NPT should
no longer make use of all the nuclear materials, facilities, equipment
or technologies that it acquired before withdrawal. These should be returned to the supplying state, frozen or dismantled under international
veriﬁcation. Second, the International Atomic Energy Agency should be
able to implement Safeguards Agreements for a speciﬁed time after the
withdrawal, which is not the case today. These obligations could be put
forward in the bilateral governmental agreement between the supplier
state and the recipient state, which would thus be bound. Some may argue that a country that is willing to risk an international crisis is unlikely
to be constrained by the letter of these bilateral agreements any more
than it was by the spirit of the multilateral treaties that it chose to violate.
One advantage would be, however, to change the status of the nuclear
installations, whose continued possession and operation would become
illegal.
The 2005 NPT Review Conference unfortunately did not achieve
consensus on a ﬁnal document, largely because of the delaying tactics of
countries such as Egypt, which precluded any substantive plenary debate
until the very last days of the conference. The conference did, however,
allow for useful and productive debates on European Union proposals
for strengthening the treaty, many of which were inspired by the original
French ideas.14 One can only hope that this debate will continue to be
pursued.

Leveraging key international actors
Important as it is to strengthen the NPT, whose initial purpose it was to
counter the spread of nuclear weapons, we also need to look at ways of
leveraging existing international institutions whose original purpose was
either broader than or different from non-proliferation per se.
The United Nations and the Security Council
Obviously, at the core of this approach are the United Nations and the
UN Security Council. There may be substantial differences, across the
Atlantic and more broadly, regarding the issue of whether the United
Nations is the sole, or even the primary, source of legitimacy for the use
of force. One element over which there is no difference, simply because it
is a fact, is that the UN Security Council is the only body today that can,
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outside of a contractual framework, adopt internationally binding legal
rules that are applicable virtually everywhere around the globe.
The adoption in April 2004 of UN Security Council Resolution 1540,
which France co-sponsored, represents a signiﬁcant achievement, in at
least three regards:
 It gives teeth to the Security Council’s pioneering Presidential Statement of 31 January 1992, which constituted the Council’s ﬁrst afﬁrmation that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction represented
a threat to international peace and security. Resolution 1540 was
adopted under Chapter VII of the Charter.
 It requires states to ensure that they have the necessary infrastructure
in place to address the threat posed by non-state actor involvement in
any aspect of WMD proliferation. It decides that states shall not support non-state actors involved in such activities and that states shall enact and enforce the necessary laws to prevent these activities on their
territories. In a sense, it helps ﬁll a double gap regarding non-state actors and the capabilities of states, building on Security Council Resolution 1373, which was adopted in the immediate aftermath of 9/11.
 Finally, it targets ballistic missile proliferation, essentially becoming the
ﬁrst legally binding international instrument that addresses the proliferation of WMD delivery means.
Resolution 1540 is but one illustration of the extraordinary power provided by the United Nations that can be harnessed in favour of nonproliferation. The report of the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges
and Change, presented to Secretary-General Koﬁ Annan at the end of
2004,15 contained several excellent proposals in this ﬁeld, not all of which
were, unfortunately, echoed in the Secretary-General’s report In Larger
Freedom in March 2005.16 The failure in the fall of 2005 of the 60th Anniversary Summit to reach agreement even on these modest measures
was a particularly preoccupying setback.
The European Union
The European Union is another institution that is playing an increasingly
important role in the ﬁght against WMD proliferation. The EU Security
Strategy, which was adopted at the EU Summit in Thessaloniki in December 2003,17 correctly identiﬁes proliferation (along with terrorism)
as one of the key strategic threats to the European Union, to the European Union’s security and to the European Union’s interests more
broadly. At the December 2003 Summit, the European Union also
adopted a ‘‘Strategy against proliferation of WMD’’.18 Although this
document went largely unnoticed, it contains several important innovations. Chief among them is the generalization of a so-called ‘‘conditionality clause’’ in agreements with third countries.
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Through this clause, respect for non-proliferation commitments is considered a key element of the agreement, with a breach of these commitments opening a process leading ultimately to the suspension of the
agreement if nothing is done to remedy this. This is important because,
on top of the European Union’s growing diplomatic weight, it is now
possible to leverage the economic and commercial power of the European Union toward a non-proliferation objective – ‘‘mainstreaming’’ in
Euro-jargon.
In 2005, the picture was encouraging. A non-proliferation clause had
been inserted in the Partnership and Cooperation agreement with Tajikistan and the draft Stabilization and Association Agreement with Albania.
More importantly, given serious suspicions regarding Syria, negotiations
had been completed with this country and the text of the Association
Agreement containing a WMD clause had been initialled. Discussions
were under way in the context of negotiations of an interregional association agreement with Mercosur, a Free Trade Agreement with the Gulf
Cooperation Council countries and the review of the Cotonou Agreement between the European Union and the African, Caribbean and Paciﬁc Group of States (the ACP states). In parallel, the draft Action Plans
negotiated with countries of Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean in
the context of the ‘‘European Neighbourhood Policy’’ contain WMD
chapters based on key elements of the WMD conditionality clause.19
The Group of Eight
For the past several years, the G-8 has taken an increasing role in dealing
with nuclear non-proliferation. A rapid examination of the statements issued at its Summit meetings shows not only the broad range of tools that
its members are mobilizing, beyond ﬁnancial and technical assistance
(the Global Threat Reduction Initiative), but also the growing consensus
between its members regarding the key non-proliferation issues of the
day. The strong language on Iran contained in the Evian (June 2003),
Sea Island (June 2004) and Gleneagles (2005) statements is all the more
important considering that the G-8 includes all ﬁve permanent members
of the Security Council except for China.

What role for the pre-emptive or preventive use of force in
counter-proliferation?
Some may see the Iraq war as simply an application of the September
2002 US National Security Strategy20 and its much-debated policy of
pre-emption. In this regard, debating nuclear non-proliferation after
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Iraq is synonymous with nuclear non-proliferation after the 2002 National Security Strategy.
For the sake of clarity: the term ‘‘pre-emption’’ is used in this chapter
to mean the use of force against an imminent threat, whereas the term
‘‘prevention’’ is synonymous with the use of force against a threat that is
not imminent but only potential at best (for example, the Israeli raid on
Iraq’s Osirak nuclear reactor or the Japanese raid on Pearl Harbor). The
authors of the 2002 National Security Strategy tried to blur this key strategic and legal distinction by using the term ‘‘pre-emption’’ when in fact
they were referring to ‘‘prevention’’.
The unilateral pre-emptive use of force is legal in certain circumstances,21 whereas the unilateral preventive use of force is not, in any circumstances. However, the preventive use of force can be authorized by
the UN Security Council in cases where it judges that a threat to international peace and security must be dealt with by military means.
US treatment of the three members of the ‘‘axis of evil’’ referred to
in President Bush’s 2002 State of the Union address is probably the best
indication of the (ir)relevance of a declared policy of pre-emption. As a
tool for dealing with WMD programmes, such a policy has proven to be
either too risky militarily (North Korea, where conventional and nonconventional capabilities have effectively deterred America from acting),
too uncertain (Iraq, where the intelligence justifying the attack proved
faulty) or, for the moment at least, too risky strategically (Iran, where
the certain regional consequences of US military strikes seem to outweigh the uncertain operational effects in terms of setting the nuclear
programme back).
Is this to say that there is no room for the use of coercive measures,
up to and including the use of force, in dealing effectively, legally and
legitimately with a proliferator? Such an assertion would be in direct
contradiction to the UN Charter, which calls for the UN Security Council
to adopt and enforce whatever measures may be necessary to defend
against threats to international peace and security. Then French Foreign
Minister Dominique de Villepin, in several speeches in the winter of
2002–2003, defended the role of the UN Security Council to take such
measures. More recently, French President Jacques Chirac considered
that, if Iran were not to respect its commitments, the international community would take whatever measures it deemed appropriate, the Security Council being the body that could deﬁne such measures.22
To be sure, military action against Iran, for example, would entail substantial technical and political risks.23 The fact that such an action would
seem legitimate, in terms of upholding the international order, if Iran
continued to defy the international community, and would be legal if the
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Security Council authorized it after qualifying this Iranian deﬁance as
a threat to international peace and security,24 would indeed have only a
marginal tempering effect on the regional implications of such an action.
However, ruling out such an option in any circumstances seems even
less judicious than bringing it to the fore. The day may come when
the international community will have nothing but very poor options,
the least poor of them being the military option, which would still seem
preferable to living with a nuclear-armed Iran. The idea that the problem
could be solved by having the United States or Israel intervene unilaterally is illusory: militarily, the effect might be the same as that of a broader
coalition, but the consequences of having an NPT member violate its
commitments, and then withdraw from the treaty, with the Security
Council remaining inactive, would haunt us for a long time to come.
If we wish to avoid being confronted with such a dilemma, we must
ﬁnd the necessary determination today, even if that means having to
make unpleasant choices. Had the Security Council acted more resolutely in the early 1990s vis-à-vis North Korea, we would perhaps not be
in the situation we are in today.

Dealing with procurement networks
There is, ﬁnally, a type of proliferation activities that deﬁes many of these
judgements, as well as the possible remedies proposed: procurement networks. Depending on whether one’s outlook is optimistic or pessimistic,
the Libyan case can be seen as a positive development (thanks to diplomacy, a country makes a strategic choice to give up its WMD) or as a far
more worrying one. Indeed, by putting A. Q. Khan in the spotlight, the
Libyan case has brought home the effect of globalization on proliferation.
A Pakistani scientist working through a Sri Lankan associate, procuring components from Europe, assembled in Malaysia after transhipment
through Dubai, and exporting centrifuges to a North African country
(and this may just be the tip of the iceberg) – the limits of supplier regimes in cases such as these are obvious. Despite the progress represented by Resolution 1540, which calls for states to exercise effective controls over their borders and what takes place inside them in the realm of
proliferation, we are still a long way from having the necessary instruments always to be in a position to detect and disrupt new Libyan-style
networks.
Beyond the question of instruments, there is the question of political
will. It is revealing of the current state of affairs that the international
community accepted the charade whereby A. Q. Khan was publicly rep-
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rimanded by the Pakistani authorities but otherwise not punished, and
was not even forced to share his knowledge, which would be precious
for the IAEA in the Iranian case (not to mention others – for example,
Syria, Saudi Arabia, Egypt).

Conclusions
In conclusion, three thoughts come to mind. First of all, rarely have our
responsibilities been so starkly put before us. Usually we can dissect proliferation cases after the fact. What signals did we miss? What actions did
we not take that we should have? Our choices will never be easy: intelligence is uncertain; political and military options always carry a price;
proliferation does not mobilize public opinion in the same way that, say,
a humanitarian crisis does. Yet here we are, in the midst of crises, and we
know that our actions, or lack thereof, will shape the world in which we
live for years and even decades to come. By their respective regional repercussions, and by their impact on the nuclear non-proliferation regime
and the NPT, which is at its core, the Iranian and North Korean crises are
far more momentous than were the Indian or Pakistani ones in the late
1990s.
Second, in a relatively bleak environment, there are at least two causes
for hope: the unity of purpose of the international community, which
has broadly resisted the divisions over Iraq regarding non-proliferation;
and a more pragmatic approach – what is important is what works.
In the United States, even those ofﬁcials who were proud to portray
themselves as staunch unilateralists are now rediscovering the virtues of
the IAEA. In Europe, the stark distinctions such as unilateralism vs.
multilateralism or ad hoc initiatives vs. institutions now seem somewhat
artiﬁcial.
Finally, the fundamental challenge that remains before us is not
speciﬁc to non-proliferation. Instead, it pervades the whole international
order, non-proliferation being but a subset of this broader arena. Put
succinctly, this challenge is the pursuit of legitimacy and efﬁcacy. International legitimacy is perhaps a necessary condition for efﬁcacy (in the sense
that countervailing attitudes will undermine unilateral action sooner or
later), but it is by no means a sufﬁcient one. The reverse is also true: post
facto results reﬂecting the efﬁcacy of the action undertaken alone do not
provide legitimacy. Both legitimacy and efﬁcacy must be pursued simultaneously if we wish to reinstate an effective international WMD order.
The ﬁrst years of the new millennium have offered us important lessons
on what to do, and what not to do, in pursuing this goal.
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17
Russia’s perspectives on the world
order and WMD proliferation
Andrei Zagorski

‘‘Russia categorically rejects the expansion of the club of nuclear states.’’
(Vladimir Putin, President of the Russian Federation, 21 September 2004)

The world order, weapons of mass destruction and the Iraq
crisis of 2003
The concepts of world order, the challenges of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the Iraq crisis of 2003 are certainly
all closely interlinked within Russian perceptions of evolving international politics, but indirectly rather than directly. Similar to the Soviet
Union just before it broke up, the Russian Federation pursues the policy
of a status quo power that is no longer able to resist ongoing change.
Having inherited from the Soviet Union the status of a permanent member of the UN Security Council and of one of the ﬁve ‘‘ofﬁcial’’ nuclear
states under the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), Moscow ﬁnds those two elements to be the only two remaining symbols of its formerly central role within the eroding ‘‘Yalta’’ order.
It seeks to capitalize on both symbols while preserving its exclusive place,
even if a formal one, in the emerging world order.
The preservation and the strengthening of the central role of the
United Nations and especially of the UN Security Council enjoy the highest priority in Russian policy, even if this policy is supposed to accept or
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even to embrace the idea of the expansion of the exclusive group of permanent members of the Council. Indeed, Moscow has fully embraced
that idea by supporting the admission of Germany and Japan to the club,
perceiving this as a way of preserving its own status in it.
From the Russian perspective, the major challenge to the preservation
of this relevant element of the world order emanates from the increasing
unilateralism of US policy and the gradual erosion of the principles of respect for states’ sovereignty and of non-interference in domestic affairs.
The mounting Iraq crisis in the autumn of 2002 was mainly perceived by
Moscow from that perspective rather than from the perspective of nonproliferation policy. The decision of the United States to go to war without an explicit authorization from the UN Security Council has become
the second precedent over recent years eroding the role and the credibility of the United Nations in international security. It was certainly a precedent that has had a much deeper impact than the 1999 Kosovo war on
the United Nations.
The Russian Federation has also inherited from the Soviet Union
another symbol of being an exclusive part of the international security
system, namely being recognized as the single Soviet successor state enjoying the status of an ‘‘ofﬁcial’’ nuclear power under the NPT regime.
Indeed, in the early 1990s Moscow largely performed as a champion of
non-proliferation policies, although its championship was largely reduced
to ensuring that the Soviet nuclear weapons deployed in Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine are returned to Russian soil and dismantled. The
preservation of a non-proliferation regime that gives Russia an exclusive
status certainly has been and remains the focus of Russian policy, which
explains Moscow’s active promotion of an indeﬁnite extension of the
NPT in 1995.
However, although Moscow has reconﬁrmed its interest in preventing
further proliferation of WMD and, most notably, of nuclear capabilities
(as the quotation from President Vladimir Putin above suggests), it sees
its status as the second-largest nuclear power challenged ﬁrst of all by the
domestic difﬁculties of maintaining a relevant and credible nuclear capability rather than by the intentions of other state actors to obtain a nuclear capability. Russia ﬁnds itself largely in tune with the United States
as regards recognizing the need to prevent further proliferation, but it
seems to be more important to Moscow to ensure continued international
assistance to deal with its own nuclear assets, nuclear and chemical disarmament, and the security of its nuclear facilities. It is this assistance, currently provided through the G-8 Global Partnership against the Spread
of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction, that largely enables Russia to preserve its residual nuclear capability and gradually to modernize
it.
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At the same time, although seeing no beneﬁt in further proliferation,
Russia does not perceive any direct challenge from the threshold
countries challenging or capable of challenging the regime. It therefore
believes it has more important interests to pursue in most of the particular cases concerned. Apart from commercial interests and the issue of
maintaining regional stability, Moscow reveals uneasiness with the compliance and enforcement discourse pursued by the United States. This
discourse might endanger the higher interest of Russia within the emerging world order – preserving the principles of state sovereignty and noninterference in domestic affairs – and thus increasingly encroach on the
status quo Moscow seeks to maintain. However, whenever Moscow is unable to resist existing ‘‘revisionist’’ trends while continuing to depend on
cooperation with the United States, the resulting vector of Russian policy
appears to be a selective hesitant and conditional following of the American lead, including on the issue of non-proliferation.
In that context, the Iraq crisis represents a rather special case. From
Moscow’s perspective, it is certainly relevant to the world order debate,
especially once it is closely linked to the future relevance (or irrelevance)
of the UN Security Council and, thus, to the relevance (or irrelevance) of
Russia’s permanent seat on the Council. At the same time, it was never
viewed by Russia from the (non-)proliferation perspective, not even in
the early 1990s. Rather, Moscow was concerned with the eventual collateral damage from the United States’ interventionist policy, especially if
not endorsed by the United Nations.
This chapter addresses the ambivalent Russian policy on (non-)
proliferation against the background of world order considerations. I
start by looking at the evolution of Moscow’s nuclear policy and at the
relative relevance of (non-)proliferation for Moscow. I then exemplify
the low-proﬁle and rather indifferent, or at least ambiguous, policy of
Russia with regard to relevant regional proliferation issues. I follow this
with an examination of Russian policies towards recent non-proliferation
initiatives. I argue that Russia is pursuing a rather conservative policy,
avoiding any major revision of the existing regimes, especially of the
NPT, and at the same time hesitantly following the American lead on
counter-proliferation while becoming a net recipient of the global nonproliferation policy.

A declining nuclear power and non-proliferation
Russia is currently, and is likely to remain, the world’s second-largest nuclear power. It pays special attention to the maintenance of a signiﬁcant
military nuclear capability and reveals no interest in the wider prolifera-
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tion of nuclear weapons, not only because this would make the world a
less safe place but, more importantly from Moscow’s perspective, because it would accelerate the erosion of Russia’s exclusive nuclear status.
This is enough to suggest that Russia is highly unlikely deliberately to
play a proliferation game, even though it is often considered part of the
problem when expecting commercial beneﬁt from proliferation-related
business.
At the same time, Moscow primarily concentrates on maintaining its
own nuclear capability at a minimum feasible level rather than on preventing other states from obtaining it. The non-proliferation issue is no
longer high on Moscow’s policy agenda for all sorts of reasons. The number of countries capable of developing a nuclear capability is limited, and
Moscow does not consider itself directly challenged by the countries concerned. In any case, it relies on keeping a deterrent capability of its own
sufﬁcient not to feel threatened by any of the eventual ‘‘small’’ nuclear
powers. Therefore, it is more concerned about the prospect of WMD (especially radiological weapons) getting into the hands of terrorist groups,
or about regional destabilization, particularly in North-east Asia, as a result of a nuclear proliferation chain. This largely explains why, since the
indeﬁnite extension of the 1995 NPT, Russia has been pursuing a rather
low-proﬁle non-proliferation policy and is unlikely to return to being a
proactive international non-proliferation agent.
Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian Federation, which
inherited its nuclear weapons and status, should be largely considered a
nuclear superpower in decline. It did not have the resources or, with the
end of the Cold War, any longer the need to sacriﬁce those limited resources for the sake of keeping its nuclear capability at least numerically
equal to that of the United States. The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I and II) have helped Russia to justify deep cuts by maintaining the illusion of keeping parity with the United States. Largely,
so does the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) of May 2002,
which provides that Moscow will further reduce the number of its nuclear
assets. What Moscow can sell as disarmament based on a mutual commitment with the United States in fact reﬂects the natural downsizing of
Russian nuclear capabilities that Moscow cannot afford, and does not
really need to maintain vis-à-vis the United States. Seeking to increase
the efﬁciency of its nuclear policy, Moscow has introduced serious structural changes into its nuclear triad by concentrating on cheaper landbased intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) at the expense of its
sea-based and airborne long-distance nuclear capability.1
Still, even the land-based component of the Russian strategic missile
forces has signiﬁcantly declined over the past 15 years. According to in-
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formation released by the Strategic Missile Command late in 2004, the
number of land-based missile brigades and divisions (including mediumrange missiles) fell from 36 in 1990 to 15 at the end of 2004. Although all
medium-range missiles have been dismantled under the 1987 Soviet–
American Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, the number of
missiles under the Strategic Command declined from 1,443 to 596 over
the same period.2 Taking the contemporary scale of production and procurement of the new generation of ICBMs to replace those cut, it is realistic to expect that, over the next few decades, the Russian nuclear capability is going to be below the 15,000–17,000 warheads allowed by SORT.
According to some experts, it could well decline to about 400 new
‘‘Topol-M’’ ICBMs, half of which would be equipped with multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVs), four submarine carriers
(instead of 14 now and 63 in Soviet times) and virtually no air-borne
component at all.3 This still means that Russia would keep its position
as the second-largest nuclear power worldwide, followed by China,4 and
this capability is considered to be sizeable enough to provide for meaningful minimal deterrence to whoever might challenge Russia.
The signiﬁcant reduction in numbers of nuclear weapons has, however,
been complemented by dramatic changes in the defence posture of the
Russian Federation, which has reinvented the role of nuclear weapons.
Seeking to compensate for its increasing conventional weakness, Moscow
has abandoned the Soviet policy of no ﬁrst use and suggested that it
would not hesitate to have recourse to its nuclear weapons in order to
avert a serious external threat. The wisdom of this policy is disputed by
many Russian specialists, but this change in doctrine has stimulated the
development and limited procurement of a new generation of ICBMs beginning in 2004.
This development reveals that, while being able to report signiﬁcant
progress in nuclear disarmament under NPT Article VI,5 the Russian
Federation is certainly far from being ready to abandon its nuclear capability. On the contrary, in order to maintain its exclusive status, and within the logic of the evolution of its defence posture, Moscow is seeking to
consolidate and modernize its nuclear force, even if it is a smaller one.
This capability is no longer considered to address a ‘‘residual threat’’
but, increasingly, to deter any other regional military power, whether nuclear or conventional.
The preoccupation with maintaining a sufﬁcient nuclear capability of
its own, as well as with other issues, has resulted in little appreciation for
the non-proliferation agenda among the Russian security community. As
revealed in a poll conducted within the Russian foreign policy and security establishment in April 2001, the political class of the country is rather
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Table 17.1 National security threats, as perceived by the Russian expert community in 2001
Per cent
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

International terrorism, expansion of Islamic fundamentalism
into Russia
Low economic competitiveness of Russia
Technological backwardness compared with the United States
and other Western countries
Further eastwards enlargement of NATO at the expense of the
former Soviet states (i.e. the Baltic states, Ukraine, Georgia)
Worldwide dominance of the United States and its closest allies
Pressure from international economic and ﬁnancial institutions
seeking to eliminate Russia as an economic competition factor
Danger of the dissolution of Russia
Information warfare against Russia
Demographic expansion of China
Weakening of the United Nations and erosion of the
international collective security system
Large-scale technogenic disasters
Illicit nuclear weapons proliferation
Global threats (climate change, AIDS/HIV, exhaustion of
natural resources, etc.)
Territorial claims from neighbouring states
There are no serious national security threats to Russia

61.0
58.6
54.8
52.9
51.4
51.0
26.2
18.6
17.1
16.7
15.7
11.9
10.0
7.1
3.3

Source: Vneshnaya politika Rossii: mneniya expertov [Foreign Policy of Russia:
Experts Opinions], an analytical report commissioned by the Moscow Ofﬁce of
the Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation (Moscow: Russian Independent Institute for Social and National Problems, 2001), pp. 20–21.
Notes: The poll was conducted in April 2001 by the Russian Independent Institute for Social and National Problems among 210 experts, including members of
both chambers of the Russian parliament (the State Duma and the Council of
Federation), the staff and experts of relevant committees, senior ofﬁcers in ministries and state agencies relevant to foreign and security policy, experts from the
relevant governmental and non-governmental think tanks, as well as senior journalists working on foreign policy issues.

indifferent to (non-)proliferation. It is more concerned about the expansion of Islamic extremism, the economic and technological deterioration
of the country, the dominance of the United States, and alleged international conspiracies against Russia. All these items are perceived as national security challenges by the majority of the Russian foreign policy
and security establishment, whereas proliferation is seen as a relevant
national security concern by only 12 per cent of those polled (see Table
17.1). One may dispute the objectivity of the predominant security concerns of the Russian political class. However, the outcome of the poll in-
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dicated that (non-)proliferation attracts very little attention among the
security community in Moscow.

Russia’s ambiguous regional non-proliferation policy
The ambiguity of the Russian policy of ‘‘no further proliferation’’ manifests itself in the treatment of the two current cases of non-compliance
with the NPT regime. On the one hand, President Putin readily reached
consensus with President George W. Bush by jointly stating that neither
Iran nor North Korea should attain a military nuclear capability. On the
other hand, in neither case did Moscow act on the presumption of the supremacy of the objective of preventing further proliferation of nuclear
weapons. It obviously considered the non-proliferation aspect of each
case to be secondary to the wider interest of Russia. In both cases Moscow was neither among the proponents of a proactive compliance enforcement policy nor among the supporters of the alleged proliferators.
The stronger the self-interest of Russian lobbyists has been in any particular case, the more ambivalent was Moscow’s policy. For all sorts of reasons, in both cases Russia has failed, when pressed to address acute
issues on the international agenda, to take steps to strengthen the role
of the UN Security Council in handling the problem. Rather it is seeking
to maintain some leeway to be able to deal with the problems as they
arise on a case-by-case basis.
In both cases Moscow rather is seeking to keep a low proﬁle in order
to avoid or limit any serious dispute with the United States and, at the
same time, to avert any controversy with the countries concerned. However, the beginning of the war in Iraq in 2003 brought about a signiﬁcant
change in Moscow’s policy. Having joined the coalition against the war in
Iraq in February 2003, Moscow was obviously seeking to reduce the damage caused to US–Russian relations and to restore a closer relationship
with Washington. While doing so, Moscow further lowered the proﬁle of its
policy, particularly with regard to Iran and North Korea, by increasing the
level of convergence with US policy and, at the same time, avoiding fully
joining in the anti-proliferation coalitions emerging around each case.

The case of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
Moscow has long been alarmed by the nuclear ambitions of Pyongyang.6
At all stages of the evolution of the more recent North Korean nuclear
crises, Moscow sought to avoid the development leading to the DPRK
obtaining nuclear weapons. However, it did less to prevent the DPRK
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from following the nuclear option. It is also important to note that at no
time did Moscow really feel directly threatened by the nuclear ambitions
of the country.
In the most recent dispute over the DPRK nuclear programme, which
started in 2002 when Pyongyang again declared its withdrawal from the
NPT and admitted its nuclear ambitions, Moscow reacted cautiously. On
the one hand, it has repeatedly reconﬁrmed that it had no interest in
the DPRK becoming a nuclear state. Russian Defence Minister Sergei
Ivanov has repeatedly rejected the declared intention by North Korea to
withdraw from the NPT, and has called for everything possible to be
done ‘‘in order to bring this state back into the treaty framework’’.7
From the very beginning, Moscow insisted that this should be achieved
cooperatively through political and diplomatic means. As stated by former Deputy Foreign Minister Alexander Losyukov, Russia certainly was
interested in ensuring a nuclear-free environment in the Korean Peninsula. However, the prior goal was to achieve regional stability, not by
coercion but through a political solution by providing North Korea with
security guarantees and economic assistance.8
It is notable that, from the outbreak of the crisis in 2002, Moscow was
reluctant to bring the dispute before the UN Security Council, although
not only would this ensure Russia’s participation in the discussion but,
eventually, it could also serve the purpose of strengthening the role of
the Security Council. Instead, Moscow started by supporting the DPRK’s
rejection of multilateral talks and pushing for a bilateral solution with
the United States. It was only with the beginning of the Iraq war that
Moscow’s policy started to change following the revision of North Korea’s policy, which now became open to multilateral talks.9 Apparently,
as in other cases (and initially in the case of Iraq as well), Moscow hesitates to call on the Security Council to address the urgent but controversial issues of world politics because it does not believe it could mitigate
the US approach either on its own or together with other permanent Security Council members, and might be confronted with a very unpleasant
choice of either siding with the United States, tacitly or explicitly, or resorting to its power of veto.
During the frequently interrupted negotiations, Russia certainly kept a
relatively low proﬁle. Having little leverage over Pyongyang, it left the
lead to the United States and played a modest role in the various consultations and negotiations by merely pledging to maintain regional stability
and granting North Korea security guarantees and economic assistance in
exchange for the dismantling of its military nuclear programme. Moscow
left the active mediating work to China and avoided being associated
with any of the various coalitions within the Six-Party Talks. At different
times, the United States, the Republic of Korea and Japan formed a
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smaller group that maintained deeper and closer consultation over the
North Korean nuclear problem.

The case of Iran
There is a strong pro-Tehran lobby in Moscow, coming in the ﬁrst instance from the Russian atomic energy sector. Russo-Iranian nuclear cooperation has been an issue of controversy between the United States
and Russia since the contract to ﬁnish the construction of the Bushehr
nuclear plant was signed between Moscow and Tehran in 1992. In 1995,
under strong pressure from Washington, Moscow withdrew from the militarily relevant parts of the deal, most notably from shipping uranium
enrichment equipment, but went ahead with the construction of a light
water reactor.
The Iraq crisis, as well as evidence of clandestine uranium enrichment
and heavy water production programmes in Iran, pushed Moscow partially to reconsider its policy. Most notably, after a period of deterioration in its relations with Washington because of their diverging policies
on Iraq, Moscow obviously decided to avoid any escalation over its nuclear cooperation with Iran. However, despite voicing concerns with regard to the development of the Iranian nuclear programme, Moscow did
not reverse the Bushehr project but, instead, made its implementation
conditional on tougher safeguards and, more particularly, on an agreement to return spent fuel to Russia. This has helped Moscow to postpone
the implementation of the project for more than a year, thus freezing the
dispute with the United States as well.
Beginning in the spring of 2003, Moscow has constantly emphasized
the progressive convergence of its policy position with that of the United
States, as well as of the United Kingdom, France and Germany, which
took the initiative in persuading Iran to accept intrusive veriﬁcation of
its nuclear activities by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
on the basis of the Additional Protocol to the Safeguards Agreement
with the IAEA, which allows for challenge inspections of any facility to
be conducted. At every difﬁcult moment in negotiations with Tehran on
its nuclear programme, Moscow did not hesitate to issue strong warnings,
as President Putin did, for instance, on 21 September 2004: ‘‘Russia categorically rejects the expansion of the club of nuclear states. Iran must
accommodate itself to the demands and rules of the IAEA. I am ﬁrmly
convinced that Iran does not need nuclear weapons. This would not solve
any problems, including those of regional security.’’10
Moscow’s position went beyond demanding transparency of the Iranian nuclear programme, to be ensured through full cooperation with
the IAEA, and joined the United Kingdom, France and Germany in their
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demand that Tehran abandon its enrichment programme as well as the
idea of developing an independent full nuclear cycle of its own.11 However, in this case, Moscow was following the same pattern as in the dispute over North Korea. At every stage, it resisted any proposal to pass
the issue over from the IAEA Board of Governors to the Security Council. And it never fully participated in the efforts of France, Germany and
the United Kingdom to persuade Iran to give up the most controversial
components of its nuclear programme and make it subject to tight control
from the IAEA in exchange for increasing economic cooperation, including in the peaceful nuclear energy sector.
Furthermore, the increasing cooperation of Tehran with the IAEA
provided Moscow with an excuse to go ahead with the construction of
the Bushehr plant despite the dispute’s being unresolved. After the signing of a bilateral protocol on the return of spent fuel had been postponed
several times in the course of more than a year and a half, Russia was
no longer able to continue that tactic because the construction work at
Bushehr was 80 per cent accomplished by the autumn of 2004 and the
designated Russian supplier went on to produce the ﬁrst portion of the
nuclear fuel for the plant. Later, in February 2005, after talks between
Presidents Putin and Bush in Bratislava (Slovakia), Moscow went on to
sign the spent fuel protocol with Tehran, thus opening the door for the
ﬁnalization of the plant’s construction, although its launch had to be postponed again to 2006.

Responses to the evolving international non-proliferation
agenda
Over the past decade, especially since the 1995 extension of the NPT,
Russia has been pursuing a rather conservative policy, concentrating on
the preservation of the existing non-proliferation regime and instruments
rather than on their further development and/or revision. Although recognizing the need to adapt international institutions and mechanisms for
non-proliferation, Moscow has proceeded on the basis of the expectation
that any major revision in the formal institutional structure of the international order might undermine its rather symbolic position. In a sense,
Russia has adopted a status quo policy without, however, possessing the
resources to resist emerging changes. Therefore, Russia tends to follow a
policy of damage limitation as regards any changes that do occur.
For a long time now, Moscow has not sponsored or co-sponsored any
major initiative addressing problems of WMD proliferation. The only exception was the proposal to develop a ‘‘global control system’’ – a vague
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idea about multilateral surveillance of the global spread of missile technologies. The idea died after a series of conferences held in 1999–2001
because Moscow did not have a vested interest in it. For that reason,
Moscow constantly found itself merely reacting to others’ initiatives and
policies, most particularly to those put forward by the United States.
Thus Russia’s policy largely limited itself to deciding whether or not to
join this or that initiative, and it often became a subcontracting party of
others’ non-proliferation policy. This pattern is exempliﬁed in Russia’s
attitudes towards the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) proposed by
President George W. Bush in the autumn of 2003, and in Russia’s close
cooperation within the G-8 Global Partnership framework for the purposes of safeguarding ﬁssile materials in a number of countries that,
eventually, could become the subject of terrorist encroachment in an attempt to get hold of those materials.
Once the PSI was launched, Moscow hesitated either to join or to reject it. It admitted that the initiative could be a step forward in cutting illicit trafﬁcking in WMD-relevant components and materials, but raised
major concerns as regards the legality of the proposed means, particularly concerning eventual violations of the Law of the Sea. Indeed, Moscow also might have had concerns that any eventual illegal shipments
from Russia might become subject to the PSI measures. At the same
time, Moscow hesitated to reject the initiative outright and rather opted
for ‘‘constructive dialogue’’ with the United States.
However, as more countries joined and signed up to cooperate within
the PSI framework, Moscow started to reconsider its policy. In February
2004, Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov implied in an address to the annual
international conference on security policy in Munich that Russia might
join the initiative. Though his statement was immediately denounced
by the Foreign Ministry, Moscow did start gradually to move towards a
cooperative approach to the PSI. The ﬁrst step towards joining it was in
October 2004 when, at a meeting of the Russia-NATO Council, Moscow
agreed, after lengthy consultations, to join NATO’s Operation Active
Endeavor, aimed at patrolling in the Mediterranean, by sending two warships to join in the operation.12
Russia also turned out to be cooperative with the US desire to remove
ﬁssile material from countries that lacked the facilities or the expertise in
secure storage of the spent fuel, thus making existing ﬁssile material vulnerable to a terrorist attack. Based on the United States’ negotiations
with the various countries, Russia subcontracted to take back and dispose
of spent fuel of Soviet origin from Romania and Serbia in 2003, and from
Libya in 2004. Further action of this sort is being planned.
Moscow’s low-proﬁle policy on the various non-proliferation issues and
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initiatives largely reﬂects an important trend whereby Russia is no longer
a champion and initiator of non-proliferation policy but increasingly is
becoming a beneﬁciary of others’ non-proliferation policy. The most obvious example is that Russia is a major recipient of international (predominantly US) assistance aimed at increasing the security of its nuclear
materials and WMD components and at providing appropriate treatment
of its nuclear assets.
The cuts in the nuclear arsenal, the disassembly and destruction of
the nuclear weapons thus cut, the down-blending of weapons-grade nuclear material, the expansion of spent fuel disposal and storage facilities,
improving the safety of stored ﬁssile material, preventing a brain drain
by providing alternative employment to Russian weapons specialists, the
disposal of decommissioned nuclear-powered submarines, the elimination of chemical weapons stockpiles – all these projects have been a
growth industry over the past decade and a half and have been made possible largely through funding and cooperation provided within the US
Department of Defense’s Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) programme as well as other bilateral programmes. Implementation of these
programmes, although not yet considered sufﬁcient, has made it easier
for Russia to keep its residual nuclear arsenal and even slowly to modernize it.
From 2002, projects generated and funded by various individual
countries are being integrated within the Global Partnership programme
against the spread of weapons of mass destruction, related technologies
and components decided upon at the G-8 meeting in Kananaskis, Canada. It is envisaged that the programme will spend US$20 billion over 10
years. Apart from the fact that Moscow is doing its best to convert this
promise into cash and to ensure that Russia receives the maximum possible assistance in its priority ﬁelds, it is important that the programme
receives the attention of the leadership of the country, thus helping to
keep the wider problem on the radar of the president.
This is important given that most of the contemporary (non-)
proliferation issues are regularly brought to the attention of the Russian
leadership by the leaders of other nations, most notably of the United
States, although neither Iran, nor North Korea, nor Saddam Hussein’s
regime in Iraq have been considered a threat in Moscow. Otherwise, the
small section of the Russian security community ranging across the governmental and non-governmental sector that is committed to the goal
of non-proliferation would hardly be able to push effectively on pending
issues within the broader government, which is largely ignorant or uninterested in non-proliferation or seeks to pursue commercial interests
related to the proliferation of sensitive technologies.
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Conclusions
Russia has no interest in abandoning its goal of ensuring WMD nonproliferation. Having become a status quo power that is no longer able
to prevent or resist major change in world politics, it hates anything that
supports the trend toward further revision of the world order at the expense of Russia. Being the second-largest of the eight nuclear powers
(within and outside the NPT regime), Russia certainly pays attention to
maintaining its exclusive status and reveals no interest in the expansion
of the nuclear club.
At the same time, for all sorts of reasons, non-proliferation is not high
on the agenda of Moscow’s world order policy. Keeping its status as a
permanent member in the Security Council and thus relevant in international politics, retaining and modernizing a signiﬁcant, albeit smaller, nuclear capability, avoiding and preventing serious regional instability that
would test the validity of either symbol of Russia’s being a great power
certainly enjoy higher priority in Russian policy, especially since Moscow
does not feel directly affected by WMD and especially by nuclear proliferation by other state actors. Apparently, the issue of (non-)proliferation
is not considered in Moscow as being the or even a world order issue.
This explains why, once the problem of the nuclear heritage of the former Soviet Union had been settled in the mid-1990s and the NPT had
been indeﬁnitely extended in 1995, Russia has been pursuing a rather
low-proﬁle non-proliferation policy. Although (non-)proliferation issues
are merely put on its agenda by other governments, most notably by the
United States, Russia prefers to avoid any serious controversy over them.
For this purpose, Moscow regularly reconﬁrms its commitment to the
principle of ‘‘no further’’ proliferation, but seeks to avoid any strong
counter-proliferation options suggested by the United States.
Over the past decade, Moscow has largely ceased to be a major initiator of non-proliferation policies, and has instead become a net recipient of non-proliferation assistance, which enables it to keep and to modernize its nuclear capabilities. This has implied an important change in
Russian policy. Moscow has not submitted any major initiative on nonproliferation in recent years and has rather hesitantly and selectively followed US initiatives, seeking a compromise between its desire to stick to
a conservative NPT policy and the United States’ more proactive and interventionist counter-proliferation drive.
This, in turn, implies that Moscow not only does not see the nonproliferation issue from the perspective of the world order debate but
has no interest in including this issue on the agenda of this debate. It
seems to be content to preserve its current exclusive status and does not
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feel challenged by the current proliferation trends because these involve
very few state actors, none of which is expected to compete with Russia
as the second-biggest nuclear power in the world.
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China’s perspectives on WMD
proliferation, arms control,
disarmament and related threats
from non-state actors
Dingli Shen and Jiadong Zhang

The spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) is no longer a new
phenomenon, and it is a realistic threat to the contemporary world.1
Ever since the United States exploded its ﬁrst nuclear bomb in its own
desert some six decades ago, the world has witnessed a remarkable continuation of this development, way beyond US territory. The reason the
US government revealed this unprecedented weapon, by bombing two
Japanese cities, might have had something to do with deterring all other
nations, particularly the Soviet Union, in the post–World War II era. But
it will have found that this policy has not been that successful and, in fact,
the United States today ﬁnds itself deterred to some extent by some
other nuclear-weapon countries as well.
The Soviet Union was one such equal to the US nuclear might.
Each country has manufactured, in total, over 30,000 nuclear weapons.
Clearly, both have seriously violated Article VI of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). Even if the United States
and Russia, the sole legal successor to the Soviet military nuclear assets,
fully implemented the 2002 Moscow Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions by the end of 2012, Washington and Moscow would still deploy
some 2,000 ‘‘accountable’’ atomic weapons at that time.
Owing to US and Soviet threats at various times, primarily in the 1950s
and 1960s, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) started its own nuclear
weapons programme. On 16 October 1964, the PRC exploded its ﬁrst nuclear weapons on the grounds of calling the US nuclear bluff. Today, the
United States, Russia and China constitute the three major independent
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nuclear forces of the world, although the PRC’s current nuclear arsenal is
probably just a fraction of that of the United States and Russia.2
The proliferation of WMD is continuing. India and Pakistan tested
their weapons in 1998 and declared themselves to be nuclear-weapon
states. Israel is understood to possess a medium-sized nuclear arsenal.
Since October 2002, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
(DPRK) has stressed that it has the right to go nuclear given US hostility,
and has even suggested that it may have acquired a certain level of
nuclear deterrent. In the meantime, Iraq and Libya have demonstrated
their ability to launch and operate clandestine military nuclear programmes, and Iran has been suspected of similar intentions. Iran is being
pressed to abandon its programme of uranium enrichment and to make
its past covert nuclear programme accountable.3

WMD proliferation
The recent revelations of nuclear development by Iraq, Iran, Libya and
the DPRK have justiﬁed the concern of the international community
about WMD proliferation, and especially about the acquisition of such
weapons by non-state actors. China’s views on these issues are clear: although such proliferation threatens international peace and security, it is
important to understand the root cause of the problem. The world needs
to help create an international environment in which there is no pressure
to go nuclear. Over the past decade, China has taken various measures to
strengthen international efforts on WMD non-proliferation.

Iraq
The ‘‘regime change’’ in Iraq in the spring of 2003 has not led to the discovery of signiﬁcant amounts of WMD in Iraq, but it is obvious that prior
to this war the Iraqi government had engaged in the illegal development
of such weapons while being committed not to develop them. Even the
Israeli air raid on the Osirak nuclear reactor, an extreme and controversial act, did not stop Saddam Hussein’s nuclear ambitions.4 It was understood that Iraq was only a year away from creating a nuclear bomb in
1991 when its invasion of Kuwait was thwarted.
Iraq thus became the ﬁrst state to be prohibited from possessing any
WMD by the United Nations, through Security Council Resolution 687
of 3 April 1991. However, Iraq time and again violated numerous UN
resolutions on its WMD and veriﬁcation, thus inviting suspicion. Despite
this, there was very little solid evidence of the Iraqi development of
nuclear weaponry in the 1990s. A recent CIA report, authored by chief
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US weapons investigator Charles Duelfer, concluded that Saddam had
given up all his nuclear programmes after the ﬁrst Gulf war in 1991.
Well before the March 2003 invasion, the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) had drawn similar conclusions.5 For other types of
WMD, however, Iraq secretly acquired considerable amounts of chemical and biological weapon agents (including anthrax) by the mid-1990s.
On the one hand, we believe that the United States’ ‘‘pre-emptive’’
war against Iraq in 2003 was neither warranted nor lawful under existing
international laws. Moreover, that military operation may have worsened
the situation in Iraq, at least in the short run. On the other hand, by the
time the war was launched, the Iraqi government had not described in
detail where and how those chemical weapon agents had been disposed
of, failing the terms of Security Council Resolution 1441.6 Saddam’s deﬁant act may have constituted a violation of that particular resolution and
therefore wasted ‘‘a last chance of peace’’.

Iran
Thus far, the IAEA has not concluded that Iran must have been developing nuclear weapons. However, over the years Iran has built a sizeable
uranium enrichment capacity without informing the IAEA properly.
Iran has not convincingly explained how its enrichment facility became
contaminated by highly enriched uranium. Nor has it detailed where its
centrifuge enrichment instruments have come from.
Given these reasonable doubts, the international community has
demanded that Iran make transparent its history of nuclear activities previously unaccounted for. Tehran has also been asked to stop uranium enrichment entirely, for fear of a possible rapid breakout from its commitment to the peaceful use of nuclear energy. Nevertheless, Iran has been
on an off–on trajectory of action under international pressure. Although
all countries, Iran included, have a legitimate right to develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, to many Iran’s nuclear intentions are suspicious to say at least.
China is aware that Iran’s nuclear development is not fully in compliance with its obligations under the IAEA Safeguards Agreement. However, China is not interested in coercing Iran, and has indicated that it
will oppose the effort to take this issue from the IAEA to the UN Security Council in New York, because this might increase rather than defuse
the tension.7 We consider that, in order to ensure that Iran does not pursue a military nuclear programme, the international community should
take measures to improve Iran’s security environment, rather than seeking a confrontational approach. Settling the dispute through negotiations
will be better than compulsion.
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Libya
Libya has long been suspected of an intention to acquire nuclear arms.
Because of the UN sanctions against Libya for its role in blowing up
a Pan-Am airplane over Lockerbie in Scotland on 21 December 1988,8
Colonel Muammar Gaddaﬁ, who replaced Libya’s former pro-American
king, might have become more interested in nuclear weapons. These suspicions were eventually conﬁrmed at the end of 2003, against the backdrop of the war against Iraq. Libya’s abandoning of its nuclear weapons
programme might be the most important windfall of the Iraqi war.
Given that Libya joined the NPT as early as 1975, its covert pursuit of
nuclear weapons indicates that the IAEA has been insufﬁcient in detecting and deterring a non-nuclear-weapon NPT member state from developing a secret bomb programme. Had the Islamabad–Tripoli centrifuge
route not been discovered in 2003, Libya might well be on the verge of
starting its enrichment operation now.
Historically, China has been cautious in its dealings with the Arab
world. China understands Libya’s motivation but cannot accept its demand for WMD. In December 2003, Libya agreed to give up its nuclear,
chemical and biological weapons programmes completely. Beijing welcomes Libya’s bold shift of position toward nuclear non-proliferation, because this action will help stabilize regional security in the Middle East
where China is staking more on oil.

The DPRK
The North Korean nuclear crisis is an extremely complex affair, because
Pyongyang not only claims to be threatened and but also may have already acquired a few rudimentary ﬁssion bombs.9 If this is true, North
Korea would have become the world’s ninth nuclear-weapon power,10
with implications that could drastically affect Asian security. The confrontation has weakened the NPT and may send a signal to others that
obtaining nuclear weapons has geopolitical beneﬁts, especially when facing the United States.11
North Korea’s claim of external threat should not be underestimated, if
the foundation of current international law and the United Nations is still
the principle of state sovereignty. For a long time until the end of the
Cold War, the United States deployed tactical nuclear weapons, along
with conventional forces, on the Korean Peninsula.12 Although Washington has extended its nuclear protection umbrella to Seoul, Moscow and
Beijing have not provided similar protection to Pyongyang. It is a natural
response that the North Koreans should search for an A-bomb themselves to counterbalance the US nuclear presence in South Korea.
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Both North and South Korea have sought reuniﬁcation of the whole
Korean Peninsula. Because the two sides have made no progress beyond
the 1953 armistice agreement, both South and North Korea have resorted
to nuclear weapons development at one time or another. In the early
1970s, South Korea was working on a nuclear weapons programme but
this was later halted under US pressure. Recent reports of South Korea’s
unauthorized and unreported laser enrichment of uranium have revived
suspicions of Seoul’s nuclear intentions.13
Given South Korea’s logical feelings of insecurity, North Korea may
have more reasons to do likewise. President George W. Bush’s State of
the Union speech in 2002, arguing that the DPRK is part of an ‘‘axis of
evil’’, provides further justiﬁcation that the current US administration
is so hostile to the DPRK that the North has to develop nuclear deterrence for its ultimate security. In addition to rhetoric, the United States
is actually researching and developing a deep-striking ‘‘bunker buster
bomb’’ and ‘‘usable’’ tactical nuclear weapons, with primary targets in
North Korea. This will do nothing to alleviate North Korea’s security
concerns.14
China has played a proactive role since 2003 in bringing the United
States and North Korea together in Beijing, initially through trilateral
talks and then through three rounds of ‘‘Six-Party’’ talks.15 Reportedly,
China demanded that the DPRK participate in the talks, while defending
North Korea’s legitimate security interests. It is understood that China
has used its leverage to seek peaceful nuclear dismantling in the North.
However, the Six-Party Talks have been inactive since mid-2004, owing
to the politics of the US presidential campaign and emerging issues of
South Korea’s unreported nuclear experiments. Now that there has been
no ‘‘regime change’’ in the White House, Pyongyang has to be more realistic about returning to the negotiating table, especially as Bush’s new administration seems to be presenting a milder posture.16 China also cannot afford the loss of momentum of the talks, and has been carrying out
shuttle diplomacy between the various capitals.

China’s measures
China is surrounded by countries/regions of acknowledged nuclearweapon status, such as Russia and United States (through its nuclear
weapons presence in East Asia), by de facto nuclear-weapon states, such
as India and Pakistan, by states that still aspire to nuclear weapons, such
as North Korea, by states/regions that developed or acquired nuclear
weapons in the past, such as Japan (at least during World War II), Kazakhstan, South Korea and Taiwan, or by states that have been suspected
of having had nuclear weapons ambitions, such as Indonesia. No other
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nuclear-weapon state has such a complex nuclear environment on its
periphery.
North-east Asia and South Asia are two critical areas immediately adjacent to China where nuclear proliferation either has occurred or is continuing. Such developments are detrimental to China’s security environment, but responding to them entails a delicate strategy. Fundamentally,
developing nuclear weapons is within the realm of national sovereignty:
the United States had the right to develop them when it faced the Nazi
threat; China had the right when threatened by the United States; and
North Korea also has the right because the United States has been hostile to it for a long time.17
However, being entitled to nuclear weapons does not mean that
China should be engaged in the process. In fact, China has been exercising a great deal of self-restraint in distancing itself from nuclear weapons
aspirants. Since the 1990s, primarily out of recognition of the threat of
WMD proliferation, and partly out of the need for international cooperation in this regard, Beijing has taken comprehensive measures on nonproliferation. These involve: self-discipline through the imposition of
export controls; international cooperation; and persuasion. The tool of
persuasion seeks the peaceful ending of actual or suspected nuclear
weapons programmes, if and when suitable external conditions are met.
This applies, in particular, to the cases of North Korea and Iran.
China’s major self-discipline efforts include the promulgation of domestic regulations on non-proliferation export controls concerning dualuse nuclear technology and chemical, biological and missile components
and technology. Various trigger lists have been published that match the
major international standards. Taking such measures does not necessarily
mean that China will not export, but exports will be on a licence basis
whereby recipients must present end-use and end-user assurances about
civilian purposes. China has stated that it will not export if a particular
transfer would entail a proliferation risk.
For a long time China argued that it had the right to export dual-use
technologies and items, because non-proliferation should not deprive it
of such rights for non-military development. Since May 2004, China has
reversed its position by joining the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and
committing to a ‘‘full scope’’ safeguards obligation; i.e. China will no longer export anything of a nuclear nature to any non-NPT nuclear-weapon
state that refuses to accept complete and comprehensive nuclear safeguards at all its nuclear facilities. This will prohibit China’s nuclear cooperation with Pakistan, India, North Korea and Israel, even at the civilian
leve1.18 Furthermore, China has approached the Missile Technology
Control Regime (MTCR) for membership.
In May 2003, the United States launched the Proliferation Security Ini-
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tiative (PSI), and claims to have secured support from 60 countries.19
China was initially rather concerned about the legality of the PSI in interdicting suspected shipments in international space and waters. It remains
concerned but has presented a more understanding stance on this issue
recently. In fact, at the prompting of US intelligence, China has reportedly intercepted, on its own territory, a shipment of dubious chemicals to
a neighbouring country.

Arms control and disarmament
Although all the above-mentioned cases conﬁrm the seriousness of WMD
proliferation, one should also note that the post–Cold War international
security environment is very different from the past – emphasizing WMD
proliferation while frustrating institutionalized international arms control
and disarmament.

The demise of anti-ballistic missiles
Given the current level of missile proliferation, the United States put
forward a new Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) after the attacks of 11
September 2001.20 This NPR formulated a new triad of defence capabilities: offensive strike systems (both nuclear and non-nuclear); defences
(both active and passive); and a revitalized defence infrastructure. Obviously, this is a major departure from the strategic offence–defence balance forged during the Cold War.
Subsequently, the United States withdrew from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, effective 13 June 2002, and has since embarked on a
course of missile defence R&D, as well as deployment. President Bush
was committed to deploying 10 anti-strategic missile interceptors by the
end of 2004, and the United States has been in the process of implementing this.
This strategic move, despite its rationale, is frustrating to China.
China reportedly has just two dozen intercontinental striking systems, so
its strategic deterrence could be substantially neutralized if the United
States fully deployed an effective North America-based missile defence
system (formerly known as National Missile Defense). The prospects
would be grimmer if the United States were to deploy a space-based missile defence system, which it is researching. China will be forced to take
hard decisions to modernize its strategic forces to a level that can adequately handle US missile defences. Coupled with the Taiwan issue, in
which the United States has been meddling by supplying theatre missile
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defence equipment to the island, it is hard to cultivate strategic trust between Washington and Beijing.

Going into space
Though there exist international treaties prohibiting nuclear weaponization in space, so far there is no international law that bans the use of
space for non-nuclear weapons. In fact, the US Air Force Space Command has been moving rapidly to develop the concept of space control
assets and to implement its programme.21 This trend towards space
weaponization has revealed the United States’ interest in maximizing its
monopoly of outer space, a notion that is unacceptable to the rest of the
world. The US space-based military programme has a special bearing on
the major powers of the world, in particular the major independent
centres. China is concerned about these developments, because its security cannot be dependent on others.
In this context, China has in the past proposed the Prevention of an
Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) at the Conference on Disarmament, trying to mandate the Conference to negotiate an international
convention banning any military use of outer space. However, the Chinese proposal met US opposition. Washington was especially opposed
to China’s linking of PAROS to the ﬁssile cut-off negotiations. Therefore, the Conference on Disarmament has not been effective for years
in the areas of either PAROS or the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty
(FMCT). Recent reports, however, seem to indicate that China is showing a certain ﬂexibility in de-linking the two, while still pushing for the
non-weaponization of space.

Nuclear weapons reduction
There has been no signiﬁcant advancement of bilateral or multilateral
nuclear arms control and disarmament in the past decade, except for the
opening for signature of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
(CTBT) in 1996 and the signing of the Moscow Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reductions (SORT) in 2002. In terms of entering into force, the
CTBT has met a major impasse, especially as the US House of Representatives had refused to ratify it and nuclear weapons tests in India and Pakistan have presented it with further challenges.
The Moscow Treaty is therefore the only outstanding effort at further
removing nuclear weapons from the earth. Because this treaty demands
that the United States and Russia reduce their strategic nuclear warheads
to 1,700–2,200 by 31 December 2012, the US government has considered
it ‘‘a level nearly two-thirds below current levels’’.22 This cut, if imple-
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mented, should be commended, but one must remember that the treaty
asks only for a reduction in the number of strategic delivery systems;
most of the ‘‘cut’’ warheads will be put into storage. In this sense, the
traditional nuclear arms reduction treaties per se do not ensure a physically irreversible dismantling of nuclear warheads. This contrasts with the
US demand of the DPRK for a ‘‘comprehensive, veriﬁable and irreversible dismantlement’’ (CVID) of all nuclear weapons capability at Pyongyang’s disposal.
With the reduction in deployed strategic weapons systems, inevitably
the size of the inactive US stockpile will increase, unless the stockpile itself is reduced. In fact, both the United States and Russia are retiring or
disassembling some of their stockpiled warheads, but at a far from satisfactory reduction rate. A recent study pointed out that, by 2012, the inactive US stockpile would still be at a level of 700 (compared with its 2,200
treaty-permitted ‘‘accountable’’ warheads). The de facto active warheads
that still exist at that time are projected to be 5,260, whereas the actual
total will be 5,960.23

R&D of new nuclear weapons
The 2001 Nuclear Posture Review asked for an ‘‘earth penetrator’’, the
so-called ‘‘bunker buster bomb’’, in order to defeat hard and deeply
buried targets. By 2003, the US Congress had appropriated funds for this
research.24 Although the United States has not produced this low-yield
weapon, the very rationale for even carrying out research into this type
of nuclear weapon is counter to the ultimate purpose of nuclear weapons
disarmament. In fact, it is hard to argue that the current programme is for
research only because, in our opinion, research is intertwined with development and the eventual purpose of R&D is to prepare for production –
introducing a new type of nuclear weapon to the US arsenal in the name
of defeating ‘‘evil’’, whether a state leader or a group of terrorists.
It seems ironical to ask North Korea to accept CVID and relinquish all
its nuclear assets while the United States can send ‘‘earth penetration’’
bombs deep underground. Such a US-centric security vision is not farsighted, and does not help to dispel the concerns of other states. It will
be almost impossible to lead other nuclear-weapon states to restrict their
nuclear options.

China’s modernization
China has reportedly been continuing the modernization of its nuclear
weapons.25 Although the Chinese government has not released any information on this, China is understood to have been undertaking efforts
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to enhance its nuclear weapons survivability by putting the missiles
on mobile launchers. China is believed to be adding multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles (MIRVs) or multiple re-entry vehicles
(MRVs) to its warheads, which would serve the purpose of balancing
the strategic missile defence build-up. To foil missile defence, China
needs to develop better penetration technology for effective strategic retaliation. In addition, China has been long concerned about space weaponization and has reservations about pushing for a production ban on ﬁssile materials.
These developments have formed the technically hard base of China’s
position on nuclear arms control and disarmament over the past decade.
To allow for ﬂexibility in its modernization, Chinese policies under the
CTBT and FMCT have been a mix of enthusiasm and reservations. Over
time, China has relinquished some of its demands, such as asking for noﬁrst-use in CTBT negotiations, and has compromised over insisting on the
right of peaceful nuclear explosion in the same treaty negotiations. It has
lowered its opposition to a US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and its
parallel missile defence build-up. It may even de-link PAROS and FMCT,
for various reasons including its image. Nevertheless, it is inconceivable
that China will not make an effort to offset the US missile defence. This
question has been a determining one in gauging the future strategic balance between China and the United States.

Related threats from non-state actors
At the non-state level, the primary concern is the possibility of the illegal
acquisition and use of WMD.
As regards the acquisition of nuclear weapons, so far there has been no
evidence that a nuclear weapon has fallen into the hands of non-state actors. All acknowledged nuclear-weapon states should have implemented
robust physical protection of their nuclear arsenals, so the breach of a
state-owned stockpile is very difﬁcult if not impossible. One realistic concern should be the domestic transportation of nuclear weapons from one
site to another. In particular, this has been a concern of some Western
countries in relation to the security of nuclear weapons in some nonNPT nuclear states (for example, Pakistan).
The acquisition of ﬁssile material by non-state actors is more likely.
According to a report by the Institute for Science and International Security, there are more than 3,000 metric tons of ﬁssile materials in the world,
enough for more than 230,000 nuclear weapons.26 The key problem in
this arena is the large stocks of weapons-grade plutonium and uranium
that are produced by power reactors. Russia now holds about 150 tons
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of plutonium and 1,000 tons of highly enriched uranium.27 Such a great
quantity of nuclear materials is not only an important energy resource
but also a dangerous resource for making weapons. In fact, there are currently more nuclear materials that pose a greater danger because of a
lack of effective global management. About 40 kg of weapons-usable uranium and plutonium have been stolen from poorly protected nuclear facilities in the former Soviet Union during the past decade. Although most
of that material has been retrieved, 2 kg of highly enriched uranium
ﬁlched from a research reactor in the former Soviet Republic of Georgia
are still missing.28 In addition, there are many dangerous scenarios in relation to the transportation and stocking of these nuclear materials.
Many terrorist organizations, such as Osama bin Laden and his alQaeda network, might be interested in nuclear weapons, but nuclear
weapons are not accessible to them, for now and for a long time to come.
Al-Qaeda’s interest in and willingness to use unconventional weapons
may not be an issue at all, but evidence of its capabilities is fragmentary
and reveals the difﬁculty of ﬁnding conclusive proof of a threat capability.29 However, radioactive bombs (‘‘dirty bombs’’) may be well within
the reach of some determined terrorist groups, because such materials
are more available. Fortunately, the lethality of a dirty bomb is much
less than that of even a low-yield nuclear bomb.
Chemical weapons are thought of as the nuke of the poor, for their
relative convenience of production and the readier availability of precursors, which are often of dual use. During the two world wars, chemical
weapons were widely used against civilians and those in uniform. Saddam
Hussein used them as late as the 1980s against Iranian soldiers and his
own Kurdish people. From a non-state-actor perspective, the 1995 Aum
Shinrikyo attack with sarin in a Tokyo subway fully demonstrated the
relative ease with which this chemical warfare agent can be made with
simple precursor materials available on the market and through unsophisticated processing that can be done at home. Thus, the more plausible
and imminent threats from non-state actors are still posed by terrorists’
access to dual-use chemical weapons precursors and technology. This certainly presents daunting challenges to humankind.
China is facing a rather serious terrorism threat in its region. In the
past few years, quite a few anti-China terrorist groups – for example,
the Eastern Turkistan Liberation Organization, the World Uygur Youth
Congress, the East Turkistan Information Center, and the Eastern Turkistan Islam Movement (Party of God) – have organized a number of
armed attacks against both ordinary Chinese people and unarmed local
ofﬁcials, causing loss of life and property. Considering their close ties
with al-Qaeda, it is not inconceivable that these organizations might one
day launch an attack with weapons of mass terror.
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The Iraq crisis and international security
In the aftermath of 9/11, it is very evident that WMD have already spread
to countries such as India, Pakistan and the DPRK. The issue of Iran’s
nuclear capability is highly controversial and no solution has yet been
found for permanently closing its uranium enrichment facility. Terrorists’
access to WMD will undoubtedly pose the most serious threat ever in the
history of humankind. However, so far they have not succeeded in gaining access to nuclear weapons, but they have already acquired chemical
and biological materials.
Arms control and disarmament concern human security and China
supports these tasks. However, China opposes any attempt by countries
to use arms control and disarmament to serve their own interests. China
holds that the international community should act cooperatively to advance arms control and disarmament within the framework of the United
Nations. The United States launched the Iraq war to test its theory that a
pre-emptive war can be an effective instrument against the spread of
WMD. But this theory has not proved to be straightforward. A preemptive war could also initiate efforts to attain WMD. North Korea,
alarmed by US pre-emption, might feel a greater urgency about obtaining nuclear weapons.
Reviewing the Iraq war, China can understand why the United States
would retaliate when faced with serious threats from terrorism and WMD
proliferation. However, these two problems are of a global nature and
should be dealt with globally. This is the reason for asking whether the
US action is one of self-defence or unacceptable retaliation or even outright aggression.
Another question is whether or not a democratic Iraq will seek nuclear
weapons. Even if Iraq becomes ‘‘democratic’’, it might still be interested
in nuclear weapons or other forms of WMD, as long as Israel possesses
them. Iraq used to pose a serious threat to its neighbours – Iran, Israel,
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia – and to the international security system. The
removal of that threat may offer important non-proliferation gains in the
short term, but it will not necessarily lead to a safer regional security
environment. For instance, the Iranian nuclear programme began under
the Shah, when the United States sold Tehran its ﬁrst reactor. That programme will likely continue under future Iranian governments, unless regional dynamics change fundamentally.
Finally, in the contemporary world, traditional security matters are
more interlinked with non-traditional security issues. In this regard, the
major powers’ record on non-proliferation, arms control and disarmament policies has not been very encouraging in the past few years, primarily owing to the Bush administration’s US-security-centric approach.
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Notes
The views expressed in this chapter are solely our own.
1. UN Security Council Resolution 1540 (UN Doc. S/Res/1540), passed on 28 April 2004,
reafﬁrmed that ‘‘proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, as well as
their means of delivery, constitutes a threat to international peace and security’’.
2. Although the PRC has not revealed these data, the unofﬁcial understanding in the
West of the Chinese nuclear arsenal is that China possesses some 20 ICBMS (intercontinental ballistic missiles) and some 200 IRBMs (intermediate-range ballistic missiles) that are nuclear tipped, and that China is slowly modernizing its nuclear forces.
3. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has not concluded that Iran was developing nuclear weapons, and Iran has signed the Additional Protocol with the IAEA.
At the time of writing, Iran has suspended its enrichment programme but has not
agreed to do so permanently.
4. Israel is believed to have acquired nuclear weapons.
5. News Wire, ‘‘Saddam’s Nuclear Program: CIA vs. the U.N.’’, 11 October 2004.
6. The resolution asked for Iraq’s ‘‘complete, immediate, unconditional and unimpeded’’
cooperation in terms of reporting its history of WMD development and the dismantling
of these weapons. The Iraqi government admitted in the mid-1990s that it had possessed
large quantities of chemical/biological weapons agents, including anthrax. The existence
of these agents and Iraq’s possible later unilateral dismantling of them have never been
reported and veriﬁed. In our view, this represents a ‘‘substantial breach’’ of the terms of
the resolution.
7. Whereas China has voiced opposition to taking Iran’s nuclear issue to the UN Security
Council, it has not opposed similar action on the DPRK’s nuclear issue, although it does
not agree to the imposition of UN sanctions on North Korea.
8. This incident resulted in the death of 270 people.
9. The CIA estimated in November 2002 that Pyongyang had acquired one, and perhaps
two, nuclear weapons.
10. The other eight nuclear-weapon states are the United States, Russia, France, the United
Kingdom, China, India, Pakistan and Israel (which has not actually declared its nuclearweapon status).
11. Robert S. Norris, Hans M. Kristensen and Joshua Handler, ‘‘North Korea’s Nuclear
Program, 2003’’, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. 59, No. 2 (March–April 2003),
pp. 74–77.
12. US tactical nuclear weapons were withdrawn from the Peninsula after President Bush
announced in 1991 that the United States would bring back overseas tactical nuclear
weapons.
13. The IAEA has not concluded that South Korea’s covert nuclear experiments were for
nuclear weapons purposes.
14. Some would argue that the US threat to North Korea has been decreasing, and that it
has no excuse for developing its nuclear programme. However, one should focus more
on the arguments of North Korea, which is a weaker state than the United States. It
could also be argued that, with the end of the Cold War, the threats posed by other
states to the United States are decreasing, although threats from some non-state actors
may be on the rise for a while. Why then should the US government decide to develop
mini-nuclear weapons at this time, especially as such weapons are not the best response
to terrorism?
15. The six parties are the United States, China, Japan, Russia and the two Koreas.
16. In his 2005 State of the Union address, President George W. Bush mentioned North
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Korea just once: ‘‘We’re working closely with the governments in Asia to convince
North Korea to abandon its nuclear ambitions’’, hhttp://www.whitehouse.gov/news/
releases/2005/02/20050202-11.htmli.
On a number of occasions we have argued that North Korea, like all other countries
(except for Iraq, because so far it is still prohibited by the United Nations), is entitled
to develop nuclear weapons. This may not necessarily reﬂect the view of the Chinese
government.
Of those nuclear-weapon states that have remained outside the NPT, China has undertaken civilian nuclear cooperation with both India and Pakistan. There have been no
reports of such cooperation with the DPRK or Israel.
President George W. Bush, State of the Union Speech, 2 February 2005.
The Nuclear Posture Review was submitted to the US Congress on 31 December 2001.
See the Air Force Space Command ‘‘Vision’’ at hhttp://www.peterson.af.mil/hqafspc/
library/AFSPCPAOFFICE/chaptertwo.htmi.
‘‘Fact Sheet on the Moscow Treaty on Strategic Offensive Reduction’’, US Department
of State, Bureau of Arms Control, 5 June 2002, see hhttp://www.state.gov/t/ac/trt/
18016.htm#14i.
Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, ‘‘What’s Behind Bush’s Nuclear Cut?’’, Arms
Control Today, Vol. 24, No. 8 (October 2004), pp. 6–12.
On 20 November 2004, however, the US Congress refused the White House funding request for the next ﬁscal year for researching earth-penetrating and low-yield nuclear
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The statements in this paragraph are based on many non-Chinese sources.
David Albright and Kevin O’Neill, eds, The Challenges of Fissile Material Control
(Washington, DC: Institute for Science and International Security, 1999), hhttp://www.
isis-online.org/publications/fmct/book/Front%204%20w_intro.pdfi.
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Since 1980, only four signiﬁcant attacks by terrorists using poison, disease or radioactive
materials as weapons have occurred and there have been a few instances of groups or
individuals showing interest in using such weapons. The ﬁrst incident was in 1984 in Oregon when a religious cult sought to depress voter turnout in a local election by clandestinely contaminating restaurant salad with salmonella, poisoning at least 751 people. In
1990, in northern Sri Lanka, the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) attacked a
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Nearly six decades have elapsed since hundreds of thousands of innocent
men, women and children perished in the nuclear holocaust that engulfed
the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Marking the ﬁftieth anniversary
of this horriﬁc devastation, India’s parliament unanimously condemned
the use of nuclear weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Although the
world has fortunately not witnessed such devastation by weapons of
mass destruction again, the spectre of nuclear annihilation still haunts humankind. The ﬁve nuclear-weapon powers ‘‘recognized’’ by the Treaty on
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) are estimated to have
possessed 20,150 warheads in 2002, with the United States and Russia
alone possessing 19,200 of them. Three states that have not signed the
NPT and have either declared or are known to possess nuclear weapons
– Israel, India and Pakistan – are estimated to possess around 300 warheads between them. Israel is reported to have commenced assembly of
nuclear weapons in 1967. South Africa had a clandestine nuclear weapons programme and had assembled half a dozen nuclear warheads. In
1993 it acceded to the NPT and destroyed these warheads. Both India
and Pakistan tested and declared their possession of nuclear weapons in
May 1998, but it is now widely acknowledged that both countries actually
developed and assembled their respective nuclear arsenals in the 1980s,
with India commencing its weaponization programme around January
1989, after Rajiv Gandhi’s 1988 Action Plan for universal and timebound nuclear disarmament was ignored and implicitly rejected by most
of the ‘‘recognized’’ nuclear-weapon powers.
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Nuclear disarmament
Global nuclear disarmament has been a cherished goal of Indian foreign
policy. Recognizing the dangers posed to humanity by the spiralling
nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union, the
UN General Assembly accepted an amendment moved by India in 1953
which reﬂected the ‘‘earnest desire’’ of the world community for the
‘‘elimination and prohibition of atomic, hydrogen, bacterial, chemical
and other weapons of mass destruction’’.1 The ﬁrst chairman of India’s
Atomic Energy Commission, Dr Homi Bhaba, indicated in 1964 (just after China had exploded its ﬁrst nuclear device and well before the NPT
in its present form was conceived) that, even though India had the capability to produce nuclear weapons, it had deliberately then chosen not to
make nuclear weapons or to adopt a strategy based on nuclear deterrence. It was this approach that underlay India’s championing of the
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, Outer Space
and Under Water (Partial Test Ban Treaty, 1953). As part of its abiding
commitment to nuclear disarmament, India proposed a Convention on
the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons in 1982. The proposal
called on the Conference on Disarmament to commence negotiations on
an international convention prohibiting the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons in any circumstances, as a ﬁrst step towards reducing the
salience of nuclear weapons. Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi presented an
Action Plan for the total elimination of nuclear weapons within a practical and realistic timeframe to the UN Special Session on Disarmament on
9 June 1988.
India’s approach to nuclear non-proliferation was aimed not exclusively at curbing the horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons, but at
laying the basis for outlawing the possession, use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. However, what commenced in the late 1960s was not the
adoption of any move towards disarmament but a series of measures
designed to perpetuate the nuclear hegemony of the ﬁve powers. These
ﬁve powers are also the only countries that can veto any decision of the
United Nations that they deem to be inimical to their national interests.
The very ﬁrst measure for perpetuating this nuclear hegemony was the
signing of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. India chose not to sign
this discriminatory and inequitable treaty because it believed that its
own security and the cause of world peace could be guaranteed only in a
nuclear-weapon-free world. India was convinced that, if a select group of
countries was given the right to preserve their nuclear weapons in perpetuity, possession of these weapons would lead to threats of nuclear blackmail by a privileged few.
Did the signing of the NPT guarantee security for all sovereign states
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by ruling out the threat of use of nuclear weapons, especially against
those that do not possess such weapons? The answer to this question
must be a categorical ‘‘no’’. In 1975, during his secret grand jury testimony to the Watergate Special Prosecution Force, President Nixon asserted that, during the Indo-Pakistan war in 1971, the United States had
‘‘come close to nuclear war’’ and that ‘‘we had threatened to go to nuclear war with the Russians’’.2 Between the time the NPT was signed
in 1968 and the end of the Cold War there were at least six instances
when the United States contemplated the use of nuclear weapons. We
will learn, in the course of time, how often other powers have contemplated the use of nuclear weapons and the occasions on which the United
States has contemplated the use of nuclear weapons. But the readiness of
the Nixon administration to make common cause with China, contemplate the use of nuclear weapons and dispatch a nuclear-powered and
nuclear-armed aircraft carrier near India’s shores during the course of
a conﬂict in which India was involved only strengthened the resolve
of those in India who had argued for an independent Indian nuclear
deterrent.
The indeﬁnite extension of the NPT without any binding commitment
from the nuclear-weapon states only encouraged these states to resist
moves for nuclear disarmament. It virtually eliminated any possibility of
getting a ﬁrm commitment from the ‘‘recognized’’ nuclear-weapon states
to renounce the threat of use of nuclear weapons against those that do
not possess such weapons. The advent of the Clinton administration also
saw the emergence of an aggressive policy by the United States to ‘‘cap,
roll back and eliminate’’ India’s nuclear autonomy. In Indian perceptions, moves by the Clinton administration to push ahead with measures
such as the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and the
Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT) were all a part of this effort.
Adding to Indian suspicions of American intentions during this period
was the reluctance of the Clinton administration to take any meaningful
action against China after substantial evidence had emerged about Chinese missile and nuclear transfers to Pakistan. The Clinton administration’s non-proliferation initiatives were seen as a manifestation of a new
US–Chinese axis directed against India. It would be no exaggeration to
say that it was the overzealousness on the part of the Clinton administration to corner India that signiﬁcantly contributed to India carrying out its
nuclear tests in May 1998.
India saw moves to enact the CTBT and FMCT as designed to perpetuate the possession of nuclear weapons by the ﬁve powers under the discriminatory NPT. It was against this background that Indian initiatives
led to the Non-Aligned Movement’s call for ‘‘the renunciation of strategic doctrines based upon the use of nuclear weapons and . . . for the adop-
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tion of an action plan for elimination of all nuclear weapons, within a
time-bound framework’’ during the Cartagena Summit in October 1995.3
The Non-Aligned summit was held at around the same time as the World
Court was considering a reference from the UN General Assembly on a
question of immense international importance. The question was: ‘‘Is the
threat or use of nuclear weapons in any circumstance permitted under international law?’’ In its historic ruling on 8 July 1996, the World Court
held that countries possessing nuclear weapons have not just a need but
an obligation to commence negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament.
The World Court also held that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons would be generally contrary to the principles of international law,
although there was some doubt about the extreme contingency when
the ‘‘very survival of a State’’ was threatened.4 The World Court ruling
strengthened India’s position in demanding a clear linkage between
agreements designed exclusively to curb horizontal proliferation (such as
the CTBT and FMCT), on the one hand, and a commitment to nuclear
disarmament within a reasonable timeframe, on the other.
The Canberra Commission established by the Paul Keating government in Australia afﬁrmed the need for nuclear disarmament and made
two crucial recommendations for reducing the risk of nuclear war. The
Commission called for the de-alerting of nuclear weapons systems worldwide and for the removal of nuclear warheads from missiles. India took
the lead in co-sponsoring a resolution in the UN General Assembly in
1998 on ‘‘Reducing the Nuclear Danger’’, calling for the removal of warheads from missiles and the de-alerting of nuclear weapons systems. Pakistan and over 100 non-nuclear-weapon states supported this resolution,
which would have reduced the risk of accidental nuclear conﬂict worldwide. The United States and its allies did not support even this minimal
effort to reduce nuclear risk. India believes that a global no-ﬁrst-use
agreement would be the ﬁrst step towards universal de-legitimization of
nuclear weapons. Given the nuclear-weapon states’ existing strategic doctrines, which do not contain any provision for unconditional and universal adherence to the principle of no ﬁrst use, it is obvious that, with the
exception of India, all other nuclear-weapon states wish to retain the option to use nuclear weapons, whenever their national interests require
such use.

Nuclear strategies and doctrines
The United States and its partners in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) have indicated that they would be prepared to use nuclear weapons to deal with a variety of threats. Even after the Cold War
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ended, the US military Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations released
in April 1993 stated: ‘‘The fundamental purpose of US nuclear forces is
to deter the use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), particularly nuclear weapons, and to serve as a hedge against the emergence of an overwhelming threat’’.5 The document also stated that the use of such weapons would be especially useful in ‘‘regional conﬂicts’’. This implied that,
where the United States cannot achieve its military objectives, even in
regional conﬂicts, by conventional means, it reserves the right to use its
nuclear arsenal. Releasing the Bush administration’s Nuclear Posture
Review in 2002, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld deﬁned the aim of
American nuclear strategy as providing ‘‘the range of options needed to
pose a credible deterrent to adversaries whose values and calculations of
risk and of gain and loss may be very different from and more difﬁcult to
discern than those of past adversaries’’.6 Rumsfeld advocated that, in
order to deal with ‘‘rogue states and adversaries’’, the United States
would supplement its offensive nuclear weapons with credible missile
defences. The Defense Department requires the Energy Department to
retain a capability to ‘‘design, fabricate and certify new warheads’’. It envisages the development of nuclear weapons to attack deep bunkers.
US strategic thinking has largely inﬂuenced NATO nuclear doctrines.
Although all but three of the members of NATO are non-nuclear-weapon
states under the NPT, all the alliance members base their security on and
promote their security interests by giving primary importance to the concept of nuclear deterrence. The NATO Strategic Concept adopted at the
Washington Summit in 1999 asserts that the ‘‘supreme guarantee of the
security of the Allies is provided by the strategic nuclear forces of
the Alliance’’.7 It adds that the ‘‘fundamental purpose’’ of the strategic
nuclear forces is to ensure ‘‘uncertainty’’ in the minds of any potential aggressor, irrespective of whether or not the adversary possesses nuclear
weapons. It has since been reported that a document adopted by NATO
on 16 May 2000 allows the North Atlantic Council to advise its members
to use nuclear weapons against states using, threatening to use or even
simply possessing weapons of mass destruction. Thus, nuclear weapons
can be used by NATO members against states armed with biological
and chemical weapons even if they have signed the NPT. Further NATO
procedures and the US–UK Mutual Defence Agreement of 1958 under
which the United States and the United Kingdom improve each other’s
‘‘atomic weapons design, development and fabrication capability’’8 appear to be in violation of Articles I and II of the NPT, which stipulate
that nuclear weapons may not be transferred or received by signatories.
The Russian Federation does not subscribe to a doctrine of no ﬁrst use
of nuclear weapons. Russia did, however, sign a no-ﬁrst-use agreement
with China on 4 September 1994 in response to an initiative by China in
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January 1994 for a multilateral treaty between the ﬁve ‘‘recognized’’
nuclear-weapon powers. Presidents Yeltsin and Jiang Ze Min signed an
agreement not to be the ﬁrst to use nuclear weapons against each other
or to target their nuclear weapons against each other. China proposed a
‘‘no-ﬁrst-use agreement’’ with the United States in 1996. This proposal
was rejected. China and the United States did, however, sign a ‘‘Nontargeting’’ agreement on 1 June 1998 when President Clinton visited
China, just after the conduct of nuclear tests by India and Pakistan. Clinton claimed that this agreement would ‘‘completely eliminate’’ the risk
of accidental nuclear launch and demonstrate ‘‘mutual conﬁdence and
trust’’.9 He also referred to the agreement as ‘‘a helpful counterweight’’
to recent nuclear tests in South Asia. Clinton’s comments, reminiscent of
the Sino-US ‘‘tilt’’ against India by the Nixon administration during the
Bangladesh conﬂict of December 1971, were viewed with serious concern
in Delhi.
China was a vociferous critic of the NPT for over two decades, but its
approach changed after India commenced developing its nuclear arsenal
in 1989. China acceded to the NPT in 1992. Although China unconditionally offered pledges of ‘‘no ﬁrst use’’ of nuclear weapons to all states until
it acceded to the NPT, the ofﬁcial policy on security assurances posted
on China’s Foreign Ministry website now states: ‘‘China fully understands the request of the non-nuclear-weapon states to be given security
assurances. China has undertaken unconditionally not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states or nuclearweapon-free zones. China urges all nuclear-weapon states to make the
same commitment and conclude a binding international legal instrument
so as to enhance the security of all non-nuclear-weapon states.’’10 China
obviously knows that, given the nuclear doctrines of the other ‘‘recognized’’ nuclear-weapon states, no such legal instrument is feasible.
China’s readiness to sign ‘‘no-ﬁrst-use’’ agreements with the other ‘‘recognized’’ nuclear powers and its commitment not to threaten or use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states allow a measure of
ambiguity on whether its ‘‘no-ﬁrst-use’’ pledge will be applicable to India.
This became evident when China’s Foreign Ministry spokesman on 29
July 2004 rejected a suggestion from Indian External Affairs Minister
Natwar Singh that both countries should adopt a ‘‘common nuclear doctrine’’. The Chinese Foreign Ministry demanded that India should observe the provisions of UN Security Council Resolution 1172 that called
on India to sign the NPT, disband its nuclear arsenal and refrain from
any further tests of nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles. Chinese ambiguity on its ‘‘no-ﬁrst-use’’ policies is regarded in India as part of its continuing desire to ‘‘contain’’ India.
Although Pakistan has not formally enunciated a nuclear doctrine, Lt.
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General Khalid Kidwai, the Head of the Strategic Planning Division of its
National Command Authority, told a team of physicists from Italy’s Landau Network (an arms control institution) that Pakistan’s nuclear weapons were ‘‘aimed solely at India’’.11 According to the Landau team’s report, Kidwai added that Pakistan would use nuclear weapons if India
conquered a large part of Pakistan’s territory or destroyed a large part
of Pakistan’s land and air forces. Kidwai also held out the possibility of
the use of nuclear weapons if India tried to economically strangle Pakistan or pushed it to political destabilization.12
India’s nuclear doctrine, ﬁrst ofﬁcially enunciated on 4 January 2003,
asserts that it intends to build and maintain a credible minimum deterrent.13 Although adopting a policy of ‘‘no ﬁrst use’’, it clariﬁes that its nuclear weapons would be used only in retaliation against a major attack on
Indian territory, or on Indian forces anywhere, in which nuclear weapons
are used. India also retains the right to use nuclear weapons in the event
of major attacks on Indian territory, or on Indian forces anywhere, in
which chemical or biological weapons are used.
Although concern has been voiced about strained relations between
India and Pakistan leading to a nuclear conﬂict, the two countries are
now working on a series of nuclear conﬁdence-building measures. They
acknowledged on 20 June 2004 that ‘‘the nuclear capabilities of each
other, which are based on their national security imperatives, constitute
a factor for stability’’.14 India sees its nuclear deterrent as essential to
meet the strategic challenges posed by the nuclear capabilities of both
China and Pakistan. Pakistan asserts it needs nuclear weapons as an
‘‘equalizer’’ against Indian conventional superiority. Because India’s security concerns extend beyond South Asia, it will not agree to any proposal for a South Asian nuclear-weapon-free zone, especially given its
experiences of the United States and China working together against its
security interests during the Nixon and Clinton administrations.
The Israeli nuclear stockpile is said to consist of several hundred weapons of various types including boosted ﬁssion and enhanced radiation
weapons. Israel uses its long-range missiles and nuclear-capable aircraft
to deter both conventional and unconventional attacks or to launch
the ‘‘Samson Option’’ should an all-out attack threaten its population
centres. Israel does not have an overt nuclear doctrine apart from its assertion that it will not be the ﬁrst to introduce nuclear weapons into the
Middle East – an assertion that is somewhat redundant, given its existing
nuclear stockpiles. The systems it possesses, however, constitute an effective pre-emptive strike force. By possessing nuclear weapons while denying their existence, Israel enjoys the beneﬁts of being a nuclear-weapon
state without having to face the repercussions of acknowledging its arsenal. Israel also has a policy of preventing its potential adversaries from
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acquiring nuclear weapons, as evidenced by its attack on Iraq’s Osirak
reactor in 1981.

Chemical and biological weapons
India is committed to the goal of ending the production, stockpiling, use
or threat of use of all weapons of mass destruction. But it will remain opposed to any treaties such as the NPT that are discriminatory. It is primarily because of the universal applicability of the Chemicals Weapons
Convention (CWC) that India became an original signatory on 14 January 1993. In keeping with its commitments under this treaty, India has
furnished information on its chemical weapons stocks as well as manufacturing installations and storage facilities. The destruction of India’s stocks
is taking place in accordance with the provisions of the CWC. But there
are some concerns about the lack of progress in implementing some provisions of the CWC that are of interest to developing countries, such as
those relating to international cooperation and assistance. The CWC
has, however, been signed by only 131 out of 191 member states of the
United Nations. Some Arab countries that have signed the NPT have
not subscribed to the CWC. It has been argued that chemical and biological weapons are considered ‘‘the poor man’s nuclear weapons’’. These
countries claim that they stay out of treaties such as the CWC because
of Israel’s rejection of the NPT. This only strengthens the Indian argument that treaties banning weapons of mass destruction have necessarily
to be universal and non-discriminatory.
India ratiﬁed the Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC)
in 1974. It has participated in negotiations of the ad hoc group of States
Party to the BTWC with the aim of strengthening the convention with a
veriﬁcation protocol. Discussions are still in progress on issues such as
national mechanisms to maintain security and oversight of pathogenic organisms, enhancing capabilities for responding to cases of alleged uses of
biological weapons, strengthening national and international mechanisms
for surveillance and detection of infectious diseases, and the adoption of
codes of conduct for scientists and professionals. India maintains that existing norms against biological weapons, especially in the context of possible WMD terrorism, should be strengthened and pursued through multilateral frameworks.

Nuclear non-proliferation
India regards assurances of stringent action by the United States and
others against states that participate in the horizontal proliferation of
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nuclear weapons with scepticism. This is because of the reluctance of the
international community to deal in a ﬁrm and non-discriminatory manner
with nuclear and missile proliferation across India’s borders from China
to Pakistan and by Pakistan to states such as North Korea, Libya and
Iran, and potentially to Saudi Arabia also. India has never questioned
Pakistan’s desire or right to acquire nuclear weapons in the pursuit of its
own security against a larger and more powerful neighbour. Its strategic
perceptions have, however, been shaped by the continuing readiness of
China to provide Pakistan with assistance to develop its nuclear and missile programmes – programmes that Pakistan acknowledges are exclusively directed against India.
China’s assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear programme is extensively
documented. The director of the Wisconsin Project on Arms Control,
Gary Milhollin, has commented: ‘‘If one subtracts China’s aid to Pakistan’s nuclear program, there probably wouldn’t be a program’’.15 There
is evidence, including hints from Bhutto’s prison memoirs, that China formally agreed to help Pakistan to develop nuclear weapons when the then
prime minister, Zulﬁqar Ali Bhutto, visited China in 1976. It is now
acknowledged that by 1983 China had supplied Pakistan with enough enriched uranium for about two weapons and the designs for a 25 kt bomb.
Chinese support for the Pakistan programme is believed to have included
a quid pro quo in the form of Pakistan providing China with designs for
centrifuge enrichment plants. China’s assistance to Pakistan continued
even after it acceded to the NPT. When Pakistan’s enrichment programme faced problems in 1995, China supplied Pakistan with 5,000 ring
magnets. China has subsequently supplied Pakistan with unsafeguarded
plutonium processing facilities at Khushab. There is also evidence that
China has supplied Pakistan with a range of nuclear weapons designs. It
has been noted that, whereas the nuclear weapons designs supplied by Dr
Abdul Qadeer Khan to Libya were of a Chinese warhead tested in the
1960s, the nuclear warheads tested by Pakistan in 1998 were of a more
modern design.
China’s strategic relationship with Pakistan has included not only
supplies and know-how to enable Pakistan to build weapons of mass
destruction, but also the means of delivery for WMD. Shortly after the
visit of Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi to China in December 1988, China
supplied Pakistan with M-11 missiles, which, it was claimed, had a range
of less than 300 km. This was followed by assistance to Pakistan to build
M-9 missiles (called Shaheen 1 by Pakistan), which were capable of carrying nuclear warheads up to an estimated distance of 800 km. Indian observers have subsequently noted that the Shaheen 2 missile, with a range
of around 1,800 km, recently tested by Pakistan is a replica of the twostage solid-fuelled Chinese M-18 missile. Although the strategic objectives of the Sino-Pakistan nuclear and missile nexus are clearly under-
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stood in India, the approach of the United States and other countries
to this relationship has only reinforced India’s determination to
strengthen its nuclear and missile capabilities. Western commentators
have acknowledged that, even though the United States was aware of
Chinese assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear programme in the 1980s, its strategic relationships with China and Pakistan – designed to counter the
Soviet Union – led to nuclear proliferation between these ‘‘strategic partners’’ being deliberately ignored. For similar reasons, the Clinton administration refused to take any meaningful action, despite possessing information about China’s assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons and
missile programmes in the 1990s. There is, however, an acknowledgement that the Bush administration is aware of these factors and has endeavoured to take a realistic view of the security imperatives of India’s
nuclear and missile programmes.
While explaining the rationale for Pakistan’s nuclear programme,
Prime Minister Bhutto noted that, whereas the ‘‘Christian, Jewish and
Hindu’’ civilizations had nuclear weapons capability, it was the ‘‘Islamic
Civilization’’ alone that did not possess nuclear weapons. He asserted
that he would be remembered as the man who had provided the ‘‘Islamic
Civilization’’ with ‘‘full nuclear capability’’.16 Bhutto’s views on Pakistan’s nuclear weapons contributing to the capabilities of the ‘‘Islamic
civilization’’ were shared by Pakistan’s nuclear scientist Sultan Bashiruddin Mahmood, who, along with his colleague Chaudhri Abdul Majeed,
was detained shortly after the terrorist attacks of 9/11. They were both
charged with helping al-Qaeda to acquire nuclear and biological weapons
capabilities. Mahmood openly voiced support for the Taliban and publicly advocated the transfer of nuclear weapons to other Islamic nations.
He described Pakistan’s nuclear capability as the property of the whole
‘‘Ummah’’ (Muslim community).17 Two other Pakistani scientists, Suleiman Asad and Al Mukhtar, wanted for questioning about suspected links
with Osama bin Laden, disappeared after it was claimed that they had
gone to Myanmar, bordering China. Mahmood and Majeed are reported
to have acknowledged that they had long discussions with al-Qaeda and
Taliban ofﬁcials. A ‘‘Fact Sheet’’ put out by the White House stated that
both scientists had meetings with Osama bin Laden and Mullah Omar
during repeated visits to Kandahar, with al-Qaeda seeking their assistance to make radiological dispersal devices.18 Documents recovered by
coalition forces in Afghanistan also reportedly establish that the two scientists were active members of an Islamic organization (UTN) that was
engaged in securing information on biological weapons.
A BBC documentary provided a detailed account of how Libya and
Saudi Arabia funded the Pakistan nuclear weapons programme from
1973. There is now conclusive evidence about Pakistan’s supply of nu-
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clear weapons designs and know-how to Libya and of uranium enrichment technology to Iran and North Korea. According to US ofﬁcials,
Khan ‘‘provided the design, the technology, the expertise [and] equipment, primarily for the centrifuge. He also provided the warhead design.’’19 The transfers of nuclear enrichment technology and equipment
to Iran are reported to have commenced in 1987. The International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) reportedly determined that the centrifuges assembled at the Tapeh military base near Tehran strongly resembled the ‘‘Pakistan 2’’ centrifuge design, while centrifuge drawings
acquired by Iran resemble the ‘‘Pakistan 1’’ centrifuges. There is evidence that missile collaboration between Pakistan and North Korea commenced around 1992. The transfer of enrichment capabilities is attributed
to Pakistan’s lack of foreign exchange to pay for No-dong missiles and is
believed to have taken place after a visit by Pakistan’s then Army Chief
General Jehangir Karamat to Pyongyang in December 1997. Pakistan is
reported to have admitted that technical assistance for uranium enrichment continued even after General Musharraf became president in 1999.
In a recent interview, the former US ambassador to Riyadh, Charles
Freeman, stated that King Fahd had told high-level US ofﬁcials that
Saudi Arabia would need a nuclear deterrent if Iran developed nuclear
weapons. There have been credible reports about Saudi Arabia funding
Pakistan’s nuclear programmes in the 1970s. Saudi Arabia has continuously provided Pakistan with considerable economic assistance, including
in the wake of sanctions that Pakistan faced after its nuclear tests of May
1998. Saudi Arabia’s defence minister, Prince Sultan, was given unprecedented access to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons facilities in Kahuta in March
1999. Shortly thereafter Dr A. Q. Khan paid a visit to Saudi Arabia at the
invitation of Prince Sultan in November 1999. Khan’s visit was followed
by a visit to Pakistan’s nuclear facilities by Saudi scientists who had been
invited by him to visit Pakistan. Given these developments and the fact
that China has supplied long-range CSS-2 missiles to Saudi Arabia in
the past, there is interest about the precise directions that nuclear and
missile collaboration between Pakistan and Saudi Arabia could take. Pakistan could, for example, justify deployment of nuclear weapons and
missiles on Saudi soil by asserting that such deployment was akin to the
deployment of American nuclear weapons and missiles on the soil of its
NATO allies and did not, therefore, constitute a violation of the NPT.
The United States recently imposed sanctions on 14 ‘‘entities’’ from
China, Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, Spain, North Korea and India, claiming
that it had ‘‘credible information’’ that these entities had transferred unconventional weapons and missile technologies. The Indian ‘‘entities’’
named were two scientists, C. Surendar and Y. S. R. Prasad, who had
worked in India’s Nuclear Power Corporation. Both scientists were said
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to have visited and transferred nuclear technology to Iran. The Indian
government rejected the US charges, pointing out that the scientists had
visited Iran under IAEA-supported nuclear safety projects. It asserted
that no sale of material, equipment or technology was involved and that
no transfer of sensitive technology had taken place. It therefore requested the US government to review the issue and to withdraw the sanctions. India has invariably rejected requests to transfer nuclear technology. Colonel Gaddaﬁ’s erstwhile deputy, Major Jalloud, asked for Indian
nuclear technology during a visit to India in 1978. The request was rejected even though there were hints of Libyan oil supplies on concessionary terms. A few years later, the former chairman of India’s Atomic
Energy Commission and the architect of its 1974 nuclear blast, Dr Raja
Ramanna, turned down a personal request from President Saddam Hussein of Iraq for assistance in nuclear development. Iran was interested in
acquiring a nuclear research reactor from India in the 1990s. Responding
to international concerns, New Delhi did not go ahead with the proposal.
More recently, a North Korean ship carrying missiles was detained and
its cargo unloaded at an Indian port.
UN Security Council Resolution 1540 (28 April 2004) focuses on measures to be taken nationally and internationally to prevent the acquisition
of WMD by non-state actors. Although India has expressed support for
this resolution, it has made clear that it will not accept externally prescribed norms, whatever their source, pertaining to the jurisdiction of its
parliament. Spelling out India’s concerns during the debate that preceded
the adoption of Resolution 1540, India’s Permanent Representative, Vijay Nambiar, observed on 22 April 2004:
Our recognition of the time imperative in seeking recourse through the Security
Council does not, however, obscure our more basic concerns over the increasing
tendency of the Council, in recent years, to assume new and wider powers of legislation on behalf of the international community, and binding on all states. In the
present instance, the Council seeks to both deﬁne the non-proliferation regime
and monitor its implementation. But who will monitor the monitors?20

India is thus ready to join in measures to prevent the proliferation of
WMD, provided these measures are universal and non-discriminatory.
India will in no circumstances export materials, equipment or know-how
that could give recipients the capability to develop WMD. Its own experience has, however, been that, despite its virtually spotless record on this
score, countries that are members of arrangements such as the Nuclear
Suppliers Group and the Missile Technology Control Regime use alleged
concerns about the need for greater export controls to deny legitimate
high-technology transfers.
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India is now engaged in a dialogue with the Bush administration on
issues pertaining to high-technology transfers and transfers in the space
and nuclear power related sectors. Cooperation in the area of missile defence is also envisaged. There has been some progress in this dialogue
thus far. There is continuing concern in India that the implementation of
non-proliferation measures is selective, arbitrary and entirely subordinate to the strategic interests of the nuclear-weapon powers. Whereas recipients of nuclear weapons designs, equipment and technology such as
Libya, Iran and North Korea face threats and sanctions, the culpability
of those who actually supply and transfer such technology and knowhow is ignored, especially if they are regarded as ‘‘strategic allies’’ or are
permanent members of the Security Council.
The world cannot be permanently divided between those who possess
and retain the right to use nuclear weapons on the one hand and others
who have to live in constant fear of when these weapons will be used.
There has to be a vision and commitment to building a nuclear-weaponfree world within a reasonable timeframe. In the meantime, there should
be moves to seek a broad consensus to declare the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons to be a crime against humanity. Speaking to the UN
General Assembly on 23 September 2004, Prime Minister Manmohan
Singh asserted: ‘‘The Chemical Weapons Convention is a good model to
follow in respect of other weapons of mass destruction, including nuclear
weapons. It is through representative institutions rather than exclusive
clubs of privileged countries that we can address threats posed by proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.’’ He
added that ‘‘progressive steps towards the elimination of weapons of
mass destruction must be based on a balance of obligations between
those who possess such weapons and those who do not’’.21 There naturally has to be a global consensus while moving in this direction – a consensus that differentiates between states that knowingly transfer nuclear
weapons designs and technology, on the one hand, and those that do not
create nuclear and missile marketing chains, on the other.
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Israel’s updated perspective on
WMD proliferation, arms control,
disarmament and related threats
from non-state actors
Shlomo Brom

Israel’s present perspective on WMD proliferation, arms control, disarmament and related threats from non-state actors is shaped by its
basic positions and a number of developments that have occurred in recent years: the war in Iraq, the uncovering of the Iranian nuclear projects, the roll-back of the Libyan WMD projects, the attacks of 11 September 2001 and their aftermath, and the prolonged conﬂict with the
Palestinians.

The effect of recent developments on Israel’s threat
perceptions
The war in Iraq
Although now it is becoming quite clear that Iraq did not possess the
WMD capabilities of which it was suspected on the eve of the war, the
preparations in Israel for the war increased Israel’s awareness of the dangers of WMD proliferation in the Middle East. Given the experience of
the ﬁrst Iraq war in 1991, in which Iraq launched ballistic missiles at Israeli cities, Israel had to be prepared for similar Iraqi action even if Israel
was not participating in the coalition ﬁghting in Iraq. Based on the intelligence picture at that time, it was assumed that Iraq might also launch
chemical and biological warheads at centres of population in Israel. Once
again, protective equipment against chemical and biological agents was
367
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distributed to the Israeli population, who were alerted to the possibility
of such attacks. That has once again put WMD proliferation at the centre
of public debate.
The swift occupation of Iraq had several signiﬁcant ramiﬁcations for
Israel. On the one hand, it presented an opportunity to halt the proliferation of WMD in the Middle East. Israel could assume that Iraq would
be disarmed of its WMD capabilities if it had any prior to the war, and
would not be capable of resuming its efforts in these areas for many
years, because of the US insistence on reforming Iraq and making it a
part of the democratic world. It was also believed that the war and its
outcome provided an opportunity for the United States and its allies to
deter other proliferators and potential proliferators in the Middle East
from taking the path of proliferation and even to roll back existing
WMD programmes. The United States could use its military presence
in the Middle East and the manifestation of its willingness to engage
militarily with proliferators based on its new pre-emption doctrine to put
pressure on states involved in programmes that threaten the security of
the United States and its allies.
On the other hand, there is concern in Israel that the war in Iraq might
also have increased the motivation of some Middle Eastern states to
acquire WMD capabilities and especially nuclear capabilities. The war
demonstrated the huge gap in conventional military capabilities between
the Muslim and Arab states and the United States and its allies and the
futility of attempts by the Muslim and Arab states to acquire conventional military capabilities that could balance US capabilities for the foreseeable future. What is left to the states and sub-state actors that oppose
US policies is to try and use asymmetric responses to balance the US supremacy. One type of asymmetric response is to engage in terror and
guerrilla warfare and the other is to develop WMD capabilities that will
deter the United States. In this context the comparison between Iraq and
North Korea offers some very tempting conclusions. It can be argued that
the United States did not engage North Korea militarily, although its
record as an oppressive authoritarian regime and irresponsible proliferator was worse than Iraq’s, because it is assumed that North Korea already possesses a few nuclear warheads and that is sufﬁcient to deter the
United States.
It is believed in Israel that future developments in Iraq and the way the
United States handles other proliferators in the Middle East will decide
which trend will be more powerful – yielding to US deterrence or surrendering to the temptation of achieving relative immunity through the acquisition of a nuclear capability. There is concern in Israel that the US
failure to stabilize the security situation in Iraq will have a detrimental
effect on its deterrence vis-à-vis other states in the Middle East and on
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its willingness to act against other proliferators. On the one hand, the US
difﬁculties in Iraq are eroding its image as a superpower and are encouraging challenges to its policies from states and sub-state actors in the
Middle East. On the other hand, the same difﬁculties are likely to have
a discouraging effect on the US willingness to be engaged in other tests
of will that might involve the use of force, and that will contribute to
further erosion of its deterrence. It is becoming clear that the new US
doctrine of pre-emption will become a dead letter unless events in Iraq
change course and the occupation of Iraq and the reforming of its regime
turn out to be a US success (to the surprise of most observers).

The uncovering of the Iranian nuclear projects
Iran is a key test case for the contradictory effects of the war in Iraq. It is
assumed that the way this case is handled will have a decisive inﬂuence
on WMD proliferation in the Middle East. From the Iranian perspective,
the war in Iraq has put Iran under a complete US siege. Iran is surrounded by US military forces in Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and the Gulf
states, and even the Central Asian republics are under US inﬂuence. Iran
does not have a single friendly neighbour anywhere along its long borders. The United States has adopted a new doctrine of pre-emption
against hostile states that develop WMD capabilities and has demonstrated its willingness to use force to implement this doctrine. All these
considerations imply that Iran needs to exercise caution in dealing with
WMD if it wants to avoid becoming the United States’ next target. Indeed, there were indications that the Iranian government fully understood the implications of the war and was willing to cooperate with the
United States and not provoke it during the war and immediately after
the war.1
At the same time, the strengthening of the feeling of siege is contributing to Iranian paranoia and the wish to ﬁnd ways to neutralize the
US threat and achieve a mutual deterrence balance with the United
States. In this context it is no coincidence that, in a recent military parade
in Tehran, Sheab ballistic missiles developed by Iran were covered with
slogans threatening the United States and Israel. On the Sheab-2 missile
was written ‘‘We shall erase Israel from the map’’ and on the longerrange Sheab-3 missile was written ‘‘We shall crush the Americans under
our feet’’.2
The uncovering of Iran’s secret nuclear projects has put the power of
these two opposing forces to the test. From Israel’s perspective, the two
nuclear installations that were uncovered – the uranium enrichment facility at Natanz and the heavy water production facility at Arak – indicate
the existence of a redundant military nuclear project to pursue two alter-
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native tracks for the acquisition of ﬁssile material: the uranium enrichment track and the plutonium separation track. The facility at Natanz
will be capable of enrichment up to the level of weapons-grade uranium
and the heavy water production facility is a necessary stage in the construction of a plutonium production reactor. It was believed in Israel
that 2005 would be critical in determining whether the Iranian nuclear
programme would be halted or proceed to a full-scale military programme that could not be stopped. In this context, Major General Giora
Eiland, the National Security Advisor to Prime Minister Sharon, told his
US counterparts on a visit to the United States that November 2004
would be a critical date for the Iranian nuclear programme. After this
date Iran might pass the no-return point in its race to acquire a nuclear
capability.3 He probably meant that, if the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) meeting on that date did not
impose tough measures that would make Iran change its stance, such as
moving the issue to the UN Security Council, most probably it would
not be possible to stop the production of ﬁssile material in Iran, and that
would remove the most important obstacle to Iran’s achievement of a full
military nuclear capability. The uncovering of the secret facilities and the
consequent monitoring and criticism of Iran by the IAEA surprised the
Iranians and probably caused delays to the Iranian programmes but it
did not stop them. The next test will come if the Iranian dossier is referred by the IAEA to the UN Security Council.
Israelis believe that Iran’s insistence on continuing these programmes
demonstrates one of the main weaknesses of the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). The treaty enables any wouldbe proliferators to make the technological and industrial progress needed
for military nuclear programmes under the cover of civilian nuclear activities. The NPT allows any signatory to be involved in nuclear fuel-cycle
activities as long as they are reported and monitored. Proliferators can
then choose one of two tracks. Either they can fully develop all the necessary capabilities without violating any of the provisions of the NPT and
then withdraw from the treaty at a convenient moment and acquire a military nuclear capability in a very short space of time. Or they can use the
technologies developed in overt civilian nuclear programmes to establish
a parallel unreported and unmonitored programme to produce weaponsgrade ﬁssile material. Once weapons-grade ﬁssile material is available, the
rest is only a matter of decision, time and the investment of some ﬁnancial resources in developing and producing the components of a nuclear
device. These types of activities are much less transparent than the production of ﬁssile material and it is extremely difﬁcult to monitor them and
stop them.
It would appear that Iran made a mistake when it chose to keep its nu-
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clear fuel production facilities unreported, thus violating its NPT commitments, but it is not at all certain that these violations are sufﬁcient
to make the IAEA and the Security Council take the necessary steps
against Iran. That depends to a great extent on the cooperation of some
major actors in addition to the United States, namely the European
Union, Russia and China. So far, the limited achievements in delaying
the operation of the Iranian uranium enrichment facility can be attributed to the willingness of the three major European states – the United
Kingdom, France and Germany (the EU-3) – to put pressure on Iran,
but it is doubtful whether these states are determined enough and willing
to push Iran further by supporting an IAEA decision to refer the Iranian
violations to the Security Council and then support effective measures
against Iran in the Security Council. It is even more doubtful that Russia
and China would support such steps. Without the support of these states,
the IAEA cannot take effective action to stop Iran’s programmes because Iran enjoys the support of the third world bloc of states, which can
be easily persuaded that this is another case of ﬁrst world states denying
technology to a third world state because they wish to preserve their
technological monopoly. So far, the EU-3 have shown a surprising willingness to close ranks with the United States because of their awareness
of the dangers of the nuclearization of Iran, but the meeting of the IAEA
Board of Governors in September 2004 indicated that the rift between
the United States and Europe on this issue was reopening.
The difﬁculties of the United States in Iraq, the growing hostility in the
Arab and Muslim world towards the United States and the rift between
the United States and its European allies are weakening the credibility
of the US military threat vis-à-vis Iran. There are enough reasons to assume that the United States will hesitate to get involved in another quagmire in Iran. That is directly weakening the United States’ coercive power
against Iran and indirectly it makes it easier for the other powers to oppose US policies in the IAEA and elsewhere because they do not have to
consider that, if they do not cooperate with the United States, it will take
unilateral military steps against Iran that will be detrimental to their
interests.
Israel is carefully observing this ongoing saga. It cannot be indifferent
to Iran’s progress towards a military nuclear capability when Iran’s leadership openly declares that it aims to destroy Israel and when Iran is
translating its ideology into action by actively supporting and guiding terror groups that operate against Israel. Israel is also concerned that, if
Iran is not stopped, this will cause a domino reaction in the Middle East
and other states such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Syria will not be able to
oppose domestic pressures to enter the fray and initiate their own nuclear
programmes. Israel would prefer the international community to deal
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with the problem of Iran, but it has to take into account a scenario in
which the international community fails, and consider its options for unilateral action.4

The roll-back of the Libyan WMD projects
The case of Libya is different. It is an example of the potentially positive
effect of the war in Iraq on the international community’s ability to roll
back proliferators in the Middle East. Following the war, Libya’s leader,
Muammar Gaddaﬁ, concluded that proceeding with WMD programmes
involves too much risk and he decided to give them up. He even gave
up his ballistic missiles inventory. One can argue that the war was not
the only determining factor and that Gaddaﬁ had decided quite a long
time ago to mend fences with the United States following the Lockerbie
bombing and the UN sanctions against Libya. Nevertheless, it is difﬁcult
to argue that the war did not have a central role in the timing and abruptness of this dramatic decision.
From Israel’s point of view, another signiﬁcant lesson of the Libyan
case is the importance of proactive counter-proliferation policies. This is
concluded from the signiﬁcant role played by the Proliferation Security
Initiative (PSI)5 operation against Libya in the Libyan decision. Under
this initiative, a ship carrying centrifuge parts supplied by Abdul Qadeer
Khan’s network was intercepted in Italy on its way to Libya. Libya was
caught red-handed and, against the background of the war in Iraq, this
increased Libyan concerns that it might risk a harsh reaction from the
United States.6
Israel believes that the Libyan example has both positive and negative
implications. On the one hand, it shows that the war in Iraq could be
used to put effective pressure on other proliferators such as Iran to divest
themselves of their WMD programmes and infrastructure. On the other
hand, it is another manifestation of the IAEA’s failure in its monitoring
of NPT signatories to discover such huge violations of the treaty. This
failure joins earlier failures in Iraq and Iran, and it makes it very difﬁcult
to trust the Safeguards Agreements and the monitoring mechanisms of
the IAEA as a credible base for a non-proliferation regime. There was
also some concern initially in Israel that the Libyan move would increase
the pressure on Israel to join the NPT and sign a Safeguards Agreement,7 but it dissipated after a short time.

The attacks of 11 September 2001 and their aftermath
The 9/11 attacks and their aftermath raised concerns in Israel about the
deadly combination of terror and WMD. The incident of the anthrax let-
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ters in the United States sharpened this concern. From Israel’s perspective, that should add impetus to the efforts to curb proliferation in the
Middle East. Israel is especially concerned about the close relationship
between Iran, Hezbollah in Lebanon and the Palestinian terror groups.
Iran has already supplied Hezbollah with long-range artillery rockets
that are able to threaten Israeli population centres, and there are concerns that WMD agents will be the next stage. The uncovering of the A.
Q. Khan network raised the possibility that terror organizations might
have access to nuclear technologies as well. This network was not selective in the choice of its clients. A. Q. Khan and his team had some relationship with the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and through it possibly
also with al-Qaeda.8 This demonstrates how easy it is to trade in nuclear
technologies in spite of all the counter-proliferation regimes. It can be assumed that it is still difﬁcult for a terror organization to build the industrial infrastructure necessary for constructing nuclear warheads, but such
organizations could have the capability to build ‘‘dirty bombs’’ that disperse radioactive material.

The conﬂict with the Palestinians
The prolonged violent round of conﬂict between Israel and the Palestinians that started in September 2000 has an effect on Israel’s attitude towards non-proliferation and arms control. First, it is widening the rift between Israel and the Arab states of the Middle East. That leaves no place
for a conﬁdence-building process, which is a precondition for the reduction of tensions that could lead to real arms control dialogue in the
Middle East. The numerous manifestations of Arab hostility towards
Israel are increasing Israelis’ awareness of their vulnerabilities. In such
an atmosphere, talk about a Middle East free of WMD based on agreements with credible Arab partners is met with suspicion and disbelief.
Second, Israel has formally declared that it would be willing to consider
arms control talks aimed at the establishment of a WMD-free zone in the
Middle East, but only after a stable comprehensive peace has been established in the Middle East. In the present circumstances, it seems unlikely
that a comprehensive peace will be achieved in the foreseeable future
and that is making real discussion of arms control agreements in the
Middle East a distant prospect. Third, the Israeli leadership is so preoccupied by the struggle with the Palestinians that no attention is given
to subjects that are not seen as having real urgency. That means that
only a very small community in Israel within the establishment and outside the establishment is interested in these questions. The leadership
and the public at large are more interested in the immediate threats and
the operational responses to these threats.
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Developments in Israel’s response strategy
Summing up the effect of the developments of recent years, it is possible
to say that they are generally pushing Israel to put much more emphasis
on counter-proliferation efforts than on arms control agreements. According to this perspective, counter-proliferation should be based ﬁrst on
political action by the international community against the proliferators.
The Libyan roll-back and the limited successes with Iran are proof of the
effectiveness of such political action, but this depends on the willingness
of the major powers to cooperate in ﬁghting proliferation. In parallel,
military counter-proliferation options and the ability to engage in proactive counter-proliferation operations have to be maintained. Military
options are necessary to make the political action by the international
community credible and to be used as a last resort. The PSI is a good example of proactive counter-proliferation. It aims to impede and stop trafﬁcking in WMD, their delivery systems and related materials by any state
or non-state actor engaged in or supporting WMD proliferation programmes, at any time and in any place by interdicting transfers by land,
sea and air.9 In this context, Israel is retaining the right to act unilaterally
along the same lines when its vital interests are at stake. Israel is also investing a lot of resources in the deployment of a national missile defence
system based on the Arrow anti-ballistic missile. Although no system can
provide a fully protective umbrella against ballistic missiles, it is believed
that such a system can minimize the damage and have a strong deterrent
effect.
It is evident that developments in recent years have decreased the
emphasis on arms control in Israel’s foreign policies, but have they also
changed some of these policies?
Since the nuclear tests by India and Pakistan, Israel retains a unique
status as a suspected non-declared nuclear-weapon state. There are no
indications that Israel intends to change its policy of nuclear ambiguity.
The widespread view is that it has nothing to gain from a change and a
change might only cause harm by provoking Arab and international reactions. Nor is Israel considering joining the NPT. The reasons for Israel’s
entry into the nuclear ﬁeld are still valid: it is in the unique situation of
existing in a hostile environment in which there are still powerful elements that are calling for its destruction, and its nuclear policy provides
a kind of insurance policy.
The most authoritative presentation of Israel’s arms control policies
was made by the former director general of the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ambassador Eytan Bentsur, in a statement before the UN
Conference on Disarmament on 4 September 1997.10 In this statement
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he listed the guiding principles of Israel’s approach to regional security,
arms control and disarmament. He started with general principles:
1. Peace must come with security – that means that, even in times of
comprehensive peace, Israel cannot give up the security capabilities
that offset its strategic vulnerabilities and disadvantageous disparities
vis-à-vis its neighbours.
2. The peace process should be free of terrorism and violence – states using these instruments cannot be partners in any regional security process and arms control negotiations.
3. Regional cooperation is an essential part of security and stability.
4. Peace and normalization are one and indivisible.
The ﬁrst conclusion of these principles is that Israel supports the adoption of a regional approach to the Middle East’s security problems.
Global conventions and regimes are important, but they do not respond
effectively to the speciﬁc problems of this region. This basic position is
also reﬂected in Israel’s acceptance of the idea of establishing in the
Middle East a mutually veriﬁable zone, free of surface-to-surface missiles
and of chemical, biological and nuclear weapons.11
Based on that, Ambassador Bentsur developed several basic premises:
 Arms control and the regional security process should enhance the security of every state participating in it. This premise reﬂects the perception in Israel that, from the point of view of the Arab states, the purpose of arms control and the regional security process is to weaken
Israel by denying it the capabilities that offset its vulnerabilities.
 All steps taken in such a process should increase the overall stability of
the region.
 Each state is entitled to equally high levels of overall security, deﬁned
as freedom from threats to its existence and well-being.
 Every state has the right to deﬁne the threats it considers relevant to its
own security – arms control and the regional security process should
provide adequate responses to these deﬁned threats.
 The process should take into account not only individual states but also
possible coalitions – any agreement that is based on a conception of a
balance of forces should take into account that Israel may face different
potential Arab/Muslim anti-Israel coalitions in the Middle East.
Against this background, the government of Israel has some process
guidelines:
1. The peace process is paramount and the eventual peace must be durable and comprehensive.
2. The peace process must be regional and embrace every state in the region. Conﬁdence-building and security measures have to be developed
within this framework.
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3. A step-by-step approach is required – any attempt to rush the process
will make it collapse.
4. The progress achieved in the transformation of the region into a
more peaceful, stable and secure environment will govern the pace
and scope of the negotiation and implementation of arms control
measures.
At the end of his statement, Ambassador Bentsur elaborated the speciﬁc Israeli policies on the different arms control regimes. The signiﬁcant
WMD regimes are as follows:
 The Non-Proliferation Treaty – Israel supports the NPT but does not
ﬁnd it an adequate response to its own security problems and regional
concerns, so Israel does not intend to become a signatory.
 The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) – Israel is a signatory of
the CWC but it did not ratify it. Israel does not intend to do so as long
as the chemical weapon capable states in the Middle East do not join
the CWC.
 The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) – Israel joined
the CTBT and is cooperating in making its monitoring mechanism
reliable.
 The statement did not mention the Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BTWC) to which Israel is not a signatory on the grounds
of its unveriﬁability.
The main question is whether the dramatic events of recent years have
made a dent in this strong policy approach. So far there are no indications to that effect. In fact, the opposite is true. Israel’s positions have become more entrenched, and the little optimism that existed in Bentsur’s
statement has faded. What seemed to be possible in the atmosphere of a
peace process appears now to be fantasy. There is no active peace process in the Middle East and the violent conﬂict between the Palestinians
and Israel has poisoned the Middle East atmosphere. No conﬁdence- or
security-building measures are being undertaken and the level of trust
in the ability to ﬁnd a credible Arab partner to any agreement is at its
lowest. Mistrust and suspicion reign. In this atmosphere there is a growing tendency to take unilateral steps. Prime Minister Sharon’s plan of
unilateral disengagement from some of the Palestinian territories is only
one indication of this trend. Proactive counter-proliferation is given a
clear preference vis-à-vis arms control. The changes in US policies towards rejection of multilateralism and adoption of unilateralism and preemption make it easier for Israel to adopt a similar course.
There is less discourse on regional cooperation. Because of the deep
sense of disappointment dominating the Israeli scene the public do not
want any more illusions. Past statements by former Prime Minister Shimon Peres about a New Middle East that cooperates economically and

ISRAEL’S UPDATED PERSPECTIVE ON WMD

377

in other areas are being ridiculed. Cooperative security concepts cannot
be absorbed in such an atmosphere.
All this implies that, although there has been no declaratory change in
the basic set of principles and premises listed above, they are related to
as a set of conditions that cannot be fulﬁlled at any foreseeable future
date, and therefore it is not realistic to expect any real progress in arms
control in the Middle East at the moment. The shelving of the idea of
being more engaged in arms control became easier because of a corresponding change in US arms control policies. It is usually more convenient for Israel to follow US policies because of the very close relationship between the two states. Moreover, Israel can expect no real
pressure to change its arms control policies as long as the United States
holds its present policies.
Another important facet of this approach is a change in Israel’s
approach to conﬁdence- and security-building measures (CSBMs). There
is no trust in the intentions of the Arab states and CSBMs are looked
upon as insigniﬁcant measures sometimes suggested by Arab states to
lure Israel into making much more signiﬁcant concessions. The indifference of the Israeli leadership and media towards the Arab Peace Initiative adopted at the Arab League’s Beirut summit in 2002, which was generally based on a Saudi peace plan, is an example of this disillusioned
approach.
There have also been some developments in concrete arms control
issues. The perception that the NPT does not respond adequately to security problems in the Middle East was strengthened because of more cases
of states signatories to the NPT being actively involved in military nuclear programmes that were not uncovered by IAEA monitoring. Israel
is especially concerned about the ability of more states using their right
under the NPT to engage in nuclear fuel production to divert the technology and the industrial capacity needed to the production of nuclear
warheads.
In this context, efforts are being made in Israel to develop new conceptions of arms control regimes that will close this wide gap.

The NPT
According to Ephraim Asculai, a former Israel Atomic Energy Commission ofﬁcial, the main problems of the present NPT regime are: the illicit
quest of member states for nuclear weapons; the provision of illicit assistance to such states; the failure to implement Article IV of the NPT relating to access of signatories to civilian nuclear technology; the possibility
of withdrawal from the NPT, which can be used by states such as North
Korea and Iran; and the problem of the three non-NPT states (India, Pa-
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kistan and Israel).12 To solve these problems, he suggests a new regime
to replace the NPT that would include the three non-NPT states.
The main elements of the suggested regime are:
1. All states will sign Safeguards Agreements; that includes the NPT
nuclear-weapon states and the non-NPT nuclear states.
2. Only ﬁssile materials will be monitored. In weapon states, only ﬁssile
materials produced for peaceful purposes will be monitored. The purpose of this suggestion is to remove from the IAEA the huge number
of tasks that prevent it from implementing an effective monitoring
function where it is needed.
3. The nuclear fuel cycle will be internationalized. No individual state
will be allowed to produce nuclear fuel. That will prevent diversion of
machinery and ﬁssile material to military projects.
4. The nuclear suppliers’ regime will encompass all potential suppliers,
including the non-NPT weapon states. This would close a major potential source of leakage of nuclear technology, as was manifested by
the A. Q. Khan network. It would also limit the possibilities for nonstate actors to acquire nuclear technologies.
It is difﬁcult to assume that the international community will be capable
of accepting a new non-proliferation regime based on this full set of principles because of the tension between the non-weapon states and the
weapon states and because of the expected opposition of the Arab states
to any implied legitimization of the nuclear status of Israel. However,
practical elements of this proposal, such as the internationalization of nuclear fuel production and introducing some elements of monitoring of all
weapon states and potential suppliers, are worthy of attention.

The CTBT
Israel has not given up its support for the CTBT and it still cooperates in
the monitoring system developed for this treaty, although it did not ratify
it because it decided to follow the lead of the United States.

The CWC
There is no change in Israel’s approach to the CWC. It is still postponing
its ratiﬁcation until the other states in the region sign the treaty. In recent
years, only Libya has decided to give up its chemical weapons and join
the CWC; other Arab states have only accelerated the development and
production of chemical weapons. Therefore Israel does not see any reason to reconsider its position. From Israel’s perspective, the CWC organization has not yet proved its effectiveness, mainly because of four
groups of problems:

ISRAEL’S UPDATED PERSPECTIVE ON WMD

379

 no challenge inspections were put in place;
 huge delays have occurred in the necessary legislation among many
member states;
 no regular reports are made by most states and there are discrepancies
in the existing reports that are not dealt with;
 the monitoring system does not currently cover chemical factories,
which can easily be converted into weapons-producing sites.13

The BTWC
There is no change either in Israel’s attitude towards the Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention, which is viewed as an unveriﬁable regime
that is stagnating.14 Israel is not considering joining this regime. One
can assume that, if the attempts to develop a veriﬁable biological weapons treaty bear fruit, Israel will have to rethink its position. This time,
the decision to sign such a treaty would be much more difﬁcult because
of Israel’s generally negative approach to arms control and because of
its negative experience of the CWC. Israel hoped that its signing of the
CWC would be followed by the Arab states, but it was disappointed and
therefore remains in the awkward position of a signatory that has not
ratiﬁed the treaty. Israel can assume that the Arab reaction to its future
signing of a biological convention would be no different and it would
avoid the inconvenience by not signing it.

Conclusion
There is much concern in Israel about WMD proliferation in the Middle
East. It is mostly focused on the Iranian nuclear project. The engagement
of the international community with this issue is helping Israel to delay
a decision on taking unilateral action until it has seen the results of this
engagement.
Notions of cooperation on arms control and regional security are going
through a difﬁcult period in Israel. Their revival is dependent on a
change of atmosphere in the Middle East. This implies that the international community will have to give ﬁrst priority to ameliorating the
Arab–Israeli conﬂict and speciﬁcally the Israeli–Palestinian conﬂict if
there is a wish to start a real dialogue on regional security arrangements,
including regional arms control. Recent developments in the Israeli–
Palestinian arena and their positive impact on the Israeli–Arab relationship in general may raise hopes that in the not too distant future some
sort of a resumption of a dialogue on arms control will be possible.
Because of its growing proliferation concerns, Israel is probably still

380

SHLOMO BROM

examining different proactive counter-proliferation options. Some of
them may lead to a clash between Israel and Iran. All of this is adding
an additional element of instability to the Middle East, which has to be
addressed by the international community.
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Nuclear threats from
non-state actors
William C. Potter

Introduction
The subject of non-state actors and weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
has been the focus of sporadic scholarly research and policy analysis for
decades.1 A major surge of research and US government spending on
chemical and biological weapons terrorism followed the 20 March 1995
sarin attack on the Tokyo subway by the Japanese doomsday cult Aum
Shinrikyo, and an even greater and sustained level of international attention to all dimensions of WMD terrorism has occurred since 11 September 2001. In the aftermath of the sophisticated attacks by al-Qaeda on
multiple US targets, the issue of nuclear terrorism has generated particular attention as many analysts have revised their assessments about the
readiness and ability of non-state actors to resort to different forms of nuclear violence. This chapter provides a brief introduction to the four principal kinds of nuclear terrorism, the motivations of potential nuclear terrorists, the barriers to nuclear terrorism, and the means available to the
international community to reduce the probability of nuclear terror acts
with the highest consequences.

The four faces of nuclear terrorism
Non-state actors have essentially four mechanisms by which they can exploit civilian and nuclear assets internationally to serve their terrorist
goals:
383
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 the dispersal of radioactive material by conventional explosives or
other means – a radiological dispersal device (RDD);
 attacks against or sabotage of nuclear facilities, in particular nuclear
power plants, causing the release of radioactivity;
 the theft or purchase of ﬁssile material leading to the fabrication and
detonation of a crude nuclear weapon – an improvised nuclear device
(IND); and
 the theft and detonation of an intact nuclear weapon.
All of these nuclear threats are real, all merit the attention of the international community, and all require the expenditure of signiﬁcant resources
to reduce the likelihood and impact of their occurrence. The threats,
however, are different and vary widely in their probability of occurrence,
their consequences for human and ﬁnancial loss, and the ease with which
one can intervene to reduce their destructive outcome.2
The risk of nuclear terrorism can be deﬁned as the probability of an
event multiplied by its consequences. Thus, the greater the probability
or the greater the consequences, the higher the overall risks.
Nuclear terrorism experts generally agree that the nuclear terror acts
with the highest consequences – those involving nuclear explosives – are
the least likely to occur because they are the most difﬁcult to accomplish.3 Conversely, the acts with the least damaging consequences – those
involving release of radioactivity but no nuclear explosion – are the most
likely to occur because they are the easiest to carry out. Constructing and
detonating an improvised nuclear device, for example, is far more challenging than building and setting off a radiological dispersal device, because an IND is much more complex technologically and the necessary
materials are far more difﬁcult to obtain. Thus, an IND presents a less
likely threat than does an RDD. In contrast, the consequences of an
IND explosion are orders of magnitude more devastating than the damage from use of an RDD.
The probability component of the terrorism risk equation includes
both ease of access to nuclear assets and the readiness of non-state actors
to employ those assets. Most analyses to date have focused on the important issues of terrorist capabilities and their access to nuclear weapons
and material, but largely have ignored the question of terrorist motivations to undertake different acts of nuclear destruction.

Motivations
The conventional wisdom about terrorists – until recently – was that very
few would be inclined to carry out an attack using WMD even if they had
the capability to do so.4 This perspective was perhaps best stated by
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Brian Jenkins of the RAND Corporation who observed that ‘‘[t]errorists
want a lot of people watching, not a lot of people dead’’.5 Historically,
this assessment probably is correct, at least for terrorist organizations
with clear political agendas. Such groups generally have viewed masscasualty attacks as counter-productive, having the potential not only to
alienate current and prospective supporters of the organization but also
to jeopardize group cohesion by violating widely shared taboos, as well
as to provoke severe government repression.6 There is little evidence to
suggest that most terrorist groups have abandoned this aversion to WMD
terrorism. The growing lethality of conventional terrorist attacks during
the past two decades, however, indicates the emergence of a new breed
of terrorist ready to inﬂict mass violence in pursuit of a variety of goals
often unrelated to concrete political objectives.7
Amy Sands identiﬁes at least four general categories of non-state actors that might pursue nuclear terrorism. They are apocalyptic groups,
politico-religious organizations, nationalist/separatist groups, and singleissue terrorists.8 Apocalyptic groups that perceive the end of the existing world order as near often are driven by an extreme passion to hasten events, and may resort to violence. These groups, which have long
existed, today include the Christian Identity Movement, who possess a
deep conviction of the need to purify the world by eliminating nonbelievers. This self-righteous conviction is shared by politico-religious
terrorists, who combine both political and religious motivations. At least
one of these hybrid groups, al-Qaeda, is known to advocate catastrophic
terrorism against Western targets. Nationalist/separatist terrorist groups
such as the Irish Republican Army, the Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka and
various rebel factions from Chechnya generally have more narrowly focused political objectives for a speciﬁc ethnic group than do apocalyptic
or politico-religious terrorists. Typically, these include the pursuit of political independence. Violence often is employed as a means to this end,
but also may arise to exact revenge. Single-issue terrorists also usually
have a very focused political or social agenda, such as anti-abortion and
animal liberation. Such groups in the past have rarely expressed interest
in mass-casualty attacks, although some include violence-prone extremist
factions.9
It is beyond the scope of this chapter to probe very deeply into the
nuclear terrorism motivations of these categories of terrorist groups. It
would appear, however, that the deﬁning characteristics of these groups
are likely to inﬂuence signiﬁcantly their attraction or aversion to speciﬁc
forms of nuclear terrorism.
Apocalyptic and politico-terrorist groups are most likely to be attracted to the acquisition/manufacture and use of nuclear explosives (i.e.
intact nuclear weapons or INDs). Demonstration of such a capability

386

WILLIAM C. POTTER

might be perceived by these groups as conferring upon them a near statelike status and prestige, as well as considerable political and military leverage. As Sands notes, apocalyptic groups may also believe that a nuclear detonation will hasten the end of the world by causing mass terror
and destruction, and, for a politico-religious group such as al-Qaeda,
even the credible threat of a nuclear detonation would have an extraordinary psychological impact on the enemy.10 Were al-Qaeda either to acquire an intact nuclear weapon or to manufacture an IND, one would
have to anticipate its use since a nuclear detonation would represent the
ultimate blow against the perceived enemy.
It is much more difﬁcult to envisage the use of high-end nuclear terrorism by either nationalist/separatist or single-issue groups. Both would
be hard-pressed to reconcile any potential beneﬁts in perceived military
prowess with the enormous political costs of a nuclear explosion. However, some nationalist/separatist groups might believe they could beneﬁt
from the perception by their adversaries that they possessed an enormous capacity to inﬂict punishment. Given the political aims of traditional nationalist/separatist groups, one might assume that, to the extent
they are drawn to nuclear terrorism, they are likely to prefer lowerconsequence varieties. Employment of a radiological dispersal device,
for example, could be perceived as having a greater symbolic impact
than a plain conventional explosive but without inﬂicting such high casualties as to rule out a negotiated political settlement. An attack on a nuclear facility, especially if it were located at a considerable distance from
the organization’s ethnic support base, might be regarded in similar terms.
That being said, the extraordinarily irrational and brutal attack by fanatical Chechen terrorists against hundreds of schoolchildren in Beslan,
Russia, in September 2004 requires one to reassess the force of the
disincentives against high-end nuclear violence usually attributed to
nationalist/separatist groups.
To the extent that single-issue terrorist groups contemplate nuclear
threats, their objectives are more likely to be mass disruption than destruction, with the aim of inﬂuencing policy. An anti-nuclear-power terrorist group, for example, might condone attacks on nuclear facilities as
a means of discrediting the nuclear power industry. Historically, most attacks of this nature have been directed at nuclear facilities that were not
yet operational.11
The aims and obsessions of the terrorist organization’s leadership are
apt to have a signiﬁcant impact on the attractiveness of nuclear weapons
to the group. Shoko Asahara, the leader of Aum Shinrikyo, for example,
was obsessed with nuclear weapons and sought unsuccessfully to obtain
them.12 Osama bin Laden also has emphasized the need for al-Qaeda to
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possess the same weapons as its adversaries – a need he has characterized
as a ‘‘religious duty’’.13
Although charismatic and authoritarian leaders such as Asahara and
bin Laden may be able to impose their nuclear aspirations on the group,
it also is possible that a leadership struggle within a terrorist organization
could produce a more radical splinter group. When such ﬁssures occur,
they often produce more extreme behaviour as the factions jockey for
power. Sands suggests that, in such circumstances, ‘‘the resort to nuclear
terrorism might provide the new, more violent faction with just the right
display of innovative destructiveness to claim center stage and power
within the larger organization’’.14
Fortunately, even for those terrorist organizations that are not dissuaded from nuclear terrorism by moral considerations or fears of reprisal, there are major implementation challenges. These include technical
hurdles and access to nuclear assets, barriers that vary signiﬁcantly across
the four categories of nuclear terrorism.

Barriers to nuclear terrorism
Radiological dispersal devices
A terrorist organization intent upon nuclear terrorism involving a radiological dispersal device would have to accomplish four basic tasks:
 acquire radioactive materials through theft, purchase, gift, diversion or
discovery of a lost radioactive source;
 utilize the materials to construct a device to release radiation;
 deliver the radiological weapon to a high-value target; and
 detonate the RDD or disperse the radioactive material through some
other mechanism.
In this ‘‘chain of causation’’, acquiring the radioactive material would be
the most difﬁcult step for a terrorist group to accomplish. Yet many scenarios offer pathways for terrorists to obtain potent radioactive materials.
They include deliberate transfer by a national government, unauthorized
‘‘insider’’ assistance, looting during times of political or social unrest, licensing fraud, organized crime, theft from facilities, and the recovery of
‘‘orphan sources’’ that are outside regulatory controls owing to abandonment or lax accounting.15
Millions of tons of radioactive material exist globally, much of it in the
form of spent nuclear fuel. Highly radioactive sources such as cobalt-60,
caesium-137, irridium-192 and strontium-90 are also used widely in agriculture, industry, medicine and research. No reliable inventory of these
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materials exists, and a large percentage of these sources are no longer in
use, having been discarded or lost. Although many radiological sources
are neither readily accessible nor easy to incorporate into an RDD, ‘‘orphan’’ sources have turned up repeatedly on the black market and are
known to have been acquired by Chechen rebels in Russia.
The ‘‘dirty bomb’’ variant of RDDs can be produced by matching
radioactive sources with conventional explosives. In principle, sources
could range from low-level industrial, research or medical waste to spent
nuclear fuel and high-level defence waste. In addition, RDDs could involve non-explosive dispersal means such as the concealment of radiation
sources in the ventilation systems of public buildings or in other conﬁned
and crowded venues.
Should a terrorist group succeed in acquiring radioactive materials and
make a radiological weapon, it still would confront the task of delivering
the device to the group’s intended target. However, because high-risk
radioactive materials are prevalent in the United States and practically
all other nations, a terrorist organization would not necessarily need to
import the device or transport it over a long distance.
RDDs probably constitute the most immediate nuclear terrorist
threat because of generally lax security for radiological sources, their
widespread availability and the relative ease with which RDDs can be assembled. These weapons, however, are unlikely to pose a major threat in
terms of human casualties. The greater risk concerns their potential for
disrupting society by instilling widespread panic and necessitating costly
clean-up operations.16

Sabotage of nuclear facilities
A terrorist group that wants to damage a nuclear facility for the purpose
of releasing radioactivity to the surrounding environment would need to:
 identify a nuclear power plant or other nuclear facility that is vulnerable to attack;
 decide how to strike the facility; and
 overcome the facility’s protective measures to cause an off-site release
of radioactivity.
According to a report by the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA), worldwide there are 438 nuclear power reactors, 277 operational research reactors and hundreds of fuel-cycle facilities, including
uranium mills and conversion plants, enrichment plants, fuel fabrication
plants, interim storage sites and reprocessing facilities.17 Many of these
facilities, which are distributed throughout much of the world, are deﬁcient in such basic defensive elements as intact perimeter defences, vehicle barriers and surveillance cameras. Others lack armed guards for
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both cultural and economic reasons. Many have never been subject to
design basis threat analyses to determine their vulnerability to terrorist
attack or sabotage, and few have been subject to performance-testing
based upon realistic threats. Moreover, there are no binding international regulations requiring states to meet minimum security standards
at either research or power plants.
Nuclear facilities vary widely across type and country, and terrorists
would certainly tailor their attack to the peculiarities of the target. In
most instances, they probably would seek to recruit an insider at the facility who was familiar with its speciﬁc vulnerabilities and protective measures. Among the means terrorists might employ to attack nuclear facilities are hijacked commercial airplanes, truck bombs, waterborne attacks
and commando-type attacks by land.18 Terrorists also might seek to employ cyber-terrorism in order disable a facility’s safety systems.19
An attack with conventional weapons on or sabotage of a nuclear
power facility have the potential to cause far more casualties and economic chaos than an RDD, although both involve the release of radioactive material. The risk of a catastrophic accident is especially acute for
those nuclear power plants that lack containment structures and redundant safety features. In this regard, the consequences of the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear accident are illustrative. In addition to the 31 workers who
were killed directly as a consequence of their emergency on-site response
efforts, approximately 1,800 excess thyroid cancers developed among
the surrounding populace exposed to radioactivity from the accident. It
has been estimated that an additional 24,000 leukaemia cases may result
from the Chernobyl accident, although it is difﬁcult for public health researchers to determine deﬁnitively how many deaths ultimately are linked
to the nuclear disaster.20 The impact of Chernobyl also included the permanent evacuation of more than 100,000 people from the area surrounding the nuclear plant and staggering economic costs of upwards of several
hundred billion dollars related to the site clean-up, contamination of arable land, medical care, the building of a giant sarcophagus to enclose the
destroyed reactor, and the construction of replacement energy generation capacity.21
Research reactors, spent fuel storage sites and reprocessing facilities
also constitute potential terrorist targets. In the United States, for example, there are three dozen research reactors in 23 states, many of
which are located at universities. Research reactors, however, generally
are much less vulnerable to core accidents than are power reactors, contain less radioactive fuel than do power reactors, and therefore represent
a lower risk in terms of the potential consequences of a terrorist attack
designed to disperse radioactive debris.
Because of the sheer amount of radioactive material present, terrorists
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might be attracted to spent nuclear fuel storage sites. In most countries,
spent fuel is stored near the reactors where it was produced. In the
United States, for example, over 40,000 metric tons of spent fuel are
stored under water in cooling ponds adjacent to the power reactors. A
much smaller quantity of spent fuel is stored in dry casks. Although the
consequences of a terrorist attack on spent fuel storage sites are very dependent on the characteristics of those facilities, an assessment by the
National Research Council of the US National Academies concludes that,
in most instances, little or no release of radioactivity is likely, owing to
the robust nature of the storage casks and the ability to provide emergency cooling of the fuel using ‘‘low-tech’’ measures. The National Research Council report also minimizes the threat posed by spent fuel in
transport in the United States because of the protection provided by the
fuel containers.22 These optimistic conclusions, however, are not shared
by other analysts, who are especially worried about the potential for
spent fuel in cooling ponds to catch ﬁre, with possibly catastrophic loss
of life and environmental damage.23
Although not widely known, there have been a number of incidents in
which nuclear power facilities were the target of criminal or terrorist actions. One of the most serious acts of sabotage occurred in 1982 in South
Africa when four bombs were detonated at the nearly commissioned
Koeberg nuclear power station. At least four incidents also involved nuclear power plants in Lithuania and Russia in the mid-1990s.

Improvised nuclear devices
A terrorist group motivated to manufacture and detonate an IND would
need to:24
 acquire sufﬁcient ﬁssile material to fabricate an IND;
 fabricate the weapon;
 transport the intact IND (or its components) to a high-value target; and
 detonate the IND.
In the chain of causation, the most difﬁcult challenge for a terrorist organization would most likely be obtaining the ﬁssile material necessary to
construct an IND. Terrorists could attempt to exploit many acquisition
routes. In particular, a state might voluntarily share ﬁssile material with
a terrorist group or sell the material to it; a senior ofﬁcial or governmental element with authorized access to such materials might, for ideological or mercenary motives, provide them to terrorists, without the express
approval of government leaders; the immediate custodians of the material, for money or ideology or under duress, might provide highly enriched uranium (HEU) or plutonium (Pu) to the organization or assist it
in seizing the material by force or stealth; or terrorists might obtain the
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material by force or stealth without insider help. Finally, nuclear weapon
materials could come into the hands of terrorists during a period of political turmoil, including one brought on by a coup or revolution. Such scenarios are not far-fetched. The IAEA’s Illicit Trafﬁcking Database, as
well as other databases, has recorded a number of incidents in which
proliferation-signiﬁcant quantities of ﬁssile material have been stolen –
most involving material from the former Soviet states.25
The problem of protecting ﬁssile material globally has many dimensions, the most signiﬁcant of which is the vast quantity of HEU and plutonium situated at approximately 350 different sites in nearly ﬁve dozen
countries. It is estimated that there are more than 2,000 metric tons of
ﬁssile material – enough for over 200,000 nuclear weapons. Many of the
sites holding this material lack adequate material protection, control and
accounting measures; some are outside of the IAEA’s safeguards system;
and many exist in countries without independent nuclear regulatory
bodies or rules, regulations and practices consistent with a meaningful
safeguards culture.
The special dangers of HEU
In a pre-9/11 world, where states constituted the main proliferation challenge, it made sense to treat Pu and HEU as roughly equivalent dangers.
Today, however, in a world where non-state actors pose greater threats
in terms of the likely use of nuclear weapons, efforts must be focused
much more on rapidly securing, consolidating and eliminating the vast
stocks of HEU globally. The principal reason for this needed shift in emphasis, which is not yet evident in the policies of either national governments or international organizations, is the much easier task for terrorists
of building an HEU-based nuclear weapon. Many experts, for example,
have concluded that a gun-type improvised nuclear device is well within
the technical reach of some non-state actors with access to HEU.
The most basic type of nuclear weapon is a gun-type device.26 As its
name suggests, it ﬁres a projectile. The projectile in this type of weapon
is a piece of highly enriched uranium. Moreover, like a gun, a gun-type
device would use a gun barrel to direct the projectile. To ignite a nuclear
explosion, the HEU projectile would travel down the barrel to another
piece of HEU. The HEU pieces would both be sub-critical – that is,
each one by itself could not sustain an explosive chain reaction – but
once they combined they would form a super-critical mass.
Weapons-grade HEU – uranium enriched to over 90 per cent U-235 –
would be the most effective material for a gun-type device. However,
even HEU enriched to less than weapons-grade can lead to an explosive
chain reaction. The Hiroshima bomb, for example, used about 60 kg of
80 per cent enriched uranium. Terrorists would probably need about
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40–50 kg of weapons-grade or near weapons-grade HEU to have reasonable conﬁdence that the IND would work.27
Most physicists and nuclear weapons analysts have concluded that
construction of a gun-type device would pose few technological barriers
to technically competent terrorists.28 In 2002, the National Research
Council warned that ‘‘[c]rude HEU weapons could be fabricated without
state assistance’’.29 The Council further speciﬁed: ‘‘The primary impediment that prevents countries or technically competent terrorist groups
from developing nuclear weapons is the availability of [nuclear material],
especially HEU.’’30
Although there appears to be little doubt among the experts that technically competent terrorists could make a gun-type device given sufﬁcient
quantities of HEU, the question remains of how technically competent
they have to be and how large a team they would need. At one end of
the spectrum of analysis, there is the view that a suicidal terrorist could
literally drop one piece of HEU metal on top of another piece to form a
super-critical mass and initiate an explosive chain reaction. Nobel laureate Luis Alvarez’s oft-cited quote exempliﬁes this view:
With modern weapons-grade uranium, the background neutron rate is so low that
terrorists, if they have such material, would have a good chance of setting off a
high-yield explosion simply by dropping one half of the material onto the other
half. Most people seem unaware that if separated HEU is at hand it’s a trivial
job to set off a nuclear explosion . . . even a high school kid could make a bomb
in short order.31

However, to make sure that the group could surmount any technical
barriers, it would likely want to recruit team members who have knowledge of conventional explosives (needed to ﬁre one piece of HEU into
another), metalworking, draftsmanship and chemical processing (for example, in order to extract HEU metal from other chemical forms, such
as oxide- or aluminium-based reactor fuel). A well-ﬁnanced terrorist organization such as al-Qaeda would probably have little difﬁculty recruiting personnel with these skills. Concerning the size of the team and the
preparation time required, Albert Narath has estimated that ‘‘[o]nce the
HEU in metallic form is in hand it might require only a dozen individuals
with the right set of skills to accomplish the design and construction over
a period of perhaps a year’’.32 The period of preparation would allow for
‘‘rapid turn around’’, that is, ‘‘the device would be ready within a day or
so after obtaining the material’’. Carson Mark et al. also concluded that
‘‘[s]uch a device could be constructed by a group not previously engaged
in designing or building nuclear weapons’’.33 In a later analysis in November 2001, the Pugwash Council echoed this view by underscoring
that ‘‘sub-national terrorist groups could accomplish the challenge’’.34

NUCLEAR THREATS FROM NON-STATE ACTORS

393

There are many potential sources of HEU for would-be terrorists or
state proliferators. Particularly high-risk sites are present in Russia, Kazakhstan, Ukraine and Belarus, as well as other countries that received
Soviet-origin HEU. Many of these sites contain HEU fuel for research
reactors. Also vulnerable is HEU in the form of fuel for naval reactors.
Indeed, a number of the conﬁrmed cases involving illicit nuclear trafﬁcking involve naval fuel.
Assuming that nuclear terrorists were able to acquire the necessary ﬁssile material and manufacture an IND, they would need to transport the
device (or its components) to the target site. Although an assembled IND
would likely be heavy – perhaps weighing up to 1 ton – trucks and commercial vans could easily haul a device that size. In addition, container
ships and commercial airplanes could provide delivery means. Terrorists
also might try to assemble and detonate a gun-type device at a ﬁssile material storage site, assuming that this site contained sufﬁcient quantities of
readily usable HEU metal, the terrorists were suicidal, and the assault
team included members versed in the relevant technical skills of gun devices.35 Inasmuch as, by deﬁnition, terrorists constructing an IND would
be familiar with its design, the act of detonating the device would be relatively straightforward and present few technical difﬁculties.
The risk of state-sanctioned nuclear assistance
Acquiring weapons-usable ﬁssile material directly from a sympathetic
national government would simplify signiﬁcantly the requirements for a
terrorist organization intent upon acquiring an IND. Presumably such
a state sponsor would also provide assistance in fabricating an IND, perhaps by providing a design or the non-nuclear components or by machining the HEU or plutonium into appropriate shapes before handing it
over. Such material might be provided to terrorist groups by a state that
hoped to see an IND used against an opponent but wanted to be in a position to deny its involvement and reduce the threat of retaliation.
Prior to Operation Iraqi Freedom in Iraq, the Bush administration expressed fear that Saddam Hussein might provide nuclear weapons support to terrorist groups. It is now clear, however, that there was neither
credible evidence at the time of an active Iraqi nuclear weapons programme nor any plans on the part of Saddam Hussein to provide nuclear
assistance to non-state actors. Today, the greatest sources of concern regarding the deliberate transfer of nuclear weapon material and/or knowhow by a national government to a terrorist organization are Pakistan,
North Korea and Iran.
Regarding Pakistan, questions remain about the nature and extent
of government complicity in Dr Abdul Qadeer Khan’s transfers between 1989 and 2003 of highly sensitive material for nuclear weapon pro-
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grammes in Iran, Libya and North Korea – all of which were considered
by the United States to be state sponsors of terrorism. If the government
of Pakistan was involved, it was apparently unconcerned about whether
terrorists might obtain ﬁssile materials, and potentially an IND, from
these sympathetic governments. Moreover, although Pakistani President
Pervez Musharraf has given his support to the US-led ‘‘war on terror’’,
including the ousting of the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and the elimination of al-Qaeda, some senior elements of the Pakistani political establishment oppose this support, and Musharraf was the target of two assassination attempts in December 2003. This history raises concerns that
individuals supportive of radical Islamist groups may come to power in
Pakistan and might give Pakistani nuclear weapon material to a terrorist
organization, although it is assumed that the Musharraf government
would not do so.
Although some North Korean ofﬁcials have provoked concern that
North Korea might transfer nuclear materials outside of that country,
their statements have not speciﬁcally mentioned transactions with terrorists. In addition, there are no known ties between the North Korean
government and extremist terrorist groups. However, North Korea has
had ties to international terrorism in the past. Moreover, it has sold ballistic missiles to other states of concern, and it has engaged in counterfeiting currency and selling illicit drugs. Such transactions indicate the desperate condition of North Korea and raise the risk that Pyongyang may
decide to sell nuclear materials, either directly or indirectly, to terrorist
groups. In April 2004, US intelligence analysts revised their estimate of
the size of the North Korean nuclear arsenal, assessing that it had grown
from two to eight weapons. The increase would make it possible for
North Korea to sell one or perhaps two weapons, or the ﬁssile material
needed to make them, while retaining a signiﬁcant nuclear deterrent.36
In May 2004, news reports raised suspicions that North Korea might
have sold uranium to Libya, a country that had been of proliferation concern until December 2003. According to the reports, it is possible that in
early 2001 North Korea provided Libya with almost 2 metric tons of uranium that was not enriched for weapons use but that could have been fed
into a uranium enrichment cascade that Libya had been manufacturing.37
Although evidence has yet to emerge that North Korea has used a nuclear trading network to sell nuclear material intentionally or inadvertently to terrorist organizations, the apparent North Korean–Libyan connection should serve as a warning about North Korean readiness to
export nuclear commodities with little regard to the end user. That being
said, there are also reports that North Korea is prepared to reassure the
United States that it has no intention of providing nuclear materials to
terrorists. Selig Harrison, an American analyst specializing in North-east
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Asian security issues, reported in May 2004 that North Korean ofﬁcials
said that they would pledge never to transfer such materials to terrorists,
suggesting that this commitment could be part of a larger security package between the United States and North Korea.38
Unlike North Korea, Iran presently does have ties to Islamist terrorist
groups. Although Iran is widely believed to be seeking nuclear arms,
there is no evidence to date to indicate that it has acquired these weapons. Moreover, there is no indication that Tehran has given WMD of any
kind to terrorist organizations. Nonetheless, future transactions cannot be
ruled out.
As of mid-2005, no other states possessing sizeable quantities of
nuclear-weapons-usable materials are thought to have close ties to terrorist organizations. Moreover, even states that actively support terrorist
groups would be highly unlikely to transfer such materials to terrorists.
The transferring state would risk massive retaliation from the United
States and its allies if the material were traced back to the state. The
fear of discovery would likely serve as an effective means of deterrence
in most situations.
However, the greatest risk of such transactions is likely to involve
states that are facing imminent regime change. These states might have
little to lose by handing the ingredients for an IND to a terrorist group
as a last means of striking against an opponent.39 For example, some observers expressed concern prior to the 2003 US-led war against Iraq that
regime change might provoke Saddam Hussein to transfer WMD material to non-state actors.40 Thus, an unintended consequence of overthrowing the governments of states possessing HEU or plutonium could
be to provoke them to aid or abet nuclear terrorists.

Intact nuclear weapons
In order for terrorists to detonate an intact nuclear weapon at a designated target they would have to:
 acquire an intact nuclear charge;
 bypass or defeat any safeguards against unauthorized use incorporated
into the intact weapons; and
 detonate the weapon.
By far the most difﬁcult challenge in this chain of causation would be acquisition of the intact weapon itself. Possible pathways for acquisition include deliberate transfer by a national government, unauthorized assistance from senior government ofﬁcials, assistance from the custodian of
the state’s nuclear weapons, seizure by force without an insider’s help,
and acquisition during loss of state control over its nuclear assets owing
to political unrest, revolution or anarchy.41
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According to conventional wisdom, intact nuclear weapons are more
secure than are their ﬁssile material components. Although this perspective is probably correct, as is the view that the theft of a nuclear weapon
is less likely than other nuclear terrorist scenarios, one should not be
complacent about nuclear weapons security. Of particular concern are
non-strategic or tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs), of which thousands
exist, none covered by formal arms control accords. Because of their relatively small size, large number and, in some instances, lack of electronic
locks and deployment outside of central storage sites, TNWs would appear to be the nuclear weapon of choice for terrorists.
The overwhelming majority of TNWs reside in Russia, although estimates about the size of the arsenal vary widely.42 The United States
also deploys a small arsenal of under 500 TNWs – in the form of gravity
bombs – in Europe.
A major positive step towards enhancing the security of TNWs was
taken following the parallel, unilateral Presidential Nuclear Initiatives of
1991/1992. In their respective declarations, the American and Russian
presidents declared that they would eliminate many types of TNW, including artillery-ﬁred atomic projectiles, tactical nuclear warheads and
atomic demolition munitions, and would place most other classes of
TNW in ‘‘central storage’’. Although Russia proceeded to dismantle several thousand TNWs, it has been unwilling to withdraw unilaterally all of
its remaining TNWs from forward bases or even to relocate to central
storage in a timely fashion those categories of TNW covered by the
1991/1992 declarations. Moreover, in recent years, neither the United
States nor Russia has displayed any inclination to pursue negotiations to
reduce TNWs further or to reinforce the informal and fragile TNW regime based on parallel, unilateral declarations.
Although Russia has been the focus of most international efforts to enhance the security of nuclear weapons, many experts are also concerned
about nuclear weapons security in South Asia, and particularly in Pakistan. Extremist Islamist groups within Pakistan and the surrounding region, a history of political instability, uncertain loyalties of senior ofﬁcials
in the civilian and military nuclear chain of command, and a nascent nuclear command and control system increase the risk that Pakistan’s nuclear arms could fall into the hands of terrorists. Little deﬁnitive information is available, however, on the security of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons
or of those in its nuclear neighbour, India.
Should a terrorist organization obtain an intact nuclear weapon, in
most instances it would still need to overcome mechanisms in the weapon
intended to prevent its use by unauthorized persons. In addition to electronic locks, known as permissive action links (PALs), nuclear weapons
may be safeguarded through so-called ‘‘saﬁng, arming, fusing, and ﬁring’’
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(SAFF) procedures. For example, the arming sequence for a warhead
may require changes in altitude, acceleration or other parameters veriﬁed
by sensors built into the weapon to ensure that the warhead can be used
only according to a speciﬁc mission proﬁle. Finally, weapons may be protected from unauthorized use by a combination of complex procedural
arrangements (requiring the participation of many individuals) and authenticating codes authorizing each individual to activate the weapon.43
All operational US nuclear weapons have PALs. Most authorities believe that Russian strategic nuclear weapons and modern shorter-range
systems also incorporate these safeguards, but they are less conﬁdent
that older Russian TNWs are equipped with PALs.44 Operational British
and French nuclear weapons (with the possible exception of French
submarine-launched ballistic missile warheads) are probably protected
by PALs. The safeguards on warheads of the other nuclear-armed states
cannot be determined reliably from open sources, but are more likely to
rely on procedures other than PALs to prevent unauthorized use (e.g. a
three-man rule).45
Unless assisted by sympathetic experts, terrorists would ﬁnd it difﬁcult,
though not necessarily impossible, to disable or bypass PALs or other
safeguard measures. If stymied, terrorists might attempt to open the
weapon casing to obtain ﬁssile material in order to fabricate an IND.
However, the act of prying open the bomb casing might result in terrorists blowing themselves up with the conventional high explosives associated with nuclear warheads. Thus, terrorists would likely require the
services of insiders to perform this operation safely.
Assuming a terrorist organization could obtain a nuclear weapon and
had the ability to overcome any mechanisms built into the device to prevent its unauthorized detonation, it would still face the formidable task of
delivering the weapon to the group’s intended target. If the loss of a nuclear weapon were detected, as would be expected unless a state provided one to a terrorist organization, a massive hunt for the weapon
would be launched, involving law enforcement and military personnel
from many nations, assisted by nuclear specialists. This effort would be
accompanied by greatly intensiﬁed security over transportation links and
points of entry.
It is also possible terrorists might adopt strategies that minimized
transportation, such as detonating the weapon at a nearby, less than optimal target, or even at the place of acquisition. Nuclear detonation by a
non-state group virtually anywhere would terrorize citizens in potential
target countries around the globe, who would fear the perpetrators had
additional weapons at their disposal. The organization could exploit such
fears in order to blackmail governments into political concessions – for
example, demanding the withdrawal of military forces or political support
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from states the terrorists opposed. Indeed, the group might achieve these
results without a nuclear detonation, by providing proof that it had a nuclear weapon in its possession at a location unknown to its adversaries.
If a nuclear weapon were successfully transported to its target site and
any PALs disabled, a degree of technical competence would nonetheless
be required to determine how to trigger the device and provide the necessary electrical or mechanical input for detonation. Moreover, detonation could be daunting unless the detonators and the arming and ﬁring
sequence mechanisms had been preserved. Here, again, insider assistance
would be of considerable help. Thus, even this seemingly straightforward
aspect of the chain of causation would pose an obstacle to the terrorists’
goals.

Priority corrective measures
Major new initiatives to combat nuclear terrorism have been launched
by the US government, as well as by other states and international organizations, and considerable sums of ﬁnancial and political capital
have been committed to new and continuing programmes to enhance nuclear security. These initiatives include the adoption in April 2004 of UN
Security Council Resolution 1540, the US Department of Energy’s May
2004 Global Threat Reduction Initiative, the expanded G-8 Global
Partnership, and the Proliferation Security Initiative. Although these
and other efforts are worthy of support, it is not obvious that most are
the product of a careful and systematic assessment of the full range of
nuclear terrorist threats or are well informed about or coordinated with
other relevant initiatives. They also lack a sense of urgency and a clear
ordering of priorities. As a consequence, not enough attention is being
given to reducing the probability of nuclear terror acts with the highest
consequences – that is, preventing the terrorist detonation of a nuclear
explosive device – or to mitigating the consequences of the most likely
nuclear terror acts.

Reducing the probability of nuclear terrorism with improvised
nuclear devices and nuclear weapons
At least ﬁve steps should be undertaken as priority measures: (1) pursue
an HEU-ﬁrst strategy; (2) secure, consolidate and/or eliminate HEU in
Russia and globally; (3) focus on the South and Central Asian peril; (4)
promote the adoption of stringent global security standards; and (5) secure vulnerable tactical nuclear weapons.46
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Pursue an HEU-ﬁrst strategy
Because of the relative ease of construction of an IND with highly
enriched uranium, US and international non-proliferation assistance programmes in Russia should implement an HEU-ﬁrst strategy that would
secure, consolidate and down-blend all excess stocks of HEU before disposing of weapons-grade plutonium as reactor fuel. Speciﬁcally, priority
should be given to the acceleration of down-blending of Russian HEU
to a non-weapons-usable enrichment level; and the use of the recently
opened high-security Mayak Fissile Material Storage Facility for the storage of up to 200 tons of HEU.
Secure, consolidate and/or eliminate HEU in Russia and globally
Signiﬁcant quantities of ﬁssile materials exist in Russia and globally that
are not needed, are not in use and, in many instances, are not subject to
adequate safeguards. From the standpoint of nuclear terrorism, the risk is
most pronounced with respect to stockpiles of HEU in dozens of countries. It is imperative to secure, consolidate and, when possible, eliminate
these HEU stocks. The principle should be one in which fewer countries
retain HEU, fewer facilities within countries possess HEU, and fewer locations within those facilities have HEU present. Important components
of a policy guided by this principle include conversion of research reactors to run on low-enriched uranium (LEU), rapid repatriation of all
US- and Soviet/Russian-origin HEU (both fresh and irradiated), international legal prohibitions on exports of HEU-fuelled research and power
reactors, and down-blending of existing stocks of HEU to LEU. A policy
to accomplish these objectives must be informed by an understanding of
the signiﬁcant bureaucratic, technical, economic, political and national
security impediments to HEU consolidation and elimination, in addition
to the development of compelling incentives to overcome these obstacles.
Focus on the South and Central Asian peril
The international community should be more attentive to the nuclear terrorism danger with respect to INDs in South and Central Asia, a zone
where Islamist militant groups are active and where the risk of their gaining access to nuclear materials – especially from unreliable elements
within the Pakistani establishment or from certain vulnerable sites in
Kazakhstan – is highest. It is of urgent importance, therefore, to remove
the relatively small – but signiﬁcant in terms of nuclear terrorism (and
proliferation) – quantity of ﬁssile material from Central Asia and to
enhance Pakistani ﬁssile material protection, control and accounting.
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Means to accomplish the former objective are identiﬁed in the preceding
paragraph; the latter objective should be pursued by maximizing the
sharing of unclassiﬁed technology to help Pakistan securely manage
its nuclear assets in a manner consistent with the requirements of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). The NPTrecognized nuclear-weapon states also should develop contingency plans,
including the use of nuclear recovery teams, to help secure Pakistani nuclear assets in the event of instability. In most circumstances, such recovery efforts would require the cooperation of knowledgeable Pakistani
authorities.
Promote the adoption of stringent, global security standards
A modest step forward in enhancing the physical protection of nuclear
material was taken in July 2005 when delegates from 89 countries approved an amendment to the Convention on the Physical Protection of
Nuclear Material. The amended convention, which still must be ratiﬁed
by member states, extends a legally binding obligation to protect nuclear
material to domestic use and storage in addition to material in international transport. Unfortunately, however, no speciﬁc security standards
were adopted as amendments, and only general principles for nuclear security were adopted. As a consequence, it is desirable for as many likeminded states as possible to agree immediately to meet a stringent material protection standard, which should apply to all civilian and military
HEU.
Secure vulnerable tactical nuclear weapons
The last issue that must be addressed to reduce the likelihood of highestconsequence nuclear terrorism is securing Russia’s most vulnerable nuclear weapons, in particular those TNWs that are forward deployed
and portable and that may lack permissive action links. Speciﬁcally, the
United States must encourage Russia to implement fully its pledges
under the 1991/1992 Presidential Nuclear Initiatives, including the removal to central storage of all but one category of TNW. Ideally, all
TNWs should be stored at exceptionally secure facilities far from populated regions. In parallel, the United States should declare its intention
to return to US territory the small number of air-launched TNWs currently deployed in Europe. Although probably less vulnerable to terrorist
seizure than tactical nuclear weapons forward deployed in Russia, there
is no longer a military justiﬁcation for their presence in Europe. The US
action, although valuable in its own right, might be linked to Russian
agreement to move its tactical nuclear arms to more secure locations.
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Mitigating the consequences of the most likely nuclear terror acts
The use of radioactive materials to cause massive disruption and economic loss is by far the most likely nuclear terror act.47 Although the
loss of life and destruction of property would not begin to rival that
from a nuclear detonation, the harm caused would be grievous, particularly if radiological attacks were launched in multiple locations. Given
the signiﬁcant quantities of radioactive material currently outside regulatory control around the world, the unambiguous evidence of terrorist interest in using these materials to cause harm, and the ease of carrying out
a radiological attack, such an attack is all but inevitable. Thus, even as
the United States and other governments pursue measures to reduce the
availability of radioactive materials, they should greatly increase preparations for a radiological terror event by training federal, state and local
governments to cope with a radiological attack and developing decontamination technologies and post-attack therapies.
One of the most dangerous elements of a radiological attack is the
panic that it can spur, which would likely lead to more immediate casualties than the ionizing radiation itself triggered by the attack. It is therefore imperative that the public be psychologically immunized against the
threat of a radiological attack through an extensive public education
campaign. Such public education should help citizens to understand that
radiological attacks are unlikely to pose immediate threats to life and
that proper treatment can greatly reduce long-term health effects in
many instances.
Even as one prepares for the eventuality of a radiological attack, it is
essential to improve controls over radioactive materials so that over time
the likelihood of this form of nuclear terrorism can be reduced. For the
near term, the following initiatives can have the greatest impact:
 locate and secure the remaining radio-thermal generators in the former
Soviet Union, arranging for substitute technologies in remote locations
requiring electricity;
 impose mandatory physical security and accounting controls over the
most dangerous classes of radioactive sources, beginning with the most
potent;
 impose rigorous domestic licensing and import and export controls
over high-risk radioactive sources that include pre-licensing determinations of credentials and end users;
 actively promote the use of alternative technologies to radioactive
sources, where appropriate.
An attack on nuclear facilities constitutes a second variety of lowerend nuclear violence that is more likely to occur than terrorist detonation
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of a nuclear explosive. Although nuclear power plants with containment
structures and redundant safety features pose considerable obstacles to
would-be terrorists, important security gaps remain at nuclear facilities
in the United States and abroad. These gaps include a ‘‘design basis
threat’’ (which probably does not adequately reﬂect the magnitude of
the 9/11 attack – 19 motivated and well-trained terrorists operating in
four separate teams), the vulnerability of reactor control rooms and
some types of spent fuel ponds to attack from the air or from stand-off
weapons, too great a reliance on compliance-based (as opposed to
performance-based) approaches for evaluating plant security, and limited
physical protection at many research reactor sites. These security gaps
can and should be ﬁxed. However, they probably pose a lower risk than
either form of high-consequence nuclear terrorism or a radiological dispersal device and, therefore, require less urgent action.

Conclusion
Implementation of the priority measures listed above will not entirely
eliminate the risks posed by nuclear terrorism. Those risks will persist at
some level as long as nuclear weapons, weapons-usable nuclear material,
potent radioactive sources and nuclear power and research facilities continue to exist. As a consequence, national governments and international
organizations must carefully weigh the risks of nuclear terrorism when
making decisions about both civilian and military nuclear programmes.
Their choices will determine to a large degree the opportunities that
non-state actors will have in the realm of nuclear terrorism.
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Managing missiles after Iraq:
Going off course
Christophe Carle and Waheguru Pal Singh Sidhu

Introduction
Missiles have been a central aspect of the drawn-out crisis involving Iraq
since the 1980s for at least three reasons. First, Iraq has witnessed the
largest use of missiles – both ballistic and cruise – since the end of World
War II. Although it is impossible to ascertain with any certainty the exact
ﬁgures, conservative estimates suggest anything from 1,000 to 3,000 conventionally armed ballistic and cruise missiles have been used in the
three conﬂicts involving Iraq since 1980.1 Second, although missiles, especially those armed with nuclear weapons, have been a particular cause
of concern for international peace and security, the massive use of conventionally tipped cruise and ballistic missiles in the region has highlighted the serious threat posed even by non-nuclear-armed missiles. In
fact, despite persistent fears that missiles tipped with nuclear, biological
or chemical weapons might be used, there has been not a single instance
of the use of a non-conventionally armed missile in this region.2 Third,
the challenges posed by missile use in Iraq spurred on a series of political, military and technological efforts at the unilateral, plurilateral and
multilateral levels to manage missiles and missile-related behaviour not
only in this region but also in other regions of concern. Among the political initiatives are the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and
its off-spring, the Hague Code of Conduct (HCoC) against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, as well as the two United Nations (UN) panels of governmental experts on missiles. The military efforts include a shift from
406
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deterrence to pre-emption and defence. The technological efforts include
the development of a new generation of ballistic and cruise missile defence systems with far-reaching implications, notably for the weaponization of outer space.
These developments are occurring amidst a remarkable lack of negotiated international instruments focusing on missiles in themselves, rather
than on missiles as a way of controlling nuclear weapons. Indeed, today
there is ‘‘[no] universal norm, treaty or agreement governing the development, testing, production, acquisition, transfer, deployment or use
speciﬁcally of missiles’’.3 The disproportion between this paucity of
regulations and the centrality of missiles – both conventional and nonconventional – in contemporary international security, as evident in the
Iraq crisis, is becoming a yawning gap in the panoply of arms control.
To further complicate matters, the potential acquisition, possession, use
and transfer of certain types of missiles by non-state actors, especially in
the wake of the events of 11 September 2001, have also emerged as signiﬁcant international concerns.4
In light of these developments, this chapter will focus on the Iraqi experience in particular and will seek to draw some lessons for managing
missiles in general. We will begin with a brief historical overview of the
three Iraqi conﬂicts and the role of missiles in them and will lead up to
the effective disarmament of Iraqi missiles by the UN Special Commission (UNSCOM) and the UN Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection
Commission (UNMOVIC) before the start of the latest conﬂict.5 The
next section will examine the lessons drawn by the key actors from the
Iraqi experience. We will note that two trends have become discernible:
ﬁrst, an attempt by most states to address the issue of missiles through
political and diplomatic means; second, an effort by some states to deal
with the challenge through a combination of military and technological
means. A third trend was also evident in the form of the UNSCOM/
UNMOVIC inspections in Iraq: a combination of the political, diplomatic
and military means to disarm Iraq’s missiles and related nuclear, biological and chemical weapons. In the ﬁnal section we will note the relative
successes or shortcomings of these trends and suggest possible ways forward in trying to manage missiles in an effective and universally acceptable way.

Historical overview
At a time when intra-state wars appear to be the norm, Iraq has had the
dubious distinction of being involved in three inter-state wars. At least
two of these – the war with Iran and the invasion of Kuwait – were of its
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own making. It is less clear to what extent Baghdad can be held solely responsible for the latest US-led attack and occupation. Although initial
evidence, particularly from the United States and the United Kingdom
as well as from the United Nations, seemed to indicate that Iraq remained in violation of UN Security Council resolutions, recent evidence
suggests otherwise – Baghdad was probably in reluctant or even unbeknownst compliance with them.6

The Iran–Iraq war, 1980–1988
Although the origins of the eight-year Iran–Iraq war remain complex
and need not be discussed here in detail, it is important to note that this
was the ﬁrst war that witnessed extensive use of all types of missiles, including ballistic and cruise missiles.7 According to most accounts, Iraq
launched the so-called ‘‘war of the cities’’ by using FROG (free-rocketover-ground) 7 missiles against Iranian border towns. By the mid-1980s
Iraq had escalated to using Scud-B missiles, and between February and
April 1988 Baghdad is reported to have launched about 160 al-Husayn
extended-range Scud missiles at Tehran, Isfahan and Qom. UNSCOM’s
ﬁndings indicated some 516 Scud-class missiles ﬁred by Iraq during the
course of the war. During the mid to late 1980s, Iraq developed one of
the most active, if sometimes haphazard, delivery vehicle programmes
in the world, with a strong emphasis on ballistic missiles. Through a mix
of imported technology and equipment, foreign technical assistance and
local expenditure and infrastructure, Iraq made undeniable progress in
extending missile ranges and in clustering liquid-fuelled engines. More
exotic forms of long-range deliverers such as the infamous and ill-fated
‘‘supergun’’ were also experimented with. Iran, which appears to have
had a limited inventory in the early part of the war, is reported to have
retaliated with between 88 to 100 Scud missiles aimed at Baghdad during
the same time period.8 Although none of these missiles were tipped with
nuclear, chemical or biological weapons and inﬂicted only limited military damage, they appear to have dealt a psychological blow to the Iranian leadership, who capitulated to bring this war to an end.
According to Richard Russell, two lessons were learnt from this war:
‘‘ﬁrst that conventionally armed ballistic missiles can be used for political
advantage, and second, . . . either they have to be used in massive barrages or greater emphasis needs to be placed on . . . nuclear warheads’’.9
Remarkably, Iraq emerged from this war with a vastly improved missile
and nuclear programme. The advanced stage of the nuclear programme
was particularly impressive given the destruction of the Osirak reactor
in a spectacular Israeli raid in 1981. It also indicates the limits of preventive strikes.
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Operation Desert Storm, 1991
The 1990 invasion and occupation of Kuwait by Iraq formed the basis
for the 1991 Operation Desert Storm, which was mandated by the United
Nations to liberate Kuwait. Again, although the precise details of the war
are not essential here, it is important to note that this war too saw Baghdad and the Washington-led coalition extensively use ballistic and cruise
missiles, respectively. Exact numbers are difﬁcult to come by, but estimates suggest that Baghdad ﬁred as many as 93 extended-range Scud
missiles at Israel, Saudi Arabia and Bahrain. Thus, in the three-year interval between the Iran–Iraq war and the 1991 war, Baghdad had not
only maintained production of the 600 km al-Husayn but also developed
the 900 km al-Abbas missile; it also started developing the al-Abid, which
was purportedly a space launch vehicle but designed to be capable of
ranges up to some 3,000 km in ballistic mode. The range of the Sovietsupplied missiles was extended by reducing warhead weights – as little
as possible – and increasing the fuel capacity – as much as possible.10 In
addition, they manufactured mobile launchers, and after the war there
was no conclusive evidence that a single mobile launcher had been destroyed by the US-led forces. The US-led coalition forces ﬁred some 333
cruise missiles (298 BGM-109 Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles and 35
AGM-86C Conventional Air Launched Cruise Missiles) at various targets in Iraq during the 1991 war.
As in the case of the previous war, although the conventionally armed
Iraqi ballistic missiles had negligible military effect, they appear to have
had a signiﬁcant political and psychological impact in both Saudi Arabia
and Israel. In contrast the conventionally armed cruise missiles and other
‘‘smart’’ bombs used by the US-led coalition had a dramatic military impact; they literally defeated the Iraqi military capability to wage war and
led to the withdrawal of Iraqi troops from Kuwait.
Following the war and the constitution of UNSCOM, Iraq’s missile
programme was comprehensively dismantled. According to the Amorim
Report (named after Brazilian diplomat Celso Amorim who, as president
of the UN Security Council, led a panel to determine the progress made
by UNSCOM in 1999):
UNSCOM was able to destroy or otherwise account for: (a) 817 out of the 819 imported operational missiles of proscribed range; (b) all declared mobile launchers
for proscribed Al Hussein class missiles, including 14 operational launchers; the
disposition of 9 of the 10 imported trailers used for the indigenous production of
mobile launchers; and the destruction of 56 ﬁxed missile launch sites; (c) 73 to 75
chemical and biological warheads of the declared 75 operational special warheads
for Al Hussein class missiles; 83 of the 107 imported and some 80 of the 103 in-
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digenously produced conventional warheads declared by Iraq to be in its possession at the time of the adoption of resolution 687.11

The report also noted that ‘‘UNSCOM had also concluded that Iraq does
not possess a capability to indigenously produce either BADR-2000 missiles or assets known as the Supergun’’.12
UNMOVIC, which succeeded UNSCOM in late 1999 following the
adoption of UN Security Council Resolution 1284 on 17 December 1999,
conducted as many as 731 inspections in 111 days. Around 30 per cent
(or 219 inspections) of UNMOVIC’s inspections were conducted by the
missile teams.13 UNMOVIC also conﬁrmed UNSCOM’s accounting of
817 out of 819 imported Scud-B missiles.14 In addition, ‘‘Iraq declared
the production of 76 Al Samoud-2 missiles’’ and also admitted to UNMOVIC that the range of these missiles was around 183 km.15 Among
the very last tasks carried out by UNMOVIC before it withdrew from
Iraq in March 2003 was the veriﬁed destruction of as many as 70 of the
100 al Samoud-2 ballistic missiles. As UNMOVIC chief Hans Blix noted
in an uncharacteristic outburst before the UN Security Council: ‘‘We are
not watching the breaking of toothpicks.’’16 These missiles were assessed
by a specially convened group of technical experts as capable of ranges
of 10–20 km in excess of the threshold of 150 km imposed on Iraq by
UN Security Council Resolution 687. The very fact that Iraq’s tampering
with missile ranges was of that order of magnitude (rather than hundreds
of kilometres), given how easy it is to alter a ballistic missile’s maximum
reach simply by reducing its payload and/or increasing its fuel load, and
given Iraq’s production of ballistic missiles with ranges of some 600–900
km before 1991, attests to the effectiveness of the constraints successively
monitored and imposed by UNSCOM and UNMOVIC. This was the last
instance of the UN-led international community playing a disarming role.

Operation Iraqi Freedom, 2003
Among the various reasons offered by the George W. Bush administration to justify the US-led invasion of Iraq in March 2003, the alleged
presence of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons along with their
missile-based delivery systems was one of the most forceful assertions
made by Washington. One indication of this was the establishment of the
Iraq Survey Group (ISG), initially led by David Kay and later by Charles
Duelfer, to locate Iraq’s hidden arsenal, which Washington claimed that
UNMOVIC had been unable to ﬁnd.
In the course of the brief pre-emptive war, the United States by conservative estimates used 900–1,000 conventionally armed cruise missiles
against various Iraqi targets. In contrast, Iraq is reported to have used
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fewer than a dozen randomly ﬁred conventionally armed ballistic missiles. Again, whereas Iraq’s missiles had practically no military or psychological impact, the US cruise missiles and ‘‘smart’’ bombs rendered Iraq
defenceless in the face of the subsequent invasion by US ground troops.
Operation Iraqi Freedom was also the second instance of combat use
of anti-ballistic missile defences. Their performance in 1991 had been
a subject of intense debate. With a few exceptions,17 missile defences
were a less broadly commented feature of the second Iraq war, not only
because Iraq had few missiles to ﬁre at all, but also as a result of the
strengthening consensus on missile defences. Missile defences deployed
during the conﬂict apparently managed to intercept three al-Samoud and
six Ababil-100 missiles, but they were blind to low-ﬂying rudimentary
cruise missiles ﬁred by Iraq. On the other hand, these defensive missiles
did manage to shoot down a British Tornado and a US Navy F-18
aircraft.
Although the ISG had unfettered access and generous resources (its
budget in the ﬁrst three months was signiﬁcantly more than the annual
budget of UNMOVIC) to seek the missing missiles and related weapons,
it could not ﬁnd any. As David Kay candidly noted in his statement before the Committee on Intelligence, ‘‘[w]e have not yet found stocks of
weapons, but we are not at the point where we can say deﬁnitively either
that such weapon stocks do not exist or that they existed before the war
and our only task is to ﬁnd where they have gone’’.18 Although Kay
spoke about ‘‘plans and advanced design work for new long-range missiles’’ and ‘‘clandestine attempts’’ to obtain missile technology as well as
efforts to re-initiate work on missiles, fuels and launchers, he was unable
to produce a single missile, launcher or fuel complex, let alone dismantle
them. Kay’s inability to ﬁnd missiles was reiterated by his successor in
October 2004.

Implications and two trends
One reason for the central role of missiles in contemporary international
security is their close connection with non-conventional weapons, especially nuclear weapons. It is axiomatic that countries that have pursued
nuclear weapon programmes have also carried out ballistic missile activities, whether through indigenous development, imports or, as is more
common, a combination of both. Ballistic missiles, notably their ﬂight
tests, have become one of the most visible signs that some nuclear weapons ambition may be afoot. To date, the only country that has acquired
ballistic missiles without any identiﬁable nuclear-weapons-related activities is Saudi Arabia. But this is also the exception that proves the rule,
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since it is commonly acknowledged that the acquisition of the Chinese
CSS-2 (DF-3) armed solely with conventional explosives makes little if
any sense other than as a somewhat proﬂigate reaction to the exchanges
of missile ﬁre during the Iraq–Iran ‘‘war of the cities’’. None of this is to
suggest that missiles, particularly ballistic ones, are of legitimate security
concern only if they are mated with nuclear warheads. Civilian populations on the receiving end of conventionally armed V1s and V2s during
World War II, as well as those subjected to Scud and Scud-variant ﬁre
during the Iran–Iraq war, could probably attest to that. The observation
is merely intended to stress that such concerns take on an altogether
greater order of magnitude if and where the nuclear element is factored
in.
A second set of reasons for reﬂecting on arms control and disarmament measures applicable to missiles indeed focuses on missiles other
than nuclear. The underlying security concerns on this point rest less on
the potentially catastrophic impact of the use of one or a few nuclear
armed missiles, but rather on the actual use in warfare and other military
operations of conventionally armed missiles, including cruise and other
air-to-surface precision missiles. Recent military operations, whether in
Kosovo, Afghanistan or Iraq, have made unprecedented and plentiful
use of precision-guided conventional munitions and missiles, including
cruise missiles of several types.
A third reason is the continuing spread and improvement of missile
technology. The spread of technology is usually emphasized over its
improvement. But this is only part of the reality. While admittedly not
undergoing the outburst of innovative breakthroughs that characterizes
the life sciences and biotechnology in particular (with obvious implications for the control of biological weapons), missile technology can
hardly be described as at a standstill.
Given the perceived salience of missiles – both conventional and
non-conventional – as well as concerns related to them, two trends have
become evident over the past two decades. The ﬁrst is political and diplomatic and the second is military.

Political and diplomatic initiatives
Political and diplomatic efforts to control missiles have a history of being
subordinate to the ulterior and superior objective of dealing with nuclear
weapons – and understandably so. Although a number of arms control,
non-proliferation and disarmament arrangements do have some bearing
on missiles, most of these arrangements address missiles incidentally,
rather than in themselves. Such provisions as those that appear in the
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preamble to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT) on delivery vehicles, or in such bilateral Cold War treaties as the
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties I and II or the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces Treaty about certain selected missiles and/or their
launchers, are very clearly conceived with a view to constraining nuclear
weapons.
Such was also the rationale behind the elder of the missile-speciﬁc
international arrangements: the MTCR, initiated in 1987 at American instigation among the G-7 states. Essentially a ‘‘suppliers’ club’’ for coordinating export controls of missiles and missile technology among participating countries, the MTCR was originally designed to cover ballistic
missiles (and their relevant technologies and equipment) deemed to be
capable of delivering a ﬁrst-generation nuclear weapon, hence the range/
payload trade-off of 300 km/500 kg established by the regime. There is a
strong correlation between the emergence of the MTCR and the presence and extensive use of ballistic missiles in the Iran–Iraq war. Only
later did the coverage of the MTCR expand to other types of missiles, including cruise missiles, and to missiles capable of delivering other nonconventional warheads besides nuclear ones.
In parallel, the membership of the MTCR also expanded (it stands at 34
states today), but conditions on most new entrants have become rather
more drastic than on the founding participants, resulting in a distinctly
two-tiered structure. Thus, the Russian Federation’s adherence in 1995
changed nothing in Russia’s own missile or space launch capabilities. On
the other hand, South Africa’s admission as an MTCR participant that
same year was made conditional, at US insistence, on its relinquishment
not only of ballistic missiles but of its space launch vehicle activities as
well. China is now apparently on the verge of being admitted as a full
participant in the MTCR, obviously not on the terms applied to South
Africa. Conversely, in at least another case, joining the MTCR actually
stretched rather than further constrained the permissible missile activities
of a participating state. Prior to joining in 2001, South Korea secured the
abrogation of a bilateral agreement of 1979 with the United States limiting its development of ballistic missiles to a range of 180 km.
However, it was the growing recognition of the limitations of the
MTCR in curtailing the increasingly indigenous missile programmes
that prompted the regime’s members to conceive of the Hague Code of
Conduct (HCoC), hitherto know as the International Code of Conduct
(ICoC). The HCoC recognized the need for ‘‘conﬁdence and security
building measures in the ﬁeld of responsible missile behaviour’’ in addition to the MTCR’s export controls.19 However, the lineage of the Code
to the MTCR made it particularly unattractive not only for non-MTCR
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members, such as India, Iran, Israel and Pakistan, but also for MTCR
members such as Brazil, leading Mark Smith to note that the Code (with
116 signatories) is ‘‘high on quantity . . . but low on quality’’.20
Yet another initiative was the Moscow-sponsored Global Control System for the Non-Proliferation of Missiles and Missile Technology (GCS).
The initiative was discussed at two international meetings in Moscow in
March 2000 and February 2001. Although 71 states, notably including
North Korea, took part in the 2001 meeting, the GCS appears to have
faded into oblivion, leading some to suspect that it was a valiant effort
to keep Washington faithful to the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty.21
In contrast, the ﬁrst United Nations Panel of Governmental Experts
(UNPGE) on missiles, proposed by an Iranian resolution and set up in
2001, marked the ﬁrst effort within the United Nations to address the
speciﬁc issue of missiles, albeit ‘‘in all its aspects’’. Though numerically
the smallest of the other initiatives, the UNPGE was also the most deliberately balanced in its membership. Its 23 participants included governmental experts from 12 MTCR members and from 11 non-MTCR states,
drawn from diverse regions and providing a representative cross-section
of the current missile club of countries possessing or capable of producing missiles of global or regional strategic signiﬁcance. In its report, however – proving the price for the required consensual adoption of the text
– the UNPGE could not even agree on the exact nature of the problem,
let alone recommend any particular course of action. Soon after the
adoption of the report by the General Assembly in September 2002, a
further Iranian resolution calling for the convening of a second Panel
to examine the issue of missiles in (once again) all its aspects was passed
in November 2002. However, the failure of the second UNPGE to reach
consensus after three extremely thorough sessions in 2004 against the
backdrop of the ongoing Iraq crisis can be taken as testimony to just how
sensitive the security and arms control and disarmament implications of
the possession and use of missiles remain. Points of view are simply too
far apart on the desirability of any given form of control on some of the
most strategically signiﬁcant missile systems (ballistic and cruise, be they
conventionally or non-conventionally armed) for any concrete steps to be
envisioned for the time being.
The provisions of the HCoC, watered down though they are, constitute
a certain degree of like-mindedness among a growing group of countries.
But, for the foreseeable future, these provisions will not be broadened
to a number of states with signiﬁcant missile activities. The price to
pay for such stipulations as the HCoC does – laudably – make is nonuniversality; and the price to pay for the high degree of representation
in the second UNPGE of views held across the international community
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is absence of consensus. Combined, both are a sobering barometer of
arms control and disarmament prospects in the area of missiles.
Since 2002, a novel set of measures relevant to missiles has emerged,
which operates at the juncture of the diplomatic and the military realms.
These are the principles and (evolving) procedures known as the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) announced by the President of the
United States in Krakow, Poland, on 31 May 2003. The overall idea is to
complement existing non-proliferation arrangements by promoting international coordination in impeding and intercepting shipments of nonconventional weapons and of the missiles to deliver them. The case of
missiles is rather particular under the PSI, given that, unlike nuclear, biological and chemical weapons, there is no multilateral convention of any
sort forbidding or otherwise regulating missile transfers. This was exempliﬁed in the case of a shipment of missiles and missile parts intercepted
by the Spanish Navy in December 2002, which was allowed to continue to
its destination in Yemen. The extent to which the PSI may involve the
use of military force, its compatibility with international law, in particular
the right of innocent passage of ships on the high seas, and the willingness of more states to associate themselves with the initiative all remain
open to question.
In the absence of universally accepted norms relating to missiles and
given the inherent difﬁculties in attempting to reach consensus on such
norms in the present highly divisive international environment, several
states have sought to follow a series of military and technological initiatives either individually or collectively to deal with missiles.

Military and technological initiatives
The invasion of Iraq was intended as the exercise of pre-emptive counterproliferation. The use of force, ostensibly against a possessor and prospective user of non-conventional (including ballistic) missiles, was meant
to have an immediate disarming impact on Iraq to be sure, but also an
indirect dissuading effect on other potential possessors and wielders of
similar capabilities.
Libya’s epiphany was (and still is) heralded as shining proof of the success of the use of force as a method of disarmament. Having observed
Iraq’s fate, the Libyan authorities drew the conclusion foreseen by UK
and US ofﬁce holders and announced in December 2003 their decision
to abandon all ‘‘weapons of mass destruction’’. On the speciﬁc issue of
missiles, the ofﬁcial statement from Tripoli speciﬁed that ‘‘Libya has . . .
decided to restrict itself to missiles with a range that comply [sic] with
the standards of the MTCR surveillance system’’,22 which one infers
means ranges not in excess of 300 km.23 Whatever the fate of its Scud-
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class missiles, Libya never stood out as having any particularly advanced
indigenous missile development programme. Its relinquishment of missiles with ranges over 300 km is more signiﬁcant in terms of possibly forgone missile imports than of actual disarmament. The Libyan initiative is
of more symbolic than strategic value. But the symbol, it appears, also
has limits and the bigger ﬁsh would appear rather more difﬁcult to catch.
Indeed, if one considers countries with missile and nuclear programmes far in excess of what Libya ever had, such as Iran and North
Korea, it would appear that the lessons drawn from the invasion of
Iraq are exactly the reverse of what advocates of pre-emptive counterproliferation had (prematurely) boasted of. Rather than hoist a white
ﬂag and give up contentious missile, nuclear and other programmes,
Iran has held its ground on uranium enrichment and announced the testing of Shahab-3 missiles capable of delivering a 1 ton warhead to over
2,000 km, and North Korea has become continually more explicit in its
statements that the 8,000 fuel rods from its Yongbyon reactor had been
reprocessed for plutonium and weaponized, amidst persistent rumours
of resumed missile testing.
Rather than yield and throw themselves on the mercy of the United
States for fear of incurring the fate of Saddam Hussein’s regime, governments with signiﬁcant nuclear and associated missile programmes appear
to have concluded that a credible nuclear option and effective missiles
to back it up constitute a preferable guarantee of national and regime
security. The use of the most overwhelmingly powerful conventional
forces the world has ever known may be less a providential counterproliferation and disarmament tool than a boost to the determination of
some countries to endow themselves with a nuclear equalizer, complete
with ballistic missiles as delivery vehicles.
A crucial complementary device in the panoply of missile counterproliferation instruments is active missile defences. Missile defences of
course existed in previous incarnations with the limited systems allowed
in the United States and the USSR/Russia by the ABM Treaty, and tactical missile defences were used for the ﬁrst time in the ﬁrst Iraq war.
With the now ongoing deployments of interceptor missiles in the United
States, continued reliance on the Arrow system in Israel, prospective deployments by US friends and allies in North-east Asia, an ongoing missile
defence study in NATO, speculation about the deployment of some US
defence systems in Eastern Europe, the – geographically surrealistic –
espousal of missile defences by Australia, heightened interest in such systems in India, and the use of specialized radars in the United Kingdom
and Greenland (to name but a few signiﬁcant recent developments), the
dynamics of missile defence have undergone a distinct boost to say the
very least.
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For some time prior to the 2000 US presidential elections and the subsequent abrogation of the ABM Treaty, there was a semblance of debate
on the issue. This has now ﬁzzled out comprehensively. Whether enthusiastically or grudgingly, missile defences have now become accepted as a
fact of life. The ineffectuality of opponents of missile defences remains
an interesting phenomenon. Part of it was due to a technical ﬁxation.
The often-heard prediction that ‘‘missile defences will not work and will
therefore never be deployed’’ neglected the human factor, and failed to
comprehend that single-minded determination would play havoc with
reason. Any political argument to the effect that the – then incoming –
Bush administration was doctrinally set on deployment in any case was
derided by a whole breed of arms controllers as techno-scientiﬁcally
naive and countered with equations, graphs and trajectories. The arguments mustered against ABM deployments in the 1970s and against the
Strategic Defense Initiative in the 1980s were widely beside the point in
the early 2000s. Recurring arguments from self-professed Washington insiders to the effect that the cost of missile defence would be its deathknell ‘‘on the Hill’’ proved equally wrong.
In polarizing the debate on the ABM Treaty and the perils of its
abrogation, opponents of strategic missile defences overstated their
case. They scaremongered so enthusiastically about ABM abrogation unleashing a new arms race that ensuing events appeared benign in comparison. The net result is that not only are missile defences going full steam
ahead regardless of their ineffectiveness, but their proponents can gloat
that deployment has caused none of the detrimental side-effects prognosticated by the nay-sayers: ‘‘The sky-is-falling group was wrong’’24 is now
conventional wisdom. Although no such thing as a full-blown arms race
has predictably been unleashed overnight by the US withdrawal from
the ABM Treaty and by currently ongoing and prospective deployments
in the United States and abroad, Russia’s testing of a manoeuvrable
warhead for its Topol-M ballistic missile, as well as Moscow’s declaratory
reactions to discussions about the deployment of some US anti-missile
components in Eastern Europe and to the modernization of the Thule radar station in Greenland, very clearly indicates rather less than the fullest
conﬁdence in long-term US intentions.25
In addition, the urge not to be left behind in another round of military
technological innovation (for potential foes) and the urge to participate
in substantial R&D and procurement for friends and allies are resulting
in increased missile defence research as well as international technology
transfers and cooperation. It is often argued that such cooperation is necessarily innocuous, since missile defences are, by deﬁnition, defensive.
One may then wonder why the United States has been so wary of the
prospects of Israeli–Indian cooperation on an anti-missile system derived
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from the Israeli–US Arrow. The ability to intercept a ballistic missile
with another projectile is obviously not irrelevant to the ability to design
accurate ballistic missiles for offensive purposes. The overlap between
purportedly distinct defensive and offensive technologies is nowhere better illustrated than by the use in tests of the latest generation of Patriot
interceptor missiles and of modiﬁed earlier Patriots as targets simulating
an incoming ballistic missile.
Whatever their performances in warfare in Iraq and in tests, missile defences are being deployed, alongside rather than as a substitute for doctrines of pre-emption. The net result is the worst of both worlds: a defensive system that fails to offer reliability but that does succeed in spurring
the further reﬁnement of offensive missile forces.

Beyond Iraq
Given the inherent hurdles in both the political–diplomatic and military–
technological approaches and the beneﬁt of hindsight, it could be argued
that the UNSCOM/UNMOVIC approach was probably the best way to
carry out veriﬁable disarmament. In fact, based on this experience, some
scholars have argued in favour of retaining the UNMOVIC approach
post-Iraq for future contingencies.26 However, it is important to note
that the UNMOVIC approach probably worked because of the unique
circumstances: the unanimous UN Security Council resolutions and the
fact that the Commission was backed by military might, which not only
threatened but also used force to ensure implementation. This particular
set of conditions is unlikely to be replicated in any possible future scenario, especially related to Iran or North Korea.
At the same time, it is also crucial to acknowledge that missiles of some
type or another are present in the military equipment of virtually all
states around the world. They are such an integrally central part of operational and strategic doctrines that controls across the board simply cannot be envisaged.
In this context, conﬁdence-building measures (CBMs) are a welltrodden path in many areas of international security. Through the experience of the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe and
other processes, as well as in a large corpus of expert studies, CBMs tailored to numerous kinds of weapons systems and strategic settings have
been evolved, discussed, negotiated and implemented. In comparison,
CBMs speciﬁcally adapted to the security concerns created or worsened
by missiles of various types remain a signiﬁcantly underdeveloped ﬁeld.
In principle, however, the options are numerous, depending on the kind
of action envisaged (from information exchange to restrictions and bans,
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whether bilateral, plurilateral, regional or even multilateral) and on the
stage(s) in the life cycle of missile systems (whether ballistic or cruise, selected according to criteria such as range, mobility or payload) to which
they would apply (such as R&D, ﬂight testing, procurement, deployment,
storage and use). If and when international and particular regional strategic conditions become more auspicious for consequential arms control
discussions and negotiations, such options will need to be explored to a
much greater extent than has hitherto been the case. Missile defences, in
time, will also need to be addressed (or re-addressed, since the demise of
the ABM Treaty) by arms control. This, of course, applies only to states
and state-held missiles and does not even begin to address the challenges
posed by non-state actors, who are likely to remain outside the purview
in the world beyond Iraq.
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Conclusion: Managing nuclear
threats after Iraq
Cyrus Samii

Introduction
The diplomatic crisis and the subsequent fallout that surrounded the
US-led invasion of Iraq – ostensibly to deal with the nuclear, biological
and chemical weapons threat – opened ﬁssures among parties to the nonproliferation regime. As the chapters in this volume show, some have argued that the Iraq crisis clearly demonstrated the dysfunction of the regime, whereas others have suggested that the Iraq experience provided
a foundation for an effective multilateral non-proliferation toolbox.
What has the Iraq experience revealed about the adequacy, or inadequacies, of the non-proliferation regime for dealing with today’s nuclear
threats? What are the implications for enhancing the international community’s efforts to manage future nuclear threats?
Unfortunately, the diplomatic fallout in the wake of the Iraq crisis has
inhibited proper dialogue within ofﬁcial forums. Washington decided to
distance itself from the United Nations Monitoring, Veriﬁcation and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) in forming the Iraq Survey Group.
Bitterness lingered among many in the administration of US President
George W. Bush and in the UN Secretariat in relation to the Iraq episode. These after-effects inhibited the sharing of lessons and compiling
of a complete picture from which to learn. To date, parties have still not
been able to clarify the terms of key debates that would have to be resolved for regime-based policy processes to move forward. Lack of direction and of consensus in the non-proliferation regime resulted in com422
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plete deadlock at the May 2005 Review Conference for the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the failure to identify
any points of agreement to include in the 2005 World Summit Outcome
document.1
The clariﬁcation of lessons from Iraq and the implications for the nonproliferation regime have been the goal of this volume. The contributions
touch on nuclear, biological and chemical weapons (NBC), but central attention is given to nuclear proliferation and the multilateral nuclear nonproliferation regime.2 This conclusion will examine ideas expressed in
this volume in relation to the questions posed above and in relation to
issues concerning nuclear threats in particular. The focus will be on political and strategic lessons. In many cases, the ideas could be extended to
biological and chemical weapons cases. This conclusion will draw not
only on the volume chapters but also on discussions among the authors
themselves.3
There are certainly limits to what can be learned from the Iraq case,
given its particularities and that much important information has yet
to be revealed. But the Iraq case has already shed considerable light on
many of the assumptions undergirding proposals for addressing today’s
nuclear threats. The ﬁrst part of this conclusion examines some key issues
concerning successes and failures of the international community’s efforts
to manage the Iraqi proliferation threat. The second part summarizes discussions on broader non-proliferation policy options in the ‘‘post-Iraq’’
era.

Learning from the Iraq experience
The international community’s massive effort to manage the threat posed
by Iraq’s proliferation of weapons of mass destruction was unprecedented in scale. But the international community would be remiss in assuming that such tasks may not arise again. Although it may be too early
to assess all of the outcomes of the international community’s nearly 15year effort to manage the Iraqi proliferation threat, a preliminary exploration of the lessons learned from the Iraq experience is warranted.
In particular, it is worthwhile to examine the inadequacies that efforts
vis-à-vis Iraq revealed in the regime to deal with today’s proliferation
threats. This is not only to balance against the optimism that tends to
ﬂow within ofﬁcial institutional circuits. It is also to grasp the lessons on
evasion that would-be proliferators may have learned. At issue is whether or not one should declare the inspections, destruction and sanctions
strategy on Iraq a success or a failure, or whether there were successful
bits that could be identiﬁed amidst particular failures. Similarly pertinent
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are the implications from the Iraq experience for future proliferation
challenges in the Middle East and North-east Asia.

The international community and Iraq: A post mortem
The contributions to this volume examining the international community’s performance vis-à-vis Iraq focus on the efforts initiated by UN Security Council Resolution 687 (1991) and continuing, through a number of
turning points, up to the US-led invasion of Iraq in March 2003.4 It
should be noted that this engagement began a decade after the 1981 Israeli strikes on the Osirak reactors,5 and that international inspectors
had been shocked to discover in 1991 that signiﬁcant progress had been
made in regenerating a clandestine Iraqi nuclear programme within
10 years. It should also be noted that the international community’s
approach was augmented by signiﬁcant and costly efforts that were not
explicitly endorsed by Security Council resolutions, including the no-ﬂy
zones and other US-led demonstrations of force in the region.6 In the
post-1991 context, inspections, veriﬁcation and sanctions were the key
components of the international community’s approach to Iraq.
One interpretation is that the international community’s approach was,
essentially, successful. According to this view, Iraqi NBC capabilities
were destroyed and Saddam Hussein’s regime did not have the space or
means to regenerate an arsenal. Such is the conclusion to be drawn from
the ﬁndings of the United States’ Iraq Survey Group reported to the
Central Intelligence Agency and from post-invasion revelations by Iraqi
scientists.7 The escalation in 2002–2003 was puzzling, taking place despite the removal of the ‘‘object’’ of the international community’s confrontation with the Iraqi regime: the weapons. But this puzzling outcome
was simply the product of misperceptions and diplomatic blunders.8
Technical progress and deepened knowledge had made inspections by
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and UNMOVIC signiﬁcantly more effective than had been the case with the IAEA and the
United Nations Commission (UNSCOM).9 Targeted ‘‘smart’’ sanctions
were signiﬁcantly less damaging to innocent Iraqis but no less effective
in closing off NBC development opportunities. In the end, the argument
goes, the real lesson is that the international community’s approach was
working. Had cool-headed thinking prevailed, the world could have been
assured that the Iraqi threat would be eliminated.
But a less generous interpretation can also be constructed with
as much, if not more, plausibility. Even if the international community’s
approach was generally successful in containing Iraq’s proliferation interests, this success was experiencing diminishing returns.10 Containment
could work only if inspections were paired with credible threats and sanc-
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tions were consensually upheld.11 But half-measure applications of
force were decreasing in their effectiveness and threats were losing their
credibility. Divergences in threat perceptions among the permanent ﬁve
members of the Security Council were pulling apart the tightness of sanctions. Thus, the containment strategy might have had a time limit to
effectiveness.
In addition, despite the technical improvements in the inspections process, informational failures still undermined any other successes. The international community did not conﬁdently come to know whether it was
successful. Inspections and veriﬁcation procedures did not develop the
information necessary for the formation of consensus. Sanctions may
have been successful in denying the means to regenerate weapons, and
inspections may have been successful as deterrents. But the IAEA/
UNMOVIC inspections hardly improved upon the IAEA/UNSCOM
inspections in quelling doubts among key players in the international
community.12 Their inability to do so was because of a characteristic logical problem: the impossibility of ‘‘proving a negative’’. Because of this
impossibility, such inspections rely on the willingness of the authorities
from within the state in question to dispel doubts. But Iraqi scientists
were muzzled by threats to them and their families, and Saddam Hussein’s regime showed no intention of unequivocally demonstrating its
benign intentions. Finally, even if Saddam Hussein and his associates
wanted to come clean, they may not have been able to do so. As Patricia
Lewis explains in Chapter 8 in this volume, orders concerning WMD
programmes were often delivered in person. ‘‘[O]wing to Saddam’s tight
control on decision-making, instructions to subordinates were rarely
documented and often shrouded in uncertainty.’’13 It would seem that
the international community could only have the word of Saddam
Hussein and his associates upon which to base their judgement that the
WMD threat had been removed. But, as Lewis also asks, ‘‘[h]ow does
one believe a liar, even when he is telling the truth?’’14 A number of unfortunate conditions thus conspired to make it unlikely that inspections
would ever quell doubts.
Outside intelligence was also compromised in a number of ways. On
the one hand, the United States and the United Kingdom had shattered
others’ trust by broadcasting intelligence assertions that proved to be
faulty at best, conniving at worst.15 Political taint thus spoiled the quality
of the inspections process. On the other hand, the implementation of the
Amorim Report’s recommendations for ‘‘one-way’’ intelligence ﬂows of
intelligence also had a compromising effect.16 As much as this arrangement helps to protect the neutrality of the inspections, it signiﬁcantly
compromises effectiveness. This is especially so for discovery operations,
in which national intelligence is often crucial, but with which national in-
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telligence agencies are reluctant to cooperate without two-way information ﬂows.
Finally, one could argue further that IAEA/UNMOVIC inspections
did not face a ‘‘real test’’ in 2002–2003 because there were no weapons.
The Iraq experience does little to instil conﬁdence in the international
community’s ability to tackle a genuine proliferation problem, where
actual weapons exist. Thus, any conclusions about the success of IAEA/
UNMOVIC in the run-up to the 2003 invasion must be qualiﬁed, if not
rejected.
In addition to these inspections-related failures, one is struck by the
marginal impact of the international community’s approach on the intentions of the Baghdad leadership. The attitudes and intentions of Saddam
Hussein and his close associates, it seems, were hardly changed.17 Arguments proposing that containment suffered from diminishing returns provoke consideration of how the containment approach could have possibly
concluded. Was ‘‘regime change’’ the inevitable conclusion? Were the interests of the Iraqi regime manipulable through inducements, or was war
inevitable? If the latter was likely to be true, then should not the timing
of that military action have been chosen on the basis of operational propitiousness? This inability to affect the Baghdad leadership’s attitudes and
intentions was based on how little the international community understood about the domestic and regional dynamics that were playing into
Saddam Hussein’s calculations. It is puzzling to note that, even though
evidence suggests that Saddam Hussein may have been acting on the basis of high domestic and regional insecurity, the international community
seemed almost powerless to raise the costs of his deﬁance sufﬁciently to
change his interests and attitudes.18
One ﬁnal point should be made: a sophisticated assessment of the international community’s approach to Iraq should distinguish between different policy areas. This would certainly be true for different classes of
weapons; for example, although the Baghdad regime was never forthcoming about biological weapons capabilities, dismantlement of nuclear
facilities was less obstructed.19 In addition, it might be noted that UNSCOM demonstrated great proﬁciency with ongoing monitoring and veriﬁcation but was less successful with discovery and initial veriﬁcation.20

Implications for future non-proliferation efforts
Proliferation motivations seem to be closely linked to the imperatives of
political survival for leaderships ﬁghting to maintain domestic and regional authority. However, the international community faces a knowledge deﬁcit in ascertaining the threat perceptions and motivations of
these leaderships. This became clear in relation to Saddam Hussein’s re-
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gime. It is just as applicable in the context of proliferation dynamics elsewhere in the Middle East and in North-east Asia, today’s two proliferation ﬂash points.
Traditional analyses of proliferation tend to build on the core concept
of national survival, but the cases of Iraq, Iran and North Korea suggest
that ‘‘state leadership survival’’ may be more useful analytically. An emphasis on state leadership survival forces one to look past the national veneer and into domestic dynamics and the more parochial interests of the
leaders vis-à-vis their people and vis-à-vis the world. In the case of Iraq,
such an approach may help to explain the puzzling posturing of Saddam
Hussein in the run-up to the 2003 invasion.21 In this vein, economic reforms within North Korea might have important effects on Pyongyang’s
proliferation motivations. Recognition of the importance of state leadership survival provides the international community with another entrypoint for policies aimed at reducing the demand for unconventional
weapons.
But even if such an approach is analytically compelling and provides
an important entry-point for policy, it faces a number of inherent limitations. First is the problem of opacity. Difﬁculties in ascertaining a state
leadership’s motivations should be expected as a likely element of proliferation dynamics and crises. This is because of the strategic value of ambiguity. For Iraq, Saddam Hussein reportedly disclosed in interviews after his capture that ambiguity about his NBC capabilities was part of a
strategy to deter neighbouring Iran while simultaneously forestalling
the emergence of an international consensus against him.22 For Iran and
North Korea, artful obfuscation and opacity have similarly divided international responses and thus have been sources of bargaining leverage in
negotiations over their nuclear capabilities. Strategic opacity compounds
the already difﬁcult task for outsiders in penetrating the ‘‘black box’’ of a
state and discovering threat perceptions and possible proliferation motivations. Related to such obfuscation by these would-be proliferators is
the policy of ‘‘strategic ambiguity’’ to which Israel adheres.23 On the surface, it would seem that progress in arms control in the Middle East
hinges on Israeli transparency. But if one considers the reputational concerns of leaders in the region, it is possible that, for the sake of regional
stability, such ambiguity is more desirable than transparency. This is because the ambiguity provides face-saving cover for neighbouring leaders,
lessening domestic pressure to develop a balancing arsenal.24 Judging
whether one argument is more or less true relative to the other depends,
unfortunately, on knowledge of the leaders’ primary concerns in dealing
with domestic and regional threats.
The international community’s knowledge deﬁcit about proliferation
motivations, combined with the logical impossibility of ‘‘proving a nega-
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tive’’, reinforces the conclusion that the onus during inspections and veriﬁcation processes is on the authorities of the state in question. On the
one hand, this is a rather pessimistic conclusion about the potential of
multilateral inspections given current technology and knowledge. On the
other hand, it also helps to protect against the lulling effect of an overly
generous interpretation of what inspections can accomplish. Such lulling
would increase a would-be proliferator’s ability to use inspections as a
deceptive cover. Perhaps the international community could do more to
rally around a particular interpretation of what inspections are all about:
as Hans Blix expressed it during the UNMOVIC inspections in 2002–
2003, inspections are not punishment but rather an opportunity for a
state to show that it has nothing to hide.

Reshaping the repertoire
The inadequacies in the central pillars of the non-proliferation regime
are apparent. The bargain enshrined in the NPT leaves a ‘‘loophole’’
whereby states interested in clandestinely developing enrichment capabilities for a weapons programme can do so too easily.25 Because of technological diffusion, would-be proliferators are not as hampered by the
need to import know-how and materials as they would have been when
the NPT was negotiated.26 In addition, the ‘‘chronological’’ basis of
the privileges granted to the nuclear-weapon states (NWS) in the NPT
accords badly with current realities.27 This problem also affects the legitimacy of the Security Council as the prime enforcement body of the regime, given that the permanent ﬁve members of the Security Council
(the P-5) are the same ﬁve nuclear-weapon states. The IAEA has never
lived up to its purported role as a conﬁdence-building measure and an
early warning system triggering responses by the international community. In the cases of Iraq, North Korea, Iran and Libya, the IAEA’s role
was introduced in reaction to startling revelations that came about in ways
independent of the agency’s work. Finally, the Security Council’s centrality was undermined by the diplomatic crisis surrounding the US-led invasion of Iraq. This comes on top of the erosion of the Security Council’s
credibility owing to the large number of unenforced resolutions, not to
mention its antiquated distribution of veto power and representation.
Given these inadequacies, one may debate the degree of change that is
needed. For some, change need be only selective and incremental. For
example, the ‘‘chronological’’ basis of NWS/P-5 privilege is a serious concern worth addressing only if there exists some other attainable solution
to the problem of coordinating international action. Such coordination is
the key beneﬁt, and an extremely important one, that the NPT and the
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Security Council provide. So long as the current arrangement represents
the best of the feasible coordination solutions, it ought to be maintained
as the centre of the regime, perhaps only incrementally adjusted. Another perspective is that the institutional structures themselves are sound
but they have simply received insufﬁcient resources. The key problem, on
the basis of this argument, is identifying more effective ﬁnancing arrangements. Some may also argue that there has been signiﬁcant progress
in reforming the regime, and that it is too early to pass judgement. The
IAEA Additional Protocol may be noted in this regard. And ﬁnally, as a
continuation of the optimistic assessments of the UN-centred approach
to Iraq, some may note that this success is a clear demonstration of the
potential of the existing non-proliferation regime. The international community needs only to appreciate the signiﬁcance of this success.
However, such incremental and selective tinkering is not likely to produce a regime that could truly manage today’s non-proliferation threats.
The feasibility of closing the NPT ‘‘loophole’’ is blocked by deadlock, because closing the loophole would require renegotiating Article IV rights.
Given prevailing perceptions among the non-nuclear-weapon states that
the nuclear-weapon states’ progress on fulﬁlling their Article VI commitments has been insufﬁcient, willingness among non-nuclear-weapon states
to give up any rights granted in the NPT, including in Article IV, would
not be forthcoming. If making ‘‘sufﬁcient’’ progress on Article VI is out
of the question for the nuclear-weapon states, then much of the issue of
reforming the NPT becomes trivial. The pitiful outcome of the 2005 NPT
Review Conference is a good example in this regard.
Aside from deadlock on NPT reform, there is the disconnect between
the principles undergirding the multilateral regime and contemporary
proliferation threats. Because of the diffusion of know-how and the increase in available sources of equipment and ﬁssile materials, reform efforts must stress enforcement of compliance with non-proliferation obligations. But the NPT is a good faith treaty with no explicit enforcement
provisions. The de facto enforcement structure – based on the linkage between the NPT, the IAEA veriﬁcation mechanisms and the Security
Council – suffers from a number of problems. Even with the Additional
Protocols, the IAEA operates on the basis of the goodwill of states. As
for the Security Council, members of the permanent ﬁve have exhibited
different perceptions and priorities towards proliferation threats and thus
have not often found consensus on WMD-related matters. When they
have, as with Security Council Resolution 1540 (2004), the result is weak
implementation.28 Finally, the Security Council’s enforcement role suffers from an ‘‘enforcement contradiction’’, in which the enforcers themselves are seen by many in the world as being in non-observance of their
Article VI obligations.
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Given this mixed assessment, one is compelled at least to consider
some alternatives to the current regime-based approach to managing nuclear proliferation threats. One could view these as substitutes for the existing regime, if one deemed that such substitution is necessary given the
unreformability of the regime. Alternatively, one could view these as
possible auxiliary policies that could bolster the regime.

Evaluating ad hoc approaches
Ad hoc approaches are those that are organized outside the terms of
the NPT-centred regime and do not function according to the procedural
stipulations of the regime. The Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) is
one example; another is the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG). Argument
exists about whether ‘‘legislative’’ Security Council resolutions such as
Resolution 1540 are ad hoc, given that they do not carry the explicit endorsement of all relevant parties but they are the products of legally
sound procedure. In February 2004, US President George W. Bush and
IAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei exchanged views on how
to improve international non-proliferation efforts. Bush’s proposals included emphasis on ad hoc initiatives; ElBaradei warned of problems
with such approaches, which he described as unpredictable ‘‘gentlemen’s
agreements’’.29 The debate is over the merits of ad hoc approaches and
whether they are a sustainable substitute in addressing concerns over
which the regime is politically crippled.
One proposition favouring ad hoc approaches is that unity of purpose
is often difﬁcult to fashion in rigid multilateral institutions, and that an ad
hoc grouping may achieve a deeper consensus that is more conducive to
tackling difﬁcult security problems. Such is the logic behind the ‘‘effective
multilateralism’’ approach promoted by the United States at recent international conferences.30 The logic would seem to be sound. If actors are
assembled on the basis of a particular common interest, then a higher
level of consensus should be forthcoming. But if actors are procedurally
included in decision-making and they do not have a direct stake in the
problem at hand, then they are likely to act on the basis of principles,
such as inviolable sovereignty, to ensure that such principles are protected. PSI is a good example of this logic, having been established and
put into action quickly. In addition, proponents hold that PSI operates
within the framework of international law.
The world is not always so simple, however. The sets of actors needed
to tackle particular proliferation problems are not invariably the most
willing. The Six-Party Talks on North Korea are a manifestation of this
complicating reality: clearly, all of the six parties that are involved in the
talks must be involved.31 But the pace of the talks nonetheless suffers be-
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cause the different parties have different priorities. The Chinese and
Russian leaderships, for example, may have an interest in seeing North
Korea roll back its weapons programmes, but only to the extent that
regional stability is maintained. A similar issue holds for South Korea’s
leadership, in relation to its own interests in pursuing better relations
with Pyongyang. The ordering of priorities is thus inconsistent between
the United States and its Six-Party Talks partners. One might add that
North Korea has made some of its most pointed exhortations in reference to the possibility of referral to the Security Council. The Six-Party
Talks thus seem to sit below the Security Council in the escalatory ladder
of diplomatic engagement.
Ad hoc approaches may be the only way to work with the ‘‘de facto
nuclear-weapon states’’: Israel, India and Pakistan. To some degree, the
de facto nuclear-weapon states prefer to be outside the regime and
may derive strategic value from the ambiguity surrounding their capabilities.32 On the ﬂip side, many of the non-NWS signatories to the NPT are
unwilling to allow for the legitimization of the de facto nuclear-weapon
states’ nuclear arsenals through accommodations within the NPT. Finally,
the P-5 have shown little willingness to push the de facto nuclear-weapon
states into the regime. Another approach exists to bring the de facto
nuclear-weapon states into a regime amended with a Fissile Material
Cutoff Treaty (FMCT). But, at the time of writing, the FMCT proposal
also faces seemingly irreconcilable disagreements.33 Given this situation,
the integration of the de facto nuclear-weapon states into ﬁssile material
control programmes, for example, would necessitate arrangements outside of the regime. Of course, the sustaining of extra-regime status for
the de facto nuclear-weapon states raises some uncomfortable issues.
What are the implications for the regime if (or, perhaps, when) India
takes a permanent or ‘‘quasi-permanent’’ seat on the Security Council?
Another argument for the necessity of ad hoc approaches is based
on regional particularities. In the Middle East and South Asia, proliferation dynamics involve de facto nuclear-weapon states. In South Asia and
North-east Asia, the fact that a P-5 country, China, is deeply entangled in
regional proliferation dynamics suggests that the Security Council is compromised in its enforcement role. As a result, the regime’s compliance
and enforcement mechanisms are hindered in dealing with regional proliferation dynamics in the most sensitive regions! In addition, regional
security dynamics may be better dealt with separately from the global
politics that accompanies the regime. Such a regional approach would
prevent ‘‘principle’’ from interfering with problem-solving, in the manner
discussed above. Moreover, and perhaps more importantly, such an
approach would allow non-proliferation efforts to be linked with other
regional security interests, which could open up avenues toward achiev-
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ing agreement on non-proliferation objectives. Of course, the mechanisms of the multilateral regime could be linked to such a regional security arrangement.
Another question is whether such ad hoc approaches necessarily
undermine the regime and, if so, whether they leave the international
community in a worse position. To the extent that they generate resentment that unravels cooperation more generally, this may certainly be the
case. But such ad hoc approaches could conceivably bolster the regime,
so long as they do not violate the spirit of the regime. Such may be the
case for the PSI and the NSG, which may ultimately lay the groundwork
for a treaty-based export and transhipment control system. Until that
treaty-based system is put into place, these ad hoc approaches ﬁll a necessary gap. Along those lines, UNSCOM and UNMOVIC were, arguably, ad hoc approaches that may now serve as the basis for a more permanent inspection capability maintained by the United Nations as a
regularized part of the non-proliferation regime.
Given the mixed value of ad hoc approaches in relation to different types of proliferation problems, perhaps ‘‘mixed multilateral’’ approaches might offer avenues for progress. Outside the realm of proliferation, mixed models have been used to structure political will in relation
to the particularities of the problem. The Quartet (the United States,
the United Nations, the European Union and Russia) established to revitalize the Middle East peace process in 2003 is the most prominent example. Perhaps a similar model, involving the United States, the IAEA
Director General and other key partners, could provide a diplomatic
framework more conducive to progress in arms control, disarmament
and non-proliferation in the Middle East, South Asia and North-east
Asia.

Debating discriminating approaches
Another key issue, as Ramesh Thakur proposes in his introduction to this
volume, is whether the multilateral non-proliferation regime suffers as a
result of resting on an untenable ‘‘Westphalian ﬁction’’ of equal status,
and whether some form of ‘‘legitimate discrimination’’ should be introduced. For those advocating legitimate discrimination, the acquisition of
nuclear weapons by some states should elicit extra worry, and thus efforts
to prevent their acquisition of NBC should be given sharpened attention.
Of course, the NPT codiﬁed the notion that not all states are equal when
it comes to proliferation, giving special rights to the ﬁve nuclear-weapon
states. In effect, arguments for legitimate discrimination are arguments
for the creation of a second tier of differentiation, subdividing the class
of non-nuclear-weapon states into ‘‘states of concern’’ and, presumably,
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states of ‘‘non-concern’’. Members of the ‘‘non-concern’’ class could, for
example, maintain uranium enrichment facilities as part of peaceful energy production programmes, whereas such privileges would be denied
to ‘‘states of concern’’. Auxiliary conventions could be established, presumably through the Security Council, to enforce this differentiation
in rights. This would represent a fundamental shift in the nature of the
regime.
As Thakur points out, the argument that such a discriminatory
approach is warranted rests on a number of observations. First is the
observation that differences abound among states and, thus, so should
treatment. States vary in their relative power and wealth, and these differences are appreciated in the multilateral regimes. If some differences
translate into different privileges, then why should not different behaviours translate into different treatment? An analogy can be made with
the Brahimi Report on peace operations, which stated that the political
neutrality of the United Nations should not be misunderstood as moral
equivalence, and that there ought to be recognition of the difference between victim and perpetrator. In the context of non-proliferation, this
would translate into granting differentiated rights; this differentiation
would be based on judgements of whether or not a state demonstrates
its responsibility in international affairs. For example, Japan’s maintenance of a latent nuclear ‘‘breakout’’ capacity should be recognized within the regime as benign, on the basis of its otherwise responsible international behaviour.
Second is the observation that technological diffusion and the resulting
ability for states increasingly to seize advantage of the NPT’s proliferation ‘‘loophole’’ have increased the general likelihood of proliferation.
Related to this is a third observation that shadowy threats from transnational militant networks require the international community to increase
its capacity to mobilize quickly. Based on these observations, one may
propose that trigger mechanisms and selectivity criteria should be established in operationalizing such legitimate discrimination. Such trigger
mechanisms would force a state of concern to accept more intrusive inspections or face automatic referral to the Security Council in connection
with proliferation risk. Selectivity criteria would provide a legal basis on
which to determine whether particular states would be subject to export
controls on sensitive materials and equipment. If the international community were to settle upon such a set of criteria for declaring that a state
is in non-compliance, then it might be easier to mobilize international
collective action. Such a discriminatory approach would have the additional beneﬁt of making the regime more efﬁcient, freeing up resources
now applied to inspecting states that are not of concern to the international community.
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The chief criticism of this view relates to whether such ‘‘legitimate discrimination’’ could possibly serve to undergird a regime.34 Indeed, there
is no way to identify mechanistic criteria for determining whether a state
is responsible or not. State regime types such as democracies or dictatorships have not historically been associated with either more or less irresponsibility in nuclear proliferation or NBC use. Any litmus test of political virtue is a political decision in itself; thus a regime founded on such a
litmus test would be a readily apparent instrument serving the political
interests of some group of states. But this criticism does not obviate the
need for specialized treatment of ‘‘states of concern’’. Indeed, what it
does do is afﬁrm the centrality of case-by-case Security Council deliberation in making legitimate discrimination a reality.

Forceful prevention
In the context of nuclear non-proliferation today, the concept of ‘‘prevention’’ has come to mean more than just structuring regimes to induce
states not to proliferate. The amended meaning includes the use of force
or the threat of force to neutralize proliferation problems. The argument
for preventive approaches proposes that credible threats against wouldbe proliferators can be used to deter proliferation. If the threats fail,
then military action can directly neutralize the proliferation problem and
restore credibility for future threats against proliferators. The approach
has been most forcefully promulgated in the 2002 US National Security
Strategy.35 The 2003 US-led invasion of Iraq was the most intense exercise of this approach. The 1981 Israeli strike on Iraq’s Osirak reactors
was a previous manifestation. Veiled pronouncements about US and Israeli military planning vis-à-vis Iran are an application of the approach
in principle. The Report of the UN Secretary-General’s High-level Panel
on Threats, Challenges and Change proposed that such preventive action
might be justiﬁed under certain conditions.36
The invasion of Iraq could be used as a test case for addressing
whether the prevention alternative represents an effective approach to
non-proliferation and whether it might be considered as an auxiliary
approach for the regime. US administration ofﬁcials have pointed to
Libya as an example of how the invasion of Iraq restored the United
States’ deterrence credibility against would-be proliferators. But a number of issues detract from this argument. Libya had been making normalization overtures to Europe and the United States for years, and it is
unclear whether the United States simply took advantage of the situation
to claim success vis-à-vis Libya as justiﬁcation for Iraq.
In addition, it is difﬁcult to argue that North Korea’s or Iran’s strategies have become more pliant towards the United States. Immediately
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after the war began, North Korea agreed to the Six-Party Talks. But it
seems that, once North Korea had observed the complications that
erupted in post-invasion Iraq, the Pyongyang leadership acted as if the
invasion was more of an opportunity than a frightening example. With
US forces tied down in Iraq, North Korea and Iran may have felt that
the pressure had lightened. The visible costs to the United States in dealing with the aftermath of the invasion make it difﬁcult to believe that
such an approach could become conventional.
Aside from the dubious contribution to livening deterrence, the manner in which prevention was carried out in relation to Iraq had other
costs. These include undermining the trust of long-time partners, not
only as a direct effect of the fallout from the 2003 diplomatic crisis but
also as a result of the reputation that the United States has acquired
for being strategically myopic. Military-operational considerations and
geopolitical goals notwithstanding, the ﬁndings of the US-commissioned
Iraq Survey Group have cut away the core of the justiﬁcation for acting
beyond the regime to address the Iraqi proliferation threat.
Finally, as mentioned above, such forceful prevention is not entirely
new, as evidenced by the Israeli strikes on the Osirak reactors in 1981.
Nonetheless, the eventual regeneration of Iraq’s programme demonstrates how forceful prevention may be only a short-term solution. If socalled ‘‘demand-side’’ issues are not addressed – that is, if no arrangements are made to mitigate the threats that actually propel proliferation
interests – then such preventive measures may only set back progress towards weapons control for the short term. The logic of forceful prevention, in the absence of viable threat reduction, descends rapidly into the
logic of ‘‘regime change’’. Also, one may take issue with whether the
Osirak strikes signiﬁcantly set back Saddam Hussein’s progress towards
a nuclear weapon, given the speed with which the facilities were regenerated. In addition, it is apparent the he learned the necessity of making
the Iraqi programme more hidden and more resilient. Arguably, the
problem for the international community was ultimately made much
more difﬁcult after the Osirak strikes.
Thus, the costs of forceful prevention are abundantly clear whereas
the beneﬁts are hardly apparent. Forceful prevention in the mode of the
Osirak strikes in 1981 amounts to a one-shot, diplomatically costly way to
buy time for managing proliferation threats. Such short-term ﬁxes also allow proliferators to learn, adapt and make their programmes even more
hidden and resilient. Nonetheless, if other preventive means have failed
and if the consequences of a new state crossing the nuclear threshold
are serious enough, then such time-buying might be sufﬁciently valuable
to warrant the cost. Forceful prevention in the mode of the 2003 invasion,
however, amounts to a staggeringly costly manner of neutralizing a single
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proliferation threat. In all accounts, such an approach would be unconventional and extreme. Such historically informed analysis is crucial
when weighing forceful prevention against other less-than-perfect strategies, such as inspections and sanctions.

Whither disarmament?
What of the role of disarmament in relation to managing nuclear proliferation threats? As is the subject of Chapter 4 by Rebecca Johnson in this
volume, the key issue is whether slow movement or regression in fulﬁlling NPT Article VI commitments undermines non-proliferation efforts.
The issue is linked to the debate over whether discriminatory approaches
to non-proliferation are desirable or feasible. The current regime would
not exist were it not for Article VI.37 But the question remains whether
the relevant conditions under which this grand bargain was negotiated
still hold.
One could argue that perceptions of lack of progress on Article VI and
related problems are unfounded. First, under Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) programmes initiated in recent years, the world has seen
more progress on disarmament than ever during the Cold War. Second,
it is not clear that disarmament by the nuclear-weapon states would
change the minds of those that are currently seeking nuclear technologies. There is good reason to believe that the United States’ conventional
superiority, for example, is impetus enough to motivate some states to
pursue nuclear capabilities. In other cases, proliferation dynamics are
based on regional security concerns and are clearly far removed from
the likely effects of Article VI, as in the case of South Asia.
But those who defend the need to put pressure on the nuclear-weapon
states to move more quickly on Article VI are quick to reiterate its centrality to the maintenance of the NPT bargain. So long as commitment to
the NPT is strong, the international normative and political climate creates costs to proliferation. These costs would evaporate if expressed commitments to the NPT were to wither. In line with this reasoning, those
who argue that world perceptions of non-progress on Article VI commitments are insigniﬁcant should stop to think about whether an unravelling of the NPT is an acceptable consequence. This is in addition to the
self-interest-based arguments that propose progress in disarmament
simply lessens both the material available and the positive incentives for
proliferation.38
A related debate is over the United States’ plans, as reportedly announced in the United States’ 2002 Nuclear Posture Review, to develop
new types of tactical nuclear weapons.39 The issue is whether such weapons development increases or decreases the difﬁculty of stemming nu-
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clear proliferation. On the one hand, such ‘‘mini-nuke’’ development
could actually deter would-be small-scale proliferators, because they
would calculate that the odds of succeeding with a clandestine programme would be sufﬁciently diminished by a US capability to destroy.
But such new weapons development would erode the moral authority of
the United States in non-proliferation affairs. This would severely complicate any attempt to halt or roll back proliferators that decide, despite
the mini-nuke threat, to take the risk to go forward with programmes.

Conclusion
In some senses, the contributions to this volume and the analysis above
lead to a rather banal conclusion: none of the approaches available for
managing nuclear threats is without important drawbacks and limitations.
Nonetheless, clear identiﬁcation of such drawbacks and limitations is a
crucial ﬁrst step in effective and rational policy-making. The experience
in trying to manage the Iraqi proliferation threat has highlighted the importance of information problems, the relationship between the political
climate and intelligence, and the need for deeper assessments of how calculations of political survival factor into proliferation motivations. In the
post-Iraq era, some approaches that have been initiated outside the terms
of the non-proliferation regime hold signiﬁcant potential whereas the
promise of others may have been overblown.
The international community would do well to keep in mind two key
considerations. First, ad hoc approaches, legitimate discrimination and
forceful prevention reﬂect altered beliefs in the wake of the Iraq experience and the 9/11 terrorist attacks. The question arises: can these changed
beliefs be harnessed to further enhance the international community’s ability to neutralize today’s true nuclear threats? The question applies most
particularly to the deadlock induced by world politics that has set in
over the NPT. Second, the very existence of ad hoc and other ‘‘alternative’’ approaches also reﬂects how the non-proliferation regime has not
adapted to changing nuclear threats. But, even if these approaches appear to challenge the regime, it is important to raise the question: to
what extent and in what ways do these seemingly alternative approaches
actually depend on the existence of the multilateral regime for their success?40 A few instances of such dependence were mentioned above, including the relationship between the Six-Party Talks and the latent threat
of Security Council referral and the relationship between the PSI and
multilateral frameworks such as those governing maritime cooperation.
One might also add that the United States’ Iraq Survey Group made no
apparent gains operating as a unilaterally conducted entity, dissociated
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from UNMOVIC and the IAEA, and the Survey Group certainly lost out
from the disruption of an information-sharing network that such dissociation imposed. This should be a lesson to focus minds on pushing the
agenda forward.
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