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Introduction	

	

The	 proliferation	 of	 non-conventional	 weapons	

and	nuclear	arms	 in	particular	 is	 still	one	of	 the	

greatest	 threats	 to	 global	 peace.	 It	 emanates	

from	the	risk	of	a	new	–	regional	or	global	–	arms	

race,	 triggered	 by	 the	 development	 of	 nuclear	

weapon	

ns	outside	the	recognized	nuclear	arms	states.	It	

also	 comes	 from	 the	 threat	 associated	with	 the	

acquisition	 of	 nuclear	 capabilities,	 if	 only	

rudimentary,	by	terrorists.	Both,	neither	of	which	

are	entirely	unrealistic,	pose	unprecedented	risks	

to	European	and	global	security	and	stability.	The	

difficulty	 of	 countering	 nuclear	 proliferation	 is	

partly	 explained	 by	 the	 inherent	 link	 between	

military	and	civilian	nuclear	technology.	While	the	

latter	 is	generally	accepted,	development	of	the	

former	 is	 –	 for	 most	 countries	 –	 proscribed	 by	

international	law.	But	both	essentially	depend	on	

the	 same	 basic	 ingredient:	 fissile	 material.	

Consequently,	we	cannot	exclude	that	advanced	

civil	 nuclear	 facilities	 are	 military	 operations	 in	

disguise.	And	although	it	is	relatively	unlikely	that	

terrorist	 groups	 acquire	 the	means	 to	 deliver	 a	

nuclear	 device	 over	 long	 distances	 –	 ballistic	

missiles	–	building	a	primitive	nuclear	or	 “dirty”	

bomb	 is	 not	 so	 complicated	 once	 you	 get	 your	

hands	on	enough	fissile	material.	With	renegade	

tactics,	 delivery	 is	 easy.	 The	 effects	 could	 be	

devastating.	 Nuclear	 energy	 may	 well	 play	 a	

growing	role	in	securing	the	world’s	future	energy	

needs	 and	 could	 arguably	 contribute	 to	 global	

efforts	 to	 fight	 climate	 change.	 The	 risk	 that	

nuclear	 material	 and	 technology,	 if	 it	 is	

inadequately	secured,	falls	into	the	wrong	hands	

would	 grow	accordingly.	 To	put	 it	 simply,	 every	

additional	 nuclear	 installation	 is	 an	 extra	

potential	 security	 gap	 Under	 the	 Non-

Proliferation	Treaty,	countries	are	entitled	to	the	

peaceful	 use	 of	 nuclear	 technology,	 while	 its	

signatories	–	save	the	recognized	nuclear	weapon	

states	 –	 voluntarily	 forfeit	 the	 option	 of	

developing	 nuclear	 weapons.	 One	 of	 the	 weak	

spots	of	the	NPT	is	the	ambiguity	in	the	provisions	

governing	 the	 right	 to	 develop	 civilian	 nuclear	

programmes.	 Does	 this	 mean	 any	 country	 is	

allowed	to	develop	an	advanced	nuclear	industry,	

including	 those	parts	of	 the	enrichment	process	

that	 could	 readily	 be	 put	 to	 military	 use?	 Or	

should	 the	 right	 to	 host	 full	 nuclear	 fuel	 cycle	

facilities	 be	 a	 privilege	 that	 countries	 have	 to	

earn?	This	issue	lies	at	the	core	of	the	argument	

with	 Iran,	 which,	 despite	 denying	 international	

inspections	full	access	to	its	nuclear	installations,	

maintained	 that	 its	 nuclear	 programme	 was	

entirely	 peaceful	 –	 and	 therefore	 permitted	

under	the	NPT.	The	obvious	answer	is	to	insist	on	

stringent	oversight	and	inspection	rules,	such	as	

those	already	laid	down	in	the	additional	protocol	

to	the	NPT.	But	this	presupposes	that	those	rules	

–	and	the	legitimacy	of	the	regulatory	framework	

they	are	part	of	–	are	universally	accepted.	Unless	

all	 participants	 are	 convinced	 it	 suits	 their	

interests	 and	 collectively	 agree	 to	 submit	 to	 its	

rules	and	principles,	the	NPT-regime	is	in	danger	

of	eventually	unravelling.	The	challenge	we	face	

is	therefore	not	only	to	counter	the	increased	risk	

of	nuclear	proliferation	on	a	 case	by	case	basis,	



	

but	also	to	reassert	the	consensus	underlying	the	

non-proliferation	 regime	 itself	 and	 reconfirm	 its	

validity	 and	 legitimacy.	 To	 that	 end	we	need	 to	

develop	 arrangements	 that	 persuade	 all	 parties	

of	the	continuing	necessity	and	value	of	a	strong	

NPT.	

The	 problem	 at	 the	 top	 of	 the	 global	

nonproliferation	 agenda	 today,	 particularly	 is	

how	to	thwart	the	nuclear	weapons	ambitions	of	

Iran	and	North	Korea.	However	 to	achieve	 this	

goal	the	UN	needs	to	pay	more	attention	to	the	

three	 de	 facto	 nuclear-weapon	 states	 that	 are	

outside	 the	 nuclear	 Nonproliferation	 Treaty	

(NPT):	Israel,	India,	and	Pakistan.	

Short	 of	 becoming	 party	 to	 the	 treaty	 as	 non-

nuclear-weapon	 states—a	 remote	 prospect	 at	

this	time—these	countries	need	to	be	more	fully	

engaged	 in	 the	 nonproliferation	 regime.	 For	

example,	it	is	not	clear	that	Iran	can	be	convinced	

or	coerced	into	giving	up	 its	weapons	ambitions	

unless	 Israel	 accepts	 constraints	 on	 its	

unacknowledged	 nuclear	 program.	 Additionally,	

the	 transfer	 of	 weapons-relevant	 nuclear	 items	

and	 expertise	 from	 the	 non-NPT	 states,	

particularly	 Pakistan,	 to	 North	 Korea,	 Iran,	 and	

other	 countries	 needs	 to	 be	 much	 more	

rigorously	controlled.	Finally,	the	non-universality	

of	the	NPT,	and	the	U.S.	view	of	the	nuclear	reality	

in	 Israel,	 India,	and	Pakistan	as	a	situation	to	be	

“managed”	 rather	 than	 reversed,	 weakens	 the	

global	 nonproliferation	 norm	 and	 thus	

undermines	the	regime.	

	

Non-NPT	Signatory	States	

	

Israel	

The	 United	 States	 initially	 opposed	 Israel’s	

acquisition	 of	 nuclear	 weapons,	 but	 a	 secret	

understanding	was	reached	in	1969	in	which	the	

United	 States	 agreed	 to	 accept	 the	 “nuclear	

facts	 on	 the	 ground”	 in	 Israel,	 while	 Israel	

pledged	not	 to	 test	 or	 declare	 itself	 a	 nuclear-

weapon	 state.	 The	 reason	 for	 this	 change	 of	

attitude	by	the	United	States	went	beyond	the	

perceived	futility	of	continuing	to	pressure	Israel	

on	 the	 nuclear	 issue	 in	 the	 face	 of	 significant	

domestic	support	for	the	Jewish	state.	President	

Richard	 Nixon	 and	 Secretary	 of	 State	 Henry	

Kissinger	viewed	the	United	States	and	Israel	as	

strategic	allies	with	a	common	attitude	toward	

nuclear	

weapons:	essential	for	their	own	security	but	a	

grave	 danger	 if	 acquired	 by	 their	 enemies.	 To	

this	 end	 and	 at	 considerable	 cost,	 both	 states	

have	 developed	 sophisticated	 nuclear	 (and	

conventional)	 weapons	 capabilities	 while	

seeking	 to	 prevent	 the	 acquisition	 of	 nuclear	

weapons	 by	 their	 enemies,	 by	 persuasion	 if	

possible,	by	violent	means	if	necessary.	Despite	

various	“bumps	on	the	road”	which	have	drawn	

public	 attention	 to	 the	 nuclear	 reality	 in	 Israel	

over	the	intervening	years	(e.g.,	“the	flash	in	the	

South	 Atlantic”	 in	 1979	 and	 the	 Vanunu	

revelations	 regarding	 Israel’s	 nuclear	

capabilities	 in	 1986),	 the	 1969	 understanding	

still	holds.	



	

Indeed,	 although	 the	 first	 Bush	 and	 Clinton	

administrations	tried	to	interest	Israel	in	signing	

on	 to	 a	 fissile	 material	 cutoff	 treaty	 (FMCT),	

which	would	place	 a	 cap	on	 the	production	of	

plutonium	 and	 highly	 enriched	 uranium	 for	

weapons,	 the	 United	 States	 did	 not	 push	 very	

hard.	 Israel	 for	 its	 part	 never	 had	 much	

enthusiasm	 for	 such	 a	 treaty,	 regarding	 it	 as	 a	

“slippery	 slope”	 toward	 nuclear	 disarmament.	

As	a	result	of	this	and	other	problems,	proposals	

for	a	regional	or	a	global	FMCT	went	nowhere.	

Since	 taking	 office,	 the	 current	 administration	

has	 not	 raised	 disarmament	 issues	with	 Israel,	

contenting	itself	with	continuing	the	practice	of	

previous	administrations	of	periodically	“tipping	

its	hat”	to	the	importance	of	the	universality	of	

the	NPT	 as	 a	 long-term	 goal	 but	 deferring	 any	

efforts	 to	 pressure	 Israel	 on	 this	 issue	 until	 a	

broader,	 lasting	 peace	 in	 the	 Middle	 East	 is	

achieved.	

India	and	Pakistan	

India	 acquired	 a	 nuclear-weapon	 capability	

under	the	cover	of	an	ambitious	nuclear	power	

program	 that	 received	 considerable	 support	

from	 the	 major	 nuclear	 suppliers,	 particularly	

Canada	 and	 the	 United	 States,	 until	 India	

detonated	a	so-called	peaceful	nuclear	explosive	

(PNE)	 in	 1974.	 Pakistan’s	 acquisition	 and	

subsequent	 development	 of	 nuclear	 weapons	

have	been	driven	by	its	perceived	need	to	match	

India	in	this	sphere	as	well	as	to	compensate	for	

its	 conventional	 military	 inferiority	 to	 India	 in	

the	context	of	a	possible	war	over	Kashmir.	

In	 the	 aftermath	 of	 the	 Indian	 PNE,	 the	 United	

States	led	an	international	effort	to	clamp	down	

on	 further	 proliferation.	 One	 step	 was	 bringing	

the	major	nuclear	suppliers	together	to	agree	on	

a	 code	 of	 conduct	 (the	 Nuclear	 Supplier	

Guidelines)	 for	 nuclear	 exports	 that	 mandated	

International	 Atomic	 Energy	 Agency	 (IAEA)	

safeguards	 on	 nuclear-related	 items	 and	 also	

urged	 restraint	 on	 the	 transfer	 of	 sensitive	

nuclear	 technologies.	 Domestically,	 the	 United	

States	enacted	the	Nuclear	Nonproliferation	Act	

of	1978,	conditioning	U.S.	nuclear	cooperation	on	

a	country’s	acceptance	of	 full-scope	safeguards.	

That	 law	 led	 to	 the	 termination	 of	 U.S.	 nuclear	

cooperation	with	India.	

By	 contrast,	 U.S.	 policy	 toward	 Pakistan	 has	

been	 much	 less	 consistent.	 Pakistan’s	

acquisition	 of	 uranium-enrichment	 technology	

in	1979	resulted	in	a	U.S.	cutoff	of	economic	and	

military	 assistance.	 Two	 years	 later,	 however,	

the	United	States	suspended	these	sanctions	as	

a	result	of	Pakistan’s	cooperation	in	supporting	

the	 effort	 to	 oust	 the	 Soviet	 Union	 from	

Afghanistan.	Yet,	sanctions	were	imposed	again	

in	 1990	 after	 the	 Soviets	 withdrew	 from	

Afghanistan	 and	 President	 George	 H.	W.	 Bush	

could	 not	 (as	 required	 by	 the	 1985	 Pressler	

amendment)	 affirm	 that	 Pakistan	 did	 not	

possess	a	nuclear	explosive	device.	The	nuclear	

tests	 carried	 out	 in	 May	 1998	 by	 India	 and	

Pakistan	 resulted	 in	 the	 suspension	 of	military	

and	 foreign	 economic	 assistance	 to	 both	

countries	 as	well	 as	 prohibitions	 on	U.S.	 bank-

backed	 loans	 or	 credits	 and	 denial	 of	 Export-

Import	 Bank	 support	 for	 exports.	 Eventually,	



	

domestic	 and	 foreign	 policy	 considerations,	

accelerated	by	the	need	for	allies	in	the	war	on	

terrorism	 after	 September	 11,	 2001,	 led	 to	 an	

easing	and	ultimate	lifting	of	all	sanctions.	

North	Korea	

Another,	 more	 direct	 link	 between	 the	 three	

non-NPT	powers	and	the	so-called	axis	of	evil	is	

what	the	nonproliferation	community	views	as	a	

pattern	

of	 nuclear	 weapons	 cooperation	 between	

Pakistan	and	North	Korea	and	possibly	also	Iran.	

There	 have	 been	 disturbing	 reports	 in	 the	

nonproliferation	 community	 that	 Pakistan	 has	

transferred	 centrifuge	 enrichment	 technology	

and	perhaps	also	weapons	design	information	to	

Pyongyang	and	perhaps	Tehran.	This	is	a	serious	

matter	 that	 arguably	 is	 intrinsic	 to	 Pakistan’s	

non-NPT	 status.	 Although	 the	 NPT	 does	 not	

explicitly	 prohibit	 a	 non-nuclear-weapon	 state	

party	 from	 assisting	 another	 state	 in	 acquiring	

nuclear	weapons,	it	is	clear	that	to	do	so	would	

fundamentally	violate	the	normative	foundation	

and	rationale	of	the	treaty.	

However,	not	being	a	party	to	the	NPT	need	not	

exacerbate	 the	 problem	 of	 limiting	 nuclear	

technology	transfers	that	facilitate	a	recipient’s	

access	to	nuclear	weapons.	

France	 demonstrated	 that,	 by	 participating	 in	

the	 Nuclear	 Suppliers	 Group	 (NSG)	 from	 its	

inception	 and	 endorsing	 a	 charter	 for	

responsible	 nuclear	 cooperation	 involving	

constraints	 on	 national	 behavior	 even	 while	

eschewing	participation	 in	the	NPT	(to	which	 it	

adhered	only	in	1992),	it	is	possible	to	maintain	

an	 independent	 posture	 on	 one’s	 own	nuclear	

program	while	 supporting	 international	 efforts	

to	 forestall	 nuclear	 proliferation.	 As	 a	 charter	

member	 of	 the	 NPT	 and	 a	 country	 with	

substantial	 leverage	 on	 Pakistan,	 the	 United	

States	 also	 bears	 substantial	 responsibility	 for	

bringing	pressure	on	Pakistan	not	to	assist	non-

nuclear-weapon	 states	 in	 acquiring	 nuclear	

weapons.	

Conclusion	

	

When	 talking	about	a	political	 response	 to	 the	

challenges	 related	 to	 nuclear	 proliferation,	 all	

political	 efforts	 have	 to	 be	 targeted	 at	 one	

specific	objective.	That	objective	may	be	difficult	

–	 perhaps	 even	 impossible	 –	 to	 achieve	 but	

striving	for	it	is	a	good	thing.	The	ideal	would	be	

to	have	a	world	that	is	completely	free	of	nuclear	

weapons.	 If	 you	 ask	 the	 average	 man	 on	 the	

street	in	Washington,	Beijing,	Brussels,	Moscow,	

or	 in	any	other	city	 in	 the	world,	he	would	 tell	

you	that	he	is	in	favour	of	a	nuclear	free	world	–	

provided	you	do	not	meet	anyone	who	works	in	

the	nuclear	industry.	To	be	honest,	we	are	very	

far	 from	such	a	brilliant	 future	and	that	means	

we	have	to	be	realistic.	In	the	20th	century,	we	

had	 separate	 military	 blocks	 in	 the	 world	 and	

nuclear	weapons	played	a	crucial	role.	There	was	

no	 major	 conflict	 between	 the	 two	

superpowers.	 The	 possibility	 of	 mutually	

assured	destruction	in	a	serious	crisis	such	as	in	

Cuba	did	not	happen,	and	perhaps	nuclear	arms	

prevented	 it	 from	 happening.	 This	 logic	 of	



	

mutually	assured	destruction	 is	no	 longer	valid	

today.	 But	 it	 does	 not	 mean	 that	 the	 nuclear	

issues	 are	 not	 highly	 topical	 in	 this	 new	

millennium,	far	from	it.	This	is	perhaps	down	to	

the	 fact	 that	 there	 is	 a	 continued	 lack	 of	 trust	

between	the	nuclear	powers,	a	distrust	between	

the	 nuclear	 club	 and	 those	 countries	 that	 are	

candidates	to	the	club	and	thirdly,	the	countries	

that	have	become	nuclear	free	zones	and	have	

gotten	rid	of	their	nuclear	weapons	do	not	trust	

the	 first	 two	groups.	 So	 the	whole	question	of	

nuclear	disarmament	has	 to	be	 looked	at	 from	

this	angle.	It	is	on	this	basis	that	we	can	perhaps	

discuss	and	develop	the	measures	that	we	need	

to	 take	 on	 the	world	 stage.	 Hope	 through	 the	

means	 of	 this	 committee	 you	 will	 be	 able	 to	

address	some	of	these	issues.	
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