
KEEPING THE ATOM’S CLUB EXCLUSIVE

THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME, 1945-2007

Allon Bar

0232602

Supervisor: Prof.dr. D.A. Hellema

MA International relations in historical perspective - Utrecht University                                                       

May 2007



KEEPING THE ATOM’S CLUB EXCLUSIVE

THE NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME, 1945-2007

Allon Bar

May 2007

-



 
 
Table  of  contents  

 

 

Introduction 4 

Chapter I 

1945-1960 

Taking the plunge: from nuclear monopoly to cooperation for peace 8 

Chapter II 

1961-1970 

Diplomacy at work: from crisis to treaty 18 

Chapter III 

1971-1990 

The first challenges for the NPT 31 

Chapter IV 

1991-2007 

A growing NPT, and growing problems 44 

Chapter V  

Analysis 67 

Conclusion 87 

Bibliography 93 

Appendices  

- 1946 Baruch Plan II 

- 1953 ‘Atoms for Peace’ speech X 

- 1968 Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons XVII 

- 2007 status Non-Proliferation Treaty XXIII 

- Nuclear forces map XXIX 



 4 

 
 
Introduct ion  

 

 

At the time of this writing it is close to sixty-eight years since the Second World War started and 

almost sixty two years since it ended. The two atomic bombs which levelled the cities of Hiroshima 

and Nagasaki were of critical importance in the surrender-decision of Emperor Hirohito of August 

15, 1945, but their impact stretched far beyond that. They affected the conduct of world politics 

deeply and profoundly. 

No other event than World War II has more strongly shaped my thinking. My European 

ancestry and upbringing, and the strong attention present in The Netherlands for the European war 

history, has contributed to this. Unfortunately, it is also the cause of my lack of in-depth knowledge 

of the war’s Pacific theatre, its dramatic finale, and the ripples it has caused since. 

In selecting a research topic, such qualifications would justify a strong interest in a subject. 

However, there is more to it. Although with the historical mindset with which I have travelled 

through my academic career until now no specific appeal for the historical presence need be 

expected, I believe the immediate relation to present time can provide an extra attraction. I have 

always appreciated understanding how history shapes the presence. What better way to research this 

than by starting my research’s scope in 1945 and ending it now?  

Although the sole acts of dropping the nuclear bomb occurred sixty-two years ago, their 

aftershocks are still felt. Their strategic impact long held the security communities, which were 

especially powerful during the Cold War, in a grip. Almost simultaneously with the recognition of 

the powerful impact nuclear detonation can have in offensive purposes, people started to conceive 

of ways to ensure no such weapon would ever be used again. Until now those people can observe 

with satisfaction that indeed, since 1945, no nuclear explosions have been used for offensive 

purposes. 

Yet at the same time, another of their goals, elimination of nuclear weaponry, has been a 

resounding failure. The numbers of nuclear weapons multiplied into tens of thousands – each ever 

more powerful than the ones thrown in Japan. Also, the number of nations capable of such acts has 

multiplied, with currently eight (or nine) nuclear weapon states.  
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The decision for nuclear attack, now as then, is still a decision of mankind, and not one of a 

machine. Also the decision to prevent further nations from getting a nuclear capability is one of 

man, as ultimately is the decision to get rid of nuclear weapons once and for all. Within the 

academic field of the humanities the subject matter focuses not on the laws on nature, or how social 

laws define human behaviour, but on what the outcome has been of what people produce. Such 

outcomes, whether it be war, peace, or any other form of human interaction, are described in 

history. I shall make my contribution to that by attesting to how specific people, nations, and events 

have shaped the current form the world is in – nuclear wise.  

 To this end I have researched what policies, since the introduction of nuclear warfare until 

now, were or were not existent to prevent more nations from acquiring nuclear weapons – whether 

it be through importing warheads, parts, materials, or manufacturing such weapons themselves. In 

that, I have focussed on non-proliferation policies, not so much on how and why nations have sought 

to gain nuclear capabilities themselves. I have undertaken to find how such non-proliferation 

policies evolved over the past six decades and how that has brought us to the situations we currently 

face. I conclude with a brief overview of possibilities and opportunities for the future.  

 

This thesis thus provides an impression of the politics surrounding non-proliferation agreements in 

history. I will evaluate the success of non-proliferation policies, most specifically those undertaken 

under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT - 1968), the most important non-proliferation agreement 

concluded. The central question implicitly asked throughout my writing is: how has the nuclear 

non-proliferation regime developed since the first use of the atomic bomb?  

To support that main question, three questions will be addressed. First, how did the nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty come about? Second, how has the Treaty been implemented thereafter, 

and what measures have been taken to support it? Third, what threats has the non-proliferation 

regime faced? A side issue to be addressed in the analysis, is what expectations are for the future of 

nuclear non-proliferation. It should be noted that this research does not entail a legal analysis of the 

Treaty. 

 

To clarify the basic topic of this research, some terms require further explaining. Under non-

proliferation regime I understand to be the total set of treaties, policies, and political, military and 

economic measures aimed at preventing nuclear proliferation. In strategic studies often references are 

made to vertical and horizontal proliferation. Vertical proliferation means the qualitative or 

quantitative expansion of the nuclear military arsenal of an existing nuclear power (Nuclear 
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Weapon States). Horizontal proliferation means the expansion of nuclear weaponry to other – 

previously non-nuclear – powers (non-nuclear weapon states). 

This (historical) thesis specifically focuses on the latter case of proliferation. An overview of 

arms control negotiations and agreements between the United States and the Soviet Union, or an 

account of a possible nuclear arms race during the Cold War era is beyond the scope of this 

research. Whereas the specific focus of this thesis is the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, other 

methods to check nuclear armament will be included insofar as they are relevant to the timeframe. 

Unless otherwise mentioned, any references to the ‘Treaty’ concern the Non-Proliferation Treaty (in 

full: Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons). 

 

In order to provide an understanding of the significance of the NPT, it is important to account for 

the history of nuclear arms, starting roughly twenty five years prior to the coming into force of the 

NPT. The first chapter introduces the reader into plans and negotiations undertaken in the time 

period 1945-1960, aimed at dispensing with, and limiting the presence of nuclear weapons in the 

world. The second chapter follows the Cuban missiles crisis, and how it has paved the way for the 

subsequent agreements concluded between the Soviet Union and the United States. One of the key 

agreements was the NPT. The third chapter covers the 1970s and 1980s, two decades in which 

nuclear proliferation largely went unnoticed, and remained relatively limited in scope. The 1990s 

and 2000s, subject of the fourth chapter, were marked by revelations about nuclear ambitions by 

certain states, and the definite emergence of two new nuclear powers, India and Pakistan. Finally, 

following these historical outlines, chapter five will provide the reader with an analytical insight into 

the impact the NPT has had, and what its future may hold. 

 

My research has entailed conducting interviews, and reading primary documents, personal history 

accounts, policy papers, books, and articles. A few of them I have appreciated especially in assisting 

me in studying this field. Barry Buzan and Eric Herring’s The Arms Dynamic in World Politics has 

served to simultaneously deepen and challenge some of the basic understandings I held of military 

strategic issues. With David Fischer’s Stopping the spread of nuclear weapons, I had a useful study 

guiding me through the various proliferation issues and occurrences in history. With The Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty, Mohamed Shaker has provided an excellent insight into the diplomacy and 

politics surrounding the non-proliferation negotiations in the various UN-bodies. I also want to 

mention the numerous articles I have used from the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, which have 

managed to adjust and specify my views with various case study articles. 
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With the results of my research I intend to contribute to the academic literature concerning this 

topic, but also to the policy debate regarding how to deal with the dangers of nuclear proliferation. 

In a time where the top-item on the agenda of world leaders seems to be the Iranian nuclear 

programme and its alleged military purpose, the topic remains unsettlingly current. 

 

To conclude the introduction, I wish to thank my friends, family, and counsellors (whether aware 

that those were their respective roles or not, I at least hope my friends do and assume my family 

does). The support they provided while I was in the process of writing this thesis has been 

indispensable. Moreover, it was greatly appreciated.  

 

Naturally, any error or omission can solely be attributed to myself. 

 

Allon Bar 

 

Rotterdam, May 2007 
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Chapter  I  

1945-1960 
Taking the plunge: from nuclear monopoly to 

cooperation for peace 
 

 

Without the united effort and unremitting co-operation of all the nations of the world, there will be no enduring 

and effective protection against the atomic bomb.1 

    U.S. Secretary of State, James F. Byrnes, 16 November 1945. 

 

Shortly after Japan’s surrender, many people demanded that we immediately give the world all the scientific and 

engineering information of the atomic bomb that we possessed. Most thinking people wanted international 

control of atomic energy. […] I felt that if any nation were opposed […] then the longer we could keep the bomb 

out of the hands of that nation, the better it would be for the people of the world.2 

    Former U.S. Secretary of State (1945-1947) James F. Byrnes, 1947. 

 

 

In what sometimes has been termed the ‘war of the laboratories’, the United States succeeded in 

beating Germany in developing the world’s first atomic bomb. Most of the work was undertaken 

in cooperation with Great Britain and Canada, through the Manhattan Project. Ever since the 

United States dropped its atomic bomb on the city of Hiroshima on August 6, 1945, and on 

Nagasaki three days later, scientists, politicians, military men, and civilians have struggled to deal 

with this menacing new weapon. 

In the following decade and a half, the world’s superpowers, their allies, and non-aligned 

countries attempted to pursue agreement on the future existence and use of nuclear weapons. 

                                                 
1 James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (London 1947), p. 266. The quote is from a speech Byrnes held in Charleston, 
South Carolina, the day after the November 15, 1945 announcement by the United States, Canada, and Great 
Britain, stating their intention to disavow nuclear weapons and seek international cooperation on the matter. 
2 Ibid, p. 265. 
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These efforts were characterised by a struggle to understand the nature and strategic impact of 

the atomic bomb. At the same time, the Cold War affected the opportunities to achieve an 

understanding on how to limit the potentially perilous effects of nuclear weapons. 

 This chapter examines the various proposals made to achieve nuclear disarmament, arms 

control, and non-proliferation from 1945 to 1960. A significant step taken in this perspective was 

the American Baruch Plan (1946), which entailed complete nuclear disarmament of the then 

sole nuclear power (the United States), and prevention of future nuclear armament. With the 

coming of new nuclear powers, agreements proved difficult to reach, and thus the scope of the 

agreements attempted to conclude was increasingly limited in outlook. 

The bodies of the United Nations often served as a forum for these ideas, deliberations, 

and negotiations. While no decisive agreements were reached in the time period specified, and 

nuclear armament spread, the actors involved developed an impression of the shape of a future 

non-proliferation regime. A partial result of this development was the coming into being of the 

International Atomic Energy Agency in 1957. 

 

With the end of the Second World War, the world was left with only two major powers: the Soviet 

Union, which had liberated Eastern Europe from Nazi occupation, and the United States, which 

had commanded the allied war effort in Western Europe and the Pacific. Latent distrust between 

the two powers, which had been suppressed due to their collaboration in overcoming the axis 

powers during the war, ensued shortly after the war ended. This distrust was also influential in the 

way negotiations about the future of atomic energy were conducted. 

 The consequences of the (American owned) atomic bomb for the conduct of international 

relations were already discussed in American governmental circles long before the first bomb was 

actually dropped.3 It was clear from the mere destructive power of the new type of weapon, that to 

limit the danger it posed to national and international security a stringent approach was required. 

Debate within the United States government mainly revolved around two questions: 

whether to share scientific information about nuclear technology with other countries, specifically 

the Soviet Union, and whether an international control mechanism of atomic energy would have to 

involve Moscow directly. An underlying assumption was that the Soviet Union, given time, would 

also be able to produce nuclear bombs, and thus break the American nuclear monopoly. Though 

advanced technological knowledge, fissile material, and financial resources are required to produce 

an atomic bomb, there is no secret ‘trick’ involved, and the atomic process is ultimately an outcome 

                                                 
3 “First steps toward international control”. U.S. Department of Energy. Office of History & Energy Resources. 
http://www.cfo.doe.gov/me70/manhattan/international_control_1.htm. 
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of application of modern physics. The process of nuclear armament by other nations could 

therefore be delayed, but ultimately not prevented. Henceforth, so some argued, it would be 

advisable to share information on nuclear power, and by doing so build trust instead of distrust in 

the first postwar months, already showing tensions of the looming Cold War. 

A fear existed that the Soviet Union would engage in a frantic nuclear build-up if it were 

not provided with the scientific atomic information the United States had attained. Undersecretary 

of State Dean Acheson, argued that the Soviet Union would regard a policy of exclusion by the 

United States, in light of the U.S.-British-Canadian bomb development, as an act aimed against 

them, and that they would forcefully try to repair the perceived imbalance in power.4 Opponents of 

this view, however, advocated maintaining the nuclear monopoly as long as possible. They argued 

that because the United States had achieved the nuclear monopoly on its own first, it should 

translate its power into diplomatic gain and utilise the monopoly to pressure the Soviet Union on 

other issues. Initial attempts to do so in late 1945 failed, stumbling on a Soviet ‘bluff’ approach of 

stressing the insignificance of nuclear weapons (a view nonetheless not withholding them from 

pursuing the nuclear option themselves). Under guidance of President Harry S. Truman the former 

vision prevailed. 

The second question, concerning dealing with the Soviet Union directly, was eventually 

decided upon by the harsh negotiations the United States had experienced with the Soviet Union 

in the immediate postwar period. Great Britain, as Canada, had been a partner to the United States 

in the Manhattan project, and had achieved a mutual ‘nuclear veto’ through agreement between 

President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill. It too debated the wisdom of engaging Soviet 

Union directly in nuclear talks, and eventually opposed granting the Soviet Union equal 

partnership in future negotiations on the nuclear issue.5 Instead, the leaders of the United States, 

Great Britain, and Canada, in their Agreed Declaration of November 15, 1945, proposed to put 

nuclear energy under international control. They also called for the establishment of a UN atomic 

energy commission.6 This constituted a major step, as it established for the first time the stated goal 

of both international cooperation on the matter, initiated by the partners of the Manhattan Project, 

as well as it called for outlawing nuclear weapons. Also significantly, this approach constituted a 

multilateral framework for dealing with this issue, including lesser powers, instead of discussing the 

issue with the Soviet Union solely and directly. 

                                                 
4 Leonard Weiss, “Atoms for Peace”. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Vol. 59, No. 6 (November-December 2003), p. 
34, and Dean Acheson, Present at the creation. My years in the State Department (New York 1969), p. 123-125. 
5 John Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence. British nuclear strategy, 1945-1964 (Oxford 1995), p. 40-41. 
6 Weiss, “Atoms for Peace”, p. 36. 
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Subsequently, a committee of politicians, scientists, and military leaders attached to the 

Manhattan project, was mandated to formulate a plan for international control of atomic energy. 

The committee was headed by Undersecretary of State Dean Acheson, and the report of the 

committee, submitted on March 17, 1946, became known as the Acheson-Lilienthal report. The 

report’s findings suggested that assembling all fissile material worldwide under the guidance of an 

international atomic development authority, would preclude the necessity for the otherwise difficult 

to implement inspections regime. While recognising the importance of inspections in giving nations 

more reassurance than a pledge of good faith, the committee argued that “a system of inspection 

superimposed on an otherwise uncontrolled exploitation of atomic energy by national governments will not be 

an adequate safeguard.”7 The report also suggested for the United States to share its nuclear 

knowledge with the Soviet Union, based on an agreement not to build further nuclear bombs. The 

report did outline that if its suggestions would be adopted, the United States in time would not 

retain its nuclear weapons, but it did not explicitly state whether those weapons would be 

eliminated, or brought under international control.8 

 Also through the United Nations efforts were underway to deal with the nuclear element of 

the new era. The first ever resolution adopted by the General Assembly called into being a 

commission “to deal with the problems raised by the discovery of atomic energy”. The commission 

was instructed to make proposals “(a) for extending between all nations the exchange of basic 

scientific information for peaceful ends; (b) for control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to 

ensure its use only for peaceful purposes; (c) for the elimination from national armaments of atomic 

weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction; (d) for effective safeguards 

by way of inspection and other means to protect complying States against the hazards of violations 

and evasions.”9 

 In adopting the resolution, the General Assembly laid out the general principles of both 

sharing nuclear technology, while demoting nuclear armaments as a legitimate asset in defence 

arsenals. The potential contradictory nature of this dual goal was not yet emphasised. Less than half 

a year after the nuclear weapon’s first use, the international community thus decided it was best to 

                                                 
7 (original emphasis). p. 5 of the report. “The Acheson-Lilienthal Report. Report on the International Control of 
Atomic Energy”. LearnWorld. Nuclear Design & Nuclear Policy. 16 March 1946. 
http://www.learnworld.com/ZNW/LWText.Acheson-Lilienthal.html.  
8 “Let us consider, for example, the plan we recommend in this report. If adopted and executed in good faith, this 
will have reached a reasonably full degree of operation in a period of years. At that time nearly all the factors 
making the present position of the United States in relation to atomic energy a preferred one will have been 
eliminated. For, when the plan is in full operation, no nation will be the legal owner of atomic weapons, of 
stockpiles of fissionable material or raw materials, or of the plants in which they can be produced. An attempt will 
have been made to establish a strategic balance in the geographical distribution of the internationally owned plants 
and stockpiles.” “The Acheson-Lilienthal Report”, p. 53. 
9 UN General Assembly resolution 1, 24 January 1946. Art. 5: Terms of Reference of the Commission. 
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eliminate nuclear weapons completely. Neither the atomic weapon, nor nations’ raw power 

interests, however, proved easy to uninvent. 

 

The Baruch Plan 

 

It was the UN Atomic Energy Commission which on 14 June 1946 became the stage for one of the 

most remarkable disarmament proposals of the early nuclear era, the so-called Baruch Plan. Bernard 

Baruch, an American entrepreneur and statesman, was called to the task by President Truman to 

advocate U.S. policy based on the Acheson-Lilienthal report. He changed some parts of the original 

report’s suggestions, most notably adding the possibility to impose veto-overriding sanctions 

through the Security Council, and the precedence for creating guarantees by international 

safeguards and inspections, so no other nation could arm itself with nuclear weapons, before the 

United States would rid itself of its atomic bombs.10 Washington deemed such guarantees necessary 

in order not to be caught surprised in a disarmed position by a nuclear armed opponent. In the 

meantime it therefore opted to hold on to its nuclear weapons for as long as possible.11 This of 

course suited the United States, but not the Soviet Union. 

 Consequently, whether it were the changes implemented by Baruch, or the total concept of 

engaging in nuclear cooperation, the Baruch plan did not meet the approval of the Soviet Union.12 

The Soviet Union feared the ‘control first, disarm later’ approach would lead to a continued U.S. 

nuclear monopoly and objected to allowing inspectors on its soil.13 Moscow therefore proposed its 

own Gromyko plan, which required that first all possession, production, and employment of 

nuclear weapons would have to be outlawed, before an international control regime could be 

established. Both the Soviet Union and the United States kept firmly to their positions, resulting in 

                                                 
10 Weiss, “Atoms for peace”, p. 36.  
11 Secretary of State at the time, James F. Byrnes, has indicated that the United States deemed such retention 
crucial. Part of the reason was that it felt to be in a disadvantaged position. also due to the uncontrolled press in 
the United States being able to report violations, whereas in the case of a Sovet violation, “no one outside the 
Soviet Union would know it until the Red Army was ready to use them. That would be too late.” Byrnes, Speaking 
Frankly, p. 270-275. 
12 Dean Acheson has argued that the State Department committee dealing with this issue was against inclusion of 
the “swift and sure punishment", as Baruch proposed. However, President Truman aligned with the latter’s 
position. As expected the Soviet Union did not accept the sanction provisions, which Acheson feared were 
regarded as a U.S. alliance building to allow an attack on the Soviet Union to prevent Moscow’s nuclear 
programme from materialising. In his memoirs, Acheson portrays a strongly negative view of Baruch’s 
competencies. It is unclear whether their adversarial relationship influenced decision-making on this point. 
Acheson, Present at the creation, p. 154-156. 
13 John Lewis Gaddis, The Cold War (London 2005), p. 56. 
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the failure of both plans.14 Baruch did force a vote on his plan in the UN Atomic Energy 

Commission, where the plan was approved (with the Soviet Union and Poland abstaining), but it 

was vetoed by the Soviet Union in the Security Council. Deliberations in the UN Atomic Energy 

Commission continued until 1949, but after work in the commission came to a complete standstill, 

the General Assembly dissolved the UNAEC in 1952. 

It is unlikely the Soviet Union would have rejected the unilateral disarmament proposals of 

the United States, had it not been for the Soviet’s own atomic programme. Working on the 

assumption that through its own research and espionage it would be able to build a nuclear weapon 

itself in the near future, the Soviet Union was reluctant to engage in any international agreement 

short of allowing it to build its own nuclear arsenal. In 1946, it had just been confronted with the 

American atomic bomb, which, its rhetoric notwithstanding, altered the balance of power between 

the two nations.15 Another reason the Soviet Union might have been reluctant to agree to 

disarmament cooperation, is that it could not be assured that if the United States had acquired the 

knowledge and capability to build the bomb once, it could not build the bomb again once 

disarmed. It was also discouraged by adoption of the 1946 Atomic Energy (McMahon) Act in the 

U.S. Congress, which jointly with domestic public opposition, made the sharing of nuclear 

information impossible.16 The Soviet Union therefore decided on its common line of ‘hard power’ 

assurance over international agreement, and rejected the nuclear accommodation options the early 

Cold War still offered at that point.17 

Through an extensive spy-network, with associates within different segments of the 

Manhattan project and later nuclear projects in the United States, the Soviet Union was able to 

gain much intelligence information for its own programme.18 On August 29, 1949, the Soviet 

Union ended the U.S. monopoly on nuclear weapons by detonating its first nuclear test device. Its 

progress on building a bomb was expected, but not so soon.19 

 Though the positions in support and against nuclear cooperation and disarmament could 

have been clear with the rejection of the Baruch plan, both the United States and the Soviet Union 

                                                 
14 Michael Mandelbaum, The nuclear question. The United States and nuclear weapons, 1946-1976 (Cambridge 1979), 
p. 23-33. 
15 Thomas B. Cochran, Robert S. Norris, and Oleg A. Bukharin, Making the Russian Bomb. From Stalin to Yeltsin 
(Boulder 1995), p. 10. 
16 Both Congress and public opinion opposed sharing atomic secrets with foreign powers. Mandelbaum, The 
nuclear question, p. 26. 
17 Mandelbaum, The nuclear question, p. 30. 
18 David Holloway, “New light on early Soviet bomb secrets”. Physics Today. Vol. 49, No. 11 (November 1996), p. 
26-27, and Cochran et al. Making the Russian bomb, p. 13-16. 
19 Gaddis, The Cold War, p. 35. In 1947 even, former Secretary of States James F. Byrnes concluded that any 
government seeking to produce a nuclear bomb would need at least seven to ten years to be able to produce one. 
Byrnes, Speaking frankly, p. 261. 
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continued to try and ‘outgun’ each other as long as technological developments enabled the 

possibility of gaining a qualitative strategic edge over the adversary. It would take the development 

of the Hydrogen Bomb, Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles, Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles, 

and the Cuban Missile Crisis for both to recognise that Mutually Assured Destruction (M.A.D.) was 

really the end of the road. M.A.D. was the deterrent strategy under which both nuclear powers 

sought to maintain the peace by ensuring the ability to completely annihilate their adversary, even 

after suffering a first nuclear strike. Facing the reality that any offensive nuclear action would then 

constitute national suicide, (theoretically) ensured that both nations would refrain from launching a 

nuclear attack. Only from then onwards did they seriously engage in fruitful arms control 

negotiations. However, nuclear disarmament proposals continued to circulate in the intervening 

time. 

 

Atoms for Peace 

 

Under Dwight D. Eisenhowers administration (1953-1961), following the costly Korean War (1950-

1953), the U.S. Army adopted a ‘New Look’ doctrine, which relied on nuclear weapons as a defence 

strategy. In doing so, the U.S. tried to decrease its defence expenditures, by utilising an effective 

nuclear deterrent to substitute for a large standing army. At the same time, Eisenhower believed in a 

small step reconciliatory approach towards the Soviet Union. He wished to address subjects of 

mutual contention between the superpowers one-by-one, in the hope of achieving an opening 

towards more confidence and peace (the first step approach).20 

 On December 8th, 1953, U.S. President Dwight D. Eisenhower addressed the United 

Nations General Assembly on the issue of atomic energy, in what has been dubbed the ‘Atoms for 

Peace’ speech. While first explaining the destructive power of the atomic bomb and the vast 

capabilities the United States had developed to deploy its extensive arsenal in action, Eisenhower 

laid out the benefits which could be accrued from cooperation in peaceful nuclear energy. Involved 

nations (including the Soviet Union) would contribute from their stockpiles of uranium and other 

fissionable materials to an international atomic energy agency. This would serve the twin goals of 

benefiting peace by decreasing the availability of weapon-grade fissile material, and benefiting 

nations seeking to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes such as medicine, agriculture, and 

                                                 
20 Mandelbaum, The nuclear question, p. 35. 
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electrical energy.21 One of the principal advantages, as seen by Eisenhower, was that in this manner, 

cooperation with the Soviet Union would be possible without encountering the previously 

insurmountable inspections obstacle. The Soviet Union indeed welcomed Eisenhowers ‘Atoms for 

Peace’ plan. 

‘Atoms for Peace’ was warmly received by nuclear aspiring nations, which, in the general 

atmosphere of atomic euphoria, were many. The plan represented the first approach to assure 

nations would use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes through cooperation, instead of preventing 

proliferation altogether through a policy of denial of material and knowledge. Indeed, nations faced 

the appealing offer of receiving supplies from the most advanced nuclear technology provided by 

the United States. The Netherlands, for example, slowly but surely terminated its cooperation with 

Norway on nuclear matters, as it preferred nuclear cooperation under the guise of ‘Atoms for 

Peace’.22 

It were indeed especially other Western countries which expected to reap benefits from the 

programme. The civilian nuclear cooperation offered by the Eisenhower administration paved the 

path for the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), which came into being in 

January 1958. This went in parallel with the step of six European nations (The Netherlands, 

Belgium, Luxembourg, France, West-Germany, and Italy) to increase their integration into a 

Common Market (the European Economic Community). These nations were after nuclear 

cooperation with the United States because of its qualitative and quantitative leadership position in 

nuclear matters. For the United States, European integration was among other objectives a “means” 

to keep nuclear ambitions of European nations in control.23 The United States preferred dealing 

with EURATOM instead of individual nations, because it enabled it to pursue a regional control of 

nuclear material, and to prevent national nuclear options, especially emanating from West-

Germany, and perhaps slow down French ambitions in that direction as well.24 

The prospects of success for Eisenhower’s global uranium bank, however, were dim. When 

Eisenhower in his speech prescribed a policy of converting weapon-grade fissile material into 

                                                 
21 Dwight D. Eisenhower, “Atoms for Peace”. Speech. Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library. 8 December 1953. 
http://www.eisenhower.archives.gov/atoms.htm. See also: Harald Müller, David Fischer, and Wolfgang Kötter, 
Nuclear non-proliferation and global order (Oxford 1994), p. 16. 
22 Astrid Forland, “Norway’s nuclear odyssey: from optimistic proponent to nonproliferator”. The Nonproliferation 
Review. Vol. 4, No. 2 (Winter 1997), http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol04/42/forlan42.pdf, p. 8-9, and J.A. 
Goedkoop, “Atoomgeleerden, kooplui en dominees”, in C.D. Andriesse and A. Heertje (eds.), Kernenergie in 
beweging. Handboek bij vraagstukken over kernenergie (Amsterdam 1982), p. 297-299. 
23 Gunnar Skogmar, The United States and the Nuclear Dimension of European Integration (Houndmills 2004), p. 254. 
24 In fact, the European Coal and Steel Community founded before (in 1952) had similar goals. By putting 
material which traditionally could be used for armaments under supranational control, France and West-Germany 
in particular intended to serve the peace and increase economic cooperation. Skogmar, The Nuclear Dimension of 
European Integration, p. 182-185, 253-257. 
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material strictly useful for peaceful purposes, he assumed only very limited amounts of fissile 

material were available worldwide. As it turned out that, for the time being, no end was in sight for 

its availability, the idea of a uranium bank lost ground.25 The proposal nevertheless led to the 

formation of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), which was established under 

auspices of the United Nations in 1957. The purpose of this organisation was from the outset to 

spread the benefits derived from the peaceful use of nuclear energy and to prevent the use of such 

energy for military purposes.26 The IAEA would eventually serve more the purpose of sharing of 

technological information than actually providing needy nations with nuclear material.27 

The assessment of the availability of fissile material had an important impact on military 

strategy. Recognition that fissile material was not exhaustive contained extra significance in light of 

the American Oppenheimer Panel report of 1953, and a Soviet plan of 1955. Both asserted that it 

would not be possible to ascertain the implementation of full nuclear disarmament, nor to ensure 

the prevention of covert building of nuclear weapons, partly because of the inability to account for 

all fissile material produced.28 Though unspoken, this had far-reaching political-strategic 

implications. Calculating that full disarmament was unachievable, nuclear powers would always risk 

being cheated by their adversary, and therefore could not fully disarm. It is presumable that 

although nuclear disarmament in words remained an important goal, and it certainly appealed to 

the public and to non-nuclear powers,29 neither the United States nor the Soviet Union would 

conceive of denuclearizing in the foreseeable future. 

In the meantime, Great Britain had joined the nuclear club by testing its own device on 

October 3, 1952. Through the McMahon Act, Britain was excluded from the pool of atomic 

information available in the United States, and Cold War congressional opposition to any nuclear 

information sharing precluded cooperation attempts between the Truman administration and 

                                                 
25 Weiss, “Atoms for Peace”, p. 39-41. 
26 “The Agency shall seek to accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace, health and 
prosperity throughout the world. It shall ensure, so far as it is able, that assistance provided by it or at its request or 
under its supervision or control is not used in such a way as to further any military purpose”. IAEA Statute. Article 
II: Objectives. 26 October 1956. http://www.iaea.org/About/statute_text.html.  
27 David Fischer, History of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The first forty years (Vienna 1997). http://www-
pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/Pub1032_web.pdf. p. 351, 451, and David Fischer, “IAEA Vision & 
Reality. How far has the IAEA been able to realize the vision that inspired its creation in 1957?”. IAEA Bulletin. 
Vol. 45, No. 2 (December 2003), http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Magazines/Bulletin/Bull452/article4.pdf, p. 
14. 
28 Weiss, “Atoms for Peace”, p. 38-39, and U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, International Negotiations 
on the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Washington D.C. 1969), p. 1. 
29 For both nations, negotiations were also a Cold War public relations battleground. Mandelbaum, The nuclear 
question, p. 34. 
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Great Britain in the years 1949-1952.30 However, long-lasting work in the Manhattan project and 

subsequently continued research in Great Britain, provided London with sufficient knowledge to 

build the bomb itself. Three major factors have been identified as decisive in Britain’s nuclear path: 

its desire to maintain political influence in the postwar world, prestige, and the strategic option of 

nuclear deterrence.31  

 

Throughout the first postwar decades, both the United States and the Soviet Union feared the 

prospect of being left in an inferior position versus the other. This was evident in the Soviet 

reluctance to agreeing to early American disarmament proposals, as well as in the American 

reaction to Soviet weapon developments. The short consecutive revelations in 1957 of both Soviet’s 

missile technology (the Inter Continental Ballistic Missiles, ICMBs), and its space technology (via 

launching the Sputnik satellite), caused great unrest in the United States. The perception arose of a 

gap in capabilities favouring the Soviet Union, a gap the United States readily sought to address 

during the late 1950s and early 1960s. This matter became a campaign issue in the 1960 

presidential elections, and a point on which John F. Kennedy vehemently attacked incumbent 

president Eisenhower. After gaining the presidency, however, Kennedy launched an in-depth 

inquiry into the actual status of armaments on both sides, and found that there indeed was a gap, 

but one strongly in favour of the United States. Following an immense drive for nuclear weapon 

production, by 1960, the United States had produced the astounding number of 18,700 nuclear 

weapons, versus 1,700 Soviet projectiles.32 No major agreements between the United States and the 

Soviet Union would be concluded until in October 1962 the Cuban missile crisis stirred the 

situation between the superpowers. Meanwhile, through attempted non-proliferation approaches as 

Atoms for Peace, through economic civilian cooperation, and through targeted strategic 

proliferation, nuclear technology continued its spread. 

                                                 
30 The failed cooperation attempt was, so explained Acheson to British Prime Minister Attlee, a “casualty of cold 
war”. It resulted from fear of any nuclear information sharing by some influential Senators, such as Knowland, 
Hickenlooper and Vandenberg, concerned this would not benefit the United States, but predominantly Britain. 
Furthermore, a fear existed that such information sharing would advance the Soviet nuclear programme, a fear 
exacerbated by the McCarthy hunt for Soviet spies in the U.S. administration, and especially the State 
Department, and the exposure of Klaus Fuchs, a scientist involved in the Manhattan and later British nuclear 
projects, as a spy for the Soviet Union in 1950. Acheson, Present at the creation, p. 314-321, and Gaddis, The Cold 
War, p. 39-40. 
31 Baylis, Ambiguity and Deterrence, p. 2. 
32 In 1952 these numbers were 1,000 versus 50. David Fischer, Stopping the spread of nuclear weapons. The past and the 
prospects (New York 1992), p. 36. 
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Chapter  II  

1961-1970 
Diplomacy at work: from crisis to treaty 

 

 

Now, the reason-why we keep moving and working on this question, taking up a good deal of energy and effort, 

is because personally I am haunted by the feeling that by 1970, unless we are successful, there may be 10 

nuclear powers instead of four, and by 1975, 15 or 20. 

      President John F. Kennedy, 21 March 1963.33 

 

 

This second chapter deals with the period after the formation of the IAEA, and with the 

emergence of non-proliferation as a separate issue in the various bodies of the United Nations. It 

follows the negotiations being held there to conclude a Non-Proliferation Treaty, which 

eventually succeeded by the signing of the Treaty on 1 July 1968. I will point out to the most 

significant efforts undertaken, and UN-resolutions introduced on this topic. Also other major 

issues regarding the expansion and limitation of nuclear weapons globally, such as the Limited 

Test Ban treaty of 1963, and France and China joining the nuclear club, in 1960 and 1964 

respectively, will be mentioned.  

 

On mainly Irish initiative, the United Nations General Assembly became for the first time an active 

forum for countries to explicitly advocate a non-proliferation regime.34 According to the Egyptian 

                                                 
33 “News Conference 52”. Press conference. John F. Kennedy Presidential Library & Museum. 21 March 1963. 
http://www.jfklibrary.org/Historical+Resources/Archives/Reference+Desk/Press+Conferences/003POFO5Pressc
onference52_03211963.htm. 
34 Ireland stressed the risk of smaller states gaining nuclear arms capabilities, which would disproportionate to their 
previously held intrinsic powers, and also the risk of ‘revolutionary groups and organisations’ gaining such 
weapons. Mohamed Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Origin and implementation, 1959-1979. Volume 1. 
(London 1980), p. 5. Ever since Ireland became a member of the UN in 1955, it has strongly advocated the issues 
of nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation. Much of the Irish devotion to these issues has been attributed to 
the determination of its External Affairs minister (from 1951 to 1954, and 1957 to 1969), Frank Aiken. In: E.L.M. 
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diplomat and political scientist Mohamed Shaker, the first Irish draft of 1958, for a resolution 

promoting non-proliferation, came too soon for both the United States and the Soviet Union to 

overcome their recent past (the United States being faced with spectacular Soviet technological 

achievements, and the Soviet Union with its nuclear assistance to the People’s Republic of China).35 

From then onwards, however, serious discussions were held to achieve a resolution mutually 

acceptable to the superpowers, their allies, and the large contingency of non-nuclear weapon states. 

These discussions nonetheless were only a very minor topic in the larger talks held within the 

United Nations Disarmament Commission. General and Complete Disarmament (GCD) 

continued to be the key issue.36 

 In 1959, the United States decided to support the new Irish draft resolution. The 

turnaround largely stemmed from increasing pressure from Congress to block further proliferation, 

and also from the realisation of some of the inefficacies of the ‘Atoms for Peace’ plan. The plan had 

in a way actually progressed proliferation, by at least increasing the number of threshold states 

(states capable of attaining nuclear armed status within a short amount of time).37 

For the United States, an important part of any resolution on non-proliferation involved 

the wordings of ‘possession’ versus ‘control’ of nuclear weapons. After all, the United States had 

pursued a policy of nuclear decentralisation, placing nuclear weapons on the soil of its Western-

European NATO-allies, but ultimately under American control. A ban on the spread of possession 

of nuclear weapons would contravene the Western strategic defence doctrine, which involved 

nuclear instead of conventional deterrence, calculating the large dominance of Soviet forces if 

measured in conventional strength. This also explains some of the opposition of U.S.’ European 

allies to the proposal. Control as a keyword in the resolution nonetheless enabled supporting the 

shared goal of non-proliferation, without endangering defence mechanisms currently in place.38 

Ultimately the United States and their allies believed removing the deployment of nuclear weapons 

from allied soil could only be achieved at a point of general disarmament, for which negotiations 

actively continued, but nonetheless could not be achieved in the foreseeable future. 

                                                                                                                                                         
Burns, “Can the Spread of Nuclear Weapons Be Stopped?”. International Organization. Vol. 19, No. 4 (Autumn 
1965), p. 857, Dermot Ahern, “Remarks by the Minister for Foreign Affairs to mark Ireland’s Fiftieth Anniversary 
of UN Membership”. Speech. Department of Foreign Affairs. 14 December 2005. 
http://foreignaffairs.gov.ie/home/index.aspx?id=25363, and “Disarmament”. Department of Foreign Affairs. 
http://foreignaffairs.gov.ie/home/index.aspx?id=310. 
35 Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, p. 10-12, 16. 
36 Ibid, p. 28. Until 1964, U.S. President Johnson regarded nuclear non-proliferation only to be a minor issue in 
the Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee. IAEA, A short history of non-proliferation (Vienna 1976), p. 7 . 
37 Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, p. 15-16, and Weiss, “Atoms for Peace”, p. 41, 44. 
38 Burns, “Can the Spread”, p. 857-858, and Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, p. 20-24. 
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 The Soviet Union remained hesitant, but generally supportive of the non-proliferation 

resolutions. Its opposition mainly stemmed from a fear of nuclear power-sharing within NATO. 

Moscow in particular objected to a ‘revanchist’ (or ‘militarist’) Federal German Republic gaining 

nuclear arms.39 Such fears were exacerbated by American proposals for a Multilateral Nuclear Force 

(MLF), which was supposed to advance nuclear weapon deployment by allied states, including 

submarine deployment, but again with American trigger-requirements. Through this proposal, the 

Washington sought to avert the further independent nuclear proliferation within NATO, which 

became even more of an issue through the nuclear ascendancy of France in 1960.40 The process was 

meant to strengthen European unification through nuclear cooperation, something already started 

through EURATOM. Specifically, the United States desired to prevent an independently nuclear 

West-Germany.41  

 In 1961, agreement could finally be reached on a basic resolution acceptable to all sides 

involved, concerning “Prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons”.42 The non-

binding General Assembly Resolution 1665 (XVI) of 4 December 1961 was adopted unanimously, 

because it contained obligations beneficial to most parties concerned: non-nuclear weapon states 

were called upon not to acquire nuclear weapons, while nuclear weapon states were called upon to 

reach international agreement on a non-proliferation regime, without temporary voluntary measures 

required beforehand. 

 The resolution adopted in 1961 was not groundbreaking in its content, or adherence. It did 

not force nuclear or non-nuclear weapon states to conform to the principle of non-proliferation, 

and it certainly did not contain an enforcement mechanism. What can be observed though, is that 

the continued Irish initiatives created a momentum for achieving a non-proliferation regime. While 

general disarmament remained the central objective in multilateral and bilateral talks, the Irish 

initiatives established the precedent for focusing efforts to reach an international agreement on the 

non-proliferation regime separately. Ultimately, in the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968, general 

disarmament became a small and not enforced part of the agreement, while the focus, as the name 

of the Treaty suggests, would be on non-proliferation itself. 

 

It would take a few more years until the Non-Proliferation Treaty could be concluded. The 

groundwork for the Treaty had to be laid in continued negotiations in the United Nations, in 

political re-orientations (prioritizing non-proliferation), and in achieving additional small steps in 
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the control of nuclear weapons. The Cuba crisis came to serve as the most powerful accelerator of 

nuclear agreement. 

 

The Cuba breakthrough 

 

In a way similar to the approach to non-proliferation, states engaged in fruitful talks on achieving 

some sort of ban on testing of nuclear weapons. In 1958 a first preliminary agreement to hold a 

moratorium on nuclear testing was reached between the three nuclear powers at the time, the 

United States, the Soviet Union, and Great Britain. This moratorium ended in 1961 when the 

Soviet Union resumed nuclear testing, which was later reciprocated by the United States. 

 It would not be until the onset of the Cuban missile crisis in 1962 that substantial 

agreements on part of the United States and the Soviet Union would be reached. During the crisis, 

both nations faced off over the secretive placement of intermediate nuclear missiles by the Soviet 

Union on Cuban soil. Ultimately, Moscow decided to pull back its nuclear forces from the 

Caribbean island, but not before the world had been “[on] the brink of nuclear disaster”.43 As 

historian Michael Mandelbaum argues, the crisis offered a response to one of the strategic questions 

of the nuclear age thus far left unanswered: how to deter or respond to aggression short of a nuclear 

strike.44 In the Cuban situation, it was proven that deterrence in itself had failed, and compellence 

was the act actually able to achieve certain goals (for the United States).45 Also, as it turned out, any 

form of flexible response, which had been a key objective for President Kennedy,46 was 

impracticable. 

It is worth noting that the Cuban Missile crisis, about which many volumes have been 

written, enabled the superpowers to test their ideas of nuclear strategies, and to formalise their 

behaviour towards each other; the convergent outcome being that both desired to avoid nuclear 

war. This desire was both clear in the maximum restraint the United States displayed to avoid 

escalation, and also in the accommodating reaction of Soviet leader Khrushchev.47 The crisis drove 

home the realisation that a limited nuclear war was an illusion, and that any nuclear conflict would 

result in the pursuit of the adversary’s total annihilation.  

Both countries accelerated their efforts in agreeing on a ‘Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 

Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water’, which became known as the Limited 
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(or: Partial) Test Ban Treaty. The treaty, signed on 5 August 1963, prohibited nuclear tests in all 

environments except underground. Part of the objectives of a test ban treaty, a point repeatedly 

advocated by Kennedy, was to prevent nuclear proliferation from occurring. The underlying 

thought was that an inability to test would inhibit states from going nuclear, underground tests 

were seen as much more difficult and costly at the time, or allow for the isolation of nations 

pressing ahead with tests anyway.48 Of course that effect was reduced by the treaty’s limited 

character and by the absence of key aspiring nuclear states, such as China amongst the signatories. 

For both Kennedy and Khrushchev, frustrating ongoing Chinese efforts to obtain a nuclear weapon 

was a key objective of the treaty.49 

McGeorge Bundy, U.S. National Security Advisor during the signing of the LTBT, has 

argued that one of the reasons for Moscow to sign such a treaty, which it had refused earlier, was 

the desire of Khrushchev to present Soviets equality after the degrading outcome of the Cuba 

Missile crisis, a policy goal that was emphasised under his successor Leonid Brezhnev.50 The growing 

public concern over radioactive fallout of nuclear tests was also a factor.51 

Technological developments played a role in enabling the conclusion of the LTBT. Earlier 

negotiations between Washington and Moscow repeatedly stumbled upon the American insistence 

on a verification or inspection mechanism, and the Soviet unwillingness to allow foreign inspectors 

on its soil.52 When, in 1961, both were capable of monitoring each other’s soil through 

reconnaissance satellites, these red lines could be converged.53 

In more recent years the then Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara has asserted that 

the crucial decision-making during the crisis had been “distorted by misinformation, misjudgement 
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and miscalculation.”54 Another outcome of the crisis was therefore the effort undertaken to avoid 

such distortions from occurring, something both countries feared so shortly after the Cuba crisis 

had brought them on the verge of a nuclear showdown. An example of this was the establishment 

of a ‘hot line’ for direct communication between the political leaders in Washington and Moscow 

in 1963. 

Open communications is something strategy theorists have defined as a prerequisite for a 

stable deterrence.55 It serves to help prevent miscalculations which could give deterrence a blow. 

Such stability, however, is most reliable when only two nations are involved in the deterrence 

scheme. This had already been, and would be further complicated. 

 

In the 1960s two countries joined the club of nuclear weapon states, giving impetus and credence to 

the non-proliferation efforts undertaken. France was long unhappy about the dependent (strategic) 

position it was in with regards to the United States in relying on the American nuclear defence 

policy.56 Being an ally of Washington, but in no position to decide on the use of Washington’s 

nuclear arsenal, France feared an American attack or an attack on the United States would 

inevitably draw it into combat without any way to influence crucial defence decision-making. Such 

sentiments were reflected in the wider calls for nuclear sharing agreements within NATO, to which 

I shall return later. Paris’ nuclear agenda was also guided by a desire to gain political power vis-à-vis 

what it regarded an Anglo-Saxon bloc.57 Its aim was to achieve parity with its erstwhile competitor 

Great Britain, as well as to counter the humiliation (and prevent future ones) it had suffered in the 

1956 Suez-crisis.58 

On 13 February 1960 France conducted a nuclear test in the Algerian Sahara desert. The 

move was not a surprise. France had declared its nuclear ambitions before, and, after all, it was one 

of the P-5 (veto wielding powers in the UN Security Council). The most worried reactions related to 

the possible toxic outfall and the fear in Washington that a nuclear armed France would make it 
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more difficult to dissuade West-Germany from gaining similar nuclear capabilities.59 Some 

opposition also ensued from a fear that France undermined the 1958 moratorium on nuclear 

testing between the existing nuclear powers at that time, but France’s interests in that matter 

diverged from those nations that already had the chance to have done all the testing they required.60 

The People’s Republic of China, though officially not part of the P-5 – the Chinese seat was 

occupied by the Republic of China (Taiwan) until October 25, 1971 – was widely recognised to be 

the world’s fifth Great power. It was, after the Soviet Union, the leading force in the communist 

world, and had sought to further strengthen and receive recognition for its position. Because of 

China’s potential its nuclear test of 16 October 1964 had been anticipated, but it caused severe 

unease in Moscow and New Delhi, and had further repercussions in the West.61 The Chinese 

nuclear programme had largely been built with Soviet help, until the Soviets withdrew their 

assistance in 1959, fearing that China would act irresponsible if it had nuclear weapon 

capabilities.62 After conducting the test, China declared that the goal of its development of a 

nuclear capability, was to “break the superpower monopoly”, but that it would never be the first to 

use nuclear weapons and it vowed that all nuclear weapons should be eliminated.63 

As moderate as those statements sounded, the Chinese developments solicited serious 

doubts in the West as well, especially in the United States. Washington had indications Beijing was 

on its way to build its own nuclear device, but it chose not to act against it.64 In response to the test, 

however, President Johnson on October 18 vowed to protect powers not seeking nuclear weapons 

against nuclear threats or blackmail (this would in later years lead to the security guarantees 

prescribed in Security Council Resolution 255). Also, a non-proliferation policy committee, 

established in the aftermath of the Chinese ascendance, recommended the prioritising of non-
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proliferation over political objectives such as a NATO MLF.65 The Chinese nuclear capabilities 

made the call for a comprehensive non-proliferation regime more urgent, as they complicated 

efforts to find agreement, and further destabilised the nuclear situation. 

 

Negotiating the NPT 

 

The small steps undertaken to control nuclear weapons, the greater urge felt to prevent further 

proliferation (which could prove destabilising), the existing political prowess and will to do so, and 

the preparedness to postpone nuclear disarmament for the time being, eventually enabled progress 

on the conclusion of an official agreement: the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons (NPT). 

There were no non-proliferation resolutions approved in the UN General Assembly from 4 

December 1961 until 19 November 1965, when GA Resolution 2028 was adopted. However, both 

the Disarmament Commission and the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (which was 

allied to the UN, but not an official body) were active in seeking consensus on a set of principals 

which would outline the future NPT. One author has described how non-proliferation for the 

Soviet Union at least at that time meant “little more than an excuse for propaganda attacks against 

West Germany.”66 It indeed were the Soviet fears of West Germany as an independent nuclear 

power, and American reassurances to the contrary, which were the prime focus of the discussions in 

the Committee.67 

The Geneva-based Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) reflected the power 

structures of the Cold War, with two chairmen (one American, one Soviet), five NATO, and five 

Warsaw Pact members. It replaced the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee in 1962 by adding 

eight non-aligned nations, whom often acted in unison to advance the interests of non-nuclear 

weapon states.68 Their contribution was significant, especially in light of the fact that they were to 

become the targets of the non-proliferation regime: the non-nuclear weapon states were supposed to 

remain non-nuclear weapon states.  

 The outcome of the many discussions held in the ENDC until November 1965 were the 

principles presented in the form of GA Resolution 2028 (XX): 

a) the treaty should be void of any loopholes which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear 

Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form;  
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b) the treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations 

of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers;  

c) the treaty should be a step towards the achievement of general and complete disarmament 

and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament;  

d) there should be acceptable and workable provisions to ensure the effectiveness of the treaty;  

e) nothing in the treaty should adversely affect the right of any group of States to conclude 

regional treaties in order to ensure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective 

territories.69 

These principles, on which the resolution called the ENDC to base a yet to be drafted non-

proliferation treaty, also embodied the obstacles encountered in non-proliferation negotiations. The 

loopholes principle reflected the extensive discussions between the United States and the Soviet 

Union on the single most contested issue, nuclear arms sharing within NATO (in the form of MLF 

or the British amending proposal, ANF). Moscow explicitly called for an NPT which would make 

such sharing impossible, especially to prevent West-Germany from acquiring control over nuclear 

weapons. 

 The second principle was related to a peculiar balance between the so-called haves (nuclear 

weapon states) and have-nots (non-nuclear weapon states). The non-nuclear weapon states were 

adamant to see the nuclear weapon states take steps towards nuclear disarmament in return for 

their pledge not to seek to acquire such weapons. Some even called for simultaneous disarmament 

with entry into force of the treaty, but such calls were discounted because they would inevitably 

render achieving agreement on non-proliferation a long-term issue, whereas swift action was 

required.70 It was the separation of these two issues which enabled the NPT to be agreed upon. The 

third principle did, however, outline that such disarmament would eventually have to be achieved 

(emphasis added). 

 The fourth principle took note of the necessity of effective verification in order to prevent 

nuclear proliferation from occurring, including the use of safeguards. Verification, especially in the 

form of inspections, had, as noted, been a controversial matter between the United States and the 

Soviet Union since 1945, but as these countries were not the target countries in this case, they both 

agreed on this principle. In a sudden change of heart, perhaps related to China’s nuclear 

                                                 
69 UN General Assembly resolution 2028, 4 December 1965. 
70 IAEA, A short history, p. 8, and Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, p. 52-54. 



 27 

programme or the LTBT, in 1963, the Soviet Union declared its full support for the application of 

safeguards on nuclear exports. Some of the non-aligned countries, most notably India, objected.71 

 The fifth and last principle mentioned was added only at a late stage in the discussions, and 

reflected a different ‘partial’ measure undertaken in en effort to curb the dangers of nuclear 

weapons: the effort to establish Nuclear Weapon Free Zones. The most specific effort undertaken in 

this regard was the process under way in Latin America, which in 1967 would result in the Treaty 

for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Tlatelolco Treaty). 

 

Throughout the Cold War, Germany was the most dominant theatre of contention between the 

superpowers. Symbol of the allied cooperation to its defeat during the Second World War and their 

failure for cooperation afterwards, the country became the centre point of the East-West divide, 

exemplified by the heated events of the Berlin air lifting of 1948-1949 and the building of the 

Berlin Wall in 1961. It is therefore not surprising that Germany would also be a centerpiece of non-

proliferation discussions. The issue of nuclear arms sharing within alliances still mainly revolved 

around the Soviet fear of an independently nuclear armed West-Germany. Eventually, in 1966, 

progress was made when the United States decided it would prioritise its non-proliferation agenda 

over its political plans for nuclear arms sharing. This was partly a result of the Chinese nuclear test. 

The decision was helped by the apparent failure of continuous efforts to convince Moscow within 

the ENDC that the MLF would not allow for West-German nuclear control, and congressional 

opposition to nuclear sharing arrangements (the Pastore resolution).72 

Bilateral talks between the two superpowers and consultations with their allies followed in 

the Fall and Winter of 1966, and resulted in resumption of talks within the ENDC framework. 

This allowed for the presentation on 24 August 1967 of two identical draft treaties on non-

proliferation by the United States and the Soviet Union. These drafts were complete except for one 

issue: that of international safeguards (Article III was left blank). From that moment onwards, the 

Soviet Union and the United States operated in joint cooperation within the ENDC to deliberate 

with the other countries to refine the treaty’s text. After several additional drafts were prepared, the 

final version of the text was finished and adopted in the General Assembly in June 1968. The 

                                                 
71 According to David Fisher, “India, like many other poor countries, saw in nuclear energy, the means to enable 
the developing world to leapfrog the long slow process of development. Nuclear power should thus play a crucial 
role in India’s future. India would strive to ensure that she could advance her nuclear energy programme without 
any foreign interference. India would therefore resist at almost every point the West’s proposals to ensure that the 
new agency should have the power to apply effective, and in Indian eyes, intrusive safeguards.” Fischer, Stopping the 
spread, p. 42, Fischer, “IAEA Vision & Reality”, p. 15, and Weiss, “Atoms for Peace”, p. 41. 
72 West-Germany, also not oblivious to the importance of non-proliferation, agreed with withdrawing the plans. 
Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, p. 99-102, 171, and Christoph Bluth, Britain, Germany, and Western 

nuclear strategy (Oxford 1995), p. 159-169. 
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Treaty was signed on 1 July 1968 by the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and 

57 other states. Notable absentees were France and China. France declared that, in name of 

international security, it opposed the spread of nuclear weapons, and would act as being part of the 

Treaty. Paradoxically, it also supported the right of nations to build nuclear weapons on their 

own.73 

 The basic contents of the NPT were: (Article I) obligations of the nuclear weapon states not 

to transfer nuclear weapons or assist third countries in acquiring them; (II) obligation of the non-

nuclear weapons states not to undertake to receive, or acquire nuclear weapons; (III) safeguard 

provisions, which in cooperation with the IAEA had to ensure peaceful nuclear programmes would 

not be converted into weapon programmes; (IV) the right of all states to use nuclear technology for 

peaceful purposes, and the obligation of all parties to assist therein; (V) procedures to enable 

sharing the benefits accrued from peaceful nuclear explosions; (VI) call for parties to the treaty to 

cease the arms race, and in good faith undertake efforts to achieve nuclear disarmament, and 

eventually general and complete disarmament; (VII) the possibility to conclude regional treaties 

besides the NPT; (VIII-XI) procedural and legal provisions outlining the entry of treaty into force, 

its duration, etc.74 The remarkable articles IV en V, regarding the right for peaceful use of nuclear 

energy, and peaceful nuclear explosives, would soon prove to become a problem, as will be 

explained in chapters three and four.  

 

Safeguards 

 

The third article outlined the inspections and international safeguards provisions, including the 

role of the IAEA. This issue had been unresolved when the 1967 draft was presented by the United 

States and the Soviet Union, as they could not agree on the provisions involving inspections of 

EURATOM nations. At some point in 1967, the Soviet Union, unlike the United States, even 

appeared willing to conclude a Treaty without a safeguards article.75 The European allies of the 

United States specifically wanted an arrangement which would allow for EURATOM inspections 

besides the IAEA inspections. They feared that taking EURATOM out of the loop would inhibit 

future European cooperation (and integration) on this issue. Moscow, however, viewed EURATOM 

                                                 
73 Fischer, Stopping the spread, p. 76-77. 
74 The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Non-Proliferation Treaty), 1 July 1968. 
75 Executive sessions of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee together with joint sessions with the Senate 
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2007. “Policy Implications of Armament and Disarmament Problems”. 3 March 1967. Testimony of Dean Rusk, 
Secretary of State. p. 292. http://www.access.gpo.gov/congress/senate/senate11cp110.html. United States Congress. 
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inspections as amounting to self-inspection, and therefore of no value.76 Again the fear of a nuclear 

armed West-Germany came into play. Eventually IAEA safeguards complemented and later 

supplanted the EURATOM measures. 

 The United States and other countries had started transferring their own safeguards – 

which were concluded as part of nuclear export agreements – to the IAEA in the early 1960s, and 

gave that agency the responsibility to administer them.77 Washington also reduced its bilateral 

agreements with European nations, only to leave the U.S.-EURATOM cooperation agreement. This 

was another effort to reduce independent nuclear ambitions, and increase European nuclear 

integration.78 In the meantime, the EURATOM initiative, which had been signed in 1957, had lost 

some of its attractiveness as discoveries of huge coal supplies in 1959 reduced the need for nuclear 

energy as a power source.79 

 Safeguards were an essential tool to create trust in non-proliferation agreements. Hans Blix, 

Director-General of the IAEA from 1981-1997, has argued that safeguards are first and foremost 

meant to provide confidence from one country to another. Given the fact that assurances by 

themselves will not boost enough confidence in other countries to trust the intentions of another 

country, and to prevent an arms race, safeguards are excellent means for providing such trust and 

security.80 It should therefore always be a measure welcomed by the country where safeguards are 

placed, as it enables such a country to assure its neighbours and others that its intentions are 

peaceful. 

 

Trust was also an issue in security measures for non-nuclear weapon states. The signing of the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was accompanied by Security Council Resolution 255 (of 19 June 

1968), which provided security guarantees for non-nuclear weapon states against nuclear attack, or 

threat of attack. The United States, Great Britain and Soviet Union did not see it fit for the NPT to 

conclude a binding security commitment, and instead preferred to have the UN Security Council 

within the confines of the UN Charter lay out the provisions under which non-nuclear weapon 

states could feel secure against nuclear weapons.81 Such an assurance was important in order for the 

                                                 
76 Shaker, The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, p. 106-107. 
77 IAEA, A short history, p. 13. 
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non-nuclear weapon states to agree to the NPT, given that the NPT did not prescribe immediate 

nuclear disarmament, and these nations, for the time being, were left in harms way of nuclear 

attack, without a possibility to reciprocate in countermeasures. 

 

To sum up, the first years of the 1960s where characterised by cautious steps in singling out non-

proliferation as an important policy goal, deserving separate attention, and exploring the ways how 

to achieve it. The Cuban missile crisis (1962), together with the nuclear ascendance of France and 

China, served as catalysts to further the cause of non-proliferation. In 1966 the United States 

decided to remove the major political obstacle preventing U.S.-Soviet agreement on the issue: it 

withdrew the nuclear sharing proposal MLF. Further cooperation between the two superpowers 

enabled the conclusion of the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty. With the entry into force of the NPT 

in 1970, and a firm non-proliferation regime thus being in place, it was time to see what its 

outcome would be.  
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Chapter  III  

1971-1990 
The first challenges for the NPT 

 

 

On the one hand, there is no doubt that nuclear energy represents one of the best hopes for satisfying the rising 

world demand for energy. […] On the other hand, […] and this is the root of the problem - the same plutonium 

produced in nuclear powerplants can, when chemically separated, also be used to make nuclear explosives. 

President Gerald D. Ford, October 28, 1976.82 

 

 

After the initial celebrations of concluding and signing the Non-Proliferation Treaty, it was time 

to see whether it would actually measure up to its set goals. In the two decades that followed the 

entry of the Treaty into force, numerous challenges to the regime came forth. By signing the 

NPT, the super powers had constructed the theoretical framework under which the non-

proliferation regime would have to function. It would soon face two impediments which shed 

light on the lack of depth and width of the agreement: the prevention of additional states 

acquiring or manufacturing nuclear weapons through the assistance of nuclear imports, and the 

continuing absence of (potential) proliferator states from the Non-Proliferation Treaty. These 

shortcomings represented formidable challenges to the regime, yet some progress in meeting 

these challenges was also made. Most of the nuclear nations came to agree on a stricter safeguards 

regime as a means to prevent other nations from acquiring nuclear weapons. But first, the 

nuclear powers of the world would have to come to terms with two dramatic events in the early 

1970s that influenced much of the non-proliferation policies that followed in the next decade 

and a half. 
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Contrary to election promises, war efforts in Vietnam were increased when the Nixon 

administration took office in the Untied States in January 1969. They offered no solution to the 

relentless battle American troops faced. At the same time, the Soviet Union had started to 

implement the Brezhnev doctrine, which, amongst other things, stipulated Soviet rights to intervene 

in other countries in its hemisphere. It had been drafted following the struggle the Soviet Union 

faced in subduing the uprising of Czechoslovaks in what has been called the Prague spring of 

1968.83 At a moment when Washington and Moscow both felt some of the limitations to their 

abilities, others rose to the occasion. Following scuffles on the Sino-Soviet border in 1969, the 

United States saw its chance to exploit the rift between the Chinese and the Soviets. By engaging in 

fruitful strategic talks with the People’s Republic of China, the United States realised Moscow’s 

nightmare scenario of an alliance between its two main adversaries. In the meantime, the 

movement of non-aligned nations slowly but surely gained strength in various international bodies, 

most notably in the United Nations. One of the leading countries within the movement was India. 

Ever since the inception of non-proliferation talks, India had been a vocal opponent of any measure 

seeking to impose limitations on the freedom of nations to use the fruits of nuclear technologies to 

their liking.84 It had also resisted allowing foreign inspectors to monitor nuclear sites. In the 

meantime, India’s nuclear programme, which had started with bilateral cooperation with Canada 

and the United States, proceeded unabated. 

 However, before the world could witness a showcase of India’s own nuclear capabilities, it 

was served with another stringent reminder of the dangers of nuclear escalation when another crisis 

erupted in the Middle East. This in turn led to increased fear of nuclear proliferation. On October 

5, 1973, the armies of Egypt and Syria took Israel by surprise and launched the Yom Kippur War. 

Within a number of days Israel was able to overcome the initial setbacks and pushed back the 

invading armies. Before the war was over, the level of general nuclear alert (DEFCON) was raised in 

the United States by President Richard Nixon in reaction to a Soviet threat to intervene 

unilaterally.85 Besides the reminder of the stressful days of the Cuban crisis, the Yom Kippur War 

also served to expose a vulnerability of industrialised nations: oil. The oil boycott instituted by 

OPEC countries against countries sympathizing with Israel, and the subsequent sharp rise in oil 

prices reminded countries around the world of the dependence of their energy supplies. This in 

turn further increased the interest in nuclear capabilities as the demand for alternative power 
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resources, such as nuclear power, soared. The nuclear power industry in the United States and 

other industrialised countries grew rapidly during the late 1960s and early 1970s.86 With that, the 

danger of increased nuclear exports leading to proliferation also expanded. 

 

New and aspiring nuclear states 

 

India  

 

On May 18, 1974, India undertook a nuclear test, by exploding a nuclear device at the Pokhran test 

site in the Rajasthan desert. Though India immediately declared the test as being of a peaceful 

nature, and though most of the international community responded with restraint, the widespread 

assumption has been that this in fact was a nuclear weapons test. The Indian tests pointed out three 

major concerns. First, the NPT had not prevented a country from gaining nuclear capabilities; 

second, nuclear exports enabled countries to develop nuclear weapons; third, the NPT did not 

provide a framework for dealing with countries not signing it. 

As India had not signed the NPT, it was under no legal obligation to refrain from acquiring 

nuclear capabilities. Nevertheless, as is often the case in instances when criticism of breaking 

international law arises,87 India too tried to justify her behaviour in legal terms. It stated that the 

device detonated was a ‘Peaceful Nuclear Explosive’, a loophole permitted under the NPT.88 

‘Peaceful Nuclear Explosives’ were a new phenomenon during the era when the NPT was being 

drafted. They suggested the existence of a possibility to generate (energy) resources by the physical 

process of a nuclear explosion. While subsequent research in years after the conclusion of the NPT 

has not brought the results some at the time had hoped for, the principle in the Treaty that allows 

nuclear explosions to take place remained (until today).89 It is relevant to point out in this context 

that a peaceful nuclear explosion is physically the same as a nuclear weapon explosion, the 

difference therefore merely being what the objective of the explosion is. 

The test in itself was a challenge to the newly enacted Non-Proliferation Treaty. That also 

helps explain the restrained response to the Indian test. In the case of an outraged reaction, 

international sponsors of the NPT would have readily admitted that the NPT was in fact a dead 

letter, at least to those who had not signed it yet, and would serve as an encouragement for others 
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not to join it. Especially since the NPT then apparently could not provide them with the guarantee 

or safety from other nations acquiring nuclear weapons. 

Regarding nuclear exports, it were the Canadian delivery of a research reactor to India in 

1960, and the American ‘Atoms for Peace’ export of heavy water, which had initially enabled India 

to gain nuclear armed capabilities. Though the Canadian reactor was safeguarded against the 

purpose of weapons manufacturing, the reactors India built based on the blueprints of the original 

reactor were not.90 It was thus clear that despite the export controls that had existed in the previous 

decades, acquiring nuclear weapons with these controls in place could not be ruled out. This served 

as a further incentive to take a closer look at what sort of exports were allowed. 

 Addressing the last shortcoming of the NPT deduced from the Indian test, how to deal with 

countries not signing it, would depend on the political will of the other signatory countries. All 

countries party to the treaty were obliged under Article III to refrain from providing non-nuclear 

weapon states with material designed for (even peaceful) nuclear use, unless they were placed under 

safeguards. At the Treaty’s signing, however, these materials were not specified, and the safeguards 

did not have to be the more extensive IAEA safeguards. West-Germany for example, was chided by 

some, such as the United States, for selling a complete nuclear fuel cycle (including enrichment and 

reprocessing capabilities) to Brazil in 1975.91 The sale eventually did involve safeguards, but not 

IAEA safeguards. The same applied to Germany’s sale of a nuclear reactor to Argentina, which had 

chosen the West-German contractor instead of a much cheaper Canadian one, apparently because 

the former explicitly did not impose safeguards.92 Neither Brazil nor Argentina were party to the 

Treaty at that time, but eventually abandoned their military nuclear programmes and signed the 

Treaty in the 1990s. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
90 It was Canada that reacted most strongly to the Indian nuclear test, disavowing the Indian declaration that it was 
of peaceful nature, and immediately suspending all nuclear cooperation with the country. India’s agreement with 
Canada had stipulated “the reactor and any products resulting from its use will be employed for peaceful purposes 
only.” “Agreement on the Canada-India Colombo Plan atomic reactor project”. Indian Ministry of External Affairs. 
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91. Some of the heavy water used to create the nuclear explosive was of American origin, which embarrassed the 
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Israel 

 

Another challenge to the regime was formed by Israel. It was allegedly engaged in a nuclear weapons 

programme, was not a NPT-signatory, and at the same time implemented an active policy to prevent 

proliferation in the Middle East. 

On October 5, 1986, The Sunday Times revealed information released by a former employer 

of the Israeli Dimona plant, Mordechai Vanunu, describing an active Israeli nuclear weapons 

programme.93 Israel was long suspected of having become an atomic power, by hands of a French 

reactor and French technical assistance in the 1950s and 1960s, and a supply of Norwegian heavy 

water. The United States concluded through its own research into the matter that Israel had gained 

nuclear armed capability in the end of the 1960s.94 The 1986 report, however, noted that its arsenal 

by far outweighed previous estimates and, according to renowned nuclear experts, made it a major 

nuclear power, with the suspected possession of 100-200 warheads.95 If it was not the working 

assumption of capitals around the world before, Israel’s nuclear capability has been assumed a given 

ever since. 

Israel has long pursued a policy of ‘nuclear ambiguity’, and has never departed from its 

1962 statement that “there are no nuclear weapons in the Middle East and Israel will never be the 

first to introduce them.”96 Though for a long time suspected of involvement in the 1979 ‘Vela’ 

alleged nuclear test,97 it has not conducted any known nuclear tests. 

 The question arises why Israel has so strenuously sought to maintain its posture and not 

declare its nuclear weapons. After all, if deterrence was its goal, it should have logically announced 
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its possession, and since it was not a party to the NPT it carried no legal obligations to refrain from 

acquiring nuclear capabilities. Part of the answer is provided by timing: Israel’s crossing of the 

threshold status roughly coincided with the final phases and conclusion of the NPT. Analysis of 

declassified White House documents by Avner Cohen and William Burr, established that the policy 

of nuclear ambiguity stems from a secret agreement in 1969 between President Nixon and Israeli 

Prime Minister Golda Meir. As long as Israel kept “the bomb in the basement” (that is, not declare 

nuclear capability nor perform a nuclear test), the United States would not exert pressure on Israel 

to forego its nuclear option, as it had come to the conclusion it was too late to rescind Israeli 

possession.98 If Israel at that stage would have admitted its nuclear capability, it would serve as a 

diplomatic embarrassment to Washington, as well as an affront in convincing other nations to sign 

the NPT. Another reason for Israel to maintain the policy of ambiguity, was that Israel has both 

worked on the assumption that its nuclear capabilities would only be a weapon of ultimate last 

resort, if its existence would be in peril, and that it would achieve its deterrent aim through the 

implicit existence of its nuclear force.  

Israel’s rivals had not stood still themselves, which led Israel to take the single most decisive 

approach of non-proliferation until that time: military intervention. On June 7, 1981, Israeli 

aircrafts destroyed the Osirak reactor in Iraq, where Iraq was working on its own nuclear 

programme, though it had not yet installed nuclear fuel. The site had also suffered from a failed 

Iranian attack the year before, as part of the hostilities of the Iran-Iraq war.99 Although the Israeli 

raid was widely condemned at the time, it did draw attention to the dangers of nuclear 

proliferation. Whether the subsequent doubts over the safeguards’ success was justified or not, in 

the words of former IAEA executive David Fischer, the attack effectively “shattered the confidence 

in IAEA safeguards”.100 

A maxim of law is that the more violations of law go unpunished, the less the law will be 

adhered to. Israel’s nuclear capabilities did not violate agreements, as it was not a party to the NPT, 

but it did increase the number of nations that had eluded the agreement and achieved nuclear 

capability without serious consequences. By doing that it potentially served as an incentive for states 

not to join the NPT, as well as made signatory states feel cheated because their accession was not 

rewarded. On the other hand, signatory states reaped the fruits of the NPT through the reception of 

nuclear technological assistance, something Israel could not hope for. 
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Taiwan and South Korea  

 

While some more cases where allegedly nuclear proliferation occurred only became public in the 

1990s, and will be dealt with in the next chapter, two relevant cases should be addressed here. 

South Korea and Taiwan both were allies of the United States after each had their rub off with 

communist countries (North Korea and the People’s Republic of China) in the late 1940s and early 

1950s. For their defence both heavily relied on the United States as an ally.  

Taiwan launched a nuclear weapons programme in response to China’s 1964 nuclear test. 

Its suppliers of parts and materials included Canada, South Africa, France, Norway, and the United 

States. Some of these lines of supplies dried up when the People’s Republic of China instead of 

Taiwan received official recognition as ‘China’ in 1971. This was one of the outcomes of the 

warming ties between Beijing and Washington. The United States grew suspicious of the Taiwanese 

programme as it accelerated in the early 1970s. When Washington suspected Taiwan was engaged 

in reprocessing uranium, it threatened to sever their civilian nuclear cooperation. As the United 

States was left as the principal supplier of low-enriched uranium at that time, Taiwan pledged not to 

engage in reprocessing activities in order not to jeopardise the nuclear assistance it received. It was a 

success for the non-proliferation through cooperation approach. When in the late 1980s Taiwan 

undertook small steps to recover parts of its closed program, it met with similar American pressure 

through threatened non-cooperation and subsequently ceased its efforts.101 

 In parallel, South Korea found itself in a precarious situation. The aftermath of the Korean 

War (1950-1953) had left the country in heavily militarised state, and a tense border situation with 

its northern neighbour persisted. South Korea harboured a secret nuclear weapons programme in 

the mid-1970s. It too forfeited its programme under severe American pressure, with security 

assurances of a U.S. nuclear umbrella.102 At the same time, it continued efforts in the 1980s to 

extract plutonium, and achieve a complete nuclear fuel cycle (including reprocessing and 

enrichment capabilities). As Seoul strongly relied on nuclear power for its energy resources, such 

capabilities would help reduce its dependency on external fuel supplies. However, Seoul’s case for 

such a fuel cycle was not helped by its own actions. The United States was also South Korea’s main 

supplier of nuclear fuel, delivery of which was conditioned on South Korea not pursuing operation 

of a complete fuel cycle. The United States feared Seoul could easily switch to a military programme 

which could endanger the military commitment Washington had outstanding in South Korea (with 
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tens of thousands of U.S. troops present). In contrast, Japan, which had always maintained a 

staunchly anti-nuclear weapon policy, was permitted by the United States (as supplier) to operate a 

complete nuclear fuel cycle, causing resentment in South Korea. 

Both Taipei and Seoul were heavily dependent on Western, and especially American, 

cooperation in their strategic and economic realms. Their cases serve as proof of the potential 

success of diplomacy in preventing nuclear proliferation from occurring. They pointed out the 

meeting of interests of exporters wanting to ensure that their material would not be used for 

military programmes, and the importers wanting to ensure the regular continuation of deliveries.103 

At the same time this particular ‘meeting of interests’ collided with the wish for (energy) 

independence of importing countries, who feared subjection to the (arbitrary) political will of 

supplier states. That also explains the opposition of many non-aligned countries to the stricter 

nuclear export policies which were adopted by supplier nations during the 1970s and 1980s. 

 

The nuclear weapon states: strive for stricter export controls 

 

As the Indian test proved current policies were unsatisfactory to meet non-proliferation goals, initial 

confidence in the Treaty’s provisions eroded, and the demand for an increase of proliferation-prone 

nuclear materials mounted, major nuclear powers sought new ways to curb nuclear proliferation. 

One of the problems becoming more and more stringent in the 1970s was the outcome of what 

political scientists Barry Buzan and Eric Herring have dubbed the “blurring distinction between 

military and civil technology.”104 In later years, discussed in chapter 4, this problem was addressed 

by the requirement of safeguards on ‘dual use technology’ (technology capable of both serving civil 

and military purposes). In the early 1970s, major nuclear exporting countries started to work on a 

number of multilateral frameworks to deal with the issues arising from the inadequacies of the 

exports allowed by the NPT.  

Part of the problem lay in the unspecified character of the Treaty’s Article III.2, which 

prohibited unsafeguarded transfer of “especially designed or prepared equipment or material for the 

processing, use or production of special fissionable material.”105 In 1971, a committee of nuclear 

exporting states, under chairmanship of the Swiss professor Claude Zangger, convened to interpret 

what was meant by that article. The committee subsequently drew up a trigger list “of nuclear-
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related strategic goods to assist NPT Parties in identifying equipment and materials subject to 

export controls.”106 

Although the U.S. administration’s response to the Indian test was muted, the test did have 

the result of Washington taking a lead in crafting additional export regulations. In that capacity, 

jointly with the Soviet Union and other nuclear exporters, it initiated the Nuclear Suppliers 

Group.107 The Group’s first recommendations were published in 1977. The NSG (of which France 

was part, but for instance China was not) agreed on conditions nations would have to abide by to 

be able to import from NSG nations. These included a requirement for IAEA safeguards on nuclear 

plants which used exported technology, a pledge not to use materials for military or peaceful 

nuclear explosions, security measures against theft (also to address the rising fear of terrorism), and 

an agreement not to re-transfer received goods to other nations. The export of enrichment and 

reprocessing facilities, which could become of use in producing weapon grade fissile material, was 

restricted but not banned.108 

 

Political considerations are nowadays a crucial factor in decision-making regarding nuclear exports, 

but that was not always the case. Until the 1970s, it were largely technical experts within national 

atomic agencies that decided on such subjects. Some argue that this lack of political mindset in 

nuclear decision-making, has contributed to exports which in hindsight were perhaps unwise.109 As 

in any economic realm, and thus also in arms exports, competition enlarges the leverage of buyers. 

They, in turn, are able to increase their demands, which in the case of nuclear exports has led to 

demands of autonomous production facilities, etc.110 Some countries, as France and West-Germany, 

insisted until the late 1970s (especially towards Third World countries) that they would not 

demand full-scope safeguards on their exports.111 By that they increased their appeal for aspiring 

nuclear nations not interested in having their nuclear plants comprehensively inspected. 

Facing competition from exporting nations as France and West-Germany, the United States 

felt itself compelled to approve further exports of nuclear material to India, even after the latter had 
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conducted its 1974 nuclear test. India had enjoyed a fruitful nuclear relationship with the United 

States, from which it also received substantial development aid. It remained dependent on the 

United States for its nuclear assistance.112 The United States was hesitant to export sensitive 

material to a country which had just performed an unannounced nuclear test. Nonetheless, it 

feared that if it would not approve the sale, other countries (which at the time all required less 

stringent safeguards than the U.S. did) would step in.113 That could potentially lead to further 

nuclear proliferation. The American leadership therefore faced the paradox of having to export 

sensitive nuclear material, to strengthen non-proliferation. 

 International relations never were free of daunting paradoxes as these. In order to make the 

world safe for democracy and prevent new wars, U.S. President Woodrow Wilson had to enter a 

war unlike any war fought before (World War I). Yet the paradoxes of the nuclear era brought forth 

challenges which could potentially bring the world to environmental and human annihilation in a 

very short time. In the subverted logic of the M.A.D. (Mutually Assured Destruction) era, only by 

ensuring the possibility the absolute and total destruction of the adversary, was one able to secure 

the safety that the adversary would not try and destroy you first. Only by foregoing of some of its 

defences, was a nation to ensure the strategic stability and the hoped for safety of M.A.D. 

(apparently it took U.S. diplomats a long time to convince Soviet counterparts that the Anti 

Ballistic Missile treaty of 1972 was not a ploy).114 Now, regarding non-proliferation, the United 

States had to decide on the nuclear export dilemma. 

In 1976, after long deliberations, U.S. president Gerald Ford formally declared the 

American foreign nuclear policy. In Ford’s view, to achieve its non-proliferation objectives, the U.S. 

would have to “maintain its role as a major and reliable world supplier of nuclear reactors and fuel 

for peaceful purposes.”115 In other words: to prevent further proliferation, the United States would 

have to export nuclear technology and material.116 This provided yet another example of how the 

United States found itself between a rock and a hard place in its efforts to curb nuclear 

proliferation. It again affirmed the gamble taken by Eisenhower’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ plan: if you 

cannot technically ensure that no other nations will acquire nuclear armed capabilities, then 
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include and appease them through economic and political cooperation, and sharing of nuclear 

technology for peaceful purposes.  

The underlying thought to this approach was to achieve non-proliferation through 

cooperation. Dependency of target nations on civilian nuclear cooperation, as we have seen was the 

case for Taiwan and South Korea, would give the United States a powerful bargaining chip in 

negotiating non-proliferation. The risk-prone and paradoxical approach of sharing nuclear 

technology, however, was ultimately not appreciated by a large majority in the U.S. Congress. This 

resulted in the enactment of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 (NNPA1978), which 

severely restricted the autonomous capabilities of the U.S. president regarding exporting nuclear 

material to other countries. NNPA1978 effectively terminated the nuclear civilian cooperation 

which had been opened up with the Eisenhower’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ plan of 1953 and the Atomic 

Energy Act of the year thereafter. This was much to the chagrin of developing nations.117  

Preceding the 1978 Act, it was apparent that while the American government was by and 

large satisfied with the measures adopted, legislators in U.S. Congress, were not. Dissatisfaction 

with U.S. export policies, fear of nuclear terrorism, the Indian nuclear test, and the administration’s 

plans for further nuclear sales to India after the test, led to calls for stricter unilateral policies 

regarding nuclear exports. These calls included applying the tight domestic safeguards to all 

recipients of any form of American nuclear assistance, exclusion of non-NPT signatories from 

receiving such aid, and a requirement of Washington’s approval on all reselling of material with 

American origin. Fears within the Ford and Carter administrations that such measures would lead 

to problems with recipient allies, were only partly addressed when the bill became law. The Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, asserts J. Samuel Walker, reflected the U.S. Congress’ unease with 

previous American policies regarding non-proliferation, and lack of confidence in other countries’ 

willingness to prevent proliferation from occurring.118 The Act also reflected the continued 

difficulty of converging the two ends of the earlier explained paradox: how to prevent proliferation 

from occurring, without risking proliferation by engaging in nuclear cooperation. 

The export considerations of the United States were of great importance to other nuclear 

exporting countries. About 70 percent of all nuclear materials and equipment outside the Soviet 

bloc emanated from the United States, and much of what other Western nations exported was also 

of American origin.119 The American allies, led by Japan and Western European nations such as 

West-Germany, replied with dissatisfaction over the new American laws. They perceived these new 
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measures as a threat to their energy sources, as nuclear power had become increasingly important, as 

well as to their economic interests in limiting their maneuvering capabilities with sales of 

equipment.120 The nuclear exports, as noted, caused unease between the United States and their 

nuclear partners, as the latter often chose an independent course and did not always exercise 

restraint regarding what to export (including reprocessing and enrichment facilities), and where to 

export to.  

Improvement was nonetheless discernable. It would be the strongly subdued interest in 

nuclear power in the 1980s that relieved the tensions between the United States on the one hand, 

and Western Europe and Japan on the other. Moreover, the latter had also adopted stricter 

safeguard policies, and had started to secure material against theft. These stricter safeguards, as well 

as cooperation within the Nuclear Suppliers Group, appeared to finally bring forward consensus 

amongst supplier nations for the necessity of stricter controls to prevent proliferation.121 

 

Formal frameworks 

 

In the 1970s and 1980s efforts were undertaken by the United States and the Soviet Union to reach 

agreements on arms control of nuclear weapons, much to the interest of the public at large. These 

talks often served as a Cold War magnifying glass to assess the general state of East-West relations. 

The negotiations (such as SALT I and II, and INF) bare no direct relevance to the horizontal 

proliferation of nuclear weapons, yet they are an intrinsic part of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. After 

all, in Article VI of the Treaty the nuclear weapon states affirmed to work towards full nuclear 

disarmament ‘in good faith’. This was part of the NPT bargain, and a promise the non-nuclear 

weapon states signatories intended to make the nuclear weapon states live up to. It was therefore no 

surprise that this issue in particular was raised during the NPT Review Conferences held in 1975, 

1980, 1985 and 1990.  

 The Review Conferences present an insight into the diverging views signatories held over 

the NPT. The Conferences were prescribed to take place each five year after enforcement of the 

treaty, in order to “review the operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of 

the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized.”122 During the First Review 

Conference, held in 1975 in Genève, there was still an effort by European states, most notably 

West-Germany, to refrain from imposing full-scope safeguards, fearing this would inhibit nuclear 
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exports. As noted earlier, many of the states with a nuclear programme focussed strongly on 

ensuring the continuation of these exports. Subsequent Review Conferences, held in 1980, 1985, 

and 1990 pointed out continuous difficulties to align the views of the non-nuclear weapon states 

(many of whom belonged to the non-aligned movement, which had wielded increasing power in the 

IAEA and other nuclear-related platforms) and those of the nuclear weapon states. Besides the 

aforementioned protests to the lack of agreement (or for that matter, progress in talks) on nuclear 

disarmament, the protestors were displeased with the stricter export guidelines, as they felt it 

impeded their efforts to obtain technological advancement and energy needs.123 Such differences 

even resulted in the absence of the usual final declarations during the 1980 conference, which 

followed the 1978 Nuclear Non Proliferation Act, a clear sign of the lack of unison between the 

Treaty’s signatories. 

 

The 1970s and 1980s saw a gradual strengthening of the non-proliferation regime by stricter export 

controls and increased safeguards demands. Such developments coincided and followed the 

unveiling of the first cracks in the Non-Proliferation Treaty: the apparent nuclear capabilities 

attained by Israel and India, and the unsafeguarded exports by some nations to nuclear aspiring 

states. The number of NPT signatories increased in these two decades by 54, percentage wise 

bringing the number of Treaty signatories from 66,7 % to 86,8 % of the United Nations member 

populace.124 Still, a number of key states, including the aforementioned, stayed outside the Treaty. 

While most of the leading nuclear exporting states came closer to terms on safe conditions of civil 

nuclear cooperation, the non-aligned states seemed dissatisfied with the state of affairs and the end 

of the Cold War would soon serve to further diffuse the nuclear landscape. The arrival of new and 

pressing challenges was imminent. 
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Chapter  IV  

1991-2007 
A growing NPT, and growing problems 

 

 

In the twenty-first century, weapons of mass destruction (WMD) remain the preferred weapon of the weak. […] 

As a general rule, states have developed, tested, and pursued WMD for serious reasons, by dint of major policy 

decisions and sometimes quite extraordinary efforts. No country has stumbled into nuclear status. 

Incrementalism, normal innovation if you like, cannot explain WMD arsenals. 

Malcolm R. Davis and Colin S. Gray, 2002.125 

 

 

During the 1990s and 2000s, the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty came close to universal 

application when almost every state which had not joined the Treaty so far, decided to accede. 

Yet at the same time, the regime suffered a severe setback when two additional nations (India and 

Pakistan) became the sixth and seventh declared nuclear powers, and when nuclear aspirations of 

Iran and North Korea became the focus of international political contention. In 2003, an effort 

to prevent proliferation of weapons of mass destruction even came to serve as pretext for violent 

conflict (the Iraq war). 

 

Nuclear Weapon States 

 

Before any of the alarming prospects of the NPT’s danger came afore, a tremendous shift in the 

international arena occurred. The Soviet Union and the United States had been engaged in a 

protracted state of animosity since the late 1940s. Tensions had flared up from time to time, and 
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though there were no direct military confrontations between the two,126 much of what went on in 

the international political stage occurred under the looming shadow of a potential nuclear 

showdown.  

It was therefore a relief to many when in the later years of the Reagan era (1985-1989), 

under the welcoming leadership of Soviet secretary-general Michael Gorbachev, the conflict came to 

an end peacefully. Almost simultaneously, and as unexpectedly as the Cold War had ended, the 

transition of the powerful Soviet bloc into fragmented states took place.  

The formal dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 also had severe consequences in the 

nuclear arena. Whereas beforehand, in the eyes of Western nations, the major threat was 

constituted by a most powerful state with wide ranging nuclear armed capabilities, it was now the 

state’s lack of power which formed a problem. 

First of all, because of the speed and suddenness with which the Soviet Union had 

unravelled, new (fragile) states had a hold of Soviet nuclear bombs. Belarus, Kazakhstan, and 

Ukraine voluntarily (and after Western, mainly U.S., inducement) abdicated the nuclear capabilities 

they had inherited from Soviet times, and acceded to the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1993 and 

1994. The conditions and discourse were different, but the basic premises were roughly the same as 

with later deals closed with North Korea: in order for a state to abdicate its nuclear capabilities, the 

West would have to offer something in return. In an insightful essay, U.S. Senator John Glenn 

described these practices as nuclear blackmail, enabling every state to declare nuclear ambitions in 

order to receive political and economic aid.127 

Secondly, after the strong domestic control maintained by Moscow during the Cold War 

had collapsed, there were concerns about insecure nuclear stockpiles becoming the target of 

criminal and terrorist threats. To counter these threats, efforts were made to increase security at 

most nuclear sites in the former Soviet Union. In 2002, the G8 nations promised to invest 20 

billion U.S. Dollars to this end. Yet, not all pledges have actually been substantiated with the 

needed funds, and some of the funds have been re-appropriated to secure sites in other countries. 

Furthermore, these programmes have not been full-proof, nor exhaustive, and the urgency with 

which the matter was treated following September 11, 2001, has dwindled.128 
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Thirdly, a problem which kept proliferation experts worried was the huge number of 

nuclear scientists whom the Soviet Union’s dissolve had left jobless. Fearing that these scientists 

might sell their knowledge to ‘rogue’ states or terrorists, programmes, often joint American-Russian, 

were set up, to retrain them to other professions or provide them with work.129 The problem, 

however, is not solved, as some of the programmes have been cancelled, and it is difficult to 

ascertain that all (former) nuclear scientists are committed to prevent nuclear proliferation. 

 

Such worries ran counter to the general upbeat mood of the nuclear non-proliferation movement. 

The 1970s and 1980s had shown a steady increase in signatory states to the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty, and this process continued unimpeded during the 1990s. Nuclear threshold states which 

long had un-inspected nuclear programmes that included uranium enrichment, Argentina and 

Brazil, joined the Treaty in 1995 and 1998 respectively. Two years before, South Africa, which was 

not party to the Treaty until 1991, in the process of closure of its apartheid history, revealed it had 

built operable nuclear weapons itself.  

 Before the disclosure, there were suspicions of a South African military programme, but 

very little was and, as a matter of fact, still is known about the South African programme.130 Much 

of the relevant archival documents were deliberately destroyed in the few years preceding the 1993 

revelations, and much of the rest is inaccessible due to secrecy laws and other restrictions.131 

Apparently, the decision for South Africa to acquire nuclear weapons was taken in 1977 or 1978. 

Ostensibly the components used in its programme had a predominantly domestic origin, as South 

Africa possessed large quantities of uranium ore, as well as uranium enrichment facilities. Pretoria 
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 47 

possibly also was assisted by Israeli and German materials and/or knowledge.132 The 1993 

revelations confirmed that South Africa had maintained a nuclear arsenal, consisting of a weapon 

load usable for approximately six and a half nuclear warheads. It nevertheless, as probably is the case 

for Israel, did not have nuclear weapons on ‘hair trigger alert’. While the measures taken in 1990-

1991 to voluntarily disarm objectively reduced the number of nuclear weapon states, they also 

reflected the fact that prior to this step there were more nuclear weapon states than was generally 

known. 

The decision to disarm was related to pressures and desires in the wider process of seeking 

normalisation of contacts with Western countries. The South African government hoped joining 

the NPT could accelerate that process. Pretoria, politically and economically isolated over its 

apartheid policies during the late 1970s and 1980s, offered another preview of how a disavowed 

(though technologically advanced) state could manage to acquire nuclear armed capabilities with the 

nuclear non proliferation regime in place. For regimes in Pyongyang and Teheran, the South 

African programme provided an inspiring case.133 

 

Two nations which, by conducting nuclear tests prior to 1 January 1967, had been recognised by 

the Treaty as Nuclear Weapon States, were still not a member: France and China. Joining the 

Treaty would constitute a legal commitment by France and China to prevent further nuclear 

proliferation (and henceforth restrictions in their export policies), as well as a recognition of the 

status quo maintained in the NPT of the legitimate existence of five nuclear weapon states. 

Although both Paris and Beijing at certain times had stated to respect and uphold the non-

proliferation principles specified in the Treaty, they had declined to formally become part of it. This 

changed in 1992. 

 After the Cold War ended, France was seeking to assert a new role. As the formerly bipolar 

world turned into a largely unipolar world, with the United States as the strongest power, France’s 
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position changed substantially. During the Cold War it was able to increase its political leverage by 

positioning itself as being part of the Western alliance, yet being an independent (and at times anti-

American) actor within the alliance. After the Cold War’s tension field subsided, and Washington’s 

strategic interest in Europe decreased, it became obvious that France’s leverage dwindled. France 

found itself progressively seeking power within Europe. It sought to reassert the independent 

strength of the increasingly integrated European Union, but saw its supremacy rivalled by the re-

emergent and unified Germany. 

This contributed to the French decision to accede to the Non-Proliferation Treaty in early 

1992. As the Cold War’s ending and the dissolution of the Soviet Union had substantially 

decreased concerns for a nuclear holocaust, retaining a firm and independent pro-nuclear position 

became politically costly. Furthermore, for France, the post-Cold War world offered changing 

perspectives on the necessity of relying on its nuclear force de frappe.134 It moved to a doctrine of 

“strict sufficiency” for nuclear deterrence and limited its nuclear arsenals accordingly.135 Àlso the 

prospect of the 1995 Review Extension conference played a role. France feared its continued 

absence from the Treaty would fuel resentment amongst the non-nuclear weapon states, and their 

possible insistence on not extending the Treaty, appeared to outweigh the benefits it expected to 

accrue from a continued absence from the Treaty.136 

 

China, for its part, had moved from its position of open belligerency towards the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (as being a tool discriminatory to non-nuclear weapon states and an enabler of vertical 

proliferation for the superpowers), to slow but steady support for the principles of the Treaty. The 

sudden interest of China to join the NPT (and in fact, other arms control agreements during the 

1990s) has also been ascribed to international political pressure, and the Chinese desire to polish 

up its image in the West after the Tiananmen Square events of 1989.137 More basically, the 

motivation has been summarised by the simple goal of, as a leading Chinese arms controller put it, 

“enhancing China’s security” through supporting non-proliferation.138 At the same time, China 

maintained its support for the position of non-nuclear weapon states by joining in calling for the 
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strengthening of the Article VI clause of the NPT, calling on all nuclear weapon states to disarm; 

and also to share technology for achieving nuclear energy for peaceful purposes.139 

For these reasons, and in the context of greater participation in international disarmament 

bodies, China joined the NPT in 1992, and in 1997 also the Zangger (nuclear exporters) committee. 

There are, however, still doubts as to whether China’s proliferation slate is as clean as its partaking 

in the NPT implies. Contrary to its formal commitments to prevent nuclear proliferation, China is 

suspected of far reaching involvement in the nuclear programme of Pakistan.140 Such activities were 

influential in the Indian decision-making process to become a nuclear weapon state. China is also 

known to have contributed technology to the Iranian nuclear programme.141  

 

NPT violators and non-NPT threshold states 

 

Although the number of states party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty had increased substantially, a 

number of worrisome cases, in which NPT-nations were suspected of violating their commitments, 

raised doubts about the regime’s durability. 

 

Like a decade earlier during Israel’s bombing of the Osarik reactor, the 1990-1991 Gulf war led to a 

re-emergence of Iraq at the centre of the non-proliferation discussion. Though fears of Iraq 

equipping its missiles destined for Israel and Saudi-Arabia with chemical or biological agents proved 

unfounded, after the war, much information regarding an unknown Iraqi nuclear weapons 

programme was unearthed. It turned out that although Iraq had invested much effort (and money) 

in circumventing the non-proliferation regime, much of Iraq’s efforts were hindered by export 

regulations. Nonetheless, it had managed, by misleading suppliers about its intentions and ordering 

from the smallest possible quantities upwards, to build-up substantial parts required for a nuclear 

weapon programme. It has been asserted that though Iraq had the information on how to 

manufacture “key components”, it had not yet settled on a centrifuge design and was therefore not 
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yet in the process of enriching uranium.142 As Iraq was party to the NPT, its advanced programme 

and evasion of the non-proliferation regime caused much concern in the international security 

community. Eventually it led to stricter safeguard measures, adopted under the IAEA Additional 

Protocol (1997). 

Much of the resources (material and know-how) Iraq had acquired to benefit its programme 

were foreign, and Iraq had pursued a multi-pronged approach to ensure progress would not stall if 

one source would run dry. German companies were attributed to be the prime origin of nuclear 

material and knowledge in Iraq.143 Most of the materials supplied to Iraq did not receive substantial 

scrutiny, as they were often dual use items (which can be used for civilian, but also for military 

purposes), and because Iraq, until its invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, was viewed benignly by 

the West.144  

One of the key outcomes of the 1991 Gulf War, which kept Iraq in the limelight until long 

after the war ended, was UN Security Council Resolution 687 (1991).145 The resolution expressed 

its concerns related to the allegations of a nuclear weapons programme, and instructed the IAEA 

and the UN Special Committee (UNSCOM) to conduct thorough inspections to ensure no such 

programme existed, or would exist. This resolution formed the basis on which British and 

American aerial attacks were conducted against Iraqi targets in 1998 (after Iraq had ceased all 

cooperation with UNSCOM weapon inspectors), and through which ultimately a U.S. led coalition 

of countries invaded Iraq in 2003. Though, at the time of the coalition’s invasion, the focus was 

more generally put on weapons of mass destruction, allegations (which proved unfounded) regarding 

the purchase of sensitive nuclear material surfaced from time to time. Extensive research following 

the 2003 invasion did not yield any evidence of a recent Iraqi weapons of mass destruction 

programme.146 
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North Korea 

 

A nation that drew lessons from the 1991 Gulf War was North Korea. One of the most important 

of these was that regional powers stand little chance in conventional wars against a superpower, as 

was evident by Iraq’s hasty retreat in the face of American troops. For Pyongyang, which had been 

ruled by a dictatorial regime since 1948, it became apparent that in case of a military conflict (a not 

entirely unlikely scenario given the militarised state of the Korean peninsula), it would only be 

secure against South Korea’s (American) allies, if it possessed unconventional arms. 

North Korea had joined the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1985, and signed an NPT 

safeguards treaty with the IAEA in April 1992.147 A month later, IAEA inspections commenced. 

However, they soon revealed that the data provided by Korea regarding its material were 

inconsistent with the inspectors’ findings.148 As deliberations between North Korea and the IAEA 

did not resolve the differences, Pyongyang stated its intent to withdraw from the treaty, because of 

what it described as “threats to its supreme interests” (the sole valid reason under which withdrawal 

from the Treaty is permitted).149 As talks ensued between the United States and North Korea to 

prevent the latter from withdrawing from the Treaty (and subsequently from inspections), the 

Korean decision was adjourned. On 21 October 1994, the United States and North Korea 

concluded an agreement under which Korea would freeze its nuclear programme, in return for 

which the United States would assist in providing a light water reactor (under full IAEA 

inspections) and supplies of heavy oil.150 The agreement also called for eventual normalisation of 

relations between Pyongyang and Washington, which officially were still at war following the Korea 

War. The deal worried some experts, who feared a precedent was set by rewarding “bad behaviour” 

by a non-nuclear weapon states under the NPT, instead of punishment.151 
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It soon turned out that the IAEA inspectors were still unable to perform all the verifying 

tasks as agreed in the Safeguards Agreement with North Korea, and talks between IAEA and North 

Korea’s representatives over the years 1996-2002 led to no improvement. Allegedly, Pyongyang 

received help for its uranium enrichment project from the nuclear smuggling network of Abdul 

Qadeer Khan.152 At the same time, Pyongyang blamed the United States for failing to deliver its 

part of the agreement, mostly related to energy supplies.153 

In his 2002 State of the Union speech, the first one after the September 11, 2001 terrorist 

attacks, U.S. President George W. Bush designated North Korea to be part of the ‘axis of evil’ 

(together with Iraq and Iran), warning that these nations could form a danger through their 

possession of weapons of mass destruction. Explicitly, Bush, expressed the fear that through 

proliferation, the ‘rogue’ states “could provide these arms to terrorists.”154 This fear of a terrorist 

nuclear threat was not new, as since the 1970s terrorist possession of nuclear armaments was 

regarded a grave cause for concern.155 After the 9/11 attacks, however, the threat received new 

momentum. 

The Korean situation was exacerbated later that year. During talks with U.S. diplomats, 

Pyongyang apparently admitted it had a secret nuclear programme, and was enriching uranium, 

something Washington stressed was in violation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.156 With the 

uncovering of the Pakistani Khan proliferation network in 2003-2004, it was also revealed that 

there were Pakistani and North Korean exchanges in nuclear and missile technology.157 

North Korea formally withdrew from the Non-Proliferation Treaty on 10 April 2003. 

Negotiations for the freezing of its nuclear activities and resumption of full inspections have been 

ongoing ever since. An agreement concluded in September 2005, similar to the Agreed Framework 

of 1994, proved short-lived, as Korea subsequently resumed its enrichment programme after U.S. 

sanctions on a North Korean bank. On 9 October 2006, North Korea conducted a nuclear test, 
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which according to preliminary reports, was not entirely successful.158 With the test, North Korea 

may or may not have become the 9th nuclear power in the world.  

 

Another tense region where a prolonged stalemate continued was South Asia. Pakistan and India 

fought four wars with each other since their inception and independence in the late 1940s, and a 

nuclear option was introduced in the region with India’s “peaceful nuclear explosion” of 1974. 

India and Pakistan’s nuclear programmes had long been a focus of U.S. South-Asia policies. The 

goal of the Bush Sr. Administration (1989-1993), and even more so of the Clinton administration 

after that, was to achieve nuclear non-proliferation in the region. In the early 1990s, the United 

States made efforts to economically engage with India, partly in order to encourage it to curb its 

nuclear programme and to ultimately rescind its nuclear option. Part of these efforts involved the 

goal of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (NWFZ), but mainly due to India’s opposition to any such 

moves without it being part of universal nuclear disarmament, no progress was made in that 

direction.159 The underlying assumption was that success in rolling back India’s capabilities (a hope 

not completely unfounded, as it was assumed that India’s nuclear arsenal had gone from 1 to 0 with 

its 1974 test),160 Pakistan would follow suit. Of course, this mechanism might also work the other 

way around.  

In 1998, the inextricability of the security positions of India and Pakistan led to the severest 

setback the non-proliferation regime had so far incurred. Much to the chagrin of prominent 

members of the international community, notably the United States and China, India conducted a 

number of nuclear tests in May 1998. Pakistan, despite hopes that it would walk the moral high 

ground and achieve diplomatic gain, responded by conducting several nuclear tests itself.161 Though 

both states had long been suspected of harbouring advanced nuclear programmes, neither had 

officially declared their nuclear capabilities. After the 1998 tests, both India and Pakistan declared 

themselves to be nuclear weapon states. Neither India nor Pakistan had signed the Non-

Proliferation Treaty, and they were, therefore, under no legal obligation to remain outside the elite 

circle of the nuclear club. Yet, by becoming nuclear powers, the appearance that the Non-
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Proliferation Treaty actually succeeded in preventing other nations than the five recognised powers 

from joining the nuclear club, was shattered. 

 

India  

 

India had seen its geopolitical position altered in the wake of the Cold War’s demise. It could no 

longer turn to the Soviet Union for political and security support, while India witnessed increasing 

engagement of both the United States and Russia with India’s historical rival China.162 At the same 

time, as noted, the United States sought closer ties with India in the early 1990s, without forfeiting 

the pressure on India to join the nuclear non-proliferation regime (and thus renege its nuclear 

option). Increasing engagement with the United States was welcomed, but India did not wish to see 

its own nuclear capabilities limited, certainly not at a time that the United States was getting closer 

to China. In that rapprochement, the United States did not object to China’s nuclear programme 

or its proliferation of missile and nuclear technology to Pakistan.163  

 Perhaps more determining than other factors, by becoming a nuclear power, India sought to 

achieve recognition of its role as a major (regional) power. Besides its economic progress, and size in 

area and population, enhanced military capabilities formed an important tool to achieve that 

recognition for an aspiring nation as India. Domestic political considerations too played a role.164 

 The groundbreaking nuclear tests came after the 1995 Review and Extension Conference, 

during which the NPT was permanently extended. For India, the conference was a telling sign that 

the nuclear weapon states had no intention to end what New Delhi perceived to be the NPT’s 

discrimination, by (de facto) ignoring their disarmament obligations under Article VI of the Treaty. 

Some have described the Conference as a decisive “turning point” for India, which saw no 

prospects for nuclear disarmament in the near future.165 In fact, from India’s perspective, indefinite 

extension of the Treaty had lessened the chances for that, as there was no longer an extension 

clause the have nots could use to pressure nuclear weapon states. 

In a statement to the Indian Parliament, Prime Minister Vajpayee stressed that the 

deterioration of security in India’s neighbourhood, and apparent permanent continuity of nuclear 

domination by the P-5 (veto wielding members of the Security Council), were reasons for India to 
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detonate the nuclear devices, and officially become a nuclear power.166 In an earlier letter to U.S. 

President Bill Clinton, Vajpayee attributed the necessity of the test to the threat emanating from 

the security collusion between China and Pakistan.167 

Remaining outside of the Non-Proliferation Treaty also had its costs. India did not enjoy 

the benefits other nations, such as China, accrued from membership of the NPT.168 Treaty-states 

were freely able to import nuclear technology, and further develop their capabilities, while India 

continued to pursue its aspirations from a backward position. It is possible such considerations 

played a role in its choice to put the situation to the test and solicit response by means to which the 

other nations would have to respond. 

Indeed, the response came. In the immediate aftermath of the tests, heavy sanctions were 

imposed on India by Washington. However, these sanctions could not hold ground, and soon both 

nations engaged in ‘constructive dialogue’ again. During the process of that dialogue, Washington 

gradually seemed to accept India’s desire for a “minimal nuclear deterrent capability”.169 In a major 

step, the United States and India in 2006 indeed declared their intentions to engage in wide-

ranging nuclear cooperation. This cooperation contravened U.S. laws which as of 1978 prohibited 

nuclear assistance to countries not accepting full-scope IAEA safeguards.170 They therefore required 

congressional approval, and a change in existing U.S. laws, which was accomplished in December 

2006. It also constituted a major step in being the first U.S. acceptance of a nuclear state outside 

the Treaty. Arguments which have been laid in support of the deal were India’s positive non-

proliferation record and the inducement to bring it into the non-proliferation regime, it being the 

world’s largest democracy, the geopolitical value strategic cooperation with India could offer 

(including balancing rising Chinese power), business interests, and energy (emission) goals.171 As the 

deal contravened the letter (and spirit) of a number of non-proliferation agreements (including U.S. 

non-proliferation laws, and Nuclear Suppliers Group guidelines), concerns were voiced about 

whether the deal weakened the non-proliferation regime. It thus offered a staunch reminder of the 
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controversial U.S.-Indian nuclear cooperation of the 1970s and early 1980s, which was also 

advocated by its proponents as civil nuclear cooperation to benefit non-proliferation. 

 

Pakistan, the A.Q. Khan network, and Libya 

 

A far-reaching nuclear cooperation as with India has not been forged between the United States 

and Pakistan, although it has been a key U.S. ally in the ‘War on terror’ since 2001. The strong 

current of radical Islamist elements in Pakistan, as well as its political instability (exemplified by the 

military coup d’état which brought military chief Pervez Musharraf to the presidency in 1999), has 

raised doubts about the safety of the Pakistani nuclear bombs. Furthermore, unlike India, Pakistan, 

could not count on nuclear assistance precisely because it did not have a clean sheet with regards to 

nuclear proliferation. 

Pakistan had attained its nuclear capabilities through “theft and illegal exports”,172 and by 

extracting resources, technology, and know-how from friendly nations, presumably (mostly) China 

and North Korea.173 Though Pakistan’s efforts to achieve nuclear weapons were well-known, and as 

early as 1986, Western intelligence services estimated that Pakistan had passed the nuclear 

threshold (i.e. it had sufficient highly enriched uranium to prepare a nuclear weapon in a very short 

time), not much was done to counter this threat. Part of the reason for this passiveness was the 

U.S.’ inducement to collaborate with Pakistan to support counterinsurgents fighting Soviet forces 

in Afghanistan in the 1980s. The non-proliferation pressure on Pakistan was subsequently 

diminished.174 As Islamabad had achieved its nuclear option in later years than India had, its efforts 

had been subject to much more proliferation export controls. The 1998 Pakistani test was thus 

significant because it brought to the attention the clandestine ways in which Pakistan had procured 

its nuclear capabilities.  

Yet the Pakistani nuclear weapon, which given the high-level India-Pakistan rivalry was not 

unexpected, was perhaps even more significant through its outreach. That is, the nuclear capabilities 

Pakistan mastered under the auspices of Pakistani nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan, were proliferated to 

a number of other nations, using much of the same network with which Khan had succeeded in 

acquiring the nuclear option for Pakistan. Whether his motives were to seek profit, patriotism, or 

religious solidarity (hence the referral to Khan’s Islamic bomb) is undetermined. What is certain, is 

that Khan used an extensive clandestine network, which circumvented much of the proliferation 
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controls, to export material and know-how to at least Libya and Iran. It is likely that also North 

Korea was a beneficiary.175 

The actual width of the network was only revealed in 2003, not much after a ship, 

ultimately bound for Libya, was seized at the Italian port of Taranto, containing uranium 

enrichment equipment. This coincided with the rapprochement of elements within the Libyan 

regime towards London and Washington, with offers to relinquish Tripoli’s WMD-programme.176 

Confronted with the seized shipment, at the time that the United States had shown its willingness 

to invade a sovereign country with the pretext of the country’s possession weapons of mass 

destruction, Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi did not seek to further test Washington’s firmness. 

He decided to give up Libya’s nuclear programme, which had not been very advanced in any case. 

Libya dismantled its programme in agreement with the United States and Great Britain, and 

Gaddafi came clean concerning his nuclear intentions. He also revealed much of the sources for his 

clandestine nuclear weapons programme and provided information on how Libya had managed to 

evade nuclear export controls. 

It appeared that Libya had been the biggest beneficiary of the Khan network’s endeavours. 

Much of the supplies were gained through third or even fourth parties, yet it also came to light that 

countries part of the Nuclear Suppliers Group had not fully implemented their export control 

obligations. Also, newly industrialised countries which operated outside the NSG-regulations, such 

as Malaysia, insufficiently experienced or familiar with nuclear export procedures, proved vulnerable 

to the network’s activities and temptations.177 Khan’s contribution to the Libyan programme 

included blueprints for a nuclear weapon (a Chinese design from the 1960s), and complete and 

partial early generation gas centrifuge machines.178 Besides the previously mentioned countries, 

Khan is also known to have offered nuclear assistance to Iraq, Egypt, and Syria, yet it is likely that 

not much developed from of this. What roused the Western intelligence agencies’ attention even 

more were Khan’s visits to Afghanistan, which purpose, it was feared, could relate to Al-Qaeda’s 

desire to acquire weapons of mass destruction.179 
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The Khan network was significant in two ways: first of all for the obvious fact that it had 

actively transferred nuclear technology, material, and know-how, and thus had created a risk of 

other entities acquiring nuclear weapons capability. Not only would that contravene the NPT, it 

would increase the number of leaders with hands on nuclear weapons, none of whom were 

regarded to be responsible peace-abiding statesmen. Yet the network was also significant in another 

way: it exposed the inability or unwillingness within the existing non-proliferation regime to prevent 

further countries from attaining sensitive nuclear material.180 After the revelations, Khan, a national 

symbol in Pakistan, was placed under house arrest, but was granted immunity by President 

Musharraf after having confessed to his deeds. Yet what he did was probably not unlawful in 

Pakistan, and the exact involvement of the Pakistani government in this has not yet been 

established either.181 

 

Israel 

 

The 1998 India and Pakistan tests left Israel internationally in a unique position. It no longer 

shared an equal position with India and Pakistan as an undeclared non-NPT nuclear weapon state, 

and thus felt itself to be increasingly targeted in the various UN disarmament and non-proliferation 

fora.182 As Arab nations, most prominently Egypt, have sought to pressure Israel through 

resolutions, some European nations and especially the United States were reluctant to forcefully 

single out Israel while the overt nuclear posturing of other nations was a more stringent concern. 

Also, Israel over the last ten years increased its participations in such fora, in order to be able to 

offer a counter voice.183 

 The pressure on Israel to forfeit its nuclear option, has so far not resulted in a change in its 

position of ‘nuclear ambiguity’. In fact, Israel took steps to strengthen its nuclear capabilities by 

acquiring, or progressing to acquire, submarines capable of carrying nuclear warheads. By doing so, 

it completed its nuclear retaliations triad (by supplementing its established land-based and air-based 

capabilities). Israel acquired three Dolphin-class submarines from Germany in 1999 and 2000, and 

two more in 2006.184 Although Germany has not delivered the submarines in nuclear-operable 

                                                 
180 Ibid, p. 117-120. 
181 Fischer, Stopping the spread, p. 98 and Albright and Hinderstein, “Unraveling the A.Q. Khan and Future 
Proliferation Networks”, p. 116. 
182 Gerald M. Steinberg, “Examining Israel’s NPT exceptionality: 1998-2005”. The Nonproliferation Review. Vol. 13, 
No. 1 (March 2006), p. 119-122. 
183 Steinberg, “Examining Israel’s NPT exceptionality”, p. 122-134. 
184 Ramit Plushnick-Masti, “Israel Buys 2 Nuclear-Capable Submarines”. The Washington Post / Associated Press. 25 
August 2006. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/08/24/AR2006082401050.html.  



 59 

conditions, the Israeli Navy allegedly has fitted the submarines for that purpose, granting the Israeli 

Defense Forces a second strike capability (and thus being an important addition to Israel’s nuclear 

deterrent). Germany heavily subsidised both submarine sales, ostensibly as compensation for the 

responsibility of Germany for armaments Iraq used during the 1991 Gulf War.185 

 

Iran 

 

During the 1990s and 2000s, another country emerged into the limelight with concerns over its 

nuclear ambitions, posing a substantial challenge to the nuclear non-proliferation regime. Iran had 

long enjoyed the cooperation of a number of Western nations on nuclear matters, notably the 

United States and West-Germany, with the latter having initiated building of Iran’s Bushehr 

nuclear plant. Work on the plant was suspended after the 1979 Islamic revolution. This position 

was maintained officially until in the early 1990s nuclear agreements were sealed with China and 

Russia, whom, unlike most of the Western countries, had not restricted their relations with Iran 

following the 1979 coup. Russia agreed with Iran to continue building the unfinished Bushehr 

reactor, and China agreed to build a light water reactor. However, largely to strong opposition from 

Washington, which suspected a military component to Iran’s nuclear plans, China decided to 

cancel its existing contracts with Iran in 1997, by that strongly hampering Iran’s uranium 

conversion efforts.186 

Being a signatory to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, Iran had full right to receive nuclear 

assistance from other nations. It was in 2002, however, that matters were suddenly brought to the 

alarming attention of the international community. An Iranian opposition group revealed that 

since the mid-1980s, Iran had maintained a secret gas centrifuge enrichment facility in Natanz. It 

was only after these disclosures that Iran admitted to having an 18-year old programme in Natanz.187 
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It became apparent that in the mid-1980s Teheran took first steps to engage in a clandestine 

nuclear programme, with assistance of the Khan network. Already in 1987, Khan had supplied Iran 

with centrifuge technology.188 These steps came in reaction to the Iraqi invasion of 1980, and the 

subsequent war between the two neighbours, which lasted until 1988. As Iraq made extensive use of 

chemical weapons during the war, Iran was pressed the option to pursue a similar unconventional 

response in future cases.189 

Iran’s clandestine activities were not necessarily illegal, as no evidence was provided that 

their actual purpose was military use. Yet, under the Treaty’s provisions and Iran’s Safeguard 

Agreement with the IAEA, Iran was obliged to give full account of all its nuclear activities.190 

Though from 2002 to 2004 the international community was mostly preoccupied with allegations 

against Iraq and the subsequent war, diplomacy on the Iranian issue continued. Seeking 

clarification in the matter, the IAEA engaged in further inspections and requested additional 

information from Teheran regarding its nuclear programme. In November 2004, the IAEA, in 

publishing its findings, asserted that although all declared material was accounted for, the Agency 

was “not yet in a position to conclude that there are no undeclared nuclear materials or activities in 

Iran.”191 

Yet a week later, an agreement was concluded between the EU3 (Great Britain, Germany, 

France) and Iran, consisting of the Iranian pledge to suspend enrichment of nuclear fuel, and 
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relevant in the case of the United States and any other country which has nuclear conventional weapons, but has 
disavowed CW and BW. The reason is that conventional weapons capability may not be sufficient as a deterrent 
against CBW threats, and nuclear weapons will be increasingly relied upon to perform this role.” Such questions 
appear particularly relevant regarding states in the Middle East, which have joined the NPT, and are engaged in 
biological, or chemical weapons programmes, as opposed to nuclear weapons. Ko Colijn, “Het Kernwapen. Met 
terugwerkende kracht overschat, nu onderschat?”, De Gids. (July-August 2005), p. 666, and Kathleen C. Bailey, 
“Chemical, Biological, and Missile Proliferation”, in: Thomas (ed.), The nuclear non-proliferation regime, p. 136-137. 
190 “Agreement between Iran and the International Atomic Energy Agency for the application of safeguards in 
connection with the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of nuclear weapons”. IAEA. INFCIRC/214. 13 December 
1974. http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Infcircs/Others/infcirc214.pdf. 
191 “Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic of Iran.” IAEA. GOV/2004/83. 15 
November 2004. http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Board/2004/gov2004-83.pdf, p. 24. 
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signing of the Additional Protocol for a stronger verification regime. In exchange it would receive 

trade, civilian nuclear energy, and the promise of a continued nuclear fuel supply from Russia. By 

that, the North Korean maxim of reward for bad behaviour came in play again. Nevertheless, Iran 

failed to provide the IAEA with all details requested concerning its past and present nuclear 

activities, and resumed uranium conversion (8 August 2005) and enrichment research (10 January 

2006).192 Following these steps, the IAEA Secretariat reported Iran to be in non-compliance with its 

obligations under the NPT, and diplomatic actions were increased. 

Subsequently, on 4 February 2006 the IAEA Board of Governors decided to defer the 

matter to the Security Council.193 The decision was made that in conjunction with the call for Iran 

to implement suggested confidence-building measures, which included suspending enrichment 

activities, the Security Council could use whatever measures, i.e. sanctions; it would deem fit to 

take, in order to make Iran comply with its obligations under the NPT. This body, in turn, has 

taken steps to impose limited (mostly economic) sanctions on Iran. 

 

The Iran issue mainly revolved around the question whether Iran’s nuclear programme serves a 

peaceful purpose, as Iran claims it is intended to generate nuclear energy, or if it serves a military 

purpose, or at least a military option. The Iranian programme and its claims for energy purposes in 

itself is curious, as Iran is in the possession of one of the world’s largest reserves of oil and natural 

gas. Nonetheless, as some argue, Iran is proving incapable of extracting this for future years, and 

faces a standstill of its oil exports by 2015.194 In its strive for energy independence, it therefore could 

be pursuing the path of nuclear energy as an alternative energy source. At the same time, 

requirements for imported nuclear fuel would make it far from independent itself. 

While no conclusive evidence exists, Iran’s non-compliance with the Safeguards Agreement 

it has with the IAEA, and the secretive undertakings with the Khan network from the mid-1980s 

onwards, shed serious doubts about its claims. Nuclear proliferation expert Joseph Cirincione has 

                                                 
192 “Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement in the Islamic Republic of Iran. Resolution adopted on 4 
February 2006.” IAEA. GOV/2006/14. 4 February 2006. 
http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Board/2006/gov2006-14.pdf. 
193 “Resolution adopted on 4 February 2006.” IAEA. 
194 According to a statement by the Iranian Ambassador to the United Kingdom, “Iran can not merely rely on 
fossil fuel for its energy for the following considerations: 1. Continued use of energy in its present form is bound 
to turn Iran into a net importer of crude oil and some of its by-products in the coming decades. 2. Local use of 
these resources as fuel will drastically affect Iran's foreign exchange earnings from export of crude oil and natural 
gas. 3. The utilization of these resources in processing industries such as petrochemicals will generate much greater 
added value. 4. The environmental impact of increased reliance on fossil fuel is a serious concern of the entire 
international community.” “Memorandum from the Ambassador, The Embassy of the Islamic Republic of Iran”. 
House of Commons. 14 June 2003. http://www.parliament.the-stationery-
office.co.uk/pa/cm200203/cmselect/cmfaff/405/405we18.htm. See also: Roger Stern, “Iran actually is short of 
oil”. International Herald Tribune. 8 January 2007. http://www.iht.com/articles/2007/01/08/opinion/edstern.php.  
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argued that Teheran may be looking to assemble all necessary components to build nuclear weapons 

short of actually building such a weapon at this point (the Japanese approach). The NPT allows for 

much of the activities preceding the actual step of nuclear armament, and Iran is using those 

provisions to stress the legal character of its programme.195 Nevertheless, Iran’s possibly suspicious 

behaviour does in itself not preclude ‘innocence’, as was proven by the case in Saddam Hussein’s 

alleged possession of weapons of mass destruction in 2003.  

The removal of Saddam’s regime following the 2003 Iraq war, and the coming to power of a 

largely shi’ite Iran-friendly government in Baghdad, has removed one of the largest geopolitical 

threats Iran faced. Nonetheless, it has also brought closer another archenemy, the United States, 

which has not maintained diplomatic contacts with Iran since the 1979-1980 Teheran embassy 

hostage crisis. The United States has also been Iran’s most vocal opponent in the current nuclear 

crisis. 

Fears of the consequences of a nuclear Iran do not necessarily focus on an actual potential 

use of nuclear weapons, although the government’s belligerent rhetorics towards Israel have caused 

some anxiety. There is more attention for the risk of driving the already volatile region of the 

Middle East into a nuclear arms race, as in the wake of Iran’s nuclear programme ten nations in the 

region have announced plans for nuclear plants themselves. These include other of the region’s 

most powerful players: Egypt, Turkey, and Saudi Arabia. Such a move could prove to have 

disastrous consequences for world wide efforts to stem nuclear proliferation. Iran has already 

announced its willingness to share “peaceful nuclear energy” with Islamic countries, such as Turkey, 

worrying both Beijing and Washington.196  

Beijing is a case in point, as it has led in the past years, with Moscow, efforts to alleviate 

international pressure on Iran. While both oppose Iran manufacturing nuclear weapons, each have 

strong motives to prevent Iran from being sanctioned. For China, these considerations include 

Iran’s sovereign right for attaining nuclear energy and China’s oil imports from Iran to sustain its 

enormous energy needs. Yet at the same time, China is governed by a desire to prevent nuclear arms 

proliferation and further destabilisation in the Middle East.197 Russia, in turn, is led by interests 

                                                 
195 Cirincione, “Controlling Iran’s Nuclear Program”, p. 80. 
196 Shen, “Iran’s nuclear ambitions test China’s wisdom”, p. 60. 
197 China is much dependent on the Middle East for its energy needs. Beijing also wishes to maintain a positive 
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partner. China has attempted to give Iran as much leeway as long as could be expected, yet it has been dependent 
on Teheran’s willingness to be transparent about its past and present nuclear activities. In recognising Iran has 
failed to do so until now, China has reluctantly supported moderately stronger actions against Iran’s nuclear 
programme. Shen, “Iran’s nuclear ambitions test China’s wisdom”, p. 58-64. 
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including its economic contracts with Iran. Beijing and Moscow both reluctantly supported the 

February 2006 decision to defer the matter to the UN Security Council, while urging moderation. 

The Iranian nuclear programme then came largely into being with assistance of the Khan 

network, as well as Chinese, Russian and European exporters, but also due to Iran’s own advanced 

technological prowess.198 Whatever their purpose is, it is obvious the Iranian nuclear activities have 

managed to evade the detection procedures which were to be expected from Iran’s NPT 

membership. In doing so, Iran has pursued a path distinctively different from North Korea. The 

latter publicly acquired nuclear weapons, and, by withdrawing from the Treaty, did not violate any 

legal agreements in doing so.199 Iran, on the other hand, has consistently claimed to have upheld its 

Treaty commitment not to pursue nuclear weapons. While it has implied at times that it considers 

withdrawal from the Treaty an option, it has not done so until now. 

As of now it is unclear how far Iran is actually from a nuclear weapons capability. Some 

experts estimate Iran might become a nuclear weapon state as soon as 2009, more conservative 

estimates expect sometime in the next decade.200 What is clear is that this case has stretched the 

ability of states to pursue a nuclear programme within the NPT-framework to the limits, and by that 

also provided a testing of the political will of states to prevent a violation of the Treaty.  

 

The formal framework: strengthening measures 

 

Amidst all these pressures, in 1995, twenty-five years after the NPT’s entry into force, its formal 

future was put to the test. During the Review and Extension Conference of the Parties to the Treaty 

on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, in accordance with article X, paragraph 2, members 

had to decide on the Treaty’s extension.  

Prior to the conference, three options were laid out: extend the treaty for a definite period 

of time, extend the treaty indefinitely, or extend the treaty for indefinite periods of time (not to 

extend it is not an option under NPT’s Article X.2).201 The nuclear weapon states supported 

indefinite extension of the Treaty, as it enabled them to adhere to their nuclear arsenals for the 

                                                 
198 See footnote 186. “Most European countries have followed the U.S. lead by prohibiting nuclear trade with Iran 
since the 1980s; the continuing involvement of [German, Swiss and Austrian] companies demonstrates the 
difficulties of controlling trade in nuclear-related technologies when procurementnetworks are so complex.” Bowen 
and Kidd, “The Iranian Nuclear Challenge”, p. 262-263. 
199 Shen, “Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions Test China's Wisdom”, p. 62-63. 
200 David Albright, “When could Iran get the bomb?”. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Vol. 62, No. 4 (July-August 
2006), p. 26-33, and Cirincione, “Controlling Iran's Nuclear Program”, p. 79. 
201 Van Leeuwen, “Introduction”, in: Van Leeuwen (ed.), The Future of the International Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Regime, p. 11-12. 
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time being, while serving their goals of non-proliferation. For many nations of the non-aligned 

movement, such a step would remove their opportunity to force the nuclear haves to disarm. It was 

eventually a South African proposal, focussing on an indefinite extension, which succeeded in 

gaining the widest support, yet with yardsticks to hold measures aimed at closing the gap between 

haves and have-nots to the test.202 These included a reaffirmed and reinforced pledge by the 

(recognised) nuclear weapon states to ultimately disarm their nuclear weapons. In the end, most 

nations thus supported the position to extend the treaty indefinitely. 

Part of the conditions attached to the Treaty’s extension, were the conclusion of a 

comprehensive test ban, no later than 1996. In the meantime, nuclear weapon states were urged to 

exercise “utmost restraint” in nuclear testing. (To the anger of many conference participants, China 

conducted a test ten days after the conference ended). The UN General Assembly adopted the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on 10 September 1996, concluding over four decades of 

negotiations on the matter. The Treaty’s goal was to ban “any nuclear weapon test explosion or any 

other nuclear explosion, and to prohibit and prevent any such nuclear explosion at any place under 

its jurisdiction or control.”203 For the first time also underground tests were off limits. 

In this process, while the ban did not entirely exclude the options for nuclear weapon states 

to (restrictedly) modernise their arsenals, or for others to proliferate, it did have a constraining 

effect on both.204 Simply put, it was hoped that the inability to test new weapons would prevent a 

continuation of a nuclear arms race (an NPT objective). Also, the inability to test old stocked 

weapons would render their usability at some point uncertain, and would lead to the cancellation of 

non-essential lines of nuclear weaponry. That would be a contribution to nuclear disarmament, 

another one of the NPT provisions, and as noted, a key one. 

The Treaty’s entry into force was conditioned on the signing and ratification of 44 key 

states. So far, however, three of those (North Korea, India and Pakistan) have not signed the CTBT, 

and the United States and China, though signatory, have not ratified it. Other than that, as of 1 

May 2007, 177 states have signed (and 138 ratified).205 
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Besides the actions undertaken with regard to the Treaty , the various bodies involved with non-

proliferation policies used the turmoil in nuclear proliferation occurrences of the 1990s and 2000s 

to strengthen their policies. 

Following the upheaval over the Iraqi nuclear programme, the IAEA Board of Governors 

recommended the implementation of an Additional Protocol. Parties to the NPT were free to 

conclude and ratify such a protocol with the IAEA, which naturally made the protocol a weaker 

measure than if it were an obligatory step. One of the main differences of the Additional Protocol 

in comparison with the regular NPT provisions and Safeguards Agreements, was its ability to engage 

in inspections without alerting the hosting authorities beforehand, and to inspect undeclared 

sites.206 As of 31 January 2007, an Additional Protocol was in force with 78 states, and an 

additional 34 (including Iran) had signed it.207 

The United Nations Security Council also weighed in. In 2004, it adopted resolution 1540, 

which was significant in establishing a universal non-proliferation regime, whereby non-proliferation 

goals (including export controls) were for the first time to be respected by all members of the 

United Nations.208 Because it was a Security Council resolution, the decisions were binding. 

Nonetheless, some states objected, as they contended such obligations could only result from 

treaties, which indeed had been the path pursued through the Non-Proliferation Treaty.209 

 In addition to the Security Council resolution, as of May 2003, the United States had in 

conjunction with other states launched the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). This initiative was 

aimed to globally track and stop shipments of weapons of mass destruction, or WMD related 

material. Although some have credited PSI with the seizure of the Libyan WMD ship in 2003, it is 

more likely to have played a supporting role in such efforts in general.210 

As the existing export controls had not succeeded in preventing Iraq from pursuing a 

clandestine nuclear weapons programme, NSG guidelines were strengthened in the early 1990s. 

Iraq had obtained most of its material through the acquirement of dual use items, and that 

contributed to the NSG establishment of Dual-Use Guidelines.211 Inclusion of the dual-use items 
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was one of the most notable differences between the NSG Guidelines and those of the Zangger 

Committee. The latter was strictly concerned with ‘especially designed or prepared’ (EDP) items.212 

Following the Libya and Khan revelations of late 2003, the Participating Governments of the NSG 

took further measures to strengthen the implementation of its Guidelines. These included 

increased information sharing amongst the Participating Governments, and implementing a “catch-

all” mechanism, which would “provide a national legal basis to control the export of nuclear related 

items that are not on the control lists, when such items are or may be intended for use in 

connection with a nuclear weapons programme.”213 Discussions in the NSG’s plenary meetings of 

2004, 2005 and 2006, to require the IAEA Additional Protocol when supplying nuclear items for 

peaceful purposes have so far not resulted in agreement.214 

 

The 1990s and the 2000s so far then, have produced a mixed record for the state of the non-

proliferation regime. A number of nations have dismantled and surrendered their military nuclear 

programmes. These included South Africa, which even had nuclear weapons, Iraq, Libya, Brazil, 

Argentina, Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine. At the same time, the programmes of Israel, India and 

Pakistan continued unabated, with the latter two even becoming declared nuclear weapon states. 

Moreover, the nuclear programmes of North Korea and Iran were sources of concern and 

contention for many of their neighbours, and for great power states. In light of these processes, and 

stimulated by profound events such as the 9/11 terrorist attacks and, even more directly related, the 

uncovering of the A.Q. Khan nuclear smuggling network, attempts have been made to strengthen 

non-proliferation policies to prevent such occurrences in the future. 
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Chapter  V  

Analysis 
 

 

THE PAST 

 

1945-1953: U.S. monopoly and universal disarmament 

 

To draw conclusions about the nuclear non-proliferation regime, it is meaningful to evaluate how it 

has developed since the invention of the nuclear weapon in 1945. 

The first few years thereafter, the United States, when it still had a monopoly on nuclear 

weapons, was uncertain how to deal with its new asset. Given the sheer destructiveness of the 

weapon and the apparent inability to gain political power over the Soviet Union with it, 

Washington soon concluded that the world, and itself, would be better off without this new 

invention. Within half a year of the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, it engaged in talks with 

the Soviet Union over what the future of the nuclear weapon should be, focussing on nuclear 

disarmament. It is remarkable to see with what speed Washington was thus already discussing 

relinquishing its newly gained power.  

Even after the Soviet Union got a nuclear bomb of its own, preventing nuclear proliferation 

did not seem to become an objective in point for the nuclear powers of the time. If there would be 

nuclear disarmament, so the reasoning was, there would be no need to prevent nuclear 

proliferation. However, as it often goes, there is nothing as permanent in international affairs as 

something temporary. While the temporary nuclear armament prolonged, and more states gained 

nuclear weapon capabilities, it did not appear to be possible to achieve an agreement on nuclear 

disarmament between the nuclear powers. Efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation, therefore, got off 

to a late start.  

The first UN Atomic Energy Commission’s mandate, of 1946, had, short of mentioning 

specific prevention of proliferation, strikingly similar outlines of the future of atomic energy as later 
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described in the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Its provisions entailed the necessity to share basic 

scientific information on atomic energy, to control atomic energy to ensure its peaceful use, 

eliminate all atomic weapons, and effective safeguards to ensure implementation of the 

aforementioned principles.215 This reflected the prevailing attitude at the time of warmly embracing 

the far-reaching possibilities atomic energy offered, while abhorring its destructive power. Duly 

noted, as with the 1946 Baruch plan, the proposed resolution for the ‘atomic energy’ issue was for a 

universal declaration to abolish nuclear weapons (and control to ensure its adherence). 

Comparing to the later United Nations General Assembly resolutions 1665 (1961) and 

2028 (1965), and the Non-Proliferation Treaty (1968), the most distinguishable feature of these 

1960s decisions was their focus on the transfer of weapons and materials. The 1946 UN resolution 

and the Baruch plan did outline a proposal for full nuclear disarmament, as the NPT would do, and 

contained a pledge for states not to become nuclear powers. Still, they failed to address how they 

would prevent countries from acquiring nuclear capabilities. 

The fact that this step was missing had something to do with the lack of the historical 

hindsight the author enjoys in reviewing the shape actual proliferation has assumed over the past 

sixty years. At the time, hopes were lingering for an overall disarmament solution, which would 

render obsolete, so it was assumed, an explicit prohibition of transfer of material and knowledge for 

military purposes. Yet, perhaps most decisively was the Cold War mindset in which the superpowers 

were competing to achieve a technological and military edge on each other, and wherein any other 

country than those two’s possession (let alone use) of this great weapon, save for Great Britain as 

partner of the Manhattan Project, would seem surreal. 

A universal approach, in which a joint decision on nuclear matters by the nuclear powers 

(the United States, and later also the Soviet Union) therefore seemed easiest to deal with, and 

natural regarding the way international affairs were conducted in the direct post-WWII bipolar 

world. It was assumed that whatever international body would be established, all nations would 

abide by its rules. It should be kept in mind that in its founding year 1945, the United Nations only 

had 51 members, which made the international political arena much better surveyable, as well as 

kept in check.216 

The focus therefore was on the collective international spectre, and not on the actions 

individual nations could or should take. This, as France and China became a nuclear power, and 

other states showed interest to do the same, later appeared a gross mistake, one attempted to be 

addressed by the creation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Yet, the Treaty could not circumvent the 
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inherently problematic nature of any international regime: the lack of a world-wide enforcement 

mechanism. The sole mechanism which would legally qualify to not merely pass judicial or moral 

judgement, but also to impose the decisions made, would be the UN Security Council. By referring 

nuclear matters to the Security Council, however, the international community would subjugate the 

vital issue of nuclear armament to the whim of political will. 

It was this tension, between countries’ power politics and the universal importance of 

nuclear matters, that Bernard Baruch in 1946 sought to address. He did this by adding to the 

Acheson-Lilienthal report’s suggestions, automatic “swift and sure punishment” and a provision 

overruling potential vetoes by permanent members of the Security Council. Yet by addressing the 

fear of political manoeuvres overriding effective nuclear control, which could be achieved by 

aligning with one of the veto powers, Baruch immediately incurred the fate of what he sought to 

resolve: a political veto. The Soviet Union, abhorring foreign inspectors on its soil and suspicious of 

American options to retain its nuclear monopoly, did not agree with the U.S.’ plans, and thus 

undermined an important chance to implement nuclear disarmament. 

What this meant was that in absence of a supranational policing mechanism, future plans 

would have to depend on the political will of individual nations, or goodwill if you may, in two 

ways. First, in nations pledging not to acquire or manufacture nuclear weapons, and actually 

sticking to it. Second, in nations pledging not to export material which could provide other nations 

with nuclear armed capabilities, and sticking to that. It turned out that formalising these 

requirements into a viable agreement, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, was not as simple as expected. 

Both pledges received mixed results in the decades following the NPT’s coming into force, to which 

I will return presently. 

 

1953-1968: sharing for peace, and the NPT 

 

After defending a U.S. monopoly of nuclear weapons had failed, as both the Soviet Union (1949) 

and Great Britain (1952) became nuclear weapon states themselves, Washington sought a new 

approach. Though lacking the comprehensive ambitions of the Baruch Plan, Eisenhower’s 1953 

‘Atoms for Peace’ plan can be titled the first-ever non-proliferation initiative. ‘Atoms for Peace’ set 

an important precedent by explicitly promoting the sharing of nuclear technology and materials, on 

the condition that participating nations would not pursue a nuclear weapons programme. The goal 

was to induce nations to the atom’s peaceful use, and in the process reduce the amount of available 

fissile material which could be employed for military use. By offering cooperation on nuclear 

technology the United States sought to simultaneously defend its economic role as a competitor on 
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the nuclear market. As it would soon turn out, the amount of globally available fissile material was 

not limited, and the sharing purpose of the plan was substantially decreased. Bilateral agreements, 

such as with Iran, were, however, concluded as a consequence of the ‘Atoms for Peace’ plan, as well 

as the EURATOM agreements, paving the way for European integration through nuclear 

cooperation, and subduing aspirations for national (German) nuclear options. Also the foundation 

of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) can be ascribed to it.217 The plan’s most 

profound role, however, was to establish the principle of the exchange between nuclear weapon 

states and non-nuclear weapon states: nuclear material for peaceful purposes in exchange for 

cooperation and a pledge of non-proliferation. This was of course a calculated risk. 

Before this principle could be implemented into a full nuclear non-proliferation agreement 

some hurdles needed to be overcome. It was not until the promise of nuclear disarmament could be 

separated from nuclear proliferation, that progress on the latter could be made. The gamble thus 

was, to put aside ambitions for nuclear disarmament for the time being, in order to ensure a nuclear 

free world would be attainable at a later stage, which would be easier than when more states would 

be nuclear. Ireland, three years after becoming a UN member, recognised the hiatus and from 1958 

onwards, initiated attempts to explicitly construct an international agreement to prevent nuclear 

proliferation from occurring. The 1962 Cuba crisis reminded the two superpowers, and a shaken 

worldwide public opinion, of the dangers of the nuclear era, and thus enabled the two to conclude 

a major agreement in preventing further dangers from bearing fruit. 

The focus of contention was predominantly the interests of Cold War alliances. Thus the 

largest challenge was to find an agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States on a 

regime which would allow both to serve their Cold War goals. The goal for the United States was to 

keep its nuclear weapons on European and particularly German soil. For the Soviet Union the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty mainly served the goal of preventing additional NATO states from going 

nuclear, and most specifically fixing West Germany’s non-nuclear status.218 The American objectives 

were met by ensuring control over nuclear weapons would remain in American hands, something 

Washington in any case preferred. To appease the Soviets over the latter issue, the United States 

dropped its plans for a nuclear Multilateral Force (MLF). Its willingness to do so was influenced by 

the process of China gaining nuclear arms, posing a stringent reminder for the necessity of a non-

proliferation treaty.  
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Struggles over Germany and the MLF had delayed agreement on a treaty. Perhaps if 

Germany had not been an issue, the Non-Proliferation Treaty could have been closed earlier, and 

perhaps some cases of insecure nuclear exports could have been prevented. However, both later 

nuclear powers Israel and India had already attained much of their technology prior to the 1964-

1968 negotiations, and Pakistan got its bomb even with the NPT in place. 

In retrospect, their Cold War focus inhibited the Soviet Union and the United States from 

putting more effort in extracting a stronger agreement from the non-nuclear weapon states. Hence 

the delay, due to Cold War rivalries, was joined by a second, perhaps even more resilient, obstacle 

to the conclusion of a regime: The adversaries in Washington and Moscow found themselves 

cooperating in order to find agreement with the non-nuclear weapon states. This mainly concerned 

non-aligned nations, as they, at the time, lacked the means to gain nuclear capabilities themselves. 

Those states were reluctant to strengthen the non-proliferation treaty’s provisions, as they insisted 

on technological equity, their energy needs, and did not wish to compromise on their long held 

desire for the nuclear weapon states to disarm. For that reason, in order to get non-nuclear weapon 

states to agree to an order in which nuclear weapon states, for the time being, could retain their 

weapons, a Faustian bargain had to be made . 

That bargain was the explicit permission for and promotion of the use of nuclear material 

for peaceful purposes. This was the loophole which provided a possibility for countries to legally 

import nuclear material, and receive IAEA assistance in constructing nuclear plants. After all, if 

they were to remain non-nuclear weapon states, their interests needed to be met as well. Here, it can 

be observed that the non-nuclear weapon states’ leverage was, nonetheless, rather limited. The most 

important goal the non-nuclear weapon states maintained was universal nuclear disarmament, 

which would forego any security worries they might have following their pledge not to acquire 

nuclear weapons. Although full nuclear disarmament seemed further away than ever, with 

entrenched Cold War strategies influencing governments’ mindsets, and the addition of Great 

Britain, France and China as further nuclear states, the objective of nuclear disarmament did 

become part of the final Treaty text. However, there were no immediate or sanctioned demands for 

the nuclear weapon states to disarm, as indeed has not happened until this day. 

 

1968-1990: implementing and interpreting the Treaty 

 

The end of the 1960s had left the nuclear non-proliferation regime with an important Treaty, three 

key signatory states (the United States, Soviet Union, and Great Britain, though not France and the 

People’s Republic of China), and an inducement for more states to join the Treaty. Yet from the 
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start, the non-proliferation regime suffered from a number of difficulties, which included its 

collision with economic interests (as can be seen in Western countries’ competition over nuclear 

technology, the fear of developing countries to lag behind technologically, and more recently in 

China and Russia’s nuclear cooperation with Iran). Even more challenging proved to be political-

strategic interests: a demand for sovereignty over nuclear and security issues, the importance 

attached to nuclear weapons as a great power symbol, Cold War processes (including a large absence 

of non-proliferation thinking until the late 1950s) and the refusal of nuclear weapon states to 

disarm. 

The benefits which could be derived from the Treaty, such as assistance in nuclear 

technology, were already attained by a number of nations through bilateral agreements, decreasing 

the Treaty’s attractiveness. India had concluded earlier nuclear agreements, for example with 

Canada, which had provided it with a nuclear reactor. In 1974, India, which had not joined the 

NPT because of ‘its discriminatory nature’, in a challenging move, conducted a nuclear test. 

Nevertheless, the international responses to the test were subdued, fearing they would declare the 

Non-Proliferation Treaty void.  

The decades following the NPT’s signing, therefore, served as a testing ground for the 

regime, and brought to light some of its resilient difficulties. One problem was getting states to join 

the Treaty, as exemplified by India’s nuclear posturing and also by the continued absence of 

declared nuclear weapon states France and China from it. The other difficulty lay in preventing 

(signatory and non-signatory) states from acquiring or developing nuclear weapons by bypassing the 

inspections and exports regime. 

It appeared that several countries managed to bypass the inspections and export regimes, 

notably Israel (though at the time it crossed the nuclear threshold in the late 1960s there were not 

much export regulations in place), but also India, Pakistan, South Africa, and Iraq. The awakening 

of the shortcoming of the export controls brought with it attempts to strengthen the regime, such as 

through the Zangger Committee and the Nuclear Suppliers Group. However, as was evidenced by 

the difficulties in domestic American attempts to build a more stringent export regime, these efforts 

did not succeed easily. Heavy competition by industrialised nations on nuclear exports, until the 

late 1970s also affected the stringency of the safeguards the exporting states installed. Whereas these 

nations eventually came to agree on more uniform safeguards, the export of reprocessing and 

enrichment facilities remained disputed. 
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1991-2007: after the Cold War: showcase of the Treaty’s weaknesses 

 

In the aftermath of the Cold War international tensions continued to exist, yet on a lower scale. In 

that surrounding, many states formerly vehemently opposed to joining the Treaty have done so 

(notably France and China). Thus, they at least signalled their support for the goal of non-

proliferation, and expressed their desire to prevent the Treaty from losing grip on the situation. 

However, for an insight into the most problematic elements of the Treaty’s contents, the past two 

decades have proven to be an excellent showcase. The articles’ implementation reveals a lack of 

actual nuclear disarmament, the unpunished withdrawal of states from the Treaty, and the legal 

acquisition of nuclear material under the guise of peaceful purposes, but ostensibly for military 

programmes. 

 Firstly, in contradiction with their pledge under Treaty article VI, none of the states 

recognised as nuclear weapon states prior to 1 January 1967 have disarmed their nuclear weapons. 

The only state to have done so was not a signatory of the Treaty, and its nuclear prowess was 

unknown to many: South Africa.219 Some progress has been made, especially by the Soviet Union, 

to destroy large parts of the nuclear weapon stock (quantitative disarmament) and, in a joint 

venture between the Soviet Union and the United States, even to abdicate a whole line of nuclear 

weapons (the INF-treaty of 1987, qualitative disarmament). None of this, however, has resulted in 

doing away with the still existing stockpile of thousands of nuclear weapons, nor of that of the 

hundreds of nuclear weapons possessed by Great Britain, France and China.220 

 The lack of disarmament has continuously been a thorny issue between the nuclear weapon 

states and non-nuclear weapon states, especially contested at the five-yearly NPT Review 

Conferences. Some states, most prominently India, felt that the lack of nuclear disarmament made 

the NPT a discriminatory tool to prevent non-nuclear weapon states from gaining a similar power 

position as to that of the nuclear weapon states. The Review Conferences (and particularly the 

Extension Conference) were seen as the only way to press the nuclear powers to disarm, by 

threatening to retract support for the Treaty’s provisions. When the 1995 Extension Conference led 

to an indefinite extension of the Treaty, without an uncompromising commitment for nuclear 

disarmament, India decided to become a declared nuclear weapon state and conducted a number of 

                                                 
219 Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine voluntarily abdicated the nuclear capabilities they had inherited from the 
Soviet era, see Chapter 4. 
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tests in May 1998. India’s arch competitor, Pakistan, followed suit and conducted its own nuclear 

tests. While the lack of disarmament of the existing nuclear weapon states was not the sole reason 

for both to take that step, it did play a considerable role. Serving as testimony for the lack of 

disarmament plans, prominent states such as the United States and Great Britain have recently 

pledged to invest in the expensive modernisation of their nuclear arsenals.221 Such steps have added 

to the doubt of have nots over the intentions of nuclear haves to ever disarm. Nonetheless, the five 

recognised nuclear weapon states are formally not contravening their NPT-obligations, as no explicit 

timeframe for disarmament is included in the Treaty’s provisions. 

 Secondly, North Korea was working on a nuclear weapons programme, and did not comply 

with its agreements with the IAEA and the United States. In 2003, Pyongyang withdrew from the 

Treaty, without any Treaty provision allowing for repercussions. As the Treaty’s Article X.1 allows 

for states to withdraw if “extraordinary events” have “jeopardized the supreme interests of [the] 

country”, the IAEA could measure no objective criterion under which North Korea’s withdrawal 

would be legal or illegal. Along with numerous international bilateral and multilateral agreements 

concluded with North Korea, no measure appeared successful in stopping North Korea from 

gaining nuclear weapons. In fact, North Korea conducted an (unsuccessful) nuclear test in October 

2006. Much of the calls for improvement of the NPT have included the stipulation of a mechanism 

which can take measures after considering the implications of withdrawal, which IAEA-director 

ElBaradei in severity has equalled to NPT non-compliance.222 

 Thirdly, under the NPT Article IV provision, Iran has legally concluded agreements with a 

number of states, most notably China and Russia, to build its own plants for nuclear energy. Being 

one of the largest producers of crude oil and natural gas, and not having been fully transparent 

towards the IAEA as it was obliged under their safeguards agreements, doubts arose whether the 

intentions of Iran have been truly peaceful. An added difficulty to the Article IV provision is the 

inability to retract material obtained under the guise of peaceful purposes if a nation is found to be 

in non-compliance, or if it withdraws from the Treaty. 

Economic incentives have always been important in proliferation. For instance, it were the 

economic interests of European businesses which sustained the Iraqi programme. Strategists Barry 

Buzan and Eric Herring propose that “the end of the Cold War has had the mixed effect of 

reducing the strategic incentive to supply or sell arms while increasing the economic incentive to sell 
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them.”223 This brings us to the interesting question whether the same applies to nuclear 

proliferation. These states have vested economic interests in the countries concerned (such as Iran), 

and are using that power to influence decisions in the IAEA Board of Governors and UN Security 

Council. Yet, one should not underestimate the fact that strategic interests, which may include non-

proliferation objectives, still exist. They are just not as clear as they were during the Cold War. 

 

The IAEA 

 

The history of the International Atomic Energy Agency is heavily interlinked with how nuclear 

power has been perceived over the years. The IAEA’s role has expanded beyond expectations in 

certain aspects, but has been limited in others. Its original goals, were, to put it briefly, “fostering 

nuclear technology, verifying its peaceful use, and enhancing nuclear safety”.224 Fostering nuclear 

technology was supposed to predominantly take place in the form of a uranium bank, but as noted 

in Chapter 1, not much of this actually transpired.  

Regarding verification, starting in the 1960s, many states converted their bilateral safeguards 

agreements into IAEA safeguards agreements. With the entry into force of the NPT, the IAEA 

became the official guardian of safeguards concluded as part of the Non-Proliferation Treaty’s 

provisions. It has served this goal through a ground-breaking on-site inspections regime by foreign 

inspectors.225 These inspections primarily were meant to verify host country’s reports regarding their 

nuclear activities and to ensure no nuclear material would be diverted for military purposes. 

With regards to nuclear safety, the IAEA did not, as it foresaw, play the norm setting role of 

authority in prescribing what the safety measures at nuclear sites should be. Nevertheless, it has 

been heavily involved in inspecting the safety at nuclear sites, something gaining prominence after 

the nuclear accidents at Three Miles Island (1979) and Chernobyl (1986). Those accidents were also 

the tentative deathbed for the already substantially slinked desire for nuclear applications, reducing 

the interest in nuclear power. In recent years, in the former Soviet republics, but also in Western 

states, due to energy insecurity and a quest for environmental-friendly energy resources, nuclear 

power has gained popularity again.226 

The IAEA has reacted to some of the shortcomings inherent in the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

through the 1997 Additional Protocol, mostly in reaction to the important unearthing of the 

clandestine Iraqi nuclear programme in 1991. The Additional Protocol, which is a voluntary 
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measure, has sought to expand the range of activities inspectors could verify, as well as their 

methods. 

Assessing the IAEA’s role, David Fischer notes the lack of enforcement capabilities when 

finding States in non-compliance with its agreements.227 Enforcement would give the IAEA 

Secretariat more strength to deal with violators, yet it would perhaps risk undermining the 

credibility of the (non-political) technical operating method it currently employs. As it stands, the 

Secretariat merely assesses findings, and leaves decision-making on how to react to its (political) 

Board of Governors, who in their turn can defer findings of non-compliance to the enforcement-

capable UN Security Council. 

International support for the IAEA’s functioning has been largely positive. Since the 1990s, 

almost every state has become party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, including France and China, 

giving the IAEA a strong stimulus. The same can be said of the 1995 definitive extension of the 

Treaty, a step that has made the role of the IAEA in nuclear matters permanent, and of the budget 

rise the organisation has received in recent years (in a time when many other UN institutions have 

suffered from budget cuts or flat rates). Nonetheless, despite the IAEA’s Secretariat’s intentions to 

be (in the words of Director-General Mohamed ElBaradei) “politically blind”,228 in recent years a 

controversy has risen over its stances in the run-up to the 2003 Iraq war. That has brought the risk 

of politicising the Secretariat’s position.229 A strong token of support for the IAEA’s work, especially 

in times of controversies over North Korea and Iran, and the uncovering of the A.Q. Khan 

network, has been the awarding of the 2005 Nobel Peace Prize to the IAEA and its Director-

General. 

 

An important question to answer then is, whether progress has been made regarding nuclear non-

proliferation. The answer is twofold. On the one hand: despite all post-1945 non-proliferation 

efforts, seven or eight more states have acquired nuclear weapon capabilities since then.230 On the 

other hand, this is much less than for example the 15 to 20 President Kennedy in 1962 had 

predicted would be the case. Furthermore, a far greater majority of states (183-184 of them) have 

not gone nuclear, with most of them explicitly pledging not do so. 
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 What use then, have non-proliferation efforts had? The non-proliferation regime in its 

various forms, ranging from the Non-Proliferation Treaty to export control measures, has made it 

substantially more difficult for aspiring states to attain nuclear weapon capabilities. The Iraqi and 

Libyan programmes serve as examples of this. Moreover, when states have attempted to do so and 

such efforts were discovered, they have come to serve as an embarrassment for the states concerned. 

There have also been efforts by Taiwan and South Korea, both having substantial civilian nuclear 

programmes, to pursue a military nuclear path, but both were persuaded to suspend such plans 

after strong American pressure in the 1970s and 1980s. In addition, the non-proliferation regime 

has offered instruments to punish violator states through the UN Security Council. In other words, 

the non-proliferation efforts have served to delegitimise the development of nuclear weapons as a 

policy option. Then again, Pakistan and North Korea did succeed in bypassing the regime in 

building a nuclear bomb. And since these states apparently do not abide by international 

agreements, they are liable to endanger the Treaty further by selling their technologies and materials 

to whoever is interested. 

 Still this does not provide a full answer. Risking posing a counterfactual ‘what if’ question, 

it is significant to assess whether the non-nuclear weapon states of today would have attempted 

nuclear acquisition had there not been a nuclear non-proliferation regime. Arguably they would not 

have. Many of the states to which such armament would be of any use, such as smaller Western 

European nations during the Cold War, were under an American and NATO nuclear umbrella. 

For other states, gaining nuclear weapons brought with it the inherent risk of destabilising their 

regional relations. It is often when changes in the balance of power occur (and nuclear armament 

can certainly be seen in that dimension) that war is most likely.231  

 To conclude this historical overview, the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty has not proven to 

be a panacea for the perils of the nuclear age, far from it. It has, as has often been noted, not 

prevented a number of nation from getting close to attaining nuclear weapons, and in some cases, 

even enabled such endeavours by supporting ‘peaceful’ nuclear programmes. That is in contrast to 

the NPT’s stated goal of five, and ultimately zero, nuclear weapon states. At the same time, since its 

inception 39 years ago, not as many states have gone nuclear as was expected by prominent experts 

and politicians. Also, the nuclear weapon programmes of Brazil, Argentinia, Taiwan, North Korea, 

Libya and Iraq have been unsuccessful, partly due to all NPT-obstacles to achieving such goals. 

 We are not in the end phase of international resolve over what nuclear non-proliferation 

should entail, or how important it is. As noted, non-proliferation is largely a political consideration, 
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which is exemplified by the reluctance in the past years of Russia and China to bring strong 

measures against Iran and North Korea. It is likely they would react very differently if it were Japan 

that would wish to acquire nuclear weapons. Not everything, then, has fully crystallised, amongst 

them the priority with which nuclear non-proliferation is regarded by the international community 

at large: how much of a key foreign policy objective is nuclear non-proliferation? In that regard, the 

way the Iranian and North Korean nuclear programmes are treated serves as a litmus test for the 

nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  

The political will of individual nations is of paramount importance in ensuring non-

proliferation policies are successful. For if nuclear capable (or exporting) nations are candidly 

committed to their non-proliferation obligations, there is little non-nuclear weapon states can do to 

acquire nuclear weaponry, especially with the introduction of supplementary measures as the IAEA 

Additional Protocol (1997) and the like. The past has shown that such commitment is not always to 

be found, and even if the commitment exists, control regulations over private companies delivering 

components of nuclear plants are at times lukewarmly adhered to. Building on goodwill, therefore, 

has amounted to wishful thinking. 

 

THE PRESENT: THE ASSESSMENT 

 

In an important observation, McGeorge Bundy remarked (during the 1980s) that “the weakness of 

the Treaty is that not one of the states that may be close to having nuclear weapons has signed it. 

Standing apart, along with China, France, and Israel, are Argentina, Brazil, India, Pakistan, and 

South Africa.”232 The negative implication is that states could evade sanctions for their military 

nuclear programmes by not signing the Treaty. The upside, however, is that currently every state 

around the world is Party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, save for India, Pakistan, Israel and North 

Korea. As it happens, these are all the (presumed) nuclear states outside of the Treaty, thereby 

giving hope that there no more states are trying to gain nuclear armaments, as they at least have 

pledged not to do so. Also, as North Korea was a signatory of the NPT, as Iran still is, it provides the 

opportunity for the international community to prove how seriously it regards upholding the 

Treaty.  

How have non-proliferation efforts changed since fifty years ago? First of all, policy makers 

have ‘smarted up’. What needs to be kept in mind, is that nuclear technology caused a revolution in 

military and political strategies, which took some time to adjust to. They have now learned, to a 
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large degree, what dimensions nuclear military strategy encompasses, the possibilities and 

impossibilities of verification, and what constitutes effective or ineffective export control regimes. 

 Yet, the world and international politics are inevitably much more complicated than they 

were fifty years ago. The number of independent states has quadrupled, combined with the 

disappearance of the clear cut bipolar system and alliances, leaving international affairs in a much 

less orderly fashion. The means of transferring goods and knowledge have been made much easier 

and quicker, developed techniques have made nuclear devices potentially much smaller, enabling 

countries to circumvent the once high physical barrier to procure important armaments.  

 

One also needs to take into consideration motives for states to seek to acquire nuclear weapons, or 

to prevent other states from doing exactly that. In an interesting observation, Buzan and Herring 

remark that the spread of nuclear weapons usually follows the same pattern of other military 

technology, save for one major difference: the reluctance of the leading states to spread the 

technology. It appears that the motives for nuclear weapon states to guard their exclusive status 

(fearing a threat to their own power and security, undermining of their symbolic status and fear of a 

destabilised world) present largely the same reasoning for non-nuclear weapon states to pursue such 

weapons programmes.233 Nuclear weapons are “great equalisers”,234 providing non-nuclear weapon 

states without the traditional geopolitical power derivers an opportunity to gain significant political 

and military power.235 

 

The 2003 Iraq war was the first major war undertaken on the account of the (alleged) possession of 

specific weaponry, not because of the use of weapons. This is representative of the current era we 

face, and is echoed by the repeated threats made, or implications uttered regarding the Iranian 

nuclear programme (‘not taking the military option off the table’).236 It shows that in international 

relations confrontations occur when there are attempts at altering the status quo (or the current 
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balance of power). What is new in this era is that possession of a certain type of weapon can be so 

influential, as to be regarded a change in the balance of power, because power can be derived 

directly from the possession of such a weapon. During the 1999 Yugoslavia bombing campaign, 

discussions were held over the nuclear material in possession of Yugoslavia.237 Would NATO have 

attacked Milosevic if he was in possession of a nuclear weapon, and threatened its use? If the answer 

is no, which I believe it is, then it shows the immediate power which nuclear armaments constitute 

(and invalidates the claim that since atomic weapons are so destructive, they will not be used, 

henceforth they are useless). The possession of a weapon then leads to political or diplomatic power 

in certain circumstances. What is, however, required, is the veiled threat of use, or at least the 

perceived possibility by one’s adversary that it might in fact be used. 

Nuclear proliferation is therefore inherently not merely a matter of security or safety, but 

also one of power. Attempts to acquire nuclear weapons can be regarded a quest for (recognition of) 

more power, as has been shown in the case of India. The power of nuclear possession is also 

exemplified by nuclear weapon states not wishing to share power (which would diminish their own). 

Such thoughts were reflected in early American deliberations regarding sharing nuclear technology 

with the Soviet Union. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that the possession of nuclear weapons is not 

necessarily the answer to all difficulties states encounter. Its vast and advanced nuclear arsenal did 

not prevent the Soviet Union from a total collapse in the early 1990s. 

Another source of concern is the current surge in demand for nuclear power as an energy 

resource, which leads to an increasing number of states intending to build nuclear power plants and 

the diffusion of nuclear technology. Rising oil prices, the demand for cleaner natural resources, and 

increased attention for energy security following Russian-Eastern European flaps, have brought 

nuclear power again to the forefront of the energy options considered.238 Several states, which 

heretofore had no intention to attract nuclear power plants, have now stated their desire to do 

exactly that, notably a consortium of states in the Middle East.239 

 What does this amount to for efforts to prevent states from using pursuits for nuclear power 

to covertly build a nuclear weapons programme? After all, the more states have a nuclear power 

programme, the closer such states can be to a military nuclear programme. Inadvertently in the 

current context, any sincere endeavour to pursue a peaceful nuclear programme will, in particular 

in politically tense regions, be viewed with suspicion. In a speech in December 2006, ElBaradei has 
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therefore argued to implement a two step approach. “The first step would create a mechanism for 

the ‘assurance of supply’ of nuclear fuel, possibly including a fuel bank to be managed by the 

IAEA.” The second step “would seek to bring any new operations for uranium enrichment and 

plutonium separation under multinational control.”240  

 

In summarising the state of the nuclear non-proliferation regime then, four aspects appear most 

worrisome: 1. The apparent lack of concerted political will and cooperation to prioritise nuclear 

proliferation as a top foreign policy objective, especially by the world’s greatest powers. 2. The 

apparently lacking ability of past, and perhaps current, verification and export control systems to 

stop the spread of nuclear weapons. 3. The increasing demand for nuclear power as an energy 

resource, and the surge in countries contemplating commencing with nuclear power plants for that 

purpose. 4. The lack of nuclear disarmament, which serves to delegitimise non-proliferation efforts 

as hypocritical, and maintains a security incentive for states to gain nuclear arms themselves.  

 

There are, however, more difficulties the non-proliferation regime has faced and faces, which brings 

us to the future of non-proliferation. 

 

THE FUTURE  

 

An historian is always wrought with the risk of, by exchanging the past for the future as the focus of 

his looking glass, projecting a mirrored extension of what has happened till now unto the yet to 

come. The science of history is no econometrics, and what appear to be straight lines, are often 

jangled with deviations, and the unexpected. It is the task of the historian to uncover these lines, 

and provide for an explanation of their (in)coherent ways. Bearing these provisions in mind, and 

forewarning the reader of the risks involved in looking forward, I shall take the liberty to touch 

upon how relevant actors in the field of international relations, politics, and strategy have advised 

on the future of nuclear armament and specifically proliferation.  

 

Nuclear terrorism 

 

The possibility of terrorists gaining nuclear weapons has been given little attention in the preceding 

chapters. That is not to underestimate the threat such actions would constitute, but merely because 

                                                 
240 Mohamed ElBaradei, “Nuclear Power: Preparing for the Future”. Speech. IAEA. 30 November 2006. 
http://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/Statements/2006/ebsp2006n022.html. 



 82 

there are no definite examples of this actually occurring. There are, however, many occurrences of 

nuclear smuggling, though only a minimal amount of these would be appropriate for use for 

nuclear weapons.241 Historian Walter Laqueur has pointed to the increased possibility of the 21st 

Century’s terrorism being one where weapons of mass destruction will be used. Given loose and 

unaccounted for nuclear material, the level of scientific knowledge required, the chances of a 

terrorist group coming into possession of such a weapon, is, according to him, “significant”.242 

 The September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks have, through their unconventional methods and 

vast dimensions, sent shock waves through much of the international security community. They 

have increased fears of terrorists adding the employment of weapons of mass destruction to their 

means of attack. This in turn has led to a number of policy measures to prevent such events from 

occurring. First, international programmes to secure unprotected nuclear sites against i.e. theft, 

have increased. Second, employment and schooling programmes to keep former nuclear scientists 

from selling their knowledge for clandestine purposes have been set up. Both measures focus on the 

former Soviet states. Third, the possibility of states willingly providing terrorists with weapons of 

mass destruction, as was (falsely) alleged in the run up to the Iraqi war in 2003, has appeared to be a 

casus belli. 

 Notwithstanding the apparent difficulties for terrorists to actually acquire nuclear weapons 

and putting them to use, the danger of this happening strengthens the necessity for a stringent and 

multilateral approach. Part of that needs to be a close watch over irresponsible nations willingly or 

unwillingly providing terrorists with the means necessary to employ nuclear weapons. 

 

Potential proliferators  

 

Besides the danger of terrorist use of nuclear weapons, the future also holds the danger of what has 

been the traditional focus of non-proliferation policies: additional states joining the exclusive club 

of nuclear nations. In a web-based article of October 2006, international relations magazine Foreign 

Policy published a list of “the next nuclear states”.243 It provides an interesting basis to assess the 
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future of the non-proliferation regime. The article deals with the possibility of five states going 

nuclear: Japan, Iran, Taiwan, Syria and South Korea. A brief overview of Foreign Policy’s assessment: 

Japan is often described as a “virtual nuclear power”, as its advanced industrial and 

technological capabilities would enable it to build a nuclear weapon in a short time, possibly within 

three months. Partly due to it being the sole country against which nuclear weapons have been 

used, Japan has always pursued a strongly anti-nuclear line, and is bound by its constitution not to 

pursue such weaponry.244 Nevertheless, the last few years have seen an increasingly bold foreign 

policy agenda pursued by the Japanese government, and its domestic debates nowadays allow for at 

least discussing the nuclear option.245 This is especially true as Japan feels threatened by North 

Korea’s nuclear and missile tests, which are often conducted in the vicinity of Japanese soil. 

 Iran’s case has been extensively described in the fourth chapter, yet the incentive for Iran to 

add a nuclear force to supplement its more modest conventional armed forces, and to serve its 

ambitions in the Middle East region, should be noted. Foreign Policy elaborates on the wide black 

market activities Iran has successfully employed to procure advanced weaponry, such as cruise 

missiles. It might use similar activities to attain the technology required to build a nuclear bomb. 

 Taiwan, in its turn, was on its way to a nuclear weapon in the 1980s. After external 

pressure, mostly from the United States, it backed down, leaving little fissile material, but perhaps 

more scientific knowledge on how to build a bomb.246 It could argue that it faces an existential 

threat from mainland China, which insists Taiwan is a province part of the People’s Republic. In 

recent years China has bolstered its stance opposite the Taiwan Strait, and in doing so has put 

Washington’s commitment to its ally in Taipei to the test. Such moves by China could influence 

decision making in Taiwan regarding the resumption of a military nuclear programme. 

 South Korea, as Taiwan, has an unfinished military nuclear programme in its history (in the 

1970s), and secret research for possibly that purpose was undertaken until as recently as the year 

2000. It has a comprehensive civilian nuclear programme, but no enrichment facilities which would 

enable it to turn to a weapons programme. South Korea does, however, feel insecure in the 

gathering tensions between North Korea and the United States over the former’s nuclear 

programme, which could serve as a reason to pursue nuclear weapons itself. Conversely, there is 

also a possibility South Korea might inherit potential nuclear weapons North Korea now possesses, 
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through a future reunification. Also a Japanese drive for nuclear weapons could tempt leaders in 

Seoul to enhance their security independence.247 

 Syria is not known to have the material nor industrial capabilities to produce weapon grade 

fissile material, yet it has a civilian nuclear reactor, acquired from China, and cooperates closely 

with the Russian defence industries. It would view a successful Iranian and North Korean attempt 

at keeping the United States at arms length as an enticement towards pursuing a nuclear 

programme of itself, as it fears being in Washington’s “cross hairs”. The invasion of Iraq has also 

brought the United States military particularly close by. Moreover, attempts by nations as Saudi 

Arabia (which in the past years has not been on friendly terms with Damascus) and Egypt to pursue 

nuclear armaments, signals of which exist in light of the Iranian programme, would be further 

reasons for Damascus to pursue a nuclear weapon programme itself. 

 To this list of Foreign Policy, one could add other states as well. Indeed, almost all advanced 

industrialised states are capable of producing a nuclear bomb in a short amount of time, should 

they desire to do so.248 Also, there are nations, in the Middle East in particular, which have shown 

an increased interest in atomic capabilities since the Iranian program reached an advanced level. 

Egypt is an interesting case in point, as it has traditionally been the most vocal opponent of Israel’s 

nuclear programme in international fora, and has advocated a nuclear weapon free zone in the 

Middle East a number of times. Recently, it has nonetheless declared not to sit still if Iran would 

develop a nuclear programme.249 Also other nations, including Turkey, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and a 

number of Gulf States have shown interest in at least a civilian nuclear programme.250 

Attesting to these cases, and as post-1968 proliferation has shown, nuclear desires are often 

related to a sense of insecurity and/or a desire to gain power. This serves to indicate two points: 

steps should be taken to halt the power derived from the possessions of nuclear arms (but how to 

achieve that?), and that a growing number of number of nuclear weapon states also increases the 

number of insecure states, whom might feel compelled to cure their insecurity with nuclear 

weapons. 
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A comprehensive solution? 

 

The question rises, how can current nuclear weapon states such as India and Pakistan, and potential 

proliferators as described above, be discouraged from continuing or pursuing the nuclear path? And 

are non-proliferation efforts doomed to fail if they remain dependent on the goodwill of individual 

nations, let alone of all states combined? 

This is not necessarily so, argue former statesmen Henry Kissinger, George P. Schultz and 

William J. Perry, and legislator Sam Nunn in a thoughtful article. In recognising the 

abovementioned difficulties, they assert that the only safe approach for the future is to abolish all 

nuclear weapons in the world.251 Kissinger et al warn of a new nuclear era, where terrorists can get 

their hands on nuclear weapons and in doing so render the deterrence strategy of the Cold War 

useless. After all, terrorist groups represent no states that can be retaliated against. The deterrence 

strategy is also complicated and compromised by an increasing number of nuclear weapon states 

(North Korea, and possibly Iran), so the authors warn. Simply put, the only prudent way to deal 

with an era where an increasing number of nuclear triggers can derange the balance of nuclear 

deterrence is to ensure there are no more nuclear triggers left at all. Such a joint project by nuclear 

weapon states for universal nuclear abolition would also strengthen the purpose of keeping Iran and 

North Korea from acquiring such weapons. Nuclear disarmament is not to be achieved in the very 

near future, but the 2000 Non-Proliferation Review Conference did provide thirteen practical steps 

with which this goal can be brought closer.252 

 To the credit of Kissinger et al, a comprehensive plan, which includes a uranium bank, 

would seem to provide an important contribution in preventing further proliferation, as it would 

bring all necessary material under international control. The careful reader observes a similar 

proposal as was the basis of the 1946 Baruch Plan, or Eisenhower’s 1953 ‘Atoms for Peace’ speech, 

or, in fact, the original goals of the IAEA. The idea is therefore common ground, building on the 

assumption that centralised stocks of uranium will enable non-nuclear weapon states to receive one 

end of the bargain, the supply of uranium for peaceful nuclear reactors, without the risk of uranium 

going loose. The original plans were not successful, and stumbled upon problems as verification 

(how can you ensure all natural uranium is reported and brought into the centralised stocking 

place?), yet the end of the Cold War perhaps has brought with it new opportunities. After all, it is 
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the end of the Cold War which has enabled multilateral cooperation on issues previously deemed 

unfeasible, which in turn can ensure there are no violators of a universal provision. Such universal 

disarmament proposals form perhaps the only likelihood for effective multilateral cooperation and 

credibly imposing adherence and compliance. However, for it to succeed and for states to abide by 

it, it is required to have a full scope sanctions regime, such as immediate punishment of non 

abiding countries with a convincing force. If this would be a nuclear force, governments would 

return to the high stakes gamble of Mutually Assured Destruction, which, though its risks are 

noted, until now has proven to be successful. An other alternative might be the convincing display 

of overwhelming conventional forces, such as perhaps only the United States can bring forth. 

Yet, so Brent Snowcraft, National Security Advisor to American presidents Gerald Ford and 

George H.W. Bush, reacts, nuclear weapons cannot be uninvented.253 According to Snowcroft “a 

world where everybody gets rid of their nuclear weapons means that anybody that cheats can 

become a superpower in a short period of time. And I just think that’s a very dangerous world.” To 

counter that specific danger, it would be required for an international verification mechanism in 

the strictest way possible. For many states this might not be enough of an insurance against the 

danger of nuclear weapon possession reoccurring. As historian Ko Colijn has argued, an insurance 

against abuse should then perhaps involve a number of states retaining a very limited amount of 

nuclear weapons serving strictly as a deterrence mechanism.254 For such a plan to work, one would 

solely have to rely on states proven to have been responsible stakeholders, and assume they would 

remain so. The cost of violating the non-nuclear weapon commitment would have to be immediate, 

and overriding potential vetoes of Security Council members for the great powers to trust in such 

measures sufficiently. 

In policy ideas and possible solutions, we are then back where sixty years ago Bernard 

Baruch started, yet with more nuclear weapon states, a more chaotic world order, added incentives 

to acquire nuclear weapons, and substantial terrorist dangers.
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Conclus ion  

 

 

From 1945 onwards, the future of the nuclear weapon has been the topic of great debates. The 

United States was the first owner and operator of an atomic bomb, which it used against Japan at 

the end of World War II. Afterwards, realising the full abhorring effects the devastating power of 

the weapon could unleash, it sought ways to end the weapon’s role in its defence arsenal. For that 

purpose, various proposals were introduced, in conjunction with American allies, to abolish the 

nuclear weapon. In early years the ‘Baruch plan’ was one of the most influential of such proposals, 

but it stumbled upon the objections of the U.S.’s Cold War adversary, the Soviet Union.  

 The Soviet Union would soon develop its own nuclear weapon (1949), only to be followed 

by Great Britain (1952), which had been partner to the United States in the Manhattan project. 

Such events proved the failed efforts of the United States to maintain a nuclear monopoly through 

denial of nuclear assistance to other nations. Another approach was attempted by President 

Eisenhower with his ‘Atoms for Peace’ initiative. He proposed to share the state-of-the-art U.S. 

nuclear information and materials with interested countries, and those were many, if those nations 

pledged to strictly maintain a peaceful nuclear programme. As such, the United States sought to 

preserve influence over the technology’s application and on how other nations would pursue their 

nuclear plans. The initiative, however, foundered, as it turned out that American influence was 

diminished in the face of increasing nuclear export competition by other industrialised nations, and 

due to a reduced demand for nuclear energy, as the atoms’ energy applicability proved less 

economical than expected. 

‘Atoms for Peace’ did not prevent France (1960) and China (1964) from joining the nuclear 

club. Their cases served as a strong stimulus for the United States and other nations to seek a 

comprehensive regime to explicitly discourage, prevent, and outlaw nuclear proliferation. As the 

prospects for full nuclear disarmament, attempts for which had started in 1945, failed to 

materialise, various nations recognised the importance of attacking the nuclear non-proliferation 

issue separately. The Non-Proliferation Treaty came into being in 1968 after the two superpowers, 

the United States and Soviet Union, were shocked into rapprochement by the Cuba missile crisis 

and found agreement on how to preserve their Cold War goals. For the United States these 
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included decentralised placement of nuclear weapons, therefore also nuclear weapons on Western-

European soil, for the Soviet Union these included provisions precluding independent nuclear 

armaments for West-Germany. 

Under the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the risky approach undertaken by the United States to 

share nuclear material and information, was embraced in a global dimension. In exchange for 

assistance for their nuclear programmes, the non-nuclear weapon states assured that these 

programmes would only have peaceful purposes. Some states refused to join the Treaty. Many of 

them did eventually sign on, but Israel, India and Pakistan stayed outside the regime and developed 

their own nuclear weapon capabilities. Their nuclear programmes, as well as discovery of attempts 

by nations as Taiwan, South Korea, Brazil, Argentina, South Africa, Libya and Iraq to acquire their 

own nuclear weapons led to a stricter nuclear export regime. 

 For a treaty requiring action in multiple domestic spheres to be successful, it is imperative to 

have verification mechanisms. In this sense, the Non-Proliferation Treaty, at least in its original 

form, has let down. This has partly to do with the Treaty’s dependence on cooperation by and 

transparency of the host country. The Treaty also failed from the outset to sufficiently specify 

measures to counter specific exports. Therefore, in the decades following the Treaty’s entry into 

force (5 March 1970), several additional measures were implemented. These included the trigger 

lists of the Zangger committee and the Nuclear Supplier Group’s export controls. However, their 

voluntary nature leaves open the continued possibility for individual states to proliferate risk-prone 

material to aspiring nuclear nations. 

 Still, since the inception of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, only four additional states have 

acquired nuclear weapon capabilities, far less than the pessimistic expectations of the 1960s. To 

strengthen that effort, the IAEA has taken upon itself the task of administering the various 

inspection and verification auspices of the non-proliferation regime. Over the years its inspections 

have been refined, based on the uncovering of several unknown proliferation actions, such as the 

Iraqi and Libyan nuclear programmes, and the nuclear smuggling network of A.Q. Khan.  

 

With that, unlike in 1945, the non-proliferation regime has attained clear parameters within which 

it functions, and it continues to developing those parameters according to the needs of its aim to 

prevent further proliferation. That, to answer the main question posed in my introduction, is a 

clear contribution made by the series of non-proliferation policies introduced since then. 

Still, for nuclear non-proliferation adherence to have strength, political will remains a 

requirement. A lack of concerted political will and cooperation to prioritise nuclear proliferation as 

a top foreign policy objective, especially by the world’s greatest powers, is one of the critical 
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concerns I have pointed out in this thesis. Other major concerns are the apparently lacking ability 

of past, and perhaps, current verification and export control systems to effectively stop the spread of 

nuclear weapons (as they have not been able to detect all nuclear weapon programmes); the 

increasing demand for nuclear power as an energy resource, and the surge in countries 

contemplating commencement of the operation of nuclear power plants for that purpose; and the 

lack of nuclear disarmament, which serves to delegitimise non-proliferation efforts as hypocritical, 

and sustains a security incentive for states to gain nuclear arms themselves.  

There are some highly worrisome aspects discernable in how the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

has been implemented. The continued absence of a number of states from the Treaty, Israel, India, 

Pakistan, and North Korea, and the apparent unwillingness of those states to join the Treaty, 

disputes its universal applicability. The contemporary proliferation cases of North Korea and Iran 

suggest the inability of the Treaty to actually be the political and judicial tool desired to prevent 

further proliferation. 

Yet overall, I contend that the non-proliferation regime has shown a remarkable resilience 

in countering nuclear proliferation threats. These two very specific cases are perhaps insufficient 

cause to negatively generalise the effectiveness of a Treaty to which 189 states have committed and 

(as far as can be seen) adhered themselves. In fact, both cases are widely covered by the public eye, 

and form the centrepiece of current diplomatic efforts. Moreover, the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

provides for a tool to sanction Iran, in case it has violated its peaceful commitments. A problem, 

however, is to ascertain how far the world’s leading powers are willing to go to impose these 

sanctions and ensure compliance with the NPT. An added risk is exemplified by the case of North 

Korea, which has evaded any possible NPT-related sanctions by withdrawing from the Treaty before 

it could be held responsible for non-compliance. 

On an optimistic note, it is noteworthy to establish that, to this day, no signatory (non-

nuclear weapon state) to the Non-Proliferation Treaty has attained nuclear arms. Presently, only 

Israel, India, Pakistan and North Korea are still absent from the Treaty, and all those are believed to 

already possess nuclear weapons (the only states in posession of nuclear weapons outside of the 

original five nuclear weapon states). Thus, if the Treaty is implemented rigidly, and a way to thwart 

NPT-withdrawal is found, no new nuclear weapon states should emerge. 

 As with any treaty, the NPT is only worth as much as its participants value it. How the case 

of Teheran (and outside the Treaty: Pyongyang) is resolved will therefore be a telling sign of the 

determination of the international community to prevent nuclear proliferation. The current cases 

are formative for the future of nuclear non-proliferation. After all, if Iran acquires nuclear weapons, 

the precedent for all states, and the incentive for neighbouring states to do the same will spread 
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accordingly. The international community is therefore at a crossroads, through which, it is to be 

hoped, smart and effective diplomacy can find a solution. 

 

In examining the strength of the nuclear non-proliferation regime, it is worthwhile taking a look of 

some views of the academic literature on the subject has assessed the status of the regime. I shall 

present brief views of a number of authors regarding this. 

Reciting the NPT Article IV obligations of the nuclear weapon states to disarm, it is often 

contended that the lack of nuclear disarmament has inhibited the many non-nuclear weapon states 

from full-fledged support for non-proliferation efforts. Indeed, according to nuclear experts Harald 

Müller, David Fischer and Wolfgang Kötter, “the main problem of cohesion for the regime remains 

the level of progress in the area of nuclear arms control and disarmament”.255 

This author holds a different view. The continuing nuclear weapons in the hands of a select 

club of great powers is indeed the most central source of contention between the haves and have 

nots. Also, there is certainly truth it the depiction of nuclear weapon states as being hypocritical for 

their desire to prevent other states from gaining the same capabilities they possess, thus giving 

current non-proliferation policies a discriminatory character. But the more important question is 

whether the non-proliferation regime, and the wide, near-universal support for it, has evaporated 

due to the lack of nuclear disarmament.  

The answer is no. The nuclear have nots have not been able to surmise sufficient power to 

end the ‘discriminatory’ non-proliferation regime, or change its character. Nor have they ended 

their support for it (in word and deed). In the meantime, nuclear armament has continued 

unabated. In fact, the non-nuclear weapon states even relented their sole bargaining power by 

agreeing to extend the Treaty indefinitely. Moreover, with a few widely addressed exceptions, the 

have nots have not been able to alleviate their inferior position in the nuclear hierarchy to that of a 

nuclear weapon state. In other words, though the the strongly debated continued possession of 

nuclear arms by a select club of nations is certainly an issue, it has not prevented 184 non-nuclear 

weapon states from joining the non-proliferation regime, and pledging their support for non-

proliferation. Apparently, they share a common interest for non-proliferation with the nuclear 

weapon states. 

However, the historical truth of my argument does not necessarily imply that continuation, 

or even expansion of nuclear arsenals will not affect non-proliferation efforts. On the contrary. For 
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an effective non-proliferation regime, more vigilance and more cooperation between states is 

required.  

 One option is, and it is not a new one, to put all nuclear armaments under international 

control. Already in the 1950s, John Foster Dulles secretly advised President Eisenhower to put all 

nuclear weapons under control of the Security Council – a council without veto-provisions that 

is.256 As noted in my analysis, that might be the only way to ensure national political interests will 

not subvert the ‘common good’ of preventing nuclear proliferation. 

Walter Laqueur, argues that “a large scale sophisticated nuclear programme is expensive, but 

countries who really wanted a nuclear bomb have acquired it, and others are sure to follow.”257 

Such a pessimistic conception on the availability of nuclear arms, and the impotence of the non-

proliferation regime, is more common amongst authors. However, the treaty has historically been 

more effective than is regularly assumed. 

 The fact that this statement can be contradicted by evidence of numerous states, for 

example Iraq, Taiwan, and Brazil, which have sought to attain nuclear armaments but have failed, 

demonstrates the strength of the non-proliferation regime. This strength is not likely to subdue, 

because when the regime’s policymakers are alerted to the Treaty’s shortcomings by new cases of 

(threatened) proliferation, they endeavour to fix the holes in their system. Thus, the system 

continues to evolve and becomes increasingly difficult to circumvent. Nonetheless the challenges 

the regime faces can, in accordance with how present day non-proliferation challenges are 

addressed, substantially increase. 

 Quite rightly, the Economist editorialised its concern for the spread of further nuclear arms 

“the wider weapons technologies and materials spread, the greater risk of a nuclear 9/11. […] If Iran 

succeeds in building a bomb, as it is suspected of trying to do, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Syria and 

Turkey will want one too”.258 It is indeed this dread of an unchecked spread of nuclear weapons 

which should serve as a key incentive for states to take their responsibility now, and address the 

challenges the regime faces. With the increase of nuclear weapon states, the number of states feeling 

threatened also increases, and so will demands for security guarantees (which can come in the form 

of nuclear abilities). Therefore, it is of vital importance that nuclear proliferation be halted now, 

before the number of nuclear weapon states, and the countries pursuing strategic equality in this 

matter, will sore. 
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If governments of today wish to see a change for a more secure world in the future, they need to act 

now. For the future, as elementary an element of the natural world as the atoms which endanger it, 

is ultimately the outcome of the past and present. The past has enabled nuclear weapons to spread 

over multiple countries, and the present recognises the difficulty to sustain non-proliferation the 

more such nuclear weapon states exist. Provided that, but this is not certain, their armed 

capabilities will not be employed in aggressive action, these states hold the keys to prevent 

additional nuclear weapon states from coming to fruit. Until they collectively recognise the 

importance of non-proliferation, and as governments have the nerve to propose unconventional 

ideas, international peace and security remain at risk. For not only are they the sole nations capable 

of disarming themselves, though that is not to be foreseen in the immediate future, they also 

represent the most significant power group militarily, economically and politically. These elements 

historically suffice to ensure other, smaller, nations adhere to their desires. Collective action then is 

a requirement for a fruitful non-proliferation regime, yet such overpowering collective action has 

not much precedence in the history of international politics. Every state serves its own interests, and 

the same applies for non-nuclear weapon states that might desire to change their status. A watchful 

eye, a strong observance, a relentless collective enforcement mechanism of existing non-proliferation 

treaties, and, where possible, a gradual tightening of these, are required for the time being. 

 Queried about the weaponry with which a Third World War would be fought, Albert 

Einstein once famously replied: “I don’t know. But I can tell you what they’ll use in the Fourth — 

rocks.”259 To ensure the world is not regressed into a primordial state, powerful non-proliferation 

policies are crucial. The more nuclear weapon states exist, the more fingers lie tempted on nuclear 

triggers, the more chance of such weaponry actually being used. It needs to be kept in mind that 

both the absence of large wars for a number of decades, and the non-use of an important weapon 

invention, are an anomaly in history. 
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The Baruch Plan 

(Presented to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, June 14, 1946) 

My Fellow Members of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, and My Fellow Citizens of 

the World:  

We are here to make a choice between the quick and the dead.  

That is our business.  

Behind the black portent of the new atomic age lies a hope which, seized upon with faith, can work 

our salvation. If we fail, then we have damned every man to be the slave of Fear. Let us not deceive 

ourselves: We must elect World Peace or World Destruction.  

Science has torn from nature a secret so vast in its potentialities that our minds cower from the 

terror it creates. Yet terror is not enough to inhibit the use of the atomic bomb. The terror created 

by weapons has never stopped man from employing them. For each new weapon a defense has been 

produced, in time. But now we face a condition in which adequate defense does not exist.  

Science, which gave us this dread power, shows that it can be made a giant help to humanity, but 

science does not show us how to prevent its baleful use. So we have been appointed to obviate that 

peril by finding a meeting of the minds and the hearts of our peoples. Only in the will of mankind 

lies the answer.  

It is to express this will and make it effective that we have been assembled. We must provide the 

mechanism to assure that atomic energy is used for peaceful purposes and preclude its use in war. 

To that end, we must provide immediate, swift, and sure punishment of those who violate the 

agreements that are reached by the nations. Penalization is essential if peace is to be more than a 

feverish interlude between wars. And, too, the United Nations can prescribe individual 

responsibility and punishment on the principles applied at Nuremberg by the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom, France and the United States - a formula certain to 

benefit the world's future.  

In this crisis, we represent not only our governments but, in a larger way, we represent the peoples 

of the world. We must remember that the peoples do not belong to the governments but that the 

governments belong to the peoples. We must answer their demands; we must answer the world's 

longing for peace and security.  

In that desire the United States shares ardently and hopefully. The search of science for the 

absolute weapon has reached fruition in this country. But she stands ready to proscribe and destroy 

this instrument - to lift its use from death to life - if the world will join in a pact to that end.  

In our success lies the promise of a new life, freed from the heart-stopping fears that now beset the 

world. The beginning of victory for the great ideals for which millions have bled and died lies in 

building a workable plan. Now we approach fulfillment of the aspirations of mankind. At the end 

of the road lies the fairer, better, surer life we crave and mean to have.  
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Only by a lasting peace are liberties and democracies strengthened and deepened. War is their 

enemy. And it will not do to believe that any of us can escape war's devastation. Victor, vanquished, 

and neutrals alike are affected physically, economically and morally.  

Against the degradation of war we can erect a safeguard. That is the guerdon for which we reach. 

Within the scope for the formula we outline here there will be found, to those who seek it, the 

essential elements of our purpose. Others will see only emptiness. Each of us carries his own mirror 

in which is reflected hope - or determined desperation -courage or cowardice.  

There is a famine throughout the world today. It starves men's bodies. But there is a greater famine - 

the hunger of men's spirit. That starvation can be cured by the conquest of fear, and the 

substitution of hope, from which springs faith - faith in each other, faith that we want to work 

together toward salvation, and determination that those who threaten the peace and safety shall be 

punished.  

The peoples of these democracies gathered here have a particular concern with our answer, for their 

peoples hate war. They will have a heavy exaction to make of those who fail to provide an escape. 

They are not afraid of an internationalism that protects; they are unwilling to be fobbed off by 

mouthings about narrow sovereignty, which is today's phrase for yesterday's isolation.  

The basis of a sound foreign policy, in this new age, for all the nations here gathered, is that 

anything that happens, no matter where or how, which menaces the peace of the world, or the 

economic stability, concerns each and all of us.  

That roughly, may be said to be the central theme of the United Nations. It is with that thought we 

begin consideration of the most important subject that can engage mankind - life itself.  

Let there be no quibbling about the duty and the responsibility of this group and of the 

governments we represent. I was moved, in the afternoon of my life, to add my effort to gain the 

world's quest, by the broad mandate under which we were created. The resolution of the General 

Assembly, passed January 24, 1946 in London reads:  

Section V. Terms of References of the Commission 

The Commission shall proceed with the utmost despatch and enquire into all phases of the 

problem, and make such recommendations from time to time with respect to them as it finds 

possible. In particular the Commission shall make specific proposals: 

a. For extending between all nations the exchange of basic scientific information for peaceful 

ends;  

b. For control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful 

purposes;  

c. For the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other major 

weapons adaptable to mass destruction;  

d. For effective safeguards by way of inspection and other means to protect complying States 

against the hazards of violations and evasions.  

The work of the Commission should proceed by 
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separate stages, the successful completion of each of which will develop the necessary confidence of 

the world before the next stage is undertaken. ... 

Our mandate rests, in text and spirit, upon the outcome of the Conference in Moscow of Messrs 

Molotov of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Bevin of the United Kingdom, and Byrnes of 

the United States of America. The three Foreign Ministers on December 27, 1945 proposed the 

establishment of this body.  

Their action was animated by a preceding conference in Washington on November 15, 1945, when 

the President of the United States, associated with Mr Attlee, Prime Minister of the United 

Kingdom, and Mr Mackenzie King, Prime Minister of Canada, stated that international control of 

the whole field of atomic energy was immediately essential. They proposed the formation of this 

body. In examining that source, the Agreed Declaration, it will be found that the fathers of the 

concept recognized the final means of world salvation - the abolition of war. Solemnly they wrote:  

We are aware that the only complete protection for the civilized world from the destructive use of 

scientific knowledge lies in the prevention of war. No system of safeguards that can be devised will 

of itself provide an effective guarantee against production of atomic weapons by a nation bent on 

aggression. Nor can we ignore the possibility of the development of other weapons, or of new 

methods of warfare, which may constitute as great a threat to civilization as the military use of 

atomic energy.  

Through the historical approach I have outlined, we find ourselves here to test if man can produce, 

through his will and faith, the miracle of peace, just as he has, through science and skill, the miracle 

of the atom.  

The United States proposes the creation of an International Atomic Development Authority, to 

which should be entrusted all phases of the development and use of atomic energy, starting with the 

raw material and including:  

1. Managerial control or ownership of all atomic-energy, activities potentially dangerous to 

world security.  

2. Power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic activities.  

3. The duty of fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy.  

4. Research and development responsibilities of an affirmative character intended to put the 

Authority in the forefront of atomic knowledge and thus to enable it to comprehend, and 

therefore to detect, misuse of atomic energy. To be effective, the Authority must itself be the 

world's leader in the field of atomic knowledge and development and thus supplement its 

legal authority with the great power inherent in possession of leadership in knowledge.  

I offer this as a basis for beginning our discussion.  

But I think the peoples we serve would not believe - and without faith nothing counts - that a treaty, 

merely outlawing possession or use of the atomic bomb, constitutes effective fulfillment of the 

instructions to this Commission. Previous failures have been recorded in trying the method of 

simple renunciation, unsupported by effective guaranties of security and armament limitation. No 

one would have faith in that approach alone.  
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Now, if ever, is the time to act for the common good. Public opinion supports a world movement 

toward security. If I read the signs aright, the peoples want a program not composed merely of pious 

thoughts but of enforceable sanctions - an international law with teeth in it.  

We of this nation, desirous of helping to bring peace to the world and realizing the heavy 

obligations upon us arising from our possession of the means of producing the bomb and from the 

fact that it is part of our armament, are prepared to make our full contribution toward effective 

control of atomic energy.  

When an adequate system for control of atomic energy, including the renunciation of the bomb as 

a weapon, has been agreed upon and put into effective operation and condign punishments set up 

for violations of the rules of control which are to be stigmatized as international crimes, we propose 

that:  

1. Manufacture of atomic bombs shall stop;  

2. Existing bombs shall be disposed of pursuant to the terms of the treaty; and  

3. The Authority shall be in possession of full information as to the know-how for the 

production of atomic energy.  

Let me repeat, so as to avoid misunderstanding: My country is ready to make its full contribution 

toward the end we seek, subject of course to our constitutional processes and to an adequate system 

of control becoming fully effective, as we finally work it out.  

Now as to violations: In the agreement, penalties of as serious a nature as the nations may wish and 

as immediate and certain in their execution as possible should be fixed for:  

1. Illegal possession or use of an atomic bomb;  

2. Illegal possession, or separation, of atomic material suitable for use in an atomic bomb;  

3. Seizure of any plant or other property belonging to or licensed by the Authority;  

4. Willful interference with the activities of the Authority;  

5. Creation or operation of dangerous projects in a manner contrary to, or in the absence of, a 

license granted by the international control body.  

It would be a deception, to which I am unwilling to lend myself, were I not to say to you and to our 

peoples that the matter of punishment lies at the very heart of our present security system. It might 

as well be admitted, here and now, that the subject goes straight to the veto power contained in the 

Charter of the United Nations so far as it relates to the field of atomic energy. The Charter permits 

penalization only by concurrence of each of the five great powers - the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, the United Kingdom, China, France, and the United States.  

I want to make very plain that I am concerned here with the veto power only as it affects this 

particular problem. There must be no veto to protect those who violate their solemn agreements 

not to develop or use atomic energy for destructive purposes.  

The bomb does not wait upon debate. To delay may be to die. The time between violation and 

preventive action or punishment would be all too short for extended discussion as to the course to 

be followed.  

As matters now stand several years may be necessary for another country to produce a bomb, de 

novo. However, once the basic information is generally known, and the Authority has established 
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producing plants for peaceful purposes in the several countries, an illegal seizure of such a plant 

might permit a malevolent nation to produce a bomb in 12 months, and if preceded by secret 

preparation and necessary facilities perhaps even in a much shorter time. The time required - the 

advance warning given of the possible use of a bomb - can only be generally estimated but obviously 

will depend upon many factors, including the success with which the Authority has been able to 

introduce elements of safety in the design of its plants and the degree to which illegal and secret 

preparation for the military use of atomic energy will have been eliminated. Presumably no nation 

would think of starting a war with only one bomb. 

This shows how imperative speed is in detecting and penalizing violations.  

The process of prevention and penalization - a problem of profound statecraft - is, as I read it, 

implicit in the Moscow statement, signed by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 

States and the United Kingdom a few months ago.  

But before a country is ready to relinquish any winning weapons it must have more than words to 

reassure it. It must have a guarantee of safety, not only against the offenders in the atomic area but 

against the illegal users of other weapons - bacteriological, biological, gas -perhaps - why not! - against 

war itself.  

In the elimination of war lies our solution, for only then will nations cease to compete with one 

another in the production and use of dread 'secret' weapons which are evaluated solely by their 

capacity to kill. This devilish program takes us back not merely to the Dark Ages but from cosmos 

to chaos. If we succeed in finding a suitable way to control atomic weapons, it is reasonable to hope 

that we may also preclude the use of other weapons adaptable to mass destruction. When a man 

learns to say 'A' he can, if he chooses, learn the rest of the alphabet too.  

Let this be anchored in our minds:  

Peace is never long preserved by weight of metal or by an armament race. Peace can be made 

tranquil and secure only by understanding and agreement fortified by sanctions. We must embrace 

international cooperation or international disintegration.  

Science has taught us how to put the atom to work. But to make it work for good instead of for evil 

lies in the domain dealing with the principles of human duty. We are now facing a problem more of 

ethics than of physics.  

The solution will require apparent sacrifice in pride and in position, but better pain as the price of 

peace than death as the price of war.  

I now submit the following measures as representing the fundamental features of a plan which 

would give effect to certain of the conclusions with I have epitomized.  

1. General. The Authority should set up a thorough plan for control of the field of atomic energy, 

through various forms of ownership, dominion, licenses, operation, inspection, research, and 

management by competent personnel. After this is provided for, there should be as little 

interference as may be with the economic plans and the present private, corporate and state 

relationships in the several countries involved.  
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2. Raw Materials. The Authority should have as one of its earliest purposes to obtain and maintain 

complete and accurate information on world supplies of uranium and thorium. and to bring them 

under its dominion. The precise pattern of control for various types of deposits of such materials 

will have to depend upon the geological, mining, refining and economic facts involved in different 

situations. 

The Authority should conduct continuous surveys so that it will have the most complete knowledge 

of the world geology of uranium and thorium. Only after all current information on world sources 

of uranium and thorium. is known to us all can equitable plans be made for their productions, 

refining, and distribution. 

3. Primary Production Plants. The Authority should exercise complete managerial control of the 

production of fissionable materials in dangerous quantities and must own and control the product 

of these plants. 

4. Atomic Explosives. The Authority should be given sole and exclusive right to conduct research in 

the field of atomic explosives. Research activities in the field of atomic explosives are essential in 

order that the Authority may keep in the forefront of knowledge in the field of atomic energy and 

fulfill the objective of preventing illicit manufacture of bombs. Only by maintaining its position as 

the best-informed agency will the Authority be able to determine the line between intrinsically 

dangerous and non-dangerous activities. 

5. Strategic Distribution of Activities and Materials. The activities entrusted exclusively to the Authority 

because they are intrinsically dangerous to security should be distributed throughout the world. 

Similarly, stockpiles of raw materials and fissionable materials should not be centralized. 

6. Non-Dangerous Activities. A function of the Authority should be promotion of the peacetime 

benefits of atomic energy. 

Atomic research (except in explosives), the use of research reactors, the production of radioactive 

tracers by means of non-dangerous reactors, the use of such tracers, and to some extent the 

production of power should be open to nations and their citizens under reasonable licensing 

arrangements from the Authority. Denatured materials, whose use we know also requires suitable 

safeguards, should be furnished for such purposes by the Authority under lease or other 

arrangement. Denaturing seems to have been overestimated by the public as a safety measure. 

7. Definition of Dangerous and Non-Dangerous Activities. Although a reasonable dividing line can be 

drawn between dangerous and non-dangerous activities, it is not hard and fast. Provision should, 

therefore, be made to assure constant re-examination of the questions and to permit revision of the 

dividing line as changing conditions and new discoveries may require. 

8. Operations of Dangerous Activities. Any plant dealing with uranium or thorium after it once reaches 

the potential of dangerous use must be not only subject to the most rigorous and competent 

inspection by the Authority, but its actual operation shall be under the management, supervision, 

and control of the Authority. 

9. Inspection. By assigning intrinsically dangerous activities exclusively to the Authority, the 

difficulties of inspection are reduced. If the Authority is the only agency which may lawfully 

conduct dangerous activities, then visible operation by others than the Authority will constitute an 
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unambiguous danger signal, Inspection will also occur in connection with the licensing functions of 

the Authority. 

10. Freedom of Access. Adequate ingress and egress for all qualified representatives of the Authority 

must be assured. Many of the inspection activities of the Authority should grow out of and be 

incidental to, its other functions. Important measures of inspection will be associated with the tight 

control of raw materials, for this is a keystone of the plan. The continuing activities of prospecting, 

survey, and research in relation to raw materials will be designed not only to serve the affirmative 

development functions of the Authority but also to assure that no surreptitious operations are 

conducted in the raw-materials field by nations or their citizens. 

11. Personnel. The personnel of the Authority should be recruited on a basis of proven competence 

but also so far as possible on an international basis. 

12. Progress by Stages. A primary step in the creation of the system of control is the setting forth, in 

comprehensive terms, of the functions, responsibilities, powers, and limitations of the Authority. 

Once a charter for the Authority has been adopted, the Authority and the system of control for 

which it will be responsible will require time to become fully organized and effective. The plan of 

control will, therefore, have to come into effect in successive stages. These should be specifically 

fixed in the charter or means should be otherwise set forth in the charter for transitions from one 

stage to another, as contemplated in the resolution of the United Nations Assembly which created 

this Commission. 

13. Disclosures. In the deliberations of the United Nations Commission on Atomic Energy, the 

United States is prepared to make available the information essential to a reasonable understanding 

of the proposals which it advocates. Further disclosures must be dependent, in the interests of all, 

upon the effective ratification of the treaty. When the Authority is actually created, the United 

States will join the other nations in making available the further information essential to that 

organization for the performance of its functions. As the successive stages of international control 

are reached, the United States will be prepared to yield, to the extent required by each stage, 

national control of activities in this field to the Authority. 

14. International Control. There will be questions about the extent of control to be allowed to 

national bodies, when the Authority is established. Purely national authorities for control and 

development of atomic energy should to the extent necessary for the effective operation of the 

Authority be subordinate to it. This is neither an endorsement nor a disapproval of the creation of 

national authorities. The Commission should evolve a clear demarcation of the scope of duties and 

responsibilities of such national authorities. 

And now I end. I have submitted an outline for present discussion. Our consideration will be 

broadened by the criticism of the United States proposals and by the plans of the other nations, 

which, it is to be hoped, will be submitted at their early convenience. I and my associates of the 

United States Delegation will make available to each member of this body books and pamphlets, 

including the Acheson-Lilienthal report, recently made by the United States Department of State, 

and the McMahon Committee Monograph No. I entitled 'Essential Information on Atomic Energy' 

relating to the McMahon bill recently passed by the United States Senate, which may prove of value 

in assessing the situation.  
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All of us are consecrated to making an end of gloom and hopelessness. It will not be an easy job. 

The way is long and thorny, but supremely worth traveling. All of us want to stand erect, with our 

faces to the sun, instead of being forced to burrow into the earth, like rats.  

The pattern of salvation must be worked out by all for all.  

The light at the end of the tunnel is dim, but our path seems to grow brighter as we actually begin 

our journey. We cannot yet light the way to the end. However, we hope the suggestions of my 

Government will be illuminating.  

Let us keep in mind the exhortation of Abraham Lincoln, whose words, uttered at a moment of 

shattering national peril, form a complete text for our deliberation. I quote, paraphrasing slightly:  

We cannot escape history. We of this meeting will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No 

personal significance or insignificance can spare one or another of us. The fiery trial through which 

we are passing will light us down in honor or dishonor to the latest generation.  

We say we are for Peace. The world will not forget that we say this. We know how to save Peace. 

The world knows that we do. We, even we here, hold the power and have the responsibility. 

We shall nobly save, or meanly lose, the last, best hope of earth. The way is plain, peaceful, 

generous, just - a way which, if followed, the world will forever applaud. 

My thanks for your attention.  

           

  [ http://www.atomicarchive.com/Docs/Deterrence/BaruchPlan.shtml ] 
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Atoms For Peace 
 

This address was given by Dwight D. Eisenhower before the General Assembly of the United Nations on 

Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy, New York City, December 8, 1953. 

Madame President, Members of the General Assembly:  

When Secretary General Hammarskjold's invitation to address this General Assembly reached me 

in Bermuda, I was just beginning a series of conferences with the Prime Ministers and Foreign 

Ministers of Great Britain and of France. Our subject was some of the problems that beset our 

world.  

During the remainder of the Bermuda Conference, I had constantly in mind that ahead of me lay a 

great honor. That honor is mine today as I stand here, Privileged to address the General Assembly 

of the United Nations.  

At the same time that I appreciate the distinction of addressing you, I have a sense of exhilaration as 

I look upon this Assembly.  

Never before in history has so much hope for so many people been gathered together in a single 

organization. Your deliberations and decisions during these somber years have already realized part 

of those hopes.  

But the great test and the great accomplishments still lie ahead. And in the confident expectation of 

those accomplishments, I would use the office which, for the time being, I hold, to assure you that 

the Government of the United States will remain steadfast in its support of this body. This we shall 

do in the conviction that you will provide a great share of the wisdom, the courage, and the faith 

which can bring to this world lasting peace for all nations, and happiness and well-being for all men.  

Clearly, it would not be fitting for me to take this occasion to present to you a unilateral American 

report on Bermuda. Nevertheless, I assure you that in our deliberations on that lovely island we 

sought to invoke those same great concepts of universal peace and human dignity which are so 

clearly etched in your Charter.  

Neither would it be a measure of this great opportunity merely to recite, however hopefully, pious 

platitudes.  

I therefore decided that this occasion warranted my saying to you some of the things that have been 

on the minds and hearts of my legislative and executive associates and on mine for a great many 

months-thoughts I had originally planned to say primarily to the American people.  

I know that the American people share my deep belief that if a danger exists in the world, it is a 

danger shared by all--and equally, that if hope exists in the mind of one nation, that hope should be 

shared by all.  

Finally, if there is to be advanced any proposal designed to ease even by the smallest measure the 

tensions of today's world, what more appropriate audience could there be than the members of the 

General Assembly of the United Nations?  
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I feel impelled to speak today in a language that in a sense is new--one which I, who have spent so 

much of my life in the military profession, would have preferred never to use.  

That new language is the language of atomic warfare.  

The atomic age has moved forward at such a pace that every citizen of the world should have some 

comprehension, at least incomparative terms, of the extent of this development of the utmost 

significance to every one of us. Clearly, if the people of the world are to conduct an intelligent 

search for peace, they must be armed with the significant facts of today's existence.  

My recital of atomic danger and power is necessarily stated in United States terms, for these are the 

only in controvertible facts that I know. I need hardly point out to this Assembly, however, that this 

subject is global, not merely national in character.  

On July 16, 1945, the United States set off the world's first atomic explosion. Since that date in 

1945, the United States of America has conducted 42 test explosions.  

Atomic bombs today are more than 25 times as powerful as the weapons with which the atomic age 

dawned, while hydrogen weapons are in the ranges of millions of tons of TNT equivalent.  

Today, the United States' stockpile of atomic weapons, which, of course, increases daily, exceeds by 

many times the explosive equivalent of the total of all bombs and all shells that came from every 

plane and every gun in every theatre of war in all of the years of World War II.  

A single air group, whether afloat or land-based, can now deliver to any reachable target a 

destructive cargo exceeding in power all the bombs that fell on Britain in all of World War II.  

In size and variety, the development of atomic weapons has been no less remarkable. The 

development has been such that atomic weapons have virtually achieved conventional status within 

our armed services. In the United States, the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Marine Corps 

are all capable of putting this weapon to military use.  

But the dread secret, and the fearful engines of atomic might, are not ours alone.  

In the first place, the secret is possessed by our friends and allies, Great Britain and Canada, whose 

scientific genius made a tremendous contribution to our original discoveries, and the designs of 

atomic bombs.  

The secret is also known by the Soviet Union.  

The Soviet Union has informed us that, over recent years, it has devoted extensive resources to 

atomic weapons. During this period, the Soviet Union has exploded a series of atomic devices, 

including at least one involving thermo-nuclear reactions.  

If at one time the United States possessed what might have been called a monopoly of atomic 

power, that monopoly ceased to exist several years ago. Therefore, although our earlier start has 

permitted us to accumulate what is today a great quantitative advantage, the atomic realities of 

today comprehend two facts of even greater significance.  
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First, the knowledge now possessed by several nations will eventually be shared by others--possibly 

all others.  

Second, even a vast superiority in numbers of weapons, and a consequent capability of devastating 

retaliation, is no preventive, of itself, against the fearful material damage and toll of human lives 

that would be inflicted by surprise aggression.  

The free world, at least dimly aware of these facts, has naturally embarked on a large program of 

warning and defense systems. That program will be accelerated and expanded.  

But let no one think that the expenditure of vast sums for weapons and systems of defense can 

guarantee absolute safety for the cities and citizens of any nation. The awful arithmetic of the 

atomic bomb does not permit any such easy solution. Even against the most powerful defense, an 

aggressor in possession of the effective minimum number of atomic bombs for a surprise attack 

could probably place a sufficient number of his bombs on the chosen targets to cause hideous 

damage.  

Should such an atomic attack be launched against the United States, our reactions would be swift 

and resolute. But for me to say that the defense capabilities of the United States are such that they 

could inflict terrible losses upon an aggressor--for me to say that the retaliation capabilities of the 

United States are so great that such an aggressor's land would be laid waste--all this, while fact, is not 

the true expression of the purpose and the hope of the United States.  

To pause there would be to confirm the hopeless finality of a belief that two atomic colossi are 

doomed malevolently to eye each other indefinitely across a trembling world. To stop there would 

be to accept helplessly the probability of civilization destroyed--the annihilation of the irreplaceable 

heritage of mankind handed down to us generation from generation--and the condemnation of 

mankind to begin all over again the age-old struggle upward from savagery toward decency, and 

right, and justice.  

Surely no sane member of the human race could discover victory in such desolation. Could anyone 

wish his name to be coupled by history with such human degradation and destruction.  

Occasional pages of history do record the faces of the "Great Destroyers" but the whole book of 

history reveals mankind's never-ending quest for peace, and mankind's God-given capacity to build.  

It is with the book of history, and not with isolated pages, that the United States will ever wish to be 

identified. My country wants to be constructive, not destructive. It wants agreement, not wars, 

among nations. It wants itself to live in freedom, and in the confidence that the people of every 

other nation enjoy equally the right of choosing their own way of life.  

So my country's purpose is to help us move out of the dark chamber of horrors into the light, to 

find a way by which the minds of men, the hopes of men, the souls of men every where, can move 

forward toward peace and happiness and well being.  

In this quest, I know that we must not lack patience.  

I know that in a world divided, such as our today, salvation cannot be attained by one dramatic act.  
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I know that many steps will have to be taken over many months before the world can look at itself 

one day and truly realize that a new climate of mutually peaceful confidence is abroad in the world.  

But I know, above all else, that we much start to take these steps--now.  

The United States and its allies, Great Britain and France, have over the past months tried to take 

some of these steps. Let no one say that we shun the conference table.  

On the record has long stood the request of the United States, Great Britain, and France to 

negotiate with the Soviet Union the problems of a divided Germany.  

On that record has long stood the request of the same three nations to negotiate the problems of 

Korea.  

Most recently, we have received from the Soviet Union what is in effect an expression of willingness 

to hold a Four Power meeting. Along with our allies, Great Britain and France, we were pleased to 

see that this note did not contain the unacceptable preconditions previously put forward.  

As you already know from our joint Bermuda communique, the United States, Great Britain, and 

France have agreed promptly to meet with the Soviet Union.  

The Government of the United States approaches this conference with hopeful sincerity. We will 

bend every effort of our minds to the single purpose of emerging from that conference with tangible 

results toward peace--the only true way of lessening international tension.  

We never have, we never will, propose or suggest that the Soviet Union surrender what is rightfully 

theirs.  

We will never say that the people of Russia are an enemy with whom we have no desire ever to deal 

or mingle in friendly and fruitful relationship.  

On the contrary, we hope that this coming Conference may initiate a relationship with the Soviet 

Union which will eventually bring about a free inter mingling of the peoples of the east and of the 

west--the one sure, human way of developing the understanding required for confident and peaceful 

relations.  

Instead of the discontent which is now settling upon Eastern Germany, occupied Austria, and 

countries of Eastern Europe, we seek a harmonious family of free European nations, with none a 

threat to the other, and least of all a threat to the peoples of Russia.  

Beyond the turmoil and strife and misery of Asia, we seek peaceful opportunity for these peoples to 

develop their natural resources and to elevate their lives.  

These are not idle works or shallow visions. Behind them lies a story of nations lately come to 

independence, not as a result of war, but through free grant or peaceful negotiation. There is a 

record, already written, of assistance gladly given by nations of the west to needy peoples, and to 

those suffering the temporary effects of famine, drought, and natural disaster.  

These are deeds of peace. They speak more loudly than promises or protestations of peaceful intent.  
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But I do not wish to rest either upon the reiteration of past proposals or the restatement of past 

deeds. The gravity of the time is such that every new avenue of peace, no matter how dimly 

discernible, should be explored.  

These is at least one new avenue of peace which has not yet been well explored--an avenue now laid 

out by the General Assembly of the United Nations.  

In its resolution of November 18th, 1953 this General Assembly suggested--and I quote--"that the 

Disarmament Commission study the desirability of establishing a sub-committee consisting of 

representatives of the Powers principally involved, which should seek in private an acceptable 

solution . . . and report on such a solution to the General Assembly and to the Security Council not 

later than 1 September 1954."  

The United States, heeding the suggestion of the General Assembly of the United Nations, is 

instantly prepared to meet privately with such other countries as may be "principally involved," to 

seek "an acceptable solution" to the atomic armaments race which over shadows not only the peace, 

but the very life, of the world.  

We shall carry into these private or diplomatic talks a new conception.  

The United States would seek more than the mere reduction or elimination of atomic materials for 

military purposes.  

It is not enough to take this weapon out of the hands of the soldiers. It must be put into the hands 

of those who will know how to strip its military casing and adapt it to the arts of peace.  

The United States knows that if the fearful trend of atomic military build up can be reversed, this 

greatest of destructive forces can be developed into a great boon, for the benefit of all mankind.  

The United States knows that peaceful power from atomic energy is no dream of the future. That 

capability, already proved, is here--now--today. Who can doubt, if the entire body of the world's 

scientists and engineers had adequate amounts of fissionable material with which to test and 

develop their ideas, that this capability would rapidly be transformed into universal, efficient, and 

economic usage.  

To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear from the minds of people, and the 

governments of the East and West, there are certain steps that can be taken now.  

I therefore make the following proposals:  

The Governments principally involved, to the extent permitted by elementary prudence, to begin 

now and continue to make joint contributions from their stockpiles of normal uranium and 

fissionable materials to an international Atomic Energy Agency. We would expect that such an 

agency would be set up under the aegis of the United Nations.  

The ratios of contributions, the procedures and other details would properly be within the scope of 

the "private conversations I have referred to earlier.  
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The United states is prepared to under take these explorations in good faith. Any partner of the 

United States acting in the same good faith will find the United States a not unreasonable or 

ungenerous associate.  

Undoubtedly initial and early contributions to this plan would be small in quantity. However, the 

proposal has the great virtue that it can be under taken without the irritations and mutual 

suspicions incident to any attempt to set up a completely acceptable system of world-wide inspection 

and control.  

The Atomic Energy Agency could be made responsible for the impounding, storage, and protection 

of the contributed fissionable and other materials. The ingenuity of our scientists will provide 

special safe conditions under which such a bank of fissionable material can be made essentially 

immune to surprise seizure.  

The more important responsibility of this Atomic Energy Agency would be to devise methods where 

by this fissionable material would be allocated to serve the peaceful pursuits of mankind. Experts 

would be mobilized to apply atomic energy to the needs of agriculture, medicine, and other peaceful 

activities. A special purpose would be to provide abundant electrical energy in the power-starved 

areas of the world. Thus the contributing powers would be dedicating some of their strength to 

serve the needs rather than the fears of mankind.  

The United States would be more than willing--it would be proud to take up with others "principally 

involved: the development of plans where by such peaceful use of atomic energy would be 

expedited.  

Of those "principally involved" the Soviet Union must, of course, be one.  

I would be prepared to submit to the Congress of the United States, and with every expectation of 

approval, any such plan that would:  

First--encourage world-wide investigation into the most effective peace time uses of fissionable 

material, and with the certainty that they had all the material needed for the conduct of all 

experiments that were appropriate;  

Second--begin to diminish the potential destructive power of the world's atomic stockpiles;  

Third--allow all peoples of all nations to see that, in this enlightened age, the great powers of the 

earth, both of the East and of the West, are interested in human aspirations first, rather than in 

building up the armaments of war;  

Fourth--open up a new channel for peaceful discussion, and initiate at least a new approach to the 

many difficult problems that must be solved in both private and public conversations, if the world is 

to shake off the inertia imposed by fear, and is to make positive progress toward peace.  

Against the dark background of the atomic bomb, the United Stats does not wish merely to present 

strength, but also the desire and the hope for peace.  

The coming months will be fraught with fateful decisions. In this Assembly; in the capitals and 

military headquarters of the world; in the hearts of men every where, be they governors, or 

governed, may they be decisions which will lead this work out of fear and into peace.  
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To the making of these fateful decisions, the United States pledges before you--and therefore before 

the world--its determination to help solve the fearful atomic dilemma--to devote its entire heart and 

mind to find the way by which the miraculous inventiveness of man shall not be dedicated to his 

death, but consecrated to his life.  

I again thank the delegates for the great honor they have done me, in inviting me to appear before 

them, and in listening to me so courteously. Thank you. 

 

[ http://www.eisenhower.archives.gov/atoms.htm ] 
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The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT ) 
  

The States concluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the Parties to the Treaty, 

 

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war and the 

consequent need to make every effort to avert the danger of such a war and to take measures to 

safeguard the security of peoples, 

 

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of 

nuclear war, 

 

In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly calling for the 

conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dissemination of nuclear weapons, 

 

Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the application of International Atomic Energy Agency 

safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities, 

 

Expressing their support for research, development and other efforts to further the application, 

within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards system, of the 

principle of safeguarding effectively the flow of source and special fissionable materials by use of 

instruments and other techniques at certain strategic points, 

 

Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear technology, 

including any technological by-products which may be derived by nuclear-weapon States from 

the development of nuclear explosive devices, should be available for peaceful purposes to all 

Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon States, 

 

Convinced that, in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to the Treaty are entitled to 

participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific information for, and to contribute alone 

or in co-operation with other States to, the further development of the applications of atomic 

energy for peaceful purposes, 

 

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the nuclear 

arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament, 

 

Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this objective, 

 

Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the 1963 Treaty banning nuclear 

weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water in its Preamble to seek to 

achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to 

continue negotiations to this end, 

 

Desiring to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening of trust between 

States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, the liquidation 

of all their existing stockpiles, and the elimination from national arsenals of nuclear weapons 
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and the means of their delivery pursuant to a Treaty on general and complete disarmament 

under strict and effective international control, 

 

Recalling that, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, States must refrain in 

their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or 

political independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of 

the United Nations, and that the establishment and maintenance of international peace and 

security are to be promoted with the least diversion for armaments of the world’s human and 

economic resources, 

 

Have agreed as follows: 

 

Article I 

 

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any recipient 

whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over such weapons or 

explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any 

non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices, or control over such weapons or explosive devices. 

 

Article II 

 

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive the transfer from 

any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control 

over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise 

acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any 

assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear  explosive devices. 

 

Article III 

 

1. Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as set 

forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic Energy 

Agency in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the 

Agency’s safeguards system, for the exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its 

obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy 

from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the 

safeguards required by this Article shall be followed with respect to source or special fissionable 

material whether it is being produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear facility or is 

outside any such facility. The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied on all source 

or special fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such State, 

under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.  

 

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or special fissionable 

material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the processing, use or 

production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State for peaceful 

purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material shall be subject to the safeguards 

required by this Article. 
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3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be implemented in a manner designed to 

comply with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or technological 

development of the Parties or international co-operation in the field of peaceful nuclear 

activities, including the international exchange of nuclear material and equipment for the 

processing, use or production of nuclear material for peaceful purposes in accordance with the 

provisions of this Article and the principle of safeguarding set forth in the Preamble of the 

Treaty. 

 

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this Article either individually 

or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy 

Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall commence within 180 days from the original 

entry into force of this Treaty. For States depositing their instruments of ratification or 

accession after the 180-day period, negotiation of such agreements shall commence not later 

than the date of such deposit. Such agreements shall enter into force not later than eighteen 

months after the date of initiation of negotiations. 

 

Article IV 

 

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the Parties 

to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes 

without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty. 

 

2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate,  and have the right to participate in, the 

fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information 

for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so shall also co-

operate in contributing alone or together with other States or international organizations to the 

further development of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, especially in 

the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the 

needs of the developing areas of the world. 

 

Article V 

 

Each Party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate measures to ensure that, in accordance 

with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation and through appropriate 

international procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear 

explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty on a non-

discriminatory basis and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive devices used will be as 

low as possible and exclude any charge for research and development. Non-nuclear-weapon 

States Party to the Treaty shall be able to obtain such benefits, pursuant to a special 

international agreement or agreements, through an appropriate international body with 

adequate representation of non-nuclear-weapon States. Negotiations on this subject shall 

commence as soon as possible after the Treaty enters into force. Non-nuclear-weapon States 

Party to the Treaty so desiring may also obtain such benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements. 
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Article VI 

 

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective 

measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear 

disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective 

international control. 

 

Article VII 

 

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States to conclude regional treaties in 

order to assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories. 

 

Article VIII 

 

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any proposed 

amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall circulate it to all 

Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties to 

the Treaty, the Depositary Governments shall convene a conference, to which they shall invite 

all the Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an amendment. 

 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all the Parties 

to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty and all  other 

Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of 

Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment shall enter into force 

for each Party that deposits its instrument of ratification of the amendment upon the deposit of 

such instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including the instruments of 

ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty and all other Parties which, on the 

date the amendment is circulated, are members of the Board of Governors of the International 

Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it shall enter into force for any other Party upon the deposit 

of its instrument of ratification of the amendment. 

 

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty shall 

be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to 

assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realised. 

At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority of the Parties to the Treaty may obtain, by 

submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the convening of further 

conferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty. 

 

Article IX 

 

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign the Treaty 

before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at any 

time. 

 

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of ratification and 

instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United 

States of America, which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments. 
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3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the States, the Governments of 

which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, and forty other States signatory to this Treaty 

and the deposit of their instruments of ratification. For the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear-

weapon State is one which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear 

explosive device prior to 1 January 1967. 

 

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the 

entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their 

instruments of ratification or accession. 

 

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the 

date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accession, the 

date of the entry into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any requests for convening 

a conference or other notices. 

 

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the 

Charter of the United Nations. 

 

Article X 

 

1. Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty  have the right to withdraw from the 

Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have 

jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all 

other Parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council three months in 

advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having 

jeopardized its supreme interests. 

 

2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference shall be convened to 

decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be extended for an 

additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a majority of the Parties to 

the Treaty.1 

 

Article XI 

 

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are equally 

authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified 

copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Governments 

of the signatory and acceding States. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed this Treaty. 

 

DONE in triplicate, at the cities of London, Moscow and Washington, the first day of July, one 

thousand nine hundred and sixty-eight. 
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Note: 

 

On 11 May 1995, in accordance with article X, paragraph 2, the Review and Extension 

Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons decided 

that the Treaty should continue in force indefinitely (see decision 3). 

 

[ http://disarmament.un.org/wmd/npt/npttext.html ] 
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Status of the NPT 
(in chronological order by deposit) 

 

 
State  Signature  Deposit 

1. Montenegro    3 June 2006  

2. Timor-Leste    5 May 2003 

3. Cuba    4 November 2002 

4. Brazil    18 September 1998  

5. Oman    23 January 1997  

6. Djibouti    16 October 1996  

7. Angola    14 October 1996  

8. Andorra    7 June 1996, 25 June 1996, 2 July 1996  

9. Comoros    4 October 1995  

10. United Arab Emirates    26 September 1995  

11. Vanuatu    24 August 1995  

12. Chile    25 May 1995  

13. Palau    14 April 1995  

14. Micronesia (Federated 

States of) 

   14 April 1995  

15. The former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia 

   30 March 1995, 12 April 1995  

16. Eritrea    16 March 1995  

17. Monaco    13 March 1995  

18. Argentina    10 February 1995, 17 February 1995  

19. Marshall Islands    30 January 1995  

20. Algeria    12 January 1995  

21. Ukraine    5 December 1994  

22. Republic of Moldova    11 October 1994  

23. Turkmenistan    29 September 1994  

24. Bosnia and Herzegovina    15 August 1994  

25. Kyrgyzstan    5 July 1994  

26. Georgia    7 March 1994  

27. Kazakhstan    14 February 1994, 21 March 1994, 20 May 1994  

28. Tajikistan    17 January 1994  

29. Mauritania    26 October 1993  

30. Guyana    19 October 1993  

31. Armenia    21 June 1993, 15 July 1993  

32. Belarus    9 February 1993, 22 July 1993,23 July 1993  

33. Slovakia    1 January 1993, 17 April 1993, 31 May 1993,  
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34. Czech Republic    1 January 1993, 5 April 1993, 9 April 1993  

35. Myanmar    2 December 1992,  

36. Niger    9 October 1992  

37. Namibia    2 October 1992, 7 October 1992, 9 October 

1992  

38. Azerbaijan    22 September 1992  

39. France    2 August 1992, 3 August 1992,  

40. Croatia    29 June 1992  

41. Uzbekistan    7 May 1992  

42. Slovenia    7 April 1992, 20 August 1992  

43. China    9 March 1992,12 March 1992, 17 March 1992  

44. Latvia    31 January 1992  

45. Estonia    7 January 1992, 31 January 1992  

46. Zimbabwe    26 September 1991, 4 October 1991  

47. Lithuania    23 September 1991  

48. South Africa    10 July 1991  

49. United Republic of 

Tanzania 

   31 May 1991, 7 June 1991, 18 June 1991  

50. Zambia    15 May 1991, 22 May 1991, 5 July 1991  

51. Albania    12 September 1990, 14 September 1990, 28 

September 1990  

52. Mozambique    4 September 1990, 12 September 1990, 20 

September 1990  

53. Kuwait  15 August 1968, 22 

August 1968, 15 

August 1968  

 17 November 1989  

54. Qatar    3 April 1989, 10 May 1989, 13 June 1989  

55. Bahrain    3 November 1988  

56. Saudi Arabia    3 October 1988  

57. Spain    5 November 1987 

58. Trinidad and Tobago  20 August 1968, 22 

August 1968  

 30 October 1986 

59. Yemen  14 November 1968   14 May 1986, 1 June 1979 

60. Colombia  1 July 1968   8 April 1986, 29 April 1986, 30 April1 1986  

61. Malawi    18 February 1986, 4 March 1986,19 February 

1986  

62. Democratic People's 

Republic of Korea 

   12 December 1985  (withdrew 10 April 2003) 

63. Belize    9 August 1985  

64. Antigua and Barbuda    17 June 1985  

65. Bhutan    23 May 1985  

66. Guinea    29 April 1985  
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67. Kiribati    18 April 1985  

68. Brunei Darussalam    26 March 1985  

69. Seychelles    12 March 1985, 14 March 1985, 8 April 1985  

70. Saint Kitts and Nevis    6 November 1984  

71. Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines 

   6 November 1984  

72. Equatorial Guinea    1 November 1984  

73. Dominica    10 August 1984  

74. Sao Tome and Principe    20 July 1983  

75. Uganda    20 October 1982  

76. Viet Nam    14 June 1982  

77. Nauru    7 June 1982  

78. Papua New Guinea    16 February 1982, 13 January 1982, 25 January 

1982  

79. Solomon Islands    17 June 1981  

80. Egypt  1 July 1968  26 February 1981  

81. Turkey  28 January 1969   17 April 1980, 17 April 1980  

82. Barbados  1 July 1968   21 February 1980  

83. Saint Lucia    28 December 1979  

84. Cape Verde    24 October 1979  

85. Bangladesh    31 August 1979, , 27 September 1979  

86. Indonesia  2 March 1970   12 July 1979, , 12 July 1979  

87. Sri Lanka  1 July 1968  5 March 1979 

88. Tuvalu    19 January 1979  

89. Congo    23 October 1978  

90. Liechtenstein    20 April 1978, 20 April 1978 

91. Portugal    15 December 1977 

92. Switzerland  27 November 1969  9 March 1977 

93. Panama  1 July 1968   13 January 1977  

94. Guinea-Bissau    20 August 1976  

95. Bahamas    11 August 1976, 13 August 1976, 30 August 

1976  

96. Suriname    30 June 1976  

97. Japan  3 February 1970  8 June 1976 

98. Singapore  5 February 1970  10 March 1976 

99. Venezuela  1 July 1968   25 September 1975, 26 September 1975, 3 

October 1975  

100. Grenada    2 September 1975, 3 December 1975  

101. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya  18 July 1968, 19 July 

1968, 23 July 1968  

 26 May 1975 

102. Rwanda    20 May 1975 
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103. Gambia  4 September 1968, 20 

September 1968, 24 

September 1968  

 12 May 1975  

104. Netherlands  20 August 1968   2 May 1975, 2 May 1975, , 2 May 1975  

105. Luxembourg  14 August 1968   2 May 1975, 4 May 1975 

106. Italy  28 January 1969, , 28 

January 1969  

 2 May 1975, 2 May 1975, 4 May 1975  

107. Germany  28 November 1969, 

28 November 1969,  

 2 May 1975 

108. Belgium  20 August 1968   2 May 1975, 4 May 1975  

109. Republic of Korea  1 July 1968   23 April 1975  

110. Samoa    17 March 1975, 18 March 1975, 26 March 1975  

111. Sierra Leone    26 February 1975 

112. Gabon    19 February 1974  

113. Sudan  24 December 1968   31 October 1973, 22 November 1973, 10 

December 1973  

114. Honduras  1 July 1968   16 May 1973  

115. Nicaragua  1 July 1968,   6 March 1973  

116. Côte d'Ivoire  1 July 1968   6 March 1973  

117. Australia  27 February 1970, , 

27 February 1970,   

 23 January 1973 

118. Thailand    7 December 1972  

119. Benin  1 July 1968   31 October 1972  

120. Philippines  1 July 1968, 18 July 

1968  

 5 October 1972, 16 October 1972, 20 October 

1972  

121. Fiji    29 August 1972, 14 August 1972, 21 July 1972  

122. El Salvador  1 July 1968   11 July 1972  

123. Cambodia    2 June 1972  

124. Dominican Republic  1 July 1968   24 July 1971  

125. Tonga    7 July 1971, 15 July 1971, 24 August 1971  

126. Burundi    19 March 1971  

127. Chad  1 July 1968   10 March 1971, 11 March 1971, 23 March 1971  

128. Holy See    25 February 1971 

129. Senegal  1 July 1968, 26 July 

1968  

 17 December 1970, 22 December 1970, 15 

January 1971 

130. Morocco  1 July 1968  27 November 1970, 30 November 1970, 16 

December 1970  

131. Central African Republic    25 October 1970  

132. Madagascar  22 August 1968   8 October 1970  

133. Guatemala  26 July 1968   22 September 1970  

134. Uruguay  1 July 1968   31 August 1970  

135. San Marino  1 July 1968, 29 July  10 August 1970, 20 August 1970, 31 August 
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1968, 21 November 

1867  

1970  

136. Democratic Republic of 

the Congo 

 22 July 1968, 26 July 

1968, 17 September 

1968  

 4 August 1970  

137. Lebanon  1 July 1968   15 July 1970, , 20 November 1970  

138. Kenya  1 July 1968   11 June 1970  

139. Haiti  1 July 1968   2 June 1970  

140. Bolivia  1 July 1968   26 May 1970  

141. Lesotho  9 July 1968   20 May 1970  

142. Ghana  1 July 1968, 24 July 

1968  

 4 May 1970, 5 May 1970, 11 May 1970  

143. Maldives  11 September 1968   7 April 1970  

144. Greece  1 July 1968   11 March 1970  

145. Serbia   10 July 1968  5 March 1970,, , 4 March 1970  

146. Russian Federation  1 July 1968  5 March 1970 

147. Somalia  1 July 1968   5 March 1970, 12 November 1970  

148. United States of America  1 July 1968   5 March 1970  

149. Malaysia  1 July 1968  5 March 1970 

150. Liberia  1 July 1968   5 March 1970  

151. Jamaica  14 April 1969  5 March 1970 

152. Peru  1 July 1968   3 March 1970  

153. Burkina Faso  11 August 1969, 25 

November 1968  

 3 March 1970  

154. Costa Rica  1 July 1968   3 March 1970  

155. Togo  1 July 1968   26 February 1970  

156. Tunisia  1 July 1968  26 February 1970, ,  

157. Lao People's Democratic 

Republic 

 1 July 1968   20 February 1970, 5 March 1970,  

158. Jordan  10 July 1968   11 February 1970  

159. Mali  14 July 1969, 15 July 

1969  

 10 February 1970, 5 March 1970  

160. Cyprus  1 July 1968   10 February 1970, 16 February 1970, 5 March 

1970  

161. Malta  17 April 1969   6 February 1970  

162. Ethiopia  5 September 1968   5 February 1970, 5 March 1970,  

163. Paraguay  1 July 1968   4 February 1970, 5 March 1970  

164. Romania  1 July 1968  4 February 1970 

165. Afghanistan  1 July 1968   4 February 1970, 5 February 1970, 5 March 

1970  

166. Iran (Islamic Republic of)  1 July 1968  2 February 1970, 10 February 1970, 5 March 

1970,  
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167. Sweden  19 August 1968   9 January 1970 (W 

168. Nepal  1 July 1968   9 January 1970, 5 January 1970, 3 February 

1970  

169. Swaziland  24 June 1969   11 December 1969, 16 December 1969, 12 

January 1970  

170. Iraq  1 July 1968   29 October 1969  

171. New Zealand  1 July 1968  10 September 1969 

172. Bulgaria  1 July 1968   5 September 1969, 18 September 1969, 3 

November 1969  

173. Iceland  1 July 1968  18 July 1969 

174. Austria  1 July 1968   27 June 1969  

175. Poland  1 July 1968  12 June 1969 

176. Hungary  1 July 1968  27 May 1969 

177. Mongolia  1 July 1968   14 May 1969  

178. Botswana  1 July 1968   28 April 1969  

179. Mauritius  1 July 1968   14 April 1969, 8 April 1969, 25 April 1969  

180. Ecuador  9 July 1968   7 March 1969  

181. Norway  1 July 1968  5 February 1969 

182. Finland  1 July 1968  5 February 1969 

183. Mexico  26 July 1968, 26 July 

1968 

 21 January 1969 

184. Canada  29 July 1968, 23 July 

1968,  

 8 January 1969  

185. Cameroon  17 July 1968,18 July 

1968  

 8 January 1969  

186. Denmark  1 July 1968  3 January 1969 

187. United Kingdom of Great 

Britain and Northern 

Ireland 

 1 July 1968   29 November 1968, 29 November 1968,  

188. Nigeria  1 July 1968   27 September 1968, 7 October 1968, 14 

October 1968  

189. Syrian Arab Republic  1 July 1968   24 September 1968  

190. Ireland  1 July 1968, 4 July 

1968  

 1 July 1968, 2 July 1968, 4 July 1968  

 

 

(i) Signatures affixed on the original of the Treaty deposited with the Governments of the Russian Federation, 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and United States of America . 

(ii) Instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval (AA), accession and succession deposited with the 

Governments of the Russian Federation, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and United 

States of America  

 

Blank under "Signature" or "Deposit" indicates that the action has not been taken. 

[ http://disarmament2.un.org/TreatyStatus.nsf ] 
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