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1. Introduction

The end of the Cold War brought up the uncontestable rise of capitalism and of
Western hegemony, as well as dismantled the scenery of constant threat and
insecurity. After that, for almost a decade, it took place an unprecedented deepening
of the globalization processes: economic integration pumping, growth of trade
flowing, multilateral experiences working as great arenas of global governance,
cultural and societal interchanges. When the insecurity consciousness which branded
the Cold War period was over, it seemed that the only preoccupation that the
developed world had seemed was whether or not to take responsibility to protect
people in distant places, such as Somalia, East Timor, Rwanda and Kosovo (Caldwell &
Williams, 2006). It has been done through many peacekeeping operations deployed in
the early 1990s, whE AE ET OT 1 OAA CATT AEAA 10 OOAOGABO OUC

Yet in the 21st century, the 9/11 terrorist attacks in the United States turned
upside down this scenario, in the sense that they posed a new incisive threat to the
Western countries, which were obliged to review their answers to this kind of
behavior. Along with the terrorist attacks in Madrid (2004) and London (2005), the
developed world had not only focused its attention back to the security agenda, but
was also feeling threatened and insecure.

The course of the facts has posed a huge turn over on the international
perceptions of security. Nowadays, not only the problem of war does need to be faced,
but there is also a rising worrying about environmental threats, new globalized forces
(sue AO OAOOT OEOI AT A AEOEI OI AEAOUSO 1T OCAT EU

the failure of states and its consequences to the international order (Caldwell &



Williams, 2006); issues that have always existed but have not received the proper
attention yet.

The new approaches to this agenda would have nothing or at least little to do
with those from the Cold War years. The concept of security has been stretched up in
at least two senses: firstly, regarding the issues that should be included in this agenda;
and, secondly, regarding its subject, which means that it is impossible to address
homeland security without thinking of international security, in the sense that
security among nations is extended and becomes an interdependent issue (Caldwell &
Williams, 2006).

In this sense, the nuclear weapons debate has not lost its importance but,
instead, it has also been updated since the end of the Cold War. The post-Cold War
debate on Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs) z mainly Nuclear Weapons Z is
centered on several old and new questions to be settled in a whole new configuration
cast by contemporary international politics.

This article will try to characterize the state of the nuclear question, as far as it
regards WMD regimes 7 with a special attention to the Non-proliferation treaty z,
countriesOpositions, contemporary issues, as well as some theories addressing this
agenda. In order to do that, it will be firstly presented a historic background of the
matter, beginning from the post-World War II. Secondly, some important terms
frequently found in this agenda fora and papers will be conceptualized, followed by a
detailed discussion of some international security theories regarding nuclear and
WMD issues. Then, there will be a section dedicated to the Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT), in which the authors will try to scrutinize its regime and its implications, also
presenting some criticisms. The article is concluded with three case studies about
three countries and their nuclear-acquaintance policies, and also with a section
dedicated to nuclear terrorism, another important component of the contemporary

issues on nuclear weapons.

2. Historic background



The twentieth century can be pointed out as the nuclear century. Willrich
affirms that, in the 1940s, the international community found itself at its first
crossroad: the alternatives were everyone or none having weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) (Willrich, 1971, p. 1).

In 1945, the United States of America gave an end to the Second World War
with the explosion of two atomic bombs, one in the city of Hiroshima and another in
Nagasaki, both in Japan. These explosions meant not only the end of a war, but
the beginning of a dispute between two countries that would become, for over forty
years, the two major world powers, the USA and the Soviet Union. Generations were
raised in a reality of global nuclear battles that, as it was firmly believed, could
explode at any moment and destroy the humanity (Hobsbawm, 1995, p. 224).

After the Second World War, the factor that characterized a world power was
its military capabilities. Nuclear weapons have reshaped international politics and the
understanding of war. The possession of the bomb became an instant symbol of great
power. As time came by, more and more things could go wrong, politically or
technologically, in a permanent nuclear confront based on the belief that only the fear
of mutually assured destruction could stop one side or the other to begin to
civilization suicide (Hobsbawm, 1995, p. 224). As Willrich appoint, after 1955 the
complete nuclear disarmament of the Great Powers became mainly a propaganda
instrument (Willrich, 1971, p. 2). The possession of the bomb became an instant
symbol of great power: after only two decades, England, France, the Soviet Union and
China had already mounted their own nuclear arsenals.

Both the USA and the Soviet Union used their nuclear power many times to
negotiate, even with the knowledge that the other did not want a war with such a
dimension. The Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962 Z a power exercise for some days Z put
the world on the verge of an unnecessary war (Hobsbawm, 1995, p. 227). In that
occasion, the Soviet Union, to compensate the American missiles installed in the Soviet
bound with Turkey, decided to place some missiles in Cuba. The case was resolved

with the retreat of both missiles.



In spite of all dispute, both of the Great Powers perceived the necessity of
negotiations to reduce the access and the spread of nuclear armaments in the whole
world. From 1964 on it was seen the advent of Israel, India, Pakistan and South Africa
as de facto nuclear weapon states, i.e. countries that have deployed nuclear weapons
or could do so rapidly in a crisis (Spector, 1990, p. 5). Concerned about the situation,
many organisms, regimes, agreements and international, bilateral or multilateral
treaties were established to make practical the control of technological development
and raw material production or the production of equipments that could contribute to
the nuclear artifacts construction, or to reduce the already produced nuclear
warheads stock (Faria, 2008, p. 9).
The first agreement to weapons of mass destructiond €ntrol that included the
East and the West sides, on the context of the Cold War, was the Antarctic Treaty
System, signed in 1959. This treaty destined the South Polar Region only for peaceful
AET Al EOEAO AT A DPOIEEAEOAA AT U 1 EIEOAOU AAAE
xAAPDIT 16 j 7EI1 1 OB)AEID63 ghe ¥nitdd St of Anperica, the United
Kingdom and the Soviet Union signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty, which prohibited all
nuclear tests on and above the ground level. The idea of this treaty was to reduce the
advance of nuclear arms and the nuclear fallout in the atmosphere. However, the
treaty did not achieved success because of conflicts in Asia and in other parts of the
world. In 1967 it was agreed the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America, known as Treaty of Tlatelolco, that had an enormous importance in the
international scenario and established a nuclear-weapons-free zone in the Latin
American subcontinent. Parties to the treaty agreed not to manufacture, test or
acquire nuclear weapons or to accept weapons on their territory deployed by others
to verify that those pledges are EADOh AAEAOAT OO0 AOQOARAANI A
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards Z i.e. IAEA accounting and
inspection measures on all of a natiol 6 O DPAAAA £OI JIndeAditidnAtte AAOEOE

treaty establishes the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America

(OPANAL), that would undertake special inspections at the request of members who



have reason to believe that another party is engaging in forbidden activity, a unique

investigatory function not available under the IAEA system (Spector, 1990, p. 431).

3. Theoretical and Conceptual apparatus

3.1. Basic concepts regarding the question
In order to understand the WMD approaches, some conceptual research needs
to be done before discussing international security theories. Therefore, in the next
paragraphs it will be presented three main concepts considered central to understand
the contemporary nuclear regimes, as well as the state of the question, and also the
role of particular nations on this matter. The three terms here conceptualized
OADPOAOCAT O OAAET EAAIT OAOI O 1 A£OAT Akutnlad 11 1)

Resolutions or Presidential Statements Z and others states documents.

3.1.1. Non-proliferation

Such concept is usually applied only to WMDs matters. ItincludA O OAAOAT T PET
acquiring, manufacturing, possessing, transporting, transferring or using WMD.0
Recently, Secretary General Ban Ki-moon argued about the need to link non-
proliferation to disarmament. In that occasion, he has promoted the beginning of talks
AT A TACI OEAOCEIT O ATTAAOTEIC 1T OAI AAO AEOGAOI Al
five permanent members to discuss it, and also urged stronger efforts against new

WMD and international terrorism (UNSC, 2009).

3.1.2. Disarmament

Insofar as the UN Charter does not properly defines disarmament, the General
Assembly has used this term for the first time in 1946, when concerning weapons of
i AOO AAOOOOAOEI T8 )1 OEAO T1TAAAOEiITh EOO Ot
rendering harmless of weapons and their means of delivery, under international

OOPAOOGEOETT 6 j5.3#h ¢nmnmwds



Regarding the scope of disarming, general disarmament means that all member
states would be committed to the disarmament. On the other hand, complete
disarmamenti AAT O OEAO Ox A Abuidib©scalkd dwn 4Bl a @hihifn @,
defined as the point at which states retain just enough military capabilities to
maintain order, but sufficient to assist the UN-OAT AOET 1 AA ET OAOT AGEIT T A
(UNSC, 2009). These two terms where designed in the GenA OAT | OOAT A1 U6 O EEO
session on disarmament, in 1978, in a resolution approved in 1991 (by the General
Assembly) and both general and complete disarmament are referred as the ultimate

goal of United Nations.

3.1.3. Verification (or safeguards)

The definition of verification, when it comes to nuclear weapons issues, its
treats and agreements, is quite simple. t means OOT A OOOOA OEAO 11 OEET C
ET AT 1T OOAOCAT OETT T &£ A OOAOAGO ET OAOT AOGET T AI
cheat before they can achieve a nuclear weapons capabilityd j ! OAOI AEh ¢nmc¢ Qe
mustAA T AAA A AEOOET AOGEIT AAOxAAT OPI OEOEOAS
Non-Proliferation Treaty, all signatory countries are committed to cope with all
verification procedures, which are undertook by the International Atomic Energy
Agency. In this sense, the main objective of verification/safeguards is to guarantee
that all kind of fissionable materials are not transferred from peaceful purposes.
facie, by gathering evidences that could prove it. The basic forms of positive evidences
AOA OOAOAOGE AAAI AOAGETT1 08 /1 OEA 11030 EAT Ah
1997 Additional ProtoAT 1 @ | AAT O OEA OAQOATRAA OOl AGOEOL
(Asculai, 2002). This way, this kind of verification tries to asseverate that no

internationally prohibited materials, facilities or activities are being held in a given

country.

3.2. Theories of International Security



This section intends to outline the main contemporary theories to international
security, trying to explore several questions regarding weapons of mass destruction.
This section will try to explain why OT I A OOAOAO OAkMEBOA OGAI ORDARA
while others seek so passionately to acquire nuclear-military technology, while trying
to understand, theoretically, the existence of nuclear weapons, and also, how do
WDMDs affect the conformation of the international system, the multilateral arenas and
international regimes.

There are five main trends of conceptual approaches which try to explain the
role of WMDs in contemporary international politics, as suggested by Etel Solingen
(2007). The first is the neorealist paradigm, considered the main explanation to why
states seek nuclear weapons, based on structural power. There is also the principal
objector to neorealism, the liberal-institutionalism, which adopts the same ontology
and methodology, but leads to different assertives on a rational, benefit-cost ratio
based logic. Constructivism brings up the third approach, which deals with two
different aspects: international norms and international socialization among states
and other actors. The fourth approach explores the relation between democracy and
nuclear proliferation. The last one analyses the link between the models of state

survival and the permissiveness to deploy nuclear policies (Solingen, 2007).

3.2.1. Neorealist approach
The neorealist tradition adopts a particular view of the international system: it
is formed by states, the central, and lonely, bricks of the international arena. Due to
that, international politics is driven by states, but not all of them at the same time:
T AT OAAT EOI O1 AAOOOAT AO OAGHA @E Al TO@OT DHICADO OO
have a greater projection of their interests and willingness in the international field.
The strongest states are those which have more material power, which means bigger
and better prepared armies and economic vantages.
Therefore, the distribution of material vantages among nations 7 mainly

military power 7 along with the anarchic scenario and the unit-based system create



the international structure (Waltz, 1979). At the same time that it highlights the
unequal distribution of material power among nations, it establishes a quasi-
hierarchical order between them, by sorting the dominant and the
dominated/subdued countries. International regimes and institutions are not
important to the neorealist approach because, as it argues, they are only
OAPEDEAT T T AT A6 1T &£ OEA ET OAOT AGEI T Al OOOOAOOC
distribution of power among nations, following the interests and tracing policies and
their international roles in accordance with the most powerful states.

In this system envisioned by the neorealist approach, the units 7 states Z have a
specific modus operandih x EEAE EO -EAT B4 8 ADOOORD AAOA ET AAE
which fight for their own survival under persevering international constraints, that
make these nations pursue the guarantee, by any means, of their own security,
struggling for power in the international system (Ritchie, 2009). This generates a
OOKAED OUOOAI 6h Al ET OAOAOOET ¢ AT i pPiTATO
neorealists, that helD O O Agbl AEIT xEU OOAOAO OAOA 1 AA
military capabilities and, thus, nuclear weapons. Moreover, it brings security issues to
the top of the international agenda.

The core of the explanations which neorealism provides for why states seek
nuclear weapons is placed around the ideas of balance of power (Morgenthau, 1978)
and security dilemmas. The nuclearization of states might be expected to spur the
same action by other states, which are concerned with unbalances in the balance of
power (Solingen, 2007). This scenario, as analyzed by neorealism, usually leads to an
arms race, where the lack of predictability and confidence among sovereign nations in
an anarchic system force them to seek, by any means, militarization and, thus, WMDs
to make themselves safe. A good example of it is the nuclearization of India and

Pakistan, neighbors which have a long and difficult history of conflict and bilateral

contention. John Baylis (2000) summarizes this idea as follows:

The so-called realist approach to international relations contends that
conflict is inevitable in a world shaped by nation-states and without higher
enforcement authority. If we accept this approach and premise that military



options offer little insurance against an unwelcome nuclear surprise in a
non-nuclear world, then the prospects of moving towards a nuclear-
weapons-free world are nil.

3.2.2. Liberal -Institutionalist approach

Starting from a microeconomic perspective, which deals with the ideas of
individual actors calculating cost-benefits according to incentives, and adopting the
same structural view of the neorealist approach 7z an anarchic international system
where states are the main political actors z the neoliberal perspective offers
important objections to neorealism. Because of the fact that states also care about
economic gains, it suggests that cooperation may be achieved by states even though
OEAEO T1T1 U EIT GhluevAddaddsecarityDEA 1T AOEI T 6

States may voluntarily create regimes and international institutions in order to
reduce transaction costs while pursuing their own interests (Krasner, 1982). The
OA1 ACETT AAOxAAT OACEI A0 AT A OEA PDPAOAAEOEIT C
means: reducing transactional costs, providing information or solving dilemmas.

Assuming that states are rational political actors z i.e. that they tend to choose
the best option with the higher benefits and the lower costs 7, regimes are able to
OAAOGAA OEA 1chs0 By credifig mblfildteFalddenas where cooperation
may work as a problem-solving mechanism. Therefore, under an international
institutional basis the best political options might be adopted. This may happen
AAAAOGOA ET OOEOOOEIT T O Al O OAOOA OiF OAAOAA 1A
communication among actors. While knowing the positions and interests of other
actors, states are able to calculate and engage their foreign policies with lower
transactional costs. So, dilemmas of collective action may be surpassed through
cooperation (Keohane, 1984).

Institutionalism provides an explanation to the establishment of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. It is supported by the idea that states may agree in adopting the
same policy of not seeking nuclear weapons, which reduces the insecurity among their

perceptions from one to anotherd QGnterests and policies, while freezing the

10



distribution of WMD among states. It can be understood as the best option to be taken
regarding the international system, both in the lowest transactional cost and in the

security sense.

3.2.3. Social Constructivist approach

While liberal-institutionalism represents a rationalist view of norms, social
constructivism tries to explain the development and internalization of norms by the
political actors. This approach does not understand norms only as results of rational
choices made by the states, but also as part of an ideational setting in which the actors
are situated (Herring, 2000). Such setting involves values, principles, interests and
identities, which are all constituted 7 and constructed Z by the relationship among
international actors.

Therefore, the adherence to non-proliferation treaties or the pursuit of WMDs
are not seen as mere calculations between costs and benefits. Rather, it concerns an
AOOAOGOI AT O T1T0 11 ibitaldoEOOBAHADHOGG ERRODEBHEAOH AT
about the international reality. That means that the ideational structure 7 the
distribution of social perceptions among actors within the international system z
matters while nations construct their positions and foreign policies regarding security
issues (Wendt, 1999). These institutionalized understandings provide an
interpretative framework for analyzing political actions, perceptions and interests,
and they can be accessed by discourse analysis.

Furthermore, constructivism considers states not as billiard-A A1 1 O3withT EOQO
the same invariable interests 7 but as identity-gifted social actors. This tradition not
only does consider that states and international organizations take rational
calculations but also that they construct their interests and perceptions of the
international reality. This process of assessment and internalization of norms and
O1 AEA1I Dl OOO0OAO EAO A1 01 A AOI 6O00OAI AEAOh AO

constituency. That is why the explanation to why do some states seek nuclear

11



weapons is deeper than a rational model based on cost-benefits calculations or than

OOAOAOG OOOOEOAI AOOOI POEITO T AAA Au 1 AT OAAI

3.2.4.Democracy and Nuclear Proliferation

The democratic peace has been a matter of great importance for international
studies. Immanuel Kant, in 1795, proposed the spread of democracy, based on a
syllogism with which he could conclude that in a world in which all countries are
democratic (or republican, on his account), wars would not happen. The former
American president Woodrow Wilson, after the First World War, adopted this idea
and started a world campaign in favor of the democratic model of government,
supported by universalistic perspectives. Almost one hundred years later, in the
twentieth century, the former American president George W. Bush adopted similar
principles while conducting the American foreign policy, based on a doctrine that the
promotion of democracy would create a better and safer world (Castro e Santos &
Yassine, 2008). The axis-of-evil, for instance, a term brought up by President Bush
concerning Syria, Iran and North Korea, characterized a group of autocratic states
with nuclear aspirations.

Roughly, the democratic peace hypothesis argues that democracies do not
wage wars against other democracies. The academy has paid much attention to this
matter, mainly in the last twenty years, trying to analyze the differences between the
behavior of autocracies and of democracies in the international sphere (Solingen,
2007). More specifically, the relation between democracy and the pursuit of nuclear
weapons can be analyzed in different ways. Kant (2005) conceived that in a liberal

democracy the legitimacy given by the citizens to the central government Z which was

AT AAGAA AT A AT 1 OOT 1 1 AAzcletted ®dyshem BfbnbdBratibny) O x ET |
avoiding national leaders to pursuit aggressive and violent policies, since that was not
the desire of the people. In other words, peoples never want war (Kant, 2005), thus

governments controlled by people will never fight each other.

12



An institutionalist perspective that refines that hypothesis assumes that
elections, political, social and economic liberalism and the transparency of the public

process restrain governments and leaders to deploy aggressive policies and weapons

I £ 1 AOO AAOOOOAOETT j2000A00 Q /8. AAIN

seen by societies as the most violent and extremist weapons, leading governments to
seek peaceful, or at least less startling, means of solving disputes.

Besides that, the improvement of communication means and of openness
between democratic societies raise the confidence and the accountability among
them, and also make it more difficult to states break with international agreements

(Keohane, 1984). This way,

stronger mutual credibility and transparency among democracies arguably
makes them more hospitable to mutual nuclear disarmament and the NWFZs
[nuclear weapons free zones] that can protect them from the risk of total
devastation (Solingen, 2001, p. 20).

3.2.5.Models of Political Survival
Studies have been also been made regarding two distinct variables: on one

hand, the seek for nuclear weapons and, on the other hand, the struggle that some

CMTp

governments carry on to accomplish its own staDAO8 h 1T O CIT OA wvhile AT 06 Oh

facing political threats. The literature presents three basic models of political survival
that could be understood as ideal-types, which provide adequate interpretations to
the behavior of nations as regards nuclear weapons (Mesquita et al, 2005).

The first alternative to political survival of states is the adoption of inward-
oriented policies (Solingen, 2001). States that deploy these policies usually are
worried with the illnesses of globalization or, at least, discontent with its
consequences. The main characteristics of this model rely on a growing government
machine and economic planning and, frequently, it is set by autocratic governments.
There are two rationales which explain why nuclear weapons can be used and seen as
a political tool that assist these governments to inward their policies and try to
guarantee the state® survival. First, investing in a nuclear program means investing in

a complex of scientific, technological, industrial and military facilities. Second, the

13



possible output of this complex, a nuclear bomb, gathers around itself a myth and a

whole ideational apparatus that can make the government be seen by its society as

powerful, well-organized and prepared to dA £ZAT A OEA 1 AQOET 1 O6

2001).

The second model is characterized by the struggle for political survival through
economic growth and internationalization. In this sense, it is contrary to the first
model. It requires the opening of the national markets, the attraction of foreign
investments and the expansion of the private sector. This model leads to economic
integration between the countries, inside its region and with the global economy 7
endorsing regimes and cooperating with institutions z AT Ah OEOON
international relationships and commitments get denser. That is why nuclear policies
may cause tensions by all means in this model.

When a society is divided about whether turn to the internationalization path 7

which involves, mainly, choices between economic openness and empowering the

DOEOAOA OAAOT O AT A TAOETT AT EOI ATl Az t8OT xET C

third model of political survival arises, as an hybrid of the first two. This model

OEEO

describes a political scenarET x EAOA xEEI A OI 1T A O1 AEAOUSO

choices, others will not. Settling these internal disputes and investing in a well

consolidated nuclear program may be a difficult path.

4, Non-Proliferation Treaty

After five years of many discussions, the USA and the Soviet Union reached an
ACOAAT AT O AAT OO -Pholifetnticn AANGXIBA G 17 AABT T 0068
main finality was to hinder that the five nuclear weapon states grew to ten or fifteen
in a near future. At the same time, the Treaty proposed to accelerate the future
development and the spread of the peaceful use of nuclear energy use in the world

(Willrich, 1971, p. 3). Previously, the idea had been to guarantee that no country
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developed nuclear weapons. Then, the idea is to limit the access to this kind of
technology.

The guilt of the international insecurity starts to come from the spread of mass
destruction weapons and from the growing of international arsenals (Lamaziere,
1998, p. 126). The control of armaments negotiated in bilateral, regional or global
terms, the motivation to the development of the regional disarmament, the
development of regional and global mechanisms of collective security, the speed of
machinery for peace and security of regional institutions and the United Nations are
some of the examples of initiative implementation attempt aiming at a more
cooperative and stable international order. The development of a non-proliferation
regime, even combining consensus and coercion, must be understood as a part of that
effort (Wrobel, 1993, p. 7).

Initially through a bilateral initiative with several diplomatic negotiations
between Washington and Moscow along with the support of London, it was concluded
in 1968 and opened to membership in 1970 the agreement that is considered the
center of the non-proliferation regime, the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) (Wrobel,
1993, p. 7). It is based on the understanding that nuclear weapons pose a serious risk
to international security.

The principles of the Treaty are: universality, i.e. the pursuit of universal
adherence to the NPT; non-proliferation, which would increase efforts to put into
practice the Treaty; nuclear disarmament, that considered, with the end of the Cold
War, the ideal opportunity for countries to reduce their nuclear stockpiles;
establishment of zones free of nuclear weapons, to promote regional peace; security
guarantees, which required the nuclear weapons states (NWS) to ensure the safety of
non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS); safeguards, which put in evidence the role of the
IAEA; and the peaceful use of nuclear energy (Vaz et al, 2008, p. 20).

The objective of the Treaty is to prevent the development of mass destruction
weapons by NNWS, who needed a concrete assurance that no other country without

such technology would have the right to develop them. Currently, the treaty has 185
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states, 5 of which have nuclear weapons (United States, China, France, England and
Russia - at the time, the Soviet Union). The other 180 states have a commitment to do
not develop nuclear weapons, as well as from developing nuclear technology only for
peaceful purposes, being regularly inspected by members of the International Atomic
Energy Agency.

Lamaziére (1998, p. 146) indicates as the functions of the non-proliferation
regime these three points:

9 Avoid that a scenery of fragmentation and peripheral instability ends up

aggravating the risk nuclear weapons and its missile vectors utilization;

1 For this, maintain not only the non-D O | EAAOAOQET T 11 OI
and, as a result, the effectiveness of its many operational mechanisms Z
exportation controls, safeguards, verification etc;

1 And also through the norm, ensure the legitimacy of the appeal, in the last
instance, to the Security Council, above all to the mechanisms foreseen in the
chapter 4 of the UN Charter.

According to Article I of the Treaty, which deals with non-proliferation,
nuclear-weapons states undertake not to transfer its nuclear weapons to countries
without such technology. Moreover, under Article VI, it is expected that countries
possessing nuclear weapons completely eliminate their nuclear arsenals. Article 11
prohibits non-nuclear weapon states to develop such weapons. As a guarantee of
security for these countries, Article IV states the cooperation of the owners, through
protection and transfer of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. Moreover, the
treaty advocates the peaceful use of nuclear energy; however, that use must be proved
to IAEA inspectors, and follows the first two articles of the treaty. The Article III
requires the NNWS to accept safeguards of the IAEA, which inspects the countries, to
ensure that such technology is being used for peaceful purposes.

Wrobel (1993, p.8) points out that there are several criticism about the Treaty
and to the notion of non proliferation regime, as well as remains active the use of

retaliation and sanction instruments to punish states considered at high risk to the
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nuclear proliferation, as happened with Iraq, in 1991, with the Resolution 687 (1991)
of the Security Council.

However, the NPT suffers considerable criticism due to its
determinations. First, due to its unequal character, according to which only five
countries have the right to possess nuclear weapons. Moreover, there are criticisms to
Article 4, due to its subjective nature, without forcing countries to suspend their
nuclear weapons. These countries, after more than 40 years of the Treaty, are still
showing resistance to accept demands for disarmament, showing minimal efforts
towards such decision.

The institution of the Treaty generates a peculiar international situation, for it
divides the nations between NWS and NNWS. The relation between the NWS and

738 DI 1T EAEAO EOh OEEO xAUh AAzEmdiEh@sAl U Al

been frequently approached in the specialized literature. There are two basic schools
of thought which try to provide explanations to the relation between these groups of
states divided by the ownership of nuclear weapons. The first one claims that there is
no relation between these two blocs of countries, inasmuch nations, mainly the NNWS,
take their positions regarding their own political and security considerations,
primordially based on regional issues. On the other hand, the second school of thought
argues that NNWS undertake their policies and motivations in this agenda after
I AOAOOEI ¢ .736 DI OEOEI1T08 4EAOA AOA EEOA AO
perceived: (1) nuclear weapons states can shape the security environment of the
regions within which non-nuclear weapon states reside; (2) nuclear weapons states
project a military utility for nuclear weapons by maintaining and modernizing them;
(3) nuclear weapons states can project a political utility for nuclear weapons; (4)
nuclear weapons states, by denying their own dismantlement, split the NPT
community; and (5) nuclear weapons states, as permanent members of the UNSC, are
meant to be the guardians of the NPT (Muller, 2009).

That explains why there are many of the NNWS which see as a threat to their

security the ownership of nuclear arsenals by some states. Such reasoning would
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justify the acquisition of nuclear weapons by some of these countries. Moreover, many
of the non-nuclear weapons states see as a threat to their security the ownership of
nuclear arsenals by nuclear weapons states.Such reasoning would justify the
acquisition of nuclear weapons by some of these countries, like India and North Korea,
for example. Along with Israel and Pakistan, those two countries are not party to the
treaty.! Wrobel emphasizes that the countries in opposition to the regime interpret
the NPT as a discriminatory treaty because it creates two kinds of states with different
rights and obligations (Wrobel, 1993, p. 13).

Another problem is the absence of normativity by the Treaty. Regarding this
limitation, the NPT depends solely on the commitment of its members to it, which
often is not observed. Thus, the international regime of nuclear non-proliferation
counts on the collaboration of two other factors that can help in the efficiency and
credibility of it. One factor is the system of nuclear safeguards, inspected by the
IAEA. Its operation employs the logic that by accepting the limits imposed by these
safeguards, countries need assistance in developing nuclear energy. The other factor
is the Nuclear Suppliers Group, established in 1974, and aimed to establish a conduit

for trade in nuclear material.

5. Contemporary approaches and case studies

After the end of the Cold War, the meaning of nuclear weapons has passed
through a profound transformation. During the previous geopolitical struggle, there
was a latent possibility of such weapons being used and, therefore, a profound crisis
be established throughout the world stage. When the dispute was over, a world power
was no longer characterized simply by its firepower, but much more by their economy
and technology. So, it was understood by many countries that the possession of
nuclear weapons does not mean security anymore, which encouraged many of them

to abandon their nuclear programs for military purposes.In such a context were

1 North Korea was a member until 2003, when it withdrew unilaterally.
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South Africa, who officially destroyed its nuclear capability, Brazil and Argentina, who
signed a quadripartite agreement with IAEA and Brazilian-Argentine Agency for
Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials (BAAC) (Wrobel, 1993, p. 16).

Although there is an optimistic side about the future of non-proliferation
regime presented by, for example, South Africa, Brazil and Argentina, it is possible to
identify another side, the pessimistic one, the one that do not believe in this regime. At
this side there are, for example, India and North Korea, which are not members of the

NPT.

5.1. Republic of India

For the Indian case, for example, Shuja identifies three reasons that led the
country to develop nuclear weapons. The first was as a mean of ensuring national
security, thanks to the regional context of South Asia. The second is related to the
international prestige, on the idea that nuclear weapons are a mean of legitimization
of power internationally. The third comes from the political-bureaucratic game of the
country, which can be explained by the will of those who are ahead in the country
(Shuja, 1999, p. 110).

The Indian nuclear history began in 1974 when the country detonated the first
military device of this kind. At the same time the Chinese nuclear program began,
what was considered the greatest external threat to the country. This fact represented
a regional instability and a failure of the non-proliferation regime. India called this
explosion pacific at the time, putting their efforts to limit its nuclear program, to meet
external pressures. Another rival was the country's neighbor Pakistan, whose
problems related to the territories of Punjab and Kashmir sparked three armed
conflicts in the last sixty years. This conflict led to new Indian nuclear tests in 1998,
which ultimately resulted in Pakistan's nuclear tests in the same year. This was the

main voltage nuclear disaster in the post-Cold War.

5.2. Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
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North Korea has always had, as a way to become evident in the international
scene, a policy of difficult negotiations and to be a part of controversy in the
world. With this policy, the country has managed to remain a crucial part even with
the end of the Cold War, causing seizures or nuclear missiles, to thereby draw
attention and gain momentum.

With the attacks of September 11, the United States stipulated AT OA@E2D 1 £ AO
where North Korea was placed with Iraq and Iran. Thus, the relations between the
two countries have become poor, resulting in numerous breaches of the North
Koreans, such as the expulsion of IAEA technical of the country in 2002, and, in the
end, its withdrawal from the NPT in 2003, becoming the first state to withdraw from
the Treaty, following extensive violations of its 1985 ratification commitments
(Solingen, 2007, p. 118). This event showed a weakness of the non-proliferation
regime, since neither the IAEA nor the Security Council could resolve the issue. While
the IAEA has just condemned the decision of North Korea, the Security Council passed
no relevant resolution on the subject.

In 2006, the country test-fired some missiles and an alleged nuclear weapon,
what caused a huge tension in the region. In this year, in contrast to 2003, the Security
Council of the United Nations adopted resolution 1718, which condemned the attitude
of North Korea and imposed economic and military sanctions to the country. In 2007,
they signed the Denuclearization Agreement of North Korea, in which the country
undertook to register all its nuclear facilities and then dismantle them in exchange for

financial assistance, materials and energy.

5.3. Islamic Republic of Iran

The Iranian case, on the other hand, is more complicated, as it is affirmed by
Bahgat, when he says that it is one of the most serious cases present in nuclear agenda
of the first decade of the twenty-first century (Bahgat, 2007, p. 8). The Iranian nuclear
program has been developed since the 1950s, with the help of the United States of

2 See http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2002/01 /print/20020129-11.html
(retrieved on July 5, 2010).
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America. Thus, in 1974, it was created the Atomic Energy Organization of
Iran. However, after the Iranian Revolution, in 1979, all nuclear efforts were
suspended in the country, and only small research continued ongoing. In 1970, the
country had ratified the NPT, allowing, from 1992 on, the IAEA safeguards inspect the
country.

Since the 1980s, when leaders decided to resume the Iranian nuclear program,
the United States, Israel and other countries accused Iran of having enough technology
to produce weapons of mass destruction. At the time, as the country did not find
Western partners to engage with its program, the country decided to sign agreements
with the Soviet Union and China.

The concern over its nuclear program increased in this century, with the
revelation by an opposition group, the National Council for Resistance in Iran, of
Iranian nuclear activities until then unknown by the world. Members of the IAEA and
European countries have concentrated their efforts on negotiations with the country's
leaders to make sure that Iran was still following the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Thus,
Iran signed the Additional Protocol, allowing tougher inspections of members of the
IAEA in the country. These inspections found no evidence of nuclear weapons
there. Moreover, Iranian officials insisted that the country was following the letter of
the NPT.

In December 2006, the Security Council adopted resolution 1737, which
decided to impose economic sanctions on the country. However, Iran has not
suspended its nuclear program. Therefore, Bahgat adopts four conclusions about the
Iranian program. First, the small confidence presented by the Iranian officials in
relation to the international community. Second, despite the need to be self-sufficient,
international participation weighs heavily in the creation of an Iranian nuclear
program. Third, as most information about Iran's nuclear program is registered, is
difficult to make an accurate assessment. However, it is believed that the country
developed a large nuclear infrastructure. And finally, despite all the accusations, so far

there is no information on weapons of mass destruction in Iran (Bahgat, 2007, p. 9).
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When analyzing the motivations of the country to develop nuclear energy, one
of the most obvious is to ensure its security. The country is inserted in the setting of
the Middle East, with all its conflicts, such as the Iran-Iraq war, in addition to its
quarrels with Israel. In addition, there is the conflict with the United States, which
increased after the attacks of September 11, that led the Western country to put
4AAEAOAT ET ORBABKo, thefe@sHNO fadt that ifs Qeighbérs Pakistan, India
and Israel, are part of the group of nuclear-armed countries. = Moreover, it is
impossible to do an analysis of the country without talking about its president,
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, whose controversial profile says a lot about his motivations
over Iranian nuclear program. Ahmadinejad falls in the international context as an
actor whose main goal may be appointed as the search for respect for the
country. Then, this program can be understood as seeking nuclear weapons, although
all the affirmations of Ahmadinejad that his purpose is completely peaceful, but with
the larger nationalist purpose, that understands how essential is the Iranian
imposition in front of the international officials.

Lamaziere points out that the imminent introduction of nuclear armaments in
regional conflicts of high volatility strengthened the non proliferation norm, giving it a
new force (Lamaziere, 1998, p. 147). Therefore, as it is defended by Wrobel, the
proliferation of WMD was a key component of the conduct of a politic and strategic
competition between East and West and purchased an even more particular
dimension with the uncertainties that surround the agenda of international issues.
Thus, an international order in transition to the multipolarity must concentrate all the
efforts to develop effective mechanisms of security and the spread control of WMD

must be seen as a key step in this direction (Wrobel, 1993, p. 8).

6. Nuclear Terrorism

If the proliferation of WMD among states is seen by the Security Council as well

as by the international community as a threat to international peace and security, it is
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also a fact that the acquirement of this kind of weapons by terrorist groups is an issue
that deserve as much attention. Therefore, the international actions regarding WMD,
and mainly nuclear non-proliferation regimes, require, at a broader scope, special
political and institutional treatments to address the relation between terrorism and
the use of these weapons.
10 7A1 OE DI ET OOh OEA AgDPOAOOEIT O1 OAI AAO
ET AEAAT OO0 xEOE xEAAI U AEAZZAOAT O AEAOAAOAOEOO
found (Walsh, 2003): (1) the use of a nuclear weapon; (2) terrorist operations against
nuclear facilities, which can result into a release of radioactivity; and, (3), the use of a
radiological material with purposes of contamination.
The UNSC made, for the first time, a link between terrorist activities and WMD
right after September 11, in the Resolution 1373. Calling a global struggle against
terrorism, its text prescribed to all states measures that should be undertaken in
order to avoid terrorist activities. This could be made, as the resolution prescribes,
through three different ways: by imposing barriers on the organization, development
and financing of terrorist groups; by intensifying and rising the exchange of
information among countries; and also by establishing the Counterterrorist
#1 11 EOOAAR A 3AAOOEOU #1 OT AEI 60 OOAOEAEAO
implementation of S/RES/1373 (UNSC, 2009).
In 2004, the UNSC adopted Resolution 1540, one of the most important
documents regarding this agenda. It stated that the illicit trafficking of WMD
constitutes a major threat to international peace and security. The UNSC recognized
that the primary responsibility for fighting WMD proliferation and potential terrorist
use of WMD rests in UN member states themselves (Arnold, 2008). Due to that, the
resolution called for domestic approaches to this issue, requiring states to adopt laws
prohibiting non-state actors to engage in any of these illicit activities and also refrain
from providing support to any non-state group willing to acquire, traffic or transfer

any kind of WMD. Although the target of this resolution is non-state actors (mainly,

terrorist groups), it affects both kinds of international and domestic actors. Moreover,
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Resolution 1540 also contributed to the expansion of the scope of obligations that
states under NPT have to comply with, addressing to the WMD non-proliferation
regime new assets (Security Council Report, 2009). In order to assist the
implementation of this Resolution, it was created the 1540 Committee. This organ,
also subsidiary to the UNSC, is formed by a group of experts who cope with the work
of the members of the Security Council on this matter.

The effective implementation of Resolution 1540 has faced several challenges
since its publication. The Resolution lacks a stronger normative support, which is
essential to 1540 Committee works, based on UNSC prescriptions and assistance to
the implementation of tougher measures in countries against terrorism, throughout

their domestic legislations and policies. Thus, tE AOA EO A CADP AAOxAAI

Ol OAOAECT 6uh OEA OAOGI i1 O iT60 1 ACEOEI AAU
AOAT AxT OEOG jp.3)@Hatinded\th be solwen.

7. Final considerations

Departing from a historical review, this article tried to develop some
theoretical and conceptual approaches to the nuclear weapons matter in order to
understand the contemporary international scenario, as long as it regards
international institutions and agreements, countries' positions and policies and also
other issues, such as the nuclear terrorism and the institutional design to avoid
nuclear proliferation (safeguards system, IAEA and UNSC subsidiary bodies).

We have seen that the contemporary approaches have little to do with those
from the Cold War years due to two very important acknowledgments. First, the
international politics have changed dramatically a few decades to now, since there is
not a bipolar distribution of power anymore, which had oriented the course of world
events. Second, the international security agenda, consequently, has also changed, in
the sense that it, now, includes new issues and has to deal with new perspectives - as,

for instance, nuclear terrorism, environmental matters and cross-cultural issues. That
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is why the theoretical section has brought to us some academic explanations to why
do some countries are interested in Quuclearized themselves and also how does the
possession of WMD affect world affairs, in order to shed a new light to the
contemporary state of things in this agenda.

Then, the article analyzed the international regime of nuclear non-
proliferation. This analysis was centered on the role of the Security Council, the NPT
and IAEA. The Security Council has several tools to address the question, such as the
1540 Committee and the Sanctions Committee. The NPT, seen as a huge effort to
contain military nuclearization of States, has developed institutional assets and
procedures regarding the non-spread of this weapons as well as forcing countries to
comply with standard procedures, through [IAEA provisions (mainly safeguards and
verification activities). This way, some case studies where brought up to illustrate the
question and to instigate a reflection on the validity and efficiency of this regime, as
the same time to analyze how does domestic scenarios react to nuclear weapons

matters.
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