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Policy Analysis and Proposal


THE PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS AND MATERIALS
Abstract:


As evidenced by current world events, the proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials remains one of the most pressing security concerns for the United States.  Although we agree that many of our current policies, including most of our international regime memberships, are effective in preventing the spread of nuclear technology, there still exist many pressing aspects of our national strategy for nuclear nonproliferation that require revision and extension.  Specifically, the United States must push for comprehensive and globally-supported export controls on both methods and materials, increase nuclear fuel cycle protections, and present an integrated and transparent method for counter-proliferation actions in order to foster greater cooperation for international policy enforcement.  Central to these tasks are a greater respect for multilateral approaches and the recognition that, as the world’s largest nuclear power, the United States must play the leading role in global non-proliferation efforts.
The continued proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials poses a significant threat to international peace and security.  It is important to begin discussion on methods to minimize this threat by recognizing our objective: a severely decreased likelihood of nuclear attack, nearly to the point where such an attempt is not even possible.  While this goal is clearly decades in the making, three key tasks must be performed by the United States in order to begin this process: preventing the spread of nuclear material, technology, and expertise; the strengthening of norms and responsibilities for international actors; and the recognition that these requirements must be adequately enforced if they are to remain effective tools in the fight against nuclear proliferation.


A few assumptions must be identified in order to effectively define the scope of this issue.  First, the proliferation of nuclear material inherently decreases international security.  As the number of states with nuclear weapons increases, so does the risk of usage by non-state actors, or even the states themselves.  Second, extensive diplomatic engagement is required due to the global nature of the issue.  The United States cannot undertake such a momentous task as worldwide nonproliferation without the assistance and support of other states.  As such, our actions must be guided by a continued conversation with the rest of the international community.  Third, enforcement, or the threat of enforcement, may be necessary in order to combat significant threats to international security.  It is unreasonable to think that norms alone will prevent the proliferation of nuclear material.  Among these goals and assumptions lies an important obligation: the United States, due to its past and present nuclear activities, must play a significant role in solving this problem.
Methods and Materials

Material and expertise control plays a critical role in limiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons to both states and non-state actors.  Of particular concern in regards to non-state actors—specifically terrorist organizations—is the careful regulation and control of Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU).  The United States focuses on export controls for specific nuclear technologies and materials, but a greater emphasis should also be placed on the protection of expertise and the ability of international regimes to regulate the production, transportation, and use of HEU.
Although existing regimes utilize collective agreement to ensure protected materials are not transported from their member states, an effective system of material and expertise control requires full international acceptance.  As such, the United States should encourage the creation of a new organization, under the purview of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), whose primary focus is the tracking of nuclear materials and the expertise required for nuclear weapon development.  International regimes such as the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group and the Wassenaar Arrangement provide concise guidelines and lists of proliferation-related materials and technologies; they must continue to play a significant role in defining and expanding and internationally-accepted list of nuclear materials and technologies likely to be used in nuclear weapons production.
This agency will expand current efforts to track and catalogue all existing weapons-grade nuclear materials and identify new material as it is created in reactor programs throughout the world.  Additionally, this new organization will be responsible for helping to protect sensitive knowledge in the area of nuclear weapons development.  These efforts begin by coordinating exiting efforts of organizations such as Russian Threat Initiative (RTI) and the Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI).  The sheer mass of unsecured HEU in the former Soviet Union is undeniable, thus many of our existing nonproliferation programs emphasize the security of nuclear material.  However, the proliferation of specialized knowledge has received little emphasis.
Often, the linchpin of a state’s nuclear development is the utilization of another state’s experts.  While a crude nuclear device can be created from existing open-source information, the knowledge required to create a reliable weapon system to be used as a missile package requires expert know-how.  As one example, top experts from Pakistan’s Khan Research Laboratories traveled to Iran in 1993 and trained nuclear scientists on effective plutonium production and uranium enrichment techniques, both of which are still in use today.  Expertise proliferation is one of the hardest mediums for intelligence agencies to uncover, yet it is also one of the most important.  As such, the United States should encourage inter-state communication on suspicious travel of known nuclear weapons experts, as well as develop increased mechanisms for providing occupations security to nuclear experts deemed most likely to steal nuclear material for financial reasons.
In order to discourage the efforts of non-state actors, the United States should urge adoption of increased criminal and civil punishments for nuclear proliferation, as called for in United Nations Security Council Resolution 1540, by all states party to nonproliferation organizations.  The United States has lacked any form of congressionally-legislated commercial export controls since 2001 and has operated under Executive Order, invoking the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) for the past six years.  In order to set the example for the international community and strengthen our domestic nonproliferation efforts, Congress should quickly pass the Export Enforcement Act of 2007, as presented and advocated by the US Department of Commerce.  This will increase the maximum corporate and individual criminal penalties from $50,000 to $5 million and $1 million, respectively.
The Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), one of our championed systems of international cooperation in the fight against nuclear proliferation, specifically urges its member states to “Adopt streamlined procedures for rapid exchange of relevant information concerning suspected proliferation activity....”  While the interdiction principles outlined by the PSI have gained increasing support internationally, with nearly 60 states expressing support for the program, few efforts have been made to systematize and coordinate intelligence efforts against proliferation.  Central to this problem is the lack of clear international legislation pertaining to the exchange of proliferation-related intelligence.  In order to achieve better enforcement and intelligence-sharing capabilities, the United States should urge the members of the PSI to adopt stricter intelligence and enforcement principles for the interdiction of nuclear materials, as well as demand that these principles are actualized in domestic policies.  However, international infrastructure pertaining to intelligence-sharing and enforcement cooperation serves to delay and bureaucratize these coordination processes; all specific systems for the exchange of information should be conducted using bilateral agreements, with internationally-accepted guidelines for cooperation acting as their framework.
Nuclear Fuel Cycle Protections

There are inherent dangers within certain stages of the nuclear fuel cycle that can pose a significant threat to the international community.  Current measures tend to focus on the proliferation of weapons or the technology required for weapons development.  One cause for this preference is the ambiguity of current nuclear fuel cycle regimes, which results in drastic uncertainty regarding whether a state’s fuel cycle operations are being utilized for weapons development.  While Article III of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) requires states to forgo efforts to produce nuclear weapons, uranium enrichment and plutonium production, two processes that can directly lead to weaponization, are unrestricted as long as the state can justify their necessity in terms of nuclear power production.  This limitation results in an unclear understanding of the intent behind a state’s nuclear fuel cycle until weapons development is nearly complete.  The current political environment provides the perfect moment to change our administrative policy towards multilateralism and foster a greater utilization of diplomatic engagement.

The United States should continue to emphasize universal ratification of the Additional Protocol to the NPT.  This will aid the inspectors of the IAEA in ensuring states with existing uranium enrichment processes are using their facilities for peaceful nuclear fuel production, not the development of nuclear weapons.  In situations where the IAEA refers an issue to the UN Security Council for action, the United States must remain cognizant of the special role diplomacy plays in gaining support for our position.  Too often, the United States pays lip-service to the members of the Security Council, failing to secure approval and, most importantly, material support, for enforcement of UN-mandated economic sanctions and military action.  Given the globalized nature of the current international system, international policy requires extensive enforcement support in order to remain legitimate.
Likewise, the United States should continue to take an aggressive stance against the political efforts by individual leaders of international organizations, specifically the IAEA, in resolving situations of international dispute.  Whether this involves reminding the Director-General of his role as a conduit for inter-state negotiation or requires action to force resignation, the United States cannot allow the administrative head of the IAEA to disrupt our dialogue with other nations.  This creates false promises and an unclear exchange of information.

The Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) is a step in the right direction toward providing a safe and secure nuclear fuel cycle to developing countries.  The current list of sixteen members, which includes the Permanent Five minus Britain, indicates that the GNEP could potentially provide a robust solution in the future for energy-poor states while avoiding the proliferation concerns associated with Plutonium Uranium Extraction (PUREX) reprocessing and nuclear waste management.  However, this arrangement should be carefully monitored in the face of potential opposition:  some states will still demand the right to independent enrichment activities for scientific prestige, covert nuclear weapons development, and their mistrust in becoming energy-dependent on another state.
At the same time, our nuclear research laboratories have developed a multitude of solutions to the growing energy crisis in the developing world.  Systems such as the Secure, Transportable, Autonomous Reactor (STAR) System will do much to relieve the power-generation concerns industrializing states normally face.  These reactor systems require minimal maintenance, little power grid infrastructure, and are nearly impervious to proliferation due to their design characteristics.  All nuclear fuel cycle operations, other than actual power generation, are performed off-site in participating countries’ fuel cycle facilities.  By using these systems, the United States will be able to provide states with adequate energy production capabilities while limiting the proliferation risk normally associated with nuclear power generation.
It is important to remember, however, that the multilateral approach to nuclear fuel cycles operations will never work unless the agreements required for implementation are internationally accepted by as many states as possible.  At the same time, we must remember that the United States cannot and should not try to conduct conversion and enrichment activities for the entire world; many states, specifically our four nuclear weapon state partners under the NPT, can play an increasing role in supporting the nuclear fuel cycles of many non-nuclear weapon states.  The Russian government is already taking steps to provide enrichment, waste storage, and fuel fabrication processes to the international community by means of an “International Nuclear Fuel Cycle Center”, its similarity to some GNEP programs allows us to work together towards internationalizing the nuclear fuel cycle.  
We must remain cognizant of the many reasons a state undertakes efforts to conduct their own enrichment activities: scientific prestige, national security and energy independence, or possible nuclear weapons development.  Cooperation towards the scientific development of nuclear fuel cycle processes should remain open to states that desire the scientific prestige associated with nuclear fuel cycle programs.  In situations where national security or energy-dependence concerns prevent states from utilizing multilateral fuel cycle processes, we must work towards regional or bilateral agreements that alleviate their fears while still preventing a wholly indigenous nuclear fuel cycle.  In situations where no clear justification exists except nuclear weapons development, the United States must remain prepared to enforce the requirements of international law.
Counter Proliferation 

In the event that a state is unwilling to cease development of its nuclear weapons program, the international community must be willing to prevent its development through graduated enforcement measures.  Failure to enforce these requirements does not solely result in a new state with nuclear weapons capabilities; the possession of nuclear weapons can spark an arms race, as well as increase regional political and economic instability.  The enforcement of international policy has three requirements for the means and methods of the United States.  First, they must remain international in scope for as long as possible; methods of prevention must be multilateral in nature, even after we suspect or confirm a state’s development of nuclear weapons.  Second, we cannot and should not ‘go it alone’ without a clear understanding of the political and economic costs to unilateral action.  International disapproval for non-cooperative behavior may hamper our ability to achieve other necessary objectives in the future; however, our self-defense must remain a paramount concern, especially given the known ties between some statebs and terrorist organizations.  Third, we must continue to clarify what events will trigger elevated responses against a noncompliant state.  In the pre-war period before the US invasion of Iraq, much of the dispute over international enforcement methods stemmed from an unclear understanding of what specific actions would result in an elevated enforcement response—for the United States, noncompliance by the Iraqi regime of existing UNSC resolutions meant severe military action, while France maintained an entirely different interpretation.  Regardless of what stage in the graduated enforcement process the international community finds itself in, decisions must be based on clear, accurate intelligence.  Single-source methods should never be used as an acceptable reason for any form of economic sanction or military action.

Before any type of enforcement is used, the United States must be willing to utilize diplomatic techniques to compel program abandonment.  Although prior administrations have attempted to marginalize regimes through the cessation of all diplomatic ties, this standard is counterintuitive to achieving success.  This does not mean that the United States must conduct bilateral discussions on specific topics, but the ability to directly exchange information, the cornerstone function of diplomacy, is clearly conducive to achieving the goods of the international community.  Depending on a state’s motivations for nuclear weapons development, other negotiation techniques, such as promises of normalized relations, economic incentives, trade partnerships, or even collective security agreements, may go far in alleviating the fears that cause noncompliance.  Clearly, limited diplomatic engagement is a better option for all parties involved than any form of sanctioning or military action.

In the event that diplomatic negotiation and incentives fail to stop weapons development, economic sanctions must be the next step in generating pressure against the noncompliant state.  These measures serve to raise the costs both economically and politically in relation to a state’s nuclear program.  Sanctioning tools such as the freezing of international assets and the cessation of business ties can be performed by individual states through international agreement.  However, multilateral economic sanctions should also include the severance of financial assistance by international programs.  Organizations such as the World Trade Organization and the World Bank, as well as appropriate regional trade bodies, should aid international counter-proliferation attempts; the United States must be willing to back up efforts through the threat of non-participation or non-funding to these same organizations.  These actions must remain focused on the regime, not the general population, of a noncompliant state.  For example, the many years of international isolation has resulted in over 80% of North Korean children being malnourished.  This clear humanitarian crisis cannot be entirely attributed to the actions of Kim Jong-Il’s regime.  Successful targeting of economic sanctions can prevent this from occurring in the future.  The advantage of economic sanctioning is that the political and diplomatic costs are much lower than those of military action.  However, economic sanctions do not physically prevent states from continuing their efforts towards nuclear weapon development.  Further, depending on the size and prosperity of the noncompliant state, economic sanctioning can have a detrimental affect on other states in the international system; smaller states play a greater price than larger, more developed, states.  Lastly, the effects of economic sanctioning take time to achieve maximum results.  This still provides the state with time to conduct weapons research and development, but it does increase cost and decrease the production speed of these programs.

In the event that economic sanctions fail to achieve compliance, the international community must face a decision: either accept the state’s nuclear weapons program, or prevent further development through the use of military force.  Accepting a state’s nuclear weapons program allows the international community to offer logistical and technical support to ensure the security of the program, possibly through a 3rd party if direct involvement from the United States is rejected.  Further, international acceptance can encourage participation in international nonproliferation regimes.  If this option is utilized, the ramifications for regional security can be alleviated through extended deterrence in the region.  Militarily, surgical strikes against specific nuclear facilities minimize the number of civilian casualties while focusing the scope of military action to nuclear weapons development.  In order to stop further weapons development, attacks on critical government or military infrastructure may also be necessary.  However, this can also encourage increased resistance and retaliation by the noncompliant regime.
This is an important decision, because the political, economic, and strategic costs are high for both diplomatic recognition and military action.  By accepting the state’s nuclear weapons program, the international community de-legitimizes its policies, increasing the likelihood of future noncompliance.  Military action, however, can create massive political fallout for the states involved, both domestically and internationally.  Further, military action can result in retaliation by the noncompliant regime; at the same time, failed action may not achieve compliance and reassure the state of the necessity of nuclear weapons to prevent future strikes.


By looking at this issue through the scope of these three areas, the United States can more effectively revitalize nonproliferation programs for the international community and effectively prevent the spread of weapons-grade material.  As previously stated, unilateral military action should always be our last option, and only after careful consideration of the costs associated with such drastic measures.  As a world leader, the United States should continue to play an increased role in preparing adequate solutions to combat the proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials; the future dynamics of the international community depend on our unwavering and multilateral commitment.
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