PAGE  
7

Scusa 59 theme: 
“Uncertain future: freedom, security, and responsibility”

PROLIFERATION OF WEAPONS AND MATERIALS
Any use of nuclear weapons, by accident or design, risks human casualties and economic dislocation on a catastrophic scale. Stopping the proliferation of such weapons—and their potential use, by either State or non-State actors—must remain an urgent priority for collective security.
Report of the UN Secretary-General’s 
High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change,
 2 December 2004

The SCUSA theme this year is centered on uncertainties linked to the issues of freedom, security, and responsibility. One key concern today is the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their related materials. Three key areas in proliferation merit further discussion: the nuclear nonproliferation treaty, proliferation to states, and proliferation to non-state actors, leading to nuclear terrorism. 
Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) entered into force in 1970 and in 1995 was extended indefinitely with review conferences every five years. A multilateral effort led by nuclear weapons states (NWS), the NPT has three key objectives: prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and technology, promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and further the goal of eventual disarmament. A total of 190 states have signed the treaty, five of whom are NWS with existing weapons stockpiles, the remaining being non-nuclear weapons states (NNWS) who agree not to seek any.
Some believe there is no place for the NPT today, that it has lost its purpose. Although a great majority of signatories continue to comply with the Treaty obligations, the NPT has not prevented the spread of technology and weapons to countries outside the original five NWS. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) plays a role in regarding non-compliance by States with their safeguards obligations as well as on matters relating to international peace and security. Is the IAEA an effective monitor for Treaty non-compliance regarding safeguards and security of nuclear technology? Different states each lay emphasis on different aspects of the treaty, creating obstacles to accomplishing any needed changes. The recent emphasis on non-proliferation alone has turned attention away from other fundamental aspects of the NPT, like disarmament.
 
The 2005 NPT Review Conference met to review the implementation of the NPT, but was unable to produce consensus on many issues. Why are states disagreeing? On what issues? How does this impact the US? What role does the US play as a NWS and larger power to influence the NPT? Is there still a place for a multilateral approach to nonproliferation?
Countries of Concern

State-to-state proliferation leads to a country breaking NPT obligations to acquire WMD capabilities of its own. Two states of concern today are Iran and North Korea. Are these two planning to develop offensive nuclear arsenals? How do their actions impact the United States and US foreign policy?
Iran

Iran started a nuclear program in the 1970s under the Shah that involved the construction of nuclear facilities by outside companies, mainly from Europe. With the exile of the Shah in 1979, these programs were halted. Political and religious turmoil followed for much of the next two decades with numerous incidents drawing international attention. The US hostage crisis of 1979-81, the Iran-Iraq war of 1980-1988, Iranian support of Hezbollah in Lebanon (leading to the Iran-Contra affair), the USS Vincennes and the Salman Rushdie affairs, among others, led to ongoing US and international criticism of the Iranian government.

In the mid- to late-1990s, despite elections won by reformists, the US began to impose sanctions on Iran for sponsoring terrorism and seeking to gain nuclear weapons. In 2002, Iran was named, along with Iraq and North Korea, as part of the “axis of evil” by President Bush. In the same year, Russia began aiding in the redesign of one of the nuclear reactors begun in the 1970s. Since then, Iran, as a signatory of the NPT, has come under heavy scrutiny by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) concerning its nuclear programs, particularly their large and initially undeclared program to enrich uranium. The US and much of Europe have been nearly constant in their criticism of Iran’s lack of cooperation with the IAEA and refusal to stop their uranium enrichment operations.

Since 2005, when ultra-conservative Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was elected president, concerns over enrichment activities have been coupled with concerns about extreme rhetoric. Statements directed toward the elimination of Israel and continued confrontations with the IAEA and the UN renewed fear that Iran was pursuing a nuclear weapons program. Iran has announced that it is capable of enriching uranium via centrifuge technology on an industrial scale and insists any international interference impinges upon its sovereignty.

North Korea

The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) came into existence in 1948 under already growing Cold War tensions between the US and USSR. The US and the USSR had discussed the political status of the Korean peninsula since 1945 and their inability to agree on the character and composition of the government for a unified peninsula led to the separation of the DPRK from the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea). Border skirmishes began almost immediately, culminating with a massive surprise attack from the North in June, 1950. The United Nations took its first action in Korea and eventually the DPRK and its Chinese “volunteer” supporters signed an armistice with the United Nations Command (UNC) in 1953. No official peace treaty has been signed and both the DPRK and ROK view the boundary currently separating them at the 38th parallel as a temporary border.
For the next 45 years, North Korea remained a highly centralized, communist government under the control of Kim Il Sung. Relations with South Korea remained highly strained and at times non-existent, despite occasional attempts at cooperation on such issues as trade and family reunification across the border. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, average income in North Korea dropped drastically and continues well below 1990 levels today. Following Kim Il Sung’s death in 1994, his son, Kim Jong Il, took power. Pyongyang’s self-sufficiency policy was relaxed somewhat and the North accepted a measure of foreign aid. Nevertheless, the ongoing policy of “military first” – the spending of an estimated 25% of the GDP on the military – continues to limit any socio-economic recovery. 

In 1985, North Korea signed the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and in 1992 agreed to the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula. After failing to allow IAEA inspectors and safeguards into its nuclear facilities, North Korea signed the “Agreed Framework” with the US in 1994, agreeing to freeze their nuclear activities and allow inspectors in return for a number of energy and political aid packages. Since then, however, there has been continual international criticism of the DRPK’s lack of adherence to the NPT as well as other agreements.

In late 2002 and 2003, North Korea removed the existing IAEA safeguards at its facilities and announced its withdrawal from the NPT. North Korea has accused the US of “hostile intent” and announced that it was pursuing a nuclear weapons program to deter US military aggression.  Graudally moving away from its single-minded confrontation with the United States, North Korea eventually agreed to three- and six-party talks (involving China, Russia, Japan, and South Korea) in 2003. Despite numerous rounds of talks over the next three years, during which various agreements and statements were made and later retracted (some have suggested that the timing of North Korea’s agreed shutdowns was simply a way for them to extract fuel rods for plutonium processing), North Korea announced a successful nuclear detonation on October 9, 2006. Air samples taken appeared to confirm that a test had indeed occurred, with a yield of less than a kiloton. Six-party talks resumed in 2007 and North Korea hosted a team of experts from Russia, China, and the US in September 2007 to discuss denuclearization.

The policies of Iran and North Korea are clearly vital issues in current discussions of proliferation and the appropriate American response. Are nuclear weapons in Iran or North Korea worth going to war over? What is the limit of actions that the US should take to prevent the development of a nuclear weapon in Iran or North Korea? Should the US be willing to take unilateral action in Iran or North Korea? Should the US make a formal written statement of non-aggression against North Korea in return for nuclear openness? Can we believe Iranian claims that their nuclear program is for peaceful purposes? Is deterrence driving Iran and North Korea to possess nuclear programs?  Which country should receive the focus of American non-proliferation efforts? What is the next American policy step if sanctions continue to fail to curb nuclear weapons programs in Iran and North Korea?  

Nuclear Terrorism


After the events of September 11, 2001, there can be little doubt that if Al Qaeda acquired a nuclear weapon they would use it to cause as much harm as possible. What better way for Al Qaeda to further its stated goal of bringing about the destruction of the U.S. than through the use of a nuclear weapon against the U.S. or one of its allies? The threat from nuclear terrorism is real, and is recognized as such by the U.S. Government. President Bush stated in November 2001 that, "Our highest priority is to keep terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction." Of all the types of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) that terrorists may attempt to employ – chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and high-yield explosives – the kind that has the greatest potential to cause mass casualties, physical devastation over a large area, and widespread panic is nuclear. Fortunately, the materials required to construct a nuclear weapon are difficult to obtain, making a terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon still far less likely than an attack by more conventional means. Nevertheless, since the consequences of a terrorist attack using a nuclear weapon would be so dire, the threat of nuclear terrorism must be taken seriously and active steps must be taken now to ensure that the probability of a terrorist nuclear attack remains low.


To begin, it is important to draw the distinction between “radiological weapons” and “nuclear weapons”. The most common type of radiological weapon (commonly referred to as either a radiological dispersal device (RDD) or “dirty bomb”) would simply be a conventional explosive device designed to spread radiological contamination. The explosive power of this type of RDD would most likely be on the order of hundreds of pounds of TNT and be solely due to the conventional explosives – there would be no nuclear yield. The casualties caused by an RDD will almost exclusively be due to the explosive force of the conventional explosives used to disperse the radioactive material. The main effect of the radioactive contamination spread by an RDD will be to spread fear among the local population and to cause the target nation to expend a large amount capital and effort to decontaminate the affected area. Constructing a RDD would be a much simpler task for a terrorist group than constructing a nuclear weapon. Essentially, all the terrorist would need is a radioactive source (the larger the activity better) and conventional explosives. Since radioactive sources are commonly used in medical facilities, universities, and in industry, it would not be overly difficult for a terrorist group to obtain the needed material either legally or illegally. Compounding the problem is the fact that many of these radioactive sources are not under the strictest security, especially outside the U.S., Japan, and Western Europe. Currently, a terrorist RDD attack is more likely to occur than a terrorist attack using a nuclear weapon.


By contrast, a nuclear weapon is defined as “a device that releases nuclear energy in an explosive manner as a result of nuclear chain reactions involving the fission or fusion, or both, of atomic nuclei.”
 The explosive force of nuclear weapons is typically measured in thousands of tons of TNT, referred to as its yield. For example, a nuclear weapon with an explosive force of 5,000 tons of TNT would be said to have a yield of 5 KT (kilotons). The energy released in a nuclear explosion is divided among three primary effects: blast, thermal, and nuclear radiation. For a nuclear weapon detonated near the Earth’s surface, about 50% of a nuclear weapon’s explosive energy will be released in the form of blast and shock, 35% will be in the form of thermal effects, and the remaining 15% will be from nuclear radiation (prompt and delayed). Even a small nuclear weapon (~ 1 KT) detonated in a major city would destroy all structures within about a kilometer and kill ten of thousands of people instantly. These effects would be compounded by mass panic, disruption of emergency services, and nuclear fallout (radioactive contamination). A terrorist attack on a major city with a nuclear weapon would be disaster of unparalleled proportions. 


The main limiting factor preventing terrorists from constructing a nuclear weapon is (to date) their inability to obtain the sufficient quantities (typically tens of kilograms) of either highly-enriched uranium (HEU) or plutonium. Neither HEU nor plutonium occurs naturally, and producing them in the quantities needed for a nuclear weapon is beyond the reasonable capability of any terrorist organization. To obtain the HEU or plutonium for a nuclear weapon, terrorists will have to either steal it or acquire it from a sponsor state with production capability. Despite the difficulties involved, compelling evidence exists that terrorist organizations, including Al Qaeda, are actively trying to obtain the means and materials needed to construct a nuclear device. Because of concerns about the security of HEU and plutonium, particularly in the states of the former Soviet Union, several nonproliferation programs have been established by the U.S. and the world community (through the IAEA) to prevent nuclear materials and nuclear expertise from falling into the wrong hands. These include the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program, International Materials Protection and Cooperation, Russian Transition Initiatives, HEU Transparency Implementation, Elimination of Weapons-Grade Plutonium Production, Fissile Materials Disposition, and the Global Threat Reduction Initiative. These programs recognize the fact that the best way to prevent nuclear terrorism from happening is to prevent terrorists from ever acquiring a nuclear weapon. If terrorists ever do acquire a nuclear weapon, the U.S. and Europe cannot depend on its border security and detection efforts at its ports to ensure the weapon does not get into the country.


Some questions to consider about nuclear terrorism and proliferation to non-state actors: What should the main U.S. effort be in working against domestic nuclear terrorism? Are U.S. efforts to prevent nuclear terrorism enough? Based on the relatively low probability of nuclear terrorism, is the U.S. placing excessive emphasis on this problem, diverting money that could be better spent elsewhere for more pressing security needs? Are the programs currently in place adequate, or are others needed? If new programs are needed, what should they be? Can the U.S. do a better job at gaining world cooperation on this issue? Does President Bush’s proposed nuclear agreement with India (a non-signatory of the NPT) help or hinder our credibility in the fight against nuclear terrorism? Since ensuring that terrorists do not obtain HEU or plutonium is generally regarded as the key to preventing nuclear terrorism, is the U.S. putting too much effort into border security and detection measures? What should the U.S. policy be to limit the possibility of nuclear terrorism? 
This year SCUSA delegates will consider the issues of uncertainty. While many of the issues identified in this summary focus on proliferation of specifically nuclear concern, there is also ample cause for worry that chemical and biological weapons might fall into the wrong hands. Overall policy proposals ultimately must be evaluated in terms of their short- and long-term impact on U.S. interests. When debating appropriate policy choices, the proliferation roundtable must consider the political, economic, and military costs of different policy choices. 

RECOMMENDED READINGS

Albright, David and Corey Hinderstein. "Unraveling the A. Q. Khan and Future Proliferation Networks." The Washington Quarterly vol. 28, no. 2 (Spring 2005): pp. 111-128. http://www.twq.com/05spring/docs/05spring_albright.pdf
Allison, Graham. Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe. New York: Times Books, 2004. 
http://www.henryholt.com/holt/nuclearterrorism.htm
Behrens, Carl E., “Nuclear Nonproliferation Issues”, Congressional Research Service Issue Brief for Congress, April 19, 2005. 
http://www.missilethreat.com/repository/doclib/20050409-CRS-nukenonprolif.pdf 

Bunn, Matthew, Executive Summary of Securing the Bomb, Project on Managing the Atom, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, Commissioned by the Nuclear Threat Initiative, September 2007. http://www.nti.org/e_research/exsummary_stb07.pdf 
Campbell, Kurt M., et al. The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear
      Choices. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2004.


Cooper, Mary H. "Nuclear Proliferation and Terrorism." The CQ Researcher vol. 14, no. 13
 (2 April 2004): pp. 297-319.
De Nevers, Renee.  “NATO’s International Security Role in the Terrorist Era.” International

      Security vol 31, no. 4 (Spring 2007): pp. 34-66. 


Baradei, Mohamed, IAEA Director General. “Nuclear Proliferation and the Potential Threat of
 Nuclear Terrorism.” Speech given by 8 November 2004. http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/terrorism/director-general-threat-of-nuclear-terrorism.html
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). http://www.iaea.org/About/index.html   

Medalia, Jonathan, “Nuclear Terrorism: A Brief Review of Threats and Responses.” CRS Report for Congress, 22 September 2004. (http://www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/terrorism/threats-and-responses_crs092204_nti_org.pdf) 
Mueller, John. “Radioactive Hype.” National Interest, no. 91 (Sept-Oct 2007): pp. 59-67.
Nuclear Threat Initiative website, Country studies and daily headlines. www.nti.org
du Preez, Jean. “The 2005 NPT Review Conference: Challenges and Prospects Ahead.” Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 2005. http://cns.miis.edu/research/npt/05revconf.htm.
Raas, Whitney, and Austin Long. “Osirak Redux? Assessing Israeli Capabilities to Destroy Iranian Nuclear Facilities.”  International Security vol 31, no. 4 (Spring 2007): pp. 7-33.
Rood, John C., Assistant Secretary for International Security and Nonproliferation. Remarks to the Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction, National Defense University, May 16, 2007. http://www.state.gov/t/isn/rls/rm/85532.htm
Sagan, Scott D. and Kenneth N. Waltz. The Spread of Nuclear Weapons. A Debate Renewed. New York: W.W. Norton, 2003.
United Nations, “The Biological Weapons Convention.” http://www.unog.ch/80256EE600585943/(httpPages)/04FBBDD6315AC720C1257180004B1B2F?OpenDocument 

United Nations, “Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of  Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction.” http://disarmament.un.org/wmd/cwc/index.html 

United Nations, “Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT).” http://disarmament.un.org/wmd/npt/
U.S. Department of State, “Combating WMD Terrorism.” http://www.state.gov/t/isn/c16403.htm
U.S. Department of State, “Country Studies.” www.state.gov
� Jean du Preez, “The 2005 NPT Review Conference: Challenges and Prospects Ahead” CNS website (2005) � HYPERLINK "http://cns.miis.edu/research/npt/05revconf.htm" ��http://cns.miis.edu/research/npt/05revconf.htm�.


� Weapons of Mass Destruction Terms Handbook, DSWA-AR-40H, 1 June 1998.





