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Foreword

I c o m m e n d  a m b a s s a d o r  g r a h a m  f o r  w r i t i n g
this much-needed book. Nuclear weapons in the hands of

“rogue” states or terrorist organizations represent the principal
security threat to the United States and to the world community
today. The aftermath of the Cold War has in many ways left us
less secure, given the large numbers of unnecessary and danger-
ous nuclear weapons, the enormous stockpiles of nuclear bomb
material in Russia and elsewhere, and the spread of other types
of weapons of mass destruction. It is to nuclear weapons that we
must turn our principal attention—only they can cripple civiliza-
tion as we know it.

Our principal bulwark against the threat represented by the
current number and potential proliferation of nuclear weapons
is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (npt). Some argue that
the npt has failed and has become irrelevant, and that the only
counter to nuclear proliferation is unilateral force—a course
which history tells us is counterproductive at best, and probably
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disastrous. But the npt regime has not failed. Only two more
countries have nuclear weapons now than had them in 1970 when
the npt entered into force. However, the International Atomic
Energy Agency estimates that sixty to seventy countries are now
capable of building nuclear weapons. Should a substantial num-
ber of states act on this capability (as was predicted years ago before
the npt was signed), it would create a world far different from
the one that we have now, and one that it is difficult even to con-
template. It would be a world in which the stability of civiliza-
tion would continually remain in the balance.

But this can be avoided and nuclear nonproliferation poli-
cies can continue to prevail if the npt regime is strictly observed
by all states—this means by all states, including the five nuclear
weapon states: the United States, Britain, France, Russia, and
China. The npt was created in 1970 on the basis of a mutual com-
mitment, expressed in Article 6 of the treaty, that in exchange
for the rest of the world agreeing not to acquire nuclear weapons,
the five nuclear weapon states would engage in nuclear disar-
mament negotiations aimed at eventually eliminating nuclear
weapons and would share peaceful nuclear technology. When
the npt was made permanent in 1995, this commitment was
refined to make clear that it included deep reductions leading
toward the elimination of nuclear weapons and support for a com-
prehensive nuclear test ban treaty. It also meant strict observance
of the promises by the nuclear weapon states not to use nuclear
weapons against nonnuclear npt parties. The npt nonnuclear
weapon states (now numbering 182) have always been skeptical
about npt compliance by the nuclear weapon states, and they
are presently far more skeptical as a result of the United States
backing away from treaty commitments in recent years. It is cor-
rect to emphasize the importance of compliance with the npt
regime as the White House has done. Actions are urgently needed
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to ensure the long-term viability of the npt, which is absolutely
essential to peace and security in the twenty-first century. I sug-
gest we proceed along the following lines:

If the npt nuclear weapon states would agree to a plan
whereby truly drastic reductions in nuclear weapons would be
achieved over a period of years, then the Security Council could
agree that any breach of the nonnuclear status of any of the 182
npt nonnuclear weapon states would be regarded as a breach
of the peace, with the council agreeing in advance that if it should
determine that proliferation had taken place, “all necessary
means” (including conventional military force) would be author-
ized to correct the situation. As part of this, all of the states possess-
ing nuclear weapons would be required to declare in a submission
to the council their number and type. Then the United States
and Russia could agree to a very low residual level of nuclear
weapons in the range of 50 to 100 each, with Britain, France,
and China reducing to a level just above elimination. In return
for eliminating their nuclear weapon programs, India, Pakistan,
Israel, and North Korea would receive from the permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council (the United States, Russia, France,
Britain, and China) legally binding security guarantees against
attack. The nonnuclear weapon states would pledge again their
nonnuclear status and agree to support a call for force by the Secu-
rity Council against any violator. This is the kind of outcome we
must pursue if peace and security in the new century is to have
a chance.

This subject is simply and carefully presented in Ambassador
Graham’s book. Before we can have sensible policies toward
nuclear weapons and other problems left over from the Cold War,
there must be public understanding. Only with the support and
indeed the insistence of the public can governments begin to effec-
tively follow policies designed to make the world a more peace-
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ful place. This book makes a most important contribution to this:
it makes this complicated process approachable. I recommend
Ambassador Graham’s book to all those who care about the future
of our country, and indeed the world.

r o b e r t s . m c n a m a r a
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Introduction

E v e r y f o u r  y e a r s ,  t h e  c h i c a g o  c o u n c i l  o n  
Foreign Relations conducts a public survey of American atti-

tudes toward foreign policy issues, a poll considered to be the most
authoritative on this subject. In the poll released in 2000, Amer-
icans identified nuclear weapon proliferation (the spread of
nuclear weapons to countries that don’t presently have them) as
more serious than any other issue. Year after year, poll results indi-
cate that the American public understands the dangers of nuclear
weapon proliferation and nuclear terrorism; supports the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (npt), which has effectively restrained
the spread of nuclear weapons since its inception in 1970; favors
U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
(ctbt); supports significant reductions in nuclear weapons; and
recognizes the importance of the rule of international law. But
the American public’s positions are rarely translated into policy
in Washington. What is the reason for this?

After the October 1999 vote in the U.S. Senate refusing to
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endorse the ctbt for ratification, a poll found that two-thirds of
respondents opposed what the Senate had done, but only one-
third said that the position of their two senators on this issue would
affect their vote for either one when seeking reelection. Arms con-
trol, nonproliferation, and international law are a significant com-
ponent of national security; Americans know this, and know how
important a united world community is in defending against the
threat of international terrorism, yet these issues are far down on
their list of priorities when it comes to electing individuals to
national public offices. This is so even though the overwhelm-
ing majority of Americans understand the danger that vast num-
bers of weapons of mass destruction (particularly nuclear weapons)
present, and how uncertain their security and world security are
as a result.

One reason for this seeming lack of active public support is
that arms control, nonproliferation, and international law seem
complicated, technical, difficult to understand, and removed from
everyday life. Another reason may be that with the end of the
Cold War (the era of thermonuclear confrontation between the
two superpowers), the decline in world order, and the rise of inter-
national terrorism, these issues may seem less relevant than they
once were. This book argues that arms control, nonproliferation,
and international law are in fact accessible to the general public,
and that they are just as, if not more, relevant than ever.

In the wake of two horrifically destructive world wars, the
United States has led the world toward a more stable and orderly
condition based on successful Cold War alliances and a vast inter-
national security treaty structure. The United States was the prin-
cipal creator of the United Nations and the prime mover in
establishing this international treaty structure, the centerpiece
of which is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, signed in 1968.
This treaty and the many other agreements associated with or
derived from it have largely contained the spread of nuclear
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weapons and have helped to establish strategic stability among
the countries of the world. Additionally, by means of related agree-
ments, chemical and biological weapons have been outlawed,
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles (missiles and bombers) have
been controlled, and conventional weapons (tanks, artillery, and
landmines) have been limited. All of these agreements bolstered
peace and stability in the latter half of the twentieth century, and
will likely continue to do so in the twenty-first century. But in
recent years, the United States has failed to provide global lead-
ership in support of international law and the international treaty
structure. As a result, this treaty structure is eroding and, most
worrisome of all, the npt itself has come under heavy pressure.
It would be catastrophic should the npt fall apart and nuclear
weapons begin to spread around the world.

Nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence played an impor-
tant role during the Cold War, but given the world today, and
the threats that face us—international terrorism, unstable states,
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, which
include nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and their deliv-
ery systems—it is of the highest urgency to preserve and strengthen
international cooperation and international treaty arrangements.
Nuclear weapons have a very limited role to play in this effort:
that of deterring their use by others. In order to discourage states
from wishing to acquire them today, nuclear weapons should be
de-emphasized and reduced to the lowest level consistent with
safety, stability, and security.

This is not a universal view. It has not been the view of any
administration in office as of yet. Many thousands of nuclear
weapons still remain deployed in the field on hair-trigger alert
more than ten years after the end of the Cold War. The posses-
sion of nuclear weapons still affects a state’s international stand-
ing, and nuclear weapons are still highly valued by the states that
have them. This situation needs to begin to change if the npt
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and the associated treaty structure are to survive and peace and
stability are to be achieved in the twenty-first century.

Many are not yet convinced of the necessity of nuclear
weapon reductions. They worry about verification. Is it possible
to know with accuracy how many nuclear weapons another state
has? They are also concerned about stability at lower weapon lev-
els, where the acquisition of a few more weapons could make a
great difference. The verification technologies available today
answer the first concern in the affirmative, and, as for the sec-
ond, stability and deterrence are just as possible at low levels as
at high levels (hundreds rather than thousands of nuclear
weapons) now that the Cold War is over. Of course, agreed
verification arrangements would have to go far beyond any that
have been made thus far, and would have to be based on coop-
erative principles.

For example, restricting the United States and Russia to three
hundred weapons each, as recommended by the 1997 National
Academy of Sciences report The Role of Nuclear Weapons, would
provide as much stability as the tens of thousands of nuclear
weapons deployed during the Cold War, or the many thousands
deployed today. There is no need to target the enormous num-
ber of facilities that were targeted during the Cold War. With
today’s nonconfrontational relationship between the United
States and Russia, three hundred weapons (more than either the
United States or Russia could realistically ever find targets for)
would be entirely sufficient for whatever deterrence is still
required. And the reduction by Britain, France, and China to
very low levels (below 100 each) also would have no effect on sta-
bility or deterrence. These three states have minimum nuclear
deterrent postures, and 80 to 90 nuclear weapons would be more
than sufficient for one of them to discourage any threat of nuclear
attack (as reflected in the National Academy study). Reducing
to these levels would devalue nuclear weapons as great power sym-
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bols and thereby greatly strengthen the npt. No matter how impor-
tant one considers the maintenance of nuclear deterrence, in
today’s world, where the problem is not the confrontation of super-
powers but rather rogue states, terrorists, and proliferation, sta-
ble numbers of weapons at much lower levels is more secure.

Some argue, however, that while nuclear deterrence no
longer has a significant role to play, neither do nuclear nonpro-
liferation agreements, because rogue states cheat on the agree-
ments and terrorists are not bound by them. Rather, it is asserted,
the United States should rely on a unilateralist preemptive pol-
icy of counter-proliferation using military force when necessary.
But the failure of intelligence to accurately portray the situation
in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq points up the danger of relying on a
preemptive strategy where much is unknowable, and the threat
of possible nuclear weapon programs in North Korea and Iran
underscores the difficulty of the United States going it alone. It
is clear that both of these conflicts can be effectively resolved only
through the cooperation and consistent effective effort of the
international community (in the case of North Korea, with spe-
cial emphasis on states in that region). And there can only be con-
sistent effective international action through a treaty system such
as the npt regime, which requires cooperation. Thus, strong and
viable arms control and nonproliferation treaty systems are as
essential to peace and stability today as they have ever been.

This is a subject the American people must take seriously. The
terrible tragedy of the terrorist attacks on September 1 1, 2001,
underscored the dangerous nature of the world today and the
importance of national security issues. Americans have always
supported defense programs that they believe are necessary for
their security, as well as arms limitation arrangements that make
for a safer world. But it has been much easier to translate the sup-
port for defense programs into support for candidates espousing
them than has been the case with arms limitation measures.
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Defense programs are finite and they produce jobs; arms limita-
tion measures are often esoteric, difficult to define, and do not
as often lead to concrete results—rather, they prevent things from
happening.

A note about the organization of this book: Two subjects,
nuclear-weapon reductions and missile proliferation, do not have
separate chapters. The first of these two subjects is subsumed in
Chapters 5 and 7 as directly relevant to the political value of
nuclear weapons and to missile defense policies. The second sub-
ject relates to both missile defense and outer space security. A
discussion of missile proliferation is included in Chapter 7, as it
has the most direct bearing on this subject.

Finally, while emphasizing the threat of nuclear proliferation,
this book addresses other relevant issues, such as missile defense,
the weaponization of space, regional issues, chemical and bio-
logical weapons, and the proliferation of small arms. All of these
are related to the central question of international terrorism,
unstable states, a decline in world order, and loose WMDs.
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1
The Problems of 

Our Time: Nuclear 
Proliferation and Nuclear

Terrorism

D i s a r m a m e n t a n d a r m s c o n t r o l a r e n o t  
new. In 1 139, at the Second Lateran Council, Pope Inno-

cent II outlawed the crossbow, declaring it to be “hateful to God
and unfit for Christians.” The crossbow was later overtaken in
effectiveness by the English longbow. The crossbow and the long-
bow were then eclipsed by the destructive firepower of the can-
non. The Church also banned the rifle when it appeared, but
military technology continued to develop over the centuries, and
diplomacy and arms control efforts could not keep pace. This
changed with the advent of the atomic bomb in 1945. For the
first time, humanity possessed a weapon with which it could
destroy itself. Disarmament efforts gradually gained momentum,
and over time a web of international treaties and agreements have
been constructed that have inhibited the spread of nuclear, chem-
ical, and biological weapons and limited their development.
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There is no question but that these efforts have changed the
course of history.

Nuclear weapons are truly a thing apart. The atomic bomb
used against Hiroshima in 1945 was 12.5 kilotons, the equivalent
in explosive power of 12,500 tons of tnt. In the mid-1950s, the
United States and the Soviet Union were testing nuclear weapons
in the megaton range, equivalent to one million tons of tnt. For
reference, one megaton roughly compares to a freight train
loaded with tnt, stretching from New York to Los Angeles. In
the 1960s, the United States deployed (operationally placed in
the field) missiles in underground silo launchers around the
country, each with a 9-megaton warhead. Just one of these
weapons detonated at the Washington Monument could have
more or less destroyed Washington, D.C., out to the capital belt-
way in every direction (an approximately fifteen-mile radius). The
United States routinely carried multiple bombs on its b-52
bombers, each with the explosive power of 25 megatons. One of
these bombers carried more explosive power than was used by
all the sides in World War II. The Soviet Union deployed inter-
continental missiles with nuclear warheads comparable to these
bomber weapons.

Soon after 1945, a vast nuclear arms race was underway. By
the 1960s, it appeared as if nuclear weapons would spread all
over the world. There were reports issued in 1962 estimating that
by the end of the 1970s there would be twenty-five to thirty states
with nuclear weapons integrated into their national arsenals and
ready for use. Had this happened, there would likely be more than
fifty nuclear weapon states today. This would have created a night-
marish world. Nuclear weapons would be so widespread that it
would be impossible to keep them out of the hands of terrorists,
and every conflict would run the risk of “going nuclear.”

In 1960, when France detonated its first nuclear weapon, the
headlines in French newspapers read “Vive la France!” Fourteen
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years later, India’s first nuclear explosion, figuratively conducted
in the middle of the night, received worldwide condemnation.
What intervened? The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (npt), signed in 1968, entered
into force in 1970, and indefinitely extended in 1995, converted
what had been an act of national pride (the acquisition of nuclear
weapons) into an act considered contrary to the practices of the
civilized world. The then five nuclear weapon states (the United
States, the Soviet Union, Britain, France, and China) agreed to
certain nuclear arms control and disarmament commitments,
including deep reductions in nuclear weapons leading to their
eventual complete elimination, a ban on nuclear test explosions,
and a pledge never to use nuclear weapons against nonnuclear
weapon parties. In exchange, most of the rest of the world agreed
never to acquire nuclear weapons.

In effect, the npt made the acquisition of nuclear weapons
by countries that joined the npt as nonnuclear weapon states
(currently some 182 countries) a violation of international law. The
three states that refused to join the npt as nonnuclear weapon
states and that built nuclear weapons—India, Pakistan, and
Israel—are for this reason considered as somewhat outside of the
world community, and votes at the United Nations and at inter-
national conferences reflect this. India, Pakistan, and Israel were
not given the opportunity to join the npt in 1968 as nuclear
weapon states, as they did not then possess (or in Israel’s case, claim
to possess) nuclear weapons, and the npt decision was to stop
the spread of nuclear weapons where it was at that time.The Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (iaea), a United Nations–related
organization, has estimated that perhaps sixty to seventy nations
today possess the capability to build such weapons.

North Korea, which has long been thought to have enough
plutonium for one or two bombs, is one such country. By chem-
ically reprocessing the existing spent reactor fuel that it has pos-
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