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SJIMMARY

Halting the soreed of WMD (nudegr, bidlogicd and chemicd) and their ddivery systems has become
aninternationd security top priority for the entire internationd community. Thisismanly dueto thefadt, thet
the risk of NBC wegpons use by rogue dates is gredter today then in pagt centuries Within NATO, the
proliferation problem has adquired rdevance bescauseit is patentialy detrimentd to the Alliances new Srategy
and speddly, becauseit can undermine NATO's ability to conduct essentid defence missons: Therdfore, asit
was recently recognized by the Alliances DPC and NPG Minigerid Medtings on June 12, 1997, "the
intengfication of Allied defence effortsto addressthisrisk, isan integrd part of the Alliance adgptation to the new
ssourity evironmeant. Alliance dfense planning mugt edaressthe patentid thregt or use of NBC wegpansin future
contingendesinvolving proliferants'.

Treditiond regponsssto the praliferation problem have been dplomatic and pdliticd, rather then military.
Theimplementation of military meesuresto counter the proliferation of wegpon of mass destruction, opened an
acute debete between the United States (Which launched the Defense Counterpraliferation Initiative in December
1993), and those thet saw the proposal as an unilaterd initiative by which the USwould have new justifications
to retain and manufacture new nudear wegpons and therefore, with serious and dangerous consaquences for the
nonpraliferaion regime and itsmain legd internationd ingrument, the NPT. For these reasons, during the two
fird years, the debete waas focusad on the rdation and compaihility of the counterpraliferaion initiative with the
nonpraliferation regime. The solution given both by the US and NATO, mede dear that counterproliferation
should be alagt resort gption, once the nonpraliferation messuresfaled, o that counterproliferation should bea
mere Lupplemeant of the nonpraliferation regime.

NATO's rde in this fidd haes bean decisve, snce the Alliance discussad for the fird time the
counterpraliferation initiative in January 1994, with occason of the Brussdssummit. Inspiteof thereticendes
to incorporate the conoept " counterproliferation” in its vocabulary (preferring the term "defense reponse to the
wegpon of mass degtruction praliferation risk’), the Alliance has been the vehide to intemnaiondize the
countaprdliferation palicy on itsown beses; through the set up of two working groups one centred in the palitical
agpects of theinitiative and another focussed onits military implications
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INTRODUCTION

"The intendfication of Allied defence eforts to address the risks posed by nudear, bidogicd, and
chemicd (NBC) wegponsand thar ddivery means isan integrd part of Alliance adgptation to the new security
environment. Alliance defence planning mugt address the potentid threet or use of NBC wegpons in future
contingendes involving praliferants. As part of Minigerid Guidance we issued guidance on the cgpatllities
nesded to deter, and if necessary respond to, the use of Such weegpons We agread that these capeblities were
among thekey aressfar longer taem planning and thet ahigh priority should be given to these cpahlitiesinthe
1998 force proposdls'.!

Snce Les Aqoin, by then US Defense Secrdary, launched the Defense Counterprdliferation Initidive
(DAY in agpeth befare the Nationd Acadamy of Saences on Decamber 7, 1993, bath the USA and NATO have
been adtivdy working in defining and implementing such an initigtive not only a the military levd, but dso a
the diplomatic and paliticd one But it was d0 Sncetheinitiative cameto light, when alat of aitidsmwasput
on the proposd, beginning with the lack of adear definition aout whet should be understiood under the term
"counterpraliferation’”. Thisfact origineted suspidonsof ather countriestowardstheinitiative, ssang inthisthe

Ameican will to recover pratagoniamin nonpraliferation issues and therefore, an exdusively unilaterd conoept.

The other mdter of concan was the rdaion betwean the counterprdliferation initigtive and the
nonpraliferaion regime. The fear thet the "new counterprdliferation’” palicy could supplant the "treditiond
nonpraliferaion regime’, or concerns about the possble damage that amilitary conception of nonproliferation
may inflict on the regime (before the 1995 Nudear Nonprdliferation Treaty Review and Extenson Conference),
focusad d <o the debate during thefirst years of theinitidtive: In pite of these aritics we will seethet, non- and
counterpraliferation can "live together if the gopropriate rules and proocedures are observed.

The debate continued when in late 1993 the U.S. parsuiaded NATO to aregte two working groups on
counterpraliferation, which will exploreits palitical and military agpects The discussonsthét take place within
NATO from January 1994, proved thet there was no agreament among the dliesand thet if the U.S wanted to
obtan the suppart for its counterpraliferation initiative (necessary in order to convert what until thet moment was
exdusvdy adomedtic and unilaterd palicy inaintemationd and multilaterd one), thisshould dso dedl withiits
politica implications; rather than be exdusively focused inits military aspects



Although nat dways openly admitted, NATO contribution in addressing the wegpons of mess desrudion
chdlenge, hasbean dedgve and impressve Inthissansg, and in spite of the reticendesto incorporate the word
"counterproliferation” in its vocabulary (prefaring its own term "defense response to the weegpon of mess
Oestruction praliferation risk™), the Alliance hes been the vehide to intermationdlize the counterpraliferation palicy
onitsown bases

But the counterpraliferation debate has hed redprocd bendficd influences It has served to prove
NATOs aaility  both, to respond effectively to the wegpon of mass destruction and missle threat, and to its
adgptation to the new security environmant and the mogt important simulustto force planning and defense andys's
in the decades aheed”

After dmogt four years of the counterprdliferation initiative launching, we condder agood momert to
evauate tharr sucoesses, fallures and progpects by debating the questions exposed above and andysng NATO's
rale within the globd eforts (i.e the nonpraliferaion regime) to op the praliferation of wegpons of mass
dedtruction.

Thissudy has been prepared thanksto agrant of the 1995/1997 NATO Fdlowship Program.



THE CONCEPTUAL DEBATE

"When | useaword’, Humpty Dumpty saidinarather soomful tone, it meansjust what | chooseit to
mean-nather morenar less'. "The quesionis', said Alice, "whether you can mekewords mean So many things'.
"The question i, said Humpty Dumpty, "which isto be medter-thet'sdl.™

Fom itsinception, the Defense Counterprolferation Initidive (DCI) prompted agreet dedl controversy
in the United States and doroad. Supporters and critics dike sruggled firgt to define the concept and then, to
underdand itsimplications for nonproliferation, deterrence, ams procuremat, devdopment of new technologies;
and intdlligence colledtion.* For this resson, during allong time, the countarpraliferation debete wias centred on the
searching of apredise meaning of the term (to asoertain what was meant to be achieved by it and to detemingte

how thar purposes should be reached).

Therfore, atention should be paid, fird, to the emergence and evalution of the counterproliferation
initigtive in order to answer the question, how was the counter proliferation concgpt born? and, whereisthe
inflection point between nonpraliferation and counterproliferation?; second, asit has been dreedy sad, the
counterproliferation concept itsdf and thar dements should be defined, taking into congderaion different
gpproaches and goaddly, if countapraliferation could be an effetivie mean of comboatting prdliferation of wegpons
of mass destruction WMD) -without duplicate efforts; i. e, the relation between counterpraliferation meesures

and the nonproliferation regime, an agpect that will be speddly sudied in part 111 of our report- and if o, how

it works

Thefirg indirect gpproach to the counterpraliferation initiative was redlized by Defense Saordary Dick
Chengy, when he cregted in April 1990 adirectorate for Praliferation Countermessaures (PC). Previoudly, in 1989,
the Bush adminigration, led by Under Secretary of Defense Paul Walfwitz, dedided to chenge the arientetion and
misson of Defense Department. Tofight praliferation indl its agoedts by meansranging from the contrd of dudl-
use technologyy to the preventive destruction of wegpons of mass destruction's fadlities becameanew priority
for the U.S military.”



Unlike the Clinton counterpraliferaion iniiative, which fallowed it some yearslder, the dgective of the
PC directorate (compasad by no more then 12 people) hed little to do with determining how the U.S millitary
might deter or preampt other nations use of nudear, chemicd or bidlogica (NBC) wegpons Indeed, the
Praliferation Countemesaures directoratelsfirgt st of research projedts (it conmmissions over $2 millionin sudies)
fooused lesson WMD then on high leverage conventiond wegpons sysems thet might inflict srategic harm (and,
thus, become of praliferation concam) if effective military countermessLreswere not developed?

To beaure, the directorate worried about how best to limit the damage thet NBC wegpons (and bellidic
mssiles caried them) might meke. Passve and attive defenses (induding missle defenses protective geer,
disperdon of foroes and offengve grikes once war began) were dl sudied. But the directorate was under no
dduson thet truly dfective military countermessures were likdy againgt these wegpons: meeaures could be teken
to limt the damege they might do, but countermeasures to neuttrdize them eifectively in the way thet effective
military dectronic countermessures can negate enemy radars, did not seam likely.”

Thedrectorate established a Department of Defense Prdliferation Countermesares Warking Group, thet
induded represantatives fromthe Defense Intdligence Agency, the Nationd Security Agency, the vaious military
svicss and the Joint Chiefs of Saf. Theworking groupsfird prgect wasto assessthe thredt thet accurate Third
World convertional bellistic missles might present to U.S. expeditionary forces in the late 1990° This wias
followed by an examination of whet threets both lethdl and nonlethdl, unnamed ar vehides (cuise issilesand
reconnaissance rematdy pilated vehides) might present with improved command, control, communication and
intelligence capabilities, and satelite sarvices® The am of esch of these sudies ws to anticipate possible
praliferaion problems wel enough in advanceto dlow pdlicy mekers and military planners enough time, either
to diffuse them or to get properly pregpared literdly to fight them. In this sense, dter the Pardan Gulf War,
nonproliferation will be replaced by "more combetive’ means™®

Theview that nudear wegpons should play ardein acounterpraliferation context, wasfirg contained
inthe Resd\Wheder report of 1991 Thisdiscussion wastaken up by professiond military plannersand by the
Amaican nudear wegponslabarataries Ganard Lee Butler, Chief of Strategic Commiand, hed asked hisplanners
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to desgn computer moddss thet would engble Presdent Clinton to am nudear wegpons a third World dates
Generd Butler dlegedly ordered these sudiesin anticipation of future demand by the palitical authorities but
without prior consultation with Defense Secretary Les Apin™ Neverthdess theissue wiill dso be evauated by
Defense Nudear Podure Review ardered by Apin in Octaber 1993 (the so-cdlled Battom-Up-Review) which
processad the lessons leamed in the Gulf War. In short, DoD's mativation for its counterproliferation drategy
derived largdy from a convergence of two factors 1) military necessity resulting from the Gulf War expearience

with Irag and, 2) areorientation of the U.S. conventiond force sructure asaresult of the Battom-Up Review.

The Battom-Up Review wias developed in the context of adrategy of "Engegement and Enlargemant”
thet emerged as Spesches during the firg months of 1993 The Review will disouss the future role of nudeer
wegponsin contingendes outd de the Ead-West context. One of the Sx working groups responsblefor draning
up the review, will examine the rde of nudear wegpons in U.S. security Srategy, a second will look & the
relationship between the United States nudear posture and its counterproliferation palicy.** The Bottom-Up
Review will dso dedde wether the United States should adopt an unconditiond no firg use pdlicy or to plan for
potential nudear Srikein reponseto attacks againg U.S. forces with chemica or biologica wegpons Findly,
the Review conduded that U.S. could cope with the chdllenge of two nearly Smultaneous Mgor Regiond
Contingendies (MRCs) with aforce structure 40 per cent smdler then the pesk years of the dghties™®

On December 7, 1993, dter months briefings on what the Counterpdliferation Initiative might be (and
two months dter the Battom-Up Review), Les Again offiddly launched & agpesch to the US Nationd Academy
of Sdences in Washington the Defense Counterpraliferation Initiative (DCI), to address chdlenges to United
States ssourity in apotentially more threstening post-Cold Wer intermationd environment.*® The DCI attemped
to enaure that if Sates acquire wegpons of mass destruction, their programswould be finished by force. It seeked
to provide, in effet, technologicd and military insurance againg political and diplometic failure. Les Agpin
dressd that "with thisinitiative, we are making the essantid change demanded by thisthreat... We areadding the
task of protection to thetask of prevention”. In contrast with the old nudear danger posed to the United States by
the Soviet nudear arsend during the Cold War, Les Agpin obsarved that “the new nudear danger we face is
perhaps ahandful of nudear devicesin the hands of rogue Sates or even tarrorist groups'.



FHndly, Agoin dso dated thet "'in pagt adminigrations, the emphadswas on prevention. The palicy of
non-proliferation combined glabd diplomecy and regiond security effortswith the denid of materid and know-
how to would-be prdliferatars Prevertion remains our preaminant godl... The DCI in noway meanswewill lessn
our non-proliferation forts Infact, DoD'swork drengthens prevention. Whet the DCI recognizes however, is
thet prdliferation may dill oocur. Thuswe are adding protection asamgor policy god™.

Although Agin Ieft the Pentagon right after announaing the Counterprdliferation Inititive, he mede sure
thet it would be maore then a mere goeech. FHrd, edadlished anew pod for Mr. Ashon Carter as Assgant
Saretary for Nudear Security and Counterpraliferation. Seocond, he indructed the military sarvices to identify
ressarch and aoquistion programs that nesded to be founded for the savices to accomplish thar
counterpraliferation misson. He dso hed his deputy, John Deutch, meke counterpraliferation an acquistion
priority. Hnaly, he saw to it thet language was introduced in the Nationd Defense Authorisation Act for fiscd
year 199, requiring the new Seardary of Defenseto identify predsdy what new spending was nesded to execute

theinitiative™

On the other hand, the timing of the launching of the counterpraliferation initiative coincides with a
goedd moment of tense rdaions between the United Sates and North Korea, tha with an eye on the
nonpraliferation regime debates surrounding the extenson of the 1968 Nudear Non-Rraliferation Treaty (NPT).
It isthe reeson by which alat of peadidssaw theinitigtive asarisk for the future of the nonproliferation regime,
and gpedially of itsmain legal ingrument, the NPT

1993 was adifficult year for nonprdliferation issues The year was marked by agrowing concaminthe

United States and Europe about sefety and future of the former Soviet Union's nudear arsandl diter the USSR
palitical digntegration (Mosoow changed from baing a partner in the nonpraliferation regime to being apart of
the problem);*® the ongoing of Irag and Iran's nudear capabillities agpirations; Sart-up operationsrdaiveto the
Sgning of the Chemica Wegpons Convention (CWC) and thefears of "nudeatization” in the Ada-Pedific region.
FHndly, the counterpraliferation Srategy was goplied in mid-1993, in the tracking and sulbssquent ingpection of
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the'Yin He, the Chinesevessd thought to be carying precursors for chemicdl wegpons destineted for Iran”® Good
news on the nonpraliferation fidd werefew. But just astheintemeationd community was beginning to debete the
maost important points rdated to the NPT question (cutoffsin fissle materids the discriminatory neture of the
NPT, aComprenensve Nudear Tes Ban Tregty -CTBT-, Srengthening of existing veification and monitoring
cgpabilities digposd of fissle maeid, and damantling of nudear wegpong) the emagace of a
counterproliferation initiative sent the debetein new direcions?™ All the ebove mentioned devdopments devated
nonpraliferation to the top of the intemationd palicy priorities Some U.S. andyds sressed: "if weare onthe
vaged anew eadf proiferation, new palides may be required to protect U.S. interests and netiondal security”
The aidswith Irag and North Korea in the autumn of 1994 confirmed the vdidity of the two mgor regiond
conflict threet envidoned by the Battom-Up Review. This Stuation opens adebate, firg, inthe U.S. and sscond
within NATO, centred in evduate if nonpraliferation polides could medt future changes TheMay 1994 Deutsch
Defense Department repart to Congress, recommending an annud increesein oending of about $400 millionon
14 counterproliferation programs sarting in 1996, will be the regponse to such changes™

2. What iscounterproliferation?

Thefact that Les Aoin did nat precisdly definein his December 1993 pesch the counterpraliferation

conogpt contributed from the vary firs moment to aregte alat of confuson on what should redlly be undersood
under this new and ambiguous conoept.
Buy this time, some andysts introduced the conoegpt "anti-praliferaion” (a pog-Cold War era conogt, thet
incorporated the traditiond nonpraliferation agendaaswell as new dements-palitical, econarmic, and dso nilitary
onesin an integrated Srategy- responding to the palitical and military implications of the proliferation process
itsdf in theintemationa system) which purposdy differed from counterproliferation” Nevertheless, this conoept
naither hdped to darify the counterproliferation debete

In thewesksfdlowing Searetary Again's announcament of the DC, debetes broke out between Siateand
Defense, and even within the Defense Department, over what the initidive covered. Some offidas wanted dl
proliferation concans ind uding advanced conventional wegponsto beinduded; athersdid not. Theredsowere
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dissgreament over who wias in contrdl of the initiative. Therefore, by January of 1994 the Nationd Security
Coundl gaff wasfully engaged in these definitiond, manegarid quesions and in February hed findly brokered
ast of ddintionsthet both the State and Defense Departments could acoept.

By thet time, the Niationdl Security Coundl memorandum on " Agread Definitions' defined proliferation
& "the goread of nudear, bidogcd, o chemicd wegpons and missles used to ddiver them” ad
counter praliferation as"the adtivities of the Department of Defense acrossthefull range of U.S efartsto combat
proliferation, induding diplomacy, arms contral, export controls, and intdligence collection and andyd's, with
particular reponghility for assuring U.S. forces and interests can be protected, should they confront an adversary
amed with wespons of mass destruction or missles'

This definition, dthough somewhet confusing -and insufident-, hed three dear advantages. Firg, it
avoided the vaguenessinherent to any st of presriptive definitions Baing prescriptive might hdp darify why
wegpons of mass destrudion were of prdliferant conoam and what dse might quify and why, but such ddfiniions
wereoatan to gengaethe vary kind of debetesthe memo was ardted to avaid. Ssoond, by limiting "proliferation”
to wegpons of mass destruction and the missilesto ddiver them, the conventiond military sysemsand dud-use
itemsthet the U.S wanted to export could be kept out of theweb of nonpraliferation contrals Finlly, by kegping
"nonprdiferaion’”  asthe comprehendvetam to destribe Americas efarts againg the goreed of wegpons of mess
degtruction, the palicy focus was kept on the mogt harrible and indiscriminate wiegpons and on traditiond
internationdl and U.S. nonproliferation polides (ssepart 11 of thisreport).?®

Neveathdess inthe U.S,, confuson continued to reign, so much by late April 1994 Assdant Secretary
for Defenss, Asthon Carter, issued adatement before the Committee on Armed Sarvices of the United States
Serde’’ Astodsof counterpraliferation, Carter mentioned "diplomecy, ams contrdl, export contrals intdligence
collection and andygswith particular respongihility for assuring thet U.S. forces and interests can be protected”
if they are confronted by an adversary amed with WMD or missles

Aninteregting interpretation of the conocgat was givenin



aJune 28, 1994 report by the Congressond Ressarch Savice entiledt "Nudeer, Bidlogicd, and Chemicd
Wegpon Prdiferdion: Potentid  Militry  Countemessures’.  Deding with military  messures  of
counterpraliferation, the report refarred to "actions thet might inhibit, prevent, or reverse the soread of nudear,
hidogicd, and chemicd wegponsif diplodic and economic pressures prove inauffident”. This goproech means
thet counterpraliferation messures can be taken once the treditiond nonproliferation means havefalled, dthough
in the same repart is sad that "nonpraliferaion and counterpraliferation palides and programs are dosdy
related”®

Within the board gectrum of military mesaures tha form part of the counterproliferation can be
identified: fird, interdiction operations desgned to prevent proliferator from adquired nudear, bidlogicd ad
chemicd (NBC) rdated materids finished products and/or economic susdenance sscond, neutrdize skilled
entigs technidans, and program managers without whom praliferation would dow or sop; third, nonlethd
ingtruments Such as Jpardicky forms and computer virusesto dissble or digupt NBC processesfor long periods,
fourth, indills qualms among fird-generation proliferators by meking them fearful that Specd Operaions Foroes
might saze thefew finished wegponsthey have produced; fifth, rdies on explosvesto taminate NBC programs
and findly, to attack NBC ddivery vehides™ All of the above messures have aubjected to spedific requirements
and posses some risks and repercussons

Ontheother hand, agreat effort hasbeen mede (both by the U.S. Department of Defense-DoD- and by
NATO) in order to explan that counterpraliferation not only covers active mesaures by military units, but dso,
support for international ams contral regimes and its need to adjust NBC deterrent and warfighting Srategies,
tactics doctrines plans, procedures, and force postures to cope with wegpons of mass destruction.

For thisreeson, the DaD's counterprdiferation doctrine (and to some extend the one of NATO) combines
preamption with a credible deterrent posture to dissuade acquigtion, trander, or useof WMD, i.e This agpect
of counterproliferation builds on dassicd deterrent theory.” While the term protection implies a defensive
orientation againd theidentified threet, the DoD's counterpraliferation conogpt invalves offensve capeblities as
wdl. Sowhiletheatre bdlidic missle defenses for example areapart of thissrategy, it dso indudes capehlities
to destroy underground fadilities and to seek out mobile missles, asit hasbeen sad.



But thefirg and most important difficulty of this concgptionisto know whet isthe decison process by
which varous counterproliferation meesures are triggered and, how is their method of gpplication and timing
determined. It isthe reeson why some andyds dressthet "in aosent of dear indicationsto the contrary, one must
understand thet counterproliferation is amessure of |aet resort, to be used before armed conflict enques'

On the other hand, it should be obsarved thet the conogat of using millitary force againg WMD isnat
new, dthough it had not previoudy been incorporated into aformd military srategy. The best-known case of
preamptive counterpraliferation islsradl's destruction of Baghded's Osrag nudear reector on une 7, 1981. Irags
nudear adtivitieswere previoudy impeded on two prior cocadons In April 1979, areectar core dueto be shipped
to Iraq was ssbateged whilein Soragein La Seyne-ar-Mer, France, and in September 1980, the Iranian air force
bombed the Odrraq research fadlity. Thefirs known case of apreamptive military attack on anudear ingdlaion
took place during World War 11, when the Norwegian underground seboteged the Siates forces destroyed Jgpan's
nescent nudear wegpon program immediiatdly after Japen surrendered in 1945.%

Anather ussful definition (mede by the Russan Ambassedar's Oleg Grinevsky), suggests aformula of
counterproliferation: protection + prevention + preamption + nettrdization® For Ambessador Grinevsky, by
defining counterpraliferation only as"'pratection and prevention” (esit was defined by the USA), itisnat a dl
different from nonpraliferation of nudear wegpons Therefore, it should be added the dements preermption, thet
meansthe liquidation with power projection methods of the wegpons of ness destruction befare the beginning of
acigs, and neutralization, which means the destruction of dready degloyed WMD during aaissor awa.
Neverthdess, the main difficulty in acoepting this ddfinition isthet goesfurther avay then theinitid American
DCl.

Although some Pentagon offidds privatdy admitted thet counterprdiferation il envisons preamptive
military Srikes, more snior offidds, epeddly Assdant Secrdary of Defense Aghon Carter, expliatly and
repedly dissvowed any such rde Thisisdso the gpproach adopted by NATO, which has condgently ruled out
any military ation thet is not sanctioned by the United Nations Security Counail.™
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For Hardd Miller and Mitchdl Ress, counterpraliferation hes hed four different definitions (ethough
the first one could nat be successfully implemented by the Bush adminigiration in 1989).*° The one that hes
arousd the mogt atention, gpplause and hodlility has bean: " counterproliferation as offendve military actionsto
dimnatethe WMD capahilities induding the production fadlities, of proliferators This conogpat (in spite of the
Clinton adminigration efforts to explain thet this is not what counterpraliferation means), remain dive, most

paticulaly withintheair force

The second definition identifies counterproliferation with nonproliferation, as parformance by the DoD
(but assMler and Rass dress, this definition contains its own contradictions Snce counterpraliferation dedswith

counterforce and nonproliferation did not).

Fndly, counterpraliferaion invaves preparing U.S forcesto fight and surviveinaWMD environmat.
Thisddimits agpedific st of adtivities from intdligence collection to doctrine, procurement, and training, thet
is comprehengble and amounts to prudent contingency planning. Under this ddfinition preventive diplomecy
remans the fird, and by far the mod importart, line of defense againg the soreed of WMD. Neutrdization
opearaions agang WMD docks and programs during combat isa subordinate, if inevitadle, option, while pride

of placesis aocorded to protective rather then counterforce messures™

3. Elementsand requirements

Thetwo fundamentd premises on which the raionde for counterpraliferation is based today are, firg,
thet ance or asareaut of the end of the Cald War (and asareaut of the Guif War and the North Kareanudear
crigs), the praliferation problem has dramaticaly worsened, and, sscond, thet praliferation now presentssuch a
risk thet foroe should and will be gpplied if necessary to sopit.”

The key dements of a comprenensive countarproliferation strategy indudes (at leet):™ diplomecy
(diplomecy responses should be the centerpiece of the counterproliferation Srategyy, as they have been of
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nonproliferation palicy); detarrence (it will play amgor ralein regponding to new nudear powers);” ams corntral
(support for srengthening the NPT, the CTBT, the Bidlogical and Taxin Wegpons Convertion and the Chemicel
Wegpons Convention, among athers and esadlishing effective indrument and meesresfor deding with WMD
a5 an essntid task); coerdve and cooparaive disamament (coerdve on themodd of 1ag and cooparative onthe
modd of theformer Soviet Union); Economic and Military Assistance (es disnoantivesto praliferation, dthough
thar efficacy has been questioned in Pakigan); sanctions and embargoes (anather possble response to
proliferation); intdligence (to suppart military operationsfor counterpraliferation purposes, providing neer redl-
timeinformation on apraliferat’'s adtivities fadlities, Stes, and thelike); export contrals (denid of key military
or dud-use technalogies to praliferant countries through domedtic and internetiond contrals on exports has been
akey ingrument of nonproliferation palicy, and this gpproach will continue to be used in the future);™ security
asranoss (negdtive and poditive assurances should be explored in a counterprdliferation drategy) and guarantess,
dahilizing messures (by using palitical and technologicd measures thet might enhance gability in regionswere
praliferation has ooourred); adgating response capahilities (improving and expanding capabilities of both Nudear
Emegancy Search Team, which interdicts nudear wegpon threats by means of device detection, diagnodics
dissblement, sAfing, securing, removd, disassembly and destruction, and the Accddent Response Group, which
ddivers an emargency response to vidims of anudeer atack or acddent; devdoping Smilar cgpatlities for
regponding to other WMD is nesded); lethd and nonlethd countermesaures (new physicd countermeesures for
mitigetion or interdiction are nesded); adtive and passive defenses (deve oping active defenses againd theetre and
drategic missle atacks) and findly, the military operations (military countermessures agangt cuise missles
induding offengve counterdrikes againgt launchers plus adtive and passve defenses integrated within programs

to counter ballistic missles™.

By summaisng: the counterprdliferation palicy isintended to: prevent and rall beck WMD prdliferation,
to Oeter the use of WMD, to adgpt military forces and planning to ded with WMD in the battifidd. Military
planing foouses on: detaring the use or threat of use of WMD, for example by devdoping better protective
equipmant agang CBW sygam; improving capetillity to destroy enemy sockpiles of WMD and improving adtive
(eg missle) and passive (eg detention and physical protection systems) defense™®



The counterpraliferation Srategy indudes an adtive and advanced program of tedhndlogicd devdopment
whichisessntid to the success of the initiative and to address new contingendes. The technologica support in
aress uch as command, contral, communicaions and intdligence support, counterforcg, active and passive
defengss and proliferation prevention (but aso the more problemdtic proliferation preemption)® should be
espedidly conddered™ In a comprenensive drategy, the counter-proliferation options must support and not
undermine traditiond nonHpraliferation meesures, uch as the Srengthening ingpections of nudear reectorsand
other fadlities by the Internationd Atormic Enargy Agency (IAEA) or the veification of the Comprenensve Test
Ban Tregty (CTBT) implementation.™

Findly, counterpraliferation aso nead palitical, economic (in terms of affordahility)*® and intermationd
support (an agpect thet will be devdoped in part 111 of our report). Snce counterproliferation involves adirect
military response to praliferation of WMD, the use of the military counterpraliferation operations might prove
paliticaly damaging and legdlly unacoeptable and creste domestic and interationd
politicd problems There is to remember that many proliferation programs are nat seen by the intemationd
community as a serious danger for the rest of the Sates and therefore, dandestine actions to extract dvilian
atigs sshatage enemy NBC inddlations and disupt the adtivities of Soveragn nations through the use of
computer viruses, dl in "pescdime’, dso could cause serious domestic and internationd  repercussions if

discovered.”’

Theposshlelegd prodlems of the counterprdliferation initiative should be dso considered. Treditiondly,
Internationdl Law has parmitted saes, in goplications of the so-cdled "coardve mesaures' inresponseto a
vidlaion of animperativeintemationd "iuscogens' norm ("ergaomnes’) which conditutes an "internationd
aime', to use theforceif sanctioned by the U.N. Security Coundl (since the qudificetion of the violetion as
"Internationd crime" corregpondsexdusivdy to it and therefore, d<o the discrectiond power to use the military
force based in Chapter VI of the U.N. Chate), or in Hf-dfense againg amed aggresson. Nevathdess the

usad of theforcein the contemporary Internationd Law is predsdy codified and therdfore, theuse of this in
preamptive operations could resuit problemétic under alegd paint of view.* Furthermore, the application of
counterproliferation messures can redult in some casssas digoropartionate if there is not a"tangible or
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imminent threat” afact thet represant an additiond prollem sncethe Internationd Law respongibility prindple,
and in paticular, the goplication of countermessures is basad, anong others on the necessity to offer a
proportiond response
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. THE CRITICS NONPROIL IFFRATION VS COUNTERPROL IFERATION

"Prdliferationislikdy to be the top continuous U.S. nationd sscurity chdlenge for the next ten to twerty
yeas If we are to confront the praliferation chdlenge sucoessully, we must be dear asto what we aretalking
about and how we will repond’. 1 an nat quite arg for example aout the difference between
counterproliferation and nonproliferation” (U.S Senator Sam Nunn).”

Fom the very firsd moment of the counterproliferation initigtive, one of the mogt controversd agpects
was the rdation between the nonprdliferation regime and the counterprdiiferation policy (the so-cdled
"countarproliferation debete"). Thiswas because arigindly, counterpraliferation was defined by someinthe U.S
asan dterndive to nonprdliferation (in order to replace them), or asthe sucoessor palicy when nonpraliferation
faled. This suggested that the United States wias aoandoning the nonprdliferation effart in the wake of the
unsattling discoveries about the weskness of the exiing regime in sfeguarding nudear materids™ As a
consscuence, ancusations have been mede that the new schod of though inthe U.S is o ddiberatdly digancing
itsdlf from the traditional concept of nonproliferation thet it deserves alabd of its own neo-nonproliferation.™

Theman citic to the counterpraliferation initiative was predsdy thet it could not teke precedence over
the nonproliferation regime, dnce this lag binds the ovewhdming mgority of the worlds dates while
counterpraliferation isgoplicable anly to avery smdl minarity. Therefore, nonprdiferation was seen asthe pivatd
and primary objetive and counterproliferation could only reman an gopendix to the priority task of
nonpraliferation; if counterproliferation messures and nonprdliferation ojectives are contradictary, the
nonpraliferation should prevall.

Furthermore, the nonpraliferation regime was ssen as anon impasad o imperid gructure, built onthe
congnaus of the ovawhdming mgarity of itsmembers Only such aconsanaus endbles partiesto identify, isdlae
and punish those who bregk the rules Thisgppliesto regime rulesin generd, and for serious decisonslike the
dedision to gpply forcein particular.™ For this reason, the possihility thet NATO or some of its member dates
could take such adecison on their own should be exduded.

Nonprdiferation has ater many years managed to make a place for itdf in internationd rdations,
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acoepting, dthough many a times grudgingly, as an indispenssble dement of pease an security: It has acouired
the datus of internationd norm, arigng form undersandings shared by many naions and gpplied with the
agreamant of those nations However, the treditiond nonpraliferation regime, only providesfor treditiond, non-
vident, means of enforcament, ranging from export resrictions, through diplomatic reprisas to sanctions Such
meeaures ae nat part of the counterpraliferation, an agoect thet served the non-praliferation goeddidsto further
justify the supremeacy of the nonpraliferation regime on the countarproliferation policy.™

Onthe ather side, the"nonproliferation soeptics” argued thet "t is difficuitt to understand wiy people
mantain such afathin the efidency of the NPT, when bath Irag and North Korea, Sgndariesto the tregty, have
been patently bert on developing their nudesr sockpiles' > Neverthdess, we do nat sharethisbdieve, Sncewe
think that the effidency of the NPT asmgor legd internationd insrument to avoid the proliferation of nudear
wespons, has been sufficiently proved. Dissgreeamentsin thisfidd besically are over priorities and objectives™

Both andydsforget that counterpraliferation and nonprdiferation are two different but complementary
conoepts (asthe 1991 Gulf War showed). Nevathdess asit hasbeen dreedy sad, in acomprehensve srategy
the counteproliferation messures mus support and not undemine tradiiond  nonpraliferaion. The
nonpraliferation regime has nat collgpsad, as suggested in the wiake of the Guif war. On the contrary, inlight of
this and its aftermath an incrementd improvement of the responses; the regime has treditiondly mede to the
nudear weegpon praliferation threet, wias adtivated: Supparting and drengthening the NPT and Intemetiond Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) ssfeguards -through the so-cdlled program 93+2-; srengthening and expanding export
contrl meesures, particulary in dud-use aress™ drengthening enforoeament and compliance mecheriam directed
agang praliferators (these mechanism may be both unilaterd and multilaterdl) and findlly, promoting regiond
amscontrol and openness transparency, and confidence-bilding messures™

As a consscuence of this debate’, the Pentagon's view on the rdaionship betwean non- and
counterpraliferation congderably evaved in order to offer a"new image’ of the counterpraliferation initiative not
besad on terms of superiority but bang "complementary’”. In this sanse, two "oondligtory”" documents should be
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conddered. Thefirst one, the dresdly mentioned “Nationdl Security Coundl Memorandum on Agresd Definiions!
from February 1994, in which, goart from the ddfinitions given for proliferation and counterproliferation (“the
adtiviiesof DoD acrossthefull range of U.S effartsto combet praliferation induding diplonmecy, arms contral,
expart contrals and intdligence collection and andyss with particular respongihility for assuring U.S forcesand
interests can be pratected should they confront an adversary ammed with wegpons of mass destrudtion or misslles”),
the nonproliferation conognt is defined as"'the use of the full range of palitical, economic and military todsto
prevent praliferation, reverseit diplometicaly or protect our interests againg an opponent armed with wegpons
of mass desruction or missles, should thet prove necessary. Nonprdliferation toasindude: intdligence andyds
globd nonprdliferation norms and agreaments, diplomecy, expart contrals, sscurity assurances defenses and the
goplication of military force *® Although the languege is not as deer asit could be, U.S. counterproliferation
palicy appears subordinated to, and not disinct from, nonproliferation policy.™

The sscond documernt isthe Aghon Carter'stesimony of April 28, 1994, to the Senate Committes on
Armed Savices in which the dose rdationship betwean non and counterprdliferation can be ssen® Carter
dressesthat "in plading new emphads on countering the effects of praliferaion in regiond conflict, weareinno
way deemphaeszing our efort to prevent proliferation in the firg place.. Some commantators have
mgnterpreted the counterprdliferation initigtive to be focused on preanptive attacks on WMD production
fadlities It should be dear from the destription of the counterprdliferation initidive | have given that our focus
ison the danger that WMD will be ussd againg U.S dtizens forces or dliesinthe course of aregiond conflict”.
Therefore, falowing Mr. Caters argument of the counterpraliferation initiative, thereisno reeson to bdieve that
counterpraliferation subdtitutes to the nonpraliferation regime, dthough the two conoepts share acommon god:
prevertion of WMD's proliferation.

Carter mentioned as counterpraliferation toals "diplomecy, ams contral, export contrals, intdligence
collection and andyss'. Nevarthdess snce many of these tools are used in bath non- and counterpraliferation,
the two conoegpts can gopear veary Silar inthar gods But carefully andysng them, someimportant differences
between non- and counterpraliferation can befound. Frg, nonpraliferation isthe full panoply of messurestaken
to prevat or deter dates from acquiring nudear wegpons, while counterpraliferation ssams, to emphesize
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meeauresto betaken -Ofendve and offengve- if nonpraliferation fails or is peroaived to be aout to fail. Ssoond,
counterpraliferation places gredter emphedson the use of military foroe, while nonpraliferaion putsthisempheds
in the diplomatic efots Third, nudear nonprdiferaion messures ae globd o broady regiond,
nondsarininatory and hence dandardized (exoent in cassswhare the adtivities of adate arouse ugpidon, inwhich
case additiond and intrusive ssfeguards mugt be goplied); while some defengve counterpraliferation meesures
have agengd charatter (eg., improving defenses againg WMD and missles atack) and are not goedificaly
directed againg any paticular adversary, many ather counterproliferation meesures are necessatily nation-gpedific

(it would be the case of the offensive counterprliferation meesures) ™

Other aritics paint out thet counterpraliferation is directed againgt new praliferator and not againg those
thet hed dlreedy proliferated. It is neither necessarily directed againgt dl new proliferators’™ (only thosethet were
hodiletothe U.S aditsdlies or toitstadt dliessuch aslgad, which proliferation is consder not bed for the

U.S interests)®.

The counterpraliferation initigtive has been d o atacked due to ther potentid damage that amilitary
conception of nonproliferation may inflict on the existing multinationdl tresties part of the regime™ Spedily,
regarding to Artide VI of the NPT, "'requiring the nudear-weegpon Satesto negatiate in good faith toward nudesr
dissrmament”, and arguing that with the counterpraliferation initiaive, such as objective, raterated during the
1995 NPT Review and Extengon Conference, would never beimplemented®® and therefore, counterproliferation
could congtitute athreet to the nonproliferation regime, undermining the consansud bedis of this®

In short: counterpraliferation should not sarve as an excuse to develop new nudear wegpons (or to
increase the number of the nudear wegpon dates), to nat fulfill the internationd nonproliferation regime
obligations (such asthe negatiation of disarmeament and ams contrdl agreaments; ratification of agreaments uch
asthe Comprenengve Test Ban Tredty ar the Chemicd Wegpon Convention, CWC -inforce snce Apxil 28 1997-,
among athers), the negatiation of afissle cut-off convention or to refuseto maintain and extend negetive security
asurances by the nudear-wegpon dates to the non-nudear ones By suggesting that the technically advanced
powers may colludeto useforce againd lesser powers, such palides can abet the perogation thet non-praliferation
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regimeexig 0ldy for the sdf-sarving interests of the minority.

Fndly, anather common critic towards counterpralideration isthet, & the beginning, it wasonly aU.S
initiative, and therefore, only unilaterd, while the nonpraliferation regime, asit has been dressed, has ever been
multilaterd. Inthissanse, the main aritic was that dthough regimes need sanctions, and for sscurity regimes such
asthe nonprdiferaion ong thismay indude the use of force againg vidaors ssndionsarearnetter for theregime
community, nat for independent and uncontrolled netiondl (U.S) actions™  But neverthdless, with the extension
of theinitigiveto NATO, thiscariticisno more vaid, taking into condderation thet the counterpraliferation action

should be agresd upon among dates dlied in likeminded groups™

Soead atention should be pad to other controversd quedtions such as the achievemant of adearer
ddimtation between adtivities and dutiesin charge of the countarprdliferation palicy and the onesthat dreedy hes
(on consenaud bases) the nonpraliferation regime. Positive isthe complement of tasks, but not the " supplanting”
(for examplein veification of nudear adtivitiesin the non-nudear wegpon dates-where dready exigsthe IAEA-
or veification of exising tredies such asthe CTBT or the CWC). The use of the nudear forceto reppondto a
possible atack nesds dso more daboration, oeddly, in order to determinate what kind of atack (the question
of thelegitimacy in the use of nudear wegpons againd the use of chamicd or bidlogica ones), inwhat casssand
under what drcungandes (on thisissue, dthough nat legaly binding, the World Court's higaric opinion onthe
legdlity of the Threat or Use of Nudear Wegpons dated July 8, 1996, should be taken into consderation), the
possihility to goply preemptive counterproliferation messuresto avoid praliferation of WMD in peacetime, the
oollateral conssouences for the population of amilitary attack (asthe North Korean case showed),”™ and therdle
of the baligic mssles -tha should never be exaggerated- in a comprehensve counterproliferaiton drategy
(tecticd bdlisic mssles have alimited military vaue, but thar production and procurement, even of the most
sophisticeted types isrelatively cheap).” All thisis related with the threet gpprediation, thet should be collective
and never be usad by acountry doneto determine the goplication of military countermessures
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1. INTERNATIONAL IZING COUNTERPROL IFERATION

"Theonly practicd counterproliferation messure againd nudear wegponsisto arege astuationinwhich
they will never be used, astuation caled detarence’ (U.S Presdent Eisenhower).™

Aswe have dready seen, the Counterpraliferation Initidive is essentidly an American concept (end
spedificaly, a concept from the DoD). Bt it should be teken into condderation thet the gpplication of
countermessures cannat exdusvdy be besed on the dedison of a Sngle country, ance it needs for being
sucoessUul, internationd cooperation. The implementation of a palicy of counterproliferation in a demoaraic
Wedan date is virtudly impossble if the date does nat have the support of the internationad community.
Neverthdess meking an internationd prgject out of apalicy intended primarily to sarvetheinteressof asnge
country and carried out by that country grikes as paliticdly dangerous and, intheladt indance, vary difficult, as

wewill seein thispart.”

Therefore, we have to condder the extenson of the counterpraliferation concet, fird, to other nudear
wegpon dates, and second, to NATO. The Alliance effartsto prevent and confront the praliferation of WMD hes
decisve (dthough paliticaly, very controversid) contributed to the internationdlization of the conogat, spedidly,
through the adoption of gpeaific multilaterd initiatives

Asit has been dready sad, internationa cooperation was, and is il today, a prerrequate in order to
guaranty the success of the Northamerican counterpraliferation initiative. For this reason, and to avoid judtified
accusgtions of unilaterdiam the U.S should cooperate not only with itstreditiond dlies, but aswel with Russa
and key regiond powers and spedidly with NATO, baing thisapriarity of the Americasforeign pdlicy. Thefirg
U.S. initigive demanding internationd cooperation will be presented to NATO in January 1994, achieving
immediately Frances support.

11 Hance



French nudear forces have sometimes be destribed as an important dement in the military belancein
Europe The belance ssamsto remain an Eag-West onein French conogptions (thet is the NATO) and friendly

countriesin Eagt-Centrdl Europe versus Russaand itsformer dlies™

The French view of the proliferation threet at the time of the 1994 January Brussdls North Atlantic
Coundl was bedt reflected in a Defense White pgper -Livre Blanc sur la Defense-.
Among the Europeen nudear powe's, France hes moved thefarthest towards expending its nudear Srategy. Under
its chapter on renewed srategies ("Une drategie renouvd &8"), the palicy paper mentioned countarproliferation as
anew fadtor, but did nat quote it by name (in French drdes the use of the term counterproliferation has been
replace by the term Opérations extérieres en milieu extréme-OPMEX-).” Unlike the British statements, those
of the French take over 9x peges to edfy the changes to the conoept of detarence, the problems of
nonpraliferation, and the linkage between these needs and the formulation of a new drategy for the use of

conventional military means that emphasize action, prevention and protection for military forces”™

The White Pgper identified NBC and missle praliferation as a serious danger to the nation's vitd
interests The threet was destribed astwofdld: firg, "NBC wegpons threaten French ndiond tarritory, currently
form theformer Soviet Union, and in future from the Mediteranean beain, epedidly Algaid'; and second, "NBC
rasesthe sakesfor futureintervention by French forcesin srategic zones outsde Europe’. In this connection,
France indicated acute conoansthet its dallity to prgect power could be radicaly drcumstribed by the goreed of
CW and bidogicd wegpons (BW) and bdligic-missle cgpatlities, particulaly in Africaand the Middle Ead.

The Paper destribed praliferation as akey dynamic in reshgping the environment within which France,

Europe and the NATO Alliance would nesd to defend their interestsin the years aheed.”® Paris also wished to
bendfit from possble tedhnological cogperaion with the U.S and ather NATO dlies to mantain U.S engagemat
iNn NATO and enaure Gamany continued to forsivear nudear wegpons The White Paper sated thet the neture of
proliferation required many ways of deding with the prablem to sask a baance between the enforcament of
dissueson, actions of prevention and prohibition, and thet every possble way of defence should be taken into
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condderation and defined on the bess of amilitary Srategy to ded with such athreat. For Franoe, deterrence and
countarproliferation were complementary: conognts”’

Themodt interesing internationd dimengion of the counterpraliferation was for Paris the cooperation
withthe U.S in antimissle defense. France did not want to leave the U.S. domineted world market for medium
and longer-range ground-bassd sysems For this reason the White Paper espeaidly focused on thetechnological
agpect of the counterproliferation palicy.

Fanoesinterest in the counterpraliferation palicy focused on three domains paliticd (by playingamore
important rale then in the previous period in the internationd forum of negatiaions on counterproliferaion);
technicd (s sdd, in thefidd of antimissile defense cooperation) and findlly, operationdl (in geo-drategjic tems).”

The French interest and grong support from the beginning to the counterproliferation initiative will be
recompensd dter the 1994 NATO Brussds Summit, when the Alliance deddes to edablish a Defense Group on
Prdliferation co-chared by the United Sates (represented by Aghon Carter) and France (represanted by the
Director of the French Defense Miinidry's Déegation aux Affairs Sratégiques, Jeen-Claude Mdlet). Thisgroup
will bein charge of the formulation of the military dimendion of the counterpraliferaton within NATO.

12  TheUnted Kingdom

The British Govemment reectionsto the U.S. DCI has bean limited but supportive 1t first linked British
nudear thinking to the praliferation of nudear weegponsin November 1993, Inangor andydsof British nudear
palicy, presanted to the Centre for Defense Studies a King's Callege of London, Defense Seoretary Mdodm
Rifkind explained how "we and theworld community recall at the through of widespreed praliferation of nudeer
wegpons'. Since "udear wegpons cannat be disinvented”, he dressed that "in terms of our sscurity interests
therefore, nudear weapons could be said to be Smultaneoudy part of the solution and part of the problem™.”

To counter the regiond proliferation threat, the UK advocated a comprehensve palitica and military
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gpproach that would both respond to underlining regiond and globd causation and do provide the operationd
military meansto deter and defend againd the NBC threat. Detarence of NBC usg, prinerily through maintaining
a aedibe nudear rediaory cgoability and a firm dedaaory palicy was viewed as posshle the military
componats mog essatid dement in the response to praliferation. London supported the need for aNATO
initiative as ameansto enure acredible Alliance reponse to future regiond contingendes even more srongly
then Paris aswell asfor the defense of NATO territory beyond the current decade™

TheBritish Miniger of Defense mentioned counterpraliferation in January 1994 (esaimmediate respond
to NATO damands), inagaemant on"UK Defense Srategy: aContinuing Ralefor Nudear Wegpons?', dressing
thet "the American adminidration hes mede countering proliferation angior palicy priarity. Wewamly weoome
this and we arelooking forward to discussonswith our NATO dlieson thisimportant subject over the coming
months’. Neverthdess it was surpriang, thet the minider made no reference to the implications of
counterpraliferation for the rethinking of nonpraliferation issues, congdeing thet thewesk ealier, & the NATO
summit in Bruss Alliance leeders discussad amrs contrdl and counterprdliferation as one of thefive main issues
ontheagenda™

In January 1996, the U.K. Miniger of Defensetald Parliament thet any netion agairing towards bellidic
missile capedity will enableto develap systems capable of threstening the United Kingdom manland within the
next ten years On March 28, 1996 the House of Commons Sdect Committee on Defense produced a repart
entited "NATO's Southern Hank™" stressing, among ather things thet "NATO countries should pay dose attention
to the long term thret of tarrorist use of bidlogicd and chemicd wegpons and should devdop gppropriate
countermessres’ and that "hand in hand with the diplometic counterpraiferation efforts, NATO should go
practicd messuresto protect agang posshle atack”; furthermore, it was sad that “the U K. is currently looking
a varioustechnicd optionsavalade A pre-feesble udy isunder way to identify balisic missles sysemsto
counter potential threststo the UK, dependent territories and our forces deployed oversees'. ™

In October 1996 a Bdligic Missle Defense (BMD) conference was held in London to encourage
Europeen discusson on the subject. The Defense Minisry mede dear that Britain would have to collaborae with
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Europe and the USA for economic and palitica reesons but Goverment officers sad that the United Kingdom
was not reedly to join MEADS (Medium Extended Air Defense Systam) programme under devdlopment™

13 Gamay

At the October 1992 medting of the Nudear Rlanning Group (NPG), Vaker Rilhe, the Gemren defense
miniger, sad tha "NATO's nudear forcesinaure us paliticdly againg risksthet we cannat caaulate, riskswhich
might arise from the proliferation of WMD"** Neverthdess, prior to the NATO Brussds summit, Germary
gppeared to be the modt rductant of the mgjor dliesto acogat the nead for an Alliance defenseinitiaive to counter

the proliferation threet.®

On Decamber 15, 1993 the Gamen Fordgn Minide, Klaus Kinkd, presented a 10-point
nonpraliferdion iniiative to NATO, inwhich was sad, amnong ather things thet "military enforcement messLres
agang proliferator, pursuant to Chapter VI of the U.N. Charter, can only be concalved asultimaraio in case of
athreat to internationd security and peece. Military messures necessitate -except in the case of defense egangt
amed attack- dways the legitimation by the U.N. Seourity Coundil" ™

Although the emphedsin shipping this palicy hed focused primarily, if not exdusvdy, on the paliticd
agpedts of the chdlenge and responss, Bomn wias graduly coming to aooept thet military force may be necessary
to ded with dates that posses NBC capahiliies Gamany's preoccupation on the paliticd agpedts of the
counterpraliferation palicy will bedso thereault of the aredtion in January 1994 within NATO of agpedfic group
on palitical agpects (equivaent to the co-chared U.S-French military one) chaired by Germen Deputy Secretary
Gangd of NATO von Mdltke In this sanse, the two points of view on the counterpraliferation initidive (the
military, bedked by Franog, and the pdlitical one, mainly defended by Gammany) will be present within the Alliance

14 Russa

Although not a member of NATO, the possition and support of Russa to the counterproliferation
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intiative was of utmost importance for bath the U.SA. and the Alliance itsdf.

Russan posstionin thisfidd was, thet priority in the sruggle againg proliferation of WMD and thar
odivery sygem
required paliticd methods, while & the same timeiit did not exdude a combination of palitical and diplomatic
gpproaches with coerdon meeaures (economic character) and ather redrictive rategies. With respect to theuse
of themilitary foroe, Russiaconddered thet only in exaeptiond drcumatances and only when sanctioned by the
UN Security Coundll, this could be gpplied.”

But nevarthdess the Stuation in Russais mede more complex by thefact thet even & thetemindogicd
levd the conogpt counterpraliferation and itsindusive terms (protection, preamption, prevention, neutrdization,
and detarence) thus far have found no generdly acogpted linguidtic equivdents For this reason, evident
incompetibility & the levels of conceptud, politicdl, and practicdl (technologicd) devedopment of
counterpraliferation methodalogiesin the U.S. and Russian contexts may be one reason, why "offidd” Russan
expatstendto befarly aiticd of U.S postionson this méater. Another reeson was the usiidons about Westemn

(U.S. and NATO) intentions, perodived as detrimentd to Russian interests™

Themog controvergd paoint on thisissue was the question of how could affect the counterpraliferaion
intiative to the Anti-Bdligic Missle (ABM) Tregty and to the thedtre missle defense (TBD) and rdated
cgpabilities question. It can be sad, thet there has been an dmod indinctive fear that counterproliferation was
intended to revise the foundations of datility in RussantU.S drategic rdaions represanted by the same"saored”
ABM Trety™

Prdliferation isincreasingly percaved within the Alliance as both, apadlitical and amilitary threat thet
could undermine NATO's ahility to conduct essentid defense missons, bath in regiond conflicts beyond its
bordersand in pratecting Alliance territory and populations, espedidly, asprdliferant Sates acquire longer-range
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and more sophidicated ddivery means: Although dlies as we have dready seen, continue to differ on the
immediacy of the problem and the most effedtive means of response, thereis an emerging consenausthat NATO

should act to protect againgt this growing threet.”

Asadrett resuit of the Gulf War, the Alliance nated in its 1991 Rome Dedaraion that "the proliferation
of WMD and their ddlivery mesns undemineintemationd ssourity” ** NATOSs effortsto address the problem of
proliferationisdso presant in the Alliance 1991 "New Strategic Conogt”’, which identified the different security
chdlenges and risks fading member countries after changesin Central and Eastem Europe™

Inlate 1993 the U.S persuaded NATO to creste two working groups on counterprdiferaton, which will
exploreitspalitica and military agpects NATO Ddense Haning Committee (DPC) and Nudear Haning Group
(NPG) met in Minigerid Sessonsin Brusss on 8 and 9 December 1993, will dedide to "intengfy effortsto
prevent the proliferaion of WMD and to address and counter, if necessary, the assodaed risks to Alliance
Security”.”

Fallowing Presdent Clinton'sempheds a the 1994 January BrussdsNATO Summit on the danger to
Alliance membarsfor NBC prdliferation, Sgnificant (dthough pdliticaly controversd) progressssweremedein
integrating counterprdliferation palicy into the new Alliancgs pos-Cald War agenda. By then, NATO medesome
cantrd assumptionsin assessing which countrieswerelikdy to be praliferators of wegpons of mass destruction:
countriesthat can manufeacture such wegpons prolely will do so; countriesthat face seriousthregtis will devdop
wegponsto the begt of their cgpahiliiesand findly, countrieswill develop wegpons of mess destrudtion to enhance
their diplomatic influence™

The Dedaation of the North Atlantic Coundl stated thet "proliferation of wegpons of mass desruction
and thar ddivery means condlitute athreet to intemationd security and isametter of conoanto NATO. Wehave
dedded to intensfy and expand NATO's pdliticd and defense effarts againgt proliferation, teking into acoount the
work dready underway in other internationd foraand indtitutions In this regard, we direct thet work begin
immediady in gopropriate form of the Alliance to develop an overdl palicy framework to congder how to
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reinforce ongoing prevention efforts and how to reduce the proliferation threet and protect againgt it".*

Three groups were subssquently cregted: The Joint Committee on Praliferation (JCP), which monitors
ovedl Alliance dfarts the Seior Rdlitico-Military Group on Prdliferation (SGP), which focuseson how NATO
can ranforce treditiond nonproliferation efforts and the Senior Defense Group on Prdliferation (DGP), which
examines the defense agpects of praliferation, induding the military capehilities nesded to discourage NBC
proliferation, deter NBC use, and if necessary, protect NATO tarritory, populations, and forces™

Nevathdess, in the discussons leading up to the Brussds NATO Coundl medting, the Europeans
pressad for the indusion of counterpraliferation's paliticd implications, rather than an exdusve focus on the
military agpects of counteprdiferation, and they ingged on giving precedence to traditiond means of
nonpraiferation palicy. A procedurd compromisewithin NATO was achieved in January 1994 by establishing,
asit hasbeen dreedy seen, two working groups one on palitical agpedts, chared by (Gamren) Deputy Seordary
Gengd of NATO von Mdltke, and the other one on the millitary apects co-chaired by the U.S and France™

Hve months laer, in its June 9, 1994 Pdlicy Framenork on Praliferation of Wegpons of Mass
Degruction (issued at the Minigerid medting of the North Atlantic Coundl in Istanbul), NATO placed
proliferation risks high on its new agenda, but the document is devated to Sraghtening time-honoured
nonproliferation polides™ In its discusson of military efforts, the "communioqué’ dos nat use the tam
counterpraliferation once (presumelly dueto ressance from the West Eurgpean countriesand alack of American
indgence). Therefore, nathing could better expressNATO's cautions attitude towards the U.S. countarprdliferation
initiative™ The Alliance ocbsarved, inter dlia, thet: "anumber of dates on the pariphery of the Alliance continue
in thar attempts to devdop or acquire the cgpatillity to produce WMD and their ddivery means or to acquire
illegdlly such sysems WMD and their ddlivery means can poseadirect military risk to the member satesof the
Alliance and their forces and WMD prdliferation can occur despite internationd non-praliferation norms and
agreamats'. Inregponding to theserisks the Palicy Framework dressesthat "NATO's gpproech mudt incorporate
both political and military capebilities”, "to discourage WMD proliferation and use...".**

The SGP addressad the paliticd agpects NATO's gpproech to the praliferation problem. In reponding
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to the risks of proliferation, the prindpal objective of Alliance palicy will be to prevent proliferation or, if it
oocurs, to reverseit through diplomatic means. But neverthdess NATO a o recognized, thet palitica effortsto
prevent proliferation may not dway's be successful. For this reason, the DGP was tasked to addressthe military
cgpatiilities neaded to discourage nudear, bidlogicd and chemicd wegpons praliferaion, deter thredis or use of
NBC wegpons and to protect NATO populations, tarritory and foroes™

Thework of the Senior Defense Group on Prdliferation wias broken down into three pheses Inthefirg
one, completed in Decamber 1994, the DGP conducted an assessment of the risks poased to Alliance by the
praiferation of WMD and their ddivery means Draving upon NATO intdligence assessamants the DGPsRik
Assessment vdidated the June 1994 Summit Dedaration, which noted that praliferation of WMD and their
odivery means possessad ared secunity ddlengeto NATO (but introduced differences among dtributes and uses
thet possess NBC wegpons: nudear wegpons, gopearing to be the mogt prized by proliferant Sates; biologica
weghons lessthregtening then nudear ones, but emerging asakey threet and findly, chemicd wegpons, seen by
proliferant Sates as both, an efective military tool and anindrument of terror); spdled out in detall the growing
proliferation risks on NATO's periphary due to indigenous production or illiat trandfer; conduded that these
wegpons could pose new thregtsto NATO's avilian populations and taritory and meke mare difficuit for NATO
forcesto prosacute; and suggested thet the chdlenge of ballistic missiles neaded to be studied further.**

Fom this andyss the DGP deaived the man prindples to guide NATO's defense response to
proliferation, and suppart the Alliances ojedtives for dedling withit: ensure Alliance cohesion through continued
widespreed particpation dlied defense preparations for operaionsin the NBC praliferaion risk environmert;
maintan fresdom of action and demondirate to any potentid adversary thet the Alliance will nat be coerced by the
threat or use of NBC wegpons reessure bath, Alliesand codition partners of the Alliancgs aallity effectivdy to
repond to, or protect againd, NBC thredis or atacks, ensure regponave and effective consultation proceduresto
rexlve aigswhich have apatentid NBC dmendon a the earliest posshle Sage complement nonrdliferation
efforts complement nudear detarence; baance amix of cgpatilitiesinduding nudear forces and conventiond
response capahlities to devaue a prdliferant's NBC wegpons by denying the military advantages they would
confer; prioritize needed cgpahilitiesin terms of thar contribution to Alliance olgjectives, conflict contrdl; evolve
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capailities, emphadise sysem moility and findlly, integrate NBC-related processes™®

The DGP Phesell dfort was completed in November 1995, consdaring theimplications of praliferation
for dlied planing and identified arange of capebilities neaded to support NATO's defense posture for dedling with
proliferation. For this purpase, NATO examined threts or attacks both, on NATO taritory and population, and
risks posad to NATO forcesin out of areaoperations Nathing theat military capehilities complement politica
effartsto prevant praliferaion, the DGP found that amixture of cgpahilitieswas necessary to provide afirm bess
for detarring or protecting againgt the proliferation risk > At the same time, the DPC and the NIPG recognized
inthar joint November 29, 1995, that an gppropriate mx of conventiond response cgpatlities to indude active
Oefenses, would complement Alliance nudear forces and ranforce NATO's overdl deterrence podure againgt
thrests posed by proliferation.®

Fndly, Phase 111 conduded in June 1996. This phase contained assessment of current capablities,
identification of defidendes an recommendationsfor correction. Reflecting the palitical importance atached to
proliferation issues the Defense Miniders directed, that an acoderated process be indituted to correct within
shorter time frame then would normélly be the case any shartfdlsin cgpahilitiesidentified by DGPswark. This
wasthefirg timein 12 years thet this acoderated foroe planing tool was used.®

During 1996 and 1997 NATO has continued backed its support to nonpraliferation of WMD, and the
DGP, examining theimplications of NBC weegpons-in particular chemicd and bidogicd ones- far NATO dfense
planning and requirementsin these soenarios Alll this has been reflected in the Find Communique of the Berin
Minigerid Meding of NAC (June 3, 1996), in thejoint June 13, 1996 DPC and NPG Find Communicué, in
the Find Communiqué of the Brusds Minigerid Meging of NAC (Decamber 10 and Decamber 17-18,
respectivdy), in the joint December 17, 1996 DPC and NPG Find Communiqué, in the Find Communiqué of
the Minigerid Medting of the NAC in Smira (May 29, 1997) and firdlly, in the Find Communique of the
Minigeid Megingsof the DPC and NPG hdd on June 12, 1997 (in which oncemorg, priarity isgiven, for longer
tam planning, to the cgpallities nesdied to deter, and if necessary respond to, the use of WMID, inthe 1998 force
proposals).



In the Medting of the NAC in Defense Minigers Sesson held in Brussds on Decamber 17 and 18, 1996,
it was expresdy recognized thet "enlarging the Alliance will nat reguire a change in NATO'S current nudesr
podure, and therefore NATO countries have no intention, no plan, and no reason to deploy nudear wegponson
thetamitary of new membarsnar any need to change any agpect of NATO's nudear posture or nudear pdlicy -and

wedo not foresee any futurenead to do 0%

Findlly, the posshle defenseimplications that could have the praliferation of WMD for NATO should
do beconsdered. Frg, the gretest threat presanted by NBC and missile proliferation, at leest in the near future,
isto deploy forcesin regiond contingendes Therefore NATO should givefird priority to the protection of its
forces As adversaries aoquire longer-range systams, the focus of Alliance effort may shift to the protection of
NATO populaions Ssoond, prdliferants sates do no have the aallity to defest NATO membarsin dassc military
tems 0 that advaersaries may view its possesson of NBC as an dfedtive means to overcome NATO's
conventiond superiority. Third, NBC wegpons could have a direct impect on the outcome of an operation by
digupting codition coheson or inhibiting the daility of NATO to deploy forces. Fourth, forces will be most
vulnerableto NBC attack while entering the region of conflict, when large numbers of foroes are concentrated at
ardativdy smdl number of arfiddsand ports Fifth, NBC wegpons could dlter the military belance of NATO
operaiond forces essentid to the conflict. Sixth, uneven capabilities among codition partners with regard to
equipment and training for NBC operations and for defending againgt the missile threat, could offer the enemy
opportunitiesfor explaitation,and findly, reaction by the dvilian populaion within theatre of operations could
dso have fundamentd effect on NATO's ahility to conduct operations™



Taken into condderation dl the above, .ome condusons and recommendations can be made

Preventing the goread of WMD remans ashared objective and afirgt priority by the mgority of Sates
inthewarld. The quedionistherefare, how it can be achieved, through counterproliferaion initiatives
or through nonprdiferation ones The best solution isacombination of bath, in acomplemantary rdation
rather then in upaiority terms. Counter- and nonpraliferation seek both to reduce the demand for
wegpons of mass dedtruction and for this resson counterpraliferation gptions must support and not

undermine traditiond nonproliferation mesaures

Counterpraliferation should take into condderation the fallowing triad: effective and guarantesd non-
proliferation, disarmament and ensuring globd and regiond security.

Counterprdliferation congsts nat only of military messures; it do indudes diplomecy, detarence, ams
control, coerdve and cooperative dissmameant, economic and military asssance, sandtions ad
embargoes, intdligence, export contrals, sscurity assurances and guarantess, dabilizing messures
adapting regponse cgpatillities, lethd and nonlethd countermesaures, adtive and passve ddfensssad
militay operations (induded preamptive adtions). For this resson, counterproliferation nesds
technologicd support.

Invavement of nudear wegponsin the counterproliferation debate could have negdiveimplicationsfor
evertud nudear disasmament and intemaiond cooperation within the nonprdliferation regime,
However, by focusng on how begt to respond to WMD's use, does nat ded with the question of what

influences sates to acquire WMD inthefirg place

Inditutiondizing the right of datesto takeindividudly nilitary actions againg possble "proliferators’
intimedf pesog without attending the U.N. Chater or the NPT, ssamsasbang vary prodlemdtic. There
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isto be consdered, thet it will remein necessary to sk the suppart of the U.N. Security Coundl befare
the aradt or the missles leave the ground or the launching plaform. Therefore, the quegtion of
possihilities of adopting sanctions is rlevant not only for the military persoective, but dso for the
politica one

A military counterpraliferation drategy would have to copewith difficulties and risks (for example, the
collaterd conseguences of amilitary atack on a possble praliferator). It should therefore reamain an
option of lagt resort, and even if one tekesthe view that despite there many problemsinvolved, military
regoonsesto the praliferation of WIMD should nat ruled aut in prindple, one should be extremdy careful
in Hecting military options

Soedid atention should be peid to the conseguences of using the military forceto prevent ancther country
from aocguiring WMDs befareits effarts bore fruit, or preampting the use of such wegponsinaaigs but
before aconflict darted (for example, the case of the Kareen Peninsul).

Counterpraliferation can be usad nat only againgt wegpons themsdves, but earlier in the praliferation
process, for example, to avaid exparts or to disupt or destroy reseerch and deve opment or production
fadlities, and thus dso support aprevention drategy. But it should be consdered, thet dl responseswill
be convertiond, because the Pentagon hes rules out employmat of nudear wegpons for
counterpraliferation purposes Thisagpett can dso represant aproblem for NATO's counterpraliferation

Srategy.

A key requiremant isto devdap adear palicy on how to regpond to the use of WMD when Wesan
countries have no chemicd and bidogicd wegpons of thar own; while the use of nudear wegpons ssans
to many to be cartain to prompt anudear response, thair utility in responding to CBW is percaved to
be more problematicdl.

If further nudear proliferaion is to be prevented, the priority should be to devdop new globd ad
regiond sscurity dructures and to enhance intdligence cgpahilities and the IAEA sefeguards sygem.
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Implementation of apolicy of counterpraliferation inaWesern saeisvirtudly impossbleif the date
does nat have the suppart of the internationdl community. Therefore, counterprdliferation can only work,
if it enjoys multilaterd support and isfallowed by mutilaterd actions. It needs cooperation with other

ocountries

Fallowing Presdent Clinton'sempheads a the January 1994 NATO Summit on the danger to Alliance
mambasfrom WMD prdiferation, sgnificant progress hasbeen medein integrating countapraliferation
palicy into the new Alliances pos-Cold War agenda

Today, the Allianceis dedt with prdiferation asone of itskey missons Neverthdess difficlitiesamong
dliesareevidart, if welook for example NATO's predilection for the conogpt "defense reponseto the

WMD proliferaion risk”, ingeed of "counterproliferation’”.

The pdlitical dmenson of the Alliance Framawork on the Prdliferation of WIMIDsisintended to prevent
praliferation from oocurring and, if thet falls, to reverse it through diplomatic means In thisway, the
work & the plitical levd complementsthework dore & the defenceleve. While the defence dimendon
of the Framework addressad potentid capebilities, the palitical dimension looksa potentid intentions

Thesuccess of the NATO initigtive to counter the proliferation threet will depend on the dlies nationd
and collective commitments to fidd the necessary military capehilities and embed the thredt in the
Alliance defense planning process Therefore, areformulation within NATO on existing podtions on

nudear deterrence and need for wide-area missle defenses, will be presumably necessary.

Budgetary redtrictions could meke difficult to go aheed and mantain dl the counterprdliferation programs
(goeddly thosereferred to baligic missle defenses). For thisreason, NATO hasto predsdy ddfineits
priortieswith regpect to the praliferation thredt, and about detarrence and defenses, searching for support
toitsintiivesin the commminterest of thedlies rather thenin naiond perspectives of thethredt, thet
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can result detrimentd for the Alliance or be subject of further sugpidons among member dates

Fndly, it can be said that NATO's contribution in thisfidd, gpart from bean deasve, ill offersalot

of posshilitiesfor the near future
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