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Introduction
In the first decade of the twenty-first century, the two-

tier international security system has formally legitimized
the possession of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) in the hands of the five nuclear weap-
ons states (i.e., the United States, France, Britain, the
Peoples’ Republic of China, and the Russian Federation).1

The strategic political problem in the increasingly tense re-
lationship between the nuclear have states and the nuclear
have-not states is that the international security system is
inherently unfair and structurally unequal. On the one hand,
the obligations of the nuclear have-not states to abide by
international and regional nonproliferation treaties and safe-
guard regimes continue in full legal force.2 On the other
hand, the nuclear weapons states continue to modernize their
strategic nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities (while the
United States pursues a grand strategy that includes the
militarization of space, building a national missile defense
system, developing mini-nuke [and bunker-buster] systems,
and improving related advanced nuclear, WMD and ballis-
tic weapons systems). The long-standing historical accusa-
tions of discrimination against the legitimate national secu-
rity needs of the nuclear have-not states are embedded in
these international security realities.

In this context, the dominant Western debate on global
proliferation policy has not fully investigated an important
theoretical question: Is it in the national security interests
of some major Third World states to acquire nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities, given the resistance of the
nuclear weapons states to protecting them against a poten-
tial nuclear or WMD attack from a rogue Third World state,
a global terrorist group, or in certain counter-instrumental
scenarios, from a “crazy” nuclear weapons state?3 While
the global proliferation system has different drivers in the
various Third World regions (i.e., Northeast Asia, South Asia,
the Middle East, Latin America, and Sub-Saharan Africa),
an important minority of major Third World states remain
focused on advancing their supreme interests under (and in
some cases in spite of) the current international and regional
nonproliferation enforcement protocols and safeguards treaty
regime(s).4

This nonproliferation research study posits that the lim-
ited negative (and positive) security assurances extended
by the nuclear weapons states (combined with their collec-
tive unwillingness to significantly reduce their impressive
strategic nuclear weapon inventories towards the goal of

real nuclear disarmament) to the nuclear have-not states are
not very reliable. Because of this and other negative inter-
national security conditions, the unintended policy conse-
quence is that some major Third World states have increased
strategic political incentive(s) to acquire nuclear weapons
and WMD capabilities in order to secure their long-term
security interests and protect their national sovereignty.

However, this global nuclear security argument does
not have a sympathetic voice in the U.S. and Western non-
proliferation and security literatures or among U.S. national
security decision-makers. In the post-September 11th envi-
ronment, U.S. defense neo-conservatives and defense con-
servatives as well argue that major Third World states with
or seeking nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities must be
disarmed, diplomatically if possible, or with overwhelming
military force if necessary.5 The U.S. and Western nonpro-
liferation and security literatures are not overly sensitive to
the alternative viewpoint that some (but not all) major Third
World states may acquire nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities for legitimate (and not illegitimate) national se-
curity reasons.6

For that matter, some major Third World states may
acquire nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities not to di-
rectly or indirectly threaten U.S. or Western security inter-
ests, but to secure their supreme national interests and sov-
ereignty. Moreover, the Western nonproliferation literature
is biased in understanding why nuclear have-not states do
or do not acquire nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
and in overestimating the nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities of nuclear have-not states.7

Currently, U.S. political leadership and national secu-
rity decision-makers promote counter-proliferation strategy
and pre-emptive offensive strikes, to either diplomatically
disarm or win military conflicts against major Third World
states with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.8 In a
real sense, nuclear and WMD nonproliferation studies have
become a subset of counter-proliferation and anti-prolifera-
tion analysis because the Western security community (es-
pecially in the United States) contends that it is both strate-
gically dangerous and morally unacceptable for major Third
World states to possess nuclear weapons and WMD capa-
bilities.9 The debate on whether democracies and non-de-
mocracies with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities are
ethically or morally equivalent is irrelevant in the realism
universe where power capabilities define what is right and
what is wrong. In the Western security literature, it is as-
sumed that democratic states with nuclear weapons and
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WMD capabilities exercise by definition a higher moral
authority in matters of war and peace and that non-demo-
cratic states with or seeking nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities do not.10

While these debates are compelling and organized (in-
formed by prevailing American and Western international
relations theories and international security models), they
do not satisfactorily examine the underlying political, secu-
rity and cultural dynamics driving the global proliferation
problem from Third World perspective(s).11

This nonproliferation policy study suggests that it is in
the long-term strategic interests of major Third World states
to acquire nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities given:
1) the unreliable and limited negative (and positive) secu-
rity guarantees provided by the nuclear weapons states; 2)
the continued modernization of the nuclear weapons states’
nuclear and WMD capabilities; 3) the unwillingness of the
great powers to move towards significant levels of nuclear
disarmament as agreed to in the 1969 Nuclear Non-prolif-
eration Treaty and its continuously negotiated protocols
agreed to by the nuclear weapons states and non-nuclear
weapons states alike; and 4) the aggressive counter-prolif-
eration policies and pre-emptive military behavior of the
United States towards Iraq and continued U.S. diplomatic
threats made against other major Third World states with or
acquiring nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.12

The central issue examined is: do major Third World
states have an implicit strategic justification to acquire
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities; if they do, what is
the nature of their insecurity dilemma, how are they acquir-
ing nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities, what are their
nuclear and WMD guidance doctrines, what are their nuclear
and WMD acquisition and deployment policies, and where
do they hide their nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities?

This study posits that nuclear and WMD thinking and
practices emerging from the Third World are conceptually
different and politically divergent from the prevailing West-
ern strategic nonproliferation and counter-proliferation
paradigm(s), the latter based on a double standard praxis
dedicated to supporting “friends” and attacking “enemies”
with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities or advancing
towards these very lethal capabilities. They are conceptu-
ally different in the special sense that they are historical
reactions by the weak states against the great powers’ con-
tinuing discriminatory nuclear and WMD policies and un-
willingness to downgrade the high currency placed on stra-
tegic nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities as a central
attribute of national and international power. The political
examination of the global nuclear weapons and WMD threat
from a strictly U.S. and Western security perspective is in-
correct. These prevailing Western security perspectives
downplay divergent global (and regional) nuclear weapons
and WMD trends, in effect invalidating non-Western non-
proliferation thinking and practices.13

By way of organization, Section 1 examines the politi-
cal origins of the Third World’s resistance to global nonpro-
liferation treaties and safeguards regimes. Section 2 dis-

cusses the complex insecurity dilemma faced by some ma-
jor Third World states as it relates to the nuclear weapons
and WMD issue. Section 3 examines the central elements
of the global proliferation threat within the diversified Third
World framework. Section 4 outlines the directions in nuclear
weapons and WMD acquisition and deployment practices
in the Third World. Section 5 explores various nuclear weap-
ons and WMD concealment practices in the Third World.
The nonproliferation policy study concludes with some ob-
servations on proliferation and non-proliferation transfor-
mations and trends occurring throughout the international
security system.

The Whys of Third World
Resistance to International
Nonproliferation Treaties and
Safeguard Regimes

Major Third World states are caught between two pow-
erful international forces, the counter-proliferation and pre-
emptive-minded United States and the nonproliferation dedi-
cated four nuclear weapons states. The political tensions
between the nuclear weapons states and some major Third
World states are complicated by the former bloc’s prefer-
ence for strictly enforcing their non-nuclear and non-WMD
objectives through crippling political, diplomatic, economic,
financial, trade, and military sanctions.14 Under these un-
equal policy conditions, the widening division between the
nuclear have states and the nuclear have-not states has be-
come an important and divisive driver in increasing both
the intensity and lethality of the global proliferation threat.
The compelling resistance of some major Third World states
to the prevailing American and Western-driven nuclear and
WMD nonproliferation treaties and safeguard regimes are
deeply embedded in this historically unequal and unjust re-
lationship; and it is the long-term strategic military basis
for the proliferation threat to international stability and
peace.15 This relationship has created a symbolic (but tem-
porary) rift between nuclear and WMD-capable major Third
World states and non-nuclear and non-WMD major Third
World states in arriving at an agreed consensus on the fu-
ture relevance of international and regional nonprolifera-
tion treaties and safeguard regimes in light of the emerging
counter-proliferation strategy and the pre-emptive military
threat postures by the United States to use massive military
force (as it already has in Iraq), if necessary, against “en-
emy” major Third World states and enemy non-Third World
states with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities, or ad-
vancing to acquire those globally and regionally destruc-
tive capabilities.16

Politically, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Brazil, Egypt, Taiwan,
India, Pakistan, Argentina, Iran, and North Korea have tra-
ditionally complained that the cold war and post-cold war
nonproliferation treaties and safeguard regimes are unfair
to the non-nuclear weapons states. They have argued that
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current international and regional nonproliferation treaties
and safeguard regimes are discriminatory and benefits the
nuclear weapons states and their “friends” (i.e., major Third
World and non-Third World states that have nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities not subject to the constant inter-
national recriminations or negative sanctions due to alliance
commitments).17 They posit that the permanent division of
the international security community into nuclear-have states
and nuclear have-not states invites instability leading to sys-
temic disorder.18

These states have refused to follow the dictates of the
international community in strict adherence to these global
and regional nonproliferation treaties and safeguard regimes
with the notable recent exception of Libya, who has decided
to forego advancing the development of its embryonic
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities in exchange for
normal diplomatic, political, economic, financial and trad-
ing relations with the United States and the international
community.19 In this context, India and Pakistan have be-
come “unofficial members” of the Club of Five, and they
have decided to seek strategic political relations with the
United States while modernizing their growing nuclear
weapons and WMD stockpiles.20

In the first instance, some major Third World states
(North Korea and to a lesser extent, Iran) are secretly ac-
quiring access to or indigenously developing nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities, even at the risk of being shut
out of the international political economy and foregoing the
alleged benefits of positive (or friendly) relations with the
United States and the nuclear weapons states.21 At a deeper
political level, their political behavior suggests that they will
not entrust their supreme national security interests to the
five nuclear weapons states or to the UN Security Council
(including Pakistan and India and to a lesser extent South
Korea), in the event of a major escalation or crisis affecting
their national independence.

In the second instance, a majority of Third World states
are compromised by their low power status in the interna-
tional security system. They are compelled (especially tar-
geted are the non-nuclear weapons states with nuclear and
WMD potential) to adhere to international and regional non-
proliferation treaties and safeguard regimes by the nuclear
weapons states’ threat(s) of negative sanctions or military
force, led by the United States.22 These states have entered
the twenty-first century in an extremely vulnerable national
security position, while the rapid expansion and modern-
ization of the nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities by
the nuclear weapons states continues in full force. Under
any normal national security scenario, if a major Third World
state is attacked by a rogue Third World state or a global
terrorist organization with nuclear weapons or WMD capa-
bilities (or even by an advanced nuclear weapons state like
the United States), they must either wait for the UN Secu-
rity Council to act, or they must plea to the five nuclear
weapons states to intervene to save what is left of their state
and society.23

It is highly unlikely that the UN Security Council or
the nuclear weapons states will come to their rescue in a
time-sensitive manner (if at all), resulting in either their
partial devastation or their annihilation as sovereign states.
The security benefits alleged to be part of the NPT bargain
for major Third World states are not sufficient in and of
themselves to provide minimum deterrence structures for
national defense.24 Presently, non-nuclear weapons states
must depend on the rationality of an enemy not to use nuclear
weapons or WMD capabilities, a very dangerous and high-
risk national security planning scenario with possibly fatal
national consequences. Moreover, major Third World states’
reliance on arms control mechanisms to prevent an enemy
nuclear and/or WMD attack is also not dependable.25 In the
first case, if we assume that some nuclear and WMD-ca-
pable Third World states are rational unitary decision-mak-
ers, their decision not to acquire nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities cannot continue indefinitely, without a signifi-
cant degradation in the high levels of threat emanating from
the international and regional security environment. The
critical assumption here is that they will ignore as long as it
is tolerable the insecurity dilemma that the majority of Third
World states face in the first decade of the twenty-first cen-
tury.26

In the second case, if we assume that some nuclear and
WMD-capable Third World states are counter-rational or
“crazy” decision-makers (as implied in the U.S. counter-
proliferation and non-proliferation security literatures), their
historical decision not to acquire nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities will be of short time duration in order to meet
the high levels of threat coming from international and re-
gional security environments with survivable minimum de-
terrent forces. The critical assumption here is that they will
address the insecurity dilemma they face by acquiring
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.27 In either case,
the national policy decision to acquire nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities will (can) occur under conditions of ra-
tionality or counter-rationality, even if it goes against the
direct national security interests of the United States, the
great powers, and powerful regional enemies.

Insecurity Dilemmas Faced by
Major Third World States

The theoretical development of a new national security
model in the nuclear and WMD proliferation domain(s) for
major Third World states has not occurred yet, in regards to
addressing their special insecurity requirements (and secu-
rity) needs in the first decade of the twenty-first century.28

The nuclear insecurity dilemma facing major Third World
states is quite compelling: they must either depend on the
positive security assurances offered by the nuclear weap-
ons states or offered by the UN Security Council to suc-
cessfully deter a nuclear or WMD attack from a nuclear
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weapons state, a powerful regional enemy, a sophisticated
global terrorist organization or a capable insurgent non-coun-
try group, or they must develop their own nuclear weapons
and WMD capabilities to secure their national defense and
permanent interests.29

Historically, major Third World states’ dependency on
conventional military instruments—even at the higher end
of the military technological spectrum—cannot guarantee
them a minimum deterrence posture or for that matter, a
positive war-fighting position in the international or regional
threat environments of the future. The meaning of deter-
rence for major Third World states parallels in a sense the
intellectual and philosophical debate in the U.S. strategic
security literature on what deterrence means for the United
States in the post-cold war threat environment.30

Higher-end conventional military instruments are in-
sufficient to deter or delay a determined attack by an enemy
armed with nuclear weapons and/or WMD capabilities.
However, higher end conventional military instruments al-
lied with nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities provide a
sufficient minimum deterrence. There are two central mili-
tary defense positions that major Third World states must
consider in determining whether they will acquire nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities, assuming they have the
available human, financial, and technological resources: the
less is better nuclear rule and the more is better nuclear rule.31

Less is Better Nuclear and WMD
Thinking

In the first case, “less is better nuclear and WMD think-
ing” dominates in the Third World. Major Third World states
that purposely forego nuclear weapons and WMD  capa-
bilities have concluded that their supreme national security
interests must take a back seat to the political, economic,
trading, financial, and technological exchange benefits of
having harmonious diplomatic relations with the nuclear
weapons states, especially with the United States.32

It is a precarious security position to be locked into,
since the United States and the nuclear weapons states have
not traditionally shown a dedicated willingness to intervene
to protect major Third World states from external aggres-
sion, let alone from a potential nuclear and WMD attack
from states with dedicated nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities. The real deficit of security assurances for this
category of major Third World states (except those coming
from the UN Security Council, which is controlled by the
nuclear weapons states’ discriminatory voting regime) is not
reassuring. While the majority of Third World states sup-
port the international and regional nonproliferation treaties
and safeguard regimes (i.e., the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty, International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards, the
Comprehensive Test Ban Accord, the Chemical Weapons
Convention, the Biological Warfare Convention, and related
nonproliferation and WMD treaties and safeguard regimes),
their long-term national security interests are profoundly
threatened by the current modernization of strategic nuclear

weapons and WMD capabilities by the nuclear weapons
states, as well as the near-total absence of security guaran-
tees (positive or negative) from them.33

The pursuit of self-help by major Third World states
and the security benefits it brings has been stifled because
of the absence of security guarantees (and confidence-build-
ing measures) from the nuclear weapons powers. Notwith-
standing the fact that the 1970 NPT was suppose to provide
definite “security benefits” to the non-nuclear weapons states
in the Third World, the post-September 11th international
and regional threat environments have degraded those “se-
curity benefits” because of the new U.S. strategic
counterproliferation policy with its pre-emptive military
option(s), which theoretically and practically threatens the
sovereignty and interests of major Third World states.

Nonetheless, most major Third World states have opted
to rely on the unreliable promises of the nuclear weapons
states and/or the UN Security Council to come to their na-
tional defense, if a nuclear-armed and WMD-armed adver-
sary attacks their homelands. They have decided to “for-
get” the minimum deterrence option and secure the positive
political and economic benefits of nuclear and WMD non-
proliferation cooperation with the nuclear weapons states.
However, these strategic political decisions may well be tem-
porary decision phenomena in the Third World, especially
for those states who have the domestic capacity to produce
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities and who face le-
gitimate global and regional security threats (i.e., Brazil,
Iran, South Korea, Syria, Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, and Egypt,
and at the first world level, Japan and Germany).

In this context, the U.S. pre-emptive offensive strategy
with its accompanying massive military strike at the Iraqi
homeland in March 2003 clearly signaled to the Third World
the real strategic value of a minimum deterrence posture
(witness North Korea and potentially Iran).34 The political
consequences of the Bush administration’s counter-prolif-
eration strategy may in all likelihood encourage a real ac-
celeration (not a de-acceleration) in the growth of secret
nuclear and WMD proliferation initiatives among some in-
secure major Third World states with the domestic material
resources, technical know-how, and international black
market access, despite the recent political movement by
Libya to allow the United States and the West to remove its
developing nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.35

It can be argued that Libya is a unique case in the non-
proliferation debate since it was under severe U.S. and in-
ternational sanctions for a long time because of its acts of
terrorism worldwide and support for international terrorism.
After it was revealed by U.S. and Western European intelli-
gence sources that the West knew that Pakistan’s Dr. Abdul
Qadeer Khan was routing critical nuclear weapons design(s)
and related nuclear weapons technological know how to
Libya, its leadership decided to use its “potential” nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities as negotiating leverage to
end crippling international sanctions and begin the bargain-
ing to attract U.S. and Western political and economic as-
sistance to rebuild Libya’s shattered economy, crippled in-
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dustrial economic infrastructure, and anemic oil industry.36

There is some evidence to suggest that Libya has not
really benefited from ending its nuclear weapons and WMD
research development activities. Moreover, the United States
and the West did not provide Libya with positive security
assurances, and it still faces crippling restrictions in its po-
litical, economic and military relations with the United
States.37

More is Better Nuclear and WMD
Thinking

In the second case, the view that “more nuclear and
WMD is better” is closely held by some major Third World
states.38 Their national policy determination is that the se-
curity promises of the United States, the nuclear weapons
states, and the UN Security Council are not strong or com-
pelling enough to act as a “firewall” deterrence to exter-
nally-based nuclear and WMD aggression from known or
unknown foes in the future.39 Specifically, the acquisition
of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities by this group of
major Third World states is viewed as a natural policy de-
velopment in meeting both minimum deterrence needs and
general national security requirements, and it is not viewed
as an “irrational” national policy decision to increase their
influence in the international and regional security systems.

The nuclear weapons states’ negative (and, in some
cases, positive) sanctions on this category of major Third
World states are seen as unacceptable infringements on their
national security interests and sovereignty.40 Their decision
calculus is that the economic and financial benefits of co-
operation with the nuclear weapons states is outweighed by
the strategic requirement(s) to advance their national secu-
rity interests above all else. In their view, negative sanc-
tions, although not desired or wanted, are necessary evils to
be endured.41 While the functional utility of targeted and
comprehensive sanctions is being debated in the United
States and in the West, this minority of major Third World
states has consciously ignored the debate by pursuing ac-
tivist policies which increases (and not decreases) their
nuclear and WMD options.42 Labeled as rogue states or
worst, they are unaffected by such self-serving character-
izations made by some of the nuclear weapons states, wit-
ness the counter-instrumental behavior of Iraq and the mas-
sive U.S. political and military reactions.43

But unlike the Iraqi case, these major Third World states
utilize “calculated ambiguity” to hide their nuclear weap-
ons and WMD research design developments (and actual
capabilities) from the international community, especially
the United States.44 They have not forcefully engaged the
United States or the international community in obnoxious
political ways to bring global attention to their nuclear weap-
ons and WMD activities (except North Korea and to a lesser
extent, Iran), which has allowed them to quietly build their
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities. The Gulf War I
and the negative sanctions’ aftermath taught them not to
publicly advertise their nuclear weapons and WMD capa-

bilities to the United States or the international community,
or to act in a manner which would bring undue attention to
their nuclear and WMD research and development activi-
ties.45

In the current conflict between the United States and
Iraq, the “calculated ambiguity” strategy followed by some
major Third World states has been beneficial, although dan-
gerous in the long run. Iran’s utilization of the calculated
ambiguity strategy while allegedly pursuing nuclear energy
research and development activities is viewed by the United
States and Israel as a deceptive smoke screen to hide its
development of nuclear weapons and other WMD capabili-
ties. These types of secret actions have been the basis of
recent western intelligence predictions that global prolif-
eration is long-term threat to stability and peace.

Strategic Dimensions Driving the
Nuclear Weapons and WMD
Proliferation Threat

As outlined, this minority of major Third World states
is the advanced guard of what will be an extremely unique
nuclear and WMD security development in the early twenty-
first century.46 The creeping expansion and broader sophis-
tication of the global proliferation threat beyond what cur-
rently exists will be the cardinal rule and may well threaten
international security as it is now broadly defined. This sec-
tion discusses the Western and Third World arguments
against and for nuclear weapons and WMD proliferation. It
concludes by outlining central elements of the global pro-
liferation threat.

The Western Nuclear Weapons and
WMD Argument

In the United States and the West in general, there are
two conflicting views on the nature of the global prolifera-
tion threat. First, it is argued that the global nuclear and
WMD threat is an incremental phenomena caused by either
organized authoritarian systems or robust military security
communities in the Third World.47 It is posited that this Third
World phenomena is best addressed by the enforcement and
strengthening of existing international and regional nonpro-
liferation treaties and safeguard regimes and through other
legal and extralegal means. In this context, encouraging all
non-nuclear weapons states in the Third World to strictly
adhere to the central articles of the 1970 NPT and associ-
ated negotiated nonproliferation protocols is encouraged by
the nuclear weapons states, encouraging major Third World
states to return as signatories to the NPT (North Korea), as
well as bringing into the NPT framework major Third World
states who are presently not signatories of the treaty (Paki-
stan, India and Israel).48 Furthermore, it is argued that a
strongly enforced containment policy of positive sanctions,
which distributes time-sensitive economic, financial, and
trading benefits, as well as strengthening the security ben-
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efits provided by the NPT will together maintain the inter-
national and regional nonproliferation line of defense.49

The second argument is that the global proliferation
threat is a national security state phenomenon, encouraged
by cooperative political and military communities led by a
“crazy leadership elite” within the major Third World state.
The “crazy leadership elite” is usually depicted as dictato-
rial, brutal and a major danger to American and Western
security interests. The historical and policy record indicates
that the United States labels such regimes in the worst pos-
sible language and utilizes a dynamic political and diplo-
matic campaign to encourage international condemnation
of the targeted Third World state with the goal(s) of initiat-
ing international economic sanctions or if necessary to imple-
ment a pre-emptive military strategy against it. This neo-
conservative defense view posits that the threat of negative
sanctions or the active use of massive military force will
minimize the development of nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities in targeted major Third World states, and thereby
reduce their direct threat to the security of the United States,
the Western alliance, and international security in general.50

However, neither argument is entirely correct because
it is apparent that the nuclear weapons states’ nonprolifera-
tion approach has not deterred all major Third World states
from seeking nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities.51 On
the one hand, states that do not seek nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities cannot do so because of either structural
economic or technological constraints, among other impor-
tant national reasons. Their lack of financial resources keeps
them from sustaining access to the international black and
grey markets to acquire nuclear materials and WMD tech-
nologies. On the other hand, states that acquire nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities do so because they can; and they
are not limited by economic, financial, technical or techno-
logical constraints. In addition, they can financially sustain
access to the international black and grey markets to ac-
quire nuclear materials and fuel and WMD technologies, or
they can go overseas and steal these nuclear materials and
fuel and WMD technologies and “rent” or kidnap the scien-
tific and technological research personnel.52 It can be ar-
gued that major Third World acquiring nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities are doing it for the same strategic politi-
cal, policy, and operational reasons as Israel, including:
• to deter a conventional attack;
• to deter all levels of unconventional (chemical,

biological, nuclear) attacks;
• to preempt enemy nuclear attacks;
• to support conventional preemption against enemy

nuclear assets;
• to support conventional preemption against enemy non-

nuclear (conventional., chemical, biological) assets; and
• for nuclear war-fighting (using neutron nukes, tactical

nukes, micronukes, and tiny-nukes).53

There are other U.S. and Western arguments to explain
why states acquire or don’t acquire nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities includes national prestige, leadership

changes, bureaucratic coalition building, technological mod-
ernization, and domestic electoral politics. These cold war
and post-cold war arguments have long dominated the U.S.
and Western debate on why states do or do not acquire
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities, to the point of in-
tellectually excluding alternative explanations.54

Major Third World Nuclear Weapons and WMD Argument
There is an intellectual argument from the Third World

competing with the West’s primary position on why major
Third World states pursue nuclear weapons and WMD ca-
pabilities. This argument has a greater intellectual and moral
legitimacy in the Third World, although it does not have the
same intellectual persuasiveness in the American and West-
ern nonproliferation and nuclear security literatures. Basi-
cally, it contends that the global proliferation issue is an
ever evolving anti-American, anti-Western, and anti-status
quo process strongly driven by maturing strategic cultures
in some major Third World states and solidified by their
search for national security. This strategic political process
is a natural reaction by these maturing strategic cultures to
many centuries of humiliation, degradation, embarrassment,
exclusion, unequal treatment (and unequal treaties) and high
levels of economic, political, cultural, and military subju-
gation to the West, and more recently, to the United States.

The search for global respect and power underlies the
nuclear and WMD cultural dynamic in the Third World,
especially in the case of states like Pakistan, India, North
Korea, and increasingly by some important sectors of the
Iranian strategic community.55 The goal of this minority of
Third World states is to find maximizing political solutions
to advance their nuclear and WMD security interests in or-
der to completely “reverse” the negative Western impact on
their national independence and freedom of nuclear and
WMD decision.56 In their decision calculus, prevailing in-
ternational and regional nonproliferation treaties and safe-
guard regimes are “artificial creations” of the nuclear weap-
ons states and consequently are viewed as real impediments
to both the expression and actualization of legitimate na-
tional nuclear security interests.

Paradoxically, national self-help is an integral compo-
nent of this non-Western argument, and its policy currency
is rising fast in the Third World. Its central prominence rests
in the fact that the five nuclear weapons states have refused
to reduce their strategic nuclear weapons and WMD arse-
nals towards nuclear disarmament levels as spelled out in
the 1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and related non-
proliferation treaty protocols. Moreover, they have collec-
tively resisted implementing robust policies to substantially
accelerate their nuclear and WMD disarmament activities.
At the same time, they have also decreased the benefits of
self-help for non-nuclear weapons states by the active threat
of negative sanctions, sweetened by publicly voiced cycles
of positive sanctions. This imposed cold war compromise
was accepted by most non-nuclear weapons states because
of the contest between the United States and the former
Soviet Union.
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In the post-cold war period, complaints of nuclear weap-
ons states practicing nuclear and WMD neo-colonialism are
growing ever present among many major Third World states.
The double standard in the global proliferation paradox is
that the nuclear weapons states continue to modernize their
extensive strategic nuclear weapons arsenals and unique
chemical, biological, bacteriological, ballistic missile sys-
tems and other exotic advanced weapons capabilities, while
at the same demanding that non-nuclear weapons states re-
frain from similar extended nuclear weapons and WMD
proliferation activities, or move towards complete disarma-
ment.57 More specifically, the proliferation double standard
also has political and diplomatic dimensions wherein states
with nuclear and WMD capabilities are not humiliated or
asked to reconsider their nuclear weapons and WMD pro-
liferation positions (and become signatories of the 1970 NPT
and abide by its central articles) by the United States and
the nuclear weapons states if they are viewed as “friends”
or “geopolitical allies” of convenience (including Israel,
Pakistan and India), while other major Third World states
are either humiliated and forced to move towards a nonpro-
liferation policy position supported by the nuclear weapons
states despite the prevalence of external national security
threats.58

The strategic cultural paradigm emerging among some
major Third World states is generating concern among high
governmental circles in the United States. There is the tacit
understanding that the international security system is ap-
proaching the “window” of a multidimensional nuclear
weapons and WMD proliferation threat, which is much more
complex than previously acknowledged (especially given
the recent Pakistani role in selling nuclear weapons tech-
nology and materials to other major Third World states, and
the evidence of a highly secretive global nuclear weapons
technology and fuel trading regime utilized by interested
major Third World states).59 This global proliferation threat
will be a watershed in future international security relations
between the nuclear-have states and the nuclear have-not
states. The threat has been aggravated by asymmetrical glo-
bal and regional nonproliferation treaties, which the United
States and the nuclear weapons states have enforced through
unequal treaties, negative sanctions, unbridled nationalism,
and naked force.

In truth, a larger minority of major Third World states
have not accepted these standing global and regional non-
proliferation rules and values, including: 1) vertical prolif-
eration has political hegemony over horizontal prolifera-
tion activities (i.e., we know what is best for the world rule);
2) vertical proliferation is legitimate and horizontal prolif-
eration is illegitimate (i.e., we morally dictate what is best
for the world rule; 3) vertical proliferation is an accepted
security property in the international security system, while
horizontal proliferation is not (i.e., we sanction what the
rules are in the world); and 4) vertical proliferation is “good,”
while horizontal proliferation is “bad” (i.e., we determine
what the military basis of international peace and stability
is in the world rule).60 The Bush administration’s political

support for strengthening global and regional nonprolifera-
tion treaties (its central articles) and safeguard regimes in-
cludes the following demands:
• strengthen the treaty and the regime to prevent future

noncompliance problems.
• perform a comprehensive review of all Treaty articles

to untangle the co-mingling of the Treaty’s obligations
and benefits (security).

• bring states outside the Treaty with nuclear weapons
(with either un-safeguarded or safeguarded nuclear
weapons programs, Israel, Pakistan, and India) back
into the Treaty’s obligations.

• strengthen the Treaty so that non-nuclear weapons states
that violate its principal Articles are encouraged to
comply with their nonproliferation obligations (North
Korea and Iran).

• strengthen the Treaty so that non-nuclear weapons states
that withdraw from it are encouraged rejoin it (North
Korea), terminate their nuclear weapons and WMD
programs (Libya and South Africa) and observe all of
the Articles of the Treaty.

• eliminate any conceptual or policy difference in the
interpretation of the Articles in the Treaty with the
strategic purpose of preventing the acquisition of
nuclear weapons through enrichment or reprocessing
facilities.

• encourage the IAEA Board of Governors to create a
special committee of the Board to strengthen
compliance with safeguards agreements.

• affirm and reinforce implementation of UN Security
Council Resolution 1540.61

From a major Third World perspective, these standing
U.S. and Western rules and values prevent the prudent search
for a permanent nonproliferation consensus between the
nuclear weapons states and the non-nuclear weapons states.
The bottom line is that the deep political tension created by
the double standard has begun, on the part of some major
Third World states, a strategic reevaluation of their adher-
ence to even “acceptable” international nonproliferation trea-
ties and safeguard regimes, despite their public diplomatic
voice.

Specific Elements of the Nuclear
Weapons and WMD Proliferation Threat

The reaction of some major Third World states to the
Western double standard has sat into motion an array of
sophisticated and covert counter-responses. These responses
are not entirely hardware oriented, but they have more to do
with the more important human (or software) elements in
the maturing global proliferation threat, including:
• the emergence and growing maturation of nuclear and

WMD strategic culture(s) in the Third World where
strong internal debates on the merits of acquiring,
deploying and exporting nuclear weapons technology
and personnel are encouraged.
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• the rise in the Third World of innovative nuclear and
WMD scientific and technological research
environments, the cultivation of advanced nuclear and
WMD human resources expertise, the creative
utilization of the Global Internet system for nuclear and
WMD research and increasingly advanced and secret
development of nuclear and WMD manufacturing
capabilities.62

• the broad development of strategic conceptual abilities
by major Third World states’ nuclear and WMD decision
makers.63

• the development of mini-max deterrence postures and
related military doctrinal systems in the Third World; and

• the growth of a national political will to acquire nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities in the Third World.64

These important policy developments driving the
emerging Third World strategic discourse requires a fuller
explanation. First, the slow rise of nuclear and WMD stra-
tegic culture(s), practices and analysis is a revolutionary de-
velopment in the Third World.65

Its evolution has been triggered by nationalistic, racial,
ethnic, and religious realignments in some major Third
World states, as a healthy (or unhealthy) national security
adjustment to the historically intrusive policies of the nuclear
weapons states. Strategic culture is defined here as national
decision-making authorities’ ideological interpretation of
and political behavior towards the external strategic politi-
cal and military security environment, with the expressed
goal of developing a geopolitical doctrine to guide future
policy actions. A recent example of this new phenomena is
the Pakistani nuclear military elite’s nearly decade long dis-
tribution of nuclear weapons technologies and enriched fuel
to countries in both the Muslim and non-Muslim worlds for
reasons of ideology, religion, and cash.66 It is clear that these
major Third World states are developing a compelling geo-
security vision; and it is both anti-American and anti-West-
ern in its content and direction.

Second, the institutional support of nuclear and WMD
scientific, technological, and manufacturing research envi-
ronments, the training of advanced nuclear and WMD re-
search personnel in elite foreign and domestic universities
and research institutes, the innovative scientific and techni-
cal exploitation of the global Internet system for nuclear
and WMD information gathering and applications, and the
funding of national nuclear and WMD manufacturing capa-
bilities (hidden deep in state military security budgets) have
arisen from the state’s strategic culture guiding political
decision making.

The ideological basis of major Third World states in-
volved in nuclear weapons and WMD research and acquisi-
tion activities rests on all of the above elements. While fu-
ture U.S. counter-proliferation planning and pre-emptive
military actions will be targeted at convincing major Third
World states to stop developing nuclear and WMD capa-
bilities (destroying hardened nuclear and WMD sites if re-
quired), the future basis of nuclear and WMD development
in major Third World states will be in possessing, utilizing,

and protecting a critical mass of expert scientific, techno-
logical and policy personnel, as well as in maintaining ac-
cess to the international black and grey markets to acquire
nuclear and WMD technologies and materials secretly and
quickly, if geopolitical external events threatens their su-
preme security interests.

Third, the strategic conceptual abilities of decision-
makers in the Third World have grown because of their in-
volvement in regional wars, their close study of western
strategic cultural behavior and military actions over time,
and long-standing joint command and training exercises with
the militaries of the great and medium powers. Close inter-
action (and secret cooperation) between the military estab-
lishments of major Third World states has also increased
their strategic conceptualizing abilities to both learn and
apply new military doctrines and tactics, especially in the
nuclear and WMD domain. States that have cooperated with
the United States include Israel and to a lesser extent, India
and Pakistan. In any case, these combined activities over
time have strengthened the decision-making foresight and
planning capabilities of those national authorities concerned
with satisfying their national nuclear and WMD security
requirements.

Notwithstanding the gross strategic mistakes made by
the Iraqi leadership during and after Gulf War I and in the
current contest with the United States and the United Na-
tions in the post Gulf War II era, major Third World deci-
sion-makers have “learned” to both formulate and imple-
ment their nuclear and WMD policy positions with prudence
and foresight.

Fourth, some major Third World states have decided
that the pursuit of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
is of the highest political priority (including Pakistan, In-
dia, and North Korea).67 Presently, Iran continues to sug-
gest that it is not developing nuclear weapons but is en-
gaged in nuclear energy research. It is very possible that
Iran, if it continues its present course, could develop a full-
blown nuclear energy program while a member of the NPT
community and rapidly developed a minimum deterrent
nuclear force.68 Despite the virulent objections of the inter-
national community and of the nuclear weapons states, these
states are developing a broad and diverse array of nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities (along with advanced con-
ventional military forces) driven by a national political will
to succeed.69

On a related front, there is a group of major Third World
states (Brazil, South Africa, Taiwan, and South Korea) with
the national political will (and the human, economic, scien-
tific and technological resources) to develop nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities. They have decided not to do so
because of extreme pressures from the United States, the
international community in the past, and domestic political
problems. Negative changes in the international or regional
security environments could, however, trigger a major
nuclear and WMD capabilities buildup on their part, absent
active American counter-proliferation intervention to stop
them.70
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Fifth, a small minority of major Third World states re-
alize that nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities have an
intrinsic defensive (and offensive) function which closely
fits in with their national political priorities.71 In the Third
World, the defensive doctrine of minimum deterrence,
wherein a small but survivable nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities may be sufficient to deter an external nuclear or
WMD attack from the hegemon, the great powers or re-
gional enemies, is gaining increasing policy importance.
Minimum deterrence requires that a major Third World state
possess advanced military capabilities of a kind which would
force a potential attacker to reconsider a threat of nuclear
blackmail or a nuclear attack (e.g., India’s concern about
Pakistan and the Peoples’ Republic of China or Iran’s con-
cern about Israel’s sophisticated nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities).72 Fear would force the potential attacker to as-
sess the level of unacceptable national damage that would
occur, if he went through with the nuclear blackmail threat
or launches a lethal nuclear strike. Iraq is as an example of
a major Third World state that did not have operational
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities when it attacked
Kuwait during the Gulf War I. If it had, a minimum deter-
rence status might have prevented its national devastation
by the United States and the international community and
later on its invasion and countrywide occupation by Ameri-
can military forces in 2003.

Finally, the national will to acquire nuclear weapons
and WMD capabilities are part and parcel of the emerging
Third World realities already discussed. National will is the
strategic willingness of non-Western national decision-mak-
ing authorities not to adhere to international and regional
nuclear and WMD nonproliferation norms and safeguard
regimes and to act only in the supreme national interests of
the state. Specifically, it requires that national decision-mak-
ing authorities secretly pursue nuclear and WMD acquisi-
tion policies to their logical end (and at all costs), in order
to acquire the nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities con-
sistent with the state’s minimum deterrence needs, thereby
informing its overall national security objectives. There is
no available evidence to suggest that all or some of these
nuclear weapons and WMD policies are not being pursued
in the present international security climate and in all likeli-
hood, they may will accelerate in the decades ahead.

The total (or partial) dismissal of these new strategic
developments by Western security experts, intelligence of-
ficials, and strategic policymakers ignores the compelling
fact that some major Third World countries are rapidly ad-
vancing in these areas, whether there is “tangible evidence”
or not.73 This is not a surprising finding. The recent discov-
ery of elite elements in the Pakistani scientific and military
establishment distributing nuclear technology, nuclear know
how, and enriched uranium worldwide to major Third World
states for over twenty years without being closed down by
Western intelligence agencies shows how serious (and de-
stabilizing) these new strategic developments have been.74

Recent U.S. political demands to control these global and

regional nuclear weapons and WMD activities includes the
following:
• address the central issue of noncompliance with

nonproliferation obligations.
• significant expansion of intelligence sharing among

military and law enforcement organizations to shut
down illegal laboratories (Proliferation Security
Initiative).

• freeze the assets of rogue scientists, and aid in their
capture.

• stricter international border controls.
• more generous funding for legitimate scientists working

in sensitive areas to ensure they are not corrupted by
potential nuclear traffickers.

• that states sign the International Atomic Energy’s
Additional Protocol on inspections are allowed to
import equipment for their civilian nuclear programs.

• that the 40-nation Nuclear Suppliers’ Group not sell
uranium-enrichment and plutonium-reprocessing
equipment to any country that does not already possess
such technology, and for all states currently working to
acquire such enrichment capabilities renounce those
efforts.75

There is a prevailing strategic ethnocentrism and policy
arrogance on the part of the United States (and by Western
countries in general) that assumes major Third World states
would not dare do what they do, cannot do what they do
well, cannot strategically think as they do, cannot plan for
their unique nuclear and WMD security needs, cannot de-
velop sophisticated nuclear and WMD technologies or de-
velop accompanying national authority decision structures
to use these exotic military technologies effectively. This
Western operational bias also posits that these actual (or
potential) nuclear and WMD developments are long-term
and are really not worth worrying about or planning for right
now because they are just too “outlandish.” This form of
false thinking is dangerous.76

The Unaccepted Truths Behind
the Nuclear and WMD
Acquisition and Deployment
Strategies of Major Third World
States

Unnoticed in the global proliferation debate is that some
major Third World states’ quest for nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities has gained increasing support from do-
mestic strategic elites and important military leadership,
religious and ideological elements in the state and civic so-
ciety. In the post-Gulf War and U.S./Iraqi crisis periods un-
derlying the international security environment, this quest
is informed by increasing fear and growing insecurity: fear
of the “neo-imperialist” intentions and massive military
capabilities of the United States and of the great powers;
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and driven by national insecurity in part generated from in-
ternal domestic pressures and regional enemies. The domes-
tic strategic elite(s) is composed of the central ruling group,
including various political, security, economic, scientific,
religious and cultural organizations. The military leadership
includes the armed services, including Special Forces, spe-
cial intelligence and counter-intelligence groups, and in some
cases, secret nuclear and WMD assault formations. On the
one hand, domestic strategic elites basically support the
acquisition (and deployment) of nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities to both protect the state and maintain their po-
litical legitimacy. Their self-interests are aligned with the
national security ethos of the state. The primacy of sover-
eignty and independence is the basis of these permanent
self-interests, as well as the basis of their power and privi-
leges within the state.

The military leadership supports both the acquisition
and deployment of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
in order to expand their high technology military budgets
and broaden their national security mission statement; and
it is consistent with their stated security mission, as well as
in encouraging a stronger “bond” with the domestic strate-
gic elite. In some cases, this power relationship may be re-
versed, with the military leadership acting as the central
political authority in the state, with the domestic strategic
elite operating in a subordinate decision-making capacity.
In this circumstance, there is much more political incentive
for the military to pursue nuclear weapons and WMD capa-
bilities.

This national consensus between the domestic strate-
gic elite and the military leadership of the state is mutually
beneficial, and it allows for the development of a broader
agreement between other important sectors of the nation on
the nuclear and WMD issue as well. In this context, the pro-
hibitive costs of geo-economic, geo-psychological, and geo-
cultural warfare sanctions by the nuclear weapons states is
integrated into the calculus of the targeted nation’s long-
term nuclear and WMD decision-making. Even in scenarios
where military force by the United States is used to either
disarm of destroy the initial nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities of a major Third World state, the latter may have
in strategic reserve nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities
for either defensive or offensive purposes. Again, the In-
dian, Pakistani, and North Korean cases are demonstrative
of this growing consensus in the Third World.

The dynamic strength of the nuclear weapons and WMD
programs in North Korea, India, Pakistan (and to a lesser
extent Iran), among others major Third World countries, is
reflected in the rich variation of acquisition, concealment
and counter deception practices being pursued by these pow-
ers. Their nuclear and WMD practices are unique because
of the country-by-country variation arising from the par-
ticular strategic culture and because of the special nature of
the national leadership of the state. The similarities in the
nuclear weapons and WMD acquisition practices of major
Third World states may include but are not limited to:

• the covert manipulation of the international arms market
(black and gray).

• the promotion of secret nuclear and WMD trading
relations with global arms marketers and high
technology corporations in the Western world and non-
Western world.

• the encouragement of bilateral technology and scientific
relations with the great and medium powers interested
in doing (secret) business with them, as well as with
major Third World states or groups with major Third
World states willing to trade, sell or barter their nuclear
weapons, WMD and ballistic missile technologies.

• indigenous efforts to develop nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities by importing (or buying) foreign
scientists and militarized high technology systems from
friendly (and enemy) states.

• the development of interlocking (and top secret) military
technological and scientific cooperation among major
Third World states.77

• the secret encouragement of nuclear and WMD high
technology thefts from both friendly and enemy
countries (the recent U.S. intelligence reports that
Russian nuclear military research centers and nuclear
arms despots have lost “unknown” amounts of enriched
uranium).78

• sophisticated reverse engineering of imported (or stolen)
of nuclear and WMD high technology systems and high
technology sub-systems.79

During the Cold War, these increasingly sophisticated
practices and relations were commonplace. What is very
different in the first decade of the twenty-first century is
that their utilization are now integral elements in the nuclear
weapons and WMD acquisition policies of some major Third
World states and, they are potentially accessible to major
Third World states who chose to use them in the future.

Present and Future Directions in
the Nuclear and WMD
Concealment Policies by Major
Third World States

The nuclear and WMD concealment (and counter-de-
ception) policies of some major Third World states are in-
creasingly sophisticated since the end of Gulf War I.80 The
reasons for these deep stealth practices include: 1) grave
uncertainty about their national security and political eco-
nomic futures; 2) strong fears of the intentions of nearby
friendly and enemy states; and 3) irrational (or extra-ratio-
nal) strategic calculations of the long-term military, techno-
logical, and economic threats posed by the United States
and the great powers (recently aggravated by U.S. counter-
proliferation policy and pre-emptive military invasion of
Iraq and to a lesser extent the rising levels of diplomatic
and military threats aimed at North Korea and Iran). The
secret acquisition of nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities,
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without regard to international and regional nuclear nonpro-
liferation treaties or associated safeguard regimes may well
become commonplace events in the twenty-first century.81

On these basis, U.S. counter-proliferation strategy and
pre-emptive military planning will face extremely difficult
security challenges from some major Third World states be-
yond what is currently imagined or what is now being heat-
edly argued.82 These strategic military challenges will come
from major Third World states pushed to the far margins of
the international security system and with some of them
operating within nuclear and WMD security “alliances.”
These alliances will be closed-ended, well financed, well
managed, and dedicated to acquiring nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities.83 Moreover, these alliances will be inte-
grated learning entities, capable of extracting, sharing, and
applying strategic military lessons, advanced dual technolo-
gies, and strategic concealment practices gleaned from the
activities of nuclear weapons states.

Concealment practices are a very important component
in the nuclear and WMD acquisition and development ar-
chitectures of some major Third World states. Their singu-
lar purpose is to deceive, frustrate, distract, hide, cloak, de-
lay, and confuse the technological and human-tasked sur-
veillance methods and intrusive intelligence activities of the
nuclear weapons states and their regional enemies.84 These
advanced “black arts” are refined, redeveloped, and repack-
aged to prevent the nuclear weapons states and their regional
enemies from penetrating their unique deception and
counter-deception systems. The defensive ability of these
systems to prevent external discovery is extremely robust,
since the national security of the state is involved.

Iraq is clearly the ultimate deception and counter-de-
ception model for future trends in this important area.85

Given the mixed inspection and verification record of United
Nations officials, International Atomic Energy Agency in-
spectors, and Western intelligence services (i.e., the CIA
and Mossad) in ferreting out nuclear and WMD programs
in that country, the Iraqi model is now being rigorously stud-
ied in major Third World states’ policy sciences and spe-
cialized military academies.86 The present and future de-
ception practices of some major Third World states may in-
clude the following:
• the non-inclusion of nuclear and WMD research articles

in domestic refereed and non-referred scientific or
technological journals, while accessing and monitoring
all U.S. and other high technology countries’ scientific
and technological journals. This informational strategy
also includes the transfer of all internal written nuclear
and WMD documents to computer disk technology, to
prevent location and discovery by extra-national
intrusive agents.87

• the protection of all high-valued nuclear and WMD
scientists and technicians in securely dispersed national,
regional, and local research sites. This human resource
personnel strategy also includes the secret abduction
of foreign scientists and technicians from their home
countries or the direct purchase of the skills of foreign

scientists and technicians with highly valuable nuclear
and WMD expertise.

• the countrywide distribution of all strategic nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities in mobile and irregular
urban and rural concealment patterns.

• hiding large and medium sized nuclear weapons and
WMD research and development manufacturing
systems (as well as their numbers) deep underground,
under river systems, inside large mountains, inside super
hardened bunkers, or in artificially created urban and
rural environments.

• erecting sophisticated “dummy” nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities to (temporarily or permanently) fool
U.S. and Western surveillance during periods of critical
testing or during the initial development of a major crisis
event.

• the wide displacement of critical nuclear weapons and
WMD technology components for real-time “total or
partial assembly” before or during expected major crisis
events.

• the utilization of advanced deception and
misinformation methods to test nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities.

• the monitoring of U.S. and Western surveillance
practices to develop counter-surveillance strategies, in
order to develop all nuclear weapons and WMD
capabilities in secret.

• the sophisticated manipulation of advanced computer
and cyber warfare technologies to mislead U.S. and
Western counter-information and counter-cyber efforts
on domestic nuclear and WMD activities.88

• the increasing utilization of both psychological warfare
and propaganda activities to convince international
publics that domestic nuclear and WMD activities do
not exist, and

• the use of advanced political diplomacy techniques to
manipulate stronger powers, win allies, and prevent
external military attacks against domestic nuclear
weapons and WMD capabilities.89

These “cloak and hide” practices are only suggestive
of the ways in which some major Third World states are
both acquiring and concealing their nuclear weapons and
WMD capabilities at all levels of development. More imagi-
native practices will be developed and are being developed,
as a direct and indirect function of the increasingly robust
counter-acquisition and counter-concealment technological
and intelligence gains made by the United States and the
West against them. The political implications of these evolv-
ing practices — given the current proliferation intelligence
deficit in the United States (and in the West) and the seem-
ing inability of its central intelligence community to close
it — may evolve into such a high level of extreme sophisti-
cation that the application of successful anti-acquisition and
anti-concealment strategies may prove very difficult and
costly to maintain.
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Conclusion
This study has essentially argued that minimum deter-

rence is the new praxis informing nuclear and WMD deci-
sion-making and acquisition in some major Third World
states, in order to maintain their security and freedom of
action. The creation of an ancillary knowledge paradigm
based on understanding non-Western theories and practices
influencing the global and regional proliferation threat phe-
nomena is required. The emerging strategic security litera-
tures developing in India, Pakistan and in other major Third
World states may well become the intellectual and ideo-
logical foundation of this new paradigm for reengaging them
to return to the NPT and safeguard regimes.90

The strict reliance on the theories and approaches in-
forming American and Western nonproliferation (and
counter-proliferation) policy analysis and decision making,
which has failed to anticipate where non-Western nuclear
and WMD trends are headed and what they mean, is both
paternalistic and self-serving in fully explaining current and
emerging proliferation trends in the Third World. In the first
decades of the twenty-first century, the pursuit of very so-
phisticated conventional and non-conventional land, air, and
sea warfare systems will be part and parcel of their desire to
strengthen both overall national security planning and im-
prove the quality of their nuclear weapons and WMD capa-
bilities, given the real lack of WMD cooperation and nuclear
technology and fuel export controls agreement between these
states and the nuclear weapons states.91 This strategic trend
is consistent with some major Third World states building a
compelling minimum deterrence posture to deter the great
powers from attacking them in the post U.S./Iraqi environ-
ment.

Moreover, some major Third World states (or sub-ac-
tors within the state including the military, scientists and
other important elites as we have seen with the Pakistan
nuclear proliferation crisis) will continue to assist other
major Third World states through the secret sharing or sell-
ing of critical nuclear design technology, nuclear materials
and uranium fuel and WMD technologies. They will do so
to satisfy their particular strategic ideological, religious,
political, cultural and profit-making reasons and because of
their fear, anger and dissatisfaction with the United States
and the West.92 There is also a danger of the secret transfer
of nuclear weapons and WMD technology to global terror-
ist groups from certain major Third World states as well.93

At this writing, there is no convincing empirical evi-
dence that the nuclear weapons states will “rapidly build
down” their strategic nuclear weapons and WMD capabili-
ties towards significant nuclear disarmament levels as out-
lined in the NPT and related protocols or fundamentally al-
ter the international military system towards less dangerous
levels of threat for the weak powers.94 Although it is argued
that the SALT, START, Moscow Treaty (2002) and related
arms reduction processes indicates a strong willingness on
the part of the United States and the Russian Federation to
continue to “build down” strategic nuclear weapons sys-

tems and accelerate battlefield and tactical nuclear systems
reductions in the future (while Britain, France, and the PRC
modernize their strategic nuclear weapons and WMD capa-
bilities), it is still the case that their strategic nuclear weap-
ons and WMD inventories suggest power, prestige, and se-
curity to those states without them. In this context, the evolv-
ing national nuclear and WMD decision-making abilities of
some major Third World states will continue to develop and
mature. These states do not possess the sophistication of
the great powers’ strategic nuclear and WMD systems, and
therefore remain very vulnerable (even with minimum de-
terrence) to the great powers’ massive retaliatory and preci-
sion-oriented nuclear and WMD strike forces. The bottom
line is that these states are (temporarily) deterred from at-
tacking the great powers, given their weak nuclear weap-
ons and WMD capabilities.95

At the same time, they will react defensively using their
nuclear weapons and WMD capabilities as an integral com-
ponent of an active deterrent defense posture.96

However, some major Third World states will pose a
serious strategic challenge to the international security sys-
tem (and the great powers) by the middle of the twenty-first
century, precisely because they want to both reduce their
national security vulnerability and increase their minimum
deterrence posture.97 If the history of military conflict be-
tween the West and the Third World is anywhere sugges-
tive, the latter will not be significantly deterred from future
military conflicts with the United States or with the other
nuclear weapons states when their supreme national secu-
rity interests are severely threatened.98 A most likely strate-
gic consequence of this multiple-level military threat from
the Third World (a nuclear-armed North Korea, for example)
may well be a real alteration in the “deep structure” of the
post-cold war international and regional security system(s),
tilting it towards increased crisis instability and, in some
cases, towards strategic instability.99
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