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Summary 


In 2003 the nuclear programs in North Korea, Iran and Libya all took a radical new turn; North 
 Korea left the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons; Iran halted parts of its 
 nuclear program and signed the Additional Protocol; while Libya decided to cancel its nuclear 
 program. It is interesting that all programs took this turn within the same year as Iraq was invaded 
 based on allegations of having programs for the development of nuclear weapons and other 
 weapons of mass destruction. The report concerns the possible effects which the invasion of Iraq 
 had on the three nuclear programs, and to what degree the outcome can be explained by the 
 invasion. In addition, this report discusses possible effects on the further development of Iran’s 
 and North Korea’s nuclear programs from 2003 to 2013.The conclusions of the report are 
 primarily based on realism as the most relevant international relations theory, which means that 
 the behavior of the states are analyzed through their actions rather than domestic factors. 


Liberalism and social constructivism are used for support.  


•  Iran’s decision to suspend its uranium enrichment on 8 December 2003 and sign the 
 Additional Protocol on 18 December 2003 was primarily due to the effect of the Iraq 
 invasion. The threat of sanctions, and the belief that the suspension of the enrichment 
 would only be temporary, also contributed. This is best explained by realism. The 


decision to continue the enrichment, and thereby the nuclear program, was affected by the 
 election of a new president in 2005, and the realization that the other negotiators wanted a 
 permanent halt. This period can be explained through social constructivism. 


•  North Korea’s decision to withdraw from the NPT was due to the pressure building up by 
 the Iraq invasion, but also the collapse of the Agreed Framework and the Bush 


administration’s approach. North Korea’s decision to develop nuclear weapons is based 
 on a strategy of using its nuclear weapons program as a leverage to initiate negotiations 
 and gain incentives. All actions by North Korea can be explained through realism. 


•  Libya’s decision to cancel its nuclear program was due to the effect of sanctions, the 
 disclosure of the A.Q. Khan network, the Lockerbie negotiations and the realization that 
 the regime could remain in power. Libya’s actions can be explained through realism. 


As this report is issued, it is still uncertain whether Iran’s nuclear program is for nuclear weapons 
or nuclear power, if the current negotiations between Iran and the P5+1 will result in a permanent 
agreement, and if North Korea will conduct more nuclear tests or missile launches. 
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Norsk sammendrag 


I 2003 tok atomprogrammene i Nord-Korea, Iran og Libya en uventet vending; Nord-Korea forlot 
 Ikkespredningsavtalen, Iran stanset deler av sitt atomprogram og signerte Tilleggsprotokollen; 


mens Libya bestemte seg for å kansellere hele atomprogrammet. Det er interessant at alle 
 programmene tok denne vendingen innenfor det samme året som Irak ble invadert grunnet 
 påstander om utvikling av kjernevåpen og andre masseødeleggelsesvåpen. Rapporten omhandler 
 den mulige effekten invasjonen av Irak hadde på de tre atomprogrammene, og i hvilken grad 
 utfallet kan la seg forklare av invasjonen. I tillegg diskuteres mulige effekter på den videre 
 utviklingen av Irans og Nord-Koreas atomprogram fra 2003 til 2013. Konklusjonene i rapporten 
 er primært basert på realismen, som en teoretisk skoleretning innen internasjonale relasjoner, 
 hvilket betyr at oppførselen til de stater rapporten omhandler vil bli analysert gjennom deres 
 handlinger framfor interne faktorer. Liberalismen og sosialkonstruktivismen brukes som støtte. 


•  Irans avgjørelse om å suspendere anrikningen av uran den 8. desember 2003, samt 
 avgjørelsen om å signere Tilleggsprotokollen den 18. desember 2003 skyldes primært sett 
 effekten av Irak-invasjonen. Trusselen mulige sanksjoner utgjorde, samt troen på at 
 suspensjonen av anrikning bare ville være midlertidig var også viktige 


påvirkningsfaktorer. Denne perioden kan forklares best gjennom realismen. Avgjørelsen 
 om å fortsette anrikningen, og dermed også atomprogrammet, ble påvirket av valget av 
 ny president i 2005 og det faktum at Iran forsto at man på den andre siden av 


forhandlingsbordet ville ha en permanent stans. Denne perioden kan forklares best ut fra 
 sosialkonstruktivismen. 


•  Nord-Koreas avgjørelse om å trekke seg fra Ikkespredningsavtalen var grunnet det 
 presset som bygde seg opp i forkant av Irak-invasjonen, men også kollapsen av Agreed 
 Framework, og Bush-administrasjonens tilnærming. Nord-Koreas avgjørelse om å utvikle 
 kjernevåpen er basert på en strategi hvor kjernevåpenprogrammet brukes som brekkstang 
 for å tvinge fram forhandlinger som kan skaffe regimet fordeler i form av belønning. 


Nord-Koreas handlinger kan forklares ut fra realismen.  


•  Libyas avgjørelse om å avslutte sitt atomprogram skyldes effekten av alle sanksjonene 
 landet var utsatt for, avsløringen av A.Q. Khan-nettverket, Lockerbie-forhandlingene, 
 samt at regimet forsto at det kunne beholde makten likevel. Libyas handlinger kan 
 forklares ut fra realismen.  


Når denne rapporten utgis er det fremdeles usikkert om Irans atomprogram er for kjernevåpen 
eller for kjernekraft, om de pågående forhandlinger mellom Iran og P5+1 vil resultere i en 
permanent avtale, og om Nord-Korea vil utføre flere prøvesprengninger eller missiltester. 
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Preface 


The spring of 2013 marked the 10 year anniversary for the invasion of Iraq in 2003. The invasion 
 is interesting because the United States accused Iraq, Iran, North Korea and Libya for being part 
 of an “Axis of Evil” in 2002, while laying out a formal doctrine on the prevention of nuclear 
 weapons proliferation. In March 2003 the United States applied the doctrine in Iraq, on the 
 premise of Iraq’s alleged clandestine nuclear weapons programme. Interestingly enough, within 
 the same year as Iraq was invaded, North Korea decided to withdraw from the Treaty on the Non-
 Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, Iran decided to halt parts of its nuclear programme, while 
 Libya decided to cancel its nuclear programme. In the decade that has passed since 2003, North 
 Korea has conducted three nuclear tests; Libya no longer has a nuclear programme, but 


experienced an attack from a coalition led by the United States; and uncertainty revolves around 
 the purpose of Iran’s nuclear programme.  


Being allowed to write this thesis not only for the University of Nordland, but also for the 
 Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) has been a privilege. As FFI has provided me 
 with an office, I have been situated close to many of Norway’s finest experts on the subjects of 
 nuclear weapons programmes, and especially Iran’s and North Korea’s. I would firstly like to 
 thank my great tutors Dr. Steinar Høibråten, Halvor Kippe, Hege Schultz Heireng, and Dr. 


Monica Endregard at FFI, for the close monitoring of this research. You have truly been an 
 invaluable asset. Secondly I would like to thank Sébastien Miraglia and Michael Mayer at the 
 Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies (IFS) and Sverre Lodgaard at the Norwegian Institute of 
 International Affairs (NUPI) for their time and input. Thirdly I would like to thank my great tutor 
 from the University of Nordland, Elisabeth Pettersen for all her feedback. Fourthly I would like to 
 thank family and friends who have supported me through the past year, keeping my spirit up. In 
 love and gratitude, thank you all. 


Except for minor corrections, this report is identical to my thesis for the degree of Master of 
 Political Science as it was delivered to the University of Nordland in November 2013. 


Kjeller, November 2013 
Bjørn Kraglund 
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1  Introduction 


On 29 January 2002, United States President George W. Bush1 named the Republic of Iraq 
 (hereinafter referred to as Iraq), the Islamic Republic of Iran (hereinafter referred to as Iran) and 
 the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (hereinafter referred to as North Korea) as members 
 of “the Axis of Evil” (see Section 2.1) in his “State of the Union Address”. On 6 May 2002 the 
 Great Socialist People's Libyan Arab Jamahiriya (hereinafter referred to as Libya) was added to 
 the list, in what Assistant Secretary for International Organization Affairs John Bolton referred to 
 as “beyond the Axis of Evil”. One year later, on 20 March 2003, Iraq was invaded based on 
 accusations of harbouring and supporting terrorists, as well as the suspicion that Saddam Hussein 
 was secretly developing weapons of mass destruction (see Section 1.2). Interestingly enough, 
 within the same year as the invasion took place, the other members of the Axis of Evil all 
 changed behaviour regarding their respective nuclear programmes: North Korea withdrew from 
 the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) (see Section 2.2) on 10 January 
 2003, two months before the invasion; Iran halted some of its nuclear activities during the fall of 
 2003; while Libya made an official announcement on 19 December 2003, stating that it would 
 dispose of all weapons of mass destruction and adhere to its commitments to the NPT (Arms 
 Control Association 2013a).  


It may seem that Iran, North Korea and Libya feared the same fate as Iraq, and changed behaviour 
 because of this. This research aims at investigating other possible factors that could explain what 
 caused the changes in the nuclear programmes in 2003, in order to determine if the invasion of 
 Iraq was the determining factor.  


1.1  Topic and Research Question 


The topic of this research is the nuclear programmes in Iran, North Korea and Libya, and how 
 each state’s behaviour changed regarding their respective programmes. The research also 
 concerns the ten years that have passed since the invasion of Iraq, and focuses on how the 
 different nuclear programmes have turned out. Investigating and comparing the three nuclear 
 programmes is interesting for many reasons: Firstly, Iran, North Korea and Libya chose different 
 paths for their nuclear programmes: Iran may or may not be developing nuclear weapons; North 
 Korea went all the way and acquired nuclear weapons; and Libya gave up its nuclear weapons 
 ambitions in 2003. Secondly, all three states were labelled by the United States as “rogue states”2
 being part of the Axis of Evil (see Section 2.1). Thirdly, all three states traded with the Pakistani 
 nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer Khan and his network (see Footnote 7), which provided nuclear 
 technology. Fourthly, Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear programmes have continued to draw 
 attention for the past ten years, and uncertainty still revolves around both programmes.  


This research can be described as a dual investigation: Firstly, it investigates if the invasion of 
 Iraq caused the noticeable change in the nuclear programmes of Iran, North Korea and Libya in 
        


1 George W. Bush, President of the United States 2001 to 2009 


2 ”rogue states” are labelled as such because of their (anti-Western) foreign policy outlook. Rogue states are 
viewed as directly threatening international order and stability (Rogue State 2013) 
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2003. Secondly, it investigates what other factors may have caused the nuclear programmes to 
 turn out the way they did. As the title of this research is “Possible Effects of the 2003 Iraq 
 Invasion on the Nuclear Programmes in Iran, North Korea and Libya”, it only suggests that the 
 2003 Iraq invasion might have affected these nuclear programmes. And so, the research question 
 aims at addressing the duality mentioned above:  


To what degree did the 2003 invasion of Iraq affect Iran, North Korea and Libya to change 
 behaviour regarding their nuclear programmes; and to what degree did the 2003 invasion of Iraq 
 affect the outcome of the three nuclear programmes?  


As an investigation, the invasion of Iraq in March 2003 will be used as a timeline indicator to see 
 if changes in behaviour regarding the respective nuclear programmes occurred before or after the 
 invasion, and if these changes appear to have occurred as a direct effect of the invasion, or not. 


The invasion is interesting to use as an indicator, as Iraq was invaded based on accusations of the 
 possession of weapons of mass destruction, and there is reason to believe that this may have 
 caused Iran, North Korea and Libya to change their behaviour regarding their own nuclear 
 programmes. With the invasion as an indicator, the timeline for this study need to start before 
 2003 and end after, in order to understand the outcome of the three different nuclear programmes. 


Therefore this research will focus on the period from 2000 to 2013, identifying the most 
 important events that took place, which could have affected the outcomes. Nonetheless, this 
 research acknowledges the fact that all three nuclear programmes, and their possible military 
 dimensions, go further back in time than 2000, but the analysis focuses on the last 13 years as 
 these are the most interesting in terms of the behavioural change. Still, this research will give a 
 brief historical review of each state’s nuclear programme, as events prior to 2000 might have 
 contributed to the outcomes. In order to analyse the rationale behind the changes, the research 
 will also use the international relations theory realism as the theoretical framework, supported by 
 liberalism and social constructivism in order to provide a better and more nuanced analysis.  


This research has the following view on the three programmes: Libya had a clandestine nuclear 
 weapons programme, without any ambitions for nuclear power; North Korea focused mainly on 
 nuclear weapons, but had also (and still has) ambitions for nuclear power; while Iran has reached 
 far in the field of nuclear power – with the Middle East’s first nuclear power plant – and the 
 development of fuel cycle technology, but also seems to have explored a nuclear weapons option, 
 at least until late 2003. As a result, the analysis of Libya in this research will necessarily be 
 shorter than the analysis of Iran and North Korea, given the shorter time frame in which Libya’s 
 nuclear programme existed. 


1.2  Definitions 


The topic and the research question require the use of certain terms and definitions in order to 
 provide context and to define key principles that is important throughout this research:  


Nuclear programme: National programme to develop methods and technologies for peaceful or 
military use of nuclear energy. 
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Nuclear-weapon state (NWS): According to the NPT, states which carried out a nuclear 
 detonation before 1967 have a temporary right to possess such weapons. This right includes 
 China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States, which are designated nuclear-
 weapon states. 


Non-nuclear-weapon state (NNWS): State not recognized by the NPT (see Section 2.2) as a 
 legitimate nuclear-weapon state. NNWS are not allowed to acquire nuclear weapons, and the 
 states undertake to accept safeguards carried out by the International Atomic Energy Agency 
 (IAEA) (see Section 2.3). This includes all signatories of the NPT, excluding the five recognised 
 nuclear-weapon states. Both Norway and Iran are NNWS under the NPT (see Appendix B). 


P5+1: A group that in 2006 joined the diplomatic efforts on negotiating the Iranian nuclear 
 programme. The group includes the five permanent members of the United Nations Security 
 Council namely China, France, the United Kingdom, the United States and Russia, plus Germany. 


It is also known as the E3+3 (Henderson & Heinonen 2012).  


The Six-Party talks: A group of states that in 2003 joined their diplomatic efforts to find a 
 peaceful resolution to the security concerns regarding the North Korean nuclear weapons 


programme. This group includes North Korea, South Korea, China, Japan, Russia and the United 
 States (Høibråten et.al 2013, p.55) 


Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD): Biological, chemical and nuclear weapons, capable of 
 massive destruction (UNODA 2013). 


1.3  Operationalization 


This research aims to find variables, in addition to the invasion of Iraq, which could have led to 
 the changes in the nuclear programs of Iran, North Korea and Libya. However, only Libya’s 
 nuclear programme ended in 2003, so in order to find out if the 2003 invasion of Iraq continued to 
 affect Iran’s and North Korea’s nuclear programmes, the variables occurring from 2003 until 
 today must be taken into account. The dependent variable is changes in the nuclear programmes 
 of Iran, North Korea and Libya, while the independent variables are all other variables that could 
 have affected the programmes.  


In this type of study, it is difficult to assess the impact of the independent variables and how the 
 variables may affect the result of the analysis (Hellevik 2002, p.239). Dealing with three nuclear 
 programmes, with a number of independent variables influencing the dependent variable, is 
 challenging. Unfortunately, some variables may not be accounted for, and this could be a 


weakness of the analysis. Being aware of this challenge is important when carrying out the study. 


1.3.1  Dependent Variable 


As mentioned above, the dependent variable in this analysis is changes in the nuclear 
programmes of Iran, North Korea and Libya. Firstly, the word change is difficult to measure 
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because it is impossible to determine for sure that a change has occurred, and to what degree 
 something has changed. However, arguing that a change might have occurred could be possible in 
 this case, because all three nuclear programmes did indeed change within 2003, the same year 
 that Iraq was invaded. Libya gave up its nuclear weapon program in 2003; North Korea withdrew 
 from the NPT in 2003; while Iran halted some of its most sensitive nuclear activities in 2003. 


This raises the possibility that the Iraq invasion might have influenced the change in the 
 programmes. 


Secondly, the dependent variable contains the term nuclear programmes, which complexity 
 should be further explained: All three states apparently had, to different degrees, activities 
 relevant for nuclear weapons development before 2003, but uncertainties exist regarding what 
 happened after 2003. Given this uncertainty, this research will not use the term nuclear weapons 
 programme in the case of Iran, even though the international community is highly sceptical about 
 Iran’s nuclear intentions also today. This is because of a challenge within the topic, namely the 
 dual-use aspect of nuclear programmes. The dual use of the nuclear technology enables both a 
 peaceful and military option. A state with nuclear weapons ambitions can therefore use its right to 
 peaceful nuclear technology to secretly develop nuclear weapons. The fact that Iran has a civilian 
 nuclear programme, with possible military dimensions, makes the Iranian case especially 


interesting. Further, this research recognizes North Korea as a de facto3 nuclear weapon state, as 
 the regime has conducted several nuclear tests after 2003 (2006, 2009 and 2013), a fact that 
 justifies the use of the term nuclear weapons programme when talking about the time prior to 
 North Korea’s “nuclear breakout”. Still, the term weapon is somewhat misguiding in this case, 
 because North Korea most likely only possesses workable nuclear “devices”, which have not 
 been “weaponized4” yet (Høibråten, Breivik, Enger, Schultz Heireng & Kippe 2013). The term 
 nuclear weapons programme can also be used on Libya, although it never managed to acquire 
 nuclear weapons before cancelling its programme. However, when all three states are mentioned 
 together, the term nuclear programme is best suited. 


1.3.2  Independent Variables 


Acknowledging the fact that the list of variables may not be complete, the variables following are 
 the most important. Further, through the analysis the variables that are most relevant for each 
 specific case will be identified, as they might not be accounted for in advance. 


The first, and most interesting variable in this analysis, is the effect of the Iraq invasion on the 
 nuclear programmes. This variable will receive significantly more attention than the other 
 independent variables, because it also addresses security, which is an important aspect of the 
 theoretical framework in so many ways. Firstly the variable addresses security through fear of a 
        


3 State not recognized by the NPT (see section 2.2) as a legitimate nuclear-weapon state, possessing nuclear 
 weapons. States like India, Pakistan and North Korea are de facto nuclear-weapon states.  Most likely Israel 
 also possesses nuclear weapons, but this has never been publicly confirmed (Høibråten et. al. 2013). 


4 Weaponization: turning a nuclear explosive device into a weapon. This includes designing the device in 
such a manner that it fits and functions with the available delivery system (airplane, missile e.g.), thereby 
making the nuclear weapon operational (Kippe 2009, p.63). 
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military attack (primarily by the United States) as the variable assumes that all three states had a 
 genuine fear of being “next on the list”. While Iran, North Korea and Libya witnessed a fellow 
 state within the Axis of Evil being invaded, the variable assumes that the “bystander” states must 
 have felt an increased pressure, which led them to conduct changes regarding their nuclear 
 programmes, within 2003. Secondly, another important aspect of the Iraq invasion variable is the 
 American regional presence and influence, understood as the presence in Iraq, Afghanistan and 
 South Korea and the influencing ability to affect regional politics, which could lead the states to 
 increase or decrease their efforts regarding the nuclear programmes. While the invasion of Iraq 
 was a part of the War on Terror, this research operationalize the Iraq invasion to encompass the 
 War on Terror as a part of the increasing counter-proliferation pressure on states deemed rogue by 
 the United States, and thereby affecting the nuclear programmes. Thirdly, the variable 


encompasses how the United States removed the Taliban in Afghanistan, and Saddam Hussein in 
 Iraq, improving security for Iran. Fourth and finally, the variable takes into account the fear of 
 regime change, which could have affected the nuclear programmes in both ways. It is a challenge 
 that this variable has certain similarities with the Iraq invasion variable, which makes it difficult 
 to separate the influence of the two variables. 


The second independent variable, which may have influenced the nuclear programmes, is 
 sanctions. This could either be the fear of sanctions or the effect of already implemented 
 sanctions. This variable assumes that the fear of sanctions would influence the state to not 
 continue its nuclear programme, while the effect of sanctions would lead a state to negotiate its 
 nuclear programme, or eventually giving up its nuclear programme. 


The third independent variable is nuclear technology options and activities. This variable 
 encompasses whether Iran, North Korea or Libya had a military programme, a nuclear power 
 programme, or a programme covering both options. Further this variable will include the 


importance of access to the technology provided by the A.Q Khan network, but it will not go any 
 further on describing the different states access to nuclear technology on general basis. This 
 variable also assumes that some states will have more national expertise than others, which may 
 affect the decision-making process. A disclosure of undeclared nuclear activities, like the 
 disclosure of the Khan-network or an undeclared nuclear facility, could also contribute to 
 increased cooperation from a state.  


The fourth independent variable is national strategy and foreign policy, which takes into account 
that one or several changes within each state’s foreign policy could have caused the nuclear 
programme to change; either towards further development or towards a stop in the development, 
as a measure taken to downscale the chance for international pressure. A national strategy may 
change as a result of a national election or a regime change. This could also influence the way 
each state look at negotiations. If the state perceives negotiations as beneficial, they could be 
willing to halt some aspects of its nuclear programme. However, if negotiations fail, this could 
lead states towards developing their respective nuclear programmes further. This variable also 
encompasses prestige and status as important driving forces within each state’s foreign policy, 
and that these forces could affect decisions regarding the nuclear programmes.  
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1.4  Relevance and Value 


This analysis is important for several reasons: North Korea has been testing its nuclear weapons 
 as late as the spring of 2013, making its nuclear programme continuously relevant; throughout 
 2013 Iran’s possible nuclear weapons programme has also received much attention, and it 
 continues to reach international headlines; and Libya was attacked by coalition forces in 2011, an 
 event that might not have happened if the regime had not given up its nuclear weapons 


programme in 2003, and also an event that might influences the decision-making of North Korea 
 and Iran regarding their respective programmes. 


Further, this research is important because it analyses how the attack on one “member” of the 
 Axis of Evil affected three other states of the same category, based on changes to their respective 
 nuclear programmes. It is challenging to provide a sufficient overview of three nuclear 


programmes; but it will make the analysis much more unique and relevant. It is unique because 
 many studies are assessing the nuclear programmes of Iran, North Korea and Libya separately; 


however, few studies compare the three cases and point out differences and similarities between 
 them, which means that this research covers a “missing piece” in the field of science. It is relevant 
 to other members of the axis of evil like Syria, which has been suspected of having a clandestine 
 nuclear weapons programme (Høibråten et.al. 2013, p.120). 


1.5  Structure of the Research 
 This research is divided into 6 chapters: 


Chapter 1 concerns the introduction; the topic and research question, as well as an 


operationalization of the variables for the research; and the relevance and value of the research. 


Chapter 2 will concern relevant background information, such as the reason for the 2003 
 invasion of Iraq, the importance of the NPT and the IAEA as well as a quick historical review of 
 the three nuclear programmes. 


Chapter 3 will concern the methodological approach; and present how this research has been 
 conducted as a document study, and how this research will retain its reliability and validity. 


Chapter 4 will concern the theoretical framework for this research, through the international 
 relations theories realism, liberalism and social constructivism, as well as an explanation for why 
 this research favours realism as the main framework, and the two others as substitutes. 


Chapter 5 will be divided into two main parts, where the first part concerns the individual 
 analysis of what affected the three different nuclear programmes, while the second part concerns 
 a comparative analysis of all three programmes together. 


Chapter 6 will concern the final conclusions for this research. 
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2  Background 


In order to understand why Iran’s, North Korea’s and Libya’s nuclear programmes came under 
 scrutiny, it is necessary to understand what caused the invasion of Iraq, why the United States 
 increased its effort in countering proliferation, how the international non-proliferation regime as 
 well as the IAEA affects the nuclear programmes in the selected states, as well as a quick 
 historical review of the three nuclear programmes. 


2.1  The Relevance of the 11 September 2001, and the 2003 Invasion of Iraq 
 The attacks on 11 September 20015 paved the way for a new use-of-force doctrine, calling for 
 preventive military action against rogue states seeking nuclear weapons. The new doctrine lacked 
 confidence in nuclear deterrence, as deterrence was directed at states already armed with nuclear 
 weapons and not at states seeking the acquisition of nuclear weapons (Record 2004). In his State 
 of the Union Address in 2002, President George W. Bush talked about the new concern: 


States like these (Iran, Iraq and North Korea), and their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of evil, 
 arming to threaten the peace of the world. By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these regimes 
 pose a grave and growing danger. They could provide these arms to terrorists, giving them the 
 means to match their hatred. They could attack our allies or attempt to blackmail the United 
 States. In any of these cases, the price of indifference would be catastrophic (George W. Bush, 
 State of the Union Address, 29 January 2002). 


This quote illustrates how the Bush-administration deemed both national and international 
 security after 11 September, stressing the need to take comprehensive action in order to protect 
 American and allied soil and interests.  


In May 2002, Libya was added to the list of rogue states, when United States Assistant Secretary 
 for International Organization Affairs John Bolton presented the nations “beyond the Axis of 
 Evil” (Bolton 2002). Though it started out as a war on terrorism with the military operations in 
 Afghanistan, it became as much a war of counter-proliferation. The line was drawn from terrorist 
 organizations to states sponsoring terrorism that might also have WMD programmes. On 


5 February 2003, the United States Secretary of State Colin Powell addressed the United Nations 
 Security Council (UNSC), stating that Iraq had an active nuclear weapons programme:  


already possessing two out of three key components needed to build a bomb 


(Colin Powell, U.S Secretary of State’s Address to the United Nations Security Council 
 5 February 2003). 


What Powell meant was probably that Iraq lacked fissile material (see Appendix A.1) but 


possessed weapons design and means of delivery. But the speech was more controversial than the 
 one President Bush held on 29 January, and many analysts were sceptical about its contents.  


       


5 The terrorist attacks on the United States, 11 September 2001. 
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Operation Iraqi Liberation (OIL), later named Operation Iraqi Freedom, was launched 20 March 
 2003, and within weeks Saddam Hussein’s regime was defeated. In the aftermath of the invasion, 
 no nuclear weapons or other WMD were found, and no evidence of ties between the regime and 
 al-Qaeda was found either. However, Washington continued the coercive counter-proliferation 
 policy with a far more accusatory tone against Iran, North Korea and Libya. Now these states 
 were compared with terrorist organisations as undifferentiated threats. As part of Washington 
 D.C.’s sharpened tone, the term “preventive” – often combined with “military action” or military 
 intervention” – were much used by the Bush administration, and also considered a good substitute 
 in situations where traditional nuclear deterrence could not be used, and/or if dissuasion and 
 coercive diplomacy had failed (Cox 2011).  


On 31 May 2003 Washington D.C. stepped up the effort further by introducing the Proliferation 
 Security Initiative (PSI)6 as an effort to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction and 
 their related components and materials on the black marked. This voluntary regime (unanchored 
 in international law) would later contribute to the exposure of the A.Q. Khan network7  


Framed as members of the Axis of Evil before the war, Iran, North Korea and Libya (beyond the 
 Axis of Evil) faced international pressure in general, and American pressure in particular, as their 
 nuclear programmes came into question. The United States military forces were obviously 
 stretched in 2003, participating in extensive campaigns in both Iraq and Afghanistan, but both 
 wars were expected to have a short duration. Hence military confrontation with Iran, North Korea 
 or Libya could not be excluded as a possibility. This may be one reason for why the year 2003 
 marked a change in all three programmes: On 10 January, months before the invasion, North 
 Korea withdrew from the NPT – no longer obliged to refrain from nuclear weapons; during the 
 fall, Iran initiated diplomatic talks under which it agreed to certain concessions and temporary 


       


6 The Proliferation Security Initiative’s origins trace back to December 2002, when legal gaps were 
 revealed during the interdiction of a North Korean-flagged ship carrying missiles and conventional 
 warheads. Although the ship was boarded by the Spanish navy (on request from American intelligence), 
 there was no legal basis for seizing the cargo, which was eventually released. On 31 May 2003, President 
 Bush introduced the Proliferation Security Initiative as an aim to use existing national authorities and 
 international law to interdict shipments suspected of carrying WMD, their delivery systems and related 
 material. As a product of the Bush administration’s increased counter-proliferation effort, the initiative was 


“surfing” on the very same “counter-proliferation wave” as the Iraq war. Months later, in October 2003, the 
 PSI revealed a shipment of weapons related technology, bound for Libya. This led to the disclosure of the 
 A.Q. Khan network (Nikitin 2012).  


7 The Pakistani nuclear scientist and “father of the Pakistani bomb” Dr. Abdul Qadeer Kahn stole sensitive 
technology while working at an enrichment facility in the Netherlands in the 1970s. Khan used the 
technology to assist Pakistan in the task of achieving nuclear weapons, while building a network of 
suppliers of nuclear technology.  During the late 1980s or early 1990s, Khan used his network of suppliers 
to offer other states nuclear weapons related technology, and detailed designs for nuclear weapons. Khan’s 
network was active until its disclosure in October 2003. The disclosure of the Abdul Qadeer Khan network 
is interesting to this research because it revealed that Iran, Libya and North Korea were customers of the 
very same black market supply network trading nuclear weapons related technology. After his arrest in 
February 2004, Khan has admitted to have sold such technology to these countries. And while Iran and 
Libya have admitted their trade with the network, North Korea has refused to do so (Sanger 2004).   
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limitation of its nuclear fuel cycle development; and on 18 December, Libya gave up its nuclear 
 weapons related programme (Record 2004). 


2.2  The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 


The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) is fundamental in what is to be 
 understood regarding the nuclear programmes of the three cases, as it strictly regulates all 
 member states nuclear activities. It was initiated by the United States and the Soviet Union – the 
 two first nuclear-weapon states (NWS) – in an attempt to stop any further spread of nuclear 
 weapons, and introduced for signing in 1968, in which both Iran and Libya signed. The treaty is 
 constructed around three interlocking pillars: nuclear non-proliferation; peaceful uses of nuclear 
 energy; and nuclear disarmament, which is captured in eleven mandatory articles (see 


Appendix B) of which the key articles are the following (IAEA 1970):  


•  Article I: Nuclear-weapon states shall not assist other states in the pursuit of nuclear 
 weapons, directly or indirectly. 


•  Article II: Non-nuclear weapon states shall refrain from acquiring nuclear weapons. 


•  Article III: Non-nuclear weapon states must accept safeguarding of nuclear activity.  


•  Article IV: Non-nuclear weapon states shall have access to peaceful uses of nuclear 
 technology.  


•  Article VI: Nuclear weapon states are obliged to negotiate an agreement on complete 
 disarmament. 


The treaty divides the world’s states into the nuclear “haves” and “have-nots”, recognizing those 
states that conducted nuclear weapons tests before 1967 as legitimate nuclear-weapon states, with 
the commitment to disarm. It is worth noticing that the five recognized NWS also constitute the 
five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council. The rest of the world was 
placed in the category of non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS). Both India (1974, 1998) and 
Pakistan (1998) have tested nuclear weapons, but they are not members to the NPT. They are not 
recognized by the NPT as NWS, and cannot become members to the treaty unless they disarm 
(IAEA 1970). By these circumstances they are therefore often described as de facto nuclear-
weapon states. Among the de facto states, there are two others: Israel, who has not signed the 
NPT, but is still commonly assumed to possess nuclear weapons; and North Korea, who signed 
the NPT in 1985, but withdrew from it in 2003 (as the only country in the world to have done so) 
and subsequently conducted nuclear weapons tests in 2006, 2009 and 2013. The withdrawal was 
justified through Article X (see Appendix B.10) of the NPT where North Korea stated that it 
faced threats to its national security. By doing so, the regime essentially allowed itself to develop 
nuclear weapons by using the article as a necessity (Cha & Kang 2004). Iran, who signed the 
treaty in 1968, has used Article IV-rights (see Appendix B.4) to come as close as possible to 
where Article II draws the line, while Libya was clearly breaking Article III, and were on the path 
of breaking Article II, when it clandestinely sought to acquire “assistance in the manufacture of 
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nuclear weapons” (see Appendix B.2), as the BBC China8 shipment was revealed. This show a 
 gap between how Iran, North Korea and Libya has chosen adhere its NPT commitments. Trying 
 to leave the treaty already in 1993, the year after its accession, this shows that North Korea never 
 committed itself seriously to the NPT. However, North Korea remained in the treaty for ten years 
 (till 2003), much due to the Agreed Framework, which will be discussed in Section 2.4.2. Further, 
 North Korea chose to not commit to the NPT after 10 January 2003, while the two others chose 
 to. And so, not signing or withdrawing from the treaty means that the state is not obliged by 
 international law to refrain from developing nuclear weapons, and does not have to have a 
 safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) (see Section 2.3) the 
 NPT’s enforcer (Bluth 2012). 


Since its introduction in 1968, the NPT has become an increasingly robust agreement. Among the 
 signatories are states like Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Egypt, Italy, Libya, Romania, 
 South Korea, Sweden, Taiwan and former Yugoslavia that all were suspected of having nuclear 
 weapons ambitions decades ago (Bluth 2012). Other signatories are states who “inherited” the 
 weapons after the Soviet Union collapsed, but willingly abandoned them in 1995 (Kazakhstan) 
 and 1996 (Ukraine and Belarus). South Africa had nuclear weapons from 1978 to 1993, but was 
 pressured by the international community to give them up, which resulted in the signing of the 
 NPT (Mærli 2009). When France and China finally signed the treaty in 1992, it gave further 
 strength to the international cooperation, and so in 1995 it was decided to extend the original 
 25 years duration of the treaty to indefinite (Bluth 2012). 


On the other hand, there are some who see signs of weakening of the NPT, especially in the cases 
 where member states of the treaty appears to be developing nuclear weapons capabilities, either 
 clandestinely such as Libya was suspected of and North Korea did, or under the disguise of a 
 civilian programme, such as Iran is suspected of. Alongside the significant proliferation of the 
 technology needed, and as a result of civil nuclear cooperation, the number of states capable of 
 developing nuclear weapons is now greater than ever. Also, the nuclear-weapon states’ slow 
 effort to disarm in favour of the NPT creates a cynicism about the treaty among the non-nuclear-
 weapon states who argues that the IAEA concentrates too much on the first three articles 
 (non-proliferation) and too little on technical assistance related to (see Appendix B.4). 


In the cases of the selected states, Libya was as a member of the NPT when it tried to develop 
 nuclear weapons, hence undermining the treaty; Iran, as a member, may have been trying to 
 develop nuclear weapons for a longer time, and if Iran develops a nuclear weapon it could make 
 the signatories of the NPT lose faith in the agreement, or encourage further proliferation; North 
 Korea laid the foundation for its nuclear weapons programme while being member of the NPT, a 
 tactic some fear Iran is currently using. Later, North Korea withdrew and conducted a nuclear 
        


8 A German ship bound for Libya in October 2003, which was intercepted by the German and Italian 
authorities. The cargo consisted of centrifuge components (which were under export control) and individual 
basic components (which were not under export control). The seizure of the ship also led to the disclosure 
of the A.Q.Khan network (see footnote 7) (Breivik & Toft 2007). 
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weapon test, an action which obviously undermines the treaty (Bluth 2012). The International 
 Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has the authority to verify all nuclear activities in the NNWS to 
 ensure that all member states comply with the NPT.  


2.3  The International Atomic Energy Agency 


Like the NPT, the International Atomic Energy Agency has a vital role in the understanding of 
 the nuclear programmes, as it is the world’s centre for cooperation in the nuclear field. Since its 
 foundation in 1957, as an independent part of the United Nations system, the agency has been 
 guided by the interests and needs of its member states, which shapes the agency’s mission, 
 strategic plans and vision to be embodied in IAEA’s statutes. Through these statutes, IAEA’s 
 three main pillars are defined as: safety and security; science and technology; and safeguards and 
 verification (IAEA 2013a).  


Combined with the task of promoting safe and secure use of peaceful nuclear technology, the 
 IAEA is also tasked with monitoring and inspecting the nuclear facilities and material in non-
 nuclear-weapon states, based on safeguards agreements the member states have developed with 
 the IAEA. Among many responsibilities, the IAEA is looking for violations and signs of nuclear 
 weapon development (IAEA 2013a). In order to ensure that the signatory states are living up to 
 their commitments, IAEA uses the Comprehensive Safeguards Agreements (CSA), Additional 
 Protocols (AP) and also the Small Quantities Protocols (SQP) as basis for its work in the different 
 countries. 


The Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement was established in 1967 as a regime for verifying and 
 declaring the peaceful use of special nuclear materials (see Appendix A.1) within a state through 
 a so-called “physical inventory verification”, for material accountancy. The CSA was first 
 introduced under Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, and further used as 
 framework when the NPT was initiated in 1968. Later this standard was reproduced with the 
 name “Model Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement”, suited to be applied to both simple cases 
 of nuclear activities and more complex and advanced nuclear programmes. The basic obligation 
 in a CSA is reflected through Article III.1 in the NPT:  


to accept safeguards...for the exclusive purpose of verification of the fulfilment of its obligations 
 assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful 
 uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices (see Appendix B.3). 


This means that the IAEA takes account of all types of nuclear material relevant for the 
 manufacturing of nuclear weapons; especially the isotopes plutonium-239, uranium-233 and 
 uranium-235 (see Appendix A.1.1 ). Each member state has a CSA based on the model 
 agreement, which is supplemented by the Subsidiary arrangement, which is a document 


containing the technical and administrative procedures for implementing the CSA. The standard 
CSA was in Iran on 15 May 1974; in Libya on 8 July 1980, and in North Korea from January 
1992. But while Iran and Libya commits to their CSA’s, North Korea did not have to commit to 
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any CSA after the withdrawal from the NPT in 2003. However, a central issue regarding Iran’s 
 nuclear programme in 2003 was the ratification9 of an update to this agreement. While having 
 ratified the model CSA in 1974, Iran had only signed, but not ratified the CSA’s Subsidiary 
 Arrangement from 1976. Within the Subsidiary Arrangement was the “code 3.1” which stated 
 that Tehran was obliged to report any new facility no later than 180 days before the introduction 
 of nuclear material. In 1992 the code was updated, saying that states should now report new 
 facilities already in the planning phase, before any construction had begun. When Iran started 
 negotiating with the so-called “EU-3” in the late summer of 2003 –which will be discussed in the 
 analysis section 5.1.1.1– the EU-3 demanded that the code should be updated to the 1992 


standard, but Iran refused, stating that it only had to adhere to the 1974 terms in which it had 
 ratified. Eventually Iran implemented the update in December 2003, but did not ratify it. 


However, the CSA only provides the IAEA access to declared activities and materials. This 
 means that the agency must believe what the state declares, which means that the IAEA cannot 
 guarantee “completeness” but only “non-diversion of declared materials” and the “correctness of 
 the declaration”. This “hole” in the CSA is better addressed through the Additional Protocol. 


The Additional Protocol is also central when it comes to Iran’s nuclear programme, as it was 
 signed in December 2003, but left in February 2006. The Protocol is a supplement meant to 
 strengthen the CSA. If accepted by the state, the protocol provides the IAEA with broader rights, 
 including: Access to inspect undeclared facilities; access to information about a state’s full 
 nuclear cycle, and any other site where nuclear material is present; short-notice inspections 
 granting access to all buildings on a nuclear site; access to information regarding manufacture, 
 exports of sensitive technologies and inspection mechanisms for manufacturing and import 
 locations; and collection of environmental samples beyond declared locations, if deemed 
 necessary by the IAEA. Although the AP might not be 100 % sufficient, it works as a tool for 
 verifying the “completeness” of a state’s nuclear activities, meaning an “assurances of the non-
 existence of undeclared nuclear activities”. The AP was signed by Iran in 2003, and implemented 
 until February 2006, when the IAEA reported Tehran’s noncompliance to the United Nations 
 Security Council. In the case of Libya, the AP was ratified on 11 August 2006, three years after 
 its decision to abandon the nuclear weapons programme. 


As of 9 April 2013, 180 states have brought into force a comprehensive safeguards agreement 
 with the IAEA. 137 of these states have an additional protocol, and 99 states follow a small 
 quantities protocol. These measures are essential in order to determine noncompliance with the 
 NPT (IAEA 2013b). However, the agency has its problems: IAEA has determined noncompliance 
 with Iraq’s CSA in 1991, Libya’s CSA in 2004 and Iran’s AP in 2006, but it lacks an established 
 definition of noncompliance. Apparently this could provide the agency with the necessary 
 flexibility to deal with complex cases, but it comes with a cost: Since the IAEA also supports 
 diplomatic and political processes in order to avoid nuclear proliferation, it is essential to be 
 viewed as credible, accurate, reliable and independent. And so the lack of clarity and consistency 
        


9 First when the agreement is ratified the state has an obligation to declare to the IAEA the current status on 
all nuclear materials and facilities regularly. 
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could have adverse consequences for the integrity and credibility of the IAEA safeguards system 
 (IAEA 2013a). This was also pointed out by the Deputy Director General and Head of the 
 Department of Safeguards, Herman Nackaerts when he held the following address at the 52nd
 annual meeting of the Institute of Nuclear Materials Management (INMM) in 2011: 


Finally, the system was manifestly failing in its primary objective, namely, to detect activities that 
 did raise potential compliance issues and proliferation concerns – such as those undertaken, for 
 instance, in Iraq, Libya, Syria and Iran 


(Herman Nackaerts. INMM Address, 18 July 2011). 


As pointed out by Nackaerts, is ironical that the IAEA’s verification mandate is limited to 
 ensuring the rest of the world that all nuclear material within a state are used strictly for peaceful 
 purposes, but that even in states implementing the Additional Protocol, the agency has no explicit 
 mandate to inspect facilities nor activities which do not involve the production of nuclear 


materials (Høibråten et.al. 2013, p.97).  


2.4  The Drive for Nuclear Weapons in Iran, North Korea and Libya 


Although the time frame for which this research operates is set from 2000 to 2013 it is important 
 to give a short historical review of the drive for each nuclear programme, because it supports the 
 analysis with relevant information, that could have affected the behavioural change in 2003, and 
 also the outcome of the three programmes.  


2.4.1  Iran 


Iran (see Figure 5.1) has a remarkable history tracing back to the Persian Empire of 500 B.C. 


Given this past Iran therefore views itself as an important regional actor (Lodgaard 2012, p.60-
 63).The country’s nuclear programme can be traced back to 1957, when Shah Reza Pahlavi, 
 Iran’s head of state before the Islamic revolution in 1979, signed an agreement on participation in 
 the American-led Atoms for Peace programme. The Shah embarked on a prestigious civil nuclear 
 programme, and Iran received a 5 megawatt (MW) research reactor by the United States in 1967 
 (Kippe 2009, p.14). Simultaneously, the Shah also pioneered the Middle East as a nuclear 
 weapons free zone, and Iran was therefore one of the first countries in the world to sign the NPT 
 in 1968. But during the mid-1970s the Shah seemingly told his chief atomic energy advisor, 
 Akbar Etemad, that he wanted “all options” (Lodgaard 2012, p.60).  


From 1967, Iran had been an ally of the United States, the United Kingdom, France and 
 Germany, and received assistance in building civil nuclear infrastructure. But after the Islamic 
 revolution of 1979, Iran distanced itself from the former allies, especially the United States. 


Within the same year, the United States embassy in Tehran was stormed by protesters, causing 
 the break of all diplomatic ties with the United States. This affected the European states will to 
 cooperate, and halted the unfinished Iranian programme, which included two reactors for 


electricity production in Bushehr, located southwest in the country (see Figure 5.1) (Kippe 2009, 
p.14-15).  
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Further, the fact that Iraq used chemical weapons against Iran (Sherrill 2012;  


Lodgaard 2011; Kippe 2009) during the Iran-Iraq war (1980-1988), made Tehran draw two 
 conclusions after the war was over:  


I.  The lack of international action to prevent Iraq from using chemical weapons, led Iran to 
 dismiss the efficacy of treaties, international law and norms opposing the use of such 
 weapons (Sherrill 2012).  


II.  As Iraq’s nuclear weapons programme was exposed during the first Gulf War (1990-
 1991), Iran (amongst others) noticed that it was possible (see 2.3) to establish a 


clandestine nuclear weapons programme, even as a NPT signatory with IAEA inspections 
 according to the safeguards agreement (Kippe 2009, p.10). 


During the 1990s, Iran and Iraq were both suspected by the United States of having secret nuclear 
 programmes, which led President George W.H. Bush to sign into law the Iran-Iraq Non-


Proliferation Act of 23 October 1992. This marked an increase of the United States non-


proliferation effort towards Iran and Iraq, and the suspicion towards both states lasted throughout 
 the 1990s. Since the diplomatic break 1979, all American and European assistance for nuclear 
 infrastructure had been cancelled, which lead Iran to approach China and Russia in order to 
 continue its nuclear programme. This led to further sanctions by the United States, trying to 
 prevent Iranian access to what Washington D.C. deemed as sensitive technology. The United 
 States successfully persuaded China to halt its assistance in building Iran’s uranium conversion 
 facility in Isfahan (see Figure 5.1), and forced Russia to temporary suspend its involvement in 
 developing the Bushehr reactor in Iran (Carolyn 2000).  


2.4.2  North Korea 


Although the North Korean nuclear programme emerged after the Korean War (1950-1953), 
 North Korea’s and South Korea’s alliance with each superpower10 has been an important factor 
 regarding the emergence of the nuclear programme. In 1957, the United States deployed nuclear 
 weapons in South Korea, and followed up with military exercises involving nuclear-capable 
 artillery, fighter-bombers and carrier aircraft (Lodgaard 2011, p.154). In 1958, the Soviet Union 
 agreed to help North Korea establish a training facility for nuclear physicists in the Soviet Union, 
 and in 1965 the Soviet Union provided North Korea with an IRT-2000 light water moderated 
 2 MW research reactor (known as “Reactor One”) in the newly established Yongbyon site located 
 northwest in the country (see Figure 5.2). The Soviets knew that Reactor One was not well suited 
 for the production of weapons usable plutonium, as the Soviet Union did not trust Pyongyang’s 
 intentions despite being an allied (Kippe 2003, p.8).  


Throughout the 1960s and the 1970s, North Korea asked the Soviet Union to provide them with 
 further light water reactors for research, but the Soviet Union required a North Korean ratification 
 of the NPT. North Korea finally agreed to ratify the NPT in 1985, but the reactors were never 
        


10 North Korea was an allied of the Soviet Union and China (although not a superpower at the time), and 
South Korea was an allied of the United States during the Korean War. 
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delivered because the Soviet Union also demanded implementation of a comprehensive 


safeguards agreement, as well as a verification of the initial declaration. However, North Korea 
 had started construction of its own reactor, commonly known as “Reactor Two”. Based on the 
 same design as the first research reactors in the United Kingdom, this 20-25 MW research reactor 
 was designed for nuclear power, but at the same time it was far more effective in the production 
 of plutonium than Reactor One, making it central in the years to come (Kippe 2003, p.16).  


The collapse of the Soviet Union brought several changes to the Korean peninsula: North Korea 
 witnessed its strong ally China reorient itself towards the United States, Russia, Japan and South 
 Korea, leaving North Korea essentially alone. This led head of state Kim Il-sung to seek 


improvement of international relations, by reducing the military threat to such a level that the 
 United States decided to withdraw their tactical nuclear weapons from South Korea in December 
 1991 (Lodgaard 2013). In January 1992, North Korea signed a comprehensive safeguards 
 agreement with the IAEA, as mentioned in Section 2.3, and later handed over a report presenting 
 its past nuclear activities, including the reprocessing and extraction of a smaller amount11 of 
 plutonium (see Appendix A.1.2) (Kippe 2003, p.13). In February 1992, North Korea signed an 
 agreement with South Korea with the intention to strive for a nuclear weapons free peninsula, but 
 in early March 1993, the IAEA was suspecting that the regime had changed fuel rods (0) in 
 Reactor Two more times than declared. This means that North Korea in theory could have 
 separated more plutonium than declared, an action that would have been noticed if the agency 
 was granted access to the waste from the reprocessing facility. Additionally the IAEA also 
 suspected a secret waste depot in connection with the reprocessing facility. In other words: Two 
 waste depots, in which one was secret. It is likely that the secret waste depot would function as a 
 source of which North Korea could extract plutonium in secrecy. The agency asked the United 
 Nations Security Council to authorize special ad hoc inspections, and North Korea reacted by 
 announcing its withdrawal from the NPT on 12 March 1993. A withdrawal from the NPT takes 
 90 days to effect after the notice is given, but after intense bilateral negotiations with the United 
 States, North Korea suspended its withdrawal after 89 days had passed (NTI 2013). During mid-
 May in 1994, North Korea started replacing the fuel rods in Reactor Two. Although all reactors 
 need fuel change once in a while, the circumstances around this situation led to suspicions of 
 weapon ambitions (see Appendix A). The United States and the IAEA insisted that international 
 monitors should be present to make sure that North Korea did not violate its safeguards 


agreement. On 13 June 1994 North Korea decided to withdraw from the IAEA as well. But, since 
 North Korea had not managed to withdraw from the NPT, the NPT would still allow the IAEA 
 inspections (to some degree). This is due to the fact that a non-compliance with the NPT did not 
 affect the compliance of the independent CSA, regardless of North Korea’s new position.  


       


11 American experts’ estimate that less than 4kg plutonium could have been extracted (Lodgaard 2013). 
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Two days later, the United States President Jimmy Carter was able to negotiate a deal, commonly 
 referred to as the “The Agreed Framework” (AF), with North Korea (Kippe 2003, p.10), in which 
 the most important elements were the following:  


1.  North Korea was to stop the construction of Reactor Two, and two large gaseous graphite 
 reactors. 


2.  North Korea was to stop the fuel production plant and the reprocessing facility. 


3.  The international consortium Korean Peninsula Energy Development (KEDO) was 
 tasked with building two 1000 MW (electric power) light water reactors replacing 
 Reactor Two and Reactor Three, which subsequently were to be demolished when the 
 new reactors were constructed. 


4.  Safe and secure handling of spent nuclear fuel. 


5.  IAEA must be allowed access to all nuclear facilities. 


6.  North Korea was to receive 500 000 tons heavy oil a year, from the United States, to 
 compensate for the lack of power production from the reactors, until the light water 
 reactors were completed. 


7.  North Korea and the United States were to cooperate on peace and security on the Korean 
 Peninsula. 


8.  Both states were to cooperate on normalizing their political and economic ties.  


In short, the essence of the framework was to freeze the whole production line for plutonium. But 
 for North Korea, the light water reactors (with a value of five billion dollars) may have tipped the 
 scale, making the agreement possible. Having first tried to acquire light water reactors through its 
 partnership with the Soviet Union, the American offer was a welcome deal. Additionally the light 
 water reactors would provide North Korea with a more credible peaceful rationale for its nuclear 
 efforts. The rationale was credible in the sense that the old reactors could also provide power, but 
 were less suitable for weapons related activities. It was possible for North Korea to build the old-
 fashioned reactors, as the design was publicly known and no enriched fuel was needed. In other 
 words: The regime had somewhat of a peaceful alibi for these reactors, but not as good an alibi as 
 for the light water reactors. 


Towards the end of the 1990s, the AF began to disintegrate for several reasons: The U.S. 


Congress was reluctant because the regime was expected to collapse soon; the oil shipments were 
 delayed as a result of this reluctance; and on top of it all, North Korea demanded salary for its 
 workers as well as an American label on the reactor South Korea was building for them 
 (Kippe2003, p.10-16).  


2.4.3  Libya 


The origin of Libya’s nuclear weapons ambitions traces back to the coup d'état in 1969 when 
Colonel Muammar al-Qadhafi and a group of officers overthrew and exiled the ruling King Idris 
I. al-Qadhafi had a pan-Arabic vision in which the “Arabic bomb” played a central role. He 
believed that by taking upon itself the nuclear weapons project, Libya would not only secure itself 
from Israel, but also obtain a leading regional role in the conflict with the Israelis, while at the 
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same time replace Egypt as the leading Arab state. Thus, the acquirement could provide Libya a 


“shortcut” to regional leadership (Braut-Hegghammer 2008). But the new regime also adopted an 
 anti-colonial and increasingly radical foreign policy, supporting anti-colonial movements by 
 using terrorist and guerrilla tactics, which it financed and facilitated (Rieker & Braut-
 Hegghammer 2012, p.41). This radical policy may explain why the other Middle Eastern 
 countries were less inclined to support Libya’s ambitions of pan-Arabic leadership during the 
 1980s, and may also explain why Libya changed its foreign policy ambitions driving the nuclear 
 weapons pursuit (Braut-Hegghammer 2008). The shifting ambitions for becoming a nuclear-
 weapon state changed naturally for Libya, as the desire for a leading regional role had to yield to 
 the emerging need for security as a result of the state’s sponsorship of international terrorism, 
 anti-Israeli activities and attempts to destabilize neighbouring states in the 1970s and 1980s. All 
 these activities had made Libya an unpopular regional and international actor, making security of 
 the regime, especially from external threats, one of the principal interests of the al-Qadhafi 
 government.  


Among the external threats Libya faced in this period, Israel’s alleged nuclear weapons and 
 Israel’s bombing of the Osiraq12 reactor in Iraq was posing as obvious threats. The radical foreign 
 policy of al-Qadhafi’s regime had also earned Libya a place on the United States list of states 
 sponsoring terrorism, making Libya subject to American sanctions from 1979 (Arms Control 
 Association 2013b). During the 1980s, the bilateral relationship between the United States and 
 Libya deteriorated as the United States imposed additional sanctions in response to Libya’s terror 
 funding. Towards the middle of the decade, the situation culminated in the American bombing of 
 Tripoli and Benghazi in 1986. Two years later, Pan Am flight 103 exploded over Lockerbie in 
 Scotland killing 270 people. The fact that 178 of the passengers were Americans and that Libya 
 was the prime suspect, made an already grave bilateral relationship ice cold. And so, when 
 President Ronald Reagan characterized al-Qadhafi as the “Mad Dog” of the Middle East, and 
 defined Libyan regime change as a United States policy objective (Rieker & Braut-Hegghammer 
 2012, p.42), the regime started to realize the security concerns their “revolutionary” foreign 
 policy had created (Braut-Hegghammer 2009). 


For the regime, this gave additional support to the deterrence motive. This change of rationale 
 was notably mirrored in the cessation of Libya’s terror financing in the 1990s (Braut-


Hegghammer 2009). Amongst the events that occurred during the 1980s, the Lockerbie bombing 
 in 1988 would eventually become a contributing factor to the decision that led Libya to reverse its 
 nuclear programme in 2003. In 1991, the investigation of the bombing led to two Libyan 


nationals, which Libya refused to extradite. As a result, the United Nations Security Council 
 imposed resolution 748 from 31 March 1992, placing an embargo, air travel restrictions and 
 sanctions on the Libyan oil industry (Rieker & Braut-Hegghammer 2012, p.42). In 1993, the 
 Security Council also adopted resolution 883 which included the freezing of Libyan assets and a 
 ban on exports of oil equipment to Libya (Arms Control Association 2013a).  


       


12 Osiraq was an Iraqi nuclear reactor under construction, when bombed by an Israeli air strike on 7 June 
1981. 
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During the 1990s, Libya began to suffer from both the sanctions and the low oil prices. Suddenly 
 the regime was unable to provide the basic needs for the population, as the domestic market 
 declined and costs of import rose, while salaries of Libyan workers remained at the same level as 
 in 1981. Medical and educational infrastructure suffered due to decreasing public funds, and even 
 cultural institutions like that of marriage were negatively affected, as the rise in the price of gold 
 created difficulties for couples to afford the bride’s dowry. And by 1994, the economy had 
 reached an inflation rate of 50 %. The terrible condition of the state led to a significant anger and 
 resentment towards the government, allowing home-grown Islamist opposition groups such as the 
 Muslim Brotherhood and others to get a foothold in big cities like Benghazi (see Figure 5.3). The 
 fact that the opposition groups remained undefeated for three years demonstrated the regime’s 
 weakness, and posed as a warning signal. By 1998, pressure on the regime was mounting both 
 economically and politically, as unemployment remained high at 27 %, and losses from sanctions 
 reached approximately $33 billion (Shamir 2013). Realising that improved relations with the 
 outside world was necessary to secure his position, fix the economy and calm the rising 
 opposition, al-Qadhafi began to take steps towards lifting the sanctions (Braut-Hegghammer 
 2009).  


The beginning of what eventually would lead to the end of Libya’s nuclear programme came in 
 early 1999, when Libya initiated secret talks with the United States and the United Kingdom. As 
 the purpose of the dialogue was to normalize relations (ending the United Nations and the United 
 States sanctions) Libya had to take the first step. And so, on 5 April 1999 Libya handed over the 
 two suspects of the Lockerbie bombing to Dutch authorities for trial in Holland, under Scottish 
 law. Immediately after the handover, as well as France’s acknowledgement that Tripoli had 
 cooperated with French officials investigating the UTA bombing13, the United Nations Security 
 Council suspended its sanctions from 1992. In the one year long trial to follow, one of the Libyan 
 suspects, Abdelbaset al-Megrahi, was convicted of murder on 31 January 2001, and as a result the 
 United States demanded that Libya took full responsibility for the Lockerbie bombing, including 
 economic compensation to all the victims’ families.  



3  Methodological Approach 


This chapter will provide the reader with information on how this research has been conducted, 
 the methods that have been used and how data has been collected and analysed. The purpose of 
 this procedure is to provide the reader with a clear and logical understanding of how this research 
 has collected the data that will be used analysing the three nuclear programmes. 


In any scientific research, the investigation should be verifiable in retrospect to confirm the 
 validity of the research. According to Hellevik (2002, p.15), transparency in all aspects of the 
 scientific method is essential to assure that other scientists can (ideally) achieve the very same 
 results, when answering the same empirical question.  


       


13 In 1989 an explosion caused flight 772 of the French UTA (Union des Transports Aériens) to break up 
over the Sahara Desert, killing all 155 passengers and 15 crew members. Charges were brought against six 
Libyans.  
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