Samenvatting artikel Perkovich:  The end of the non-proliferation regime?
(355) The U.S., the Soviet Union and other states laid the foundation to constrain the acquisition and use of nuclear weapons. They did this by making a treaty, the Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT). The NPT enshrines 3 bargains that lay at the core of the proliferation regime.
 Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT)
· States that had not tested nuclear weapons before January 1st 1967 promised not to seek the transfer or manufacture of nuclear weapons
· States that had already tested nuclear weapons promised to work seriously towards eliminating their nuclear arsenal.
· States with advanced nuclear capability promised to assist non-nuclear weapon states to develop the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. 
A less formal bargain was that states with nuclear weapons pledged to come to the assistance of non-nuclear states when they were threatened with a nuclear attack. 
Flaws of the non-proliferation regime:
· Problems in maintaining political legitimacy and the will to enforce rules built on a double standard: one that is less restrictive for countries that possess nuclear weapons and the other is more demanding to countries who don’t possess nuclear weapons.
· The failure of the UN Security Council members to cooperate in enforcing rules in tough cases (for example North-Korea and Iran).
· The current rules for managing exports and the nuclear fuel cycle really need to be updated in the light of technological change.
· The five nuclear weapons states of the NTP have failed to take the core bargaining, which obliged them to move towards nuclear disarmament seriously. 
Insecurity dilemmas
In 1995 the five NPT states transformed their 25-year term in to an open-ended commitment. This meant that they committed themselves to a strict compromise. 173 states reaffirmed their renunciation of nuclear weapons. In return they wanted an explicit  commitment of the five NPT states to eventually eliminate their nuclear arsenals. The Cold War was over and most states were optimistic about the future. This viewed suddenly changed when India and Pakistan tested nuclear weapons in 1988. Both countries had not signed the NPT.
(356) in the fall of 2006 North-Korea tested nuclear devices and soon speculations came about other countries following suit. The first major problem discussed was the ‘’security dilemma’’ . 
The security dillema explained:
State A fears states B and C and develops military power and doctrine able to defeat them. States B and C see this acquisition of capability as threatening and build up their own power. As long as these states cannot convince each other that they don’t pose any threat, they will feel insecure and seek military capability sufficient to deter or defeat there adversaries.  
The NPT has mitigated security dilemmas (nuclear) by reassuring states that their neighbours will not acquire nuclear weapons, so they won’t do the same. The Americans provided a nuclear and conventional military shield for NATO countries. The Soviet Union did the same over its dominions. The NPT states progress toward eliminating its nuclear arsenal was to reassure all states that they did not had to acquire these weapons. 
(357) Loopholes and defects: 
Under the NPT all states are entitled to operate facilities that enrich uranium and separate plutonium. Nowadays states have resisted to narrowing to their rights to nuclear technology. This resistance make it more difficult to establish and enforce controls on countries exports, this provide opportunities for certain actors to proliferate. Think of Pakistan’s nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abdul_Qadeer_Khan) who ordered subcomponents of machines necessary to produce nuclear weapons. The components were not specifically for nuclear weapons building so the suppliers could not be prosecuted for illegal acts. The U.S.  and others want to establish new rules so that uranium enrichment and plutonium separation is confined to countries who already do it. 
(358) the U.S. is the only country that has the will and capability to project power globally. Governments that believe the U.S. is determined to remove them whether they change certain behaviours may be more inclined to seek nuclear power for deterrence. The U.S. actions in Irak have many countries in the world in fear of the exertion of U.S. power than the failure of the non-proliferation regime. The challenge is to reassure states that the enforcement of rules applies to the U.S. as well. 
(359)The conflicted council:
The Security Council is the authority to which cases of noncompliance are reported, it is widely perceived to be the most legitimate enforcer of the NPT. It challenge is to keep other countries away from nuclear weapons. The five permanent members of the Security Council are also the five states recognized by the NPT to possess nuclear weapons. This causes a legitimacy problem, which makes it hard to enforce rules in particular cases. But not impossible, enforcing rules depends on whether the VETO wielding members of the Security Council are united. In the cases of Iran and North-Korea, China and Russia preferred to be vague and preferred a consensus, to avoid a VETO. This resulted in a softer and slower approach being taken towards Iran and North-Korea. The more powerful the noncompliant state is, the more cautiously the Security Council acts. Given the VETO power held by the five permanent states, a noncompliant state can resist enforcement if its confident that at least one member will block consensus and ultimately the use of force.  Conflicting interests prevent the permanent members from cooperating (think of the Iran, North-Korea problem). 
(360) Russia and China are concerned about the U.S. exceptional power in the international system and try to balance it. Washington’s strategy in promoting democracy trough regime change clashed with persuading China and Russia to support sanctions on Iran’s nuclear behaviour.
Governments and industry have not specified new standards for proliferation resistance. The dual-use nature of key nuclear technology was recognized at the beginning of the NPT regime.
(361) All states should agree to suspend cooperation with countries that don’t act in full compliance with their non-proliferation obligations.
(361-362) The disarment bargain:
The disbarment bargain underpins the international security system and shapes expectations from leaders and citizens around the world. The majority of states will not cooperate in enforcing rules to non-nuclear states if they feel that the nuclear states are not enforcing the rules that apply to themselves. In 1996 the five NPT states (and Israel) signed the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). In 1999 the U.S. senate refused to ratify the treaty and prevented it from entering in to force. The U.K. is the only NPT state that had begun to analyse steps necessary to achieve nuclear disarmament.  
[bookmark: _GoBack](362) The NPT regime is actually one of history’s greatest success stories. It has been defeated by one county that acquired nuclear weapons illegally; North-Korea and is now being challenged by another; Iran. It had also been bypassed by three other states; India, Pakistan and Israel. The fundamental requirement today is to establish a basis of cooperation between the most powerful state, the  U.S. and others without which pressing proliferation problems cannot be solved.

