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Introduction

Kazakhstan made a major contribution to the international non-proliferation regime when it entered Nonproliferation Treaty as a non-nuclear state and cleared itself of all nuclear weapons left on its territory from the Soviet time. However, not only weapons of mass destruction per se but also WMD components pose serious proliferation risks. Kazakhstan does not have any weapons of mass destruction on its territory but there are materials and expertise remaining mainly due to the legacy of the Soviet WMD complex. In the light of security environment in Central Asia, Kazakhstan’s proximity to unstable Afghanistan and to two major nuclear powers (Russia and China) and other factors – proliferation threats that can be identified pose a significant security challenge. The government of Kazakhstan joins efforts with the international community in confronting those threats. Some of the efforts prove to be very successful and the overall proliferation danger stemming from the country has been reduced significantly in the last decade. Nonetheless, proliferation threats still remain and should deserve serious attention.

Current paper assesses existing proliferation threats, discusses measures undertaken to reduce their danger, and demonstrates necessity to undertake even more urgent action in addressing those threats.

Security environment  

In the light of recent developments in Central Asia and a post 9/11 effect on the region (situation in Afghanistan) the overall security environment cannot be considered as completely stable. 

Kazakhstan is usually called - an island of stability in Central Asia – this is true, however, this stability is relative.  When compared to the neighbouring republics, the country has succeeded in avoiding major socio-political turbulence. At the same time, neither the risk of changing internal situation, especially in the light of growing tensions between different political groups clearly demonstrated by heated presidential election campaigns and a potential post-election developments, nor the negative effect that instability in other countries can have on the overall security situation in the region should be underestimated.

A still unstable Afghanistan also holds a potentially negative effect on stability in Central Asia. 

More recent developments in the region, such as events in Andijan (Uzbekistan) and political changes in Kyrgyzstan, act as a reminder of how fragile the stability is in the region.  

While the jury is still out on which security dynamics will prevail, it is obvious that the countries of the region should do everything possible to bolster regional security and stability. As noted above, potential WMD proliferation threats represent only one aspect of a broader array of national and international security threats in Central Asia. However, given the experience of 9/11 and the generally uncertain security prospects in the region, WMD proliferation threats deserve a new level of attention. Unstable security environment is directly linked to aggravation of existing WMD proliferation challenges. Controlling potential WMD threats in a situation of political or socio-economic turmoil is a task of major challenge to any government.  

Range of current threats

Kazakhstan played an important role in the Soviet WMD industry – most of current proliferation threats result from that legacy. 

Kazakhstan was one of the three republics outside of Russia where nuclear weapons were deployed. Significant amounts of nuclear materials were stored on its territory. By spring 1995 last nuclear weapons were removed from the country. As an independent state, it never possessed any biological or chemical weapons. 

Unfortunately, the fact that Kazakhstan does not have any weapons of mass destruction on its territory does not mean there are no WMD proliferation threats facing itself, its neighbours, and the world community. Currently, three major groups of proliferation threats can be identified. They include potential threat of smuggling of WMD-related material from and through the territory of Kazakhstan; proliferation of biological and chemical components; proliferation of weapons-grade nuclear and radioactive material. Apart from these, there is a risk of a leak of expertise (“brain-drain”). 

Smuggling From or Through the Territory of Kazakhstan

This potential threat stems from two factors: abundance of WMD-related materials on the territory of Kazakhstan, which can attract potential smugglers, and its geographic location, which can serve as a route for smuggling. 

The major risk lies in the possibility of theft of dangerous materials from Kazakhstani facilities and their sale by smugglers or through brokers to terrorists or proliferant states. Despite the efforts of the Government of Kazakhstan and international assistance provided, the borders still remain porous and export control system requires further improvement. It is considered that Kazakhstan has the most well-developed export control system in Central Asia, but that does not mean its level meets the required standards. Problems range from a lack of trained personnel at the Ministry of Industry and Trade to run export control system to frequent reorganisations of this ministry and the transfer of export control responsibilities from one agency to another. All this has hampered the development of a coherent export control system. In addition, a general lack of an “export control culture” among Kazakhstani exporters is compounded by insufficient outreach activities by the government, which would educate the representatives of industry of the existing licensing regulations and of their importance to national and international security. This shortfall indicates a notable lack of coordination between key government participants in export control enforcement in the country. As a result of this weakness, the materials and technology present in Kazakhstan and other countries of Central Asia present a greater threat than they would otherwise.
The location of Kazakhstan between two nuclear powers – Russia and China - also places additional responsibility on Kazakhstani government to guard its borders well in order to avoid its territory being used as a transit point for smugglers. The fact that two of its neighbours have nuclear programmes means that there are nuclear materials stored in abundance on their territories and their safety and security might not be 100% guaranteed (especially in Russia). These materials can be illegally obtained and further smuggled to ‘black’ international markets via Kazakhstan.

Proliferation of biological and chemical components

For the moment, bio-weapons (BW) related proliferation threats can be seen as most pressing. Kazakhstan, as an independent state, has never been engaged in an offensive or defensive biological warfare, but its territory was used extensively by the Soviet bio-weapons programme. As a result, some BW proliferation threats can be identified. It should be noted from the outset, that Kazakhstani government has been remarkably open with respect to facilities on its territory and this fact was acknowledged and praised by the international community. The remaining BW-proliferation threats can be classified into four main categories: 

1. A potential source of dangerous pathogens are remaining microorganisms on Vozrozhdeniye Island. These microorganisms are a proliferation risk due to shrinkage of the Aral Sea and the approaching proximity of the island to the mainland, the potential for birds and rodents to carry diseases over to the mainland, and the possibility of people who come to the island in search of remaining scrap metal to become carriers of disease. 

2. Collections of strains, pathogens, and microorganisms remain at bioresearch facilities throughout the territory of Kazakhstan, such as the Scientific Center of Quarantine and Zoonotic Diseases (the former Anti-Plague Institute) in Almaty, the Scientific Research Agricultural Institute in Otar and a network of anti-plague stations throughout the country.  These pathogen collections are vulnerable to theft. There have been several attempts to gain access to Kazakhstan’s Center of Quarantine and Zoonotic Diseases: One of them occurred in June of 2002, when somebody cut the wire over the fence protecting the facility.
 A similar attempt to access the former anti-plague institute took place in November 2002.
 Although security at these facilities has increased significantly in recent years, threats persist. Apart from the above-mentioned main facilities, where security upgrades have been implemented, there is a wide network of labs belonging to the Sanitary Epideomological Services (SES), scientific centers and institutes working under the auspices of the Ministries of Health and Agriculture, and smaller field stations of the former anti-plague network, which all work with highly dangerous infectious agents, field strains, and museum cultures. These facilities are a potential source of BW agents for terrorists or proliferant states.

3.  Brain drain of former BW scientists could occur. Due to economic hardships of the post-Soviet era, many scientists with critical knowledge were left no means to existence. Unfortunately, the dismantlement of BW-related facilities was implemented at a faster pace than was their conversion. The U.S.-sponsored dismantlement of the Stepnogorsk facility (the main BW facility on the territory of Central Asia) was implemented successfully, while bilateral U.S.-Kazakhstan conversion projects aimed at establishing pharmaceutical production in Stepnogorsk did not have the same degree of success. In recent years two U.S.-administered programmes designed to engage former weapons scientists in civilian projects – International Science and Technology Center (ISTC) and Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) – began to include bioscientists (before the programmes focused only on nuclear weapons scientists), but the number of scientists engaged is small, and usually such projects provide only temporary grants. As a result, a significant risk remains that BW know-how might “leak” from these facilities.

4. Natural foci of especially dangerous diseases, such as Bubonic plague, rabbit fever, Crimean-Congo hemorrhagic fever, anthrax, and others are found throughout the territory of Central Asia, and this includes Kazakhstan. While at first the presence of such diseases might seem only a public health issue, several potential proliferation risks are associated with these agents. First, an experienced microbiologist could isolate the plague bacterium from infected humans or rodents and attempt to transform it into a biological weapon. Since the pneumonic form of plague is contagious (it does not apply to a more common bubonic form), a suicidal terrorist could infect himself as a crude means of delivery; however, this method would be highly inefficient. It is technically challenging to weaponize the plague bacterium into a form that could be disseminated as an airborne aerosol (due to the fragility of the bacterium, which dies off shortly after dissemination); however, the Soviet bioweapons programme had developed means of “hardening” bacterium, which could permit its spread as an aerosol and, therefore, some former Soviet bioweapons scientists may still posses the necessary expertise. If any of these scientists could be recruited by a terrorist organisation, the threat of converting plague into a weapon would be real, as pointed out in the preceding paragraph.

Another agent that could pose a proliferation risk is the anthrax bacterium. Anthrax is not contagious, but a skilled microbiogist could isolate a virulent (disease-causing) strain from infected animals and humans and cultivate it. Anthrax is much easier to weaponize than plague, but producing it in the form of highly refined powder in large quantities and disseminating it over large areas are technically difficult processes. A terrorist group would probably require the assistance of a state sponsor or the expertise of skilled BW scientists to turn anthrax into weapons of mass casualty attack. Smaller-scale attacks would entail less technical sophistication on behalf of the terrorist groups, but would have a significant psychological and economic impact (for example, the “anthrax” letters sent within the United States in 2001).

The existence of natural foci of highly infectious diseases in Kazakhstan calls for research on vaccines and on means of epidemic prevention, which in turn require research facilities to have extensive collections of strains and pathogens. Presence of such collections is a matter of concern if they are not properly protected (as described in point 2).

In December 2004, Kazakhstan and the United States signed an amendment to the Agreement between the Kazakhstani Energy Ministry and the U.S. Department of Defense concerning elimination of infrastructure of WMD (signed in October 1995). The new amendment extends bilateral cooperation “to counter the threat of bioterrorism and prevent proliferation of biological weapons technology, pathogens, and expertise at their sources.”
 The new initiatives under the signed amendment will considerably boost undergoing efforts to combat BW proliferation threats. The $35 million in U.S. assistance will be used to prevent the proliferation of biological weapons through cooperative research efforts, strengthen biosafety and biosecurity at Kazakhstani facilities, consolidate dangerous biological agents at secured central repositories, eliminate BW-related equipment and infrastructure, and bolster Kazakhstan’s ability to detect biological agents and to deter or respond to an attack.

In terms of chemical components, since Kazakhstan gained its independence in 1991, it has not engaged in any chemical weapons production. However, as with the rest of the WMD complex, its territory was used by the Soviet Government to pursue a chemical weapons programme. Kazakhstan housed only one CW facility – Pavlodar chemical plant. After the Soviet collapse Kazakhstani government committed itself to convert the plant to a civilian production facility, however, due to financial problems the plant was not successful in producing commercial chemicals and it also still faces some problems related to final elimination of dual-purpose equipment at the facility.

Kazakhstani companies are involved in international commercial trade involving dual-use chemicals. In this respect, the state has responsibility of ensuring strong export control to prevent any illegal operations involving the materials.

Nuclear and radioactive material

The continued presence of fissile and radioactive material in Kazakhstan presents a persistent proliferation threat. It is well known that obtaining fissile material is the most important step separating terrorists from a nuclear device of a very destructive power, while acquiring certain types of radioactive material is the principal hurdle to creating a radiation dispersal device (RDD) or “dirty bomb”. Kazakhstan is a potential source for both types of material.

Weapons-grade nuclear material remains in Kazakhstan, including small amounts of highly enriched uranium (HEU) at two nuclear research institutes and three metric tonnes of plutonium at a shutdown breeder reactor in Aktau. The Mangyshlak Atomic Energy Combine (MAEK) in Aktau is the site of the BN-350 fast breeder reactor, which produced plutonium prior to being shut down in 1999.
 In another example of Kazakhstan’s determination to reduce proliferation risks stemming from its territory and of importance of international non-proliferation assistance, 2,900 metric kilograms of uranium fuel, enriched to 26 percent, were permanently eliminated in a joint project between U.S. Nuclear Threat Initiative and Kazakhstan’s uranium producing company KazAtomProm. This amount of material, if it had fallen into wrong hands, could have been used to make up to two dozen nuclear bombs.

Lax Soviet-era accounting for fissile material provides grounds for concern that all the fissile material in the former Soviet republics may not be accounted for. Unfortunately, the Soviet system created some paradoxical methods of accounting. Owing to its obsessive focus on production targets, the Soviet economic system encouraged facility managers to manipulate production figures, even those involving fissile material. The nuclear facilities would produce extra uranium or plutonium without it being registered as insurance against a possible shortfall in future production.

As a U.S. National Research Council (NRC) report concluded:

“…The Soviets maintained primitive accounting systems for direct-use material at each facility, relying primarily on handwritten documentation and only occasionally on computer-based records. The documentation was not always complete or easily retrievable…there were significant errors in the records (e.g., in one case, supplies of HEU were recorded as low-enriched uranium)…”

This lack of an MPC&A culture in the former Soviet Union suggests that there is no guarantee that the territory of Kazakhstan is clear of all fissile material, although there is no evidence that significant amounts of unaccounted material exist in Kazakhstan.

Another potential proliferation threat in Kazakhstan is the significant number of “orphan” radiation sources located there. These sources are abandoned by medical, scientific, and industrial users who are either unable or unwilling to dispose of them properly, leaving them vulnerable to theft. Some of these sources could be used in unsophisticated radiological devices – so called “dirty” bombs. It is also possible that sources currently in use could be stolen from industrial, medical, or research facilities. A recent study of the safety of commercial radioactive sources concluded that only a small fraction of such sources presents a proliferation risk. The study found that:

“…these more dangerous commercial sources are those containing relatively large amounts of radioactive, or in terms of mass, roughly a gram or more of radioactive material of [the following] seven reactor-produced radioisotopes: americium-241, californium-252, cesium-137, cobalt-60, iridium-192, plutonium-238, and tronium-90.”

Some of these isotopes (americium-241, californium-252, and plutonium-238) would pose internal health hazards by means of ingestion and inhalation, while the others would present both internal and external health hazards because the radiation could penetrate the dead outer layer of skin.

A major challenge in Kazakhstan is the lack of a comprehensive inventory of information, which would make it possible to determine how many of these potentially dangerous radiation sources are present, and how many are currently unaccounted for. Kazakhstani officials from the Atomic Energy Committee acknowledge that they are unaware of the whereabouts of almost 20,000 radiation sources thought to still be in the country.

This problem stems in large part from the disintegration of the Soviet Union. During the Soviet era, not all radioactive sources in Kazakhstan would have been registered with local government officials. For example, radioactive sources used by the military (and thus controlled by the federal authorities in Moscow) were not covered by local registration requirements. Therefore, the local authorities in the former Soviet republics were not always aware of the movement of radioactive sources in and out of the Republics.
 Officials from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) believe that 100 to 1,000 of these sources are unaccounted for in the former Soviet Union, and that some of them are probably in Central Asia.
 A June 2003 report by the U.S. General Accounting office reported that three radioisotope thermalelectric generators (RTGs) containing large amounts of strontium-90 are believed to be in Kazakhstan. The report also noted that these RTGs are a significant proliferation threat and recommended that steps be taken to secure them.

The numerous organisations and facilities that ceased to exist in the chaotic aftermath of the Soviet collapse are other sites of currently unaccounted-for radioactive sources. Many of these organisations simply abandoned radiation sources at their deserted places of operation. Privatisation of formerly state-owned enterprises in the country has also contributed to the problem of lost radioactive sources – many were not properly transferred to the formal new owners.
 

In May 2005 the Kazakhstani Atomic Energy Committee announced that starting from summer 2005 together with the Ministry of Health it would start a nationwide inventory of radioactive sources used at the country’s industrial enterprises and institutions. According to the head of the Atomic Energy Committee, Mr. Timur Zhantikin, the inventory would aim at checking the current state of sources and their operational and storage conditions, and would include the search for orphan sources. In addition, along with the inventory of radiation sources, two projects would be launched to clean up two radioactive source burial sites – at the former Irtysh Chemical Plant in Ust-Kamenogorsk and at the Mangystau Atomic Energy Combine in Aktau.

The potential threat of terrorists acquiring radioactive sources containing radioisotopes suitable for RDDs in Kazakhstan should be a matter of serious concern. 

Response: Confronting the Threat

Measures to address the current WMD proliferation threats in Kazakhstan can be analysed on three levels: national (Kazakhstan’s policies and actions), regional (cooperative efforts of Central Asian states), and international (foreign assistance to combat proliferation threats in Kazakhstan).

National

The national response of Kazakhstan to WMD threats consists of the internal measures it takes to secure WMD-related material and technology, prevent the brain drain of specialists with WMD expertise, and limit the potential illegal export of material and expertise from and through its territory. More generally, the country’s response also includes its overall non-proliferation policy, which is mainly characterised by adherence to the global non-proliferation regimes and membership in the key non-proliferation treaties. 

In the early 1990s, Kazakhstan’s main non-proliferation goal was to remove former Soviet nuclear weapons from its territory. Since that goal was accomplished in April 1995, the country is now primarily concerned with controlling its WMD legacy. The principal tasks in this regard include securing its remaining nuclear material, providing adequate physical protection for nuclear and biological research facilities, recovering and securing “orphaned” radioactive sources, strengthening export controls, and preventing the spread of extremely dangerous diseases.

Another aspect of national response to proliferation challenges involves decisions about joining the treaties and agreements that form the basis of the international non-proliferation regime. Kazakhstan has joined the NPT as a non-nuclear state. It has also signed the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention. However, Kazakhstan did not become a member of the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC). An important aspect of adherence to the nuclear non-proliferation regime is participation in the IAEA safeguards system. Kazakhstan has signed IAEA safeguards agreement and an additional protocol. 

Even though export control is a key proliferation challenge in Central Asia, Kazakhstan, which is a member of the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group (NSG), is the only one of the Central Asian states to belong to one of the international export control regimes. Kazakhstan has also adopted a law on export control. It is acknowledged that among Central Asian states, Kazakhstan has the most developed export control system; however, even in Kazakhstan there is considerable room for improvement.

regional

In addition to Kazakhstan’s individual national efforts, some regional non-proliferation endeavours are also making progress. The establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ) in Central Asia is one regional initiative, which, if successful, will considerably enhance regional and international security. By establishing a NWFZ, Central Asian states will reiterate their adherence to non-proliferation values by agreeing to ban nuclear weapons from the region and accepting stricter safeguards to prevent proliferation. Negotiations on creation of NWFZ in Central Asia started in 1997 and have made gradual progress since then. 

Regional rivalry and partly competing national security interests of each of the Central Asian states help account for the slow progress of the NWFZ talks. One of the main areas of disagreement between Central Asian states was an issue of relevance of NWFZ provisions to previous security agreements.
 Kazakhstan on one side, and Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan on the other, disagreed on that issue. Kazakhstan continues to maintain strong ties with Russia, including cooperation in military, defence, and security areas. This cooperation is defined by two major agreements: the bilateral agreement with Russia on friendship, cooperation, and mutual assistance, and the multilateral Tashkent agreement on Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) Collective Security. The bilateral agreement provides for the use of Russia’s nuclear umbrella in case of aggression against Kazakhstan. Provisions of the Tashkent CIS collective security agreement can be interpreted as allowing Russia deployment of its nuclear weapons on the territory of states signatories. Kazakhstan, owing to its relationship with Russia and the security guarantees provided by its neighbour, argued that the treaty creating a NWFZ should not overrule previous security agreements with Russia. Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, which had fewer ties with Russia, argued for a NWFZ treaty that would take precedence over previous agreements. 

Factors of regional security - mainly, relative instability in South Asia (connected with India and Pakistan conducting nuclear tests) and the Middle East – were also of concern to all Central Asian states and have proved to be an obstacle to creating a Central Asian NWFZ. However, after reaching compromise agreements on outstanding issues, the five Central Asian states announced in September 2002 that they had agreed on the draft text of a NWFZ treaty and planned to sign it in the near future.
 The draft and the protocol of the proposed treaty were reviewed by the IAEA, UN office of legal affairs, and by five official nuclear states. In February 2005 experts from five Central Asian states met in Tashkent where they developed a draft of a NWFZ treaty with all the recommendations taken into account. Once again, all the parties expressed their determination to sign the treaty establishing NWFZ in Central Asia as soon as possible.
 It seems very important not to lose the momentum and finally sign the treaty.

Owing to their extensive shared borders, which remain porous, regional cooperation among the five Central Asian countries in combating WMD proliferation is extremely important. The principal goal of such cooperation would be to secure jointly regional borders from the possible import, export, or transit of WMD-related materials and expertise. In recent years there have been numerous cases of radioactive materials being intercepted while in transit from one Central Asian state to another.
 Regional cooperation on export control needs further development and has been hampered by political disputes among the Central Asian states.

international

International involvement has been an important catalyst for national efforts to address proliferation threats in Kazakhstan. The main source of external assistance for non-proliferation activities in Kazakhstan is the United States. U.S.-funded cooperative non-proliferation programmes are financed by the U.S. Departments of Defence, State, Energy and Commerce, as well as some other U.S. government agencies. These programmes originated under the legislation passed by U.S. Senators Richard Lugar and Sam Nunn in 1991.

With the help of U.S. assistance granted under the CTR programme, Kazakhstan removed all nuclear weapons and intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) from its territory and destroyed all silos associated with these weapons. CTR also helped shut down the former nuclear test site at Semipalatinsk and financed the dismantlement of a BW facility in Stepnogorsk. The CTR programme provided funds for projects to establish a new laboratory complex for anti-plague research at Kazakh Scientific Centre of Quarantine and Zoonotic Diseases. CTR funds paid for improved safety and security at the above-mentioned facility and in the Scientific Research Institute in Otar.

The International Science and Technology Centre (ISTC), an international organisation financed with U.S., Japan and EU contributions, provides employment to former Soviet weapons specialists who seek to turn their skills to civilian use. There is an ISTC office in Almaty. ISTC provides grants for peaceful research projects, thus reducing the potential threat of experts with critical knowledge assisting third countries with weapons programmes. Its activities should be expanded further to help prevent the leakage of WMD know-how from the region. The Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) Programme, administered by the U.S. Department of Energy, is also aimed at preventing brain drain. However, this project has a different approach. The IPP Programme locates potentially viable commercial projects, which can involve both American and former Soviet scientists, and supervises projects until they reach the stage of self-sustainability.

The U.S. State Department oversees projects related to export control. It regularly organises seminars, workshops, and training for Kazakhstani specialists in order to enhance the country’s export control capabilities. The U.S. Department of Commerce and the U.S. Customs Service have also been involved in providing export control assistance to Kazakhstan.

The implementation of non-proliferation assistance programmes in Kazakhstan has been going relatively smoothly in comparison with similar U.S. efforts in Russia. The main difference is that the scale of work in Russia is much larger than in any other former Soviet republic. Even more important is the end goal defined by the countries involved in these cooperative programmes. While Russia hopes to contain proliferation while still maintaining a WMD complex adequate to meet its national security needs, Kazakhstan is seeking to completely dismantle its WMD and related infrastructure, and is not interested in preserving WMD-related capabilities.

However, there are some limitations to the cooperative threat reduction process involving the United States and Kazakhstan. In some cases – for example, with the former BW facility in Stepnogorsk – dismantlement proceeded far ahead of conversion. While weapons-related research and production lines have been destroyed, opening new civilian production lines to replace them was much slower, causing economic and social dislocation.

conclusion

Serious WMD proliferation threats in Kazakhstan require an increased level of attention from both the Kazakhstani government and the international community. Although important work on reducing proliferation risks in the country has been completed in the past decade, much work remains.  It is critical that additional measures to address WMD threats in Kazakhstan, in the region, and globally be taken in the context of the changed international security environment of the post 9/11 era and the overall unstable situation in the region of Central Asia. Overall, the geopolitical conditions, factors of internal instability in modern Central Asia together with the Soviet WMD legacy in the region create a very dangerous combination of security risks and threats. Sustained political and financial support is necessary if non-proliferation measures are to be effective and durable. 

The current three-layered response to existing WMD proliferation threats implemented on national, regional, and international levels often does not reflect the seriousness of the challenge. Kazakhstan is limited in how it can implement non-proliferation policies: A lack of financial and human resources is by far the biggest problem for the young state, although not the only one. At the regional level, the five Central Asian states have failed to coordinate their efforts adequately, and the urgency of current challenges suggests a need for faster progress on regional initiatives like the Central Asian NWFZ and export control cooperation. At the level of international assistance programmes, more attention should be paid to conversion, environmental and socio-economic needs of Kazakhstan, which must complement the dismantlement of WMD infrastructure if positive long-term results are to be achieved.
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