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Preface and Acknowledgements 

This report, Hiroshima Report 2021: Evaluation of  Achievement in Nuclear Disarmament, Non-

Proliferation and Nuclear Security in 2020 (hereinafter referred to as “Hiroshima Report 2021”) 

is an outcome of  the “Hiroshima Report Publication Project,”
1

 commissioned by 

Hiroshima Prefecture to the Japan Institute of  International Affairs (JIIA). As with the 

previous reports issued since 2013, the Hiroshima Report 2021 is published in both 

Japanese and English. 

The prospect of  eliminating nuclear weapons is still distant at best. Even more worrying, 

the circumstances surrounding nuclear weapons are becoming more and more complex. 

The five nuclear-weapon states (NWS) under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT)—China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom and the United States—and other 

nuclear-armed states—India, Israel and Pakistan—as well as North Korea continue to 

perceive their nuclear weapons as indispensable components of  their national security, 

and have not made any definite move toward renouncing their nuclear arsenals. Instead, 

they have taken measures with a view to sustaining nuclear deterrence for a longer period, 

such as modernization of  nuclear forces and development of  new delivery vehicles. 

Following the demise of  the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty) in 

2019, the issue of  extending the U.S.-Russian New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 

(New START), which is set to expire in February 2021, was also not resolved by the end 

of  2020. At the initiative of  non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS) which have grown 

increasingly frustrated over such a situation, the Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear 

Weapons (TPNW) was adopted in July 2017. As the number of  ratifying countries 

reached 50 on October 24, 2020, the TPNW was to enter into force on January 22, 2021. 

However, nuclear-armed states and NNWS allied with them (nuclear umbrella states) 

have opposed the treaty, and refused to sign it.  

Meanwhile, the status and prospects regarding nuclear non-proliferation are also gloomy. 

Regarding the North Korean nuclear issue, the U.S.-North Korean summits in 2018 and 

2019 failed to achieve any progress toward denuclearization. Pyongyang has not made a 

strategic decision to dismantle its nuclear weapons; rather, at the end of  2019, it 

announced an end to the moratorium on testing nuclear weapons and long-range missile. 

While it did not test them in 2020, North Korea featured new intercontinental ballistic 

missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) in a military parade 

held in October 2020. Regarding the Iran nuclear issue, as countermeasures to the U.S. 

unilateral withdrawal from the Joint Comprehensive Plan of  Action (JCPOA) in 2018 

and subsequent imposition of  sanctions, Iran has steadily withdrawn from its own 

 

1  This project has been conducted as part of the “Hiroshima for Global Peace” Plan launched by 
Hiroshima Prefecture in 2011. 
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obligations under the deal since the summer of  2019, including by increasing its stockpile 

of  enriched uranium far beyond the limits of  the deal.  

With respect to nuclear security, a certain degree of  progress has been made in the area 

of  national efforts to achieve a higher standard of  implementation measures. Progress 

has also been made, in States’ accession to nuclear security-related conventions. As cyber-

attacks, insider threats, and possible threats posed by technological innovation are 

increasingly recognized, more countries are gradually making focused efforts to deal with 

such threats. Yet, not only major countries using nuclear energy, but also all other 

countries need to ensure effective and continuous nuclear security efforts as the threat 

of  nuclear terrorism is real. 

The Hiroshima Report attempts to help the movement toward the abolition of  nuclear 

weapons, firstly, by clarifying the current status of  the issues and efforts surrounding 

nuclear disarmament, non-proliferation and nuclear security. In doing so, it aims to 

encourage increased debate on these issues among policymakers, experts both within and 

outside governments, and civil society. Furthermore, by issuing the “Report” and the 

“Evaluation” from Hiroshima, where a nuclear weapon was once used, it aims to help 

focus attention and promote further actions across various fields toward the realization 

of  a world without nuclear weapons. 

The Research Committee was established to conduct this project, namely producing the 

“Report” and the “Evaluation.” This Committee met once within the Japanese fiscal year 

2020 to discuss its content. The members of  the Research Committee are as follows: 

  Chairperson 

    Tomiko Ichikawa (Acting Director, Center for Disarmament, Science and 

Technology (CDAST), JIIA) 

  Research Members 

    Nobumasa Akiyama (Professor, School of  International and Public Policy, 

Hitotsubashi University) 

    Kazuko Hikawa (Professor, Osaka Jogakuin College) 

    Junko Horibe (Associated Professor, Nagoya University of  Foreign Studies) 

    Akira Kawasaki (Executive Committee Member, Peace Boat) 

    Masahiro Kikuchi (Former Board Member, Nuclear Material Control Center) 

    Mitsuru Kurosawa (Professor Emeritus, Osaka University) 

    Kazumi Mizumoto (Professor, Hiroshima Peace Institute, Hiroshima City 

University) 

    Hiroshi Tamai (Senior Expert, Integrated Support Center for Nuclear 

Nonproliferation and Nuclear Security, Japan Atomic Energy Agency) 

  Research Member and Project Coordinator 
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ix 

    Hirofumi Tosaki (Senior Research Fellow, CDAST, JIIA) 

The Research Committee appreciates the comments and advice to the “Report” given by 

the following experts: 

Ambassador Nobuyasu Abe (Former UN Under-Secretary-General for 

Disarmament Affairs and former Commissioner of  the Japan Atomic Energy 

Commission) 

Mr. Mark Fitzpatrick (Former Executive Director of  the Americas Office and head 

of  the Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Program, International Institute for 

Strategic Studies) 

Professor John Simpson (Emeritus Professor of  International Relations, University 

of  Southampton) 

Professor Tatsujiro Suzuki (Vice Director and Professor, Research Center for 

Nuclear Weapons Abolition, Nagasaki University) 

In this edition, experts posted columns on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation 

issues.2 

The views or opinions expressed in the “Report,” “Evaluation” and “Columns” are those 

of  the members of  the Research Committee or respective authors, and do not necessarily 

represent the view of  the Hiroshima Prefecture, the JIIA, or the organizations to which 

they belong. Not all of  the members necessarily agree on all of  the points discussed.3 

 

2 The views or opinions expressed in the columns are those of the respective authors, and do not represent 
the view of the Hiroshima Prefecture, the JIIA, or the organizations to which they belong.  

3 The Research Committee appreciates Yuya Kato, Rena Harada and Yuki Moritani for assisting to edit 
the Hiroshima Report as well as translating the posted columns. 
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Executive Summary: 

Nuclear Trends in 2020  

The global pandemic of  COVID-19 has 

significantly impacted nuclear issues from 

various dimensions. Among other things, 

states parties to the Nuclear Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) decided to 

postpone the 2020 NPT Review 

Conference (RevCon), which was 

scheduled to be held in April-May 2020, 

“to a later date, as soon as the 

circumstances permit, but no later than 

April 2021.”1 Then in October, it was 

announced that the conference would be 

further postponed to August 2-27, 2021.2 

Various other conferences on nuclear 

issues were also postponed or cancelled. 

In addition, a number of  meetings, such 

as those of  the UN General Assembly, 

were held in a limited manner, either 

entirely online or as a hybrid of  online 

and face-to-face communication. 

Furthermore, while the public and 

private sectors around the world have 

struggled to address the global pandemic 

of  COVID-19, interest in nuclear 

disarmament and non-proliferation issues 

seemed to have receded.  

In a separate major development, 

regarding the Treaty on the Prohibition 

of  Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) adopted in 

2017, the number of  ratifying countries 

 

1 “Note Verbale on Documentation for the NPT Review Conference,” March 30, 2020, https://www.un. 
org/sites/un2.un.org/files/20-137nve-note-verbale.pdf. 

2 Gustavo Zlauvinen, “Tenth Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Prolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons,” October 28, 2020, https://mcusercontent.com/b24250dac623a8bc5d
a1b0664/files/c954f86f-1a89-40a7-abda-77af8a10308b/npt_president_designate_letter_28_oct_2020.pd
f. 

reached 50 on October 24, 2020, which is 

required to enter into force of  the treaty. 

In addition, at the International Atomic 

Energy Agency (IAEA) International 

Conference on Nuclear Security (ICONS 

2020) held in February 2020, 

participating countries provided 

information on their efforts and 

achievements toward strengthening 

nuclear security taken since the previous 

conference in 2016. 

However, in general, the overall nuclear 

situation shows few signs of  

improvement from the previous year, and 

rather seems to be in a spiral of  impasse 

and aggravation. The major trends in 

nuclear disarmament, non-proliferation 

and nuclear security observed in 2020 are 

as follows. 

(1) Nuclear Disarmament 

Since the end of  the Cold War, the 

overall number of  nuclear weapons has 

been decreasing. Still, an estimated 

13,400 nuclear weapons remain on the 

Earth, and nuclear-armed states continue 

to modernize their nuclear arsenals. 

These states, including Russia and the 

United States, have yet to come to a 

decision regarding further reductions of  

their nuclear weapons, and the issue of  

extending the U.S.-Russian New Strategic 

Arms Reduction Treaty (New START), 



 

  Executive Summary 

xii 

which is set to expire in February 2021, 

was not resolved in 2020. The entry into 

force of  the Comprehensive Nuclear-

Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and 

negotiations on the commencement of  a 

Fissile Material Cut-Off  Treaty (FMCT) 

have not yet been achieved. Little or no 

progress has been made by nuclear-

armed states and their allies on efforts to 

reduce the roles of  nuclear weapons; 

instead, these states appear to have 

increased their reliance on nuclear 

deterrence.  

On the other hand, the number of  

countries signing or ratifying the Treaty 

of  the Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons 

(TPNW)—which, inter alia, legally bans 

states from possessing and using nuclear 

weapons—has steadily increased. As the 

number of  ratifying countries reached 50 

on October 24, 2020, the TPNW was to 

enter into force on January 22, 2021. Still, 

nuclear-armed states and their allies have 

stated their intention not to sign the 

treaty. Their refusal reveals a deepening 

rift over nuclear disarmament between 

nuclear-armed states and their allies on 

one side, and other NNWS on the other. 

The Status of  Nuclear Forces (estimates) 

➢ Approximately 13,400 nuclear 

weapons (estimated) still exist on the 

Earth. The pace of  their reduction has 

slowed.  

Commitment to Achieving a World 

without Nuclear Weapons 

➢ No country openly opposes the goal 

of  “the total elimination of  nuclear 

weapons” or “a world without nuclear 

weapons.” However, steady and 

concrete implementation and 

promotion of  nuclear disarmament 

toward the realization of  this goal has 

not been seen in 2020. 

➢ On the Japan-led UN General 

Assembly (UNGA) Resolution titled 

“Joint courses of  action and future-

oriented dialogue towards a world 

without nuclear weapons,” the United 

Kingdom and the United States 

became co-sponsors and voted in 

favor, but China and Russia voted 

against it. Furthermore, France and 

some TPNW proponents, as well as 

some Western countries that had 

voted in favor in the previous years, 

abstained. 

TPNW 

➢ As the number of  ratifying countries 

reached 50 on October 24, 2020, the 

TPNW was to enter into force on 

January 22, 2021. By the end of  2020, 

86 countries have signed the TPNW, 

and 51 of  them have already ratified 

it. 

➢ Proponent countries of  the TPNW 

emphasize the importance of  the 

treaty in promoting nuclear 

disarmament and establishing a norm 

against nuclear weapons. The UNGA 

adopted a resolution calling for 

further signature and ratification of  

the treaty.  

➢ Nuclear-armed states and their allies 

remain opposed to the TPNW. 

Meanwhile, Sweden stated that it 

would seek to become an observer 

state. 
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Reduction of  Nuclear Weapons 

➢ Russia and the United States continue 

to implement the New Strategic Arms 

Reduction Treaty (New START). 

While they each offered proposals for 

extending the treaty beyond its 

expiration date of  February 2021, they 

were unable to reach an agreement 

regarding this in 2020. 

➢ The United States argued that China’s 

participation in nuclear arms control 

talks is imperative. However, China 

reiterated that it would not join such 

negotiations unless the two countries 

possessing the largest nuclear arsenals 

make drastic and substantive 

reductions. 

➢ All nuclear-armed states continue to 

modernize their nuclear forces. In 

particular, China and Russia have been 

aggressively pursuing the development 

and deployment of  various new 

delivery vehicles carrying nuclear 

warheads. China, India, Pakistan and 

North Korea have gradually increased 

the number of  nuclear weapons. 

Diminishing the Role and Significance 

of  Nuclear Weapons in the National 

Security Strategies and Policies 

➢ There have been few significant 

changes in nuclear policies regarding: 

the role and significance of  nuclear 

weapons; a “sole purpose” or no first 

use policy; negative security 

assurances; and extended nuclear 

deterrence.  

➢ France and Russia introduced their 

respective nuclear policies, both of  

which emphasize the importance of  

nuclear deterrence for their national 

security. 

De-Alerting or Measures for Maximizing 

Decision Time to Authorize the Use of  

Nuclear Weapons 

➢ There have been few significant 

changes in NWS policies concerning 

alert status. Russian and U.S. strategic 

nuclear forces are considered to 

remain on high alert status. 

CTBT 

➢ Among the 44 states listed in Annex 2 

of  the CTBT, whose ratification is a 

prerequisite for the treaty’s entry into 

force, five states (China, Egypt, Iran, 

Israel and the United States) have 

signed but not ratified, and three 

(India, Pakistan and North Korea) 

have not even signed. 

➢ With the exception of  North Korea, 

all countries which have declared 

possession of  nuclear weapons 

maintain moratorium on nuclear test 

explosions. As in 2018 and 2019, no 

country conducted a nuclear explosion 

test in 2020. The United States 

claimed that China and Russia 

conducted non-“zero yield” nuclear 

tests, but China and Russia denied the 

allegations. 

➢ North Korea declared at the end of  

2019 that it would no longer be bound 

to its previous decision to unilaterally 

suspend nuclear testing. However, it 

did not conduct a nuclear test in 2020. 

➢ Some nuclear-armed states are 

considered to conduct nuclear tests 

without explosions. In November 

2020, the United States conducted the 

subcritical experiment. 
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FMCT 

➢ In the 2020 session of  the Conference 

on Disarmament (CD), negotiation of  

an FMCT yet again failed to be 

commenced. Pakistan continued to 

oppose even negotiating a treaty 

prohibiting just the production of  

fissile material for nuclear weapons. 

➢ China, India, Israel, Pakistan and 

North Korea have yet to declare 

moratorium on production of  fissile 

material for nuclear weapons. Those 

countries, except China, are 

considered to maintain their 

production. 

Transparency in Nuclear Forces, Fissile 

Material for Nuclear Weapons, and 

Nuclear Strategy/Doctrine 

➢ No significant efforts were made by 

the nuclear-armed states regarding 

transparency in nuclear weapons-

related issues. 

➢ The amount of  information released 

by the United States decreased during 

the Trump administration. 

Verifications of  Nuclear Weapons 

Reductions 

➢ The International Partnership for 

Nuclear Disarmament Verification 

(IPNDV), launched by the United 

States, started Phase III in 2020, and 

further discussions and deliberations 

on verification measures—including 

practical exercises—are underway. 

Irreversibility 

➢ Russia and the United States continue 

to dismantle or convert, to some 

extent, their strategic delivery vehicles, 

nuclear warheads, and fissile material 

declared excess for military purposes. 

Disarmament and Non-Proliferation 

Education and Cooperation with Civil 

Society 

➢ While facing many limitations and 

difficulties due to the global pandemic 

of  COVID-19, government officials, 

experts, NGOs, and other civil society 

groups engaged in active discussions 

at online meetings and other events. 

➢ Some countries have started to 

legislate “divestment” against, or 

prohibit lending to, organizations and 

companies which are involved in 

producing and developing nuclear 

weapons. The number of  companies 

which have individually established 

such policies is also increasing. 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace 

Memorial Ceremonies 

➢ Representatives from 83 countries 

attended the peace memorial 

ceremony in Hiroshima, and 68 

countries represented at the ceremony 

in Nagasaki. While the scale of  the 

ceremonies was reduced due to the 

pandemic of  COVID-19, the number 

of  participating countries was the 

same level as in previous year. 

(2) Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

As of  December 2020, 191 countries 

(including the Holy See and Palestine) 

have acceded to the Nuclear Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT). However, 

three nuclear-armed states—India and 

Pakistan which possess nuclear weapons, 

and Israel which has not denied 

possessing them—remain outside and are 



 

  Executive Summary 

xv 

unlikely to join the treaty in the near 

future. North Korea has not made a 

strategic decision on renouncing its 

nuclear weapons. Regarding the Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of  Action (JCPOA), 

a year after the U.S. withdrawal in 2018, 

Iran began to steadily decrease its 

adherence to the nuclear limits of  the 

deal. 

The number of  countries that accept the 

International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) safeguards under the Additional 

Protocols has increased steadily. Still, 

more than 40 countries have not yet 

signed them. On export controls, most 

members of  the Nuclear Suppliers 

Group (NSG) have solid export controls 

in place. On the other hand, there are 

concerns that North Korea is continuing 

to engage in illicit trafficking and 

procurement activities for its nuclear and 

missile programs. 

Acceptance and Compliance with the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Obligations 

➢ No progress has been made to resolve 

the North Korean nuclear issue. 

Pyongyang has continued to bolster its 

nuclear and missile capabilities.  

➢ In opposition to the U.S. withdrawing 

from the JCPOA and its enhancement 

of  sanctions on Iran, since the latter 

half  of  2019, Tehran has steadily 

expanded the areas from which it has 

withdrawn from its own obligations 

under the JCPOA; inter alia, its 

stockpile of  enriched uranium, level 

of  enrichment, the number of  

centrifuges have exceeded the upper 

limits established by the JCPOA. 

➢ Saudi Arabia again in 2020 implied an 

interest in acquiring nuclear weapons. 

IAEA Safeguards 

➢ As of  2020, 131 NPT NNWS have 

concluded the IAEA Additional 

Protocols. Some countries such as 

Brazil argue that the conclusion of  an 

Additional Protocol should be 

voluntary, not obligatory under the 

NPT. 

➢ Iran has continued to accept 

verification and monitoring by the 

IAEA. In August and September 

2020, Tehran granted the IAEA access 

to two sites where nuclear activity was 

suspected to have taken place in the 

past. In the meantime, the IAEA 

detected natural uranium particles of  

anthropogenic origin at a location in 

Iran not previously declared to the 

Agency. The IAEA requires Iran to 

provide further clarifications and 

information. 

➢ While Iran continued to provisionally 

apply the Additional Protocol, Iran’s 

parliament enacted a legislation calling 

for the government to withdraw from 

the provisional application of  the 

Additional Protocol by February 21, 

2021. 

➢ The IAEA applied integrated 

safeguards to 67 NNWS by the end of  

2019. In addition, as of  June 2020, the 

Agency developed and approved the 

state-level safeguards approaches 

(SLAs) for 131 countries.  

➢ Saudi Arabia is nearing completion of  

its first research reactor, but has not 

yet concluded a comprehensive 

safeguards agreement with the IAEA 

nor accepted a modification to its 
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Small Quantities Protocol (SQP). 

Implementing Appropriate Export 

Controls on Nuclear-Related Items and 

Technologies 

➢ Most members of  the NSG have solid 

export controls in place, including 

establishment of  legislative measures 

and other relevant national 

implementation systems. On the other 

hand, many countries, in particular 

developing countries, have been 

requested to strengthen their systems 

and implementation of  export 

controls. 

➢ North Korea continues to engage in 

illicit trafficking and procurement of  

nuclear-related items. 

➢ The discussion over India becoming a 

member of  the NSG has continued, 

but no agreement has yet been 

reached. Some countries have 

proactively promoted civil nuclear 

cooperation with India despite it being 

a non-party to the NPT, while others 

are contemplating cooperation, 

subject to implementing additional 

nuclear disarmament and non-

proliferation measures. 

➢ China has been criticized for its 

export of  nuclear power reactors to 

Pakistan, which may constitute a 

violation of  the NSG guidelines. 

Transparency in the Peaceful Use of  

Nuclear Energy 

➢ As of  the end of  2020, China, Russia, 

the United Kingdom and the United 

States did not submit their respective 

reports based on the Guidelines for 

the Management of  Plutonium. 

(3) Nuclear Security 

With regard to nuclear security, the 

highlight of  2020 was the International 

Conference on Nuclear Security (ICONS 

2020) convened by the International 

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 

February. The efforts and achievements 

made by participating countries since 

2016 in the area of  nuclear security were 

shared. As more emphasis is being placed 

on improving transparency and 

accountability with regard to the 

implementation of  nuclear security 

measures in each country, it is expected 

that more countries will make relevant 

information available, while protecting 

sensitive information. 

Overall, some progress has been seen in 

efforts to improve nuclear security 

measures and provisions of  support, 

particularly in countries wary of  the 

threat of  nuclear terrorism and those that 

plan to embark on nuclear energy. 

However, efforts to strengthen measures 

against new threats such as cyber-attacks 

and insider threat are still limited in a 

small number of  countries. Therefore, 

more focused efforts by all countries 

should be made to improve the situation. 

In addition, fostering nuclear security 

culture is essential to ensure sustainable 

and effective nuclear security in each 

country and further efforts should be 

seen in this area as well. 

Regarding adherence to nuclear security-

related conventions as well as nuclear 

forensics efforts at both national and 

multilateral levels, progress has been seen 

over the years. Furthermore, multilayered 
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efforts in the area of  human resource 

development have been advanced at both 

national and regional levels. The first 

Review Conference of  the Amendment 

to the Convention on the Physical 

Protection of  Nuclear Material 

(CPPNM/A) is scheduled to be held in 

2021. Active exchanges of  information 

regarding national implementation of  the 

Convention in each State Party and 

discussions on the universalization of  the 

Convention as well as its effective 

implementation are expected to take 

place during the conference. 

Physical Protection of  Nuclear Material 

& Nuclear Facilities 

➢ No country completely eliminated 

fissile material in 2020. Twenty-one 

countries subject to this survey still 

possess fissile material attractive to 

terrorists. 

Accession to Nuclear Security and 

Safety-Related Conventions, 

Participation in Nuclear Security-Related 

Initiatives, and Application to Domestic 

Systems 

➢ Except for an announcement by the 

Philippines on the resumption of  the 

national ratification process for the 

CPPNM/A and an expression of  will 

by Pakistan on actively considering 

joining the International Convention 

on the Suppression of  Acts of  

Nuclear Terrorism (ICSANT), there 

was no development in the status of  

adherence to nuclear-security related 

international conventions. On the 

other hand, the gradual increase in 

number of  countries joining all the 

relevant conventions is commendable. 

➢ Information made available on the 

application status of  the measures 

recommended in the IAEA’s “Nuclear 

Security Recommendations on 

Physical Protection of  Nuclear 

Material and Nuclear Facilities 

(INFCIRC/225/Rev.5)” in each 

country has been reducing. While 

efforts to strengthen measures against 

insider and cyber threats have been 

enforced in some countries, there are 

still room for improvement in many 

countries.  

Efforts to Maintain & Improve the 

Highest Level of  Nuclear Security 

➢ Regarding the minimization of  highly 

enriched uranium (HEU) for civilian 

use, major progress has been made 

toward HEU removal in Canada and 

Kazakhstan. Also, the development of  

alternative technologies to HEU use 

has been ongoing. 

➢ Progress has also been seen in 

introducing and strengthening 

measures to detect radioactive 

materials at borders. Provision of  

support in the form of  equipment and 

training to improve detection 

capabilities remains important. 

➢ No international assessment missions 

on nuclear security such as the IAEA 

International Physical Protection 

Advisory Service (IPPAS) were carried 

out in 2020. Still, some countries 

expressed their interest in hosting 

IPPAS missions in 2021 or in the near 

future. While the number of  countries 

hosting IPPAS is decreasing, some 

countries have been working to 

improve their nuclear security regime 
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continuously through follow-up 

missions. 

➢ Nuclear security-related activities in 

multilateral efforts were limited in 

2020 due to the global spread of  

COVID-19. Nonetheless, at ICONS 

2020, groups of  countries promoted 

their activities through various basket 

proposals on key nuclear security 

issues developed through the Nuclear 

Security Summit process and later 

compiled into IAEA INFCIRC 

documents. Although the number of  

countries endorsing those INFCIRC 

documents is increasing at a limited 

rate, it is expected that these 

frameworks will be more actively 

utilized and efforts will be 

strengthened. With regard to other 

multilateral efforts, the Nuclear 

Forensics International Technical 

Working Group (ITWG) on nuclear 

forensics has been active. More 

countries are expected to participate in 

the 7th Collaborative Materials 

Exercise (CMX) to be held in July 

2021. 
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Introduction 

(1) Items 

In the Hiroshima Report 2021, 65 items (32 

for nuclear disarmament, 17 for nuclear 

non-proliferation and 16 for nuclear 

security) for study, analysis and 

evaluation of  the selected countries’ 

performance are identified, based mainly 

upon the following documents reflecting 

widely supported views on the issues of  

nuclear disarmament, non-proliferation 

and nuclear security: 

➢ The Action Plan and 

recommendations pertaining to the 

implementation of  the 1995 Middle 

East resolution contained in the Final 

Document adopted in the 2010 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) Review Conference; 

➢ The final draft of  a Final Document 

of  the 2015 NPT Review Conference; 

➢ Seventy-six recommendations 

contained in the 2009 International 

Commission on Nuclear Non-

Proliferation and Disarmament 

(ICNND) report titled Eliminating 

Nuclear Threats: A Practical Agenda for 

Global Policymakers; 

➢ Proposals sponsored or co-sponsored 

by Japan at the Preparatory 

Committees for the 2015 NPT Review 

Conference; and 

➢ “Resolution towards the Abolition of  

Nuclear Weapons” launched by the 

Mayors for Peace in 2011. 

Items were also chosen with the aim of  

providing a certain degree of  objective 

measurements for evaluation. 

1. Nuclear Disarmament  

(1) Status of  Nuclear Forces (estimates)  

(2) Commitment to Achieving a World 

without Nuclear Weapons 

A) Voting behavior on UN General 

Assembly resolutions on nuclear 

disarmament proposals by Japan, 

New Agenda Coalition (NAC) and 

Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) 

B) Announcement of  significant 

policies and important activities 

C) Humanitarian consequences of  

nuclear weapons 

(3) Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear 

Weapons (TPNW) 

A) Signing and ratifying the TPNW 

B) Voting behavior on UNGA 

resolutions on a legal prohibition of  

nuclear weapons 

(4) Reduction of  Nuclear Weapons  

A) Reduction of  nuclear weapons 

B) Concrete plans for further 

reduction of  nuclear weapons 

C) Trends on strengthening/ 

modernizing nuclear weapons 

capabilities 

(5) Diminishing the Roles and 

Significance of  Nuclear Weapons in the 

National Security Strategies and Policies 

A) Current status of  the roles and 

significance of  nuclear weapons 

B) Commitment to “sole purpose,” 

no first use, and related doctrines 

C) Negative security assurances 

D) Signing and ratifying the 

protocols of  the treaties on nuclear-

weapon-free zones 

E) Relying on extended nuclear 

deterrence 
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(6) De-alerting or Measures for 

Maximizing Decision Time to Authorize 

the Use of  Nuclear Weapons 

(7) CTBT 

A) Signing and ratifying the CTBT 

B) Moratoria on nuclear test 

explosions pending CTBT’s entry 

into force 

C) Cooperation with the 

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban 

Treaty Organization (CTBTO) 

Preparatory Commission 

D) Contribution to the 

development of  the CTBT 

verification systems 

E) Nuclear testing 

(8) FMCT 

A) Commitment, efforts, and 

proposals toward immediate 

commencement of  negotiations on 

an FMCT 

B) Moratoria on the production of  

fissile material for use in nuclear 

weapons  

C) Contribution to the 

development of  verification 

measures 

(9) Transparency in Nuclear Forces, 

Fissile Material for Nuclear Weapons, 

and Nuclear Strategy/Doctrine 

(10) Verifications of  Nuclear Weapons 

Reductions 

A) Acceptance and implementation 

of  verification for nuclear weapons 

reduction 

B) Engagement in research and 

development for verification 

measures of  nuclear weapons 

reduction  

C) International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) inspections to fissile 

material declared as no longer 

required for military purposes 

(11) Irreversibility 

A) Implementing or planning 

dismantlement of  nuclear warheads 

and their delivery vehicles 

B) Decommissioning/conversion 

of  nuclear weapons-related facilities 

C) Measures for fissile material 

declared excess for military purposes, 

such as disposition or conversion to 

peaceful purposes 

(12) Disarmament and Non-Proliferation 

Education and Cooperation with Civil 

Society 

(13) Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace 

Memorial Ceremonies  

2. Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

(1) Acceptance and Compliance with 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Obligations 

A) Accession to the NPT 

B) Compliance with Articles I and 

II of  the NPT and the UN Security 

Council resolutions (UNSCRs) on 

non-proliferation 

C) Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones 

(2) IAEA Safeguards Applied to the NPT 

Non-Nuclear-Weapon States (NNWS)  

A) Signing and ratifying a 

Comprehensive Safeguards 

Agreement 

B) Signing and ratifying an 

Additional Protocol 

C) Implementation of  the 

integrated safeguards 

D) Compliance with IAEA 

Safeguards Agreement 

(3) IAEA Safeguards Applied to NWS 

and Non-Parties to the NPT 

A) Application of  the IAEA 
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safeguards (Voluntary Offer 

Agreement or INFCIRC/66) to their 

peaceful nuclear facilities  

B) Signing, ratifying, and 

implementing the Additional 

Protocol 

(4) Cooperation with the IAEA 

(5) Implementing Appropriate Export 

Controls on Nuclear-Related Items and 

Technologies 

A) Establishment and 

implementation of  the national 

control systems 

B) Requiring the conclusion of  the 

Additional Protocol for nuclear 

export 

C) Implementation of  the 

UNSCRs concerning North Korean 

and Iranian nuclear issues 

D) Participation in the Proliferation 

Security Initiative (PSI) 

E) Civil nuclear cooperation with 

non-parties to the NPT 

(6) Transparency in the Peaceful Use of  

Nuclear Energy 

A) Reporting on the peaceful 

nuclear activities 

B) Reporting on plutonium 

management 

3. Nuclear Security 

(1) The Amount of  Fissile Material 

Usable for Weapons 

(2) Status of  Accession to Nuclear 

Security and Safety-Related Conventions, 

Participation in Nuclear Security-Related 

Initiatives, and Application to Domestic 

Systems 

A) Convention on the Physical 

Protection of  Nuclear Material and 

the 2005 Amendment to the 

Convention 

B) International Convention for 

the Suppression of  Acts of  Nuclear 

Terrorism 

C) Convention on Nuclear Safety 

D) Convention on Early 

Notification of  a Nuclear Accident 

E) Joint Convention on the Safety 

of  Spent Fuel Management and on 

the Safety of  Radioactive Waste 

Management 

F) Convention on Assistance in 

Case of  a Nuclear Accident or 

Radiological Emergency 

G) INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 

H) Enactment of  laws and 

establishment of  regulations for the 

national implementation 

(3) Efforts to Maintain and Improve the 

Highest Level of  Nuclear Security 

A) Minimization of  highly enriched 

uranium (HEU) and plutonium 

stockpile in civilian use 

B) Prevention of  illicit trafficking  

C) Acceptance of  international 

nuclear security review missions  

D) Technology development― 

nuclear forensics  

E) Capacity building and support 

activities  

F) IAEA Nuclear Security Plan 

and Nuclear Security Fund 

G) Participation in international 

efforts 

(2) Countries Surveyed in This 

Project 

In the Hiroshima Report 2020, the 

performances of  36 countries were 

surveyed, based on their nuclear 
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significance and geographical 

distribution. The list includes members 

of  the Non-Proliferation and 

Disarmament Initiative (NPDI), 

members of  the New Agenda Coalition 

(NAC), and participants in the Joint 

Statements on the Humanitarian 

Consequences of  Nuclear Weapons. The 

Hiroshima Report 2021 continues to survey 

those same countries, as follows: 

➢ Five nuclear-weapon states under the 

NPT (China, France, Russia, the 

United Kingdom and the United 

States); 

➢ Non-state parties to the NPT 

possessing or believed to possess 

nuclear weapons (India, Israel and 

Pakistan); 

➢ Non-nuclear-weapon states under the 

NPT (Australia, Austria, Belgium, 

Brazil, Canada, Chile, Egypt, 

Germany, Indonesia, Iran, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, South Korea, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, 

Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Saudi 

Arabia, South Africa, Sweden, 

Switzerland, Syria, Turkey and the 

UAE); and 

➢ Other (North Korea1) 

(3) Approach 

This project focuses on the time period 

of  the calendar year 2020. Reference 

documents are primarily open sources, 

such as speeches, remarks, votes, working 

papers delivered at disarmament fora 

 

1 North Korea declared its suspension from the NPT in 1993 and its withdrawal in 2003, and conducted 
nuclear tests in 2006, 2009, 2013, twice in 2016, and 2017. However, there is no agreement among the 
states parties on North Korea’s official NPT status. 

(e.g., NPT Review Conference and 

preparatory meetings, UN General 

Assembly, International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) General Conference, 

Conference on Disarmament, Nuclear 

Security Summit, and the Negotiation 

Conference on the TPNW), and official 

documents published by governments 

and international organizations. 

In the evaluation section, a set of  

objective evaluation criteria is established 

by which each respective country’s 

performance is assessed.  

The Research Committee of  this project 

recognizes the difficulties, limitations and 

risks of  “scoring” countries’ 

performances. However, the Committee 

also considers that an indicative approach 

is useful to draw attention to nuclear 

issues, so as to prompt debates over 

priorities and urgency. 

The different numerical values within 

each category (i.e., nuclear disarmament, 

nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear 

security) reflect each activity’s importance 

within that area, as determined through 

deliberation by the Research Committee 

of  this project. However, the differences 

in overall score totals among each of  the 

three categories do not necessarily reflect 

a category’s relative significance in 

comparison with others, as it has been 

driven by the differing number of  items 

surveyed. Thus, the total value assigned 

to nuclear disarmament (maximum score 
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of  101) does not mean that it is more 

important than nuclear non-proliferation 

(maximum score of  61) or nuclear 

security (maximum score of  41). 

Regarding the “number of  nuclear 

weapons” (in the nuclear disarmament 

section) and the “amount of  fissile 

material usable for nuclear weapons” (in 

the nuclear security section), the 

assumption is that the more nuclear 

weapons or weapons-usable fissile 

material a country possesses, the greater 

the task of  reducing them and ensuring 

their security. However, the Research 

Committee recognizes that “numbers” or 

“amounts” are not the sole decisive 

factors. Certainly, other factors—such as 

implications of  missile defense, chemical 

and biological weapons, conventional 

force imbalances and a psychological 

attachment to a minimum overt or covert 

nuclear weapon capability—also affect 

the issues and process of  nuclear 

disarmament, non-proliferation and 

nuclear security. However, such factors 

were not included in our criteria for 

evaluation as it was difficult to devise 

objective scales of  the significance of  

these factors. In addition, in view of  the 

suggestions and comments made with 

respect to the Hiroshima Report 2013, the 

Research Committee modified the 

criteria of  the following items: current 

status of  the roles and significance of  

nuclear weapons in national security 

strategies and policies; relying on 

extended nuclear deterrence; and nuclear 

testing. Since the Hiroshima Report 2014, 

these items have been negatively graded 

if  applicable. 

As there is no way to mathematically 

compare the various factors contained in 

the different areas of  disarmament, non-

proliferation and nuclear security, the 

evaluations should be taken as indicative 

of  performances in general and not as an 

exact representation or precise 

assessment of  different countries’ 

performances. 

The Hiroshima Report 2021 maintains 

basically the same structure and items as 

previous years’ reports, while one item 

on the TPNW has been added since the 

Hiroshima Report 2018. Besides this, since 

the Hiroshima Report 2019, the Research 

Committee has added an evaluation item 

addressing whether the respective 

countries attended the Hiroshima or 

Nagasaki Peace Memorial Ceremonies 

while only attendance at the Hiroshima 

Peace Memorial Ceremony had been 

evaluated until the Hiroshima Report 2018. 

(The maximum score of  three points in 

this item remain the same). Since the 

Hiroshima Report 2020, increases in the 

number of  possessed nuclear weapons in 

the previous five years, as well as 

activities that are not covered by the 

existing evaluation items but are 

nevertheless deemed contrary to nuclear 

disarmament and non-proliferation are 

also negatively graded, if  applicable. 

Furthermore, in the Hiroshima Report 

2021, scale of  measurement for a few 

evaluation criteria in terms of  nuclear 

non-proliferation and nuclear security are 

slightly modified. (See “Evaluation Points 

and Criteria” in the Part II.)
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Chapter 1 

Nuclear Disarmament1 

(1) Status of Nuclear Forces 

(estimates)  

As of  December 2020, eight countries 

have declared that they have nuclear 

weapons. According to Article IX-3 of  

the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT), “a nuclear-weapon State is one 

which has manufactured and exploded a 

nuclear weapon or other nuclear 

explosive device prior to 1 January 1967.” 

China, France, Russia, the United 

Kingdom, and the United States meet 

this requirement, and have acceded to the 

NPT as nuclear-weapon states (NWS) as 

defined by the treaty. The three other 

countries that have tested nuclear 

weapons and declared having them are 

India, Pakistan and North Korea. India 

and Pakistan have never been parties to 

the NPT. Israel, a non-NPT state, has 

maintained a policy of  “nuclear 

ambiguity” by neither confirming nor 

denying having nuclear weapons, 

although it is widely considered that it 

possesses them. (No conclusive evidence 

has emerged that Israel has conducted a 

nuclear explosive test.) In 2003, North 

Korea declared withdrawal from the 

NPT, and acquisition of  nuclear 

weapons. In this report, these four 

 

1 This chapter is authored by Hirofumi Tosaki. 

2 Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, SIPRI Yearbook 2020: Armaments, Disarmament and 
International Security (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2020), chapter 10.  

3 In addition, France reports that “[i]t has no undeployed weapons. All of its weapons are deployed and 
operational.” NPT/CONF.2015/10, March 12, 2015. 

additional states that have publicly 

declared possession of, or are believed to 

possess nuclear weapons are referred to 

as “other nuclear-armed states.”  

The total number of  nuclear weapons in 

the world, which grew to approximately 

70,000 at the peak of  the Cold War era, 

has been reduced significantly since the 

late 1980s. According to the estimates by 

the Stockholm International Peace 

Research Institute (SIPRI), however, 

13,400 nuclear weapons still exist on the 

Earth, with the U.S. and Russian nuclear 

stockpiles together constituting more 

than 90 percent of  the total.2 Compared 

to the approximately 9,200 nuclear 

weapons that were eliminated between 

2010 and 2020, the 465 nuclear weapons 

eliminated between 2019 and 2020 

indicates that the pace of  reduction has 

been slowing. In addition, it is widely 

estimated that China, India, Pakistan and 

North Korea have each added about 10 

warheads annually over the past several 

years (see Tables 1-1 and 1-2). 

Furthermore, as noted in section 4 (C) of  

this chapter, all of  the nuclear-armed 

states have been actively pursuing the 

modernization of  their nuclear forces. 

Among nuclear-armed states, France 

declared it possesses not more than 300 

nuclear weapons,3 and the United 

Kingdom announced plans to reduce its 

total nuclear stockpiles to not more than 
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180 by the mid-2020s. Other countries 

have not declassified the exact number 

of  nuclear weapons in their arsenal.4 

As for the number of  nuclear weapons 

possessed by China, SIPRI estimates it as 

320 as of  January 2020, while the U.S. 

Department of  Defense’s annual report 

titled Military and Security Developments 

Involving the People’s Republic of  China 

estimated it to be in the low-200s.5 

Experts from the U.S. think tank 

 

4 On this point, Bruno Tertrais explains the reasons as following: “Stockpiles include weapons which are 
not entirely functional (when exactly does an atomic device become a ‘nuclear weapon’?), or which are 
used for nondestructive testing. As a result, giving an exact number can be difficult, misleading, and/or be 
accurate just for a given day.” Bruno Tertrais, “Comments on Hiroshima Report of March 2013,” Hiroshima 
Report Blog: Nuclear Disarmament, Nonproliferation and Nuclear Security, October 29, 2013, http://hiroshima-
report.blogspot.jp/2013/10/op-ed-bruno-tertrais-comments-on.html. 

5 U.S. Department of Defense, Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2020, 
August 2020, p. 85. 

6 Hans M. Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Nuclear Notebook: Chinese Nuclear Forces, 2020,” Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists, December 7, 2020, https://thebulletin.org/premium/2020-12/nuclear-notebook-chinese-
nuclear-forces-2020/. 

Federation of  American Scientists (FAS) 

assess that “the Pentagon’s estimate only 

refers to ‘operational’ Chinese nuclear 

warheads, and therefore presumably 

excludes warheads that are attributed to 

newer weapons still in development. It is 

also possible that the Pentagon’s estimate 

does not include dormant bomber 

weapons.” In December 2020, they 

estimated that China has produced 

approximately 350 nuclear warheads.6 

Table 1-1: Number of nuclear weapons—2010-2020 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

China 240 240 240 250 250 260 260 270 280 290 320 

France 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 290 

Russia 12,000 11,000 10,000 8,500 8,000 7,500 7,290 7,000 6,850 6,500 6,375 

U.K.* 225 225 225 225 225 215 215 215 215 200 195-215 

U.S. 9,600 8,500 8,000 7,700 7,300 7,260 7,000 6,800 6,450 6,185 5,800 

India 60-80 80-100 80-100 90-110 90-110 90-110 100-120 120-130 130-140 130-140 150 

Pakistan 70-90 90-110 90-110 100-120 100-120 100-120 100-130 130-140 140-150 150-160 160 

Israel 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80-90 90 

N. Korea ? ? ? 6-8 6-8 6-8 10 10-20 10-20 20-30 30-40 

Total 22,600 20,530 19,000 17,270 16,350 15,850 15,395 14,935 14,465 13,865 13,400 

 
Sources: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), SIPRI Yearbook: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press). 
*The United Kingdom, according to a document obtained under the freedom of information act, “has been decommissioning and breaking down 
Trident nuclear warheads at a rate of three per year, with a goal of reducing domestic stocks to ‘no more than 180’ by the mid-2020s,” at Burghfield 
in Berkshire (Rob Edwards, “UK’s Nuclear Weapons being Dismantled Under Disarmament Obligations,” Guardian, August 11, 2013, 
http://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2013/aug/11/uk-nuclear-weapons-dismantled-trident.). While the SIPRI estimated that the United 
Kingdom possessed 225 nuclear weapons from 2010 through 2014, it can be assumed that it has reduced the number of nuclear weapons gradually. 
In addition, regarding its estimate on U.K. nuclear weapons in 2020, the SIPRI Yearbook mentions: “The British Government has stated that the 
process to reduce the stockpile to 180 warheads is underway. Although some sources suggest that the stockpile remains at 215 warheads, it is possible 
that, under this process, the stockpile may have already been reduced to 195 warheads.” SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 2020, p. 326. 
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Table 1-2: Status of nuclear forces (estimates, as of January 2020) 

 
Total 

nuclear 
stockpile 

Breakdown 
Nuclear 

warheads 
Delivery 
vehicles 

U.S. 5,800 Retired / 
Awaiting 

dismantlement 
          

  
2,000      

  
Operational Non-deployed           

3,800 2,050           
  Deployed Non-strategic         
  1,750  230         
    Strategic ICBM 800 400   
    3,570  SLBM 1,920 240 

          Strategic bomber 848 60 

Russia 6,375 Retired / 
Awaiting 

dismantlement 
          

  
2,060      

  
Operational Non-deployed           

4,315 2,745           
  Deployed Non-strategic         
  1,570 1,875         
    Strategic ICBM 1,136 302 

 

 
    2,440 SLBM 720 160 

 

 
      Strategic bomber 580 50 

U.K. 195-215   Deployed   SLBM 195-215 48 

      120         

France 290   Deployed   SLBM 240 48   
 280  Attack aircraft (including 

carrier based aircraft） 
50 50 

China 320       Land-based ballistic missile 172 188   
   SLBM 48 48   
   Attack aircraft 20 20 

          Other stockpile 80  

India 150       Land-based missile 70 70   
   Attack aircraft 48 48 

          SLBM 16 14 

     Other stockpile 16  

Pakistan 160       Land-based ballistic missile 120 120   
   Attack aircraft 36 36 

          Other stockpile 4  

Israel 90    Ballistic missile 50  
  

   Attack aircraft 30  

     Cruise missile 10  
N. Korea 30-40             

World 13,400  （Deployed）     

 (3,720)     
 

ICBM: Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile  SLBM: Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 
Source: SIPRI, SIPRI Yearbook 2020, chapter 10. 
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Meanwhile, the U.S. Department of  

Defense decided not to disclose the 

information regarding its current number 

of  nuclear weapons in 2018, as requested 

by the FAS in 2019.7 The FAS asked the 

Department of  Defense to disclose the 

size of  U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile 

and the number of  dismantled warheads 

in 2020, but was denied again. According 

to the FAS, the Defense Department in 

its denial letter “gave no reason for the 

denial other than stating that ‘the 

information requested cannot be 

declassified at this time.’”8 

(2) Commitment to Achieving a 

World without Nuclear Weapons 

A) Approaches toward a world 

without nuclear weapons 

According to the preamble of  the NPT, 

states parties “[declare] their intention to 

achieve at the earliest possible date the 

cessation of  the nuclear arms race and to 

undertake effective measures in the 

direction of  nuclear disarmament, [and 

urge] the co-operation of  all States in the 

attainment of  this objective.” Article VI 

of  the Treaty stipulates that “[e]ach of  

the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to 

pursue negotiations in good faith on 

effective measures relating to cessation 

of  the nuclear arms race at an early date 

and to nuclear disarmament, and on a 

treaty on general and complete 

 

7 Hans M. Kristensen, “Pentagon Slams Door on Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Transparency,” Federation 
of American Scientists, April 17, 2019, https://fas.org/blogs/security/2019/04/stockpilenumbersecret/. 

8 Hans Kristensen, “Trump Administration Again Refuses to Disclose Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Size,” 
Federation of American Scientists, December 3, 2020, https://fas.org/blogs/security/2020/12/nuclear-
stockpile-denial-2020/. 

disarmament under strict and effective 

international control.” 

As mentioned in the previous Hiroshima 

Reports, no country, including any of  the 

nuclear-armed states, openly opposes the 

goal of  the total elimination of  nuclear 

weapons or the vision of  a world without 

nuclear weapons. Their commitment to 

nuclear disarmament has been reiterated 

in various fora, including the NPT review 

process and the United Nations General 

Assembly (UNGA). However, such 

statements do not necessarily mean that 

nuclear-armed states are actively pursuing 

realization of  a world without nuclear 

weapons. Owing in part to this, the 

stalemate in nuclear disarmament 

continued again in 2020. 

On the occasion of  the International 

Day for the Total Elimination of  Nuclear 

Weapons on September 26, 2020, UN 

Secretary-General António Guterres 

stated, “We need a strengthened, 

inclusive and renewed multilateralism 

built on trust and based on international 

law that can guide us to our shared goal 

of  a world free of  nuclear weapons. 

Those States that possess nuclear 

weapons must lead. They must return to 

real, good-faith dialogue to restore trust 

and confidence, reduce nuclear risk and 

take tangible steps in nuclear 

disarmament. They should reaffirm the 

shared understanding that a nuclear war 
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cannot be won and must not be fought. 

They should take steps to implement the 

commitments they have undertaken.”9 

UN Under-Secretary-General and High 

Representative for Disarmament Affairs 

Izumi Nakamitsu also stated, in touching 

upon the global pandemic of  COVID-

19, “We have seen how vulnerable the 

world is. Something that was so 

unimaginable actually happened. And 

with an incredible speed, it spread across 

the world. Previously unthinkable 

situations can happen. This is also 

applicable to nuclear weapons.”10 She 

also argued, “It’s hard to imagine a 

nuclear war actually happening, but to 

prevent it, we need to reduce the risk.”11 

Nuclear-armed states 

In February 2020, the five NWS held a 

regular meeting on nuclear arms control 

in London. As in previous years, no joint 

statement was adopted. It was reported 

that China, Russia and the United States 

disagreed over the Intermediate-Range 

Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty and other 

issues, and the only thing the five 

countries agreed on was their opposition 

to the TPNW. At the Conference on 

Disarmament (CD), the United 

Kingdom, speaking on behalf  of  the 

 

9 António Guterres, “Message on the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons,” 
September 26, 2020, http://www.unic-eg.org/eng/?p=30121. 

10 Nishikawa Mitsuko, “UN Disarmament Chief: Learn from Coronavirus Pandemic to Build toward 
Nuclear-Free World,” NHK, August 13, 2020, https://www3.nhk.or.jp/nhkworld/en/news/backstories/ 
1250/. 

11 “UN Under-Secretary-General Nakamitsu Argues ‘Risks of Nuclear War Should Be Reduced,’” Jiji Press, 
August 11, 2020, https://www.jiji.com/jc/article?k=2020081100854&g=int. (in Japanese) 

12 “Conference on Disarmament Holds First Plenary under the Presidency of Argentina,” United Nations 
Geneva, February 21, 2020, https://www.unog.ch/unog/website/news_media.nsf/(httpNewsByYear_ 
en)/F5EF6594A65D6B9CC12585150060F211?OpenDocument. 

NWS, reported the result of  the NWS 

meeting, which included that: they 

reiterated their commitment to the NPT 

in all its aspects, such as continuing their 

individual and collective efforts to 

uphold their obligations, and advancing 

the goals of  the treaty in all its aspects; 

and they exchanged views on the current 

situation in the international security 

environment and other issues relevant to 

the NPT Review Conference (RevCon).12  

On the 50th anniversary of  the NPT in 

March 2020, the NWS stated, “We 

remain committed under the NPT to the 

pursuit of  good faith negotiations on 

effective measures related to nuclear 

disarmament, and on a treaty on general 

and complete disarmament under strict 

and effective international control. We 

support the ultimate goal of  a world 

without nuclear weapons with 

undiminished security for all. By helping 

to ease international tensions and create 

conditions of  stability, security and trust 

among nations, the NPT has made a vital 

contribution to nuclear disarmament. 

The NPT continues to help create 

conditions that would be essential for 

further progress on nuclear 
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disarmament.”13 

At the First Committee of  the UNGA in 

October 2020, France, on behalf  of  the 

NWS, reported on the state of  play in 

the process of  dialogue among the five 

countries. In its statement, France 

reaffirmed the NWS’s commitment to 

the NPT mentioned above, and listed the 

following six points as efforts for nuclear 

disarmament agreed upon at the NWS 

meeting:14 

➢ The dialogue on doctrines; 

➢ NWS’s readiness to negotiate a Fissile 

Material Cut-off  Treaty (FMCT) in 

the CD;  

➢ Finalization and publication of  the 

second edition of  the Glossary of  

Key Nuclear Terms; 

➢ Further discussions between NWS 

and the ASEAN countries on the 

Protocol to the Southeast Asia 

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty; 

➢ Sharing with the international 

community the many benefits of  

nuclear technology and its applications 

for peaceful purposes; and 

➢ Presenting NWS’s respective national 

implementation reports to the NPT 

RevCon.  

Each NWS individually also mentioned 

 

13 “Joint Statement by the Foreign Ministers of China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the 
United States on the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,” 
March 10, 2020, https://www.state.gov/joint-statement-by-the-foreign-ministers-of-china-france-russia-
the-united-kingdom-and-the-united-states-on-the-fiftieth-anniversary-of-the-treaty-on-the-non-proliferat 
ion-of-nuclear-weapons/. 

14 “France on behalf of the P5 countries,” First Committee, UNGA, October 19, 2020. 

15 “Statement by China,” First Committee, UNGA, October 12, 2020. 

at the 2020 UNGA First Committee that 

they are committed to nuclear 

disarmament.  

China, for instance, stated that “[e]ver 

since the first day of  possessing nuclear 

weapons, China has been advocating the 

complete prohibition and thorough 

destruction of  nuclear weapons,” and 

said that it has declared its commitment 

to the no first use of  nuclear weapons, as 

well as the security assurances provided 

to the NNWS. At the same time, China 

reiterated its traditional argument that 

significant reductions by the largest NWS 

in its arsenal in a verifiable, irreversible, 

and legally binding manner are a 

necessary condition for other NWS to 

participate in multilateral negotiations on 

nuclear disarmament15. 

Russia argued that, “nuclear disarmament 

can be reached only through step-by-step 

approach and based on the principle of  

equal and indivisible security for all, 

taking into account all factors affecting 

the strategic stability.” It also reported 

that, after the U.S. withdrawal from the 

INF Treaty in 2019, Moscow “made a 

unilateral commitment not to deploy 

intermediate- and shorter-range ground-

launched missiles in those regions of  the 

world until similar U.S.-manufactured 
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systems are deployed there.”16 

The United States called for resolving the 

issue on extending the New START, as 

discussed below, and for a transition to a 

new generation of  arms control in which 

not only the United States and Russia but 

also China would participate, while 

criticizing Russia’s violation of  the 

nuclear arms control treaties and Chinese 

and Russian aggressive modernization of  

their nuclear forces, as destabilizing the 

international security environment.17 

In the meantime, at the First Committee 

of  the UNGA in 2020, U.S. Assistant 

Secretary of  State Christopher A. Ford 

made the following statement, in which 

the importance of  nuclear disarmament 

in the context of  the NPT compared to 

non-proliferation and peaceful uses of  

nuclear energy was not necessarily 

emphasized: 

[T]he NPT remains the cornerstone of  

international efforts to prevent the 

spread of  nuclear weapons. The Treaty 

also remains essential to promoting the 

peaceful uses of  nuclear energy for 

human health and development. 

Moreover the NPT’s Article VI makes 

clear that each NPT Party has an 

obligation “to pursue negotiations in 

good faith on effective measures relating 

 

16 “Statement by Russia,” First Committee, UNGA, October 9, 2020. On the other hand, the United States 
has argued that it withdrew from the INF Treaty because of Russia’s non-compliance with the INF Treaty 
by testing and deploying the ground-launched cruise missiles (GLCMs) prohibited under the treaty and its 
failure to rectify the non-compliance.  

17 “Statement by the United States,” First Committee, UNGA, October 9, 2020. 

18 Ibid. 

19 “Statement by France,” First Committee, UNGA, October 16, 2020. 

20 “Statement by the United Kingdom,” First Committee, UNGA, October 15, 2020. 

to cessation of  the nuclear arms race at 

an early date and to nuclear 

disarmament, and on a treaty on general 

and complete disarmament under strict 

and effective international control.”18 

As for other NWS, France stated that its 

basis for addressing its commitment 

under the NPT and to nuclear 

disarmament are “strict compliance with 

the central norm of  the NPT, which we 

call on all States to implement, with equal 

attention to its three pillars,” and 

continuing “to promote the only realistic 

way forward, which is the gradual 

approach.”19 The United Kingdom 

stated, “[It] reiterates its strong support 

for the NPT and the step-by-step 

approach towards nuclear disarmament. 

…We remain deeply committed to our 

collective long-term goal of  a world 

without nuclear weapons, under the 

framework of  the NPT.”20 

Among the other nuclear-armed states 

outside the NPT, India, at the First 

Committee of  the UNGA, reiterated its 

commitment as follows: “India is 

steadfast in its commitment to the goal 

of  universal, non-discriminatory and 

verifiable nuclear disarmament. Our call 

is [sic] for complete elimination of  

nuclear weapons through a step by step 
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process.”21 Pakistan, on the other hand, 

mentioned its proposal for a strategic 

restraint regime in South Asia, and added 

that “any meaningful progress on 

disarmament requires concrete steps to 

address regional and global challenges. In 

this regard, nuclear disarmament must be 

pursued in a comprehensive and holistic 

manner, in line with the principles agreed 

upon by the first special session of  the 

General Assembly devoted to 

disarmament.”22 

Israel, which neither affirms nor denies 

possession of  nuclear weapons, made no 

mention of  its commitment to nuclear 

disarmament at the UNGA First 

Committee. Meanwhile, it expressed 

distrust toward the NPT as follows: “The 

NPT in itself  does not provide a remedy 

for the unique security challenges of  the 

region, let alone the repeated violations 

of  the Treaty by some of  its member 

states. Four of  the five cases of  serious 

violations of  the [NPT] took place in the 

Middle East since its entering into 

force.”23 

Creating an Environment for 

Nuclear Disarmament (CEND) 

The United States, which argues that the 

international security environment needs 

to be improved in order to promote 

nuclear disarmament, launched the 

 

21 “Statement by India,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 2020. 

22  “Despite Crumbling Disarmament Machinery, States Must Return to Multilateral Path towards 
Eliminating All Nuclear Weapons, Delegates Tell First Committee,” United Nations Meetings Coverage 
and Press Releases, October 16, 2020, https://www.un.org/press/en/2019/gadis3628.doc.htm. 

23 “Statement by Israel,” First Committee, UNGA, October 19, 2020. 

24 Christopher Ashley Ford, “Reframing Disarmament Discourse,” CEND Leadership Group Meeting, 
September 3, 2020, https://www.state.gov/reframing-disarmament-discourse/. Participating countries 

Creating an Environment for Nuclear 

Disarmament (CEND) Working Group 

(CEWG) in 2019. In November 2019, 

the second Working Group meeting was 

held in the United Kingdom, and 31 

countries attended to discuss the 

following three topics which had been 

raised at the first meeting: measures to 

modify the security environment to 

reduce incentives for states to retain, 

acquire, or increase their holdings of  

nuclear weapons; institutions and 

processes NWS and NNWS can put in 

place to bolster non-proliferation efforts 

and build confidence in nuclear 

disarmament; and interim measures to 

reduce the likelihood of  war among 

nuclear-armed states. They also decided 

to continue the discussion during the 

2020-2021 period. 

At the CEND Leadership Group 

Meeting in September 2020, in which 43 

countries (including NWS, NNWS, non-

NPT states, NAM countries, U.S. allies, 

and TPNW signatories) participated, U.S. 

Assistant Secretary of  State Ford stated, 

“[I]f  diplomatic dialogue were to have a 

real chance at working through the many 

obstacles that impeded disarmament 

progress, it would need always to bear in 

mind three ‘inescapable facts,’” which 

include:24 
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➢ Disarmament movement only 

becomes available when, and to the 

degree that, real-world weapons 

possessors feel that such movement is 

feasible, safe, verifiable, and 

sustainable; 

➢ Such movement thus depends hugely 

upon the nature of, and perceived 

trends in, the prevailing conditions of  

rivalry, conflict, and threat in the 

security environment; and that 

therefore, 

➢ The only serious and viable path to 

making a future nuclear weapons-free 

world more likely lies through making 

sustainable improvements in those 

conditions.  

In November 2020, a CEWG plenary 

meeting was held, but details were not 

reported. At its Civil Society Outreach 

Event, Assistant Secretary Ford 

explained that the CEWG meetings 

would occur roughly quarterly, with 

plenary sessions in the late autumn of  

2021 and in the spring of  2023; by early 

2023, the initial phase of  work for each 

Sub-Group would been completed, and 

some kind of  report would be created; 

and in early 2023, the participants would 

have the chance to evaluate what form 

the second phase of  work would take.25 

NNWS 

Regarding approaches to nuclear 

disarmament, while the five NWS have 

 

and the details of their discussion of this meeting is not disclosed. 

25 Christopher Ashley Ford, “From ‘Planning’ to ‘Doing’: CEND Gets to Work,” CEND Working Group 
Civil Society Outreach Event, November 24, 2020, https://www.state.gov/cend-gets-to-work. 

26 “Statement by Mexico on Behalf of the NAC,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 2020. 

argued for a step-by-step approach, 

NNWS allied with the United States have 

proposed a “progressive approach” 

based on building-block principles, and 

the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) 

countries have called for launching 

negotiations on a phased program for the 

complete elimination of  nuclear weapons 

within a specified time frame. 

At the 2020 UNGA, the New Agenda 

Coalition (NAC: Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, 

Mexico, New Zealand and South Africa) 

said that it was “established [with]…the 

belief  that the only protection against 

this existential threat is the total 

elimination of  nuclear weapons and 

assurance that they will never be 

produced again,” and stated, “Since its 

establishment, the NAC has advocated 

for the implementation of  concrete, 

transparent, mutually reinforcing, 

verifiable and irreversible nuclear 

disarmament measures and the fulfilment 

of  obligations and commitments within 

the framework of  the NPT.”26 Regarding 

the lack of  progress in nuclear 

disarmament, the NAC argued, 

“Although some progress has been 

achieved over this period, it is far from 

sufficient. We are deeply concerned by 

the slowness in progress and by the 

efforts of  some States to justify this, 

based on existing or new international 

security challenges. For the NAC, the 

global security environment is not an 
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excuse for inaction, but rather, it 

reinforces the need for urgency. What is 

lacking is not favorable conditions, but 

political will and determination.”27 

The NAM countries also criticized the 

situation surrounding nuclear 

disarmament and stated, “It has become 

obvious that existing approach adopted 

by NWS, the so-called step-by-step 

approach, has failed to make concrete 

and systematic progress towards the total 

elimination of  nuclear weapons. Despite 

tangible and indisputable positive 

developments on nuclear non-

proliferation in past decades, forward 

movement on nuclear disarmament 

continues to be held hostage by 

misguided notions, including strategic 

stability. It is time to take a new and 

comprehensive approach on nuclear 

disarmament.”28 In the UNGA 

resolution proposed by the NAM 

countries, they “[reiterated] its call upon 

the Conference on Disarmament to 

establish, as soon as possible and as the 

highest priority, an ad hoc committee on 

nuclear disarmament in 2021 and to 

commence negotiations on a phased 

programme of  nuclear disarmament 

leading to the total elimination of  nuclear 

weapons within a specified framework of  

time.”29 

At the 2020 UNGA, Japan made the 

following statement: 

 

27 Ibid. 

28 “Statement by Indonesia on Behalf of the NAM,” First Committee, UNGA, October 9, 2020. 

29 A/RES/75/63, December 7, 2020. 

30 “Statement by Japan,” First Committee, UNGA, October 16, 2020. 

As Prime Minister Mr. Suga stated in his 

address at the UNGA, Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki must never be repeated. With 

this resolve, as the only country to have 

ever suffered atomic bombings during 

the war, Japan will spare no effort in 

order to realize a world without nuclear 

weapons. 

…At the same time, we are undeniably 

living in a severe and unstable security 

environment with growing international 

tensions. The measures that we take to 

reach our shared goal – the realization 

of  a world without nuclear weapons – 

must take into account this reality. 

Realizing a world without nuclear 

weapons requires nuclear weapon states 

to take concrete measures.30 

On the occasion of  the 50th anniversary 

of  the NPT’s entry into force in March 

2020, a number of  NNWS issued 

statements welcoming it. For instance, 

Japan released the following statement by 

Foreign Minister Toshimitsu Motegi: 

Japan highly appreciates NPT’s 

invaluable contribution to the 

consolidation and maintenance of  

international peace and security as the 

cornerstone of  the international nuclear 

disarmament and non-proliferation 

regime. The international community is 

currently facing the growing threat of  

the proliferation of  weapons of  mass 

destruction as well as a divergence of  

views on nuclear disarmament. Against 

this backdrop, we must uphold and 
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strengthen the NPT regime in order to 

take realistic and concrete measures with 

the participation of  both nuclear-

weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon 

states. Looking ahead to the upcoming 

2020 NPT Review Conference, Japan 

calls on the international community to 

unite in order to ensure this Treaty will 

continue to play a significant role. Japan 

stands ready to work tirelessly to 

proceed steadily towards the realization 

of  a world free of  nuclear weapons.31 

Meanwhile, 17 countries (including 

Austria, Brazil, Chile, Egypt, Indonesia, 

Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, the 

Philippines and South Africa) expressed 

their sense of  urgency as follows:  

Though some progress on nuclear 

disarmament has been achieved over the 

last five decades, it is far from sufficient 

and the obligation of  nuclear 

disarmament has still not been fulfilled. 

Current modernization and upgrading 

programmes put the progress achieved 

in danger of  reversal. At the same time, 

we see a highly concerning erosion of  

the multilateral nuclear disarmament and 

arms-control architecture with existing 

agreements being terminated and others 

in danger. The contemporary global 

security environment and challenges 

warrant urgent progress.”32  

They also argued, “It is now time that 

 

31 “50th Anniversary of the Entry into Force of the NPT (Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons) (Statement by Foreign Minister MOTEGI Toshimitsu),” March 5, 2020, https://www.mofa. 
go.jp/press/release/press1e_000145.html. 

32 “Joint Communiqué to Commemorate the 50th Anniversary of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT),” May 19, 2020, https://www.un.int/philippines/statements_speeches/joint-
communiqu%C3%A9-commemorate-50th-anniversary-treaty-non-proliferation-nuclear. 

33 Ibid. 

34 “Statement by Mexico on Behalf of the NAC,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 2020. 

States Parties translate words into 

concrete actions backed by clear and 

agreed upon benchmarks and timelines. 

Only through such efforts can we look 

ahead towards a successful next 50 years 

of  the NPT, improving on the important 

achievements of  the last 50 years, which 

we presently commemorate.33  

In addition, a statement by the NAC 

countries said: “It is fundamental to 

recall that the basis for the adoption of  

the NPT and its indefinite extension is 

the Grand Bargain: nuclear-weapon 

States legally committed themselves to 

pursuing and achieving nuclear 

disarmament, in return for which non-

nuclear weapon States legally committed 

themselves not to develop nuclear 

weapons. Any presumption of  indefinite 

possession of  nuclear weapons would 

run counter to the object and purpose of  

the NPT and threatens to erode its 

credibility and effectiveness.”34 

Stockholm Initiative 

In 2019, Sweden proposed a “Stepping-

stone approach,” in which it argued “the 

need for ‘actionable’ implementation 

measures” and listed concrete measures 

as “stepping stones” under the four 

principles: reducing the salience of  

nuclear weapons; rebuilding habits of  



Chapter 1 Nuclear Disarmament 

20 

cooperation; reducing nuclear risks; and 

taking steps to enhance transparency.35  

In its document issued in February 2020, 

Sweden re-clarified that the purpose of  

the Stockholm Initiative for Nuclear 

Disarmament, based on the stepping-

stone approach, is “to build political 

support for a pragmatic and results-

oriented disarmament agenda within the 

NPT framework. The initiative aims to 

reach common ground and promote a 

successful outcome of  the NPT review 

conference.” It also states, “[The 

Stockholm Initiative] seeks to 

complement others by building broad 

political support for an ambitious and 

realistic disarmament agenda…The 

Stockholm Initiative has a collaborative 

and inclusive approach. It is an invitation 

to all states-parties to the NPT, nuclear- 

and non-nuclear-weapon states, to 

engage in a results-oriented dialogue.”36 

At the meeting on the Ministerial 

Meeting of  the Stockholm Initiative for 

Nuclear Disarmament held in Berlin in 

February 2020, fifteen participating 

countries (including Canada, Germany, 

Indonesia, Japan, Kazakhstan, South 

Korea, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Sweden and Switzerland) issued 

 

35 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP33, April 25, 2019. 

36 “Statement by Swedish Foreign Minister Ann Linde,” Conference on Disarmament, February 24, 2020, 
https://www.government.se/speeches/2020/02/national-statement-at-the-conference-on-disarmament/. 

37  “Ministerial Meeting of the Stockholm Initiative for Nuclear Disarmament,” February 25, 2020, 
https://www.swedenabroad.se/en/embassies/un-geneva/current/news/stockholm-initiative-for-nuclear 
-disarmament/. 

38 A/RES/75/71, December 7, 2020. 

39 A/RES/75/65, December 7, 2020. 

40 A/RES/75/63, December 7, 2020. 

a joint statement, in which they 

proposed, inter alia: reducing nuclear 

risks; maximizing transparency on 

nuclear weapons; reducing the role of  

nuclear weapons; extending the U.S.-

Russian New START; further reducing 

nuclear weapons; promoting negotiations 

for a treaty banning the production of  

fissile material for nuclear weapons; 

supporting the development of  a 

multilateral nuclear disarmament 

verification capacity; and promoting 

disarmament education and gender 

issues.37 

B) Voting behavior on UNGA 

resolutions on nuclear disarmament 

proposals by Japan, NAC and NAM  

In 2020, the UNGA again adopted the 

following resolutions titled: “Joint 

courses of  action and future-oriented 

dialogue towards a world without nuclear 

weapons”38 proposed by Japan and 

others; “Towards a nuclear-weapon-free 

world: accelerating the implementation 

of  nuclear disarmament commitments”39 

proposed by the New Agenda Coalition 

(NAC); and “Nuclear disarmament”40 

proposed by NAM members. The voting 

behavior of  the countries surveyed in 

this project on the three resolutions at 
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the UNGA in 2020 is presented below. 

➢ Joint courses of  action and future-

oriented dialogue towards a world 

without nuclear weapons 

 Proposing: Japan, Turkey, the UAE, 

the United Kingdom, the United 

States and others  

 150 in favor (Australia, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, the Philippines, Poland, 

Sweden, Turkey, the UAE, the 

United Kingdom, the United States 

and others); 4 against (China, North 

Korea, Russia and Syria); 35 

abstentions (Austria, Belgium, Brazil, 

Canada, Chile, Egypt, France, 

Germany, India, Indonesia, Iran, 

Israel, South Korea, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, 

Norway, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, 

Switzerland and others) 

➢ Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: 

accelerating the implementation of  

nuclear disarmament commitments 

 Proposing: Brazil, Egypt, Mexico, 

New Zealand, the Philippines, South 

Africa and others 

 138 in favor (Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, the 

Philippines, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, 

the UAE and others); 33 against 

(Belgium, China, France, Germany, 

India, Israel, the Netherlands, 

Norway, Poland, Russia, Turkey, the 

United Kingdom, the United States 

and others); 15 abstentions 

(Australia, Canada, Japan, South 

Korea, North Korea, Pakistan and 

others) 

➢ Nuclear disarmament 

 Proposing: Indonesia, Nigeria, the 

Philippines and others 

 123 in favor (Brazil, Chile, China, 

Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, Nigeria, the Philippines, 

Saudi Arabia, Syria, the UAE and 

others); 41 against (Australia, 

Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, 

Israel, South Korea, the Netherlands, 

Norway, Poland, Russia, Switzerland, 

Turkey, the United Kingdom, the 

United States and others); 22 

abstentions (Austria, India, Japan, 

North Korea, New Zealand, 

Pakistan, South Africa, Sweden and 

others) 

The resolution proposed by Japan in 

2020, like the previous one, was 

simplified compared to the resolutions 

adopted before 2018. It proposed 

“guidelines for joint action,” and listed 

measures that could be taken in a 

relatively short period of  time, such as 

improving transparency and confidence-

building by NWS, reducing nuclear risks, 

declaring a moratorium on the 

production of  weapons-grade fissile 

materials, signing and ratifying the 

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 

(CTBT), contributing to nuclear 

disarmament verification, and promoting 

disarmament and non-proliferation 

education. The resolution also called for 

“future oriented dialogues.” Further-

more, it mentioned “[the NWS’s] special 

responsibility to initiate arms control 

dialogues in good faith on effective 

measures to prevent nuclear arms racing 
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and help to prepare the way for the 

eventual elimination of  nuclear 

 

41 In the UNGA First Committee vote on this paragraph, only China voted against it, and 30 countries, 
including North Korea, abstained, while 136 countries, including the other nuclear-armed states, voted in 

weapons.”41 

Table 1-3: Voting behavior on selected UNGA resolutions in 2020 

  

United 
action 

towards the 
total 

elimination 
of nuclear 
weapons 

Towards 
a nuclear 
weapon-

free 
world 

Nuclear 
disarmament TPNW 

Follow-up 
to the 

advisory 
opinion of 

the ICJ 

Convention 
on the 

Prohibition 
of the Use 
of Nuclear 
Weapons 

Humanitarian 
consequences 

Ethical 
imperatives 

China × × 〇 × 〇 〇 △ △ 

France △ × × × × × × × 

Russia × × × × × △ × × 

U.K. 〇 × × × × × × × 

U.S. ○ × × × × × × × 

India △ × △ × △ 〇 〇 △ 

Israel △ × × × × × × × 

Pakistan △ △ △ × 〇 △ △ △ 

Australia 〇 △ × × × × △ × 

Austria △ 〇 △ 〇 〇 × 〇 〇 

Belgium △ × × × × × △ × 

Brazil △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 △ 〇 〇 

Canada △ △ × × △ × △ × 

Chile △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Egypt △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Germany △ × × × × × △ × 

Indonesia △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Iran △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Japan 〇 △ △ × △ △ 〇 △ 

Kazakhstan 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

South Korea △ △ × × × × × × 

Mexico △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Netherlands △ × × × × × △ × 

New Zealand △ 〇 △ 〇 〇 × 〇 〇 

Nigeria △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Norway △ × × × × × △ × 

Philippines 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 △ 〇 〇 

Poland 〇 × × × × × × × 

Saudi Arabia △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

South Africa △ 〇 △ 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Sweden 〇 〇 △ △ 〇 × 〇 △ 

Switzerland △ 〇 × △ 〇 × 〇 △ 

Syria × 〇 〇 ？ 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Turkey 〇 × × × × × △ × 

UAE 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

North Korea × △ △ × △ △ △ △ 

[○: In favor, ×: Against, △: Abstention, ?: No vote] 
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Unlike the other two resolutions on 

nuclear disarmament mentioned above, 

two NWS—the United States (which 

abstained in 2019) as well as the United 

Kingdom—voted in favor of  this 

resolution proposed by Japan, and even 

became co-sponsors. However, France 

and some western NNWS, which had 

voted in favor of  the previous year’s 

resolution, abstained on the 2020 

resolution. 

Some NNWS which abstained or voted 

against the resolution in the UNGA First 

Committee criticized as follows: the 

language calling for the implementing the 

agreements adopted at previous NPT 

RevCons was removed from the 

resolution; it reverted to the phrase the 

“ultimate” goal of  the elimination of  

nuclear weapons; neither the TPNW nor 

a Middle East zone free of  weapons of  

mass destruction were mentioned; and 

the resolution has turned signing and 

ratifying the CTBT into one item in a list 

of  options aimed at preventing nuclear 

weapon testing.42  

Furthermore, the resolution was 

criticized because, as was the one 

adopted in 2019, it continued not to use 

the expression “deep concern” but rather 

employed the weakened expression 

“recognizing” regarding the “catastrophic 

humanitarian consequences that would 

 

favor of it.  

42 GA/DIS/3657, November 4, 2020, https://www.un.org/press/en/2020/gadis3657.doc.htm. See also 
Ray Acheson, “The Unsustainability of Hypocrisy,” First Committee Monitor, Vol. 18, No. 4 (November 8, 
2020), pp. 1-2. 

43 A/RES/75/39, December 7, 2020. 

result from the use of  nuclear weapons.” 

C) Humanitarian consequences of 

nuclear weapons 

Since the 2015 NPT RevCon, the 

Humanitarian Group, which focuses on 

the humanitarian dimensions of  nuclear 

weapons, has emphasized the significance 

of  starting negotiations on a legally 

binding instrument on prohibiting 

nuclear weapons. The result was the 

adoption of  the TPNW in 2017. 

At the 2020 UNGA First Committee, 

many countries, including the 

Humanitarian Group, reiterated deep 

concern about the catastrophic 

humanitarian consequences of  nuclear 

weapons and the risks posed by their 

continued existence. 

At the 2020 UNGA, the Humanitarian 

Group, as in the previous year, proposed 

a resolution titled “Humanitarian 

consequences of  nuclear weapons.”43 

The voting behavior of  countries 

surveyed in this project on this resolution 

is as follows: 

➢ Proposing: Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

Egypt, Indonesia, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, the 

Philippines, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa, Sweden, Switzerland and 

others 

➢ 146 in favor (Austria, Brazil, Chile, 
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Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, Mexico, New Zealand, 

Nigeria, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 

South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, 

Syria, the UAE and others); 13 against 

(France, Israel, South Korea, Poland, 

Russia, the United Kingdom, the 

United States and others); 29 

abstentions (Australia, Belgium, 

Canada, China, Germany, North 

Korea, the Netherlands, Norway, 

Pakistan, Turkey and others) 

Furthermore, voting behavior on the 

resolution titled “Ethical imperatives for 

a nuclear-weapon-free world”44 led by 

South Africa was: 

➢ Proposing: Austria, Egypt, Mexico, 

the Philippines, South Africa and 

others 

➢ 134 in favor (Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, the 

Philippines, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa, Syria, the UAE and others); 37 

against (Australia, Belgium, Canada, 

France, Germany, Israel, South Korea, 

the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Russia, Turkey, the United Kingdom, 

the United States and others), 14 

abstentions (China, India, Japan, 

North Korea, Pakistan, Sweden, 

Switzerland and others) 

NWS have not been receptive to 

humanitarian issues in nuclear 

disarmament from the outset. While the 

United Kingdom and the United States 

attended the Third International 

 

44 A/RES/75/73, December 7, 2020. 

Conference on the Humanitarian Impact 

of  Nuclear Weapons in 2014, NWS kept 

their distance from these issues, 

especially when the Humanitarian Group 

began to officially pursue a legal 

prohibition of  nuclear weapons. For 

example, NWS did not use the term 

“humanitarian” in their statements made 

at the 2020 UNGA First Committee. 

The UNGA resolutions on nuclear 

disarmament led by Japan in 2017 and 

2018 were criticized by some NNWS, 

including the Humanitarian Group, and 

civil society for the removal of  the word 

“any” in the resolutions, which the 2016 

resolution text read: “[e]xpressing deep 

concern at the catastrophic humanitarian 

consequences of  any use of  nuclear 

weapons.” They called the removal an 

unacceptable step backward. In addition, 

the sentence—“deep concerns about the 

humanitarian consequences of  the use of  

nuclear weapons continue to be a key 

factor that underpins efforts by all States 

towards a world free of  nuclear 

weapons”—which had been written in 

the 2018 resolution, was not included in 

the 2019 and 2020 resolutions. 

(3) Treaty on the Prohibition of 

Nuclear Weapons (TPNW)  

The number of  countries signing and/or 

ratifying the TPNW which was adopted 

on September 20, 2017, has steadily 

increased. As of  the end of  2020, 51 

countries have ratified (c.f., 34 countries 

in 2019) among the 86 signatories (80 
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countries in 2019). Among the countries 

surveyed, those that have ratified are 

Austria, Kazakhstan, Mexico, New 

Zealand, Nigeria and South Africa, and 

those that have only signed are Brazil, 

Chile, Indonesia and the Philippines.  

As the number of  ratifying countries 

reached 50 on October 24, 2020, the 

TPNW entered into force on January 22, 

2021, in accordance with Article 15 of  

the treaty. Stéphane Dujarric, spokesman 

for UN Secretary-General António 

Guterres, stated that its entry into force 

is “the culmination of  a worldwide 

movement to draw attention to the 

catastrophic humanitarian consequences 

of  any use of  nuclear weapons. It 

represents a meaningful commitment 

towards the total elimination of  nuclear 

weapons, which remains the highest 

disarmament priority of  the United 

Nations.”45 According to the treaty, the 

first Conference of  the States Parties to 

the TPNW is to be held within one year 

of  the treaty’s entry into force. 

At the 2020 UNGA First Committee 

which was held prior to the confirmation 

of  the treaty’s entry into force, many of  

the treaty’s proponents argued for the 

importance of  the TPNW and the need 

for more countries to sign and ratify it. 

For instance, Austria stated:  

By adopting and now signing and 

 

45 “UN Secretary-General’s Spokesman: On the Occasion of the 50th Ratification of the Treaty on the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons,” October 24, 2020, https://www.un.org/sg/en/content/sg/statement/ 
2020-10-24/un-secretary-generals-spokesman-the-occasion-of-the-50th-ratification-of-the-treaty-the-pro 
hibition-of-nuclear-weapons. 

46 “Statement by Austria,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 2020. 

47 “Statement by South Africa,” First Committee, UNGA, October 12, 2020. 

ratifying this treaty, states are sending a 

clear message that nuclear weapons 

represent an existential threat to 

humanity and that only their total 

elimination can bring security. There is 

no alternative in order to prevent the 

catastrophic humanitarian consequences 

that would result from any nuclear 

explosion, be it intentional, by accident 

or as a product of  miscalculation. The 

TPNW strengthens the NPT and the 

norm against the use of  nuclear 

weapons. The Secretary General rightly 

calls the treaty ‘a further pillar of  the 

disarmament regime.’ ... Its entry into 

force is now imminent and Austria looks 

forward to the first Meeting of  States 

Parties at the United Nations in 

Vienna.”46  

South Africa also said, “The [TPNW] is 

an historic milestone for nuclear 

disarmament in that it shares with the 

NPT the core goal of  the abolition of  

nuclear weapons. As we stated before, 

the two Treaties are fully compatible and 

indeed complimentary.”47 

Key goals of  the TPNW’s proponents 

include the signing of  the treaty by 

NNWS which are allied with nuclear-

armed states and are thusly provided 

with extended nuclear deterrence. In 

September 2020, 56 former high-ranking 

officials of  such NNWS—including 

presidents, prime ministers and foreign 
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ministers—and former NATO 

Secretaries-General released an open 

letter, coordinated by the International 

Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons 

(ICAN). It stated, “All responsible 

leaders must act now to ensure that the 

horrors of  1945 are never repeated. 

…Sooner or later, our luck will run 

out—unless we act. The nuclear weapon 

ban treaty provides the foundation for a 

more secure world, free from this 

ultimate menace.”48 

On the other hand, nuclear-armed states 

maintained their position of  refusing to 

sign the TPNW. Furthermore, in 

October 2020, it was reported that the 

United States sent letters to the TPNW 

ratifiers arguing, “Although we recognize 

your sovereign right to ratify or accede to 

the [TPNW], we believe that you have 

made a strategic error and should 

withdraw your instrument of  ratification 

or accession.”49 

U.S. treaty allies, including Japan and 

NATO countries, have also made it clear 

once again that they will not sign the 

treaty. In the meantime, the Belgian new 

coalition government which inaugurated 

in October 2020 states in its government 

declaration concluded by seven parties, 

 

48 “Open Letter in Support of the 2017 Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons,” September 21, 
2020, https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/ican/pages/1712/attachments/original/1600624626/TP 
NW_Open_Letter.pdf.  

49 Edith M. Lederer, “US Urges Countries to Withdraw from UN Nuke Ban Treaty,” Associated Press, 
October 23, 2020, https://apnews.com/article/nuclear-weapons-disarmament-latin-america-united-nati 
ons-gun-politics-4f109626a1cdd6db10560550aa1bb491. 

50 Alexander De Croo and Paul Magnette, “Verslag van de formateurs,” September 30, 2020. See also 
ICAN, “Belgian Government Shifts Stance on TPNW,” https://www.icanw.org/belgium_tpnw_shift. 

51 “North Atlantic Council Statement as the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons Enters into 
Force,” December 15, 2020, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_180087.htm. 

“Belgium will play a proactive role in the 

2021 NPT Review Conference and, 

together with European NATO allies, 

will explore how to strengthen the 

multilateral non-proliferation framework 

and how the [TPNW] can give new 

impetus to multilateral nuclear 

disarmament.”50 The coalition 

government includes parties which 

support the TPNW; therefore, they 

agreed on the TPNW as described above. 

However, it does not seem to imply that 

Belgium would take any involvement, 

especially that of  signing the treaty. In 

December, the NATO member states 

released a statement, in which they 

stated, “[W]e collectively reiterate our 

opposition to this treaty, as it does not 

reflect the increasingly challenging 

international security environment and is 

at odds with the existing non-

proliferation and disarmament 

architecture.”51 

Meanwhile, Sweden—which joined the 

adoption of  the TPNW in July 2017 but 

announced in January 2019 that it had 

made a decision not to sign the treaty in 

its present form, because of  the potential 

impact on its strategic relationship with 
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NATO52—stated at the 2020 UNGA 

First Committee that it had not changed 

its stance regarding signing the treaty, but 

that it would “seek to become an 

observer state once the treaty enters into 

force.”53 

Regarding alliance or alignment with 

nuclear-armed states, Austria and Ireland 

indicated that signing and ratifying the 

TPNW “represents no impediment to 

membership or association with NATO 

through alignment with Partnership for 

Peace as long as signatories remain aloof  

from planning or operational matters 

involving nuclear weapons.”54 

As was the previous years, at the 2020 

UNGA, a resolution was adopted titled 

“Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear 

Weapons,” which called for signing and 

ratifying the treaty.55 The voting behavior 

of  countries surveyed in this project on 

this resolution was as follows. 

➢ Proposing: Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

Indonesia, Kazakhstan, Mexico, New 

Zealand, Nigeria, the Philippines, 

South Africa and others 

➢ 130 in favor (Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, New Zealand, Nigeria, the 

 

52 “Inquiry into the Consequences of a Swedish Accession to the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons,” January 2019, https://www.regeringen.se/48f047/contentassets/55e89d0a4d8c4768a0cabf4c 
3314aab3/rapport_l-e_lundin_webb.pdf. 

53 “Statement by Sweden,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 2020. 

54  “Leading on Nuclear Arms Control,” Irish Times, August 7, 2020, https://www.irishtimes.com/ 
opinion/editorial/the-irish-times-view-leading-on-nuclear-arms-control-1.4324082. 

55 A/RES/75/40, December 7, 2020. 

56 A/RES/75/66, December 7, 2020. 

57 A/RES/75/75, December 7, 2020. 

Philippines, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa, the UAE and others); 42 

against (Australia, Belgium, Canada, 

China, France, Germany, India, Israel, 

Japan, South Korea, North Korea, the 

Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, 

Poland, Russia, Turkey, the United 

Kingdom, the United States and 

others); 14 abstentions (Sweden, 

Switzerland and others) – Syria did 

not vote. 

Regarding a legal prohibition of  nuclear 

weapons, the UNGA in 2020 adopted 

resolutions “Follow-up to the advisory 

opinion of  the International Court of  

Justice on the legality of  the threat or use 

of  nuclear weapons”56 and “Convention 

on the prohibition of  the use of  nuclear 

weapons.”57 Their voting behaviors of  

respective countries with respect to these 

resolutions are as follows: 

➢ “Follow-up to the advisory opinion of  

the International Court of  Justice on 

the legality of  the threat or use of  

nuclear weapons” 

 Proposing: Egypt, the Philippines 

and others 

 136 in favor (Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

China, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, 

Kazakhstan, Mexico, New Zealand, 
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Nigeria, Pakistan, the Philippines, 

Saudi Arabia, South Africa, 

Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, the 

UAE and others); 33 against 

(Australia, Belgium, France, 

Germany, Israel, South Korea, the 

Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Russia, Turkey, the United 

Kingdom, the United States and 

others); 15 abstentions (Canada, 

India, Japan, North Korea and 

others) 

➢ “Convention on the prohibition of  

the use of  nuclear weapons” 

 Proposing: India and others 

 120 in favor (Chile, China, Egypt, 

India, Indonesia, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, 

South Africa, Syria, the UAE and 

others); 50 against (Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Canada, France, 

Germany, Israel, South Korea, the 

Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Poland, Sweden, 

Switzerland, Turkey, the United 

Kingdom, the United States and 

others); 14 abstentions (Brazil, 

Japan, North Korea, Pakistan, the 

Philippines, Russia and others) 

 

58 The U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Inspection Activities,” https://www.state.gov/ 
new-start-treaty-inspection-activities/. 

59 The U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty,” https://www.state.gov/new-start/. 

(4) Reduction of Nuclear 

Weapons 

A) Reduction of nuclear weapons 

New START 

Russia and the United States continue to 

implement the New Strategic Arms 

Reduction Treaty (New START) which 

entered into force in February 2011. The 

status of  their strategic (nuclear) delivery 

vehicles and warheads under the New 

START has been periodically updated on 

the U.S. Department of  State homepage 

(see Table 1-4 below). The United States 

also declassified the number of  each type 

of  its strategic delivery vehicles (see 

Table 1-5). According to the data as of  

February 5, 2018—the deadline for 

reducing their strategic arsenals under the 

treaty—the number of  Russian and U.S. 

deployed strategic delivery vehicles and 

deployed/non-deployed strategic delivery 

vehicles/launchers, besides deployed 

strategic warheads, fell below the limit. 

They continue to meet the limits for 

strategic nuclear forces. 

Since the treaty’s entry into force, Russia 

and the United States have implemented 

the on-site inspections under the New 

START.58 In addition, as the U.S. State 

Department disclosed, the two countries 

exchanged 21,293 notifications as of  

December 2020.59 However, due to the 

COVID-19 pandemic, on-site inspections 

have not been possible to conduct since 

April 1, 2020. Russian Deputy Foreign 
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Minister Sergei Ryabkov said that the 

inspections would resume after the 

COVID-19 situation normalized.60 

However, since the situation failed to 

improve, the on-site inspection could not 

be resumed throughout 2020. As a result, 

in 2020, each country conducted only 

two of  the 18 total on-site inspections 

allowed for by the treaty. 

Another issue that came into focus in 

2020 was the question of  how to 

determine the future of  the treaty as its 

expiration date of  February 2021 

approached. In 2019, Russia proposed a 

five-year extension of  the treaty, whereas 

the United States suggested that it would 

pursue a new arms control arrangement 

which would include China as well as 

Russia, and which would regulate not just 

strategic nuclear forces but also other 

nuclear forces and their delivery vehicles. 

However, China strongly opposed 

participation in the nuclear weapons 

reduction process as part of  a post-New 

START arrangement with the two 

nuclear superpowers. 

This struggle among these three 

countries over nuclear arms control 

continued into 2020. In May, Marshall 

Billingslea, Special Presidential Envoy for 

Arms Control, said that before Moscow 

began to contemplate extension of  the 

 

60 “Decision on Halting Inspections under New START Made upon Mutual Agreement—Diplomat,” Tass, 
March 29, 2020, https://tass.com/world/1137135. 

61 Bill Gertz, “Envoy Says China Is Key to New Arms Deal with Russia,” Washington Times, May 7, 2020, 
https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2020/may/7/marshall-billingslea-says-new-start-fate-hangs-
chi/. 

62 Shaun Tandon, “US and Russia to Resume Nuclear Talks, But China Casts Cloud,” AFP, June 10, 2020, 
https://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2020/06/10/us-and-russia-to-resume-nuclear-talks-but-china-
casts-cloud.html. 

New START, it must “bring the Chinese 

to the negotiating table.”61 He also 

posted on Twitter in June: “Achieving 

Great Power status requires behaving 

with Great Power responsibility. No 

more Great Wall of  Secrecy on its 

nuclear build-up. Seat waiting for China 

in Vienna.”62 

The United States called on China to 

participate in the nuclear arms control 

talks with Russia and the United States 

held on June 22, 2020, but China refused. 

Hua Chunying, Foreign Ministry 

Spokesperson, severely criticized the U.S. 

position:  

As is known to all, China’s nuclear 

power is not on the same order of  

magnitude as that of  the U.S. and 

Russia. It is not yet the right timing for 

China to participate in nuclear 

disarmament talks. Owners of  the 

largest nuclear arsenals have special and 

primary responsibilities in nuclear 

disarmament. Considering the current 

circumstances, the U.S. should respond 

positively to Russia’s call on extending 

the New START and further drastically 

reduce its nuclear arms stockpile, 

creating conditions for other nuclear-

weapon states to join in multilateral 

nuclear disarmament talks. … The U.S. 

time and again drags China into the 

New START extension issue between 
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the US and Russia. It is the same old 

trick whenever it seeks to shift 

responsibility to others.63  

Fu Cong, Director-General of  the 

Department of  Arms Control of  

Chinese Foreign Ministry, also said, “I 

can assure you, if  the U.S. says that they 

are ready to come down to the Chinese 

level, China would be happy to 

participate the next day. …The [U.S.] real 

purpose is to get rid of  all restrictions 

and have a free hand in seeking military 

superiority over any adversary, real or 

imagined.”64 

Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei 

Ryabkov reiterated Russia’s position of  

“respecting China’s stance,” and did not 

strongly call for Chinese participation. In 

addition, he called on Britain and France 

to join the talks, arguing that “we cannot 

simply ignore capabilities of  some 

others.”65 

The details of  the U.S.-Russian Strategic 

Security Dialogue, which was held on 

June 22 without China’s participation, 

 

63  “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Hua Chunying’s Regular Press Conference,” Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of China, June 11, 2020, https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/s2510_665401/ 
2511_665403/t1787995.shtml. 

64 “China Challenges U.S. to Cut Nuclear Arsenal to Matching Level,” Reuters, July 8, 2020, https:// 
jp.reuters.com/article/china-usa-arms/update-1-china-challenges-u-s-to-cut-nuclear-arsenal-to-matching-
level-idUSL4N2EF0QV. 

65 Alice Tidey and Alasdair Sandford, “US-Russia Nuclear Talks: Washington Condemns ‘No-Show’ China 
at Vienna Summit,” Euronews, June 22, 2020, https://www.euronews.com/2020/06/10/russia-and-us-to-
resume-nuclear-disarmament-talks-in-vienna-this-month. At the 2020 UNGA First Committee, Russia 
stated, “It is time to seriously reflect on how to make the nuclear disarmament process multilateral. Such 
a dialogue should involve all States with nuclear military capabilities. There is a need for a consensus 
approach without any enforcement. Other imperatives are equality and mutual consideration of the 

interests of all parties involved.” “Statement by Russia,” First Committee, UNGA, October 9, 2020. 

66 Keir Simmons, Willem Marx, Annabel Coleman and Abigail Williams, “China over Shadows N
uclear Treaty Talks between U.S., Russia,” NBC News, https://www.nbcnews.com/news/world/chi
na-overshadows-nuclear-treaty-talks-between-u-s-russia-n1231692. 

were not disclosed, but the followings 

were agreed upon: three working groups 

on nuclear warheads and doctrine, 

verification, and space would be 

established, and convened within the 

next few weeks; and a second round of  

talks would be held in late July or early 

August. At the talk, the United States 

reportedly reiterated that all nuclear 

weapons, not just strategic ones, should 

be covered, and that China should be 

involved in this process.  

On the other hand, Russian Deputy 

Foreign Minister Ryabkov said before the 

bilateral talk that he would accept that 

some of  Russia’s more recent nuclear 

weapons systems about which the United 

States has expressed concern could be 

placed under the New START, as part of  

a reciprocal arrangement that would also 

cover new American weaponry, including 

advanced missile defense systems.66 

In July, three working groups mentioned 

above were held, as well as the main 

meeting. On August 16, the U.S.-Russia 

Strategic Security Dialogue was convened 
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in Vienna. However, few details of  their 

discussions were reported. 

In the meantime, the United States 

indicated a slight policy change in 

August. In an interview prior to the 

Strategic Security Dialogue, Special 

Presidential Envoy Billingsley said that 

Washington had been contemplating to 

conclude a bilateral agreement with 

Russia first if  progress on three 

conditions were made: including China at 

an arms control dialogue after a bilateral 

agreement, adding restrictions on all 

types of  nuclear weapons, and 

strengthening verification.67 After the 

Strategic Security Dialogue, he also 

commented, “There are some areas of  

convergence between Russia and the 

United States, but we do remain far apart 

on a number of  key issues. In other 

words, there is some agreement in 

principle, but an enormous amount of  

work will be required if  we are to make 

progress. … Russia understands our 

position, and what remains to be seen is 

 

67 Ryo Nakamura, “US Open to Nuclear Agreement with Russia before Including China,” Nikkei Asia, 
August 16, 2020, https://asia.nikkei.com/Editor-s-Picks/Interview/US-open-to-nuclear-agreement-with-
Russia-before-including-China. 

68 “Press Briefing with Ambassador Marshall Billingslea, U.S. Special Presidential Envoy for Arms Control 
and Lt. Gen. Thomas Bussiere, Deputy Commander of the U.S. Strategic Command,” U.S. Department 
of State, August 18, 2020, https://www.state.gov/press-briefing-with-ambassador-marshall-billingslea-u-
s-special-presidential-envoy-for-arms-control-and-lt-gen-thomas-bussiere-deputy-commander-of-the-u-s-
strategic-command/. 

69 Nick Wadhams, “Pompeo Sees Arms Control Deal with Russia by the End of the Year,” September 1, 
2020, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2020-08-31/pompeo-sees-arms-control-deal-with-rus 
sia-by-the-end-of-the-year. 

70 Steven Pifer, “Spinning Good News on Arms Control,” Brookings Institution, September 16, 2020, 
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2020/09/16/spinning-good-news-on-arms-
control/. 

71 Dave Lawler, “Trump Aiming for Nuclear Arms Deal with Russia before Election Day,” Axios, October 
9, 2020, https://www.axios.com/trump-russia-nuclear-arms-agreement-new-start-4fe42c37-83e0-4088-
aa26-b37f8a07bf7f.html. 

if  there is the political will in Moscow to 

get this deal done. The ball is now in 

Russia’s court.”68 

However, the gap between Washington 

and Moscow did not narrow in August. 

U.S. Secretary of  State Michael Pompeo 

said, “We made real progress in the last 

couple weeks.”69 However, Deputy 

Foreign Minister Ryabkov, who proposed 

to extend the New START as it stands 

without preconditions, said that he did 

not share “the optimism of  the 

American side about the possibility of  a 

speedy conclusion of  agreements.”70 

In October, the two sides seemed to have 

made some progress in their discussion. 

It was reported that the U.S. 

administration was aiming to reach an 

agreement with Russia before the U.S. 

presidential election in November.71 In 

addition, U.S. Special Presidential Envoy 

Billingslea in his speech did not touch 

upon China’s participation, which the 

United States had previously cited as one 

of  the conditions for extending the New 
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START. Instead, he said, “We are in fact 

willing to extend the New START treaty 

for some period of  time provided that 

they, in return, agree to a limitation—a 

freeze—on their nuclear arsenal.”72  

Immediately after his speech, the United 

States, as a condition for the extension 

of  New START, reportedly called on 

Russia to conclude a political 

agreement—as a basis for a future 

nuclear arms control treaty—which 

included limitations on non-strategic 

nuclear weapons (not covered by the 

New START) and stricter verification 

measures.73 

On the other hand, at the Russian 

security council on October 16, President 

Putin stated, “I have a proposal – which 

is to extend the current agreement 

without any preconditions at least for 

one year to have an opportunity to 

conduct substantial negotiations.”74 

However, the United States rejected the 

Russian proposal, saying, “We made a 

 

72 “U.S. Says ‘Agreement in Principle’ with Russia on Extending Key Nuclear Pact,” AFP, October 13, 
2020, https://www.themoscowtimes.com/2020/10/13/us-says-agreement-in-principle-with-russia-on-ex 
tending-key-nuclear-pact-a71741. 

73 “U.S. and Russia Rush to Extend the New START, Aiming to Settle before the U.S. Presidential 
Election,” Nikkei Shimbun, October 14, 2020, https://www.nikkei.com/article/DGXMZO65004860U 
0A011C2FF2000/. (in Japanese) 

74 “Putin Proposes One-Year Extension of New START Treaty,” AFP, October 16, 2020, https:// 
www.france24.com/en/live-news/20201016-putin-proposes-one-year-extension-of-new-start-treaty. 

75 Umer Jamshaid, “US Awaits Russia’s Response to Offer on Extending New START Treaty— O’Brien,” 
Urdu Point, October 16, 2020, https://www.urdupoint.com/en/world/us-awaits-russias-response-to-
offer-on-exten-1059012.html. 

76 John Hudson and Isabelle Khurshudyan, “Trump Administration and Russia Near Deal to Freeze 
Number Warheads, Extend New START Pact,” Washington Post, October 21, 2020, 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/russia-ready-to-freeze-total-number-of-warheads-for-one-
year-to-extend-nuclear-pact-with-us/2020/10/20/2c0b06c0-12bc-11eb-a258-614acf2b906d_story.html. 

77 U.S. Department of State, “Progress on New START,” Press Statement, October 20, 2020, https:// 
www.state.gov/progress-on-new-start/. 

proposal. It was a relatively 

straightforward proposal that we extend 

New START for a year and that the 

Russians cap their nuclear warhead 

number for a year.”75 The Russian 

Foreign Ministry stated on October 20: 

“[Russia] proposes extending New 

START for one year, and at the same 

time, it stands ready, together with the 

U.S., to assume a political obligation on 

freezing a number of  the nuclear 

warheads possessed by the parties for 

this period.” It also mentioned that the 

proposal would be effective if  “the 

freezing of  warheads would not involve 

any extra requirements on the part of  the 

U.S.”76  

However, the United States issued a 

statement: “The United States is 

prepared to meet immediately to finalize 

a verifiable agreement.”77 This statement 

strongly implied that the United States 

included implementation of  verification 

measures as a condition for extending the 

New START. Russia rejected the U.S. 
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proposal. Russian Deputy Foreign 

Minister Ryabkov made it clear that 

Russia had no intention of  accepting the 

U.S. requirement and expressed doubt 

about the possibility of  reaching an 

agreement, stating: “We have the full 

impression that the Americans do not 

need any agreements, they only need 

verification. And verification, in the way 

proposed by them, is, basically, to 

 

78 Irina Acheeva, “Russia Rejects US Proposals on New START Verification, Ryabkov Says,” Sputnik News, 
October 27, 2020, https://sputniknews.com/world/202010271080890761-moscow-continues-active-
dialogue-on-new-start/. 

establish external control over the most 

sensitive elements of  ensuring the entire 

systems of  our national security. This is 

unacceptable for us.”78 

In the end, Russia and the United States 

were unable to reach an agreement 

before the U.S. presidential election, and 

the issue of  how to extend the New 

START was carried over to 2021. 

Table 1-4: Russian and U.S. strategic (nuclear) delivery vehicles and warheads 

 under the New START 
 U.S. Russia 

  
Deployed 

strategic (nuclear) 
warheads 

Deployed 
strategic (nuclear) 

vehicles 

Deployed/non- 
deployed 

strategic delivery 
vehicles/launchers 

Deployed 
strategic (nuclear) 

warheads 

Deployed 
strategic (nuclear) 

vehicles 

Deployed/non- 
deployed 

strategic delivery 
vehicles/launchers 

Aggregate 
limits 

1,550 700 800 1,550 700 800 

Feb. 2011 1,800 882 1,124 1,537 521 865 

Sep. 2011 1,790 822 1,043 1,566 516 871 

Mar. 2012 1,737 812 1,040 1,492 494 881 

Sep. 2012 1,722 806 1,034 1,499 491 884 

Mar. 2013 1,654 792 1,028 1,480 492 900 

Sep. 2013 1,688 809 1,015 1,400 473 894 

Mar. 2014 1,585 778 952 1,512 498 906 

Sep. 2014 1,642 794 912 1,643 528 911 

Mar. 2015 1,597 785 898 1,582 515 890 

Sep. 2015 1,538 762 898 1,648 526 877 

Mar. 2016 1,481 741 878 1,735 521 856 

Sep. 2016 1,367 681 848 1,796 508 847 

Mar. 2017 1,411 673 820 1,765 523 816 

Sep. 2017 1,393 660 800 1,561 501 790 

Feb. 2018 1,350 652 800 1,444 527 779 

Sep. 2018 1,398 659 800 1,420 517 775 

Mar. 2019 1,365 656 800 1,461 524 760 

Sep. 2019 1,376 668 800 1,426 513 757 

Mar. 2020 1,372 655 800 1,326 485 754 

Sep. 2020 1,457 675 800 1,447 510 764 

 
Due to the treaty’s counting rules, the number of warheads cited above does not accurately reflect the actual situation of nuclear forces in both 
countries. The New START counts a heavy bomber as one delivery system and one nuclear warhead, despite the fact that the bombers can 
actually load 6-20 warheads. Also, according to its counting rule stipulated in the Treaty, for ICBMs and SLBMs, the number of warheads shall 
be the number of reentry vehicles emplaced on deployed ICBMs and on deployed SLBMs.  
 
Sources: U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms of the United States and the Russian 
Federation, February 2011 – September 2020,” Fact Sheet, March 5, 2021, https://www.state.gov/new-start-treaty-aggregate-numbers-of-
strategic-offensive-arms-of-the-united-states-and-the-russian-federation-february-2011-september-2020/. 
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Table 1-5: U.S. strategic (nuclear) delivery vehicles 

ICBMs and 
ICBM Launchers 

Deployed 
ICBMs 

Non-deployed 
ICBMs 

Deployed and 
Non-deployed 
Launchers of 

ICBMs 

Deployed 
launchers of 

ICBMs 

Non-deployed 
launchers of 

ICBMs 
Test Launchers 

Sep. 2012 
MM-III 449 263 506 449 57 6 

PK 0 58 51 0 51 1 
Total  449 321 557 449 108 7 

Mar. 2013 
MM-III 449 256 506 449 57 6 

PK 0 58 51 0 51 1 
Total 449 314 557 449 108 7 

Sep. 2013 
MM-III 448 256 506 448 58 6 

PK 0 57 51 0 51 1 
Total 448 313 557 448 109 7 

Mar. 2014 
MM-III 449 250 506 449 57 6 

PK 0 56 1 0 1 1 
Total 449 306 507 449 58 7 

Sep. 2014 
MM-III  

PK 
447 251 466 447 19 6 
0 56 1 0 1 1 

Total 447 307 467 447 20 7 

Mar. 2015 
MM-III 449 246 454 449 5 4 
Total  449 246 454 449 5 4 

Sep. 2015 MM-III  441 249 454 441 13 4 

Mar. 2016 MM-III  431 225 454 431 23 4 

Sep. 2016 MM-III  416 270 454 416 38 4 

Mar. 2017 MM-III 405 278 454 405 49 4 

Sep. 2017 MM-III  399 281 454 399 55 4 

Feb. 2018 MM-III  400 278 454 400 54 4 

Mar. 2019 MM-III  398 268 454 398 56 4 

Sep. 2019 MM-III  398 265 454 398 56 4 

Mar. 2020 MM-III  398 262 454 398 56 4 

Sep. 2020 MM-III  397 261 454 397 57 4 

MM-III: Minuteman III     PK: Peacekeeper 

SLBMs and 
SLBM Launchers 

Deployed 
SLBMs 

Non-deployed 
SLBMs 

Deployed and 
Non-deployed 
Launchers of 

SLBMs 

Deployed 
launchers of 

SLBMs 

Non-deployed 
launchers of 

SLBMs 
Test Launchers 

Sep. 2012 Trident II 239 180 336 239 97 0 

Mar. 2013 Trident II 232 176 336 232 104 0 

Sep. 2013 Trident II 260 147 336 260 76 0 

Mar. 2014 Trident II 240 168 336 240 96 0 

Sep. 2014 Trident II 260 151 336 260 76 0 

Mar. 2015 Trident II 248 160 336 248 88 0 

Sep. 2015 Trident II 236 190 336 236 100 0 

Mar. 2016 Trident II 230 199 324 230 94 0 

Sep. 2016 Trident II 209 210 320 209 111 0 

Mar. 2017 Trident II 220 203 300 220 80 0 

Sep. 2017 Trident II 212 215 280 212 68 0 

Feb. 2018 Trident II 203 231 280 203 77 0 

Mar. 2019 Trident II 209 239 280 209 71 0 

Sep. 2019 Trident II 220 234 280 220 60 0 

Mar. 2020 Trident II  210 245 280 210 70 0 

Sep. 2020 Trident II 230 234 280 230 50 0 
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Heavy Bombers 
Deployed Heavy 

Bombers 
Non-deployed Heavy 

Bombers 
Test Heavy Bombers 

Heavy Bombers 
Equipped for 

Nonnuclear Armament 

Sep. 2012 

B-2A 10 10 1 0 0 
B-52G 30 0 0 0 
B-52H 78 13 2 0 
Total 118 23 3 0 

Mar. 2013 

B-2A 10 10 1 0 
B-52G 24 0 0 0 
B-52H 77 14 2 0 
Total 111 24 3 0 

Sep. 2013 

B-2A 11 9 1 0 
B-52G 12 0 0 0 
B-52H 78 12 2 0 
Total 101 21 3 0 

Mar. 2014 
B-2A  11 9 1 0 

B-52H 78 11 2 0 
Total 89 20 3 0 

Sep. 2014 
B-2A  10 10 1 0 

B-52H 77 12 2 0 
Total 87 22 3 0 

Mar. 2015 
B-2A 12 8 1 0 

 B-52H 76 12 3 0 
Total 88 20 4 0 

Sep. 2015 
B-2A 12 8 1 0 

B-52H 73 15 2 0 
Total 85 23 3 0 

Mar. 2016 
B-2A  12 8 1 0 

B-52H 68 12 2 8 
Total 80 20 3 8 

Sep. 2016 
B-2A  10 10 1 0 

B-52H 46 8 2 33 
Total 56 18 3 33 

Mar. 2017 
B-2A  12 8 1 0 

B-52H 36 10 2 41 
Total 48 18 3 41 

Sep. 2017 
B-2A 11 9 1 0 

 B-52H 38 8 2 41 
Total 49 17 3 41 

Feb. 2018 
B-2A  13 7 1 0 

B-52H 36 10 2 41 
Total 49 17 3 41 

Mar. 2019 
B-2A  12 8 1 0 

B-52H 37 9 3 41 
Total 49 17 4 41 

Sep. 2019 
B-2A  12 8 1 0 

B-52H 38 8 3 41 
Total 50 16 4 41 

Mar. 2020 
B-2A  12 8 1 0 

B-52H 35 11 4 41 
Total 47 19 5 41 

Sep. 2020 
B-2A  12 8 1 0 

B-52H 36 10 4 41 
Total 48 18 5 41 

 

Sources: U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, November 30,  2012, http://2009-
2017.state.gov/t/avc/rls/ 201216.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, July 
1, 2013, http://2009-2017.state.gov/t/avc/rls/ 201216.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive 
Arms,” Fact Sheet, January 1, 2014, http://2009-2017.state.gov/t/avc/rls/201216.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate 
Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, July 1, 2014, http://2009-2017.state.gov/t/avc/rls/201216.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New 
START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, October 1, 2016, https://2009-2017.state.gov/t/avc/rls/2016/262624.htm; 
U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, January 1, 2017, https://2009-
2017.state.gov/t/avc/rls/2016/266384.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, 
July 1, 2017, https://www.state.gov/t/avc/newstart/272337.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic 
Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, January 12, 2018, https://www.state.gov/t/avc/newstart/277439.htm; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty 
Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, July 6, 2018, https://www.state.gov/t/avc/newstart/284121.htm, "New START Treaty 
Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms," Fact Sheet, March 1, 2019, https://www.state.gov/new-start-treaty-aggregate-numbers-of-strategic-
offensive-arms/; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, July 1, 2020, https://2017-
2021.state.gov/new-start-treaty-aggregate-numbers-of-strategic-offensive-arms-14//index.html; U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Aggregate 
Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms,” Fact Sheet, December  1, 2020, https://2017-2021.state.gov/new-start-treaty-aggregate-numbers-of-strategic-
offensive-arms-15//index.html. 
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INF Treaty 

The INF Treaty formally ended in 

August 2019 when the U.S. withdrew 

from it, citing Russia’s non-compliance 

by testing and deploying 9M729 GLCMs, 

and upon Russia’s suspension of  

obligations under the treaty as a 

countermeasure against the U.S.’s 

withdrawal. 

There was some talk thereafter about 

informally extending the limits under the 

INF Treaty. In October 2020, Russian 

President Putin stated, “[W]e reaffirm 

the commitment to the Russian 

Federation's previously announced 

moratorium on the deployment of  

ground-launched intermediate-and 

shorter-range missiles as long as no 

similar class missile weapons of  US 

manufacture emerge in the respective 

regions.” He then proposed the following 

new arms control measures:79 

➢ Implementing verification measures 

regarding the Aegis Ashore ballistic 

missile defense (BMD) systems 

equipped with Mk-41 launchers at U.S. 

and NATO bases in Europe and the 

9M729 missiles at Russian military 

facilities in the Kaliningrad Region; 

➢ Refraining from further deployment 

of  the 9M729 missiles in Russia’s 

European territory—while staying 

committed to the consistent position 

that the 9M729 missile is in full 

conformity with the terminated INF 

Treaty—unless the NATO countries 

 

79 “Moscow Ready Not to Deploy 9M729 Missiles in European Russia, Putin Says,” Tass, October 26, 
2020, https://tass.com/politics/1216411. 

were to deploy missiles in Europe 

which were prohibited under the INF 

Treaty; and 

➢ Calling upon all parties concerned to 

explore ways of  maintaining stability 

and preventing missile crises “in a 

world without the INF Treaty” with 

regard to the Asia-Pacific Region. 

However, the United States and other 

NATO countries rejected Russia’s 

proposals, arguing that: Russia’s 9M729 

testing and deployment was a violation 

of  the INF Treaty in the first place; that 

deployment of  the Mk-41 does not 

constitute a violation of  the INF Treaty; 

and that the targeted areas for applying 

verification measures is largely 

asymmetrical. 

Other Nuclear-Weapon/Armed 

States 

Among nuclear-armed states other than 

Russia and the United States, France and 

the United Kingdom have reduced their 

nuclear weapons unilaterally. The United 

Kingdom, which previously announced 

plans to reduce its nuclear forces to no 

more than 120 operationally available 

warheads and a total stockpile of  no 

more than 180 warheads by the mid-

2020s, declared in January 2015 that it 

had completed the reduction of  the 

number of  deployed warheads on each 

of  its nuclear-powered ballistic missile 

submarine (SSBN) from 48 to 40 as 

committed to in 2010, with the total 

number of  operationally available 
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warheads therefore being reduced to 

120.80 At the 2020 UNGA First 

Committee, it stated, “The UK has cut its 

numbers of  nuclear warheads, both 

stockpiled and deployed, to the level 

needed to provide a minimum, credible 

deterrent, and remains the only Nuclear 

Weapon State to have reduced its 

deterrent capability to a single system.”81 

French President Emmanuel Macron said 

in his speech on nuclear policies in 

February 2020, “France is committed to 

a disarmament approach, which furthers 

global stability and security. France has a 

unique track record in the world, in 

keeping with its responsibilities and 

interests, having dismantled irreversibly 

its land-based nuclear component, its 

nuclear test facilities, its fissile material 

for weapons production facilities, and 

having reduced the size of  its arsenal, 

which is currently under 300 nuclear 

weapons. These decisions are in line with 

our rejecting any type of  arms race and 

our keeping the format for our nuclear 

deterrent at a level of  strict sufficiency.”82 

At the same time, he made it clear that 

France would never renounce its nuclear 

forces unilaterally. 

I cannot therefore set France the moral 

objective of  disarming our democracies 

while other powers, or even 

 

80 “UK Downsizes Its Nuclear Arsenal,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 45, No. 2 (March 2015), https:// 
www.armscontrol.org/act/2015-03/news-briefs/uk-downsizes-its-nuclear-arsenal. 

81 “Statement by the United Kingdom,” First Committee, UNGA, October 15, 2020. 

82 “Speech of the President of the Republic on the Defense and Deterrence Strategy,” February 7, 2020, 
https://www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/speech-of-the-president-of-the-republic-on-the-
defense-and-deterrence-strategy.en. 

83 Ibid. 

dictatorships, would be maintaining or 

developing their nuclear weapons. For a 

nuclear-weapon State like France, 

unilateral nuclear disarmament would be 

akin to exposing ourselves as well as our 

partners to violence and blackmail, or 

depending on others to keep us safe. I 

refuse this prospect. And let us not be 

naïve: even if  France, whose arsenal 

cannot be in any ways compared to that 

of  the United States and Russia, were to 

give up its weapons, the other nuclear 

powers would not follow suit. Similarly, 

France will not sign any treaty on the 

prohibition of  nuclear weapons. The 

Treaty will not create any new 

obligations for France, either for the 

State or for public or private actors on 

its territory.83 

Among the five NWS, China has 

declared neither concrete information on 

its number of  deployed or possessed 

nuclear weapons, nor any plan for their 

reduction, while reiterating that it keeps 

its nuclear arsenal at the minimum level 

required for its national security. It is 

widely estimated that China has not 

dramatically increased its nuclear arsenal 

numerically. On the other hand, it is 

likely that China continues qualitative 

advancements in its nuclear arsenal, and 

has not started nuclear weapons 

reductions. 
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As mentioned above, China refused to 

participate in a U.S. proposed trilateral 

nuclear arms control talk with Russia and 

the United States, and repeated its long-

standing position that the largest nuclear 

powers should first drastically reduce 

their nuclear arsenals. At the UNGA 

First Committee in October 2020, China 

criticized the U.S. approach, arguing: 

“This is just a trick to shift the focus of  

the international community. The U.S. 

intention is to find an excuse to shirk its 

own special and primary responsibility 

for nuclear disarmament, and seek a 

pretext to free its hands and gain 

absolute military supremacy.” Beijing also 

stated, “China has pursued a nuclear 

strategy of  self-defense, always kept its 

nuclear capabilities at the minimum level 

required for its national security, and has 

never and will never take part in any 

nuclear arms race with any other country. 

Given the huge gap between the nuclear 

arsenals of  China and those of  the US 

and the Russian Federation, it is unfair, 

unreasonable and infeasible to expect 

China to join in any trilateral arms 

control negotiation. China will never 

participate in such a negotiation and will 

never accept any coercion or 

blackmail.”84 

As for India, Pakistan, Israel and North 

Korea, there is no information, nor any 

statements or analysis which suggests any 

reductions of  their nuclear weapons or 

capabilities. To the contrary, as noted 

below, they are expanding their nuclear 

programs.  

 

84 “Statement by China,” First Committee, UNGA, October 12, 2020. 

B) A concrete plan for further 

reduction of nuclear weapons 

In 2020, there was no new proposal by 

nuclear-armed states to take concrete 

measures for further reductions of  their 

nuclear arsenals. As mentioned above, 

the U.S.-Russian talks on further 

reductions of  their strategic and non-

strategic nuclear forces made little 

progress. China, France and the United 

Kingdom have not changed their 

positions that further significant 

reduction of  Russian and U.S. nuclear 

arsenals is necessary before a multilateral 

process of  nuclear weapons reductions 

can be commenced. In South Asia, 

Pakistan only stated that it would 

abandon its nuclear weapons if  India did 

the same. 

C) Trends on strengthening/ 

modernizing nuclear weapons 

capabilities 

While nuclear-armed states have 

reiterated their commitments to 

promoting nuclear disarmament, they 

continue to modernize and/or 

strengthen their nuclear weapons 

capabilities. At the 2020 UNGA First 

Committee, many countries expressed 

concerns about such a trend. Meanwhile, 

China and Russia on the one hand, and 

the United States on the other hand 

criticized each other’s their nuclear 

modernization efforts. 

According to a report published by the 

ICAN in 2020, nine nuclear-armed states 
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spent $72.9 billion on their nuclear 

weapons in 2019, which was a $7.1 

billion increase from 2018.85 

China 

Although China has not disclosed the 

status of  its development and 

deployment of  nuclear weapons, it has 

actively carried out their modernization. 

At a military parade held in October 

2019, China introduced, inter alia, the 

new DF-41 mobile multiple 

independently-targetable reentry vehicle 

(MIRVed) inter-continental ballistic 

missiles (ICBM); the DF-26 

intermediate-range ballistic missiles 

(IRBMs); the JL-2 submarine launched 

ballistic missiles (SLBMs); and the DF-

17, which carries the hypersonic boost 

glide vehicle DF-ZF. 

In its annual report on Chinese military 

and security developments in 2020, the 

U.S. Department of  Defense reported 

that China is estimated to possess 

approximately 100 ICBMs and launchers 

(90 in 2019), and more than 200 (80-160 

in 2019) IRBMs including DF-26 we well 

as their 200 (80 in 2019) launchers.86 It 

assessed: “Over the next decade, China 

will expand and diversify its nuclear 

 

85 ICAN, Enough Is Enough: 2019 Global Nuclear Weapons Spending, May 2020. 

86 The U.S. Department of Defense, Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 
2020, p. 116. 

87 Ibid., p. 87. 

88 Ibid., pp. 86-87. 

89 Minnie Chan, “Chinese Navy Puts Two New Nuclear Submarines into Service,” South Chinese Morning 
Post, April 29, 2020, https://www.scmp.com/news/china/military/article/3082195/chinese-navy-puts-
two-new-nuclear-submarines-service. 

90 Hans M. Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Nuclear Notebook: Chinese nuclear forces, 2020,” Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists, Vol. 76, No. 6 (2020), p. 451. 

forces, likely at least doubling its nuclear 

warhead stockpile. China probably 

intends to develop new nuclear warheads 

and delivery platforms that at least equal 

the effectiveness, reliability, and/or 

survivability of  some of  the warheads 

and delivery platforms currently under 

development by the United States and 

Russia.”87 In the report, the U.S. Defense 

Department also assessed: China’s next-

generation Type 096 nuclear-powered 

ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) 

would likely begin construction in the 

early-2020s; the H-6N strategic bombers 

under development would be equipped 

with nuclear-capable air-launched ballistic 

missiles (ALBMs); and the DF-26, which 

can conduct precision strikes, would be 

the most likely weapon system to field a 

lower-yield warhead in the near-term.”88 

In April 2020, China’s two additional Jin-

class SSBNs have reportedly gone into 

service (six vessels in total), although 

details remain unclear.89 In October, it 

was reported that the DF-17s carrying 

hypersonic boost glide vehicles had been 

operationally deployed in the coastal 

areas of  southeast China while some 

experts consider that they are not yet 

operational.90 In addition, a senior 
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official of  the U.S. State Department said 

in an interview that China had conducted 

at least 70 test-launches of  ballistic or 

ground-launched cruise missiles in the 

period from January to September 2020, 

and 225 ballistic missile launches in 

2019.91 While it is unclear whether this 

information is true, it strongly suggests 

that China is continuing its active ballistic 

missile activities. 

In the meantime, China has been 

working to build an early warning system 

with the cooperation of  Russia. Although 

the details are unknown, bilateral 

cooperation between the two countries 

has been reportedly proceeding as 

planned.92 

France 

In a speech on nuclear policies in 

February 2015, President François 

Hollande declassified that the French 

nuclear deterrent consists of  54 middle-

range ALCMs and three sets of  16 

SLBMs.93 In 2020, there was no change 

in this nuclear force posture. 

With regard to SLBMs equipped on its 

four Le Triomphant-class SSBNs, France 

began operating the M51.2s, which will 

 

91 James Rosen, “Declassified U.S. Intelligence Tracks Huge Chinese Missile Buildup,” WJLA, September 
19, 2020, https://wjla.com/news/nation-world/exclusive-declassified-us-intelligence-tracks-huge-chinese 
-missile-buildup. 
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94 Hans M. Kristensen and Matt Korda, “Russian Nuclear Forces, 2020,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 
March 1, 2020, https://thebulletin.org/premium/2020-03/nuclear-notebook-russian-nuclear-forces-
2020/. 

carry a new type of  nuclear warhead, in 

December 2017, and plans to load them 

on all of  its SSBNs by 2020. France also 

plans to complete development of  the 

M51.3 SLBMs by 2025, which 

incorporate a new third stage for 

extended range and further improved 

accuracy. As for the successor to the air-

to-surface medium-range cruise missile 

(ASMPT), France has begun design and 

development of  the ASN4G (air-sol 

nucléaire 4ème génération), which is 

scheduled to enter into service around 

2035.  

Russia 

Russia has continued to develop new 

types of  strategic nuclear forces to 

replace its aging systems, mainly aiming 

to bolster nuclear deterrence vis-à-vis the 

United States. At the end of  2019, 

President Putin reported that 82 percent 

of  Russia’s strategic nuclear triad were 

armed with modern weaponry.94 

Regarding ICBMs, the deployment of  

mobile/fixed RS-24 (Yars) ICBMs is 

progressing. In addition, Russia 

repeatedly conducted flight tests of  the 

MIRVed RS-28 (Sarmat), which can carry 

10-16 nuclear warheads. It is estimated 
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that the RS-28 will complete its testing 

phase by the end of  2020, and begin 

replacing the SS-18 (RS-20V) ICBMs by 

2021.95  

As for its sea-based nuclear forces, the 

conversion to Borey-class SSBNs has 

begun, with three ships in service, five 

under construction, and two more to be 

purchased.96 In October 2019, Russia 

conducted the first SLBM test launch 

from the new Borey-A SSBN.97 

Russia has also been active in developing 

brand-new nuclear delivery systems. For 

instance, the Avangard hypersonic boost 

glide vehicle (with a range of  at least 

5,500 km) flies at speeds of  over Mach 

20 and is highly mobile, making 

interception by ballistic missile defense 

difficult. After a test launch in December 

2018, Russia announced at the end of  

2019 that it had started to deploy the 

Avangard.98 In October 2020, Russia 

conducted a test launch of  a new Zircon 
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99 “Russia Reports Successful Test Launch of Hypersonic Missile,” AP, October 7, 2020, https://apnews. 
com/article/vladimir-putin-archive-russia-20688205e30f19a8d76fcd77cb9d45a4; “MoD Tests Tsircon 
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100 “Is Russia Working on a Massive Dirty Bomb,” Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces, November 10, 2015, 
http://russianforces.org/blog/2015/11/is_russia_working_on_a_massive.shtm. 

101 Kyle Mizokami, “How Can We Stop Russia’s Apocalypse Nuke Torpedo?” National Interest, August 17, 
2018, https://www.popularmechanics.com/military/weapons/a22749605/how-can-we-stop-russiasapo 
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hypersonic cruise missile. The Russian 

Ministry of  Defense reported that the 

missile’s flight range was 450 km, the 

maximum altitude was 28 km, and a 

hypersonic speed of  more than Mach 8 

was achieved.99 

In addition, Russia has developed a 

Status-6, or Poseidon unmanned 

underwater vehicle (UUV) featuring a 

long-range nuclear torpedo with a range 

of  more than 10,000 km driven by 

nuclear power.100 By detonating a high-

powered nuclear warhead near an 

adversary’s coast, it can create a tsunami 

of  radioactive seawater and debris, and 

cause serious radioactive contamination 

of  ports, cities and economic 

infrastructure near the coast, rendering 

them uninhabitable for generations.101 In 

January 2019, it was reported that 32 of  

these units would be deployed in the near 
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future.102  

Meanwhile, the development of  the SSC-

X-9 (Skyfall) nuclear-propelled cruise 

missile has been observed to be 

experiencing difficulty.103 Still, it was 

reported that Russia was preparing to 

resume its test flight.104 

Regarding land-based intermediate-range 

missiles, it was reported in January 2019 

before the demise of  the INF Treaty that 

Russia had already deployed 

approximately four 9M729 GLCM 

battalions (approximately 100 missiles).105 

However, Russia has insisted that the 

9M729 missile is not in violation of  the 

INF Treaty, and that it has not deployed 

any ground-launched intermediate-range 

missiles that would be subject to the INF 

Treaty. 

The United Kingdom 

In October 2017, the United Kingdom 

started to construct a new Dreadnought-
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104 Zachary Cohen, “Satellite Images Indicate Russia is Preparing to Resume Testing Its Nuclear-Powered 
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106 Jonathan Beale, “UK Nuclear Weapons Programme £1.3bn over Budget,” BBC, January 10, 2020, 
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-51052124. 

107 Andrew Chuter, “Three British Nuclear Programs Are ＄1.67 Billion over Budget,” Defense News, May 
12, 2020, https://www.defensenews.com/global/europe/2020/05/12/three-british-nuclear-programs-
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class of  four SSBNs to replace the 

existing Vanguard-class SSBNs. The first 

new SSBN is expected to enter into 

service in the early 2030s, but 

construction has been delayed due to 

technical problems. 

In January 2020, it was reported that an 

investigation by the National Audit 

Office into three defense nuclear facilities 

in England (where nuclear submarines 

are built, nuclear reactors for the 

submarines are developed, and nuclear 

warheads are assembled) revealed that 

infrastructure projects faced delays of  

between one and six years, with costs 

increasing by £1.3 billion.106 According 

to the parliamentary Public Accounts 

Committee, “[t]he cost overruns were 

caused in large part by avoidable 

mistakes, such as beginning construction 

work without mature designs.”107 On the 

other hand, the U.K. government states 

in its report published in December 
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2020, “We will not compromise on our 

high standards on safety and quality but 

will continue to assess the cost impact to 

the UK and remain committed to 

delivering the Dreadnought submarine 

programme on time and within the 

allocated budget.”108 

Regarding nuclear warheads for SLBMs 

loaded on the new SSBNs, U.S. Strategic 

Command Commander Charles Richard 

implied at the U.S. Senate hearing in 

February 2020 that the United States and 

the United Kingdom intended to jointly 

develop nuclear warheads for the next 

generation of  SLBMs, and said that this 

would be called the W93 warhead.109 

U.K. Defense Secretary Ben Wallace 

subsequently confirmed that Britain is 

working on a new nuclear warhead.110 

In December, Stephen Lovegrove, 

permanent secretary at the U.K. Ministry 

of  Defense, expressed concern that there 

would be “very significant implications” 
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112 See, for instance, Amy F. Woolf, “U.S. Strategic Nuclear Forces: Background, Developments, and 
Issues,” CRS Report, March 6, 2018, pp. 9-41; “U.S. Nuclear Modernization Program,” Fact Sheet and Brief, 
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for the future of  its SSBN replacement 

plan should the next U.S. administration 

suspend the development of  W93 

warheads.111 

The United States 

The United States has pursued to 

modernize its nuclear weapons systems 

and infrastructure, including nuclear 

delivery vehicles and nuclear command, 

control, and communications (NC3), 

most of  which were constructed during 

the Cold War era. The cost of  the 

modernization program is estimated $1.2 

trillion over the next 30 years. 

Since the timing for renewal of  the U.S. 

strategic delivery vehicles which began 

deployment during the Cold War is 

drawing closer, the United States has 

contemplated development of  next-

generation ICBMs, SSBNs and strategic 

bombers (along with Long Range Stand-

Off  Weapons (LRSO) for use 

thereon).112 In the NPR published in 
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February 2018, the Trump administration 

reaffirmed the importance of  the U.S. 

nuclear triad and the modernization plan 

designed by the previous administration 

as follows:113 

➢ Constructing 12 Colombia-class 

SSBNs, the first of  which will start to 

operate in 2031; 

➢ Building 400 Ground Based Strategic 

Deterrent (GBSD, the new ICBMs) 

for replacing 450 Minuteman III; and 

➢ Developing and deploying B-21 next 

generation strategic bombers as well 

as LRSO.  

Regarding non-strategic nuclear forces, 

the NPR 2018 states that in the near-

term, the United States would modify a 

small number of  existing SLBM 

warheads to provide a low-yield option, 

and in the longer term, pursue a modern 

nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise 

missile (SLCM).114 

The W76-2 low-yield nuclear warheads 

for SLBMs were loaded on the SSBN 

Tennessee which deployed for a 

deterrent patrol in the Atlantic Ocean in 
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the end of  2019. On the Tennessee, it is 

estimated that several W76-2 are 

mounted on one or two SLBMs.115 

Under Secretary of  Defense for Policy 

John Rood stated that the purpose of  the 

deployment of  the W76-2 was “to 

address the conclusion that potential 

adversaries, like Russia, believe that 

employment of  low-yield nuclear 

weapons will give them an advantage 

over the United States and its allies and 

partners.”116 According to the annual 

report published by the National Nuclear 

Security Administration (NNSA), “[i]n 

FY 2020, assembly of  the W76-2 was 

completed, with the full quantity 

produced and delivered to the Navy.”117 

In addition, the Department of  Energy’s 

budget material listed a new nuclear 

warhead type called W93. A U.S. 

government official explained that the 

W93 is not a completely new warhead 

but is based on an existing design and, 

therefore, does not need to be tested.118 

As mentioned above, the W93 is also 

planned to be installed on the U.K.’s new 

SLBM. 
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As for intermediate-range missiles, after 

withdrawing from the INF Treaty, the 

United States has planned to acquire 

ground-launched intermediate-range 

missiles, which were prohibited under the 

demised treaty. However, as of  2020, it 

has not yet acquired or deployed them. 

In the meantime, the United States 

continues to develop hypersonic 

weapons, although it lags behind Russia 

and China. In March 2020, it successfully 

test-launched a hypersonic glide body (C-

HGB) which was jointly developed by 

the U.S. Army and Navy.119 

Regarding plutonium pits, the core of  

nuclear warheads, the NNSA announced 

a plan to produce no fewer than 80 pits 

per year by 2030, including a minimum 

of  30 pits per year at the Los Alamos 

National Laboratory and a minimum of  

50 pits per year at the Savannah River 

Site. Currently, less than 20 pits per year 

are produced at the Los Alamos National 
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Laboratory.120 

India 

India appears to be aggressively pursuing 

the possession of  a strategic nuclear 

triad. In January 2020, it twice conducted 

test-launches of  the 3,500 km range 

SLBM K-4.121 India also plans to deploy 

five submarines loading nuclear 

weapons.122 It is reported that India’s 

second SSBN Arighat is likely to be 

commissioned in early 2021.123 In 

October, India successfully tested the 

ground-launched hypersonic missile 

Shaurya, with a range of  800-1,900 km 

(depending on loading warheads).124 

Israel 

Israel has neither confirmed nor denied 

its possession of  nuclear weapons, and 

its nuclear activities are not necessarily 

clear. As for its delivery means, Israel has 

developed and deployed both nuclear 

capable ground-launched medium-range 

ballistic missiles and SLCMs. In January 
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2020, it reportedly conducted a test 

launch of  its Jericho long-range ballistic 

missile.125 

Pakistan 

Pakistan126 has prioritized the 

development and deployment of  nuclear-

capable short- and medium-range 

missiles for ensuring deterrence vis-à-vis 

India. In February 2020, it conducted a 

flight test of  the Ra’ad-II air-launched 

cruise missile with a range of  600 km.127 

North Korea 

Since November 2017, North Korea has 

not conducted nuclear and long-range 

missile tests. In his New Year’s address in 

January 2019, Chairman of  the Workers’ 

Party of  Korea Kim Jong Un stated that 

that North Korea would continue its 

suspension of  nuclear and missile tests, 

and that it would not produce, test, use 

or proliferate nuclear weapons. However, 

at the Central Committee of  the 

Workers’ Party of  Korea held near the 

end of  2019, Chairman Kim condemned 

the U.S.’s attitude, saying that there was 

no longer any reason to be unilaterally 

bound by the commitments to suspend 

nuclear and ICBM tests and to shut 
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down its nuclear test site. He also said, 

“[T]he world will witness a new strategic 

weapon to be possessed by the DPRK in 

the near future.”128 

North Korea did not conduct nuclear 

and long-range missile tests in 2020. 

However, at its military parade held on 

October 10, a new Hwasong-16 mobile 

ICBM and Pukguksong-4 SLBM were 

introduced. While their capabilities are 

unclear since they have not been tested, it 

has been analyzed that the Hwasong-16 

is the largest mobile ICBMs in the world, 

and might be designed to mount multiple 

warheads.129 In May, it was reported that: 

a new facility, certainly related to North 

Korea’s ballistic missile program, was 

nearing completion near Pyongyang 

International Airport; a high-bay building 

within the facility was large enough to 

accommodate the entirety of  North 

Korea’s known ballistic missile variants; 

and the facility has been constructed next 

to an underground facility whose likely 

size is also large enough to accommodate 

all known North Korean ballistic missiles 

along with their associated launchers and 
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support vehicles.130 

In the meantime, North Korea test 

launched nine short-range ballistic 

missiles in March 2020.131 Among them, 

the KN-24 which was tested on March 

21, according to the South Korea’s Joint 

Chiefs of  Staff, reached maximum 

heights of  about 50 km, and ground 

distances of  roughly 410 km, and flew on 

a variable ballistic trajectory, descending 

once and ascending again.132 

As for its nuclear weapons production 

capabilities, the U.S. Department of  

Defense estimates that North Korea 

possesses 20–60 bombs, with the 

capability to produce six new devices 

each year.133 In addition, according to the 

mid-term report by the UN Panel of  

Experts published in August 2020, 

“Several Member States conveyed their 

assessments of  the development of  the 

nuclear capability of  [North Korea], 

stating that through its activities, … it has 

probably developed miniaturized nuclear 

devices to fit into the warheads of  its 
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ballistic missiles. A Member State 

assesses that [North Korea] may seek to 

further develop miniaturization in order 

to allow the incorporation of  

technological improvements, such as 

penetration aid packages, or, potentially, 

to develop multiple warhead systems.”134 

The report also mentioned that while 

North Korea was unlikely to engaging in 

production of  plutonium, several UN 

member states indicated that the uranium 

enrichment facility in Yongbyon, as well 

as the uranium mine and yellow-cake 

production plant in Pyongsan are 

operating.135 

Regarding a suspected enrichment facility 

located in Kangson (also called Chollima) 

southwest of  Pyongyang, IAEA Director 

General Rafael Grossi said at a press 

conference in November 2020, “We are 

trying to finetune the analysis on 

Kangson, which is another site. In the 

beginning, we were a bit more prudent, 

but with further analysis we can see that 

this is a relevant place where [nuclear] 
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activity is taking place.”136 One expert, 

who agrees that North Korea likely has 

two unreported uranium enrichment 

facilities, assessed that the Kangson site 

is not one of  them, but rather a plant 

that could manufacture components for 

centrifuges.137 

(5) Diminishing the Roles and 

Significance of Nuclear Weapons 

in National Security Strategies 

and Policies 

A) The current status of the roles and 

significance of nuclear weapons 

In the latter half  of  the 2010s, as great 

power and geopolitical competitions have 

increased in intensity, nuclear-armed 

states have reaffirmed the role and 

significance of  their nuclear weapons in 

national security. 

In 2020, France and Russia made public 

their respective nuclear policies. 

In February, French President Macron 

gave a speech on national defense 

policies, including nuclear policy. He 

stated, “Should the leader of  any State 

underestimate France’s deep-rooted 

attachment to its freedom and consider 

threatening our vital interests, whatever 

they may be, that leader must realize that 

our nuclear forces are capable of  
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inflicting absolutely unacceptable 

damages upon that State’s centres of  

power. … Should there be any 

misunderstanding about France’s 

determination to protect its vital 

interests, a unique and one-time-only 

nuclear warning could be issued to the 

aggressor State to clearly demonstrate 

that the nature of  the conflict has 

changed and to re-establish 

deterrence.”138 

Russia released its “Basic Principles of  

State Policy of  the Russian Federation on 

Nuclear Deterrence” in June. In this 

document, Russia stated that it 

“considers nuclear weapons exclusively as 

a means of  deterrence, their use being an 

extreme and compelled measure.” The 

document also made it clear that Russia’s 

deterrence “is aimed at maintaining the 

nuclear forces potential at the level 

sufficient for nuclear deterrence, and 

guarantees protection of  national 

sovereignty and territorial integrity of  the 

State, and deterrence of  a potential 

adversary from aggression against the 

Russian Federation and/or its allies. In 

the event of  a military conflict, this 

Policy provides for the prevention of  an 

escalation of  military actions and their 

termination on conditions that are 

acceptable for the Russian Federation 

and/or its allies.” In addition, it listed 
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“[t]he conditions specifying the 

possibility of  nuclear weapons use by the 

Russian Federation as follows”:139 

a) arrival of  reliable data on a launch of  

ballistic missiles attacking the territory 

of  the Russian Federation and/or its 

allies; 

b) use of  nuclear weapons or other types 

of  weapons of  mass destruction by an 

adversary against the Russian 

Federation and/or its allies; 

c) attack by adversary against critical 

governmental or military sites of  the 

Russian Federation, disruption of  

which would undermine nuclear forces 

response actions; 

d) aggression against the Russian 

Federation with the use of  

conventional weapons when the very 

existence of  the state is in jeopardy. 

In 2020, as the security environment 

became more fluid, including intensified 

great power competition, demonstrative 

acts employing nuclear deterrent 

continued to be repeated.  

For instance, in May and June 2020, the 

United States flew B-1B, B-2 and B-52 

strategic bombers over the Arctic Ocean, 

through Ukrainian airspace, and over the 

 

139 The President of the Russian Federation, “Executive Order on Basic Principles of State Policy of the 
Russian Federation on Nuclear Deterrence,” June 8, 2020, https://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/ 
international_safety/disarmament/-/asset_publisher/rp0fiUBmANaH/content/id/4152094.  

140 Michael Klare, “U.S., Russia Boost Shows of Force,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 50, No. 6 (July/August 
2020), p. 43. 

141 Marcus Weisgerber, “Esper Plays Nuclear War: Russia Nukes Europe, US Fires Back,” Defense One, 
February 21, 2020, https://www.defenseone.com/policy/2020/02/esper-plays-nuclear-war-russia-nukes-
europe-us-fires-back/163268/. 

142 Klare, “U.S., Russia Boost Shows of Force,” p. 43. 

143 Kristin Huang, “China’s ‘Aircraft-Carrier Killer’ Missiles Successfully Hit Target Ship in South China 
Sea, PLA Insider Reveals,” South China Morning Post, November 14, 2020, https://www.scmp. 

Baltic Sea and the Sea of  Okhotsk on 

multiple occasions as a demonstration 

against Russia.140 In February, the United 

States conducted a tabletop exercise, 

based upon a scenario that Russia used 

low-yield, limited nuclear weapons 

against a site on NATO territory, causing 

the United States to respond with nuclear 

weapons.141 

On the other hand, Russia also 

demonstrated its nuclear deterrent 

capability to the United States and its 

allies by flying Tu-160 strategic bombers 

over the Atlantic near Scotland and 

France, and Tu-95 bombers near 

Alaska.142 

In the meantime, China fired a total of  

four DF-21D and DF-26B anti-ship 

ballistic missiles (ASBMs) from the 

Chinese mainland into the South China 

Sea on August 26, amid a fluid situation 

over Hong Kong and Taiwan and 

intensification of  the U.S.-China 

competition. In November, a Chinese 

military expert reportedly said in a 

closed-door meeting that missiles hit a 

target vessel sailing south of  the Paracel 

Islands.”143 Furthermore, two Russian 

Tu-95 bombers and four Chinese H6-K 
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bombers carried out the second joint 

patrol mission over the Sea of  Japan and 

the East China Sea in December.144 

In response to a sense of  crisis over a 

perceived increase in the possibility of  

nuclear weapon use, NNWS at various 

venues, including the NPT PrepCom and 

the UNGA First Committee, have 

repeatedly urged nuclear-armed states to 

take measures to reduce nuclear risks as 

well as the role of  nuclear weapons in 

their military doctrines. 

B) Commitment to no first use, “sole 

purpose,” and related doctrines 

In 2020, no nuclear-armed state changed 

or transformed its policy regarding no 

first use (NFU) or the “sole purpose” of  

nuclear weapons. 

Among the NWS, only China has 

declared an NFU policy, and reaffirmed 

this commitment in 2020. China also 

argued: “All nuclear-weapon states should 

commit to no-first-use of  nuclear 

weapons unconditionally, and conclude 

international legal instruments in this 

regard.”145 However, the United States 

argued: “There is some ambiguity…in 

 

com/news/china/military/article/3109809/chinas-aircraft-carrier-killer-missiles-successfully-hit-target. 

144 “Russian and Chinese Bombers Fly Joint Patrol over Pacific,” Associated Press, December 22, 2020, 
https://apnews.com/article/beijing-vladimir-putin-moscow-russia-east-china-sea-dfe0b31a067eea631110 
9922c1c263aa. 

145 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP40, April 26, 2019. 

146 The U.S. Department of Defense, Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 
2020, p. 86. 

147 “Short-Range Nuclear Weapons to Counter India’s Cold Start Doctrine: Pakistan PM,” Live Mint, 
September 21, 2017, http://www.livemint.com/Politics/z8zop6Ytu4bPiksPMLW49L/Shortrange-nuc 
learweapons-to-counter-Indias-cold-start-do.html. 

148 “Supreme Leader Kim Jong Un Delivers Speech at Military Parade,” KCNA, October 10, 2020, 

the narrative in China over the conditions 

under which China’s NFU policy would 

no longer apply.”146 

As for the other nuclear-armed states, 

India maintains an NFU policy despite 

reserving an option of  nuclear retaliation 

vis-à-vis a major biological or chemical 

attack against it. Meanwhile, Pakistan, 

which has developed short-range nuclear 

weapons to counter the “Cold Start 

doctrine” adopted by the Indian Army,147 

does not exclude the possibility of  using 

nuclear weapons first against an 

opponent’s conventional attack. 

North Korean Chairman Kim Jong Un 

strongly implied that the possibility of  its 

first use of  nuclear weapons is not ruled 

out, by stating in October, “Our war 

deterrent, which is intended to defend 

the rights to independence and existence 

of  our state and safeguard peace in the 

region, will never be abused or used as a 

means for preemptive strike. But, if, and 

if, any forces infringe upon the security 

of  our state and attempt to have recourse 

to military force against us, I will enlist all 

our most powerful offensive strength in 

advance to punish them.”148 
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C) Negative security assurances  

No NWS significantly changed its 

negative security assurance (NSA) policy 

in 2020. China is the only NWS that has 

declared an unconditional NSA for 

NNWS, while other NWS add some 

conditionality to their NSA policies. The 

United Kingdom and the United States 

declared they would not to use or 

threaten to use nuclear weapons against 

NNWS that are parties to the NPT and 

in compliance with their non-

proliferation obligations. The U.K.’s 

additional condition is that: “while there 

is currently no direct threat to the United 

Kingdom or its vital interests from States 

developing capabilities in other weapons 

of  mass destruction, for example 

chemical and biological, we reserve the 

right to review this assurance if  the 

future threat, development and 

proliferation of  these weapons make it 

necessary.”149 The United States in its 

NPR 2018 clarifies: “Given the potential 

of  significant non-nuclear strategic 

attacks, the United States reserves the 

right to make any adjustment in the 

assurance that may be warranted by the 

evolution and proliferation of  non-

nuclear strategic attack technologies and 

U.S. capabilities to counter that threat.”150 

 

http://www.kcna.co.jp/item/2020/202010/news10/20201010-13ee.html. 

149 NPT/CONF.2015/29, April 22, 2015. 

150 NPR 2018, p. 21. 

151 NPT/CONF.2015/10, March 12, 2015. 

152 Ibid. 

153 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP15, March 21, 2019. 

154 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP36, April 26, 2019. 

In 2015, France slightly modified its NSA 

commitment, which stated that: “France 

will not use nuclear weapons against 

states not armed with them that are 

signatories of  the NPT and that respect 

their international obligations for non-

proliferation of  weapons of  mass 

destruction.”151 The condition it added 

in 2015 was that its commitment does 

not “affect the right to self-defence as 

enshrined in Article 51 of  the United 

Nations Charter.”152 Russia maintains the 

unilateral NSA under which it will not 

use or threaten to use nuclear weapons 

against the NNWS parties to the NPT 

unless it or its allies are invaded or 

attacked by a NNWS in cooperation with 

a NWS. 

Except under protocols to nuclear-

weapon-free zone (NWFZ) treaties, 

NWS have not provided legally-binding 

NSAs. At various fora, including the 

NPT review process, the Conference on 

Disarmament (CD) and the UNGA First 

Committee, NNWS, mainly the NAM 

states, urged NWS to provide legally-

binding security assurances.153 Among 

NWS, only China argues that the 

international community should 

negotiate and conclude, at an early date, 

an international legal instrument on 

providing unconditional NSAs.154 



Chapter 1 Nuclear Disarmament 

52 

Meanwhile, France stated that it 

“considers [the] commitment [on security 

assurances in its statement in April 1995] 

legally binding, and has so stated.”155 

At the 2020 UNGA, a resolution titled 

“Conclusion of  effective international 

arrangements to assure non-nuclear-

weapon States against the use or threat 

of  use of  nuclear weapons”156 was 

adopted. The voting behavior of  

countries surveyed in this project on this 

resolution is as follows: 

➢ Proposing: Egypt, Iran, Kazakhstan, 

Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria and 

others 

➢ 125 in favor (Brazil, China, North 

Korea, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, 

Japan, Kazakhstan, Mexico, Nigeria, 

Pakistan, the Philippines, Saudi 

Arabia, Syria, the UAE and others); 0 

against; 62 abstentions (Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Canada, France, 

Germany, Israel, the Netherlands, 

New Zealand, Norway, Poland, South 

Korea, Russia, South Africa, Sweden, 

 

155 NPT/CONF.2015/PC.III/14, April 25, 2014. 

156 A/RES/75/34, December 7, 2020. 

Switzerland, Turkey, the United 

Kingdom, the United States and 

others)—Chile did not vote 

As written in the previous Hiroshima 

Reports, while one of  the purposes of  the 

NSAs provided by NWS to NNWS is to 

alleviate the imbalance of  rights and 

obligations between NWS and NNWS 

under the NPT, India, Pakistan and 

North Korea also offered NSAs to 

NNWS. India declared that it would not 

use nuclear weapons against NNWS, 

with the exception that “in the event of  a 

major attack against India, or Indian 

forces anywhere, by biological or 

chemical weapons, India will retain the 

option of  retaliating with nuclear 

weapons.” Pakistan has declared an 

unconditional NSA. In addition, North 

Korea has stated an NSA vis-à-vis 

NNWS so long as they do not join 

nuclear weapons states in invading or 

attacking it. 

Table 1-6: The status of signature and ratification of protocols  

to NWFZ treaties on NSAs 

 
China France Russia U.K. U.S. 

Treaty of Tlatelolco  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

Treaty of Rarotonga ○ ○ ○ ○ △ 

Southeast Asian NWFZ (SEANWFZ) Treaty      

Treaty of Pelindaba ○ ○ ○ ○ △ 

Central Asia NWFZ (CANWFZ) Treaty ○ ○ ○ ○ △ 

［○: Ratified  △: Signed］ 
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D) Signing and ratifying the protocols 

of the treaties on nuclear-weapon-

free zones  

The protocols to the NWFZ treaties 

include the provision of  legally-binding 

NSAs. At the time of  writing, only the 

Protocol of  the Treaty for the 

Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons in Latin 

America and the Caribbean (the Treaty 

of  Tlatelolco) has been ratified by all 

NWS, as shown in Table 1-6 below. No 

new progress regarding additional 

ratifications by NWS has been made in 

2020. Among others, as for the Protocol 

to the Southeast Asian NWFZ Treaty, 

the five NWS have continued 

consultation with the state parties to the 

Treaty to resolve their remaining 

differences, but they have yet to sign the 

protocol.157 At the NPT PrepCom and 

other forums, its states parties have 

urged NWS to sign and ratify the 

protocol. 

Some NWS have stated reservations or 

added interpretations to the protocols of  

the NWFZ treaties when signing or 

ratifying them. NAM and NAC have 

called for the withdrawal of  any related 

reservations or unilateral interpretative 

declarations that are incompatible with 

 

157 As mentioned in the Hiroshima Report 2016, both ASEAN member states and NWS implied that they 
continued consultations over possible reservations by NWS. 

158 See, for instance, NPT/CONF.2018/WP.19, March 23, 2018. 

159 A/RES/74/27, December 12, 2019. The resolution was adopted without voting. 

160 “Statement by the Secretary General of the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America and the Caribbean,” UNGA First Committee, October 19, 2020. 

161  According to the following report, in addition to those countries, Armenia and Belarus are also 
provided with extended nuclear deterrence by Russia with whom they are allied. Norwegian People’s Aid, 
Nuclear Weapon Ban Monitor 2020 (Norwegian People’s Aid, 2021), p. 50. 

the object and purpose of  such 

treaties.158 In addition, in the 2019 

UNGA resolution titled “Treaty for the 

Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons in Latin 

America and the Caribbean,” proposed 

by states parties to the Treaty of  

Tlatelolco, states parties to Additional 

Protocols I and II to the treaty were 

encouraged to review their interpretative 

declarations.159 However, it seems 

unlikely that any of  the NWS except 

China will accept such a request. At the 

2020 UNGA First Committee, the 

Organization for the Prohibition of  

Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and 

the Caribbean (OPANAL) reported: 

“France and [Russia] have responded to 

our proposal of  Adjustement [sic], albeit 

in a flat negative fashion. The United 

Kingdom has not even accepted to 

receive…our proposal. The United States 

of  America has not provided any 

response.”160 

E) Relying on extended nuclear 

deterrence  

The United States and its allies, including 

NATO countries, Australia, Japan and 

South Korea, have maintained their 

respective policies on extended nuclear 

deterrence.161 No significant change in 
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their related policies was found in 2020. 

Currently, the United States deploys 

approximately 150 B-61 nuclear gravity 

bombs in five NATO countries 

(Belgium, Germany, Italy, the 

Netherlands and Turkey162), and thus 

maintains nuclear sharing arrangements 

with them. NATO’s Nuclear Planning 

Group also supports the U.S. extended 

nuclear deterrence.  

In April 2020, the German Defense 

Ministry announced its plan to purchase 

45 F/A-18E fighters (30 of  which are for 

nuclear missions), along with up to 93 

Eurofighters to replace the Tornado 

fighters which are scheduled to cease 

operations in 2030. Although the debate 

on the issue of  nuclear sharing issue has 

resurfaced in Germany, the government 

maintains that it will continue to engage 

in this mission.163 

While no U.S. nuclear weapon is 

deployed outside of  American territory, 

except in the NATO countries 

mentioned above, the United States has 

established consultative mechanisms on 

extended deterrence with Japan 

(Extended Deterrence Dialogue) and 

South Korea (Extended Deterrence 

 

162 In 2019, some argued that the United States should remove its nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey as 
U.S.-Turkey relations deteriorate due to the purchase of the Russian S-400 air defense system and the 
military attack on Kurds by Turkey. See, for instance, John Krzyzaniak, “Getting the Nukes out of Turkey: 
A How-to Guide,” Bulletin of Atomic Science, October 17, 2019, https://thebulletin.org/2019/10/getting-
the-nukes-out-of-turkey-a-how-to-guide/; Steven Pifer, “It’s Time to Get US Nukes out of Turkey,” 
Brooking, November 5, 2019, https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/11/05/its-time-
to-get-us-nukes-out-of-turkey/. 

163 “Germany Underscores Commitment to US Nuclear Deterrence,” DW, May 4, 2020, https://www.dw. 
com/en/germany-underscores-commitment-to-us-nuclear-deterrence/a-53328898. 

164  “Pine Gap—An Introduction,” Nautilus Institute, February 21, 2016, https://nautilus.org/ 
publications/books/australian-forces-abroad/defence-facilities/pine-gap/pine-gap-intro/. 

165 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP6, March 15, 2019. 

Policy Committee). In addition, it is 

pointed out that that the Pine Gap 

intelligence facility in Australia has played 

a vital role in U.S. nuclear targeting.164 

On the matter of  NATO nuclear sharing 

arrangements, especially the U.S. 

deployment of  its tactical nuclear 

weapons in five NATO countries, some 

NNWS criticize this situation as a clear 

violation of  non-proliferation obligations 

under Article I of  the NPT by those 

transfer or NWS and under Article II by 

those recipient NNWS. At the 2019 NPT 

PrepCom, Russia also argued that the 

nuclear sharing arrangement violates the 

NPT, and stated, “the other [NWS] 

should withdraw nuclear weapons to 

their territories, eliminate any 

infrastructure in place outside their 

borders that enables the rapid 

deployment of  such weapons, and 

discontinue preparations for such 

deployment that involve non-nuclear-

weapon States.”165 In addition, China 

stated: “Relevant [NWS] should put an 

end to the policy and practice of  nuclear 

umbrella and nuclear sharing, and 

withdraw all nuclear weapons that are 
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deployed in other countries.”166 

With regard to extended nuclear 

deterrence, a statement by French 

President Macron made in February 2020 

attracted attention. He said, “[O]ur 

nuclear forces have a deterrent effect in 

themselves, particularly in Europe. They 

strengthen the security of  Europe 

through their very existence and they 

have, in this sense, a truly European 

dimension. On that point, our 

independent decision-making is fully 

compatible with our unwavering 

solidarity with our European partners.” 

He further stated, “In this spirit, I would 

like strategic dialogue to develop with our 

European partners, which are ready for 

it, on the role played by France’s nuclear 

deterrence in our collective security. 

European partners which are willing to 

walk that road can be associated with the 

exercises of  French deterrence forces.”167 

However, reactions of  other NATO 

countries were mostly negative. NATO 

Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg also 

strongly suggested that he did not 

consider a provision of  French nuclear 

deterrent to NATO allies necessary, 

stating, “We have to remember that we 

 

166 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP40, April 26, 2019. 

167 “Speech of the President of the Republic on the Defense and Deterrence Strategy,” February 7, 2020, 
https://www.elysee.fr/emmanuel-macron/2020/02/07/speech-of-the-president-of-the-republic-on-the-
defense-and-deterrence-strategy.en. 

168 “NATO Chief Rejects Macron Call to Put French Nukes at Center of European Strategy,” RFE/RL, 
February 16, 2020, https://www.rferl.org/a/nato-soltenberg-dismisses-macron-call-french-nuclear-
deterrence/30436632.html. 

169 See also the Hiroshima Report 2017. 

170 Hans M. Kristensen, “Reducing Alert Rates of Nuclear Weapons,” Presentation to NPT PrepCom Side 
Event, Geneva, April 24, 2013; Hans M. Kristensen and Matthew McKinzie, “Reducing Alert Rates of 
Nuclear Weapons,” United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, 2012. 

have a European nuclear deterrent 

today—28 allies deliver that every day 

and it’s not only a promise, but it's 

something that has been there for 

decades. …It’s tried and tested, we 

exercise it, and it’s institutionalized, and it 

is the ultimate security guarantee for 

Europe.”168 

(6) De-alerting or Measures for 

Maximizing Decision Time to 

Authorize the Use of Nuclear 

Weapons  

In 2020, there were no significant 

changes in nuclear-armed states’ policies 

on alert and/or operational status of  

their respective nuclear forces.169 Russian 

and U.S. strategic ballistic missiles have 

been on high alert status,170 either launch 

on warning (LOW) or launch under 

attack (LUA). In its “Basic Principles of  

State Policy of  the Russian Federation on 

Nuclear Deterrence” in June 2020, as 

mentioned above, Russia includes “arrival 

of  reliable data on a launch of  ballistic 

missiles attacking the territory of  the 

Russian Federation and/or its allies” as 

one of  “[t]he conditions specifying the 
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possibility of  nuclear weapons use.”171 

This suggests that Moscow maintains a 

high-level alert posture. 

As for other NWS, 40 U.K. nuclear 

warheads and 80 French ones are also 

kept on alert under their continuous 

SSBN patrols, albeit at lower readiness 

levels than those of  the two nuclear 

superpowers.172 It is assumed that 

China’s nuclear forces are not on a hair-

trigger alert posture because it claims to 

keep nuclear warheads de-mated from 

delivery vehicles.173 Meanwhile, it is also 

pointed out a possibility of  changes in 

such policies because of  China’s 

introduction of  MIRVed ICBMs and 

new SSBNs/SLBMs. In addition, it was 

reported that a Chinese former military 

officer wrote that “China can detect 

nuclear missiles launched from an enemy 

and counterattack using nuclear weapons 

within minutes before they land in the 

country.”174 

 

171 The President of the Russian Federation, “Executive Order on Basic Principles of State Policy of the 
Russian Federation on Nuclear Deterrence,” June 8, 2020, https://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/ 
international_safety/disarmament/-/asset_publisher/rp0fiUBmANaH/content/id/4152094.  

172 See Kristensen, “Reducing Alert Rates of Nuclear Weapons”; Kristensen and McKinzie, “Reducing 
Alert Rates of Nuclear Weapons.”  

173 On the other hand, the U.S. Defense Department’s annual report on China’s military and security 
mentioned: “PLA writings express the value of a “launch on warning” nuclear posture, an approach to 
deterrence that uses heightened readiness, improved surveillance, and streamlined decision-making 
processes to enable a more rapid response to enemy attack. These writings highlight the posture’s 
consistency with China’s nuclear “No First Use” policy, suggesting it may be an aspiration for China’s 
nuclear forces. China is working to develop a space-based early warning capability that could support this 
posture in the future.” The U.S. Department of Defense, Annual Report to Congress: Military and Security 
Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China 2018, May 2018, p. 77. 

174 “China Can Launch Nuclear Counterattacks Within Minutes: Ex-Soldier,” Kyodo News, August 2, 2020, 
https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2020/08/929cfc9d2fd6-china-can-launch-nuclear-counterattacks-
within-minutes-ex-soldier.html. 

175 Elaine M. Grossman, “Pakistani Leaders to Retain Nuclear-arms Authority in Crises: Senior Official,” 
Global Security Newswire, February 27, 2014, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/pakistani-leaders-retain-
nuclear-arms-authority-crises-senior-official/.  

There is little definitive information 

regarding the alert status of  other 

nuclear-armed states’ nuclear forces. It is 

widely considered that India’s nuclear 

forces are not on a high alert status. In 

February 2014, Pakistan stated that it 

“would not delegate advance authority 

over nuclear arms to unit commanders, 

even in the event of  crisis with India, 

[…and] all weapons are under the central 

control of  the National Command 

Authority, which is headed by the prime 

minister.”175 Regarding North Korea, it 

was reported that at the Enlarged 

Meeting of  Workers' Party of  Korea 

(WPK) Central Military Commission in 

May 2020, it set forth “new policies for 

further increasing the nuclear war 

deterrence of  the country and putting 

the strategic armed forces on a high alert 

operation in line with the general 

requirements for the building and 

development of  the armed forces of  the 
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country.”176 However, it is not clear what 

sort of  concrete measures have been or 

will be implemented for that purpose. 

A number of  NNWS have urged the 

NWS to alter their alert posture. Among 

them, Chile, Malaysia, Nigeria, New 

Zealand, Sweden and Switzerland, as the 

“De-alerting Group,” have proactively 

proposed that alert levels be reduced.177  

At the 2020 UNGA, they proposed the 

resolution titled “Decreasing the 

operational readiness of  nuclear weapons 

systems,” which was adopted with 176 

countries voting in favor, five voting 

against (France, Russia, the United 

Kingdom, the United States and others) 

and four abstentions (Israel, South Korea 

and North Korea and others).178 

Proponents of  de-alerting have often 

argued that such measures are useful to 

prevent accidental use of  nuclear 

weapons.179 The UNGA resolution titled 

“Reducing nuclear danger,”180 which 

 

176 “Supreme Leader Kim Jong Un Guides Enlarged Meeting of WPK Central Military Commission ,” 
KCNA, May 24, 2020, http://www.kcna.co.jp/item/2020/202005/news24/20200524-01ee.html. 

177 At the 2019 NPT PrepCom, the Group urged the NWS to urgently take steps to reduce operational 
readiness, and provide regular reports on the operational readiness of nuclear weapons during the 2020-
2025 NPT review cycle. NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP23, April 12, 2019.  

178 A/RES/75/72, December 7, 2020. 

179 For example, Patricia Lewis, et.al., published a report in which they studied 13 cases of inadvertent near 
misuse of nuclear weapons, and concluded, inter alia, that “the world has, indeed, been lucky.” They argue, 
“For as long as nuclear weapons exist, the risk of an inadvertent, accidental or deliberate detonation 
remains. Until their elimination, vigilance and prudent decision-making in nuclear policies are therefore of 
the utmost priority. Responses that policy-makers and the military should consider include buying time for 
decisionmaking, particularly in crises; developing trust and confidence-building measures; refraining from 
large-scale military exercises during times of heightened tension; involving a wider set of decision-makers 
in times of crisis; and improving awareness and training on the effects of nuclear weapons.” Patricia Lewis, 
Heather Williams, Benoît Pelopidas and Sasan Aghlani, “Too Close for Comfort: Cases of Near Nuclear 
Use and Options for Policy,” Chatham House Report, April 2014. 

180 A/RES/75/57, December 7, 2020. 

181 See the Hiroshima Report 2017. 

182 Zhang Zhihao, “Agreement on Missiles Extended by 10 Years,” China Daily, December 17, 2020, 

“calls for…immediate and urgent steps 

to reduce the risks of  unintentional and 

accidental use of  nuclear weapons,” was 

adopted by 122 countries. However, 49 

countries (including Australia, Austria, 

Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, 

Israel, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Poland, South Korea, Sweden, 

Switzerland, Turkey, the United Kingdom 

and the United States) voted against it, 

and 14 countries (including China, Japan, 

North Korea, Pakistan and Russia) 

abstained. 

NWS emphasize that they have taken 

adequate measures for preventing 

accidental use, and express confidence 

regarding the safety and effective control 

of  their nuclear arsenals.181 In relation to 

this issue, in December 2020, China and 

Russia announced that they agreed to 

extend their mutual agreement to notify 

each other of  launches of  ballistic 

missiles and carrier rockets by 10 years.182 
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On the other hand, Russian authority 

revealed in December 2020 that 39 pieces 

of  radio equipment had been stolen from 

the cargo hatch of  the Ilyushin-80 

aircraft, a mobile command post specially 

designed to keep officials alive and in 

command of  the military during a 

nuclear conflict.183 

(7) CTBT  

A) Signing and ratifying the CTBT  

As of  the end of  2020, 168 of  the 184 

signatories have deposited their 

instruments of  ratification of  the 

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 

(CTBT). No country ratified it in 2020. 

Among the 44 states listed in Annex 2 of  

the CTBT, whose ratification is a 

prerequisite for the treaty’s entry into 

force, five states (China, Egypt, Iran, 

Israel and the United States) have signed 

but not ratified, and three (India, North 

Korea and Pakistan) have not even 

signed. Among the countries surveyed, 

Saudi Arabia and Syria have not signed 

the CTBT either.  

At the 2020 UNGA, a resolution, titled 

“Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban 

Treaty,”184 in which member states 

“[stress] the vital importance and urgency 

 

http://global.chinadaily.com.cn/a/202012/17/WS5fdab2b8a31024ad0ba9c4bf.html. 

183 Andrew Roth, “Thieves Target Russia’s Nuclear War ‘Doomsday’ Plane,” Guardian, December 8, 2020, 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/dec/08/thieves-target-russia-nuclear-war-doomsday-plane. 

184 A/RES/75/87, December 7, 2020. 

185 “‘Friends of the CTBT’ Group Issues Video Call for Treaty’s Entry into Force,” October 1, 2020, 
https://www.ctbto.org/press-centre/news-stories/2020/friends-of-the-ctbt-group-issues-video-call-for-
treatys-entry-into-force/. 

186 “Message by Foreign Minister Motegi for the Friends of the CTBT,” October 1, 2020, https://www. 
mofa.go.jp/mofaj/files/100099137.pdf. 

of  signature and ratification, without 

delay and without conditions, in order to 

achieve the earliest entry into force of  

the [CTBT],” was adopted with 182 

countries in favor, two against (North 

Korea and the United States) and three 

abstentions (India, Syria and others). As 

for efforts to promote CTBT entry into 

force, the biennial Ministerial Meeting of  

the Friends of  the CTBT in 2020 could 

not be convened due to the COVID-19 

pandemic. However, Foreign Ministers 

of  the Friends of  CTBT (Australia, 

Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan and the 

Netherlands) released respective video 

messages and press releases on October 

1, in which they called for the entry into 

force of  the CTBT.185 Among them, 

Japanese Foreign Minister Toshimitsu 

Motegi stated, “Since the dawn of  this 

century, almost all states have observed a 

moratorium on nuclear testing. 

Worldwide condemnation against North 

Korea’s nuclear tests demonstrates the 

strengthened sense of  norm against 

nuclear testing. We must promote the 

entry into force of  the CTBT and 

strengthen its monitoring capabilities to 

deter nuclear tests.”186 

Regarding outreach activities for 

promoting the treaty’s entry into force, a 
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document, “Activities Undertaken by 

Signatory and Ratifying States Under 

Measure (K) of  the Final Declaration of  

the 2015 Article XIV Conference in the 

Period June 2017-May 2019,”187 

distributed at the Article XIV 

Conference on Facilitating the Entry-

Into-Force of  the CTBT, summarized 

activities conducted by ratifying and 

signatory states. It highlighted: 

➢ Bilateral activities related to Annex 2 

states (conducted by Austria, Belgium, 

Germany, Japan, Mexico, New 

Zealand, Russia, the United Kingdom 

and others);  

➢ Bilateral activities related to non-

Annex 2 states (conducted by Austria, 

Belgium, Japan, Mexico, New 

Zealand, Russia, the UAE, the United 

Kingdom and others);  

➢ Global-level activities (conducted by 

Belgium, Brazil, Germany, Japan, 

Mexico, New Zealand, the Philippines, 

Russia, the UAE, the United Kingdom 

and others) 

➢ Regional-level activities (conducted by 

Belgium, Germany, Japan, Mexico, 

New Zealand and others). 

 

187 CTBT-Art.XIV/2019/4, September 5, 2019. 

188 Jon Hudson and Paul Sonne, “Trump Administration Discussed Conducting First Nuclear Test in 
Decades,” Washington Post, May 23, 2020, https://www.washingtonpost.com/national-security/trump-
administration-discussed-conducting-first-us-nuclear-test-in-decades/2020/05/22/a805c904-9c5b-11ea-
b60c-3be060a4f8e1_story.html. 

189 Aaron Mehta, “Live Nuclear Testing Could Resume in ‘Months’ If Needed, Official Says,” Defense News, 
May 26, 2020, https://www.defensenews.com/smr/nuclear-arsenal/2020/05/26/live-nuclear-testing-
could-resume-in-months-if-needed-official-says/. 

B) Moratoria on nuclear test 

explosions pending CTBT’s entry into 

force 

The five NWS plus India and Pakistan 

maintain a moratorium on nuclear test 

explosions. Israel, which has kept its 

nuclear policy opaque, has not disclosed 

the possibility of  conducting nuclear 

tests. 

Meanwhile, in May 2020, U.S. senior 

officials in charge of  security issues 

reportedly discussed the resumption of  

nuclear explosive testing, but were unable 

to reach a conclusion due to opposition 

from the NNSA, among other reasons.188 

U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of  

Defense Drew Walter emphasized that 

there “has been no policy change” 

regarding its moratorium on nuclear 

testing, but also said that the United 

States could conduct nuclear test 

explosion within a month if  ordered by 

the president for technical or geopolitical 

reasons.189 Commander of  the U.S. 

Strategic Command Charles Richard also 

said at the U.S. Senate Armed Services 

Committee in September, “At this time, 

there is no condition…where I would 

recommend the need for nuclear testing. 

… But I would say though that it is 

important for the nation to maintain an 

ability to do a nuclear test should an issue 
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arise in the future, and I’ve been formally 

documented in making that 

recommendation.”190 

North Korea, at the Plenary Meeting of  

the Central Committee of  the Workers’ 

Party of  Korea on April 20, 2018, 

decided to stop nuclear tests and test 

launches of  intermediate-range missiles 

and ICBMs. The next months, North 

Korea collapsed the entrances to its 

Punggye-ri nuclear test site. However, 

Chairman Kim Jong Un stated in late 

December 2019, that “the DPRK has 

found no grounds to be unilaterally 

bound any longer by the commitment” 

of  stopping nuclear and ICBM tests.191 

While North Korea did not resume 

nuclear test explosions in 2020, it is not 

clear whether or not its nuclear test site 

was irreversibly destroyed. Rather, it is 

considered to be able to reuse the 

Punggye-ri nuclear test site after weeks 

or months of  restoration work.192  

C) Cooperation with the CTBTO 

Preparatory Commission 

Regarding the countries surveyed in this 

study, the status of  contribution 

payments to the CTBTO, as of  

 

190 Rebecca Kheel, “Top Admiral: ‘No Condition’ Where US Should Conduct Nuclear Test ‘at This Time,’” 
Hill, September 17, 2020, https://thehill.com/policy/defense/516897-top-general-no-condition-where-
us-should-conduct-nuclear-test-at-this-time. 

191 “Report on 5th Plenary Meeting of 7th C.C., WPK,” NCNA, January 1, 2020, https://www.ncnk.org/ 
resources/publications/kju_2020_new_years_plenum_report.pdf/file_view. 

192 “(2nd LD) N. Korea Able to Use Punggye-ri Nuke Testing Site after Restoration Work: JCS,” Yonhap 
News Agency, October 8, 2019, https://en.yna.co.kr/view/AEN20191008008652325?section=national/ 
defense. 

193 CTBTO, “CTBTO Member States’ Payment as at 31-Dec-2020,” https://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/ 
user_upload/treasury/56_31_Dec_2020_Member_States_Payments.pdf. 

194 CTBTO, “Station Profiles,” https://www.ctbto.org/verification-regime/station-profiles/. 

December 31, 2020, is as follows:193 

➢ Fully paid: Australia, Austria, Belgium, 

Canada, China, Egypt, France, 

Germany, Indonesia, Israel, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, the Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Norway, the Philippines, 

Poland, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, 

Turkey, the UAE, the United 

Kingdom, the United States 

➢ Partially paid: South Korea 

➢ Not Paid: Mexico and South Africa 

➢ Voting right in the Preparatory 

Commission suspended because 

arrears are equal to or larger than its 

contributions due for the last two 

years: Brazil, Chile, Iran and Nigeria 

D) Contribution to the development of 

the CTBT verification systems 

The establishment of  the CTBT 

verification system has steadily 

progressed. The pace of  establishing 

International Monitoring System (IMS) 

stations in Egypt and Iran—in addition 

to those in India, North Korea, Pakistan 

and Saudi Arabia, which have yet to sign 

the CTBT—has been lagging behind, 

compared to that in the other signatory 

countries.194 As for China, more than 
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half  of  the stations have not yet been 

certified by the CTBTO Preparatory 

Committee. The United States also 

pointed out that China has frequently 

blocked the flow of  data from its IMS 

stations to the CTBTO.195 China denied 

the allegation, and criticized the United 

States.196 

E) Nuclear testing 

No country conducted a nuclear test 

explosion in 2020.  

Meanwhile, in its annual report on 

“Adherence to and Compliance with 

Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and 

Disarmament Agreements and 

Commitments” published in June 2020, 

the U.S. State Department alleged that 

China and Russia may have conducted 

nuclear tests which created nuclear yield, 

in violation of  the CTBT that prohibits 

nuclear test explosions as “zero yield.”197 

On Russia, “The United States assesses 

that Russia has conducted nuclear 

weapons-related experiments that have 

created nuclear yield. The United States 

does not know how many, if  any, 

supercritical or self-sustaining nuclear 

 

195 The U.S. Department of State, “Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, 
and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments,” June 2020, p. 50. 

196  “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Zhao Lijian’s Regular Press Conference,” April 16, 2020, 
https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/s2510_665401/2511_665403/t1770510.shtml. 

197 This report also mentioned: “Official statements from senior officials of all the NWS, including Russia 
and China, expressed these states’ interpretation that CTBT’s scope was ‘zero-yield.’ What precisely this 
meant, however, was less clear, since no written agreement on the definition of ‘zero-yield’ was reached.” 
The U.S. Department of State, “Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and 
Disarmament Agreements and Commitments,” June 2020, p. 48. 

198 Ibid., p. 46. 

199 Ibid., p. 47. 

200 “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Zhao Lijian’s Regular Press Conference,” April 16, 2020, https:// 
www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/s2510_665401/2511_665403/t1770510.shtml; “Statement 

experiments Russia conducted in 2019. 

Russia may be testing in a manner that 

releases nuclear energy from an explosive 

canister, which raises compliance 

concerns with Russia’s [Threshold Test 

Ban Treaty] notification obligation.”198 

The report also mentioned that “China’s 

possible preparation to operate its Lop 

Nur test site year-round, its use of  

explosive containment chambers, 

extensive excavation activities at Lop 

Nur, and lack of  transparency on its 

nuclear testing activities – which has 

included frequently blocking the flow of  

data from its [IMS] stations to the 

International Data Center operated by 

the Preparatory Commission for the 

[CTBTO]—raise concerns regarding its 

adherence to the ‘zero yield’ standard 

adhered to by the United States, the 

United Kingdom, and France in their 

respective nuclear weapons testing 

moratoria.”199 Both China and Russia 

strongly denied the U.S. allegations, 

stating that they have not conducted any 

nuclear tests that would violate the 

CTBT.200 
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Regarding experimental activities other 

than a nuclear explosion test, the United 

States continues to conduct various non-

explosive tests and experiments under 

the Stockpile Stewardship Program 

(SSP), in order to sustain and assess its 

nuclear weapons stockpile without the 

use of  underground nuclear tests. These 

include subcritical tests and experiments 

using the Z machine, which generates X-

rays by fast discharge of  capacitors, thus 

allowing for exploring the properties of  

plutonium materials under extreme 

pressures and temperatures. The U.S. 

NNSA released quarterly reports on such 

experiments, but has not updated it since 

the first quarter of  FY 2015. In addition, 

after 2018, past information could not be 

found on the NNSA homepage. 

The United States continues to conduct 

subcritical experiments, and has 

announced its intention to conduct such 

experiments twice a year starting in fiscal 

year 2020.201 In November 2020, 

personnel at the Los Alamos National 

Laboratory conducted a subcritical 

experiment, named “Nightshade A,” at 

the Nevada National Nuclear Security 

Site. It was the third subcritical 

experiment under the Trump 

administration, and the first one since 

 

by Russia,” First Committee, UNGA, October 9, 2020. 

201 NNSA, Fiscal Year 2020 Stockpile Stewardship and Management Plan, July 2019, pp. 8-11. 

202  Los Alamos National Laboratory, Operational and Mission Highlights: A Monthly Summary of Top 
Achievements, November 2020, pp. 1-2. 

203 NPT/CONF.2015/PC.III/14, April 25, 2014. 

204 NPT/CONF.2015/29, April 22, 2015. 

205 Michael Peck, “China Will Soon Have Its Own Z Machine to Test Mock Nuclear Explosions,” National 
Interest, August 15, 2020, https://nationalinterest.org/blog/reboot/china-will-soon-have-its-own-z-
machine-test-mock-nuclear-explosions-166995. 

2019. This test was said to be the first of  

three consecutive tests, whose stated 

purpose is to obtain “important 

information to improve weapons 

physics.”202 

France clarified that it has conducted 

“activities aimed at guaranteeing the 

safety and reliability of  its nuclear 

weapons [including] a simulation 

program and hydrodynamic experiments 

designed to model materials’ 

performance under extreme physical 

conditions and, more broadly, the 

weapons’ functioning.”203 However, no 

further details were reported. Meanwhile, 

France and the United Kingdom agreed 

to build and jointly operate radiographic 

and hydrodynamic testing facilities under 

the Teutates Treaty concluded in 

November 2010.204 Although the status 

of  the remaining nuclear-armed states’ 

nonexplosive testing activities in this 

respect is not well known since they have 

not released any information, it was 

reported that a China’s facility under 

construction, with the capacity to surpass 

the U.S. Z machine, was expected to be 

completed soon.205 

While the CTBT does not prohibit any 

nuclear test unaccompanied by an 
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explosion, the NAM countries have 

demanded that nuclear-armed states, 

inter alia, refrain from conducting nuclear 

weapon test explosions or any other 

nuclear explosions, and to close and 

dismantle—in a transparent, irreversible 

and verifiable manner—any remaining 

sites for nuclear test explosions and their 

associated infrastructure.206 As opposed 

to the CTBT, which prohibits any nuclear 

test “explosions,” the TPNW bans 

“nuclear tests,” which can be interpreted 

to ban even those nuclear tests that do 

not produce an explosion. On the other 

hand, the TPNW does not stipulate 

measures for verifying the testing ban. 

(8) FMCT 

A) Efforts toward commencing 

negotiations on an FMCT  

In the “Decision 2: Principles and 

Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

and Disarmament” adopted at the 1995 

NPT Review and Extension Conference, 

participating countries agreed on the 

immediate commencement and early 

conclusion of  negotiations on a Fissile 

Material Cut-off  Treaty (FMCT) at the 

CD. However, substantive negotiations 

have not yet commenced. The 2020 

session of  the CD again ended without 

adopting a program of  work that 

included the establishment of  an Ad Hoc 

Committee on an FMCT negotiation, 

due to Pakistan’s strong objection, as was 

the case in previous years. Pakistan has 

 

206 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.16, March 21, 2019. 

207 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP45, April 29, 2019. 

insisted that not just newly produced 

material but also existing stockpiles of  

such materials should be subject to the 

scope of  negotiations on a treaty. China 

has expressed support for the 

commencement of  negotiations on an 

FMCT prohibiting the future production 

of  fissile material for nuclear weapons, 

but has done so less actively than the 

other NWS. Israel has a similar posture. 

The 2020 UNGA decided to include in 

the provisional agenda of  its 76th session 

in 2021, under the item entitled “General 

and complete disarmament”, the sub-

item entitled “Treaty banning the 

production of  fissile material for nuclear 

weapons or other nuclear explosive 

devices.” The decision was adopted with 

184 countries voting in favor, one against 

(Pakistan) and four abstentions (Iran, 

Israel, North Korea and Syria).  

B) Moratoria on production of fissile 

material for nuclear weapons 

NNWS, in particular the NPDI member 

countries, have called on the nuclear-

armed states to declare and implement a 

moratorium on the production of  fissile 

materials for nuclear weapons until an 

FMCT is concluded.207 However, China, 

India, Israel, Pakistan and North Korea 

have not declared a moratorium on the 

production of  fissile material for nuclear 

weapons. Among them, at least India, 

Pakistan and North Korea are seen as 

highly likely to continue producing fissile 
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material for nuclear weapons. 

It is considered that China does not 

currently produce fissile material for 

nuclear weapons.208 However, Beijing has 

been negative about declaring a 

moratorium on production. China’s 

ambassador to the CD argued, “A 

moratorium on production is not the 

fundamental path to completely and 

effectively resolving the FMCT issue. 

Especially in this day and age, what some 

countries affirm today they may deny 

tomorrow, and a current administration 

can arbitrarily repudiate all the policies 

and commitments made by a previous 

one, leaving the international community 

at an even greater loss as to what course 

to take.”209 Meanwhile, one press report 

in November 2020 that has not been 

confirmed claimed that China has 

expanded its plutonium and uranium 

plants as part of  a secretive, crash 

program to add nuclear warheads.210 

As for the United States, the Department 

of  Energy announced its plan to resume 

production of  highly enriched uranium 

(HEU) for naval reactors in 2050,211 

clarifying that this uranium is not 

intended for nuclear weapons, and 

 

208 See, for instance, Hui Zhang, “China’s Fissile Material Production and Stockpile,” Research Report, 
International Panel on Fissile Materials, No. 17 (2017); Hui Zhang, “Why China Stopped Making Fissile 
Material for Nukes,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, March 15, 2018, https://thebulletin.org/2018/03/why-
chinastopped-making-fissile-material-for-nukes/. 

209  “No Clear Path forward for Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty,” IPFM Blog, May 24, 2020, http:// 
fissilematerials.org/blog/2020/05/no_clear_path_forward_for.html. 

210 Bill Gertz, “China’s ‘Secretive, Crash’ Nuclear Buildup Revealed,” Washington Times, November 12, 
2020, https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2020/nov/12/china-expanding-nuclear-arms-plants-rev 
ealed/. 

211 U.S. Department of Energy, “Secretary Brouillette Announces the Nuclear Fuel Working Group’s 
Strategy to Restore American Nuclear Energy Leadership,” April 23, 2020, https://www.energy.gov/ 
articles/secretary-brouillette-announces-nuclear-fuel-working-groups-strategy-restore-american. 

therefore does not violate the 

commitment. 

None of  the nuclear-armed states have 

declared the amount of  fissile material 

for nuclear weapons which they possess 

(except for the U.S. declassifying the 

amount of  its past production of  HEU 

and plutonium). Estimates by research 

institutes are summarized in Chapter 3 of  

this Report. 

(9) Transparency in Nuclear 

Forces, Fissile Material for 

Nuclear Weapons, and Nuclear 

Strategy/Doctrine  

In the Final Document of  the 2010 NPT 

RevCon, the NWS were called upon to 

report on actions taken toward “accelera-

t[ion of] concrete progress on the steps 

leading to nuclear disarmament” to the 

2014 NPT PrepCom (Action 5). All 

states parties to the NPT, including the 

NWS, were also requested to submit 

regular reports on implementing nuclear 

disarmament measures agreed at the 

previous NPT RevCon (Action 20), and 

the NWS were asked to agree on a 

standard reporting form as a confidence-
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building measure (Action 21). 

In accordance with these 

recommendations, the NWS submitted 

their respective reports on implementa-

tion of  the NPT’s three pillars (nuclear 

disarmament, non-proliferation and 

peaceful use of  nuclear energy) to the 

2014 NPT PrepCom and the 2015 

RevCon, using a common framework, 

themes and categories. While no similar 

report was submitted by any NWS to the 

2017 and 2018 NPT PrepComs, China212 

and the United Kingdom213 submitted 

their respective reports to the 2019 

PrepCom. As for NNWS, only seven 

countries (Australia, Austria, Canada, 

Italy, Japan, the Netherlands and New 

Zealand) submitted their respective 

implementation reports on the NPT.214 

In 2020, there was no particular progress 

made with regard to transparency in 

nuclear forces, fissile material for nuclear 

weapons, and nuclear strategy and 

doctrine, except, as mentioned above, the 

French and Russian introduction of  their 

respective nuclear policies. 

Among nuclear-armed states, the United 

States has in the past been considered the 

most transparent with regard to nuclear 

issues. However, in recent years, 

especially under the Trump 

 

212 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/8, April 29, 2019. 

213 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/7, April 25, 2019. 

214 Among these countries, Australia, Austria, Canada, Japan and New Zealand also submitted their 
respective report to the 2018 NPT PrepCom. 

215 Gu Liping, “Fu Cong: China Has Transparent and Defensive Strategy, It’s Not a Nuclear Threat,” 
CGTN, October 16, 2020, http://www.ecns.cn/news/politics/2020-10-16/detail-ihaazqys6709048.shtml. 

216 NPT/CONF.2015/PC.I/WP.12, April 20, 2012. 

administration, the amount of  

information released from the United 

States has seen a decline. As mentioned 

above, the Department of  Defense 

decided not to disclose information 

regarding the current number of  

possessed and dismantled nuclear 

weapons, as requested by a U.S. think 

tank. In addition, the status of  nuclear 

weapons-related tests that did not 

detonate has not been updated since the 

first quarter of  2015, and no past 

information has been available since 

2018. 

China, in the meantime, rebutted the U.S. 

criticism of  China’s lack of  transparency, 

stating that its nuclear strategy and 

intention are more transparent and 

predictable, citing China’s pledge of  no-

first-use of  nuclear weapons as well as 

security assurances for NNWS.215  

At the 2012 NPT PrepCom, the NPDI 

proposed a draft form for reporting on 

nuclear warheads, delivery vehicles, fissile 

material for nuclear weapons, and nuclear 

strategy/policies.216 Using the draft 

form, the following table summarizes the 

degree of  transparency taken by the 

nuclear-weapon/armed states. 
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  Table 1-7: Transparency in nuclear disarmament 
■ Nuclear warheads CHN FRA RUS UK US IND ISR PAK PRK 

・Total number of nuclear warheads (including those awaiting dismantlement)   〇              

・Aggregate number of nuclear warheads in stockpile   〇   〇          

・Number of strategic or non-strategic nuclear warheads   〇 △ 〇 △        

・Number of strategic or non-strategic deployed nuclear warheads   〇 △ 〇 △         

・Number of strategic or non-strategic non-deployed nuclear warheads   〇   〇 △        

・Reductions (in numbers) of nuclear warheads in 2020     〇 〇 〇         

・Aggregate number of nuclear warheads dismantled in 2020                  

■ Delivery vehicles                   

・Number of nuclear warhead delivery systems by type (missiles, aircraft, 

submarines, artillery, other) 
  〇 △ 〇 〇        

・Reduction (in numbers) of delivery systems in 2020                 

・Aggregate number of delivery systems dismantled in 2020                  

・Nuclear disarmament since 1995                   

・1995－2000   〇 〇 〇 〇        

・2000－2005   〇 〇 〇 〇         

・2005－2010   〇 〇 〇 〇        

・2010－2020   〇 〇 〇 〇         

■ Nuclear doctrine                   

・Measures taken or in process to diminish the role and significance of nuclear 

weapons in military and security concepts, doctrines and policies 
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇   

・Measures taken or in process to reduce the operational readiness of the 

reporting State’s nuclear arsenal  
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇   

・Measures taken or in process to reduce the risk of accidental or unauthorized 

use of nuclear weapons 
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇   

・Description of negative security assurances (including status and definition) by 

reporting States 
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇 〇 

・Current status and future prospect of the ratification of the relevant protocols 

to nuclear weapon-free-zone treaties 
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 ー ー ー ー 

・Current status of consultations and cooperation on entry into force of the 

relevant protocols of nuclear-weapon-free-zone treaties 
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 ー ー ー ー 

・Current status of review of any related reservations about the relevant 

protocols of nuclear weapon-free-zone treaties by concerned States  
          ー ー ー ー 

■ Nuclear testing                   

・Current status of ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty △ 〇 〇 〇 △   △     

・Current status of the reporting State’s policy on continued adherence to the 

moratorium on nuclear-weapon test explosions 
〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇   

・Activities to promote the entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-

Ban Treaty at the national, regional and global levels 
  〇   〇          

■ Scheduled policy reviews                   

・Scope and focus of policy reviews, scheduled or under way, relating to nuclear 

weapon stocks, nuclear doctrine or nuclear posture 
                

■ Fissile material                   

・Aggregate amount of plutonium produced for national security purposes (in 

metric tons) 
      〇 〇         

・Aggregate amount of HEU produced for national security purposes (in metric 

tons) 
      〇 〇         

・Amount of fissile material declared excess for national security purposes (in 

metric tons) 
    △   △         

・Current status (and any future plan), including the amount and year, of 

declarations to the International Atomic Energy Agency of all fissile material 
designated by the reporting State as no longer required for military purposes and 
placement of such material under Agency or other relevant international 
verification and arrangements for the disposition of such material for peaceful 
purposes 

  〇 △ 〇 △         

・Current status of the development of appropriate legally binding verification 

arrangements to ensure the irreversible removal of such fissile material 
    △ △ △         

・Current status (and any future plan) of the dismantlement or conversion for 

peaceful uses of facilities for the production of fissile material for use in nuclear 
weapons 

  〇               

■ Other measures in support of nuclear disarmament                   

・Any cooperation among Governments, the United Nations and civil society 

aimed at increasing confidence, improving transparency and developing efficient 
verification capabilities 

  〇   〇 〇         

・Year and official document symbol of regular reports on the implementation 

of Article VI, paragraph 4(c), of the 1995 decision entitled “Principles and 
objectives for nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament,” and the practical steps 
agreed to in the Final Document of the 2000 Review Conference in 2019 

〇     〇           

・Activities to promote disarmament and non-proliferation education   〇   〇 〇         

[◯: Highly transparent △: Partially transparent]          
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(10) Verifications of Nuclear 

Weapons Reductions 

Russia and the United States have 

implemented verification measures, 

including on-site inspections, under the 

New START. Since its entry into force, 

they have conducted on-site inspections 

as stipulated in the treaty.217 However, as 

mentioned above, due to the pandemic 

of  COVID-19 which made it difficult for 

inspectors to enter the other countries in 

2020, on-site inspections could only be 

conducted a number of  times far below 

the maximum limit permitted under the 

treaty. 

One noticeable activity on verification is 

the “International Partnership for 

Nuclear Disarmament Verification 

(IPNDV),” launched by the United States 

in December 2014. With 28 participating 

countries (and the EU and the 

Vatican),218 the IPNDV continues to 

study verification measures and 

technologies related to the 

dismantlement of  nuclear weapons, as 

well as fissile material derived from 

dismantled nuclear warheads.  

During Phase III, which began in 2020, 

partner countries “build on current 

working methods and engage in further 

 

217 The U.S. Department of State, “New START Treaty Inspection Activities,” https://www.state.gov/ 
new-start-treaty-inspection-activities/. 

218 In addition to three NWS (France, the United Kingdom and the United States), Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, 
South Korea, Mexico, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Turkey, the UAE and others participated in the IPNDV. China and Russia attended in Phase I (2015-2017) 
as observers, but did not join in Phase II (2018-2019). 

219 IPNDV, “Phase III Programme of Work,” https://www.ipndv.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/ 
IPNDV_Phase_III_Programme_of_Work.pdf. 

hands-on activities, including scenario-

based discussions, practical exercises and 

technology demonstrations.”219 The 

following activities were listed: 

➢ Use a scenario-based approach based 

on a full, representative national case 

study of  a notional nuclear weapon 

possessing state (Country X), and its 

nuclear enterprise to demonstrate how 

concepts and other elements of  the 

overall verification “tool kit” 

developed in Phases I and II can be 

implemented; 

➢ Continue deeper exploration of  issues 

related to the design of  verification, 

such as irreversibility, transparency 

and the non-production of  nuclear 

weapons, among others, to build 

confidence over time; 

➢ Address gap areas identified through 

Phases I and II, such as the detection 

of  the presence or absence of  nuclear-

weapon materials, information barrier 

concepts and technologies; and 

➢ Conduct outreach activities to engage 

senior political leaders, and the nuclear 

disarmament verification expert 

community and maintain focus on 

nuclear disarmament verification. 

The first meeting of  Phase III was 

scheduled to be held in Geneva in March 
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2020, but was cancelled due to COVID-

19, and subsequent meetings related to 

IPNDV have been conducted virtually. 

In the meantime, in April, the three 

working groups of  Phase II (Working 

Group 4: Verification of  nuclear 

weapons declarations, Working Group 5: 

Verification of  reductions, and Working 

Group 6: Technology for verification) 

released reports and other materials 

summarizing the results of  their 

discussions.220  

Among them, the Working Group 6 

report mentioned technologies and 

methodologies that do not currently exist 

and need to be developed: non-

destructive detection of  explosives in a 

closed container; quantification of  

threshold mass of  explosives in a closed 

container; methods for detecting nuclear 

weapons in a specific location within a 

large facility or within a building on a site 

with many buildings while walking or 

driving near the location; passive 

measurement of  uranium isotopes and 

threshold mass in a closed container; and 

sweeping and absence measurements for 

HEU. It also listed the following 

technologies and methodologies that 

currently exist but need additional 

development or engineering: methods for 

detecting explosives in rooms from a 

distance; additional nuclear weapons 

template methods beyond radiation-

 

220 See the IPNDV web site (https://www.ipndv.org/reports-analysis/). 

221 IPNDV Working Group 6, “Technology Gaps Identified,” April 2020. 

222 “Statement by Norway,” General Debate, 2019 NPT PrepCom, May 1, 2019. 

223 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.14, March 21, 2019. 

based ones; information barrier methods 

that can be used with a variety of  

monitoring methods; and evaluation of  

potential nuclear weapons intrinsic 

signatures before and after 

dismantlement.221 

At the 2019 NPT PrepCom, Norway 

proposed to establish a nuclear 

disarmament verification trust fund 

under the auspices of  UN Office for 

Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) for 

increasing capacity building and 

diversity.222 In addition, the NAM 

countries called for the establishment by 

the 2020 NPT RevCon of  a standing 

committee to monitor and verify the 

nuclear disarmament steps undertaken 

unilaterally or through bilateral 

agreements by the NWS.223 

(11) Irreversibility  

A) Implementing or planning 

dismantlement of nuclear warheads 

and their delivery vehicles 

As with their previous nuclear arms 

control agreements, the New START 

obliges Russia and the United States to 

dismantle or convert strategic (nuclear) 

delivery vehicles beyond the limits set in 

the treaty, and do so in a verifiable way. 

The New START does not stipulate that 

retired nuclear warheads be dismantled, 

but the two states have partially 
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dismantled retired nuclear warheads as 

unilateral measures. As mentioned above, 

the U.S. Department of  Defense decided 

not to disclose information regarding the 

number of  dismantled nuclear 

weapons.224 France and the United 

Kingdom also continue to dismantle 

their retired nuclear warheads and 

delivery vehicles. 

B) Decommissioning/conversion of 

nuclear weapons-related facilities  

No remarkable activity or progress was 

reported in 2020 in terms of  the 

decommissioning or conversion of  

nuclear weapons-related facilities.  

In 1996, France became the only country 

to decide to completely and irreversibly 

dismantle its nuclear test sites. They were 

fully decommissioned in 1998.225 As 

 

224 It is estimated that the United States dismantles approximately 300-350 nuclear warheads per year. 
Hans Kristensen, “Trump Administration Again Refuses to Disclose Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Size,” 
Federation of American Scientists, December 3, 2020, https://fas.org/blogs/security/2020/12/nuclear-
stockpile-denial-2020/. 

225 NPT/CONF.2015/10, March 12, 2015. 

226  It stipulates, inter alia, that 34 tons each of surplus U.S. and Russian plutonium extracted from 
dismantled nuclear warheads shall be converted into mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for use in civilian nuclear 
reactors. 

mentioned above, North Korea collapsed 

the entrance tunnels to its nuclear test 

site, but whether this “shutdown” is 

complete and irreversible has yet to be 

confirmed. 

C) Measures for fissile material 

declared excess for military 

purposes, such as disposition or 

conversion to peaceful purposes  

In October 2016, Russian President 

Putin issued a Presidential Decree on 

suspending implementation of  the 

Russian-U.S. Plutonium Management and 

Disposition Agreement (PMDA), which 

entered into force in July 2011.226 The 

situation has not been resolved. In its 

annual report, “Adherence to and 

Compliance with Arms Control, 

Nonproliferation, and Disarmament 

Table 1-8: U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile and warhead dismantlement 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

Number of nuclear weapons stockpile* 5,113 5,066 4,897 4,881 4,804 4,717 4,571 4,018 3,822 

Number of warheads dismantled   352 305 308 239 299 146 533 196 

 
*Does not include weapons retired and awaiting dismantlement.  
Sources: U.S. Department of State, “Transparency in the U.S. Nuclear Weapons Stockpile,” Fact Sheet, April 29, 2014, https://2009-2017.state. 
gov/t/avc/rls/225343.htm; NPT/CONF.2015/38, May 1, 2015; John Kerry, “Remarks at the 2015 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty Review 
Conference,” New York, April 27, 2015, http://www.state.gov/secretary/ remarks/2015/04/241175.htm; “Remarks by the Vice President on 
Nuclear Security,” Washington, DC., January 11, 2017, https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/2017/01/12/remarks-vice-
president-nuclear-security; Hans M. Kristensen, “Despite Rhetoric, US Stockpile Continues to Decline,” Federation of American Scientists, March 
22, 2018, https://fas.org/blogs/security/2018/03/stockpile-reduction/; Hans M. Kristensen, “Pentagon Slams Door on Nuclear Weapons 
Stockpile Transparency,” Federation of American Scientists, April 17, 2019, https://fas.org/blogs/security/2019/04/stockpilenumbersecret/.   
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Agreements and Commitments” in 2020, 

the United States stated, “There is no 

indication that Russia has violated any of  

its obligations under the PMDA. Russia’s 

October 2016 notification of  its 

purported suspension of  the PMDA 

raised concerns regarding Russia’s future 

compliance with its PMDA 

obligations.”227 

In the meantime, as mentioned in the 

Hiroshima Report 2020, the U.S. Trump 

administration, like its predecessor, has 

sought to end construction of  the Mixed 

Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility (MFFF) 

at the Savannah River Site in South 

Carolina, and to pursue the dilution and 

disposal approach, due to increasing cost 

and scheduling delays. Congress has not 

approved this approach, and has 

allocated a budget for the construction 

of  the MFFF.228 However, the NNSA 

formally terminated its construction in 

October 2018.229 The NNSA is 

proposing to repurpose the MFFF to 

produce plutonium pits. 

(12) Disarmament and Non-

Proliferation Education and 

Cooperation with Civil Society  

Regarding cooperation with civil society 

in nuclear disarmament and non-

 

227 U.S. Department of State, “Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and 
Disarmament Agreements and Commitments,” June 2020, p. 27. 

228 Kingston Reif, “MOX Facility to Switch to Plutonium Pits,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 48, No. 5 (June 
2018), p. 29. 

229  Timothy Gardner, “Trump Administration Kills Contract for Plutonium-to-Fuel Plant,” Reuters, 
October 13, 2018, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-plutonium-mox/trump-administration-kills-
contract-for-plutonium-to-fuel-plant-idUSKCN1MM2N0. 

230 “Chair’s Report of the Group of Eminent Persons for the Substantive Advancement of Nuclear 

proliferation, the involvement of  civil 

society in the process of  formulating the 

TPNW was notable. In 2020, amidst the 

COVID-19 pandemic, which resulted in 

the cancellation of  numerous face-to-

face meetings on disarmament and non-

proliferation, many meetings were held 

virtually. Side events of  the UNGA First 

Committee were also held online. The 

number of  side events was reduced 

compared to the previous year, and no 

country surveyed for this report held 

them. However, the virtual meetings 

allowed interested parties to participate 

from outside the UN headquarters in 

New York. Many of  the side events were 

attended by government officials, 

experts, and civil society, including 

NGOs. Still, it cannot be denied that the 

inability to hold face-to-face meetings 

has resulted in not a few constraints and 

limitations regarding interactions 

between civil society and government. 

That said, despite the limitations of  the 

online format, active discussions took 

place. 

Japan, which held the “Group of  

Eminent Persons for Substantive 

Advancement of  Nuclear Disarmament” 

from 2017 through 2019 and publicized 

the “Chair’s Report” in October 2019,230 
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hosted the “Track 1.5 Meeting for 

Substantive Advancement of  Nuclear 

Disarmament” in March 2020. The 

meeting was attended by government 

officials from nine countries including 

NWS and NNWS as well as nine 

Japanese and international experts. They 

discussed three concrete nuclear 

disarmament measures: transparency, 

nuclear risk reduction, and nuclear 

disarmament and non-proliferation 

education. Furthermore, at the 2020 

UNGA First Committee, India stated, 

“[It] continues to attach high priority to 

promoting arms control, disarmament 

and international security education. In 

this regard, India’s Annual Disarmament 

and International Security Affairs 

Fellowship launched in 2019 has been 

well received by various member states, 

particularly the younger generation of  

diplomats.”231 

At the 2020 UNGA, the resolution 

“Disarmament and non-proliferation 

education”— co-sponsored by Austria, 

Belgium, Canada, Chile, Germany, Japan, 

South Korea, Mexico, the Netherlands, 

Norway, the Philippines, Poland, Sweden, 

Turkey, the United Kingdom, the United 

States and others—was adopted without 

voting.232  

Regarding cooperation with civil society, 

one of  the important efforts that 

governments must make is to provide 

 

Disarmament,” October 2019, https://www.mofa.go.jp/mofaj/files/000529774.pdf. 

231 “Statement by India,” UNGA First Committee, October 14, 2020. 

232 A/RE/75/61, December 7, 2020. 

233 ICAN and PAX, Shorting Our Security- Financing the Companies that Make Nuclear Weapons, June 2019. 

more information on nuclear 

disarmament and non-proliferation 

matters. Among the countries surveyed 

in this report, the following set up a 

section or sections on disarmament and 

non-proliferation on their official 

English-language homepages and posted 

enlightening information: Australia, 

Austria, Belgium, Canada, China, France, 

Germany, Japan, New Zealand, Sweden, 

Switzerland, the United Kingdom and 

the United States. In addition, the 

UNGA resolutions on nuclear 

disarmament proposed by Japan and the 

NAC, respectively, mentioned the 

importance of  disarmament and non-

proliferation education. 

Finally, a few countries started to legislate 

“divestment” against organizations or 

companies involved in producing nuclear 

weapons. According to the International 

Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons 

(ICAN) annual report published in June 

2019, 325 banks, insurance companies, 

pension funds and asset managers 

invested over US$ 748 billion in the top 

18 nuclear weapon producers from 

January 2017 through January 2019.233 

Another report by the ICAN stated: 

“Governments are contracting at least 

US$ 116 billion…to private companies in 

France, India, Italy, the Netherlands, the 

United Kingdom, and the United States 

for production, development and 

stockpiling of  nuclear weapons. State-
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owned companies in China connected to 

nuclear weapon production are starting 

to raise money through bond issuances, 

while Israeli, Pakistani, North Korean 

and Russian nuclear programmes are still 

not transparent.”234 On the other hand, 

its other report profiled 77 financial 

institutions that have in place a policy 

that restricts investments in nuclear 

weapon producers.235 Besides this, 

Switzerland and Luxembourg enacted 

national laws that restrict financing for 

nuclear weapons production. Norwegian 

and Swedish state-owned pension funds 

do not invest in companies deemed to be 

involved in developing and producing 

nuclear weapons.236 

(13) Hiroshima and Nagasaki 

Peace Memorial Ceremonies  

On August 6, 2020, the Hiroshima Peace 

Memorial Ceremony was held in 

Hiroshima. Representatives from 83 

countries and the EU, along with Japan, 

participated, including: 

➢ Ambassadorial-level—Australia, 

 

234 ICAN and PAX, Producing Mass Destruction: Private Companies and the Nuclear Weapons Industry, May 2019. 

235 ICAN and PAX, Beyond the Bomb: Global Exclusion of Nuclear Weapon Producers, October 2019. 

236 IKV Pax Christi and ICAN, Don’t Bank on the Bomb: A Global Report on the Financing of Nuclear Weapons 
Producers—2018, March 2018. In Japan, Resona Holdings and Kyushu Financial Group have made similar 
statements. In 2020, it was reported that 16 Japanese banks, including megabanks, have set guidelines to 
restrain themselves from investing in and financing companies involved in manufacturing missiles to 
deliver nuclear weapons. (“Banks Restrain from Investing in Nuclear Weapons-Related Companies,” Fukui 
Shimbun, May 3, 2020, https://www.fukuishimbun.co.jp/articles/-/1080130. (in Japanese)) In addition, the 
Mitsubishi UFJ Financial Group (MFG) has revised its investment and financing guidelines for companies, 
stating that financing the manufacture of nuclear weapons will be prohibited. (“Prohibition from Financing 
of Nuclear Weapons Production,” Kyodo News, June 7, 2020, https://jp.reuters.com/article/ 
idJP2020060701001280. (in Japanese)) Furthermore, in December, it was reported that “[F]our major 
Japanese life insurers do not invest in or extend loans to producers of nuclear weapons or companies 
related to them.” (“Major Japan Life Insurers Shun Investing in Nuke Weapon-Linked Firms,” Kyodo News, 
December 12, 2020, https://english.kyodonews.net/news/2020/12/e6fc3a6e00ab-major-japan-life-insur 
ers-shun-investing-in-nuke-weapon-linked-firms.html.) 

Austria, Canada, France, Indonesia, 

Mexico, the Netherlands, New 

Zealand, Poland, Russia, Syria, Turkey 

and the United Kingdom  

➢ Non-ambassadorial-level—Belgium, 

Brazil, Germany, India, Israel, 

Kazakhstan, South Korea, Norway, 

Sweden, Switzerland and the United 

States (Note: underlines denote 

countries whose ambassadorial-level 

representatives have attended the 

ceremony in the past three years) 

➢ Not attending—China, Chile, Egypt, 

Iran, Nigeria, Pakistan, the 

Philippines, Saudi Arabia, South 

Africa and the UAE (Note: underlines 

denote countries whose 

representatives have attended the 

ceremony at least once in the past 

three years) 

As for the Nagasaki Peace Memorial 

Ceremony on August 9, 2020, 

representatives from 68 countries and the 

EU participated, including the following: 

➢ Ambassadorial-level—Australia, 

Austria, France, Indonesia, 
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Kazakhstan, Mexico, Netherlands, 

Poland, Switzerland, Turkey and the 

United Kingdom  

➢ Non-ambassadorial-level—Belgium, 

Brazil, Canada, Germany, Israel, 

Norway, Russia, Sweden and the 

United States  

➢ Not attending—China, Chile, Egypt, 

India, Iran, South Korea, North 

Korea, New Zealand, Nigeria, 

Pakistan, the Philippines, South 

Africa, Syria, Saudi Arabia and the 

UAE  

At various fora, Japan has proposed that 

the world’s political leaders visit 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki, to witness the 

humanitarian consequences of  nuclear 

weapons with their own eyes.  

The 2020 UN General Assembly 

resolution on nuclear disarmament, 

which was adopted at the initiative of  

Japan, also mentioned “[w]elcoming the 

visits of  leaders, youth and others to 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki.” In 2020, due 

to the global pandemic of  COVID-19, 

there was no visit at the head of  state or 

ministerial level, but prior to that, a visit 

to Hiroshima was made every year. 
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Column 1 

The COVID-19 Crisis and the 
Nuclear Threat in the World  

Nobuyasu Abe 

The COVID-19 that broke out in Wuhan 

in late 2019 quickly spread across the 

globe, causing a major threat to the entire 

world in 2020. It brought as well (1) 

criticism of  the Chinese government’s 

delay in reporting the crisis, (2) a general 

decline in organizational credibility of  

the United Nations prompted by the 

dubious initial reaction of  the World 

Health Organization, (3) an appeal for 

international cooperation in developing 

and disseminating vaccines, and (4) a 

marked difficulty among democracies in 

enforcing preventive measures. 

While the popular concern about the 

immediate threat of  the coronavirus 

pandemic tends to obscure the threat of  

nuclear weapons, the concern in reality 

intensified regarding the U.S.-Russian 

nuclear arms control regime, the rapid 

expansion of  Chinese nuclear and 

conventional forces, Iranian nuclear 

development, and the North Korea’s 

increasing nuclear warheads and missiles. 

It is clear from the experience of  

Hiroshima and Nagasaki that once 

nuclear weapons are used, human 

fatalities and the collapse of  medical 

services will far exceed any other 

catastrophe. With more than 14,000 

nuclear weapons existing in the world 

today, the devastation will eclipse 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki to an 

incomparable degree. It has been pointed 

out that nuclear warfare even on a 

relatively small scale could cause a serious 

nuclear winter in the world, threatening 

the very existence of  humankind.  

It was this concern about the horrific 

humanitarian consequences of  the use of  

nuclear weapons that ushered in the 

movement that led to the adoption of  

the Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear 

Weapons (TPNW) in 2017, which came 

into force on January 22, 2021. 

Unfortunately, there is no immediate 

prospect for nuclear weapons being 

abandoned, as none of  the nine weapon 

possessors have joined the TPNW. 

However, as the treaty adherents increase 

and come to form a majority in the 

world, it will start to strengthen the norm 

that nuclear weapons are the kind of  

weapons of  which manufacture, 

possession, and use cannot be allowed. 

Even among the NATO nations and 

other allies of  the U.S.—which claim 

that, being dependent on extended 

nuclear deterrence, they cannot join the 

TPNW—there are voices emerging in 

Belgium, the Netherland, Spain, Canada, 

and Australia that they should join the 

TPNW while maintaining their alliances 

with the U.S. It is time for Japan, which 

suffered from the use of  nuclear 

weapons and has been actively 

promoting global nuclear disarmament in 

the years since, to consider examining if  

it is truly impossible to join the TPNW. 

Indeed, the Japanese government has 

been advocating to work on bridging the 

gap between the pros and cons of  the 
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TPNW. There are voices in Japan that are 

calling for sending an observer to the 

first conference of  the States Parties to 

the treaty. 

As there is no immediate prospect that 

nuclear weapons will disappear, it would 

be prudent to do our best to reduce—if  

not eliminate entirely—the risk of  

nuclear weapons’ use. To this end, we 

must work on strengthening nuclear arms 

control, keeping lids on nuclear 

proliferation, strengthening measures to 

prevent accidental nuclear use, and 

lowering the salience of  nuclear weapons 

in national security policies. Japan, even 

if  it must rely on the U.S. nuclear 

deterrence for the time being, should 

actively engage itself  in such efforts. 

 

Nobuyasu Abe: Former UN Under-Secretary-General 

for Disarmament Affairs and former Commissioner of  

the Japan Atomic Energy Commission 

Column 2 

TPNW after Entry Into Force 

Beatrice Fihn 

On January 22, 2021, the international 

nuclear policy landscape was irrevocably 

altered. The Treaty on the Prohibition of  

Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) entered into 

force. Nuclear weapons are now illegal 

under international law. The TPNW 

importantly highlights the humanitarian 

consequences and the growing risk of  

their use and its entry into force is much 

more than a symbolic victory for nuclear 

disarmament. The treaty will continue to 

have concrete impacts as states-parties 

implement their obligations under the 

treaty and states not party are influenced 

by these actions and the growing norm 

against nuclear weapons generated by the 

treaty. The coalition of  diplomats and 

civil society that pushed for this treaty 

will not stop until the treaty has been 

fully implemented and reached 

universalization. The entry into force of  

the TPNW marks a new and hopeful 

chapter in nuclear disarmament.  

Since the treaty has entered into force, 

states-parties, countries which have 

ratified or acceded to it, are bound to 

implement all of  the treaty’s obligations. 

First and foremost, that entails 

complying with the treaty’s Article 1 

prohibitions. The TPNW prohibits 

states-parties from developing, testing, 

producing, manufacturing, transferring, 

possessing, stockpiling, using or 

threatening to use nuclear weapons, or 

allowing nuclear weapons to be stationed 

on their territory. It also prohibits them 
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from assisting, encouraging or inducing 

anyone to engage in any of  these 

activities. These prohibitions represent 

new legal commitments for many states 

parties, beyond what is banned in the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

and even some nuclear-weapon-free zone 

treaties. Banning all of  these activities 

under international law sends a clear 

signal to any state, company or 

institution that is still engaging in any one 

of  these actions to cease their 

involvement in behavior that has been 

condemned by the international 

community. 

But in addition to adhering to 

prohibitions, states-parties must take 

positive action to implement the TPNW. 

There are a few near time requirements 

for states-parties. The closest deadline is 

for all states-parties to submit 

declarations (Article 2) about their 

nuclear weapon status within 30 days of  

entry into force. The UN Office for 

Disarmament Affairs has published the 

International Committee for the Red 

Cross (ICRC) model declaration form as 

a guideline. States-parties have longer 

deadlines to complete other technical 

requirements under the treaty. All states-

parties must have brought a safeguards 

agreement into force with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) by the time the treaty enters into 

force for the state in question. As is 

standard in international law, states 

should also ensure that they have 

national legislation to implement the 

treaty and penalize violations (Article 5).   

Other more complex actions may take 

more time or represent an ongoing 

obligation. One example is the landmark 

positive obligation to provide victim 

assistance and start environmental 

remediation to help people and places 

impacted by nuclear weapon use and 

testing. Impacted states have the primary 

obligation to implement these programs 

under Article 6, although Article 7 makes 

clear that all states in a position to do so 

should cooperate with impacted states on 

this obligation. States can take some 

steps to begin this work within the first 

year of  entry into force, but it will be an 

ongoing obligation. Likewise, all states 

are obligated under Article 12 of  the 

treaty to promote its universalization by 

urging states not party to join, including 

in bilateral meetings, statements to 

international fora, or hosting of  regional 

workshops. This will be a continuous 

obligation for states-party until the treaty 

reaches full universalization. States-

parties will have the opportunity to 

further develop these and other 

obligations when they meet for regular 

meetings of  states parties.  

It is clear, then, that this treaty creates 

new legal obligations for states-parties. 

But what about states not party? How 

will they be impacted by the TPNW 

entering into force?  

States not party can be directly impacted 

by states-parties implementing their 

obligations under the treaty and they can 

be influenced by the growing norm 

against nuclear weapons propelled by the 

treaty. States-parties’ obligations to work 

to universalize the treaty is one example 

of  how treaty implementation may have 

ripple effects that reach states not party. 

If  a state party to the TPNW previously 

was engaging in behavior to assist, 

encourage or induce a non-party with 

any prohibited activities and then 

stopped that behavior to comply with the 
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TPNW, that too could impact states not 

party. How states develop programs to 

assist victims of  nuclear weapon use and 

testing and remediate contaminated 

environments could influence some 

existing programs in nuclear-armed 

states. 

Beyond the ripple effect of  

implementation, the TPNW will impact 

all states, including nuclear-armed states, 

due to the growing norm it furthers 

against nuclear weapons. Previous 

weapons prohibitions against landmines 

and cluster munitions show that 

countries, companies and financial 

institutions, even in countries that have 

not joined the treaty, want little to do 

with a weapon banned under 

international law. After these treaties 

entered into force, they changed their 

policies, stopped producing the weapon 

and stopped investing in producing 

companies. That these institutions 

changed their activities without any legal 

obligation to do so shows the reach of  

international treaties beyond signatories 

and states-parties. As the treaty continues 

to grow and become more ingrained as 

an established instrument of  

international law, its normative power 

will also expand and shape the 

disarmament landscape in the years to 

come. 

 

Beatrice Fihn: Executive Director, International 

Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN) 

Column 3 

A Realistic Path for U.S.-China 
Nuclear Relations 

James McKeon 

Mark Melamed 

Over the next four years, the relationship 

between the United States and China will 

become ever more central – and likely 

increasingly fraught. As competition – 

and the potential for conflict – increases, 

there is an urgent need for the two 

countries to better manage their strategic 

relationship and avoid blunders or 

miscalculations that could have 

potentially catastrophic implications. 

Nowhere is this more evident than in the 

nuclear weapons arena.  

While broader and deeper bilateral 

engagement between the United States 

and China on issues related to strategic 

stability is essential, the most recent 

effort by the United States to engage 

China has proven unrealistic. The Trump 

administration focused on drawing China 

into the traditional U.S.-Russia bilateral 

dialogue on nuclear arms control, an 

approach Beijing has rejected repeatedly, 

citing the major disparity in the size and 

composition of  China’s nuclear arsenal 

compared with those of  the United 

States and Russia.  

The new Biden Administration should 

pursue an alternative strategy to engage 

China – one based on a recognition that 

with no established baseline of  dialogue 

over time, there can be no shortcut to 
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fruitful talks on nuclear arms control, let 

alone a full-fledged arms control 

agreement. Instead, the initial focus of  

U.S.-China engagement should be on 

reducing the risk of  nuclear conflict 

between the two countries and laying a 

foundation for future arms control 

efforts.  

Goals 

This approach should center on three key 

objectives and should be pursued in close 

consultation with U.S. allies in the region 

and calibrated as required in response to 

North Korea’s arms build-up.   

First, the United States and China should 

work together to reduce the risk of  use 

of  nuclear weapons as a result of  

blunder or miscalculation. It is difficult to 

imagine either the United States or China 

launching a “blue sky” nuclear attack. 

The greater risk is of  miscalculation or 

miscommunication, particularly in the 

context of  a broader crisis, leading to 

nuclear use. 

Second, the two sides should find ways 

to constrain the potential for a 

destabilizing arms race. As both sides 

modernize their nuclear arsenals and 

develop capabilities – offensive and 

defensive – to address perceived security 

concerns, the risk of  an arms race is high 

and rising.  

Third, Washington and Beijing should 

establish a foundation of  dialogue and 

engagement on strategic issues. This will 

require serious buy-in on both sides and 

should focus on developing transparency 

and confidence-building measures in the 

near-term as a foundation for potential 

arms control agreements over the longer 

term. 

Measures to Avoid and Manage 

Crises 

While there is little experience of  U.S.-

China engagement on strategic stability 

and arms control issues, there is a modest 

track record of  bilateral efforts to avoid 

and manage potential crises. These 

include the Military Maritime 

Consultative Agreement and the “Non-

Targeting Agreement” from 1998, and 

two non-binding MOUs from 2014 that 

commit the two sides to notify each 

other of  major military activities and to 

follow an agreed code of  conduct for 

encounters at sea. Washington and 

Beijing should use these modest 

agreements as a foundation for additional 

measures that would reduce the risk of  a 

nuclear crisis. 

As a first step, the two sides should 

negotiate and implement an agreement 

for advance notification of  ballistic 

missile test launches. It could be modeled 

on the 1988 U.S.-Soviet Ballistic Missile 

Launch Notification Agreement, which 

required at least 24-hours’ notice 

regarding the planned date, launch area, 

and area of  impact for any launch of  a 

strategic ballistic missile. 

The United States and China should also 

explore the establishment of  a bilateral 

“Nuclear Risk Reduction Center” 

(NRRC) link. The link could be used 

initially to facilitate the voluntary 

exchanges of  information and 

notifications called for under the existing 
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2014 U.S.-China MOUs and also could 

facilitate a missile launch notification 

agreement.  

In addition to bilateral steps to increase 

dialogue and avoid and manage crises, 

China and the United States should 

intensify their nuclear risk reduction and 

arms control efforts in multilateral fora, 

in particular the P5 (China, France, 

Russia, the U.K. and the U.S.) process. In 

recent years, China has emphasized its 

interest in reinvigorating the P5 

mechanism, and the Biden administration 

should welcome and encourage more 

sustained and substantive P5 engagement 

on key issues, while also pursuing 

bilateral dialogue with Beijing. In 

particular: 

➢ The P5 should deepen and broaden 

dialogue on nuclear policy and 

doctrine and expand those 

discussions to address efforts to 

reduce the risk of  use of  nuclear 

weapons. Critically, this will require 

sustained buy-in and participation 

from diplomatic and military officials 

of  all P5 countries. 

➢ The P5 should affirm their 

commitment to preventing the use 

of  nuclear weapons through a joint 

declaration that “a nuclear war 

cannot be won and must never be 

fought.” 

➢ Given U.S. concerns about possible 

nuclear testing activity by Russia and 

China and reports that the Trump 

administration considered resuming 

such tests, the P5 should reaffirm 

their moratoria on nuclear explosive 

testing and launch a dialogue aimed 

at addressing concerns about 

adherence to such moratoria. 

➢ The P5 should declare a moratorium 

on the production of  fissile material 

for use in nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices.  

U.S.-China progress on nuclear 

disarmament will be a long-term 

undertaking, but the need for 

engagement to reduce the risk of  nuclear 

use is urgent. The coming four years of  

the Biden administration are an 

opportunity to begin that work and, in 

doing so, reduce the risk of  catastrophe 

and lay a foundation for future, more 

ambitious steps on arms control and 

disarmament.  

 

James McKeon: Program Officer, Global Nuclear 

Policy, Nuclear Threat Initiative 

Mark Melamed: Senior Director, Global Nuclear 

Policy Program, Nuclear Threat Initiative 
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Column 4 

It’s Time to Review the 
Review Process 

Nobumasa Akiyama 

The COVID-19 pandemic has led to 

twice postponements of  the 2020 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

Review Conference (RevCon). However, 

the postponements of  the NPT RevCon 

have also provided an opportunity to re-

think the modality and role of  the 

Review Process. 

The environment surrounding the NPT 

RevCon is a severe one. The last RevCon 

in 2015 failed to agree on a final 

document due to disagreement and 

division over disarmament between 

nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-

weapon states, and between Arab states 

and the United States over a zone free of  

weapons of  mass destruction in the 

Middle East. In 2010, although a final 

document was agreed upon, the process 

of  reaching a consensus has been 

difficult. 

In 2020, the security environment, which 

is seen by some states as a precondition 

for promoting nuclear disarmament, 

deteriorated as the arms control regime 

between the U.S. and Russia came to the 

brink, the confrontation between the U.S. 

and China worsened, and the major 

powers reduced their commitment to 

multilateral diplomacy. At the same time, 

the number of  countries that have 

ratified the Treaty on the Prohibition of  

Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) has surpassed 

the 50 required for its entry into force, 

and momentum toward nuclear 

disarmament has grown among the 

countries promoting the treaty. Amidst 

this polarization of  the international 

community over nuclear disarmament, 

there was a shared prospect in the NPT 

community that it would be difficult for 

the States Parties to agree on a final 

document at the 2020 RevCon. The 

pursuit of  a political consensus affirming 

the importance of  the NPT in 

maintaining its role as a cornerstone of  

the international non-proliferation 

regime was therefore set as a minimum 

goal. 

However, even if  the importance of  the 

NPT is reaffirmed at the political level, it 

does not mean that the role of  the 

RevCon has been completely fulfilled. If  

conflicts and disagreements remain 

unresolved and the RevCon is unable to 

agree on an effective final document, the 

significance of  the RevCon and the five-

year Review Cycle will be called into 

question.  

If  the RevCon and its Preparatory 

Committees remain merely a forum for 

states and groups to make their case 

alone, and if  it becomes impossible to 

reach an agreement that would encourage 

states to take action in ways that would 

contribute to the promotion of  the 

values of  non-proliferation, disarmament 

and the peaceful use of  nuclear energy 

that the Treaty provides, then states will 

choose forums such as meetings of  

States Parties to the TPNW and other 

events where they can better make their 
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case. If  this comes to pass, it may 

contribute to the decline of  

multilateralism in the field of  nuclear 

disarmament, as well as that of  non-

proliferation that seeks the best solution 

for the international community through 

dialogue among those with different 

positions. This would be a major 

hindrance not only to nuclear 

disarmament, but also to the promotion 

of  nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear 

security. 

Neither nuclear disarmament nor nuclear 

non-proliferation can be achieved by 

unilateral claims or political pressure. It is 

necessary from the point of  view of  

both effectiveness and sustainability that 

differences of  opinion and position be 

reconciled, and that policies be pursued 

on the basis of  consensus among the key 

interested countries. In order to discuss, 

implement, and ensure the 

implementation of  effective and 

sustainable policies toward achieving the 

goal of  the NPT, it is essential that the 

NPT Review Process—which has a high 

degree of  universality and involves both 

states that possess nuclear weapons (if  

not all of  them) and states that support 

the TPNW—properly functions. 

In the current five-year review cycle with 

a RevCon and the three Preparatory 

Committee meetings, too much time is 

spent on one-sided statements by states 

parties, and there is little opportunity for 

candid, constructive, and solution-

oriented discussions of  the issues of  real 

concern to states with regard to 

achieving the objectives of  the NPT and 

their solutions. 

Of  course, institutional change is never 

easy. However, rather than focusing on a 

precise “reviewing the operation of  the 

treaty”, it would be better to identify the 

concerns shared by countries—such as 

changes in the international environment 

and points of  divergence or conflict, 

which are essential for achieving the 

objectives of  the NPT—to identify 

issues and establish common ground for 

discussion. The time has come for the 

conference to be managed in such a way 

that it can facilitate discussion of  these 

issues and find a way to resolve them. 

 

Nobumasa Akiyama: Professor, Hitotsubashi 

University 
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Column 5 

Toward the 100th 
Anniversary of the Atomic 
Bombings 

Tomoko Watanabe 

When green is lost, peace will be lost; 

and when green is revived, peace will be 

restored. There are 160 “A-bombed 

trees (hibaku-jumoku)” in Hiroshima, 

which are not well known even to 

Hiroshima’s own citizens. These A-

bombed trees are storytellers of  the 

catastrophe of  the atomic bomb. In 

particular, a number of  survivor trees 

with one trunk, still standing in their 

original locations, lean toward the 

hypocenter, as if  showing the direction 

to ground zero. Voicelessly, this A-

bombed tree speaks to us human beings 

about that day and moment which 

should never be forgotten. The City of  

Hiroshima, 75 years after the calamity, 

has revived itself  as a beautiful city rich 

in water and greenery, and continues to 

transform itself  toward further 

development. However, during that 

process, A-bombed trees are gradually 

being forgotten, and A-bombed 

buildings are being lost year after year. 

In 2045, a hundred years after the 

atomic bombing, what will the City of  

Hiroshima be like? I believe that the 

spirits of  people who lived their life 

there reside in the city. Just like the A-

bombed trees that survived, many of  

those who survived the catastrophe of  

the atomic bombing gave birth and 

raised new generations, enduring 

hardship as they worked to reconstruct 

their city. Furthermore, these people 

have been appealing for the abolition 

of  nuclear weapons, bearing themselves 

up from tragedy with the conviction 

that “the same suffering must never be 

brought anywhere in the world.” Today, 

owing to their efforts, Hiroshima has 

become a special place of  pilgrimage 

for people across the world who long 

for peace and justice. I hope, from the 

bottom of  my heart, that Hiroshima 

will inherit and honor the spirits of  the 

A-bomb survivors at any cost, and be a 

city which strives for “a world without 

nuclear weapons” together with those 

who share the same will, using the 

Nuclear Ban Treaty as leverage. 

I wonder, by 2045, how we can make 

the majority of  countries in the world—
including Japan and those nations that 

possess nuclear weapons—ratify the 

Nuclear Ban Treaty and firmly establish 

in public opinion ideals such as “we 

don’t need nuclear weapons,” and “we 

don’t support national security policies 

relying on nuclear deterrence” among a 

preponderance of  people across the 

world. What can Hiroshima do to that 

end? 

First and foremost, we must continue 

to spread the word about the 

inhumanity of  nuclear weapons, and 

communicate the tragic realities of  the 

atomic bombings to future generations 

and beyond borders. To hand down the 

memory of  the atomic bombing to 

future generations, preservation of  

“records”—in particular, primary 
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records of  the atomic bombing 

experience in Hiroshima—is essential. 

Hiroshima must not demolish its A-

bombed buildings anymore. A strong 

political commitment to protecting 

those buildings as invaluable assets of  

the entire human race is essential. 

Likewise, primary records will be 

dispersed and end up being lost unless 

Hiroshima makes the preservation of  

those records an important project—one 

which will be passed down to future 

generations. In doing so, collaboration 

not only with the Hiroshima Peace 

Memorial Museum but also with other 

institutions such as universities, the 

Hiroshima Municipal Archives, the 

Research Institute for Radiation 

Biology and Medicine of  Hiroshima 

University, and the Radiation Effects 

Research Foundation (RERF) is vital. It 

would be ideal if  we could have 

facilities in Hiroshima, such as a typical 

museum and literature museum, which 

would feature the spirit of  life of  the 

atomic bomb survivors, together with 

the realities of  their daily lives. 

Secondly, cooperation with hibakusha 

(persons affected by the bomb) around 

the world is essential. Hibakusha are not 

limited to the victims of  atomic 

bombings in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

There are people affected by nuclear-

related activities and incidents—such as 

uranium mining and smelting, nuclear 

tests, and nuclear accidents—across the 

globe. This means that we now live in a 

world of  Global Hibakusha today. To 

realize a world without nuclear 

weapons, I believe that it is necessary to 

 

1 Akiro Tashiro, “Hiroshima Memo: Eternal Green,” Hiroshima Peace Media Center, The Chugoku Shimbun, 
27 May 2008, http://www.hiroshimapeacemedia.jp/?p=19442. 

regularly organize meetings of  the 

World Nuclear Victims Forum, and 

collaborate with hibakusha around the 

world to inform the international 

community of  the realities of  nuclear 

devastation. To that end, I wish to see a 

Global Hibakusha information center 

established in Hiroshima. 

Last, but not least, to walk the difficult 

path to a world without nuclear 

weapons, support from a wide variety 

of  people is always essential. 

Developing human resources, namely 

future leaders for peace who can hear 

the voice of  A-bombed trees and work 

to break the current deadlock in the 

world, is another urgent task for today. 

In the year 2045, a hundred years after 

the atomic bombing, “In the delta of  

Hiroshima, let new green thrive”1 

(excerpted from “Eternal Green” by 

Tamiki Hara). Green is the symbol of  

life. A city that cherishes green also 

cherishes lives. It is essential that that 

city must also promote peace. Let us 

maintain and promote a culture of  

peace in a city with the rich green of  A-

bombed trees, and make it a 

cornerstone for the future of  

Hiroshima. 

 

Tomoko Watanabe: Executive Director, Asian 

Network of  Trust (ANT) Hiroshima 

 



Chapter 2 Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

84 

Chapter 2    

Nuclear Non-Proliferation1 

(1) Acceptance and Compliance 

with Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Obligations 

A) Accession to the NPT  

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) has 191 adherents (including 

North Korea, the Holy See and 

Palestine). Among the current 193 

United Nations (UN) Member States, 

those remaining outside the NPT are: 

India and Pakistan, both of  which 

tested and declared having nuclear 

weapons in 1998; Israel, which is widely 

believed to possess them; and South 

Sudan, which declared its independence 

and joined the UN in July 2011, and 

does not possess any nuclear weapons. 

North Korea declared its withdrawal 

from the NPT in 2003, but there is no 

agreement among the states parties on 

North Korea’s official status with 

regard to the NPT. It has refused to 

return to the treaty despite UN Security 

Council resolutions (UNSCRs) 

demanding that it do so at an early date. 

 

1 This chapter is authored by Hirofumi Tosaki. 

2 No international body is explicitly mandated with a responsibility for assessing compliance with these 
articles, apart from the IAEA’s safeguards verification mandate. 

3 The U.S. Department of State, “Adherence to and Compliance with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, 
and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments,” June 2020, p. 31. 

B) Compliance with Articles I and II 

of the NPT and the UNSCRs on non-

proliferation 

North Korea 

Since the NPT entered into force, no 

case of  non-compliance with Articles I 

and II of  the Treaty has been officially 

reported by the UN or any other 

international organization.2 However, 

if  North Korea’s withdrawal is 

interpreted as not being legally valid or 

if  it acquired nuclear weapons before 

announcing its withdrawal from the 

NPT, such acquisition of  nuclear 

weapons would constitute non- 

compliance with Article II. The U.S. 

Department of  State clearly stated in its 

2020 annual report, titled “Adherence 

to and Compliance with Arms Control, 

Nonproliferation, and Disarmament 

Agreements and Commitments,” that 

North Korea was in violation of  its 

obligations under Articles II and III of  

the NPT and in non-compliance with 

its International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) Safeguards Agreement at the 

time it announced its withdrawal from 

the NPT in 2003.3 

UNSCR 1787, adopted in October 

2006, stipulates that:  

[T]he DPRK shall abandon all nuclear 

weapons and existing nuclear 

programmes in a complete, verifiable 
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and irreversible manner, shall act 

strictly in accordance with the 

obligations applicable to parties under 

the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of  

Nuclear Weapons and the terms and 

conditions of  its Safeguards 

Agreement (IAEA INFCIRC/403) 

and shall provide the IAEA 

transparency measures extending 

beyond these requirements, including 

such access to individuals, 

documentation, equipments and 

facilities as may be required and 

deemed necessary by the IAEA.4 

The Security Council also decided that 

North Korea “shall abandon all other 

existing weapons of  mass destruction 

and ballistic missile programme in a 

complete, verifiable and irreversible 

manner.” In defiance, North Korea has 

failed to respond to the UN Security 

Council’s decisions, and has continued 

nuclear weapon- and ballistic missile-

related activities.  

In 2018-19, North Korea engaged in 

dialogue with the United States under 

the Trump administration, and three 

U.S.-North Korea summits were held. 

However, North Korea never 

demonstrated a strategic decision to 

renounce its nuclear weapons. The 

denuclearization talks ended 

unsuccessfully. 

At the end of  2019, Chairman of  the 

Workers’ Party of  Korea Kim Jong Un 

 

4 S/RES/1718, October 14, 2006. The UN Security Council Resolution 1874 in June 2009 also demanded 
that North Korea “immediately comply fully with its obligations under relevant Security Council 
resolutions, in particular resolution 1718 (2006).” 

5 “Report on 5th Plenary Meeting of 7th C.C., WPK,” KCNA, January 1, 2020, http://www.kcna.co.jp/ 
item/2020/202001/news01/20200101-01ee.html. 

accused the United States at the Plenary 

Meeting of  the Central Committee of  

the Workers’ Party: “[T]he U.S. real 

intention is to seek its own political and 

diplomatic interests while wasting time 

away under the signboard of  dialogue 

and negotiations and at the same time 

keep sanctions upon the latter so as to 

weaken the latter.” He also stated, “In 

the past two years alone when the 

DPRK took preemptive and crucial 

measures of  halting its nuclear test and 

ICBM test-fire and shutting down the 

nuclear-test ground for building 

confidence between the DPRK and the 

U.S., the U.S., far from responding to 

the former with appropriate measures, 

conducted tens of  big and small joint 

military drills which its president 

personally promised to stop and 

threatened the former militarily through 

the shipment of  ultra-modern warfare 

equipment into south [sic] Korea.” 5 

According to the report, Chairman 

Kim “stressed that under such 

condition, there is no ground for us to 

get unilaterally bound to the 

commitment any longer,” and said: 

“[W]e should more actively push 

forward the project for developing 

strategic weapons, … [and] the world 

will witness a new strategic weapon to 

be possessed by the DPRK in the near 
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future.”6 North Korea reiterated at the 

Conference on Disarmament (CD) in 

January 2020 that it was no longer 

bound by its commitment to suspend 

nuclear and long-range missile tests.7 

Furthermore, First Deputy Director of  

the Workers’ Party Kim Yo Jong stated 

in July 2020, “I believe that the 

previous theme of  the DPRK-U.S. 

negotiations, that is, ‘denuclearization 

measures versus lifting of  sanctions’ 

should be changed into a formula of  

‘withdrawal of  hostility versus 

resumption of  DPRK-U.S. 

negotiations.’ … I hope that the U.S., at 

this moment in time, does not harbour 

such a pipedream as trying to restrike a 

bargain which was put on the 

negotiations table at the Hanoi summit 

talks, which entails the partial lifting of  

sanctions versus the permanent 

dismantlement of  large-scale nuclear 

facilities like the ones in [Yongbyon], 

the central nerve of  our nuclear 

development.”8 At the UN General 

Assembly (UNGA) First Committee in 

October, North Korea clearly stated, 

“Under the current circumstances, the 

fundamental guarantee for national 

 

6 Ibid. 

7 Stephanie Nebehay, “North Korea Abandoned Nuclear Freeze Pledge, Blames ‘Brutal’ U.S. Sanctions,” 
Reuters, January 21, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-northkorea-nuclear-usa/north-korea-may-
seek-new-path-after-u-s-fails-to-meet-talks-deadline-idUSKBN1ZK1FX. 

8 “Press Statement by Kim Yo Jong, First Vice Department Director of Central Committee of Workers’ 
Party of Korea,” KCNA, July 10, 2020, http://www.kcna.co.jp/item/2020/202007/news10/20200710-
01ee.html. 

9 “Statement by North Korea,” First Committee, UNGA, October 9, 2020. 

10 Kylie Atwood and Vivian Salama, “Trump Tells Advisers He Doesn’t Want Another Summit with 
North Korea’s Kim before the Election,” CNN, February 10, 2020, https://edition.cnn. 
com/2020/02/10/politics/trump-north-korea-thaw/index.html. 

security and development is strong self-

defensive capabilities. We possess a self-

defensive deterrent to reliably defend 

ourselves against any form of  high-

intensity pressure. … We will not pause 

even a moment on the road of  building 

up most powerful defense capabilities 

which no one would dare to 

challenge.”9 

On the other hand, U.S. President 

Donald Trump reportedly said in 

February 2020 that he had no intention 

of  holding an additional U.S.-North 

Korean summit meeting before the U.S. 

election in November.10 In the end, no 

official bilateral meeting, much less a 

summit meeting, was held throughout 

2020, and no progress was made 

toward the denuclearization of  North 

Korea. 

Iran 

The E3/EU+3 (France, Germany and 

the United Kingdom/European Union 

plus China, Russia and the United 

States) and Iran agreed the Joint 

Comprehensive Plan of  Action 

(JCPOA) in July 2015, which stipulates 

that Iran accepts restrictions on its 

nuclear activities, including uranium 
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enrichment, and that other parties ease 

or lift sanctions against Iran. However, 

the United States decided to withdraw 

from the JCPOA, and to reimpose 

sanctions against Iran in May 2018. In 

response, from May 2019, Iran 

gradually suspended the implementa-

tion of  obligations set out in the 

JCPOA, including limitations on the 

storage and enrichment level of  low-

enriched uranium (LEU) as well as of  

the number of  centrifuges for enriching 

uranium. 

In January 2020, Iran announced its 

fifth breach of  the JCPOA, that is, 

suspending the obligation on limiting 

the number of  operating centrifuges. It 

also stated that Iran no longer respected 

any limitations stipulated in the JCPOA, 

including limits on the storage and 

enrichment level of  LEU as well as of  

the number of  centrifuges.11 At the 

same time, Iran also made it clear that it 

would continue to fully cooperate with 

the IAEA, and that it was willing to 

return to compliance with the JCPOA 

if  sanctions against Iran were relieved.12 

 

11 Iran justifies its series of suspending the implementation of obligations by arguing that it is acting in 
accordance with Articles 26 and 36 of the JCPOA.  

12 Kelsey Davenport and Julia Masterson, “Iran Announces New Nuclear Deal Breach | P4+1 and Iran 
Nuclear Deal Alert,” Arms Control Now, January 9, 2020, https://www.armscontrol.org/blog/2020-01-
09/p4-1-iran-nuclear-deal-alert. 

13 Conor Finnegan “Trump Calls for New Nuclear Deal While Bashing Old One with Misinformation,” 
ABC News, January 9, 2020, https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/trump-calls-nuclear-deal-bashing-
misinformation/story?id=68148374. 

14 “Statement from the heads of state and government of France, Germany and the United Kingdom,” 
January 12, 2020, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/e3-statement-on-the-jcpoa-12-january-2020. 

15 Parties to the JCPOA may bring serious violations to the Joint Commission in accordance with the 
dispute resolution procedures set forth in the agreement. If the Joint Commission is unable to reach a 
resolution, the case will be discussed by the Advisory Committee and then by the UN Security Council, 
which may eventually reimpose UN sanctions against Iran.  

In January 2020, President Trump 

called for the other JCPOA parties to 

also withdraw from it, in order to make 

a new deal with Iran, aiming to have 

Iran “[abandon its] nuclear ambition 

and end its support for terrorism.”13 

However, the U.S. proposal was 

rejected. In their joint statement, the 

top leaders of  France, Germany and 

the United Kingdom stated, “[O]ur 

message is clear: we remain committed 

to the JCPOA and to preserving it; we 

urge Iran to reverse all measures 

inconsistent with the agreement and 

return to full compliance; we call on 

Iran to refrain from further violent 

action or proliferation; and we remain 

ready to engage with Iran on this 

agenda in order to preserve the stability 

of  the region.”14 Immediately after this 

statement, however, these three 

European countries announced that 

they activated the JCPOA’s dispute 

resolution mechanism because of  Iran’s 

non-compliance with the JCPOA.15 

Iranian Foreign Minister Javad Zarif  

criticized the E3 decision, saying it had 
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no legal basis and was a strategic 

mistake from a political standpoint. He 

also warned: “If  the Europeans 

continue their improper behavior or 

send Iran’s file to the Security Council, 

we will withdraw from the NPT.”16 In 

addition, a group of  Iranian lawmakers 

proposed a motion to withdraw from 

the NPT.17 Meanwhile, the EU High 

Representative for Foreign Affairs and 

Security Policy Josep Borrell announced 

the EU’s policy of  indefinitely 

extending the activation of  the dispute 

resolution mechanism because of  the 

“complexity of  the issue” and the time 

required for consultations.18 All parties 

to the JCPOA, including China and 

Russia, agreed to continue consultations 

by experts. 

After withdrawing from the JCPOA in 

2018, the United States continued to 

step up sanctions against Iran in 2020. 

With regard to sanctions waivers for 

non-proliferation-related activities 

(conversion of  the Arak heavy water 

research reactor, provision of  enriched 

uranium for the Tehran research 

 

16 Babak Dehghanpisheh, “Iran Says It Will Quit Global Nuclear Treaty If Case Goes to U.N.,” Reuters, 
January 20, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear/iran-has-not-ruled-out-talks-to-end-
nuclear-dispute-says-official-idUSKBN1ZJ0ML. 

17  “Iran Lawmakers Call for Debate on Quitting Nuclear Arms Treaty,” Reuters, January 28, 2020, 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-npt/iran-lawmakers-call-for-debate-on-quitting-
nuclear-arms-treaty-idUSKBN1ZR0YQ. 

18 “Europe to Avoid Taking Iran Nuclear Dispute to U.N., EU’s Top Diplomat Says,” Reuters, February 
4, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-eu/europe-to-avoid-taking-iran-nuclear-dispu 
te-to-u-n-eus-top-diplomat-says-idUSKBN1ZY18Y. 

19 “On-the-Record Briefing with Special Representative for Iran And Senior Advisor to the Secretary Brian 
Hook,” U.S. Department of State, January 30, 2020, https://www.state.gov/on-the-record-briefing-with-
special-representative-for-iran-and-senior-advisor-to-the-secretary-brian-hook/. 

20 The UNSCR 2231 stipulates that the arms embargo continues for five years while the UN sanctions 
against Iran are lifted. 

reactor, and the transfer of  spent and 

scrap research reactor fuel out of  Iran) 
by Russian, Chinese, and European 

companies, the United States renewed a 

60-day continuation in January 2020.19 

However, Washington announced in 

May that it would end the sanctions 

waivers, which finally were terminated 

on July 27. 

Furthermore, the United States 

proposed to adopt a UNSCR providing 

for the indefinite continuation of  the 

arms embargo on Iran, which was set 

to expire on October 18, 2020 in 

accordance with UNSCR 2231 of  2015 

regarding the JCPOA.20 Washington 

warned that if  the U.S. proposal was 

disapproved, the “snapback” process 

would be triggered. (The UNSCR 2231 

snapback provision holds that, should a 

party to the JCPOA claim Iran’s non-

compliance, and a UNSCR to stop the 

snapback within 30 days cannot be 

adopted, UN sanction measures, 

including the arms embargo, will be 

reimposed.) Since the permanent 

members of  the UN Security Council 
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have veto power, if  even one of  them 

supports reimposing sanctions against 

Iran and opposes the adoption of  such 

the UNSCR, the reimposition of  

sanction could be realized. 

Other parties to the JCPOA strongly 

opposed both continuing the arms 

embargo against Iran and triggering the 

snapback process. On August 14, a 

draft UNSCR, submitted by the United 

States for an indefinite extension of  the 

arms embargo against Iran, was rejected 

because China and Russia opposed it 

and 11 member countries, including 

France, Germany and the United 

Kingdom abstained. Only the 

Dominican Republic supported the U.S. 

position. 

In response, U.S. Secretary of  State 

Mike Pompeo demanded that the UN 

Security Council trigger the snapback 

process. However, parties to the 

JCPOA argued that the U.S. notification 

was not effective since the United 

States ceased to be a JCPOA 

participant.21 The rotating president of  

the UN Security Council, Indonesia, 

said it was “not in the position to take 

further action” on a U.S. bid to trigger a 

return of  all UN sanctions on Iran 

because there was no consensus among 

the UN Security Council member 

 

21 Kelsey Davenport, “Nations Rebuff U.S. on Iran,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 50, No. 8 (September 2020), 
pp. 24-26. 

22 Michelle Nichols, “U.N. Security Council President Dismisses U.S. Sanctions Move on Iran,” Reuters, 
August 26, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-iran-un/u-n-security-council-president-dism 
isses-u-s-sanctions-move-on-iran-idUSKBN25L23T. 

23 Michael R. Pompeo, “The Return of UN Sanctions on the Islamic Republic of Iran,” Press Statement, 
U.S. Department of State, September 19, 2020, https://www.state.gov/the-return-of-un-sanctions-on-the-
islamic-republic-of-iran/. 

states.22 

Still, the United States insisted that the 

snapback process started with the 

August 20 notification and would end 

30 days later. On September 19, 

Secretary of  State Pompeo stated, 

“Sanctions are being re-imposed on 

Iran pursuant to the snapback process 

under [UNSCR] 2231.”23  

However, most of  the other Security 

Council members rejected the re-

imposition of  the UN sanctions against 

Iran, claiming that the procedure by the 

United States which withdrew from the 

JCPOA was neither legitimate nor valid. 

The arms embargo against Iran under 

UNSCR 2231 was lifted on October 18, 

2020. 

Meanwhile, part of  the Iran’s nuclear 

facility in Natanz (a building for 

manufacturing and installing more 

advanced centrifuges) was heavily 

damaged by fire in July. Although the 

cause of  the fire is unknown, Iran 

blames “adversaries,” including Israel, 

for this incident, and announced in 

September that it had initiated 

construction on an underground 

advanced centrifuge assembly facility in 

the heart of  the mountains near the 
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fire-damaged Natanz nuclear site.24  

Also in November, the IAEA reports 

revealed that Iran installed 174 IR-2m 

centrifuges at the Natanz facility, and 

began feeding them with uranium 

hexafluoride gas, contrary to JCPOA 

restrictions.25 

In addition, in December, as Iran’s 

response to the killing of  nuclear 

scientist Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, who is 

considered to have played a central role 

in developing Iran’s nuclear weapons-

related technology, Iran’s parliament 

enacted a legislation calling for the 

government to intensify its nuclear 

program. This legislation stated that 

enrichment of  uranium up to 20% 

would begin “immediately” and that 

120 kg of  20% enriched uranium would 

be accumulated every month. 

According to the legislation, Iran would 

withdraw from the provisional 

application of  the Additional Protocol 

 

24 “Iran Building New Production Hall for Centrifuges in Mountains near Natanz,” Reuters, September 8, 
2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-natanz/iran-building-new-production-hall-for-ce 

ntrifuges-in-mountains-near-natanz-idUSKBN25Z239; Kelsey Davenport and Julia Masterson, “UN 
Restriction on Iran’s Arms Trade Expire | The P4+1 and Iran Nuclear Deal Alert,” Arms Control 
Association, October 28, 2020, https://www.armscontrol.org/blog/2020-10/p4-1-iran-nuclear-deal-
alert#story1. 

25 GOV/INF/2020/16, November 17, 2020. 

26  Nobumasa Akiyama, “Iran’s New Legislation for Escalation and Options for the New US 
Administration,” JIIA Strategic Comment, 2020-17 (January 19, 2021), https://www.jiia.or.jp/en/strategic_ 
comment/2021/01/2020-17.html.  

27 Golnaz Esfandiari, “Iran’s Government Delays Implementation of Law Ordering a Ramping Up of 
Nuclear Program,” Radio Free Europe, December 29, 2020, https://www.rferl.org/a/iran-law-ramping-up-
of-nuclear-program-rohani/31024741.html. 

28 Francois Murphy, “Iran Tells IAEA It Will Accelerate Underground Uranium Enrichment,” Reuters, 
December 4, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-iaea/iran-tells-iaea-it-will-accelerate-
underground-uranium-enrichment-idUSKBN28E1XM. 

29 Jon Gambrell, “Iran Builds at Underground Nuclear Facility Amid US Tensions,” Associated Press, 
December 18, 2020, https://apnews.com/article/iran-underground-nuclear-facility-d9809b8a61f71f87 
dff31da6ff784687. 

to the IAEA Safeguards Agreement if  

the parties to the JCPOA could not lift 

sanctions against Iran in two months.26 

February 21, 2021 was set as the 

deadline. After enacting the legislation, 

the Iranian government announced the 

adoption of  a bylaw, wherein the 

Atomic Energy Organization of  Iran 

(AEOI) would have two months to 

prepare a report on the technical and 

financial requirements for enriching 

uranium at 20%.27  

Furthermore, it was reported: “In a 

letter dated 2 December 2020, Iran 

informed the Agency that the operator 

of  the Fuel Enrichment Plant (FEP) at 

Natanz ‘intends to start installation of  

three cascades of  IR-2m centrifuge 

machines’ at FEP.”28 Iran also 

reportedly began construction on a site 

at its underground nuclear facility at 

Fordo, according to satellite photos.29 

According to the quarterly report on 
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the Iranian nuclear issues in relation to 

the implementation of  the IAEA 

safeguards and the JCPOA, submitted 

by the IAEA Director-General on 

November 11, 2020, the following has 

been observed:30 

➢ Iran has been enriching uranium up 

to 4.5% U-235, which is higher than 

the 3.67% enrichment level 

stipulated in the JCPOA. 

➢ Iran’s total enriched uranium 

stockpile was 2442.9 kg. 

➢ Iran has not pursued the 

construction of  the Arak heavy 

water research reactor (IR-40 

Reactor) based on its original design. 

➢ Iran’s total heavy water stockpile is 

128.5 metric tonnes, which is less 

than upper limit of  130 metric 

tonnes. 

➢ Iran has not carried out activities 

related to reprocessing at the Tehran 

Research Reactor (TRR) or at any of  

the other facilities it has declared to 

the IAEA. 

➢ Iran continues to provisionally apply 

the Additional Protocol to its 

Safeguards Agreement, and the 

IAEA has continued to evaluate 

Iran’s declarations under the 

Additional Protocol, and has 

conducted complementary accesses 

to all the sites and locations in Iran 

which it needed to visit. 

➢ The IAEA detected natural uranium 

particles of  anthropogenic origin at 

a location in Iran not previously 

declared to the Agency. The IAEA 

took environmental samples at two 

declared nuclear facilities in Iran. 

 

30 GOV/2020/51, November 11, 2020. 

The Agency’s assessment of  the 

analyses of  these samples was that 

some findings were not inconsistent 

with information provided by Iran, 

but that there were a number of  

other findings for which further 

clarifications and information 

needed to be provided, and 

questions needed to be answered by 

Iran. 

➢ The IAEA considered Iran’s 

response to be unsatisfactory 

because it was not technically 

credible and, therefore, sought 

further clarifications and 

information from Iran. A full and 

prompt explanation from Iran 

regarding the presence of  uranium 

particles of  anthropogenic origin, 

including isotopically altered 

particles, at a location in Iran not 

declared to the Agency, is needed. 

Withdrawal from the NPT 

Although Article X-1 of  the NPT 

contains some guidance on how a state 

can legitimately withdraw from the 

treaty, there remains a lack of  clarity 

over certain aspects of  this process. In 

light of  North Korea’s declaration to 

withdraw from the NPT—and, in order 

to prevent a state from choosing to 

withdraw from the NPT after first 

acquiring nuclear weapons in violation 

of  the treaty—Japan, South Korea and 

other several Western countries have 

proposed measures, among others, to 

prevent the right of  withdrawal from 

being abused, and to exercise their right 
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to incorporate dismantling and/or 

return clauses or fallback safeguards to 

be triggered in the event of  withdrawal 

into contracts or other arrangements 

concluded with the withdrawing state.31 

On the other hand, the Chinese and 

Russian positions on this issue seem 

more cautious than the above-

mentioned countries. Furthermore, 

Brazil, Iran and other NAM countries 

have been critical of  the tightening of  

withdrawal requirements, arguing that 

withdrawal is a right of  the parties. 

Alleged interest in acquiring 

nuclear weapons 

As mentioned in the Hiroshima Report 

2020, statements by officials in Turkey 

and Saudi Arabia suggesting their 

interest in acquiring nuclear weapons 

have been the subject of  considerable 

public attention on the issue of  nuclear 

weapons proliferation. Riyadh plans to 

build 16 nuclear reactors for power 

generation over the next 25 years, and 

its first research reactor is currently 

under construction. However, as 

mentioned later, negotiations on the 

revision of  the Saudi Arabia’s 

safeguards agreement with the IAEA 

have not progressed. In addition, Saudi 

Arabia has repeatedly made clear its 

intention to acquire nuclear weapons 

 

31 See, for instance, NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.5, March 15, 2019. 

32 “Saudi Minister Says Nuclear Armament against Iran ‘an Option,’” Aljazeera, November 17, 2020, 
https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2020/11/17/saudi-minister-wont-rule-out-nuclear-armament-over-
iran. 

33 53/77D, December 4, 1998.  

34 “Meeting of Commission for SEANWFZ Treaty Held,” Vietnam+, September 9, 2020, https://en. 

should Iran develop them. In 2020, 

Foreign Minister Adel al-Jubeir said that 

Saudi Arabia reserves the right to arm 

itself  with nuclear weapons in the event 

that Iran acquires nuclear weapons.32 

C) Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones 

Treaties establishing nuclear-weapon-

free zones (NWFZs) have entered into 

force in Latin America (Tlatelolco 

Treaty), the South Pacific (Rarotonga 

Treaty), Southeast Asia (Bangkok 

Treaty), Africa (Pelindaba Treaty), and 

Central Asia (Central Asian NWFZ 

Treaty). In addition, Mongolia declared 

its territory a nuclear-weapon-free zone 

at the UNGA in 1992, and the UNGA 

has been adopting a resolution entitled 

“Mongolia’s International Security and 

Nuclear-Weapon Free-Status” every 

two years since 1998, in support of  

Mongolia’s declaration.33  

In September 2020, states parties to the 

Bangkok Treaty convened the online 

meeting of  the Commission for the 

Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear 

Weapon-Free Zone (SEANWFZ). They 

reviewed the implementation of  the 

Action Plan to enhance the treaty 

during the 2018-2022 period, and 

agreed to continue discussing and 

tackling barriers so that NWS could 

soon sign the Protocol of  the Treaty.34 
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The second session of  the “Conference 

on establishing a Middle East WMD-

Free Zone,” which had been scheduled 

to be held in November 2020, was 

postponed to not later than November 

2021 due to the pandemic of  COVID-

19.35 

At the 2020 UNGA First Committee, 

Israel stated, “Initiatives of  the Arab 

group, such as the conference on a 

Middle East Zone Free of  Nuclear 

Weapons and other weapons of  mass 

destruction, goes against the guidelines 

and principles of  the Nuclear Weapons 

Free Zones. Experience of  other 

regions demonstrate that any 

framework of  regional security can only 

be the outcome of  a mutual political 

desire of  all regional parties to engage 

with each other, taking into 

consideration the security concerns of  

each and every state and reflecting 

arrangements freely arrived at by all 

states concerned, as stipulated in the 

1999 Disarmament Commission Report 

on Guidelines and Principles for the 

Nuclear Weapon Free Zone.”36  

On the other hand, Iran blamed Israel, 

stating: “Supported by the U.S., the 

Israeli regime is threatening other 

regional countries in the Middle East 

with nuclear annihilation. This regime is 

the only regional obstacle to the 

 

vietnamplus.vn/meeting-of-commission-for-seanwfz-treaty-held/182728.vnp.  

35 A/CONF.236/DEC.5, September 21, 2020, https://undocs.org/A/CONF.236/DEC.5. 

36 “Statement by Israel,” First Committee, UNGA, October 19, 2020. 

37 “Statement by Iran,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 2020. 

38 A/RES/75/33, December 7, 2020. 

establishment of  a Middle East Zone 

Free of  Nuclear Weapons, a first-ever 

proposal initiated by Iran in 1974. The 

international community must utilize 

every opportunity to compel Israel to 

promptly accede to the NPT as a non-

nuclear-weapon party without any 

precondition and place all of  its nuclear 

facilities under the IAEA full-scope 

safeguards.”37 

At past UNGAs from 1980 to 2017, a 

resolution titled “Establishment of  a 

nuclear-weapon-free zone in the region 

of  the Middle East” was adopted 

without a vote. However, the resolution 

in 2020, following the previous years, 

was taken to a vote: Israel and the 

United States were against it, and one 

country abstained.38 

Concerning Northeast Asia and South 

Asia, while initiatives for establishing 

NWFZs have been proposed by non-

governmental groups in the respective 

regions, there are few indications that 

states parties in these regions are taking 

any serious initiative toward such a goal. 

One exception is Mongolia, which in its 

report submitted to the 2015 NPT 

Review Conference (RevCon) 

expressed a willingness to “[p]lay an 

active role in promoting the idea of  

establishing a nuclear weapon-free zone 
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in north-east Asia.”39 

(2) IAEA Safeguards Applied to 

the NPT NNWS  

A) Conclusion of IAEA Safeguards 

Agreements  

Under Article III-1 of  the NPT, “[e]ach 

Nonnuclear-weapon State Party to the 

Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards 

as set forth in an agreement to be 

negotiated and concluded with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency in 

accordance with the Statute of  the 

International Atomic Energy Agency 

and the Agency’s safeguards system, for 

the exclusive purpose of  verification of  

the fulfillment 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.” The basic structure and 

content of  the safeguards agreement 

are specified in the Comprehensive 

Safeguards Agreement (CSA), known as 

INFCIRC/153, which each state 

negotiates with the IAEA and then 

signs and ratifies. As of  September 

2020, 10 NPT NNWS (including 

Palestine) have yet to conclude CSAs 

with the IAEA.40 

In accordance with the strengthened 

safeguards system in place since 1997, 

 

39 NPT/CONF.2015/8, February 25, 2015. 

40 IAEA, “Status List: Conclusion of Safeguards Agreements, Additional Protocols and Small Quantities 
Protocols,” September 18. 2020, https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/20/01/sg-agreements-
comprehensive-status.pdf. All of these 10 countries possess a small amount of nuclear material or do not 
conduct activities for peaceful use of nuclear energy.  

an NPT NNWS or any other state may 

also conclude with the IAEA an 

Additional Protocol to its safeguards 

agreement, based on a model document 

known as INFCIRC/540. As of  

September 2020, 131 NPT NNWS have 

ratified Additional Protocols. Iran 

started provisional implementation of  

the Additional Protocol in January 

2016, but has yet to ratify the protocol. 

A state’s faithful implementation of  the 

Additional Protocol, along with the 

CSA, allows the IAEA Secretariat to 

draw a so-called “broader conclusion” 

that “all nuclear material in the State 

has remained in peaceful activities.” 

This conclusion states that the Agency 

finds no indication of  diversion of  

declared nuclear material from peaceful 

nuclear activities, misuse of  the facilities 

for purposes other than those for 

which it was declared, or any 

undeclared nuclear material or activities 

in that country. (At the end of  2019, 

such a conclusion was drawn for 69 

countries.) Subsequently, the IAEA 

implements so-called “integrated 

safeguards,” a term defined as the 

“optimized combination of  all 

safeguards measures available to the 

Agency under [CSAs] and [Additional 

Protocols], to maximize effectiveness 

and efficiency within available 

resources.” As of  the end of  2019, 67 

NNWS have applied integrated 
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safeguards.41 

The current status of  the signature and 

ratification of  the CSAs and the 

Additional Protocols and the 

implementation of  integrated 

safeguards by the NPT NNWS studied 

in this project is presented in the Table 

2-1. In addition to the IAEA 

safeguards, EU countries accept 

safeguards conducted by EURATOM, 

and Argentina and Brazil conduct 

mutual inspections under the bilateral 

Brazilian-Argentine Agency for 

Accounting and Control of  Nuclear 

Materials (ABACC). Brazil aims to 

become the first non-nuclear-weapon 

state to possess a nuclear submarine, 

but the details of  how the IAEA would 

conduct safeguards for Brazil’s nuclear 

fuel for submarines remain unclear 

despite ongoing negotiations.42 

In the resolution “Strengthening the 

Effectiveness and Improving the 

Efficiency of  Agency Safeguards” 

adopted in September 2020, the IAEA 

General Conference called on all States 

with unmodified Small Quantity 

Protocols (SQPs) to either rescind or 

amend them.43 The old SQP allowed 

 

41 IAEA, Annual Report, pp. 87-88. The broader conclusion was drawn for Jordan and Turkey, but the 
integrated safeguards were not applied.  

42 Leonardo Bandarra, “Brazilian Nuclear Policy under Bolsonaro: No Nuclear Weapons, But a Nuclear 
Submarine,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, April 12, 2019, https://thebulletin.org/2019/04/brazilian-
nuclear-policy-under-bolsonaro/. 

43 GC(63)/RES/13, September 2020. 

44 “IAEA in Wide-Ranging Talks with Saudi Arabia on Tougher Nuclear Checks,” Reuters, September 14, 
2020, https://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2020-09-14/iaea-in-wide-ranging-talks-with-saudi-
arabia-on-tougher-nuclear-checks. At the 2020 UNGA First Committee, Iran blamed the Saudi Arabia’s 
behaviors regarding the IAEA safeguards. “Statement by Iran,” First Committee, UNGA, October 14, 
2020.  

for the implementation of  most 

safeguards measures to be in abeyance. 

As of  September 2020, amended SQPs 

for 63 countries entered into force. 

Among states that have announced an 

intention to introduce nuclear energy, 

Saudi Arabia has yet to accept an 

amended SQP. Before importing 

nuclear fuel for its first research reactor, 

which is nearing completion, it will 

need to forgo the SQP and conclude 

subsidiary arrangements under its 

safeguards agreement with the IAEA to 

set up inspections and ensure all nuclear 

materials and activities are properly 

safeguarded. In addition, under the 

current SQP concluded by Saudi 

Arabia, the IAEA cannot conduct 

design information verification of  

designed and constructed nuclear 

reactors, which it does under the 

supplementary arrangements of  the 

CSAs. The IAEA has continued to 

discuss the issue with Saudi Arabia but 

the year 2020 ended without progress 

on amending the country’s safeguards 

agreement.44 
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B) Compliance with IAEA 

Safeguards Agreements  

According to the “Safeguards 

Statement for 2019” published in 2020, 

as of  the end of  2019, of  the 131 

countries to which both CSAs and the 

Additional Protocols are applied 

(including Iran applying the Additional 

Protocol provisionally), the IAEA 

concluded that all nuclear materials 

remained in peaceful activities for 69 

countries. For the remaining 62 

countries, evaluations regarding the 

absence of  undeclared nuclear material 

and activities for each of  these states 

remained ongoing, and the IAEA 

concluded only that declared nuclear 

material remained in peaceful activities. 

For 44 countries with a CSA but with 

no Additional Protocol in force, the 

Agency concluded only that declared 

nuclear material remained in peaceful 

activities.45 

The IAEA reported that while the 

global pandemic of  COVID-19 

imposed significant difficulties on 

conducting its safeguards activities, the 

Agency did not suspend its verification 

activities but continued to implement 

safeguards effectively even under such 

circumstances. According to the IAEA, 

verification activities in Canada and 

Japan, where the IAEA regional offices 

are located, were less difficult than 

other countries, and 71 inspections 

 

45 IAEA “Safeguards Statement for 2019,” 2020. 

46 GOV/INF/2020/7, June 4, 2020, https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/20/06/govinf2020-7.pdf. 

47 GOV/2020/42-GC(64)18, September 3, 2020. 

were conducted by these regional 

offices from March to May 2020. In 

addition, during that period, the IAEA, 

for the first time, conducted inspections 

in four countries by the provision of  

aircraft charter services to transport in 

total 78 inspectors and technical staff, 

using extra-budgetary support provided 

by France, Germany, the United 

Kingdom and the United States.46 

North Korea 

North Korea has refused to accept 

IAEA monitoring since 2002. In the 

“Application of  Safeguards in the 

Democratic People’s Republic of  

Korea” in September 2020, the IAEA 

Director-General reported on the state 

of  play of  North Korea’s nuclear-

related facilities via analysis of  public 

information and satellite images, while 

the Agency could not confirm details 

such as the operation status as well as 

the characteristics and purposes of  

North Korea’s activities because the 

IAEA could not access the nuclear 

facilities. For instance:47 

➢ There have been no indications that 

the Yongbyon Experimental Nuclear 

Power Plant has been operating 

since December 2018. However, the 

IAEA has not been able to 

determine whether the fuel rods 

have been removed from the core 

and stored in the spent fuel pond. 

➢ It is almost certain that no 

reprocessing activity took place, and 
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that the plutonium produced in the 

5MW(e) reactor during the most 

recent operational cycle has not been 

separated. 

➢ Observations were consistent with 

the production of  enriched uranium 

at the reported centrifuge 

enrichment facility. 

➢ There have been indications of  

ongoing mining, milling and 

concentration activities at locations 

previously declared as the Pyongsan 

uranium mine and the Pyongsan 

uranium concentration plant. 

➢ Regular vehicular movements 

indicated ongoing activities at the 

Kangson complex, which shares 

some characteristics with the 

centrifuge enrichment facility at 

Yongbyon. 

According to the IAEA Safeguards 

Statement for 2019, “In 2019, the 

Secretariat intensified efforts to 

enhance the Agency’s readiness to play 

its essential role in verifying the 

DPRK’s nuclear programme. … Once a 

political agreement has been reached 

among the countries concerned, the 

Agency is ready to return to the DPRK 

in a timely manner, if  requested to do 

so by the DPRK and subject to 

approval by the Board of  Governors.”48 

 

48 IAEA “Safeguards Statement for 2019,” 2020. 

49 U.K. Government, “E3 Statement on verification and monitoring in Iran (JCPoA) at the IAEA Board 
of Governors,” June 16, 2020, https://www.gov.uk/government/news/e3-statement-on-verification-and-
monitoring-in-iran-jcpoa-at-the-iaea-board-of-governors-june-2020. 

50 Rafael Mariano Grossi, IAEA Director General, “Statement to Sixty-Fourth Regular Session of IAEA 
General Conference,” September 21, 2020, https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/statements/statement-to-
sixty-fourth-regular-session-of-iaea-general-conference. 

51 “Statement by Iran,” IAEA General Conference, September 21, 2020. 

Iran 

Although Iran has suspended the 

implementation of  some obligations 

under the JCPOA, it continued to 

accept the IAEA’s safeguards activities 

on its soil. Even during the COVID-19 

pandemic, the IAEA used chartered jet 

flights to conduct safeguards visits in 

Iran. In order to cover extra costs, 

France, Germany and the United 

Kingdom provided voluntary extra-

budgetary contributions amounting to a 

total of  750,000 Euros.49 

At the 2020 IAEA General Conference, 

Director-General Rafael Grossi stated, 

“The Agency continues to verify the 

non-diversion of  nuclear material 

declared by Iran under its Safeguards 

Agreement. Evaluations regarding the 

absence of  undeclared nuclear material 

and activities for Iran continue.”50 Iran 

also stated that it “received 22 percent 

of  the total inspections of  the IAEA at 

the global level, [and that] 432 

inspections and 33 complementary 

accesses have also been conducted in 

Iran in 2019.”51 

On the other hand, IAEA Director-

General Grossi at the Board of  

Governors in March 2020 reported, 

“The Agency has identified a number 
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of  questions related to possible 

undeclared nuclear material and 

nuclear-related activities at three 

locations that have not been declared 

by Iran. The Agency sought access to 

two of  the locations. Iran has not 

provided access to these locations.”52 

The IAEA Board of  Governors 

adopted a resolution in June (with 26 in 

favor, two against (China and Russia) 

and seven abstentions), in which it 

“echo[ed] the serious concern 

expressed by the Director-General that 

Iran has not provided access to the 

Agency under the Additional Protocol 

to two locations and that discussions 

engaged in for almost a year to clarify 

Agency questions related to possible 

undeclared nuclear material and nuclear 

related activities in Iran have not led to 

progress,” and “call[ed] on Iran to fully 

cooperate with the Agency and satisfy 

the Agency’s requests without any 

further delay, including by providing 

prompt access to the locations specified 

by the Agency.”53 

Iran insisted that its decision to deny 

IAEA inspectors access to the two sites 

 

52  “IAEA Director General’s Introductory Statement to the Board of Governors,” March 9, 2020, 
https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/statements/iaea-director-generals-introductory-statement-to-the-
board-of-governors-9-march-2020. Regarding one location which the IAEA did not request access, the 
Agency explained that “this location underwent extensive sanitization and levelling in 2003 and 2004. 
Consequently, the Agency has assessed that there would be no verification value in conducting a 
complementary access at this location.” GOV/2020/30, June 5, 2020. 

53 GOV/2020/34, June 19, 2020. 

54  “Iran Says IAEA Case for Inspecting Sites Based on Fake Israeli Intel,” Reuters, March 5, 2020, 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-sites/iran-says-iaea-case-for-inspecting-sites-based-on-
fake-israeli-intel-idUSKBN20S1M8. 

55 “Joint Statement by the Director General of the IAEA and the Vice-President of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran and Head of the AEOI,” September 26, 2020, https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/pressreleases/ 
joint-statement-by-the-director-general-of-the-iaea-and-the-vice-president-of-the-islamic-republic-of-iran-
and-head-of-the-aeoi. 

was because the request was based on 

“fabricated” Israeli intelligence, and it 

did “not want to set a bad precedence 

by giving legitimacy to such alleged 

information.”54 However, as a result of  

IAEA Director-General Grossi’s visit to 

Iran and consultations with Head of  

the Atomic Energy Organization of  

Iran (AEOI) Ali Akbar Salehi in August 

2020, Iran and the IAEA agreed that 

Iran “voluntarily [provided] the IAEA 

with access to the two locations 

specified by the IAEA, in good faith,” 

and the IAEA did “not have … further 

requests for access to locations other 

than those declared by Iran under its 

CSA and [Additional Protocol].”55 

The IAEA reported on September 4 

that, in accordance with their 

agreement, Iran provided IAEA 

inspectors access to one of  the 

locations mentioned above to take 

environmental samples; the Agency 

took environmental samples as planned; 

and these samples would be analyzed by 

laboratories that are part of  the IAEA’s 
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Network of  Analytical Laboratories.56 

The IAEA also announced at the end 

of  September that it inspected the 

second site and took environmental 

samples.57 

 

56 GOV/2020/47, September 4, 2020. 

57 “UN Nuclear Watchdog Inspects Second Iran Site,” Aljazeera, September 30, 2020, https://www. 
aljazeera.com/news/2020/9/30/un-nuclear-watchdog-inspects-second-iran-site. 

Syria 

As for Syria, the IAEA assessed that 

the facility at Dair Alzour, which was 

destroyed by an Israeli air raid in 

September 2007, was very likely a 

clandestinely constructed, undeclared 

nuclear reactor. While the IAEA 

Table 2-1: The status of the conclusion and implementation of  

the IAEA safeguards agreement by the NNWS party to the NPT 
 (as of December 2019) 

  CSA (Year)* 
Additional Protocol 

(Year) * 
Broader conclusion 

drawn 
Integrated safeguards 

Australia 1974 1997 〇 〇 

Austria 1996 2004 〇 〇 

Belgium 1977 2004 〇 〇 

Brazil 1994       

Canada 1972 2000 〇 〇 

Chile 1995 2003 〇 〇 

Egypt 1982    

Germany 1977 2004 〇 〇 

Indonesia 1980 1999 〇 〇 

Iran 1974 Signed**     

Japan 1977 1999 〇 〇 

Kazakhstan 1995 2007 〇 〇 

South Korea 1975 2004 〇 〇 

Mexico 1973 2011     

Netherlands 1977 2004 〇 〇 

New Zealand 1972 1998 〇 〇 

Nigeria 1988 2007   

Norway 1972 2000 〇 〇 

Philippines 1974 2010 〇 〇 

Poland 2007 2007 〇 〇 

Saudi Arabia 2009    

South Africa 1991 2002 〇 〇 

Sweden 1995 2004 〇 〇 

Switzerland 1978 2005 〇 〇 

Syria 1992    

Turkey 1981 2001 〇   

UAE 2003 2010   

North Korea***  1992       

 
* (Year) shows when the CSA or Additional Protocol entered into force. 
**Iran has accepted provisional application of the Additional Protocol. 
*** North Korea has refused to accept comprehensive safeguards since announcing its withdrawal from the NPT in 1993.  
Source: IAEA, “Safeguards Statement for 2018,” https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/19/06/statement-sir-2018.pdf. 
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repeatedly called on Syria to cooperate 

fully with the Agency so as to resolve 

the outstanding issues, Syria has not 

responded to that request.58  

In the meantime, the IAEA reported 

that inspections were carried out at the 

Miniature Neutron Source Reactor 

facility near Damascus and a location 

outside facilities in Damascus in 2019; 

and that it found no indication of  

diversion of  declared nuclear material 

from peaceful activities.59 

(3) IAEA Safeguards Applied to 

NWS and Non-Parties to the NPT  

Under the NPT, NWS are not required 

to conclude a CSA with the IAEA. 

However, to alleviate the concerns 

about the discriminatory nature of  the 

NPT, the NWS have voluntarily agreed 

to apply safeguards to some of  their 

nuclear facilities and fissile material that 

are not involved in military activities. 

All NWS have also concluded tailored 

Additional Protocols with the IAEA.  

The IAEA Annual Report 2019 (Annex), 

published in September 2020, lists 

facilities in NWS under Agency 

safeguards or containing safeguarded 

nuclear material.60 The IAEA does not 

publish the number of  inspections 

conducted in NWS. The safeguarded 

facilities include the following.  

 

58 IAEA “Safeguards Statement for 2019,” 2020. 

59 Ibid. 

60 IAEA Annual Report 2019, GC(64)/3/Annex, Table A39(a). 

61 IAEA “Safeguards Statement for 2019,” 2020. 

➢ China: A power reactor, a research 

reactor, and an enrichment plant 

➢ France: A fuel fabrication plant, a 

reprocessing plant, and an 

enrichment plant 

➢ Russia: A separate storage facility 

➢ The United Kingdom: An 

enrichment plant and two separate 

storage facilities 

➢ The United States: A separate 

storage facility 

In its Safeguards Statement, “the 

[IAEA] Secretariat concluded for [five 

NWS] that nuclear material to which 

safeguards had been applied in selected 

facilities remained in peaceful activities 

or had been withdrawn as provided for 

in the agreements. There were no such 

withdrawals from the selected facilities 

in France, the Russian Federation, the 

United Kingdom and the United States 

of  America.”61 

Each NWS has already concluded an 

IAEA Additional Protocol. Among 

them, the respective protocols by 

France, the United Kingdom and the 

United States stipulate that the IAEA 

can conduct complementary access. 

Among them, the United States is the 

first country that has hosted a 

complementary access visit by the 

IAEA. Compared to the three NWS 

mentioned above, application of  IAEA 

safeguards to nuclear facilities by China 
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and Russia are more limited. No 

provision for complementary access 

visits is stipulated in their Additional 

Protocols. 

France and the United Kingdom, 

respectively, have offered to make 

certain civil nuclear material subject to 

IAEA safeguards under trilateral 

agreements with EURATOM and the 

IAEA. However, because of  the 

withdrawal of  the United Kingdom 

from the EU, or “Brexit,” in January 

2020, the United Kingdom also 

withdrew from the EURATOM. Prior 

to this, in June 2018, the United 

Kingdom and the IAEA signed a new 

safeguards agreement along with an 

Additional Protocol. The U.K. Office 

for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) planned 

to build its capability to deliver a 

domestic safeguards regime equivalent 

in effectiveness and coverage of  

EURATOM by December 2020, and 

expected to assume safeguards,62 and 

the ONR announced that it assumed its 

responsibilities at 23:00 on December 

31, 2020.63 

India, Israel and Pakistan have 

concluded facility-specific safeguards 

agreements based on INFCIRC/66. 

These non-NPT states have accepted 

IAEA inspections of  the facilities that 

 

62 Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR), “Corporate Plan 2020 to 2021,” July 21, 2021, https://www.gov. 
uk/government/publications/office-for-nuclear-regulation-corporate-plan-2020-to-2021/office-for-nucl 
ear-regulation-corporate-plan-202021. 

63 ONR, “ONR Becomes UK Safeguards Regulator,” December 31, 2020, http://news.onr.org.uk/2020/ 
12/onr-becomes-uk-safeguards-regulator/. 

64 IAEA Annual Report 2019, GC(64)/3/Annex, Table A39(a). 

65 IAEA Annual Report 2019, September 2020, p. 88. 

they declare as subject to these 

agreements. According to the IAEA 

Annual Report 2019, the facilities placed 

under IAEA safeguards or containing 

safeguarded nuclear material in non-

NPT states as of  December 31, 2019 

are as listed below.64 (The IAEA does 

not publish the number of  inspections 

conducted in those countries.)  

➢ India: Ten power reactors (nine in 

the previous year), two fuel 

fabrication plants, two separate 

storage facilities (one in the previous 

year) 

➢ Israel: A research reactor 

➢ Pakistan: Seven power reactors (six 

in the previous year) and two 

research reactors 

Regarding these countries’ activities in 

2019, the IAEA “concluded that 

nuclear material, facilities or other items 

to which safeguards had been applied 

remained in peaceful activities.”65 

Concerning protocols additional to 

non-NPT states’ safeguards agreements 

(which differ significantly from the 

model Additional Protocol), the India-

IAEA Additional Protocol entered into 

force in July 2014. This Additional 

Protocol is similar to ones that the 

IAEA concluded with China and 

Russia, with provisions on providing 
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information and protecting classified 

information but no provision on 

complementary access. No negotiation 

has yet begun for similar protocols with 

Israel or Pakistan. 

Some NNWS call on the NWS for 

further application of  the IAEA 

safeguards to their nuclear facilities in 

order to alleviate a discriminative nature 

that NNWS are obliged to accept full-

scope safeguards to their respective 

nuclear activities whereas NWS do not 

need to do so. At the 2019 NPT 

PrepCom, the NAM countries, in 

particular, continue to demand that the 

NWS and non-NPT states should 

accept full-scope safeguards, and urge 

to establish, by the 2020 RevCon, a 

standing committee to monitor and 

verify the nuclear disarmament steps 

undertaken unilaterally or through 

bilateral agreements by the NWS.66 

(4) Cooperation with the IAEA 

One of  the most important measures 

to strengthen the effectiveness of  the 

IAEA safeguards system is to promote 

the universal application of  the 

Additional Protocol. Among the 

countries surveyed in this project, 

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, 

Chile, France, Germany, Indonesia, 

Japan, South Korea, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, 

 

66 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.14, March 21, 2019. 

67 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.17, March 21, 2019. 

68 “Statement by Brazil,” Cluster 2, 2019 NPT PrepCom, May 3, 2019. 

69 “Statement by South Africa,” Cluster 2, 2019 NPT PrepCom, May 2, 2019. 

Norway, the Philippines, Poland, 

Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, the UAE, 

the United Kingdom and the United 

States consider the Additional Protocol 

“an integral part” of  the current IAEA 

safeguards system. 

On the other hand, the NAM takes the 

position that, “additional measures 

related to safeguards shall not affect the 

rights of  the [NNWS], which are 

already committed to the non-

proliferation of  nuclear weapons and 

have renounced the nuclear-weapon 

option.”67 At the 2019 NPT PrepCom, 

Brazil said “We are opposed, in 

particular, to any attempts to establish 

the Additional Protocol as the standard 

for non-proliferation verification under 

the NPT, which would accentuate the 

imbalance among the pillars of  the 

Treaty beyond its breaking point.”68 

Meanwhile, South Africa argued: 

“Whilst the Additional Protocol is a 

voluntary instrument, South Africa 

believes that it is an extremely 

important confidence building measure, 

especially with regard to those States 

with advanced nuclear programmes and 

facilities. It is our country’s view that 

the Additional Protocol is also 

indispensable in enabling the IAEA to 

provide credible assurances regarding 

the absence of  undeclared nuclear 

material and activities.”69 
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In a resolution titled “Strengthening the 

Effectiveness and Improving the 

Efficiency of  Agency Safeguards,” 

adopted at the 2020 IAEA General 

Conference, the following points were 

stated, based on divergent views 

regarding the Additional Protocols:70 

➢ “Bearing in mind that it is the 

sovereign decision of  any State to 

conclude an additional protocol, but 

once in force, the additional 

protocol is a legal obligation, 

encourages all States which have not 

yet done so to conclude and to bring 

into force additional protocols as 

soon as possible and to implement 

them provisionally pending their 

entry into force in conformity with 

their national legislation.” 

➢  “[I]n the case of  a State with a 

comprehensive safeguards 

agreement supplemented by an 

additional protocol in force, these 

measures represent the enhanced 

verification standard for that State.” 

The IAEA has developed and approved 

the “state-level approach (SLA)” based 

on a state-level concept (SLC)71 in 

 

70 GC(64)/RES/13, September 25, 2020. 

71 In the resolution titled “Strengthening the Effectiveness and Improving the Efficiency of Agency 
Safeguards,” adopted at the IAEA General Conference in 2020, the following important assurances about 
the SLC were welcomed: the SLC does not, and will not, entail the introduction of any additional rights or 
obligations on the part of either States or the Agency, nor does it involve any modification in the 
interpretation of existing rights and obligations; the SLC is applicable to all States, but strictly within the 
scope of each individual State’s safeguards agreement(s); the SLC is not a substitute for the Additional 
Protocol and is not designed as a means for the Agency to obtain from a State without an Additional 
Protocol the information and access provided for in the Additional Protocol; the development and 
implementation of State-level approaches requires close consultation with the State and/or regional 
authority, particularly in the implementation of in-field safeguards measures; and safeguards-relevant 
information is only used for the purpose of safeguards implementation pursuant to the safeguards 
agreement in force with a particular State—and not beyond it. GC(64)/RES/13, September 25, 2020. 

72 GC(64)/13, August 11, 2020. 

73 Ibid. 

which the Agency considers a broad 

range of  information about a country’s 

nuclear capabilities and tailors its 

safeguards activities in each country 

accordingly, so as to make IAEA 

safeguards more effective and efficient.  

According to the IAEA, as of  June 

2020, SLAs were developed and 

approved for implementation for 67 

States with a CSA and an Additional 

Protocol in force, and a broader 

conclusion; 37 States with a CSA and 

an Additional Protocol in force but 

without a broader conclusion; 27 States 

with a CSA but no Additional Protocol 

in force; and one State with a Voluntary 

Offer Agreement and an AP in force.72 

In addition, the IAEA reported, 

“Previously, an SLA was developed for 

[the United Kingdom] with a voluntary 

offer agreement (VOA) and an 

additional protocol in force. … [I]n 

developing and implementing an SLA, 

consultations were held with the 

relevant State and/or regional authority, 

particularly on the implementation of  

in-field safeguards measures.”73 
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Regarding research and development of  

safeguards technologies, under its long-

term plan,74 the IAEA conducted the 

“Development and Implementation 

Support Programme for Nuclear 

Verification 2020-2021,”75 in which 20 

countries (including Australia, Belgium, 

Brazil, Canada, China, France, 

Germany, Japan, South Korea, the 

Netherlands, Russia, South Africa, 

Sweden, the United Kingdom and the 

United States) and the European 

Commission (EC) participated.  

(5) Implementing Appropriate 

Export Controls on Nuclear-

Related Items and Technologies  

A) Establishment and 

implementation of the national 

control systems  

On establishing and implementing 

national control systems regarding 

export controls on nuclear-related items 

and technologies, there were few 

remarkable developments in 2019. As 

described in the Hiroshima Report 2017, 

the following countries surveyed in this 

report belong to the four international 

export control regimes,76 including the 

Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), have 

national implementation systems in 

place, and have implemented effective 

 

74 IAEA, “IAEA Department of Safeguards Long-Term R&D Plan, 2012-2023,” January 2013. 

75 IAEA, “Development and Implementation Support Programme for Nuclear Verification 2020-2021,” 
January 2020. 

76  Aside from the NSG, Australia Group (AG), Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and 
Wassenaar Arrangement (WA). 

77 In July 2019, Japan pointed out the inadequacy of South Korea’s domestic export control system, and 
reviewed its operation of export controls with respect to South Korea. 

export controls regarding nuclear- (and 

other WMD-) related items and 

technologies through list and catch-all 

controls: Australia, Austria, Belgium, 

Canada, France, Germany, Japan, South 

Korea, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Poland, Sweden, Switzerland, 

the United Kingdom and the United 

States.77 

These countries have also made 

proactive efforts to strengthen export 

controls. For example, Japan held the 

27th Asian Export Control Seminar in 

February 2020, an annual seminar to 

“assist export control officers in Asian 

countries and regions.” Approximately 

230 persons in charge of  export control 

from 33 Asian and other regional major 

countries participated in the seminar. 

According to the Japan’s Ministry of  

Economy, Trade and Industry, “The 

27th seminar focuses on the growing 

diversity and sophistication of  

procurement activities for accessing 

sensitive technologies applicable to 

developing and manufacturing WMDs 

or conventional weapons in Asian 

countries and regions, and against this 

backdrop, participants shared the 

current situations of  activities by 

international organizations and efforts 

and best practices involving export 

control tackled by member countries 
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and, through this information sharing, 

they enriched their common 

understanding of  the need for 

enhancing the effectiveness of  export 

control.”78 

Among other countries surveyed in this 

project, Brazil, China, Kazakhstan, 

Mexico, Russia, South Africa and 

Turkey are members of  the NSG. 

These countries have set up export 

control systems, including catch-all 

controls. 

As for non-NSG members, the UAE 

and the Philippines have been 

developing their own national export 

control systems, whereas Egypt, 

Indonesia and Saudi Arabia have yet to 

establish sufficient export control 

legislations and systems. 

India, Israel and Pakistan have also set 

up national export control systems, 

including catch-all controls.79 Again in 

2020, the NSG could not achieve a 

consensus on India’s membership 

application. China, the main opponent, 

has argued that applicant countries 

must be parties to the NPT.80 It has 

also been reported that China will not 

 

78 Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, “The 27th Asian Export Control Seminar Held,” February 
19, 2020, https://www.meti.go.jp/english/press/2020/0219_003.html. 

79 Regarding the situation of Pakistani export controls, see Paul K. Kerr and Mary Beth Nikitin, “Pakistan’s 
Nuclear Weapons,” CRS Report, August 1, 2016, pp. 25-26. 

80 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China, “Foreign Ministry Spokesperson Geng Shuang’s Regular Press 
Conference,” January 31, 2019, https://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/xwfw_665399/s2510_665401/ 
t1634507.shtml. 

81 “China and Pakistan Join Hands to Block India’s Entry into Nuclear Suppliers Group,” Times of India, 
May 12, 2016, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/China-and-Pakistan-join-hands-to-block-Indias-
entry-into-Nuclear-Suppliers-Group/articleshow/52243719.cms.  

82 Kelsey Davenport, “Export Group Mulls Membership Terms,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 47, No. 1 
(January/February 2017), p. 50. 

accept India’s participation in the NSG 

unless Pakistan is also accepted as a 

member.81 Pakistan has argued that, as 

a state behaving responsibly regarding 

nuclear safety and security, it is qualified 

to be accepted as an NSG member. The 

NSG has considered a draft set of  nine 

criteria to guide membership 

applications from states that are not 

party to the NPT. Items of  condition 

written in a draft document in 

December 2016 included safeguards, 

moratorium on nuclear testing, and 

support of  a multilateral non-

proliferation and disarmament regime.82 

At the time of  writing, the status of  

export control implementation by 

North Korea, Iran and Syria is not 

clear. Rather, cooperation among these 

countries in ballistic missile 

development remains a concern, as 

mentioned below. In addition, North 

Korea was involved in the past in 

constructing a graphite-moderated 

reactor in Syria to produce plutonium.  
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B) Requiring the conclusion of the 

Additional Protocol for nuclear 

exports  

Article III-2 of  the NPT stipulates, 

“Each State Party to the Treaty 

undertakes not to provide: (a) source or 

special fissionable material, or (b) 

equipment or material especially 

designed or prepared for the 

processing, use or production of  special 

fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-

weapon State for peaceful purposes, 

unless the source or special fissionable 

material shall be subject to the 

safeguards required by this Article.” In 

the Final Document of  the 2010 NPT 

RevCon, “[t]he Conference 

encourage[d] States parties to make use 

of  multilaterally negotiated and agreed 

guidelines and understandings in 

developing their own national export 

controls” (Action 36).  

Under the NSG Guidelines Part I, one 

of  the conditions for supplying 

materials and technology designed 

specifically for nuclear use is to accept 

the IAEA comprehensive safeguards. In 

addition, NSG member states agreed 

on the following principle in June 2013: 

[S]uppliers should authorize transfers, 

pursuant to this paragraph, only when 

the recipient has brought into force a 

Comprehensive Safeguards 

Agreement, and an Additional 

Protocol based on the Model 

 

83 INFCIRC/254/Rev.12/Part 1, November 13, 2013. 

84 See, for instance, NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.5, March 15, 2019. 

85 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.18, March 21, 2019. 

Additional Protocol or, pending this, is 

implementing appropriate safeguards 

agreements in cooperation with the 

IAEA, including a regional accounting 

and control arrangement for nuclear 

materials, as approved by the IAEA 

Board of  Governors.83 

The Non-Proliferation and 

Disarmament Initiative (NPDI) and the 

Vienna Group of  Ten have argued that 

conclusion and implementation of  the 

CSA and the Additional Protocol 

should be a condition for new supply 

arrangements with NNWS.84 Some of  

the bilateral nuclear cooperation 

agreements that Japan and the United 

States concluded recently with other 

capitals make the conclusion of  the 

Additional Protocol a prerequisite for 

their cooperation with respective 

partner states. On the other hand, the 

NAM continues to argue that supplier 

countries should refrain from imposing 

or maintaining any restrictions or 

limitations on the transfer of  nuclear 

equipment, material and technology to 

other states parties with comprehensive 

safeguards agreements.85 

Issues on enrichment and 

reprocessing under the bilateral 

nuclear cooperation agreements  

Enriching uranium and reprocessing 

spent fuel by NNWS is not prohibited 

under the NPT if  the purpose is strictly 

peaceful and the activities are under 
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IAEA safeguards. Still, these remain 

highly sensitive activities in light of  

nuclear proliferation, as the spread of  

enrichment and reprocessing 

technologies would mean that more 

countries would acquire the potential 

for manufacturing nuclear weapons. As 

previously mentioned, NSG guidelines 

make implementation of  the Additional 

Protocol by the recipient state a 

condition for transfer of  enrichment or 

reprocessing facilities, equipment or 

technology. 

While the U.S.-UAE and U.S.-Taiwan 

Nuclear Cooperation Agreements 

stipulate a so-called “gold standard”—

i.e. that the recipients are obliged to 

forgo enrichment and reprocessing 

activities— other bilateral agreements 

concluded and updated by the United 

States, such as that with Vietnam in 

2014, do not stipulate similar 

obligations.86 In the meantime, the 

Nuclear Cooperation Agreements 

which Japan has respectively concluded 

with the UAE and Jordan stipulate the 

“Gold Standard.” 

Whether a nuclear cooperation 

agreement being negotiated between 

Saudi Arabia and the United States will 

include the gold standard has been the 

subject of  considerable public 

 

86 The U.S.-Mexico Nuclear Cooperation Agreement concluded in May 2018, and it is stated in the 
preamble that Mexico will not conduct sensitive nuclear activities, which is referred to as a “silver standard.”  

87 Warren P. Strobel, Michael R. Gordon and Felicia Schwartz, “Saudi Arabia, With China’s Help, Expands 
Its Nuclear Program,” Wall Street Journal, August 4, 2020, https://www.wsj.com/articles/saudi-arabia-with-
chinas-help-expands-its-nuclear-program-11596575671. See also Mark Mazzetti, David E. Sanger and 
William J. Broad, “U.S. Examines Whether Saudi Nuclear Program Could Lead to Bomb Effort,” New 
York Times, August 5, 2020, https://www.nytimes.com/2020/08/05/us/politics/us-examines-saudi-
nuclear-program.html. 

attention. The United States has asked 

Saudi Arabia to forgo enrichment and 

reprocessing activities, but Saudi Arabia 

has not accepted this. Also, as 

previously mentioned, Saudi Arabia has 

not yet concluded an amended SQP, 

CSA or an Additional Protocol. In the 

meantime, Saudi Arabia has reportedly 

constructed with Chinese help a facility 

for extracting uranium yellowcake from 

uranium ore, which Riyadh denied.87 

C) Implementation of the UNSCRs 

concerning North Korean and 

Iranian nuclear issues  

North Korea 

With regard to the North Korean 

nuclear issue, UN Member States are 

obliged to implement measures set out 

in the resolutions adopted by the UN 

Security Council, including embargos 

on nuclear-, other WMD-, and ballistic 

missile-related items, material, and 

technologies.  

The Panel of  Experts, established 

pursuant to UNSCR 1874 (2009), has 

published biannual reports on its 

findings and recommendations about 

the implementation of  the resolutions. 

According to the report published in 

March 2020, the Panel pointed out 

North Korea’s activities in defiance of  
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the UNSCRs, for instance:88 

➢ Illicit imports of  refined petroleum 

products have continued through 

ship-to-ship transfers and direct 

deliveries by foreign- flagged vessels. 

During January through October 

2019, the annual cap for 2019 of  the 

aggregate amount of  500,000 barrels 

of  refined petroleum products was 

exceeded many times over.  

➢ North Korea continued to flout 

Security Council resolutions through 

illicit maritime exports of  

commodities, notably coal and sand. 

Such sales provide a revenue stream 

that has historically contributed to 

the country’s nuclear and ballistic 

missile programs. It also continued 

to earn income from the illicit sale 

of  fishing rights. 

➢ North Korea continued to import 

luxury goods and other sanctioned 

items, including luxury vehicles, 

alcohol and robotic machinery. Its 

trade fairs may be used to expand 

networks for procurement and other 

prohibited trade related to weapons 

of  mass destruction. 

➢ North Korea continues to access 

international banking channels in 

violation of  UN sanctions, mainly by 

using third-party intermediaries. It 

continued illegally to acquire virtual 

currencies and to conduct 

cyberattacks against global banks to 

evade financial sanctions.  

In the Panel’s Midterm Report 

published in August 2020, the following 

 

88 S/2020/151, March 2, 2020. 

89 S/2020/840, August 28, 2020. 

issues, inter alia, were pointed out:89 

➢ North Korea has continued to 

violate the UNSCRs through the 

illicit import of  refined petroleum 

products through ship-to-ship 

transfers and direct deliveries. The 

Member States estimated that 

deliveries of  refined petroleum 

products to North Korea during 

January through May 2020 alone 

already far exceeded the aggregate 

amount of  500,000 barrels set by the 

Security Council as the annual ceiling 

for 2020.  

➢ Multiple vessels of  North Korea 

continued to conduct ship-to-ship 

transfers in waters of  another UN 

Member State and made deliveries 

of  coal. It has also continued to earn 

income from the illicit transfer of  

fishing rights. 

➢ In addition to obtaining fiat currency 

and virtual assets in violation of  

sanctions, North Korea has evaded 

sanctions through targeted attacks 

against officials of  Member States 

on the Security Council and the 

Panel. 

➢ The Panel investigated reports of  

nationals of  North Korea continuing 

to earn income overseas after the 22 

December 2019 deadline for their 

repatriation, including as 

professional athletes, medical 

professionals, as well as factory, 

restaurant and construction workers. 

Only around 40 Member States have 

submitted final implementation 

reports on the repatriation 



Chapter 2 Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

109 

requirement, for which the deadline 

was March 22, 2020. 

➢ The Panel has updated its 

investigations of  attempts by North 

Korea to earn income from the 

commercial use of  its overseas 

diplomatic premises. 

In 2020, the following cases were also 

reported: 

➢ The U.S. Department of  Justice 

charged 28 North Koreans and five 

Chinese citizens of  using a web of  

more than 250 shell companies to 

launder over $2.5 billion in assets 

through the international banking 

system. It claimed that the money 

flowed back to North Korea’s 

primary, state-operated foreign 

exchange bank, the Foreign Trade 

Bank.90 

➢ Forty-three countries, including 

Japan and the United States, 

submitted documents to the UN 

Sanctions Committee on North 

Korea, claiming that North Korea 

has smuggled refined petroleum 

products far larger than the annual 

cap set by the UNSCR through 56 

ship-to-ship transfers between 

 

90 Katie Benner, “North Koreans Accused of Laundering $2.5 Billion for Nuclear Program,” New York 
Times, May 28, 2020, https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/28/us/politics/north-korea-money-laundering 
-nuclear-weapons.html. 

91 “North Korea Accused of Breaching UN Oil Import Limits,” Kyodo News, July 25, 2020, https://asia. 
nikkei.com/Politics/International-relations/North-Korea-accused-of-breaching-UN-oil-import-limits.  

92  David Albright, Sarah Burkhard, and Spencer Faragasso, “Alleged Sanctions Violations of UNSC 
Resolutions on North Korea for 2019/2020: The Number is Increasing,” Institute for Science and 
International Security, July 1, 2020, https://isis-online.org/isis-reports/detail/alleged-north-korea-
sanctions-violations-2020/. 

93 “North Korean hackers ramp up bank heists: U.S. government cyber alert,” Reuters, August 26, 2020, 
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-cyber-usa-north-korea/north-korean-hackers-ramp-up-bank-heists-
u-s-government-cyber-alert-idUSKBN25M2FU.  

94 U.S. Department of Treasury, “Treasury Sanctions Shipping Companies Transporting North Korean 
Coal,” December 8, 2020, https://home.treasury.gov/news/press-releases/sm1204. 

January and May 2020 alone.91 

➢ According to the UN Panel’s reports 

published in August 2019 and 

February 2020, during February 

2019 through February 2020, more 

than 250 alleged violations by North 

Korea were identified; China alone 

had over 60 alleged violations; Hong 

Kong followed with over 20 

violations, and Sierra Leone, Russia 

and Indonesia each had a total of  10 

or more alleged violations.92 

➢ The U.S. government warned that 

North Korean hackers are tapping 

into banks around the globe to make 

fraudulent money transfers and 

cause ATMs to spit out cash93. 

➢ The U.S. Department of  the 

Treasury in December 2020 

designated six entities, including a 

China-based company, and identified 

four vessels related to the transport 

of  North Korean coal.94 

Iran 

The UN Iran Sanctions Committee and 

Panel of  Experts ceased to exist after 

the conclusion of  the JCPOA, at the 

insistence of  Iran, and the UN Security 

Council now has the responsibility of  
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overseeing the remaining limitations. 

In accordance with the JCPOA, 

approval of  the Procurement Working 

Group, established under the 

agreement, is required for Iranian 

procurement of  nuclear-related items 

and material. The number of  cases has 

been reported to the Security Council 

every six months.95 From December 5, 

2019 to June 5, 2020, the Procurement 

Working Group reviewed four 

proposals from one state: three were 

recommended for approval and one 

remained.96 From June 6 through 

December 3, 2020, the Procurement 

Working Group reviewed three 

proposals from one state: one was 

recommended for approval, one was 

withdrawn by the proposing state, and 

one remained under review.97 

Nuclear-related cooperation 

between concerned states 

It has repeatedly been alleged that 

 

95 From December 12, 2018 to June 15, 2019, the Procurement Working Group received two procurement 
proposals. Among these proposals, one was disapproved and another one was under review. In addition, 
and one proposal, which was noted as under consideration in the previous report, was subsequently 
approved (S/2019/514, June 21, 2019). From June 16 through December 16, 2019, no proposal was 
submitted (S/2019/952/Rev.1, December 18, 2019). 

96 S/2020/508, June 15, 2020. 

97 S/2020/1164, December 9, 2020. 

98 U.S. Department of Treasury, “Treasury Sanctions Those Involved in Ballistic Missile Procurement for 
Iran,” January 17, 2016, https://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/jl0322.aspx. 

99 Steve Holland and Arshad Mohammed, “U.S. to Slap Sanctions on Over Two Dozen Targets Tied to 
Iran Arms,” Reuters, September 21, 2020, https://ca.reuters.com/article/us-usa-iran-exclusive-idCAK 
CN26B0QE. 

100 John Park and Jim Walsh, Stopping North Korea, Inc.: Sanctions Effectiveness and Unintended Consequences 
(Cambridge, MA: MIT Security Program, 2016), p. 33; Paul K. Kerr, Steven A. Hildreth and Mary Beth D. 
Nikitin, “Iran-North Korea-Syria Ballistic Missile and Nuclear Cooperation,” CRS Report, February 26, 
2016, pp. 7-9; Kenneth Katzman, “Iran’s Foreign and Defense Policies,” CRS Report, October 8, 2019, pp. 
56-57. 

101 Dipanjan Roy Chaudhury, “Pakistan-North Korea Can Route Nuclear Weapons Tech Via China-

North Korea and Iran have engaged in 

nuclear and missile development 

cooperation. Bilateral cooperation has 

been well documented in the area of  

missiles. In 2016, the United States 

imposed sanctions regarding such 

cooperation.98 A report in September 

indicated that North Korea and Iran 

had resumed cooperation on a long-

range missile project, including the 

transfer of  critical parts.99 However, no 

concrete evidence has been revealed to 

support allegations of  nuclear-related 

cooperation between concerned 

states.100 

In June 2020, a news article said, “A 

German [intelligence agency’s] report 

… has pulled up Pakistan and North 

Korea for pursuing efforts to build 

nuclear weapons and other weapons of  

mass destruction and expressed 

concern that China and Turkey could 

be used as routes to transfer either raw 

material or technology.”101 
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D) Participation in the PSI 

As of  2020, a total of  107 countries—

including 21 member states of  the 

Operational Expert Group (Australia, 

Canada, France, Germany, Japan, South 

Korea, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Norway, Poland, Russia, Turkey, the 

United Kingdom, the United States and 

others) as well as Belgium, Chile, Israel, 

Kazakhstan, the Philippines, Saudi 

Arabia, Switzerland, Sweden, the UAE 

and others—have expressed their 

support for the principles and 

objectives of  the Proliferation Security 

Initiative (PSI). Many of  them have also 

participated and cooperated in PSI-

related activities. 

The interdiction activities actually 

carried out within the framework of  the 

PSI are often based on information 

provided by intelligence agencies; 

therefore, most of  them are classified. 

Additionally, participating states have 

endorsed the PSI statement of  

interdiction principles and endeavored 

to reinforce their capabilities for 

interdicting WMD through exercises 

and outreach activities. In July 2019, 

South Korea hosted an interdiction 

 

Turkey: German Report,” Economic Times, June 25, 2020, https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/ 
defence/pakistan-north-korea-can-route-nuclear-weapons-tech-via-china-turkey-german-report/articles 
how/76628433.cms. See also Geeta Mohan, “Pakistan Continues Nuclear ‘Proliferation’, Arsenal Directed 
Against India: German Govt Report,” India Today, June 25, 2020, https://www.indiatoday.in/india/story/ 
pakistan-continues-nuclear-proliferation-arsenal-directed-against-india-german-govt-report-1692506-
2020-06-25. 

102 “Joint Statement from Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) Partners in Support of United Nations 
Security Council Resolutions 2375 and 2397 Enforcement,” January 12, 2018, https://www.psi-
online.info/psi-info-en/aktuelles/-/2075616. Originally, 17 countries signed the joint statement. By the 
end of 2018, 47 countries had become signatories, including Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, France, 
Germany, Japan, South Korea, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and 
the United States.  

exercise, entitled “Eastern Endeavor 

19,” in which six countries (Australia, 

Japan, South Korea, New Zealand, 

Singapore and the United States) 

participated, together with some 

observer countries, including India, 

Indonesia, Pakistan and Russia. 

In January 2018, several PSI-

participating countries released a joint 

statement reiterating their commitment 

to impede and stop North Korea’s illicit 

activities, including smuggling, by taking 

measures such as: inspecting 

proliferation-related shipments on 

vessels with the consent of  the flag 

State, on the high seas, if  they have 

information that provides reasonable 

grounds to believe that the cargo of  

such vessels contains items prohibited 

under UNSCRs; and prohibiting their 

nationals, persons subject to their 

jurisdiction, entities incorporated in 

their territory or subject to their 

jurisdiction, and vessels flying their flag, 

from facilitating or engaging in ship-to-

ship transfers to or from DPRK-

flagged vessels of  any goods or items 

that are being supplied, sold, or 

transferred to or from the DPRK.102 
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Regarding illicit maritime activities, 

including ship-to-ship transfers with 

North Korean-flagged vessels 

prohibited by UNSCRs, the Japan 

Maritime Self-Defense Force has 

engaged in monitoring and surveillance 

activities in the Sea of  Japan and the 

Yellow Sea since December 2017. 

Japan’s Foreign Ministry made a post 

regarding North Korea’s illicit activities 

on its official website.103 Monitoring 

and surveillance activities regarding this 

matter have been conducted by Japan 

and the United States, together with 

Australia, Canada, France, New Zealand 

and the United Kingdom. 

E) Civil nuclear cooperation with 

non-parties to the NPT  

In September 2008, the NSG agreed to 

grant India a waiver, allowing nuclear 

trade with the member states under the 

conditions that India made 

commitments, including conclusion of  

the IAEA Additional Protocol and 

continuation of  nuclear test 

moratorium. Since then, some countries 

have sought to engage in civil nuclear 

cooperation with India, and several 

 

103 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, “Suspicion of Illegal Ship-to-Ship Transfers of Goods by North 
Korea-Related Vessels,” October 29, 2020, https://www.mofa.go.jp/fp/nsp/page4e_000757.html. 

104 “No New Power Projects from Indo-US Nuclear Deal,” The Pioneer, March 9, 2020, https://www. 
dailypioneer.com/2020/india/no-new-power-projects-from-indo-us-nuclear-deal.html. 

105 Adrian Levy, “India Is Building a Top-Secret Nuclear City to Produce Thermonuclear Weapons, 
Experts Say,” Foreign Policy, December 16, 2015, http://foreignpolicy.com/2015/12/16/india_nuclear_ 
city_top_ secret_china_pakistan_barc/; James Bennett, “Australia Quietly Makes First Uranium Shipment 
to India Three Years after Supply Agreement,” ABC, July 19, 2017, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-
07-19/australia-quietly-makes-first-uranium-shipment-to-india/8722108; Dipanjan Roy Chaudhury, 
“India Inks Deal to Get Uranium Supply from Uzbekistan,” Economic Times, January 19, 2019, https:// 
economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/defence/india-inks-deal-to-get-uranium-supply-from-uzbekistan/ 
articleshow/67596635.cms. 

106 “Pakistan Starts Work on New Atomic Site, with Chinese Help,” Global Security Newswire, November 

countries, including Australia, Canada, 

France, Japan, Kazakhstan, South 

Korea, Russia and the United States, 

have concluded bilateral civil nuclear 

cooperation agreements with India.  

Actual nuclear cooperation with India 

under these agreements has been 

sparce,104 with the exception of  India’s 

importing uranium from Australia, 

Canada, France, Kazakhstan and 

Russia, and its conclusion of  

agreements to import uranium from 

Argentina, Mongolia, Namibia and 

Uzbekistan.105  

Meanwhile, China has been criticized 

for its April 2010 agreement to export 

two nuclear power reactors to Pakistan, 

an act which may constitute a violation 

of  the NSG guidelines. China has 

claimed an exemption for this 

transaction under the “grandfather 

clause” of  the NSG guidelines (i.e. it 

was not applicable as China became an 

NSG participant after the start of  

negotiations on the supply of  the 

reactors). China will also supply 

enriched uranium to Pakistan for 

running those reactors.106 Their 
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construction started in 2015 in Karachi, 

and commercial operations are 

scheduled to begin in 2021 and 2022 

respectively.107 Because all other 

Chinese reactors that were claimed to 

be excluded from NSG guidelines 

under the grandfather clause were built 

at Chashma, there remains a question as 

to whether or not the exemption can 

also apply to the Karachi plant.   

In February 2020, Indian custom 

officers detained a Chinese ship bound 

for Karachi (in Pakistan), for 

misdeclaring an “autoclave” dual-use 

machine tool, which can be used to line 

solid-fuel ballistic missiles.108 

In April 2020, the U.S. think tank 

C4ADS published a report which 

concluded that the Indian and Pakistani 

procurement networks for nuclear-

related technologies are both larger 

than previously expected.109 The report 

states:  

Pakistani nuclear procurement 

companies, who face strict 

international export control 

regulations and Nuclear Suppliers 

 

27, 2013, http://www.nti.org/gsn/article/pakistan-begins-work-new-atomic-site-being-built-chinese-he 
lp/. 

107  “Karachi Nuclear Power Plant (KANUPP) Expansion,” Power Technology, May 22, 2020, https:// 
www.power-technology.com/projects/karachi-nuclear-power-plant-expansion/. 

108 Jack “Ole” Pitsu, “Part of Nuclear Missile Launcher Found from Chinese Ship Going to Pakistan,” 
OBN, February 18, 2020, https://ourbitcoinnews.com/part-of-nuclear-missile-launcher-found-from-
chinese-ship-going-to-pakistan/; Shishir Gupta, “DRDO Confirms Chinese Ship India Stopped Was 
Carrying Nuclear-Capable Equipment to Pakistan,” The Print, March 4, 2020, https://theprint.in/ 
india/drdo-confirms-chinese-ship-india-stopped-was-carrying-nuclear-capable-equipment-to-pakistan/ 
375184/. 

109 C4ADS, “Trick of Trade: South Asia’s Illicit Nuclear Supply Chains,” April 2020. 

110 Ibid., p. 5. 

111 Ibid. 

Group (NSG) trade restrictions, are 

more likely to procure through the use 

of  transshipment hubs. Customs and 

trade data demonstrate that the top 33 

suppliers of  Pakistan’s known 

procurement companies are located in 

mainland China (34%), Hong Kong 

(18%), the United Arab Emirates 

(UAE) (9%), the United States (9%), 

Germany (6%), Italy (6%) and 

Singapore (6%).”110  

It also offered the following analysis: 

“Indian companies tend to purchase 

more directly from NSG countries. Of  

the 124,089 imports from 64 countries 

between January 2017 and July 2019 

associated with the 87 Indian 

companies known to have procured for 

more than one unsafeguarded facility, 

92% were from companies in NSG 

member states including Germany, 

China, [the] United States, South Korea 

and the [United Kingdom]. India does 

hold a waiver from the NSG exempting 

the country from certain nuclear trade 

restrictions. However, this exemption 

does not apply to facilities outside of  

IAEA safeguards.”111 
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The NAM has been critical of  civil 

nuclear cooperation with non-NPT 

states, and continues to argue that 

exporting states should refrain from 

transferring nuclear material and 

technologies to those states which do 

not accept IAEA comprehensive 

safeguards.112 

(6) Transparency in the Peaceful 

Use of Nuclear Energy 

A) Efforts for transparency 

In addition to accepting IAEA full-

scope safeguards, as described earlier, a 

state should aim to be fully transparent 

about its nuclear-related activities and 

future plans, in order to demonstrate 

that it has no intention of  developing 

nuclear weapons. A state that concludes 

an Additional Protocol with the IAEA 

is obliged to provide information on its 

general plans for the next ten-year 

period relevant to any nuclear fuel cycle 

development (including nuclear fuel 

cycle-related research and development 

activities). Most countries actively 

promoting the peaceful use of  nuclear 

energy have issued mid- or long-term 

nuclear development plans, including 

for the construction of  nuclear power 

plants.113 The international community 

may be concerned about the possible 

development of  nuclear weapon 

programs when states conduct nuclear 

 

112 NPT/CONF.2020/PC.III/WP.18, March 21, 2019. 

113  The World Nuclear Association’s website (http://world-nuclear.org/) provides summaries of the 
current and future plans of civil nuclear programs around the world.  

114 Office of Atomic Energy Policy Cabinet Office, “The Status of Plutonium Management in Japan—
2019,” August 21, 2020, http://www.aec.go.jp/jicst/NC/iinkai/teirei/siryo2020/siryo24/200825e.pdf. 

activities without publishing their 

nuclear development plans (e.g., as with 

Israel, North Korea and Syria), or are 

engaged in nuclear activities which 

seem inconsistent with their plans (e.g., 

allegedly, Iran). 

From the standpoint of  transparency, 

communications received by the IAEA 

from certain member states concerning 

their policies regarding the management 

of  plutonium, including the amount of  

plutonium held, are also important. 

Using the format of  the Guidelines for 

the Management of  Plutonium 

(INFCIRC/549) agreed upon in 1997, 

the five NWS plus Belgium, Germany, 

Japan and Switzerland annually publish 

data on the amount of  civil unirradiated 

plutonium under their control. As of  

December 2020, China, Russia, the 

United Kingdom and the United States 

had not submitted reports declaring 

their civilian plutonium holdings for the 

previous year. France and Germany 

reported their holdings of  not only civil 

plutonium but also HEU. 

Japan’s report submitted to the IAEA 

was based on the annual report, titled 

“The Current Situation of  Plutonium 

Management in Japan,” released on 

August 21 by the Japan Atomic Energy 

Commission (JAEC).114  

Australia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, Chile, 
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Egypt, Iran, Kazakhstan, South Korea, 

Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, 

Nigeria, Norway, the Philippines, 

Poland, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, 

Sweden, Turkey and the UAE have 

either publicized the amount of  their 

fissile material holdings, or at least have 

placed their declared nuclear material 

under IAEA safeguards. From this, it 

may be concluded that these states have 

shown clear evidence of  transparency 

with regard to their civil nuclear 

activities. 

B) Multilateral approaches to the 

fuel cycle 

Several countries have sought to 

establish multilateral approaches to the 

fuel cycle, including nuclear fuel banks, 

as one way to dissuade NNWS from 

adopting indigenous enrichment 

technologies. Austria, Germany, Japan, 

Russia, the United Kingdom, the 

United States and the EU, as well as 

jointly six countries (France, Germany, 

the Netherlands, Russia, the United 

Kingdom and the United States), have 

made their respective proposals. 

Among those proposals, nuclear fuel 

banks have made actual and concrete 

progress. Subsequent to the 

establishment of  the International 

Uranium Enrichment Centre (IUEC) in 

 

115 Approximately $150 million in funds were allocated for establishment and operation for the next 20 
years. 

116 In NTI’s original proposal for a nuclear fuel bank, one of the conditions for providing fuel was that 
the country must have renounce the possession of facilities related to nuclear fuel cycle. However, such a 
condition was not included for neither the Russian center nor the Kazakhstan fuel bank. 

117 “Kazakhstan Signs IAEA ‘Fuel Bank’ Agreement,” World Nuclear News, May 14, 2015, http://world- 
nuclear-news.org/UF-Kazakhstan-signs-IAEA-fuel-bank-agreement-14051502.html. 

Angarsk (Russia) and the American 

Assured Fuel Supply, the IAEA LEU 

Bank in Kazakhstan was inaugurated in 

August 2017. The IAEA LEU Bank 

was funded mainly by the Nuclear 

Threat Initiative (NTI), Kuwait, 

Norway, the UAE, the United States 

and the EU.115 It will store up to 90 

tons of  LEU—sufficient to run a 1,000 

MW light-water reactor—in the form 

of  uranium hexafluoride.116 This is the 

first fuel bank under the direct support 

of  an international organization: the 

IAEA will bear the costs of  purchase 

and delivery of  LEU, and Kazakhstan 

will meet the cost of  LEU storage.117 

On October 17, 2019, the IAEA 

announced that the first LEU 

shipment, from France’s Orano Cycle, 

had been transported to Kazakhstan, a 

delivery which marked the official start 

of  operation of  the IAEA LEU Bank. 

In December, the IAEA received the 

second and final shipment of  LEU.
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Chapter 3 

Nuclear Security1 

(1) Physical Protection of Nuclear 

Materials and Facilities 

A) Nuclear Materials 

The IAEA defines a term “nuclear 

security” as “the prevention of, detection 

of, and response to, criminal or 

intentional unauthorized acts involving 

or directed at nuclear material, other 

radioactive material, associated facilities, 

or associated activities.”2  

On the subject of  physical protection, a 

major element of  nuclear security 

measures, the latest version of  the 

IAEA’s “Nuclear Security 

Recommendations on Physical 

Protection of  Nuclear Material and 

Nuclear Facilities,” also known as 

INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, was published in 

2011. In this revised edition, the IAEA 

recommends that requirements for 

physical protection “should be based on 

a graded approach, taking into account 

the current evaluation of  the threat, the 

relative attractiveness, the nature of  the 

nuclear material and potential 

consequences associated with the 

unauthorized removal of  nuclear material 

and with the sabotage against nuclear 

 

1 Chapter 3 was authored by Junko Horibe. In writing this chapter, the corresponding chapter of the 
Hiroshima Report 2020 written by Sukeyuki Ichimasa was referenced. 

2 IAEA, “Nuclear Security Series Glossary Version 1.3 (November 2015) Updated,” p. 18. 

3 IAEA, “Nuclear Security Series No.13 Nuclear Security Recommendations on Physical Protection of 
Nuclear Material and Nuclear Facilities (INFCIRC/225/Rev.5),” 2011, paragraph 3.37. 

4 INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, paragraph 4.5. 

material or nuclear facilities.”3  

As shown in Table 3-1 shows, the type of  

nuclear material itself  is the primary 

factor for determining the physical 

protection measures against unauthorized 

removal. The different types of  nuclear 

material are categorized in terms of  

element, isotope, quantity, and 

irradiation. This categorization then 

forms the basis for a graded approach to 

protection against unauthorized removal 

of  “attractive” nuclear material that 

could be used in a nuclear explosive 

device, which itself  depends on the types 

of  nuclear material, isotopic 

composition, physical and chemical 

form, degree of  dilution, radiation level, 

and quantity.4 

Weapons-grade fissile materials are 

generally thought to be attractive to 

terrorists who are looking to produce 

nuclear explosive devices. Therefore, 

these materials require high-level 

protection measures. In this regard, the 

amount of  weapon-usable nuclear 

materials and the number of  facilities 

that contain such materials in a country 

are considered to be one of  the 

important indicators for the assessment 

that state’s effort in enhancing nuclear 

security. Table 3-2, which is based on 

various open-source information, shows 
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the amount of  weapons-usable fissile 

materials held by the countries surveyed 

for this report.  

The following surveyed countries, not 

included in Table 3-2, are also assumed 

to possess highly enriched uranium 

(HEU) as of  November 2020. 

➢ More than 1 metric ton (category I is 

5 kg and more): Kazakhstan 

(approximately10,000kg, irradiated)5 

 

5  “Materials: Highly Enriched Uranium,” International Panel on Fissile Material, May 22, 2020, 
http://fissilematerials.org/materials/heu.html; National Nuclear Security Administration, “Kazakhstan 
and U.S. Cooperate to Eliminate Highly Enriched Uranium in Kazakhstan,” September 22, 2020, 
https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/articles/kazakhstan-and-us-cooperate-eliminate-highly-enriched-uranium-
kazakhstan; “Civilian HEU: Who Has What?” Nuclear Threat Initiative, October 2019, 
https://media.nti.org/documents/heu_who_has_what.pdf; “Statement of Canada,” ICONS 2020, 
February 2020. 

6  “Civilian HEU: Who Has What?” Nuclear Threat Initiative, October 2019, https://media.nti.org/ 
documents/heu_who_has_what.pdf; “Statement of Canada,” ICONS 2020, February 2020; “Canada, USA 
Complete Used Fuel Return,” World Nuclear News, February 13, 2020, https://world-nuclear-
news.org/Articles/Canada,-USA-complete-used-fuel-return. 

7 INFCIRC/912/Add.4, March 5, 2020. 

8 INFCIRC/912/Add.3, August 19, 2019, p. 3. 

9 “Civilian HEU: South Africa,” Nuclear Threat Initiative, July 1, 2019, https://www.nti.org/analysis/ 
articles/civilian-heu-south-africa/. 

➢ 1 kg or more: Canada (less than 

838kg)6, Australia (2.726 kg 

unirradiated, 0.02 kg irradiated)*7, Iran 

(6 kg, irradiated), the Netherlands 

(approximately 600 kg), Norway (less 

than 1 kg unirradiated, 3kg 

irradiated)*8, and South Africa 

(approximately 700 kg unirradiated)9 

➢ Less than 1 kg：Syria  

* Figures updated as of  2020 

Table 3-1: Categorization of Nuclear Material 

Material Form 
Category I 

 High 
Category II 

Attractiveness→ 

Category III 
Low 

1. Plutonium Unirradiated ≧2kg 2kg＞ ＞500g 500g≧ ＞15g 

2. Uranium-235 

Unirradiated 

－Uranium enriched to 

20% or more 

－Uranium enriched to 

10%  but less than 20%  

－Uranium enriched above 

natural, but less than 10%  

≧5kg 

 
 

------ 
 
 

------ 

5kg＞ ＞1kg 

 
 

≧10kg 

 
 

------ 

1kg≧ ＞15g 

 
 

10kg＞ ＞1kg 

 
 

≧10kg 

3. Uranium-233 Unirradiated ≧2kg 2kg＞ ＞500g 500g≧ ＞15g 

4. Irradiated fuel    

Depleted or natural 
uranium, thorium or low 
enriched fuel (less than 
10% fissile content) 

 

 
Source: IAEA, “Nuclear Security Recommendations on Physical Protection of Nuclear Material and Nuclear Facilities (INFCIRC/225/Revision 
5),” IAEA Nuclear Security Series No. 13, 2011. This table was originally shown in the “Hiroshima Report - Evaluation of Achievement in Nuclear 
Disarmament, Non-Proliferation and Nuclear Security: 2014,” March 2014, p.68. 
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As a result of  efforts made by the Global 

Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI), the 

number of  countries that have 

completely removed HEU has increased 

in recent years. The surveyed countries 

 

10 “Materials: Highly Enriched Uranium,” International Panel on Fissile Material, May 22, 2020, http:// 

that have achieved complete removal of  

HEU are: Austria, Brazil, Chile, 

Indonesia, South Korea, Mexico, Nigeria, 

the Philippines, Poland, Sweden, 

Switzerland and Turkey.10 

Table 3-2: Stockpiles of Weapon -Usable Nuclear Material (2020 estimate) 

 
China France Russia U.K. U.S. India Israel 

Total stock of HEU  14 29 646 20 463 4.4 0.3 

 ・in weapons 5.2 6 90 3.6 76    

 ・in retired weapons   40 0.4 48   

 ・available for weapons 8.8 20 510 15 195  0.3 

 ・military, not available for weapons    0.7 125 4.4  

 ・not available for military use      19   

 ・in civilian use   3.7 6 0.4       

Total stock of Plutonium 2.9 73 189 119.2 87.8 7.87 0.92 

 ・in weapons 1 1.2 18 0.72 15 0.57 0.5 

 ・in retired weapons   8 0.08 10   

 ・available for weapons 1.9 4.8 62 2.4 13.4  0.42 

 ・military, not available for weapons      6.9  

 ・not available for military use    25  41.4   

 ・in civilian use 0.0409  67* 76 116* 8 0.4   

 
Pakistan Belgium Germany Japan Switzerland N. Korea Others 

Total stock of HEU 3.6 0.7-0.727 1.27 1.75 0 0.5 
11.253-
11.28 

 ・in weapons 3.6 0 0 0 0   0 

 ・in retired weapons  0 0 0 0  0 

 ・available for weapons  0 0 0 0 0.5 0 

 ・military, not available for weapons  0 0 0 0  0 

 ・not available for military use   0 0 0 0  0 

 ・in civilian use   0.7-0.727 1.27 1.75 0   
11.253-
11.28 

Total stock of Plutonium 0.31 < 0.05 0 45.6 < 0.002 0.04 3.948  

 ・in weapons 0.31 0 0 0 0  0 

 ・in retired weapons  0 0 0 0  0 

 ・available for weapons  0 0 0 0 0.04 0 

 ・military, not available for weapons  0 0 0 0  0 

 ・not available for military use   0 0 0 0  0 

 ・in civilian use   <0.05 0 45.6** <0.002    3.948 

Unit: metric tons [Blanks indicate that there is no information available, and details are unknown.] 
* figures do not include materials belonging to other countries. ** Breakdown of 45.6 tons: 8.9 tons within Japan, 36.7 tons outside of Japan  
Source: In the preparation of this table, HEU and plutonium holdings (inferred) of each country shown in the following documents were 
referenced individually. It should be noted that, with respect to consumer plutonium, it describes only those unirradiated. 
Pavel Podvig and Ryan Snyder, Watch Them Go: Simplifying the Elimination of Fissile Materials and Nuclear Weapons, UNIDIR, 2019, 
https://www.unidir.org/files/publications/pdfs/watch-them-go-simplifying-the-elimination-of-fissile-materials-and-nuclear-weapons-en-
817.pdf, p. 9; INFCIRC/549/Add.5/24, August 28, 2020; INFCIRC/549/Add.9/21, November 5, 2019; INFCIRC/549/Add.8/22, October 
23, 2019; INFCIRC/549/Add.6/22, October 11, 2019; INFCIRC/549/Add.3/19, May 18, 2020; INFCIRC/549/Add.2/23, August 28, 2020; 
INFCIRC/549/Add.1/23, September 4, 2020; INFCIRC/549/Add.4/24, August 20, 2020; “China’s Fissile Material Production and Stockpile 
New IPFM report,” IPFM Blog, January 12, 2018, http://fissilematerials.org/blog/2018/01/chinas_fissile_material_p.html; International Panel 
on Fissile Materials, “Fissile Materials Stocks,” International Panel on Fissile Materials, February 14, 2020, http://fissilematerials.org/.  
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B) Radioactive Material 

Security of  radioactive material, and 

radioactive sources in particular, is 

another important issue. At the IAEA 

International Conference on Nuclear 

Security 2020 (ICONS 2020), which took 

place February 2020 in Vienna, IAEA 

Member States at the minister level 

expressed their commitment to 

“maintaining effective security of  

radioactive sources throughout their life 

cycle, consistent with the objective of  

‘the Code of  Conduct on the Safety and 

Security of  Radioactive Sources’ and its 

supplementary guidance documents” in 

the Ministerial Declaration adopted at the 

Conference.11 

This Code of  Conduct was published by 

the IAEA in January 2004, and 140 

countries have made a political 

commitment to implement the Code, as 

of  August 2020.12 All the surveyed 

countries, except North Korea, have 

already made such a commitment. The 

Code of  Conduct is not a legally binding 

instrument, but rather involves 

convening a meeting every three years 

“to report on progress, exchange lessons 

learned, and discuss areas in need of  

 

fissilematerials.org/materials/heu.html. 

11 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

12 IAEA, “List of States Expressing a Political Commitment,” August 27, 2020, https://nucleus.iaea.org/ 
sites/ns/code-of-conduct-radioactive-sources/Documents/Status_list%2027%20August%202020.pdf. 

13 “Wider Implementation of IAEA Code of Conduct to Enhance Safety and Security: Review Meeting 
Concludes,” IAEA, June 11, 2019, https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/news/wider-implementation-of-
iaea-code-of-conduct-to-enhance-safety-and-security-review-meeting-concludes. 

14 Ibid. 

15 “Statement of Germany,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 5. 

16 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC (64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 15. 

improvement.” It provides a platform for 

the countries that have made a 

commitment to conduct a wide-ranging 

exchange of  information concerning the 

national implementation of  the Code.13 

At the last meeting, which took place in 

2019, the IAEA noted the following 

three areas where improvement is 

remained necessary: an independent 

regulatory body, control of  radioactive 

sources, and radioactive sources out of  

regulatory control.14 

In 2020, the following relevant efforts 

were made to strengthen radioactive 

sources made at the international and 

regional levels: a side event 

“Strengthening the Security of  High 

Activity Sealed Radioactive Sources” was 

jointly organized by Germany, France, 

and the United States during the ICONS 

202015, and the “Regional Training 

Course on Establishing a National 

Register of  Radiation Sources for Latin 

America” was organized by the IAEA in 

March 2020.16 

As for national efforts, the following 

remarks were made by several surveyed 

countries as part of  their national 

statements during ICONS 2020: 
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➢ The United States17: made a political 

commitment to meet the intent of  

“the Supplemental Guidance to the 

Code of  Conduct on the Management 

of  Disused Radioactive Sources.” 

Since 2016, the United States has 

“replaced 138 high-activity sources 

with non-radioisotopic alternatives,” 

and “published information on best 

practices for such replacements.”  

➢ Australia18: continues “to support 

work that facilitates effective 

management of  radioactive sources, 

including assisting member states with 

disposal solutions and technologies 

for disused radioactive materials.” 

➢ The United Kingdom19: is “looking to 

replace Caesium irradiators in” its 

health and research sectors with 

alternatives which do not contain 

radioactive sources. By working to 

dispose of, and reduce demand for, 

these materials, the United Kingdom 

aims to join a growing international 

movement towards alternative 

technologies. 

➢ France20: continued to adapt its 

legislative and regulatory framework 

to the evolving threat since ICONS in 

2016, and “in particular, strengthened 

regulatory framework applicable to the 

 

17 “Statement of United States of America,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

18 “Statement of Australia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

19 “Statement of United Kingdom,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 15. 

20 “Statement of France,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

21 “Statement of Japan,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

22 “Statement of Canada,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

23 “World Nuclear Power Reactors & Uranium Requirements,” World Nuclear Association, November 
2020, https://www.world-nuclear.org/information-library/facts-and-figures/world-nuclear-power-react 
ors-and-uranium-requireme.aspx. 

security of  radioactive sources.” 

➢ Japan21: “has enacted a domestic law 

which obligates operators dealing with 

nuclear and other radioactive 

materials to take necessary nuclear 

security measures. Under the new 

law, operators are required to take 

protection measures for radioactive 

sources.” 

➢ Canada22: “is providing $9.65 million 

towards strengthening the security of  

radioactive sources in 19 countries in 

Africa, Latin America and the Pacific.” 

C) Nuclear Facilities 

Nuclear facilities that could be a target of  

sabotage which may incur potential 

serious radiological consequences include 

1) nuclear power plants, 2) research 

reactors, 3) uranium enrichment facilities, 

and 4) reprocessing facilities. As of  

November 2020, there were 442 (±0) 

reactors operating worldwide, 52 (-1) 

under construction, 100 (-10) being 

planned, and 326 (-4) proposed to be 

built. (Numbers in parentheses above 

and below indicate the increase or 

decrease compared with the previous 

year).23 
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With respect to research reactors,24 as of  

November 2020, there were a total of  

846 (-11) worldwide. Below is the 

breakdown of  the status of  the 846 

research reactors: 

➢ Operational: 222 (-1)  

➢ Temporary Shutdown: 14 (±0) 

➢ Under Construction: 11 (+2) 

➢ Planned: 17 (+3) 

➢ Extended Shutdown: 13 (±0) 

➢ Permanent Shutdown: 58 (±0) 

➢ Decommissioned: 446 (+3) 

➢ Under Decommissioning: 65(-1) 

On the security of  research reactors, the 

Co-Presidents’ Report of  ICONS 2020 

notes that when discussing approaches 

for risk assessment at research reactors, 

“explicit consideration of  cyber and 

insider risks could be useful.”25 

Regarding HEU spent fuel assemblies at 

research reactors, there are 20,663 

enriched to levels above 20%, with 9,532 

of  those 20,663 enriched to levels at or 

above 90%.26 The figures for those fuel 

assemblies remain the same as last year. 

The second largest number of  fuel 

assemblies are those with concentrations 

of  40% or less, which number 7,485. In 

terms of  geographical distribution, 

 

24 IAEA, “Research Reactor Data Base,” https://nucleus.iaea.org/RRDB/RR/ReactorSearch.aspx?rf=1. 

25 “Co-Presidents’ Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 11. 

26 IAEA, “Worldwide HEU and LEU Assemblies by Enrichment,” https://nucleus.iaea.org/RRDB/ 
Reports/Container.aspx?Id=C2. 

27  IAEA, “Regionwise distribution of HEU and LEU,” https://nucleus.iaea.org/RRDB/Reports/ 
Container.aspx?Id=C1. 

28 “Iran Nuclear: Fire at Natanz Plant ‘Caused by Sabotage,’’’ BBC, August 23, 2020, https://www. 
bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-53884701; Parisa Hafezi, “Iran Official Says Sabotage Caused Fire at 
Natanz Nuclear Site-TV,” Reuters, August 23, 2020, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-
natanz-idUSKBN25J0M1. 

10,627 HEU spent fuel assemblies are 

currently stored in Eastern Europe, 4,273 

in Western Europe, 3,492 in Asia, 1,614 

in North America 572 are in Africa and 

Middle East, and 85 in Latin America.27 

This status of  affairs shows that 

strengthening preventive measures for 

sabotage against research reactor facilities 

remains of  vital importance.  

Uranium enrichment and reprocessing 

facilities are regarded as particularly 

“attractive” from the viewpoint of  

malicious actors, such as terrorists who 

may seek to make nuclear explosive 

devices. Table 3-3 shows the presence of  

uranium enrichment and reprocessing 

facilities as well as nuclear power plants 

and research reactors in the countries 

surveyed.  

In relation to sabotage against nuclear 

related facilities, in July 2020, a fire broke 

out at the Natanz central centrifuge 

assembly workshop in Iran. A month 

later, a spokesman for Iran’s Atomic 

Energy Organization announced that the 

fire was the result of  sabotage.28 Because 

the workshop did not contain any 

radioactive material, the fire did not 
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cause any radiological consequences. 

Nevertheless, this incident served to 

remind us of  the importance of  nuclear 

security measures protecting against 

sabotage.  

Also, in relation to sabotage, recent 

discussions among nuclear security 

Table 3-3: Nuclear Facilities 

  
Nuclear Power 

Plant(s) Research Reactor(s) 
Uranium Enrichment 

Facility/Facilities 
Reprocessing 

Facility/Facilities 

China 〇 〇 〇(b) 〇 

France 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Russia 〇 〇 〇 〇(b) 

U.K. 〇 〇 〇 〇 

U.S. 〇 〇 〇 〇 

India 〇 〇 ○(a) ○(b) 

Israel  〇  〇(a) 

Pakistan 〇 〇 ○(a) ○(a) 

Australia  〇   

Austria   〇     

Belgium 〇 〇   

Brazil 〇 〇 〇   

Canada 〇 〇   

Chile   〇     

Egypt  〇   

Germany 〇 〇 〇   

Indonesia  〇   

Iran 〇 〇 〇   

Japan 〇 〇 〇 △(e) 

Kazakhstan △(d) 〇     

South Korea 〇 〇   

Mexico 〇 〇     

Netherlands 〇 〇 〇  

New Zealand         

Nigeria  〇   

Norway   △(d)     

Philippines  △(c)   

Poland   〇     

Saudi Arabia  △(c)   

South Africa 〇 〇    

Sweden 〇 △(d)   

Switzerland 〇 〇     

Syria  〇   

Turkey △(c) 〇     

UAE 〇    

North Korea   〇(a) ○ 〇(a) 

 

○: Currently in operation   △: Not-in operation 

(a) Military use (b) Military and civilian use (c) Under construction (d) Under shut down and decommissioning (e) Under test operation  
 
Sources: IAEA, Research Reactor Database, https://nucleus.iaea.org/RRDB/RR/ReactorSearch.aspx?filter=0;”Facilities: Enrichment facilities,” 
International Panel on Fissile Materials, May 17, 2020; “Facilities: Reprocessing facilities,” International Panel on Fissile Materials, May 17, 2020; 
IAEA, Power Reactor Information System; “Processing of Used Nuclear Fuel,” World Nuclear Association, December 2020; “Civilian HEU: 
South Africa,” Nuclear Threat Initiative, July 1, 2019; Julia Masterson, “North Korea Continues Uranium Enrichment,” Arms Control Today, 
October 2020; “Images May Show Reprocessing Activity at North Korea’s Yongbyon nuclear site, U.S. researchers say,” Reuters, April 17, 2019. 
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experts include the threat of  drones. In 

September 2019, an oil facility of  Saudi 

Arabia’s state-owned company Aramco 

was attacked by military drones.29 The 

incident indicated that terrorists could 

also utilize a similar tactic to severely 

damage critical infrastructure. On the 

threat of  drones, the U.S. Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC) said in an 

unclassified document published in 

October 2019 that nuclear power plants 

“do not have any risk-significant 

vulnerabilities that could be exploited” by 

attacks using commercially available 

drones that would result in “radiological 

sabotage” or theft of  “special nuclear 

material (essentially the reactor fuel).” In 

the meantime, the NRC also said it would 

continue evaluating the impact of  drone 

technologies.30 

(2) Status of Accession to Nuclear 

Security and Safety-Related 

Conventions, Participation in 

Nuclear Security-Related 

Initiatives, and Application to 

Domestic Systems  

A) Accession status to nuclear 

security-related conventions  

Since the 9/11 attacks in the United 

States in 2001, terrorist attacks on 

 

29 “Saudi Arabia Oil Facilities Ablaze after Drone Strikes,” BBC News, September 14, 2019. 

30 Kelsey Davenport, “NRC Will Not Require Drone Defenses,” Arms Control Today, December 2019, 
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2019-12/news-briefs/nrc-not-require-drone-defenses; “Drones and 
Nuclear Power Plant Security,” United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission, November 4, 2020, 
https://www.nrc.gov/reading-rm/doc-collections/fact-sheets/fs-drone-pwr-plant-security.html. 

31International Nuclear Safety Group, “INSAG-24: The Interface Between Safety and Security at Nuclear 
Power Plants,” IAEA, 2010. 

32 “Co-Presidents’ Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 23. 

nuclear power plants have been 

recognized as a real threat. Accordingly, 

ongoing work has focused not only on 

nuclear security, but also on overlapping 

areas, such as nuclear safety to prevent 

accidents at nuclear power plants, as well 

as and nuclear safeguards to prevent 

military diversion of  peaceful uses of  

nuclear energy.31 On this issue, the Co-

Presidents’ Report of  ICONS 2020 

highlighted the following areas as those 

where the interface between safety and 

security is important: transport of  

nuclear materials, physical protection 

plans for nuclear power plants, disposal 

of  disused radioactive sources, 

implementation of  safeguards, 

development of  security plans, and 

development and implementation of  

regulations.32 

This section examines the accession 

status of  the countries surveyed to 

international conventions related to 

nuclear security and safety, namely: the 

Convention on the Physical Protection 

of  Nuclear Material (CPPNM); the 

Amendment to the CPPNM 

(CPPNM/A); the International 

Convention for the Suppression of  Acts 

of  Nuclear Terrorism (ICSANT); the 

Convention on Nuclear Safety (Nuclear 

Safety Convention); the Convention on 
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Early Notification of  a Nuclear Accident; 

the Joint Convention on the Safety of  

Spent Fuel Management and on the 

Safety of  Radioactive Waste 

Management; and the Convention on 

Assistance in the Case of  Nuclear 

Accident or Radiological Emergency. 

Some, if  not all, of  these nuclear safety-

related conventions have provisions on 

physical protection measures from the 

perspective of  safety. As these measures 

can also serve for nuclear security 

purposes, those nuclear safety-related 

conventions are regarded as nuclear 

security-related conventions in this 

report. Table 3-4 shows the adherence 

status of  each surveyed country to the 

six conventions mentioned above. 

Pertaining to nuclear security-related 

conventions, the Ministerial Declaration 

of  ICONS 2020 reaffirms “the 

importance of  continuing to promote the 

universalization and implementation by 

its States Parties” of  the CPPNM and its 

Amendment, “and looks forward to the 

2021 conference.” It also reaffirms the 

importance of  other international legal 

instruments, such as the ICSANT.33 

In this regard, as part of  its efforts to 

universalize these conventions, the IAEA 

 

33 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

34 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC (64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 22. 

35  “Webinar on the Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material (CPPNM) and Its 
Amendment,” https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/20/07/the-convention-on-the-physical-protecti 
on-of-nuclear-material-cppnm-and-its-amendment.pdf. As there are countries which do not have any 
nuclear material and thus not feel necessity to join the CPPNM, universalization efforts have been made 
focusing on raising awareness on the merits of joining the Convention.  

36  IAEA, IAEA Annual Report 2019, GC(64)/3, pp. 12-13; IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, 
GOV/2020/31-GC (64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 4. 

Director General sent official letters to 

States not party to the CPPNM, as well 

as to those party to the CPPNM but not 

its Amendment, encouraging them to 

adhere to both the CPPNM and its 

Amendment.34Moreover, the IAEA 

organized a webinar in July 2020 targeted 

at all Parties to the CPPNM that have not 

yet adhered to the Amendment, as well 

as to IAEA Member States who are non-

party to the CPPNM and its 

Amendment.35 

In July 2021, the Conference of  the 

Parties to the CPPNM/A is scheduled to 

be held pursuant to Article 16 of  the 

Convention. This Conference will be the 

first of its kind since the CPPNM/A 

came into effect in 2016. In preparing for 

this Conference, the IAEA held a 

meeting of legal and technical experts in 

June 2020 with the aim of encouraging 

parties to the Convention to consider the 

implementation and validity of the 

Convention.36 The IAEA also convened 

a technical meeting to prepare for the 

Conference in December. It is expected 

that participating State Parties will report 

on the detailed status of their sustainable 

efforts and improvement of nuclear 

security measures at the 2021 

Conference. 



Chapter 3 Nuclear Security 

125 

Apart from the IAEA, the United 

Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 

(UNODC) has played an active role in 

promoting universalization and 

implementation of  international 

instruments on nuclear security. They co-

hosted a regional workshop for selected 

CARICOM countries with the 

Government of  Barbados on the 

universalization and effective 

implementation of  the ICSANT, the 

CPPNM and its Amendment in February 

2020. The workshop was attended by 

participants from 12 countries, and it 

“raised awareness amongst CARICOM 

Member States on the importance and 

benefits of  becoming party to, and fully 

implementing these legal instruments.”37 

In addition, the UNODC held a national 

workshop on the ICSANT in the 

Philippines in February. Also, in March, 

in cooperation with the IAEA, they 

organized a visit to Uganda to facilitate 

adherence to as well as implementation 

 

37 “UNODC Supports CARICOM Countries to Act against Risks of Nuclear Terrorism,” UNODC, 2020, 
https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/terrorism/latest-news/2020_unodc-supports-caricom-countries-to-
act-against-risks-of-nuclear-terrorism.html. 

38 “UNODC Promotes the International Legal Framework Against Nuclear Terrorism in the Philippines,” 
UNODC, 2020, https://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/terrorism/latest-news/2020_unodc-promotes-the-
international-legal-framework-against-nuclear-terrorism-in-the-philippines.html; “UNODC Promotes the 
International Legal Framework Against Nuclear Terrorism in Uganda,” UNODC, 2020, https://www. 
unodc.org/unodc/en/terrorism/latest-news/2020_unodc-uganda-nuclear-terrorism.html. 

39 The CPPNM is the only legally binding undertaking in the area of physical protection of nuclear material. 
It establishes measures related to the prevention, detection and punishment of offenses relating to nuclear 
material. 

40 The CPPNM/A makes it legally binding for States Parties to protect nuclear facilities and material in 
peaceful domestic use, storage as well as transport. Regarding the universalization of the CPPNM/A, it is 
important for States not parties to the CPPNM yet to become a party to the CPPNM and ratify the 
CPPNM/A at the same time, just as Angola and Eritrea did in 2020. Also, diplomatic efforts focusing on 
the CPPNM parties but not yet ratified its Amendment to encourage their ratification and provide support 
towards that end is important. 

41 The ICSANT obligates State Parties to criminalize offences related to nuclear terrorism and to make 
every effort to adopt appropriate measures to ensure the protection of radioactive material.  

of  the ICSANT and the CPPNM/A.38 

The latest status of  international 

conventions related to nuclear security 

are as follows: 

➢ CPPNM (Entry into Force: 1987)39 

State Parties: 162 (as of  Sep. 2020) 

New Adherents: Angola and Eritrea 

Two or three countries have joined the 

CPPNM every year since 2016, with 

the exception of  2017. The 

continuous increase in adherence has 

been maintained. 

➢ CPPNM/A (EIF: 2016)40         

Ratifications: 125 (as of  Sep. 2020)  

New Adherents: Angola and Eritrea 

New ratifications: 15 in 2016, 7 in 

2017, 3 in 2018, and 5 in 2019. The 

number of  new ratifications in 2020 

became the lowest in the last few 

years. 

➢ ICSANT (EIF: 2007)41          

Ratifications: 117 (as of  Nov. 2020)  

New Adherent: St. Kitts and Navis 
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New ratifications: 7 in 2016, 6 in 2017, 

1 in 2018, and 2 in 2019. 

➢ Nuclear Safety Convention (EIF: 

1996)42 

New Adherent: Angola 

State Parties: 89 (as of  Sep. 2020)  

New ratifications in 2019: 3 

➢ Convention on Early Notification of  a 

Nuclear Accident (EIF: 1986)43           

State Parties 127 (as of  Sep. 2020)  

New Adherents: Côte d’Ivoire and 

Eritrea  

New ratifications in 2019: 1 

➢ Convention on Assistance in the Case 

of  Nuclear Accident or Radiological 

Emergency (EIF: 1987)44  

State Parties: 122 (as of  Sep. 2020)  

New Adherents: Côte d’Ivoire, 

Eritrea, and Namibia  

New ratifications in 2019: 2 

➢ Joint Convention on the Safety of  

Spent Fuel Management and on the 

Safety of  Radioactive Waste 

Management (EIF: 2001)45        

State Parties: 83 (as of  March 2020)  

New Adherent: Eritrea 

New ratifications in 2019: 2 

As is shown above, there were gradual 

 

42 This Convention aims at ensuring and enhancing the safety of nuclear power plants. State Parties are 
required to take legal and administrative measures, report to the review committee established under this 
convention, and accept peer review in order to ensure the safety of nuclear power plants under their 
jurisdiction. 

43 This Convention obligates State Parties to immediately report to the IAEA when a nuclear accident has 
occurred, including the type, time, and location of the accident and relevant information. 

44 This Convention establishes an international framework that enables equipment provision and dispatch 
of experts with the goals of preventing and/or minimizing nuclear accidents and radioactive emergencies. 

45 The Joint Convention calls for its State Parties to take legal and administrative measures, report to its 
review committee, and undergo peer review by other parties, for the purpose of ensuring safety of spent 
fuel and radioactive waste. 

46 “Statement of the Philippines,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

47 “Statement of Pakistan,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

increases in the number of  adhering 

countries across all conventions. It is 

worth mentioning that one country has 

joined multiple conventions and all the 

countries that have newly joined these 

conventions were African countries. 

These facts indicate that focused efforts 

to promote the universalization of  these 

conventions has apparently come to 

fruition, and such efforts should be 

continued. 

Regarding development in adherence to 

nuclear security related international 

conventions, the following two countries 

shared the status of  their national efforts 

at ICONS 2020. 

➢ The Philippines46: “the Department 

of  Foreign Affairs has re-started the 

process for the long-overdue 

Philippine ratification of  the 2005 

Amendment to the CPPNM and the 

ICSANT.” 

➢ Pakistan47: “accession to the ICSANT 

remain under active consideration.” 

Other than these two countries surveyed, 

no significant developments were 
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observed in 2020 with respect to national 

efforts in adhering to those international 

instruments. 

The following is a list of  remarks made 

by the surveyed countries at ICONS 

2020, as well as information compiled 

from open sources, regarding the 

application of  nuclear security-related 

conventions to their national nuclear 

security regime: 

Table 3-4: Signature and Ratification Status for Major Nuclear Security  

and Safety-Related Conventions 

  

CPPNM CPPNM/A 

Nuclear 
Terrorism 

Convention 

Nuclear 
Safety 

Convention 

Convention 
on Early 

Notification 
of a Nuclear 

Accident  

Joint Convention on 
the Safety of Spent 
Fuel Management 

and on the Safety of 
Radioactive Waste 

Management  

Convention on 
Assistance in the 
Case of Nuclear 

Accident or 
Radiological 
Emergency 

China 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

France 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Russia 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

U.K. 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

U.S. 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

India 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇 

Israel 〇 〇 △ △ 〇  〇 

Pakistan 〇 〇   〇 〇   〇 

Australia 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Austria 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Belgium 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Brazil 〇   〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Canada 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Chile 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Egypt   △ △ 〇  〇 

Germany 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Indonesia 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Iran         〇 △ 〇 

Japan 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Kazakhstan 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

South Korea 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Mexico 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Netherlands 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

New Zealand 〇 〇 〇   〇   〇 

Nigeria 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Norway 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Philippines 〇  △ △ 〇 △ 〇 

Poland 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Saudi Arabia 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

South Africa 〇   〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Sweden 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Switzerland 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Syria ○ ○ △ 〇 〇  〇 

Turkey 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇   〇 

UAE 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

North Korea         △   △ 

○: Ratification, acceptance, approval, and accession  △: Signature 
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➢ Indonesia48: “is in the process of  

amending its current Nuclear Energy 

Act that incorporates provisions for 

the security of  nuclear and radioactive 

sources and materials outside 

regulatory control.” 

➢ New Zealand49: has “continued to 

implement our updated domestic 

radiation safety legislation to ensure 

that at a domestic level our radiation 

and nuclear materials are as securely 

stored and managed as possible.” 

➢ Egypt50: in early 2020, it will have “a 

decree, drafted with IAEA assistance, 

that will strictly regulate any 

movement of  such material.” 

➢ The UAE51: “has developed a solid 

legislative and regulatory framework 

and adopted a series of  measures to 

ensure the full implementation of  

these conventions and global best 

practices. 

 

48 “Statement of Indonesia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

49 “Statement of New Zealand,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

50 Inna Pletukhina, “A Moving Target Nuclear Security during Transport,” IAEA Bulletin, February 2020, 
p. 19. 

51 “Statement of the United Arab Emirates,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

52 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC (64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 23. 

53 “Statement of Israel,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

In relation to the full implementation of  

the CPPNM, Article 14 of  the 

Convention obligates a State Party to 

inform the depositary of  its laws and 

regulations which give effect to the 

Convention. Considering the importance 

of  transparency and information sharing 

regarding the implementation of  the 

Convention, submission of  such 

information has been increasingly 

regarded as important. 

In this respect, according to the IAEA 

Nuclear Security Report 2020, eight States 

provided information on their national 

laws and regulations to the IAEA in 

accordance with Article 14 during the 

period from July 2019 to June 2020.52 

Although the timing of  the submission is 

unknown, Israel announced in its official 

statement at ICONS 2020 that it had 

fulfilled its obligations.53 

Table 3-5: Status of Application of Recommended Measures of INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 

Countries in which information has been 
obtained from open source about the status 
of their application of the recommended 
measures in INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. 

China, France, Russia, U.K., U.S., India, Israel, Pakistan, Australia, Belgium, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, Egypt, Germany, Indonesia, Iran, Japan, Kazakhstan, South 
Korea, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, UAE 

Counties which have not implemented the 
recommended measures, or countries 
where such information is not available. 

Austria, Syria, North Korea 
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Below is a list of  remarks made by the 

surveyed countries at ICONS 2020 and 

at the IAEA General Conference on the 

2021 Conference of  the CPPNM/A. 

➢ Australia54: affirms its “desire for, and 

commitment to, a productive review 

conference of  the Amended CPPNM 

in 2021 where Parties actively share 

practices to improve their 

implementation and also support 

efforts to universalize the Convention. 

It is vital that implementation of  the 

Convention is not only adequate for 

today’s threats but robust to manage 

future emerging threats.” 

➢ Belgium55: hopes that “this future 

Conference and its preparatory work 

will help assess the efficiency of  the 

Convention and its Amendment, as 

well as promote its universalization 

and effective implementation.” 

➢ Norway56: the 2021 Conference 

“should be followed by future, 

periodical review conferences.” It fully 

supports “the IAEA in its effort for 

the universalization of  the 

Amendment and effective 

implementation of  all obligations.” 

➢ Nigeria57: “will be honoured to co-

chair with Switzerland.” 

 

54 “Statement of Australia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

55 “Statement of Belgium,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

56 “Statement of Norway,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

57 “Statement of Nigeria,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 1. 

B) INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 

Application Status of  Each 

Surveyed Country of  the Measures 

Recommended in 

INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 

As of  2020, the latest version of  

“Nuclear Security Recommendations on 

Physical Protection of  Nuclear Material 

and Nuclear Facilities” is 

INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, published by the 

IAEA in 2011. It is entirely the 

responsibility of  the state to determine 

how the recommended measures of  

INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 are implemented, 

to address remaining issues, and to come 

up with suitable measures, and it is up to 

regulators and operators to take 

necessary action.  

As such, it is important for each country 

to communicate proactively with the 

public concerning the status of  

implementation of  measures 

recommended in INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. 

However, such communications have 

decreased since the end of  the Nuclear 

Security Summit process in 2016. ICONS 

2020 took place under such 

circumstances, and the following 

surveyed countries made references at 

the Conference, either directly or 

indirectly, on the status of  

implementation of  

INFCIRC/225/Rev.5: 
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➢ Pakistan58: has enacted the “Regula-

tions on Physical Protection of  

Nuclear Material and Nuclear 

Installations PAK/925,” which is in 

line with the IAEA Information 

Circular 225/Revision 5. 

➢ Iran59: “the relevant recommendations 

reflected in INFCIRC/225/rev.5 have 

also been envisaged in Iran’s contract 

with the Russian Federation for the 

two new nuclear power plants under 

construction.” 

➢ Israel60: implements “IAEA Nuclear 

Security Series Recommendations on 

Physical Protection of  Nuclear 

Material and Nuclear Facilities, as well 

as practices derived from” Israel’s 

participation in international 

initiatives. Israel’s nuclear facilities 

“hold the highest standards of  

physical protection measures, above 

and beyond international requirements 

and recommendations, as well as 

national legislations and best 

practices.” 

➢ Nigeria61: is applying in its “facilities 

and in the handling of  nuclear and 

radioactive materials, the relevant 

IAEA guidance’s and 

 

58 “Statement of Pakistan,” ICONS 2020, February 2020; Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Government of 
Pakistan, Pakistan’s Nuclear Security Regime, February 2020, p. 5. 

59 “Statement of Iran,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

60 “Statement of Israel,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

61 “Statement of Nigeria,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

62 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 3 

63 Government of Canada, “National Progress Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2.  

64 “Statement of Israel,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

65 “Statement of Poland,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

66 “Statement of Brazil,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

recommendations based on the 

Nuclear Security Series.” 

It has been ten years since the 

publication of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. 

The IAEA initiated a virtual process to 

continue discussions related to the need 

for its revision.62 In this regard, Canada 

mentioned in its national progress report 

made available at ICONS 2020 that it is 

playing a leading role in the review of  the 

INFCIRC/225/Rev.5.63  

In the area of  the establishment and 

strengthening of  national legislation in 

relation to INFCIRC/225/rev.5, the 

following references were made: 

➢ Israel64: its “legislature dictates the 

oversight and accountability of  all 

government agencies to various 

regulatory authorities in all aspects of  

nuclear security including physical 

security and cyber security.” 

➢ Poland65: is continuing “the revision 

of  the 2008 Regulation on the 

Physical Protection of  Nuclear 

Material and Nuclear Facilities to 

reflect the latest good practices in 

physical protection.” 

➢ Brazil66: “a high-level interagency 
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advisory body, the Committee for 

Nuclear Program Development, has 

made a decision to set up an 

independent regulatory authority 

which will be charged with 

implementing the regulations and 

recommendations to improve the 

county’s culture related to safety, 

security and safeguards of  nuclear 

technology and materials.” 

In the area of  identification and 

assessment of  threats, the following 

references were made. 

➢ Canada67: is “currently undertaking a 

thorough analysis and evaluation 

process to update its Design Basis 

Threat (DBT) for high-security 

nuclear facilities.” 

➢ Poland68: will “host a national 

workshop on the DBT in March 2020. 

The workshop will assist the creation 

of  a Task Force for the development 

of  a new DBT.” 

➢ Pakistan69: “performance based 

regulatory approach has been 

implemented at all nuclear installations 

that is based on the current evaluation 

 

67 “Government of Canada: National Progress Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

68 “Statement of Poland,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

69 Ministry of Foreign Affairs Government of Pakistan, Pakistan’s Nuclear Security Regime, February 2020, p. 
8. 

70 Ibid., p. 5. 

71 “Statement of Mexico,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

72 Regarding incidents related to insider threat, for example, in 2014 at the Doel nuclear power plant in 
Belgium, a nuclear reactor was shut down as a result of the improper discharge of turbine lubricants by 
dissatisfied insiders. “The Enduring Need to Protect Nuclear Material from Insider Threats,” CRDF Global, 
April 26, 2017, https://www.crdfglobal.org/insights/enduring-need-protect-nuclear-material-insider-
threats. 

73 IAEA, “Preventive and Protective Measures against Insider Threats,” IAEA Nuclear Security Series, 
No.8-G(Rev.1), January 2020. 

of  threat or DBT.” 

With regard to physical protection 

measures against sabotage, Pakistan 

stated in its booklet entitled “Pakistan’s 

Nuclear Security Regime” that it requires 

control measures for protection against 

sabotage of  equipment/component in 

vital areas.70 Mexico announced at the 

ICONS 2020 that it planned to hold a 

national training course on the protection 

of  nuclear materials and nuclear facilities 

against sabotage in 202071. 

Furthermore, measures against insider 

threats have been increasingly recognized 

as one of  the most important nuclear 

security measures.72 In connection with 

this, the IAEA published in January 2020 

a revised “Preventive and Protective 

Measures against Insider Threats,” 

originally published in 2008, as Nuclear 

Security Series No.8-G (Rev.1). This 

newly revised publication provides 

“updated guidance to States, their 

competent authorities and operators, and 

shippers and carriers on selecting, 

implementing and evaluating measures 

for addressing insider threats.”73 On the 
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subject of  taking measures against insider 

threats, the following remarks or 

references were made by the surveyed 

countries in their official statements or 

handouts at ICONS 2020 and a side 

event. 

➢ Pakistan74: establishes, maintains, and 

implements “insider mitigation 

measures to monitor the initial and 

continual trustworthiness and 

reliability of  individuals. Physical 

protection system shall be designed to 

deny unauthorized access of  persons 

or equipment to the targets, to 

minimize the opportunity of  insiders.”  

➢ Mexico75: “The national training 

course on preventive and protective 

measures against insider threat to 

nuclear materials is planned for 2020 

in Mexico.” 

➢ Belgium76: will “host the first pilot 

outside of  the United States of  the 

IAEA’s Advanced Training Course on 

Insider Threat Mitigation in 2021.”  

➢ The United States77:announced a new 

 

74 PNRA, “Regulations on Physical Protection of Nuclear Material and Nuclear Installations-(PAK/925),” 
July 12, 2019, p. 8. 

75 “Statement of Mexico,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

76 “NNSA Administrator, Belgium Ambassador announce new international working group to address 
insider threats,” National Nuclear Security Administration, February 11, 2020, https://www.energy.gov/ 
nnsa/articles/nnsa-administrator-belgium-ambassador-announce-new-international-working-group-
address; “Statement of Belgium,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

77 “Statement of the United States of America,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. The United States made a 
seven-minute-long YouTube video to promote INFCIRC/908 during ICONS 2020. In the video, the 
nuclear security efforts of the countries which subscribe to INFCIRC/908 are introduced 
(https://www.youtube. com/watch?v=PC110FjKVw0). 

78 “Statement of France,” ICONS 2020, February 2020; IAEA, INFCIRC/908/Add.3, February 18, 2020. 
Slovenia has newly subscribed INFCIRC/908 in September 2020. As of November 2020, 31 countries and 
INTERPOL subscribe INFCIRC/908. INFCIRC/908/Add.4, October 6, 2020; “FACT SHEET: IAEA 
Information Circular (INFCIRC) 908: Mitigating Insider Threats,” February 19, 2020. 

79 Alexandra Van Dine, Michael Assante and Page Stoutland, “Outpacing Cyber Threats: Priorities for 
Cybersecurity at Nuclear Facilities,” Nuclear Threat Initiative, p.15. 

working group to address insider 

threats. The International Working 

Group will advance the IAEA 

Information Circular 908-the Joint 

Statement on Mitigating Insider 

Threats, which was sponsored by the 

United States in 2016. 

➢ France78:announced its accession to 

the joint declaration on mitigating 

insider threats, referenced in 

INFCIRC/980. 

Pertaining to cyber threats, there were 

reportedly 23 cases of  cyber-attacks at 

nuclear facilities around the world in the 

last quarter century.79 In addition, given 

the evolution and rapid development of  

new technology, issues related to 

information security and computer 

security are becoming more important 

than ever. In connection with this, the 

Ministerial Declaration of  ICONS 2020 

recognizes “the threats to computer 

security and from cyber-attacks at nuclear 

related facilities, as well as their 

associated activities including the use, 
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storage and transport of  nuclear and 

radioactive materials,” and calls on IAEA 

Member States to “strengthen protection 

of  sensitive information and computer-

based systems, and encourage the IAEA 

to continue to foster international 

cooperation and to assist Member States, 

upon request, in this regard.”80 

In response to the increased importance 

of  computer security, ICONS 2020 held 

eight technical sessions focused on this 

topic, discussing it from various 

perspectives such as risk management, 

threat assessment, future trends, and 

activities. More concretely, discussions 

were held, for instance, on how the 

dynamic nature of  cyber-attacks can 

challenge the orthodox approach to 

creating and using a threat assessment or 

a Design Basis Threat, and on the need 

to simulate robust nuclear processes 

capable of  simulating and analyzing such 

threats and exploitation scenarios in 

order to develop strategies to protect 

against them.81 

IAEA efforts in this area in 2020 include 

approval of  the publication of  draft 

implementation guidelines entitled 

“Computer Security for Nuclear Security 

(tentative title)” and “Computer Security 

Technology for Nuclear Facilities 

(tentative title).” Also, at a side event 

during ICONS 2020, the IAEA held a 

 

80 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 1. 

81 “Co-Presidents’ Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, pp. 17-18. 

82 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 10. 

83 “Statement of Brazil,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

84 “Government of Canada: National Progress Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

technical demonstration called “Cyber 

Village” on the prevention and detection 

of  nuclear security incidents and 

response to nuclear security incidents.82 

This event was aimed at raising 

awareness of  the need for computer 

security. 

References to computer security in the 

official statements of  the surveyed 

countries at ICONS 2020 are as follows. 

➢ Brazil83: cybersecurity of  the nuclear 

system is also a priority for the 

government. Under its new National 

Cybersecurity Strategy, the Brazilian 

government “provides long-needed 

guidelines for governance, prevention 

and mitigation of  cyber threats, 

including normative aspects and 

strategic partnerships.”  

➢ Canada84: the Canadian Nuclear Safety 

Commission (CNSC) has included 

“cyber security requirements from the 

CSA N290.7-14 standard in relevant 

license condition handbooks and 

licensees are implementing the new 

standard with target completion dates 

in 2019-2020. The CNSC has 

inspected cyber security programs at 

Canadian nuclear power plants and 

will inspect the updated programs 

once they have finished implementing 

the new standard. The CNSC will 

inspect its national nuclear lab 
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facilities against cyber security 

requirements.”  

➢ The United Kingdom85: recognizes 

that, “to keep pace with evolving 

technologies, cyber security requires 

greater global attention.” In 2017, the 

U.K. “published a Cyber Security 

Strategy for the civil nuclear sector. 

This set out measures to enable its 

nuclear sector to defend against and 

recover from cyber threats.” 

➢ Japan86: regards it “an important 

challenge to further enhance nuclear 

security measures including those for 

cybersecurity at nuclear facilities by 

taking duly into consideration 

technological developments.” 

➢ Pakistan87: protects “the computers, 

communication systems and networks 

associated with functions important-

to-safety and physical protection from 

cyber-attacks.” 

➢ Germany88: strongly supports “the 

efforts of  the IAEA to embed 

computer security provisions into the 

recommendation-level documents and 

to step up capacity building in this 

regard.” 

➢ Australia89: hosted the IAEA regional 

training course on computer security 

 

85 “Statement of United Kingdom,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 17. 

86 “Statement of Japan,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

87 Ministry of Foreign Affairs Government of Pakistan, Pakistan’s Nuclear Security Regime, February 2020, p. 
5. 

88 “Statement of Germany,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

89 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 10. 

90 “Statement of Brazil,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

91 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 12. 

92 Ibid. 

incident response for nuclear facilities 

for East Asia and the Pacific in Sydney 

in March 2020. 

Regarding nuclear security culture, the 

following surveyed countries made 

remarks at ICONS 2020 or made 

efforts in this area: 

➢ Brazil90: engaged in fostering nuclear 

security culture. It values all 

contributions received from all nuclear 

countries, on sharing technical skills 

and best practices to respond against 

nuclear security threats. 

➢ Egypt91: held a national workshop on 

nuclear safety culture and nuclear 

security culture, including interfaces 

between the two in Cairo in February 

2020. 

➢ Saudi Arabia92: held a national 

workshop on nuclear safety culture 

and nuclear security culture, including 

interfaces between the two in Riyadh 

in January 2020. 

(3) Efforts to Maintain and 

Improve the Highest Level of 

Nuclear Security 

In February 2020, the IAEA held the 

International Conference on Nuclear 
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Security: Sustaining and Strengthening 

Efforts (ICONS 2020) in Vienna, which 

saw over 1,900 participants from 145 

countries and more than 25 international 

organizations, of  which 53 were 

ministerial-level representatives.93 All 

countries surveyed, except North Korea, 

participated in the Conference. This 

Conference was held for the third time, 

following previous iterations in 2013 and 

2016, with the aim of  discussing 

measures to further strengthen global 

efforts on nuclear security and 

promoting the sharing of  knowledge and 

experience of  each country. It consisted 

of  two parts, a Ministerial segment and a 

Science and Technology segment. In the 

latter, policy and science and technology 

experts discussed issues, and the 

Ministerial segment adopted Ministerial 

Declaration comprised of  22 items.94 In 

addition, as an outcome of  the 

Conference, a report was prepared by the 

Presidents of  the Conference (Romania 

and Panama) summarizing the results of  

discussions held in the science and 

technology segment.95 The results of  the 

Conference will be reflected in the 

“IAEA Nuclear Security Plan for 2022-

2025.” The next ICONS is scheduled for 

2024 and the Ministerial Declaration of  

ICONS 2020 encourages all IAEA 

Member States to participate at the 

 

93 “Co-Presidents’ Report,” ICONS 2020, February 14, 2020, p. 2. 

94 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

95 The Science and Technology segment was composed of high-level panel sessions and technical sessions. 

96 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

97 “Government of Canada: National Progress Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

98 Ministry of Foreign Affairs Government of Pakistan, Pakistan’s Nuclear Security Regime, February 2020. 

ministerial level.96 ICONS 2020 was the 

first international conference with high-

level political participation held after the 

2016 Nuclear Security Summit process, 

and after the second ICONS of  the same 

year. It can be regarded as the most 

important platform for countries to 

reaffirm and express their commitment 

to strengthening nuclear security. It is 

noteworthy that some countries, such as 

Canada97and Pakistan proactively made 

available reports detailing their nuclear 

security efforts to date. In particular, 

Pakistan distributed a booklet entitled 

“Pakistan’s Nuclear Regime” prepared in 

time for the ICONS 2020.98 Also, other 

countries have actively worked towards 

increasing the transparency and 

accountability of  their nuclear security 

measures. 

The efforts through various basket 

initiatives launched in the Nuclear 

Security Summit process, which were 

subsequently issued as IAEA INFCIRC 

documents, also deserve attention. The 

leading countries of  the initiatives 

actively promoted these INFCIRC 

initiatives to encourage those countries 

who have not subscribed yet to join, for 

instance, using YouTube videos. It is 

expected that countries will actively 

further utilize the basis of  multilateral 

sustainable efforts created during the 
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Nuclear Security Summit process. 

As described above, ICONS 2020 took 

place with a large number of  participants. 

Afterwards however, due to COVID-19 

pandemic, many activities related to the 

various nuclear security international 

efforts including those organized by the 

IAEA have been affected, and as a result 

postponed or implemented remotely.99 

On the other hand, this global scale 

pandemic indicated the significance of  

and challenges to secure nuclear security 

measures including emergency response 

as well as the need to continue 

international cooperation under a 

situation wherein response measures 

such as restriction of  domestic and 

international travel are taken. Under 

these circumstances, the IAEA 

conducted the Convention Exercise 

(ConvEx)-2b in March.100 It was aimed 

at testing specific parts of  the 

international framework for emergency 

preparedness and response as well as at 

providing international assistance in the 

event of  a nuclear accident or radiation 

emergency. Emergency situations related 

to nuclear and radioactive materials 

caused by nuclear safety and nuclear 

security events may have to be dealt with 

in the face of  various crises such as 

natural disasters and pandemics. It is 

therefore significant that the exercise 

 

99 IAEA, IAEA Annual Report 2019, GC(64)/3, p. 1. 

100 Thirty-five IAEA Member States, World Meteorological Organization (WMO), and two Regional 
Specialized Meteorological Center (RSMC) participated. 

101  Nicholas Tarsitano, “Preparing to Assist in a Nuclear or Radiological Emergency Under all 
Circumstances,” IAEA, March 30, 2020. 

102 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, “The Fourth Washington Nuclear Security Summit, Japan-US 
Joint Statement on Nuclear Security Cooperation (Summary).” (in Japanese) 

focused on the initial response under a 

scenario where the pandemic had 

progressed.101 

A) Minimization of HEU and 

plutonium stockpile in civilian use 

Today, minimizing HEU and plutonium 

inventory is one of  the key indicators for 

acheiving the highest level of  nuclear 

security. As a result of  the 2004 GTRI as 

well as a series of  efforts through 

Nuclear Security Summit process since 

2010 to minimize the use of HEU and 

plutonium, South America, Central 

Europe, and Southeast Asia have become 

areas where there are no high-risk nuclear 

materials to date.  

With regard to such minimization efforts, 

for example, Japan removed all HEU and 

separated plutonium from the Japan 

Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA) Fast 

Critical Assembly (FCA) in 2016 via 

bilateral cooperation between Japan and 

the United States through GTRI and 

other programs. At the 2016 Washington 

Nuclear Security Summit, Japan and the 

United States announced that they would 

work together to remove all HEU fuel 

from the Kyoto University Critical 

Assembly Laboratory to the United 

States.102 

In connection with this, the Ministerial 
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Declaration of  ICONS 2020 encourages 

IAEA Member States, on a voluntary 

basis, to further minimize HEU in 

civilian stocks, when doing so technically 

and economically feasible.103 

The following are remarks made by the 

surveyed countries at ICONS 2020 or at 

the IAEA General Conference in 2020 

on their efforts in minimizing HEU in 

civilian stocks. 

➢ Kazakstan104: “The Ministry of  

Energy worked together with the US 

to remove 2.9 kilograms of  

unirradiated HEU from the IGR 

research reactor, transport it hundreds 

of  miles to a secure facility for 

processing, and down blend it to low 

enrichment uranium (LEU). This 

activity fulfilled an agreement worked 

out between the two countries at the 

2019 IAEA General Conference.” In 

addition, the two countries signed a 

Joint Statement during the 2020 IAEA 

General Conference, committing to 

convert the IVG.1M research reactor 

at Kazakhstan’s National Nuclear 

Center from the use of  HEU to LEU 

fuel in 2021. 

➢ Canada105: in collaboration with the 

 

103 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 1. 

104  National Nuclear Security Administration, “Kazakhstan and U.S. Cooperate to Eliminate Highly 
Enriched Uranium in Kazakhstan,” September 22, 2020, https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/articles/ 
kazakhstan-and-us-cooperate-eliminate-highly-enriched-uranium-kazakhstan. 

105 “Statement of Canada,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

106 “Statement of Norway,” ICONS 2020, February 2020; “U.S. and Norwegian Experts Cooperating to 
Make Norway Free of Highly Enriched Uranium,” National Nuclear Security Administration, September 
21, 2020. 

107 “Statement of Republic of Korea,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

108 “Statement of Belgium,” ICONS 2020, February 2020.  

U.S. Department of  Energy, Canada 

has advanced efforts to minimize 

HEU. It has successfully repatriated all 

US-origin HEU fuel from our 

research reactors at Chalk River 

Laboratories. Therefore, it no longer 

maintains any HEU-fueled research 

reactors. 

➢ Norway106: “strongly advocates 

minimizing and eliminating the use 

and stockpiling of  highly enriched 

uranium (HEU).” Norway issued a 

joint statement with the United States 

on HEU minimization. Norway has 

been seeking technical solution to 

minimize its stocks of  HEU in 

uranium-thorium mixtures, which is 

barrier to it further HEU 

minimization efforts. 

➢ South Korea107: “has developed the 

innovative technology to make high 

density low-enriched uranium powder 

which enables the conversion of  

nuclear fuel for research reactors.” 

➢ Belgium108: is “fully committed to 

completing the conversion of  both 

Belgium’s medical isotope production 

facility and its research reactor to low 

enriched uranium (LEU) targets and 

fuel as soon as technically and 
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economically feasible.” On both 

aspects, significant progress has been 

made. 

➢ India109: “in continuing its endeavor to 

minimize and eliminate the use of  

HEU, India has commissioned the 2 

MW APSARA-U research reactor 

with LEU based fuel. India is also in 

an advanced stage of  commissioning a 

Mo-99 production facility for societal 

benefit that will utilize LEU based 

targets.” 

➢ The United States110: “has down-

blended nearly 13 metric tons of  

surplus US HEU―enough material for 

more than 516 nuclear weapons. The 

U.S. has removed or confirmed the 

disposition of  over 1,000kg of  nuclear 

material, including material from two 

countries that are now HEU-free.” 

➢ The United Kingdom111: “in 

December 2018, completed the 

transfer of  around 700kg of  HEU 

from Scotland to the USA for 

conversion to civil reactor fuel.” 

➢ Indonesia112: “LEU has been used in 

the production of  radio-isotopes and 

in the operation of  its research 

reactors since 2016.This policy is part 

of  our voluntary efforts to secure 

 

109 “Statement of India,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

110 “Statement of United States of America,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

111 “Statement of United Kingdom,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 13. 

112 “Statement of Indonesia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

113 “Statement of South Africa,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

114 “Joint Statement on Minimising and Eliminating the Use of Highly Enriched Uranium in Civilian 
Applications,” INFCIRC/912, February 16, 2020; “Australia’s 2019 INFCIRC/912 HEU Report,” IPFM 
Blog, January 23, 2020, http://fissilematerials.org/blog/2020/01/australias_2019_infcirc91.html. 

115 INFCIRC/917, April 20, 2017. Some countries have voluntarily added reporting of HEU stocks to the 
reporting of civilian separated plutonium stocks, which is based on the International Plutonium Control 

nuclear materials, in line with the letter 

and spirit of  Ministerial Declaration 

on nuclear security.”  

➢ South Africa113: reiterates its 

commitment, made in the Ministerial 

Declaration of  ICONS 2020, that 

South Africa “should all explore ways 

of  minimizing the use of  HEU, where 

technically and economically feasible.” 

Regarding the inventory of  HEU, 

Norway and Australia voluntarily 

submitted reports to the IAEA in August 

2019 and January 2020 respectively. Both 

countries used a reporting format 

attached to the 2017 Joint Statement on 

Minimising and Eliminating the Use of  

Highly Enriched Uranium in Civilian 

Applications (INFCIRC/912).114 It is 

encouraged to use the standard format 

because doing so enables information 

desired to be shared to be made public, 

and if  submitted regularly, allows the 

international community to evaluate the 

HEU minimization efforts of  the 

country concerned. In addition to 

Australia and Norway, 21 countries 

including Canada and the Netherlands 

are participating in the initiative 

described in INFCIRC/912.115 
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B) Prevention of illicit trafficking 

Nuclear detection, nuclear forensics, 

research and development of  new 

technologies to strengthen capacity of  

law enforcement and customs, as well as 

participation in the IAEA’s Incident and 

Trafficking Database (ITDB) have all 

been regarded as important measures for 

preventing illicit trafficking of  nuclear 

materials. In particular, the ITDB which 

is a database on incidents related to 

unauthorized possession, illicit 

trafficking, illegal dispersal of  radioactive 

material, and discovery of  nuclear and 

other radioactive material out of  

regulatory control has been regarded not 

only as an essential component of  the 

information platform supporting the 

IAEA’s Nuclear Security Plan, but also 

appreciated as providing useful statistics 

which enable us to realize the real threat 

of  nuclear terrorism.116 According to the 

ITDB Fact Sheet 2020, as of  December 

2019, the number of  ITDB participants 

reached 139 with the participation of  

Comoros.117 The latest IAEA Annual 

Report 2019 says that 189 incidents were 

 

Guidelines (INFCIRC/549). 

116 IAEA, “ITDB: Incident and Trafficking Database.” 

117 IAEA, “IAEA Incident and Trafficking Database (ITDB) Incidents of Nuclear and Other Radioactive 
Material out of Regulatory Control 2020 Fact Sheet,” p. 1. 

118 IAEA, IAEA Annual Report 2019, GC(64)/3, p.82. 

119 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, pp. 8-9. According to 
the ITDB Factsheet 2020, a total of 3,686 cases were reported to the ITDB between 1993 and 2019. These 
cases are categorized into three groups and the breakdown of 3, 686 cases according to this grouping are 
as follows: Group I (incidents that are, or are likely to be, connected with trafficking or malicious use); 290 
cases; Group II (incidents of undermined intent); 1,023 cases; Group III (incidents that are not, or are 
unlikely to be, connected with trafficking or malicious use) 2,373 cases. “IAEA Incident and Trafficking 
Database (ITDB) Incidents of Nuclear and Other Radioactive Material out of Regulatory Control 2020 
Fact Sheet,” p. 2.  

120 These 208 incidents include those which occurred prior to July 2019. 

reported to the ITDB in 2019. In 2018, 

253 incidents were reported,118 meaning 

that the number of  reported cases 

decreased by 64 from 253 in the previous 

year. According to the IAEA Nuclear 

Security Report 2020,119 3,768 incidents 

had been reported by the end of  June 

2020 since the ITDB’s initial launch in 

1995. The number of  incidents reported 

from July 2019 to June 2020 was 208, and 

the number of  incidents taking place 

during the same period was 94.120 

The following is a breakdown of  the 208 

incidents newly reported: 

➢ Five were related to trafficking, 

including 2 scams. All of  the 

material involved in these incidents 

was seized by the relevant competent 

authorities within the reporting 

State. No incidents involved HEU, 

plutonium or Category 1 sources. 

➢ Sixty-seven incidents in which the 

intent to conduct trafficking or 

malicious use could not be 

determined. These included 55 

thefts, 3 incidents of  unauthorized 
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possession, and 9 incidents of  

missing materials. In 53 incidents, 

the materials, all of  which involved 

lower-risk sources below Category 3, 

were not recovered. 

➢ For 136 reported incidents, the 

material was out of  regulatory 

control but not related to trafficking, 

malicious use or scams. Most of  

these incidents involved 

unauthorized disposal, unauthorized 

shipments and unexpected 

discoveries of  material such as 

previously lost radioactive sources. 

In order to protect confidentiality of  the 

ITDB participants, detailed information 

on incidents and illicit trafficking is not 

made available to the public. 

The followings are remarks made by the 

surveyed countries during ICONS 2020 

on their efforts to prevent illicit 

trafficking, the establishment of  legal 

instruments for export control, 

installation of  detection equipment at 

border crossings, and reinforcing nuclear 

forensic capabilities: 

➢ India121: has developed “State of  the 

Art” Radiation Monitoring Systems 

for search, detection and quick 

qualitative and quantitative assessment 

of  large area radioactive 

contamination in case of  nuclear and 

radiological emergencies. In addition, 

 

121 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 20; “Statement of 
India,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

122 “Statement of Indonesia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

123 “Statement of Brazil,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

124 “Statement of Iran,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 6. 

India held the IAEA Technical 

Meeting on determining minimum 

detectable quantities and alarm 

thresholds in March 2020 with 43 

participants from 15 IAEA Member 

States. 

➢ Indonesia122: in cooperation with the 

IAEA, it “continues to develop and 

strengthen its nuclear security 

infrastructure, among others through 

capacity building programs and 

installation of  Radiation Portal 

Monitors and Radiological Data 

Monitoring Systems at Indonesia’s 

entry points and borders.” 

➢ Brazil123: “has made significant 

progress in enforcing border and 

export controls along its more than 

[17,000] kilometers of  land borders 

with ten different countries, and along 

more than [8,000] kilometers of  

coastal line, in order to prevent 

trafficking of  nuclear materials. Its 

Integrated Border Protection Program 

enhances prevention of  a wide range 

of  well-known cross border crimes, 

through coordinated actions with law 

enforcement agencies, and authorities 

from neighboring countries. The 

Program includes conveyance of  

nuclear material entering the national 

jurisdiction waters, under the 

coordination of  our maritime law 

enforcement agency.” 

➢ Iran124: “is updating the regulations 
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regarding the security of  radioactive 

sources and the relevant guidance on 

control and combating illicit 

trafficking of  radioactive and nuclear 

materials. 

➢ Canada125: “Canada Border Services 

Agency has upgraded Canada’s 

RADNet to help prevent illicit 

trafficking via commercial marine 

containers entering Canada; stand-

alone, automated radiation detection 

portals detect potential radiation in 

shipping containers at Canada’s major 

marine ports.” 

➢ The United Kingdom126: “our 

detection architecture prevents the 

trafficking of  radioactive material. 

This is key to U.K. nuclear security, so 

the U.K. is trialing and using the latest 

detection technologies at its borders 

and in-land.” 

➢ The United States127: “has equipped 

672 border crossing points worldwide 

with radiation detection systems, and 

it has developed 177 mobile or man-

potable systems to detect and identify 

smuggling.” 

➢ Mexico128: The Regional workshop for 

Central American countries on 

detection architecture awareness was 

considered for the third quarter of  

2020. 

 

125 “Government of Canada: National Progress Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

126 “Statement of United Kingdom,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 15. 

127 “Statement of United States of America,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

128 “Statement of Mexico,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

129 Jerry Davydov, David Kenneth Smith and Nicola Vorhofer, “The IAEA Technical Meeting on Nuclear 
Forensics: Sharing Global Success in Nuclear Forensics Development and Implementation,” ITWG 
Nuclear Forensics Update, No.11, June 2019, p. 2. 

Looking at efforts made by other 

international organizations than the 

IAEA, the International Criminal Police 

Organization (INTERPOL) provides a 

forum for collecting data on prevention 

of  nuclear terrorism, supporting 

investigation, and building confidence 

and coordination among national law 

enforcement agencies. In April 2019, at 

the Technical Meeting on Nuclear 

Forensics organized by the IAEA, 

INTERPOL gave a briefing on the role 

of  nuclear forensics in response to the 

threat posed by the nuclear and other 

radioactive material out of  regulatory 

control.129 

Table 3-6 shows the implementation 

status regarding the minimization of  

HEU for peaceful purposes, participation 

in the ITDB and measures for the 

prevention of  illicit trafficking of  nuclear 

material and other radiological materials, 

based on official statements made at past 

Nuclear Security Summits, IAEA 

Nuclear Security Conferences, and any 

other opportunities. 
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C) Acceptance of international 

nuclear security review missions 

The International Physical Protection 

Advisory Service (IPPAS) provides States 

with peer advice, upon their request, 

regarding the implementation of  

international instruments and IAEA 

guidance on the protection of  nuclear 

and other radioactive material, associated 

facilities and activities. IPPAS missions 

are conducted by teams of  international 

nuclear security experts. Missions 

comprises a national level review of  the 

legal and regulatory framework. 

Table 3-6: Implementation Status of the Minimization of HEU and Plutonium Stockpiles in Civilian 

Application and Measures for the Prevention of Illicit Trafficking 

  
HEU and Plutonium stockpile 

minimization in civilian application 
Participation in the 

ITDB 
Preventive measures against illicit 

trafficking 

China 〇 〇 〇 

France 〇 〇 〇 

Russia 〇 〇 〇 

U.K. 〇 〇 〇 

U.S. 〇 〇 〇 

India 〇 〇 〇 

Israel 〇 〇 〇 

Pakistan   〇 〇 

Australia 〇 〇 〇 

Austria 〇 〇 〇 

Belgium 〇 〇 〇 

Brazil 〇 〇 〇 

Canada 〇 〇 〇 

Chile 〇 〇 〇 

Egypt   〇 

Germany 〇 〇 〇 

Indonesia 〇 〇 〇 

Iran   〇 〇 

Japan 〇 〇 〇 

Kazakhstan 〇 〇 〇 

South Korea 〇 〇 〇 

Mexico 〇 〇 〇 

Netherlands 〇 〇 〇 

New Zealand 〇 〇 〇 

Nigeria 〇 〇 〇 

Norway 〇 〇 〇 

Philippines 〇 〇 〇 

Poland 〇 〇 〇 

Saudi Arabia  〇 〇 

South Africa 〇 〇 〇 

Sweden 〇 〇 〇 

Switzerland 〇 〇 〇 

Syria 〇   

Turkey 〇 〇 〇 

UAE 〇 〇 〇 

North Korea       

 

“○” indicates those countries for which public information on efforts in these areas has been obtained. 
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Depending on a State’s request, a mission 

may also include a review of  security 

systems and measures at facilities, and 

during the transport of  nuclear and other 

radioactive material.  

In 2018 and in 2019, five IPPAS missions 

were conducted, respectively, while none 

were conducted in 2020, apparently due 

to COVID-19.130 On the other hand, 

some countries have received IPPAS 

missions in the past and then requested 

follow-up missions to continue working 

on strengthening the protection of  

nuclear materials.131 The IAEA 

recommends that a follow-up mission be 

conducted three to four years after the 

receiving the initial mission. 

Regarding the request for future IPPAS 

missions, the following countries in the 

survey made references to this during 

ICONS 2020: 

➢ Poland132: “will be looking into 

inviting a follow-up IPPAS mission in 

2021 to take stock of  the 

achievements INSSP mission in 

2019.” 

 

130 IAEA, “Peer Review and Advisory Services Calendar.”  

131 For instance, Poland received their first IPPAS mission in 1997, their second one in 2016, and plans to 
receive a follow-up mission in 2021. “Statement of Poland,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

132 “Statement of Poland,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

133 “Statement of Pakistan,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

134 “Statement of Turkey,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

135 “Statement of Belgium,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. Belgium received an IPPAS follow-up mission 
in 2019. IPPAS mission evaluation includes “recommendations,” “suggestions,” as well as “best practices,” 
which come from other countries that have hosted IPPAS missions. For the countries receiving IPPAS 
missions, receiving best practices provides motivation to further enhance physical protection measures. 
Also, sharing those best practices while protecting sensitive information will be useful for other countries 
seeking to improve their physical protection measures. Thus, doing so is highly encouraged. “Twenty Years 
of International Physical Protection Advisory Service (IPPAS) (History and Benefits: 2nd International 
Regulators Conference on Nuclear Security,” IAEA, May 2016. 

➢ Pakistan133: “hosting of  an 

International Physical Protection 

Advisory Service Mission remains 

under active consideration.” 

➢ Turkey134: upgrading Turkey’s 

legislative framework to the highest 

international standards and enhancing 

its implementation capacity is a 

continuous process. Turkey expects to 

host an IAEA IPPAS mission in the 

near future.  

➢ Belgium135: “will host at the end of  

2020 the Third International Seminar 

on Sharing Experience and Best 

Practices from Conduct of  IPPAS 

missions.” 

Furthermore, in August 2020, Russia’s 

state-owned nuclear energy company, 

ROSATOM, held an online workshop on 

IAEA nuclear security-related missions, 

including IPPAS and the Integrated 

Nuclear Security Support Program 

(INSSP), which was attended by more 

than 40 industry experts from the 

country. Russia has not hosted any 

IPPAS missions so far, but the workshop 

seems to be intended to deepen the 
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understanding of  stakeholders in the 

country to prepare for receiving missions 

in the near future.136 

A recent trend concerning IPPAS 

missions is to make the IPPAS report 

partially available to the public while 

protecting sensitive information. It is 

encouraged from the viewpoint of  

transparency and accountability of  

national nuclear security efforts. In 

response to this trend, Japan released 

part of  their IPPAS and follow-up 

mission reports in December 2019. They 

followed the examples of  the 

Netherlands, Sweden, Australia, and 

other countries which had done 

similarly.137 

Apart from IPPAS missions, the IAEA 

also provides the International Nuclear 

Security Advisory Service (INSServ) and 

other missions to develop an INSSP in 

order to assist States in establishing 

nuclear security systems and capabilities. 

The INSServ provides advice to improve 

a broad spectrum of  nuclear security 

activities of  the state, by reviewing 

national nuclear security regime. As for 

the INSSP, it provides a platform for 

nuclear security work to be implemented 

over a period of  time, thus ensuring 

sustainability of  national nuclear security 

efforts. The INSSP review missions 

 

136 “ROSATOM Concluded Online Workshop on IAEA Nuclear Security Missions,” Russian Nuclear 
Security Update, September/October 2020 Issue, http://russiannuclearsecurity.com/september-october 
2020issue. 

137 Nuclear Regulation Authority of Japan, “Publication of IAEA’s IPPAS Mission Report and its 
Follow-up Mission Report,” December 24, 2019.  

138 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 7. 

139 Ibid, p. 8. 

enable the IAEA, the state concerned, 

and donors, to plan and coordinate 

activities from both a technical and a 

financial point of  view, optimizing the 

use of  resources and avoiding 

duplications. 

According to IAEA Nuclear Security 

Report 2020, as of  June 2020, there are 84 

approved INSSPs in total, 21 awaiting 

Member State acceptance and 2 awaiting 

finalization with the respective Member 

States.138 

In this regard, the IAEA actively worked 

to promote the completion of  self-

assessment surveys prior to and in 

preparation for INSSP meetings. They 

organized a regional workshop in 

February 2020 to assist Member States 

with the self-assessment of  their nuclear 

security regimes for Latin America and 

the Caribbean.139 

D) Technology development ―nuclear 

forensics 

Nuclear forensics is an important 

technology for nuclear security that can 

identify and prosecute perpetrators of  

illicit trafficking and malicious acts 

involving nuclear and radiological 

materials. Efforts and support for further 

advancement of  this technology, as well 

as the establishment of  national systems 
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and international networking systems 

have been made to date. The Ministerial 

Declaration of  ICONS 2016 identified 

nuclear forensics as one of  the key areas 

in which the IAEA needs to provide 

further support to its Member States.140 

In this regard, the IAEA newly set up a 

Crime Scene Management and Nuclear 

Forensics Unit within the Department of  

Nuclear Safety and Nuclear Security, 

which began work in January 2020.141 

While the Ministerial Declaration of  

ICONS 2020 did not mention nuclear 

forensics, in the technical session of  the 

Conference, a panel discussion on 

Nuclear Forensics Collaborative Efforts 

was held and more than 25 presentations 

were made.142 Among the surveyed 

countries, Japan, the United States, and 

Canada all contributed to the panel 

discussion. 

As for multilateral cooperation on 

nuclear forensics, the Nuclear Forensics 

International Technical Working Group 

(ITWG) serves as a platform to support 

the technological development and 

sharing of  nuclear forensic methods.  

The year 2020 marks the 25th 

anniversary of  the ITWG, and the 25th 

 

140 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2016, December 2016, pp. 1-2. 

141 Henrik Horne and David Kenneth Smith, “IAEA Perspectives on the ICONS 2020,” ITWG Nuclear 
Forensics Update, No. 16, September 2020, p. 5. 

142 Michael Curry and Klaus Mayer, “ITWG’s Contribution to the International Conference on Nuclear 
Security, 2020,” ITWG Nuclear Forensics Update, No. 15, June 2020, p. 1-5. 

143 “Chairpersons’ Address,” ITWG Nuclear Forensics Update, No. 16, September 2020, p. 1. 

144 Ibid. 

145  Jon M. Schwantes, “Trends in Nuclear Forensic Analyses: 20 Years of Collaborative Materials 
Exercises,” ITWG Nuclear Forensics Update, No.10, March 2019, p. 6. 

annual meeting was scheduled to be held 

in that year. However, due to COVID-19, 

it was postponed to June 2021. 

Nevertheless, several activities were 

conducted virtually, such as the Fourth 

Galaxy Serpent Exercise (GSv4) for the 

development of  a national nuclear 

forensics library, which was expected to 

be completed by September 2020. 143 

Furthermore, the “ITWG 7th 

Collaborative Materials Exercise (CMX-

7) Data Review Meeting is slated to be 

held in September 2021.144 Although 

only six analytical labs participated in the 

inaugural CMX-1, Australia, Austria, 

Azerbaijan, Brazil, Canada, Czech, China, 

France, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, South Korea, Lithuania, 

Moldova, the Netherlands, Poland, 

Romania, Russia, Singapore, South 

Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, 

Ukraine, the United Kingdom, the 

United States and the European 

Commission (Joint Research Center: 

JRC), are participating in most recent 

CMX (namely CMX-6) and the scale of  

participation has increased markedly over 

time.145 

Another important framework for 

multilateral cooperation on nuclear 
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forensics is the Nuclear Forensics 

Working Group (NFWG) chaired by 

Canada and established within the Global 

Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism 

(GICNT), described below. Aiming at 

strengthening nuclear forensics 

capabilities through multilateral 

cooperation, the NFWG has conducted 

many workshops and desktop exercises. 

The following is a list of  nuclear 

forensics efforts or remarks made by the 

surveyed countries in this study regarding 

such efforts. 

➢ Israel146: its national nuclear forensics 

laboratory employs state of  the art 

technology and takes part in the global 

efforts to promote the science and 

applications of  nuclear forensics. This 

laboratory collaborates with the 

parties to the GICNT. 

➢ Brazil147: is particularly interested in 

further developing its nuclear 

forensics for detection and tracing of  

radioactive materials. 

➢ Canada148: is in the process of  

transitioning multiple scientific 

research and development as well as 

technical and operational capability 

development programs into a 

formalized federal inter-

departmental/agency framework for 

an enhanced and expanded national 

nuclear forensics capability. 

 

146 “Statement of Israel,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 5. 

147 “Statement of Brazil,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

148 “Statement of Canada,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 3. 

149 “Statement of Australia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

150 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 21 

151 Ibid. 

➢ Australia149: continues its work on 

nuclear forensics, providing regional 

training courses both in cooperation 

with the IAEA and bilaterally. 

Australia encourages states to take the 

opportunity of  this Ministerial 

Conference to subscribe to the Joint 

statement on Forensics in Nuclear 

Security issued as Information 

Circular 917, and join the 31 countries 

that have already done so. 

➢ China150: IAEA and China’s State 

Nuclear Security Technology Centre 

signed Practical Arrangements in 

February 2020. 

➢ The Netherlands151: IAEA and the 

Netherlands Forensic Institute signed 

Practical Arrangements in February 

2020. 

E) Capacity building and support 

activities 

Before the start of  the Nuclear Security 

Summit process, many countries set up 

Nuclear Security Support Center (NSSC) 

as a means to strengthen the 

sustainability of  their national nuclear 

security capacity, including education and 

training functions, or established centers 

of  excellence (COE) for experts in the 

region. In this way, capacity building 

efforts on nuclear security have been 

carried out continuously since then in 
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many countries and regions.  

As part of  their efforts in this area, the 

IAEA published a technical document 

called “Establishing and Operating a 

National Nuclear Security Support 

Centre” as TECDOC-1734 in 2020.152 

The IAEA also initiated work to establish 

a specialized training facility in 

Seibersdorf  “for the demonstration of  

equipment and technologies related to 

nuclear security and the organization of  

training activities on the implementation 

of  nuclear security systems and measures 

at major public events.”153 According to 

the IAEA, the facility will complement 

the activities of  national NSSCs and its 

infrastructure investments are planned to 

be implemented effectively and 

sustainably managed. 

The following is a list of  remarks made 

by the countries surveyed regarding the 

status of  their efforts on the COE at the 

ICONS 2020 and the IAEA General 

Conference: 

➢ Japan154: has been continuously 

leading international human resource 

development and capacity building in 

Asia, through the Integrated Support 

Center for Nuclear Nonproliferation 

and Nuclear Security (ISCN) of  the 

 

152 IAEA, “Establishing and Operating a National Nuclear Security Support Centre, Revision of IAEA-
TECDOC-1734.” 2020. 

153 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 6. 

154 “Statement of Japan,” 64th IAEA General Conference, September 21, 2020, p. 6. 

155 “Statement of India,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

156 “Statement of Saudi Arabia,” 64th IAEA General Conference, September 21, 2020; “Saudi Arabia 
Donates $ 10mn to IAEA for Combating Nuclear Terrorism,” Saudi Gazette, 22 September 2020, 
https://www.saudigazette.com.sa/article/598318/SAUDI-ARABIA/Saudi-Arabia-donates-$10mn-to-
IAEA-for-combating-nuclear-terrorism. 

Japan Atomic Energy Agency. The 

ISCN, is the first support center for 

enhancing nuclear security in Asia. 

Until now, it has received more than 

4,600 experts, mainly from Asian 

countries, and has provided them with 

training courses. Japan is determined 

to continue its contribution in this 

field. 

➢ India155: ‘State of  Art’ facilities and 

laboratories for physical protection 

systems like access control, advanced 

surveillance systems etc. Global 

Centre for Nuclear Energy 

Partnership (GCNEP) became 

operational in April 2017.Since then, 

GCNEP has conducted over 25 

International programs including 

training courses, workshops, technical 

meetings, etc., drawing around 400 

participants from more than 40 

member states. 

➢ Saudi Arabia156: has donated $10 

million to the IAEA towards the 

establishment of  a specialized nuclear 

security center in Seibersdorf. 

In addition, according to the Russian 

Nuclear Security Update, the Technical 

Academy of  ROSATOM and the IAEA 

carried out the first theoretical session of  

the International School on Nuclear 
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Security in the form of  a video 

conference. Twenty-five participants 

from 9 countries participated in the 

School. It was the first time that a session 

of  the IAEA nuclear security school was 

conducted in Russian.157 

Apart from the above, the following 

surveyed countries made references to 

their efforts in capacity building at 

ICONS 2020: 

➢ Israel158: “as part of  our willingness to 

extend assistance, we have joined the 

IAEA Response and Assistance 

Network and our team engage in 

IAEA Incident and Emergency 

Center exercises. Israel stands ready to 

assist its neighbours and other states 

in the event of  a nuclear or 

radiological emergency.” 

➢ South Korea159: “in order to enhance 

regional capacity building, we began 

designing new projects with the 

Agency focusing on the ASEAN, 

including a training course on nuclear 

forensics.” 

➢ India160: GCNEP is extending 

technical assistance in capacity 

building to Bangladesh for their 

upcoming Rooppur Nuclear Power 

Plant in addition to training on 

physical protection systems to 

Bangladesh Atomic Energy 

 

157 “IAEA and ROSATOM Technical Academy Held the First Nuclear Security School in Russian,” 
Russian Nuclear Security Update, September/October 2020 Issue, http://russiannuclearsecurity.com/ 
september-october2020issue. 

158 “Statement of Israel,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 5. 

159 “Statement of Republic of Korea,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

160 “Statement of India,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

161 “Statement of Nigeria,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

Commission personnel. 

➢ Nigeria161: Nuclear security centers are 

being strategically positioned to 

adequately support both national and 

regional initiatives. 

International Network for training 

and support 

Efforts to set up COEs and implement 

training as described above not only help 

capacity building related to global nuclear 

security, but also contribute to promoting 

understanding of  nuclear security among 

regional experts, operators and related 

organizations. Moreover, strengthening 

cooperation with each country’s COE 

has advantages such as mutual exchange 

of  instructors among COEs. At the same 

time, to promote efficient cooperation 

and closer information sharing, it is 

important to avoid duplication in the 

activities of  the COEs that have been 

established over the past several years. 

These tasks include building a broad 

network centered around the IAEA, and 

strengthening education and training 

through international support. To 

maintain and further facilitate exchange 

of  experts, information and training 

material, the International Network for 

Nuclear Security Training and Support 

Centres (NSSC Network) was established 

in 2012 under the leadership of  the 
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IAEA. As of  2020, 72 institutions from 

64 countries participates in the Network. 

The break-down of  72 by region is as 

follows: 24 institutions from the 

Asia/Pacific region, 22 from Europe, 18 

from Africa, 6 from Latin America, and 2 

from North America.162 Participating 

countries in this study include Chile, 

China, Egypt, Indonesia, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, South Korea and Pakistan. 

On international network for training 

and support, the following surveyed 

countries made remarks at ICONS 2020: 

➢ Japan163: the ISCN has received more 

than 4,600 experts, mainly from Asian 

countries, and has provided them with 

training courses. Japan is determined 

to continue its contributions in this 

field. 

➢ South Korea164: Since 2014, the 

International Nuclear Security 

Academy hosted 45 international 

training courses, 19 out of  them 

jointly with the IAEA. According to 

the IAEA statistics, it is considered 

one of  the leading NSSCs in the 

world.  

In this connection, China distributed a 

brochure which detailed its capacity 

building efforts during ICONS 2020. In 

September 2019, the China Atomic 

 

162 “Chair’s Welcome,” IAEA NSSC Network Newsletter, Issue 5, March 2020, https://us6.campaign-
archive.com/?u=958dfcbed8f359a6db0bb9c87&id=1c47327614. 

163 “Statement of Japan,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

164 “Statement of Republic of Korea,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

165 Miklos Gasper, “China’s Nuclear Security Technology Centre Supports International Training Efforts,” 
IAEA Bulletin, Vol.61-1, February 2020, pp. 10-11. 

166 Ibid. 

Energy Authority (CAEA) was 

designated to be an IAEA Collaborating 

Center for Nuclear Security Technologies 

and it was decided that the Sate Nuclear 

Security Technology Center will 

participate in the IAEA Collaborating 

Center scheme.165 Under a new 

cooperation agreement, the CAEA and 

the IAEA will work together to improve 

the functionality of  radiation detection 

equipment and physical protection 

systems including, for example, thorough 

tests that simulate harsh environmental 

conditions.166 

The members of  the Asia Regional 

Network of  NSSCs—China, Japan and 

South Korea—will host an inaugural 

technical exchange visit for NSSCs in the 

Asia Pacific region, focused on human 

resource development, in autumn 2021. 

Also, according to MirageNews, the 

Atomic Energy Licensing Board of  

Malaysia and the IAEA established a 

pool of  radiation detection equipment 

available for loan to support nuclear 

security training and detection 

capabilities at major public events in Asia 

and the Pacific. This is the first nuclear 

security equipment repository facilitated 

by the IAEA. Japan has provided 

financial support for the purchase of  
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equipment.167 

International Network for 

Education 

While NSSC focuses on training, the 

International Nuclear Security Education 

Network (INSEN) focuses on nuclear 

security education to further advance 

technology development and 

information sharing in this area. 

According to the IAEA’s Nuclear Security 

Report 2020, the Network now has 194 

institutions from 65 Member States.168 In 

2020, one new country and 10 new 

institutions joined INSEN. The number 

of  participating countries and 

educational institutions has continued to 

increase in recent years. Countries in this 

survey which participate in INSEN 

include: Austria, Brazil, Canada, Egypt, 

France, Germany, India, Indonesia, 

Japan, Kazakhstan, the Netherlands, 

Nigeria, Pakistan, Russia, Saudi Arabia, 

South Africa, Sweden, Turkey, the United 

Kingdom, and the United States.169 

At the INSEN annual meeting held in 

July 2020, similar to last year’s meeting, a 

panel discussion on the role of  women in 

nuclear security was held under the 

theme of  gender initiatives. On the 

 

167 “Malaysian Nuclear Security Support Center to Make IAEA Radiation Detection Equipment Available 
Regionally,” Mirage News, October 7, 2020, https://www.miragenews.com/malaysian-nuclear-security-
support-center-to-make-iaea-radiation-detection-equipment-available-regionally/. 

168 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 24. 

169 “Annual Meeting of the International Nuclear Security Education Network (INSEN), Chair’s Report,” 
July 2019; “Working Group Meeting of the International Nuclear Security Education Network (INSEN), 
Chairman’s Report,” February 2015. 

170 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

171 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 3. 

172 IAEA, “Nuclear Security Plan 2018-2021,” GC(61)/24, September 14, 2017. 

gender dimension of  nuclear security, the 

Ministerial Declaration of  ICONS 2020 

encouraged IAEA Member States to 

establish an inclusive workforce within 

their national security structures, 

including equal access to education and 

training.170 At ICONS 2020, the IAEA 

also hosted a side event on gender 

entitled “Women in Nuclear.”171 

F) IAEA Nuclear Security Plan and 

Nuclear Security Fund 

The IAEA’s fifth Nuclear Security Plan, 

covering the period 2018-2021,172 was 

approved in September 2017 and has 

been currently being implemented. For 

the sake of  successful implementation of  

this plan, in 2002 the IAEA established 

the Nuclear Security Fund (NSF) as a 

voluntary funding mechanism to prevent, 

detect, and respond to nuclear terrorism. 

Since then, the IAEA has been calling on 

Member States to make voluntary 

contributions to the Fund. The 

Ministerial Declaration of  ICONS 2020 

recognizes the NSF as an important 

instrument for the Agency’s activities in 

the field of  nuclear security. It also states 

that the countries gathered at the ICONS 

2020 will continue to provide, on a 
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voluntary basis, funds to the NSF, as well 

as technical and human resources, as 

appropriate, for the IAEA to implement 

its work in nuclear security and to 

provide, upon request, the support 

needed by Member States.173 

Although the IAEA’s regular budget 

allocations for nuclear security have 

gradually increased in recent years, the 

increase has been limited due to the 

persistent negative opinions, especially 

among developing countries.174 For this 

reason, at ICONS 2020, Belgium, 

Germany, Norway and other countries 

highlighted the need to increase their 

regular budget allocations.175 

According to the IAEA Nuclear Security 

Report 2020, in the period from 1 July 

2019 to 30 June 2020, the IAEA 

accepted pledges and received 

contributions to the NSF from the 

following Member States: Belgium, 

Canada, China, Estonia, France, Italy, 

Japan, South Korea, Norway, Russia, 

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United 

Kingdom and the United States, as well 

as other contributors.176 In addition, 

 

173 “Ministerial Declaration,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

174 “Support for the International Atomic Energy Agency,” NTI Nuclear Security Index, https://www. 
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175 “Statement of Belgium,” International Conference on Nuclear Security, February 2020; “Statement of 
Germany,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, pp. 3-4; “Statement of Norway,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

176 IAEA, Nuclear Security Report 2020, GOV/2020/31-GC(64)/6, August 12, 2020, p. 29. 

177 IAEA, IAEA Annual Report 2019, GC (64)/3, p. 82. 

178 Inna Pletukhina, “Countries to Provide US$20 million to IAEA Nuclear Security Fund,” February 17, 
2020, https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/news/countries-to-provide-us-20-million-to-iaea-nuclear-securi 
ty-fund. 

179 “Statement of the United Kingdom,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

180 “Statement of New Zealand,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

according to the IAEA Annual Report 

2019, the most recent available at the 

time of  writing, NSF revenue for 

FY2019 was €33.3 million.177 While this 

was an increase of  €11.1 million over the 

previous year, the FY2018 revenue was a 

decrease of  €21.9 million from FY2017. 

The increase in the NSF contribution 

seems to be due to the ICONS 2020 

conference, which was held with 

ministerial-level participation on the last 

day of  the conference, it was announced 

that new contributions totaling more 

than US $20 million to the NSF had been 

announced or confirmed.178 

The following is a description of  the 

specific contributions to the NSF made 

by the surveyed countries, as revealed in 

their statements at ICONS 2020: 

➢ The United Kingdom179: plans to 

contribute a further￡1.6 million to 

the NSF, and urges to other Member 

States to contribute as well. 

➢ New Zealand180: is a “regular 

contributor to the IAEA NSF, and we 

are pleased to announce today an 

additional contribution of  NZ$150 
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thousand towards the fund.” 

In addition, at ICONS 2020, the 

following countries in this study 

mentioned the to date contributions they 

made to the NSF. 

➢ Canada181: with this additional 

funding, Canada is proud to be the 

third-largest contributing state to the 

IAEA’s NSF, having now contributed 

over $58 million. Canada announced 

$2.5 million for the Agency’s work on 

helping Nuclear Security Support and 

Training Centers boost the IAEA’s 

ability to ensure training and 

equipment is provided across different 

regions.  

➢ Belgium182：Since 2010, has yearly 

contributed to the Nuclear Security 

Fund, for a total of  more than US $2 

million.  

➢ Switzerland183: since ICONS in 2016, 

contributed 31.5 euros to NSF. 

➢ Germany184: “has done its part with 

more than 5 million euros – and 

encourage further Members to 

contribute to the Fund.” 

➢ Russia185: Since 2010, Russia annually 

contributes $ 1 million USD to the 

IAEA Nuclear Security Fund (NSF). 

 

181 “Statement of Canada,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, pp. 1-2. 

182 “Statement of Belgium,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

183 “Statement of Switzerland,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

184 “Statement of Germany,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, pp. 3-4. 

185 “Statement of Russia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

186 “Statement of France,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

187 “Statement of Republic of Korea,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

188 “Statement of Australia,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

189 “Statement of the United States,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

As part of  activities funded by 

Russian voluntary contributions to the 

NSF, more than forty international, 

regional and national projects are 

being implemented annually. 

➢ France186: contributes annually to the 

IAEA Nuclear Security Fund. Starting 

this year, it will finance a new capacity 

building project in the Sahel worth 

one million euros. 

➢ South Korea187: has contributed 

around 7 million US dollars to the 

IAEA NSF since 2012. 

➢ Australia188: in 2019, provided a 

further $250 thousand AUD to the 

IAEA NSF. It encourages all states to 

ensure there remains a sustainable 

source of  funds for the IAEA to 

fulfill this important role. 

➢ The United States189: “we must 

continue providing the IAEA with the 

necessary resources it needs to 

accomplish the various activities 

within its nuclear security mandate. 

Since 2016 IAEA Conference on 

Nuclear Security, the US has 

voluntarily provided over $51million 

to the IAEA and its NSF as well as 

additional in-kind support.” 
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➢ The Netherlands190: “is a longstanding 

contributor to the Nuclear Security 

Fund and will continue to be so.”  

➢ Sweden191: “has contributed 

generously to the IAEA Nuclear 

Security Fund as well as to the work 

of  the IAEA through in-kind 

contributions.”  

G) Participation in international 

efforts 

International efforts to improve the level 

of  nuclear security form a multilayered 

structure today. Major efforts by the 

international community on nuclear 

security are comprised of  two 

approaches, one made by international 

organizations and the other by 

multilateral forums such as the Nuclear 

Security Summit process which ended in 

2016. The approach by international 

organizations includes: UN Security 

Council Resolution 1540 (2004)192 on 

non-proliferation, which calls for UN 

Member States to take legal measures to 

prohibit the proliferation of  weapons of  

mass destruction and to establish a strict 

export control system, based on the 

Chapter VII of  the UN Charter; 

INTERPOL’s support to national law 

enforcement agencies on the issue of  

nuclear security; a series of  IAEA 

International Conferences on Nuclear 

Security, and other relevant meetings and 

 

190 “Statement of the Netherlands,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

191 “Statement of Sweden,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 2. 

192 “Joint Statement on Promoting Full and Universal Implementation of UNSCR 1540 (2004),” 2016 
Washington Nuclear Security Summit, April 5, 2016. 

193 “Statement of India,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

workshops. 

With regard to the Nuclear Security 

Summit Process, several mechanisms 

have been established to continue 

international efforts to improve the level 

of  nuclear security after the end of  the 

process in 2016, and the Nuclear Security 

Contact Group (NSCG)—established 

through the Joint Statement on Sustained 

Action to Enhance Global Nuclear 

Security—is at the center of  the process. 

The purpose of  the NSCG is to promote 

sustained engagement and 

implementation of  nuclear security by 

States, and to strengthen the global 

nuclear security architecture to ensure 

that it is both sustainable and 

comprehensive. The NSCG is expected 

to hold annual meetings in conjunction 

with the IAEA General Conference, as 

well as related meetings. India, for 

example, announced its plans to organize 

a technical meeting of  the NSCG in 

2020.193 

The number of  participating countries in 

the NSCG was 40 at the time of  its 

establishment, but Canada has since 

taken the lead in issuing an IAEA 

information document, INFCIRC/899, 

which clearly states the NSCG’s 

Statement of  Principles and invites 

countries that have not yet joined to 
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join.194 As of  November 2020, 48 

countries, including Australia, China, 

France, Germany, India, Israel, Japan, 

South Korea, Pakistan, Sweden, 

Switzerland, the United Kingdom and 

the United States, as well as four regional 

and international organizations, the 

European Union (EU), IAEA, 

INTERPOL and the UN, are 

participating as observers.195 The number 

of  participating countries is gradually 

increasing for example, Pakistan newly 

joined in 2019.196 

Regarding the NSCG, the following 

references were made by the surveyed 

countries at ICONS 2020: 

➢ Canada197: remain a strong supporter 

of  the NSCG, given its effort to build 

and sustain and comprehensive 

international nuclear security 

architecture. Canada welcomes the 

participation of  all countries that 

subscribe to the Group’s Statement of  

Principles, outlined in INFCIRC/899. 

➢ Nigeria198: would like to further 

underscore its commitment to the 

continuing work of  the NSCG. 

 

194 “Statement of Principles Nuclear Security Contact Group.” 
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199 See NSCG website, http://www.nscontactgroup.org/. “INFCIRC 909: A Global Tool for Transport 
Security”; “INFCIRC 908: A Global Tool for Insider Threat Mitigation”; “INFCIRC 910: A Global Tool 
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200 “Statement of Israel,” ICONS 2020, February 2020. 

201 Side events were organized by Japan on Transport Security, by the United States and Belgium on Insider 
Threat, and by France, Germany and the United States on the Security of High Activity Radioactive Sources. 

In addition to the NSCG, a number of  

basket initiatives have been launched as 

part of  the Nuclear Security Summit 

process, such as “Transportation Security 

(INFCIRC/909)” led by Japan, “Internal 

Threat Mitigation (INFCIRC/908)” led 

by the United States, “Nuclear Forensics 

(INFCIRC/917)” led by Australia, and 

“Security of  Highly Radioactive Sources 

(INFCIRC/910)” led by France.199 

At ICONS 2020, some countries, such as 

Israel, made reference in their statement 

to the basket initiatives in which they 

participated, and stated that they would 

continue to remain dedicated to the 

commitments made during the summit 

process,200 while other countries that 

took the lead in specific initiatives played 

a role in leading ongoing efforts by 

holding side events on various themes.201 

In addition to the efforts of  the various 

multilateral fora mentioned above, other 

multilateral cooperation frameworks for 

nuclear security include the G7 Nuclear 

Safety and Security Group (NSSG), the 

G7 Global Partnership against 

Proliferation of  Weapons and Materials 

of  Mass Destruction (G7GP, formerly 



Chapter 3 Nuclear Security 

155 

known as the G8 Global Partnership), 

and the GICNT. 

The NSSG holds three meetings annually 

and produces a report. Their 2019 report 

noted that emerging technologies such as 

Small Modular Reactors (SMRs) could 

pose challenges to nuclear safety, security 

and safeguards, and that a cybersecurity 

framework for civilian nuclear facilities 

needs to be addressed from both the 

political and regulatory aspects.202 As for 

FY 2020, it is not clear whether NSSG 

meetings were held as usual, and whether 

a report was produced. Regarding the 

nuclear security measures for SMRs, 

Japan expressed in its national statement 

at ICONS 2020 that “as a country deeply 

involved in the research and development 

of  advanced nuclear technologies such as 

SMRs, Japan regards it an important 

challenge to further enhance nuclear 

security measures including those for 

cybersecurity at nuclear facilities by 

taking duly into consideration 

technological developments.”203 

On the other hand, the G7GP plenary 

meeting was held virtually in June, and 

the Chair, the United States, expressed a 

need to continue the Partnership’s work 

complementing the efforts of  the IAEA 

in nuclear and radiological security, to 

preserve momentum on priorities set in 

 

202 “2019 Report Nuclear Safety and Security Group (NSSG),” French G7 Presidency Biarritz, 2019. 
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https://www.state.gov/The-Global-Partnership-Still-Standing-Strong-Against-WMD-Proliferation. 

205 “Government of Canada: National Progress Report,” ICONS 2020, February 2020, p. 4. 

206 “Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism Partner Nations List.” 

ICONS 2020, and to support the 

implementation and universalization of  

CPPNM/A in the run up to its 2021 

Review Conference.204 In this regard, 

Canada mentioned that it coordinated 

diplomatic outreach with G7 partners to 

a number of  countries to continue 

universalization efforts and supported 

regional workshops in Latin America and 

Africa to help boost universalization and 

implementation efforts.205 

Elsewhere, the GICNT, which was 

agreed to by the U.S.-Russia initiative at 

the St. Petersburg Summit in 2006, is 

another important international effort in 

the field of  nuclear security. The GICNT 

is a framework of  voluntary international 

cooperation by concerned states. As 

mentioned in the previous section on 

nuclear forensics technology 

development, GICNT activities with the 

aim of  strengthening nuclear security has 

greatly recognized in recent years. The 

GICNT now includes participation from 

89 partner countries (including Australia, 

China, France, Germany, India, Israel, 

Japan, South Korea, Pakistan, Russia, 

Sweden, Switzerland, the United 

Kingdom, and the United States) and six 

international organizations, including the 

IAEA, INTERPOL, and the United 

Nations Office of  Counter-Terrorism 

(UNOCT) as official observers.206  
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The GICNT has three main Working 

Groups: Response and Mitigation, 

Nuclear Forensics, and Nuclear 

Detection. In 2019, joint exercises and 

workshops were held under GICNT to 

support the detection of  nuclear and 

other radioactive materials, improve 

nuclear forensics capabilities, and 

respond to disasters related to nuclear 

security incidents. As for in 2020, 

however, no activities could be found in 

publicly available information. 

On the other hand, several countries 

surveyed in this study mentioned 

GICNT at ICONS 2020. 

➢ Canada207: remains “committed to 

multilateral initiatives such as GICNT 

under which Canada continues to 

chair the Nuclear Forensics Working 

Group.” 

➢ France208: “regularly hosts training 

courses or visits by foreign 

delegations. In particular, in April 

2020, France will organize a seminar 

on the Global Initiative to Combat 

Nuclear Terrorism, in Paris.” 

➢ New Zealand209: “has supported 

workshops led by the World Institute 

for Nuclear Security and Global 

Initiative to Counter Nuclear 
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Terrorism, both with a focus on 

supporting the Asia Pacific region.” 

The next GICNT plenary meeting is 

scheduled to be held in 2021 to discuss 

the future direction of  the Initiative, 

based on activities beyond 2019.210 

In addition to the multilateral efforts 

described above, countries are working 

toward the enhancement of  nuclear 

security on a bilateral basis. For example, 

Japan announced the establishment of  

the Japan-U.S. Nuclear Security Working 

Group (NSWG) in November 2010, and 

has been promoting cooperation in the 

areas of  human resource development, 

nuclear forensics, transportation security, 

and HEU minimization.211 

Bilateral cooperation between the U.S. 

and South Korea is another example. 

These two states held the Fourth Nuclear 

Security Working Group Meeting and 

High-Level Bilateral Commission 

virtually in September 2020. At the 

meeting, they reviewed the current status 

of  bilateral cooperation in nuclear 

security and discussed ways to work 

together in the future.212 The two 

countries have shown leadership in 

strengthening the global nuclear security 
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regime and have led the international 

community in minimizing HEU, 

improving cyber security of  nuclear 

facilities, and strengthening IAEA 

nuclear security activities.213 

Furthermore, in October, the U.S. 

National Security Administration 

(NNSA) and the Atomic Energy of  

Canada signed “a memorandum of  

understanding-Cooperation and 

Information Exchange on Nuclear 

Security, Safeguards and Non-

Proliferation Matters” to enable more 

effective bilateral collaboration in the 

areas of  nuclear safety and nuclear 

security. “The agreement includes the 

sharing of  knowledge and information, 

including cross-training, workshops and 

exercises, as well as collaboration in 

research and development.”214 

Hosting international nuclear security 

review missions such as IPPAS, nuclear 

forensics, capacity-building, and 

supporting efforts will contribute to 

enhancing the surveyed countries’ 

nuclear-security-related capabilities and 

performance. Thus, these can be treated 

as indicators of  their national nuclear 

security regimes. Furthermore, 

contributions to the IAEA NSF, and 

participation in activities of  G7GP as 

well as GICNT can also be regarded as 

indicators of  States’ commitments to 

 

213 Ministry of Foreign Affairs Republic of Korea, “4th Meeting of ROK-U.S. Nuclear Security Working 
Group Takes Place,” Press Releases, September 23, 2020, http://www.mofa.go.kr/eng/brd/m_5676/ 
view.do?seq=321231. 

214 “U.S., Canada Sign MOU on Safeguards and Nonproliferation,” American Nuclear Society, October 
19, 2020, https://www.ans.org/news/article-2296/us-canada-sign-mou-on-safeguards-and-nonprolifera 
tion/. 

enhance nuclear security. Based on these 

premises, in Table 3-7, the status of  each 

surveyed country’s participation in and 

efforts toward the above items (nuclear 

security initiatives) are shown. 
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Table 3-7: Participation Status in and Effort toward Nuclear Security Initiatives 

 IPPAS Nuclear Forensics 
Capacity Building 

& Support 
Activities 

Nuclear Security 
Fund 

G7GP GICNT 

China 〇 〇 〇 〇 △ 〇 

France 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Russia  〇 〇 〇  〇 

U.K. 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

U.S. 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

India     〇 〇 △ 〇 

Israel  〇 〇 〇  〇 

Pakistan   〇 〇 〇   〇 

Australia 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Austria   〇 〇 〇 △ 〇 

Belgium 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Brazil   〇 〇   △   

Canada 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Chile 〇 〇 〇   〇  〇 

Egypt 〇  〇    

Germany 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Indonesia 〇  〇    

Iran 〇   〇 〇     

Japan 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Kazakhstan 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

South Korea 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Mexico 〇 〇 〇   〇 〇 

Netherlands 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

New Zealand 〇 〇 〇  〇 〇 〇 

Nigeria 〇  〇   〇 

Norway 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Philippines 〇  〇  〇 〇 

Poland 〇 〇 〇   〇 〇 

Saudi Arabia   〇 〇 △ 〇 

South Africa  〇 〇   △   

Sweden 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Switzerland 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 〇 

Syria       

Turkey 〇 〇 〇 〇 △ 〇 

UAE 〇  〇 〇 △ 〇 

North Korea             

IPPAS: “〇” indicates countries that are planning to accept IPPAS, or have held a related workshop. 

G7GP: “△”  indicates countries that are considering participation. 
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Evaluation Points and Criteria 
 

In this “Evaluation” part, the 

performances of  the 36 countries 

surveyed in this project are evaluated 

numerically in three areas—that is, nuclear 

disarmament, non-proliferation and 

nuclear security—based upon study and 

analysis compiled in the “Report” 

section. 

Evaluations of  the four groups—nuclear-

weapon states (NWS), non-parties to the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), 

non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS), and 

one particular state (North Korea)—are 

made separately because of  their 

different characteristics. Since different 

sets of  criteria are applied to different 

groups of  countries, full points differ 

according to the group each country 

belongs to. Then, as a measure to 

visualize a comparison of  36 countries’ 

relative performances, each country’s 

performance in each area is shown on a 

chart in percentage terms. 

[Full Points for each group of countries] 

       
Groups  

 
 
 
 

Areas 

(1) 
NWS 

(2) 
Non-NPT 

Parties 

(3) 
NNWS 

(4) 
Other 

China 
France 
Russia 
U.K. 
U.S. 

India 
Israel 
Pakistan 

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, Egypt, Germany, Indonesia, Iran, Japan, 
Kazakhstan, South Korea, Mexico, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, 
Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, South 
Africa, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, Turkey, 
UAE 

North 
Korea* 

Nuclear 
Disarmament 

101 98 42 98 

Nuclear  
Non-Proliferation 

47 43 61 61 

Nuclear Security 41 41 41 41 

*North Korea declared its suspension from the NPT in 1993 and its withdrawal in 2003, and has conducted totally six 
nuclear tests in 2006, 2009, 2013, 2016 (twice) and 2017. However, there is no agreement among the states parties on 
North Korea’s official status under the NPT. 

 

The Following lists the point values and 

scale of  measurement of  each evaluation 

criteria. 
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[Nuclear Disarmament] 

Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

1. Status of Nuclear Forces (estimates) -20  

Status of nuclear forces (estimates) (-20) -5 (〜50); -6 (51〜100); -8 (101〜200); -10 (201〜400); 

-12 (401〜1,000); -14 (1,001〜2,000); -16 (2,001〜
4,000); -17 (4,001〜6,000); -19 (6,001〜8,000); -20 

(8,001〜)  

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

2. Commitment to Achieving a World 
without Nuclear Weapons 

11   

A) Voting behavior on UNGA resolutions on 
nuclear disarmament proposals by Japan, 
NAC and NAM 

(6) On each resolution: 0 (against); 1 (abstention);  
2 (in favor) 

B) Announcement of significant policies and 
important activities 

(3) Add 1 point for each policy, proposal and other 
initiatives having a major impact on global momentum 
toward a world without nuclear weapons (maximum 3 
points). 

-3～-1 (activities that are not covered by the existing 
evaluation items but contrary to nuclear disarmament) 

C) Humanitarian consequences of nuclear 
weapons 

(2) On each resolution: 0 (against); 0.5（abstention);  
1 (in favor) 

3. Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons (TPNW) 

10   

A) Signing and ratifying the TPNW (7) 0 (not signing); 3 (not ratifying); 7 (ratifying) 

B) Voting behavior on UNGA resolutions on 
a legal prohibition of nuclear weapons 

(3) On each resolution: 0 (against); 0.5 (abstention);  
1 (in favor) 

4. Reduction of Nuclear Weapons 22   

A) Reduction of nuclear weapons  (15) ・Add 1～10 points in accordance with the decuple rate 
of reduction from the previous fiscal year for a country 
having declared the number of nuclear weapons 

・For a country having not declared it, add some points 
using the following formula: (the previous target – the 
latest target)÷the estimated number of nuclear 
weapons×10  

・Add 1 (engaging in nuclear weapons reduction over 
the past 5 years); add 1 (engaging in nuclear weapons 
reduction under legally-binding frameworks such as 
New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty); add 1 
(announcing further reduction plan and implementing 
it in 2020) 
・Give a full score (15 points) in case of the total 
abolition of nuclear weapons 

・-1 (increase of the number of possessed nuclear 
weapons in the past five years without any reductions) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

B) Concrete plans for further reduction of 
nuclear weapons 

(3) 0 (no announcement on a plan of nuclear weapons 
reduction); 1 (declaring a rough plan of nuclear 
weapons reduction); 2 (declaring a plan on the size of 
nuclear weapons reduction); 3 (declaring a concrete and 
detailed plan of reduction) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 
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Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

C) Trends on strengthening/modernizing 
nuclear weapons capabilities 

(4) 0 (modernizing/reinforcing nuclear forces in a 
backward move toward nuclear weapons reduction); 2

～3 (modernizing/reinforcing nuclear forces which 
may not lead to increasing the number of nuclear 
weapons); 4 (not engaging in nuclear 
modernization/reinforcement) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

5. Diminishing the Roles and Significance 
of Nuclear Weapons in National Security 
Strategies and Policies 

8   

A) Current status of the roles and significance 
of nuclear weapons 

(-8) -7～-8 (judged based on the declaratory policy) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

B) Commitment to no first use, “sole 
purpose,” and related doctrines 

(3) 0 (not adopting either policy); 2 (adopting a similar 
policy or expressing its will to adopt either policy in the 
future); 3 (already adopting either policy) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

C) Negative security assurances (2) 0 (not declaring); 1 (declaring with reservations);  
2 (declaring without reservations) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

D) Signing and ratifying the protocols of the 
treaties on nuclear-weapon-free zones 

(3) Add 0.5 point for the ratification of one protocol;  
a country ratifying all protocols marks 3 points 

(not applicable to countries except NWS) 

E) Relying on extended nuclear deterrence (-5) (not applicable to the NWS and Non-NPT Parties) 

(applied solely to the NNWS): -5 (a country relying on 
the nuclear umbrella and participating in nuclear 
sharing); -3 (a country relying on the nuclear umbrella); 
0 (a country not relying on the nuclear umbrella) 

6. De-alerting or Measures for 
Maximizing Decision Time to Authorize 
the Use of Nuclear Weapons  

4   

De-alerting or measures for maximizing 
decision time to authorize the use of nuclear 
weapons  

(4) 0～1 (maintaining a high alert level); 2 (maintaining a 

certain alert level); 3 (de-alerting during peacetime); add 
1 point for implementing measures for increasing the 
credibility of (lowered) alert status 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

7. CTBT 11   

A) Signing and ratifying the CTBT (4) 0 (not signing); 2 (not ratifying); 4 (ratifying) 

B) Moratoria on nuclear test explosions 
pending CTBT’s entry into force 

(3) 0 (not declaring); 2 (declaring); 3 (declaring and closing 
nuclear test sites) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

C) Cooperation with the CTBTO Preparatory 
Commission 

(2) 0 (no cooperation or no information); 1～2 (paying 
contributions, actively participating in meetings, and 
actively engaging in outreach activities for the Treaty’s 
entry into force) 

D) Contribution to the development of the 
CTBT verification systems  

(2) Add 1 point for establishing and operating the IMS;  
add another 1 point for participating in the discussions 
on enhancing the CTBT verification capabilities 

E) Nuclear testing (-3) -3 (conducting nuclear test explosions in the past 5 
years);-1 (conducting nuclear tests without explosions 
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Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

or tests with unclear status); 0 (not conducting any 
nuclear tests) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

8. FMCT 10   

A) Commitment, efforts, and proposals 
toward immediate commencement of 
negotiations on an FMCT 

(5) Add 1 (expressing a commitment); add 1～2 (actively 

engaging in the promotion of early commencement); 

add 1～2 (making concrete proposals on the start of 

negotiations) 

B) Moratoria on the production of fissile 
material for use in nuclear weapons 

(3) 0 (not declaring); 1 (not declaring but not producing 
fissile material for nuclear weapons); 2 (declaring);  
3 (declaring and taking measures for the cessation of 
production as declared) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

C) Contribution to the development of 
verification measures 

(2) 0 (no contribution or no information); 1 (proposing 
research on verification measures); 2 (engaging in R&D 
for verification measures) 

9. Transparency in Nuclear Forces, 
Fissile Material for Nuclear Weapons, 
and Nuclear Strategy/Doctrine   

6   

Transparency in nuclear forces, fissile 
material for nuclear weapons, and nuclear 
strategy/doctrine   

(6) Add 1～2 (disclosing the nuclear strategy/doctrine);  

add 1～2 (disclosing the status of nuclear forces);  

add 1～2 (disclosing the status of fissile material usable 
for nuclear weapons) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

10. Verifications of Nuclear Weapons 
Reductions  

7   

A) Acceptance and implementation of 
verification for nuclear weapons reduction 

(3) 0 (not accepting or implementing); 2 (limited 
acceptance and implementation); 3 (accepting and 
implementing verification with comprehensiveness and 

completeness); deduct 1～2 points in case of non-
compliance or problems in implementation 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

B) Engagement in research and development 
for verification measures of nuclear weapons 
reduction 

(1) 0 (not engaging or no information); 1 (engaging in 
R&D) 

C) The IAEA inspections to fissile material 
declared as no longer required for military 
purposes 

(3) 0 (not implementing), 1(limited implementation);  
3 (implementing); add 1 point if a country engages in 
efforts for implementing or strengthening 
implementation, except in the case of already 
implementing 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

11. Irreversibility 7   

A) Implementing or planning dismantlement 
of nuclear warheads and their delivery 
vehicles 

(3) 0 (not implementing or no information); 1 (perhaps 

implementing but not clear); 2～3 (implementing) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 
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Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

B) Decommissioning/conversion of nuclear 
weapons-related facilities 

(2) 0 (not implementing or no information);  
1 (implementing in a limited way); 2 (implementing 
extensively) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

C) Measures for fissile material declared 
excess for military purposes, such as 
disposition or conversion to peaceful 
purposes 

(2) 0 (not implementing or no information);  
1 (implementing in a limited way); 2 (implementing 
extensively) 

(not applicable to the NNWS) 

12. Disarmament and Non-Proliferation 
Education and Cooperation with Civil 
Society  

4   

Disarmament and non-proliferation 
education and cooperation with civil society 

(4) Add 1 (mentioning in a statement or participating in 
the joint statement or mentioning at the NPT 

PrepCom/RevCon, etc); add 1～2 (implementing 

disarmament and non-proliferation education); add 1～
2 (cooperating with civil society) Maximum 4 points 

13. Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace 
Memorial Ceremonies 

1   

Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace Memorial 
Ceremonies 

(1) 0 (not attending)；0.5 (not attending in 2020 but has 

attended at least once during the past 3 years)； 
1 (attending any one of the ceremonies) 

 

[Nuclear Non-Proliferation] 

Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

1. Acceptance and Compliance with 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Obligations 

20   

A) Accession to the NPT (10) 0 (not signing or declaring withdrawal);  
3 (not ratifying); 10 (in force) 

B) Compliance with Articles I and II of the 
NPT and the UNSCRs on non-proliferation 

(7) 0 (not-complying with Article I and II of the NPT); 3
～4 (having not yet violated Article I and II of the 
NPT but displaying behaviors that raise concerns about 
proliferation, or not complying with the UNSCRs 
adopted for relevant nuclear issues); 5 (taking concrete 
measures for solving the non-compliance issue); 7 
(complying) 

As for the non-NPT states (maximum 3 points); 2 (not 
complying with the UNSCRs adopted for relevant 
nuclear issues); 3 (other cases)  

-4～-1 (activities that are not covered by the existing 
evaluation items but contrary to nuclear non-
proliferation) 

C) Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones (3) 1 (signing the NWFZ treaty); 3 (ratifying the treaty) 

2. IAEA Safeguards Applied to the NPT 
NNWS 

18  

A) Signing and ratifying a Comprehensive 
Safeguards Agreement 

(4) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 4 (in force) 

B) Signing and ratifying an Additional 
Protocol 

(5) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying);  
3 (provisional application); 5 (in force) 
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Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

C) Implementation of the integrated 
safeguards 

(4) 0 (not implementing); 2 (broader conclusion)  
4 (implementing) 

D) Compliance with IAEA Safeguards 
Agreement 

(5) 0 (not resolving the non-compliance issue);  
2 (taking concrete measures for solving the non-
compliance issue); 5 (complying) 

3. IAEA Safeguards Applied to NWS and 
Non-Parties to the NPT 

7   

A) Application of the IAEA safeguards 
(Voluntary Offer Agreement or 
INFCIRC/66) to their peaceful nuclear in 
facilities  

(3) 0 (not applying); 2 (applying INFCIRC/66);  
3 (applying Voluntary Offer Agreement) 

B) Signing, ratifying, and implementing the 
Additional Protocol 

(4) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 3 (in force); add 1 
point if widely applied to peaceful nuclear activities 

4. Cooperation with the IAEA 4   

Cooperation with the IAEA (4) Add 1 (contributing to the development of verification 

technologies); add 1～2 (contributing to the 
universalization of the Additional Protocol); add 1 
(other efforts) 

5. Implementing Appropriate Export 
Controls on Nuclear-Related Items and 
Technologies  

15   

A) Establishment and implementation of the 
national control systems 

(5) 0 (not establishing); 1 (establishing but insufficient); 2 
(establishing a system to a certain degree); 3 
(establishing an advanced system, including the Catch-

all); add 1～2 (if continuing to implement appropriate 

export controls); deduct 1～2 (not adequately 
implementing) 

B) Requiring the conclusion of the Additional 
Protocol for nuclear export 

(2) 0 (not requiring or no information);  
1 (requiring for some cases); 2 (requiring) 

C) Implementation of the UNSCRs 
concerning North Korean and Iranian 
nuclear issues 

(3) 0 (not implementing or no information);  

2 (implementing); 3(actively implementing); deduct 1～
3 (depending on the degree of violation) 

D) Participation in the PSI (2) 0 (not participating); 1 (participating);  
2 (actively participating) 

E) Civil nuclear cooperation with non-parties 
to the NPT 

(3) 0 (exploring active cooperation); 1~2 (contemplating 
cooperation, subject to implementing additional 
nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation measures); 
3 (showing a cautious attitude or being against it) 

6. Transparency in the Peaceful Use of 
Nuclear Energy 

4   

A) Reporting on the peaceful nuclear 
activities 

(2) 0 (not reporting or no information);  
1 (reporting but insufficiently); 2 (reporting) 

B) Reporting on plutonium management (2) 0 (not reporting or no information);  
1 (reporting); 2 (reporting on not only plutonium but 

also uranium)；add 1 (ensuring a high level of 
transparency in plutonium although not being obliged 
to report) 
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[Nuclear Security] 

Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

1. The Amount of Fissile Material Usable 
for Weapons  

-16   

The amount of fissile material usable for 
weapons  

(-16) Firstly, -3 (if possessing fissile material usable for 
nuclear weapons). Then, deduct as follows: 

・ HEU: -5 (>100t）; -4 (>20ｔ); -3 (>10ｔ); -2 (>1t); -1 
(possessing less than 1t) 
・Weapon-grade Pu: -5 (>100t); -4 (>20ｔ);  

-3 (>10ｔ); -2 (>1t); -1 (possessing less than 1t) 

・Reactor-grade Pu: -3 (>10t); -2 (>1t); -1 (possessing 
less than 1t) 

2. Status of Accession to Nuclear Security 
and Safety-Related Conventions, 
Participation in Nuclear Security-Related 
Initiatives, and Application to Domestic 
Systems 

21   

A) Convention on the Physical Protection of 
Nuclear Material and the 2005 Amendment 
to the Convention 

(3) 0 (not signing the Convention); 1 (not ratifying the 
Convention); 2 (Convention in force, not ratifying the 
Amendment); 3 (both the Convention and the 
Amendment in force) 

B) International Convention for the 
Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism 

(2) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in force) 

C) Convention on Nuclear Safety (2) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in force) 

D) Convention on Early Notification of a 
Nuclear Accident 

(2) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in force) 

E) Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent 
Fuel Management and on the Safety of 
Radioactive Waste Management 

(2) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in force) 

F) Convention on Assistance in Case of a 
Nuclear Accident or Radiological Emergency 

(2) 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in force) 

G) INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 (4) 0 (not applying or no information); 2~3 (applying to 
the national implementation system); 4 (applying and 
implementing adequately) 

H) Enactment of laws and establishment of 
regulations for the national implementation  

(4) 0 (not establishing domestic laws and regulations and 
the national implementation system); 1～3 (establishing 
them but insufficient); 4 (establishing appropriately) 

3. Efforts to Maintain and Improve the 
Highest Level of Nuclear Security 

20   

A) Minimization of HEU and Plutonium 
stockpile in civilian use 

(4) 0 (no effort or no information); 1 (limited efforts); 3 
(active efforts); add 1 (committed to further 
enhancement) 

B) Prevention of illicit trafficking (5) 0 (not implementing or no information); 2 (limited 
implementation); 4 (active implementation); add 1 
(committed to further enhancement) 

C) Acceptance of international nuclear 
security review missions  

(2) 0 (not accepting or no information); 1 (accepting); 2 
(actively accepting) 

D) Technology development―nuclear 
forensics 

(2) 0 (not implementing or no information); 1 
(implementing); 2 (actively implementing) 

E) Capacity building and support activities (2) 0 (not implementing or no information); 1 
(implementing); 2 (actively implementing) 

F) IAEA Nuclear Security Plan and Nuclear 
Security Fund 

(2) 0 (no effort or information); 1 (participating); 2 
(actively participating) 
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Evaluation criteria 
Maximum 

points 
Scale of measurement 

G) Participation in international efforts (3) 0 (not participating); 1 (participating in a few 
frameworks); 2 (participating in many or all 
frameworks); add 1 (if contributing actively) 

 

As for the evaluation section, a set of  

objective evaluation criteria is established 

by which the respective country’s 

performance is assessed. 

The Research Committee of  this project 

recognizes the difficulties, limitations and 

risk of  “scoring” countries’ 

performances. However, the Committee 

also considers that an indicative approach 

is useful to draw attention to nuclear 

issues, so as to prompt debates over 

priorities and urgency. 

The different numerical values within 

each category (i.e., nuclear disarmament, 

nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear 

security) reflect each activity’s importance 

within that area, as determined through 

deliberation by the Research Committee 

of  this project. However, the differences 

in the scoring arrangements within each 

of  the three categories do not necessarily 

reflect a category’s relative significance in 

comparison with others, as it has been 

driven by the differing number of  items 

surveyed. Thus, the value assigned to 

nuclear disarmament (maximum of  101 

points) does not mean that it is more 

than twice as important as nuclear non-

proliferation (maximum of  61 points) or 

nuclear security (maximum of  41 points). 

Regarding “the number of  nuclear 

weapons” (in the Nuclear Disarmament 

section) and “the amount of  fissile 

material usable for nuclear weapons” (in 

the Nuclear Security section), the 

assumption is that the more nuclear 

weapons or weapons-usable fissile 

material a country possesses, the greater 

the task of  reducing them and ensuring 

their security. However, the Research 

Committee recognizes that “numbers” or 

“amounts” are not the sole decisive 

factors. It is definitely true that other 

factors—such as implications of  missile 

defense, chemical and biological 

weapons, or conventional force 

imbalance and a psychological 

attachment to a minimum overt or covert 

nuclear weapon capability—would affect 

the issues and the process of  nuclear 

disarmament, non-proliferation and 

nuclear security. However, they were not 

included in our criteria for evaluation 

because it was difficult to make objective 

scales of  the significance of  these 

factors. In addition, in view of  the 

suggestions and comments made to the 

Hiroshima Report 2013, the Research 

Committee modified the criteria of  the 

following items: current status of  the 

roles and significance of  nuclear 

weapons in national security strategies 

and policies; reliance on extended nuclear 

deterrence; and nuclear testing. 

In the end, there is no way to 

mathematically compare the different 

factors contained in the different areas 

of  disarmament, non-proliferation and 

nuclear security. Therefore, the 



Evaluation Points and Criteria 

169 

evaluation points should be taken as 

indicative of  performances in general but 

by no means as an exact representation 

or precise assessment of  different 

countries’ performances. Since the 

Hiroshima Report 2014, such items as 

“relying on extended nuclear deterrence” 

and “nuclear testing” have been 

negatively graded if  applicable. 

Along with the adoption of  the Treaty 

on the Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons 

(TPNW), its signature and ratification 

status was newly added to the evaluation 

item in the Hiroshima Report 2018. In 

addition, since the Hiroshima Report 2019, 

the Research Committee has added an 

evaluation item addressing whether the 

respective countries attended the 

Hiroshima or the Nagasaki Peace 

Memorial Ceremonies, while attendance 

at the Hiroshima Peace Memorial 

Ceremony alone had been evaluated until 

the Hiroshima Report 2018. (the maximum 

score in this item remains the same). 

Since the Hiroshima Report 2020, increase 

of  the number of  possessed nuclear 

weapons in the past five years without 

any reductions, and activities that are not 

covered by the existing evaluation items 

but contrary to nuclear disarmament and 

non-proliferation are negatively graded, 

if  applicable. Furthermore, since 

Hiroshima Report 2021, the Research 

Committee modified grading range as 

follows: grading range of  negative 

evaluation on actions against nuclear 

non-proliferation has been expanded; 

grading range on the IAEA 

“Recommendations on the Physical 

Protection of  Nuclear Material and 

Facilities (INFCIRC/225/Rev.5),” has 

been expanded and measures against 

insider threat and cyber threat have been 

positively evaluated; grading range on 

enactment of  laws and establishment of  

regulations for national implementation 

has been expanded. In addition, not only 

efforts made in 2020 but also previous 

efforts have been evaluated. 

For the NWS, radar charts were 

produced to illustrate where each country 

stands with respect to different aspects 

of  nuclear disarmament. For this 

purpose, the 12 issues used for nuclear 

disarmament evaluation were grouped 

into six aspects: (1) the number of  

nuclear weapons, (2) reduction of  nuclear 

weapons, (3) commitment to achieving a 

“world without nuclear weapons,” (4) 

operational policy, (5) the status of  

signature and ratification of, or attitudes 

of  negotiation to relevant multilateral 

treaties, and (6) transparency. 
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6-point Nuclear Disarmament Radar Charts

According to the following radar charts 

illustrating where each nuclear-weapon 

state stands with respect to different 

aspects of  nuclear disarmament, China is 

required to improve its efforts for 

nuclear weapons reduction and 

transparency. Russia and the United 

States are urged to undertake further 

reductions of  their nuclear arsenals. The 

performances of  France the United 

Kingdom are relatively well-balanced, 

compared to the other NWS. Still, those 

two countries need to improve their 

efforts regarding reductions, 

commitments and operational policies. 

 
 
 

Aspects Issues 

Number ⚫ Number of  nuclear weapons 

Reduction ⚫ Reduction of  nuclear weapons 

Commitments 

⚫ Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) 

⚫ Commitments to achieving a world without nuclear weapons 

⚫ Disarmament and non-proliferation education and cooperation with the 
civil society 

⚫ Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace Memorial Ceremonies 

Operational policy 

⚫ Diminishing roles and significance of  nuclear weapons in the national 
security strategies and policies 

⚫ De-alerting, or measures for maximizing decision time to authorize the 
use of  nuclear weapons 

Multilateral treaties 
⚫ Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) 

⚫ Fissile Material Cut-off  Treaty (FMCT) 

Transparency 

⚫ Transparency regarding nuclear forces, fissile material for nuclear 
weapons, and nuclear strategy/doctrine  

⚫ Verification of  nuclear weapons reductions 

⚫ Irreversibility 
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Fluctuations of Evaluation Rates 

The following graph shows the 

fluctuations of  the evaluation rates 

regarding nuclear disarmament for NWS, 

other nuclear-armed states and North 

Korea, and some of  NNWS for the 

period 2014-2020. Within this period, 

certain revisions have been made to the 

evaluation criteria and scale of  

measurements, taking into account the 

changes in the trends surrounding 

nuclear disarmament. Needless to say, it 

is not an appropriate method to analyze 

and discuss the grades and evaluation 

rates based on different criteria and scale 

of  measurements. For instance, when the 

Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear 

Weapons (TPNW) was adopted in 2017, 

the Hiroshima Report set new evaluation 

criteria and scale of  measurements 

related to it. The fact that each country’s 

evaluation rate regarding nuclear 

disarmament fluctuated before and after 

the adoption of  the TPNW is mainly 

because of  such a revision, especially 

with regard to whether signing and/or 

ratifying the TPNW or not. 

While there are methodological problems 

in such a way, some of  the trends in their 

respective efforts toward nuclear 

disarmament can be still observable, 

apart from the impact of  the adoption of  

the TPNW. For example, among the 

NWS, China, Russia and the United 

States—which have been engaged in 

great power competition—are declining 

in their efforts toward nuclear 

disarmament. Non-NPT countries and 

North Korea are much less positive to 

work toward nuclear disarmament, and 

their reluctance has been further 

worsening. On the other hand, France 

and the United Kingdom, as well as some 

of  NNWS, have generally continued to 

make consistent efforts toward nuclear 

disarmament, with the exception of  their 

response to TPNW. However, this also 

indicates that the efforts of  these 

countries have reached a plateau.
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(2) Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
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(3) Nuclear Security 
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Chapter 2 

Country-by-Country Summary 

(1) Nuclear-Weapon States 

1. China     ■Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
6.5 Points Full Points 101 6.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -0.5 

China is the only NWS that has not implemented substantial nuclear disarmament measures, 
including the reduction of  its nuclear arsenals. The number of  its nuclear warheads is gradually 
increasing, and China currently possesses approximately 320 nuclear warheads. It has promoted 
active modernization programs for its nuclear forces (particularly, ICBMs and SLBMs). In August, 
China conducted a total of  four anti-ship ballistic missile test launches. Beijing has reiterated that 
the U.S.-Russian significant reductions of  nuclear weapons would be a condition for participating 
in multilateral negotiations on nuclear weapons reductions, and refused to accept the U.S. request 
to participate in nuclear arms control negotiations among the U.S., China and Russia. China has 
not signed the TPNW. It has not yet ratified the CTBT, and has not declared a moratorium on 
production of  fissile material for nuclear weapons. It has declared no first use of  nuclear weapons 
and the unconditional negative security assurance. While arguing the importance of  transparency 
in intention, China has maintained the least transparency about nuclear weapon capabilities 
among the NWS. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
30 Points Full Points 47 63.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

China acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, in which no provision for complementary access 
visits is stipulated. Although it has announced to take efforts to strengthen implementation of  
sanction measures vis-à-vis North Korea under the UN Security Council Resolutions (UNSCRs), 
as well as its export-control mechanisms, questions remain as to whether China is conducting 
adequate and strict implementation. Also, many violations on sanction measures against North 
Korea under the UNSCRs. China has also been criticized for exporting two nuclear power 
reactors to Pakistan, which may constitute a violation of  the NSG guidelines. In 2020, it did not 
submit a report based on the Guidelines for the Management of  Plutonium to the IAEA. 

Nuclear Security 
27 Points Full Points 41 65.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

China has ratified all nuclear security-related conventions and has also advanced national 
legislation based on INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. China has also shown its willingness to actively 
strengthen nuclear security, including international cooperation to minimize the use of  HEU and 
the establishment of  a Nuclear Security Technical Cooperation Center with the IAEA. 
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2. France     ■Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
20.3 Points Full Points 101 20.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -0.7 

France has announced its maximum number of  nuclear warheads as 300, and has reduced its 
overall nuclear forces. It has converted fissile material excess for military purpose to civilian 
purposes, which has been placed under international safeguards. It voted against most of  the 
UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament, and showed a negative attitude to the issues 
on humanitarian dimensions, as well as legal prohibition of  nuclear weapons, in particular. It has 
not signed the TPNW. Although the President made a speech on nuclear strategy, no significant 
change was made in its nuclear doctrine, and little progress was made in diminishing the role of  
nuclear weapons. Meanwhile, France participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
40 Points Full Points 47 85.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

France acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, with the provision for complementary access 
visits. All of  its civilian nuclear material covered by the EURATOM Treaty is subject to its 
safeguards. France has engaged in nuclear non-proliferation proactively, including contributions 
to the IAEA safeguards systems, and the establishment and implementation of  its export control 
systems. 

Nuclear Security 
27 Points Full Points 41 65.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

France has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security and has shown an active stance in 
strengthening nuclear security, including the introduction of  recommended measures of  
INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, in particular, measures against insider threat and cyber threat. France has 
been also actively involved in international efforts, including nuclear forensics activities. 
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3. Russia     ■Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
2.7 Points Full Points 101 2.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1.3 

The number of  Russia’s nuclear weapons has been reduced. However, it is estimated to still 
possess 6,375 nuclear warheads. Russia has actively modernized ICBMs and SLBMs, and 
developed hypersonic boost glide weapons as well as nuclear-powered torpedoes. Furthermore, 
Russia is alleged to have violated the INF Treaty, which was terminated in August 2019. It 
continues to implement New START. Meanwhile, Russia could not reach an agreement during 
2020 with the U.S. on the extension of  the deadline of  the treaty. It voted against most of  the 
UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament, and showed a negative attitude to the issues 
on humanitarian dimensions as well as legal prohibition of  nuclear weapons, in particular. It has 
not signed the TPNW. In June, it publicized the “Basic Principles of  State Policy of  the Russian 
Federation on Nuclear Deterrence,” in which situations of  determining to use nuclear weapons 
were listed. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
34 Points Full Points 47 72.3% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Russia acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, in which no provision for complementary 
access visits is stipulated. It considers that the conclusion of  an Additional Protocol should be 
voluntary. Russia supported a proposal by the Arab states, and participated in the UN conference 
on a WMD-free zone in the Middle East. Several violations on sanction measures against North 
Korea under the UNSCRs were reported. In 2020, it did not submit a report based on the 
Guidelines for the Management of  Plutonium to the IAEA. 

Nuclear Security 
20 Points Full Points 41 48.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Russia has ratified all relevant conventions and has introduced recommended measures of  
INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. In 2020, Russia’s Rosatom Technical Academy which was designated as an 
IAEA Collaborating Centre held the International School on Nuclear Security. 
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4. The United Kingdom     ■Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
27 Points Full Points 101 26.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -0.6 

The size of  the U.K.’s nuclear arsenal has decreased incrementally. The United Kingdom plans to 
reduce the number of  operationally available warheads to no more than 120, and make a total 
stockpile of  warheads no more than 180 by the mid-2020s. Construction of  a new class of  four 
SSBNs, as replacement for the existing Vanguard-class vessels, is underway. However, the delay 
of  the construction due to technical problems and the cost overruns are pointed out. It has not 
signed the TPNW. Meanwhile, the U.K. has engaged in joint work to develop nuclear disarmament 
verification measures with the U.S. and Norway, respectively, and participates in the IPNDV. U.K.’s 
level of  transparency in nuclear weapons is relatively high among NWS. It co-sponsored and 
voted in favor of  the UNGA resolution on nuclear disarmament proposed by Japan. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
39 Points Full Points 47 83.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -2 

The U.K. acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol with the provision for complementary access 
visits. All of  its civilian nuclear material is subject to the international safeguards. It has proactively 
engaged in nuclear non-proliferation, including implementation of  export controls. In 2020, it 
did not submit a report based on the Guidelines for the Management of  Plutonium to the IAEA. 

Nuclear Security 
26 Points Full Points 41 63.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

The U.K. has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security and has introduced 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. The U.K. is also involved in efforts to 
strengthen international nuclear security, including nuclear forensics and GICNT. 
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5. The United States     ■Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
14.1 Points Full Points 101 14.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +2.2 

The U.S. is estimated to possess 5,800 nuclear warheads, the second largest NWS next to Russia, 
and continues to dismantle retired warheads. It explores to strengthen its nuclear deterrent, inter 
alia, by deploying low-yield nuclear warheads for SLBMs. The U.S. continues to implement New 
START. Meanwhile, it could not reach an agreement during 2020 with Russia on the extension 
of  the deadline of  the treaty. The U.S. has not signed the TPNW. In the meantime, it argues the 
necessity of  the improvement of  international security environment for the progress of  nuclear 
disarmament, and hosts a Creating the Environment for Nuclear Disarmament (CEND) working 
group. It has not ratified the CTBT; and voted against the UNGA Resolution calling its earlier 
entry into force. The U.S. conducted a subcritical experiment in November. While the U.S. remains 
the one of  the most transparent NWS on nuclear issues, it has reduced in transparency, and 
refused to publicize the number of  nuclear warheads possessed and dismantled, respectively, again 
in 2020. It has established and led the “International Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament 
Verification (IPNDV).” It co-sponsored and voted in favor of  the UNGA resolution on nuclear 
disarmament proposed by Japan. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
38 Points Full Points 47 80.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

After its withdrawal from the JCPOA in 2018, the U.S. bolstered sanctions on Iran, including 
secondary sanctions. It also insisted to snap back the UN sanctions against Iran, which was 
rejected by other members of  the Security Council. The U.S.-North Korea summit meetings were 
held in February (Hanoi) and June (Panmun Branch) 2019, but little progress was achieved. It 
disagreed to the UNGA Resolution on the Establishment of  WMD-Free Zones in the Middle 
East again (with Israel). The U.S. has proactively led the efforts to bolster nuclear non-
proliferation, including contributions to the IAEA safeguards systems and implementation of  
stringent export controls. It acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol with the provision for 
complementary access visits. In 2020, it did not submit a report based on the Guidelines for the 
Management of  Plutonium to the IAEA. 

Nuclear Security 
25 Points Full Points 41 61.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

The U.S. has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security, introduced the recommended 
measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, including measures against insider threat and cyber threat. 
The U.S. has been actively involved in international efforts to minimize the use of  HEU through 
the GTRI. 
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(2) Non-Parties to the NPT 

6. India     ■Non-Party to the NPT 

Nuclear Disarmament 
1 Points Full Points 98 1.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1.5 

India is estimated to possess approximately 150 nuclear warheads, having added incrementally. It 
also continues to actively develop nuclear delivery vehicles, including ICBM and SLBM, and it 
succeeded the test launch of  hypersonic missile. India voted positively to some extent in the 
UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament. However, it has not signed the TPNW. India 
maintains a moratorium on nuclear test explosions, but refuses to sign the CTBT, and abstained 
the UNGA Resolution calling its earlier entry into force. India maintains its NFU policy despite 
reserving an option of  nuclear retaliation vis-à-vis a major biological or chemical attack against it, 
and implying a possibility of  change it in the future. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
15 Points Full Points 43 34.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

India acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, in which no provision for complementary access 
visits is stipulated. India’s quest for membership in the NSG is supported by some member states, 
but the group has not yet made a decision. Actual nuclear cooperation with India by the NPT 
states parties has not necessarily been conducted, except India’s import of  uranium. A private 
research institute reported that India’s procurement network of  nuclear-related technology is 
larger than expected. 

Nuclear Security 
23 Points Full Points 41  56.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

India has ratified all relevant conventions except the Joint Convention on the Safety of  Spent 
Fuel Management and on the Safety of  Radioactive Waste Management. India has engaged in 
minimizing the use of  HEU and has contributed to capacity building through its activities in the 
COE. 
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7. Israel     ■Non-Party to the NPT 

Nuclear Disarmament 
-4 Points Full Points 98  -4.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -2 

Israel has consistently pursued the policy of  “nuclear opacity” while being estimated to possess 
approximately 90 nuclear warheads. Due to such a policy, its nuclear capabilities and posture 
remain unclear. It has developed and deployed IRBMs and SLCMs which can load nuclear 
warheads. Israel has yet to ratify the CTBT, nor has it declared a moratorium on production of  
fissile material for nuclear weapons. It voted against most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding 
nuclear disarmament. Israel has not signed the TPNW. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
13 Points Full Points 43  30.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Israel argues that improvement of  regional security is imperative for establishing a Middle East 
Zone Free of  WMD. It voted against the UNGA resolution “Establishment of  a nuclear-weapon-
free zone in the region of  the Middle East,” following the previous year, and has criticized strongly 
and rejected to participate in the Conference on the Establishment of  WMD-Free Zones in the 
Middle East, which is led by Arab countries. At the UNGA First Committee, Israel stated the 
suspicion to the NPT since some of  its states parties in the Middle East violate the treaty. It has 
established solid export control systems. However, Israel has not acceded to the IAEA Additional 
Protocol. 

Nuclear Security 
23 Points Full Points 41  56.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Israel has not ratified some conventions relevant to nuclear security and there is room for 
improvement. Israel has been implementing recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 
and is involved in international efforts to strengthen nuclear security through participation in the 
GICNT and nuclear forensics activities.  
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8. Pakistan     ■Non-Party to the NPT 

Nuclear Disarmament 
-3 Points Full Points 98 -3.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1.5 

Pakistan seems to be increasing its nuclear arsenal incrementally, and is estimated to possess 160 
nuclear warheads. In addition to continuing to develop and to deploy short- and medium-range 
ballistic missiles, it revealed possession of  low-yield, small nuclear weapons. Such developments 
raise concerns about the increased possibility of  the use of  nuclear weapons at an early phase of  
a conflict. It has not signed the TPNW. While maintaining a moratorium on nuclear test 
explosions, it refuses to sign the CTBT. Pakistan continues to block the commencement of  
negotiations on an FMCT at the CD. It has yet to declare a moratorium on production of  fissile 
material for nuclear weapons. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
9 Points Full Points 43  20.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Pakistan has not yet acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol. It argues that it has made efforts 
to enhance its export control systems; however, it is still unclear how robust or successfully 
implemented such export control systems are in practice. Pakistan has argued that it is qualified 
to be accepted as an NSG member, but has yet to achieve this status. A private research institute 
reported that Pakistan’s procurement network of  nuclear-related technology is larger than 
expected. 

Nuclear Security 
20 Points Full Points 41  48.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Pakistan has not ratified some conventions relevant to nuclear security, but announced that it is 
actively considering joining the ICSANT. Pakistan has enforced national regulations in line with 
the recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 and has also taken regulatory measures on 
computer security, insider threat, and sabotage. Pakistan has also made efforts to improve its 
transparency through the publication of  its national nuclear security regime. Pakistan joined the 
Nuclear Security Contact Group in 2019.  
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(3) Non-Nuclear-Weapon States 

9. Australia     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
16.5 Points Full Points 42 39.3% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Along with the other U.S. allies, Australia advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world 
without nuclear weapons through incremental, practical measures. It has not signed the TPNW. 
It has also proactively engaged in cooperation with civil society. Australia participated in the 
IPNDV. It submitted a national report to the 2019 NPT PrepCom. It has actively engaged in the 
promotion for entry into force of  the CTBT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
56 Points Full Points 61 91.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Australia is also a state party to the South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty. It acceded to the 
IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. The Australia-India Nuclear 
Cooperation Agreement was adopted in 2015, and Australia exports uranium. 

Nuclear Security 
33 Points Full Points 41 80.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Australia has ratified all nuclear security-related conventions and has implemented the 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, particularly in efforts to insider threat and 
cyber-terrorism. Australia is actively working to strengthen nuclear security in the context of  
multilateral cooperation, including nuclear forensics activities. It has made new contribution to 
NSF in 2020. 

10. Austria     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
32 Points Full Points 42 76.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Austria has played a leading role in promoting the issue on humanitarian dimensions of  nuclear 
weapons, and adopting the TPNW. It has already ratified the treaty. It has also proactively engaged 
in cooperation with civil society. Austria submitted a national report to the 2019 NPT PrepCom. 
It expressed the sense of  urgency regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament 
on the occasion of  the 50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
52 Points Full Points 61 85.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Austria has participated in and implemented the related treaties and measures. It acceded to the 
IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. 

Nuclear Security 
29 Points Full Points 41 70.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Austria has ratified all nuclear security-related conventions and is also involved in minimization 
of  HEU use, preventing illicit transfers, and nuclear forensics activities. 
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11. Belgium     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
13.5 Points Full Points 42 32.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Belgium is hosting U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons as part of  NATO’s nuclear sharing policy. 
It has not signed the TPNW. Along with the other U.S. allies, Belgium advocates the “progressive 
approach” toward a world without nuclear weapons through implementing practical measures. It 
has engaged in promoting the CTBT’s entry into force, and developing its verification systems. 
Belgium participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
54 Points Full Points 61 88.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Belgium acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It 
has engaged in non-proliferation, including the establishment of  the solid export control systems. 

Nuclear Security 
30 Points Full Points 41 73.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Belgium has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security. Belgium has been   
implementing the recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, in particular measures 
against sabotage, insider threat, and cyber theat. It continues working on minimizing the use of  
HEU. 

12. Brazil     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
25.5 Points Full Points 42 60.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Brazil has played a leading role in adopting the TPNW, which it has signed. It voted for most of  
the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament. Brazil participates in the IPNDV. It 
expressed the sense of  urgency regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on 
the occasion of  the 50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
43 Points Full Points 61 70.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Brazil is a state party to the Latin America Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. While it complies 
with nuclear non-proliferation obligations, Brazil continues to be reluctant about accepting the 
IAEA Additional Protocol. It considers that the conclusion of  the Additional Protocol should be 
voluntary. Brazil aims to become the first non-nuclear-weapon state to possess a nuclear 
submarine, and continues to negotiate with the IAEA regarding the modality of  safeguards for 
its nuclear fuel for submarines. 

Nuclear Security 
29 Points Full Points 41 70.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Brazil has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security except the CPPNM/A. It has 
strengthened measures to prevent illicit trafficking. Brazil is also involved in multilateral efforts to 
strengthen nuclear security through participation in nuclear forensics activities. 
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13. Canada     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
16 Points Full Points 42 38.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -2 

Along with the other U.S. allies, it advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world without 
nuclear weapons, through implementing practical measures. It has not signed the TPNW. Canada 
has engaged in promoting the CTBT’s entry into force, developing its verification systems, and 
commencing to negotiate an FMCT. Canada has also undertaken active cooperation with civil 
society. Canada participated in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
52 Points Full Points 61 85.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Canada acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. 
Canada exported uranium to India, as part of  their civil nuclear cooperation. 

Nuclear Security 
35 Points Full Points 41 85.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +2 

Canada has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security and has introduced the 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, including computer security measures. In 
2020, Canada became the country which does not have any research reactors using HEU. It has 
continued to engage in minimizing the use of  HEU. It was also involved in efforts to strengthen 
international nuclear security standards, including engaging in universalization of  nuclear security-
related conventions.  

14. Chile     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
23.5 Points Full Points 42 56.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -0.5 

Chile voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament, and has 
expressed approval regarding the issues on the humanitarian dimensions and legal prohibition of  
nuclear weapons. It signed the TPNW, but has not ratified it. Chile participated in the IPNDV. It 
expressed the sense of  urgency regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on 
the occasion of  the 50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. It is one of  the members 
of  the “De-alerting Group,” which actively proposes that alert levels be reduced. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
52 Points Full Points 61 85.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Chile is a state party to the Latin America Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It has acceded to 
the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. Meanwhile, more effort 
is needed to strengthen its nuclear-related export controls system. 

Nuclear Security 
31 Points Full Points 41 75.6% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Chile has ratified all nuclear security relevant conventions and has also introduced relevant 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. It has completed the removal of  HEU. 
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15. Egypt     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
14.5 Points Full Points 42 34.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Egypt voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament, and has 
expressed approval regarding issues on the humanitarian dimensions and legal prohibition of  
nuclear weapons. However, it has not yet signed the TPNW, nor has it actively engaged in 
promotion of  nuclear disarmament. Furthermore, Egypt has not ratified the CTBT. It expressed 
the sense of  urgency regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on the 
occasion of  the 50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
37 Points Full Points 61 60.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Egypt has been active toward establishing a WMD-free zone in the Middle East, including an 
initiative to convene the UN conference on a WMD-free zone in the Middle East. Meanwhile, it 
has yet to conclude the IAEA Additional Protocol. Egypt has made efforts toward, inter alia, 
putting export control legislation in place and setting enforcement agencies. Still, its export 
controls remain at an insufficient level, due to a lack of  introduction of  important elements 
including development of  list control and catch-all control provisions. While signing, it has not 
yet ratified the Africa Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. 

Nuclear Security 
13 Points Full Points 41  31.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Egypt has not completed the ratification of  some conventions relevant to nuclear security, and 
there is room for improvement. Egypt has worked towards completing the development of  
legislation regarding restriction of  moving of  nuclear materials and radioactive sources. Egypt 
held the national workshop on nuclear security culture of  IAEA in 2020. 

16. Germany     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
13.5 Points Full Points 42 32.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -2 

While Germany has proactively engaged in nuclear disarmament, it was against, or abstained, in 
the votes on the other UNGA Resolutions related to the humanitarian dimensions as well as legal 
prohibition of  nuclear weapons. It has not signed the TPNW. Along with the other U.S. allies, 
Germany advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world without nuclear weapons, 
through incremental, practical measures. Germany is hosting U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons 
as part of  NATO’s nuclear sharing policy. Germany participated in the IPNDV. It has actively 
engaged in the promotion for entry into force of  the CTBT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
56 Points Full Points 61  91.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Germany acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It 
has engaged in non-proliferation, including the establishment of  solid export control systems. 

Nuclear Security 
31 Points Full Points 41  75.6% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Germany has ratified all nuclear security-related conventions and has introduced recommended 
measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. It has also engaged in strengthening efforts to computer 
security. 
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17. Indonesia     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
24 Points Full Points 42 57.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Indonesia has actively advocated promotion of  nuclear disarmament at various nuclear 
disarmament fora, including the OEWG and the UNGA. It voted for most of  the UNGA 
Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament. Indonesia signed the TPNW, but has not ratified it. 
It participated in the IPNDV. It showed the awareness of  the crisis to the situation which nuclear 
disarmament on the occasion of  the 50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
47 Points Full Points 61 77.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Indonesia is a state party to the Southeast Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It has 
concluded the IAEA Additional Protocol, of  which the NAM countries are less enthusiastic 
about acceptance. Indonesia applied the integrated safeguards. On export controls, however, 
Indonesia has yet to prepare a list of  dual-use items and technologies, or to implement catch-all 
control. Several violations on sanction measures against North Korea under the UNSCRs were 
reported. 

Nuclear Security 
31 Points Full Points 41 75.6% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Indonesia has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security and is working on the revision 
of the Nuclear Energy Act, which incorporates nuclear safety, nuclear security, safeguards and 
emergency preparedness. Indonesia is also focusing on preventing illicit transfers including 
strengthening detection capabilities at borders and enhancing capacity building. 
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18. Iran     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
12.5 Points Full Points 42 29.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1.5 

Iran voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament, including the 
UNGA resolution titled “Taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament negotiations,” and 
other UNGA Resolutions related to the humanitarian dimensions as well as legal prohibition of  
nuclear weapons. However, it has not actively engaged in promotion of  nuclear disarmament. 
Iran has neither ratified the CTBT nor signed the TPNW.  

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
32 Points Full Points 61  52.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -3 

Iran has steadily expanded the areas of  non-compliance of  its own obligations under the Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of  Action (JCPOA), inter alia, its stockpile of  enriched uranium, level of  
enrichment, the number of  centrifuges has exceeded the upper limit of  JCPOA. It was intended 
to be countermeasures against the U.S. withdrawal from it and resumption of  sanctions against 
Iran. In November, it resumed enriching uranium up to 20%. Iran also announced that Iran would 
suspend the provisional application of  the IAEA Additional Protocol if  JCPOA member states 
did not lift the sanction by 21 February 2021. On the other hand, Iran accepted the IAEA 
inspection including complimentary access visits even under the COVID-19 pandemic. The 
IAEA visited the two sites concerned, and conducted environmental sampling. Iran and North 
Korea reportedly resume cooperation on a long-range missile project. 

Nuclear Security 
12 Points Full Points 41  29.3% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Iran has completed domestic procedures to ratify the Joint Convention. On the other hand, there 
is room for improvement in acceding to other relevant conventions. Iran is updating the 
regulations on security of  radioactive sources and prevention of  illicit trafficking. Iran seems to 
become more positively involved in nuclear security by hosting IAEA workshops both for itself  
and for the region in the past few years. 
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19. Japan     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
21.5 Points Full Points 42  51.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Along with the other U.S. allies, Japan advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world 
without nuclear weapons, through incremental practical measures. It has not signed the TPNW. 
Japan has proactively engaged in nuclear disarmament, as one of  the countries that lead efforts 
to promote and strengthen those areas, particularly for achieving a world without nuclear 
weapons, promoting entry into force of  the CTBT, and undertaking disarmament and non-
proliferation education. The UNGA resolution on nuclear disarmament led by Japan was 
criticized and abstained by not only several nuclear-armed states, but also by some of  the Western 
NNWS which had been in favor of  the resolution. Japan participated in the IPNDV.  

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
53 Points Full Points 61  86.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Japan has acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It 
has proactively engaged in nuclear non-proliferation, including the establishment of  solid export 
control systems and conducting outreach activities.  

Nuclear Security 
30 Points Full Points 41  73.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Japan has completed ratification of  all conventions relevant to nuclear security, introduced the 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, and enhanced measures against insider threat 
and cyber threat. Japan is also actively involved in capacity building utilizing the experienced COE 
(JAEA-ISCN). 

20. Kazakhstan     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
29 Points Full Points 42 69.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Kazakhstan has actively advocated for the importance of  the CTBT. It voted for the UNGA 
Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament, and has expressed approval of  issues regarding the 
humanitarian dimensions and legal prohibition of  nuclear weapons. It ratified the TPNW. 
Kazakhstan participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
49 Points Full Points 61 80.3% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Kazakhstan is a state party to the Central Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It has acceded 
to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. The IAEA LEU Fuel 
Bank established in Kazakhstan became operational in 2017, and received the LEU shipment. 

Nuclear Security 
29 Points Full Points 41  70.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Kazakhstan has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security and has introduced 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, as well as being involved in multilateral efforts 
such as preventing illicit transfers and nuclear forensics activities. It completed the removal of  all 
unirradiated HEU in 2020 and announced its efforts to further minimize the use of  HEU. 
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21. South Korea     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
14 Points Full Points 42  33.3% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Along with the other U.S. allies, South Korea advocates the “progressive approach” toward a 
world without nuclear weapons, through incremental practical measures. It has not signed the 
TPNW. South Korea has engaged in promoting the CTBT’s entry into force, and developing its 
verification systems. It participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
51 Points Full Points 61  83.6% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

South Korea acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. 
It has continued to urge North Korea to resolve nuclear issues.  

Nuclear Security 
38 Points Full Points 41  92.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

South Korea has ratified all nuclear security-related conventions and has introduced 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 including efforts to computer security. It has 
engaged in technological development to minimize the use of  HEU and is actively involved in 
strengthening regional capacity building. 

22. Mexico     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
29 Points Full Points 42 69.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Mexico has played a leading role in promoting the issue on the humanitarian dimensions of  
nuclear weapons, as well as adopting the TPNW, which it has already ratified. It has engaged in 
promoting the CTBT’s entry into force. Mexico participates in the IPNDV. It expressed the sense 
of  urgency regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on the occasion of  the 
50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
50 Points Full Points 61  82.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Mexico is also a state party to the Latin America Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. Mexico 
acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, but a broader conclusion has not yet been drawn. 

Nuclear Security 
34 Points Full Points 41  82.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Mexico has completed ratification of  all conventions relevant to nuclear security, and is actively 
involved in international efforts. Mexico has been actively working on capacity building and 
support activities to strengthen nuclear security in its own country and in the region.  
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23. The Netherlands     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
12.5 Points Full Points 42  29.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Along with the other U.S. allies, it advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world without 
nuclear weapons, through incremental practical measures. It has not signed the TPNW. It is 
hosting U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons as part of  NATO’s nuclear sharing policy. The 
Netherlands participated in the IPNDV. It has actively engaged in the promotion for entry into 
force of  the CTBT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
55 Points Full Points 61  90.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

The Netherlands acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated 
safeguards. It has actively engaged in non-proliferation activity, including the establishment of  
solid export control systems. 

Nuclear Security 
34 Points Full Points 41  82.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +2 

The Netherlands has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security. It has introduced 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 and enhanced computer security measures in 
particular. It is working to minimize the use of  HEU and cooperating with multilateral efforts to 
strengthen nuclear security. It is also striving to increase nuclear forensics capability and concluded 
a practical arrangement with the IAEA on nuclear forensics science in 2020. 

24. New Zealand     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
31 Points Full Points 42  73.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +0.5 

New Zealand was actively involved in the process of  adopting the TPNW, and has already ratified 
it. It has also proactively advocated promotion of  nuclear disarmament at various fora, including 
the UN General Assembly. It has engaged in promoting the CTBT’s entry into force, and 
developing its verification systems. It expressed the sense of  urgency regarding standstill and 
deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on the occasion of  the 50th anniversary of  the entry into 
force of  the NPT. It is one of  the members of  the “De-alerting Group,” which actively proposes 
that alert levels be reduced. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
57 Points Full Points 61  93.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

New Zealand is a state party to the South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty. It has acceded to the 
IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. 

Nuclear Security 
32 Points Full Points 41  78.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +4 

New Zealand has introduced relevant recommended measures for INFCIRC/225/Rev.5 and has 
been actively involved in both international and regional efforts, including GICNT activities to 
strengthen nuclear security. New Zealand made contributions to NSF in 2020. 
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25. Nigeria     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
26.5 Points Full Points 42  63.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +4.5 

Nigeria voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament. It has already 
ratified the TPNW. Nigeria participates in the IPNDV. It expressed the sense of  urgency 
regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on the occasion of  the 50th 
anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. It is one of  the members of  the “De-alerting 
Group,” which actively proposes that alert levels be reduced. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
45 Points Full Points 61  73.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Nigeria is a state party to the Africa Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It acceded to the IAEA 
Additional Protocol, but a broader conclusion has not been drawn yet. Its implementations on 
export controls and nuclear security-related measures are not necessarily adequate.  

Nuclear Security 
31 Points Full Points 41  75.6% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Nigeria has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security, completed the removal of  HEU, 
and is working to prevent illicit trafficking. It also has been working to strengthen nuclear security 
measures in a positive attitude, including capacity building through participation in Nuclear 
Security Support Center and INSEN. 

26. Norway     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
15.5 Points Full Points 42  36.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Along with the other U.S. allies, Norway advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world 
without nuclear weapons, through incremental practical measures. It has not signed the TPNW. 
Norway participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
54 Points Full Points 61  88.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Norway acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It 
has engaged in non-proliferation, including the establishment of  the solid export control systems. 

Nuclear Security 
30 Points Full Points 41  73.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +2 

Norway has completed ratification of  all nuclear security-related conventions and has been 
working on minimizing the use of  HEU and removing HEU inventories. Norway received an 
IPPAS mission in 2015 and has introduced recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. 
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27. The Philippines     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
26 Points Full Points 42  61.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -0.5 

The Philippines voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament. It has 
already signed the TPNW. It participates in the IPNDV. It expressed the sense of  urgency 
regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on the occasion of  the 50th 
anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
52 Points Full Points 61  85.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

The Philippines is a state party to the Southeast Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It has 
implemented the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied integrated safeguards. The 
Philippines introduced list control and catch-all control in its export control system. 

Nuclear Security 
29 Points Full Points 41  70.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

In 2020, the Philippines announced that it resumed national process to ratify CPPNM/A. It 
implemented a national workshop on the Nuclear Terrorism Convention, which they have not 
ratified yet. The Philippines updated INSSP in 2019 and has been continuing to enhance nuclear 
security. It is working on the establishment of  a Nuclear Security Support Center.  

28. Poland     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
12 Points Full Points 42  28.6% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Like other NATO countries, Poland maintains a cautious stance on legally banning nuclear 
weapons. It has not signed the TPNW. Along with the other U.S. allies, it advocates the 
“progressive approach” toward a world without nuclear weapons, through incremental practical 
measures. Poland participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
52 Points Full Points 61  85.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Poland acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It 
has engaged in non-proliferation, including the establishment of  solid export control systems. 

Nuclear Security 
32 Points Full Points 41  78.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Poland has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security. It is in the process of  revising 
regulations on the physical protection of  nuclear materials and facilities, and of  developing a 
DBT. Poland announced that it is considering hosting an IPPAS follow-up mission in 2021. It has 
been contributing to multilateral efforts to strengthen nuclear security, e.g. positively participating 
in ITWG activities. 
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29. Saudi Arabia     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
11 Points Full Points 42  26.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Saudi Arabia voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions regarding nuclear disarmament related 
to the humanitarian dimensions as well as legal prohibition of  nuclear weapons. However, it has 
not signed the TPNW or the CTBT. It has not actively engaged in promotion of  nuclear 
disarmament. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
35 Points Full Points 61  57.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Saudi Arabia has not acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol. Its national implementation 
regarding export controls also came up short. Saudi Arabia repeatedly stated an intention to 
acquire nuclear weapons depending on the situation regarding nuclear proliferation in the Middle 
East. With regards to IAEA safeguard, Saudi Arabia has yet to accept an amended Small Quantity 
Protocol. It opposes renouncing a right to conduct enrichment and reprocessing activities in 
negotiations on a Saudi-U.S. civil nuclear cooperation agreement. 

Nuclear Security 
22 Points Full Points 41  53.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Saudi Arabia has ratified all nuclear security-related conventions. Information on the status of  its 
nuclear security measures is not enough to make an assessment. In 2020, Saudi Arabia made 
financial contribution to the IAEA to its establishment of  a Specialized Center for Nuclear 
Security at Seibersdorf. 

30. South Africa     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
26.5 Points Full Points 42 63.1% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1.5 

South Africa has played a leading role in promoting the issue on the humanitarian dimensions of  
nuclear weapons, as well as adopting the TPNW. It ratified the treaty. It expressed the sense of  
urgency regarding standstill and deterioration of  nuclear disarmament on the occasion of  the 
50th anniversary of  the entry into force of  the NPT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
53 Points Full Points 61 86.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

South Africa is also a state party to the Africa Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It acceded to 
the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It considers that the 
conclusion of  an Additional Protocol should be voluntary, and is not necessarily active in its 
standardization.  

Nuclear Security 
25 Points Full Points 41  61.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

South Africa is still in the process of  accepting CPPNM/A but has already ratified all other 
conventions relevant to nuclear security. It has been enhancing nuclear security measures 
following recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. South Africa has been making 
significant effort in minimizing the use of  HEU but still possesses significant amount. It has also 
been working on the prevention of  illicit trafficking and participating in nuclear forensics 
activities. 
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31. Sweden     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
25 Points Full Points 42  59.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Sweden proposed the “Stockholm Initiative,” based on the “stepping stone approach.” Under 
this Initiative, 15 countries proposed specific measures for nuclear disarmament. Sweden argues 
that it cannot sign the TPNW in its present form. However, it stated that it would be an observer 
state when the treaty came into effect. It has engaged in promoting the CTBT’s entry into force, 
and developing its verification systems. It is one of  the members of  the “De-alerting Group,” 
which actively proposes that alert levels be reduced. Sweden participated in the IPNDV. It has 
also proactively engaged in cooperation with civil society. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
53 Points Full Points 61  86.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Sweden acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and has applied the integrated safeguards. It 
has engaged in non-proliferation, including the establishment of  solid export control systems. 

Nuclear Security 
38 Points Full Points 41  92.7% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Sweden has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security. It has introduced recommended 
measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. Sweden received an IPPAS mission in 2016 and has 
continuously been enhancing nuclear security. It has been providing international supports in the 
area of  emergency response and prevention of  illicit trafficking of  radioactive materials. Sweden 
is also actively involved in international efforts, including nuclear forensics activities. 

32. Switzerland     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
22 Points Full Points 42  52.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -1 

Although Switzerland participated in the negotiation conference on the TPNW, at which it voted 
in favor of  adopting the treaty, it argues that it cannot sign the TPNW in its present form. It has 
engaged in promoting the CTBT’s entry into force, and developing its verification systems. It has 
also taken a proactive attitude regarding cooperation with civil society. Switzerland participates in 
the IPNDV. It enacted national laws which restrict financing for nuclear weapons production. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
52 Points Full Points 61  85.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Switzerland acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and for the first time applied the integrated 
safeguards. It has engaged in non-proliferation, including the establishment of  solid export 
control systems.  

Nuclear Security 
33 Points Full Points 41  80.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Switzerland has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security. It has introduced 
recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5. Switzerland has been placing importance in 
enhancing computer security measures based on the outcome of  IPPAS mission that they 
received in 2018. It has also been involved in various international efforts. 
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33. Syria     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
9 Points Full Points 42  21.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +0.5 

Syria voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions related to the humanitarian dimensions, as well 
as legal prohibition of  nuclear weapons. However, Syria, which has not signed the TPNW or the 
CTBT, and abstained the UNGA Resolution calling its earlier entry into force. It has not actively 
engaged in promotion of  nuclear disarmament. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
21 Points Full Points 61  34.4% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Syria has yet to address and resolve the allegation of  constructing a clandestine nuclear power 
plant, despite repeated requests by the IAEA. Syria has not concluded the IAEA Additional 
Protocol, and has yet to take appropriate measures on export controls. 

Nuclear Security 
8 Points Full Points 41  19.5% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Syria ratified the CPPNM/A in 2019. Ratification of  the ICSANT hasn’t been completed yet.  
Enough information on Syria nuclear security efforts has not been made available. Therefore, the 
status of  Syria’s such efforts, including introducing recommended measures of  
INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, remains to be unknown.  

34. Turkey     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
8.5 Points Full Points 42  20.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

Along with the other U.S. allies, Turkey advocates the “progressive approach” toward a world 
without nuclear weapons, through incremental practical measures. It has not signed the TPNW. 
Turkey participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
50 Points Full Points 61  82.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +1 

Turkey acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, and a broader conclusion was drawn. However, 
it has not applied the integrated safeguards. It has engaged in non-proliferation, including the 
establishment of  solid export control systems. However, President implied an interest in nuclear 
weapons. 

Nuclear Security 
30 Points Full Points 41  73.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +2 

Turkey has ratified all conventions relevant to nuclear security except the Joint Convention on the 
Safety of  Spent Fuel Management and on the Safety of  Radioactive Waste Management. Turkey 
announced that it expects hosting an IPPAS mission in the near future. It is working on 
implementing recommended measures of  INFCIRC/225/Rev.5, including upgrading national 
legislative framework. Turkey is also cooperating in nuclear forensics activities in addition to 
preventing illicit trafficking. Turkey completed the removal of  HEU from the country in 2009. 
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35. The UAE     ■Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

Nuclear Disarmament 
20.5 Points Full Points 42  48.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -0.5 

The UAE voted for most of  the UNGA Resolutions related to the humanitarian dimensions as 
well as legal prohibition of  nuclear weapons. However, it has not yet signed the TPNW. The UAE 
participates in the IPNDV. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
45 Points Full Points 61  73.8% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

The UAE acceded to the IAEA Additional Protocol, but has not obtained a broader conclusion. 
On export controls, it established national legislation, which includes a catch-all control, but it is 
not clear how effectively the UAE has implemented such measures. 

Nuclear Security 
30 Points Full Points 41  73.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 +2 

The UAE started operating its first nuclear power plant in August 2020. It has ratified all 
conventions relevant to nuclear security. The UAE has adopted an integrated approach which 
addresses nuclear security, safety and safeguards, as well as interface between safety and security. 
The UAE has developed national legislative and regulatory framework and adopted a series of  
measures to ensure the full implementation of  relevant conventions. It has also been working on 
the prevention of  illicit trafficking. 
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(4) Other 

36. North Korea     ■Other 

Nuclear Disarmament 
-8 Points Full Points 98  -8.2% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 -2.5 

Since the end of  2019, North Korea repeatedly stated its continuing possession of  nuclear 
weapons and reinforcement of  its nuclear deterrent. It also stated the possibility of  preemptive 
attack with nuclear weapon. In addition, it announced the withdrawal of  the suspension of  
nuclear test explosions and flight tests of  long-range ballistic missiles. North Korea has not 
conducted such tests since 2018. However, it continues their development. In October 2020, new 
ICBMs and SLBMs came out at a military parade. It is considered to continue the production of  
HEU for weapons. It has not signed the TPNW or the CTBT. It opposed to the UNGA 
Resolution calling earlier entry into force of  the CTBT. 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
0 Points Full Points 61  0.0% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

In 2020, no movement to denuclearize North Korea. Nor did the U.S.-North Korea Summit was 
convened. North Korea, which declared to withdraw from the NPT in 2003, ignores or reneges 
on most of  the nuclear-related treaties, agreements, obligations and norms. It is reported to 
actively engage in illicit transfers, including the smuggling of  refined petroleum, and 
procurements of  nuclear and missile-related items. Iran and North Korea reportedly resume 
cooperation on a long-range missile project. 

Nuclear Security 
-2 Points Full Points 41  -4.9% 

Change compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 0 

North Korea has not ratified any of  the conventions relevant to nuclear security. There continue 
to be no information made available by North Korea on its nuclear security efforts. Therefore, 
the status of  its nuclear security remains to be unknown. 
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Chronology (January-December 2020) 

Jan Iran announced that it suspended the implementation of its obligations under the 
JCPOA regarding restrictions on centrifuges (9th) 

The United Kingdom withdrew from the EU and EURATOM (31st) 
 

Feb The P5 Conference in London (12-15th) 

IAEA International Conference on Nuclear Security in Vienna (10-14th) 

The 27th Asian Export Control Seminar in Tokyo (12-13rd) 

Ministerial Meeting of the Stockholm Initiative for Nuclear Disarmament in Berlin 
(25th) 

Mar   NPT Review Conference was postponed due to the spread of COVID-19 

Apr 

 

May 

 

Jun U.S.-Russia Strategic Security Dialogue (22nd) 

Jul The United States ended exemptions on Iran sanctions (27th) 

Annual Meeting of the International Nuclear Security Education Network (INSEN) 
 

Aug Hiroshima Peace Memorial Ceremony (6th) 

Nagasaki Peace Memorial Ceremony (9th) 

Sep Meeting of the Commission for the Southeast Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone 
Treaty (SEANWFZ Commission) (online) (9th) 

64th General Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna (21-
25th) 

Oct Arms embargo on Iran under the UN Security Council Resolution 2231 was lifted 
(18th) 

Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons reached 50 ratifications (24th) 

A further postponement of NPT Review Conference to August 2021 was decided 

Nov The United States conducted a subcritical nuclear test, named “Nightshade A” in the 
state of Nevada (2nd) 

Dec  
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Abbreviation 
ABACC Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of  Nuclear Materials 

AEOI Atomic Energy Organization for Iranian 

AG Australia Group 

ALBM Air-Launched Ballistic Missile 

ALCM Air-Launched Cruise Missile 

AP Additional Protocol 

ASBM Anti-Ship Ballistic Missile 

ASEAN Association of  Southeast Asian Nations 

ASN4G air-sol nucléaire 4ème generation 

CARICOM Caribbean Community 

CD Conference on Disarmament 

CEND Creating an Environment for Nuclear Disarmament 

CEWG CEND Working Group 

CMX Collaborative Materials Exercise 

COE Center of  Excellence 

CPPNM Convention on the Physical Protection of  Nuclear Material 

CPPNM/A Amendment to the Convention on the Physical Protection of  Nuclear Material 

CSA Comprehensive Safeguard Agreement 

CTBT Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 

CTBTO Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization 

C4ADS Center for Advanced Defense Studies 

DBT Design Basis Threat 

DPRK Democratic People’s Republic of  Korea 

EC European Commission 

EU European Union 

EURATOM European Atomic Energy Community 

FCA Fast Critical Assembly 

FEP Fuel Enrichment Plant 

FMCT Fissile Material Cut-Off  Treaty 

GBSD Ground-Based Strategic Deterrent 

GCNEP Global Center for Nuclear Energy Partnership 

GICNT Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism 

GLCM Ground-Launched Cruise Missile 

GTRI Global Threat Reduction Initiative 

G7GP Group of  Seven Global Partnership 

HEU Highly Enriched Uranium 

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency 

ICAN International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons 

ICBM Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile 

ICJ International Court of  Justice 

ICNND International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament 

ICONS International Conference on Nuclear Security 

ICSANT International Convention on the Suppression of  Acts of  Nuclear Terrorism 

IMS International Monitoring System 

INF Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 
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INSAG International Nuclear Safety Group 

INSEN International Nuclear Security Education Network 

INSServ International Nuclear Security Advisory Service 

INSSP Integrated Nuclear Security Support Plan 

INTERPOL International Criminal Police Organization 

IPFM International Panel on Fissile Materials 

IPNDV International Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament Verification 

IPPAS International Physical Protection Advisory Service 

IRBM Intermediate-Range Ballistic Missile 

ISCN Integrated Support Center for Nuclear Nonproliferation and Nuclear Security 

ITDB Incident and Trafficking Database 

ITWG Nuclear Forensics International Technical Working Group 

IUEC International Uranium Enrichment Centre 

JAEA Japan Atomic Energy Agency 

JAEC Japan Atomic Energy Commission 

JCPOA Joint Comprehensive Plan of  Action 

KCNA Korean Central News Agency 

LEU Low Enriched Uranium 

LOW Launch on Warning 

LRSO Long Range Stand-Off  Weapon 

LUA Launch under Attack 

MFFF Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility 

MIRV Multiple Independently-Targetable Reentry Vehicle 

MOX Mixed Oxide 

MTCR Missile Technology Control Regime 

NAC New Agenda Coalition 

NAM Non-Aligned Movement 

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

NFU No First Use 

NFWG Nuclear Forensics Working Group 

NGO Non-Governmental Organization 

NNSA National Nuclear Security Administration 

NNWS Non-Nuclear-Weapon States 

NPDI Non-Proliferation and Disarmament Initiative 

NPR Nuclear Posture Review 

NPT Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

NRC Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

NRRC Nuclear Risk Reduction Center 

NSAs Negative Security Assurances 

NSCG Nuclear Security Contact Group 

NSF Nuclear Security Fund 

NSG Nuclear Suppliers Group 

NSSC Nuclear Security Training and Support Centres 

NSSG Nuclear Safety and Security Group 

NSWG Nuclear Security Working Group 

NTI Nuclear Threat Initiative 
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NWFZ Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 

NWS Nuclear-Weapon States 

ONR Office for Nuclear Regulation 

OPANAL Agency for the Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean 

PMDA Plutonium Management and Disposition Agreement 

PSI Proliferation Security Initiative 

RRDB Research Reactor Database 

SEANWFZ Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone 

SIPRI Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 

SLA State-Level Approach 

SLBM Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 

SLC State-Level Concept 

SLCM Sea-Launched Cruise Missile 

SMR Small Modular Reactors 

SQP Small Quantity Protocol 

SSBN Nuclear-Powered Ballistic Missile Submarine 

SSP Stockpile Stewardship Program 

START Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (Talks) 

TPNW Treaty on the Prohibition of  Nuclear Weapons 

UN United Nations 

UNGA United Nations General Assembly 

UNOCT United Nations Office of  Counter-Terrorism 

UNODC United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 

UNSCR UN Security Council Resolution 

UUV Unmanned Underwater Vehicle 

VOA Voluntary Offer Agreement 

WA Wassenaar Arrangement 

WMD Weapons of  Mass Destruction 
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1 Status of Nuclear Forces (estimates)

-5 (〜50); -6 (51〜100); -8 (101〜200); -10 (201〜400);
-12 (401〜1,000); -14 (1,001〜2,000); -16 (2,001〜
4,000); -17 (4,001〜6,000); -19 (6,001〜8,000); -20
(8,001〜) 

(not applicable to the NNWS)

2
Commitment to Achieving a World

without Nuclear Weapons

A) Voting behavior on UNGA resolutions on
nuclear disarmament proposals by Japan, NAC
and NAM

On each resolution: 0 (against); 1 (abstention);
2 (in favor)

2 1 0 2 2 2 1 3 3 4 1 5 2 5 5 1 5 5 4 6 2 5 1 4 5 1 6 2 5 4 5 3 4 2 6 2

Add 1 point for each policy, proposal and other
initiatives having a major impact on global momentum
toward a world without nuclear weapons (maximum 3
points).

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

-3 ～ -1 (activities that are not covered by the existing
evaluation items but contrary to nuclear disarmament)

0 0 -2 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

C) Humanitarian consequences of nuclear
weapons

On each resolution: 0 (against); 0.5（abstention);
1 (in favor)

1 0 0 0 0 1.5 0 1 0.5 2 0.5 2 0.5 2 2 0.5 2 2 1.5 2 0 2 0.5 2 2 0.5 2 0 2 2 1.5 1.5 2 0.5 2 1

3
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear

Weapons (TPNW)

A) Signing and ratifying the TPNW 0 (not signing); 3 (not ratifying); 7 (ratifying) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 7 0 7 0 7 7 0 3 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0

B) Voting behavior on  UNGA resolutions on a
legal prohibition of nuclear weapons

On each resolution: 0 (against); 0.5 (abstention);
1 (in favor)

2 0 0.5 0 0 1.5 0 1.5 0 2 0 2.5 0.5 3 3 0 3 3 1 3 0 3 0 2 3 0 2.5 0 3 3 1.5 1.5 2 0 3 1

4 Reduction of Nuclear Weapons

(not applicable to the NNWS)

0 (no announcement on a plan of nuclear weapons
reduction); 1 (declaring a rough plan of nuclear weapons
reduction); 2 (declaring a plan on the size of nuclear
weapons reduction); 3 (declaring a concrete and detailed
plan of reduction)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

－ － － － － － － －

B) Announcement of significant policies and
important activities 3

15A) Reduction of nuclear weapons -1 1.3 2.2 1 2.6 -1 -1 -1 －

7

3

22

・Add 1～10 points in accordance with the decuple rate of
reduction from the previous fiscal year for a country having
declared the number of nuclear weapons
・For a country having not declared it, add some points using
the following formula: (the previous target – the latest target)÷
the estimated number of nuclear weapons×10
・Add 1 (engaging in nuclear weapons reduction over the past
5 years); add 1 (engaging in nuclear weapons reduction under
legally-binding frameworks such as New Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty); add 1 (announcing further reduction plan
and implementing it in 2020)
・Give a full score (15 points) in case of the total abolition of
nuclear weapons
・-1 (increase of the number of possessed nuclear weapons in
the past five years without any reductions)

－ 0－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － － －－ － － － － － －－
B) Concrete plans for further reduction of
nuclear weapons 3 0 0 0 － －

－ － － － － － -1－ － － － － －－－－－－－

-5

11

6

2

10

－ － － － － －－ － － － －－ － －

Non-Nuclear Weapon States

-20

Status of nuclear forces (estimates) -20 -10 -10 -19 -8 -17 － － － － － －－ － － － － －－

Country-by-Country Evaluation

Nuclear Disarmament
Maximum

points Scale of measurement

Nuclear-Weapon States Non-NPT Parties

-8 -6 -8

0 0 0 0 0



Other

CHN FRA RUS UK USA IND ISR PAK AUS AUT BEL BRA CAN CHL EGY GER IDN IRN JPN KAZ ROK MEX NED NZL NGA NOR PHL POL SAU RSA SWE SWI SYR TUR UAE PRK

Non-Nuclear Weapon States

Nuclear Disarmament
Maximum

points Scale of measurement

Nuclear-Weapon States Non-NPT Parties

0 (modernizing/reinforcing nuclear forces in a backward
move toward nuclear weapons reduction); 2～3
(modernizing/reinforcing nuclear forces which may not
lead to increasing the number of nuclear weapons); 4
(not engaging in nuclear modernization/reinforcement)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

5

Diminishing the Roles and Significance

of Nuclear Weapons in National Security

Strategies and Policies

-7～-8 (judged based on the declaratory policy)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

0 (not adopting either policy); 2 (adopting a similar
policy or expressing its will to adopt either policy in the
future); 3 (already adopting either policy)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

0 (not declaring); 1 (declaring with reservations);
2 (declaring without reservations)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

Add 0.5 point for the ratification of one protocol;
a country ratifying all protocols marks 3 points

(not applicable to countries except NWS)

(not applicable to the NWS and Non-NPT Parties)

(applied solely to the NNWS): -5 (a country relying on
the nuclear umbrella and participating in nuclear
sharing);  -3 (a country relying on the nuclear umbrella);
0 (a country not relying on the nuclear umbrella)

6

De-alerting or Measures for Maximizing

Decision Time to Authorize the Use of

Nuclear Weapons

0～1 (maintaining a high alert level); 2 (maintaining a
certain alert level); 3 (de-alerting during peacetime); add
1 point for implementing measures for increasing the
credibility of (lowered) alert status

(not applicable to the NNWS)

7 CTBT

A) Signing and ratifying the CTBT 0 (not signing); 2 (not ratifying); 4 (ratifying) 2 4 4 4 2 0 2 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 0

0 (not declaring); 2 (declaring); 3 (declaring and closing
nuclear test sites)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

－ 0－ － － －－ － － －－ － － － － －－ － － － － － －－－ － －2 2 2 0 2 －

－ － 3

11

4

B) Moratoria on nuclear test explosions
pending CTBT’s entry into force 3 2 3 2

－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － － － － －2 1 3 2 3 －

4

De-alerting or measures for maximizing
decision time to authorize the use of nuclear
weapons

4 3 2 1

0 0 0 -5 0 －0 -3 0 -3 0 0-3 0 -3 0 -5 0-3 0 0 -5 0 0－ － -3 0 -5 0

－ －

E) Relying on extended nuclear deterrence -5 － － － － － －

－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － －0.5 － － － － －2 2 2

－ － －－ － － － － －－ － － － － －0 2 －

－ － －

－ － 1－ － － － － －－ － －

－ 0

C) Negative security assurances 2 2 1 1 1 1 2

－ － － － － －－ － － － －－ －
B) Commitment to no first use, “sole purpose,”
and related doctrines 3 3 0 0 0 －－ － － － － －－ － － － － －

－ － － － － -7－ － － － － －－ － － －－ － － － － －－ － － －

0

8

A) Current status of the roles and significance
of nuclear weapons -8 -7 -7 -7 -7 -7 -7

－ － － － － －－ －

－ －

－ － － －－ － － － － －－ － － － －0 2 0 － － －
C) Trends on strengthening/modernizing
nuclear weapons capabilities 4 0 3 0 3 2 －

-7 -7

0 2 0 0

D) Signing and ratifying the protocols of the
treaties on nuclear-weapon-free zones 3 2
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Non-Nuclear Weapon States

Nuclear Disarmament
Maximum

points Scale of measurement

Nuclear-Weapon States Non-NPT Parties

C) Cooperation with the CTBTO Preparatory
Commission

0 (no cooperation or no information); 1～2 (paying
contributions, actively participating in meetings, and
actively engaging in outreach activities for the Treaty’s
entry into force)

1 1 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 1 1 0 1 2 1 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0

D) Contribution to the development of the
CTBT verification systems

Add 1 point for establishing and operating the IMS;
add another 1 point for participating in the discussions
on enhancing the CTBT verification capabilities

1 2 2 2 2 0 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 1 2 0 2 2 2 0 2 0 0

-3 (conducting nuclear test explosions in the past 5
years);-1 (conducting nuclear tests without explosions or
tests with unclear status); 0 (not conducting any nuclear
tests)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

8 FMCT

A) Commitment, efforts, and proposals toward
immediate commencement of negotiations on
an FMCT

Add 1 (expressing a commitment); add 1～2 (actively
engaging in the promotion of early commencement);
add 1～2 (making concrete proposals on the start of
negotiations)

1 3 1 3 3 1 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 3 1 0 3 1 3 1 3 3 2 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 0 1 1 0

0 (not declaring); 1 (not declaring but not producing
fissile material for nuclear weapons); 2 (declaring);
3 (declaring and taking measures for the cessation of
production as declared)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

C) Contribution to the development of
verification measures

0 (no contribution or no information); 1 (proposing
research on verification measures); 2 (engaging in R&D
for verification measures)

0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

9

Transparency in Nuclear Forces, Fissile

Material for Nuclear Weapons, and

Nuclear Strategy/Doctrine

Add 1～2 (disclosing the nuclear strategy/doctrine);
add 1～2 (disclosing the status of nuclear forces);
add 1～2 (disclosing the status of fissile material usable
for nuclear weapons)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

10
Verifications of Nuclear Weapons

Reductions

0 (not accepting or implementing); 2 (limited
acceptance and implementation); 3 (accepting and
implementing verification with comprehensiveness and
completeness); deduct 1～2 points in case of non-
compliance or problems in implementation

(not applicable to the NNWS)

B) Engagement in research and development
for verification measures of nuclear weapons
reduction

0 (not engaging or no information); 1 (engaging in
R&D)

0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0

Transparency in nuclear forces, fissile material
for nuclear weapons, and nuclear
strategy/doctrine

E) Nuclear testing

－ 0

1

－ － － －－ － －3 0 0 0 － － － －－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － －

－ 0

7

A) Acceptance and implementation of
verification for nuclear weapons reduction 3 0 0 3 0

－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － －

－ 0－ － － － －

－ －

－ －－ － － － － －－ －

－ －

2

6

－ － － － － －4 4 1 0 1 －6 1 3 2

－ － －－ － －2 2 0 0 － － －0 － －

－ -3

10

5

B) Moratoria on the production of fissile
material for use in nuclear weapons 3 1 2 3

－ － － － － －－ － － － － －－ － －－ －

2

2

－－ － － － － － －-1 -1 -1 -1 -1 －-3 -1 -1 -1



Other

CHN FRA RUS UK USA IND ISR PAK AUS AUT BEL BRA CAN CHL EGY GER IDN IRN JPN KAZ ROK MEX NED NZL NGA NOR PHL POL SAU RSA SWE SWI SYR TUR UAE PRK

Non-Nuclear Weapon States

Nuclear Disarmament
Maximum

points Scale of measurement

Nuclear-Weapon States Non-NPT Parties

0 (not implementing), 1(limited implementation);
3 (implementing); add 1 point if a country engages in
efforts for implementing or strengthening
implementation, except in the case of already
implementing

(not applicable to the NNWS)

11 Irreversibility

0 (not implementing or no information); 1 (perhaps
implementing but not clear); 2～3 (implementing)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

0 (not implementing or no information);
1 (implementing in a limited way); 2 (implementing
extensively)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

0 (not implementing or no information);
1 (implementing in a limited way); 2 (implementing
extensively)

(not applicable to the NNWS)

12

Disarmament and Non-Proliferation

Education and Cooperation with Civil

Society

Disarmament and non-proliferation education
and cooperation with civil society

Add 1 (mentioning in a statement or participating in the
joint statement or mentioning at the NPT
PrepCom/RevCon, etc); add 1～2 (implementing
disarmament and non-proliferation education); add 1～2
(cooperating with civil society) Maximum 4 points

1 2 0 3 3 1 0 0 3 4 3 1 3 2 0 3 1 0 4 1 3 2 3 3 1 4 2 2 0 1 4 4 0 1 1 0

13
Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace

Memorial Ceremonies

Hiroshima and Nagasaki Peace Memorial
Ceremonies

0 (not attending)；0.5 (not attending in 2020 but has
attended at least once during the past 3 years)；
1 (attending any one of the ceremonies)

0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 0.5 1 1 0.5 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 0.5 1 0 0.5 1 1 1 1 0.5 0

6.5 20.3 2.7 27.0 14.1 1 -4 -3 16.5 32 13.5 25.5 16 23.5 14.5 13.5 24 12.5 21.5 29 14 29 12.5 31 26.5 15.5 26 12 11 26.5 25 22 9 8.5 20.5 -8

101 101 101 101 101 98 98 98 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 98

6.4 20.1 2.7 26.7 14.0 1.0 -4.1 -3.1 39.3 76.2 32.1 60.7 38.1 56.0 34.5 32.1 57.1 29.8 51.2 69.0 33.3 69.0 29.8 73.8 63.1 36.9 61.9 28.6 26.2 63.1 59.5 52.4 21.4 20.2 48.8 -8.2

7 21 4 27.6 11.9 -0.5 -2 -1.5 17.5 32 13.5 25.5 18 24 13.5 15.5 24 14 22.5 30 13 30 13.5 30.5 22 14.5 26.5 12 12 28 26 23 8.5 8.5 21 -5.5

101 101 101 101 101 98 98 98 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 98

6.9 20.8 4.0 27.3 11.8 -0.5 -2.0 -1.5 41.7 76.2 32.1 60.7 42.9 57.1 32.1 36.9 57.1 33.3 53.6 71.4 31.0 71.4 32.1 72.6 52.4 34.5 63.1 28.6 28.6 66.7 61.9 54.8 20.2 20.2 50.0 -5.6

(％)

2
0

2
0

 E
d

itio
n

Points

Full Points

(％)

4

4

1

1

Points

Full Points

B) Decommissioning/conversion of nuclear
weapons-related facilities 2

C) The IAEA inspections to fissile material
declared as no longer required for military
purposes

3

7

A) Implementing or planning dismantlement of
nuclear warheads and their delivery vehicles 3

－ － － － － 0－ － － － － －

－ 0

C) Measures for fissile material declared
excess for military purposes, such as
disposition or conversion to peaceful purposes

2 0 1 2 1 2 0

－ － － － － －－ －

－ － － － － －

－－ － － － － －

0 0 － － － － － － － － － －

1 0 0 0 － － － － －

－0 0 － － －

－ － － － － －

0－ － － － － －

0 1 1 1

－ － －－ － － － － －－ － － －0 2 2 2 3 0

－－ － － － － －

－

－ － － －0 1 0 3 1

－

0－ － － － － －－ － － － －

－ －

0 － － － －－0 0

Numbers in blue cells improved compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 .  Numbers in pink cells worsened compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 .
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1

Acceptance and Compliance with

Nuclear Non-Proliferation

Obligations

A) Accession to the NPT 0 (not signing or declaring withdrawal);
3 (not ratifying); 10 (in force) 10 10 10 10 10 0 0 0 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 0

0 (not-complying with Article I and II of the
NPT); 3～4 (having not yet violated Article I
and II of the NPT but displaying behaviors
that raise concerns about proliferation, or not
complying with the UNSCRs adopted for
relevant nuclear issues); 5 (taking concrete
measures for solving the non-compliance
issue); 7 (complying)

As for the non-NPT states (maximum 3
points); 2 (not complying with the UNSCRs
adopted for relevant nuclear issues); 3 (other
cases)

-4～-1 (activities that are not covered by the
existing evaluation items but contrary to
nuclear non-proliferaiton)

0 0 0 0 -2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

C) Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones 1 (signing the NWFZ treaty); 3 (ratifying the
treaty) － － － － － 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 3 1 0 3 0 0 3 0 3 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

2
IAEA Safeguards Applied to the

NPT NNWS

A) Signing and ratifying a
Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 4 (in force) － － － － － － － － 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0

B) Signing and ratifying an Additional
Protocol

0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying);
3 (provisional application); 5 (in force) － － － － － － － － 5 5 5 0 5 5 0 5 5 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 5 0 5 5 0

C) Implementation of the integrated
safeguards

0 (not implementing); 2 (broader conclusion)
4 (implementing) － － － － － － － － 4 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 0 2 0 0

D) Compliance with IAEA Safeguards
Agreement

0 (not resolving the non-compliance issue);
2 (taking concrete measures for solving the
non-compliance issue); 5 (complying)

－ － － － － － － － 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 0

3
IAEA Safeguards Applied to NWS

and Non-Parties to the NPT

A) Application of the IAEA safeguards
(Voluntary Offer Agreement or
INFCIRC/66) to their peaceful nuclear
in facilities

0 (not applying); 2 (applying INFCIRC/66);
3 (applying Voluntary Offer Agreement) 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － －

B) Signing, ratifying, and implementing
the Additional Protocol

0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 3 (in force);
add 1 point if widely applied to peaceful
nuclear activities

3 3 3 3 4 3 0 0 － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － － －

4 Cooperation with the IAEA

Cooperation with the IAEA

Add 1 (contributing to the development of
verification technologies); add 1～2
(contributing to the universalization of the
Additional Protocol); add 1 (other efforts)

1 3 2 3 3 0 0 0 3 2 3 1 3 1 0 3 1 0 3 0 3 1 3 2 1 2 1 1 0 1 2 2 0 1 1 0

B) Compliance with Articles I and II of
the NPT and the UNSCRs on non-
proliferation
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Nuclear Non-Proliferation

Non-Nuclear Weapon StatesNuclear-Weapon States Non-NPT Parties

Scale of measurementMaximum
 points

5

Implementing Appropriate Export

Controls on Nuclear-Related Items

and Technologies

A) Establishment and implementation
of the national control systems

0 (not establishing); 1 (establishing but
insufficient); 2 (establishing a system to a
certain degree); 3 (establishing an advanced
system, including the Catch-all); add 1～2 (if
continuing to implement appropriate export
controls); deduct 1～2 (not adequately
implementing)

3 5 4 5 5 4 5 2 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 5 1 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 5 3 5 1 5 5 5 0 5 3 0

B) Requiring the conclusion of the
Additional Protocol for nuclear export

0 (not requiring or no information);
1 (requiring for some cases); 2 (requiring) 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0

C) Implementation of the UNSCRs
concerning North Korean and Iranian
nuclear issues

0 (not implementing or no information);
2 (implementing); 3(actively implementing);
deduct 1～3 (depending on the degree of
violation)

1 3 1 3 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 3 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 0 2 2 0

D) Participation in the PSI 0 (not participating); 1 (participating);
2 (actively participating) 0 2 2 2 2 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 1 2 0 2 2 0 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 0

E) Civil nuclear cooperation with non-
parties to the NPT

0 (exploring active cooperation); 1~2
(contemplating cooperation, subject to
implementing additional nuclear disarmament
and non-proliferation measures); 3 (showing a
cautious attitude or being against it)

0 0 0 1 0 － － － 1 3 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 1 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0

6
Transparency in the Peaceful Use of

Nuclear Energy

A) Reporting on the peaceful nuclear
activities

0 (not reporting or no information);
1 (reporting but insufficiently); 2 (reporting) 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 0

B) Reporting on plutonium
management

0 (not reporting or no information);
1 (reporting); 2 (reporting on not only
plutonium but also uranium); add 1 (ensuring
a high level of transparency in plutonium
although not being obliged to report)

0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0

Points 30 40 34 39 38 15 13 9 56 52 54 43 52 52 37 56 47 32 53 49 51 50 55 57 45 54 52 52 35 53 53 52 21 50 45 0

Full Points 47 47 47 47 47 43 43 43 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61

(％) 63.8 85.1 72.3 83.0 80.9 34.9 30.2 20.9 91.8 85.2 88.5 70.5 85.2 85.2 60.7 91.8 77.0 52.5 86.9 80.3 83.6 82.0 90.2 93.4 73.8 88.5 85.2 85.2 57.4 86.9 86.9 85.2 34.4 82.0 73.8 0.0

30 40 35 41 39 15 13 10 56 52 54 43 52 52 37 56 48 35 53 49 51 50 55 57 45 54 52 52 35 53 53 52 21 49 45 0

47 47 47 47 47 43 43 43 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61 61

63.8 85.1 74.5 87.2 83.0 34.9 30.2 23.3 91.8 85.2 88.5 70.5 85.2 85.2 60.7 91.8 78.7 57.4 86.9 80.3 83.6 82.0 90.2 93.4 73.8 88.5 85.2 85.2 57.4 86.9 86.9 85.2 34.4 80.3 73.8 0.0
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Numbers in blue cells improved compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 .  Numbers in pink cells worsened compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020.
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1
The Amount of Fissile Material

Usable for Weapons

The amount of fissile material usable
for weapons

Firstly, -3 (if possessing fissile material
usable for nuclear weapons). Then, deduct
as follows:
・HEU: -5 (>100t）; -4 (>20t); -3 (>10t); -2
(>1t); -1 (possessing less than 1t)
・Weapon-grade Pu: -5 (>100t); -4 (>20t);
-3 (>10t); -2 (>1t); -1 (possessing less than
1t)
・Reactor-grade Pu: -3 (>10t); -2 (>1t); -1
(possessing less than 1t)

-9 -12 -15 -12 -15 -8 -5 -6 -4 0 -5 0 -4 0 0 -5 0 -4 -8 -6 0 0 -4 0 0 -4 0 0 0 -4 0 -4 -4 0 0 -5

2

Status of Accession to Nuclear

Security and Safety-Related

Conventions, Participation in

Nuclear Security-Related Initiatives,

and Application to Domestic

Systems

A) Convention on the Physical
Protection of Nuclear Material and the
2005 Amendment to the Convention

0 (not signing the Convention); 1 (not
ratifying the Convention); 2 (Convention in
force, not ratifying the Amendment); 3
(both the Convention and the Amendment
in force)

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 0 3 3 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 0

B) International Convention for the
Suppression of Acts of Nuclear
Terrorism

0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in
force) 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 0

C) Convention on Nuclear Safety 0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in
force) 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0

D) Convention on Early Notification of
a Nuclear Accident

0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in
force) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1

E) Joint Convention on the Safety of
Spent Fuel Management and on the
Safety of Radioactive Waste
Management

0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in
force) 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 0 0 2 0

F) Convention on Assistance in Case
of a Nuclear Accident or Radiological
Emergency

0 (not signing); 1 (not ratifying); 2 (in
force) 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1

G) INFCIRC/225/Rev.5

0 (not applying or no information); 2～3
(applying to the national implementation
system); 4 (applying and implementing
adequately)

2 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 0 2 2 3 2 0 3 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 0 2 2 0

Nuclear Security
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21

3

2

2

2

2

4

2
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Nuclear Security
Maximum

 points

Non-Nuclear Weapon StatesNuclear-Weapon States Non-NPT Parties

Scale of measurement

H) Enactment of laws and
establishment of regulations for the
national implementation

0 (not establishing domestic laws and
regulations and the national implementation
system); 1～3 (establishing them but
insufficient); 4 (establishing appropriately)

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 3 2 4 4 4 2 4 3 1

3
Efforts to Maintain and Improve the

Highest Level of Nuclear Security

A) Minimization of HEU and
Plutonium stockpile in civilian use

0 (no effort or no information); 1 (limited
efforts); 3 (active efforts); add 1 (committed
to further enhancement)

4 4 4 3 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 3 4 0 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 0

B) Prevention of illicit trafficking

0 (not implementing or no information); 2
(limited implementation); 4 (active
implementation); add 1 (committed to
further enhancement)

4 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 5 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 2 4 4 4 0 2 4 0

C) Acceptance of international nuclear
security review missions

0 (not accepting or no information); 1
(accepting); 2 (actively accepting) 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 0

D) Technology development―nuclear
forensics

0 (not implementing or no information); 1
(implementing); 2 (actively implementing) 1 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 2 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2 2 0 2 0 0

E) Capacity building and support
activities

0 (not implementing or no information); 1
(implementing); 2 (actively implementing) 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 0 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 1 0

F) IAEA Nuclear Security Plan and
Nuclear Security Fund

0 (no effort or information); 1
(participating); 2 (actively participating) 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 2 1 2 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 2 1 0 1 1 0

G) Participation in international efforts

0 (not participating); 1 (participating in a
few frameworks); 2 (participating in many
or all frameworks); add 1 (if contributing
actively)

2 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 3 1 3 1 3 1 0 3 0 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 1 1 3 3 0 1 1 0

27 27 20 26 25 23 23 20 33 29 30 29 35 31 13 31 31 12 30 29 38 34 34 32 31 30 29 32 22 25 38 33 8 30 30 -2

41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41

65.9 65.9 48.8 63.4 61.0 56.1 56.1 48.8 80.5 70.7 73.2 70.7 85.4 75.6 31.7 75.6 75.6 29.3 73.2 70.7 92.7 82.9 82.9 78.0 75.6 73.2 70.7 78.0 53.7 61.0 92.7 80.5 19.5 73.2 73.2 -4.9

27 26 20 25 24 23 22 19 32 28 29 28 33 30 13 30 31 12 29 29 37 34 32 28 30 28 28 31 21 25 38 32 8 28 28 -2

41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41

65.9 63.4 48.8 61.0 58.5 56.1 53.7 46.3 78.0 68.3 70.7 68.3 80.5 73.2 31.7 73.2 75.6 29.3 70.7 70.7 90.2 82.9 78.0 68.3 73.2 68.3 68.3 75.6 51.2 61.0 92.7 78.0 19.5 68.3 68.3 -4.9

Numbers in blue cells improved compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 .  Numbers in pink cells worsened compared to the Hiroshima Report 2020 .
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�e Hiroshima Reports provide an invaluable overview of the status of nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation. 
Having experienced their catastrophic humanitarian impact, Hiroshima is - and must continue to be - the ground 
zero for our moral, legal and political reasoning around nuclear weapons. �e entry into force of the Treaty on the 
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons gives hope that one day humanity will be �eed �om the dark shadow of nuclear 
war.

Vice-President, International Commi�ee of the Red Cross

Gilles Carbonnier

“�e Hiroshima Report 2021 provides a timely update on the state of global nuclear security. While the situation 
remains precarious, 2021 o�ers us hope with the entry into force of the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons (TPNW) and the new US President, Joe Biden, commi�ed to nuclear arms control. We can never allow 
ourselves to become complacent about the dangers posed by nuclear weapons, which is why it remains essential to 
guard the memory of the victims and survivors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. �e only way forward is a return to 
arms control treaties and multilateral cooperation.” 

Ban Ki-moon
Former Secretary General of the United Nations and Deputy Chair of �e Elders
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