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Abstract. Nowadays terrorism has become a world-wide phenomenon. During the last two decades the world has witnessed an increasing number of terrorist attacks. Terrorism poses a real threat to the very survival of humanity and is set to deprive humankind of its most highly prized treasure of peace, security and understanding among nations which are the key underpinnings of sustainable human progress. Terrorism is a direct and serious threat to social and economic development, democracy and human rights. It is driven by fanaticism and uses increasingly sophisticated weaponry leading to large scale devastation.
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Introduction 
Terrorism is a serious challenge to the value systems that the civilized world stood for and a threat to what humanity was striving to achieve, namely, socio-economic liberalism and-political plurality, the rule of law and international peace.

Organized terrorism promoted by certain States as an instrument of policy is very different in scale, nature and consequences from actions of stray individuals and groups. A sustained campaign of terrorist violence is not possible without sanctuaries, training, financing, encouragement and assistance by States. Government patronage gives terrorist groups and individuals enormous resources and safe havens. As the object of terrorism sponsored by States is to destabilize other countries and governments, this poses a direct threat to international peace and security.
International terrorists find safe harbour in some countries which makes the fight against them particularly difficult. In some countries, terrorist cells are disguised as non-governmental organizations or charitable funds and, in most cases, national authorities turn a blind eye to their activities for their own political interests.

The international community should not tolerate states or entities that support or protect terrorists. The states should put terrorists on trial or extradite them to countries which would put them on trial.

All States should prevent and suppress the financing of terrorism, as well as criminalize the willful provision or collection of funds for such acts. The funds, financial assets and economic resources of those who commit or attempt to commit terrorist acts or participate in or facilitate the commission of terrorist acts and of persons and entities acting on behalf of terrorists should be frozen without delay.

They should prohibit their nationals or persons or entities in their territories from making funds, financial assets, economic resources, financial or other related services available to persons who commit or attempt to commit, facilitate or participate in the commission of terrorist acts. States should also refrain from providing any form of support to entities or persons involved in terrorist acts; take the necessary steps to prevent the commission of terrorist acts; deny safe haven to those who finance, plan, support, commit terrorist acts and provide safe havens as well.
Nuclear Terrorism
The phrase "nuclear terrorism" is used to describe a variety of incidents with wildly different characteristics- It covers both low probability-high consequence events like a terrorist employing a nuclear weapon as well as higher probability-low consequence events like those involving a crude radiological bomb.
Three versions of nuclear terrorism are discussed; 1) use of a nuclear weapon, 2) operations against nuclear facilities that may result in the release of radioactivity, and 3) the use of radiological materials for purposes of contamination (e.g., with a radiological dispersal device or "dirty bomb"). 

Terrorist use of a Nuclear Weapon 

A terrorist use of a nuclear weapon, even a crude fission device, would represent an unparalleled event in U.S. history. Depending on the size of the device, its location, and other variables, tens or hundreds of thou​sands of people could be killed in just the first few hours. A three mile area around the explosion would be devastated—a scene characterized by collapsed buildings, radiation, and, perhaps most deadly of all, fire​storms. In addition, there would be the secondary, but not trivial, prob​lem of radioactive fallout.


But this is a main issue how would a terrorist group get its hands on a nuclear weapon? For this question three scenarios are widely discussed as follow with explanations;  
A terrorist group builds its own nuclear weapon:
Despite stories that any bright college student can master the basics of bomb design, the historical record suggests that building a nuclear weapon from scratch is no small technical achievement. Even decades af​ter the first nuclear bomb was built and used, national governments have had difficulty crossing the nuclear threshold. Iraq, for example, devoted billions of dollars and thousands of personnel to its bomb program in the 1970s and 1980s but, despite that effort, was unable to produce a working nuclear weapon. Most countries that did develop nuclear weapons had to marshal a relatively large fraction of their country's financial and scientific resources to accomplish that objective. Terrorist groups, by con​trast, command a tiny, tiny fraction of the resources available to govern​ments. 
 

Moreover, the history of modern terrorism, a record that extends across literally thousands of incidents this past decade alone, indicates that most terrorists lack the technical sophistication to successfully pur​sue nuclear weapons. Indeed, virtually all terrorists have been content to follow the path of least resistance and instead employ conventional means of attack—truck bombs, plastic explosives, grenades, and the like.

This low-tech approach fits well with the organizational "cell" struc​ture used by most terrorist groups. In a cell structure, members in the or​ganization know only a few others and work on a compartmentalized piece of an operation. Large, complex scientific projects—like building a nuclear weapon—require a completely different kind of organization, _ one in which groups of scientists and engineers know each other and ex​change ideas in order to solve the technical obstacles that inevitably arise. Nuclear weapons also require large stationary facilities, which are often vulnerable to detection. Such facilities run against the terrorists' interest in decentralized networks, secrecy, mobility, and the capacity to reconstitute those following successful police, actions.

Still, some officials worry that a small group of highly trained indi​viduals may be able to build a bomb of their own.
  What makes this sce​nario at all plausible is the availability of large volumes of unprotected plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU) scattered across the for​mer Soviet Union and other countries. Plutonium and HEU are the key ingredients for a nuclear weapon; no terrorist or country can make a nu​clear weapon without possessing one of these materials. The production of fissile material is the most technically challenging part of a bomb pro​gram but, with 600 metric tons of these materials in storage in Russia alone (not to mention other nuclear weapons states such as Pakistan or some non-nuclear weapons states such as Japan), acquiring the special materials for bomb construction may not be as difficult as it once was.

As it stands, however, no terrorist group is known to have come close to developing a nuclear weapon. Al Qaeda, probably the most sophisti​cated and well-financed international terrorist group in existence, has repeatedly expressed interest in nuclear weapons but has exhibited no capacity to execute such a project.

The problem, however, is that the future may not be like the past. One can imagine a terrorist group of the future assembling a team of competent scientists and engineers and stealing enough fissile material for a crude device. The plain fact is that such a possibility, though not suggested by past experience, cannot be ruled out.
A nuclear weapons state willingly transfers a nuclear weapon to a terrorist group:

According to this scenario, a terrorist group acquires a nuclear weapon from a so-called "rogue state." Like the first scenario, this series of events is possible but, thus far, contradicted by empirical experience.
The big fear has been that a 'rogue' state would hand weapons over to terrorist groups. This was indeed the under​lying rationale for the 2003 war against Iraq. Looking back at this rationale, and at the failure to establish a link between Saddam Hussein's regime and al-Qaeda, Steve Simon and Daniel Benjamin have demonstrated that in this area deter​rence may already have been working remarkably effectively because 'the world's leading state sponsors of terrorism' lost confidence in their ability to 'carry out attacks against the United States undetected':
After it became clear to Libya that the United States could prove its responsibility for the 1988 attack on Pan Am 103 - and United Nations sanctions were imposed - it got out of the business of supporting attacks on Americans. After American and Kuwaiti intelligence traced a plot to kill former President George H. W. Bush in 1993 to Baghdad, the Iraqi regime also stopped trying to carry out terrorist attacks against America. 
As a result 'this brand of terrorism has been on the wane'.
 
Most terrorism involves prolonged and wearying cam​paigns of harassment and hurt, eating away at political authority as it fails to prevent attacks or deal with the per​petrators, until it becomes obliged to seek some political deal. It is a coercive strategy, as is deterrence, and terrorists too can enjoy the benefits of deterrence. This is evident when it is argued that certain, possibly provocative, actions should be avoided lest   hey trigger renewed attacks. When people watch what they say and do because they do not want to attract the attention of terrorists that is a form of deterrence at work. Anything that generates caution and apprehension has possible deterrent effects, even when the behavior to be avoided has to be inferred. Terrorists can achieve this if they can acquire a reputation for irresistibility. The evidence suggests that they are most likely to achieve this when their campaigns are rooted in the aspirations of a distinctive and aggrieved community, as in Northern Ireland or Palestine With such campaigns, the damage caused by individual attacks is less important than their regularity. When coupled with manifestos and more normal political activity by sym​pathetic groups over time, some understanding is created of what this cause is about and the possibilities for its satisfac​tion. This confirms the view that deterrence arises out of processes in which all involved are learning about what matters to others and their patterns of behavior.

Furthermore, 9/11 had in itself alerted authorities around the world to the dangers of such attacks and set in motion a massive counter-terrorism effort, taking in improved intelli​gence efforts and international collaboration, increased police Powers, tougher sentencing and far more care with the secu​rity of air transportation or large public events. The impact of the blows struck against the al-Qaeda network was that terrorist activity became more visceral but less strategic, more retributive and less coercive, more the result of local organization and less of central direction. There were no spectacular strikes against large targets in Western countries but, instead, spasmodic but deadly attacks against soft targets in Muslim countries (Indonesia, Saudi Arabia, Turkey). When a strong reaction was expected, at the time of the US/UK invasion of Iraq, nothing much happened until after the event.

The militants may yet achieve another 9/11, but over time, doubts can be inserted into the minds of would-be ter​rorists that this particular method of promoting their cause was turning out to be less effective than they might have expected. So while it might be true that it is impossible, in an immediate sense, to deter someone bent on suicide through threats of punishment, that person might be deterred if it transpires that suicides rarely succeed in inflict​ing much damage or in producing the strategic effects that might justify the martyrdom. To be a suicide bomber is not to say that life is worthless, only that it is worth sacrificing for a good cause. As Robert Pape has convincingly argued, suicide terrorism has been adopted because it appears to work in driving Westerners away from places where they are not welcome. If the effect is unlikely to be achieved, then it is not worth the attempt. With terrorists who are less inclined to martyrdom, the strategic conclusions may be even more profound.

Recent events, however, illustrate at least two circumstances in which such a scenario appears at least plausible. One is suggested by the rela​tionship between Afghanistan's Taliban and al Qaeda. Imagine, for exam​ple, that it is September 2001, but that the Taliban and al Qaeda control Pakistan, Afghanistan's eastern neighbor. Given those circumstances, it is certainly conceivable that the Taliban would have shared its (i.e., the Pakistani) nuclear stockpile with al Qaeda, particularly once US- forces began their post-September 11 military action. Similarly, recent events in Iraq have prompted speculation that a bloody tyrant on the verge of de​feat might be tempted to provide a terrorist group with weapons of mass destruction as a last act of contrariness or revenge.
The Iraq-al Qaeda scenario seems unlikely, in part, because Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden are enemies, and in part, because an Iraq in extremis would more likely rely on its own operatives, not fanatical for​eigners. Still, the picture is suggestive. A different set of players, at a dif​ferent time, operating under the same conditions could conceivably lead to the transfer of the world's deadliest weapon.
Terrorist group steal a nuclear weapon from nuclear weapons states. 
This last possibility that a terrorist group is able to steal a useable nuclear weapon, represents a more realistic and uncomfortable possibility. A ter​rorist group that steals a nuclear weapon needs neither the technical so​phistication traditionally required to build a weapon nor the permission of a suspicious dictator. It only requires that a government be sufficiently corrupt, inept, or challenged by crisis to lose control over a single weapon. This scenario also assumes that the weapon in question lacks a device that would prevent unauthorized use (e.g., a permissive action link, commonly found in U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons) or that the group can somehow overcome these protections.

What makes this scenario more likely than the "build-your-own" or the "gift" scenarios is that there is an abundance of evidence that govern​ments can lose control of their nuclear stockpile. To begin with, countries sometimes lose their nuclear weapons outright. In the movie, the Sum of All Fears, terrorists acquire a nuclear weapon that Israel lost during the 1973 War. Pure Hollywood? Not really. The United States did, in fact, lose a nuclear weapon in the 1960s. A U.S. bomber flying near Polmares, Spain, crashed following a mid-flight accident. It took three months be​fore the last of its nuclear bombs was recovered.

Less innocent chains of events are also possible. Recent reports that Pakistani nuclear scientists sympathetic to al Qaeda met with bin Laden are again illustrative. No one has suggested that these Pakistani scientists were planning to give al Qaeda a nuclear weapon. Instead, it is thought that the scientists were simply briefing al Qaeda leaders on the basics of nuclear weapons. Still, given that sort of cooperation, it is not unreason​able to posit a situation in the future in which an official from a nuclear weapons state is persuaded by money, ideology or grievance to help a group steal a nuclear weapon.
Finally it is worth pointing out the obvious—no country lasts for​ever. Over human history countries have come and gone. Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union are just two of the more recent examples. When coun​tries collapse, their protection over nuclear weapons may become sus​pect, When the Soviet Union fell; 600 metric tons of nuclear materials were left unprotected. Some day Pakistan, China, North Korea, or any of the nuclear weapons states may break up or implode. What will happen to their nuclear weapons and nuclear materials?
One factor that helps reduce the risk of lost or stolen weapons is that, compared to the tons of fissile material, a modest number of warheads is fairly easy to count and track. Moreover, governments have a strong in​terest in maintaining control of these weapons. On average, one should expect that most countries, most of the time, take good care of their nu​clear inventories. Unfortunately when it comes to nuclear weapons, a system that is "mostly" secure may not be sufficient.
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