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SOUTH KOREAN OPINION POLLS:
MAJORITY FAVORS NUCLEAR
WEAPONS; 1980s GENERATION
QUESTIONS U.S. TIES

A majority of South Koreans surveyed believes that
having a strong military is essential to survival-and a
majority perceives nuclear weapons can provide that
military strength, according to a recent poll. [1]

Of the 1,038 South Korean adults surveyed,

72.7 percent of the
& respondents  agreed
~E4y with  the statement
4 that “a strong military
{ is necessary to survive
{ in international
relations.”
Furthermore, 66.5
percent agreed that
South Korea should
possess nuclear weapons, a signiycant increase from the
roughly 51 percent who expressed a similar view in a
poll taken in September 2004. [1, 2]

The new poll, sponsored by the Joongang llbo (a
major South Korean daily) and the East Asia Institute
(EAI), was conducted between August 31 and September
16, 2005, and released in October 2005. The survey had
a margin of error of plus or minus 3 percent. [1]
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Previously, a survey of 300 retired South Korean
generals conducted by the Korea Institute for National
Uniycation (KINU) in 1999 revealed that 39 percent
of this sample believed that a uniyed Korea fimust
have nuclear weapons,” while 57 percent believed a
uniyed Korea should fihave the capability to rapidly
manufacture” nuclear weapons. [3]

When taken together with the possibility of Korean
uniycation in the future, the support for strengthening of
the military and/or for the nuclearization of Korea could
have serious implications for the U.S.-ROK alliance and
regional security. A 2004 national public survey by the
Joongang Ilbo found that 65 percent of South Koreans
viewed uniycation to be desirable, an increase from 59
percent in 2003. [4] In the Global Views 2004 survey, a
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total of 91 percent favored reuniycation accomplished
either “cautiously” (69 percent) or “at all costs”
(22 percent). [5]

Meanwhile, antipathy towards the United States has
continued to grow in South Korea, particularly among
younger Koreans. For example, a recent public opinion
poll by the Chosun Ilbo (a major conservative South
Korean daily) revealed that 65.9 percent of Koreans
born in the 1980s (ages 16-25) said they would side with
North Korea in the case of a war between North Korea
and the United States. [6]

Finally, the new poll by the Joongang Ilbo and
EAI indicates that most South Koreans feel the global
community does not respect South Korea. Sixty-
seven percent believe South Korea does not receive its
due and proper treatment from the international
community. Furthermore, only 20 percent said they trust
the United States, while 44 percent said they distrust the
United States. [1]

Kim Toae-HyAn, aninternational relations professorat
Chung-Ang University in Seoul, attributes the sentiment
to Korea’s geopolitical position of having major powers
on all sides: “History made a large contribution in
creating those negative and close-minded views [toward]
the international community.” [1] Furthermore, Hwang
Chang-yAp,aformersecretaryinthe KoreanWorkersParty
and the highest level ofycial to defect from North Korea,
reacted harshly to the Chosun lIbo poll results, accusing
the 16- to 25-year-olds as “having lost their minds”
and being “mentally disabled” for responding that they
would side with North Korea in the case of war with the
United States. [7]

» - SOURCES:
[1] Shin Chang-woon and Chun Young-gi, Koreans Cast Wary

Eye on World, Joongang Daily, October 15, 2005, http://
joongangdaily.joins.com/200510/14/2005101422100358

39900090409041.html; Shin Chang-Un and Ch nY ng-Ki,
Ha-Pukhaek Y nghyang Hangukto HaengmugiKajy ya

67% [ ROK Too Should Have Nuclear Weapons  NK Nuclear

Weapons In uence], Joongang llbo, October 14, 2005.

[2] South Korean Public Topline Report, Global Views, 2004,
East Asia Institute (EAI), September 2004, p. 25, http.//www.

ccfr.org/globalviews2004/sub/usakor.htm.
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[3] Chosun IIbo, August 15, 1999, in Survey Says Former

ROK Generals Want Nuclear Capability, FBIS Document
FTS19990815000348; Yonhap News Agency, January 19, 2000,
in ROK Ex-Generals Favor Post-Uni cation Nuclear Capability,
FBIS Document FTS20000119000091.

[4] Shin Chang-un and Brian Lee, More Desire to See

Uni cation, Joongang Daily, September 23, 2004.

[5] South Korean Public Topline Report, Global Views, 2004,
East Asia Institute (EAI), September 2004, p. 22, http.//www.
ccfr.org/globalviews2004/sub/usakor.htm.

[6] Pak Tu-Shik and Pak Min-S n, Mi-Puk Ch njaengddaen
Puk Py nd lIgetta 66% Pukhane Kas Salgo Shipta N n 0%

[ Side with NK During NK  U.S. War : 66%; Want to Move and
Live in NK: 0%], Chosun llbo, August 15, 2005.

[7] Yonhap News Agency, in Hwang Chang-y p Pukhan Chijija,
Ch ngshinj k Pulguja [Hwang Chang-y p: NK Supporters
Mentally Disabled ], Joongang llbo, October 15, 2005.
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SOUTH KOREAN UAVs: U.S.
REJECTS SALE OF GLOBAL HAWK,
AS ROK DOMESTIC CAPABILITIES
GROW

In July 2005, South Korean media reported that ROK
ofycials reacted with frustration and disappointment
to the U.S. rejection of their June request to purchase
Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVS). [1]
Meanwhile, South Korean efforts to develop more
limited, indigenous UAV capabilities for national defense
and the international marketplace are making signiycant
progress.
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According to U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency Director Lt. Gen. Jeffrey Kohler, ROK ofycials
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made the request to purchase the Global Hawk UAV
when U.S. and ROK defense ofycials met in Hawaii
during June 21-23, 2005, for a sub-panel session of the
annual Security Consultative Meeting. [2] Kohler stated
Global Hawk exports were unlikely to be approved
because of Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)
restrictions.

The Global Hawk, which can conceivably be used as
a delivery system for WMD, is considered a Category
I system (technologies of greatest sensitivity) under
the MTCR Guidelines for Sensitive Missile-Relevant
Transfers. [3] The Global Hawk is a high-altitude long-
endurance (HALE) UAV, available in two models: the
RQ-4A has a ferry range of 22,236 km (13,500 miles)
and a payload capability of 907.2 kg (2,000 Ib), while
the newer RQ-4B has a ferry range of 22,780 km (13,838
miles) and a payload capability of 1,360 kg (3,000 Ib).
[4] Thus, both easily surpass the MTCR Category |
threshold, which classiyes missile systems, including
cruise missilesand UAVSs, as Category | ifthey are capable
of carrying a 500 kg (1,100 Ib) payload to a distance of
300 km (187 miles) or more. [5] Under MTCR rules,
member countries must apply a “presumption of denial”
to export license applications for Category | systems. In
addition, MTCR practice discourages member countries
from acquiring or developing new Category | systems.
South Korea is an MTCR member country.

When told of the denial of Global Hawk sales during a
visit to the Agency for Defense Development (ADD) test
facility in T’aean-kun, South Ch’ungch’ong Province,
assemblyman Hwang Chin-ha of the Grand National
Party (Hannaradang, the conservative opposition party),
was quoted to have demanded an explanation from ADD
Director An Tong-man, asking “What is the reason the
United States will sell to Japan and not to South Korea?”
[6] (While the United States has not sold Global
Hawks to Japan, Hwang’s comment is noteworthy in
that it highlights the sensitivity in some quarters of the
South Korean defense community to the possibility that
the United States might treat the ROK less favorably
than Japan in the area of sensitive defense technology
transfers.) ADD Director An is quoted as having replied
that the U.S. ofycials explained their rejection of South
Korea’s bid by referring to the restrictive rules of the
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MTCR. [7] Another high-ranking ROK defense ofycial
was separately quoted as stating, “It appears the U.S.
Department of Defense rejected the sales to South Korea
due to concerns about the potential outpow of core
technologies.” [8]
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While Washington’s rejection of the Global Hawk
sale will restrict the ROK’s UAV capabilities, the
country has made important strides in developing UAV
technology indigenously. South Korea’s ADD and Korea
Aerospace Industries, Ltd. (KAI) began developing the
Night Intruder 300 (initially called Pijo, literally, fipying
bird”) reconnaissance UAV in 1990 and conducted
its yrst pight test in 1993. [9] Although there were
problems during the development of the Night Intruder
300 (a model crashed during a test pight in June 1997),
it was later successfully tested and, in 2000, deployed by
South Korea, along with the Israel Aircraft Industries’
Harpy anti-radar-system UAV. The Night Intruder 300
is a yxed-wing UAV with a 200 km range and 45 kg
(99 Ib) payload capability (devoted to infrared sensors
and synthetic aperture radar), placing it well below
the MTCR Category | threshold. [10] Most recently,
the ROK Army Intelligence School on June 10, 2005,
established a unit to specialize in training UAV systems
operators. [11]
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In addition, while military interests triggered South
Korea’s initial UAV development, Seoul has been
aggressively pushing to become a key player in the
global UAV market with the creation in May 2002 of
the Smart UAV Development Center (SUDC) under
the Ministry of Science and Technology and the Korea
Aerospace Research Institute. The SUDC has been
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leading a consortium of government agencies, private
yrms, and academic research institutes in a three-stage
plan to complete development of the Smart UAV by
2010. [12]

In 2004, Ministry of Commerce, Industry, and
Energy ofycial Lee Sang-joon stated that South Korea
is aiming to become the world’s eighth largest aerospace
powerhouse by 2015, increasing Korea’s aerospace-
related production to over US$5 billion by 2010. [13] In
addition, the SUDC website lists as one of its identiyed
goals, “Join Top 5 Advanced Countries in UAV
Technology in 2010s.” Seoul has also revealed that KAI
and ADD are working to launch a medium-altitude long-
endurance (MALE) UAV to replace the Night Intruder
by 2007 or 2008, to be followed by a fully autonomous
HALE UAV. [14]

It remains to be seen whether the United States,
following its practice in the area of ballistic missiles,
will attempt to discourage South Korea from developing
UAVs with capabilities that exceed the MTCR Category
I threshold. The U.S. initiative regarding ballistic
missiles, which began in the 1970s, was prompted by
South Korea’s exploitation of technology from the
U.S.-supplied Nike-Hercules surface-to-air missile in
developing the 180-kilometer range surface-to surface
Paekkom missile, which was later improved and
renamed Hyonmu. [15] This history, among numerous
other factors, will inform U.S. consideration of future
advanced UAV transfers to South Korea.

» - SOURCES:

[1] Ko Kyoung-tae, U.S. Refuses to Sell Spy Aircraft to South
Korea, Korea Herald, September 30, 2005, http://www.
koreaherald.co.kr/; Pak Py ng-jin, Mikuk Muinch ngch algi
Hangukpanmae K pu [U.S. Denies UAV Sales to South Korea],
Segye llbo, September 30, 2005, in KINDS; S. Korea Considers
Buying U.S. High- ying Pilotless Spy Planes, Yonhap News
Agency, July 12, 2005, in Lexis-Nexis, http://web.lexis-nexis.
com:; Yun Sang-ho, Kukpangbu Kokoto Mimuinch ngchalgi
Sako Sipta P anmae Yoch ng [MND: Want to Purchase U.S.
High-Altitude UAV ], Donga llbo, July 12, 2005, in KINDS;
Stephen Trimble, Arms Agreement Means No Global Hawk
for South Korea, Flight International, July 19-25, 2005, p. 7,
http://www. ightinternational.com.
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Transfers, Missile Technology Control Regime webpage,
accessed on November 21, 2005, http://www.mtcr.info/
english.

[4] Global Hawk Tech Specs, Northrup Grumman webpage
http://www.NorthropGrumman.com/unmanned;
Unmanned Aircraft Systems Roadmap 2005-2030, O ce of
the Secretary of Defense, August 4, 2005, p. 6, http://www.
acqg.osd.mil/uas/.

[5] Equipment, Software and Technology Annex, September
16, 2005, in Missile Technology Control Regime webpage,
http://www.mtcr.info/english/Annex2005.pdf.

[6] Choe Hy n-su, Hannaratang Hwang Jin-ha Mi, llbonen n
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Tongbo [Assemblyman Hwang: U.S. Sells Global Hawks to
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(Seoul: Kunsaj ngbo, 2001), p. 200.

[10] Aviationnow.com, UAV Specs v2, http://www.
aviationnow.com/media/pdf/spec05_uav.pdf; Yun Sang-ho,
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Chinese Press Signals
Beijing’s Discomfort with
Improving U.S.-India Ties

Ofycial Chinese news outlets displayed little overt
reaction to growing strategic ties between Washington
and New Delhi, repected at the July 18 summit in
Wiashington, DC between President George W. Bush
and Indian
Prime Minister
Manmohan Singh.
At the summit
President Bush
offered to reopen %3
cooperation
with India in the

I

peaceful uses of 548
nuclear energy a_lnd Oqdricdms Atrg+ Ogild Limhrsdg Rimfge
space,  reversing and their wives

long-standing
U.S. restrictions and signaling Washington’s increasing
acceptance of India’s status as a nuclear power.

Nonetheless, PRC news coverage pointedly focused
on concerns of Western critics of the U.S.-Indian entente,
in particular, over the change in U.S. nuclear cooperation
policy, suggesting that ofycial China was uneasy with
the new trend in U.S.-Indian relations.

Global Times, a popular Chinese newspaper on
international affairs afyliated with the ofycial Chinese
Communist Party pagship paper the People’s Daily,
noted the signiycance that the United States attached to
the Singh visit and the increasingly warm relationship
between the two countries, highlighting Washington’s
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nuclear reversal notwithstanding India’s refusal to join
the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). [1] The paper
cited an Associated Press story stressing that one of
India’s key objectives for many years had been to obtain
U.S. recognition of its nuclear status and U.S. assistance
for India’s civil nuclear program. Indeed, the Chinese
paper made the observation that the Indian press was
elated with the summit’s outcome and suggested that
Washington now recognizes India’s status as a nuclear
weapon state.

In a separate report, the China Daily, the ofycial
Chinese paper targeted at overseas Chinese and
foreign audiences, argued that the nuclear deal set
a bad precedent. It cited concerns by many nuclear
nonproliferation analysts that the United States is
adopting double standards in its weapon of mass
destruction nonproliferation policy—giving India
preferential treatment, but trying to prevent Iran and
North Korea from pursuing their nuclear programs. [2]
Similarly, one reader of Global Times, in a letter to the
editor of that paper, deplored the fact that even though
India has not signed the Nonproliferation Treaty, it will
be receiving all the beneyts of an NPT signatory state.
This, the letter said, sends the wrong message, especially
at a time when the Six-Party Talks are set to resume in
Beijing and when the U.S. policy could reinforce North
Korea’s assertion of the right to pursue peaceful nuclear
energy programs of its own. [3] (The Six-Party talks,
between North Korea and China, Japan, Russia, South
Korea, and the United States, are aimed at persuading
Pyongyang to eliminate its nuclear weapons program
and capabilities.)

Perhaps the most direct criticism of the U.S.-India
nuclear deal came from the International Financial News
(a Shanghai-based paper reporting on international trade
and ynance) in which a signed commentator voiced his
concern at what appeared to be a major U.S. reversal
of nonproliferation policy. The writer argued that this
could make it more difycult to tackle the Iranian and
North Korean nuclear cases and trigger strong objections
from Teheran and Pyongyang, as Washington demands
that they give up their nuclear programs. Pakistan
may also demand that it receive the same treatment as
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India, the article continued. Citing Western analysts,
the article further suggested that the U.S.-India nuclear
deal sets a bad example for those countries with
advanced nuclear technologies but that have chosen to
forgo the development of nuclear weapons. India, the
commentator stressed, has conducted nuclear tests in
deyance of the Nonproliferation Treaty and is now, in
effect, being rewarded. This does not bode well for the
nonproliferation regime, the piece concluded. [4]

This undoubtedly orchestrated criticism  of
Washington’s new policy in the Chinese press—but
with no direct critical comments attributable to Chinese
ofycialsd also alluded to the supposed motivation for
the new U.S. bid to woo India: the development of India
as a strategic counter to Chinese power in Asia. The
issue, however, was not made the central focus of any of
the press reports noted above.

Recent developments may offer some comfort to
Beijing, as implementation of the nuclear deal began
to face hurdles in the U.S. Congress. A recent article
posted on the China News Network, the website run by
the China News Agency (one of the two Chinese wire
services), reported onthe displeasure of key congressional
ygures at the failure of the Bush Administration to
consult them before announcing the deal and noted their
demands for greater transparency on the initiative as it
moves forward. [5]

> SOURCES:

[1] What Can Singh Expect from His U.S. Visit? Global Times,
July 20, 2005, p.3; U.S-India Nuclear Cooperation Elevated,
ChinaNews.com, August 31, 2005.

[2] US. Sets Bad Precedent in Its Nuclear Cooperation with
India, China Daily Online, July 20, 2005.

[3] India Survived Nuclear Winter, Global Times, July 29,
2005, p.18.

[4] Why Is U.S.-Indian Nuclear Cooperation Causing Such a
Big Stir? International Financial News, July 22, 2005, p.7.

[5] Congressmen Reprimands Bush Administration for Lack
of Transparency in Nuclear Deal, Chinanews.com, October 27,
2005.
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HU-KIM SUMMIT SHOWS
DIFFERENCES ON NUCLEAR
DISMANTLEMENT

On October 28, 2005, Chinese President Hu Jintao
made an ofycial visit to Pyongyang to meet with North
Korean
leader Kim
Jong-il. This §
was  Hu’s
yrst  visit §
to North
Korea since
assuming
China’s top
leadership
position
in 2003.
The  visit
reportedly
was originally scheduled to have taken place in April
2005. Beijing is said to have postponed the visit due to
lack of progress in obtaining Pyongyang’s commitment to
the Six-Party Talks on dismantling North Korea’s nuclear
program. (Japan, Russia, South Korea, and the United
States are the other participants in the negotiation.)

Bgimdrd Ogdricdms Gt Itms™n “mc
Mngsg Jngd ™ m Kd~cdg i Inmfik

At the Pyongyang summit, Kim showered Hu with
lavish ceremonies, and the two leaders extolled their
countries’ decades-old bilateral relationship. However,
on the issue of North Koreats nuclear program, ofycial
Chinese mediacoverage revealed differences between Hu
and Kim concerning implementation of the nuclear goals
set out in the September 19, 2005, Joint Statement, issued
at the close of the fourth round of the Six-Party Talks. In
the September 19 Joint Statement, among other points,
the participants called for the phased implementation
of North Korea’s commitment to abandon all nuclear
weapons and existing nuclear programs. Apparently
the topic remained a point of contention between the
two leaders, the People’s Daily characterizing the Hu-
Kim talks as “candid,” in addition to being “warm and
friendly.” [1]

In his comments at the summit, Hu emphasized
nuclear issues, reiterating China’s support for the
denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula and praising
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the signiycant achievements during the fourth round of
talks. He emphasized the importance of maintaining
both peninsular and regional peace and stability and
urged that the targets set out in the September Joint
Statement be duly implemented. Hu also looked to the
future, expressing the hope that through the joint efforts
of all the parties to the talks, new progress could be made
at the yfth round of negotiations, originally scheduled
for November. [1]

However, Kim Jong-il, in his response, while praising
Chinese efforts in maintaining peninsular peace and
stability, failed to mention Beijing’s equally emphasized
goal—denuclearization. Kim merely pledged to attend
the next round of talks, without making any reference to
implementing the goals outlined in the September Joint
Statement.

These differences on the nuclear issue raise questions
about the degree of inpuence China exerts over North
Korea on this question. Indeed, President Hu failed
to mention the nuclear issue in his speech at the state
banquet given by Kim, and Wang Jiarui, director of the
liaison department of the Chinese Communist Party,
could not provide a precise assessment as to what had
been achieved on the nuclear issue during the Hu visit.
[2]

Assessing the summit results, Chinese media
commentators expressed the view that Beijing has
limited inpuence over Pyongyang and that signiycant
challenges lie ahead in implementing the September
statement. They noted that, far from controlling North
Korean behavior, over the past few years Beijing has had
to coax Pyongyang into participating in the Six-Party
Talks and has had to play the role of mediator between
North Korea and the United States. [3]

» SOURCES:

[1] President Hu Holds Talks with Kim in Pyongyang, Peoples
Daily, October 28, 2005.

[2] Hu Speech at the Welcome Banquet Hosted by Kim,
Peoples Daily, October 29, 2005; Jin Yebai, Hu Visit Ampli es
Di erences, ChinaA airs.org, October 31, 2005.

[3] Liaowang Article Examines Reasons behind Hu Jintaos
Visit to DPRK, October 31, 2005. FBIS-CPP20051102510011;
ZhuFeng, Hope for the New Round of Talks? [in Chinese],
November 7, 2005.
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Kahuta Enrichment Plant
Escapes Earthquake Damage,
Pakistani Official Declares

Pakistan’s most sensitive nuclear facility, the
Kahuta uranium enrichment complex, was said to have
escaped damage
in the devastating
earthquake  that
struck the region
on October 8.
The epicenter of
1 the trembler was

5 less than yfty
_ % L miles  from  the
PtjdCc I " installation. Loss

of the plant could
change the nuclear balance in South Asia, preventing
Pakistan from keeping pace with the growth of India’s
nuclear arsenal.

“There is no danger to our nuclear installations
and weapons from earthquakes,” Pakistan’s military
spokesman Major-General Shaukat Sultan said on
October 11, 2005. “They are fully safe.” [1] Pakistan
has not issued further statements on the status of
the facility.

At least one Indian media source, however, asserts
that Pakistani nuclear facilities and storage sites
have suffered yfteen to twenty percent damage. The
Indian source argues that Pakistan has been trying
to prevent the revelation of the damage to its nuclear
infrastructure by turning away international relief teams
and imposing curfews. [2]

The classiyed Kahuta facility, known as the Kahuta
Research Laboratory, is the site where Pakistan produces
highly enriched uranium for its nuclear weapons. The
complex is less than 50 miles from Pakistan’s capital,
where the earthquake destroyed apartment buildings
and other structures, and it sits on the outskirts of
Rawalpindi, a city of 1.4 million, where the collapse of
the Government Girls High School on October 8 killed
at least one student. [3]
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The Kahuta enrichment facility is thought to house
nearly 10,000 uranium enrichment centrifuges, which
rotate at supersonic speeds on high-tech magnetic
bearings. [4] The “crash” of a single centrifuge can cause
ricochets that can make hundreds of others inoperable,
interrupting the *“cascade” that transforms natural
uranium into weapons-usable highly enriched uranium.
Non-governmental specialists in Washington, DC, have
questioned whether
all ofthedelicate units
have survived the
October 8 trembler §
intact. [5] Publicly
available  satellite
images of the Kahuta
complex, however, . .
do not disclose any #E==
external damage =
to the buildings at
the site. [6]

Uranium Enrichment Centrifuges

» - SOURCES:

[1] Pakistani Nuclear Facilities Safe, Weblndia, October 11,
2005, http://news.webindial23.com/news/showdetails.
asp?id=134935&cat=Asia.

[2] 15 % damage to Pak N-facilities in quake, News Insight,
October 26, 2005, http.//www.newsinsight.net/nati2.
asp?recno=3528; see also, Quaking in their boots, Hindustan
Times, October 25, 2005, www.hindustantimes.com/
news/181 1529469,00120001.htm.

[3] Dozens Die in Pakistani Earthquake, AljazeeraNet, October
8, 2005, 10:21, Makka Time, 7:21 GMT.

[4] Source, David Albright, Director, Institute for Science and
International Security, Washington, DC.

[5] Interview with John Pike, Executive Director, GlobalSecurity.
Org; see also the following blog, where the topic has also
surfaced, Information Sought on Kahuta Nuclear Facility in

Pakistan, South Asia Quake Help, October 11, 2005, http://
guakehelp.blogspot.com/2005/10/information-sought-on-

kahuta-nuclear.html.
[6] Interview with Corey Hinderstein, Institute for Science and
International Security.
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Al-gaeda jihadi website
publishes “nuclear
Preparation encyclopedia”

On October 6, 2005, the Al-Qaeda Jihadi website
al-Fardaws published the “Nuclear Preparation
Encyclopedia.” The encyclopedia is a multi-chapter
collection compiled and posted by a Jihadi activist
Layth al-Islam (Lion of Islam) who claims, “I have
been studying nuclear physics for two years on various
scientiyc and Jihadi websiteso and that his posting is fia
present to the Amir [Captain] of the Mujahideen Sheikh
Usama Bin Laden, God bless him, for the Jihad in the
path of God.” The aim of the posting, he continues, is
to empower the Jihadi community with knowledge of
nuclear weapons.

The posting is largely an historical survey of
nuclear technology, including explanation of nuclear
experiments and mention of important nuclear pioneers,
such as Enrico Fermi. The posting also includes various
diagrams and sketches said to be of early nuclear
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warheads used against Hiroshima and Nagasaki (Little
Boy and Fat Man) and detailed explanations of nuclear
gun type and implosion devices. Some sketches purport
to detail the make-up of nuclear weapons, critical mass,
and the amount of needed yssile and other materials used
in their construction. The material was also posted on
a second Jihadi website al-Faroug on October 9, which
included links to the same information and diagrams.

This posting may be worthy of attention because
it reveals an increase in the understanding of nuclear
technology by the Jihadi community. Unlike previous
nuclear postings on Al-Qaeda websites, which were
amateurish, void of scientiyc knowledge, and poorly
written, this posting includes detailed information
concerning the technical operation and composition of
nuclear weapons. Most importantly, it includes sketches
and diagrams of nuclear weapon designs, measurements
of warheads and amounts of necessary yssile material.
Itis not possible to assess the accuracy of these materials
in an unclassiyed document. However, this posting
does not provide the would-be Jihadi with a step-by-
step blueprint for the manufacture of nuclear weapons,
compared to the reportedly detailed warhead design given
to Libya by Pakistani nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan.

Steps are outlined, however, for
extraction of radium and assembly
of a radium bomb, which the author
erroneously claims can yield a
nuclear explosion, but which, in
fact, would amount to a radiological
dispersion device (RDD) or “dirty
bomb.”

All the information presented
by the author is readily available in
open sources, but he appears to be
the yrst Al-Qaeda sympathizer to collect this information
and translate it into Arabic. This posting was apparently
aimed at increasing the scientiyc awareness and building
the knowledge base of the Jihadi community, as stated by
the author, “I believe that the strategic balance of power
on the battleyeld will not change for the Mujahideen
without correct scientiyc progress.o

Ciifg™ BengQ citl
Based “Dirty Bomb”

» SOURCES:
Editorial note: Shortly following its publication, the links to
this nuclear encyclopedia were disabled.
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TWO IRAQI INSURGENT
GROUPS CLAIM TO CARRY OUT
CHEMICAL ATTACKS

Two lIragi insurgent groups, Al-Qaeda in Iraq and
the Islamic Army in lraq,
issued communiqués in mid- =~
September 2005 claiming to
have carried out chemical
attacks against American and
Coalition Forces.

As the September 2005 u-ﬂl-ﬁl M|
Coalition offensive on Tel Afar = "y o
continued, the “Army of the L‘F'
Victorious Party” (a faction of @I Jﬁ."
Al-Qaeda in Iraq) threatened

Knfn ne sgd

to retaliate. On Se_ptember (> Wb @l x n fg"p
11, 2005, the group issued a

communiqué stating that American and Iraqi troopswould
be attacked with chemical weapons within 24 hours,
if the Tel Afar offensive did not cease immediately. [1]

On September 13th, the “Army of the Victorious
Party” claimed to have carried through its threat. It
stated that it had launched a chemical missile attack from
8 a.m. to 10 a.m. that morning against the lIraqi Interior
and External Affairs Ministries, the Green Zone, and the
Security Academy, which the group referred to as the
“Den of Collaborators.” [2] The following day, a second
Iragi insurgent group, the Islamic Army in Irag, claimed
to have launched ten 120mm chemical artillery shells at
a joint American and lraqi military base. The group also
claimed to have witnessed troops escaping the base in
response to the attacks. [3]

Coalition Forces in Iraq did not detect the use of
chemical agents and discounted the insurgents’ claims
of the chemical attacks. Nonetheless, the communiqués
from the two groups are not without signiycance, in that
they provide additional evidence that such organizations
remain interested in acquiring unconventional
capabilities. Their claims, moreover, were made atatime
when various manuals for the preparation of chemical
agents had been circulating regularly on media outlets
linked to insurgent and terrorist organizations, especially
those afyliated with Al-Qaeda. These manuals portray
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easy-to-produce formulations for various chemical
agents including cyanide, hydrogen sulfate, and even the
biological toxin ricin.

While insurgent elements often seek to exaggerate
their capabilities and effectiveness by publicizing
yctional operations or by taking credit for attacks carried
out by others, the claims of chemical weapons use may,
potentially, have some meaning behind them. It is
possible, although unlikely, that these insurgent groups
are, in fact, attempting to manufacture crude chemical
agents and that the communiqués were intended to test
Iragi and U.S. reactions to such adeployment, and equally
important, the reaction of the Jihadi community.

» - SOURCES:

[1] Jaysh al-Taifa al-Mansura, Responding with Chemical
Weapons in 24 Hours if Tel Afar Attacks Do Not Cease, al-
Firdaws, September 11 2005.

[2] Jaysh Al-Taifa Al-Mansura, God is Great Chemical Attacks
on Ministry of Interior, Ministry of Exterior, Green Zone and
Intelligence Academy, al-Meer, September 13 2005.

[3] Islamic Army in Irag, Chemical and Missile Attack on
American Soldiers and Pagan Guards, Al-Khayma, September
14, 2005.

Russian Smugglers Alleged
to Pass German Missile
Technology to Syria and
Iran

The government-controlled Syrian press has
reported allegations in the Western media that Syria
and Iran obtained advanced German missile technology,
previously exported to Russia. [1,2] Allegedly, Syrian
and Iranian weapons factories received this technology
from Russian smugglers and used it to improve their
missile capabilities. [3] The Syrian government has
strongly denied the charges. [4]

Inearly November 2005, a German outlet published an
article stating that advanced German missile technology
(propulsion systems, control systems, and measuring
instruments), originally sent to Russia, was smuggled by
Russian middlemen into Syria and Iran. [3] According
to the article, Iran has used this technology to enhance
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