Ideology and Strategy and the Possible Employment
of WMD,” was originally published in 2009 as

part of an edited volume by Gary Ackerman and
Jeremy Tamsett on Jihadists and Weapons of Mass
Destruction and misses the rise (and recent decline)
of Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant. Nonetheless,
Bale’s observations on the ideological factors, historic
rationality, and long-term objectives of jihadism are
still relevant and worth considering.

Bale decries “mirror imaging” Western concepts
of rationality and security policies to help understand
the jihadist threat; he states that “authentically Islamic
conceptions” do not recognize sovereign states and
have as their foundation the goal of the subordina-
tion of the whole world to Islam. Bale uses primary
sources to characterize these “uncompromising”
views of jihadist figures, which he acknowledges have
been tempered by practical considerations, interna-
tional norms, and power structures. Yet, he asserts,
itis “naive” to not appreciate the long term objective
to Islamize the world, found in numerous statements
and writings, and that their “rationality” cannot be
captured by Western standards.

Bale explains that terrorists do pursue violence
to achieve calculated objectives. On the subject of

jihadist pursuit of chemical, biological, radiolog-
ical, or nuclear (CBRN) weapons, he writes that
by focusing on their stated intentions, it is still not
clear how they might eventually decide to employ
such weapons (e.g., for deterrence, tactical use, or
against strategic targets). Bale also argues against
the false assumption that CBRN weapons use is
only intended to cause mass casualties and mas-
sive physical damage. For him, the real reason is
the psychological influence on both enemies and
supporters. Bale is adamant that Western analysts
must conclude, from publically available research,
that states cannot ever hope to compromise or
reach an accommodation with groups such as
al-Qaeda central whose aim is the destruction

of America.

In this companion volume, Bale delivers on
his promise to “promote more conceptual clarity”
to confront popular misconceptions of terror-
ism and extremist violence that are oft held by
experts. Bale uses empirical evidence to under-
mine these misconceptions and, although he may
not win friends, critiques would have to confront
his research head-on to try to convert him to their
side. PRISM
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Nathan E. Busch and Joseph F. Pilat in their book
The Politics of Weapons Inspections: Assessing
WMD Monitoring and Verification Regimes draw
attention to the important role that politics can
play within weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
verification, but the title promises more than the
authors deliver. The authors analyze three cases of
disarmament using inspections (South Africa, Iraq,
and Libya); examine how the verification of global
nuclear disarmament might or might not work; and
apply the book’s lessons to what they term difficult
cases, which may be subject to future inspections
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(North Korea, Iran, and Syria). The studies provide
a useful survey and side-by-side comparison of the
successes, pitfalls, and likely future challenges of
efforts to verify individual state compliance with
WMD agreements. The authors on occasion fail to
place the case studies within a broader geopolitical
context, leaving important gaps in their analysis,
which makes for an uneven read. As an example,
the authors point to shortfalls in multilateral veri-
fication regimes without fully assessing how these
regimes are limited and sometimes hamstrung by
the external and internal politics of sovereign states.

In the post-World War II era, the threats
posed by WMD led states to negotiate multilat-
eral agreements that sought to limit or prevent the
development and proliferation of these weapons,
including the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
(NPT), Biological Weapons Convention (BWC),
and Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). The
terms of these agreements varied, but the NPT and
CWC both included provisions for verifying com-
pliance. An important tool for verification is on-site
inspections, which feature experts who visit sites
and through observation, collection of samples, and
other activities gather evidence to be used to assess
compliance. The experts report their assessment to
the political authority responsible for overseeing the
agreement. This authority (or authorities) makes
the ultimate decision about whether the inspected
party is in compliance with the agreement and
if not, whether its failure to comply was through
honest error, negligence, or willful noncompliance.
Verification and monitoring agreements result from
states’ negotiations to address a security threat and
state governments make the final judgment about
compliance or noncompliance.

Despite the origins of these agreements, the
authors seem to expect the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) and Organization for the
Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) to be
larger than the sum of their parts and independent
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from them as well. Their verification processes,
however, are deliberately embedded—by the states
that negotiated the agreements and who provide the
funding, authority, and means of enforcement for
verification regimes—within a political framework
and therefore they are constrained by the calcula-
tions and actions of independent, sovereign political
actors. Both organizations reflect their members’
wishes and have little agency to act independently,
although individual leaders and inspectors can cer-
tainly have an impact. But these political dynamics
are not addressed within the book’s case studies, as
the authors fluctuate between explaining the limits
of inspections, verification, and monitoring and
calling for actions by the IAEA and OPCW that may
exceed the wishes of the member states.

While they recognize the limitations of means
of conducting verification and monitoring, includ-
ing possibly greater difficulty inherent in verifying
chemical and biological weapons-related activities
in comparison to nuclear, Busch and Pilat never-
theless argue that the IAEA and OPCW are “not
sufficiently utilizing all of the tools at their dis-
posal.” They repeatedly criticize the IAEA and
the OPCW for not going further in investigating
suspect states by exercising options such as special
or challenge inspections. The two organizations,
they write, are pulling their punches with regard to
these types of non-routine inspections, which are
designed to catch potential violators. This criticism,
however, overlooks important aspects of how these
organizations operate, particularly given the book’s
focus on politics.

While both the IAEA and OPCW are inter-
national organizations supported by civil servants,
they exist and operate within political environments
and report to and are sustained by their member
states. Their actions are conditioned by, and in
some cases constrained by, political imperatives.
The criticism also overlooks an important differ-
ence between the organizations’ legal mandates. In
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the case of the IAEA, the Secretariat can request a
special inspection, which the country in question
can accept or refuse. (In fact, the IAEA called for

a special inspection in North Korea in 1993. After
North Korea refused to accept it, the IAEA Board
of Governors concluded that the country was in
non-compliance with its Safeguards Agreement.)

In the OPCW’s case a member state must call for a
challenge inspection; not the organization itself. This
call can be blocked by a three-quarters majority of
the states seated on the organization’s Executive
Council. If the inspection is not stopped, the subject
country can still refuse to accept it. Given these
onerous constraints, it is no surprise that thus far no
member state of the OPCW has requested a chal-
lenge inspection. While the OPCW’s member states
and the TAEA’s Secretariat may need to further uti-
lize special or challenge inspections, recommending
how they should do so within their political context
and legal mandates would have been more useful
and realistic.

The authors present an adequate summary of
the Iraq case, which one of us has researched exten-
sively and participated in as a member of the Iraq
Survey Group, without delving too deeply into the
politics and details of inspections and what trans-
pired in the multi-year process of verification and
monitoring. Perhaps this is too much to require of
a single case study, but the omission of details (to
include the politics and geopolitics that shaped, and
ultimately significantly constrained, multilateral
weapon inspections in Iraq) makes the discussion
less rich and informative than it might have been.

It is not possible to understand the complexities
and limitations faced by international inspection
teams in Iraq without a discussion, which is largely
absent in this case study, of the divergent and often
conflicting political agendas of different members
of the UN Security Council. The lessons learned
discussion for this case overlooks the importance
of intelligence sharing and the work of inspectors,
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leaving the reader with an incomplete view of what
is needed to successfully accomplish verification and
monitoring.

The book is on stronger ground when the
authors shift to a discussion of some of the scientific
and technical challenges to developing and imple-
menting verification regimes. The fifth chapter
about how verifying global nuclear disarmament
could work is thought-provoking and adds depth
and reality to a lofty goal whose fulfillment would
rest on verifiable compliance. It is an interesting
exercise that highlights the limits of verification
and its reliance on political will and trust. Without
both factors verification may be limited to a point
of uselessness. As the authors acknowledge at the
end of the chapter, “Ultimately, verification require-
ments and their prescribed effectiveness will be
decided politically. . .” This underlines a hard fact
that deserves more attention in the wake of the new
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons,
open for signature at the time of this writing: future
deep cuts of nuclear arsenals and promulgation of a
verification regime, not currently part of the treaty,
will require fundamental political changes to both
the international system and the internal politics of
several current nuclear weapon states. PRISM
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